
BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS, 
STATE OF COLORADO 
1313 Sherman Street, Room 315 
Denver, Colorado 80203 

Petitioner: 

WILLIAM L. COYLE, ET AL., 

v. 

Respondent: 

DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION. 

Docket No.: 59454 

ORDER 

THIS MATTER was heard by the Board or A sessme nL Appeals on March 11,2013, Diane 
M. DeVries and Amy J Williams, presiding. Vir. Wil liam L. Coyle appeared pro se on behalf of 
Petitioner. Respondent was represented by Mr. Robel1 D. Clark. Es Petitioner is protesting the 
20 I I classification and actual val ue of the subject property. 

Subject property is described as follo \.vs: 

7800 Crowfoot Valley Road 

Parker, Colorado 80134 

Douglas County Schedule N um ber R0423941 


The subject propel1y consists of 33. 86 1 acres of land improved with a 1,116 square foot 
residence constructed in 1907. The subject ab o includes trees plant cI in rows over approximately 
five acres of the southeastern pOl1ion of the properly. 

Petitioner is requesting an actual value of , 127. -00 fo r the subject property for tax year 20 II 
in the event that agricultural classification is not granted. Respondent assigned a value of 
$530,893for the subject property for tax year 20 I I based on res ident ial classi fication. 

The order of hearing first considered c\ ide llce and Le ti mnny relative to agricultural 
classi fication. 

Petitioner's witness, Mr. Coyle, test iti ed that beginning in the mid-1980's a significant 
number of trees was planted in the southeast portion of the subject pro perty ancl a drip ilTigation 



system was installed. Mr. Coyle further testi fied that the use of the property as a tree farm has not 
changed since that time, but that planting and harve ling or trees has slowed since 2008 when 
demand declined. Petitioner presented se eral docu ments That wcr submitted into evidence, 
including; two invoices for tree sales dated March 16, 2010: se\eral undated pictures reported to 
have been taken in 2010; an invoice from Westward l-ence, LL. . for S 1,459.80 dated January 28. 
2012 and corresponding check for payment of invoice : ::I Pastu re Lease ,t.\greement between William 
Coyle and Tim Sayler dated December 15, 2011 : copi s of four checks made payable to various 
individuals with March and April 2011 dates: and an invoice fro m Han ' en Glass Inc. for wire mesh 
and labor dated March 31 , 2011. 

Petitioner is requesting the subject recei,'e agricultural cia 'sifi cation for tax year 20 II. 

Mr. Robert Clark, attorney for Respondent. called Virgi nia Wood , Certified Residential 
Appraiser to testify. Ms. Wood testified to the chronology of even l- leading to the removal of 
agricultural classification of the subject property through the Agricu ltural Report she prepared and 
which was admitted into evidence. Ms. Wood slaku lhat no evi dence of sales of trees for the last 
three years was ever presented by Mr. Coyle and that via inpecti oll there was no evidence of 
cultivation or tree maintenance during that ti me perioJ . Several photo:, oftbe subject property taken 
over the last several years were presented and Ms. ')..' od revi wed aerial photos dated between 2006 
and 20 IO. Ms. Wood testified that the aerial photus indicated no change in the tree pattern which 
might support maintenance. cultivation and harve 'ling of trees duri ng that time; instead the pattern of 
trees was stagnant between 2006 and 2010. 

During re-direct, Ms. Wood further kstifind that in orde r to b..: considered a tree farm. the 
tree farming activity must occur on a "regular ba. is" as direcled within the Assessor Reference 
Library under the heading Tree Farms. See Assessor . Land I'aluation Manual, Vol. 3 at Section 
5.29 ("Tree farms should generall y receive agricu llura l land de ignati n if they plant and gro\v trees 
in the soiL. cultivate and fertilize the trees , anJ harvest and seillhe tr s on a regul ar basis") Ms. 
Wood pointed to the Tree Farm section of the ARL to su pport her assert ion that a tree farm qualifies 
for agricultural classification if trees are planted in rhl.: oil, cul tivated and fertilized and harvested 
and sold on a regular basi s. 

Respondent as signed a residential cl Cl s i ii calion to the subject property for tax year 201 I. 

Next in the order of hearing. evidenl.:e and tes timony regardlllg valuation of the subject 
property was considered. 

Petitioner presented a computation for val ue oCthe home usim.! income and expense figures 
relative to the rental of the residence. 

Petitioner is requesting a 2011 actual \alu 01'$ 127,5 00 for th l.! subject property. 

Mr. Clark, Respondent Attorney, c lled Mr. Jerry D. McLeland, Certified Residential 
Appraiser, as hi s second witness. Mr. McLelantl presented three com arable sales ranging in saJe 
price from $385 ,000 to $475,000 and in size from 1 A 16 square feet to 1,960 square feet. After 

http:1,459.80


adjustments were made, the sales ranged from $378.734 to $ -J7.779. Mr. McLeland testified that 
the lower end of the value range is supported by a short sale and that the other two sales were not 
similarly influenced . He further testified that the assigned val ue )r the subject, that of$530,893 was 
within the range of value supported by the comparab le sales. 

Respondent assigned an actual value 01'£530.893 to tht subj l:t property for tax year 20 II . 

Petitioner failed to present sufficient probative eviden l.:e anJ testimony to show that the 
subject property was incorrectly classified and valued for tax year 2011. 

The Board concluded that the prepond ranc\; ot'evidencl,; reflect~ a subject property that has 
signs o1'a previous tree farming operation, bu t which has not operated as a tree farm for many years. 
The Board understands that a decline in demand for trees begi nning in 2008 could have impacted the 
operational volume of the subject property. Howe er. Petitioner fa iled to supply evidence in SUppOli 
of ongoing tree farming during the appropriate ti me period. Relati \e to the actual value of the 
subject property, Petitioner's income and ex pense information was not considered by the Board as 
residential property is statutorily required to be valued via the market approach. Respondent valued 
the subject using the market approach and made market extracted adj ustments for differences in 
characteristics between the sales and the subject property. The BOdl'd finds that Respondent's 
comparable sales and adjustments accurately reflect the su bj ect' s l11 t...rket value and Respondent 
properly applied the appropriate methodology for valuing resident ial property. 

ORDER: 

The petition is denied . 

APPEAL: 

If the decision of the Board is agai nst Peti Lioner. Petitioner may petition the Court of Appeals 
for judicial review according to the Colorado appellate rules and the provisions of Section 24-4
106(11), C.R.S. (commenced by the filing of a not ice of appeal with 1 e Court of Appeals within 
forty-five days after the date of the service of the final order enler d). 

If the decision of the Board is against Responden t, Respondent, upon the recommendation of 
the Board that it either is a matter of statewide c nc I'll or has re li lted in a significant decrease in the 
total valuation of the respondent county, may I etition the COUrL of " ppeals for judicial review 
according to the Colorado appellate rules alld the pr vision of Sed ion 24-4-106(11), C.R.S. 
(commenced by the fil ing of a notice of appeal wi th tile Court or ppea l'i within forty-fi ve days after 
the date of the service of the final order entered) . 

In addition, ifthe deci sion of the Board is a ainsl Respondent, Respondent may petition the 
Court of Appeals for judicial review of alleged pro euuml errors or errors of law within thirty days 
of such decision when Respondent alleges proced ural errors or errors f law by the Board . 



If the Board does not recommend its decision to be a matter of ' tatewide concern or to have 
resulted in a significant decrease in the total aluation of the re pond nt county, Respondent may 
petition the Court of Appeals for judicial n.:v iew of such que tions within thi11y days of such 
decision. 

Section 39-8-108(2), C.R.S. 

DATED and MAILED lhi 5lh day or pri\' 2013. 
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