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Petitioner: 

 

 
Respondent: 

 
ORDER 

 
 

 the Board of Assessment Appeals on January 21, 2011, 
Diane M. titioner appeared pro se.  Respondent was 

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

 
 Lakewood, Colorado 

  Jefferson County Schedule No. 414536 

nt and garage.  It 

 Petitioner is requesting an actual value of $353,000.00 for the subject property for tax year 
2009.  Respondent assigned a value of $366,650.00.   
 

Petitioner argued that comparison of assessed values is a valid approach and that assessed 
values for similar properties should be equal to the subject’s.  Relying on an equalization argument, 
Mr. Smith presented five comparable properties, selected for similarity in size, design, and garage 
space.  Assessed values ranged from $335,850.00 to $355,350.00 and averaged $345,150.00.  None 
were verified as sales. 
 

THIS MATTER was heard by
 DeVries and MaryKay Kelley presiding.  Pe

represented by David Wunderlich, Esq.  Petitio

 
 Subject property is described as follows: 

13751 West Amherst Way,

 
The subject property is a 2,455 square foot two-story house with baseme

was built in 1995 on a 0.145 acre site in the Green Mountain subdivision. 
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 Mr. Smith argued that Respondent’s market approach lacked credibili
witness selected two sales with finished basements, unlike the subject; three of R
sales had three-car garages, in comparison to the subject’s oversized two-car garag
were not made for the difference; and Respondent 

ty: Respondent’s 
espondent’s four 
e, yet adjustments 

included a higher-priced fourth sale in order to 

sidered to be the 
egan in Spring 

of 2007.  Metropolitan Denver Real Estate Statistics reported that the average price of closed 
 to May of 2008. 

ed on the market 
ensed Appraiser, presented four comparable sales 

ran ,177 square feet.  
 ranged from $371,300.00 to $403,900.00.  The indicated 

value was derived by averaging the four adjusted values. 
 

w that the subject 

ue.  The Board can 
consider an equalization argument if evidence or testimony is presented that shows the Board that 

on of the market 
assigned values of Petitioner’s 

com e-specific market 
 by Petitioner. 

d by state statute. 
). 

st weight.  However, it disagrees with the 
lack of adjustments for three-car garages, as they carry more value in the marketplace than the 

 garage, and $5,000.00 adjustments are applied to 
2 and 3.  Also, the Board is not convinced that Sale 4 is a reliable comparison, as its sales 

pric 2,000.00 higher than Sales 1, 2 and 3 and its adjusted sales price $16,600.00 
to $32,600.00 higher, no explanation offered.  Re-calculated adjustments for Sales 1, 2 and 3 
conclude to adjusted values, respectively, of $382,300.00, $367,300.00, and $371,505.00.  This 
range of values, however, supports the assigned value of $366,650.00. 
 

ORDER:

raise the average sales price. 
 
 Petitioner’s requested value is based on Respondent’s Sale 2, which he con
only valid transaction because it closed in June of 2008 after the market decline that b

properties decreased by 13% and the median price dropped 10% from May of 2007
 
 Respondent presented a value of $384,750.00 for the subject property bas
approach.  The witness, Lorin Havenner, Lic

ging in sale price from $352,000.00 to $404,000.00 and in size from 2,095 to 2
After adjustments were made, the sales

 Respondent presented sufficient probative evidence and testimony to sho
property was correctly valued for tax year 2009.  
 

Petitioner used an equalization argument to support his requested val

the assigned values of the equalization comparables were derived by applicati
approach and that each comparable was correctly valued.  Since the 

parable sales were derived by a computerized mass appraisal rather than a sit
approach, the Board gives limited weight to the equalization argument presented

 
 Respondent based indicated value on the market approach, which is require
 Arapahoe County Board of Equalization v. Podoll, 935 P.2d 14, 17 (Colo. 1997

 
The Board gives Respondent’s market approach mo

additional storage space of an oversized two-car
Sales 1, 

e is $31,500.00 to $5

 
 

 
 The petition is denied. 
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