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From:
To: State Board Equalization
Subject: Guru Niwas- 4180 N Jensen St, Las Vegas, NV-89126-Appeal From The Decision of the County Board Equalization
Date: Sunday, March 9, 2025 5:45:41 PM
Attachments: Appeal Page 1.pdf

Appeal Page 2.pdf

WARNING - This email originated from outside the State of Nevada. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello,
To Whom It May Concern:
Attached please find the appeal form. Please do let us know the
next step and when hearing will schedule on this matter.
 
 
Regards
Amar
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State Board of Equalization Records Request 
Preference of Order 

CLARK COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 

GENERAL INDEX 

CBOE Case #: 141 

SBOE Case #: 25-125

Parcel #: 138-06-415-002

CBOE Hearing Date: February 26, 2025

Petitioner: CHADHA AMARPREET SINGH & JASMEET KAUR

Respondent: Clark County Assessor

1. Clerk’s Certification of Copy
2. Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation
3. Evidence of Mailing Notice of Hearing
4. Notice of Decision
5. Petitioner’s Exhibits
6. Assessor’s Exhibits
7. Audio and Video Evidence (will be transmitted separately)
8. Minutes (see pertinent pages dated February 26, 2025)
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CERTIFICATION OF COPY 

STATE OF NEVADA   ) 
 )§ 

COUNTY OF CLARK   ) 

I, LYNN MARIE GOYA, the duly qualified and acting Clerk of Clark County, in the State of 
Nevada, and Ex-Officio Clerk of the Clark County Board of Equalization, do hereby certify 
that the foregoing is a true, full and correct copy of the original now on file and of record in 
this office: 

CBOE Case #: 141 

Hearing Date: February 26, 2025 

Parcel #: 138-06-415-002

Petitioner: CHADHA AMARPREET SINGH & JASMEET KAUR

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand 
and affixed the seal of Clark County at my office, Las 
Vegas, Nevada, May 22, 2025.. 

Lynn Marie Goya, Clark County Clerk 
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Date: 02/12/2025

CLARK COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION NOTICE OF HEARING

This is your notification that your Petition for Review to the Clark County Board of Equalization for 
review of the assessed value has been placed on the Agenda for the meeting of:

Date: Wednesday, February 26, 2025
Time: 08:00 am

Location: Commission Chambers
 Clark County Goverment Center
 500 S Grand Central Pkwy, 1st Floor

Case Number: 00141
Primary APN/ PPID: 138-06-415-002

We encourage you to arrive at the above hearing at the scheduled start time. Depending on the 
length of the agenda, your case may be heard anytime between the start time noted and the 
completion of the agenda.

YOUR HEARING DATE HAS BEEN SET, IT CANNOT BE CHANGED.

If you have signed a stipulation letter, you are not required to attend your scheduled 
hearing; however, stipulated values are subject to review and change by the Board of 
Equalization. Signed withdrawals are not subject to further action by the Board.

Assessor’s data related to your case will be provided to you at the hearing or you may contact the 
Assessor’s Office to check availability prior to the hearing. Please bring this notice in order to 
receive the documents.

Petitioners requiring a transcript of the hearing must provide and pay for a court reporter. A copy 
of such transcript must also be provided to the County Clerk and the Secretary of the State Board 
of Equalization.

The Assessor’s Office is located at 500 S. Grand Central Parkway, 2nd Floor. 
If you have any questions, please call 702-455-4997.
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200 Lewis Avenue 
P. O. Box 551604 
Las Vegas, NV  89155-1604 
702-671-0500  /  702-382-3611 Fax

Office of the County Clerk 
Lynn Marie Goya 

County Clerk 
Commissioner of Civil Marriages 

Carl Bates 
Assistant County Clerk 

Ex-Officio Clerk of: 
Board of County Commissioners – Clark County Board of Equalization 

Clark County Liquor and Gaming Board – Mt. Charleston Fire Protection District 
Clark County Water Reclamation District Board of Trustees – Clark County Debt Management Commission 
Clark County Redevelopment Agency – University Medical Center of Southern Nevada Board of Trustees 

141/02-26-25 

CHADHA AMARPREET SINGH & JASMEET KAUR 
4180 N JENSEN ST 
4180 N JENSEN ST 
LAS VEGAS NV 89129 

March 06, 2025 

Re: Petition No. 141 

Assessment Year: 2025 - 2026 

Parcel #: 138-06-415-002

Multiple Parcels: No

Hearing Date: February 26, 2025

This is to notify you that the Clark County Board of Equalization has made the following 
determination on the petition you have filed on the above-described property: 

Accepted the Assessor’s recommendation (to reduce the total taxable value 
from $5,566,117 to $5,061,500 for FY 2025/2026) based on the information 
provided 

If you have any questions, please contact the Clark County Assessor's Office, 500 South 
Grand Central Parkway, Second Floor, Las Vegas, NV 89106 Phone: (702) 455-3882. 

Sincerely, 

Lynn Marie Goya, Clark County Clerk 
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CLARK COUNTY
BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

Case # 141

Petitioner Information
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Rachel Papazian

From:
Sent: Friday, January 10, 2025 3:26 PM
To: Rachel Papazian
Cc: 'Jasmeet Chadha'
Subject: RE: Case 141-4180 N Jensen ST-Guru Niwas
Attachments: Final HUD Settletment-4180 N Jensen St.pdf

Hello Ms. Rachel, 

Thanks for taking my call today. I am glad I was able to have this conversation 
with you and hope, I clarified the reasons behind our appeal. I would 
appreciate any insight and help in getting some help with adjustments on our 
property Taxes.  
Attached please find the copy of final HUD Settlement. Another concern that 
we have is the sales ratio formula been used, as I am comparing almost 500 
homes mainly in Southern Highland, Red Rock, Ridges, Anthem, Tournament 
Hills, Canyon Fairways and many other high-end communities, they are 
surprisingly ranging in between 15-35% sale ratio and our home is at 109% . I 
have spoken with so many appraisal inspectors and everyone had a same 
opinion on our property that it is way overtaxed . 
Below are some of the comps I was able to pull, please let me know if you 
need more and I’ll be more than happy to provide them to you.  

504 Lob Wedge Ct-138-30-713070 
5515 N Grand Canyon Dr-191-06-217-029 
47 Olympia Canyon Way-125-06-217-029 
11 Chalk Hill Ct-191-06-212-007 
18 Vintage Ridge Dr-191-06-613-005 
6920 Stargazer Ridge-177-06-312-001 
2190 Edgewood Ave-162-04-101-028 
20 Lookout Ridge Dr-164-14-314-016 
9 Fire Rock Ct-191-06-612-014 
25 Grey Owl Ct-164-14-722-001 
5306 Secluded Brook CT-125-31-2001-024 
4225 N Jensen St-138-06-301-005 
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2099 Cherry Creek Circle-164-02-218-015 
2333 Pinto Lane-139-32-702-013 
88 Innisbrook Lane-163-28-213-010 

Regards 
Amar 

From: Jasmeet Chadha  
Sent: Thursday, January 9, 2025 8:58 AM 
To: Jaan
Subject: Fwd: Case 141 

Sent from iPhone  

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Rachel Papazian <rep@clarkcountynv.gov> 
Date: January 9, 2025 at 8:39:06 AM PST 
To:  
Subject: Case 141 

Good morning Mr. and Mrs. Chadha, 

I have been assigned appeal case 0141 for the property located at 4180 N. Jensen St. I left a voicemail to 
yesterday. I’d like to provide some clarification on how the Assessor places taxable value

in Nevada and how taxes are calculated.

Generally speaking, taxable value of real property is the market value of the land and the current 
replacement cost of improvements less statutory depreciation. So land is valued via market and the 
improvements are valued via a cost manual as required by law. All of Nevada uses the same cost manual 
to be fair and equitable and our statutory depreciation is 1.5% each year up to 50 years. 
Once we have the taxable value, we are able to use the 35% assessment ratio to figure the assessed 
value. The assessed value is multiplied by the tax rate to determine the taxes as assessed. Once the tax 
dollar is calculated, then the tax cap is applied to the previous year’s tax amount, not the previous year’s 
taxable value. I’m explaining this to make sure it’s clear that the 3% or up to 8% cap is on taxes, it is not 
a cap on the taxable value. Also, new construction or property that has a change of use (such as zoning 
or manufactured home conversions) will not qualify for any cap for the first fiscal year it is billed but will 
receive the 3% (if a qualified primary residence) starting the following fiscal year. If taxes as assessed are 
lower than the tax amount with the cap applied, the taxpayer would then pay the taxes as assessed 
amount. 

Moving forward with this case, could you please clarify what your opinion of value for your property is, 
provide me the 15 properties you used as comparable properties and provide the HUD-1 settlement 
statement? 

SBE 18



3

Please reach out to me with any questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Rachel Papazian
Property Appraiser 

500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, 2nd Floor  |  Las Vegas, NV 89155 
Email: rep@ClarkCountyNV.gov 
Direct: 702.455.2479  |  Office: 702.455.4997 
ClarkCountyNV.gov 
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CLARK COUNTY
BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

Case # 141

Assessor Information
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Case Summary
00141

Owner: CHADHA AMARPREET SINGH & JASMEET 
KAUR

Parcel Number: 138-06-415-002

Mailing Address:4180 N JENSEN ST Appeal #: 00141

Fiscal Year #: 2025-2026 Secured

LAS VEGAS NV 89129 BOE Date #: 02/26/2025 08:00 am Commission 
Chambers

Appraiser: Rachel Papazian

Land Use Code: 20.110

Neighborhood 
Code:

1234.72

Situs: 4180 N JENSEN ST CLARK COUNTY Total Acres: 0.9736

Legal 
Description: JENSEN & HELENA AREA 3 

PLAT BOOK 160 PAGE 89

Totals for all Parcels

2023-2024 2024-2025 2025-2026

Assessed Taxable Assessed Taxable Assessed Taxable
Land Value 350,000 1,000,000 402,500 1,150,000 402,500 1,150,000

Improvement Value 1,346,880 3,848,230 1,574,130 4,497,514 1,545,641 4,416,117

Supplemental Value 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 1,696,880 4,848,230 1,976,630 5,647,514 1,948,141 5,566,117
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OFFICE OF THE
COUNTY ASSESSOR

BRIANA JOHNSON
Clark County Assessor

(702) 455-4997 ● Fax: (702) 455-0191
www.clarkcountynv.gov/assessor

Mary Ann Weidner, Deputy Director of Assessment Services

Value Change Stipulation for the Board of Equalization

01/15/2025
CHADHA AMARPREET SINGH & JASMEET KAUR
4180 N JENSEN ST
LAS VEGAS, NV 89129

RE: Appeal No. 141

Parcel No(s). 138-06-415-002

Parcel Count. 1

Dear Taxpayer:

The Appraisal Division of the Clark County Assessor's Office has completed the review of the taxable value of 
the above property(ies) under appeal. After careful consideration of the facts involved, we are adjusting the 
taxable value as follows:

Fiscal Year:   2025-2026
From To

Land   $1,150,000 $1,150,000
Improvements   $4,416,117 $3,911,500
Supplemental   $0 $0

Total Taxable Value   $5,566,117 $5,061,500

By signing below, Petitioner agrees to the above stipulation. Please return this letter to our office before your 
scheduled hearing. You may mail to the address below, email to rep@clarkcountynv.gov or FAX to 702-455-
0191.

Sincerely,

Rachel Papazian

Appraisal Division
I HEREBY AGREE TO THE VALUE AS STIPULATED ABOVE FOR MY APPEAL TO THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION:

X
Signature of owner or authorized agent

DATE

500 S GRAND CENTRAL PKWY ● BOX 551401 ● LAS VEGAS NV 89155-1401
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PHOTOGRAPH ADDENDUM 
OWNER :  CHADHA AMARPREET SINGH & JASMEET KAUR 

Address:  4180  N JENSEN ST 

Parcel Number:  138-06-415-002 

SUBJECT 

COMP 1 

 COMP 2 
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COMP 4 

 COMP 5 
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CASE 141  2025-2026
Parcel Equity Analysis

Subject:

Bldg

No.

RCN

cost/sf Descr.
Ct Total 

SqFt
Ct Total 

SqFt Land Building

Extra 

Features Total

Total 

Per SF 
S 138-06-415-002 4180 JENSEN ST 7,383 340.48 2022 3 4.5% 1 Two Story requires parame 6 6 1 1773 4 3,280 Y 1543 0.97 $1,150,000 $3,650,361 $765,756 $5,566,117 $754

Equity Comparison Properties:

Bldg Casita/

No. Parcel Number Property Address

Bldg 

SqFt

RCN

cost/sf

*Eff. 

Year *Age

*Norm. 

Depr. # 
B

ld
gs

Descr.

*Construction 

Type

Bed

Rooms

Full

Baths
Ct Total 

SqFt
Ct Total 

SqFt P
o

o
l Guest 

House

Land 

Acres Land Building

Extra 

Features Total

Total 

Per SF 
1 138-06-313-002 4261 GRAND CANYON DR 6,384 364.68 2022 3 4.5% 2 One Story Frame-Stucco 5 5 2 2360 3 2,406 Y 59 0.90 $1,150,000 $3,004,706 $273,349 $4,428,055 $694

2 138-06-401-013 4121 JENSEN ST 7,147 364.86 2022 3 4.5% 1 One Story requires parame 6 6 1 1288 5 3,163 Y 854 1.03 $1,150,000 $3,301,093 $517,590 $4,968,683 $695

3 138-06-415-002 4180 JENSEN ST 7,383 340.48 2022 3 4.5% 1 Two Story requires parame 6 6 1 1773 4 3,280 Y 1543 0.97 $1,150,000 $3,145,744 $765,756 $5,061,500 $686

*Building

P
o

o
l Land 

Acres

Taxable ValuesGarage Patio

Bed

Rooms

Full

Baths# 
B

ld
gs

*Construction 

Type

*Building Patio Taxable ValuesCasita/

Guest 

HouseParcel Number Property Address

Bldg 

SqFt

*Eff. 

Year *Age

*Norm. 

Depr.

Garage
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CASE 141  2025-2026
Properties Provided by Petitioner

Subject:

Bldg

No.

RCN

cost/sf Descr. Descr.
Ct Total 

SqFt
Ct Total 

SqFt Land Building

Extra 

Features

Common 

Elements Total

Total 

Per SF 

S 138-06-415-002 4180 JENSEN ST Northwest 7,383 340.48 2022 3 4.5% 1 Two Story Exceptional/Fa requires parame 12 6 6 1 0 1 1773 4 3,280 Y 1543 0.97 $1,150,000 $3,650,361 $765,756 $0 $5,566,117 $754

Equity Comparison Properties:

Bldg Casita/

No. Parcel Number Property Address

General 

Location

Bldg 

SqFt

RCN

cost/sf

*Eff. 

Year *Age

*Norm. 

Depr. # 
B

ld
gs

Descr. Descr.

*Construction 

Type

*Wall 

Ht.

Bed

Rooms

Full

Baths

Half

Baths

Finish 

Bsmnt
Ct Total 

SqFt
Ct Total 

SqFt P
o

o
l Guest 

House

Land 

Acres Land Building

Extra 

Features

Common 

Elements Total

Total 

Per SF 
1 191-06-212-007 11 CHALK HILL CT  #VALUE! 7,905 353.23 2023 2 3.0% 1 One Story Exceptional/F Frame-Stucco 12 5 6 1 0 1 1279 6 1,467 Y 0 0.64 $750,000 $3,137,419 $208,381 $4,244 $4,100,044 $519

2 191-06-612-014 9 FIRE ROCK CT  #VALUE! 7,224 306.89 2023 2 3.0% 1 Two Story Excellent Plus Frame-Stucco 12 4 4 2 0 2 1916 8 2,026 Y 0 0.46 $750,000 $2,694,898 $272,379 $4,244 $3,721,521 $515

3 164-14-314-016 20 LOOKOUT RIDGE DR  #VALUE! 6,126 274.79 2018 7 10.5% 1 S ory Finished 2  Excellent Frame-Stucco 11 4 5 1 0 1 1020 4 1,126 Y 0 0.46 $1,226,500 $2,250,053 $209,497 $3,347 $3,689,397 $602

4 191-06-613-005 15 OLYMPIA FIELDS CT #VALUE! 6,741 353.39 2023 2 3.0% 1 One Story Excellent Plus Frame-Stucco 14 5 5 1 0 1 1089 1 122 Y 0 0.51 $750,000 $2,543,290 $206,863 $4,244 $3,504,397 $520

5 125-31-101-025 5515 GRAND CANYON DR #VALUE! 5,402 266.53 2022 3 4.5% 1 One Story Very Good - Ex Frame-Stucco 10 4 3 1 0 1 1228 3 1,695 Y 804 2.20 $572,000 $1,714,458 $410,922 $0 $2,697,380 $499

6 138-06-301-005 4225 JENSEN ST #VALUE! 7,488 290.12 2003 22 33.0% 1 Two Story Excellent Frame-Stucco 14 6 5 2 0 2 1885 4 2,017 Y 216 2.25 $618,750 $1,762,113 $296,322 $0 $2,677,185 $358

7 162-04-101-028 2190 EDGEWOOD               AVE #VALUE! 5,889 278.04 2022 3 4.5% 1 One Story Very Good - Ex Frame-Stucco 12 4 4 1 0 1 702 7 1,385 Y 0 0.61 $320,000 $1,987,706 $191,329 $0 $2,499,035 $424

8 164-14-722-001 25 GREY OWL CT #VALUE! 5,756 211.64 2023 2 3.0% 1 Two Story Very Good Frame-Stucco 12 6 5 2 0 1 946 9 1,488 Y 0 0.28 $775,000 $1,535,418 $99,038 $3,347 $2,412,803 $419

9 177-06-312-001 6920 STARGAZER RIDGE CT #VALUE! 5,123 199.29 2022 3 4.5% 1 One Story Good-Very Go Frame-Stucco 10 4 4 2 0 1 1167 1 459 Y 784 0.51 $280,000 $1,469,769 $325,906 $0 $2,075,675 $405

10 125-31-201-024 5305 SECLUDED BROOK CIR #VALUE! 7,021 188.82 2020 5 7.5% 1 S ory Finished 2  Good-Very Go Frame-Stucco 12 4 4 2 0 2 1659 5 1,534 Y 0 0.43 $400,000 $1,509,607 $138,263 $0 $2,047,870 $292

11 138-30-713-070 504 LOB WEDGE CT  #VALUE! 5,586 288.22 2003 22 33.0% 1 Two Story Excellent Frame-Stucco 12 4 5 1 0 1 927 3 852 Y 0 0.41 $694,000 $1,234,782 $95,804 $2,091 $2,026,677 $363

12 125-31-201-023 5306 SECLUDED BROOK CIR #VALUE! 3,537 231.28 2020 5 7.5% 2 One Story Very Good Frame-Stucco 10 3 3 2 994 2 2218 2 1,257 Y 375 0.41 $400,000 $1,254,737 $156,491 $0 $1,811,228 $512

*Construction 

Type

*Wall 

Ht.

Bldg 

SqFt

Half

Baths

Finish 

Bsmnt

Garage Patio
Full

Baths

*Eff. 

Year # 
B

ld
gs

P
o

o
l

Casita/

Guest 

House

Taxable Values

Taxable Values

Land 

Acres

Bed

Rooms

Garage Patio*Building *Quality 

*Building *Quality 

Parcel Number Property Address

General 

Location *Age

*Norm. 

Depr.
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Case Summary
00141

Owner: CHADHA AMARPREET SINGH & JASMEET 
KAUR

Parcel Number: 138-06-415-002

Mailing Address:4180 N JENSEN ST Appeal #: 00141

Fiscal Year #: 2025-2026 Secured

LAS VEGAS NV 89129 BOE Date #: 02/26/2025 08:00 am Commission 
Chambers

Appraiser: Rachel Papazian

Land Use Code: 20.110

Neighborhood 
Code:

1234.72

Situs: 4180 N JENSEN ST CLARK COUNTY Total Acres: 0.9736

Legal 
Description: JENSEN & HELENA AREA 3 

PLAT BOOK 160 PAGE 89

Totals for all Parcels

2023-2024 2024-2025 2025-2026

Assessed Taxable Assessed Taxable Assessed Taxable
Land Value 350,000 1,000,000 402,500 1,150,000 402,500 1,150,000

Improvement Value 1,346,880 3,848,230 1,574,130 4,497,514 1,545,641 4,416,117

Supplemental Value 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 1,696,880 4,848,230 1,976,630 5,647,514 1,948,141 5,566,117

page 43
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Case # 141
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Case # 141
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BRIANA JOHNSON
Clark County Assessor

(702) 455-3882 ● Fax: (702) 455-0018
www.clarkcountynv.gov/assessor

Mary Ann Weidner, Deputy Director of Assessment Services

01/07/2025 Case Number: 141
Parcel/PPID Number: 138-06-415-002

CHADHA AMARPREET SINGH & JASMEET KAUR
4180 N JENSEN ST
LAS VEGAS NV 89129

Dear Sir or Madam:

We have received your Petition for Review to the Clark County Board of Equalization. 
If you have additional information relevant to your case that you would like to submit for 
review, please provide it to our office as soon as possible. In order for your information to 
be included in the printed copy of your case, it must be submitted at least seven days 
prior to your scheduled hearing date. If you have to present additional information on the 
day of your hearing, you must provide ten copies to the board.

You will be notified of your hearing date by email. 
1) Email. All correspondence will be sent to the email provided on the appeal form unless
otherwise specified. To change your noticing email:

Email your request to boe@ClarkCountyNV.gov•
Enter your Case # first and then “BOE Hearing Notification” in the subject line.•
In the body of the email, provide your case number, address, phone number and 
parcel number.

•

2) Certified letter. If no email is provided, you will receive notification by certified letter.

Your hearing will be scheduled between now and the end of February. You should attend 
the hearing and be prepared to discuss the taxable value of your property before the Board. 
For additional information regarding the appeal process and electronic hearing notification, 
please refer to the appeal instructions provided with your appeal form.

Our appraisal staff will prepare and submit to the Board a case with information which 
describes our position regarding your property valuation. This case information will be 
provided to you at the hearing, or you may contact our office to check availability prior to 
the hearing. Please contact our office if you have any questions in this regard.

OFFICE OF THE  
COUNTY ASSESSOR
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PETITION 141: CHADHA AMARPREET SINGH & JASMEET KAUR 

Parcel Number(s): 138-06-415-002
Petitioner Duly Sworn: Amarpreet Singh Chadha and Jasmeet Kaur 
Document(s) Submitted: See Attached 

DISCUSSION: 

TERRY FARR 
Next case is 141, Singh and Kaur. I hope I pronounced that correctly. 141. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
Good morning. 

TERRY FARR 
Please state your name and address for both parties for the record, sir. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
My name is Amar Chadha. Address is 4180 North Jensen Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89129. 

TERRY FARR 
Ma'am? 

JASMEET KAUR CHADHA 
My name is Jasmeet Chadha, and same address, 4180 North Jensen Street. 

TERRY FARR 
Thank you. Ms. Papazian? 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
Good morning, folks. First of all- 

TERRY FARR 
Sir, we have to let the Assessor introduce the case to the Board. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
Sorry. 

TERRY FARR 
No worries. Ms. Papazian? 

RACHEL PAPAZIAN 
Good morning. Rachel Papazian with the Clark County Assessor's Office. The case will begin on page 272 
of the master book. The subject property was built in 2021 and is a 7,383 square foot two-story custom 
home in the luxury community, The Estates at Lone Mountain. It is a six bedroom, six-and-a-half-
bathroom home, with a six car garage, and a 1,543 square foot guest house, on a 0.97 acre lot. Home 
features include home automation, security cameras, a large custom pool and spa with built-in barbecue, 
and its own private gate for security. The '25-26 certified taxable value for the subject is $5,566,117, and 
the Assessor is stipulating to $5,061,500, which was the appellant's purchase price as represented by the 
co-owner as the agent in May 2024. 
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TERRY FARR 
Okay, Mr. Chadha? 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
Good morning, folks. First of all, I'm going to apologize because I don't know how the system work. It's 
the first time we've been here. But just seeing the arguments back and forth with the gentleman, I really 
don't have any knowledge, what you guys are sitting here, what your background, what your introduction 
is, whatever I'm going to put, I really don't have enough nowledge. But the data I have and the 
comparisons I did is just based on the sales ratios for the city.  

My house, the sales ratio was 109%. As compared to the whole city, the numbers I ran, the maximum I 
found was 74.91, which bring the taxable value way less in the whole city. And I compared with Summit 
Ridges, Red Rock, Southern Highlands, TPC, Tournament Hills, there's not a single house, which the sales 
ratio is more than 74.91. 

I thought I'm in a Northwest, on a street, no gated, no guarded. It's a small, nice neighborhood. But the 
taxable, the way the ratio's been used for this property as compared to the beautiful properties all over 
the city didn't make sense for me, and that was the reason I came to you guys. If the sales ratio, the 
taxable value can adjust for us, it's really going to help us a lot, because right now I only - again, I didn't 
know how the system work, I should have emailed data to you guys in advance. That's what I've learned 
right now. I can email that later on. But again, the maximum taxable sales ratio for the whole city is 74.91. 
I'm talking about any custom home in this city from $3 million to $40 million. There might be like two or 
three houses, but 98% in the city is below 74.91 on the sales ratio. 

TERRY FARR 
Okay, did you have anything to add ma'am? Okay, let the Assessor put on their case. 

RACHEL PAPAZIAN 
Okay. 

TERRY FARR 
And I apologize for mispronouncing your last name, Ms. Papazian. 

RACHEL PAPAZIAN 
Papazian, yes. The case begins on page 272 of the master book, and there are equity grids on page 321 
and 322. Page 321 is the neighborhood equity grid, and page 322 is an equity grid of the properties the 
appellant provided. 

Looking at the neighborhood equity grid, you will notice there are only three homes on record, since this 
is a newer luxury community, the subject is still in line with the other two properties in the community. 
However, because these are customs, there are no matching properties. The equity grid provided by the 
appellant is on page 322. I do not consider most of these homes comparable as they're not close in 
quality, age, site size, proximity to the subject, and do not have guest houses as large as the subject. 

There is also a comparable sales analysis on page 284. In looking at the comparable sales analysis, you will 
find the most recent, similar, and proximate sales to the subject, all sales provided bracket, the subject's 
living area, and site size. Most weight was placed in comps one and two, being in the subject's direct 
neighborhood and most similar in quality. All comps are within two miles of the subject. You will find the 
subject in comparables MLS listings on page 286 through 318. 
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I will touch on the sales ratio as well since that seems to be what the concern is. A sales ratio for the 
Assessor is a ratio between the taxable value of a property and the sales price. So, it's the taxable value 
divided by the sales price gives us the sales ratio. The Assessor's Office does massive appraisal. We value 
the land at market plus the replacement costs new less depreciation to derive the total taxable value, as 
you know. Once land is valued and the new costs are updated with depreciation applied, we test our 
values to the market to ensure we are not exceeding full cash value. We look at each neighborhood and 
determine if an adjustment needs to be made, because this is mass appraisal, we are shooting for a 
median target ratio at 96%. 

This being said, some properties may have a ratio over one still and may have a ratio well below the 96. 
For the properties that are well below the target ratio, we do not bring values up to purchase price 
because we are not a market state. However, for those exceeding full cash value, we can reduce to the 
sales price. So, my analysis indicates a median value of $5,238,000. However, the property was purchased 
for $5,061,500, which is even lower than the lowest adjusted sale in the grid. The Assessor recommends a 
reduction in value to the purchase price of $5,061,500. 

TERRY FARR 
Thank you. 

JAYME JACOBS 
Mr. Chair, if I could? 

TERRY FARR 
I'm sorry. 

JAYME JACOBS 
Jayme Jacobs with the Clark County Assessor Department. If I could mention a couple things regarding 
the equity grid on page 322? And I believe these are the equity comparables that the petitioner brought 
forth in his original documentation. And I would just like to note, like for example, on 11 Chalk Hills, it's 
row number one on the spreadsheet, the base starting value, the home fortress and garage, kind of like 
the base area of the home, is, for the comparable, again, equity comparable $353 a square foot. The 
subject is at $340 a square foot. Again, I'm just on the base house itself. And then, you go across the grid 
to the right, and that's where differences come into play. The subject has a 1,543 square foot guest 
house, where that first comparable that the petitioner brought forth does not. So, that's why even 
though the base value of that comparable is starting at a higher price per square foot, and it could be the 
size too, it's smaller, I think. No, I'm sorry, it's larger. Therefore, the price per square foot should be lower, 
but it's higher. And the quality class is the same.  

And again, that guest house makes a big difference. And so, the final value is lower on that one. Again, I 
looked at the MLS photos. That one I think sold for like $6.6 million, but it's the same quality as the 
subject. Everything identical. Again, we start out with replacement costs new. We don't use sales ratios to 
establish our values. Start replacement costs new, less - of course, these are fairly new homes, they don't 
have a lot of depreciation. Plus, the market value for the land. And so that's exceeded. And I don't know if 
there was anything mentioned about the land, was that going to be? Nope. Okay. 

TERRY FARR 
Okay, sir, do you have any rebuttal? 
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AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
So, I am still very confused. The comps, if I take in the neighborhood, they won't take the comp opposite 
to me, I think, which is on the page number 301. It's two and a half acreage, bigger house than mine, and 
the property tax is $17,000 as compared to me, $40,000. If I asked them to compare that, they say, "It 
doesn't come into equivalency of your house." If I go outside of two miles, where they're talking about 
custom-to-custom home, then they tell me it's not comparable because it's far away. I'm talking about 
Red Rock, Ridges, Southern Highland, custom to custom. I'm not arguing about the value here at all. What 
I'm simply arguing is the sales ratio, the formula is very simple. Everyone has the same formula, 44,352 
divided by 0.27 divided by 0.35. Every house in the city is on the same formula. 

If I'm comparing the sales ratio, there is not a single house in the city more than 74.9. My is taxable at a 
109, only three houses are on Jensen, and they are comparing only three, which I'm not able to 
understand because if they are only comparing those three, we are going to be penalized same way. But 
when you guys all are appraisers. I bought this house, we did three appraisals, they compare custom to 
custom with every beautiful home better than me in the city. And every single house, the sales ratio 
average is 0.49, which mean mine is 109, double the sales ratio. I don't understand. If the formula is 
same, the values are same. And those houses are in the better neighborhood. Or they can tell my house is 
better neighborhood, then I don't even have an argument. But just on the ratio, the numbers to number 
the simple math. 

TERRY FARR 
To a point. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
Sorry? 

TERRY FARR 
What is the age of the comparables that were used? 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
Age. These are all- 

TERRY FARR 
So, the reason I'm bringing that up, sir, is depreciation is applied at 1.5% per year. So, on a property that's 
10 years old, that implies a 15% depreciation. Fair? 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
Absolutely. 

TERRY FARR 
Okay. On a new property, there's no depreciation. So, it's going to give you a different ratio if the 
property is older. And because I don't know what comparables your appraiser used, right? And custom 
homes are tough to appraise without question. And the fact that the Assessor's Office is required by NRS 
to use mass appraisal, they're only going to do a regular sales comparison approach to test the 
reasonableness of the assessment. Okay. The ratio's kind of secondary, if that makes any sense? 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
It does make, but again, all these sales comparisons are brand new. My house built in 2021, these are all 
from 2021 onwards. But then what you're saying, if the sales ratio is secondary, every taxable property in 
the city is based on the sales ratio. Every single property in this town. 
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TERRY FARR 
Which page are you looking at, sir? Do you have a number we can look at? 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
I didn't bring those because I have these - I just did my own. I'm so sorry, I should have done that. But I 
can email. Every comparable I did is only from 2021 onwards. And all the new construction, again, I'm not 
fighting on the value. My comparables, every comparables are more than $5 million. What I'm fighting is 
on the sales ratio calculations, which is 109% on my property. We are only three properties in the town 
on Jensen who are more than 100% sales ratio. There is not a single, I shouldn't say not a single, 2% 
properties in city, which has more than 90% ratio. Every single property, every high-end, low-end, mid-
end, whichever, doesn't have more than 74.9 ratio that the basis, the Assessors always put the tax values. 
So, the taxable value, only three houses out of Jensen are more than 100% in this whole town. 

What I'm asking, please compare or give me the same ratio to the other properties in the whole valley. 
And if you still tax me at 74.9, which is a maximum, I'm still happy. But mine is unique, 109%. There is not 
a single house in the town, not a single house. I'm not disputing. You can say it's a $10 million, my house, 
I'm okay, I'll sell it, move on. Make money, we retire. But what I'm just asking is the taxable value, the 
numbers - I'm just taking their number, their formula, the Nevada State Formula, NRS formula. I'm not 
doing anything. I'm just doing a math with the numbers; the ratio you guys have provided. And we are so 
off. I don't know what else to tell you. 

TERRY FARR 
Let's see what the Assessor's Office has to say. 

RACHEL PAPAZIAN 
If I may, the comparable sales analysis does include the property across the street too, just so you do 
know. As well, I'm not 100% sure, but I believe that the sales ratio is being calculated differently. For us, 
we are doing taxable value divided by sales price to get the sales ratio, but I believe the appellant is taking 
the net taxes and calculating a value from there and then deriving a sales ratio. 

TERRY FARR 
Is that how you're basing it, sir? Are you basing it off of your net taxes? 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
I don't base- I'm just basing on whatever the information is on every single house. I don't know how they 
calculate the taxable. 

TERRY FARR 
Let me ask you, do you have something written out that we can see and put on the overhead perhaps? 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
Yes, where's the overhead? 

TERRY FARR 
It's right over on the middle there. Let's see what that shows. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
I'm putting here. 
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RACHEL PAPAZIAN 
And if we could get his formula too, that would be helpful. 

TERRY FARR 
I'm sorry? 

RACHEL PAPAZIAN 
If we could get his formula too. That would be helpful. 

LUKE ADAMO 
Can you not see it? Can you see it? 

TERRY FARR 
Flip the switch on your monitor. 

LUKE ADAMO 
Yeah. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
Can I speak? 

TERRY FARR 
Yes. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
Okay, sorry. So, these are the only few of them I just brought for you guys. So, you can see the taxable 
2025, 2025-6 down here. These are the one I'm talking. These are the taxable value. And you can see my 
taxable value, 109. So, this is the most expensive. 74.9 is the only house in the whole city, whole city I'm 
talking about. And we are 109. We on the Northwest, and I'm comparing to Southern Highland, I can give 
you 500 Southern Highland, Ridges, TPC, Tournament Hills, you name it. I can give it to you. That's what 
I'm comparing. These are the numbers from your taxable. I didn't make these numbers. All these 
numbers, these are the taxable values they are taxed on. And these are most expensive houses in the 
town. And I am in the Northwest. I don't know how it's come to $5.56 million. It's the same formula I'm 
using. And you can see, that's what I was saying, 74.91 is the max in the city. And that's what I'm asking 
you guys. You give me 74.9, I'm okay, I'll still survive. But right now, it's very, very expensive. 

MARY ANN WEIDNER 
Chairman Farr? 

TERRY FARR 
Yes? 

MARY ANN WEIDNER 
This is Mary Ann Weidner. There's nothing in the valuation we don't value based on sales ratios, because 
that would throw so much off in the entire valley. There's just no possible way for us to do that. The sales 
ratios are a tool to make sure we have haven't exceeded full cash value. But there are so many variables 
in place on any one of these properties that could impact that. Again, maybe it could be a situation that 
we need to go back out and look at some of these, and maybe there's some been renovations or things 
that have done that are affecting why that sale is so much higher than our value. 
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We value the market value of the land, but we can't equalize based on sales ratios, because if we were to 
attempt to do that, what would end up happening is we potentially - we're not a market state, and that's 
what really, I think that's probably a difficulty for maybe taxpayers that are coming from another state 
and purchasing here understand. Other states are market states, so the sales price drives what the actual 
value that they're going to get taxed on is that does not drive what we get taxed on here. We value based 
on the market value of the land. And I know the Board's aware of this, but I'm saying this more for the 
taxpayers because this is being heard live. The market value of the land, plus the replacement cost, as you 
have stated already, Chairman Farr, less the depreciation based on age. 

And so, our goal is not to raise everyone's value to what their homes are selling for, because we are not a 
market state. If we were a market state, everybody would be paying taxes on what they were purchasing 
the homes for. The times when we are closer to that price typically is when the home is newer. As you 
stated, the older the home gets, the further we move away from that market price. And typically, we 
don't have trouble except when there's times where Marshall & Swift may seem to overvalue it, and then 
we are testing it for full cash value. 

So again, I understand what the gentleman's done here, but we probably could pull 10 more comps, and 
we could show that they're all probably closer or maybe even over. There's over 600,000 homes in this 
valley. And so again, we don't value based on ratios. Again, the Board can make a decision that they want 
to make. But what we have to determine is did we value it equitably? And that's where the equity comes 
in. Did we value it equitably based on the other comparables, based on the items that they have in their 
property? Did we value the land equitably? And that's what we have to conclude to. Thank you. 

JAYME JACOBS 
Mr. Chair, if I could kind of add on to what Mary Ann had just said? Mary Ann Weidner. So actually, we do 
have evidence in that. And if you'd refer to page 49 of the addendum book 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
On my? 

JAYME JACOBS 
Yeah, what you picked up this morning. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
Yes. 

JAYME JACOBS 
Yeah. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
49? 

JAYME JACOBS 
Page 49, yep. Of the addendum. Here's our list of sales in the subject general area. It's obviously not 
specific to the subdivision of the subject itself, but kind of in that 1200 set of neighborhoods, it's more 
reference to geographical in the Northwest, you can see there's in a whole list of properties that we are 
over one on the sales ratio. Because we do mass appraisals, there's going to be some that are over, some 
that are under, and of course the bell curve. Hopefully a majority of them in the bell curve. So, there's 
evidence that he's not one of the only three homes in the valley that are over-assessed based on the 
market value. 
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TERRY FARR 
Members of the Board? 

LUKE ADAMO 
The property across the street, at 4121- 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
4225 North Jensen. 

LUKE ADAMO 
The one across the street, sold for $5 million, assessed at $5 million. It's one-to-one. So, I see that it's in 
line with what you guys are being assessed one-to-one essentially now. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
No, that's the two-and-half acre. If you're talking opposite to - Right. Yeah, that house was just sold. And I 
asked him also because he was a CFO for one of the casinos, I said, "What happened to you? Did you 
check your taxable?" He said, "I didn't want a dispute. I just sold it because nothing going to happen." 
That was his statement. So, he just sold it. But I'm talking about 4225, opposite to me, which is two-and-
half acre, 8,900 square foot, tax is $17,000, just opposite to me. 

LUKE ADAMO 
Yeah, well I'm just, you're saying because they reduced it down to what you purchased the property for. 
That's your basement of the assessment. This is in line with it, equitable. So, it seems like right across the 
street, you have a one-to-one, where you're one-to-one, or 100%. 

JASMEET KAUR CHADHA 
So, you are right. The one that you are talking about in reference is comparable to what we have, but I 
think what's going on and what our argument is, just these two, three new ones in the estates are being 
calculated at that ratio. The other ones, if we go off, just between the five miles radius, there's another 
one, for example, 5515 North Grand Canyon, it's totally off. We can't just look at right across when you 
guys pull out all the appraisals, it's little bit off the radius, too. So, when you are comparing it to the rest 
of the houses, it's just these two that are being calculated at that ratio and the other ones are, we don't 
even know how. 

So, that's what our confusion is that these new built ones in estates, which is ours, and the one that you 
just talked about, and I think there's another one being built, I'm not sure if that's sold or not, probably is 
based on the same ratio, too. But for some reason, this particular community, just these new built ones in 
the estates particularly, are being calculated at this ratio, but the rest of the neighborhood is different. 
We are trying to understand what's going on with this community versus we are at the same Lone 
Mountain area, if I'm comparing the other ones, they are totally different. So, it's, I'm not even going to 
Ridges or Southern Highlands at this point. I'm just going into my neighborhood, which is totally different 
from one street to another street. That's what our confusion is here. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
And Chair, also what I'm trying to understand, that's what I'm saying, $10 million house, like ladies and 
gentlemen are telling us here. I am very confused also in that. If you just, they're talking about the land. 
My land is half of the size opposite to my guy, two and a half, and his land is one third taxed than me. And 
if they go to land, I'm still off. If you're talking about comparables with the values, 5 million to 10 million, I 
have what these are saying, I can give you the list and that's what I'm saying. My sales ratio 109 as 
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compared to the whole city, you guys had appraisal Ridges 10 million, they're paying $22,000, $25,000, 
$30,000 taxes better than my house. 

So, I'm very confused which data to take, what to do, and how to compare because all these numbers you 
can see the sales ratio had just calculated. It's the numbers given by excesses itself. Only these three 
houses North Jensens are 109% ratio. The taxable value for every single house is averaging 50% in the 
town. There has to be a formula. Mine is not only one house built in the whole valley, which is brand new. 
Everyone else is taxed between 30 to 50% on the sales ratio. Every house brand new, thousand-dollar 
square foot house, mansions. I can't even understand how did it go to 109 where everyone else is 30 to 
50% of the sales ratio? I just want to know the formula. Maybe I'm doing wrong calculation. If there is a 
formula which you guys can share so I know how the taxable values, you guys come to. 

TERRY FARR 
The only thing really that sales ratio tells you is the percentage of sale price to cost based on Marshall. I 
just started clicking around your neighborhood. Same street, 4260 North Jensen sold in February 2024 for 
$1,000,350. It's 0.91485 acres. Their land value that they have is beneath that. I don't think their land is 
out of line. The problem with using a sales ratio is on the appraisal side, it's not really relevant. What it 
means, what I would interpret it to be is you paid approximately equal to what the cost approach 
indicates. Not necessarily what market. So, it almost sounds like those that are appraised with a lower 
ratio are paying a premium compared to cost. Does that make sense? 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
It does make sense. 

TERRY FARR 
Okay, so you're getting dollar for dollar based on what the cost approach would indicate, where they 
might be getting 60 cents on the dollar for what cost approach might indicate. So, theoretically, they 
might have paid a premium for it already being completed or location or what have you. I don't think the 
land is over assessed at all just based on clicking five parcels north of you, it's the same street. Is that fair? 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
Fair. 

TERRY FARR 
Okay. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
If you can look, just the one I said opposite to me, two and a half acres. 

PETRA LATCH 
I'm not sure why we're using the two and a half acre when we have three or four sales that are the same 
size that do support the land value. I get you keep talking about the two and a half acres, but we have 
4260 Jensen sold in 2024 for $1,000,350. We have 4240 Jensen sold in 2022 for $1.2 million. We have 
4220 North Jensen that sold in 2023 for $1,000,150. These are the same sizes, same location, same 
street, same assessed land value as you. So, the two and a half acres isn't comparable in comparison to. 
These are comparable, so that land value is not inequitably assessed. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
So, what I'm trying to understand, all these custom homes which been selling more than 5 to 10 million 
and the property tax are way less, $30,000. I have never seen that. If you guys are talking about cost 
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approach, these are the brand-new home which is costing almost a thousand dollars square foot house in 
the gated guarded community and they're paying 50% less than us? The cost approach, also what you're 
talking, if I take that, I'm trying to still understand if the houses built a thousand dollars a square foot, 
they'll paying. 

TERRY FARR 
Let me ask you another question. When you purchased the home, was it a short sale? 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA 
No. 

TERRY FARR 
Was the seller under duress? Did they take something less than market value? 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
I am not sure about that. I don't know. 

TERRY FARR 
These are questions we have to ask because I call it the smell test. Does it smell right? If something just 
doesn't smell right, there's something going on with it. But I think that that's valid questions. Based on the 
information we have; I don't think they overvalued your lot at all. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
No, I'm not talking about the value. 

TERRY FARR 
But the ratio is not something that we're going to equalize because there's other factors that go into that. 
Okay, purchase price to assess value may or may not have a correlation and I would argue it's really 
insignificant, and I mean no disrespect when I say that. In my mind, you're getting what it would cost you, 
you're paid what it would cost you to replace it without the risk of doing the construction yourself. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
Agree a hundred percent. Again, you can tell my house is 10 million, I'm fine with that, too. I'm not 
arguing with that, but when I'm comparing apple to apple, 10 million to 10 million, same cost factor, 
same comparables, new constructions. If he's paying $20,000 and I'm paying $40,000, I'm understanding, 
I'm trying to understand that formula. What is that? This number has to drive from somewhere, the sales 
ratio, because it is for every single property. So, these taxable sales ratio, they has to be in formula 
because these properties are equivalent to my property, are better than, they are same custom homes. If 
mine is $600 square foot, these are averaging from $500 to a thousand dollars square foot. That's what 
I'm not able to understand these taxable values, how the sales ratios are calculated on that, but not on 
my three properties on Jensen. If you give me, hey, this is what is it? I'm okay, I'm done. Rest my case, I go 
home. 

But I'm not able to understand every single property in this town based on sales ratios. All the taxable 
values like you're saying, it doesn't matter, but then how this number drive? If you give me a formula, I'm 
done. 

TERRY FARR 
Well, the other thing, according to sales ratios, you've got a 1,543 square foot Casita, guest house, 
correct? 
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AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
Right, it's included. It's that if you see the sale, $5.6 million, I paid for that. It's included in the value. 
 
TERRY FARR 
I understand that. The point, though, is the other comps that we had for, I'm looking on page 51 of the 
addenda. 
 
AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
I don't have these pages because it start from 272, mine, the booklet they had given me. 
 
TERRY FARR 
Let's see, they're not otherwise marked. 
 
AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
They didn't give me that. They only gave me one thing. So, that's what I was confused when you're saying 
40-41 numbers. Sorry. But my argument is just on the simple sales ratio formula, nothing else. If you give 
me, I'll agree. You give me 10 million tomorrow. Hey, this is your taxable, I'm fine. What I'm no one able 
to give me how this taxable numbers came with the sales ratio because that's the only formula the 
Assessor’s Office is using, but no one can tell me. 
 
PETRA LATCH 
Okay, can you please say again, does the Assessor use a sale price ratio? 
 
MARY ANN WEIDNER 
Sales ratio is not the way that we value. As I mentioned before, we value the market value of the land 
plus the replacement costs less the depreciation. Sales ratios are just an indication for us to look to see 
have we exceeded full cash value? They are going to be different all over this town and if you were to 
equalize based on sales ratio, you would literally throw this whole entire valley off if we were to do that. 
We cannot value based on sales ratio. 
 
MOTION 
 
PETRA LATCH 
So, sir, do you understand sales price ratio is not what the Assessor uses. It's not what they use. They use 
equity and they use land value, and they use cost and they use market value. When you look at the entire 
value, it's very challenging to compare custom homes throughout. You actually have some sales on your 
street, both land sales that support their assessed value and improved sales. I looked at your total 
assessed value. It's around $221 a square foot. The house across the street's a little bit smaller. They were 
around $220 a square foot. I'm not seeing where you've been inequitably assessed based on the data that 
is the most similar and the closest. 
 
Based on that, I make a motion that based on the data that we've heard here, we accept the Assessor's 
assessed value. 
 
AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
I agree with you, ma'am. Again, if you're telling me it's not based on the sales ratio, then let's compare 
apple to apple. If my house is $5.6 million, same house if I give you in the Ridges or TPC, Tournament Hills, 
Southern Highland, the tax is half. If this is not based on the sales ratio, I can give you 500 plus 
comparables, equal in value. All these appraisal, I have done three appraisal. I can give you the copy of 
that. 

SBE 88



Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes – Wednesday, February 26, 2025 
Page 38 of 167 

PETRA LATCH 
So, assessed value is not taxes. 

TERRY FARR 
We're not discussing taxes here. 

PETRA LATCH 
We're not talking about taxes, just assessed value. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
Absolutely. I'm coming back. What you're saying it's not based on the system. 

PETRA LATCH 
I've got a motion. 

TERRY FARR 
There's motion on the floor. Please cast your votes. 

VOTE 

VOTING AYE: Terence J. Farr, Luke Adamo, Glenn Anderson, Tami L. Campa, Petra Latch 
VOTING NAY: None 
ABSENT: None 
ABSTAIN: None 

TERRY FARR 
That motion does pass unanimously. Sir, you do have the right to appeal. Forms are outside the door. 

AMARPREET SINGH CHADHA  
Thank you, ladies and gentlemen. 

TERRY FARR 
Have a nice day, sir. 

AMARPREET CHADHA SINGH 
Thank you very much for the time. Really appreciate. Thank you. I appreciate. Thank you. 

FINAL ACTION: 

It was moved by Member Petra Latch, and carried by unanimous vote of the members present, to accept 
the Assessor’s recommendation (to reduce the total taxable value from $5,566,117 to $5,061,500 for FY 
2025/2026) based on the information provided. 
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JOE LOMBARDO 
Governor 

STATE OF NEVADA 
STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 

3850 Arrowhead Drive, Second Floor 
Carson City, Nevada  89706 
Telephone (775) 684-2160 

Fax (775) 684-2020 

SHELLIE HUGHES 
Secretary

September 2, 2025 

    NOTICE OF HEARING 

CERTIFIED MAIL – 9489 0090 0027 6613 7916 76 
PETITIONER:  
AMARPREET S. & JASMEET K. CHADHA 
4180 N JENSEN ST 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89129 

CERTIFIED MAIL – 9489 0090 0027 6613 7915 84 
RESPONDENT:  
BRIANA JOHNSON 
CLARK COUNTY ASSESSOR 
500 S GRAND CENTRAL PARKWAY 2ND FLOOR 
LAS VEGAS NV  89155-1401 

DATE/ TIME: September 29, 2025 at 9:30 AM 
September 30, 2025 at 9:00 AM 
October 1, 2025 at 9:00 AM  

PLACE: Nevada Department of Taxation 
700 E Warm Springs Road, Room 150 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

Nevada Department of Taxation 
9850 Double R Blvd. 
Reno, Nevada 89521 

ZOOM OPTION: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82951348384 
Or Telephone: 
US:+1 669 900 9128 or +1 253 215 8782 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 646 558 8656 or +1 301 715 8592 
or +1 312 626 6799  
Webinar ID: 829 5134 8384 

Hearings begin on the first day.  It is each taxpayer’s or his representative’s responsibility to be 
present when the case is called.   

LEGAL AUTHORITY AND JURISDICTION OF THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION: NRS 361.400 

BRIEF STATEMENT OF MATTER: Appeal from the action of the Clark County Board of Equalization 

Case No: 25-125 Parcel No: 138-06-415-002 
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The State Board of Equalization (State Board) will hear the Petitioner’s appeal at the time and place 
stated above.  Please be aware that the time is approximate and although you may be assured the appeal 
will not be heard prior to the stated time, be prepared for possible delays as several appeals are 
scheduled at the same time. If the taxpayer or his representative is not present when his hearing is called, 
the State Board will invoke the requirements of NRS 361.385 and NAC 361.708(4). The State Board may 
(a) proceed with the hearing; (b) dismiss the proceeding with or without prejudice; or (c) recess the
hearing for a period to be set by the State Board to enable the party to attend. 

Please be aware the State Board will limit its consideration to the issues and contentions set forth in the 
petition. Other issues may be heard if the requirements of NAC 361.745 are met. 

Information regarding the rules of practice and procedure before the State Board are on the attached 
information sheet.   

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations 
during this hearing should notify the Department at least 3 days before the hearing. In order to comply 
with the security procedures of the Department, you will be required to show identification and sign a 
visitor’s log prior to entering the hearing room. 

If you need an accommodation in order to communicate during the hearing, the Department will provide 
one at no cost to you. Arrangements for an interpreter should be made as soon as possible, but no later 
than 14 days before the scheduled meeting.  Please contact Kari Skalsky at 775-684-2160 at least 14 
days in advance to request an interpreter in your preferred language. You may also submit your request 
through stateboard@tax.state.nv.us.  

Si necesita una ayuda para comunicarse durante la audiencia, el Departamento se lo proporcionará sin 
costo alguno. Los trámites para conseguir un intérprete deben hacerse lo antes posible, pero a más 
tardar 14 días antes de la cita programada.  Por favor, póngase en contacto con Kari Skalsky al 775-
684-2160 con al menos 14 días de anticipación para solicitar un intérprete en su idioma de preferencia.
También puede solicitarlo a través de stateboard@tax.state.nv.us.

If you have any questions, please call (775) 684-2160. 

Shellie Hughes 
Secretary to the State Board of Equalization 

By:   
Kari Skalsky 
Management Analyst III, Boards and Commissions 
Department of Taxation 
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Joe Lombardo 
Governor 

STATE OF NEVADA 
STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 

3850 Arrowhead Drive 
Carson City, Nevada 89706 
Telephone (775) 684-2160 

Shellie Hughes 
Secretary 

In the Matter of 

AMARPREET S. CHADHA & JASMEET K. 
CHADHA,  

PETITIONER 
    vs. 

CLARK COUNTY ASSESSOR, 
RESPONDENT 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No.   25-125 

NOTICE OF DECISION 
Appearances 

Amarpreet Chadha and Jasmeet Chadha appearing as the Petitioner. 
(“Taxpayer”).  

Rachel Papazain, Jayme Jacobs, and Mary Ann Weidner appeared on behalf of 
the Clark County Assessor’s Office (“Assessor”).   

Summary 

This appeal of the Taxpayer’s Petition for Review of residential property valuations 
for the 2025-2026 Tax Roll came before the State Board of Equalization (“State Board”) 
for hearing on September 30, 2025, after an appeal in front of the Clark County Board of 
Equalization (“County Board”).     

The State Board, having considered all evidence, documents and testimony 
pertaining to the valuation of the property in accordance with NRS 361.227, hereby makes 
the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decision. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1) The State Board is an administrative body created pursuant to NRS 361.375.

2) The State Board is mandated to hear all appeals of property tax assessments
pursuant to NRS 361.360 and NRS 361.400.
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3) The Taxpayer and the Assessor were given adequate, proper and legal notice of
the time and place of the hearing before the State Board, and the matter was
properly noticed pursuant to the Open Meeting Law at NRS 241.020.

4) The subject property is residential property located in Clark County, Nevada.

5) The Board finds that there is an inequity in taxing the subject property.

6) The Board noted that there was a tax disparity between the subject property and
other surrounding properties which were sold at similar values and are of similar
ages.  It raised the question of whether to reduce the value of the subject property
or raise the value of the others.

7) Any finding of fact above construed to constitute a conclusion of law is adopted as
such to the same extent as if originally so denominated.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1) The Taxpayer timely filed a notice of appeal.

2) Taxpayer and Assessor are subject to the jurisdiction of the State Board.

3) The State Board has the authority to determine the taxable values in the State.

4) The State Board moved that the taxable value of $5,061,500 be reduced to an
obsolescence adjustment of $871,100 to reduce the taxable value to $4,190,400.

5) Any conclusion of law above construed to constitute a finding of fact is adopted as
such to the same extent as if originally so denominated.

DECISION 

Based on the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and a 
preponderance of the evidence, the State Board finds that the value of the subject 
property shall have an obsolescence adjustment to $4,190,400. 

BY THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION this _____ day of  _____________, 2025. 

Shellie Hughes, Secretary 

November25
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NOEJ 
STEVEN B. WOLFSON 
District Attorney 
State Bar No. 001565  
CIVIL DIVISION 
By:  LISA V. LOGSDON 
County Counsel 
State Bar No. 11409 
500 South Grand Central Pkwy. 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89155-2215 
Email: Lisa.Logsdon@clarkcountydanv.gov 
Phone: (702) 455-4761 
Fax:  (702) 382-5178 
Attorneys for Petitioners 
Clark County, Nevada and 
Clark County Assessor 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA, a political 
subdivision of the State of Nevada; and the 
CLARK COUNTY ASSESSOR, 

Petitioners, 

vs. 

THE STATE OF NEVADA, ex. rel. STATE 
BOARD OF EQUALIZATION; AMARPREET 
S. CHADHA & JASMEET K. CHADHA;

Respondents.

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)

Case No:        A-25-935759-J
Dept No: XXIX 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER GRANTING PETITION FOR JUDICIAL 
REVIEW 

TO: THE ABOVE NAMED PARTIES: 

YOU WILL PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order Granting Petition for Judicial 

/ / / 

/ / / 

Case Number: A-25-935759-J

Electronically Filed
8/11/2026 1:38 PM
TIMOTHY F. ANDREWS
CLERK OF THE COURT

SEPTEMBER 11, 2026
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Review was filed in the above-entitled matter on the 6th day of August, 2026, a copy of 

which is attached hereto. 

DATED this 11th of August, 2026. 

Respectfully submitted,  

STEVEN B. WOLFSON 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

By: Lisa V. Logsdon  
LISA V. LOGSDON 
County Counsel 
State Bar No. 11409 
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy. 5th Flr. 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89155-2215 
Attorney for Petitioners 
Clark County, Nevada and the  
Clark County Assessor 

CERTIFICATE OF ELECTRONIC SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Office of the Clark County District 

Attorney and that on this 11th day of August, 2026, I served a true and correct copy of the 

foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER GRANTING PETITION FOR JUDICIAL 

REVIEW (United States District Court Pacer System or the Eighth Judicial District Court 

Wiznet), by e-mailing the same to the following recipients.  Service of the foregoing 

document by e-mail is in place of service via the United States Postal Service. 

Jessica Shimoda Guerra 
Senior Deputy Attorney General 
Dana E. Cook 
Deputy Attorney General 
State of Nevada 
Office of the Attorney General 
1 State of Nevada Way, #100 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for Respondent 
State Board of Equalization 

Ravi Chanderraj, Esq. 
6850 Ruby Duncan Street, Unit 319 
Las Vegas, NV 89113 
Attorney for Respondents 
Amarpreet S. Chadha and 
Jasmeet K. Chadha 
rchanderraj@gmail.com 

/s/ Afeni Banks 
An Employee of the Clark County District 
Attorney’s Office – Civil Division 
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ORD 
STEVEN B. WOLFSON 
District Attorney 
State Bar No. 001565  
CIVIL DIVISION 
By:  LISA V. LOGSDON 
County Counsel 
State Bar No. 11409 
500 South Grand Central Pkwy. 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89155-2215 
Email: Lisa.Logsdon@clarkcountydanv.gov 
Phone: (702) 455-4761 
Fax:  (702) 382-5178 
Attorneys for Petitioners 
Clark County, Nevada and 
Clark County Assessor 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA, a political 
subdivision of the State of Nevada; and the 
CLARK COUNTY ASSESSOR, 

Petitioners, 

vs. 

THE STATE OF NEVADA, ex. rel. STATE 
BOARD OF EQUALIZATION; AMARPREET 
S. CHADHA & JASMEET K. CHADHA;

Respondents.

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)

Case No:        A-25-935759-J
Dept No: XXIX 

Hearing Date: July 21, 2026 
Hearing Time: 9:00 a.m. 

ORDER GRANTING 
PETITION FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

This matter came before the Court on July 21, 2026, regarding the Petition for Judicial 

Review filed by Petitioners, Clark County and Clark County Assessor.  Petitioners Clark 

County were represented by their attorney, District Attorney Steven B. Wolfson, by and 

through Lisa Logsdon, County Counsel.  Respondent State of Nevada, ex rel State Board of 

Equalization was represented by its attorney, Deputy Attorney General, Dana Cook and 

Respondent Amarpreet and Jasmeet Chadha were represented by Ravi Chanderraj, Esq.  The 

Court, having reviewed the papers and pleadings on file, heard all arguments on the matter, 

and good cause appearing, issues its ruling as follows: 

Electronically Filed
08/06/2026 3:49 PM
TIMOTHY F. ANDREWS
CLERK OF THE COURT

Case Number: A-25-935759-J

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
8/6/2026 3:49 PM

AUGUST 6 2026
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1. The Court finds that the State Board of Equalization (“State Board”) relied on

obsolescence to reduce the valuation of the subject property but there was no evidence in the 

record of obsolescence, therefore, the decision was arbitrary and capricious.  Washoe County 

v. Dermody, 99 Nev. 608, 668 P.2d 280. (Nev. 1983).  Furthermore, the Court finds that NRS

361.356 does not allow a reduction in taxable value for obsolescence unlike NRS 361.357.

2. The Court finds that sales ratio may be used to identify an inequity, but to

equalized an identified inequity in assessment value, the State Board must follow NRS 

361.356.  Subsection (3) of NRS 361.356 requires that if there is an inequity in assessment of 

the value of the land or the value of improvements, or both, the board may add or deduct from 

the value of the land or the value of the improvements, or both, either of the appellant’s 

property of the property to which it is compared to equalize the assessment.  

3. The Court also finds that subsection (4) of NRS 361.356 requires in the case of

residential property, the appellants shall cite other property within the same subdivision if 

possible. 

4. The Court further finds that Nevada law requires any person assessing taxable

value to follow the statutes to determine the taxable value of real property.  NRS 361.227. 

5. The Court does not find that Member Bancroft’s participation is this case was

impacted by his publication of an article titled “Nevada Experiences Property Tax Inequity.”  

6. The Court also declines to overturn Mineral County v. State Board of

Equalization, 121 Nev. 533, 119 P.3d 706 (Nev. 2005) as NRS 361.420 is not applicable in 

case as this case is brought under the Nevada Administrative Procedures Act therefore, NRS 

361.420 does not apply in this case. 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

Clark County, Nevada, et. al. v. The State of Nevada, et. al. 
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Order Granting Petition for Judicial Review 

The Petition is hereby GRANTED and the State Board decision is REMANDED to 

the State Board for the State Board to consider the case under the standards established in NRS 

361.356. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

___________________________ 

Respectfully Submitted this ___ day of August, 2026. 

STEVEN B. WOLFSON 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

By: /s/ Lisa V. Logsdon 
      LISA V. LOGSDON  
      County Counsel 
      State Bar No. 011409 
      500 South Grand Central Pkwy. Suite 5075 
      Las Vegas, Nevada 89155-2215 
      Attorneys for Petitioners 

Approved as to form and content: 
Dated this 4th day of August, 2026. 

By: No Signature Affixed 
AARON FORD 
Attorney General 
Jessica Shimoda Guerra 
Senior Deputy Attorney General 
Dana E. Cook 
(Bar No.7312) 
Deputy Attorney General 
State of Nevada 
Office of the Attorney General 
1 State of Nevada Way, Suite 100 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for Respondent 
State Board of Equalization 
jguerra@ag.nv.gov 
dcook@ag.nv.gov 

Approved as to form and content: 
Dated this 4th day of August, 2026. 

By: No Signature Affixed 
RAVI CHANDERRAJ, ESQ. 
RAVI CHANDERRAJ PLLC 
6850 Ruby Duncan Street, Unit 319 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89113 
Attorneys for Respondents 
Amarpreet S. Chadha 
and Jasmeet K. Chadha 
rchanderraj@gmail.com 
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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-25-935759-JClark County Nevada, 
Petitioner(s)

vs.

State of Nevada, Respondent(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 29

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 
Court. The foregoing Order was served via the court’s electronic eFile system to all 
recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 8/6/2026

Paul Padda psp@paulpaddalaw.com

Civil Filings civil@paulpaddalaw.com

Elia Barrientos elia@paulpaddalaw.com

Jessica Guerra jguerra@ag.nv.gov

Mercedita Garcia mmgarcia@ag.nv.gov

Lisa Logson lisa.logsdon@clarkcountydanv.gov

Afeni Banks afeni.banks@clarkcountydanv.gov

Collin Patterson cjpatterson@ag.nv.gov

Ravi Chanderraj rchanderraj@paulpaddalaw.com

Dana Cook DCook@ag.nv.gov
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STATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF TAXATION 

MAIN OFFICE 

3850 Arrowhead Drive 

Carson City, Nevada 89706 

JOE LOMBARDO 

Governor 

GEORGE KELESIS 

Chair, Nevada Tax Commission 

SHELLIE HUGHES 
Executive Director 
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September 24, 2026 

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 
NOTICE OF HEARING  

CERTIFIED MAIL– 9489 0090 0027 6528 6949 49 
PETITIONER:  
Briana Johnson 
Clark County Assessor 
500 S Grand Central Pkwy, 2nd Floor 
Las Vegas NV  89155 

CERTIFIED MAIL – 9489 0090 0027 6528 6949 32 
RESPONDENT:  
Amarpreet S Chadha & Jasmeet K Chada, Trustees 

  4180 N Jensen St 
Las Vegas NV 89129 

DATE/ TIME: Wednesday, October 14, 2026 at 9:00 a.m. 

PLACE: Nevada Department of Taxation 
700 E Warm Springs Rd., Room 150 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

ZOOM 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84349113453 
Webinar ID: 843 4911 3453 
Phone Number: 1-669-900-9128 

Hearings begin on the first day.  It is each taxpayer’s or his representative’s responsibility to be 
present when the case is called.   

LEGAL AUTHORITY AND JURISDICTION OF THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION (State Board): 
NRS 233B.135, NRS 361.360 & NRS 361.400 

BRIEF STATEMENT OF MATTER: Consideration of District Court Case A-25-935759-J Order granting 
petition for judicial review and remanding the State Board Decision to the State Board of Equalization to 
consider the case under the standards established in NRS 361.356. 

Case No: 25-125 Parcel No: 138-06-415-002 

With respect to the Petition for Judicial Review, pursuant to NRS 233B.135 this matter comes before the 
State Board upon remand by the District Court. The Petitioner’s appeal will be heard at the time and place 
stated above.  Please be aware that the time is approximate and although you may be assured the appeal 
will not be heard prior to the stated time, be prepared for possible delays as several appeals are scheduled 
at the same time.  If the taxpayer or his representative is not present when his hearing is called, the State 
Board will invoke the requirements of NRS 361.385 and NAC 361.708(4). The State Board may (a) proceed 
with the hearing; (b) dismiss the proceeding with or without prejudice; or (c) recess the hearing for a period 
to be set by the State Board to enable the party to attend. 
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Please be aware the State Board will limit its consideration to the issues and contentions set forth in the 
petition. Other issues may be heard if the requirements of NAC 361.745 are met. 
A meeting agenda will be posted on the Department’s website (https://tax.nv.gov) three (3) days prior to the 
scheduled meeting.  If you would like an agenda emailed or mailed to you, please contact Denise Mosely at 
(775) 684-2160 or stateboard@tax.state.nv.us.  If a party wishes to obtain a transcript of any hearing
conducted before the State Board, the party must pay for the transcript or obtain a copy from the reporter
provided by the State Board at the party’s expense pursuant to NAC 361.731.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during 
this hearing should notify the Department at least 3 days before the hearing.  In order to comply with the 
security procedures of the Department, you will be required to show identification and sign a visitor’s log prior 
to entering the hearing room. 

If you need an accommodation in order to communicate during the hearing, the Department will provide one 
at no cost to you.  Arrangements for an interpreter should be made as soon as possible, but no later than 14 
days before the scheduled meeting.  Please contact Denise Mosely at (775) 684-2160 at least 14 days in 
advance to request an interpreter in your preferred language.  You may also submit your request through 
stateboard@tax.state.nv.us.  

Si necesita una ayuda para comunicarse durante la audiencia, el Departamento se lo proporcionará sin costo 
alguno. Los trámites para conseguir un intérprete deben hacerse lo antes posible, pero a más tardar 14 días 
antes de la cita programada.  Por favor, póngase en contacto con Denise Mosely al (775) 684-2160 con al 
menos 14 días de anticipación para solicitar un intérprete en su idioma de preferencia. También puede 
solicitarlo a través de stateboard@tax.state.nv.us. 

If you have any questions, please call (775) 684-2160. 

Shellie Hughes 
Secretary to the State Board of Equalization 

By:   
Denise Mosely 
Program Officer II, Boards and Commissions 
Department of Taxation 

CC: CERTIFIED MAIL -  9489 0090 0027 6528 6949 56 
PETITIONER AUTHORIZED AGENT: 
Ravi Chanderraj Law 
Ravi Chanderraj, Attorney 
8488 Rozita Lee Ave., Bldg 3, Suite 100 
Las Vegas NV 89113 
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STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
25-125

I hereby certify that on this day I served the foregoing document upon all parties of record in this proceeding 
by placing a true and correct copy thereof in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, and properly addressed 
to the following: 

CERTIFIED MAIL – 9489 0090 0027 6528 6949 49 
PETITIONER:  
Briana Johnson 
Clark County Assessor 
500 S Grand Central Pkwy, 2nd Floor 
Las Vegas NV  89155 
Electronic mail: bap@ClarkCountyNV.gov;  meo@ClarkCountyNV.gov; lisa.logsdon@clarkcountydanv.gov 

  Millicent.Washington@ClarkCountyNV.gov; Courtney.Moerschell@ClarkCountyNV.gov 

CERTIFIED MAIL– 9489 0090 0027 6528 6949 32 
RESPONDENT:  
Amarpreet S Chadha & Jasmeet K Chada, Trustees 
4180 N Jensen St 
Las Vegas NV 89129 
Electronic mail: 

CERTIFIED MAIL -  9489 0090 0027 6528 6949 56 
PETITIONER AUTHORIZED AGENT: 
Ravi Chanderraj Law 
Ravi Chanderraj, Attorney 
8488 Rozita Lee Ave., Bldg 3, Suite 100 
Las Vegas NV 89113 
Electronic mail: Ravi@ravichanderrajlaw.com 

Dated at this _24_ day of the month of June of the year 2026. 

Denise Mosely, Program Officer II 
Department of Taxation 
State Board of Equalization 
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