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Petitioner: 

 

 
Respondent: 

 
ORDER 

 
 

the Board of Assessment Appeals on June 17, 2010, Debra 
A. Baum oner appeared pro se.  Respondent was 

titioner is protesting the 2009 actual value of the 
subject property. 

 

  (Jefferson County Schedule No. 182203) 

alkout basement 
bdivision. 

 
ar 2009 but is 
$1,400,000.00. 

 
Mr. Schwartzberg, through testimony, presented three comparable sales ranging in sales 

price from $975,000.00 to $1,250,000.00 and in size from 4,100 to 5,030 square feet.  No 
adjustments were made to the sales.  Petitioner compared their actual values to the subject’s actual 
value.   

 
Mr. Schwartzberg discussed actual values assigned to neighboring homes:  a large log home 

with a 9,000 square foot barn on ten acres with a $300,000.00 higher actual value than the subject’s; 

THIS MATTER was heard by 
bach and MaryKay Kelley presiding.  Petiti

represented by Martin E. McKinney, Esq.  Pe

 
Subject property is described as follows: 

1554 Pinedale Ranch Circle, Evergreen, Colorado 

 
The subject is a 4,795 square foot two-story house with a partially finished w

and three-car garage built in 2000 on a 12.108 acre site in the Pinedale Ranch su

Respondent assigned an actual value of $1,857,760.00 for tax ye
recommending a reduction to $1,844,000.00.  Petitioner is requesting a value of 
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an adjacent property whose actual value was reduced by 10% in comparison to the subject’s 50% 
increase; and a property 100 yards down the road with a 20% decrease in actual value. 

req   

property based on 
 sales price from 

 3,357 to 6,434 square feet.  She based selection on 
con ments were made, 

struction quality 
ior to the subject, and its size at 0.63 acres was significantly smaller; Sale 3’s five-acre lot 

was 1979 and 1982, 
n with different 

 
 subject property 

th Respondent’s 

 
 four to be most 
lude information 
).  Additionally, 

or 
nce or testimony 

 were derived by 
tio  of the market approach and that each was correctly valued.  Since that evidence and 

testimony was not presented, the Board gives limited weight to the equalization argument presented 

e 2007 tax year.  

practice.  Both state constitution and statutes require use of the market approach to value residential 
pro
 

ORDER:

 
Mr. Schwartzberg considered a 10% increase in value to be reasonable and based his 

uested value on a 10% increase from the 2007 actual value of $1,221,120.00.
 

 Respondent presented an indicated value of $1,844,000.00 for the subject 
the market approach.  The witness presented four comparable sales ranging in
$1,350,000.00 to $2,500,000.00 and in size from

struction quality, acreage, amenities, and proximity to the subject.  After adjust
the sales ranged from $1,567,300.00 to $2,015,100.00. 
 
 Respondent’s witness addressed Petitioner’s comparable sales:  Sale 1’s con
was infer

 considerably smaller than the subject; and Sales 2 and 3 were built in 
respectively, and were located in Soda Creek, a markedly different subdivisio
influences.   

 Sufficient probative evidence and testimony was presented to prove that the
was incorrectly valued for tax year 2009; however, the Board agrees wi
recommended reduction in value to $1,844,000.00. 

 The Board, in reviewing all seven comparables, considers Respondent’s
similar in acreage, construction quality, and location.  Petitioner’s sales did not inc
about seller concessions, personal property, or site detail (terrain, exposure, view
Soda Creek sales are not considered comparable to the subject subdivision. 
 

Petitioner presented an equalization argument with his comparison of actual values f
neighboring properties.  The Board can consider an equalization argument if evide
is presented which shows the assigned values of the equalization comparables
applica n

by Petitioner. 
 
Petitioner derived a requested value by applying a percentage increase to th

The Board gives no weight to this methodology, which is not considered an appropriate appraisal 

perty.    

 
 

 
 Respondent is ordered to reduce the 2009 actual value of the subject property to 
$1,844,000.00. 
 
 The Jefferson County Assessor is directed to change his records accordingly. 
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