
11/21/2025 

Martha C Ingram 

3052 Mary Church Ct. 

Orlando,Florida 32811 

Re: Petition Number 2025-00081 

Value Adjustment Board 

P.O.Box38 

Orlando, Florida 32802-0038 

Dear Value Adjustment Board 

I am disputing the recommendation of the Special Magistrate (Roger Crews) 

decision he made about the petition from the hearing on 10/10/2025. 

1.The market value of my home is not what the OCPA calculated because I 

have a 25 years old roof that needs to be replaced with damage to the interior 

of my house. 

He stated that there is no leaking from the roof but he does not know that but 

I do and can provide evidence from my Attorney(THE LAWGICAL FIRM) who is 

handling my insurance claim for my roof replacement. The adjuster did an 

inspection and took photos of the roof and the interior of the house. Also their 

has been no addition or any improvement to my property. 

2.The comparable information of the 3 houses that the PAO provided were 

not comparable to my home because 2 of the houses are rental property 

and the other one has been completely renovated inside and outside. So 

rental property taxes and renovated property will always be higher. So you 



3.1 never stated that one of my sons lives in the house with me because I live 

alone. The magistrate wrote a false statement about I said one of my son 

does not actively reside at the address. 

I have concluded that the PAO is in violation of the Florida Statutes 193.011 

by failure to calculate the true value of my property. 

I am enclosing photos of the roof and the interior damages of the house 

from that the adjuster found 10/28/2025. 

I am also enclosing a copy of the special magistrate decision letter. 

Thank You, 

(Y\~~ 
Martha Ingram 



Insured: 
Property: 

Martha Ingram 
3052 Mary Church Ct 
Orlando, FL 32811 

Claim Rep.: David Dube 
Company: The Lawgical Firm 

Estimator: Alex Gonzalez 
Position: Independent Adjuster FL License #W655572 

Company: Property Claims Consultants & Appraisers 

Claim Number: FL25-0126426-K524 Policy Number: 592-058-256 

Date of Loss: 10/9/2024 12:00 AM Date Received: 

Business: ( 407) 433-4131 
E-mail: ddube@thelawgicalfirm.com 

Business: (786) 299-2689 
E-mail: agonzalez@flclaimsconsultan 

ts.com 

Type of Loss: Hurricane 

Date Inspected: Date Entered: 10/30/2025 8:57 AM 

Price List: FLOR8X_OCT25 
Restoration/Service/Remodel 

Estimate: 2025-10-30-0857 



Line Item Total 

Material Sales Tax 

Subtotal 
Overhead 
Profit 

Laundering Tax 

Replacement Cost Value 
Less Depreciation 

Actual Cash Value 
Net Claim 

Total Recoverable Depreciation 

Net Claim if Depreciation is Recovered 

Summary for Dwelling 

Alex Gonzalez 
Independent Adjuster FL License #W655572 

26,344.20 

343.05 

26,687.25 
2,668.77 

2,668.77 

45.20 

$32,069.99 
(861.63) 

$31,208.36 
$31,208.36 

861.63 

$32,069.99 



DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD 
VALUE PETITION 

_O_r_a_ng=-e _____ County 

The actions below were taken on your petition. 

DR-485V 
R. 11/23 

Rule 120-16.002 F.A.C. 
Eff. 11/23 

~ These actions are a recommendation only, not final D These actions are a final decision of the VAB 
If you are not satisfied after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit 
in circuit court to further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(1), 194.036, 194.171(2), 194.181, 196.151, and 
197 .2425, Florida Statutes.) 

Petition # 2025-00081 Parcel ID 05-23-29-7397-00-100 

Petitioner name MARTHA INGRAM Property 
3052 MARY CHURCH CT The petitioner is: ~ taxpayer of record D taxpayer's address 

representative , FL 32811 

D other, explain: 

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

Value Value from Before Board Action After Board 
Lines 1 and 4 must be completed TRIM Notice 

Value presented by property appraiser 
Action Rule 120-9.025(10), F.A.C. 

1. Just value, required 192,140.00 192,140.00 192,140.00 

2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable 19,148.00 115,218.00 115,218.00 

3. Exempt value,* enter "O" if none 19,148.00 19,148.00 19,148.00 

4. Taxable value,* required 96,070.00 96,070.00 96,070.00 
* All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (Section 196.031 (7), F.S.} 

Reasons for Decision 
Findings of Fact 

(See Attached) 

Conclusions of Law 

(See Attached) 

Fill-in fields will expand, or add paqes as needed. 

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

Roger Crews 
Signature, special magistrate 

Jennifer Lara-Klimetz 

Roger Crews 
Print name 

Jennifer Lara-Klimetz 

Signature, V AB derk or special representative Print name 

10/30/2025 

Date 

10/31/2025 

Date 

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on _____ at ____ _ 

__ __ A~~ress ______ --.-. ---.-.----. . --.-. -.-.-.-. -------.. ------.-.-.-.--.-.. -. _ 



• 

Findings of Fact for Petition 2025-00081: 
The subject property is a single-family, 3 bedroom, 1.5 bath property with approximately 1466SF of gross living area 
(GLA). It is a single story home built in 1968. The market value is $192,140. The assessed value is $115,218. The 
taxable value is $96,070. 

The PAO provided a packet of information as evidence including, but not limited to, property record cards, TRIM 
notice, location maps, aerials maps, comparable sales data, interior photos from a prior listing and exterior photos of 
the comparables used. The DR-493 form from the Florida Department of Revenue, the "Eight Criteria" noted from 
Florida Statutes 193.011, and a notice of request of evidence from the Petitioner (PT) were also provided. Three sales 
were provided with similar gross living area ( GLA) and were of a similar genre to the subject property. All three sales 
are in the same market as the subject. All three sales had comparable bed/bath counts to the subject. Once these 
market-based adjustments were applied to the comparables used, the indicated value of the PAO was $270,030. 

Martha Ingram (PT) presented evidence including four sales (2150 Liston Ct, 4195 Kirkland Boulevard, 4393 Councill 
Ct, and 2958 Mary Church Ct). None of these sales closed in the 2024 year. This is outside of the DOR guidelines for 
closed sales. A roof inspection report was also provided stating that the roof needs to be replaced, but it is not actively 
leaking. This was provided by a roofing contractor. Verbal testimony along with written testimony stated that in 2010 
the petitioner's husband died. His name continued to be on the deed until 2023 when it was removed and her two son's 
names were added to the deed. Mrs. Ingram has a 50% ownership while her two sons both have a 25% ownership. It 
was also noted that one of the sons does not actively reside at the address. 

The PAO provided better support of their opinion of value placed on the subject property by utilizing both positive and 
negative, market-based adjustments to the comparables used to arrive at the indicated value. Minimal adjustments were 
made to the comparables used. All three sales are from the subject's market. These sales were sales from 1/1/2024 to 
12/31/2024. 

Cost of Sale was considered by the PAO, however no numerical adjustments were applied to the sales used. All 
evidence submitted was considered relevant and admissible to this case. 

The value is just and well supported by the PAO. The indicated value as it relates to both the market and assessed value 
of the subject is well supported by the cost of sale considered by the PAO. The market value is within ten percent of 
the indicated value, which suggested that the cost of sale was considered by the PAO. 

It is my recommendation that the petition be DENIED. The PT did not overcome the presumption of correctness 
provided by the PAO. 

Conclusions of Law for Petition 2025-00081: 
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. Therefore, the petition is 
DENIED. 
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From: VAB
To: MINGRAM4@CFL.RR.COM
Cc: Cristina Saya; VAB
Subject: Request for Reconsideration for Petition 2025-00081
Date: Thursday, December 4, 2025 3:06:58 PM
Attachments: image004.png

Request for Reconsideration 2025-00081.pdf
Procedures for Requests for Reconsideration.pdf

Good afternoon,
 
The VAB Clerk is in receipt of the petitioner’s request for reconsideration. However,
requests for reconsideration must be received by the VAB Clerk no later than 10 calendar
days after the issuance of the Special Magistrate’s recommendation, which was on
10/31/2025. It has been more than 10 days, therefore your request for reconsideration will
not move forward.
 
Please see the attached document for more information on the procedures for request for
reconsideration.
 
Thank you,
Ishama Medilien, VAB Coordinator
Clerk of the Board Department
Orange County Comptroller
201 S. Rosalind Avenue, Orlando, FL  32801
Phone 407-836-5447;  Fax 407-836-5382
vab@occompt.com
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Sign up today and protect yourself from Property Fraud!







11/21/2025 


Martha C Ingram 


3052 Mary Church Ct. 


Orlando,Florida 32811 


Re: Petition Number 2025-00081 


Value Adjustment Board 


P.O.Box38 


Orlando, Florida 32802-0038 


Dear Value Adjustment Board 


I am disputing the recommendation of the Special Magistrate (Roger Crews) 


decision he made about the petition from the hearing on 10/10/2025. 


1.The market value of my home is not what the OCPA calculated because I 


have a 25 years old roof that needs to be replaced with damage to the interior 


of my house. 


He stated that there is no leaking from the roof but he does not know that but 


I do and can provide evidence from my Attorney(THE LAWGICAL FIRM) who is 


handling my insurance claim for my roof replacement. The adjuster did an 


inspection and took photos of the roof and the interior of the house. Also their 


has been no addition or any improvement to my property. 


2.The comparable information of the 3 houses that the PAO provided were 


not comparable to my home because 2 of the houses are rental property 


and the other one has been completely renovated inside and outside. So 


rental property taxes and renovated property will always be higher. So you 







3.1 never stated that one of my sons lives in the house with me because I live 


alone. The magistrate wrote a false statement about I said one of my son 


does not actively reside at the address. 


I have concluded that the PAO is in violation of the Florida Statutes 193.011 


by failure to calculate the true value of my property. 


I am enclosing photos of the roof and the interior damages of the house 


from that the adjuster found 10/28/2025. 


I am also enclosing a copy of the special magistrate decision letter. 


Thank You, 


(Y\~~ 
Martha Ingram 







Insured: 
Property: 


Martha Ingram 
3052 Mary Church Ct 
Orlando, FL 32811 


Claim Rep.: David Dube 
Company: The Lawgical Firm 


Estimator: Alex Gonzalez 
Position: Independent Adjuster FL License #W655572 


Company: Property Claims Consultants & Appraisers 


Claim Number: FL25-0126426-K524 Policy Number: 592-058-256 


Date of Loss: 10/9/2024 12:00 AM Date Received: 


Business: ( 407) 433-4131 
E-mail: ddube@thelawgicalfirm.com 


Business: (786) 299-2689 
E-mail: agonzalez@flclaimsconsultan 


ts.com 


Type of Loss: Hurricane 


Date Inspected: Date Entered: 10/30/2025 8:57 AM 


Price List: FLOR8X_OCT25 
Restoration/Service/Remodel 


Estimate: 2025-10-30-0857 







Line Item Total 


Material Sales Tax 


Subtotal 
Overhead 
Profit 


Laundering Tax 


Replacement Cost Value 
Less Depreciation 


Actual Cash Value 
Net Claim 


Total Recoverable Depreciation 


Net Claim if Depreciation is Recovered 


Summary for Dwelling 


Alex Gonzalez 
Independent Adjuster FL License #W655572 


26,344.20 


343.05 


26,687.25 
2,668.77 


2,668.77 


45.20 


$32,069.99 
(861.63) 


$31,208.36 
$31,208.36 


861.63 


$32,069.99 







DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD 
VALUE PETITION 


_O_r_a_ng=-e _____ County 


The actions below were taken on your petition. 


DR-485V 
R. 11/23 


Rule 120-16.002 F.A.C. 
Eff. 11/23 


~ These actions are a recommendation only, not final D These actions are a final decision of the VAB 
If you are not satisfied after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit 
in circuit court to further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(1), 194.036, 194.171(2), 194.181, 196.151, and 
197 .2425, Florida Statutes.) 


Petition # 2025-00081 Parcel ID 05-23-29-7397-00-100 


Petitioner name MARTHA INGRAM Property 
3052 MARY CHURCH CT The petitioner is: ~ taxpayer of record D taxpayer's address 


representative , FL 32811 


D other, explain: 


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


Value Value from Before Board Action After Board 
Lines 1 and 4 must be completed TRIM Notice 


Value presented by property appraiser 
Action Rule 120-9.025(10), F.A.C. 


1. Just value, required 192,140.00 192,140.00 192,140.00 


2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable 19,148.00 115,218.00 115,218.00 


3. Exempt value,* enter "O" if none 19,148.00 19,148.00 19,148.00 


4. Taxable value,* required 96,070.00 96,070.00 96,070.00 
* All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (Section 196.031 (7), F.S.} 


Reasons for Decision 
Findings of Fact 


(See Attached) 


Conclusions of Law 


(See Attached) 


Fill-in fields will expand, or add paqes as needed. 


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


Roger Crews 
Signature, special magistrate 


Jennifer Lara-Klimetz 


Roger Crews 
Print name 


Jennifer Lara-Klimetz 


Signature, V AB derk or special representative Print name 


10/30/2025 


Date 


10/31/2025 


Date 


If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on _____ at ____ _ 


__ __ A~~ress ______ --.-. ---.-.----. . --.-. -.-.-.-. -------.. ------.-.-.-.--.-.. -. _ 







• 


Findings of Fact for Petition 2025-00081: 
The subject property is a single-family, 3 bedroom, 1.5 bath property with approximately 1466SF of gross living area 
(GLA). It is a single story home built in 1968. The market value is $192,140. The assessed value is $115,218. The 
taxable value is $96,070. 


The PAO provided a packet of information as evidence including, but not limited to, property record cards, TRIM 
notice, location maps, aerials maps, comparable sales data, interior photos from a prior listing and exterior photos of 
the comparables used. The DR-493 form from the Florida Department of Revenue, the "Eight Criteria" noted from 
Florida Statutes 193.011, and a notice of request of evidence from the Petitioner (PT) were also provided. Three sales 
were provided with similar gross living area ( GLA) and were of a similar genre to the subject property. All three sales 
are in the same market as the subject. All three sales had comparable bed/bath counts to the subject. Once these 
market-based adjustments were applied to the comparables used, the indicated value of the PAO was $270,030. 


Martha Ingram (PT) presented evidence including four sales (2150 Liston Ct, 4195 Kirkland Boulevard, 4393 Councill 
Ct, and 2958 Mary Church Ct). None of these sales closed in the 2024 year. This is outside of the DOR guidelines for 
closed sales. A roof inspection report was also provided stating that the roof needs to be replaced, but it is not actively 
leaking. This was provided by a roofing contractor. Verbal testimony along with written testimony stated that in 2010 
the petitioner's husband died. His name continued to be on the deed until 2023 when it was removed and her two son's 
names were added to the deed. Mrs. Ingram has a 50% ownership while her two sons both have a 25% ownership. It 
was also noted that one of the sons does not actively reside at the address. 


The PAO provided better support of their opinion of value placed on the subject property by utilizing both positive and 
negative, market-based adjustments to the comparables used to arrive at the indicated value. Minimal adjustments were 
made to the comparables used. All three sales are from the subject's market. These sales were sales from 1/1/2024 to 
12/31/2024. 


Cost of Sale was considered by the PAO, however no numerical adjustments were applied to the sales used. All 
evidence submitted was considered relevant and admissible to this case. 


The value is just and well supported by the PAO. The indicated value as it relates to both the market and assessed value 
of the subject is well supported by the cost of sale considered by the PAO. The market value is within ten percent of 
the indicated value, which suggested that the cost of sale was considered by the PAO. 


It is my recommendation that the petition be DENIED. The PT did not overcome the presumption of correctness 
provided by the PAO. 


Conclusions of Law for Petition 2025-00081: 
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. Therefore, the petition is 
DENIED. 
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 Requests for Reconsideration 
Purpose: The VAB provides uniform procedures to ensure the fair and efficient 
resolution of requests for reconsideration. The Department of Revenue rules do not 
explicitly authorize or provide a procedure for requests for reconsideration. However, the 
rules make clear that the VAB is empowered to consider requests for reconsideration. 
Rather than a specific statute or rule, the source of such power is the VAB’s inherent 
authority to prepare, render, and, ultimately, reconsider its own recommendations. 


1. Procedure for Requests for Reconsideration, Responses, and Opinions.


1.1. Requests for Reconsideration. In each VAB proceeding, the Property 
Appraiser and petitioner (collectively, “parties”) may each file one request for 
reconsideration per recommendation and one response to each request for 
reconsideration filed by the opposing party. A response is not required, however, the lack 
of a substantive response shall give rise to an inference that the request for 
reconsideration, to the extent legally sufficient on its face, is meritorious. Submissions 
following a request for reconsideration and a response shall not be accepted unless 
requested in writing by the VAB Clerk or VAB Counsel. 


1.1.1. Substance. Requests for reconsideration and responses to same 
shall not include or reference evidence not offered at the hearing before the special 
magistrate. Requests for reconsideration and responses to same  shall specifically 
identify erroneous findings of fact or conclusions of law, identify the specific legal authority 
which such findings or conclusions violate, and discuss why such findings or conclusions 
violate or fail to comply with such legal authority. Requests for reconsideration shall 
specifically identify the relief requested by the requesting party. Responses shall address 
each issue raised in the corresponding request for reconsideration, and the VAB may find 
that the responding party concedes any issue which the responding party fails to address. 
Failure to comply with this section may result in the excluding part or all of a party’s brief. 


1.1.2. Notice. All requests for reconsideration and responses to same shall 
be emailed to the VAB clerk and to all designated email addresses of the other party. 
Requests for reconsideration and responses to same shall not be considered received 
unless the filing party complies with this section. It is the sole responsibility of the filer to 
comply with this requirement, not the VAB clerk, VAB counsel, or the other party. 
Petitioners shall serve all requests for reconsideration, and responses to same on the 
Property Appraiser’s point of contact, msaya@ocpafl.org, and service upon the foregoing 
email address shall be considered presumptively proper. 
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1.1.3. Form. Requests for reconsideration and responses to the same shall 
be submitted via email or, for petitioners who have designated U.S. Mail as their preferred 
contact method, by U.S. Mail. Parties may, but are not required to, include PDF copies of 
legal authorities cited in briefs, but shall not include evidence not submitted to the VAB 
before the hearing(s) before the VAB special magistrate(s). 


1.1.4. No Oral Requests. The VAB shall only accept written requests for 
reconsideration and responses. Oral communications regarding such requests and 
responses shall not be accepted or considered. 


1.1.5. Timing of Requests. Requests for reconsideration must be received 
by the VAB clerk not later than 10 calendar days after each party receives notice that a 
recommendation has been filed. Petitioners who have designated U.S. Mail as their 
preferred contact method must provide their request for reconsideration not later than 10 
calendar days after the time stamp on the special magistrate’s recommended decision. 


1.1.6. Timing of Responses. Responses to requests for reconsideration 
must be received by the VAB clerk not later than 10 calendar days after a request for 
reconsideration is received. Petitioners who have designated U.S. Mail as their preferred 
contact method must ensure that their response is received by the VAB not later than10 
calendar days after the VAB receives a request for reconsideration from the Property 
Appraiser. 


1.1.7. End of Tax Cycle Deadline. All requests for reconsideration, 
regardless of when a recommendation is received by the parties, must be received by the 
VAB clerk at least 10 days before the first final meeting (the “Final Meeting Date”). The 
VAB clerk shall have discretion to accept requests for reconsideration from parties who 
did not receive a recommendation until less than 10 days from Final Meeting Date. In 
considering whether to accept such requests for reconsideration, the VAB clerk shall 
consider all relevant factors, including the request’s effect on the functioning of the VAB 
in the taxation process, the ability of the VAB clerk and VAB counsel to process such 
requests and responses, and the complexity of the request for reconsideration. 


1.1.8. Untimely Requests and Responses. Untimely requests for 
reconsideration and responses shall not be accepted by the VAB. 


1.1.9. Record. All requests for reconsideration and responses, VAB 
counsel’s opinions, emails, and other documents, if any, related to the foregoing shall be 
included in the record of each petition. 


1.1.10. Requests for Reconsideration Not Mandatory. Requests for 
reconsideration are not required before a party may appeal a final decision to the Circuit 
Court.  


1.2. VAB Counsel’s Opinion. After the VAB receives a response to a request for 
reconsideration, or the responding party indicates that it will not file a response, or the 
time for a response expires, VAB counsel shall have 10 calendar days to issue an opinion 
on the request for reconsideration. VAB counsel shall determine each party’s compliance 
with these procedures and the consequences for failure to comply with same. VAB 
counsel may confer with the special magistrate who prepared the underlying 
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recommended decision in connection with preparing such opinion. The VAB may rely 
upon and adopt VAB counsel’s determinations without reviewing the underlying record. 


1.2.1. No Reconsideration of Opinions or Revised Recommendations. 
Requests for reconsideration of VAB counsel’s opinion or of revised recommendations 
following issuance of such opinion shall not be accepted by the VAB. 


1.3. Revised Recommendation. Within 3 calendar days of the filing of VAB 
counsel’s opinion, the special magistrate shall revise the recommendation, if at all, as 
provided in VAB counsel’s opinion. Special magistrates may consult with VAB counsel 
regarding the opinion and their preparation of revised recommendations. 


1.4. Due Process. At all stages of the reconsideration process, fundamental due 
process shall be observed and shall govern the proceedings. As such, these procedures 
shall be implemented and interpreted to effectuate this requirement.  


2. Calculation of Time for Requests for Reconsideration.


2.1. Computing Time. When calculating time for all time periods specified in this
rule, (a) begin counting from the next day that is not a Saturday, Sunday, or legal 
holiday; (b) count every day, including intermediate Saturdays, Sundays, and legal 
holidays; and (c) include the last day of the period, but if the last day is a Saturday, 
Sunday, or legal holiday, the period continues to run until the end of the next day that is 
not a Saturday, Sunday, or legal holiday. 


2.2. Definitions. 


2.2.1. "Last Day" Defined. Unless a different time is set by a statute, rule, 
or for good cause by VAB counsel, the last day ends at midnight. 


2.2.2. "Next Day" Defined. The "next day" is determined by continuing to 
count forward when the period is measured after an event and backward when measured 
before an event. 


2.2.3. "Legal Holiday" Defined. "Legal holiday" means (a) the day set aside 
by section 110.117, Florida Statutes, for observing New Year's Day, Martin Luther King, 
Jr.'s Birthday, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Veterans' Day, 
Thanksgiving Day, the Friday after Thanksgiving Day, or Christmas Day, and (b) any day 
designated as a holiday by the Value Adjustment Board. 
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