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9/23/2009 10:00 AM - 5:00 PM Pitkin County Board of Commissioners

Other Calendar Links Plaza 1. 530 E Main Street. Aspen, CO

o Ao, ChETE FEse Pitkin County Board of Commissioners - Regular Meeting

QSSOC ke g PITKIN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
+ OSDON CAIkS & REC REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

i
1
+ Pitkin County Library 1 Plaza One Meeting Room
+ Wheeler Opera House }

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 2009
10:00 — 11:00 Woody Creek Mobile Home Park Discussion

12:00 NOON ADDITIONS/DELETIONS TO AGENDA
PUBLIC COMMENT, COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
CONSENT ACTIONS
1.  Resolution Supporting Pitkin County Referred Measure 1A (The Energy Smart
Local Improvement District), Dylan Hoffman
2. Ratification of Hearing Officer Determinations, Jeanette Jones
3.  Resolution Appointing Members to the Planning & Zoning Commission,
Charlotte Anderson
2 i . bli .
CONSENT PUBLIC HEARING
4. 2nd Reading, Ordinance Repealing the Aspen/Pitkin Energy Conservation Code
and the Aspen/Pitkin Efficient Building Code and Adopting the 2009 International
Energy Conservation Code as Amended, Tony Fusaro (continued from 8/12, to be
continued to October 14)
5. An Application for a Club Liquor License submitted by the Woody Creek Community
Center, Jeanette Jones
LAND USE PUBLIC HEARINGS
1.  Red Butte Ranch Subdivision Exemption for Major Plat Amendment, Designation of

Activity Envelopes and Extension of Vested Rights, 2nd Reading, PH (PN 8/23/09),
S. Wolff

2.  Basalt Water Tank Activity Envelope, Site Plan, Special Review for a Major Public
Utility, PH (PN 8/23/09), M. Kraemer

3. Code Amendment-Snow Storage, 15t Reading, (Continued from 9/9/09), PH (PN
8/23/09), M. Kraemer

4, Miscellaneous Land Use Code Amendments — Chapter 2, Chapter 6, Chapter 7, 15t

Reading, (Continued from 9/9/09), PH (PN 8/23/09), M. Kraemer
LAND E ACTION
5. Launer Parcel A Request for Takings Determination, S. Wolff

6.  Code Amendment-AH, RIF, 2Nd Reading, L. Clarke

BOCC OPEN DISCUSSION
ADJOURN
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THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 2009 — NWCCOG COUNCIL & RRR MEETING
Full Council

Airport Operations Building, Aspen / 9:30 a.m. — 12:00 p.m.

Rural Resort Region: 12:30 — 3:00 p.m.

AGENDA 1S SUBJECT TO CHANGE
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September 10, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 (4) 1
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Kurzman 13096

Article X, Sectien 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect,” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pe 204, (Colo.
200%)

Particular issues: Petitioner points out that this unit has a half sized garage compared to the comps. This fact
merits a small reduction to $2.7M since about $26,000 would be needed to add the space.
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September 10, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 (3) 13
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Weiser 17050

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices

and, for residential real property, determined solely by the market approach
to appraisal,”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during
the last part of this time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the
assessor and hearing officer are constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual
sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a counter intuitive results that was also seen at
the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for
comparison to the value of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using
linear regression analysis weighting the median of sales rations for each month by the number of
sales in that month. Although other methods can be used and might produce a more scientifically
“accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival methods are tested by
an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result
varies by more than 5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County
values to reflect the official model. I note in passing that the official model may have the effect
of giving more weight to sales made during increasing prices and less weight to flat or declining
periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does not have the latitude to
substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes there is
a better approach,

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his
valuations and taxpayer has the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency
complies with its statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the
burden of proof. We conclude the taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from
this presumption and requires taxpayer to demonstrate that an assessment is
incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo. 2005)

Other issue. Petitioner’s property may well be considered a “Castle” or white elephant with no
real market rival in the area. The adjustments required to create comps are enormous and thus
slightly less reliable than comps usually are. Even Heidi Houston, a skilled and aggressive
realtor, did not list her somewhat inferior property for more than $9.7M. Nothing really
compares well here. Median price per square foot for improvements indicates lesser value for
improvements.

CiUsers\mick\Documents\week 5 (3) 1-20.wpd
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September 10, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 (3) 12
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Flory 20259

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001,

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month. :

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof, We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v, Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issue. This unit was sold for $699,000 during valuation period and time adjusts to $943K.
Petitioner’s appraisal is out of valuation period. A bit of overpayment for the unit seems indicated by the
comps as the identical unit B (Comp 2) time adjusts to $855,000. Balancing those two gives a value of
$900,000.
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September 10, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 (3) 11
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Quad II Trust 11761

Article X, Section 20 8(c} of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparisen to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. I
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect;

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v, Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, {Colo.
2005)

Other issue. Petitioner’s contrary comps are not ag land. This large house is on 69 acres and is valued at
less than the other comps on smaller lot. Petitioner has no competing comps that are ag. Assessor can
show ag properties with high values in this area.
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September 10, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 (3) 9
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Blocker 7937

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might preduce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month,

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to

demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issues: Parties stipulate to $833,900.
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Hearing officer: Mick Ireland

Ruling on Kelly 7050

Article X, Section 20 §(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month,

e 2

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditingz’/ﬁnn and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. |
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
200%)

Other issues: Comp 1 seems to be an outlier, Comp 2 is better and on same road and should be adjusted
up as it is. However, owner has quality problems and house that is larger than neighborhood seems to
tolerate. The upward adjustment on Comp 2 is too large, 2353 sq ft at $1 million plus is too much
adjustment.
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September 10, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 (3) 7
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Lueck 7066

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution pravides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month. :

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:.

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA4 v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Cole.
2005)

Other issues: Owner has old appraisal at $1.25M and new one that uses comps that aren’t nearby. But
there is a 30% slope problem here that requires an adjustment as it }imits development and the assessor
comps are not so hampered. Adjust to §1.75M
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Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Kent Leeper, Inc.

Article X, Section 20 §(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach te appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (1 0.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that menth. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month. ‘

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Particular issues: Petitioner does not show. However, HO agrees that less than full ownership of TDRs devalues
the fractional interest in the mining claim as owner can’t get a fractional TDR proportional to his interests. Since
TDRs were worth about $276,000 at the time, a reduction of about 40% is in order as owner would have
to get agreement from owner of minority interest in the claims to agree to the sterilization of the land in
return for the TDR certificate.
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Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Hoffberger 5936

Article X, Section 20 8(¢) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for cach month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month,

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its resuit varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. |
note in passing that the official mode! may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issues: Conflict waiver. Comp 3 is the best but the lot is much larger Adjusting down for that 3
acres by $169,400leaves this property at $9M.
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Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Uhlfelder Family

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data, Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001 .

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month,

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005) '

Particular issues: Petitioner waives conflict in person. Comps are good but Comp 2 has open space cemetery
behind and Comp 1 and 2 are both interior lots and Subject is right on Cemetery Lane with attendant noise issues.
Assessor makes only $142,000 adjustment for Comp 2 having 1400 sq ft. That’s $100 per sq ft and that is too small,
people will pay more to construct or buy square footage. These two weaknesses in Comps2 and 3 merit reduction of
$150,000 to $3.55 M.
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Hearing officer: Mick Ireland

Ruling on Dubin Family Trust 6405
Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorade constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month, Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month,

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hedring office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach,

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proofto show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.,” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issues: Parties Stipulate to $1.745M.
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Hearing officer: Mick Ireland

Ruling on CFUJR 18417
Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust al! sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” 844 v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issues: Complicated issues: Petitioner does not own the ground under her unit, Although the trust
that owns the land folds it for the benefit of family members, they have not always co-operated on land
issues in the past. Assessor agrees that on a net time valuation, present value basis, the structures are
worth about 60% of the value that they would have since, under the law of fixtures, at the end of the
lease, the structures go to the land owner. Also, petitioner documents many, many construction
problems. Parties stipulate to $5.7 M for 18417 and 3978 and 9807.
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Property Owner's Name: {b “e,s‘{v‘f, @aeq - - . Schedule No._~ %75
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Legal Description: l«ab&)umq domes hW\\ LeX A

Hearing Date: T 9 { 3 ) O Hearing Time: !\"‘-\‘7’

Assessor's Representative: \/&/A)\ |

. Owner(s) Requested Value: - Owner(s) Justification for Appeal:

Yo T~ . | it

Assessor's Justification for Valuation: LQM& v ]é‘c F&M\(& %\%""‘L $4 qqq SDO

& 444 000D, ] No Jistany Sound, _
Classification Code: iE O_\ Land:\fg-(o M lmprovements 4@% Total: l©M

TO.BE FILLED OUT BY HEARING OFFICER:
Pho €

Petitioner Present: yes_ X _ no

El

BOE Comments/Remarks:
approved by the DIV state aud1tor Petltloner notes that the 1mprovements on the

that views are lnmted and that the property was subject toa pocket hstlng in 2008 for

$3M . ASSessor provided 3 comparable sales that, when adjusted tor the ditferences, gave
an indicated value range that was above the assessor’s value. Petltloner notes that her
zoning is R-15.

Continued on back of page
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(Continued from front page schedule R008573)

Assessor noted that an R-15 site on nearby Midland Avenue of similar size sold during the time
period for over $5M and that there were several time trended site sales over the value of the
subject. Petitioner also indicates that there is a “not to be redeveloped clause” in the title policy.
Without details of that restriction no adjustment is warranted. I would advise the petitioner to
provide the assessor’s office with details about the redevelopment clause and determine if it
might have an affect on the valuation on a permanent basis. [ believe that the comparable sales
support the assessor’s value.

»
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Hearing Date: Hearing Time: 01 - 049
Assessor's Representative: }J'f\“/\ Fl‘l <€
Owher(s) Requested Valus: Owner(s) J ustification for Appeal:

Und € - 450 452 U D 2 41 (08 vaL.,.j__Sf)mae . 100 666 ea.
baaed o GJ«A\\-{\. ca AM\,G,-; of (,(ogul salu,

Assessor's Justification forValuatlon klu.\ C . s iw Sh\m’ neciad 35 a[ca lﬁesjr
(Do -(ov LD K\uuuMMﬂ Seles Gwywkx 0WL\M Vidip

C!as:3|ﬁcat|on Code: Land: ﬂwprovements. \ ' Total.
%S¢ &

sch X il

TO BE FILLED OUT BY HEARING OFFICER:

Petitioner Present: yes X no

BOE Comments/Remarks:

Schdule # Unit  Assessor’s 2009 valye CBOE 2009 Value
R11504 Unit& $1:415;006 - $1415;066-Nochange
R12773 Unit D $3,118,400 $2,800,000 -$318,400
R18396 PS-1820% $ 145,000 $ 130,000 -% 15,000
R18397 PS-1820% § 145,000 $ 130,000 -$ 15,000
R18398 PS-1820% $ 145,000 $ 130,000 -$ 15,000

Continued on back of page
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Determination: No Change ____ The Following Change: Above Stipulation:
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(Continued from Tront page schedule R012773, 11504, 18396, 18397, 18398)

RO11504 - Unit C Sale within the data collect1on t1me per1od Assessor prov1ded 3 comparable

assessor’s value. One of the sales was the tlme trended sub]ect and the 2SSesSOr’S value was

UCTUW_[L[HF 1 UCIICVU l-llU qulde.d.UlC bdlUb DU.PPULL LIIU chuc

ROT2773 — Unit D Assessor provided 4 compatable sales that, when adjusted for the differences,
gave an indicated value range that contajned the assessor’s value. It was noted that the parking
space that is included w1th the subject was not deducted from 3 of the 4 comparable sales In

wh1ch in my op1n1on is excessive. recornmend after ad_]ustmg for the subject’s 1ncluded garage
d.rlﬂ d I'EUIIL«CU a’(l.]’llbll'lltilll, 101' s{udarc IOULdgC ulllCICHCESTﬂaI [ﬂe Value De red Ce(l

R018396, R018397 RO18398 parking spaces. Petitioner notes that there are leaks from above
making the parking spaces of reduced utility at the as ’

- alawsuit w1th the condomlmum assoc1at1on and managmg agent over what appear to be ﬁnanc1al

the condomlmum assomatlon and all of the owners and w1ll be solved in due course. The
~eXpense with be spread over att of the owmers and witl e minimat to the parking space owners o1
any owner in general. Over and above that there is some inconvenience to the parkmgspace
owners and recommend a reduction of a tempotary nature while the leaking is still an issue.

bocc\boetdocumentation\hearing_officer_determination.doc
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TO BE FILLED OUT BY HEARING OFFICER:

Petitioner Present: yes )( no

BOE Comments/Remarks:

Petitioner beheves that the wordlng ina lease opt1on from July 1973

1nc1dental thereto A subsequent deed contams no such restr1ct10n The property

COTtairs a cabim which Tepresents d residentiai use. Thecabinis designated historical and

in poor condition which the petitioner believes is a burden on the property. Assessor
believes that because a Tand use application was filed and part of the property was under
and agreement to sell that there is development potential for the property, -

CW}*'-”"‘C/ ou  back of Page I

If more room is needed continue on back page
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Property Owner Present: X Yes No

Determination: No Change X The Following Change: Stipulation:
Present Value; Ad}usted Value:
*Classification Code: Land: Improvements:

Total: M/ / %
Hearing Officer. _Stephen C Hagh Hearing Office Signature




(Continued from fronf page schedule R004446)

Assessor pr0v1ded 4 comparable sales that when adjusted for the dlfferences, gave an 1ndlcated

deed restncnon is beyOnd the scope of these heanngs to determine. The assessor has
demonstrated-that-there-issome-potential-fordevetopnrent-and that potenttat iy opiniorn
supports the value. . There is the potential for some portion of the property to be designated

residential which ultimately could reduce the fax burden but the petitioner did not want to pursue
that option.

boce\boe\documentation\hearing_officer_detsrmination.doc
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September 8, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 6
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Schwartz 9/8/09 1

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for residential real property,
determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this time period may
be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are constrained by the state prescribed
methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time
of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value of the property
on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the median of sales rations for each
month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used and might produce a more scientifically “accurate”
result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear
regression trend analysis weighted by the number of sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than 5% from the
audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. I note in passing that the official
model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing prices and less weight to flat or declining periods
when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the
state sanctioned method even if he believes there is a better approach. :

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has the burden of
proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its statutory mandate and
this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from
this presumption and requires taxpayer to demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105
P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo. 2005)

Particular issues: Petitioner challenges the methodology and validity of time trend adjustments, see ruling above. Petitioner also
offers comps without time adjustment arguing in his letter that “only sales before June 30, 2008are used to value properties.” That is,
for better or worse, the statutory requirement cited above. He also does not accept time adjustment to the comps he offers. Again, the
hearing officer is required per statute cited above to do time adjustments.

Petitioner cites two comps in the time period, units #1531 and #1523. He then averages the price per square foot for these units at
$922 per square foot. Petitioner claims prices have fallen for last 18 months. The last 12 months of decline are irrelevant under statute
and no evidence is cited of falling market sales in this complex. The assessor comps are all within a few months of the valuation date,
June 30, 2008. The assessor’s comps, all qualified sales, average about $991.44 per square foot for time adjusted sale price.

Assessor cites three comps, all valid sales in the time period. These have time adjusted sales values as follows:

Comp Unit# Time adj sales price . Heated sf- B/ sqft: 7«
1 1531 $ 1,040,393.00 1,060} S 981.50
2 1532| S 905,887.00 995] § 910.44
3 1514 8 1,359,479.00 1,256 S 1,082.39

Hearing officer (“HQO”) agrees Comp 3 is weakest as it has more bedrooms (Assessor doesn’t agree that bedrooms add value).
Both parties chose Comp 1 and it is the mid range for values, both total values and per square foot.

Compared to the Subject property, Comp 1 is adjusted down because it is bigger and better maintained then the subject property.
Petitioner does not challenge those downward adjustments. Given the mutual choice of Comp 1 and its downward adjustments its
adjusted value is appropriate choice for valuing this property. The valuation is therefore reduced by $21,576 to $928,424.

HO believes petitioner agreed to the decision in conference call but has since asked for clarification, see attached. 1 hope this written
ruling helps.
C:\Users\mick\Documents\schwartz 12440 special ruling.wpd
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September 8§, 2009 Aftermoon hearings Week 524
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Holland 6157

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

*Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuatton notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data, Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales raticns for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month,

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of preof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Particular issues: Petitioner has no competing or contrary market data. Assessor has offered $4.3M value
consistent with all three comps. Comp 1 is a very direct match in next neighborhood west. Dangerous driveway
warrants the discount of $877,000 offered by assessor.
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August 17, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 23
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling onBlissful LLC 15689

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival

methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issues; Petitioner cannot effectively challenge Comp 1 which is four houses down and sold for $8.1
M without time adjustment. Since that house is much bigger and on a larger lot, it is very persuasive,
RMPTC also picked comp land it is the best estimate.
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August 17, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 22
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Toubin 6210

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official mode}. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach,

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutery mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA4 v Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issues: Petitioner askes for same valuation as two years ago. Comp 2 and 3 are virtually identical
and within the same subdivision. Relatively inexpensive properties (when purchased long ago) were

subject to dramatic price increases and Comps 2 and 3 are nearby examples of modest to large housesin
the 3,000 sf range that sold for $3 million plus. Comps do support value, no change.
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August 17, 2009 Afternoen hearings Week 5 21

Hearing officer: Mick Ireland

Ruling on Potamkin 11226

Article X, Section 20 8(c¢) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001,

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. I
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Celorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issues: These Inn at Aspen units are virtually identical in size and quality. Sales of similar units all
sold for time adjusted prices in excess of value assigned to subject. Assessor chose the lowest valued
unit, Comp 2, for caluation. Comp 2 is virtually identical. No change.
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August 17, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 20
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Smith 2527

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data, Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001,

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might preduce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. [
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach,

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect,” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issues: Comp 1 is virtually identical and sold for more than the value placed here with no time
adjustment. Petitoner has no contrary evidence to the three very similar to identical comps.. No change.
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August 17, 2009 Aftemoon hearings Week 5 19

Hearing officer: Mick Ireland

Ruling onNixon Family LLC 2665

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation noetices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month. '

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruied that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to

demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issues: Comp 1 June 27 sale three days before valuation date sold for $1.5 million and adjustments
downward for better location and construction quality. Comp 2 is almost identical and sold for $1.25
million without time adjustment. Petitioner presents no contrary data.
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August 17, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 217.5

Hearing officer: Mick Ireland

Ruling onUsem

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual vatue shalt be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, 2
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other metheds can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower, The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own mode] of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issues: Comp 1 and Comp 2 are very similar in 3i8ze quality and location and sold for time adjusted prices in
excess of value here. No contrary evidence of sales to the contrary.



HEARING OFFICER DETERMINATION .
PITKIN COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION t ?
2009 | :

TO.BE FILLED OUT BY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE:

Property Own;ar"s Name: e e CAe6tsn/S . SchedueNo, A/ & 70 / a/'1 ”“
Property Owner’s Representative (lfapplicab!e)‘lﬂ OLKY BITA JR01° TS LONCUli 2 '
.PTDPEFW Address: 303 CLUE S De ,: A‘S/éf\/ C«Q |
Legal Description: CZ,&/j' 5/?)5 y ad '/,WMQOM 5/&9&6 Lo 77l
.Héaring Date: g/ / 7/ Jd7 . Vl-zlearing Tme: 2/ /S v _
' Assessor's Representative; SPZ'/UC 4271 L CHe B
Owner(s )Reques ted Value: 4/ 3’ /S So0 Owner(s Justification for AppeaI T‘IL/ SF o~

T e~ /69‘550

Assessor's Justificaticn for Valuation:

L

Classification Code: R ES Land: 3, 200, oo Improvements Z é/2 Z2o0 Total Fﬁﬁ’cé/,? Zoo

© IO BEFILLED OUT BY HEARING OFFICER: o J" ,P

Petitioner Present: yes__2_no o Rt T & |
I.?:OE_Comments/Remarks:l Clibsis g o M (¢ =~ 'No o bPen Syl
i CLY stwe . Q[u(a 5,06 % ol H-472 _ qtgﬁf,ﬂféwlme_
—pmmvlfr/:s 22T A fica /T &%of (éé TR S prasE
A’,BJMVEJQ Conap s qmu’f T, Wews .
MAe ABPT  Fer d”/wuy 62 Uudeff/zlhqt D&m—*
Mot Afcao—m,‘{zJ' ﬁWﬂ/C écrfffs alri”

ff more room is needed continue on back page : ) P

Properly Owner Present: Yes No

Determination: NoChange . The Following Change(?( Z 50,00 0> Stlpulation 6 262,200
-PresentValue: %, H(Z, 200 Adjusted Value: 57, D&Z, Z0O

Classification Code: ' Land: ' Improvements:

Tofal: . ‘
ljearmg Off‘cer /l/L ( [[?,6 Mﬂm Hearing Offica Slgnature




August 17, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 17
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland

Ruling on McRae
Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodelogy based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001,

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust al} sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect,” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issue. Petitioner notes no other sales in Clubside for comparison. Clubside is on Highway 82. These premeir
properties are difficult to compare because they are few in number. Adjustment for being under flight path near Hwy
82 is appropriate, however. Reduced $250,000 tp $5,362,200.
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September 8, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 516
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on1320 Snowbunny 5276

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data, Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month, Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month,

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. [
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BA4 v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Particular issues: Petitioner admits sale of house at $3.95M . Assessor agrees to reduce to $4,128,500 time
adjustment for sale. RMPTC has no other contrary evidence.
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August 17, 2009 Afiernoon hearings Week 5 15
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland
Ruling on Jackrac GP 5415

Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actnal value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust ail sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model, 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We coenclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issues: Sold for $7.2 M on 8/11/07, time adjusts at $7.75 M well above assessor’s vaiue of

$7,418,3000 the low end of the mass appraisal curve. Petitioner cannot effectively challenge market
data.
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August 17, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 514
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland

Ruling on Parker 21018
Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. 1
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own medel of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAd4 v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issues: Petitioner adits this was under contract for $747,000 in 2006. Not reasonable to say there
was no appreciation thereafter. Time adjusts to $949,000. However, some uncertainty existed on June
30, 2008 as to closing and completion, thus a compromise at $800,000 is appropriate.
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August 17, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 2
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland

Ruling on Harris 13109
Article X, Section 20 8(c¢) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required to overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodelogy based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001,

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10.2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a2 more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival
methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. [
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower. The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own model of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorrect.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
20035)

Other issue. Petitioner uses out of complex comps to establish price. Two in complex units sold for an average
price of about $3.8M with no time adjustments. Big downward adjustments still leave comp 1 and 2 at $3.8M
average after time adjustments.
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August 17, 2009 Afternoon hearings Week 5 3
Hearing officer: Mick Ireland

Ruling on Tapesd308 T HoRNE \DOBF
Article X, Section 20 8(c) of the Colorado constitution provides:

“Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation notices and, for
residential real property, determined solely by the market approach to appraisal.”

Evidence of market data is required 1o overcome the assessor’s comps. That sales slowed during the last part of this
time period may be academic evidence of declining values. However, the assessor and hearing officer are
constrained by the state prescribed methodology based on actual sales data. Sale prices increased as sales slowed, a
counter intuitive results that was also seen at the time of the dot com boom and crash before 911 in 2001.

The assessor is required by CRS 39-1-104 (10,2)(a) to time adjust all sales used for comparison to the value
of the property on June 30, 2008. The county creates a time trend using linear regression analysis weighting the
median of sales rations for each month by the number of sales in that month. Although other methods can be used
and might produce a more scientifically “accurate” result, the method the Pitkin County assessor uses and all rival

methods are tested by an auditing firm that uses weighted linear regression trend analysis weighted by the number of
sales in each month.

Thus, if the assessor to deviates from the system used by the auditing firm and its result varies by more than
5% from the audit, the state can, as it has in the past, readjust Pitkin County values to reflect the official model. I
note in passing that the official model may have the effect of giving more weight to sales made during increasing
prices and less weight to flat or declining periods when market activity is usually slower, The hearing office does
not have the latitude to substitute his own mode! of valuation for the state sanctioned method even if he believes
there is a better approach.

The Colorado Supreme Court has ruled that the assessor is presumed to be correct in his valuations and taxpayer has
the burden of proof to show assessor is incorrect:

“Specifically, we consider the traditional presumption that an agency complies with its
statutory mandate and this presumption’s relation to the burden of proof. We conclude the
taxpayer’s burden of proof derives from this presumption and requires taxpayer to
demonstrate that an assessment is incorreet.” BAA v. Sampson, 105 P3rd 198, pg 204, (Colo.
2005)

Other issue. Petitioner has no contrary market data, 3 four comps are in complex. Comp ! is very close with $1,000
/'sq ft upward adjustment for smaller size compared to subject. Raw sales data supports value even without time
adjustments.
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