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! Petitioner,

Tax Docket No. 3543-85 F‘LE

Ve
] # ISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,

Respondent.

This matter came before the Court for trial on March 6,

S 1986. Petitioner, the owner of real estate in the District

oy of Columbia locaed at 1320 L Street, 8.B., knovn as Lot 58 11 |
Square 1047, challenges the real property tax assessed againsg

this property for Tax Year 1985 pursuant to D.C. Code $47-825

(1) (1981 ed.).

Based upon the record in this case and the evidence
offered at trial, the Court makes the following Pindings of
Pact and Conclusions of Law,

Pindings of lact
l. The District's initial assessment of the subject

property for Tax Year 1985 was $116,388. Petitioner appealed
to the Board of Bqualisation and Review and cobtained a reduc-

tion of value to $107,762.
2. Petitioner appealed to this Court claiming that the

actual market value of his property was $88,141.
3. At trial, the District contended that the value of

the subject property was $94,291. Khile the government ap-
proached the trial as a trial de novo, it based the proposed

value of the property on the previously stipulated values of
several similarly situated lotl'alco located in Square 10‘1.ﬂ

AN

v A group of pro na litigants located on Captiol 0ill
entered into stipulated cettlements with the Distrioct in
Karoschror v. Dintrict of Colvrhia, (Tax Dockot No. 3542-85)

Tor Lot 57, Gaynor v. vintrict ok Colurdia, (Tax Docke’. NO.
3541-05), for Lot 53, and oolicnaar v. vistrict of Colurdbia
(Tax Docket Mo, 3539-85), for 55, “his Court approved a
stipulated value of $94,291 for each lot, although petitione
in this case vas not involved in the s~ttlement for the othag
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4. Petitioner testified that the comparable sales
thod of property valuation was the proper approach to cel-

lating the property's value. He relied at trial on four
|[sales from March 31, 1982, to November 10, 1983, to support
his contention that the value of the subject property for Tax
Year 1985 was $88,141. The first sale on March 31, 1982, was
oi'fho.xlqpschror property which was stipulated to have a
value ot-¥94.291 for Tax Year 1985. The second sale was of
Lot 54 and the sale price was $100,000 on August 20, 1982,
The third sale was of Lot 75, a property which is smaller
than the subject property, on Pebruary 25, 1983, for $97,600.
The value date for the Tax Year 1985 was January 1, 1984.
The last sale relied upon by petitioner occurred on November
10, 1983, and was of Lot 80 which is on the opposite side of
Square 1047 from the subject property and is larger (26 more
square feet).
Conclusions of Law

The burden of proof is on petitioner to provide evidence
sufficient to prove that the challenged value is arbitrary,
excessive, or otherwise erronecus and unlawful. Superior

Court Tax Rule 11(d). Sece, e.q9., tyner v. District of Col~-

urbia, 411 A.2d4 59, 60 (D.C. 1980); District of Colurbia v,

Burlinqton Apartment Bouse Co., 375 A.2d4 1052, 1057 (D.C.

1977) (en banc). To provide a basis for invalidating respon
- ent's value, petitioner must show that it was erroneously
concluded.

In this case, the evidence supporting respondent's
conclusion of value is overvhelming: four of the five prac-
tically identical properties to the subject Lot 58, which ar
adjacent to the subject property, have either been stipulat
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d 53) or have 80ld for a higher price than that stipulated

(Lot 54 for $100,000 on August 20, 1982). Three of the
roperties relied upon by petitioner (Lots 57, 54, and 75)
us support respondent's concluded value. The sole remain-
ing sale relied upon by petitioner is of a property on the
ther side of Square 1047 from the subject property and can-
not be taken as expressing "the will of the market when the
evidence of that sale is contrasted against the substantial
data illustrating® the validity of respondent's concluded
value of the property of $94,291 for Tax Year 1985. Sce
EBileen T. Leahy v. District of Columbia, Tax Docket No.
3945-84 (D.C. Buper. Ct., August 21, 1984).

The Court is satisfied that petitioner has failed to
meet his burden of proving the assessment erroenous. Bvi-
dence proving respondent's conclusion as to value is clear.
Petitioner has offer.d no persuasive evidence to the con-
trary. Accordingly, the Court finds respondent's estimate
of value to be accurate.

Wherefore, it is this OfO ;dfuy of April, 1986,

ORDERED that the appropriate assessment value of the
subject property for purposes of District of Columbia real
property taxation for Tax Year 1985 is $94,291; and it is

PURTHER ORDERED that petitioner is entitled to a refund
of real property taxes paid for the Tax Year 1985, beginning
July 1, 1984, and ending June 30, 1985, on Lot 58 in Squaie
1047, in the District of Columbia, and that the total amount
of this refund is $164.35 with interest thereon at the rate
of six percent per annum, as provided by law, froa Rarch 29,
1985, to the date of refund; and it is

PURTEER ORDERED that respondent cause the assessment
record card for the asbove-specified proverty to be altared td
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Copies to:

Mr. Louis Griebler
1320 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20003

Richard G. Amato, Bsquire
Office of the Corporation Counsel, D.C

1133 North Capitol Street, R.W.
Washington, D.C. 20002

?sza prw

ATl

eflect this Court's determination that the estimated market
alue of this property for purposes of District of Columbia
real property taxation for Tax Year 1985 is $94,291.
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