
DOcket No.: 70813 

ST ATE OF COLORADO 
BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS, 

1313 Sherman Street, Room 315 
Denver, Colorado 80203 

Petitioner: 

KENT HECTOR, 

v. 

Respondent: 

SAN JUAN COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION. 

IORDER 

THIS MATTER was heard by the Board of Assessment Ap eals 0 September 28, 2018, 
Diane M. DeVries and Amy 1. Williams presiding. Petitioner, Ken t Hect r, was represented by 
Barbara Butler, Esq. Respondent was represented by Paul Sunderlan , Esq. Petitioner is protesting 
the 2017 actual val ue of the subject property. 

The parties agreed to the admittance of Petitioner's Exhibits 1 throug 12 and Respondent's 
Exhibits A through C. 

Subject propeliy is described as follows: 

Lots 13 - 22, Block 1, Taylor Addition to Silverton, 
San Juan County, Colorado 
San Juan County Schedule No. 48291720100006 

The subject consists often contiguous lots within the Town of Silve on, Colorado. The ten 
lots total 25,000 square feet and are essentially most of a half block wi thin Bl ck I, Taylor Addition. 
The subject is situated on the westerly edge of Silverton with sloping to ogra lhy, and per zoning, the 
subject could legally be divided into three single family residential buildi g sites. However, the 
subject site is currently undeveloped with no access road or utilities (walter, sewer or electric) 
extended to the site. The subject is also located within the Blue Zone of the avalanche hazard zoning 
district. 

Petitioner is requesting an actual value of $55 ,000 for the subj d pro'p'erty for tax year 2017. 
Respondent assigned a value of $1 00,000 for the subject property for tax y r 2017. 



Ms. Butler called Mr. Kent Hector, as her first witness. Mr. ector testified that the subject 
did not have developed roads or utilities available to the subject. He had listed the subject with a 
realtor and it had been offered for sale in the area MUltiple Li~ting Service a~ a list price of$32,000 
for approximately two years with no interest. He stated that in his opinion he property was being 
well marketed. 

During cross examination, Mr. Hector clarified that the property J ad been listed for two 
years, but the price of $32,000 for the subject had only been in place for th last eight months. 

Ms. Butler called Lisa Adair, PE, Engineer Mountain, Inc., as her sec )nd witness. Ms. Adair 
testified that she lives in Silverton and prepared Exhibi t No. 11, said e hibit , etailing her estimate of 
costs associated with development of the subject ten lots. Ms. Adair opin~d that Silverton Town 
Code requires extension of subdivision infrastructure to the furthest property boundary, and that few 
exceptions have been granted. She estimated that utility infrastructure would have to be extended 
approximately 575 feet. 

During cross examination, Ms. Adair agreed that the su ~ ect he s the potential to be 
subdivided into three single family residential building sites. She also cont urred that once utility 
infrastructure has been placed, any neighboring properties will be requ ired td reimburse a portion of 
the infrastructure costs for a period often years should they desire to lap in. She stated that while a 
water/sewer service line as opposed to a water/sewer main line might e all wed, no such approval 
had been granted since the 1980's. 

2 




subject's three ready-to-build lots would have an estimated value of S 120,000 according to the San 
Juan County Assessor's Office. 

Mr. Sunderland called Respondent's second witness, Will iam Tookey, San Juan County 
Administrator and Land Use Director. Mr. Tookey testified that in his opinion utilities would not 
have to be extended to the furthest property boundary. When asked, Mr. Tookey stated he had left 
the employment of the Town of Silverton in 2003. 

Petitioner and Respondent each prepared and presented a si te-specific appraisal report to 
value the subject property . In fact, two of the sales presented were uti li zed in both reports. Relative 
to the evidence and testimony presented, the Board found Ms. Adai r' s testimony to be informative 
and credible, defining the development process of the subject lots and quantifying the expenses 
associated with same. Lacking clear and convincing evidence to the contrary, the Board accepts that 
the Silverton Town Code as written would apply, and infrastructure vvould be required to extend to 
the furthest property boundary. Considering this, the Board finds that Respondent appraisal under
adjusted the sales based upon a shorter calculation of the necessary infr structure extension distance. 

However, none of the sales presented support a value of$I.40 per square foot, or $35,000, as 
presented in Petiticmer ' s appraisal. Of the five combined sales utili z ' , excluding sales outside of 
the statutory data collection period, sale prices per square foot rang~d from $2.67 to $24.00 per 
square foot. The sale at $24.00 per square foot is the only " ready-to-build" site, and if appropriately 
excluded, the dol);u per square foot sale price range narrows to between $2.67 and $8.50 per square 
foot. Considering the range presented and the sale price per square foot, $4.00, of the two sales 
relied upon in both appraisal reports, along with the complete bod) of evidence and testimony 
presented, the Board concludes that a value slightly below $4.00 per quare foot is reasonable, or 
$3.00 per square foot. 

Petitioner presented sufficient probative evidence and testimony to prove that the tax year 
2017 valuation of the subject property was incorrect. The Board concl des that the 2017 actual value 
of the subject property should be reduced to $75,000, or $3.00 per s lIare foot over 25 ,000 square 
feet. 

ORDER: 

Respondent is ordered to reduce the 2017 actual value of the : ubject property to $75,000. 

The San Juan County Assessor is directed to change his/her r ' cords accordingly . 

APPEAL: 

If the decision of the Board is against Petitioner, Petitioner rna) petition the Court of Appeals 
for judicial reVlew according to the Colorado appellate ruhi and the provisions of 
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Section 24-4-106(11), C.R.S . (commenced by the filing of a notict.' of appeal with the Court of 
Appeals within forty-nine days after the date of the service of the fina l order entered). 

If the decision of the Board is against Respondent , Respondent. upon the recommendation of 
the Board that it either is a matter of statewide concern or has resulted 111 a significant decrease in the 
total valuation of the respondent county, may petition the Court of Appeals for judicial review 
according to the Colorado appellate rules and the provisions of _'ection 24-4-106(11), C.R.S . 
(commenced by the filing of a notice of appeal with the Court of Appeals within forty-nine days after 
the date of the service of the final order entered). 

In addition, if the decision of the Board is against Respondent. Respondent may petition the 
Court of Appeals for judicial review of alleged procedural errors or errors oflaw within thirty days 
of such decision when Respondent alleges procedural errors or errors of law by the Board. 

If the Board does not recommend its decision to be a matter of statewide concern or to have 
resulted in a significant decrease in the total valuation of the respon nt county, Respondent may 
petition the COU(l of Appeals for judicial review of such questio s within thirty days of such 
decision, 

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

DATED and MAILED this 26th day ofOctob 'r, 2018. 

BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS 

Dia~ 

Am! J. Williams 

I hereby certify that this is a true 
and correct copy of the decision of 
the Board of A ess ent !ppeals . 

. , 
l ' -+::1 " • • 

Milla Lishchuk SE.-\ 
. .... -

.~. .... 

.. .... .. ' 
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