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LAND VALUATION METHOD SURVEY

Survey Sent to 202 Real Estate Assessment Stakeholders:
= Assessors and/or Commissioners of Revenue for 100+ Localities

Department of Taxation representatives

pIelicIl Survey
SIES Monkey

SCC (Public Service Valuation division) representatives

Public sector supervisory appraisers at 20+ localities

Private Sector Assessment Contract Appraisal Company principals (3 companies)

Four Major Topics:

= Land Valuation Models
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SURVEY RESPONDENTS

= FamsiEnar

9 -ce
Respondents

Counties 31

Cities 16

Stakeholders 4

TOTAL 51

COUNTIES CITIES

STAKEHOLDERS

Albemarle Franklin Lancaster Rappahannock Alexandria Martinsville Department of Taxation
Augusta Frederick Lee Roanoke Charlottesville |Paquoson scc

Bath Gloucester Loudoun Rockingham Danville Portsmouth Contract Assessment Firm
Campbell Goochland Louisa Spotsylvania Falls Church Salem

Cumberland Halifax Lunenburg Stafford Franklin Suffolk

Dinwiddie Hanover Madison Warren Hampton Virginia Beach

Essex Henrico Montgomery | Wythe Harrisonburg |Waynesboro

Fluvanna James City Powhatan Manassas Park |Williamsburg




RESPONDENT PROFILE

Does your locality have a full-time Assessor’s Office responsible for What is your locality’s reassessment cycle?
performing the reassessment?
45.0%

60.0% - 56.9% 20.0% 39.2%
o 0

23.5%

50.0% | 35.0% |
40.0% | 35.3% 30.0% 1 25.5%

25.0% -
30.0% -

20.0% -
20.0% 15.0% - 11.8%
10.0% - 7.8% 10.0% -
0.0% - L0 0.0%

Other (please specify) 0.0% ‘ T

Full-Time Assessor's Office  Contract Assessor hired for
responsible for reassessment. Annual Biennial 3 Years 4 or more Years Other (please

reassessment. specify)

What was the year of your last general Reassessment?

2016 61.7%
2015 10.6%

2014 [ ]6.4%
2013 [ 164%
2012 2.1%

2011 2.1%
Other 10.6%




LAND VALUATION MODELS




LAND VALUATION MODELS:

5. Do your land models value an
improved site (one with a structure)
differently from an unimproved site?

Yes

No

Other (please
specify)

Other and/or Comments

Depends - usually yes but if a subdivision, etc. all
lots may have same value except for amenities.

[Locality] very rural, on large tracts of land we value
a house site on 1 acre and the remaining residual
acreage at a lesser rate per acre. But a site with a
dwelling will be valued higher along with a well
septic or public water hookup.

Property valued with house site even when not
improved. Acre 20 acres or less. Some exceptions.

One would assume that a site with a structure would
have infrastructure(w/s/e/etc) that would add value to
the site.




LAND VALUATION MODELS:

6. Is the value of an acreage parcel based on a
flat $/acre basis or does the rate change as the
size of the parcel changes? For example, does a
20-acre parcel value at the same rate per acre as
a 100-acre parcel.

4.0%

I

Flat Change Other (please
specify)

Other and/or Comments

A sliding scale based upon size of the farm.

The rates go down as the parcel size goes up (size
curve). We value based on a flat homesite (1 acre)
rate plus surplus (acreage over 1 acre).

The rate does not change based upon the size of the
parcel. We have a flat rate for open, wooded,
swamp, etc.

We have a scale, that is formulated from the sales
study, in which the price per acre decreases as the
acreage of the parcel increases




LAND VALUATION MODELS:

7. Do your land models include either a 8. Do your land models differ based on
"base rate" and/or a homesite value? appraisal neighborhoods, zoning, use,
or other factors?

4.0% 6.0%
e S e U
Yes No Other (please Yes No Other (please

specify) specify)




LAND VALUATION MODELS:

9. How do you adjust for site specific 10. How do you determine the area of
differences/deficiencies such as wetlands on a parcel? (GIS, Plat
topography, wetlands, swamp, access, Delineation, other)
etc.?

22.6%

Percentage $/Acre GIS Plat

18.9%




LAND VALUATION MODELS:

11. When adjusting for Wetlands, do you use Other and/or Comments
a percentage adjustment or do you use a flat
rate per acre for the portion of the parcel = Flat acre. Land has to be rough and not used for
classified as wetlands? crop production. Anywhere from $500 to $3,000

depending on areas in agriculture type land.

= Percentage Adjustment based on the impact of the
flood plain to the parcel.

= Low of $500 to $1000/acre. Some localities want a
%.

12.8% = Sometimes use both...based on what impact the
wetlands have on the parcel.

= Percentage and flat rate - not consistent.

Percentage Flat Mixed None/No
(Flat&%o) Wetlands




LAND VALUATION MODELS: PRINCE GEORGE

MODEL DEVELOPMENT PROCESS:

Valued

- Make -
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LAND VALUATION PROCESS:
Highest and Best Use

FAIR MARKET VALUE is a function of the parcel’s
HIGHEST AND BEST USE.

Highest and Best Use is defined as the reasonable, probable and legal use of
vacant land or an improved property, which is physically possible, appropriately
supported, and financially feasible and that results in the highest value,
requires that the appraiser analyze four criteria grouped into two sub-elements:

TEST 1: Reasonably Probable

1. Physically Possible
2. Legally Permissible

TEST 2: Appropriately Supported

3. Financially Feasible
4. Maximally Productive

Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, 51" Edition, Appraisal Institute 2010



LAND VALUATION PROCESS: LOCATION

County of Prince Gaorga
Appraisal and Planning Areas

Eight Appraisal Areas

* The 8 Appraisal Areas generally correspond with the
County’s Supervisor Districts: District 1 includes
areas 5,6,7, and 8; District 2 includes areas 1,2,3,
and 4.

» Geographically similar neighborhoods are grouped to
form Appraisal Areas.

* Boundaries include by roads, water bodies,
monuments, or other influences (Fort Lee).

e Appraisal Areas include all types of land uses — both
complimentary and independent.

* Appraisal Areas may include neighborhoods of
single-family and multi-family uses as well as retail,
commercial, and office uses that serve these
“rooftops”.

Emannphes
] Taoidap indes
O aporusal araas



LAND VALUATION PROCESS: LOCATION

County of Prince George
106 Appraisal Neighborhoods Assessment Neighborhoods

Each platted subdivision is generally an individual
Appraisal Neighborhood.

Appraisal Neighborhoods can include subdivisions
or geographic areas with similar influences.

Appraisal Neighborhoods generally have
homogeneous land uses, similar Property Class
Codes, similar Highest and Best Uses, and similar
legally permissible uses (Zoning and Planning
Areas).

The first number of an appraisal neighborhood
corresponds with the appraisal area it is in. For
example neighborhood 4001 would be located
inside Area 4.

Neighborhoods are important to appraisers in that
they provide a framework, or context, in which
property value is estimated.

BElramingdsea
1 Teeapindes
ElApprass Areas




LAND VALUATION PROCESS: HBU TEST 1

County of Prince Geoarga
Zaning

HIGHEST AND BEST USE

Site Specific Adjustments are guided by the
Second Test of Highest and Best Use:

TEST 1: Reasonably Probable

1. Physically Possible
2. Legally Permissible

 Land Models are developed based Appraisal Neighborhoods
(Location), Size (Physically Possible), and Zoning or other
Restrictions (Legally Permissible).

e Zoning, the Prince George Planning Area and the
Conservation Area impact the Legally Permissible uses for a

i e e i parcel.
W= = )/ -:11 Elappinsal Anzis

/ | -"5 » Areas 5, 6, and 7 have R-A Zoning areas that are split by the
T ] Planning Areas

- « Areas 3 and 4 are split by the Planning Areas, but the Zoning
S% - N @ general follows the division.



LAND VALUATION MODELS:

Base models developed based on Location, Size, and Legally Permissible Uses
(Test 1 of Highest and Best Use.

Models based on “Economies of Scale” — the larger the parcel, the lower the rate
per acre.

Size (Acres) Base Per Acre Value $/Acre
50 $22,300| $3,000 [$169,300| $3,386
100 $22,300| $2,500 |$269,800| $2,698

Valuation Models based on Test 1 of HBU produce equitable values for “typical”
parcels with similar Location, Physically Possible, and Legally Permissible
characteristics.

Similar parcels in different appraisal neighborhoods (Location) or with different
Legally Permissible Uses will value differently.

Size (Acres) NH Base
50 3001/$22,300

Per Acre
$3,000
$2,700

Value  $/Acre
$169,300| $3,386
$151,800| $3,036

50 7000/$19,500

Sites improved with water and sewer (or well and septic) have an adjusted Base
value:

Base: $ 22,300

Improvement: 12,000

Total $ 34,300
Base Per Acre  Value $/Acre
Vacant 5) 3001 $22,300 | $7,100 | $50,700 | $10,140
Improved | 5 3001 $34,300 | $7,100 | $62,700 | $12,540

FY18 LAND MODEL COMPARISON

NH:3001
ZONING: RA

PLAN: PD

PCC: 600
Each
Addn’l
Acres Base  Acre
1 22,300 0
2 22,300 9,500
3 22,300 8,400
4 22300 7,600
5 22300 7,100
6 22,300 6,700
7 22300 6,300
8 22,300 6,000
9 22,300 5,800
10 22,300 5,500
11 22,300 5,400
12 22,300 5,200
13 22,300 5,000
14 22,300 4,900
15 22,300 4,700
16 22,300 4,600
17 22,300 4,500
18 22,300 4,400

19 22,300 4,300
20-24 22,300 4,100
25-29 22,300 3,800
30-39 22,300 3,600
40-49 22,300 3,300
50-74 22,300 3,000
75-99 22,300 2,700
100-149 22,300 2,500
150-199 22,300 2,300
200-299 22,300 2,100
300-399 22,300 1,900
400-499 22,300 1,800

NH:4000
ZONING: Al
PLAN: RC
PCC: 600

Each

Addn’l

Acres  Base  Acre
1 21,200 0
2 21,200 8,800
3 21,200 7,800
4 21,200 7,100
5 21,200 6,600
6 21,200 6,100
7 21,200 5,800
8 21,200 5,500
9 21,200 5,300
10 21,200 5,100
11 21,200 4,900
12 21,200 4,700
13 21,200 4,600
14 21,200 4,500
15 21,200 4,400
16 21,200 4,200
17 21,200 4,100
18 21,200 4,000
19 21,200 4,000
20-24 21,200 3,800
25-29 21,200 3,600
30-39 21,200 3,400
40-49 21,200 3,100
50-74 21,200 2,800
75-99 21,200 2,500
100-149 21,200 2,300
150-199 21,200 2,100
200-299 21,200 1,900
300-399 21,200 1,700
400-499 21,200 1,600

NH: 7000
ZONING: RA

PLAN: RC

PCC: 600
Each
Addn’l
Acres  Base  Acre
1 19,500 0
2 19,500 8,200
3 19,500 7,300
4 19,500 6,600
5 19,500 6,200
6 19,500 5,800
7 19,500 5,500
8 19,500 5,200
9 19,500 5,000
10 19,500 4,800
11 19,500 4,700
12 19,500 4,500
13 19,500 4,400
14 19,500 4,200
15 19,500 4,100
16 19,500 4,000
17 19,500 3,900
18 19,500 3,800
19 19,500 3,800

20-24 19,500 3,600
25-29 19,500 3,400
30-39 19,500 3,200
40-49 19,500 3,000
50-74 19,500 2,700
75-99 19,500 2,400
100-149 19,500 2,100
150-199 19,500 1,900
200-299 19,500 1,700
300-399 19,500 1,500
400-499 19,500 1,400




LAND VALUATION PROCESS: HBU TEST 2

Madel Inpuh-
FYI0i& Land Mooe|

Torkooox
MH 3001
ZONING I~ RaA
FCC 600
[PLANNING PD
BASE 22,300
|F"l:r A dditional Acre 2,000
limproved 12,000

MODEL VALUATION

&I TE SI178 (Acres) E

|m wid Vacant
Telal Moclel E '1ﬂ'1.3DI'IE '1'H.SI:I'|! e

Influence - )
W etlands -?U".q
2
Imgroved  Wacant
Met valus | 1as000]  13%5400f

Step 1l
Impurt Bnde Data from Fr208
Eand Models Worksheet based on
MH, Zomning, Property Clase Code,
and Plarning Classficat on.

Stap 2
Inpue SleSlze
inhcres
Resulte
Gross Wi lue without any Site
Specific Adjustmants for
Improwed cr Vacant s

Step 3
InpiE any
silesperific
ddjaslimens

Hesults
1 Met Value Far Imgrosed or Vacant
sile slter sitecpecilic val e

HIGHEST AND BEST USE

Mass Appraisal Land Modeling is guided by the
First Test of Highest and Best Use:

TEST 2: Appropriately Supported

3. Financially Feasible
4. Maximally Productive

A use can be Physically Possibly and Legally Permissible, but not be
Financially Feasible to develop to its Maximally Productive use.

Test 2 of Highest and Best Use guides in the development of Site
Specific Adjustments — Adjustments to parcels that have similar
Location, Physically Possible, and Legally Permissible attributes, but
have features or challenges that are not “typical”.

Site Specific Adjustments are developed from sales using Matched Pair
Analysis.

Typical Site Specific Adjustments include Wetlands, Topography, Non-
Perc Soils, Restrictive Easements, and Access.



Model iFputs
FrzniBLand Mode
Workbook
HH 001 |
TORMG RA
FCC 500
e

BAEE 22,308

ana cre !.Ea
[Impreved 12,008

WETLANDS

SITE S1ZE {Acres) &
Wallands (A erel =

|mpraved Waeart

Todal Modsl

s abls

- —=

|mproved Yacant
Useabls Model I 136,300 124,200]
Vet ande I !'!nl

Conaribuing Value _ 45000

i -
Per Acee

Vet ands Value 11,200 TE3

i proved Wacamt
MODEL VALLE $147.600 3135600
W Factor 18 .20

SITE SPECIFIC ADJUSTMENTS

Sep
Input Made Dstd froe S920000 Land
Moded s W o kahest based on HH,
Tanning Froporry Clase Coca, e
Plan=ingClass$cation.

Step 2
irgast B Blae and Mo s e Wikl aads In
Acren
MOTE:
& recnrced plat with Bller sated YWetlands|s
prefored - G1E Wetands Layer lzesedin

i measere Impacies ares °ng plst,

Bezalts
Grasa Wl uewithent any Sts
Sged o Al somens far

NOTE:

Deminished Ut ity Foctoms range from65%

—— Improved orYacant Sk,

[ bwildakle but usshle o 3535 junderwates |
inscesasiala aedfar unaisakla)

Srep 3
Input Faciar
bazed an
diminished

1ty

Rt Waluafor afier 'Wetlands & Jastment
andimpated Weilands Faciar fn: Proved

Desults

CAMA,

WETLANDS

A Percentage Adjustment is developed based on the impact
of the Wetlands to the parent parcel.

Recorded Plat with Delineated Wetlands is preferred.

GIS Wetlands Layer, as well as the RMA and RPA Layers,
are used to measure the area in the absence of a plat.

The impact of the Wetlands is determined by the loss of
utility for the affected portion of the property. For example,
even though the site may not allow for a building, it may be
useable for recreational purposes.

Diminished Utility Factors range from -65% to -95% for
swampland (underwater, inaccessible, or unuseable).

The result is a Wetlands Adjustment Factor that is applied to
the entire parcel.



LIMITED ACCESS PARCELS

SCENARIO:

PARCEL C

PARCEL B

PARCEL A

STATE MAINTAINED ROAD

Parcels A, B, and C are contiguous parcels under the same ownership
(persons or entity). Parcel A has State Maintained road frontage.



LIMITED ACCESS PARCELS:

12. Would you value Parcels A, B,
and C as one parcel, or would you

value them separately?

20.0%

One Parcel

70.0%

Separate,
Individual Parcels

Other (please
specify)

Other and/or Comments

Would be considered as one parcel if owner
requested combination to receive one tax bill. Our
frontage/depth table adjustment would be applied.

Depends on whether Parcels B and C are buildable
or not.

They would be valued separately. However, the fact
that they are all owned by the same person would be
taken into account.

They may be included on one parcel record number,
but each individual parcel would be given a value
based on road frontage or lack of road frontage.

We might combine the 3 parcels into 1 tax record if
the owner was agreeable otherwise they would be
assessed as 3 parcels.




LIMITED ACCESS PARCELS:

13. Would you consider Parcel B
and/or Parcel C “landlocked”?

Yes No Other (please
specify)

Other and/or Comments

Would consider these as residual to Parcel A.

No, we would consider B & C to be excess land to Parcel
Aif the land is under the same ownership.

No. Not since the same person owns all three parcels.

If each of the three parcels were 10 acres, we would
value all at the rate we are usm? for 30 acres. We would
not consider them land locked if all three had the same
ownership.

Maybe not landlocked but definitely would be adjusted
for access

I would see if there were any deeded easements. | work
very hard to not classify land as landlocked. In this case
sinCe the land owner owns all 3 parcels, | would not
classify it as landlocked.

To my understanding, there is technically no land locked
land in the State of Virginia. There may be access
issues, but there is no Tandlocked land.




LIMITED ACCESS PARCELS:

14. What type of adjustment would you make when valuing Parcel B and/or Parcel C?

None

I would reduce the per acre value to show consideration for no road frontage.

No home site value would be placed on B or C. We would value at same rate per acre for all 3 properties.
There would be a discount per acre to arrive at FMV.

Can't give accurate enough number to be quoted - would need to see situation - % downgrade usually.
Percentage adjustment for access.

25% for B 50% for C.

Possibly access.

They would be valued as "rear" property. Really depends on where they are and how far off the road they are as to the
difference in value. We have hard staté maintained roads, as well as gravel/dirt state maintained roads.

More than likely the lots would be given a flat value assessment based on the appraisers opinion.




LIMITED ACCESS PARCELS:

14. What type of adjustment would you make when valuing Parcel B and/or Parcel C?

= Our adjustment is the fact that the we value them at a lower per acre rate because we are considering them one parcel,
even though they are three different parcels. | would reduce the per acre value to show consideration for no road
frontage.

= Run the excess land rate. Parcel A would have 1st one-acre at homesite rate. Over 1 acre at the excess rate. Hard to
apply the proper size adjustment in our system but can be done. There would be a discount per acre to arrive at FMV.

= Market-based adjustments for access, visibility, and other characteristics that have impact on value.

= It would depend upon access. If there is access to a home site on either B or C, then the prevailing off road home site,
taking into account for view shed, would be applied, then a prevailing residual value would be applied to the
remainder.25% for B 50% for C.

= 9% of Parcel A

= Downward adjustment from parcel A - Both would be of lesser value than A, and depending on size, utility, of C, it
would probably carry same value as B.




SITE SPECIFIC ADJUSTMENTS: ACCESS

Distance
Measured frem State Maintaned Scad
Distance (Feat) 2100
Kiles .51
Otlver Faars

Sits Spcific Accags

Graval Frivate Road N

Cirt Private Road N
UndevelopediUnplatied b

ACCESS ADJUSTMENT

Distance

0015 ~10%
01640, 25 ~T5%
264050 =205
5905 -25%
ower 75 <05

OTHER FACTORS ADJUS TMENT

Type Adjusment

Gravel Private Road -5
Cirt f 5%
Undeveloped -25%

TOTAL ACCESS ADJUSTMENT

Item usment
Distance -25%
Type 255

ACCESS ADJUSTMENT =I5

___'__'-1 | nput measured dista nes fom parcel
lbweclosenst oo 51 e s nitalreed roadd
Sep?
Inpus ¥ i F s pecific Othar
- Factoes Exist, Wil they do
e ———

k

ACCESS ADJUSMENT EXAMPLE:

ZONING: A1

PCC: 600

Results

Impuzed Accass Adjus tmant for Praval CAkL

Assessment: 5 45500 .
Medel tal.: s w1 _
Arrpss bl ~A%5 5 145,50 5
Mscessment: 5 55,800
ERiES
o 2 _
Access bdi.: -4F: 5 190.900]
Mscessment: 5 B0,70 pos
Py ACRES
Muodzl val.: $ 101,100
Muccess . 5 -
Mscessment: 5 10,1m pos
Lo’
109
STATE WAINTAINED FXAD
PARCEL B C [+] FARCEL A E T C TOTAL | 200 ATRE|
CEPTH 10880 210 3,26704 VALLE 101,100 100130 194100 101,100 | 409,400 | 20400
MID 5445 SH5 a5 -BCCEES 0 (#0400 (3550 (55,3000 (141,500) L]
TOTAL 1,6345 2,7215 3B TOTAL 101,100 B0200 35600 45,500 | DE2,000 | Ev. 400
JFACTOR Er FEE DIFFERENCE 15.6%




EXAMPLE:

K:"Q% /
% '
* B o &

b A
&y 5
o ~ evbf
e,
uﬂ' L=
pr

i

ACCESS

NOTES:

One owner purchased five parcels in one deed. Parcels had been
part of the same farm since at least the early 1900’s.

e Other adjustments include Wetlands and Topography. Topography
applied to some of the subject parcels because the wetlands divide
some of the useable acreage.

All adjustments made from the Base Value.

Adjusted value in this example is 13% higher by valuing the

individual parcels when compared to valuing the “Larger Parcel”
(one administratively merged parcel).

PARCEL A B c D E TOTAL | 1 Parcel
Size 48.9554 50 53 13 6 | 170.955 | 170.955

ACCESS ADJ 0% -35%  -35%  -55%  -55%
BASE VALUE 185,900 176,200 182,500 82,500 55,600| 682,700| 346,400
,J -OTHER ADJ (18,600) (54,600) (20,000) (20,600) (13,900)((127,700) (34,700)
-ACCESS 0 (61,600) (63.900) (45.400) (30,600) (201,500) 0
ADJ VALUE 167,300 60,000 98,600 16,500 11,100| 353,500 311,700

DIFFERENCE 13.4%
CLOSING NOTES:

This situation is VERY rare in Prince George County. Most parcels with
Access adjustments have deeded, developed access easements. This
specific situation only affects +/-42 Tax Parcels (out of 13,777) and +/-
16 property owners (out of 10,940).



OPEN versus TIMBER PARCELS

SCENARIO:

In a rural area, there are two 50-acre parcels that have
similar site characteristics, soil productivity, and highest
and best use.

Both parcels would qualify for the Land Use Program, if
applicable. The only difference between the two parcels is
that one parcel is
open and the second parcel is completely covered in
timber.




OPEN versus TIMBER:

15. Would the MARKET VALUE be Other and/or Comments
different for these parcels?

= In my locality wooded parcels generally sell for a
little less that pasture. However, | know there are
some localities where timber parcels sell for more
based on the type of timber being produced on
the parcel.

= The ﬁarcels would be valued at FMV individually
but the land use rate per acre would be applied
based on use.

= Possibly on a 50 acre parcel the timber parcel
might be valued slightly less per acre.

= In our area open land and crop land sale higher
then wooded land.

= We don't make any adjustment between wooded
and cleared land.

Yes No Other (please

specify) = Alittle less for timber




OPEN versus TIMBER:

16. Does your locality value parcels with
standing timber at a higher MARKET VALUE
rate than open parcels?

16.7%

Other (please
specify)

Yes

Other and/or Comments

In some localities we work good standin? timber
with good paved road-front very well could be as
high as open pasture.

Depends on the location in the county. Some
open land is valued higher based on it's location
and sales data.

Depends on where. Timber parcels are higher
value than open farm - but land available for
development In proper zoning would be different.

I thou%ht state law or attorney general opinion or
something says we are not to value timber.

On an average, parcels with timber is similar in
value as open, cleared land if the timber is viable
(not scrub timber). The wooded acreage is
valued, and timber value is added. this combo
value typically is similar in value to cleared open
land values on same parcel.




OPEN versus TIMBER:

17. Does your locality ADD MARKET 18. Does your locality REDUCE the
VALUE for the standing timber on a MARKET VALUE if timber is cut and
parcel? If so, could you share your removed from a parcel?

additional rate per acre.

90.7%

Yes

Yes




OPEN versus TIMBER:

17. Does your locality ADD MARKET 18. Does your locality REDUCE the
VALUE for the standing timber on a MARKET VALUE if timber is cut and
parcel? If so, could you share your removed from a parcel?

additional rate per acre.

90.7%

Yes

Yes




OPEN versus TIMBER:

19. If you answered YES to Question 18, what procedure do you use to reduce the MARKET
VALUE? If this is a rate per acre, could you provide that?

$1,000 to $1,500 per acre

Once the clearing is reported to me, | search for comparable size and type parcels
that general reassessment valued and use that per acre value. Our values range
from $1,200 to $1,800 per acre for cutover property.

Based on %.

20% cutover adjustment for clear cut only.

25% reduction per class.

We must be notified in writing and make a site visit to verify - $800.

Rgll_nge for cutover land is $600+/- to $1,600+/- per acre depending on location,
utility, etc.




OPEN versus TIMBER:

20. If you answered YES to Question 18, how long does your locality carry this timbered parcel at
a reduced the MARKET VALUE?

= Next reassessment.

= Until the next reassessment. However, since we have gone to a 6 year cycle, this
may have to change.

= Max 3 years.

= Until marketable timber is on the property.

= About 10 years.

= The parcel is carried that way until changed during a reassessment.

= 10-15 years.




OPEN versus TIMBER: PRINCE GEORGE

Market Value is generally the SAME for OPEN or FOREST parcels.
Market Value is NOT ADDED for TIMBER PARCELS.

Parcels that have been TIMBERED MAY HAVE A TRANSITIONAL TIMBERED
ADJUSTMENT — up to 25% for 3-years.

= We must be informed that the parcel has been timbered.

= There must be a Managed Timber Plan similar to the requirement by the Code of Virginia in
to qualify as Forest Class under the Land Use Program.

Soil Capacity (soil type - quality) can influence MARKET VALUE.




OPEN versus TIMBER: PRINCE GEORGE

TIMBERED IN 2015 TIMBERED IN 2012
Just Prior to Sale No Timber Adjustment

53.5 ACRE PARCEL 51.5 ACRE PARCEL

2016 AFTER TIMBERING
o AN N AR

H016 AFTER TIMBERING IM 2012

2009 BEFOAE TIM3ERING

Prior to Timbering $101,200
Clear-Cut Adjustment 0%

Prior to Timbering $84,300
Clear-Cut Adjustment -25%

Revised Value $63,200 Revised Value $101,200
Sa|eS Pl’lce $64 000 Sales Price $105,000
6/1/2016

5/11/2016




LAND USE PROGRAM




LAND USE PROGRAM:

21. Does your locality participate in
Virginia's Use-Value Assessment

Program?

Yes

No

22. Does your locality use all 8 of the
agricultural soil classes?

Yes




LAND USE PROGRAM:

23. Does your locality adopt the 24. Does your locality use all 3 Forest saill
Agricultural Rates provided by the classes?
SLEAC?

23.1%

Yes

Yes




LAND USE PROGRAM: PRINCE GEORGE

Prince George County

Land Use Rates

1,397 Parcels totaling

99,205 acres

(69 acres per parcel average)

Propased | Adopted | Adopted | Adopted
Tvos mny mis anis 2014
— ——
Crop Land 21,630 51,450 $1,210 5790
g Fasture Land 5530 S540 8440 5390
Unproductive 5130 5120 £130 590
e S i NN = Th Loan = irs] CFIN Soon
= EXCELLENT S50 SP00 5730 Shel
E GDOD 5550 5675 £60D 5460
= FAIR 3414 125 450 S310
HORTICULTURE 01 $1,330 51,250 $1,350 5900
ﬁ HORTICULTURE 02 5520 5930 $1,000 5630
= QTHER NON-PROD 5100 5100 £100 S100
QFEN SPACE 31,400 51,400 $1,400 51400

PROPOSED
PRINCE GEORGE COUNTY
AGRICULTURAL RATES
PROPOSED 3-Year Moving SLEAC | SLEAC | SLEAC
TE 2017 AVERAGE 2017 | 2016 2015
$1,640+51,560+51,690
Crop $1,630 = 3 $1,640 (51,560 | $1,690
S600+5570+5610
Pasture 5590 = 3 $600 | 5570 | %610




QUESTIONS?




