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Respondent.

QRDE 3
This matter came before the Court for trial on
petitioner's appcal of her 1984 residential rcal property tax
assessment. Petitioner seeks a tax refund based on tho
alleged improper assescmont by respondent of the subject
property known as Lot C01, Square 944, improvced by a
renovated two-story scmi~dotached dwelling built in 1908,
known as 910 C Street, £.C. (Capitol Hill).
Respondent's assescor, Beatrice Gaincc,l estinated the
market value of the property for Tax Yocar 1954 to be
$116,184.00. Petitioner made timely complaint to the Board
of CEqualization and Revicw respecting the $11i6,104.00
valuation of the property. The Board sustaincd the
valuation.

This Court has juricdiction to hear tais appeal pursuant

to D.C. Code §511-1201 and 47-3303 (1981 ed.). Upon

conasideration of the trial and the recoré in this cace, the

Court makes the following findings of fact:

1 I'n. Gairen, a curnrvicory anorscor in thn Ponacitrent of
Pirance ond Dovenne's Dacidentinl Atsesomont Chetion
teotllicd that cheo bro Doon ansicnnd to 5512 Cnitel BAll
ucigbho:bﬁo@ onnual ococe~ootat tach for four oonIce.  Pucther,
ch» ciated that for Tozm Tcoar 1004 ohn p:zticinahbu in tho
Ccteminatlien of valve Joz onneccm nt purpenes of

approximately 3500 residential projortics on Capitol giil.
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l. The subject property is a two-story (plus bascment)
renovated end-row brick residence, contructed around 1908 on
Capitol Hill.

2. In November, 1982, petitioner purchased this
property for $99,000.00 as a residence.

3. In February, 1983, the D.C. Department of Pinance
and Revenue sent petitioner a Notice of Proposed Assescment
for Real Property Tax for Tax Year 1984 in the acount of
$116,184.00 (761 sq. ft. of land ~ $37,799.00; inprovezeont -
§78,385.00). Petitioncr appcaled this propogsed asseoczent to
the Board of Equalization and Review which sustained the
assessnent.

4. In arriving at the cstimated market value for the
property for Tax Year 1984 of $116,184.00, D?R's asceosor
testified that she collected and organized all pertinen: dGata
of all residential sales on Capitol Hill occurring in 1982 in
the arca of the subject property known &8s neighborhood 9 =
Capitol Hill. OCho utilized the approach to value known as
the llass Appraiocal technigue. This approach estirates the
value of a rultitude of properties in a class by cocparing
their physical and econonic characteristics with those of
representative properties for which there are known
indicators of value.

Respondent's asseccor testificd to having excmined in
excess of 100 sales made in 1902 of rosidential proporty
located within tho Copitol Qill neighborhood where the
subject property is located. The ascsessor thon coilcocted and
analyszed in 1902 coles ol proporties closoly coeoparable to
the sudbjoct proporty, i.0., tvo-story renovated rosicences
wvith sinilar aconitios and opprozircately cimilor land oroos
and grosa building arcas. iIn addition, tho accescor prcparced

a study indicatiag the ccualization of ascczcod valucs Jor
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Tax Year 1904 of residences, both remodeled and unrestored,
in close proximity to tho subjoct property.

5. The assessor further testified that che was aware of
petitioner's purchase of the property in 1962 and ito cales
price of $99,000.00. She visited the property and dGiocucced
the transaction with petitioner prior to her cotermination of
value ($116,184.00) of the property for Tax Yoar 1984.

| I1I.

Petitioner's challenge to the Tax Ycar 1504 ccococmont
of $116,184.00 is principally grounded on tac uncontcoted
fact that she purchased tho property in Rovcober, 1902, in an
arms-length transaction for $99,000.00. Pctitionor argues,
therefore, that this sale price is conclusive of the value
for Tax Yocar 1504, and is the best and oaly acccptablo
evidence of value of thoe subjcct property. Ioceoatially
petitioner argues that the Novexber, 1982, ccico price of
$99,000.00 is the 1904 market value per so, ond that any
deternination of valuc differing with this value is illegal,
excessive and arbitrary.

Respondent testificd at trial that the prico paid by
petitionor in loverder, 1902, wouldé be, im L0 cboence of any
other valid cvidonce prodative of value, tae bcot ovidenco of
parket value. Dowever, it is reocpondent's pocition alco that
one observed sale doos mot catcgorically conctitute, dictate,
or create parket value, even though the relfczcenced sale iao
that of tho subject property.

Thorefore tho issuo boloxe tue Court io ulcthoer tL2
nethod of valuation utilized by recpondont wao Coo DIoepor
deterninative of the market value of potitionor's prozorty.

iil.
eere io no statutory or co—mea low mancato €Lhat

rescpondent follcow any cno particular eppreces im valuing zeal
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property in this jurisdiction. D.C. Code §47-020 (1981 ed.)

provides:

+ In determining estimated market valuo for various
kinda of recal property the [layor chall tcke into
account c~nv _£-chor which right bavs ~ bSaepine ~m

- e e——— ¥ h - — o w4 e -
tha sialun of tan ranlt proparty, Ancer g vUionnk
dimit~ Lo, osales intormation on B.5.ilf trpea ot

real property, -~tteaece, or otiacr financial
considerations. 'eprocuction cost lcco accrucd
depreciation beczuse of ace, condition, and othor
factors, incone carning potential (if any), zoning,
and government imposed restrictions.

(BEmphasis supplied.)
The Court finda the ilass Appraisal approacia utilized by

the assessor in the valuation of petitioner's proporty to
have been adequate in its comprchensive examination of market
data affecting Capitol Bill residential value. Tae Court
agrees with petitioner that the sales price of a property is
a significant factor to bo considered in ectabiisciaing the
fair parket value of a property for the succecding tax yoar.
However, the Court alco notes that such a ocaico price may be
considered the bost covidonce of value if no othor relevant or
credible evidonce probative of value can be Cisccovered. 1In
the present case, ‘here is no paucity of annuai mariiot data
concerning residential sales activity on Caopitol Till. As
the facts denonstrate, tho ascescor examincd over 1030 cales
of residential propoerty made in 19802 in the Copitol Till

area, analyzed the salcs of properties similar im nature and

|size to the subject property, and equalized ascessced values

for Tax Year 1984 of ncardy proporty. In addition, the
respondent’s assescor reGuced the acsecced valuc of the
subject property for Tax YTecar 1904 by 4% to $116,104.00 fron
the provious year's assescmont, evon though hor sales ratio
rescarch sugcooted a 50 increcase in ascessment for the
subject proporty.

T2o bucdca of pzeol is oa tho potitionor to provido

evideonce sullicicat to prove that assossments are arditrary,
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excesgsive or otherwise erroneous and unlawiul. Superior

Court Tax Rule 11(d). S22y Q.Qe, Uvnnr v. Dintrick of

Colurbia, 411 A.2d 59, 60 (D.C. 1980); Dintrich of oniv~hia

v. _EBurlington Apartront Fouse Co., 375 A.2d 1052, 1057 (D.C.

1977) (en banc). It is not sufficient that the taxpayer
present an alternative measure of value. To provide a basis
for invalildating an assessment, petitioner must show the

assessed value to have been orroneously deteruined.

the sale of one property expresses the will of the parket
when the evidence of that sale io contrasted againsot the
substantial data illustrating various market foices that
created the $116,104.00 market value of the property for Tax
Year 1984. Iorcover, petitioner acknowlcdged at trial that,
presented with the converse of the precent {acts -- an
asgessnent of $99,000 and a sales prico of $116,184 --

respondont shouldd not rely colely on tlo liglor cales price

fto detormine value ond taorody increnco LLo coccoczoat.
i

'Y

i
.pay utilise in to valuatica ol preporty, including cnalysis

iiof cozpareble calcs cud egualization of tio vaiued of

[proporty witdin 25 cooo moighborkood. Tius tho Court

?concludcs that potiticaor koo Jadled to cotodilch bY a

{
. prepondorance of tLo cvicdcoaco tuat tLo csccaosuont was
3

| arbitrary, erroncous, or unlavlul.

B

The Court is not persuaded by petitioner's argunont that

'tho significanca of tio various {acto:s recpondcat's assessor
i o

1]

’ ! ., - » g
‘Petitioner's acincuicdgemcat Lo thorcesy iloccnoictent with tho
1 :

fbasia of kor arguocat. ootiticaocr'o inconsistonoy highlighta“
; ‘
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Wherefore, it is this a[fz/day of August, 1985, that

respondent's assessment for Tax Year 1984 for the subject

property known as 910 C Street, S.E., be, and hereby is,

. Mx&:\#
DGE INE G. BARNES

affitmed.z

Copies to:

Eilecn T. Leahy, Bsquire
810 C S7reet, S.BE.
Washington, D.C. 20003

Lavrence B. [lcClafferty, Bocuiro
Office of tho Coproration Counsel, D.C.
1133 MNorth Copitol Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. '

Melvin Jonesn ﬁ
Pinance Officer, D.C. / W{
) 4
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2 In licht of the Court's decision entercd il
petitionec's Hotion for Jusmary Judgment is necesaarily

denied.
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v/ 1206 RONALD E. WOODS March 1, 1982
v 1207 A. TASKER, INC. »>March 22, 1982
/1208 OLIVER A. COWAN, JR. April 5, 1982
/1209 ROCK CREEK PLAZA - WOODNER April 20, 1982
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
y 1210 CHARLES R. TANGUY August 19, 1982
¥ 1211 Clyde E. Brooks November 5, 1982
v’ 1212 Guy R. Bowers and December 1, 1982
Helen G. Kline
19¢3
v 1213 Horace G. Ward, Jr. January 17, 1983
1214 McLean Gardens January 31, 1983
1215 Martin Berger & March 25, 1983
Arjay Corporation
1216 Washington Sheraton April 29, 1983
1217 DCRLA/Triion Plaza Co. October 12, 1983
1218 The PAirst Sumeret Dranch January 17, 1984
Church of Washington, D. C.,
Inc.
1219 World 2ian Duccutive Council ilorca 21, 1984
== United States
1220 Washington Sheraton Corporation March 30, 1984
1221 Sicnov Ileller, et al and
Sanuel Brisker, et al April 23, 1984
1222 1111 19th Street Associates May 15, 1984
1223 Hutchison Brothors June 26, 1984
Excavating Co., Inc.
1224 Washinoton Shoraton Corp. November 7, 1934
1225 Wisconsin Cuilding, Inc. Schtcember 24, 1984
1226 John Ruthkocwoky Ceptezber 10, 1984
1227 . Acmo Reporting Coxpany Noverdexr 14, 1904

1228 1015 15th Street, . W. Novexber 13, 1584
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Safeway Stores, Inc. October 26, 1984

1229
1230 George tashington University December 21, 1984
1231 Georga Washington University December 21, 1984
1232 Christian College Consortium December 21, 1984
1825
1233 International Uanlon of Cpcrating January 10, 1985
Engincers oand lational Rural
Electric Cooperative Association
1234 James A. Hickey
1235 Trusteces of Amhcrot College April 19, 1985
c/o Folger Shakecpearc Library
1236 Square 254 Limited Partnership May 15, 1935
1237 Vogue.Travel, Inc. day 17, i9C5
1238 13th and L ‘Strect Ascociates ounc 6, 2005
1227A Acmo.cho;ting.Compbny June 3, 19C9
1239 Chéa&%éaggfg Potooac Lolcphone Co. July 10, 1905
1240 Georceto: Thitvomsity Tiployses July 10, 1985

1241

?e&aral’@rcdit Unzcd
Eileen T. Lochy - b Aug. 21, 1985



