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This matter came before the Court for tri on PlLJruary

€, 1986. Petitioners challenge the commercial real property

tax assessment against the subject property, Lot §55 in
.quare 2580, located at 1751-1753 Columbia Road, N.W. for Tax
ar 1984 pursuant to D.C. Code §547-820, ct. £2q. At the
Eme of the ascesomant, this was a Giaat food storce (it is
jLw a Save Right {ood store). Upon consideration of the
p}eadings filed, the arguments of counsel, and the cvidence
Jiduced at trial, the Court ockes the following:

DIIDINES T DNCR

l. Pectitioner Jefferson Standard Life Insurance Company

1
jheteinatter referred to as “Jefferson Standard®) is a North

latolina corporation with an office at 101 North Elm Street,
éreenabo:o, North Carolina 27240.

| 2. Petitioner Giant Food of D.C. Inc. (horeinafter
2ferred to as "Giant"™) is a Delaware corporation with an
Zfice in the District of Columbia at 6300 Sheriff Road,
Landover, Haryland.

i 3. 1In 1951, petitioner Giant ownad the subject prop-
¢rty. Giant sold it to petitioner Jefferson Standard, who
maged it back to Giant for a term of 25 years. Gubseqguent
to this sale leascback transaction, successive "Txtensions of

the Lease" were cozccuted by the parties as followss




-2 -

Lease Agreemont Contract
January 23, 1951, through January 28, 1976

25 yeoar torns

Pirst § ycors $37,500 per yoar
Sccond 5 years $33,750 por year
Third 5 rears $20,125 per yecar
Remaining 10 years $18,281 per year

Cxtension of Lease lAgrcencent
1 tlarch 27, 1975, through
i January 28, 1979 826,400 per year

— S I T T I I T T I I ST IT I I T o

Cztension of Leace Acrcenaat
September 28, 1979, throuch Jcnuary 31, 1$85
837,00 per yoar

4. The lease and its extensions esctabliched fixed

rentals. Under the present "Extension of the Loase," poti-
ioner Jefferson Standard receives a fixed rent of $37,000
~er year and a percentage rent which varies from yecar to
gear. There are no provisions for options to rcpurchase.
%iant is obligated under the lecac~ for taxes, maintenance,
fapaita, utilitie., and insurance.

i 5. Petitioner Jefferson Standard has raceived from

#etitionet Giant the following amounts of percentage rent for

ghe years indicated:

venr D—2unt
| ar73 - 2780 ¢ 1,062
i 3/00 - 202 15,659
i 3781 - 2702 9,197
{3732 - 72753 0
3783 ~ 2/04 0

Thus, for Tax Year 1904, petitioner Jeffecrson Standard

[ et bl

eceived only fixed rent of $37,000 and no percentage rent

T:on the property for the tax year.
! 6. Por Tax Year 1984, petitioner’s property vas assessed

by George S. Toll as follows:

N
k Lend ¢ 003,300
i Irarovenants 271,629

Total Totimnted
tlarket Value $1,080,000
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l At the Board of Equalization and Review, the petitioner
élleged that the value of the subject property should be no
%ore than $1,000,000. The Board, however, sustainod the Tax
éea: 1984 assessment of 1,080,00C. The resulting taxes were

H23,004.

j 7. Petitiorers timely paid the taxes due and filed suit
or refund on March 30, 1984. Petitioners attached their

b
]1,000,000 estimate of value to the petition. An appraisal

eport was later submitted and used at trial by potitioners,

plaiming the value of the subject property to be $565,000.

f

8. For Tax Year 1984, petitioners' expert witness,
Lyland L. Mitchell, used the income approach to valuation.
9. The subject property contains 13,473 square feet.

“he gross building area is 16,940 square feet. The improve-
henta, located at 1751-1753 Colucbia Road were built in 1951.

t is a one-story, rlus partial basement supermarket. It is

“oned C-2-B with a pernittoed PAR of 3.5.

‘1

10. Doth Mr. Toll and lir. MHitchell considercd the

ﬁighest and best use of the subject property to be its current

ﬁse.
11. HMichael Bush, a Giant employece, testificd that the

urrent lease was a novw agreczent, separate from the original

ease under the sale lcascback transaction in gpite of its

A=

nitle "Extension of the Leace.™ Mr. Bush testificd that the

ot

urrent Extension of the Leace was an arm3' lencth lease.

»

12. Petitioners' expert, Ryland L. Mitchell, tostified

1) that the income epprocch to valuation rather than the

ieproduction coast should have becn used; and (2) that the

|
|

Adssessment on this property should have becn recuccd to re-
!
*lect the long-term leasc that permits it to rent the prop-

nrty far below market rates. BHe argued that the long-term

[ 7l
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?f the lessor's interest in the property.

V 13. Petitioners claimed that the District's assessments

ease locked in the below market rents and reduced the value

were too high because the assessor failed to take into account
&he depressing effects of the lease on the subject property.
#he lease, it was argued, reduced the value of the lessors'
ﬁee interests, because the lessor was locked into a long term
t rents well below market rates. Petitioner further argued
khat the District of Columbia should have determined the

Qalue of this property as encumbered by using the contract
%ent and the rent during the option years.

( 14. Mr. Mitchell testified that he did not use the cost

ﬁpproach to valuation because of the age of the improvements,
ghe difficulty in estimating depreciation, and because, as
:mprovementa incrcase in age, the cost approcch loses its
elevancy. Ec ciunsicorcd the market data approach to valua-

ion inappropriate becausc ue believed insufiicicnt informa-

o

Jion existed for its decvciopzent, and in this case, the
Harket approach might indicate a "free and cicar" value for

ghe subject which would not take into account the existing

iease.
? 15. Relying upon the income approach to valuation to
%stimete the fair market value of the subject property, as
8ncumbeted by the existing lease, Hr. Mitchell estimated the
éresent worth of the income stream and reversion of the
#roperty at the end of the lease. The monthly rent of the
%ubjcct property was to remain constant at $3,083.33 for the
'emaining 145 months (January 1, 1983, through January 31,
%995) without consideration of percentage rent vaich had not
Bcen recently generated. The presant worth of one per period

sactor at 158 for 145 nonths was 66.793. Ee multiplied the
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onthly rent times this factor, and developcd a rounded
resent worth of the anticipated income strcam of $206,000.
mor the reversion, he assumed that the assecssor's current
#ree and clear value estimate of $1,080,000 was correct. He
%xtended this amount to the end of the lease term of 145

' nths by increasing the present value at the cozpound annual
Hate of 68. 1In his opinion a 6% per year compound rate was
‘ndicated as the averzge rate of increase experienced by reoal
gtate over the last 20 years. Ee stated that his calcula-
|ions resulted in a free and clear value of the subject
hroperty at the end of the lease term at a rounded total of
2¢175,00C. This amount was multiplied by the precacent worth
£ one reversion factor at 15% for 145 months of 0.165. The
#ultiplication produced a present worth of the reversionary
ualue of the prejerty of $3592,000. 0o a final step, he ccded
ﬁhe present worth of the income strecm and tihe reversionary
ﬂalue of the preoperty together develeping a total of $565,000

}hich represcnted the value of the leased f{ce estate of the

Aubject proporty.
16. Ir. itchell toctified taat ho noithor checked the

o~

Jqualization ol tho cudjcet proporty with othor properties

|
Aor investicated corparcoic rento.

17. Tao respexdent's acsessor, George S. Toll, testi-

‘ied that 20,000 of pormit conversion renovation work was

é

Lutfo:mod in July, 19°2. e mzde a physical inscpection and

Honnd that the subjcct property was coaverted £rom a Giant to
Save Right store (anothor supermarket).

! 18. Hr. Toll testified that the contract rent in a long-

éern lease or sale leaseback transaction is ugually less than

iomparable market rents. He added that income from the lease
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'nly would not be indicative of the total value of the prop-
&rty inasmuch as he was charged with valuing the fce simple
Fatate. Although he stated that he had seen petitioner's
?ncome and expense statements prior to the valuation date of
éanuaty 1, 1983, he did not consider the income reported as
gvidence of estimated market value because only the lease
ncome was revealed. The actual lease was not submitted
?efore his assessment.

19. MHMr. Toll testified that the reproduction cost
pproach to value was the appropriate method to utilize. The

ost approach was used because the subject grocery store was

}onsidered unique, specialized or special purpose property.

ﬁt. Toll stated that it is standard practice at the Depart-
gent of Pinance and Revenue to assess special purpose, unique,
gew or relatively new properties by using the reproduction
post approach to value.

20. The assessor testified that he did not use the
narket data approach to valuation because there wore insuffi-.

cient sales of comparable special purpose property. He

cejected the income approach to valuation because the income

!

i,nfox:xamtj.cm on the income and expense forms rcvcaled only
&ncome from the lcase. The financial information available

Lid not permit a determination of market rents necessa:y for

he use of the income approach to valuation.

R g )

2l. HMNr. Toll's use of the reproduction cost cpproach to

aluation involved finding the reproduction cogst of the

!
mprovexnents less depreciation and adding that to the land

value estimated through the use of corparable land sales.

Such land values were then equalized with surrounding similar

land. The major steps in applying the cost &pproach, which




a. Estimating the cost of reproduction of the improve-

1

|

!

L -

W e District's assessor followed, are as follows:

}

? ments as of the date of appraisal;

i b. Estimating the amount of depreciation present in the

: izprovement.s;

¢. Deducting depreciation from reproduction cost to
arrive at an indicated value of improvements;

d. Estimating the market value of the land and adding
it to the improvement value to arrive at an indica-
tion of total market value.

22. HMr. Toll obtained cost information from the llarshall

fnd Swift cost guide. The use of the Norshall crd Cvig

|
Corputer Cont Sorvice, utilized by the District's assessor,

”s also recognized for implencnting the cost approach. Id.
06. He testified that the icprovenents component of the
‘ubject assessment was obtained through the utilication of
he Marshall and Swilt Valuation Service (the azpropriate
vages used to make the asccssment were sudbmitted as trial

"xhibits). The precise amount was determined as follows:

Perinm=- Dopro-
Floor 5g.fte Tirme  Lec. okor ookt cdation
loor  aren rrto cate o4 o83. . 04 poreent!
fhst IE 'Uuu 8—8‘/.-)1 beivu P FReRYe ] deontlo Z)“-‘Y
bace~- 4,460 11.50 1.01 99 1.045 947 54

lent

ﬂhe renovations generated additional economic 1life for the
ﬁubject property.

ﬂ 23. lir. Voll testificd that he did not have to make his
‘wn estimate of depreciation because the Marshall and Swift
Qost Manual has a table on depreciation which he uscd.

u 24. Tho land value for the assessment of Lot C53,

quare 2580 was deternined primarily, but not c¢xciusively
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%rom the analysis of the following sales which occurred in

1
Ehe 18th Street Columbia Road commercial district:
i

h Price ner

fq. Lot (5) Date Prics  Area _og. f: soni
2549 623, 629 6723781  $257,500 4204 wi.248  C2B
i 630

2560 82 11/20/79  $94,000 1556 £56.76 c23
2560 105, 106 7/28/80  $194,750 3068 $63.48 C2B

#he deed recordation forms of the abnve transactions were
J

vsed at the time of the assessment,

1 25. Mr. Toll tesiLificd that for Tax Years 1503 and 1984

e also was the assessor for the Safeway supernariet property

ext door to the subject property. Ee stated that ke also

?,
had used the reproduction cost approach to value for that

roperty because it was also characterized as cpecial purpose

£roperty for which only leace income information was avail=~

|
‘ble. The sam3 price per ccuare foot was placed on the

jubject property and Safcway for Tax Year 1934.

H

20. lr. D0il testificd that he took into account the

~qualization of the subject property with the Safeway prop-

rty next to it in order to assure a fair tax burden among

|
%he properties.

et NICTT O LN

|
h
{ D.C. Code, 1901, cG., 547-002(4) provides the definition

0f ®estimated market value" for Dictrict of Coiurbia real
]
‘roperty assessmont and tax purpoces as foliowss
(¢) %ao tern Pcotimated onrieot valve® ~acns 106
22r cenbten off e oot prebolice »ricn oL vialca a
panticulns pices o rpeal doeR2rly, LI nnoned for
l rale In the oprn razlict with a recoconghie Lire {or
the nnldlier to Zind a ~ucehaser, vweuid DN onpocted
Lo trensleor under provallins nacict ceniitions
boteoen partics o have knewileln ol £ usos to
valeh the propecsl:r nar e put, bota oreliac to
nazimice tacdr cains ond neither beina In o pooi=
ticn to take advantage of the exigoncies of the
other.,
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ing estimated market value any factor having a bearing on

ﬂarket value must be considered. There is no statutory or
Jommon law mandate that respondent must follow any one par-
tlcular approach in valuing recal rroperty in this jurisdic-
1ion. D.C. Code, 1981 ed. §47- 820 provxdes as follows

In ceternmining cstinntea waz”ct value for various
kinds of rcal preoperty the laror chall tcohke into
ceecount cny factor vhich nickt have a boarlinc ea
the value of tho rocl proncrty, including Lut not
linited to, sales inlormation on cimilar &30 of
real preperty, mortooge, or other fincnclic. connid-
050510ﬂ1' rcprcducuxon conl. icos tccecrund GCDIOCLil-
tion becauce of cre, conditlion, and other £oclors,
incoo? ecarning potential (if any), zoning, and
governnent imposed rectrictions.

As to the first factor in 547-020, "sales inforoation,"

-he regqulations cpecify that "cales vhich represent arms

R

ength transactions botween buyer and seller shall bo uced in

unalyzlng markot values.® CCUR 5307.3. The third statu-
“ory factor, "reprocduction coct,® tue Council said, could be
stimated by two mothods: by "either (1) adjusting the prop-
Ltty's original cost for price level changes or (2) applying
‘urrent prices to the preoperty's ladbor and material compo-
ﬂents and taking into acccunt any other costs typically
ncurred * * & . ©Ohae peplaccoent cost must then be reduced
ﬁ *the arount of dcpreciation or estimated loss of value
ﬂecause of age, condition, or other factors.® §307.4. The
usaessor properly followed these guidelincs.

The regulations further give the Director of the Depart-

T—_

*he approach to valuation waca evaluating any givea property;

o valuation set forth in thiso cecction or any other mothod
he Director ceems nscesary to arrive at estimated mariiet

alues.® 9 DCHR §307.2. Tue "generally recognized" methods

™ S

D.C. Code, 1981 ed., £47-820(a) provides that in determin-

hent of Pinance and Revenue considerable discretion in chosing

ae may use "one or poroe of the gemerally recogniczed cpproaches
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‘£ valuation get out in the regulations are tac "comparable

ﬂales approach,® the *"replacement cost approaci,” and the

:
income approach.®™ 9 DCMR §§307.3; 307.4; 307.5.

i It is the petitioners' burden of proof to provide evi-

I
ence sufficient to prove that assessments are arbitrary,

'xcessive or otherwise erroneous and unlawful. Superior

ourt Tax Rule 1ll(d). 0Sc2 also, Hyner v. District of ColurbiaJ~

31 A.2d 59, 60 (D.C. 1980); District of ColirHin w. Curlington

nartnent Lewnsa Co., 375 A.24 1052, 1057 (D.C. 1977) (en

&anc). It is not sufficient that the taxpayer sir»ly present
'n alternative measure of value. To provide a basis for

nvalidating &n assessment, petitioner must show the assessed
‘alue has been erroneously determined.

The Court concludes that petitioners failed to demonstraté

hat respondiat made an erroncous determination of property

- b o

alue, Conscguenily, petitioner did not moot its burden of

roof, Respondent has presented a value bascd upon an approaci

3

|

based in law and logic; the value concluded through the use
f the reproduction cost approach to valuation was shown to
be reasonable.

Petitioners also have not carried their burden of proof
t1) that an inco=g a»proach to valuation rcotiuor than the
“eproduction coot approach to Qaluation ghouid aave been
Ased, and (2) that the aasccssment on the property should have
Aeen reduced to reflect tiuc long term lease taat pormits
~etitioners to rent the property far below cariet rates.

The Courg £inds that petitioners' use o the income

pproach to value was icpropor given the inculliclent income

! o

5evea1ed and lir. T0li'oc teatimony taat incox> lrox thoe lcase
lag a measure of oaly ~-~7% of the value of thisc propertye.

|
At. Hitchell's application of this approach was fiaweds only
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a portion of the property interest in this property was
valued, the leased fee, while the leasehold intcrest was
ignored entirely. The portion of the property that was
appraised was not indicative of the market and the appraisal
report contains little substantiaticn or references to sourcer
Ifor the tigqtes and percentages used.

The Court is also persuaded that it is not axiomatic
that the assessment must be reduced because of the long-term
lease locking in a lower rental value on the property. The
value of all interests in the property must be cvaluated

because the assessor is obligated by state to value the fee

simple interest in the property.

Horeover, whether the subject lease is characterized as
the result of a sale leaseback or simply as a lcase, the
approach chosen by the assessor was appropriate. The Depart-

pent of Pinance &nd Revenue and Mr. Toll were coperating

within their discretion in using the cost gzprocca to value
since other approacies were incppropriate in these circum=
stances. The ucc of thisc cpprocch is generaiiy preierred
where data {ronm other approachkca io not reolicbice (income from
a sale leascback, or icase) or non-existeat (lack of compar-
able sales).

The District of Colucbia assessors valiicly rejected the
income approach to value in this case because it does not
reflect market value in sale leaseback situations, or lease
situations where only income from the lease is available. A
property owner who receives below market rent in a sale
‘ leaseback transaction, or under a lease sghould not obtaia a

tlower assecsment and lower taxes than one who receives fair

market rental.
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The fact that income from & sale leaseback or lcase is

éot normally reliable evidence ¢f market value ic also supported

i
in Friednan's EBncyciopedia of Real Dstate Appraicing. (2rd

I
printing 1970):

3 The sale and leascbacik is a mothod of lenc=-tern

' financing used for 2il ty»es of incomn=-nreoZucing

i property. It nas becom2 comon proctice {or an

! owner to scll property that ke is cccunriag Zor his
busipess, and toiie back a long-tern leaze. Pre-
cuently, the rental nrovided in the lensc is Zcss
than the currxent rariset reat, and thh lracchold nay
i thercfore have o cubstantial value vhich o oppraiser
[ may be called upon to estinmate. (IG. ct 072)

The 19251 lease pursuant to the sale leascback arrange-

rent and the subsequent "Extensions of the Lease® are insepar-

ible in that petitioners themselves entitle these cubsequent
|
¢locuments as "extension.® Such inseparability makes this

‘ Dnlime Solamay Shore Ce Yo Dinkri
”ase and the O ay cases (Soleway Store, In 23 ict

I
Af Colurhia, Tax Docket Nos. 3221-03 through 322C-C3) oomo-

i
that cocpa.adic. Doth are cocmercial food storcs. 1In the

i
fafcvay cases, the assessors uced the cost approach to valua-

pRARAAALLLY o

#ion in a sale leacchback scituation, waercas petitioncors’
éxpetts used the incozec approach to valuation. <There, as
ﬂere, the Court £indsc that the most cppropriate method of

%aluation in a sale lcaseback gituation ghould be tie rcopro-
éuction cost approcch to vaiuation beccause the cudjcct is
ﬁpecial purpose proporty and the incoza from the loasé in
'uch situations is not representative of the market value of
@he property.

J The original lease of which the curreat lecase is an
thenaion involved a "sale and lecascbacik™ by Giant. Such
érrangenentl do not ordinarily reflect current rmarkot values
éven at the timo they are signed. They oiten bear only a
ﬁottuitoul relationship to market rents, becauce a sale and

easeback is ordinarily sisply an alternative mcans to finance

|
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!
ﬁroperty for a corporaticn. Jzo acnerally Pron’s Iron Co. Ve

nited States, 435 U.S. 561 (1978); . ..scttz, A Drci~dion [I"~In}

yo: Parties in Sale-Lenscbachs of Reoal Dotate, 28 William and

&aty L. Rev. 385, 388-392 (19082); Puller, Zalcs and Lhn-cbacks

*8 Geo. Wash. L. Rev. 60, 64 (1982). VWhere rents do not
!
represent current market or current values, they are not

Felpful in valuation for assesscment purposes. [2°1C of

fupervicors of Polirfan County ve m-nifl., 290 S.0.24 022, 825

gVa. 1982). 1In the instant case, ir. Toll testificd that he

nd his office do not view gsuch rents as reflective of marixet

ents. MNr. Mitchell offered no opinion on this cucstion.
l Several neighboring jurisdictions have refused to rely

[
ﬁpon sale leascback transactions as evidence of market value.

ity of Atlantic v. County Doard of Davici, 234 i1.(7. 2d 880

4

51975) quoting L. T-"hargor & Co. v. Diviscien ¢f Qon Armanls,
17 A.2d 242, 244, 2£5°'d, 62 A.2d 309 (U.J. 1943) otating "The
;ransaction is more in the realm of financial convenience
‘han a transaction between a simple buyer and selier.”

In City of Dxlentic v. Couvnty T4d. of Daview, cupra,

Jafewvay Stores, Inc. acguired property for a now .. .permarket
n Atlantic, Iowa. Ghortly alter cecpletion of construction
nd occupancy, Safeway cold the proporty to a bank. At the
ame time, Safeway and thc bank entcred into a leaseback
rrangement whereby Safeway leased tha property for 20 years
7ith renewable options. The lease reccuired Safeway to pay
11l taxes, paintenance and upkecp. The bank, in turn, re-
Louped its entire investment (9665,000 sales price) plus 9%
et the end of the 20 year lease tern.

w The county asgessors set the actual value of the grocery

%tore for tax purposes at $336,162. Safeway filed a protest

7ith the local board of review, secking to raise the value.

LT 6 ot e e
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ioth the Board and the trial court affirmed the assessor's

alue.

1

F - On appeal the Supreme Court of Iowa, under a statute
cdefining actual value of real property as its fair and reason-

%10 market value, held that the sale by Safeway to the bank
gas not a normal sale which could be relied uvpon for market
#vidence. Moreover, it upheld the county's expert witness'
‘ethod of valuation--primarily the cost approach. The county'é
xpert considered the income approach, but rejected it (as
:id the courts) because the sale leaseback involved in these
cases should also be considered to be abnormal and rejected
r given little weight.
The cost approach to value adopted by the Iowa board and

gourts in a sale leaseback transaction was algso adopted hy a

|
l'ew Jersey court in L. Dorboreer & €Co. ve. Divicicn of Rax

Agggals, supra.
Even had cocparable properties been available, they

*ould not have to have becen encuxbdered with a long-term lease
{hich petitioncr states cust be taken into acccunt. Put
gnothet way, the cxistence of a favorable or unlfavorable

aeaae does not dectroy the ability of the tax ascsessor to
I

sompare the encurdored properties with similar properties

5hen such are availeble viaich are not so encucberced. As the

|
Arizona Supreme Court helds

Tan faet that on uniavorable lecace ok e the
propocty iens ansiradble to procvﬂct¢7? ~urera does
not affect it Zell em~rh vaiue Zor thncticn.

(citinn Cmm -t amldina v, Dopazioant of Devenue,
478 Pe2G 545 \VZe 4U7Vi)e

¢t 4o &2 valuo of the real pronart:r Lioeif thes s
to be coternined and the voluntars: aaucnctic1 of a
lenncheld dntezent dees not Centzor tha cormazn=-
biliCy ol £i2 onle o otlnz preparilics not oind-
lazly cozurierels  Thn cerhined valre of Lo loge
nor's ond Aecron's dnterenio waltz o lonr=torn
deann o £d~¢t Lo tax~ticn. AT oTulACDIA oD
portlien ot O Lhn tox buzden “’“"cd £ p:"t:ﬂﬁ
“@ 552 Jeam e-nnt beo attzibutodble Lo Lo tax,”g
ctatutn, C-7 N o, Prmegioont ¢f Toonmue, 122
Ariz. 519, Y0 #edG &3 \ivsdie
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&ae alse ¥adco, Inc. v. Yankton County, 237 N.W.2d 665 (S5.D.

ﬂ975): Rowland v. City of Tyler, 5 S.W.2G 756 (Tex. 19528);

rsiii.yn of Ernst 58 misc. 504, 295 N.Y¥.0.2d 712 (1263).
f Virtually all courts have rejected the contentioa that,
;

hecause a long term lease at unfavorable ratez reduces the

‘alue of the fee interest held by the cowner (and the amount a

|
viilling buyer will pay for it), real estate taxes nmust be

|

Lased fee interest; it includes all interests in the prop-

educed. The primary raticnale for the dccisions is that the

ase for computing the property tax includes more than the

rty. S22, Youngman, Deofining cad Vaiuis~ the Dase of the

roperty Tax, 58 wash. L. Rev., 713, 728-33 (1983).

The Court is persuaded that petitioner has failed to

get its burden of proof and the District's ascessor properly

%mplemented the reproduction cost approach to valuation of
lhe special purpogse subject property. <he Tax Year 1984

ssessnent of $1,000,000 was not oxcecsive or arbitrary.

-
therefore, it is this \9() day o [lay, 1986,

ORDCRED that rcopondent's assecscrcoat for Tax Year 1904

o e CUN

or the property knowa as 1751-1753 Colucdia Road, N.W. (Lot

MSS in Square 2500) iz hereby affirmed.
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.opies to:

-

Jark Lenden, Docuize
$129 Coanccticut A~onne, N.W., 10th Ploor
‘ashington, D.C. 20030

Uzenthea el Devor, Docidze

(7rico of th~ Corpozniica Councel, D.C.
7133 llorth Copitol Zizcet, H.E.
t"ashington, D.C. 20002

Ailpern Qoree
sﬁma—nu;[%%uuk He.




