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SUMMARY

The Ohio Supreme Court affirmed the Board of Tax Appeals’ adoption of a $4.5 million valuation for
Target Corporation’s large, owner-occupied retail store for tax year 2005. The court held that the
valuation was supported by reliable and probative evidence concerning economic obsolescence and
second-generation big-box retail comparables, particularly because the county presented no
controverting evidence.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The Greene County Auditor and Greene County Board of Revision
appealed the Board of Tax Appeals' decision reducing the taxable
value of Target's property from the board of revision's valuation to
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of discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Board of Tax Appeals could rely on sales of big-box properties sold to second-generation
users rather than first-generation sales or build-to-suit leases in valuing Target's property.

2. Whether the evidence and the special-purpose-property doctrine required the Board of Tax Appeals to
reject the appraiser's economic-obsolescence analysis and give greater weight to the cost approach.

3. Whether the Board of Tax Appeals' valuation decision was supported by reliable and probative evidence
and was reasonable and lawful.

HOLDINGS

1. The BTA reasonably could rely on the second-generation sales comparables because the appraisal
explained why first-generation rents and sales were not comparable, no first-generation sales were
identified, and the county offered no contrary sale or lease evidence.

2. The special-purpose-property doctrine did not require reversal because the county presented no evidence
that Target's store qualified as special-purpose property, and Ohio precedent concerning the doctrine
required deference to the BTA's fact-finding rather than second-guessing its supported valuation.

3. The BTA's adoption of Target's appraised value of $4,500,000 was reasonable and lawful and supported
by reliable and probative evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The BTA is responsible for determining factual issues and, if the record contains reliable and probative
support for the BTA’s decision, we will affirm.” (¶ 10)

“The present property is not so encumbered, and under these circumstances, comparability cannot be
established without more evidence.” (¶ 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

For tax year 2005, Target owned an 11.82-acre parcel improved in 1998 with a 122,522-square-foot discount
store. The county auditor valued the property at $8,188,290. Target's appraisal relied principally on sales of
abandoned Ames and Kmart big-box stores sold to second-generation users, concluded that substantial
functional and economic obsolescence existed, and valued the property at $4,500,000. The county presented no
competing market evidence supporting first-generation sales or leases or special-purpose treatment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The auditor valued Target's property at $8,188,290 for tax year 2005. Target challenged the valuation before the
board of revision, which reduced it to $7,659,380. Target appealed to the Board of Tax Appeals, which adopted



Target's appraisal and reduced the value to $4,500,000. The county appealed to the Supreme Court of Ohio,
which affirmed the BTA.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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