
 

August 3, 2023 

 

Dear Punta Gorda City Council, 

I would like to begin by stating, I am not a “NIMBY”. I have predominantly made my living appraising 

commercial real estate for 38 years and have done well over a thousand commercial appraisals in Charlotte County 

alone, and more proposed development would actually be advantageous for my livelihood.  In addition, I am also 

an attorney and a licensed Real Estate Broker, and previously held a Class “B” contractor’s license for over 10 

years.  Moreover, I have developed two larger scale projects in Charlotte County myself, a 15,000 SF multi-tenant 

office building in Punta Gorda and a 9,000 SF multi-tenant retail center in Port Charlotte.  So, I know the 

development perspective as well. Furthermore, I was born and raised in Punta Gorda, and my children are 6th 

generation Charlotte County residents. My great, great-grandfather, William Whitten, was one of Charlotte 

County’s first County Commissioners in 1921 when it was created after previously being part of Desoto County.  

My great-grandfather, Thomas Cecil Crosland, served as a Punta Gorda City Councilman as did my uncle, Jody 

Bicking.  I have deep roots in this community and care very much as to its future. I’ve requested a meeting with 

Mayor Matthews and was denied the opportunity, due to a perceived conflict with the Sunshine Law, hence this 

letter as a conveyance of my professional thoughts. 

You and the staff claim to want to create a self-sustained urban community downtown that has less reliance 

on automobiles; however, the ultimate result on the LDR change and increase in density will likely create the 

reverse “urban sprawl” you are trying to avoid. There are only a few sites left downtown that are large enough to 

support the development of a supermarket/grocery store and this increase in density will increase prices to the 

extent that only high-rise condominiums will be financially feasible on these remaining larger downtown sites. 

So, any future large-scale commercial development in the city will be located south on Tamiami Trail or east on 

US 17 outside the city limits, thus creating a situation in which people must drive to get their groceries. 

Your decision to increase the density to 60 units per acre is not supported by competent and substantial 

evidence. One councilman proposed the density with no support for why it is necessary, with the exception of 

some discussion on how it would keep rents lower than the $45.00 per SF being charged at the Star-Buck’s at the 

Cross Trail Shopping Center.  Those are national rents from a chain (same $/SF everywhere) that are not indicative 

of typical market rent levels of the area.  Increasing the density to 60 units per acre will not lower costs or rental 

rates of any proposed mixed-use property on the City Market Place site or any other site in the downtown area.  

It is pertinent to realize that when you build a multi-story/mixed-used property, the cost increases with the 

building height, due to the increased cost of the foundation (pilings) to support the structure, as well as additional 

costs for elevators, sprinkler systems and parking garages. The rental rates of any proposed mixed-use project on 

the City Market Place site will be well over the $22.00 per SF cited for the Sun-Loft Center, due to the record 

inflation we have experienced over the last two years and interest rates being over 6.50%.  

The Dover-Kohl study, which cost the taxpayers $580,000 (attached receipts in addendum) provided for 

the City Market Place parcel to be developed at a maximum density of 48 units per acre, with approximately 20% 

of the project being comprised of office and retail space. Your proposed density of 60 units per acre is 25% higher 

than the highest Dover-Kohl recommendation. Additionally, the density is approximately double the density of 

the highest density projects existing in the city, which is Palacio Del Sol (28.99 du/acre) and the School House 

Apartments (33 du/acre). This is also in conflict with representations by Mitchell Austin on Feb. 10th, 2021 when 

he spoke to the council and the citizens, and at that time he was proposing a density of 35 units per acre. Again, 

where is your competent and substantial evidence in support of 60 units/acre?  Keep in mind, there is a “Transfer  
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of Development Rights (TDRs)” which could create additional unintended impacts to the city as these densities 

have the potential to become 120 du/acre or more. (Housing Element, Article 8, Section 8.16).   

Moreover, Joan LeBeau in her letter to the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity (dated Oct. 31, 

2022, Exhibit D) stated that the participatory process of the charrettes and other community working sessions 

formed the foundation for the proposed amendments to the comprehensive plan. Currently, nothing could be 

further from the truth, and what has actually transpired since her letter is that the Punta Gorda City Council 

members have had meetings individually with the attorney for City Market Place and their decisions are no longer 

based on the in-depth study and citizens’ participation.  This is of great concern to the citizens in this city. 

The origin of the 60 units per acre is undoubtedly from Geri Waksler, who represents the owners of City 

Market Place, and has been afforded the opportunity to go on a “community speaking tour” where she has 

basically lobbied for the City Market Place owners.  She spoke to anyone that would give her an audience and 

the city council members were often present in the audience (at least one), which could be perceived as a violation 

of the Sunshine Law.  In her speech, Mrs. Waksler was promoting high density development on the City Market 

Place site and referring to anyone that opposed high density as NIMBYs. She stated, when addressing the council 

at the June 21st, 2023 meeting that “in reality 60 units per acre” was imperative for development. This is nothing 

but third-party hearsay that would not be admissible in a court of law.  What she really means is 60 units per acre 

is imperative to support the list price of $8,400,000 and make development work at that price.  She further stated 

that she had provided proformas to each of the City Council members, from the past two proposals from the 

potential developers of the City Market Place parcel.  Just for reference, a “proforma” is nothing but a developer’s 

projection, and if it is not supported by a marketability or feasibility study, it’s not worth the paper it’s printed 

on.  I do not have privy to the pro-forma statements that Mrs. Waksler provided to you; however, based on her 

description and the 6% to 7% profit she described, they are likely operating pro-formas which show the annual 

yield rate or capitalization rate (CAP Rate) of the property to a prospective investor or buyer, and in no way 

depicts the actual profit of the project. I have provided a sample development pro-forma that shows the standard 

format. No developer is going to invest $150,000,000 into a project with a 6% to 7% profit, nor would they be 

able to obtain financing from any lending institution, on that slim of a margin. Furthermore, I recently was 

provided a development proforma and operating projections for a proposed multi-family rental apartment 

complex over 30 units to be developed in the county on a parcel that was purchased for under $15,000 per unit 

and their projected profit was over 30%, which is typical (further discussed in the addendum).  

Where is the proof for 60 units/acre? Has Mrs. Waksler provided you with a feasibility study, market 

study, or an appraisal supporting her claim about the 60 units per acre being the key to feasible development 

throughout Punta Gorda? All the density of 60 units/acre will achieve is supporting their list price, and I am sure 

that is what she has been told by potential buyers/developers, because they will need that density to support the 

price of $8.4 million for that site.  Mrs. Waksler is not an unbiased third-party expert that is qualified to make 

such claims. Would a financial institution rely on Mrs. Waksler’s opinion as to the feasibility of a project and the 

appropriate density? No! Then why would you? Moreover, she is clearly a biased advocate being paid thousands 

of dollars so the land owner she is representing can make millions.  How is Mrs. Waksler afforded unfettered 

access to the staff and to city council? The net taxes paid to the City of Punta Gorda from the City Market Place 

owners in 2022 was $13,643.60. They have likely paid more than that in legal fees to Mrs. Waksler in their 

lobbying attempt.  It is apparent to anyone that has followed the City LDR process that the impetus of  
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the proposed regulations is to promote development of the City Market Place site with little regard to the impact 

on the community. 

Furthermore, Mrs. Waksler also promoted the “Live Local” SB 102 as a threat to the city and as the “Bad 

Developers” who would bring affordable housing to downtown Punta Gorda, so you better give the “Good 

Developers” whatever density they want in order to prevent “Workforce/Low Income” housing. Some of the 

council members even repeated her claims verbatim, which leads me to believe they did not do their own due 

diligence, and that is of concern to me and many other citizens.  The pretext that a “Live Local” developer is 

going to buy the parcels downtown and develop them with workforce/low-income housing is a farse. “Live Local” 

requires 40% of the residential units be affordable for a period of 30 years.  Developers can not afford to pay 

$8,400,000 for a 5.4-acre site or over $35.00 per SF for an affordable housing site in a flood zone. It’s not 

feasible; however, you should be aware that any “live local” developer that builds within a mile of these proposed 

projects will be allowed to build to these densities.  Please be cognizant of what you are doing.  

I was pleasantly surprised that Mayor Matthews and Vice Mayor Lockhart did not cave on demanding the 

25% mixed-use commercial component downtown at the last city council meeting. It was apparent by Waksler’s 

demeanor that that was too high for her clients, and I am sure they will be trying to find any loop-hole they can 

to limit the amount of commercial space the new land development regulations may require. The ultimate goal 

of the City Market Place owners is to limit the commercial component % of the mixed-use development, 

so any potential developer can ultimately develop a 60-unit per acre condominium on that site with minimal 

office or retail space.   Please be advised that rooftop bars do not count as “commercial space” and are not taxed 

the same as the “under A/C” commercial spaces are taxed. Same with under-the-building parking. They are NOT 

commercial space when taxed.  The goal here is to get commercial space that is taxed (A/C’d space is key).You 

need to qualify and quantify that “Net Rentable Area” is what constitutes the percentage of commercial space and 

NOT leave it to the planning staff to determine.  

It has been the goal of the City Council for some time to expand the commercial base above the existing 

10 to 11%; however, the increase in density will likely do the reverse, as the existing rental rates for multifamily 

that are present in the city cannot support current construction costs and the hefty cost of the City Market 

Place site reportedly listed at $8,400,000 or $35.57 per SF for 5.42 acres (per the listing). There has never been 

a sale of a non-waterfront parcel over 5 acres for over $30.00 per SF in Charlotte County…..EVER!  The current 

list price is 30% higher than the waterfront site across from Sun-Seekers proposed for Whiskey Joe’s, which was 

purchased for $4,271,000 for 3.60 acres or $27.23 per SF in September of 2022.  

Most likely, the City Market Place parcel will ultimately be predominately developed with residential 

condominiums, converting yet more commercial land into residential. This will be replicated all over the city, due 

to the increase in density, and instead of our city center being developed with commercial and retail, it will be 

developed with high-rise residential condominiums, which will further necessitate the dependence on 

automobiles, due to the closest grocery store not being located within walking distance.  There are plenty available 

multi-family waterfront parcels in PGI that are priced lower on a per SF basis than the City Market parcel, as well 

as non-waterfront multi-family parcels. We need a grocery store downtown as we have less commercial space 

downtown than we had in the 1970s, and the proposed LDRs will only increase the conversion of commercial 

sites to residential.  How do you expect to have a live/work development to work downtown if there is no market 

or grocery store downtown? Currently, you can’t even buy ice downtown!     
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It was apparent to anyone who attended the July 12th Punta Gorda City Council meeting that Mrs. Waksler 

was the one directing the city staff and certain members of the council in their deliberation over the proposed 

LDRs. She conferred with Mark Kuharski prior to the meeting and Mitchell Austin during the meeting, while he 

was addressing the council, as well as staff member Lisa Hannon. Mrs. Waksler even tried to interject during the 

council’s discussion, confidently approaching the podium, but was dismissed by Mayor Matthews. How can the 

citizens trust that the council is acting in the best interest of their constituents, when an advocate has unfettered 

access and input like this? These LDRs will shape the future of the City of Punta Gorda and we don’t need an 

advocate of a land owner that doesn’t live in Punta Gorda and is only concerned about selling the parcel for the 

highest price possible, unduly influencing our city council.  

The lobbying by the City Market Place owners, like the proposed Fisherman’s Village PD, is just another 

density grab with the owners trying to increase the value of their site. There is no current proposal or offer on the 

table and it’s all about the money. Once you approve the 60 units per acre and proposed building heights, there 

is no going back.  Again, all these proposed density and height increases are going to do is increase land prices 

(short term), and will actually negatively impact development. I have appraised three proposed projects in the 

City of Punta Gorda in the last few years, two smaller scale mixed-use and one multi-family condominium (on 

the water), and none of them were feasible. The proposed density change would not have made a difference and 

would have only increased the cost of the sites.   

It's important you realize the type of development that will result from these LDR changes will not bring 

in high-paying jobs or in any way positively impact the per capita income of this city, which is what you will 

need to support higher rental rates, sales prices per SF, etc.  The city has experienced unprecedented growth in 

regards to home prices since Covid, due to the “small town charm” and feel of the area, yet the proposed LDRs 

are not in conformance with the existing character of downtown, and these changes will have a negative impact 

on the existing infrastructure and other support facilities. 

Additionally, you have proposed parking requirements of 1.50 parking spaces per unit, assuming that the 

average unit size will be 800 SF or less. I have personally run projections for multi-family rents and they will not 

support rental apartments on that site, due to the current high construction costs. Again, the most likely 

development scenario for the site would be residential condominiums that average approximately 1,800 SF, so 

the parking requirements you have proposed will not be adequate. Similarly, the proposed 1 parking space per 

1,000 SF of retail is also far below traditional engineering standards for parking and will ultimately pose a threat 

to neighboring businesses.    

You need to be good stewards of this community and listen to the concerns of the citizens over the land 

owners and developers. The downtown land owners have no vested property rights or “Investment Backed 

Expectations” for the densities and building heights you are proposing. Furthermore, you have provided no 

competent and substantial evidence that the proposed increased densities and building heights will positively 

impact the city, and not negatively impact the health, safety and welfare of the citizens.  Density benefits look 

great on paper; however, when in the process of allowing density, a city destroys the very values that it is supposed 

to promote. As a result, the city ends up cannibalizing its neighborhoods for little benefit other than the one-time 

gain that the developers will realize from the sale of the newly built projects. My point is, 60 du/acre is not 

imperative for the development of properties in downtown Punta Gorda, as there are other viable alternatives, but 

that type of excessive density is required in order to substantiate the City Market Place’s excessive listing price.  
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In closing, I’d like to point out that despite increases of $463,357,915 in 2022 (12.65%) and $450,906,192 

in 2023 (10.93%) to the tax roll, you failed to lower the City Millage Rate of 3.95 mills, and effectively raised 

taxes on the citizens. Mrs. Waksler has repeatedly claimed that prior proposals for City Market Place would have 

resulted in a $150,000,000 development on the City Market Place site which, based on your past actions, would 

have no impact on the tax bill of a typical citizen, but would negatively impact our existing deteriorating 

infrastructure and our quality of life. Likewise, the mayor’s comments in the paper stating, “The average tax bill 

will be higher due to increased property values and not to higher city taxes” is incorrect and misleading.  This 

City Council raised the millage rate to 3.95 mills from 3.4338 mills in 2021, and despite the tax roll increasing 

23.58% over the past two years, this City Council has failed to reduce the millage rate.  We need a City Council 

that is fiscally responsible and cares about the impact of higher taxes on their citizens, especially in inflationary 

times like we are currently experiencing.  High-density residential developments will do nothing to reduce our 

taxes.   

Sun Seekers will reportedly be completed in October of this year.  Why would you increase the densities 

allowed to this level before knowing what the actual impact of Sun Seekers is going to have on our community? 

Wouldn’t it be more prudent to remain at a more moderate density until we know the full impact? 

If any of you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. I am always available to take your 

call or email me. I have addressed some other issues raised in the addendum.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

C. Michael Polk,III 

C. Michael Polk, III, Esquire, MAI, CCIM 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

ADDENDUM 
  



Attached Factual Proof of Profit & Costs 

 

PRO-FORMA 

I have provided you with a proforma operating statement as well as a development proforma.  The attached 

proforma operating statement (Exhibit A) is of the proposed affordable housing development off of Veterans, 

which has the indicated capitalization rate (CAP Rate) at the bottom of the statement of 6.76%.  A CAP Rate is 

not a profit rate, it’s a yield rate to a prospective buyer and is inversely related to value. The CAP Rate in no way 

depicts the actual profit of the project. In fact, the lower the CAP Rate, the higher the value of the property. For 

example, a property with a Net Operating Income of $50,000 that sold with a 10.00% CAP Rate would have a 

value of $500,000, while a property with a Net Operating Income of $50,000 that sold with a 5.00% CAP Rate 

would have a value of $1,000,000. 

The second example (Exhibit B) is an actual development proforma that shows the various costs associated with 

the development and actual profit of 15.59% to the developer. Again, no developer is going to invest $150,000,000 

on a project with a 6% to 7% profit, nor would they be able to obtain financing on that slim of a margin. The fact 

that our leaders are naïve enough to repeat this misinformation is very concerning.  

 

COST DATA 

I have provided you with the costs from the Marshall Valuation Service, a national cost provider for commercial 

building (Exhibit C). Their most recent costs for a Good Quality Class “A” or “B” High Rise Apartments is 

$215.00 to $240.00 per SF (base costs), with additional costs for a parking garage, sprinkler system, elevator, etc. 

The cost for a Mixed Retail Center with Residential, fairly similar to the Sun-Loft Center, is $150.00 per SF.  

Again, with additional costs for a parking garage, sprinkler system, elevator, etc. These costs do not include 

impact fees and other soft costs. Add them together, and you’re miles away from the $55.00-$60.00 per square 

foot that was mentioned in the Sun Viewpoint article “19 Years and Marketplace Still Barren”.  How do you think 

a new project with these types of costs, plus a site cost of $8,400,000, is going to be competitive with the Sun-

Loft?  

Also, the statement was made that the city has lost between $15,000,0000 and $20,000,000 since 2003 in taxes, 

due to this site being vacant. As a matter of fact, under a best-case scenario, if the site had been developed two 

years after Hurricane Charlie with a $150,000,000 development at the current millage rate of 3.95 mills, the taxes 

lost to the city would have been approximately $10,665,000. That site was tied up in litigation until 3/22/2012. 

So again, that’s another unsubstantiated statement with no evidence. 

 





























































QUALIFICATIONS 

 

CHARLES M. POLK, III, J.D., MAI, SRA, CCIM 

 

GENERAL EDUCATION: 

Juris Doctor, Stetson University College of Law, St. Petersburg, Florida 

 

Bachelor of Science in Real Estate, College of Business, Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida 

  

PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION: 

The following real estate courses were successfully completed at Florida State University: 

 

 Real Estate Principles 

 Real Estate Appraisal 

 Advanced Real Estate Analysis 

 Real Estate Finance 

 Legal Environment of Real Estate 

 Real Estate Feasibility Analysis 

 

The following real estate related courses were successfully completed at Stetson University College of Law: 

 Property  I 

 Property II 

 Real Property Finance 

 Land Use Planning 

 Florida Real Property Litigation 

 Environmental Law Seminar 

 Civil Government Clinic with the Florida Department of Transportation-District7 

 

Successfully completed or has credit for the following courses sponsored by the Appraisal Institute: 

 Course 1A-1 - Real Estate Appraisal Principles 

 Course 1A-2 - Basic Valuation Procedures 

 Course 1B-A - Capitalization Theory and Techniques, Part A 

 Course 1B-B - Capitalization Theory and Techniques, Part B 

 Course 2-1 - Case Studies in Real Estate Valuation 

 Course 2-2 - Valuation Analysis and Report Writing 

 Course 2-3 - Standards of Professional Practice 

 Course 4 - Real Estate Valuation in Litigation 

 Course 8-2 - Residential Valuation 

 Course 410 - Standards of Professional Practice, Part A  

           Course 410 - Standards of Professional Practice, Part B  

 

Successfully completed or has credit for the following courses sponsored by the Society of Real Estate 

Appraisers: 

 Course 101 - Introduction to Real Property Valuation 

 Course 102 - Applied Residential Property Valuation 

 Course 201 - Principles of Income Property Valuation 

 Course 202 - Applied Income Property Valuation 
 
Credit for attendance at the following Seminars: 

 Applied Sales Comparison Approach Seminar  A.I.R.E.A. 

 Single-Family Residential Demonstration Report Writing A.I.R.E.A. 

 Accrued Depreciation Seminar    A.I.R.E.A. 



QUALIFICATIONS (cont’d) 

 

CHARLES M. POLK, III, J.D., MAI, SRA, CCIM 

 

Employment Relocation Seminar    E.R.C. 

 Valuation & Evaluation of Proposed Projects  S.R.E.A. 

 Feasibility - Non-residential Properties   A.I.R.E.A. 

 Discounted Cash Flow Analysis    A.I.R.E.A. 

 Appraisal Regulations of the Federal Banking Agencies Appraisal Institute 

 Appraising Troubled Properties    Appraisal Institute 

 Appraisal Review Income Properties    Appraisal Institute 

            Discounted Cash Flow Analysis    Appraisal Institute 

 Persuasive Style in Narrative Appraisal Reports            Appraisal Institute 

 Eminent Domain and Land Valuation Litigation   ALI-ABA 

 Regulatory Takings      CLE 

 Eminent Domain      CLE 

 Florida Condemnation Valuation & Appraiser Liability Appraisal Institute 

 

LICENSES: 

Real Estate Broker, State of Florida. 

Certified General Appraiser, State of Florida.  Appraiser No. 0000439 

 

ASSOCIATION MEMBERSHIPS: 

Member Appraisal Institute (MAI) - Appraisal Institute 

Senior Residential Appraiser (SRA) - Appraisal Institute 

Senior Real Property Appraiser (SRPA) - Appraisal Institute 

Certified Commercial Investment Member (CCIM) – CCIM Institute 

 

PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES: 

2014   Special Magistrate for the 2014 Manatee County Value Adjustment Board 

2013   Special Magistrate for the 2013 Manatee County Value Adjustment Board 

2012   Special Magistrate for the 2012 Manatee County Value Adjustment Board 

2011   Special Magistrate for the 2011 Manatee County Value Adjustment Board 

2010   Special Magistrate for the 2010 Sarasota County Value Adjustment Board 

2010   Special Magistrate for the 2010 Manatee County Value Adjustment Board  

2009   Special Magistrate for the 2009 Sarasota County Value Adjustment Board 

2009   Special Magistrate for the 2009 Manatee County Value Adjustment Board  

2008   Special Magistrate for the 2008 Sarasota County Value Adjustment Board 

2008   Special Magistrate for the 2008 Manatee County Value Adjustment Board 

2007   Special Magistrate for the 2007 Sarasota County Value Adjustment Board 

2007   Special Magistrate for the 2007 Manatee County Value Adjustment Board 

2006   Special Magistrate for the 2006 Sarasota County Value Adjustment Board 

2006   Special Magistrate for the 2006 Manatee County Value Adjustment Board 

2005   Special Magistrate for the 2005 Sarasota County Value Adjustment Board 

2004   Special Magistrate for the 2004 Sarasota County Value Adjustment Board 

2003   Special Master for the 2003 Sarasota County Value Adjustment Board 

2002   Special Master for the 2002 Sarasota County Value Adjustment Board 

1994-98 Admissions Committee Member, West Coast Florida Chapter of the 

 Appraisal Institute 

1993-94 Director, West Coast Florida Chapter of the Appraisal Institute 

1992-94 Assistant Regional Member Review and Counseling, Appraisal  

Institute 



QUALIFICATIONS (cont’d) 

 

CHARLES M. POLK, III, J.D., MAI, SRA, CCIM 

 

1991-92 Treasurer, Southwest Florida Chapter, Appraisal Institute 

1990-91 Professional Practice Committee Chairman, Southwest Florida 

Chapter 186, Society of Real Estate Appraisers 

1990 Young Advisory Council - Society of Real Estate Appraisers, Sarasota, FL 

1988 Young Advisory Council - Society of Real Estate Appraisers,  

 New Orleans, LA 

1986 Public Relations Committee Member, Florida Chapter 100,  

 Society of Real Estate Appraisers 

1984-85 Member of Real Estate Society, Florida State University 

 

REAL ESTATE AND APPRAISAL EXPERIENCE: 

President, C. Michael Polk & Associates, Inc., Charlotte County, Florida, July 1994 to Present. 

 

Partner, Persons, Polk & Company, Charlotte County, Florida.  March 1991 to July 1994. 

 

Partner, Charlotte Appraisal Company, Charlotte County, Florida.  June 1990 to July 1994. 

 

Vice-President, Branch Manager, Appraisal First Appraisal Company, Sarasota, Florida. 

October, 1988 to June, 1990. 

 

Assistant Manager, Sr. Commercial Appraiser, Appraisal First Appraisal Company, 

Sarasota, Florida.  July, 1987 to October, 1988. 

 

Commercial Appraiser, Appraisal First Appraisal Company, Fort Myers, Florida. 

February, 1987 to July, 1987. 

 

Commercial Appraiser, AmeriFirst Appraisal Company, Fort Myers, Florida, 1986 

Commercial Appraiser, AmeriFirst Appraisal Company, Maitland, Florida, 1986 

Residential Appraiser, AmeriFirst Appraisal Company, Fort Myers, Florida, 1985 

 

CLIENTS SERVED: 

Attorney's, Banks, Savings & Loans, Florida Department of Transportation, Florida Department of Natural 

Resources, Florida Department of Labor and Employment Security, United States Marshall's Office, Federal 

Home Loan Bank Board, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Federal Savings & Loan Insurance Corporation, 

Charlotte County, Charlotte County School Board, City of Punta Gorda, various national corporations, estates 

and individuals. 

 

TYPE OF PROPERTIES: 

Single-Family Homes, Condominiums, Two to Four Family Dwellings, Office Buildings, Industrial Warehouses, 

Shopping Centers, Apartment Complexes, Subdivision Developments, Planned Unit Developments, Office 

Condominiums, Adult Congregate Living Facilities, Mobile Home Parks, R.V. Parks, Restaurants, Hotels and 

Motels, Nursing Homes, Marinas, Mini-Warehouses, and Undeveloped Land. 

 

 

  



QUALIFICATIONS (cont’d) 

 

CHARLES M. POLK, III, J.D., MAI, SRA, CCIM 

 

GEOGRAPHICAL AREAS SERVED: 

Primarily Charlotte, Lee, Collier, Sarasota and Manatee Counties.  Have appraised properties in:  Desoto, Glades, 

Hendry, Leon, Hillsborough, Pinellas, Orange, Seminole and Osceola Counties. 

 

COURT TESTIMONY/EXPERT WITNESS: 

Have been qualified as an expert witness in the Circuit Courts of Charlotte County, Lee County, and Sarasota 

County, Florida. Testimony given in trials, order of taking hearings, bankruptcy hearings, divorce cases, etc.    

 


