
Docket . ' 0.: 73539 BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEAL' 
STATE OF COLORA()O 
1313 Shennan Street. ROLm "' 15 
Denver. (olorado HOl03 

Pc~itioncJ': 

DAVTD DONNA LLC, 

\ . 

Re pOlldt'nt : 

BOULDER COUNT\, BOARD OF EQUALIZATION. 

ORDER 


THIS MATTER \ a.; he~rd . ~ the Bonnj of A"sessment i\P1 "als on [)ecember 10.2018. 
Debra Baumbach and MaryKay Kdley prc::.illing. Petilloner \\3 repr I1t d by David Ilaiberstam. 
1\1 mbcr. LLL. R{·spondent vas represented h~ .1ichad Kocrtje. E Pditioner is prolesti 19 the 
2017 m:.ual value of:he suhj_ct properly. 

lhe Board admitled !'elllillner" _ E:-;h bit J and Respl n Icnt":, [ :hihils A. Band C. 

Subject pfllp~rt: is J l: scribcJ as fol kw~: 

1360 'Walnut ... treN. Unit 212. Boulder. Colorado 

Boulder County Schedule I 'll. R0509999 


The s:'lbjecl i" a ) .l}):' sqll2.n:-tool ::ondnminiulll \\ ith t\\O parking spaces in the basement 
garage. It \Va" buill in 2005 un the second tlO(I)' ofa ihn:e-stnry hllilding. in dll\\nLo\\l1 BOll ld~r and 
\\, purcha:ed by Petitioner in 2012, 

Rc.::opondelll assigned an actual va lue ).118.1100 for lc.1:' )ear U17. Petitioner is reql estillg 
a value ofS915.000 

~1r. Hnlbersuun tt: li ried tiJat the l: IL sing ddtt: on tte 2012 I Il rchase was de byrd by :i;.\ 
I1wnths due to the absence 0:' 8 CertUcate oro Clip ney and to the I !lowing is'\ue : leaks in two 
hathrooms: irrcgu m cablc \', iring: and im:gularid~ \\ ilb the kilCh II :;to\ e and sink drain. Th~ 
d O'ing tuok pinel: fo llu".ing expenses of $70.000 III $75.00n and i uunce of {he Certificate 01' 



(J ~upClncy. The problems hJve not been thl)roughl~ reso lved per ~I r Halberstam and should be 
adJressed in valumio!l. 

Pcti lione( \\ ilncss. , !ills II. Ford. Certilit::d Jl:neml .\ppraiser describe lthe subjt:.::t unil as 
custom built with Brazilian cherr: wood. granite COLlIll rs. upgrad&:d <ppliances, Hml <;Wne/marhll: 
flouring . It ertiuy a corner location \\ ith two r:H;vale balconie He concum:d with Mr. 
Ilalbcrstam' s description or phy::>ical defic ienci<;'s. pcci fi all le-dKs in a spa tub and three 
improperl) -installed tlliiets. 

!l r. porJ pres~nled a Sales omp n-on :\nal~ sis wilh fj yC l.\ll1purabJe sales. all located 
wi-hin [he "uqjCCl building and rar.ging in sale! price irom 71 0.000 [0 $925.000. He nude 
adjustments ':'or market condition. size. con_tmctlon q llal i l ~. cllmli 1011. balconies, and parking 
spates. l-l is adjuslt.'Jsale price range \\as:rom ~783.872 to "1/)47.7 \. Wilhameanof$913.lr 
and a median ofS()17A60. h •. conduded to an indicat~d value nf$91- .000. 

Mr. Ford' .. ClH1uil or adjustment )1 ~:'lJ, 101) \\ as based 011 I N.:lson Wi"..: orpomtion 
eSlimate [(\ cur~ the above-men.ioncd issues. 

If Ford iscL1sseJ a 10\ ing ma:-ket thfCluglh li t the hn. L' pc riod for attached pH)perti~:. 
\\ hich hl.! UCSI:I ibcd a - ill1Pd~ tcd nwre severe I" during the economic d \\ ntllnl of.2008 than de ached 
propo.:·rtie ·. He applied a li near rt'gr~ssion a ml)sis to lklermine a market change adjustment. Il 
involved MLS-reporteu sale \.lfaltachd r~ropertie' ( 'ondominiums a d t~"'wn homes) in the Cit) of 
Boulder. He applied a price range of $500.UI10 to ··_.500.0()(J for 2<.\-monlh base perioJ and 
ddivcd a sampling of 300 sale~ . He acknO\\ ledged thdt his comparahle S lies \\ere among the 300 
properties in th... . ampling. altho gil neither Iht!ir addle sc:-. nor ant.il sale prit.:cs were reportee . 
Bast: 1on average and medion prices. h~ concluded 10 fill annual incr 1St' of .2.5I).~J . 

R...-spondem·s Wil'1L!!'s. Ricardo Gah al. (\:rtilied Residenll. I Ai,praiser for the Boulder 
COllllty A. 'essor's (If[j~e. dt- scribed the slll~~ t unil [1<; clIstom buill vilh a traditional finLh. IIe 
prest"nled a ~il l es Comparison Analy,i.; \..- ilh li\ e comparable sale ranging 111 sale price from 
S9Z5.000 to $1.325.000 '-Sale!; One ,md T\\o in the suhject build g olnd Olher ' in competing 
huilding I. He ma c adjus:mt:'llls ror markct change. size. bathroom count. condition (ertecti\'e 
year). Ira(U til)llal \'er,U$ industl ial finish. Jnd p'lrb..ing. 

l'vlr. Gahan baseo ll i!:i lime aJ.iusLnk'I Il. 1/1 tmbticai analysis (d i:;~us~('d b) witness D..mldle 
. impson) and paired sales \\ ilhin the suhjcci building. bu!h \\ ilh "lIrt .I ll-industrial" finishes. The) 
so ld 1\\0 years apart. t 11;.' fil ~l bdn:; S7 10.0t)O in ~la~ of ~OIJ. (linn 3(2) and the second being 
$925.000 in Ma~ I' 20 1 G(T ni~.21 )_:1 

fvlr. Ga' \,an 1'0 nd i n~ut1ident data \ iIb \\ hidl til ell.:nnint an adj ustment tor the unit' 
ph) ~iC'r!1 detici~ncie ·. Con 'idering them pri maril: related to prlblem in the hathroom~. h\:! took the 
deficien ies i Ilto account when makinf.. h s bathn (lm c uunt adj U lm I1lS. 

1\ 11'. Cialvan tes~ificd Iho.l. bC:lsed on re~ 'arch. traditionull) -till! h~J condoml11illmS like the 
subject uni t carried more \'rJ ut! than "urban-industrial" finish (open 110M plan. t:xposed ceilings. 

http:Wilhameanof$913.lr


corruguted slC'el J. Asses-or', Office regres~ lo 1 anal} i' melha 101 g) d lermined lhe ditlercm:e to be 
75,000. \\ hich was tlpplied LO Snl~s One an" T\\o fa theiJ illduslrial tyled interior. 

Re:pondcn(~ \\itllt'ss. Daniellc Simpson. I3uuldc:rCl1unt~ A se mcntAnaly~L. di.:,cussed tht; 
m[lr~et change adjustml.!nt lIsed in ~1r. Gal'. an ' anal~";J , Her pJr:1mClers \Vcrl.! alt:1chcd pr perties 
(co tOllS and lm\n hOIllI:S) 1.1 thl' Cit) ot'Bouller \ itil ale price hem'e n $500,000 and $2.500.0 O . 
... 1~ discarded n(ln-ann's-length transaction :. 'Jr pt:nics 110t rem dded Iler the assessment date. Gild 
n~\ ' and pal1i, I construdion. Deri\ ing sales trorn the c unty \\cb. ite. 'vlLS. tor sale by owner. and 
10 100(1 lor a Ji\ e-yem periL)d, her ~ampl in~ fe_.tl lted in 3.195 c ndo nd 2.592 to\\n homes. She 
sa\' a31.10'oi.lcreus'-.' verlhe24-1l1l111Ih b~eperi!d~lIldba cd,djll till nlsf'oreachcnmparahlesale 
11 t d by \'11. Galvan on per-11l Ilth :l'allors c kulat~J'o the .r ulle ~O. 211 I i appraisal dute. 

Peliti ner pre~en leJ insulli ient probati \ t.: \!\ idem:e ant! tcslim Iny to prove tbatth~ subj~ct 
property was nC()rredl~ \'alued tor tax year ~()17 

Til ' si~l1i1il ant di tfcrtn<.:.:s het \\ eel'. tht t\\ anal sts arc adj lI!>lI nents -or the l lllil's physi.:al 
ddicit?ncj~<;. market c hange adjustmems. and ,I r (fal an' s $75.000 , djllslmcnt~ tor traditional 
WbUS "urran-indu:striaJ"' fini ... h. 

Mr. Ford' s ~30. ()()O adilIstmen I ~ l1 [ the uni [' s d licit'llcies L ba Ion <.t contractor' c:'limat~. 

Mr. Gah an, ullJble \0 ddine the cxtLnt of the probkl11. made a nOlm nal bathro(lill adjustment. 
Despi te the ab"ence of teslilllOll) from the !';ol1traclor. the Board finds IVlr. I- ord's adjustment 
Sll ported . 

With r\!g.lrd III markt.:t char,gc, the Board finds :\1 . SImpson' II:: timony convincing. Hel 
sl.llistkul a lalys s in\' l\'~s su ld Imu IT 1m a \ ariel~ \j s{ urces through ti l (\ Ii, e-y~ar pl;'rimJ. It abu 
d l rJ\t.:S dif-erenl rate' (.f appr~~iation ,1l1d therefore, ilppoints a sp ~i !ic factor per month. 111 

a(.dition, T\lr, Galvan ::iupportt::d hi adiu;;;tment, itb ~ p tired-sal s anah si", 1r. t )[(r~ anal~ si . is 
ba ed 0 a smaller. qu~slionable sampling and cundll(jl,! - to a 2.5% tn crea:i~ per) ear, \\ hkh he 
di\ ided b: tb~ nllmberofmOnlh5 from cioslI1g dates tt lb(' apprai -al dat~. i\1s. Simpson'.:: analysis is 
COil iderablv morl;; thoroul.!h and markd based.. '-' 

j\·11'. ( JUhan made adjustment. of $7: ,U J() to 'ale - One and r I) t~lr their interior "urhan
in III trial" fi nishes . He tcstlti.:d that these ad' ' lmcnts \\".:rl' dcriwd Ir IIll regres -ion analy::.i. based 
011 moJclin~. Petitioner did not questIOn thel,,' adjllslllWll ts anJ provi cd no cU!llrur) Ie limull), or 
e\ idence , 

Tht' Board consiJers Pc 'pl)nJC!1t's appraisal th~ rel iahle due l{ its belter-'upported market 
change adjustments. Applying p·titjoller·s 30.!JOO djustment t0 {espondent's sales li1 r the 
slIl1Ject's physical deticiencie.:. the tdjusted range IS $1.01 5260 to $1.2"' .320. The BO~lrd tinds that 
a.C. v.'ithin th~ 'lIt'~ie~ t building are th~ be ' I rcprest:nlalhe~ 1,.11 market \- aille. Adjuslt:d sale prices 

are $1!272.46rJ (or ale O.e ilnd 1.1.115 .260 li)r Sail! T \0. Sale One IS more imilar in size and. 
thu -. i g1n·n more \\Ieight. (h crall. Respondellt' ~ Ilppraisal supports 1111: suhject' .. assigned value of 
$ Ll l g.OOO f r t~x ye~l1':W 7. 



RDER: 

The pet·t ion ~s denied. 

APPEAL: 

[fthe d\:cision of the Hoard is llgainsL Petitioner, Pel itiJner ma> etition the Courl nfAppeaL 
(l lr judicial re\'iew ul,;con.li np [ tl:e l'(llor3d 1 appellalt ru le- and Ihe prm'j,ions of St'. lion 24-4
10 (1 1). C'.R S. (l:Oll1menl.: L'~ b) the il ng or a notice I' appeal \\ ith the Court of Appeals within 
forty-nine days after l11e da te of the sen ice of the final ')rder entered I 

I f the decision (}rlh~ f)oi.1rd i. agairu;1 Re pt)mj~nt, Respnl1dent U}lOlllhe recommendat i()!1 of 
the Board that it either is a maHer of tatewidl' concern IIf h:lS re. ulted i a significant d~crease in thl' 
toLl! \'aluut ion of tl1(' respomklll t:ll JI1ry. m.l~ petitiol1 the Coun or ppeals lur judii::ial revie\\ 
according to the t'oloudo PFcllate r des .1l1d th· IJI'uvlsion. of ction 24-<1-106( 11). C'.R.S. 
ll,; o1l1mcnced by the filing of :-. l1olice oi'appcnl \\ ith the Court nf pp\.'!' 1 \" ithin limy-nine days aha 
the date of the 5~r\"icc of the final order ente red). 

In aJcition. if lhe dCl: ision of:he Board i again. t Respondem. Respond~nt may petilion the 
Co urt or Appeals f(ll" .i udicial re·.. iew of l lJeg~d pr0c~dllra l t: ITurs or elT rs or law \ 'ilhin thirty days 
" r such del'ision \\hen Re. p naent ".leges pn ccdural errors or I?rror. ,j 1.1w by the Bourd. 

If tle BDard doc not recomm~nd ic de('i~ion to be a matter ot taLC\-\ iue cUIl\,;ern or to haw 
rc ulted in a signjfi~i.ln t d crease in the toLal \ aluatioll rlh~ respon 'nt ~ounty. Rl:spondent mUl 
petition the 'ourt of . ppen ls for judicial r~vie\\ of w:h question \\ ithin thirt) days of such 
d ·cision. 

"ectiml JY-~-}()~(2 ). CoR.S. 

DATED :lod MAILED thi ~rd uayof.lHlluaf. 2019. 

BOARD OF A. ESS:YIEi T APPEALS 

Dehm A 
I h >reb)' cel1i1~ that this is a Inle 
and correct copy r the dec i510n of 

th: Board of Ass(SiTI~flpea\. .&\ {. /V 
Milia isbchuk 

4 


http:ul,;con.li

