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Insp.

Count Status @

Description & R Date $ Date & s s
v

#  Insp. Type & Scheduled Completion Inspector Location

Comments:
Missing nailing through out the roof, verify the roof is nailed off 6” on the edges and 12” in
the field before re-scheduling the inspection.,

Re-nail entire roof the nailing has over penatraded the roof sheeting.

20 107 ROOF 2 Passed 2/11/2021 2/11/2021 Tony N.
SHEATHING (702)303-
0274
Comments:

Missing nailing through out the roof, verify the roof is nailed off 6” on the edges and 12” in
the field before re-scheduling the inspection.,

Re-nail entire roof the nailing has over penatraded the roof sheeting.

21 105 PRE-SLAB 1 Passed 1/21/2021  1/21/2021 Tony N.
(702)303-
0274

22 101 FOOTING 1 Passed 1/21/2021  1/21/2021 Tony N.
(702)303-
0274

Inspection status table

Inspections Hold

Fees

Outstanding Items

This site will display selected information for development applications and permits
submitted to the City of Las Vegas. This information is prepared as an informational
service only and should not be relied upon as an official record. For official records and
actions, please contact the appropriate department. Click here for a listing of city

permits and licenses.
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Clark County Assessor
Reports

Value History

This Record is for assessment use only. No liability is assumed to its accuracy.

Parcel: 139-32-702-027

page 784

Taxable
Tax Year Land Improvements Exemption Remainder gillsxt
New New Extra
_Acres Land Land  Imps Imps Supp Features Code Value
2025-26 1.38 551,250 0 520,230 0 0 60,559 0 0 200
2024-25 1.38 551,250 0 542,267 41,358 0 63,342 0 0 200
2023-24 1.38 525,000 0 474,666 0 0 57,050 0 0 200
2022-23 1.38 441,000 0 440,694 0 0 54,526 0 0 200
2021-22 1.38 393,750 0 431,331 0 0 0 0 0 200
2020-21 1.38 375,000 0 435,869 0 0 0 0 0 200
2019-20 1.38 300,000 0 436,239 34,629 0 0 0 0 200
2018-19 1.38 200,000 0 403,307 0 0 0 0 0 200
2017-18 1.38 170,000 0 414,531 0 0 0 0 0 200
2016-17 1.38 150,000 0 428,167 0 0 0 0 0 200
2015-16 1.38 125,000 0 429,019 0 0 0 0 0 200
2014-15 1.38 100,000 0 428,404 0 0 0 0 0 200
2013-14 100,000 0 419,477 0 0 0 0 0 200
2012-13 130,000 0 431,411 0 0 0 0 0 200
2011-12 140,000 0 414,563 0 0 0 0 0 200
2010-11 200,000 0 442,494 0 0 0 0 0 200
2009-10 825,000 0 433,931 0 0 0 0 0 200
2008-09 990,000 0 436,617 0 0 0 0 0 200
2007-08 451,751 0 415,583 0 0 0 0 0 200
2006-07 451,000 0 415,386 0 0 0 0 0 200
2005-06 325,000 0 386,420 0 0 0 0 0 200
2004-05 231,000 0 392,971 0 0 0 0 0 200

Parcel from 139-32-702-022, 139-32-702-023
This Record is for assessment use only. No liability is assumed to its accuracy.
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page 785

BUSINESS > PERMITS & LICENSES > BUILDING & OFFSITE PERMITS > PERMIT & APPLICATION STATUS

R-325682 - Residential Building Permit (Res)

Key Number: 798827

Current Status: Completed

Application Received: 9/7/2016

Project Name: HOWARD O/B

Address: 2337 PINTO LN

Type of Work: Building Project

Permit Issued: 10/4/2016

Scope of Work: O/B SFD remodel *not for counter BE* 9/28/16: Corrections rec'd back,
Arch. Collated-routed to repository. *SG***DOCS SCANNED - SENT TO WH 11/4/16
DC**

Applicant

Review Info

Inspection Status @

1 450 OTHER 1 Passed 12/19/2016  12/19/2016 Edward B.
PLUMBING

Comments: SHOWER MEMBRANE

2 440 FINAL 1 Passed 6/7/2017 6/7/2017 Frederick
PLUMBING Z.
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Insp.
# Insp. Type & . Scheduled Completion Inspector Location

Count Status @
$ Description $ . - Date & Date ¢ s s
v

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #648939-05 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions:

3 420 ROUGH 1 Cancelled 11/3/2016 11/2/2016 Frederick
PLUMBING - Z.
TOP OUT

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #832366-05 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions:

4 420 ROUGH 2 Passed 11/9/2016 11/9/2016 Winston
PLUMBING - S.
TOP OUT

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #961361-02 Contractor Phone #7027696824 Special
Instructions: Water is on and sewage lines are filled with water up to the roof
and have been sitting for 24 hours. Inspection excludes shower membranes
which will called in separately on a 450 inspection.

5 420 ROUGH 3 Partpassed 11/7/2016 11/7/2016 Edward B.
PLUMBING -
TOP OUT

Comments: [INFORMATION ONLY

6 340 FINAL 1 Passed 6/7/2017 6/7/2017 Frederick
MECHANICAL Z.

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #648939-04 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions:

7 320 ROUGH 1 Cancelled 11/3/2016 11/2/2016 Frederick
MECHANICAL Z.

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #832366-04 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions:

8 320 ROUGH 2 Passed 1/7/2016 11/7/2016 Edward B.
MECHANICAL

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #885367-05 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions:

9 240 FINAL 1 Passed 6/7/2017 6/7/2017 Frederick
ELECTRICAL Z.

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #648939-03 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions:

10 220 ROUGH 1 Cancelled 11/3/2016 11/2/2016 Frederick
ELECTRICAL Z.
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Insp.
# Insp. Type & . Scheduled Completion Inspector Location

N A Count Status @ R . . R

v Description & N Date & Date & s s

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #832366-03 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions: Owner/Builder is taking a day off work for inspection - all
trades will be on-site and available in the morning to address any concerns

11 220 ROUGH 2 Passed 11/9/2016 11/9/2016 Winston
ELECTRICAL S.

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #970245-03 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions:

12 220 ROUGH 3 Partpassed 11/7/2016 11/7/2016 Edward B.
ELECTRICAL

Comments: [INFORMATION ONLY

13 160 EPOXY 1 Passed 10/16/2016  10/16/2016 Gerald D.
EXPRESS

14 140 FINAL 1 Partpassed 6/7/2017 6/7/2017 Frederick
BUILDING Z.

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #648939-02 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions:

Comments:

140 | 890051 | See Notes | HANDRAILS FOR MAIN STAIRS NOT TO CODE,34 TO 38 INCHS
HEIGHT,ALSO TO BE CONTINUOUS,AND TERMINATE PAST LAST TREAD,LANDING,GRIP WIDTH
AND DISTANCE FROM WALL FOR GRIPPING TO BE 1-1/2 FROM WALL AND GRIPPING SURFACE

15 140 FINAL 2 Cancelled 7/1/2017 7/1/2017 Gerald D.
BUILDING
16 140 FINAL 3 Passed 7/2/2017 7/2/2017 Gerald D.
BUILDING
17 140 FINAL 4 NA Jason C.
BUILDING (702)229-
2355

Comments: 140 PASSED

18 129 EXTERIOR 1 Passed 11/3/2016 11/3/2016 Frederick
LATH/STUCCO Z.

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #832366-06 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions:

19 125 DRYWALL 1 Failed 11/29/2016  11/29/2016 Winston
NAILING S.

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #183216-02 Contractor Phone #7027696824 Special
Instructions: Early morning requested, if possible
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Insp.

# Insp. Type & N Scheduled Completion Inspector Location
. RN Count Status & N N N N

v Description & N Date & Date & s s
Comments:

125 | 982245 | Work Not Ready |

20 125 DRYWALL 2 Passed 12/5/2016 12/5/2016 Edward B.

NAILING

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #254647-02 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions: Morning if possible

21 123 1 Passed 11/21/2016 11/21/2016 Edward B.
INSULATION

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #103169-02 Contractor Phone #7027696824 Special
Instructions: Early morning requested if possible.

22 120 FRAMING 1 Cancelled 11/3/2016 11/2/2016 Frederick
Z.

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #832366-02 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions: Owner/Builder is taking a day off work for inspection - all
trades will be on-site and available in the morning to address any concerns

23 120 FRAMING 2 Cancelled 10/26/2016  10/26/2016 Winston
S.

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #738519-02 Contractor Phone #7027696824 Special
Instructions:

Comments:
120 | 982245 | See Notes |,

120 | 982245 | See Notes | contractor cancelled

24 120 FRAMING 3 Partpassed 11/7/2016 1/7/2016 Edward B.
Comments: [INFORMATION ONLY

25 120 FRAMING 4 Passed 11/15/2016 11/15/2016 Edward B.

Comments: Schedule IWR confirmation #023449-03 Contractor Phone #7027696824
Special Instructions: Early morning requested if possible - owner/builder is
taking a day off work for inspection

26 109 SHEAR 1 Passed 10/26/2016  10/26/2016  Winston
S.

27 101 FOOTING 1 NA Jason C.
(702)229-
2355

Comments: 140 PASSED
28 101 FOOTING 2 Partpassed 10/13/2016  10/13/2016 David W.
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Clark County Assessor

Reports

Value History

This Record is for assessment use only. No liability is assumed to its accuracy.

Parcel: 139-32-702-012

page 789

Taxable
Tax Year Land Improvements Exemption Remainder g?sxt
New New Extra
_Acres Land Land  Imps Imps Supp Features Code Value _
2025-26 0.98 525,000 0 718,761 0 186,749 125,125 0 0 200
2024-25 0.98 525,000 0 697311 0 37,219 91,231 0 0 200
2023-24 0.98 500,000 0 646,663 0 0 79,482 0 0 200
2022-23 0.98 420,000 0 593,378 0 0 73,598 0 0 200
2021-22 0.98 375,000 0 563,196 0 0 0 0 0 200
2020-21 0.98 375,000 0 559,164 0 0 0 0 0 200
2019-20 0.98 300,000 0 553,013 0 0 0 0 0 200
2018-19 0.98 200,000 0 482,380 0 48,607 0 0 0 200
2017-18 0.98 170,000 0 181,560 0 306,655 0 0 0 200
2016-17 0.98 150,000 0 178,468 0 0 0 0 0 200
2015-16 0.98 125,000 0 173,011 0 0 0 0 0 200
2014-15 0.98 100,000 0 177,539 0 0 0 0 0 200
2013-14 100,000 0 177,437 0 0 0 0 0 200
2012-13 100,000 0 172,351 0 0 0 0 0 200
2011-12 140,000 0 183,071 0 0 0 0 0 200
2010-11 200,000 0 196,537 0 0 0 0 0 200
2009-10 500,000 0 196,154 0 0 0 0 0 200
2008-09 600,000 0 201,914 0 0 0 0 0 200
2007-08 451,751 0 194,614 0 0 0 0 0 200
2006-07 451,000 0 197,660 0 0 0 0 0 200
2005-06 325,000 0 187,100 0 0 0 0 0 200
2004-05 210,000 0 181,920 0 0 0 0 0 200

Parcel from 030-300-023
This Record is for assessment use only. No liability is assumed to its accuracy.
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PETITION 424: 2709 PINTO LANE TRUST ETAL/WOLFSON MARK B TRS

Parcel Number(s): 139-32-703-002
Petitioner Duly Sworn: Mark Wolfson
Document(s) Submitted:  See Attached

DISCUSSION:

TERRY FARR
Excellent. Let's get started with Case 424, 2709 Pinto Lane Trust.

MARK WOLFSON
Good morning.

TERRY FARR
Good morning. Please state your name and address into the record, sir.

MARK WOLFSON
My name is Mark Wolfson, at 2709 Pinto Lane. If | may have a second just to get ready? | have a few
handouts. I've 10 copies of them.

TERRY FARR
Let’s let the Assessor put on their— Introduce the case and then we can get to your handouts. Mr.
Turner?

JERRELL TURNER

Good morning. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Jerrell Turner with the Clark County Assessor's Office. Case 424
begins on page 344 in the master book. The subject property is a custom home in the Pinto Palomino
neighborhood located north of Charleston and west of Rancho. And aerial videos— Sorry. | mean, aerial
files can be found on page 419 in the master book as well. The home was originally built in 1970 and torn
down leaving the foundation and some exterior walls. The home was subsequently rebuilt and completed
in 2021 and given an effective age in 2011. Exterior pictures of the rebuilt home can be found on page
398 and 399 of the master book. The subject is a one-story home with 4,985 square feet of living area for
the main house and a 1,096 square feet guest house. The subject also has an attached garage and
detached garage totaling 1,834 square feet. It also has a pool and a spa situated on a lot of 0.5 acres. This
is an equity appeal that says to the office, recommends that no change to the taxable value of
$1,687,686.

TERRY FARR
Very good. Mr. Wolfson?

MARK WOLFSON
Okay, so | have some handouts—

TERRY FARR
Into the microphone, sir. Please.

MARK WOLFSON
| have some handouts to give and | have some more after my presentation for the rebuttal, but these are
what | call Exhibit G. | have 10 copies of each. Exhibit H, there are 10 copies of each. And then | have a

Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes — Thursday, February 19, 2026
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replacement of page 54 that's in your package. | don't know how they numbered it because | don't have
that, but it's 54 and I'm reminded it was just a bottom number on my pages and the only change on 54
that | had an incorrect description of a calculation, the spreadsheet didn't change. Does this thing have a
camera that | can put things up if | want to?

TERRY FARR
I'm sorry, say that again.

MARK WOLFSON

| was asking if there was a camera here if | want to put something up so everybody can see. My appeal is
predicated on the rules of NRS (Nevada Revised Statutes) 361.356, which is a case of equity and unrelated
to the absolute value of my assessed valuation. I'm beginning my appeal by first providing the Board with
my background. | earned an undergraduate degree in finance, an MBA (Masters of Business
Administration) and a Master of Science and Accounting. I'm a certified public accountant. | rose to the
level of senior vice president of finance in one of the largest market cap companies listed on the New
York Stock Exchange in the 1990s. | was responsible for a multi-billion dollar division and a staff of over
200 people spread across four continents and headed a finance team of forensic accountants when | was
supporting mergers and acquisitions. | was the CFO (Chief Financial Officer) of two companies and was an
adjunct professor at a graduate school level teaching cost accounting.

| have owned and lived in 12 houses across the nation. | have been relocated five times by my companies,
and | have personally managed six major renovations. | tell this to you because | want you to understand
that I'm not just some guy who has got a grudge and wants numbers fixed because | need the money. I'm
doing this because—I'm telling you this because if | tell you a number, hopefully it'll have some credibility
with you.

As you can see from my appeal, I'm asking for a reduction of the land value from $600,000 down to
$414,000 and that can be found on page 2 of my document. And the buildings from $1,000,088 down to
$687,000. First, I'd like to put up a map here. This is the map that the Assessor's Office shows the
property at. Is this showing anywhere? Okay. This is their map of all the comps and my property.
Everything looks very nice and close, but if you take a look at a normal map, the little rectangular square,
the rectangle is the what's considered to be the property location of my home and you can see there are
eight circles. The dark one is my house. The lighter ones are the comps that the county used last year.
They picked seven comps last year all within that area. We may disagree on the outcome but they at least
chose properties that were there.

I'm sorry, these are the ones that | used. This is the one the county used last year. All very similar in
location. Later today, Mr. Turner is going to talk to you. This is the map that they used this year. The areal |
live, this is my house. They chose one comp at 2727 Alta [Drive], which is also one of the comps from last
year and here are their other comps. One as much as 1.8 miles away from my house. To give you another
idea, | also have a map in here on page—This is back in the thing, but these are all the properties on that
list by address. It's not drawn to scale.

This is what I'm asking for from the standpoint of improvements. They assessed me at $1,000,088. | am
saying to you that | will show you, | hope beyond any reasonable doubt that $321,000 is the
overstatement relative to those of my neighbors and that there's an impact of depreciation of $80,000,
so I'm asking for $401,000 reduction on the improvements, not on the land, just the improvements. So
again, there are reasons why things happen. | put together a list, this is on page 5, of seven lists, seven
items of what would cause an inequity amongst properties. I'm not going to read them to you here, but
I'm going to go one by one.

Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes — Thursday, February 19, 2026
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The first one is you have an inequity. If multiple houses have major renovations yet only one is issued a
supplemental assessment. My house, when it was assessed was originally increased by $878,000. After
months of discussions with the county, they agreed that they made $212,000 in errors and reduced my
number to $681,000. However, they came here at 2608 Pinto Lane across the street from me that went
on the market advertising S1 million in renovations. They got no assessment. 2800 Pinto Lane across the
street from me, gutted their house, put in a whole driveway worth of pavers, which by the way I'm
assessed $90,000 for their assessed zero, and the 2800 got zero assessments. 2701, major renovation
and an addition in the front of the house, which | informed the county of, no addition.

2400 Palomino, this was a comp that | used this year. This was a comp they used last year as did |. Last
year this comp had zero supplementals, but | told them it went through a major renovation and in fact on
page 1,725 and A16, we'll see later, they actually changed their assessment by $392,000 after last year's
hearing. And | will show you today that at the very least that's still $200,000 shy, using their
documentation.

The next way you can have an inequity is that multiple houses have major renovations yet all but one has
numerous items omitted. My house, we identified and they fixed $212,000 of things that they felt were
wrong or they agreed were wrong. However, if you take a look on page 28 of my document, at 2333 Pinto
Lane, which was actually one of their comps last year, they said it was fine when they came to this
meeting, but after the meeting, they—First of all, that house was assessed an additional $819,000 at the
time. After the meeting, they popped it another $711,000, a 94% increase because of all the things they
missed. They missed things like a four car garage, a tennis court, a home automation system, and more
importantly, they rated that property as good slash 40, using the Marshall & Swift system, whereas as was
mine, but they changed it after | sent them the photos, they changed to a 60 and they changed the dollar
per value for the RCN (Replacement Cost New) substantially. That increased them $711,000. This is all
from their documents.

Next property, 2337 Pinto Lane. This was another property that | used as a comp last year. They also
missed a bunch of things there. They took that property after telling everybody there was no inequity.
They went back and they reassessed them and they added $186,000 to their assessed value, an additional
61%. So, | went down because they over assessed me by mistake and they went up because they missed
half of their house. The things that they missed at that house was a 1,652 square foot finished basement,
which is on the listing agreement, an outdoor kitchen and bar, a three car garage. They actually reduced
the square footage by 128 feet. They considered a new addition as an old effective year built and they
had no worksheet for their Marshall & Swift calculations. Page 50 now on my documents.

Okay, another way that you can have an inequity is that multiple houses that are rated equally, meaning
that those houses that are rated 40 and good are what | would consider to be equals and comparables.
Last year when they chose seven comps, five of them were rated 55 to 65. | mean, why not just compare
me to the Taj Mahal and the White House, so on a square foot basis? Now of the two that were 40 and
60, they changed one to 60 and they changed the other by $400,000 in value.

On page 54 of my presentation, and this is the number that you'll see, that's the $320,000 that | am
saying that | am over assessed relative to some of those properties that we just mentioned. | took a
sample of 15 properties. Now I'll tell you where | got those 15 properties. Last year at the hearing, Ms.
Jacobs here presented a page, which was actually page 8 and 9 of last year's addendum that they had and
it had 53 houses on it, which was identified as houses in my neighborhood equity grid. There's a similar
chart this year for Mr. Turner called the equity grid with | think the exact same number of properties and
the same properties themselves. Of those 53 properties, 18 were rated good slash 40, so this chart
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represents the 15 that remained good slash 40, did not change and mine. So, | took the population of
what they described as equal to mine by the M&S (Marshall & Swift) definitions.

If you go through all the machinations and I'm happy to sit down with anybody to prove them, the
average value— And keep in mind, | understand the difference between RCN and RCN LD (Replacement
Cost New Less Depreciation), meaning | did this excluding depreciation because everybody's house has a
different depreciation rate because of its age. | get that. | did it, the calculations based on what it is
valued at based on these categories before depreciation and then | added depreciation back based on
their specific property. Nonetheless, if you add up on column F, the average of those 15 is $1,082,000.
Mine is $1,000,403. The difference between those two numbers is the $320,000. So, the same 15
properties that they claim are equal to mine using the M&S worksheet of 40 slash good are compared to
those 15 and the average of those is $320,000 less than mine. And this chart will show you the location of
those properties in yellow. So, you can see they're all in the neighborhood, they're all— My house is the
one in blue and they're all around me.

So, the next one, the next way you can have an inequity is that you have multiple houses that make
renovations, but supplementals if and when issued are done so in a non-uniform manner. Going back to
the same chart I've just referred to, | could trace— And the reason why | said this is because Ms. Jacobs
last year pointed out that, "Well, we are doing assessments everywhere that's not just picking on Mr.
Wolfson." Got it. | went back and | looked at all the ones that were identified on that chart, and | could
trace 19 online. | mean you're limited to the sources you have what's out there. | could find 19 of them.
Okay.

By the way, this is what that chart looks like. You don't have to worry about the small print and the
numbers, but that's what it looks like and you'll see Mr. Turner's got the same one issued. So, | went back
and | took a look at when all these supplementals were supposedly issued. Again, you've got the same
ones there, and as you see in the light green— Is yours showing light green by any chance? | don't know if
you've got the color copies. Anyway, there are 12 of them where the supplemental assessment was
issued way beyond the year that the actual work occurred.

There were 12 out of the 20 including myself. Four of them were actually issued in the correct year,
meaning if it was done— If the work was done in February, it went into the next year's thing, so four out
of the 20 were done correctly. The light blue, three of them they never had— It was done years and years
late and they never applied any supplementals, so | couldn't tell you how many years later because they
never applied one. My case, which is the one that's circled in the magenta is the only assessment, the
only one where it was applied prematurely and by definition, when | say prematurely, my property
project was completed on July 27 of 2022, which is the new— Which the fiscal year 2022/2023, meaning
that it was done after the beginning of the fiscal year.

It should have been done similar to these and everything else out there. It should have been in the fiscal
year 2023/2024. It passed the July 1 deadline, which is a moment in time and a clear delineation of when
these things should be. To do otherwise gives the Assessor the random ability to decide I'm going to do it
this year. This is a firm fixed date by the state.

MARY ANN WEIDNER
Chairman Farr, | don't want to interrupt Mr. Wolfson, but these are arguments that he presented to the
Board last year with regards to things that happened back in time. He appealed his 2022/2023—

MARK WOLFSON
Do | have the floor right now or does Ms. Weidner have the floor?
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MARY ANN WEIDNER

| just want to be able to make it clear that he's talking about things that were talked about last year for
things that happened back in time. He had a case before you that was a back year case that you had the
option to take jurisdiction on, which you did not. He filed that case to the state board. The state board
also chose not to take jurisdiction on the back year case because he's arguing his supplemental value that
was added in 2022/2023. And in comparison to everyone else in his area, they chose not to take
jurisdiction. He also petitioned for reconsideration on that matter and they also refused to reconsider the
matter. So all of these arguments he presented, he also presented them when he did his current year
appeal last year for the 2025/2026 fiscal year, and so | just want to make the Board aware of those
matters and he can continue to present his testimony, but our office did go out and reassess the area on
this Board's direction and on the state board's direction and that's why the items were added to the
record.

We don't want to miss things, | do want to speak about that. We're not in the business of ignoring things.
If we do not receive appropriate permits, it's very hard for sometimes to see. We're not sitting there
investigating the MLS (Multiple Listing Service) every single moment, but we did reassess his entire area.
We have added the values that we believe that we could based on that—

MARK WOLFSON
Excuse me? Excuse me? She is saying so many things out—

TERRY FARR
Sir, you don't have the floor.

MARK WOLFSON
| did have the floor.

TERRY FARR
You do not have the floor.

MARK WOLFSON
Why did you let her interrupt me?

TERRY FARR
You do not have the floor.

MARK WOLFSON
Then | want to respond to that.

TERRY FARR
You do not have—You will be given that opportunity. You do not have the floor right now.

MARK WOLFSON
| thought | did.

TERRY FARR
Please continue.
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MARY ANN WEIDNER

| just want to make it clear because we could spend a lot of time for him to restate a case that has already
been put on the record and both the county board and the state board have already heard. He certainly
can talk about his current year value and how his current year value is potentially inequitable with some
other property's current year value, but to restate the cases from the prior year is reopening a case that
has already been heard, and I'm just going to state that for the record. This Board can do what they're
going to do. | can tell you that he has indicated that he is going to go to court. That is his next measure
that he can do. He can file in courts and so he's welcome to do that. We're not trying to prevent him his
opportunity, but this Board has already heard all of these arguments and they've heard these case and he
doesn't get to reopen that at this point in time.

TERRY FARR
Please continue, sir. But please keep your comments to this hearing or to this year's.

MARK WOLFSON

First of all, this is this year. I'm only referencing the stuff from last year to give you an indication of where
| selected my information from. But first of all, Ms. Weidner—This is the problem. What she says is
basically true, but it's not the whole truth. Okay? Yes, a reconsideration did vote against me, but what she
didn't tell you is that there were four people on the board, one of which who the board member, the
chair is Mr. Paul Bancroft, who is an esteemed lawyer in the State of Nevada who stated after the other
people that voted against me again for the third time said, "Mr. Wolfson." And | have the quote here, I'll
get to it later, but since she's interrupted me, I'm going to inform you now. Mr. Bancroft wrote, |
shouldn't say wrote, he said, and it's on their YouTube video. He said, "Mr. Wolfson last year brought
forth to the county a list of comparables where he felt there was an inequity. Subsequent to the date of
that hearing, the county went out and increased those properties substantially in essence admitting that
there was an inequity."

That's how the meeting closed and yes, come Monday | will be filing my petition for judicial review
because once a lawyer and only a lawyer looks at these documents, they will reverse it. Now, | will agree
with you on this point. Reasonable people can disagree on the numbers because you can calculate them,
you can make certain assumptions, you can actually make mistakes. Reasonable people can disagree on
the number. No lawyer, no judge is going to look at that decision that was made that | was denied due
process because the assessed value of my home did not exceed market value or fair market value. Sorry, |
don't know your name, the lawyer. She read to you the description of NRS 361.356. It doesn't matter if
my house is valued at 10 bucks. If everybody else in my neighborhood is valued at a dollar, | am being
over assessed and over taxed, the Supreme Court and SB vs. Barta and | will show you another case which
was just ruled last year and signed by Ms. Hughes. Stated the exact same point, and I'll get to that later.

Now, if | may continue, I'm not talking about the last year. | am just referencing certain things fromit. |
am talking about current year, current comps, current existence, current value. You don't see any
numbers here that I'm claiming are from the prior case. Okay? Now, I'd like to continue. And | would—
Never mind.

The fifth way in which you can have an inequity. Multiple houses have major renovations, but several
have M&S worksheets, Marshall & Swift worksheets, that are developed with multiple material errors in
the owners favor, not in my case, which creates the imbalance. As an example, on page 166 of my
presentation. The list at the top that says page 167, which is on my (inaudible). Those have no
worksheets, none. They came up with a number somehow. You could ask them. The one at 2315 has an
abbreviated worksheet and the ones listed below have worksheets that are laden with errors, which
we're going to talk about.
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We want to get into the details here. Let me—This is 2500 Pinto Lane. | want to point something out to
you here. This is, | don't know if you're all familiar with this, this is really getting into the weeds. This is
their Marshall & Swift worksheet. They use this to calculate how much of the point of renovation occurs,
how much is the old left and how much is the new, and they come up with a calculation, which | can
follow, which | don't necessarily agree with, but I'll play by their rules. And in this case, this was a major
renovation, and if you take a look on the right-hand side, | highlighted four lines. The top one says plans,
permits and survey. They give 2% as existing, meaning old, that helps you with your effective year built.
You get more depreciation. They have three more lines, floor covers, built-in appliances, painting and
decorating, and they give them a total of 10 points. They give them 12 points.

Now, when you do the math, and | can prove it to you, and | don't think they would even deny it, their
math is actually on the next page, but they use that to calculate the effective year built. They take this
times X and this times Y, they add it together, they divide by whole and they get it with the year. They use
that year to determine the effective year built, which then subtracts it from the current year, tells you
how much depreciation they're going to apply.

This 12% that they give to this property here at 2500 Pinto Lane, which is down the block from me, is six
percentage points of — Depending on the rounding, five to six years, let's use six as a number, gives them
9% more depreciation. If your RCN is a million dollars, that's $90,000, and | know we don't talk taxes here,
but | will tell you, if you want to just do a quick math, $90,000 is the equivalent of $1,000 a year in real
estate taxes. I'm not complaining about, I'm just telling you as a reference point. Now if you go to page
181.1, this is the same property on their first guest house, same 12 percentage points, so they're getting
an extra 9%, and by the way, this house is probably worth $5 million or $6 million. Here's their second
guest house, another 12 percentage points. You'll see my point in a minute. Here's their garage. Another
12 percentage points, another 9% depreciation, okay?

Now | have an email from— Actually comes from Ms. Jacobs | think. And if you look at the bottom, it says
on page 182, 2500 Pinto, the houses that | just showed to you, was a similar tear down and rebuild, like
yours, and went from a 1963 original to a 2014, effective year. Okay. So, they're saying to me, saying to
you, that | forget the values, essentially, the two houses were built in the same manner. We tore them
down, we build them up.

On page 183. | have a reconciliation for you. Well, actually I'm not going to do that. I'm going to show you
mine. This is the M&S worksheet for me. U&A of 12 percentage points. | have zero. That 12 percentage
points, if they gave me that, my depreciation would be $80,000 less. That's on page 186. $79,934, that's
what that means. If they gave me the same 12% they gave all those other properties, | would have
$80,000. But I'm not done yet, because here's 2400 Palomino Lane, same 12%. Here's their guest house,
same 12%, so they basically do this for everybody but me. All I'm asking is treat me like you treat them.
Give me the 12% that gives me the $80,000.

Now | want to go through—Do you have, | don't know if you folks have an electronic view of this or you
just have a hard copy.

TERRY FARR
I'm sorry, I'm looking at what you're putting on the aerial.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay. | want to go through the section called the 2400 Palomino Addendum. It's got, | think, 24 pages on
it. Now, remember | just showed you that they have an extra 12 percentage of old. This house was
gutted. This house was not gutted. It was completely renovated. Okay.
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Here's the history of that house. It was bought by a developer, by a flipper, in January of 2022 for $1.2
million. They flipped it and sold it 11 months later for its $2.4 million. This property was used last year
with a zero— This is the property that they increased the valuation by $392,000, after the hearing that |
raised as a comment.

More importantly, if you go—This is a view even they will admit this is an error, | think. If you go to page
A-23, I'm sorry, | tried to do this in order so we wouldn't have to go back and forth, but if you go to page
A-23, I'll pull it out. This is their, what they call a property record code.

Now I'm going to draw your attention to the top left corner. Now this is simple math. It says here that the
effective year built is 1993, it also says here that the actual year built is 1969. My math tells me that's 24
years. The law states you get 1.5% depreciation per year. That comes out to 36%.

If you take a look at the number to the right, in that box it says 48%. So not only did they give them 12%
more on depreciation itself, they miscalculated what they're supposed to get, and gave them 48% versus
36%. | checked all the numbers here, that's not a misprint, that's not a typo, that is a real 48%. You can
take a look on the right-hand side of the depreciation versus the RCN and they're getting—

So not only did they get zero to begin with, when | appealed last year, they added $396,000, they gave
them another a hundred thousand dollars, because they gave them 12 percentage points off the M&sS,
and they missed this one by another, so another $200,000 minimum on top of the $392,000 they already
hit when they started from zero to begin with. That's the quality of their work.

Here's another one. Before that construction happened, their property record card had the value of this
house at $160.16 okay, this is before the renovation. | want to show you pictures. This is the house before
the renovations. These are on the internet, it's not like | went in there and took all these photos. Here's
another picture. This is on page A-8. This is what the house used to look like. Okay? Now from that
$160.16, they increased their value to $160.94 cents. So, they changed the cost of this property by $0.78.
Now for $0.78, this is what you get.

Here's the new house. Here's some more pictures. See, these are on the internet. | didn't have to leave
the comfort of my office. Here. So for S0.78, that's what you get, but it's even worse than that. Because—
Give me a second. | have a reconciliation here | want to show you, because of the $396,000 that they
actually increased them by, none of it went into the house itself.

Here it is. This is the reconciliation to the $392,000 that they actually did for getting the $200,000 that
they didn't. They added $74,000 for the pool and spa, which were actually actually permitted and they
didn't do it before. They reduced the depreciation they should have— They reduced the depreciation that
previously was there from 75% to the 48% | just showed you. That was an impact of $183,000. They
added porches, casita, bar cooler, built-ins, all these other things, and there's the $392,000 right here.

If you take a look to the left, they actually reduced, when they renovated that entire interior of that entire
40 some odd square feet, 40—There's a discrepancy on the square footage, which is another story, 4,500
square feet of house, they actually reduced the value. And | will tell you, if you go down to the bottom,
the total basic building, if you go to their property record card, shows a reduction of $18,000.

It's true, the $0.78 generated a $3,500 increase, but they reduced the square footage, which can be seen
on the property record cards, by $21,000. So, the net of it all the house actually decreased in value after
putting in all this money. The builder, remember he paid a $1.2 million, sold it for $2.4 million, do you
think he didn't put $600,000 into this house? So, zero, literally zero impact for that.
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On page 187, this is the impact that the $100,000, 12 percentage points that | talked about earlier were
due to my house. There's the 79, 934, which | know we're not talking taxes, but I'm just going to let you
know that costs me $917 every year that they assess me and they don't assess them.

Okay, here's the sixth way in which you could have an inequity: non-uniformity of assessment process on
the improvements. Well, they didn't do M&S worksheets, as | showed you on a bunch of them. The timing
of them, | showed you those, too. The non-uniform, old/new on the M&S worksheets, I've already shown
you that. The non-uniform application of the quality class, they've changed them because they don't even
go on the internet to see anything. Walkthrough, they walked through via a trespass, and | was reminded
last year, no one's ever heard of a praise or test. Somebody did, he was in my house uninvited and
without permission.

But anyway, the point here is that he went into my house, he saw everything in my house, but of course
he couldn't see everything in their houses, because he didn't go into their houses. If he would've done my
house from this desk like he did the other ones, my assessed value probably would be $300,000 or
$400,000 less to begin with.

And the last of the seven items that | could come up with as to why you could have an inequity, are
nonconforming with NRS 361.260, which says: "Each year the County Assessor shall ascertain, by diligent
inquiry and examination, all real property that is in the county on July 1, which is subject to taxation."
That certainly applied to me, but | guess it didn't apply to the 2800 Pinto Lane that had a gut job, no
dollars for them, 2701, a one-year renovation and an extension, nothing for them. 2717, a massive
structure going up next to me, which by the way, | submitted to the county, and they said in the letter to
me, they got the letter, they have the permit, they're going to put it on the record for the 2025/2026
year. They did not.

2400 Palomino, | just showed you all that in Palomino. 2400 Pinto Lane, okay, they have no
supplementals for that one, but yet | was able to— And the only reason | picked that one is because it
was on last year's list. Four permits, and | listed them there and | have copies of all the permits on pages
288 to 301, four permits for what? These are permitted projects, so much for Ms. Weidner saying, "Well,
if they don't have permits, we can't do anything." They have four permits there they are, not a single
supplemental, not a single one.

2337 they issued that eight years afterwards with not a single work being done subsequent to that. They
missed a 1,652 square foot finished basement, a three car garage, an indoor-outdoor kitchen. 2333 Pinto
Lane, this is the one that's sold for S5 million down the block from me. They added $711,000 to the
already $819,000 that they did the prior year, telling you that there is no inequity. And this house was,
according to Mr. Jeff Bonesteel in my conversation, he walked this house. He is the same person who
trespassed into my house, so if he walked that house, how could he miss a four-car garage, a tennis court,
and rate that as a good-quality house that just sold for $5 million? Once | sent them the pictures after the
appeal, they changed the rating from 40, good to 60, excellent.

2905, they put up with a permit— They didn't get a variance first. They were forced to get a variance.
Then they got a permit, they put up the fence, brand new wrought-iron fence. They have a permit, no
assessment for that.

Every time | do this, | look at this page. This is on page 198 of my thing, and this is what it says. This is
from the Clark County Assessor: "Our mission statement: the Assessor's Office performs accurate and
equitable assessments functions to serve the public. Our vision statement: the most technologically
advanced user-friendly Assessor's Office in the country." | don't think so. I'm a 75 -year-old man. | know
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how to work a computer better than these people do. That's a pretty sad statement. | bring this point
because | had this discussion with Ms. Weidner, but this goes to their unwillingness and inability to
acknowledge errors and fix anything other than to tell me I'm wrong.

This is related to a house at 2327 Alta, which also had a major deal going, and | brought up a subject.
There's something on the property record card that gives you credits for this, and charges for that, and
one of those things are composite shingles. So, | called and wrote to her and | said, "l don't understand.
They got $141,000 credit, because they have composite shingles and | got a $14,000 credit. 10 times the
amount."

Now, so she explained to me, "Well, they're rated a 60, you're rated a 40, so in the M&S model, their 60
includes X amount of dollars so that we only add $2.91 cents per square foot for them, but we add 21—"
I'm sorry, "They add $21 and cents to them, and only $2 for you." That describes— But even if that's right,
and | have a question about that, even if that is right, they applied that, and it's on this chart here, you'll
see, they applied that entire dollar value to the entire square footage of the house, which is 6,849.

But the last | checked, when you have a two-story home, your square footage isn't the sum of all of the
square footage, it's part of it. On their property record card, they break out the square footage. The
second floor is 1,502 square feet, so they applied the same $21 a square foot to the square footage that
does not exist on the roof. It does exist in the house, but it does not exist on the roof. So, that disparity,
they get a break, just because of that 1,500 square feet, of $371 a year in taxes. Now | want to go back to
the $2.91 cents and the $21.50 a square foot.

Now, | don't know whether this is a true statement or not. She may have looked in the MS [M&S]
worksheet and it said it's 291 for a 60 and $21.50. And when you look at something that looks so bizarre,
do you ever pick up the phone call Kay Schiller or whomever does this, and say, "Can you check that? That
just looks weird to me that one house would get a $3 credit and another one would get a $22 credit for
the same thing." It might be true, | don't know, but | would certainly not just take it at face value.

Just in case there's any question. | have an email from Ms. Weidner explaining that exactly to me. It says
here, this was dated on October 9 of this past year: "Because the roof is actually a shingle roof, it is
adjusted at downward of $21.50 a square foot." And she mentions the $21.50 times 6,849 square feet to
come up with the negative 147. Those numbers are all correct, they're just wrong. | mean, the calculation
is right, the numbers are wrong. That number of 6,849 is not the roof. That's the house. There's a big
difference. And just if nobody believes it, this is on the MLS and it says it's a two-story house, and here is
their property record card that breaks out the square footage by level.

227, this is the house. Now, this picture is actually taken from last year's addendum that the county
submitted to you. This was in their package. This is the house that they increased originally, $819,000 and
subsequently another $711 after the hearing, and this was in their package and it says right here it
features a four-car tandem garage, an electric car charger, tennis court. They even presented the
evidence, but it wasn't in their numbers.

Same thing last year. This is from their presentation last year. This is 2400 Palomino, that's the one that
got the extra 12% on the M&S worksheet, and the extra 12%, 48%. This is one that gave a zero. This was
their comp and they gave it a zero value, but yet here it is in their package on page— Actually, | don't
know what page this is. | can't read it. But it says, "Welcome to the extraordinary mid-century colonial
home, nestled in the beautiful historic district of Las Vegas, as you enter the blah, blah, blah, blah— The
interior has been fully renovated and meticulously maintained." This is the one that they added $0.78 a
square foot and still reduced the value of the main house itself. (Inaudible) there's this one here. Oh,
okay.
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This is a house at 2315 Alta, again, around the corner from me. And it says here that— This one did not
include— | go to the next page here. On page 238. It says, this is again, this is their submission from last
year, page 20, and it says on a circle area here, right here, it says, "Recently completed five-car garage
with air conditioning." Apparently it was not big enough to be seen. There's your five-car garage, no
dollars for that. Wouldn't want to see that happen.

7254—Now this house, 2727 Alta, this house was their number seven comp last year. Remarkably, it's
their number one comp this year, 2727 Pinto Alta. It says here on page 255, it has 12 parking garage
spaces. I'll get into that later when we— Oh, here's a better description on page 261, they didn't have this
either. "Spacious, finished basement boasts a wet bar, a man cave, a wood-burning fireplace, 12 car
parking, blah, blah, blah, blah, blah." Not a nickel for this stuff in their assessments.

Okay, so Ms. Weidner, when she interrupted me, she made a comment and—They did, | asked because
they sent out after the hearing, they said they were going to look at the neighborhood. | asked for a copy
of that letter and that letter basically reads, it's right here on page 266, that letter reads, "We are
conducting a reappraisal of your area based on the inequity in the improvement values." | thought there
was no inequity. That's what they told me.

Now, | got a letter on page on page 265 from Ms. Jacobs, and it reads: "There were a total of 55 letters
sent. Nine were returned." Well, of course, so they got a 16% hit rate. Of course, this is what the letter
said, basically, they give you a little box to check. Have you done any work? The answer's, no, not really.
Nothing. Don't even ask whether you tore anything apart. But one person did write, this is what this one
person wrote: "We have owned this house for 10 years. Our taxes have gone up every year. We are
retired, on a fixed income, and in poor health."

| bring that to your attention, because these people who wrote that are the people that the 3% cap is
intended to protect, not the people who spend $5 million on their homes, who are worth millions of
dollars. This county does not remove the abatement when the houses transact. | am not telling them to
change the value. | am not changing—The abatement is supposed to be eradicated. They passed that
along to the new owner, whether or not they are qualified.

| have a copy on page 276, this is the bill, AB (Assembly Bill) in 2005 that was drafted, and it says here:
"Under this bill, the legislation declares that an increase in the tax bill of a homeowner of more than 3%
from the previous year constitutes such as severe economic hardship for the purposes of the Nevada
Constitution." It says basically a taxpayer, but the law—Oh, | want to read you this, too. On page 278, this
is what that bill continues on to say—

MARY ANN WEIDNER

Chairman Farr, can we stick to the facts of this case? | think we're veering very far from where we're
supposed to be. If it's an inequity argument, he should be arguing inequity for the current year. If it's a full
cash value argument, we should be sticking to the full cash value argument. There's five different options
he has. | don't think we should be getting into discussions on the tax cap that has no relevance to this
Board whatsoever.

MARK WOLFSON
Am | going to be allowed to interrupt her when she speaks? That's what | want to know. I'm almost done
with the improvements. I'll get into the land in a minute. I'm almost done, but—

TERRY FARR
Almost? Okay, cause you are wandering far off from what the purpose of this hearing is.
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MARK WOLFSON

Okay, well, you should then be aware that these people are, again, this is an inequity. They are allowing
the abatement to continue when the laws clearly states that we are not supposed to, but she doesn't
want to—

MARY ANN WEIDNER
Chairman Farr, he's—

MARK WOLFSON
Again, why is she interrupting me?

MARY ANN WEIDNER
I'm sitting here very quietly trying to allow Mr. Wolfson to state his case—

MARK WOLFSON
| don't know why you want to interrupt me.

MARY ANN WEIDNER
—But he's making lots of accusations against our office, which | will address, but—

MARK WOLFSON
I'm showing evidence and documents. Please, I'm allowed to speak. She can speak when it's her turn, it’s
not her turn now.

TERRY FARR
Can we focus on your case for this year and wrap it up please?

MARK WOLFSON
I'm almost done with the improvements. | still haven't gotten to the land yet. Okay. This is a case, Tim and
Victoria Paulie versus the White Pine County Assessor this is Case 24154.

TERRY FARR
| don't care about White Pine County. | want to know about your case, this year, right now.

MARK WOLFSON
This is very relevant to my case.

TERRY FARR
White Pine County is not relevant to your case.

MARK WOLFSON
Itis, but I'm telling you it is and let me, | want—

TERRY FARR
I'm telling you it's not. This is Clark County, not White Pine County. Please proceed.

MARK WOLFSON

This is the state is determination about a case, which is very similar to mine. So maybe | shouldn't have
started off by telling you where it was from, but this is signed by Shellie Hughes, who is the secretary of
the Department of Taxation. | don't have to tell you who she is. This is what it says: "In assessing property
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for tax purposes, County Assessors must determine the property's taxable value by separately appraising
the full cash value of the improved land, consistent with the use of the improvements and the
replacement cost of any improvements, less depreciation and obsolescence." And she quotes NRS 361,
261, and 227. Goes on to say: "The Nevada Supreme Court in SBE vs. Barta held that property taxed at full
cash value while other properties are being taxed at less than full cash value, is injured because such
properties are not receiving the right to uniform and equal treatment mandated under the Nevada
Constitution." And the last paragraph says, "The Nevada Supreme Court in Elko versus Zillich held that an
owner is presumed to have special knowledge of the property and may testify as to its value, and that the
landowner's competence to form an opinion of the land's value may be exposed on cross examination. In
this case, the petitioners provided their opinion as to value, and in particular the Board found that Mr.
Paulie's opinion regarding the valuation was credible given his business experience."

Okay, that's the end of my presentation for my improvement. | think that you'll be glad to know that the
land will be a lot shorter. And when the county speaks, | will give them the courtesy of taking notes and
speaking afterwards.

Regarding land, these are the statutes and administrative codes that are applicable to valuing land in the
State of Nevada. 1227, [NRS] 361.228, and | want to read to you NAC (Nevada Administrative Code)
361.119. The use of sales of comparable improved properties pursuant to subsection 1. Next page, "Sales
of comparable improved properties must be adjusted to remove the full contributory value of all items
attributed to the improvements meaning the house."

The reason why | bring this up is, | don't know the young lady's name who's going to present the land
portion, but every comp that they use, they have seven comps which are duplicate in some cases, every
comp that she's going to use is vacant land. It is not improved property. The law says to do land on
improved properties, you take the total value and you subtract the improved value. These folks issue
these things called "Value History Reports." They have the data, they put the data on the report that |
used to determine my appeal. If we're not going to even going to use their own information, what's the
point?

They also have land use codes, and on page 320, the State of Nevada has a definition of vacant single-
family residence versus single-family residence. The difference being one has no house on it, the other
one has a house. It's very clear how you're supposed to do this. They should follow the laws that | have to
follow.

They also reference on the land that they lean on. That's not the exact word they used, we'll get to it later
on the Case-Shiller Home price methodology. In the land. This is from the S&P Corelogic Case-Shiller
Home Price. This is from their website and this is what it says about using Case-Shiller as it relates to their
work.

On the introduction, it says: "The S&P Corelogic Case-Shiller home price indices measure the price level
of existing single-family homes in the United States." Not land. Now, the next phase talks about the
eligible criteria. It says, "Inclusions and exclusions. The S&P CorelLogic case Shiller Indices are designed to
measure, as accurately as possible, changes in the total value of existing single-family housing stock. The
methodology samples, all available relevant transactions. The S&P, CorelLogic Case-Shiller Indices do not
sample sale prices associated with new construction, condominiums, co-ops, apartments, multi-family
dwellings and other properties that cannot be identified as single-family." And yet they use this to on the
comps on my improved property versus vacant land. First of all, it's not even supposed to be used for
vacant land and they shouldn't be using vacant land to compare it to improved properties.
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TERRY FARR
Okay, do you have any specific data that you can provide us rather than posting—

MARK WOLFSON
When you say specific data, what are you referring to?

TERRY FARR
Well, | want to have support for your case, and you posting stuff from Case-Shiller doesn't satisfy what
we're here to do—

MARK WOLFSON
It doesn't?

TERRY FARR
You wanted to talk about your land value. How do you propose that we value the land for your property?

MARK WOLFSON

My next chart— But | want to answer that question. Let me ask you a question. | said if | said to you, I'm
going to show you this chart, and this chart is based on the assumption that two plus two is six, are you
going to believe anything in this chart? | would hope not, but they're using Case-Shiller to value my land,
and it says Case-Shiller is not. Case-Shiller is saying it, not me. They say don't use it for land. Our model
doesn't do that. But you asked the question and here's the answer. Okay? | took a look at the comps and |
said, "Okay, | have nine properties here. These are all improved properties. These are all in that little
neighborhood of mine. They're not in Scotch-Eighty—

PATRICK EGGER
Excuse me for a minute. You're saying it's all improved properties? | thought we're talking about the land.

MARK WOLFSON
I'm sorry.

PATRICK EGGER
| thought you were talking about the land.

MARK WOLFSON
| am talking, but I'm saying these are all improved. I'm comparing improved properties to improved
properties and the land value that the county has assessed them for land and assessed me for land.

PATRICK EGGER
No, but what the Chairman was asking, do you have any land sales to justify your land price? Do you have
any sales of land that are relevant to your argument?

MARK WOLFSON
Okay, I'm going to answer that question two ways.

PATRICK EGGER
| want you to answer that question now.
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MARK WOLFSON

I'm going to answer it now. I'm going to answer it. First of all, yes, | do have sales of other properties of
land, but the law, and you can ask the attorney who, again, understand, | don't know, you can ask her
whether the law says when you have an improved property and you have to value the land, what's the
proper methodology in which to do that? And the proper method methodology isn't to show that a
vacant piece of land went for this, it's to show that you have two basically equal properties on land, not
the house. You subtract the improvements, which is what | read to you from the NRS, and then you end
up with the result, which is the land value. Now, the county does this. They have this thing called the
Value History Report on every property, and | have all of my backup that | took, the dollars that they
assigned it. This is what these people are being assessed, and therefore taxed on. So, | applied the rules
as the law demands. So that being said, let me go on.

These are my neighbors. These are the valuations that they have been assigned. Okay, they're all
improved properties, so we're comparing apples and apples, which is consistent with NRS 361.227, and
NAC 361.119. They're all in my neighborhood. You will see when the Assessor gets up, they have ones in
Scotch-Eighty, mine are not McNeil Estates, Rancho Circle, Rancho Estates. These are all on Pinto Lane, or
the adjacent streets of Alta, Palomino, and Shetland.

These represent those properties that are at least 15% larger than mine. Of the properties that are 15%
larger, which are the first five in pink, they're all assessed at the same value. $210,000 assessed, S600,000
in taxable value, which is one divided by 0.35. Of those five comps that are bigger than mine, but assess
the exact same amount. They range in size from 15% larger— The average lot is 58% larger. But they're
only assessed 9% more. I'm sorry, | got ahead. That's the next section here.

The five comps that are the same as me, they are larger by 15% to 47% larger than mine. | pay the same
taxes, the same assessments, but they are 15% to 47% larger than mine. The average lot of these nine is
58% bigger and they are assessed an additional 9%. The worst case, the worst case is the last one, 500
Shetland, which is 138% bigger, 138% bigger. 2.02 acres versus 0.85 acres, and yet they're assessed at
25% more. If | was able to take the square feet that they get and put it on my lot with the wide width, my
property would go back another 406 linear feet. That's the difference in that.

Oops. Taking a look at it another way, on page 328-1, this is an Exhibit H, one of the ones | just handed
out to you. This compares similar properties in my neighborhood, seven comps and many. Again. They're
all improved land and in this case, | compared myself to all those properties in my neighborhood that are
at least 1.3 acres, which is a 40% increase for mine. All (inaudible), these are 60% larger seven parcel
average is exactly double the size of the mine. You can see it's 1.7 acres. Mine is 1.5 is 0.85 at the top, and
yet they only pay, they're double my size, but they pay basically one fifth the amount more. You get twice
as much property for $0.20 on the dollar. Okay, so now we're going to do a little pictorial here. If | was
better at the computer, it would be on a computer. The house over here is mine, 2709 [Pinto Lane]. Now
these again are all in the neighborhood. You can see the addresses here. These are the 10 comps that I'm
using on this particular chart. They're all improved lots. These are all assessed at 210,000. Every single
one is just to make sure, 2026/2027, so everybody knows who we're talking about this year. They range
inside, as | mentioned earlier, either 15% larger, which is this one here ranging to 47% larger, but this is
what it looks like. I'm here, we're all paying the same thing and this is how much these people have land-
wise.

| took a look at it another way. | adjusted it. Again, these are all improved lots. This is, these lots are at
least 40% bigger than mine. The right-hand side, you can see the average parcel, which is at least 40%
larger, which is actually 1.53 acres. The average of these 12, they're assessed at $636,000. I'm at 0.85, so
you can see the difference in the height of the bars | pay, I'm assessed $600,000, so for 6% more they
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have 1.53 acres. | have 0.85. You can see where, take a look at the one on the left, which is 700 Shetland.
They are 1.57 acres almost double me and they are at $372,000 per acre and I'm paying $600, so they're
60% of my cost and almost double the size of my property. | don't know, it doesn't seem equitable to me,
but what do | know. This is another one. Sorry, there's another chart again, like a kid did it. These parcels
are 40% larger. This is drawn to scale. Just to give you a perspective, subject property, which is mine, is
taxed at $706 per acre. That's the $600,000 assessment divided by 0.85.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Are we talking land only?

MARK WOLFSON
Yes, just mine.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON

But my land is assessed at $706,000 per acre. All my comparisons are those that are 40% larger only.
Again, it's drawn to scale. | am 68% higher than the average 12. | am almost 200% bigger than the
smallest one, which is the one over here, 700 Shetland. The average lot size is 1.53 acres and mine is
0.85. The average lot of these is 80% larger than mine, and they are taxed at 41% less. | don't know about
you, but | wouldn't be too happy about that either.

| took a look at it another way. This chart is also drawn to scale and what | did here is | combined the two
features. | said, "Okay, by property, how big are you, and what are you being assessed?" And the way you
really look at this, you don't have to go through the nose, is you look at the gap. Okay if the blue gap to
the yellow gap is big, you're paying more than you should, basically. The ones that are most valuable are
the ones here at 2408 Palomino where you see the blue and the yellow are pretty close. But take a look
at me over here on the left where | have 85/100 of an acre and 706, compare this to 500 Shetland, where
the yellow is all the way on the top, which is what their size is versus what they're being assessed at. If
this isn't inequity, | don't know what is.

Now | want to talk to you about 500 Shetland, the one that we just discussed. This is a joke. This is a
comparison of me to them back in 2019, 2020. That timeframe, 500 Shetland was actually two separate
lots. One was 500 Shetland and one was an address all to which | don't know. At that time, each of these
three lots were all assessed at $105,000. All of them. Even though the two lots on Shetland were 1.01
acres and I'm at 0.85 acres. So, they're 20% bigger than me, and we're all assessed at the same at 105
apiece, not that big a deal.

Okay. Now fast-forward to this year. If nothing changed, if those two properties were still separate, we
would all be assessed at $210,000. I'm assessed at $210,000 now, $600,000 taxable, and they would be
assessed at $210,000 each, $600,000 taxable, but that's not what happened. | don't know the exact date
right now, but this is what happened. They combined, legally, those two lots. Even though there's still a
wall between them, even though there's been no construction, that property still stood there, but they
went to the court, to the county and they recorded, | guess, it's called assemblage. | just learned this. So,
these two properties are now one. They're now instead of two 1.01 acres, single, 2.02 acres.

Now everything | read about the definition of assemblage and you folks are all appraisers, you know
better than | do, most people don't assemble things if it's going to cost them money and not give them
value. Because they have to spend legal fees and blah, blah. So, they assembled it. So, you might think
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that, "Well, gee, if | take two properties that are worth $210,000 a piece or $420,000, when | assemble it
should be worth more?"

No, no, no, no, no, no. | went up to $210,000, from $184,000. They went from $229,000 to $263,000, so
they went up over the course of the last five, six years, they went up 9%, and | went up 75%. This year,
they did change the assessed values. They are now up 25% over the past seven years, and | am up 100%.
These lots are the exact same value seven years ago. They are bigger than | am, and they are being
assessed combined 2.02 acres at $263,000, and | am being assessed at $210,000.

Now that being said, Steve Wynn owns 13 acres across the street from me. He's asking $30 million. | am
assuming when he tore down those 12 houses to assemble this to be sold, he did it because he felt it was
more value by combining them. That's just my point on that one.

Well, you'll be glad to know that I'm done with my land, and before | go, | have another handout for you.
This one, this is for my rebuttal. | have 10 copies of this, and | apologize for the weight of it, but it cost me
$400 to print.

TERRY FARR
Does that wrap up your case, sir?

MARK WOLFSON
That wraps up my case, yes.

TERRY FARR
Very good.

MARK WOLFSON
| appreciate it.

MARY ANN WEIDNER
Chairman Farr?

TERRY FARR
Yes.

MARY ANN WEIDNER

Before Jerrell and Jayme put on the case, | would just like to answer a few things about what Mr. Wolfson
has said about our office. First of all, | think that he has a misunderstanding of how NRS 361.227 works.
We are a replacement cost state. We are not a market state. We do not value to the market value and
then subtract improvements to get to a land value. That is not the way we value land. According to [NRS
361.227] 227, "A person determining the taxable value of real property shall appraise the full cash value
of number one, vacant land by considering the uses to which it may lawfully be put, any legal or physical
restrictions upon those uses, the character of the terrain, and the use of the other land in the vicinity."

NAC goes into more detail, and it's interesting that he pointed out the Barta and the Bass case, because
the Barta and the Bass case actually required that the Nevada Tax Commission pass regulations on how
we value land because of the issues that were brought up in those cases, because they believed that the
way they were valuing land was unconstitutional. So, with that, they established NAC 119, and | will
reference that, "It's land alternative methods to the sales comparison approach NAC 361.1179."
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And we'll start with [NAC 361.1179] 1179. It says, "Land methods for determining full cash value. If
sufficient sales of comparable properties which were vacant at the time of the sale are available, a county
shall determine the full cash value of land by applying the sales comparison approach using, A, a mass
appraisal technique in accordance with the provisions of NAC 361.11795 through NAC 361.1188, or a
single property technique in accordance with the provisions of NAC 361.118 to [NAC] 361.1188. So, we're
going to look at comparable vacant land sales—

MARK WOLFSON
Can she please read the next sentence? Read the next sentence. Read the next sentence.

TERRY FARR
You do not have the floor.

MARK WOLFSON
You allow her to always interrupt—

TERRY FARR
She has the floor.

MARK WOLFSON
Then you ask her, read the next sentence. Just read the next sentence.

TERRY FARR
You can bring it up on rebuttal.

MARK WOLFSON
| brought it up earlier. | read it—

TERRY FARR
You can bring it up on rebuttal. I've given you plenty of time. Would you agree to that? I've given you—
I've been very patient. I've given you plenty of time.

MARK WOLFSON
| would agree with that—

TERRY FARR
Okay, so you do not have the floor right now. Please let Ms. Weidner finish.

MARK WOLFSON
She is misrepresenting—

TERRY FARR
You can bring it up on rebuttal, third time I'm telling you.

MARK WOLFSON
Fine, | will do that.

TERRY FARR
Ms. Weidner, please continue.
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MARY ANN WEIDNER

So, it continues to say, "If insufficient sales of comparable properties which were vacant at the time of
sale are available to carry out subsection 1, a county Assessor shall determine full cash value of land
provided in NAC 361.119."

So once again, we use vacant land sales, if we have vacant land sales of lots in rural neighborhood
preserves, which is something similar to what this gentleman has, we're going to look to that. If we don't
have that, there are other methodologies that we can use. But it's not the method that he mentioned
which says you take the total sales price less what we come up for improvement value to determine a
land value. That is not what we do in our office. And is not what NAC or NRS require us to do.

If you go to NAC 361.119, it talks about land alternative methods to sales comparison approach. And then
it lists all the options. And it says, "If a county Assessor is not able to use the sales comparison approach
for the land pursuant to NAC 361.11795 or a [NAC] 361.118 because sufficient sales of comparable
properties which were vacant at the time of sale are not available, the county Assessor shall determine
the full cash value of land through any of the following methods, either in combination with available land
sales or as the sole method of valuation. And those methods are, the abstraction method, the land
residual technique, capitalization of ground rents, cost of development method, allocation method, a
regression analysis, the use of comparable sales improved pursuant to Subsection 1 is subject to the
provisions of NAC 360.11795 or [NAC] 361.118." Pardon me, I'm flubbing over all the NACs.

But it references all the NACs. And then it talks about, "Sales comparisons of improved properties must
be adjusted to remove the full contributory value of all items attributable to the improvements including
without a limitation, direct and indirect costs, soft costs, entrepreneurial profit and personal property and
other non realty components of the value. The cost may be reported in a lump sum basis per unit." That is
a method that we could use, but it is not the method that we primarily use, but it is one of many methods
that are available here in NAC. In this particular type of neighborhood, we're going to do our best to use
other comparable sales of other vacant lot sales. And | believe when we put on the testimony today, we
can show the indication of that to support our sales, our land value.

Some of the other comments, Mr. Wolfson is making a lot of comments about us doing some things
incorrectly, though | appreciate his experience in his career, and I'm sure that he was a very valuable
member of the organizations that he worked for, he is not an appraiser. He's not licensed in the State of
Nevada, and he has not been trained on how to use Marshall and Swift. And so, he has his own
interpretation of how Marshall and Swift should be applied. And when you do not understand the
application of it, it can be construed in many different ways.

Our office has spent extensive time, and he did show you the emails that | had responded, trying to
explain to him how Marshall and Swift is applied. We've included those same letters within our
documentation as well so that the Board can see that we are doing everything we can to communicate
and answer Mr. Wolfson's questions. Everything that he has brought up, we have gone back to the
neighborhoods. We've tried to relook at everything we could relook at. He is misleading this Board by
telling him them we ignored the neighborhoods. We did not ignore the neighborhoods. We did our best
to identify the things that we could identify. Do things get missed? I'm not going to say that they don't.
But when people do come forward and identify them, we go back out and we do our best to pick those
things up and identify them.

He's also made arguments about comparing his taxable value and his taxes to other people's taxable
value and their taxes. That is not what this Board is here to do. This Board is here to look at whether we
have exceeded full cash value or whether we have valued his property inequitable with other similar
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properties. He is in a custom neighborhood. There are all kinds of variations of these homes within these
neighborhoods in addition to— And so, we can put on our case and then the Board can make a decision
whether or not we have actually been inequitable based on the actual data, instead of testimony on just
the fact that we are doing things incorrectly. We want to correct everything we can correct, and as was
already testified, he indicated that we had gone back and fixed things that were on his record. That's
what we do every day of the week. If somebody comes forward, they show us something that's wrong,
we go in and we fix it, and we correct it. And we can correct it current plus three years back. That's what
the statutes allow us to do.

And so, we have done that in every situation that he has brought forward to us with regards to his
property. When it comes to other people's properties, they haven't brought that information forward. He
wants to point out everyone else's property in his area and in other surrounding communities and how
we've missed things or we've done things wrong, and we are correcting those things, but we're going to
correct those on the current roll going forward. So, | just want to make it clear what we have done, what
we have been doing. We've made that testimony to the state board, the county board last year that we
were going to do it. We testified before the state board that we had done it, and we are going to continue
to do that as we are alerted by things that may be wrong in the record.

| don't know if all the things he identified in the record were things that are new that he's just brought
forward, but if there are issues with other properties, we will be happy to address them. | don't know
what all Jerrell or Jayme are going to present today. I'm just trying to speak in general terms to talk about
what the Assessor's Office does and how we approach these situations.

Our job is to value things based on replacement costs new, according to NRS 361.227 based on Marshall
and Swift valuation. We do our best to do that in the appropriate manners and apply all the things that
we understand about the property, but it is subject to the discretion of the appraiser and based on what
they feel the class of that property is. If we misclassed a property, then we will address those things. If
we've put a wrong age in a property, we will address those things. But based on all the knowledge that
we had at the moment when we made those decisions, that's how those decisions are made. And | do not
believe that he's brought forth any new information to help us to know where we were wrong with that.

With that, I'm going to go ahead and let Mr. Jerrell and Jayme put on the case. Thank you. Chairman Farr,
are we allowed to go ahead and finish putting on our case?

TERRY FARR
Yeah. We're over an hour and a half now, and the county hasn't even put on their case.

MARK WOLFSON
| understand that and | have a lot to rebut because-

TERRY FARR
They haven't even put their case on you're already-

MARK WOLFSON
| have their case.

TERRY FARR
Can we hear the case?
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MARK WOLFSON
Okay.

TERRY FARR
Do you think that might be important?

MARK WOLFSON
It would be important. | agree.

TERRY FARR
Thank you. Mr. Turner.

JERRELL TURNER

Thank you, Mr. Chair. First, | want to keep in mind that this is an equity appeal. On page 403 of the master
book, is a neighborhood equity sheet sorted by total taxable value. The subject is among the 48 homes in
the neighborhood as well as homes that have been assessed equally with our Marshall and Swift cost
manual. Looking at the homes within the neighborhood, there are nine homes with depreciation between
10 and 35%. The subject is at $339 per square foot, which is the third lowest of the nine homes.

As you know, because custom homes all have unique characteristics, and equity applies to the process of
assessing these properties, not the result. Therefore, you can see that we have applied the cost from the
Marshall and Swift equitably and with varying total assessed values as the result. We put permits in the
system of the comps and all the homes that he brought into to our notice to discover during re-eval to
update and correct as well. Even though this is an equity appeal, the comp sales worksheet can be found
on page 349. All comps are within one mile. The comps that were used this year were all recent sales that
were comparable that we could find to the home within the year. Ms. Jacobs will now discuss her land
assessment, her portion of assessments.

JAYME JACOBS

Thank you. Mr. Chair, Jayme Jacobs for Clark County Assessor's Office. So, I'm going to be referencing
material that the petitioner provided in the addendum on page— Sorry. We can start with page 70 of the
addendum.

MARK WOLFSON
| don't have that copy. Can you tell me what the page number is.

JAYME JACOBS
Your page 534 in your material.

MARK WOLFSON
Oh, I'm sorry. Are you looking at my document?

JAYME JACOBS

Yes. So, Mr. Chair, the petitioner asked a couple of questions on this page. It says, Since improvements
are to be assessed at replacement cost, why all properties rated good," which is a 4.0, not "cost the same
to replace on a square foot basis?"

MARK WOLFSON
What page are you on?
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JAYME JACOBS
I'm on page 534 of your material.

MARK WOLFSON
It can't be my—No, you must have numbered it differently. My number-

JAYME JACOBS
It's your handwriting at the bottom of the page.

MARK WOLFSON
5347

JAYME JACOBS

Yes. If I may continue? So again, it's because of the misunderstanding of the Marshall and Swift Manual
that the petitioner has. There are four things that you start out with when you go to look stuff up in the
Marshall and Swift Manual, quality. Obviously, he was talking about all 4.0 or good quality homes. So
that's the same for all of them. Second is style. It's a one-story or two-story or bi-level or one-and-a-half
story. That determines which table you use. So, it could be still the same quality of good, but a two-story
is going to be priced on a square foot different than a one-story because it's cheaper to build a two-story
because it's less roof, less foundation.

The next item is the construction type, frame, stucco, brick, veneer. Those differences will then
determine which table you're going to use and where to look up the rate. And then the last component is
size. The larger it is, the less price per square foot it's going to cost to build. And then, you adjust those
costs. And this is where it could really vary, even though we're still talking a 40 or a good quality home,
you look to take into account the ceiling height or the wall height. Especially some of these homes that
were built in the 50s and 60s, 8 foot. Today's standard, at least a 10 if not larger. The subject property is a
10-foot ceiling height on average. It's actually a cathedral in the center, so it's actually quite tall.

Other things like the roof type. So, he had talked about that the two-story price per square foot for the
roof adjustment was different than the one-story price per square foot for the roof type, because those
are already built into the rate. Marshall Swift has already accounted for the fact that you don't have as
much roof on the two-story. So those adjustments apply to that table. You can't start mixing, taking these
different costs from different tables. So, that's why.

And then, also the quality. He had mentioned that he was questioning why the one house that was a 6.0,
excellent quality, compared to his good quality, the price per square foot of the roof shingles went down
or was less than his. And again, the quality has a type of roof that's standard for that quality. So, a 60
might be a clay tile. So, you would deduct if it's got a comp shingle roof to where a 4.0, | believe it's wood
shake is the standard for the roof type. And there is a smaller difference between the wood shake and a
composite shingle. So that's why you're going to have these differences.

And the next question he asks in that page 70 is, "Why is the cost to replace my improvements 125%
higher, $218.19 versus $96.92, than the average of all other good properties selected? And then if you
turn to the next page on page 71, which is—

MARK WOLFSON
(inaudible)
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JAYME JACOBS

— page 54, so it's a different part of your material, but it's in the addendum at page 71. And this chart
here, he was taking the taxable value and then converting that into a price per square foot. But the
problem with this chart is completely misleading, because it doesn't take into account the age of these
properties. Again, we're talking 1960s on.

MARK WOLFSON
Which chart is that? | don't.

JAYME JACOBS
54.

MARK WOLFSON
Huh?

JAYME JACOBS
54.

MARK WOLFSON
54. You're misunderstanding the chart. | explained this to you.

JAYME JACOBS

So, because it doesn't have enough information to really draw a better picture, but again, even on our
price per square foot, this is a custom neighborhood with a huge range in ages, remodels, teardowns,
rebuilds. You can't break this down to a price per square foot. However, | went ahead and took that and
replicated his spreadsheet that was on page 71 and expanded it to include those additional factors that
would be important if you're going to even attempt to compare this on a price per square foot. So, | could
have you refer to page 719 of the addendum book.

MARK WOLFSON
Which page is that? Is that (inaudible)

JAYME JACOBS
This is my material, page 719.

MARK WOLFSON
| didn't get it today.

JAYME JACOBS
It's in the addendum book. Shall | continue or we'll wait?

TERRY FARR
| would pause until— He's coming back down, now.

MARK WOLFSON
Page number (inaudible) on here. 719? Okay.

JAYME JACOBS
Thank you, Mr. Chair. Just so the Board knows, that stack of paper, that's mostly his. Mine is not most of
that. But we had to reprint everything that he submitted. All right, so on page 719, again, | took his page
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71 and then expanded it. So, | added additional columns to explain more. And one of the columns that |
added was statutory depreciation. So, it's the first yellow highlighted column. So, you can see that several
of these homes are depreciated at 75%. So, when you try to take the end result of the taxable value of
the improvements and then divide it by the square footage of the house, the main house only, yeah, your
prices per square foot are going to be way down because of 75% depreciation compared to the subject's
property at 22.5% depreciation.

And then the next column over that's highlighted in yellow is extra features. Obviously, those are going to
be part of the taxable value. And so, a property that has more extra features— When we say, extra
features, like yard improvements, other things outside the home. And then the second column over from
that is the guest house or casita. So, his property has 1,096 square foot casita. Most of these properties
don't have that extra casita or guest house, except two. And then, the next column over from that is
garage. Again, these are all going to be part of the taxable value. If you're going to start dividing that back
into the house square footage, it's going to vary because of those differences.

And then another column— So what | did is after the— So the two columns over from that is the rate
price per square foot taxable. So again, that's RCNLD, that's going to include depreciation. So, it's going to
be totally misleading. And that's why when he asked the questions, "Why are the neighboring properties
at $96 a square foot compared to his $200 and something per square foot?"

Yeah, because they have 75% depreciation on quite a few of them. So, what | did instead is | said, "Okay,
well let's start with our total taxable value replacement cost new, not counting any depreciation." So
that's the next column over. And where did | get that? So, if you look at that first one, it says $1,511,239.

MARK WOLFSON
Sorry, what page you on?

JAYME JACOBS

Same page. And then, | attached the property record cards below that or after that. So, if we start at page
719, you go to the next page at 720, that's the property record card for that first line. And go to the next
page on 721, you'll see in the right-hand column where it says, Basic Building, and then further down it
says, Building RCN. So that's $1,237,000 and some change. So, | took that number and then | added it to
the replacement cost new, the extra features, which is down at the bottom of the property record card,
one of the third, fourth column over from the end where it says, RCN. So, it's $208,903. So, | add that to
the other one. And on this property here, next page over, has a detached garage and it has a replacement
cost new for that detached garage. You add all three together, and that's where | came up with the
$1,511,239 on page 719. So, | did that for every property.

MARK WOLFSON
Can you show me where the number is, the last number you just referenced? The last number you just
referenced?

CARLA PIPPITONE
This is the number that he's talking about. And if you look at the next pages, the property record card
addresses that number.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay, so you're looking at the fourth to last column that you've calculated as a taxable RCN by property,
correct?
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JAYME JACOBS
Yes. For each property.

MARK WOLFSON
And do you have an average for those properties?

JAYME JACOBS

So, I'll go ahead and continue with my testimony. So, | took the entire replacement cost new of all of the

features on the property for each of these properties. | then divided it by the square footage of the main

house only. Just like he did on his chart, except he was using replacement costs needed less depreciation,
which was adding in the depreciation, which really muddled the water.

So, I'm just using square footage of the homes of the main home only. And that comes up with a price

taxable replacement cost, new price per square foot for each of the properties. But again, he's got the

guest house of 1,096 square feet. He's got the larger garage. So those are going to add in to his taxable
value. Even if | took out the depreciation, yes, he's still sitting at $314 per square foot.

The others are, some is high, there was one at $400 a square foot, but most of them are around $250 to
just shy of $300. But again, they don't have the guest house, a lot of them, and they don't have the extra
garage and extra features. So again, we don't break it down into a price per square foot. We have each
individual component that's costed out as the property record cards show.

So that paints the picture that he's not out of line at a starting point compared to the other properties.
And then of course, you add the depreciation and that really skews the numbers, if you're going to break
it down on a price per square foot.

All right, so the next point that the petitioner tried to make was on when we picked up the improvements
and added them to supplemental. On page 139 of the addendum book, which is your page 122 because
this is your material. In the book, in the addendum, it's 139. And we saw it in the overhead, where he was
showing that his house was picked up a month prior to it being finaled and that no other properties had
that situation. However, | took that same chart, reconstructed it, and on page 761, which is in my
material, same addendum book.

MARK WOLFSON
| found 761.

JAYME JACOBS

So again, I've used his reconstructed his chart and | dug through permits. Went back in time, when was
things picked up and so forth. So, on row A, the very top, first line, there was a patio cover that we were a
couple of years late in picking up. But the main house itself was picked up in 2019/2020 tax year and it
was finaled on October 18. And let me pause there.

When we say final, we do not wait until something is finaled to pick it up. We do pick up stuff at a percent
complete. An extreme example would be the Fontainebleau. That did sit in our records. We had it on our
records and now, as we all know, it sat vacant for and partly constructed for many, many years, but we
still had it on our record at a percent complete.

So, the actual house on 2720 Pinto was picked up in a timely manner. The main house and the pool. And
then row B, which is 2905 Pinto, he has the incorrect year that we added it on. He says 2013/2014. No,
we actually picked that up in 2009/2010 and it finaled. So, 2009/2010 would be July 1, 2009 would be the
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starting of the lien date. It didn't final until November 2011. Some of these projects take a while to build,
so that was picked up prior to being finaled. The next one on row C—

MARK WOLFSON
Excuse me, | know that I'm out of line, but can | just ask a question?

TERRY FARR
You can use that in rebuttal, please. Let them finish their case.

MARK WOLFSON
There's so much to remember. We can talk—

TERRY FARR
Well then maybe—You have a notepad. | saw your notepad. Make some notes please.

MARK WOLFSON
I'm taking notes.

TERRY FARR
Well.

JAYME JACOBS

— And so, row C, which is 2323 Pinto, we had picked up at $346,000 worth of improvements. Might've
been a pool, I'm not sure, in a timely fashion. Or we picked up the house in 2016/2017 of $1.3 million.
Again, 2016/2017, the start of the fiscal year be July 1, 2016. It didn't final until September of 2016. So,
we did pick it up prior to being finaled.

Go further down the list on row one, which is item line 25. A little bit confusing with the—again, |
recreated this from his spreadsheet. So again, it was actually picked up in 2009/2010 and it didn't final
until October of 2009. And we added it on at 50% complete the first year. And then the following year
when they finished it, we brought it up to 100%. So, there's an actual example of us picking it up at a
percent complete.

And then further down, this is the one | added because it wasn't on his sheet. It's the last row there that's
highlighted in a orange-ish color, 2337 Pinto. We put it on the tax roll as supplemental for the 2017/2018
year. Again, July 1, 2017, would be the start of that fiscal year. It didn't get finaled one day later, so after
the fact.

So, here's some examples of properties that were picked up just like his prior to being finaled. And | have
all the value history sheets and the records from the building department when the finals were done and
the subsequent pages. So, if you want to, | can refer to any of those if you need to.

And so again, to conclude my portion before we go on to the land portion, | think a big thing is the
misunderstanding from the petitioner about the Marshall and Swift manual, how that works. And like Ms.
Weidner initially said in an opening statement about how we have been revaluing this area. We did send
out letters. That was not the only thing that we did. We went out there; we researched all the permits
going back. MLS. So, we used additional resources to find out were there improvements done or changes
made to the property? And we did our best, as we have been since our last board, continuing to revaluate
the area and pick up improvements as necessary. | will then turn it over to Ms. Pippitone for going over
the land.
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CARLA PIPPITONE
Thank you. Good morning. Carla Pippitone for the Assessor's Office. Case 424 vacant land sales analysis
grid can be found on page 404.

MARK WOLFSON
Sorry, what page?

CARLA PIPPITONE
Yes.

MARK WOLFSON
4047

CARLA PIPPITONE
404.

MARK WOLFSON
Oh, okay. Different number than —That's going to be this one here. Okay. I'm with you.

CARLA PIPPITONE
Vicinity and aerial maps of the subject property and the comparable vacant land sales are on pages 405
and 406. The data sheets for each comparable vacant land sale are on the pages that follow.

The comparables are located within a third of a mile to the subject property in the subject's market area.
They're similar in zoning and probable use and were selected as evidence of market value and analyzed
on a per lot basis. The comps range in size from 0.88 of an acre to 1.12 of an acre and indicate a range in
value from $643,625 to $1,157,500, which supports the Assessor's taxable value of $600,000.

Comp one sold in 2025. It is a multi-parcel sale in the guard gated subdivision of Rancho Circle. It's
actually a resale of comps three and four. So, comps three and four sold in 2023 by the same buyer in
separate transactions. Comp two sold in 2023 as a tear down and comp five sold in 2021 requiring a
market or time adjustment. The buyer of comp five owns the property next door, and ultimately
combined the parcels into one. Comp six sold in 2020, again requiring a market or time adjustment.
Active listing seven will be a resale of closed comp number six when it sells.

Let's see. Okay, so that basically supports land value. There is a land grid for equity on page 414. The grid
shows the taxable value of all the parcels in the subject's neighborhood arrayed by lot size, smallest to
largest with size adjustments indicated on a percentage basis. The subject's land value is highlighted in
yellow and it falls in alignment with the neighborhood taxable land values. The median size in the
neighborhood is 0.91 of an acre, and the last column demonstrates the principle of diminishing returns.

So, this is evidence that we're considering this an equitable land valuation. It should be noted that the
zoning in this area is RA, which means one buildable unit per lot regardless of size. And that concludes my
analysis.

JAYME JACOBS

Mr. Chair, Jayme Jacobs of the Clark County Assessor's Department again. So again, one of the
comparables was the lot that the petitioner referenced to where they had bought the neighboring lot.
And had they left them alone, the individual lots, they would've maintained the individual lot land value.
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But they went through the expense and the cost to legally combine them, and now it would compare to a
two-acre piece. And then it falls in the range of where that equity chart that Ms. Pippitone referenced.

So that's how that was valued. It didn't just double in value because now it's legally one lot. What they're
going to do with it? | don't know. But they assume that they're going to do something with it because
they combined them legally. Otherwise, if they're going to sell it back off or try to turn it or whatever,
they would've left them separate, but they didn't. So that's the uniqueness of that one. That concludes
our presentation. If you have any questions, be happy to answer.

TERRY FARR
Okay. Nothing else, it's time for your rebuttal.

MARK WOLFSON
If I might, I'd like to do the land portion first just because it's more fresh.

TERRY FARR
Go ahead.

MARK WOLFSON
So, if this is the chart, | don't have a —Yeah, | think this is the first chart that Ms.—

CARLA PIPPITONE
Pippitone.

MARK WOLFSON

This is — Okay, so for starters, notwithstanding Ms. Weidner's comments earlier, NRS 361.227, copy here.
It says, "Any person determining the taxable value of real property shall appraise the full cash value,"
paragraph 2, "of improved land consisting with the use to which improvements are being put." Paragraph
3, "Any improvements made on the land by subtracting from the cost of the replacement of the
improvements, all applicable depreciation and obsolescence at and a half percent per year."

So NRS 361.227 says the same thing I've said before. On improved property, you take the total value, you
subtract the improvements, you end up with the land. She also referenced my misunderstanding of NAC
361.119, which also says that she actually did read the paragraph eventually, "Sales of comparable
improved properties must be adjusted to remove the full contributory value of all items attributable to
the improvements." Same thing, same rules. That's how | work these comps here. These comps here are
under using — | think they quoted here, maybe they don't. They used NAC 361.11795 and [NAC] 361.118,
which is for vacant property. Nonetheless, that's what they did. I'll deal with it.

Let's talk about these. First of all, these are all vacant properties. Let's talk about number one. First of all,
these prices here are not even adjusted for the size of the land, meaning a piece of dirt is a piece of dirt. It
doesn't matter what the value is. They're not even adjusted.

Six of these seven comps have a story to them, meaning that they're not the straight vanilla. Somebody
puts something on the market, an objective buyer comes in, they come to an agreement. Comp number
one are two contiguous lots and | think it's called Rancho Estates. These are the two largest lots and
they're the only two that are left that are vacant. They have a premium value similar to what Ms. Jacobs
just mentioned, about 500 Shetland. So, these people truly paid a premium to get the two best lots
available. Now, this is a one-off. Are we going to measure everybody in the county on one-offs as
opposed to standard transactions?
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Comp number two is— Or 22, this one sold with a house on it. They call it a tear down, but when it sold, it
had a 2,060-foot square house on it. So, the people who paid $750,000, maybe were going to tear it
down. Maybe they're not. But the people who sold it sure as hell got paid for their house.

The next one here, these two. Let's go to the last one for a second. This is a beaut. Since when does a
listing represent a comp? They're claiming that Mr. Pantoni, which is two lots over from this 500 Shetland
lot, he's got it on the market for $1.1 million. He does. He has it on the market for $1.1 million. It will sit
there pretty much forever.

The lot of 3011 Alta was on the market for three years at $1.1 million. It didn't sell. Mr. Wynn's property is
on the market for $30 million for four years. It didn't sell. You could ask whatever you want. It doesn't
mean that's the market price.

With regard to — And they use Mr. Pantoni twice here. Now here's a view too. The Assessor references
the diminishing return value of a substantial amount, | might add. And she uses that example. That is
those numbers are pulled off the records. But what it doesn't do is she doesn't go back to the two
transactions that actually occurred on that property versus the one that she's projecting it's going to be.
And those sales went for $400 and —Numbers what? That property sold a few years prior for $413,000.
And then a few years later sold for $443,000, which the increase was a mere 0.19% per month. Not the
magnificent 1.12%. So they can pick and choose what they want.

Oh. Give me one second. Okay. Mr. Pantoni's property sold on —I have the deeds attached. On June 30,
2017, for $413,000. And then he bought it a few years later for $444,000, making the increase
substantially different. There's another property on 2023 Banning that had the same transaction kind of
thing, and they went up 0.31%. So, they have records of they want to pick all of the most extreme cases
to do with.

Here's an example of the $1.1 million from Mr. Pantoni's asking price. | went through on the weekend
that | had prior to this hearing, and | pulled several properties that are asking these values. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
7, 8 of them. These are their asking prices. This was the original price. This is what they changed. This is a
dollar value, the percent changed. These are the days on market. So, you can ask what you want. It
doesn't mean you're going to get it and it doesn't mean you're going to make market on it. One is on
1,835 days.

Now | want to address diminishing return. The chart that was used is on page, what, 414, 415? If you take
a look at that page on 414 and 415, there are 74 properties on those two pages. Seventeen of those lots
are smaller than mine. If you go to the — 17 of those properties is smaller than mine, you can see me 15
down, something like, 14 down. Two of those three actually, they're still charging them for the
improvements on those vacant lots.

The first property, which is they don't write the addresses down, shown that an astonishing $1,304,000
per acre. No property in my neighborhood has ever sold for anything close to that. Matter of fact, the
most expensive sale for vacant land was the one at 500 Shetland that went for $500,000 for 1.01 acres,
which is $494,000. This is saying $1.304 million.

Now the last property on the next page is 500 Shetland, which is 2.02. Now, by the way, on the first one |
just mentioned to you, they make an adjustment. They make an adjustment of 0.5, 50%, but the acreage
on that land is 73% smaller than mine. Because they're comparing everything to me. So, I'm at 0.85 acres,
they're at 0.23. They are 73% smaller than mine, but they only make an adjustment of 50%.
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Now if you go to the last one, which is Shetland, it's 2.02 acres, which is 138% larger than mine, and they
make an adjustment of 0.25. Now here's the interesting thing. If you take a look between the twelfth one
and all the way down in that middle column that says adjustment, you'll see a whole boatload of zeros.
What that means is that the property at — Let's pick this one. The one that starts at 0.75 acres. You see
that one over there on the left-hand side? It's about the fourteenth one down.

It has a zero adjustment at 0.75 acres. And you scan down all the way down to almost sixth to the bottom
where it still has a zero at 1.25 acres. So, this county comes before you and tells you that a house that has
1.25 acres of land should pay the same taxes as a house that has 0.75 acres. A half an acre, which is
22,000 square feet thereabouts, should pay, | don't want to use the word tax, should be assessed at the
same value.

Now you folks are appraisers. If you were hired by someone and said, "l have X amount of dollars to
spend, find me a lot." Do you think you're going to get the same piece of land? Now, I'm not talking about
looking here and then looking in Southern Highlands. | am talking about looking here and looking next
door. You think those two pieces of property to use an asking price are going to ask the same price? |
don't think so. Now let's go back to that—

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Excuse me. Mr. Wolfson?

MARK WOLFSON
No. Yes.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
I'd like to make a comment. You are arguing about on equity, correct?

MARK WOLFSON
Yes.

TIMOTHY ALBERT

Okay, so comparing your lot to 1.25 acre or a 0.91 acre or a 0.27 or whatever, | don't care. All the ones on
this chart that are the same size as yours, and | went through and looked at a bunch of other ones,
including the house next door to you, are all 0.85 or in there and they're all equity. They're all $210,000
or $600,000 on this chart. They're all the same. That's all | care about. | don't care about 1.5s. Because
you sit here and you brought seven things and you're talking about her picking and choosing. You picked
and choosed all the ones larger to make your argument, but you didn't pick the one next door. And so, |
don't care about the big ones and the small ones. | care about the ones that are the same size as yours.

MARK WOLFSON

Those two properties, which are my next-door neighbors are the only two properties on my block that
are 0.85 acres. And your statement is correct, but the question is equity. They should be here too. They
should be here screaming too.

TIMOTHY ALBERT

And I'm talking about the 0.75s that are the same and the 0.88s. There's no differential to me. You can
only put one house on that lot. 0.1 acre doesn't mean anything in this market. So, | don't really care about
the big ones and the small ones. | only care about the ones that are close to you and they're all the same.
Every one of them.
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MARK WOLFSON
Can we talk about the argument that they want to make about the diminishing returns? Their point was
that larger lots on a dollar per acre basis go for less money per acre.

TIMOTHY ALBERT

But in your case, | don't care about that. | care about the ones that are equity, that they're the same to
you. And that's what you're arguing that your inequity to your neighbors of the similar ones size and
they're all the same.

MARK WOLFSON

No, that's not my argument. The people who you are referring to, the 0.85s. They are in the same boat as
I am, the only difference between them and me is they're not here. | am arguing that they are assessing—
| even showed you charts earlier and | showed you charts of all the properties that were assessed at
$210,000 that were at least 15% larger than me. And what I'm saying is that those people are being
assessed and taxed at the same rate as | am, and yet they have gobs more land than | do. That to me is an
inequity. It is not fair that people would — You're right. You probably can only put one house on the lot,
but if you have a large lot, you can put a tennis court, you can put this, you can put that.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And they'll get assessed for the tennis court and all the extra landscaping. But right now, we're just, we're
dealing with what's equitable and that's what your argument is—

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. But the other—

TIMOTHY ALBERT
You're using something totally different.

MARK WOLFSON

But again, the other point is that, notwithstanding this page right here. There are comps that are trying to
convince you that | am assessed correctly, which was on page 404, was it? Are vacant lands. And again,
that is a improper utilization of the law in which to make comparisons. | live on an improved lot. And as
Ms. Weidner correctly spoke, 227 and NRS 361.2— talks exactly about doing that. Take the total value,
subtract the improvements, get to the land. Same thing with the NAC 117 do the same thing. Why they
are using comps that are vacant land is beyond me. That being said, every one of their comps has a story.
There's no story that says, oh, this was just — Either the lots were assembled or they were booked or
they were paid a premium or they did this. There's not. No. | did go out.

TIMOTHY ALBERT

And | understand what you're talking about with the land sales. And to be honest, | don't really care about
them because you're arguing an equity case. So, she was just pointing out how she arrived at land values
in that area for the same size lot as yours. And pointing out to us to make sure that we're in the same
ballpark. But you're arguing equity and it only matters what similar size lots to yours are. And like | said,
they're all equally—

MARK WOLFSON

| can tell that I'm not going to convince you otherwise, but my question is why do they have to be exactly
the same size? To give you an example, the house behind me. The house behind me, which is known as
the Thrilla Villa, is 1.7 acres. Exactly double mine. Exactly double mine. Land value that they are assessed
and taxed at is 25% more than mine.
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
And to me that seems reasonable as an appraiser with 40 some years experience.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, we disagree on that.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
You can only put one house on that.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, you could see what they did on their house on that. Yeah, you can do a lot on it.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And I'm not saying it's 25%, it could be 30[%], 40[%], whatever, but it's not double. Do you think it's worth
double because it's twice as big?

MARK WOLFSON
No, | don't think it's double, but | sure as hell don't think it's 25%. And | also don't think a piece of land
that's 2.02 acres is worth only $0.25 on the dollar to my property.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Well, | think that's a bigger issue and has nothing to do with your property because you're arguing equity.
And again, all the property of the same size as yours are the same value.

MARK WOLFSON

| think you're taking a— I'm not saying it's necessarily a wrong view, but | think you're taking a very
narrow view of what's equitable. Just because it's not the exact same size. | mean, they do balances. They
make all these adjustments to make things equitable. Why are you now not allowing me to make
adjustments to get an apples and apples comparison? I'm not telling you that a lot that's two acres should
be assessed at double. But 25? You guys are appraisers. If you got two vacant lands and one is — Well,
even here. Their document that we just looked at on page 414.

PATRICK EGGER

Mr. Wolfson, | run across that situation virtually every week. I'm appraising 15 lots at MacDonald
Highlands right now. Different sizes, different views, all sitting on the top. And you would be shocked at
what they're selling for, what they have sold for, what they resold for. But you cannot compare. And like |
said, | just did a whole bunch of lots in MacDonald Ranch. You cannot compare a 0.25 acre lot to a 1-acre
lot. Please let me finish. No more than you can compare a 2,000-foot house to a 10,000-foot house.
They're not comparable. As Tim pointed out, the properties right next to the properties of the same or
similar, slightly smaller, slightly larger sizes. Same functional utility, one house on one lot, are being
assessed at the same rate.

MARK WOLFSON
Mr. Egger.

PATRICK EGGER
There is no equity issue in my opinion.
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MARK WOLFSON

Mr. Egger, may | ask you a question? On page 414 and 415, they show that lots that are 0.75 of an acre
through 1.25 acres, the difference of a 0.50 an acre, basically side by side, as an example. Valued the
same. So, using your example in MacDonald whatever, Highlands, if you're assessing two lots that are side
by side with the same, try to eliminate all of the other amenities, side by side with the same view, same
street, next door to one another. One is 0.75 of an acre and one is 1.25 acres. Are you going to appraise
them at the exact same price?

PATRICK EGGER
I'm going to appraise them at what the market purchases them for based upon—

MARK WOLFSON
Okay, I'll ask the question differently.

PATRICK EGGER
— No, | let you talk, now you let me talk.

MARK WOLFSON
| asked the question differently.

PATRICK EGGER

No, | let you talk, now you let me talk. Take a look at the sales on 414. The property's comparable to you,
directly comparable to you in similar size, slightly smaller, slightly larger. Are all you got from 0.751 up to
0.9? That's pretty close, they're all at $600,000.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.

PATRICK EGGER
| see no argument.

MARK WOLFSON
And they should all be here screaming bloody murder with me.

PATRICK EGGER
But they're not.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah, | know they're not, | can't help it.

PATRICK EGGER
And you're here arguing equity, and I'm saying you're not being treated any different than your neighbors
that have a similar property.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. All right, | will not kick this dead dog here because | can see I'm not going to change your opinion on
that, that's fine. All right.

SARAH SCHAERRER
Mr. Chair?
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TERRY FARR
Yes?

SARAH SCHAERRER
When argument is concluded, | would like to provide a clarification on the law when you're ready.

TERRY FARR
Great. Do you have any more to your rebuttal, sir?

MARK WOLFSON

Yeah, | do. | have my improvements. Now, let's try to move this along, okay? And | thank you for all your
time. This is the map that the Assessor gave for their this year's improvements comparison. | think |
showed you this before. This is the map of the comps that | used last year. Again, the brown rectangle is
my property area. The yellow ones are all the comps | used. Last year, same picture, these are the comps
that the Assessor used last year. This is the comps that the Assessor used this year, | think we lost
somebody. So, my house is here. Now, their comps are in Rancho Estates, three of them. There's one
here, this is 2727 Alta.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Are you arguing the equity portion or are you arguing something else here?

MARK WOLFSON
Equity. This is all equity.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Well, this is all the comparables they used.

MARK WOLFSON
Improvements.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Right, so this is improvements that are in the assessed value is what you're arguing?

MARK WOLFSON
Yes.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So that's all these comps are here? Okay, thanks.

MARK WOLFSON

| find this interesting, maybe you don't. Here's a chart. The top box represent a comp set the appraiser
submitted, okay, (inaudible) the seven. Not a single one of these houses is on what they call the equity
grid. Why would you create an equity grid that's described as properties in my neighborhood and then
make seven comps, not one of which in on that grid, not a single one. So, they put together a grid. Here it
is. They put together a grid on page— Oh, here it is, on their page 403. They have 48 properties there
that is called equity comparison properties. So, you would think that those are the ones they're going to
compare me to. But no, on page 349, they come up with a chart with seven properties. These seven, not
a single one of them is on that equity grid.
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So, they go through the work of coming up with a grid that's supposed to represent those houses that |
am comparable to, and they don't use a single one. The properties that they chose have an average year
of 25 years. Their effective year built is 1986. These are theirs. They are two-thirds of a mile further than
the comps that they used last year. And their average depreciation rate on their properties that they
chose is 148% greater than mine. So, why don't you take the oldest houses in the neighborhood and
compare them to mine and say, "Oh, well, you're good?" Now, | am going to show you a chart that you
will say I'm out of my mind, which is okay. | went through their property record cards, their M&S
worksheets, which they tell me | don't understand. | may not understand how you come to the
conclusion, but | used the numbers that they developed to apply to this information. | may not know the
machinations of it, but | do know the result, and | have the result, they gave me the result. It doesn't
matter how they got there.

TIMOTHY ALBERT

| think you're mistaken. The seven comps you're talking about is they were using that not from— Am |
correct? Yeah, they're market comps, they're not equity comps. Yeah, and that's all that's sold in the
neighborhood.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Expand the neighborhood. So, from an equity perspective, these don't matter.

MARK WOLFSON
It doesn't matter—Okay, let me ask a question.

TIMOTHY ALBERT

Because they weren't arguing improvements, they were arguing trying to come up with your value
because they have to have people come in here and argue different things. So, whether it's market value
or if you're equitable, you're arguing equitable. So, these comparables help us, but they're not talking
about the improvements or the equity part of it in this section. So, can we move on to something else?

MARK WOLFSON

Well, let me ask a question. If | show you, and this is what | consider, they use these from a standpoint of
proving that I'm properly assessed. Hey, you even made the point, if | could show you that they use these
properties to prove that point, but | can prove to you—

TIMOTHY ALBERT
They're not proving that you're properly assessed, they're making the market value of your property.

PATRICK EGGER
They're showing that they do not exceed full cash value.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay, but the law, | hate to go back to this, in the State of Nevada —I only learned this when | came to
the county the first time, in the State of Nevada, the only state, plus the District of Columbia, that
appraises and assesses improvements by replacement costs is here. If we were talking market value, life
would be simple. But it's not. And | didn't make it complicated, the state did. Improvements are supposed
to be based on replacement value, full stop, that's it. So, I'm comparing— I'm following the law that says,
okay, what are the improvements that I'm being assessed at, which is $1,000,088 found in comparable
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sales analysis and what are these other comps that they put up here? Notwithstanding the fact that |
understand your point, but if | could show to you that on at least five of these seven, they are under
assessed, this is like Groundhog Day. 2727 Alta, which is a comp here, it's a comparable sale, but they're
under assessed by $450,000.

Now, you may look at me and say I'm out of my mind. 2822, under assessed by $460,000, 2217, again
$448,000, 1800 (inaudible) over $200,000. | can prove to you, | have the documents right here. So, if all
these people are being assessed and taxed for replacement costs that is so understated but | am not, |
call that an inequity. Now, maybe you don't, but | do. Now, why — | can go through —I will prove to you.
See, they make statements, but | bring proof. And my proof is this, last year when | brought it to these
people and they said, "No, no, no, no, no, no, you have it all wrong, Mr. Wolfson, you don't understand
M&S." I don't understand anything. And from somebody who doesn't understand anything, they went to
2400 Palomino and popped it up $392,000. They went to 2333 Pinto Lane popped it up, $711,000. They
went to 3011 Pinto Lane and popped it up $696,000. And they went to 2337 and popped it up $100,000.
So, they're taking information from someone who is obviously an idiot and moving forward and making
these changes. Well, this idiot stands before you to tell you that they're doing the same thing this year,
and these comps are wrong. And | have the pictures to show you. | went through the PRCs (Property
Record Cards), | went to the internet, | looked at the pictures, all these properties that had major
renovations. And did you know how many supplementals they got? One at such a slow, ridiculous rate
because they didn't go out and trespass into the house to determine what was done, they sat at their
desk and say, "We're going to say it's 60% old, 40% new."

Now if they did that to me, | wouldn't be here because | would be assessed $400,000 a year less, and we
wouldn't even be here. But no, they came out here and they got every nook and cranny in my house, but
they didn't get any in theirs. Now, | know I've been here for two hours, probably. | could show it to you,
it's in the documents. | can show you the pictures, | have color pictures of all the work that's been done
that they don't do. Now, Ms. Weidner was explaining, "Well, if work is hard, I'm sorry, work is supposed
to be hard. Go out. They're the most technologically advanced Assessor, get on the internet. (inaudible)."

TERRY FARR
Mr. Wolfson, do you have any more data, because you're prophesizing right now. And frankly, you
mentioned two hours, it's been two and a half.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, | appreciate it, but | (inaudible).

TERRY FARR
So, we'd like to wrap this up, and I'd really like for you to provide whatever data you have.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, | did provide the data. It's here.

TERRY FARR
Is there any more that you'd like to discuss right now?

MARK WOLFSON

Okay, | will just summarize it. The comps that they used are undervalued. Now, of course, Ms. Weidner's
not going to tell you they're going to go out, survey the area and fix it. It doesn't matter. That alone by
definition makes it inequitable. Okay, so I'm not going to go through it, but | would like to read something
and | will finish off, then | will be done and | will take five minutes, maybe everybody needs a break. First, |
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want to thank everybody here for their time, but | also want to say this, and | will remind you, this came
from the court case of SBE (State Board of Equalization) versus Nevada order. "The Nevada Constitution
guarantees a uniform and equal rate of assessment and taxation. That guarantee of equality should be
the Board of Equalization's predominant concern, and that concern is not satisfied by merely ensuring
that a property's taxable value does not exceed its full cash value."

And from the case | mentioned earlier, 24-154 signed by Ms. Shellie Hughes, the secretary of the Nevada
BOE, under the category called Conclusions of Law, and | have a copy of it, paragraph five says, "The
Nevada Supreme Court held that property taxed at full cash value, while other properties are being taxed
at less than full cash value is injured because such properties are not receiving the right to uniform and
equal treatment mandated under the Nevada Constitution.” Last year, the county was adamant that
there was no inequities between me and my neighbors. But subsequent to that, subsequent to that, they
established a new supplemental of 2400 Palomino of $392,000 on which there was none. Then | showed
you two—

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And you've already discussed this. So, can you get to a point? Thank you.

MARK WOLFSON

I'm just recapping. This is my closing point. Just bear with me for another two minutes. They increased
2333 Pinto $711,000. They increased 3011 Pinto by $636,000, and 2337 Pinto $186,000. They ignored the
house across the street that advertised when they sold it with a $1 million improvement. They ignored
my neighbors that you referenced that are the same as me, their improvements that | (inaudible), they
did nothing. They ignored the property across the street that did a complete gutter up without permits.
So, let's reward them for breaking the law with illegal construction.

TERRY FARR
Does that conclude your statement, sir?

MARK WOLFSON
No, | have—

TERRY FARR
Members of the Board?

MARK WOLFSON

| have one last point to make. At the hearing for the petition for reconsideration that occurred January of
this year, yes, | lost, and yes, | will be appealing for a judicial review. At the end of the day, the Chair of
that meeting is a Mr. Paul Bancroft. Mr. Bancroft is an esteemed lawyer in this community, Nevada. And
what he said at the end of the hearing was, and I'm going to paraphrase, | can't find it here right now, but
I'll paraphrase, he said, "Mr. Wolfson came to the county and submitted documentation that there was
an inequity in the neighborhood." By virtue of the fact that after he presented this to them, they went out
and they increased all those properties substantially is an indication of the acknowledgement by the
county that he has an inequity. | thought | had it here right in front of me, but | don't. But he was the one
who said—And there's two issues here, there's a legal issue and there's a number issue. And we can
debate all day long what the right number is, but there really should be no debate whether the legal issue
has been reached. And he was clear as clear can be. Look at it on the YouTube video, the YouTube
account. He told the county and the state board, even though they voted three to one against me, his
vote being in my favor, that | presented evidence that they accepted and made the changes, which by
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virtue was proof that the equity does exist. We can debate all day long the amount. | am now done.
Thank you for your time. (Inaudible)

TERRY FARR
Members of the Board?

TIMOTHY ALBERT

| will reiterate what | said about the land, which | don't need to reiterate it, but as far as the improvement
portion of it, basically, the presentation from the Assessor, and mostly what Jayme had to say, made
more sense to me than what you have presented based on my 46 years of appraising.

TERRY FARR
Mr. Egger?

PATRICK EGGER
| agree. | do not see where this is an equity issue whatsoever.

TERRY FARR
And the District Attorney's office would like to make a statement.

SARAH SCHAERRER

Thank you. Mr. Wolfson stated NRS 361.227, however he provided an incorrect interpretation of that
statute. Subsection 1 says, "Any person determining the taxable value of real property shall appraise,"
and then it splits into two sections. There is section A and section B. Section A has two further
subsections which regard land. And he cited number two, which is, "Improved land consistent with the
use to which the improvements are being put," full stop. And then he went on to B, which is, "Any
improvements made on the land by subtracting from the cost of the improvements, all applicable
depreciation and obsolescence." Subsection B is for improvements. It does not modify and apply to land.
So, it was an incorrect interpretation, full stop.

MARK WOLFSON

May | say something? She's a lawyer and she has a right to her opinion, but | can read English. And it says
it right here. "Any person determining the taxable value of real property shall appraise, A," Like she said,
"The full cash value of, number one, vacant land," which this is not, "Vacant land considering the blah
blah, blah, blah. Number two, improve land," which mine is by definition of the state land code, whatever
that's called, | have that here too. "Improve land consistently with the use to which the improvements are
being put." Then paragraph B, which she read, this is to determine the value of the land, "Any
improvements made on the land by subtracting the cost of the replacement of the improvements," which
by everybody's definition is called a house, minus the depreciation, et cetera. So, she's a lawyer, | am not,
but she wants you to believe what this doesn't say. And you'll vote.

You already have two people say no so it doesn't even matter, Mr. Farr, if you vote yes, | doubt that you
will, but this will go to the state and we'll go through the same kind of rigmarole again and we'll see how
we do in the first case in the judiciary. My point being is that | may not be a lawyer, but | can read English.
And | am not misinterpreting this, and | don't know the machinations of Marshall & Swift, but | do know,
when you give me a number, | can run it through the system and know whether it's right. So, | may not
know the bowels of all this information, but | can apply it correctly, mathematically, using logic, and to tell
me that land that's worth— We won't go into detail. | disagree with you, Ms. | know you're a lawyer and
I'm not, but that's why we have lawyers.
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TERRY FARR
Members of the Board, I'd entertain a motion at this time.

MOTION

PATRICK EGGER
I'm going to make a motion to accept the Assessor's valuation. | think that the property is being equitable.

TERRY FARR
Motion been made, please cast your votes.

VOTE
VOTING AYE:  Terence J Farr, Timothy Albert, Patrick K. Egger
VOTING NAY: None
ABSENT: Tami Campa, Suzette Wheeler
ABSTAIN: None
TERRY FARR

And that motion passes. Sir, you do have the right to appeal. Forms are outside the door.

MARK WOLFSON
| appreciate all the time, that was a lot of it.

FINAL ACTION:

Accepted the Assessor’s recommendation (for no change in the total taxable value of $1,687,686)

*Petition recalled after Petition 828.

TERRY FARR
Okay. Do we have any remaining cases that have been stipulated to or withdrawn?

MARY ANN WEIDNER

We do need to do that. But first before we do that, Mr. Wolfson made us aware that evidently, we did
not give him his full addendum packet. We are working on getting that for him right now. Have we
provided that to him? We provided that to him. He wanted to be noted on the record that he didn't have
the last few pages that we were referencing, | believe in the hearing. But the Board can make a decision,
what you want to do with that. We've provided it to him, it was discussed. He had two and a half hours to
discuss all of his concerns. So, it's up to you what you want to do with that.

TERRY FARR
What do you have to say, sir? | just asked you what do you have to say?

MARK WOLFSON
| can't hear you. | have hearing aids.
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TERRY FARR
What would you like to say?

MARK WOLFSON

This is what | would like to say. And | don't think that Ms. Jacobs nor Ms. Weidner will disagree with this.
We have had conversations over the past two years now. All been cordial, never got into a fight. We
never had an argument, never. Bad words have never been used. So, in that respect, we've had a very
positive, professional relationship. On this case, the only person that | was working with was a Mr. Jerrell
Turner. | was unaware that anybody else was going to be involved, which is okay. And last week, | brought
my documentation and Mr. Turner gave me their documentation. | was never given, forget that it wasn't
in the packet that | got today. | came in last week to pick up their evidence. | was not given any of these
few pages to look at, to refute, to call out errors and whatever before | came here.

Now, my opinion, would any of you have changed your vote? | doubt it. But if you feel that that is an
acceptable method to be employed for this process, I'd like to know it. Because | came in here, this is the
documentation that Ms. Jacobs used, | had none of it. | never got to look at it. And | was of the belief that
| had everything. You think that's fair? That's fair?

TERRY FARR
Sir, you have the right to appeal. And we know you're going to, and that's fine.

MARK WOLFSON
You can take that to the bank.

TERRY FARR
We already know that.

MARK WOLFSON

That's not my question though. When does somebody say to the county, you have done something
wrong, you have harmed somebody and you should change your ways. That's my point. | got it, | will
appeal. l understand that | have the right to do it. But had | had this, maybe | could have come back.
Maybe, | don't know. It's a lot here. | don't have that much time to do it. Maybe | could have diffused
some of the evidence that was presented that convinced you that I'm wrong and she's right. That's it.

TERRY FARR
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay with you guys?

TERRY FARR
Well, | have no response.

MARK WOLFSON
How come?

TERRY FARR
Because honestly, it's not warranted.
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MARK WOLFSON
Well, | asked a question, | guess | don't get an answer. You think it's okay to, as Ms. Weidner said, a few

pages.

TERRY FARR
No. Do | think you should have had all the information? Absolutely.

MARK WOLFSON
Thank you. All right.

TERRY FARR
Would it have changed my opinion? Well, you gave us nothing that supported what you were
complaining about, so | don't think anything would've changed.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay.

TERRY FARR
I'm just being honest. You gave us nothing except grandstanding and—

MARK WOLFSON
I'm not grandstanding. | agree with you, | know you wouldn't have changed. This is not a rocket science
surprise to me. The point being is that | got the play with one hand behind my back. Thank you.
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MAIN OFFICE SHELLIE HUGHES
3850 Arrowhead Drive Executive Director
Carson City, Nevada 89706

July 1, 2026

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
NOTICE OF HEARING

CERTIFIED MAIL—- 9489 0090 0027 6614 2987 47 CERTIFIED MAIL — 9489 0090 0027 6614 2988 77

PETITIONER: RESPONDENT:

2709 Pinto Lane Trust, et al. Briana Johnson

Mark Wolfson, Trustee Clark County Assessor

2709 Pinto Lane 500 S Grand Central Pkwy, 2" Floor
Las Vegas NV 89107 Las Vegas NV 89155

DATE/ TIME: Wednesday, July 29, 2026 at 9:00 a.m.
Thursday, July 30, 2026 at 9:00 a.m.

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

ZO0OM
https://us02web.zoom.us/|/82340830439
Webinar ID: 823 4083 0439

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: NRS 361.360
& NRS 361.400

BRIEF STATEMENT OF MATTER: Appeal from the action of the Clark County Board of Equalization
Case No: 26-107 Parcel No: 139-32-703-002

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. [f 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.

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

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 proporcionara sin
costo alguno. Los tramites para conseguir un intérprete deben hacerse lo antes posible, pero a mas
tardar 14 dias antes de la cita programada. Por favor, pongase en contacto con Denise Mosely al (775)
684-2160 con al menos 14 dias de anticipacion 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 I, Boards and Commissions
Department of Taxation
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STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
NOTICE OF HEARING
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

26-107

| hereby certify that on this day | 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 6614 2987 47
PETITIONER:

2709 Pinto Lane Trust, et al.

Mark Wolfson, Trustee

2709 Pinto Lane

Las Vegas NV 89107

CERTIFIED MAIL — 9489 0090 0027 6614 2988 77
RESPONDENT:

Briana Johnson

Clark County Assessor

500 S Grand Central Pkwy, 2™ Floor

Las Vegas NV 89155

Dated at this_1_ day of the month of July of the year 2026.

Denise Mosely, Program Officer |l
Department of Taxation
State Board of Equalization

Page 3 of 3 SBE 26-107 Pg 1128
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1138




il
Message Log

e

Settings

®

Support

SuU

Messag

e Detail

> © Report as Incorrectly Blocked 'i Show History 3

A Message was quarantined due to Bulk Email (body)
USPS® Item Delivered, Left with Individual 9489009000276614298747

From: USPS Tracking <auto-reply@tracking.usps.com>
To: stateboard@tax.state.nv.us

PREVIEW

SOURCE

v

>

(>

Hello State Board,

Your item was delivered to an individual at the
address at 2:34 pm on July 6, 2026 in LAS
VEGAS, NV 89107.

Tracking Number: 9489009000276614298747

Delivered, Left with Individual

©

My Account

SBE 26-107 Pg 1129
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1139



https://www.usps.com/?utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=eagle-logo&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://www.usps.com/?utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=eagle-logo&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://www.usps.com/?utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=eagle-logo&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://www.usps.com/?utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=eagle-logo&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://www.usps.com/?utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=eagle-logo&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://www.usps.com/?utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=eagle-logo&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://www.usps.com/?utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=eagle-logo&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://www.usps.com/?utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=eagle-logo&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://tools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabels=9489009000276614298747&utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=tracking-number&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://tools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabels=9489009000276614298747&utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=tracking-number&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://tools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabels=9489009000276614298747&utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=tracking-number&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://tools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabels=9489009000276614298747&utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=tracking-number&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://tools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabels=9489009000276614298747&utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=delivery-options&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://tools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabels=9489009000276614298747&utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=delivery-options&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://tools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabels=9489009000276614298747&utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=delivery-options&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://tools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabels=9489009000276614298747&utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=delivery-options&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://tools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabels=9489009000276614298747&utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=delivery-options&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://tools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabels=9489009000276614298747&utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=delivery-options&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://tools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabels=9489009000276614298747&utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=delivery-options&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://tools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabels=9489009000276614298747&utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=delivery-options&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://reg.usps.com/entreg/LoginAction_input?utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=my-account&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://reg.usps.com/entreg/LoginAction_input?utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=my-account&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://reg.usps.com/entreg/LoginAction_input?utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=my-account&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://reg.usps.com/entreg/LoginAction_input?utm_source=delivered&utm_medium=email&utm_content=my-account&utm_campaign=trackingnotify
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/message-log
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/settings
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support
https://us.ess.barracudanetworks.com/webui/support

ALERT: IMPACTS FROM THE WORLD SOCCER TOURNAMENT HELD IN MAJOR CITIES THROU...

FAQs >

USPS Tracking’

Tracking Number: Remove X

9489009000276614298877

Copy Add to Informed Delivery

Latest Update
Your item was picked up at the post office at 7:05 am on July 7, 2026 in LAS VEGAS, NV 89106.

Get More Out of USPS Tracking:
USPS Tracking Plus®

Yoeqpoea

Delivered
Delivered, Individual Picked Up at Post Office

LAS VEGAS, NV 89106
July 7, 2026 7:05 AM

See All Tracking History

What Do USPS Tracking Statuses Mean?

Text & Email Updates

USPS Tracking Plus®

Product Information

See Less/\

REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1140



https://informeddelivery.usps.com/
https://informeddelivery.usps.com/
https://informeddelivery.usps.com/
https://informeddelivery.usps.com/
https://informeddelivery.usps.com/
https://informeddelivery.usps.com/
https://informeddelivery.usps.com/
https://informeddelivery.usps.com/
https://faq.usps.com/s/article/Where-is-my-package
https://faq.usps.com/s/article/Where-is-my-package
https://faq.usps.com/s/article/Where-is-my-package
https://faq.usps.com/s/article/Where-is-my-package

RECEIVED

JULY 6, 2026

STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF TAXATION

NEVADA STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

CASE 26-107
2709 PINTO LANE, LAS VEGAS, NV 89107

HEARING DATE: 7/29/2026

PETITIONER’S BRIEF

SBE 26-107 Pg 1130
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1141



Denise Mosely
RECEIVED stamp


For all those who read my brief for case 26-107

There are numerous page numbers associated with this document. My numbers can be
found at the bottom center of each page.

The county submission is numbered at the top right corner of each page. (FYI, the copy the
county gave me had hundreds of pages that were missing page numbers, but are all in the
correct order)

The county also has a section numbered 718-789. These page numbers are also at the top
right of each page. These 71 pages were withheld from me until after my hearing.

Additionally, the county submitted a ‘Case Summary’ for County appeal # 424, now State
case 26-107. Those are numbered from 344-422 and are located at the bottom right corner
of each page.

Most of my page references will include ‘CCA’, referring to the page number at the top right
corner.

If it does not say ‘CCA’ it will most likely be in the bottom center and will usually be notated
as ‘p. 11, petitioner’.

To help add to the confusion, the State will eventually add their number SBE... as well.

Example:

In my brief, there is a reference to p. 185 (that is my number at the bottom in the center)
There is a footnote " that says it is p. 205 CCA (should be on top right of same page)
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2026/2027 APPEAL BRIEF
Case #: 26-107

Introduction

Case 26-107 is an appeal based on the inequitable valuation of Petitioner’s property relative
to other similarly situated properties.

Petitioner asserts that his property, an improved lot, has been assessed differently and
unfairly, when compared to numerous properties in his immediate neighborhood and to the
comps submitted by the Clark County Assessor (CCA).

Land, by statute, must be valued at fair market value (FMYV). Improvements must be valued
at Replacement Cost—New (RCN) less statutory depreciation of 1.5%/year (RCNLD).

Not all methodologies achieve the intended goal. Last year the State Board of Equalization,
in a challenge to the RCN on improvements, overrode an M&S value used by the White Pine
County Assessor because it could not reach an accurate and equitable valuation. The case
was 24-154 Tim & Victoria Pauley v. White Pine County Board of Equalization. The State
Board cited City of Elko v. Zillich which held that an owner is presumed to have special
knowledge of the property...and in particular the Board found that Mr. Pauley’s opinion
regarding valuation was credible given his business experience.

This is very applicable to this case. My specific knowledge of this area far surpasses that of
the CCA. 1 live here and see all that is happening. Last year I submitted documentation that
the county was unaware of and then they adjusted some, but not all, of the properties. My
finance background, including an MBA, an MS in Accounting, a CPA of 40+ years, a former
Sr. VP Finance of a NYSE large cap corporation and CFO of 2 privately held companies
gives me insight and knowledge others may not have. I was relocated 5 times in my career
and have owned and lived in 12 homes and worked with appraisers each relocation and have
a good understanding of their processes .

At prior hearings, Ms. Weidner stated that I live in a custom home community which makes
it harder to develop assessed values. It is true that I live in a custom home development and
it might also be true that that makes things a bit more difficult. That is her burden, not mine,
and does not excuse the issues I will address shortly. This brief will highlight numerous
examples where properties have been extensively removated with no supplemental
assessments; whereas, Petitioner’s property assessment for improvements was increased
dramatically. Petitioner will point to evidence that even though the CCA was given
notification of these other renovations they failed to act; thereby, creating an inequity.
Moreover, Petitioner will also provide evidence that the 7 comps submitted by the CCA to
‘prove’ and ‘support’ the valuation of Petitioner’s improvements are materially flawed. This
is similar to last year’s appeal when Petitioner identified numerous examples where the CCA
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denied any inequity but within just months after the County hearing increased the value of
4 properties by $182,000 to $771,000. Two of these properties were their comps, one of which
was increased 94% over the initial supplemental. None of these were applied retroactively
even though the law permits a 3 year look back. This is just another example of differing
treatment and unequal taxation.

In order to determine the final taxable value of improvements the CCA utilizes the Marshall
& Swift (M&S) system. The M&S system is also used to determine the effective year built
(EYB) in order to arrive at the proper depreciation when a renovation takes place. Petitioner
will prove that the methods applied to these calculations are inconsistent and punitive to
petitioner while beneficial to his neighbors. All the evidence comes from documents obtained
by Petitioner from the CCA.

The land portion of this appeal will focus on the statutes selected to determine the value, the
methods employed by the CCA, and the misleading information presented by the CCA to the
County board of equalization. While I do not question the assessed value of my property in
the absolute, I do, however, assert that the assessed value of my property is inequitably over-
valued by $713,000-$834,000 when compared to similar situated properties. (See p. 47, below)

Article 10, Section 1 of the Nevada Constitution guarantees a taxpayer's right to a uniform
and equal rate of assessment and taxation.

In 2008 in Barta v. Nevada, the state Supreme Court opined, ¢ when the owner of one of two

nearly identical neighboring properties pays more in taxes than her neighbor because
nonuniform methods have been used to assign differing taxable values to the two properties, the

owner with the greater tax burden has suffered an injury.’

When weighing the facts and evidence of this case the Board should be skeptical of what is
presented. I implore the board to ask penetrating questions of both parties. Spreadsheets
are not evidence, they are simply spreadsheets. I pride myself on being honest and accurate.
Unfortunately honest errors can occur by either party. Occasionally people misspeak.
Neither of these situations should raise questions of one’s integrity. However, I will present
to the board statements made by the CCA, these past 2 years, to both the County and State
that are either material misrepresentations or lacking in ‘diligent’ inquiry as required by
NRS 361.260, or statements the CCA knew or should have known were false. Using their
exact language I will compare those claims against evidence submitted by Petitioner, and in
some cases the CCA themselves, raising questions of their collective lack of integrity.
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IMPROVEMENTS — DEPRECIATION
ESTIMATED INEQUITY IMPACT: $80,000-3197,000

Last year the county corrected my 2022/23 supplemental assessment. It finally landed at
$681,000 after a prolonged back and forth. This represented a reduction of ~ $200,000 the
county ultimately acknowledged was in error. Part of the impact of this value was how the
CCA adjusted the EYB for my main house and guest house based on their M&S spreadsheet.

Page 185 is a copy of the M&S worksheet for my property. This worksheet, created by the
CCA, was used to determine the new EYB of my main house — 2011. The calculations by the
CCA are correct using their methodology. To the very right is a column that says 18% of my
improved value is from the existing structure and the converse (82%) is new — the result of
my remodel. The CCA rounds those values to 20/80, a process I don’t understand but won’t
object to since this is consistent with other properties. I have highlighted 4 line items. What
is notable is that all 4 are given 0% original. The maximum value of all 4 is 12%. (See 2"
column from the left). With an additional 12%, my old/new adjusts to 30/70 and would
change my EYB from 2011 to 2006 °. This 5 year difference would increase the depreciation
of my property by 7.5% (1.5%/year statutory). When multiplied by the RCN 7 of $1,065,786
the taxable assessed value of my property would decrease by $79,934. At a tax rate of .032782,
my tax bill would have also been reduced by $917/year ($79,934 x .35 x .0327812).

Since this appeal is based on equity and fair treatment, let’s look at how this same process
was handled for several of the other remodels in my neighborhood.

1. 2400 Palomino: This was a comp last year submitted by both the assessor and
Petitioner. Prior to the hearing this property had no supplemental assessment for a
major renovation and a ‘permitted’ new pool. After the hearing, based on my
documentation in addition to pointing out to them that their own submission
highlighted the huge renovation, the CCA applied a supplemental assessment of
$392,000, 2 years late with no retroactive taxation.

1. Page 205 CCA
2. ((1970 x .3 =591) + (2021 x .7=1415))=2006
3. Page 757 CCA
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However, in doing their update, the CCA developed an M&S worksheet (p. 186.1) # that
grants 12% as old when my renovation got 0%. This 12% translates into a new EYB of
1998 versus the 1993 used for their calculation. This 5 years converts into 7.5%
depreciation. With an RCN of $827,309 (p.186.2) * the depreciation should decrease by
$62,048. This further translates to an annual tax savings of $712/year versus my property
(362,048 x .35 x. 0327682 = $ 711.92). (See p.176 for calculations). ¢

In this case the CCA gave them 2% °‘old’ for work without permits/plans. This is an
interesting application of the law since what they did was il/legal. Why would the county
now reward them? (After p. 186.4 7 is a 24 page section A1-A24 with before and after
photos). Rather than forcing them to apply for a permit, after the fact, and pay double fees,
which is standard for the Las Vegas permit department, the county gave them a break on
assessments and taxes. This is their definition of ‘diligent inquiry’ and equitable treatment.

. 2500 Pinto Lane: This is a major remodel 5 houses east. On 10/7/25 the CCA wrote to me

that ‘2500 Pinto was a similar teardown and rebuild like yours and went from a 1963
original to a2014 EYB’. (P.182) ¥ . Pages 180, 181, 181.1,181.2, 181.3 ? represent the main
house, GH#1, GH#2, and the garage. The main house was rebuilt after demolishing
everything except a fireplace. All the other structures were completely gutted and rebuilt.
Since Ms. Jacobs referred to this as a similar teardown, one would think that the M&S
worksheet would be relatively the same. Nope. In each case the M&S worksheet gave this
property the same 12% old for a rebuild ‘similar’ to mine. The main house (p.180)!? has
27.2% original when it should be 15.2%, assuming everything else is correct. The
calculation in the table at the bottom uses the rounded result of 25/75 old/new, resulting in
an EYB of 2011. The next page creates a blended EYB by incorporating the ‘addition’ to
the main house. The main home’s new EYB for the blended build is now 2014. If you
remove the 12%, SIMILAR to mine, the blended EYB would be 2018 (see p. 183,184).
This 4 year variance equates to 6% depreciation. With an RCN of $1,916,722 2 the
underassessment is  $115,003 with annual tax savings of $1,320/yr 3. The total
underassessment including the detached garage and the 2 guest houses increases the total
to $139,136 for an annual tax savings of $1,596/yr 4. Moreover, the likelihood that the 2
guest houses were finished out with an ‘average/30° M&S quality rating is 0!

Page 207 CCA

Page 208 CCA

Page 193 CCA

Page 210 CCA

Page 202 bottom CCA

Page 197-201 CCA

Page 197 CCA

Page 203-204 CCA

Page 612 CCA/Page 558 -Petitioner
(81,916,722 x .06) =$115,003 x .35 =840,251 x .032782=$1,320/year
SCHEDULE ‘A’, PAGE 45, BELOW
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15.
16.
17.

18

19.
20.

. 2327 Alta: This property sold on 1/9/2015 for $1.5M. It was re-listed for just under $6M

on 10/18/2021. Sometime between 1/9/2015 and 10/18/2021 it underwent a major
renovation (without permits except for an HVAC replacement in 2017). This property,
including its guest house was gutted. The change in sale value provides the 1% clue. The
next clue is the MLS listing which starts, ‘this newly renovated mid-century modern
estate’. This can be found on p.209 7°. Page 222 ¢ includes some of the before and after
photos. The date of the ‘before’ is 7/30/2013 from the You Tube video uploaded by the
selling agent. A point to note on p.222 is the extensive recessed ceiling lighting. The 2
photos on this page are the before and after of the same location in the house. Page 223 17
is the kitchen.

On p.214, 18 the 1% point is that the appraiser again gifted them 2% by assigning the plans
and permits as ‘original/old’. This remodel was done without permits. But without plans?
Why not report the illegal construction to the proper authorities? The next gift was the 21%
for rough framing, which is 100% of this category. I don’t know how much was done but
according to the notes by the appraiser on the M&S sheet dated 11/28/23 the kitchen and
baths were all renovated. The photos reveal a raised ceiling in the kitchen, apparently
without any rough framing. I don’t know the right number but I know its not ZERQO. Their
diligent inquiry just gave them 100% original!

The biggest gift, however, was the 16% ‘original/old’ for rough in plumbing (4% out of 4),
Insulation (1% out of 1), and rough-in electrical and mechanical (11% of 11.) The line item
‘interior drywall and ceiling finish’ was rated 100% new which it clearly was and can be
seen in the photos. So, for the 1% insulation, the 4% rough plumbing and 11% rough-in
electrical and mechanical the appraiser believes that the contractor removed all the old
sheet rock, then reused the old insulation, renovated all the bathrooms and installed all
those ceiling cans without any rough-in electrical or rough-in plumbing, amazing! We
know that the mechanical equipment was replaced because it was permitted in 2017!

I reworked their M&S worksheet based on what I see. Keep in mind, per Ms. Weidner, |
am clueless when it comes to these matters. If I was doing this, instead of 60% old, 40%
new, I arrive at the (minimum) exact inverse and with an EYB of 2001, not 1995 %, This
6 year difference and 9% change in depreciation applied to their RCN of $2,189,438 2/
would increase their taxable value by $197,049.

Page 263 CCA
Page 276 CCA
Page 277 CCA
Page 268 CCA
Page 270 CCA/216 Petitioner
Page 267 CCA/213 Petitioner
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21.
22,
23.
24.
25.

Their annual tax savings resulting from these errors is $2,260 ?7. Don’t forget, I don’t know
what I’m talking about, but then again what did I know last year when they took the input
from an idiot (me) and upped several assessed values on comps, one by $771K.

Note the appraiser’s comments: ‘renovation was completed prior to 2/2022 per MLS.” 1
Their supplemental of $227K (assessed) was issued for the fiscal 2024/25 year (p. 215) #.
At a minimum, this should have been issued for the 2022/23 fiscal year per the notes, so it
is_at least 2 years late. Any retroactive treatment? Nope, even though they have a 3 year

look back! The supplemental on this house which is 33% larger than mine was $227K.
Mine was $238K, assessed ($11K more). The difference in property and improvements is
staggering between the two. But, again, what do I know? As Ms. Weidner reiterated at this
year’s county hearing,

‘He's not licensed in the State of Nevada, and he has not been trained on how to use
Marshall and Swift. And so, he has his own interpretation of how Marshall and Swift should
be applied.” My question is, have they been trained? Do they remember that snarky little
NRS 361.260 (1) where ‘they shall ascertain by diligent inquiry and examination ALL real
property on July 1°? (Maybe ‘ALL’ means just ‘ALL MINE’!)

And let’s not overlook the claim they make on the assessor’s website that they are ‘the
most technologically advanced, user friendly assessor’s office in the country.’, Really?
(See p. 198) % Heaven help those who live in the 2" best!

“You don’t need a weatherman to know which way the wind blows’. (Bob Dylan)

Other anomalies/inconsistencies related to the application of the M&S process can be
found on p. 166 and p.167 %4. Page 168, (2315 Alta) ? is a remarkably abbreviated
calculation. (I guess they didn’t trespass onto this property to see all the new enhancements
and a brand new air conditioned 5 car garage. P.292 & 297 CCA) They do need to keep an
eye on this property though. It was just gutted to the max and spent $million+ for the
remodel, if they spent a dime. Pages 183-184 (CCA) summarize the nearby properties that
either have no M&S worksheets to support their assessments or are error ridden or are
abbreviated (SWAG) % ones without any ‘diligent inquiry” as required by NRS 361.260.
Page 167, an email from Ms. Jacobs describes the worksheets of 9 properties (1 of the 10

was a duplicate). So much for that uniformity thing from the Supreme Court.
(82,189,438 x .09 =8197,049 x .35 =368,967 x .032782 =$2,260)

Page 269 CCA

Page 252 CCA, Page 198 - petitioner

Page 183-185 CCA, Page 166-168 petitioner

SWAG — Scientific Wild Ass Guess
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The CCA has testified that when I have brought forth issues related to them regarding concerns
about these matters they always take appropriate action. This issue was brought to their attention.
Their action was to do nothing.

IMPROVEMENTS — RCN
ESTIMATED INEQUITY IMPACT ~ $447,000-$451,000

Article 10, Section 1 of the Nevada Constitution guarantees a taxpayer's right to a uniform
and equal rate of assessment and taxation.

Last year several properties I submitted as comps were subsequently increased in value. Some
previously had no supplemental added (2400 Palomino and 3011 Pinto) while others had their
supplemental increased in value due to my documentation (2333 Pinto and 2337 Pinto). The timing
of those assessments should also be applied in a consistent manner to be equitable.

Not much has changed. The following properties (from last year) made major improvements and
have still not been updated to reflect those improvements. Those properties are 2608 Pinto, 2800
Pinto, and 2701 Pinto. As you might have guessed, these properties are pretty close to me — spitting
distance some might say.

2608 Pinto: This property is diagonally across the street from me to the east. This property sold
on 6/30/2010 for $545K. On 9/15/2021 it was listed for $2.5M and sold for $2.35M on 12/1/21.
Page 11 %6 is the description of the property from the MLS. It says, ‘timeless, fully-remodeled ...
featured on Property Brothers ‘forever home’ series. It then states, ‘Over $1M invested in gorgeous
interior and exterior upgrades, with plenty of room to add another garage or guest house.’ The
impact of this last statement will soon become clearer.

They marketed their home in 2021 asking $2.5M. They advertised that they added $IM in
improvements. Prior to the renovations the property sold 11 years earlier for $545K so all this
seems to be areasonably consistent story. One might think that a supplemental assessment between
2010 and 2021 would reflect this $1M improvement, right?

Not quite. The VHR for this property has no supplementals from 2004-2026 except for $120,092
in 2024-2025 #’. This relates to the earlier comment. The new owners, after closing, took out
permits and built an attached patio cover, a detached garage and a detached cabana. The Permit #’s
are R22-12065, R22-12066 and PRR22-00018-001. These were issued between 7/27/22 and
11/14/22. The $120,092 is attributable to the aforementioned permits, yet the $1M improvement
could not be found by the ‘most technologically advanced assessor’s office in the country’
(TMTAAOITC). More importantly, I alerted them of this almost 2 year’s ago - still nothing.

26. Page 24 CCA, page 11 petitioner
27. Page H-2, Additional Evidence
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2800 Pinto: This property is diagonally across from me to the west. This property was gutted by
the owner and rebuilt. Since I don’t work for the city or county I wasn’t paying close enough
attention to think about photographing all the material coming and going- how stupid. 1 actually
thought they might be doing that. However, certain things are/were visibly obvious and I provided
photos last year, and again this year, to the county supporting this argument.

Let’s address the easiest part first-the driveway. The owner jack-hammered his concrete circular
driveway and entry to the rear yard. It was replaced with pavers.?® I submitted this last year and
this year. I was able to obtain these from the TMTAAOITC’s website using their aerial options.
You can track, year to year, the changes-a very helpful tool. 1 didn’t measure the sq.ft; a little too
intrusive for me. I am being assessed for 7,500 sf of pavers for $90,825, or $12.11/sf. ? My tax
bill for this improvement is $1,042/year for my pavers ($90,825 x .35 x. 032782). I know he has
less than I do but its not my job to measure. Let Mr. Bonesteel from the assessor’s office do that.
He did my Casita from the aerials. The supplemental for their improvement is $0. When I calculate
his added tax burden, hmm, OMG its also $0. (you don’t need to know how to apply Marshall &
Swift-here’s a math hint for the assessor: anything times 0 is 0).

The aerial from Spring 2019 shows the concrete driveway and the vacant landscape in the front.
When you open the July 1, 2023 photo you will see three critical things: (1) a brand new circular
driveway of pavers, (2) a beautifully upgraded landscaped front yard, and (3) four 16’ pods each
capable of holding 850 cu ft of storage. ? What could these possibly be used for? Maybe storing
personal items while the house is being renovated? Maybe not, maybe its just yard art.

No supplemental here. This has further implications related to equitable treatment. This property
on the assessor’s record has an EYB of 1959 3 This makes it 67 years old. They have 75%
depreciation since there are no recorded improvements. I know this board doesn’t deal with taxes,
however, [ pay $14,269/year, they pay $3,417/year. Must one be a licensed appraiser or an expert
in the M&S process to see how wrong this is?

The neighbors to my immediate east and west also underwent improvements reported to the
assessor. The one to the west is still a work in progress, 7 years since they pulled their permit to
construct an addition to the house. The CCA in an email in 2024 acknowledged the work, had the
permit, and wrote they would issue a supplemental in 2025/26. That didn’t happen. 3!

The other one bought their house and had contractors working for about a year before moving in.
In late 2024 they built an addition in the front incorporating an outside patio into indoor space.
This too was reported to the assessor. I can’t say what type of work was done in that year and the
added space is probably not all that much, maybe 168 sf at 156.14/sf (the rate on their PRC), or
about $26K taxable. While not a lot, this still equates to a ~$300/year tax savings to the owner. 3?

28. Page 27 CCA, page 14 petitioner 29. Page 574-575 CCA + page 731 CCA, page 520-521 petitioner

30. Page 65 + 732 CCA, page 52 petitioner row 35, Col G 31. Page 550 CCA, page 496 petitioner
32. Page 576-577 CCA, page 522-523 petitioner
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The point is that the county knew about these activities and did nothing. You don’t need to be
TMTAAOITC, just listen and do your job. Photos of these 2 neighbors’ work was also submitted
as evidence in both years. The EYB and depreciation on these are also wrong because there has
been no update to reflect the impact of the remodels, overstating their depreciation and
understating the RCNLD and resultant taxes.

Six days prior to the County hearing, Mr. Jerrell Turner handed me the County’s evidence,
excluding the 71 pages given to me after my hearing. Nonetheless, what they did give me included

7 comps they used to ‘prove’ that the assessed value of my improvements were fair and equitable.

On page 349 of the CCA’s ‘Case Summary’ there are seven comps used to justify the taxable value
of my improvements of $1,087.686. The CCA shows my taxable value at $1,687,686, of which
exactly $600,000 is attributable to land. The remaining $1,087,686 represents the value of my
improvements and ties exactly to the figures on the Property Record Card (PRC) the CCA
developed for my property using RCNLD 3. Since the latter part of their submission relates solely
to land, the only conclusion one should draw is that this chart is intended to prove the value of my
improvements have been assessed equitably.

If that is not the case, the county has provided no evidence to refute my case for a reduction of
$447,000-3451,000 related solely to improvements.

This year, like last, they created what they call a Parcel Equity Analysis — (PEA) on p. 403. Last
year they selected all comps from that list and highlighted them on the Comparable Sales Analysis
chart (p.349). This year none of the 7 on p. 349 can be found on the PEA chart. I cannot fathom
why one would develop a chart of equitable parcels and then choose 100% from somewhere else.

That’s a question you might want to quiz them on.

The bottom line is; GARBAGE IN — GARBAGE OUT.

Here’s a list of other questions you might want to know the answer to:

1. Why did the CCA use 7 ‘comps’ from places other than from the PEA they submitted?

2. Why are 2 comps 1.7 to 1.8 miles from subject property?

3. Why does the CCA compute the taxable value of my property at $339/sf by commingling
land and improvements?

4. Why does the CCA do the same for the 7 comps in the bottom box?

33. Page 756 CCA
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5. The land portion of my value of $1,687,686 is $600K. The calculation for the other
properties also include their land value, however, the land values differ from mine except
for 2727 Alta. How can commingling these values create an apples and apples comparison?

a. The taxable land values of the 7 comps are $600K, $325K, $483K, $483K, $483K,
$351K, and $449K, respectively. 3

6. The $/sf used to justify the taxable value of subject property was taken from 7 entries in
the column labeled ‘sales price’ from the bottom chart labeled ‘Comparable Sales’.

a. The CCA then makes adjustments to all 7 sales prices to arrive at the ‘adjusted sales
price’ but offers no reason for the modifications, no NRS, no calculations, just new
numbers...and they are not small alterations. I provide calculations so my math can
be checked by interested parties. People do make errors, even me, just ask my wife.

b. The $ changes are $387K, $30K, $480K, $561K, $531K, $365K and $150K,
respectively.

c. The % changes are 26%, 2%, 35%, 31%, 35%, 18%, and 8%, respectively.

Now that they have manufactured numbers that somehow satisfy their needs, they proceed
to ‘prove’ their numbers are ok. Let them explain it. It’s beyond any logic I possess.

Even if one was to assume that there is nothing awry with any of the above and the above
could prove that the CCA’s case is rock solid, it would still need to be based on correct
data to draw an accurate conclusion, no? The following information was developed in the
6 days I had prior to hearing after Mr. Turner gave me the CCA’s evidence. It was handed
out at the County hearing and labeled ‘Exhibit D’.

GARBAGE IN — GARBAGE OUT

Comp 1: 2727 Alta. (BTW- this was used as a comp last year as well)

On p. 349, the CCA uses a bldg sf of 4,807 to compute a $/sf of $314. MLS shows this house to
be 7,112 sf for all livable sf - which the CCA also attached on p.354 of their Case Summary. Even
the CCA’s chart reflects 7,027 sf when you add in the 1,100 sf basement and the 1,120 sf casita.
Using these ‘correct’ values, the $/sf would decline to $212/sf and $215/sf, respectively,
representing a staggering downward adjustment of ~32%.

When the house sold on 1/24/25 for $1.508M, did the basement and casita not convey? Why would
the CCA include the entire sales value but not the total sf and then use that adulterated computation
as the basis for comparison?

34. Exhibit ‘D’ (3, 7", 10", 13", 16™ 19", 23", & 27" pages)
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On p. 349, there is a column labeled ‘mult gar’. This is to identify garages that are in addition to a
main garage on the property. For my property it has a ‘Y in the box because I have a (2"%) detached
garage. The RCN for my 1,024 sf detached 3 car garage is $76K, or $73.89/sf or $25.2K/bay. This
can be found on p.758, part of the 71 missing pages. The box on this property has an ‘N’, signifying
that no additional garages exist. But on p.354 of the CCA’s own ‘Case Summary’ you find this,
‘attached garage at the main house, separate oversized (3) garages building, additional
workshop/garage customized for a 40° RV/boat. At the top under the property description it
advertises 12 car parking garage space’. Photos are available on Redfin and p. 356-358 in their
Case Summary.

The PRC for this property that I requested is dated 2/12/26, just 1 week prior to the hearing,
includes zero garages. It has 2 carports @ $31.06/sf, one of which is a Porte Cochere, with a total
RCN of $53K. If you use $50K for an attached 2 car garage (the value on my PRC) and add 10
garage bays at $25.2K/bay (my rate) for $252K and subtract $18K already assessed for the 2™
carport, the under statement is $284K. My Porte Cochere is rated at $40.92/sf, theirs is $31.06.
The rate differential is $11K. Also theirs is 1,120 sf vs 875 sf for mine. The size differential would
add another $10K (1,120-875=245x $40.96 = $10,035) making the total understatement $305K.

Also, they have quite a nice outdoor kitchen with a $0 assessment. Other properties in the area are
charged around $20,000 for these per their PRC (2905 Pinto, 2800 Pinto), so why not them? This
raises the total to an understatement of $325K.

The last major item here is depreciation. Currently, the CCA shows this property with an AYB and
an EYB of 1966. This means two things, (1) no meaningful improvements have occurred over the
past 60 years and (2) they received 75% depreciation. Their VHR reflects no supplemental
assessments. 3 In looking at the photos on Redfin, it is clear that this house has had numerous
remodels over the past 60 years. Obviously, I cannot determine when or what but there is nothing
there from 1966. Making an educated guess that the work was done ~ 20 years ago (2006) and if
the M&S would reflect 60% old and 40% new, the new EYB would be 1988, resulting in a
depreciation rate of 57%, or 18% lower. The 18% x the RCN of $1,003,594 would increase the
taxable value by $181K.

This $181K plus the $325K indicates that the taxable value is understated by_$506K, 53% more
than the current $954K. The VHR report has no supplementals dating back to 2004-2005. This
exclusion saves the owners $5,807/year. ($506K x .35 x .032782). That’s $116,114 savings over
the estimated 20 year period.

Last point on this property. On p. 349 in the box labeled ‘comments and reconciliation’ the CCA
states, ‘Comp #1 was most similar to the subject.” Basically, we have nowhere to go but down.

35. VHR — 2727 Alta Exhibit ‘D’ (6" page)
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Comp 2: 2822 Ashby — this house is in a different neighborhood and .8 miles away
not the .5 miles per the CCA. (I used Google Maps by car to calculate distance)

On p. 349, the CCA uses a bldg sf of 5,600 to compute a $/sf of $313. MLS has this house at 6,225
sf for livable sf - which the CCA also attached on p.359 of their Case Summary. The CCA’s chart
reflects 6,225 sf when you add in the 625 sf casita. Using these ‘correct’ values, the $/sf would
decline to $281/sf, respectively, a downward adjustment of 10%.When the house sold on 9/12/25
for $1.75M, did the casita not convey?

Page 24/129 of my ‘Exh. E’ handout is a complete description of the discrepancies with this comp.
The VHR has zero supplementals dating back to 2009-2010. In the same exhibit on p. 25, I
calculated the understatement based on the publicly available records and the data submitted by
the CCA. My calculations and assumptions add up to an understated value of $460K.

The easiest place to start is on p. 359 of the CCA’s Case Summary where it says ‘over $300K in
recent upgrades’. It also adds, ‘property has a private sports park, an outdoor kitchen, jacuzzi,
sauna, a basketball court, a 2,000 bottle wine room, a soundproof theater, a gazebo, a fire pit,
pavers, 5 new A/C units, and a casita with 2 individual suites with 2 kitchens and full baths. Lastly,
it is rated a *35’ average/good which is pathetically ridiculous. 3¢ Read the MLS description on
their p. 359.

I’m sure once I check the PRC 3¢ all this will be accounted for, right? QMG none of it is there!
How could the TMTAAOITC miss all this? It gets worse. The CCA shows the AYB and the EYB
in 2008, really? 36 Well, the house was built in 2008 but it was recently remodeled. My assumption-
2022. They pulled a permit (R21-17035) for HVAC changeout for 5 units, so its pretty reasonable
to assume 2022 was the year of the remodel. If one assumes 40% old/ 60% new, the new EYB is
2016, not 2008. This changes the depreciation by 12%. Multiplying 12% by the RCN ($1,080,019)
results in an increase to the taxable value of $130K. (.12 x $1,080,019 = $129,602)

Overall, the understatement I calculated (Exh ‘E’ p. 25) is $460K. This saves the owners
$5,277/year in taxes (~ $21K since 2022 and still counting) But what do I know? I’'m not an
licensed appraiser nor knowledgeable in the M&S processes. My number may not be spot on but
its a lot closer than the_$0 the CCA has assessed this property for their remodel! And it could even
be more.

One last point. In the comments/reconciliation section of p. 349 the CCA writes, ‘Comps #3,4,6,&7
have been extensively remodeled. Comps #2 & 5 were updated less extensively.” This was comp
#2, one of the ‘less extensive’. Buckle up!

36. 2822 Ashby — Exhibit ‘D’ (pages 7-9)
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Comp 3: 3108 Sonia — this house is in_a different/guard gated neighborhood and
.6 miles away not the .4 miles per the CCA.

Lets start off where I just finished, the comment section that says, ‘comp 3’ has been extensively
remodeled. I don’t often say this, but they are RIGHT! Now lets see if this extensive remodel has
been issued a supplemental assessment. When I check the VHR provided to me by Ms. Jacobs (my
Exh. ‘D’handout) , yikes, not a single supplemental assessment between 2004-2025. 37 Wait, I need
to check the current year. OMG there is nothing there either!*® How can TMTAAOITC (1) miss
all this when it occurs and (2) include it in their packet of evidence? They can’t claim they didn’t
know about it. They just wrote that it went through an ‘extensive remodel’. Is this not crazy?

The PRC reflects an AYB of 1966 and an EYB of 1969 generating 75% depreciation. What about
that extensive remodel? On pages 43-51 are color photos I handed out in Exh. ‘E’. And more
photos on p. 54-57. This is what they call an EYB of 1969, which BTW is, the year I graduated
high school — about when dirt was discovered.

Moreover, this property is rated ‘35” avg/good at a rate of $151/sf.3¥ Compared to other properties
rated ‘good/40’ like 2337 Pinto this $/sf should be ~ $180/sf. This would also add $133K to the
property’s assessed value. ($/80-8151x4,583 sf = $132,900)

My math says they are under assessed by at least_$408K, $133K in quality upgrade and $275K
depreciation. (see my calcs on p.42 Exh. ‘E’ handout for depreciation)

Comp 4: 217 Campbell — this house is in a different/guard gated neighborhood and
.7 miles away not the .54 miles per the CCA.

The CCA is RIGHT again! This house under went a major renovation. On p. 372 of their Case
Summary it states right off the get go, ‘Nearly $500K in recent renovations’. The CCA included
an entire array of photos of the work on p. 374-378. They are much clearer on the internet, though.

The PRC for this property has an EYB of 1989 and a quality rating of ‘30/average’ ata $137.20/sf.
At a minimum this is a ‘good/40’ quality property and should be rated at ~$183.88/sf, my rate.
Additionally, the current depreciation rate is 55.5%. Since this was ‘extensively remodeled’ the
property should have been issued a supplemental assessment. Nope! The VHR has $0 back to
2004, see p. 15 Exh‘D’. In 2019/20 there is $39K for new improvements, perhaps a bathroom
remodel (Permit # R-329940). I already checked the PRC for 2026/2027 — nothing there either, see
p- 13 Exh ‘D’.

37. Sonia VHR Exhibit ‘D’, page 12
38. Sonia PRC Exhibit ‘D’, pages 10-11
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My math says they are under assessed by $447K (see p. 59 Exh. ‘E’) which includes adjustments
for depreciation of $158K once the EYB is recalculated, $164K to upgrade to $183.88/sf, and other
items such as new pool decking, an outdoor kitchen, all new windows, 3 new sliding glass doors,
Cat6 cabling, and a rate change to the carport in parity with mine. All these improvements are
detailed on p. 372 of the CCA’s Case Summary they gave to me 6 days before the hearing.

Comp 5: 3105 Conners —this house is in a different/euard gated neighborhood and

.7 miles away not the .5 miles per the CCA.

The CCA adjusted the sale price of $1.5M to $2.031M. No explanation and no calculations to
support the 35.4% increase. The quality rating of ‘avg/30’ belies the sale price of $1.5M and the
improvements that were made, not to mention the inexplicable $531K adjustment.

This house has an AYB of 1966 and an EYB of 1981. It had a major renovation in 2009. Permit
R-105275, 38X which is 6 pages long includes inspections for things like: rough and final plumbing,
under slab plumbing, rough and final mechanical, rough and final electrical, drywall nailing,
insulation, framing, shear walls, roof sheathing, pre-slab, and footing. The permit was issued on
4/17/2008 and finaled on 1/15/2009. The abbreviated description on the permit reads, ‘garage and
2 bedrooms have add’l sq ft, remodel the Master bdrm and all bathrooms, trusses and soil testing’.

For 9 months of labor and materials plus far more work was done than can be mentioned in this
short description — view the photos on Redfin, including trusses to expand the garage (see the
aerials) they received a supplemental of $83K taxable.?? Additionally, I was able to calculate
(approx) how the new EYB was derived. If the AYB was 1966 and the remodel took place in 2009
and the county assigned 65% old and 35% new you arrive at 1981 for the EYB. There’s a lot more
new here than 35%. If the old/new was split just 50/50 then the new EYB would be ((1966 x
5)+(2009 x .5)) = 1988. The 7 year difference would be 10.5% less depreciation on an RCN of
$700,000, or $73.5K.

The quality rating of 30/average ($128.74/sf) is also absurd. The entire house has been updated,
new bathrooms, new closets and more. It has a gazebo and outdoor kitchen not reflected on the
PRC. Nor is there anything for the ‘extended driveway with pavers’ as described on p.380 of the
CCA’s Case Summary. If the quality rating was nudged up just to ‘avg/good/35’ and rated at
$160.06 like 2822 Ashby, that would further increase their valuation by $142K. ($160.06-$128.74)
x 4522 sf). If the rating was ‘40/good’ and $183.88, like mine, the valuation would go up another
$108K. At a bare minimum this property is under assessed by $320K, IMHO.

38.1 see add’l evidence p. R2-R7

39. Conners VHR Exhibit ‘D’, 16"-18" pages
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Comp 6: 2009 Bannie — this house is in a different neighborhood and 1.8 miles
away by car not the .92 miles per the CCA, maybe as the crow flies!

For this comp, the CCA makes an adjustment of $365K (17.6%) to somehow make this property
comparable to mine. They provide no explanation, quote no NRS, provide no calculations to verify
the correctness....just take their word for it, just like all the prior ones. They do reference GLA
(gross living area?) in the comment box but trying to relate that to this change is mind boggling.
And they make it sound like its nearby. Last year they referred to this neighborhood as ‘adjacent’
to mine. Is Las Vegas adjacent to Reno? They claim its .92 miles away. Well good luck driving
there in .92 miles, its 1.8 miles per Google Maps. See map on p. 87 in my Exh. ‘E” handout.

The M&S worksheet (Exh. ‘D’ p. 21) calculates the EYB using a remodel year of 2020. However,
the certificate of occupancy was issued on 1/13/2023 (p. 95 Exh. ‘E’). Using their old/new %, the
correct EYB should be 2000, not 1998. Additionally, the 1% line of the M&S assigns 1% old even
though it is notated as ‘permit.’ You will recall that my M&S was 0. If they had a permit, they had
to have plans-why the 1% inconsistency? The combination of these 2 issues would make the
correct EYB 2001, not 1998. The 3 year difference changes the depreciation by 4.5%. The RCN
for this property is $1,031,119 #? so the taxable value is understated by $46.4K ($1,031,119 x .045)
saving owner $532/year in taxes. ($46,400 x .35 x .032782).

The line with the largest factor is Rough Framing and it represents 21% of the total. The comments
by the appraiser at the bottom says ‘2022 per MLS (guess he didn’t trespass here) home completely
remodeled.’ Below is a cut and paste from permit #: R22-01160 (p.91-95 Exh. ‘E’)

‘Remodel West House (Kitchen,Utility Room,Family Room, Dining Room, Entry).
Work includes Framing new walls, Drywall, Wall Insulation, HVAC, Plumbing,
Electrical, ceiling Lights and Removing and Replacing Windows and Doors’.

Looking at the photos on Redfin one will find an extraordinary high-end remodel. The CCA
includes all these photos on p.388-391 in their Case Summary, but they are small and in B&W.
The M&S gives 1% old for windows and doors. The appraiser notes ‘some original.” There is not
a single original door or window here. Had he visited the home, like he did mine, he would know
that. The permit refers to framing new walls. Under electrical and plumbing the appraiser notes a
floor plan change which is also consistent with the permit. Was this done with no framing? So why
100% of the 21% for framing? If the 21% was changed modestly to 16% old and 5% new and the
1% for windows and doors was 0% old, the EYB would now change from 2001 to 2004. This
would trigger an additional 4.5% change in depreciation and another $46.4K in taxable value. The
M&S rating of ‘50’ is more similar to 2333 Pinto ‘60’ at $293.40/sf, not the $223.34, representing
a shortfall of $309K 4!, All tolled the understatement is_$402K saving the homeowner $4,612/year
in taxes. And this does not even address all the stone decking around the pool.

40. Bannie PRC — Exhibit ‘D’, 20" page

40.1. (8293.4-3223.34) x 4,410 sf = $308,965
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Comp 7: 1800 Silver— this house is in a different neighborhood and 1.7 miles away
by car, not the 1.1 miles per the CCA.

The CCA makes a $151K (7.9%) adjustment with no explanation, calculations, or NRS/NAC
references. The AYB is 1977, the EYB is 1994 and the RCN is $1,311,020. Depreciation on this
property is $629,290 or 48% of the RCN.

The CCA saved the best for last. This represents their laziest and most unprofessional work. This
house was a piece of garbage when it was renovated. They included tiny b&w photos (p.394-397)
but one must see the results of the renovation on line at Redfin. I also found on the internet the
‘before’ pictures. Instead of visiting the property and doing a full M&S work up the appraiser did
an abbreviated report and assigned a 60/40 old/new ranking. I attached their permit information
on p.105-112 in Exh. ‘E’. The notes on the assessor’s report (p.103) give the overall picture.
Additionally, read the MLS description submitted by the appraiser on p. 392 in the Case Summary
for more explicit details. The supplemental assessment of $125K is a mere 53% of mine and their
work exceeds the quality of mine by miles. It is rated ‘50’ but compared to other properties it is
more like ‘excellent/60’. The M&S worksheet should reflect a 30/70 old/new split. I developed a
proforma on p. 104. I will submit the color online photos of what they included so you can see the
real result of this. I did include the before and after on p.115-124. (See my EXH ‘E’ handout)

The above adjustment changes the EYB from 1994 to 2007 and increases the RCNLD by $256K.
Without this the homeowner saves $2,937 in taxes every year. This doesn’t even address the impact
of what a quality increase would do. (2007-1994=13 x 1.5% = .195 x $1,311,120 = $255,648)

This is reminiscent of what happened last year at 2333 Pinto, when I balked at the quality rating
there and then the CCA upped it from ‘good/40 to exc/60’ and from ~ $180/sf to over $293/sf (a
63% increase) and $771K over the original $819K supplemental. It would be somewhat less here
as this is already rated a ‘50°, but an increase in the RCN from $224/sf to $293/sf, a $71/sf
increment would add an additional $357K in value. Add this to $256K and now the property is
under assessed by $613K. Without this the homeowner saves $7,033/year in taxes. ($§35K so far)

If one assumes that my assessed value is equitable based on the CCA’s 7 comps_and at the values
they presented (their argument) then with the adjustments presented above that range from a
low of $320K to a high of $613K with a mean average of $451K and a median average of $447K
for all 7, then by definition my assessment must be inequitable and over assessed by that same
$447K - $451K . This also costs Clark County ~ $36,000/vear in uncollected real estate taxes.
(See page 46, below). And this for only 7 homes. Imagine the extrapolation!
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The following are direct quotes (in italics) by Mr. Turner at the County hearing on 2/19/26.
These statements need a good dissecting. | have inserted superscript labeling to help
navigate through the comments below.

Mr. Turner:
‘Thank you, Mr. Chair. First, | want to keep in mind that this is an equity appeal.?

a.  We are in agreement here, but again, why do an equity grid and then use 7 (100%) comps
that are nowhere on the equity grid?

Mr. Turner:

‘On page 403 of the master book, is a neighborhood equity sheet sorted by total
taxable value. The subject is among the 48 homes in the neighborhood as well as

homes that have been assessed equally ® with our Marshall and Swift cost manual.’

b: There is no evidence of equal assessments just because he says so. This is their standard
operating procedure- state something, prove nothing. How can they be equally assessed
when the CCA does not assess work they didn’t find, permits they don’t apply and
documented evidence provided by the petitioner that they choose to disregard.

Mr. Turner:

Looking at the homes within the neighborhood, there are nine homes with
depreciation between10 and 35%.’ ¢

c: We are in agreement here, too

Mr. Turner:
‘The subject is at $339 per sf, which is the third lowest of the nine homes.’ d

d: We agree on the 1% part - $339/sf. This is related to improvements but the $339/sf includes
the value of the land and is further complicated by including varying depreciation values
per property — this is a flawed mathematical and analytical computation. Nonetheless, it
bears further scrutiny for honesty and integrity:

a. The 12" column is labeled Quality Description. Mr. Turner makes reference to the fact
that | am the 3™ lowest of the 9 in taxable value, which | am, as if I’'m getting a bargain.
This is intentionally misleading. He is comparing apples and oranges. My property is
rated as ‘good’. This chart doesn’t include the number — it did last year, my ‘good’ is a
‘40’ rating per M&S (see p. 757 CCA). Let’s review the other 8 he compares me to.
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b. Here are the other 8:

1.

2.

3.

Line 1 —is rated ‘exceptional’. On last year’s PEA it had a ‘74’ rating

i. The $/sf (last Col. P 403) is $953
Line 4 —is rated ‘excellent plus’. Last year’s PEA report rated it a >65” and
$430/sf
Line 5 —is rated ‘very good/excellent’. Last year’s PEA report rated it *55°
and $377/sf. This is an abomination. The MTAAOITC should go look up the
permits on this property and check out Redfin. It is now on the market for
$10.25M and makes the 1% 2 look like a slum. Their last permit was for a
stable for their collection of miniature horses.
Line 6 — is rated ‘excellent/60’ and has a $/sf of $430. This is the same house
that was discussed earlier — that was torn down to the pad but received a 12%
break on the M&S worksheet (2500 Pinto Lane). My guess is that it is worth
$6-$8M, maybe more.
Line 9 — (2333 Pinto) this is the property last year that the CCA increased
their assessment by $771K. The CCA also upped their rating after the hearing
and looking at the photos | sent from Good/40 to Excellent/60. Their $/sf is
$374. 1t sold for $5M.
Line 12 (2609 Pinto). This house is ‘very good/excellent’ and ‘55’ but
their $/sf is $304/sf, 10% less than mine.This house is built out far beyond
mine as the ‘55’ rating reflects. My guess is if one was to scrutinize their
M&S worksheet it would be critically flawed. I haven’t done so since this is
the first time this property rose to the top.
Line 16 — (2608 Pinto) This is the house the CCA ignored the self advertised
$1M improvement. The house is still rated as ‘good/very good’ and a ‘45’ and
$350/sf — what good is their value when they miss $1M in improvements?
Line 25 — OK, this house is rated ‘good/40’. Finally one that is similar to
mine. Their $/sf however, is $250, 26.3% lower than mine.

To sum this up, their comments are intentionally misleading. If they didn’t know

better then they are just incompetent and should all be fired.

Mr. Turner:

‘As you know, because custom homes all have unigue characteristics, and equity

applies to the process of assessing these properties, not the result’ €.

e: As you know? Really? OMG. No, equity applies to the result according to the Nevada
Constitution and the Nevada Supreme Court. That is the law. This sounds to me like they
believe they have applied all the ‘proper procedures’ yet they realize, and now even
acknowledge, that the end result is inequitable. How does anyone know if they input the
correct data-they miss an awful lot. I’ve even read that the M&S handbook discusses the
challenge with custom homes and that their model is more suited for ‘cookie-cutter’
properties. Moreover, the state board over rode the M&S calculations last year in the
Pauley v. White Pine County case mentioned earlier.
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Mr. Turner:

Therefore, you can see that we have applied the cost from the Marshall and Swift
equitably T and with varying total assessed values as the result.’

f: No, | cannot see that. Just how do we see that the CCA applied things equitably? Because
they say so? Because they are so trustworthy? How can any of this be true when they omit,
at the very least, a $300K remodel included in their ‘evidence’, a $500K remodel also in
their ‘evidence’, another house with a 2022 renovation where the AYB and EYB are both
2008? None of these were updated with proper supplementals. None of their spreadsheets
or testimony are based on any factual evidence.

Mr. Turner:

‘We put permits in the system of the comps and all the homes that he brought into
to our notice to discover during re-eval to update and correct as well.” 9

g: This is hogwash. | gave them 5+ properties that they didn’t fix including 2400 Pinto that
pulled 4 permits and not a single supplemental was issued.

Mr. Turner:

‘All comps are within one mile.’ h

h: I don’t know how they calculate, however, 2 of their comps were almost 2 miles away. [
used Google Maps, what was their source? They just make this stuff up.

Mr. Turner:

‘The comps that were used this year were all recent sales that were comparable
that we could find to the home within the year. Ms. Jacobs will now discuss her

land assessment ', her portion of assessments.’

i: Since Ms. Jacobs is now going to present her ‘land’ case, we can presume the above was
the CCA’s Improvement Case, the one they stack ranked properties by commingling land
and varying depreciation rates into the mix while disregarding the Quality ratings and
omitting substantial and material improvements, etc.

Is it possible to be more disingenuous than this?
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Supplemental Timing

There is one last issue related to equitable treatment under the law related to improvements. Just
as all improvements are to be ascertained through diligent inquiry (NRS 361.260 (1)), all
supplementals, to be equitable, must also be issued in a consistent manner. In the case of the 4
properties (2608 Pinto, 2800 Pinto, 2701 Pinto, and 2400 Pinto) none of these ever had a
supplemental even after notification was given to the CCA. No taxes for these improvements.
Initially my taxes rose ~ $10K/year.

Last year 2400 Palomino was issued a supplemental 2 years late, 2333 Pinto’s updated 2™
supplemental was 1 year late and 2337 Pinto was 8 years late and 3011 Pinto decades late.
Conversely, my supplemental was issued for the fiscal year 2022/23 when my final did not occur
until July 27, 2022, 4 weeks into the next fiscal year. My supplemental should have been issued
for the 2023/24 fiscal year. | was emailed by Mr. Jeffrey Bonesteel on December 23, 2021 who
wrote ‘assuming my remodel is 100% complete by July 1, 2022 my supplemental would be issued
for the 2022/23 fiscal year’. It was not complete until July 27, 2022 but it was applied to the back
year contrary to the NRS that draws a line in the sand on July 1 and Mr. Bonesteel’s email.

In the landmark case of Hohl Motorsports v. NV Department of Taxation, the court ruled:

‘that email correspondence from the Department effectively constituted a written agreement that
satisfied the statutory requirement to pay later’

While the subject matter might be different, the rule should be applied broadly. I should be able to
rely on email correspondence from a government authority — Mr. Jeffrey Bonesteel.

Applying a supplemental the year prior is also contrary to the standard approach of the CCA related
to residential remodels, which now brings us to the crux of the matter.

To fully comprehend this issue some history is necessary. At last year’s county hearing the CCA
submitted as evidence the PEA which was 2 pages with 53 parcels.* The next to last column is
titled ‘supplemental year’. For every property that the CCA could find a supplemental, the year
was inserted. Ms. Jacobs testified using this chart to convince the board that there is clear and
convincing evidence that as a matter of course they are constantly and thoroughly issuing
supplemental assessments. (P.120) 4’ Having researched all the ‘supplementals’ many of which
were 20+ years old | challenged the validity of her position. This subject was covered at this year’s
county hearing under what | called the 4" way an inequity can occur — when supplementals are
issued in a non-uniform manner. 4

41. Page 65-66 CCA 42. Page 137 CCA
43. Page 136-140 CCA, page 119-123 petitioner
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This year’s p.65-66 (CCA) is from last year’s CCA’s ‘additional evidence’ submission. That
spreadsheet had 53 lines. Line 23 was missing, leaving 52. Of the remaining 52, when you exclude
mine and the 7 with no supplementals identified by Ms. Jacobs you are left with 44. Of those 44,
twenty one occurred between 1999-2005 (~ 50% are 20-25 years old), two between 2006-2010,
eleven between 2011-2016. Only 10 were issued in the past decade.

I was able to trace back and analyze 16. Some were too old to find pertinent data. | developed a
chart showing the disposition of those 16 (p.122).

1. 4 were issued in the correct fiscal year (defined as the fiscal year following the passing
of the final inspection or the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, if applicable.

2. 4 were issued 1 year late

3. 5 were issued 2 years late

4. 3 were issued 3 years late

Row 17 (p.65 CCA) on the chart is 2400 Pinto Lane. Ms. Jacob’s’ chart shows that the last
supplemental at this property was in 2002/2003. At the bottom of the chart on p.139 (CCA) are 3
additional permits obtained at 2400 Pinto lane in 2013, 2018, and 2020. Further investigation found
a 4" permit. (Permit R-241876 finaled on 12/30/2013, R17-03476 finaled on 1/16/2018, Permit
R17-01463, and Permit R19-09877 finaled on 2/20/2020.) The VHR has goose eggs from 2004-
2026. *4 None of these triggered a supplemental.

The only remodel that was issued in the fiscal year prior to completion was my property.

Keep in mind, this chart on p.65-66 (CCA) was created and submitted as evidence last year by Ms.
Jacobs. This is her data. At last year’s hearing (p.120) she is quoted as saying: * a couple of
additional columns to note are the supplemental and supplemental year towards the right side of
the grid. It shows over the years it shows that the supplemental value has been added to many of
the properties, we’re not just singling out the petitioner, we are addressing other ones.’

My chart (p.139 CCA) was developed to prove otherwise. As | mentioned, not a single
supplemental issued by the county from the population of the 53 properties she highlighted was
issued in the year prior. Some were done in the correct year but most were late. Ms. Jacobs had a
different opinion and after receiving my evidence she spent the days prior to this year’s hearing,
doing what she called, ‘reconstructing’ my chart to disprove my assertion. The best way to
understand this is to watch her testimony at Clark.granicus.com. Scroll down to the very bottom
section and you will find all the Board of Equalization hearings. Click on the video link for the
2/19/26 meeting. Her testimony on this matter starts at the 1:49:50 mark and ends at the ~1:55:30
mark, ~ 6 minutes of unadulterated misrepresentations, and inaccurate statements, to be
diplomatic. One other point, the chart she is speaking about, p.761 is part of the 71 pages withheld.
Obviously, I did not rebut this at the hearing as | never had the opportunity to review it in advance.

44. 2400 Pinto VHR Page 342-355 CCA, page 288-301 petitioner
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Two things to keep in mind. First of all, this whole subject revolved around supplemental
assessments. A supplemental assessment is, by definition, an assessment that is incremental to an
existing assessment. Second, many emails between me and the CCA covered this matter. | pointed
out that the practice of the CCA’s office is not to issue % complete supplementals for residential
remodels nor in a prior year to a final inspection or Certificate of Occupancy for same. The CCA’s
office issues % complete for commercial projects and on some custom homes due to the length of
time of construction, but not on a residential remodel supplemental. Ms. Jacobs gave as an example
of a % complete project the Fountainbleu Resort on Las Vegas Blvd. I’m not sure, but | doubt the
Fountainbleu qualifies as a single family residential property as defined by Nevada statute and the
Nevada Land Use Code and is similarly situated with my property. Hmm? | could be wrong!

Ms. Jacobs’ testimony is in italics below:

(A)“So, on row A, the very top, first line, there was a patio cover that we were a couple of
years late in picking up.’

A couple of years late! A bit cavalier don’t you think? Like this is ok? 2 years cost
me $20,000. Their property sold for $4.6M. Let’s not worry about a patio cover
though, there are far bigger fish to fry. I guess they may not be that technically
advanced!

(B) ‘But the main house itself was picked up in 2019/20 tax year and it was finaled on
October 18"

This wasn’t even on their original chart, or mine — but it also was not early so what’s
her point. They want a gold star for actually doing their job.

(C) ‘And let me pause there. When we say final, we do not wait until something is finaled to
pick it up. We do pick up stuff at a percent complete.’

This is utter hogwash. Are they using similar situated properties? We are discussing
the procedures used for a residential remodel not a 67 story casino with 3,644 rooms-
next sentence....

(D) ‘An extreme example would be the Fontainebleau. That did sit in our records. We had it
on our records and now, as we all know, it sat vacant for and partly constructed for many,
many years, but we still had it on our record at a percent complete.’

I agree, it is an extreme (and inappropriate) example, how about one not so extreme?
How about one from her own chart? Nope, because there is none.

This also needs a deeper dive. With all the parcels discussed here, 4 embarked on major

renovations with permits, all on Pinto Lane. My property plus 2500 Pinto Lane, 2333 Pinto
Lane, and 2337 Pinto Lane.
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2337 Pinto Lane started and ended their project within the same fiscal year so no interim %
complete supplemental would be expected.

Since Ms. Jacobs implies that % complete supplementals is the standard practice for
residential remodels by the CCA, one might expect to find that situation all the time. But:

% My project’s permit was issued on 4/2/20 and finaled on 7/27/22. It took 28
months spread over 3 fiscal years. My supplemental was issued at 100%o of the
value; no % complete.

+«» At 2333 Pinto Lane the permit was issued on 1/21/22 and finaled on 9/28/23. It
took 20 months to complete over 2 fiscal years. There was no % complete
supplemental issued, either.

% At 2500 Pinto Lane the permit was issued on 10/24/22 and finaled 12/3/24. It
took 26 months to complete over 2 fiscal years. There was no % complete
supplemental issued here, either.

Ms. Jacobs’ claims all fall flat once one actually checks her work, something I doubt she
expected. She highlighted 6 supplementals on her chart in orange. If you exclude 67 story
casinos and the 2 line items on her page 761 (2323 Pinto & 2694 Palomino) that are for custom
new builds, of the remaining 18 permits, ZERO were issued supplemental assessments early
or on a % complete basis — because, as the evidence reflects, this is not the manner in which
the CCA handles remodel supplementals for residential property. Unfortunately everyone
just assumes that what she says is true, most of which is suspect.

(E) “So, the actual house on 2720 Pinto was picked up in a timely manner. The main house
and the pool.’

(BTW, this was another add to the prior list by Ms. Jacobs.)

So what? It’s not early. Of all the ones | mentioned, they did issue some timely
assessments (4 to be exact), but none early like mine.

(F) ‘And then row B, which is 2905 Pinto, he has the incorrect year that we added it on. He
says 2013/2014. No, we actually picked that up in 2009/2010 and it finaled. So,
2009/2010 would be July 1, 2009 would be the starting of the lien date. It didn't final
until November 2011. Some of these projects take a while to build, so that was picked up
prior to being finaled.’

This is Ms. Jacobs’ most egregious distortion of facts!

I have the incorrect year? | think not! Picked up prior to being finaled? Not a snowball’s
chance in hell...read on. Her original chart from last year (p.138 CCA, line 3) stated that for
this property, the last supplemental was in 2013/2014 in the amount of $1,450K. She
repeated the information on CCA’s p.761, a page from the withheld evidence.
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So, as she says above, ‘then row B.” Here you see permit # R-157139. The taxable value she
attributes to that permit is $1,450K (5™ column) and then claims that it finaled on 11/2/2011.

The VHR for this property (p.764) shows a supplemental in 2013/2014 of $73,243 taxable. %
This is the supplemental related to permit # R-157139 (also reflected on her p. 761 under the
title ‘pertinent permits’- next to last column). This permit is for the remodel of an
ACCESSORY STRUCTURE - their guest house. It did final on 11/2/2011 just like I said. It
should have been issued a supplemental in 2012/13 but did not happen until 2013/14, one
year late, just like I said, not the 3 years early as she claims! (She was even kind enough to
include the accessory structure permit R-157139 on p.762-763, part of the withheld evidence.)

There is another supplemental on the chart. In 2025/26 the new owner obtained a permit to
‘convert an existing patio cover into a new bedroom.” The permit # is R24-14689. The
supplemental was for $62,473 taxable, pretty similar to the permit #R-157139 for $73,243.

The $1,450K increase Ms. Jacobs refers to was certainly not due to renovating an accessory
structure. It is, however, related to the substantial remodel done prior to 2010 as indicated
by the sales history from Zillow and the supplemental issued in 2009-2010. 4 According to
Zillow this property sold for $700K on 4/25/02. It was then listed on 10/26/08 for $3.875M
supporting the argument that a major renovation occurred prior to the 2009/2010 fiscal year,
the exact year the VHR reflects an increase of $1,450K. Ms. Jacobs, however, wants you to
believe that $1,450K of replacement cost was added to an accessory structure? If you believe

this I have a house with ocean views in Nebraska I’d like to show you. It was not assessed
early as she claims, none of them are.

The PRC shows an AYB of 2004. Since 2004 this property has obtained the following permits
for substantial work:

R-98371 for a wall/fence — finaled 11/9/07

R-27667 for a pool and spa — finaled 7/9/08

R-155695 for a detached garage — finaled 11/2/11

R-157139 for a remodel to an accessory bldg — finaled 11/2/11

R-15771 for a retaining wall -finaled 3/31/10

R24-14689 to convert patio to room addition to main house — finaled 12/9/24

We know that R-157139 is represented by a supplemental in 2013/14 for $73K. We also know
that R24-14689 is represented by a supplemental in 2025/26 for $62K. My question is what
about the others 4 permits, the largest being the pool and spa? Where are those
supplementals? My guess is that any that finaled prior to 2009/10 are rolled up in the $1,450K
supplemental. But what about R-155695 for a detached garage for a ‘65/excellent +> M&S
rated house with a $351/sf rate. This is missing from the VHR and the PRC. (4dd’l evidence,
page N2, N4).

45. 2905 Pinto VHR Page 764 CCA (from the withheld CCA evidence
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The large remodel with the supplemental of $1,450K and the room addition that finaled on
12/9/24 triggering the supplemental for $62K are known quantities to the CCA. Why then,
are the AYB and the EYB the same (2004)? The assessed value of this property is understated
because of the unaccounted permitted improvements. The RCNLD is further reduced due to
excessive depreciation because the EYB has not been updated.

Didn’t Ms. Weidner, Ms. Jacobs and Mr. Turner all claim to have scoured the neighborhood
to get all the permits to correct the valuations in the neighborhood?

‘And so, row C, which is 2323 Pinto, we had picked up at $346,000 worth of improvements.
Might've been a pool, I'm not sure, in a timely fashion.”’

It might’ve been a pool, She’s not sure? Ms. Jacobs is using this information to rebut and
refute my assertions. Why isn’t she sure! She takes the time to find what she thinks is a
smoking gun, ‘reconstructs’ my chart and attaches permit # R-287608 on p.765-770 (from
the 71 missing pages). Permit # R-287608 is related to the $1,336K on the line she added to
my (and her original) chart, not the last supplemental in 2019/20 found on her original chart.
Row ‘C’, however, refers to permit # R18-04441 which was for an 11’ x 54 accessory
building-a stable for a collection of miniature horses (p.15 in 2323 Pinto photo addendum). It
finaled on 3/25/19 and was assessed in 2019/20, the correct year. *® But, again, still not early
like mine. She also mistakenly claimed that permit R-287608 was a supplemental assessment
of $1,336K that finaled on 9/12/16 and was issued early in the FY 2016/17. This was a new
build custom home by D.R. Horton, not a residential remodel.

The new owners of this property also embarked on a major renovation in 2017. It finaled on
2/13/2019 — Permit #: R17-01845. 461 They paid $1.2M. The house was recently on the market
for $10.25M but is now unlisted. MLS photos of the house from the $1.2M sale are on line.
My photo addendum has the new photos that I downloaded prior to the removal of the listing.
No supplemental for this remodel, addition to casita and an elevator, for starters?

If I was to review the PRC and the M&S worksheet | would guarantee you that this it is
under assessed by hundreds of thousands of dollars. The finish out is incredible. According
to the PEA it is rated ‘very good/excellent/ 55°. The finish out and workmanship in this
property exceeds that of all the other 65’ rated ones and the ‘74’ at 2720 Pinto, IMHO.
(G) ‘Or we picked up the house in 2016/2017 of $1.3 million. Again, 2016/2017, the start of
the fiscal year be July 1, 2016. It didn't final until September of 2016."

As already mentioned above, this is completely irrelevant. The subject at hand was that my
supplemental was issued prematurely and it was alone in that respect. The $1.3M was not a
supplemental assessment, it was for the initial construction by D.R. Horton homes. If you go
to the MTAAOITC’s own website and click on the aerial view option, scroll down to 2015
you will see .75 acres of dirt! This is too hard to do? In fact, if you look at the top left corner
of p.761 of Ms. Jacobs’ document, withheld from me, are the words ‘timing of supplemental
assessments.’

46. see additional evidence — 2323 Pinto Lane p.A-2 46.1 see add’l evidence ‘A’ 2323 Pinto Lane (p.A25-A29)
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Supplemental assessments are the subject at hand. Also, this is another add to the original
list she submitted. 1%t she compares me to a Las Vegas premium resort on the Strip to show
they do % complete supplementals vs. my residential remodel and now she compares a
custom home new build to a residential remodel. What next?

(1) ‘So, Go further down the list on row one, which is item line 25. A little bit confusing
with the—again, | recreated this from his spreadsheet. So again, it was actually
picked up in 2009/2010 and it didn't final until October of 2009

There are a number of points related to this statement. Also I’m not sure why she was

confused but here’s the history related to 2694 Palomino:

1. This is also irrelevant — and why is she confused? She was confused because the
letter ‘I’ looks like the number ‘1°. The letter ‘I’ follows the letter ‘H’ in the
English alphabet. This was the 9t item on my list. The 8" letter in the alphabet
is ‘H’. (Confusion issue solved)

I pulled my data from her ‘new evidence’ chart from last year

She inserted the the $242K amount (line 25, p.65 CCA — 4" to last column)

4. She inserted the date of the the supplemental associated the $242K as 2013/2014,
not me (line 25, p. 65 CCA — 2" to last column)

5. | researched the $242K supplemental which was issued in 2009-2010 per her
VHR she submitted this year in the undisclosed document on p.778.

6. The only mistake | made was to assume she inserted the correct year of the
supplemental and | did not catch her error — my bad, I guess!

7. Moreover, this is also not a supplemental, it is for the initial construction( by
Signature/Pulte Homes — its on the permit under the section ‘applicant’). This is
again available on the CCA’s website. Same instructions, go the property, click
on aerial views, and from the drop down box pick 2008 and you will see dirt and
dirt, alone. (See add’l evidence — 2694 Palomino, section ‘J”)

8. This also confirms my assertion that the CCA applies a % complete only to
commercial properties (e.g. the Fountainbleu) and Custom New Builds ( e.g.
2694 Palomino).

9. The last point is the CCA handled this assessment similar to the new build at
2323 Pinto.

wn

(J) ‘And we added it on at 50% complete the first year.’
Correct, it’s a new build % complete, not a remodel. (Actually 44% year 1)

(K) ‘And then the following year when they finished it, we brought it up to 100%. So,
there's an actual example of us picking it up at a % complete .

Correct again...it a new build, not a remodel. Thank you for highlighting the
distinction.

(L) ‘And then further down, this is the one | added because it wasn't on his sheet. It's the
last row there that’s highlighted in a orange-ish color, 2337 Pinto. We put it on the
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tax roll as supplemental for the 2017/2018 year. Again, July 1, 2017, would be the
start of that fiscal year. It didn't get finaled till one day later.’

Again, this is an interesting selection. Ms. Jacobs states she added this ‘because it wasn’t on
my sheet.” It wasn’t on my sheet because it wasn’t on Ms. Jacobs’ original chart, the basis for
this entire issue! Her chart only reflected the ‘last’ supplemental as 2025/26 in the amount of
$186K. For those of you that were here last year, this is the same property | raised as an issue
last year because they missed a 1,652 sf finished basement, a 3 car garage, and an outdoor
kitchen. This supplemental was 8 years after the remodel. 8 years of tax free savings totaling
~$17,000. ($186,000 x .35 x .03782 x 8 = $17,073). | saw no need to address this, however, in
hindsight I should have added this value with an 8 year deferral, and no 3 year look back.
As you recall they said there was no inequity, so then why did they do this?

Now she wants to make a case that in this singular instance, one that they missed almost
$200K of permitted improvements, (versus 1% over assessing me by ~ $200K) and applied 8
years in arrears with no 3 year look back, that the CCA issued a supplemental in the year
prior. She found something she can dig her teeth into. In this case 1 whole day into the new
fiscal year (actually the 1%t business day was Monday July 3, 2017). Ms. Jacobs’ curiosity is
apparently much less than mine. My career experience with forensic accounting has taught
me to never take things at face value. This must be what Ms. Weidner meant at the county
hearing when she said, ¢ I appreciate his experience in his career, and | am sure he was a very
valuable member of the organizations he worked for.’ (1 was by the way, thank you..) This was
said just before she disparaged my knowledge of appraisals and the M&S process.

This is what | discovered:

1. This was a residential remodel

2. This was done as an owner/builder (o/b)

3. I pulled out a calendar of 2017 to learn that July 1 was a Saturday and July 2,
obviously a Sunday. 46

4. As an o/b there was no need to expedite an inspection. It’s not being sold to a 3™
party. Why the rush? Wait until Monday when the inspection is at no extra charge?

5. |1 called the city and visited their office at City Hall. They told me that that is ‘odd’.

Moreover they informed me if there was a weekend inspection scheduled there are

fees (something like $300) that would be assessed for a weekend inspection,

There are no such fees associated with this project.

The city told me that it is possible the dates are wrong.

I asked if there was a hard copy of a ticket for the inspection. There was not.

I sent a FOIA request for the fees paid on this permit. The o/b paid an express fee of

$160 on 10/14/16 but no ‘call out’ inspection fee at $363 in 2017. (Documents are

attached) 4

© oo N>

The city acknowledged to me that this could be an error.

46. see additional evidence — 2337 Pinto Lane, section ‘B’
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The burden of proof is mine. My burden is to prove my claim based on the preponderance
of the evidence. In general that means | need to be right 51% of the time. I submitted a list
of 16 projects from her list. She misrepresents all of them as described above. She took issue
(incorrectly) with 6, but by default agreed with the other 10. Moreover, she also decided to
ignore the 3 items at the bottom of my p.122 (p.139 CCA) that reflected 3 permits at 2400
Pinto that also did not receive a supplemental for substantial work. These occurred 2015,
2019, and 2021. If they went back and did issue a supplemental they would be 11, 7, and 5
years in arrears. She got 0 right and | got 100% right. NRS 233B.0375 is titled
‘Preponderance of the evidence defined’.

It reads: ‘Preponderance of the evidence’ means evidence that enables a trier of fact (the board)
to determine that the existence of the contested fact is more probable than the nonexistence of
the contested fact.’

So, given the above, is it more probable that the County issues supplementals for residential
remodels in the fiscal year prior to the final inspection (their argument) or is more probable
that they do not do this in the normal course of executing their daily responsibilities (my
argument) based on all the evidence presented?

Also, based on the above, is it more probable that the county issues % complete
supplementals for residential remodels in the normal course of business as the CCA contends
or is this just another material misrepresentation?

The contested fact here is whether or not | was treated differently/inequitably regarding the
timing of my supplemental assessment for a single family residential remodel. The above is
not proven by the preponderance of the evidence, it is proven beyond a reasonable doubt or
any doubt, for that matter.

Ms. Jacobs & Ms. Weidner both testified at the 2/19/26 hearing about how the
assessors office has been revaluing this area. ‘We did send out letters. That was not
the only thing that we did. We went out there; we researched all the permits going
back. MLS. So, we used additional resources to find out were there improvements
done or changes made to the property? And we did our best, as we have been since
our last board, continuing to re-evaluate the area and pick up improvements as
necessary.’

Really, except for: 2905 Pinto Lane, 2608 Pinto Lane, 2800 Pinto Lane, 2717 Pinto Lane, two
remodels at 2701 Pinto Lane, the 4 permits at 2400 Pinto Lane and whatever else I couldn’t
find in the limited time | had to prepare._(More are addressed at the very end of the brief).
BTW the letter they sent out was a pathetic attempt to fix matters. They had a 16% return
hit rate and all said no work was done, including the above property owners, duh. 4" |
included a pro-forma letter | would have sent out that would have resulted in real change. 4

47. Pages 319-328 CCA, pages 265-274 petitioner
48. Page 329 CCA, page 275 petitioner
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‘They did their best.” Well, if this is their best, heaven help us. By not getting things right they
are costing Clark County $millions in uncollected tax revenue. But they are getting about
$3-$4K more per year out of me that the county does not deserve.

Any objective viewer of this knows my supplemental was issued early and by error, but which
the CCA refuses to acknowledge. The CCA, once again chose to dig in their heels and doubled
down. The look back period for this matter is/was 6/30/2026, a date subsequent to this year’s
appeal and county hearing. | ask that the State Board rule that this was done in error based on
the email | received from the CCA in 2021 “81 and the above evidence, void the 2022/23
assessment, reinstate it into 2023/24 and issue a refund of all taxes paid in 2022/23 associated
with this assessment.

LAND

Over valued by $186,122 (taxable), or $65,143 (assessed) — see p. 381 CCA (327 petitioner)

NRS 361.227 dictates that land must have a taxable value equal to full cash value (fair market
value). There is a plethora of other NRS’s and NAC’s that give guidance as to how to handle
different types of land (i.e. vacant or improved). (See p. 356 CCA, p. 302 petitioner)

The county, as stated, believes the most effective way to determine comps is to use NRS 361.118,
NRS 361.1188, NRS 361.11795 and the Case Shiller Las Vegas home price index. | believe the
most accurate and correct method exists with NAC 8361.119(2)(a) since we are dealing with
improved property. The statutes they selected, even if one was to find them to be proper in this
matter, are deficient because of insufficient sales of comparable properties. The default in this case
would be to follow NAC §361.119(2)(a).

The CCA provided additional insight into their processes for land valuation. At last year’s county
hearing Ms. Jacobs testified: ‘regarding the site value or base lot value, he (me) said that we said
it doesn’t equal market value. That would be an inaccurate statement. This is one way to value,
especially on these type of lots and most subdivisions, we value on a base lot value and then make
adjustments for size, which should equate to market value.’ *° Remember this!

Additionally, the 2025/2026 Land Use Code (LUC) distinguishes ‘vacant — SFR’ land from ‘SFR’
for improved properties. 5° My parcel, an improved property is not comparable to vacant land.

48.1 see add’l evidence p.Q-2
49. Page 436 CCA, page 382 petitioner
50. Pages 374-375 CCA, pages 320-321 petitioner 112 & 1 20
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The comment at the bottom of the CCA chart (p.404) reads, ‘with support from the Case Shiller
(C-S) Las Vegas Home price index’ to support of their land comps. On p. 324 (p. 378 CCA) you
can find the Eligible Criteria used by C-S. It reads in part, ‘the C-S indices are designed to measure
changes in values of existing single family housing stock. The S&P C-S do not sample prices
associated with new construction, etc....or other properties that cannot be identified as single
family.” Any reliance on this is fatally flawed from the outset.

All properties | used are improved SFR in my neighborhood. Only properties on Pinto Lane,
Shetland Drive, Palomino Lane, Alta Drive and 1 on Arabian Road are referenced.

P. 327 (p.381 CCA): This chart compares 5 properties with the same assessed value as mine
($210K). My property is .85 acres. The other 5, assessed and taxed equally, but are between 15%-
47% larger. Four other properties are 85%-138% larger but assessed and taxed only 15%-25%
more. The 9 comps in total are 58% larger but assessed and taxed at a mere 9% premium to mine.
No adjustment for size?

P. 327.1 (from handout ‘G”): This chart is an offshoot of p.327 but expanded to 13 comps. There
are 9 comps assessed the same as me but between 15% & 47% larger. Applying the extra sq ft
from these comps, my land would extend 45’ to 138’ deeper than the existing 294°. Also, on
average, for only 6% more in value my land would extend another 135°. The most egregious
example is 500 Shetland. For a 25% premium in valuation, they have 138% MORE land. This
extra 88,000 extra sg ft would extend my rear yard 404 feet beyond the existing 294 feet. What
exactly is their methodology to adjust for size?

P. 331 (p.385 CCA) compares my property to 12 other nearby properties that are a minimum or
40% larger, ranging from 1.21 acres to 2.02 acres. My property is on .85 acres. The average size
of the 12 properties is 1.53 acres. They are 80% larger. Their average assessed value is $636K,
mine is $600K. For a 6% premium in value, these properties are 80% larger.

P. 332 (p. 386 CCA) is a graph drawn to scale. My property is the bar on the left. Compared to 10
comps and using data from the CCA’s VHR, the other properties are 15%-47% larger. Adding the
additional sq ft to my property would increase the depth of my yard by 45° to 138’. The applicable
property addresses can be found on top of each bar.

P. 334 (p. 388 CCA) is a graph, also drawn to scale. This is another way to show what was on
p.331 — properties at least 40% larger. To the right you can see the 6% premium average for lots
80% larger.

P. 335 (p. 389 CCA) is also drawn to scale. At .85 acres | am assessed at $706K/acre. The average
of these 12 (>40% larger) is only $420K. | am assessed per acre at a 68% premium but 45% smaller
in land mass. The worst comparison is to 700 Shetland (far left bar). For 1.57 acres they are
assessed and taxed at $237K/acre, a 66% discount to my rate.

P.338-340 (p.392-394 CCA) details the history of 500 Shetland. P. 338 (p. 392 CCA) shows the
size and value of 3 lots from FY 2019/2020. The left is me. The 2 to the right is 500 Shetland and
a vacant adjacent lot. In each case all 3 lots are assessed/taxed at $105K even though the other 2
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lots are each 19% larger. Subsequent to 2020 the property was purchased by the owners of 500
Shetland and combined. P. 339 (p. 393 CCA) shows what the assessed/taxed value would have
been had the 2 lots not been assembled into one. Each would be $210K, or $420K for the combined
two. Fast forward to 2026/27, 7 years later. My assessment rose to $210K, representing a 100%
increase. Keep in mind, people assemble land for the purposes that increase its value, not the
converse. And since we are assessing land at ‘market’ one might expect the combined value to be
greater that $420K. In truth, the assessed value is only $263K, a growth of only 25%. Ms. Jacobs
had a very interesting explanation of how she followed all the rules to arrive at this bargain
assessment. | say, who cares what method was employed. | ask, is it reasonable to assume a
property’s value can shrink in value like this just because it has been assembled. | am not claiming
it should be double in value because it is now limited to 1 house on the combined land but a 25%
increase when mine doubles is absurd. By the way, no work to combine the lots has occurred. The
wall between the lots still stands and the land sits as it has for the past 7+ years.

On p. 380-381 (p. 434-435 CCA) is their land equity grid from last year. They submitted the exact
same 2 pages this year (p.414-415 in their ‘Case Summary’). The first line was adjusted down 50%
even though that lot is 73% smaller, and then the CCA divided that by the actual lot size (.23
acres) to arrive at a ‘market value’ of $1,304K/acre. The highest sale price in the last decade was
the $500K ($495K/acre) paid for the adjacent lot to 500 Shetland. The last line is 500 Shetland.
Here they took a lot (2.02 acres) and placed a 25% premium on it. But it is 138% larger than my
lot. 500 Shetland is assessed at $371K/acre. | am assessed at $706K/acre. Also, they used a comp
just 1 lot removed that is .88 acres with what they say has a $1.1M market value, or $1,250K/acre.
That is located at 2715 Alta. On their land equity grid on p. 414, 16" from the bottom is APN
139-32-701-001. This is 2715 Alta. On page 414 the ‘market value’ is $600K, or $682K/acre. On
page 404, 2715 Alta’s FMV is presented at $1,100K and $643K. Is the FMV for 2715 Alta $600K,
$643K, or $1,100K? None of this makes any sense. My educational and business experience is too
limited to understand this. | should have continued my studies and earned a PHD in gobblygook.

The next point regarding their land equity grid is that 100% of the parcels between .75 acres and
1.25 acres received no additional adjustment (51" Col). A variance of ¥ acre (~ 22,000 sf) and static
value. (P. 414-415) The 7" column ‘value’ represents the actual 2026/27 taxable value for land.
100% of the parcels (except 2 notated as assemblage) have taxable values of exactly $600K. How
can a lot 67% larger (1.25 acres) than another lot (.75 acres) be assessed and taxed the same?
Remember what Ms. Jacobs said, ‘we value on a base lot value and then make adjustments for
size, which should equate to market value.’

The next test of Ms. Jacobs’ testimony relates to a subdivision by Toll Bros called Elkhorn Grove.
I presented this last year too. Ms. Jacobs said,” The D.R. Horton subdivision obviously is
irrelevant.” She misspoke re: the developer, it was Toll Brothers. (P.436 CCA) | submitted their
site plans (p. 437-439 CCA). Of over 100 lots, Toll Brothers applied a premium of $7,500 — $
40,000 for 14 of their lots. Here is a nationwide builder, with 67 years of experience, with pretty
good insight into market values of land. On p. 439 (CCA) is a spreadsheet that shows on Col 7 that
all 14 were assessed at $71,750 even though the size of the 14 ranged from 6,770 sf to 9,249 sf, a
37% spread. Moreover, 100% of the lots were assessed at $71,750 regardless of size, location, etc.
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However, NAC 361.11795, NAC 361.118 and NAC 361.1182 all require adjustments for market
value for location, physical characteristics, size, view, etc.

Ms. Jacobs, dismissively, said this was not relevant. This speaks to their work product, work ethic
and their credibility. To presume that a lot 37% larger than a neighboring lot has the same market
value is ludicrous. Toll Brothers believes otherwise. Per the aforementioned codes there should be
adjustments upward for lots on cul-de-sacs, or with better views, or corner lots, etc. There should
be downward adjustments for lots on main streets or near utilities, etc. Nope, one size fits all in
Clark County. Moreover, why should these homeowners all pay the same taxes? (This is the same
issue in my neighborhood.) Instead of just taking the pie and dividing by total units, they could
have used the valuation from Toll Brothers or they could have determined the average and
algebraically extrapolated from there, same in my area. Too hard for the MTAAOITC | guess. A
new invention, the computer, might help.

My question is (and it should also be yours) where is the adjustment for size Ms. Jacobs testified
about?

The truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth!

Here’s what Ms. Weidner said at the county hearing earlier this year (p. 22-23/89 transcript)

According to [NRS 361.227] 227, "A person determining the taxable value of real property shall
appraise the full cash value of number one, vacant land by considering the uses to which it may
lawfully be put, any legal or physical restrictions upon those uses, the character of the terrain, and
the use of the other land in the vicinity."NAC goes into more detail, and it's interesting that he
pointed out the Barta and the Bakst case, because the Barta and the Bakst case actually required
that the Nevada Tax Commission pass regulations on how we value land because of the issues that
were brought up in those cases, because they believed that the way they were valuing land was
unconstitutional. So, with that, they established NAC 119, and | will reference that, "It's land
alternative methods to the sales comparison approach NAC 361.1179."

(1) And we'll start with [NAC 361.1179] 1179. It says, "Land methods for determining full
cash value. If sufficient sales of comparable properties which were vacant at the time of
the sale are available, a county shall determine the full cash value of land by applying
the sales comparison approach using a mass appraisal technigue in accordance with the
provisions of NAC 361.11795 through NAC 361.1188, or a single property technigue in
accordance with the provisions of NAC 361.118 to [NAC] 361.1188. So, we're going to
look at comparable vacant land sales.

¢ 1 guess the CCA believes there are sufficient sales of ‘comparable’ properties. Mine
is improved land, these are all vacant land. The Nevada Land Use Code takes great
pains to differentiate the two. Moreover, they used 7 comps, vs. 8 last year. Comp
# 7 is not even a sale, it’s a listing. At the asking price $1.1M it will sit for years at
that price . As of the date of this hearing, it will have been on the market for 239
days. Comp #1 is a combination of Comp # 3&4. Comp #5 has been absorbed into
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another lot and is now non-existent. They rebutted my concern over the valuation
of that parcel because of the assemblage and now they value it at $650,000 (p.404),
but it is only assessed at $375,000 (50% of $750K), which is supposed to represent
market value. Comp #6 is actually the prior sale (value) of Comp #7, which is only
a listing. So, there is only 1 comp that is not a double count and still in existence
and that is Comp #2, which isn’t even in my neighborhood. How does this
constitute ‘sufficient sales’ to justify this method. Why not use improved
properties in my neighborhood, they are plentiful and a dime a dozen and use
their VHR that already supposedly has assessed land at market value? By the
way, since land is to be assessed at market, not a single one of their comps was
assessed at 35% of market the year following the transaction for tax purposes.

Ironically, at this year‘s county hearing, | was accused of cherry picking. | used in my
analysis anywhere between nine and 13 comps at a time and they used seven, of which
only one wasn’t a duplicate. S0 who of us was cherry picking?

Here are some facts: (All data is from CCA documents)

Comp #1- This value is 22% higher than comps 3 & 4, but they are the same property.

Comp #2- Sold on 6/23/23 for $750K, so for 2023/24 it should be valued at 35%, or
$263K. However for the 2023/24 fiscal year it was assessed at only $121K,
a 54% discount. 3 years later it is assessed at $205K, still 22% below what
it should have been 3 years earlier.

Comp #3/#4 - Sold on 8/7/23 for $950K each. 35% would be $333 each. This should have
been updated for the 2024/25 fiscal year. However, in 2024/25 each
was assessed for only $203K, a 39% discount. In 2025/26 they were
increased to $210K each. And in 2026/27 upped again to $315K, but even
that is still below the statutory rate and years late.

This should all be automated, especially for the MTAAOITC!

Comp #5-  Sold for $500K on 4/26/21. In FY 2021/22 it should have been assessed for
$175K. However, it was assessed for only $131K, a 25% discount.

Comp #6- Sold for $443K on 9/29/20. The 2021/22 fiscal year assessment should have
been $155K, but it was only $131K, a 20% discount. Additionally, this
parcel previously sold on 6/30/2017 for $413K. The increase from the prior
sale represents an increase of only 7.2% over 39 months, or .18%/month.
Compare this to their ‘one-off’ absurd assumption that land prices are
increasing at 1.12%/month.

Comp #7- $1.1M is the listing price for comp #6 but the current taxable value is only
$600K. If $1.1M is the real market, why is the assessed value ($210K) not
$385K? ($1,100K x .35 =$385K)

This comp is on a chart titled ‘comparable land sales grid’ but the $1.1M
value they use is not a sale, it is, in their own words, a ‘listing’. Also, their
grid has an 8" box but they couldn’t even find another property to insert
there. They did last year. So much for a sufficient number of sales.
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At the county hearing I provided 10 copies of Exhibit ‘B’, a 21 page packet
of 8 properties | could find over the weekend prior to the hearing that are
listed for absurd asking prices, similar to 2715 Alta. As of the date of the
hearing the 8 will be on the market for 22, 29, 48, 16, 31, 12, 32, and 21
months, respectively. 2715 Alta may some day sell for $1.1M but not
anytime soon.

On p. 627 (CCA) I found 7 sales of vacant land they could use. Some are
better than others. Why not use one or more of these. All, except #7, are
closer to me than their comp #1, they are not in gated communities, and 2
are more recent than their comp #6. Line #1 is also just around the corner
from me.

What’s even more bizarre re: comp #7 is that in one breath the county argues that this parcel of
vacant land ( .88 acres in size) is worth $1.1M , or $1.25M/acre but that the land at 500 Shetland
(comp #5), which by the way is only separated by 1 lot, and 2.02 acres, is valued at a mere $750K,
or $371K/acre, (70 % less) and they defend that too! None of this makes any sense.

(2) So, it continues to say, ""If insufficient sales of comparable properties which were vacant
at_the time of sale are available to carry out subsection 1, a county Assessor shall
determine full cash value of land provided in NAC 361.119. “So once again, we use
vacant land sales, if we have vacant land sales of lots in rural neighborhood preserves,
which is something similar to what this gentleman has, we're going to look to that. If we
don't have that, there are other methodologies that we can use.

+ Do not be misled to think that I live in a neighborhood preserve. | am a 1.4
mile walk to the county office and 1.7 mile walk to downtown Las Vegas. My
property is zoned R-A, not RNP (Rural Neighborhood Preserve). Ms. Weidner
wants you to think that I live in the foothills of Mount Charleston where comps
are limited in order to justify a small number of comps. I don’t live in the
middle of nowhere. She knows better but wants you to believe this. I am
surrounded by hundreds of homes and not in a sparse part of the county.

(3) But.it's not the method that he mentioned which says you take the total sales price less
what we come up for improvement value to determine a land value. That is not what we
do in our office. And is not what NAC or NRS require us to do. If you go to NAC 361.119,
it talks about land alternative methods to sales comparison approach. And then it lists all
the options.

« | never said that. What I did say is to take the total assessed value of the improved
parcel and subtract the value the CCA assigned to the improvements. They do
this for every property. It’s called their Value History Report. Why not use data
they already created? Moreover, why present ‘evidence ’ contradictory to their own
published data?
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(4) "If a county Assessor is not able to use the sales comparison approach for the land
pursuant to NAC 361.11795 or a [NAC] 361.118 because sufficient sales of comparable
properties which were vacant at the time of sale are not available, the county Assessor
shall determine the full cash value of land through any of the following methods, either
in_combination with available land sales or as the sole method of valuation. And those
methods are, the abstraction _method, the land residual technique, capitalization of
ground rents, cost of development method, allocation method, a regression analysis, the
use of comparable sales improved pursuant to Subsection 1 is subject to the provisions
of NAC 360.11795 or [NAC] 361.118."

But it references all the NACs. And then it talks about, ""Sales comparisons of improved
properties must be adjusted to remove the full contributory value of all items attributable
to the improvements including without a limitation, direct and indirect costs, soft costs,
entrepreneurial profit and personal property and other non realty components of the
value. The cost may be reported in a lump sum basis per unit."" That is a method that we

could use, but it is not the method that we primarily use, but it is one of many methods
that are available here in NAC. In this particular type of neighborhood, we're going to do
our best to use other comparable sales of other vacant lot sales.

+« Why in the world would you not use the method specifically created for ‘improved
properties?’ This is exactly what | said earlier: remove the full contributory value
of the improvements (e.g. the house). She even says ‘that is a method we could
use’. She doesn’t use this because had she done so she would arrive at the same
conclusion | did — a major inequity.

Here are a summary of fun facts regarding their ‘Comparable Land Sales Grid’ on p.404 of their
‘Case Summary.” Before I get to it though some assumptions are required. Fair market value
(FMV) is a term synonymous with “full cash value.’ I think we can all agree with that. Land, in
Nevada is to be assessed at FMV and taxed on 35% of that value at a rate of 3.2782 % in Clark
County. I think we can all agree on that, too.

Comp. #1: The adjusted sales price (ASP) is $1,157,500, which is 50% of 2 lots (also comps 3&4)
but on the CCA’s 2026/27 assessor’s report the land value is assessed for only $900K. Also, since
it is the total of comps 3&4, why is it not $950K like those comps. One property cannot at the
same time have a market value of $1,157K, $950K, and $900K? Or can it? Hmmm?

Comp. #2: has a ASP of $750K representing the FMV of the land. The 2026/26 CCA’s report
values it at $585K. Both supposedly represent FMV. How can this be? | know two things can be
true at the same time, just not in this case.

Comp #3&#4: are the 2 parcels that make up Comp #1. On this chart they are valued at (ASP)

market for $950K but only $900K on the 2026/27 CCA’s report. So is the market value $900K?
Or $950K? Or $1.157M? Hmmm?
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Comp. #5: This is now assembled into 139-32-701-011. It is exactly 50% of the combined
property. The combined land is assessed for $750K on the 2026/27 CCA’s report, meaning half of
it would be worth $375K, yet on this page (#404) the ASP is $650K. This was the point | made on
inequity. How can a parcel 2.02 acres be valued at only 25% more than my land when it is 138%
larger. Remarkably if it was $1,300K, double the value (on p. 404) then while it is 138% larger in
size the valuation would be 117% ($1,300/$600 = 2.17-1=1.17, or 117%) more in value and tax.
I’d buy that, but what do I know?

Comp. #6 & #7. Comp #6 is valued at $643K but is the same property as comp #7, which they
value at $1.1M. It is also valued at $600K on the p. 414, 16" from the bottom @.88 acres. Which
is it? Can they pick one number and stick with it?

| give up. Ask them.

When someone testifies that they do one thing but the facts contradict that claim, it raises questions
about one’s integrity. As I mentioned, people do misspeak (Toll Bros.vs. D.R. Horton) but that’s
not the issue. One issue is Ms. Jacobs’ description to the board(s) how they value land, but
contradicted by the actual data.

If one is caught making several claims under oath that is contradicted by evidence then anything
they say should be received with a heavy dose of skepticism. Last year | accused the CCA of
trespass. First they said it was their right and then they denied doing it.

1. On 2/26/25 Ms. Jacobs testified: ‘so the house is being still under construction, being
framed. The trades were there. So it wasn’t occupied like you said, it was an active
construction site.’

Truth: | never claimed to be occupying the house. That would be lunacy. My family was
living on the premises in the guest house during construction. | submitted photos of the
house in ~ May, 2021 with all the doors and and walls installed. The front door is a 600 Ib
iron pivot door. The intrusion occurred on 12/21/21, 7 months later and a time in which the
finish out was in full swing. Regardless, it was still trespass. There was also a gate at the
street which was left open, but this is not an open invitation to enter someone’s home. Mr.
Bonesteel left when I informed him that even the police need a warrant to enter.

2. ‘There are a couple that he mentioned, 2400 Pinto Lane, which had some supplemental
quite a few years ago so it might need to be updated. And then also 2608 was another one
he mentioned that we may need to at or we will look at.’

Truth: 2400 Pinto Lane had 4 permits subsequent to the date on Ms. Jacobs’ chart. Here
she was advised of the issue, told the board she would act but did nothing. Just more hot
air. With regard to 2608 Pinto, this is the house with the $1M improvements listed on the
MLS — well I guess they still need to look at it! Exactly how many years are required?

3. “So, in conclusion, we’ll be starting a reval project for this neighborhood because their
might be some that we need to address, whether or not they didn’t pull permits for the
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remodel, or it got missed. So, we do want to take a look at the entire neighborhood, look
at the permits, and just go through the whole neighborhood to make sure our records
are accurate.’

Truth: I guess they still may want to take a look. They were advised by me about 2608
Pinto, 2800 Pinto, 2701 Pinto, 4 permits at 2400 Pinto. They just say stuff and do nothing.
They looked at the MLS and couldn’t see the $1M at 2608 Pinto even though it was in last
years documentation. They went to the permits and couldn’t find 4 at 2400 Pinto and then
to the VHR that reflects no supplementals for those remodels?

And now from Ms. Weidner from this year’s hearing on 2/19/26:

‘If we have vacant land sales of lots in rural neighborhood preserves, which is something
similar to what this gentleman has, we’re going to look at that.’

Truth: I live ~ 1.7 miles (a walk) to the center of Las Vegas, not at the foothills of Mt.
Charleston.

‘Everything he has brought up, we have gone back to the neighborhood. We've tried to
relook at everything we could relook at. He is misleading this Board by telling them that
we ignored the neighborhoods. We did not ignore the neighborhoods. We did our best to
identify the things that we could identify. But when people do come forward and identify
them, we go back out and we do our best to pick those things up and identify them.’

Truth: This is a bunch of self serving baloney. (1) I brought up 2608 Pinto, 2800 Pinto,
2400 Pinto, 2701 Pinto. | submitted photos of the work. The only relevant point is her lies
of going back and fixing things. They did their best? Well, their best is pretty pitiful.

‘I just want to say from the assessor’s perspective, | do know that the appraiser has gone
out and started to look at this area, and that we will be looking at it during our revaluation
period. Unfortunately, it just means that other property’s values may be increasing and
they may be getting taxes outside of the cap.’

Truth: This s rich. Ms. Weidner testified under oath. This comment was made to Mr. Farr,
the chair of last year’s county hearing just minutes after the CCA fought tooth and nail
denying that any inequity existed between the valuations of my property and that of my
neighbors. Right after winning her case, and with no prompting, she stands up and states
they need to go out and fix what, she just testified, was not broken. Moreover, why is it
‘unfortunate’ that the county will need to reassess multi-millionaires living in multi-million
dollar homes? What a pity. I’m sure the average tax payer will understand.

Then they increased at least 4 properties | challenged at the hearing by $392K, $182K,
$771K and $648K, respectively.
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7. Mr. Jerrell Turner said the following at this year’s hearing. I apologize for being blunt but
the following comment said under oath is just too stupid to believe. But here goes:

‘First, I want to keep in mind that this is an equity appeal.” ‘4s you know, because custom
homes all have unique characteristics, and equity applies to the process of assessing these
properties, NOT THE RESULT.’

From the Nevada Supreme Court:

‘As the Legislature apparently appreciated, uniform assessment methods, properly applied,
will necessarily produce the same measure of taxable value for like properties.’

I think Mr. Turner forgot 2 aspects of the process, (1) uniform methods and (2) properly
applied to arrive at the correct ‘result.” Must we revisit the omissions in his comps, the
incorrect EYB leading to the wrong depreciation, or the fact that he missed a $300K and a
$500K remodel that was included in the MLS sheets he submitted as evidence but for which
there was no supplemental. Let us not forget he missed the 12 car garage at 2727 Alta, his
‘best comp’. Yes, if maybe he had used methods uniformly and properly applied them the
result would be correct. Had he read his own evidence he might have chosen different
comps or maybe the county would have even agreed with me. Now I’m just being foolish.

8. Ms. Jacobs said the following at this year’s county hearing: (0.31/89 in transcripts):

‘That was not the only thing that we did. We went out there; we researched all the permits
going back. MLS. So, we used additional resources to find out were there improvements
done or changes made to the property?’ Ms. Weidner has made similar statements.

Really? | compiled the list below is just a few hours!

It’s time to fact check that statement. Pay particular attention to the last one at 3000
Arabian! (The back-up can be found in my ‘New Evidence’ (NE) submission p. P1-P25.)

A. 2400 Pinto Lane — (4 permits EYB = 1990 w/54% depreciation) (NE section ‘E’)

a. Permit # R19-09877 — Kitchen Remodel
i. Finaled 2/20/20, should be added in Fiscal Year (FY) 2020/21
ii. No supplementals dating back to 2004/2005

b. Permit # R17-03476 — Electrical remodel of Casita
i. Finaled 1/16/18, should be added in FY 2018/2019
ii. No supplementals dating back to 2004/2005

c. Permit# R17-01463 — SFD Remodel — New Windows/Raise Plate
i. Finaled 3/1/18, should be added in FY 2018/19.
ii. No supplementals dating back to 2004/2005

d. Permit #R-241876 — Remodel Family Room
i. Finaled 12/30/13
ii. No supplementals dating back to 2004/2005

e. Perthe PRC with a print date of 5/27/26 the AYB and the EYB are both 1990.
i. How can this be? There are 4 permits for improvements subsequent to

1990 and the EYB didn’t budge. This is in addition to the
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‘supplemental’ Ms. Jacobs’ chart says occurred in 2002/03 (line 17).
The VHR the CCA gave me only goes back to 2004.

ii. These omissions quarantees that the depreciation is way over stated,
the RCNLD is way understated and so are their taxes.

B. 2331 Pinto Lane — 4 permits (EYB = 1987 w/ 58.5% depr.) (NE section ‘D’)
a. Permit # R25-13179 — Wall/Fence
i. Finaled 3/12/26, should be added in FY 2026/27. Nothing there.
b. Permit # R-336093 — Room Addition/Kitchen
I. Finaled 6/18/18, should be added in FY 2018/19
ii. There is a supplemental for $62K (taxable) but in 2019/20. 1 year late.
c. Permit# R-132701 — Room Addition
I. Finaled 12/1/09, should be added in FY 2010/11.
ii. There is a supplemental for $233K in FY 2013/14. 3_years late.
1. The PRC reflects an ‘addition’ of 1,335 sf for $233K.
d. Permit# R-209313 — Pool/spa/ 1,232 sf pavers (p. D17-D18)
i. Finaled on 7/25/2012, s/b issued in FY 2013/2014
ii. No supplemental
1. PRC has a pool/spa - EYB of 1987 and depreciation of 58.5%
2. 1,232 sf of pavers @ $12.11/sf not on PRC and not taxed

C. 2981 Pinto Lane — 3 permits — (EYB = 1982 w/ 66% depr.) (NE section ‘0°)
a. Permit # R-179099 — Patio Cover
i. Finaled 1/11/2011. Should be added in FY 2011/12
ii. There is a supplemental for $28K (taxable) in FY 2013/14. 2 years late.
iii. This is the only supplemental on the VHR given to me from the CCA.
b. Permit# R-171113 — SFD Remodel
i. Finaled 2/22/11. Should be added in FY 2011/12. Nothing added.

c. Permit # R-250034 — Remodel
i. Finaled 6/25/14. Should be added FY 2014/15. Nothing added.

D. 2408 Palomino - 3 permits — (EYB = 1989 w/55.5% depr.) (NVE section ‘E’)
a. Permit # R20-12683 — 635 sf home addition (~ 32’ x 207)
i. Permit issued on 10/6/2020
ii. Finaled 5/3/21. Should be added FY 2021/22. No supplemental.
b. Permit # R21-11660 — Patio cover
i. Finaled 10/6/21. Should be added FY 2022/23.
ii. $41K (taxable) supplemental added FY 2024/25. 2 years late.
c. Permit# R339615 — Re-Roofing
i. Charged double fees — caught w/o a permit (case #: 177127)
ii. Est. Completion between 7/1/17 and 12/31/17
iii. Supplemental s/b issued in 2018/19
iv. Actual supplemental issued in 2019/20. 1 year late.
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E. 2500 Palomino — 3 permits — (EYB 1985 w/ 61.5% depr.) (NE section ‘G’)
a. Permit # R-343143 — adding new master bedroom/remodel
i. Finaled 11/28/17. Should be added FY 2018/19. No supplemental.
b. Permit # R18-04029 — Unpermitted detached garage.
i. Double fees per case 180188
ii. Finaled 7/12/18. Should be added FY 2019/20. No supplemental.
iii. Thereis a $19K (taxable) add called ‘new improvement’ in 2019/20.
1. If this represents this work then the add is in the correct year but
not early and way light for a detached garage.
c. Permit# R22-19349 — addition/remodel (incomplete permit/see Redfin photos)
d. Note: property has 2 casitas — PRC reflects only 1

F. 2609 Pinto — 1 permit (VE section ‘1’)
a. Permit# R-191030 — 3,175 sf remodel, 2,815 sf addition
i. Final 5/1/12. Should be added FY 2012/13.
ii. Actual supplemental issued 2013/14. 1 vear late.

G. 2323 Pinto — House was a new-build in 2016 (NE section ‘4°)
a. AYB and EYB are both 2016
b. Since 2016 the following permits were issued:

i. R18-04441 for a 594 sf stable for horses — nothing on the PRC refers
to this addition — s/b 2019/20 (see p. 15 photo addendum 2323 Pinto)
R18-02452 for a 21,000 gallon pool

1. Finaled on 3/25/2019 s/b assessed in 2019/20
2. PRC taxable for 800 sf pool is $62K, 56% larger than mine, 29%
more $
3. See photos in 2323 photo addendum, p. 11,12,13
ii. R17-01849 for wall/fence — finaled 3/27/2019, s/b 2019/20
iii. R19-05258 + revisions_and R19-04901 s/b 2019/20
iv. R-287609 (casita) passed final 9/12/16
1. Supplemental s/b 2017/18 — nothing on VHR

H. 2325 Alta — (Detached Garage) (VE section ‘C°)
a. Permit# R-104505 finaled on 10/27/2011, s/b issued FY 2012/13
b. Actual supplemental issued 2013/14 — 1 vear late on VHR for $20K
c. PRC dated 5/27/26 does not reflect any detached garage — mine is $75K

I. 2801 Alta — (NE section ‘M) new casita (EYB 1965 w/75% depreciation)
a. Finaled on 12/17/15 s/b issued in 2016/17 (Permit #: R-277074)
b. Actual issued in 2017/18. 1 year late.
c. No entry for casita on PRC. EYB is 1965 with 75% depreciation
d. $215,975 of ‘extra features’ had 76% depreciation applied, in excess of legal
max of 75%.
J. 2327 Alta —this is but a small item but raised at the county hearing this year
a. This house was given a $147K credit for composite shingles (p. 267 CCA)
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i. Thehouse is rated a ‘60/excellent.” The credit was calculated incorrectly
using the full sf of the house at $21.50/sf. This is provable from a
10/9/25 email > from Ms. Weidner to me. She wrote: *$21.50 x 6,849
=147,254.” But this is a 2 story house. The roof over the 2" floor is not
additive. The PRC (p. 267 CCA) has 1,502 sf for the 2" floor making
the credit $32K too much, saving the owners $370/year in taxes. (1,502
x $21.50 x .35 x .032782 = $ 370)

ii. There is so much more wrong with this valuation as discussed earlier in
the depreciation section, but this is one Ms. Weidner clearly was aware
of and did nothing, again. What’s $370/yr? No big deal to them. And
this was done 8 years ago, saving the home owner who paid $4.225M
in 2023 (and again for $4.575M in 2025), ~ $3,000 in that time frame.

K. 2905 Pinto - 1 permit (no supplementals, not on PRC)
a. R-155695 (Detached garage) Finaled on 11/2/2011 — 14 fiscal years ago!
i. Supplemental s/b issued 2012/13 — nothing on PRC or VHR
ii. My RCN is ~ $75K. At that rate, using an avg depr rate of 11.25%, the
owners saved $10,700 ($75K x . 35 x .032782 x .8875 x 14 = $10,700)
iii.  The transition can be seen on the assessor’s website using the aerials for
2009-2011.

L. 3000 Arabian- 4 permits: (AYB: 1999, EYB 2002, w/36% depr.) (NE section ‘P’)
a. R-70432 (pool with spa & diving board)(p. P9)
1. Finaled on 12/11/2006 — no supplemental
- s/bissued FY 2007/2008
2. PRC shows a pool w/ EYB of 1999 and 40.5% depreciation
b. R-291987 (SFD addition) (p. P11)
1. Finaled on 11/19/2015
- Supplement s/b issued in 2016/2017
- Supplemental issued FY 2017/2018, 1 year late
- No change to EYB on house/depreciation impact
c. R21-01072 (Addition + Kitchen Remodel) (p. P15)
1. Finaled on 2/17/2022
- Supplement s/b issued in 2022/2023 FY
- Supplement issued in 2024/2025, 2 years late

d. R24-05087 (3,726 sf Guest House + 582 sf garage + 632 sf patio) (P. P19-25)
1. Certificate of Occupancy issued on 12/3/25 (P. P19)

Supplement s/b issued in 2026/2027 EY (NONE ISSUED) (P. P4)

51. (See add’l evidence p. Q-5)
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Just a point of reference. None of the above permits resulted in supplementals in the fiscal year
prior to passing the final inspection and none were ever issued on a % complete basis. Both of
these facts contradict Ms. Jacobs’ testimony. Most never had a supplemental issued, period. So
just exactly where was she looking?

It is clear to me that the statements made by Ms. Jacobs and Ms. Weidner fall into 1 of 2 categories.
They either intentionally lied to the board(s) or they are incompetent. I’1l let them choose. Two
things can be true at the same time.

In summary, it is also quite clear that the CCA does not do what they say they will do or claim to
have done. Moreover, the evidence is overwhelming that my property assessments are inequitable.
The defects in their ‘defenses’ are extensive. It would be impossible to be equitably assessed
relative to their comps given their abundance of errors and omissions .

As such, | respectfully request a downward adjustment of $713K-$834K (p.47, below) and a reset
of my supplemental to the correct year of 2023/24 as it was still within the 3 year look back period
(June 30, 2026) at the date of the appeal and county hearing. Additionally I request a refund of all
taxes attributable to the ‘error’ made by the assessor, plus statutory interest, in applying my
supplemental too early and in a completely non-uniform manner.

This concludes my 5 minute rebuttal.
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SCHEDULE ‘A’

2500 PINTO LANE

PETITIONER/CCA

PAGE NO. RCN YEAR VAR % VAR $ IMPACT
MAIN HOUSE 558/612 CCA $1,916,722 4 6 $115,003
GUEST HOUSE #1 560/613 CCA $144,659 5 7.5 $10,849
GUEST HOUSE #2 561/614 CCA $157,257 3 4.5 $7,077
DETACHED GARAGE 559/615 CCA $68,966 6 9 $6,207
TOTAL TAXABLE VARIANCE $139,136
TOTAL ASSESSED VARIANCE $48,698
ANNUAL TAX SAVINGS $1,596
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SCHEDULE ‘B’

Improvements Inequity

Of CCA's Comps
RCN Annual
UNDERSTATEMENT @ 35% Tax Shortfall to
Taxable Assessed Clark County
$(000) $(000) @.032782
2727 Alta $506 $177 $5,806
2822 Ashby $460 $161 $5,278
3108 Sonia $408 $143 $4,681
217 Campbell $447 $156 $5,129
3105 Conners $320 $112 $3,672
2009 Bannie $402 $141 $4,612
1800 Silver $613 $215 $7,033
TOTAL $3,156 $1,105 $36,211
MEAN AVERAGE $451 $158 $5,173
MEDIAN AVERAGE $447 $156 $5,129
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SCHEDULE ‘C’

TOTAL INEQUITY

$(000)
LOW HIGH
DEPRECIATION $80 $197
IMPROVEMENTS $447 $451
LAND $186 $186
TOTAL $713 $834
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Kari Skalsky
Sticky Note
Picture already included in main packet at page 857, this page and next
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2333 PINTO LANE

SOLD Oct. 2024 FOR $5.0M

CCA rated 40/good prior to last year’s appeal
Supplemental assessment was $819K, taxable
Subsequent to appeal, CCA increased supplemental by $771K, taxable (+94%)

CCA upgraded M&S quality rating from 40/good to 60/excellent post appeal

Prior BLDG RCN $180.62/SF '

Current BLDG RCN $293.40/SF°

Adjustment: +83112.78/sf. or 62.4%

1. P47 CCA, P.34 petitioner
2. P48 CCA, P35 petitioner
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Taxpayer: 2709 PINTO LANE TRUST ETAL / WOLFSON MARK B TRS
Parcel 139-32-703-002
Assessment Year 2026-2027

Introduction

The subject property is a custom home located in the Pinto Palomino neighborhood north
of Charleston Boulevard and west of Rancho Drive. The original residence, built in 1970,
was torn down except for the foundation and portions of the exterior walls. The home was
then rebuilt and completed in 2021, resulting in an effective age of 2011. The property is a
one-story residence with 4,985 square feet of living area in the main house and an
additional 1,096-square-foot guest house. It also includes both an attached and detached
garage totaling 1,834 square feet, along with a pool and spa situated on a half-acre lot.

This matter is an equity appeal. The Assessor’s recommended taxable value is $1,687,686,
and the County Board of Equalization upheld the Assessor’s recommendation.

Clark County Valuation

This appeal centers on equity within the neighborhood. The neighborhood equity sheet,
sorted by total taxable value, shows that the subject is one of 48 homes assessed using the
Marshall & Swift cost manual. Within this group, nine homes exhibit depreciation between
10 and 35 percent. The subject’s valuation equates to $339 per square foot, which is the
third lowest among those nine homes.

Each home in this neighborhood is custom built, resulting in considerable variation in age,
size, construction quality, ceiling height, additional structures, and other property
characteristics. Despite these differences, the Assessor applied Marshall & Swift cost
factors consistently throughout the neighborhood. During revaluation, permits for
comparable homes were reviewed and property records were updated to ensure accuracy
and uniformity.

Although this is an equity appeal, the comparable sales worksheet is provided. All
comparable sales are located within approximately one mile of the subject. Several of the
comparable homes—specifically Comps #3, #4, #6, and #7—were extensively remodeled,
while Comps #2 and #5 were updated less extensively. Adjustments were made for
differences in gross living area, lot size, and amenities. Comp #1 was the most similar to
the subject. The adjusted sales prices range from $1,780,420 to $2,440,040, with a median
of $2,031,000. The subject’s taxable value falls below this range. All comparable sales used
were recent and the most appropriately available sales within the year.

The Assessor maintains that the subject has been valued equitably and is not exceeding
full cash value.
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Taxpayer Issues and County Response

During the appeal, the taxpayer raised two primary concerns. First, the taxpayer argued
that the Assessor improperly added improvements to the supplemental assessment before
the finalinspection was completed and further claimed that no other properties were
treated in this manner. This argument was brought up in last year’s case and the Assessor’s
value was upheld by the County and State Boards of Equalization. Even though the
taxpayer continued to bring up this issue again, the Assessor’s office, at the County Board
of Equalization, demonstrated that other properties in the subject’s neighborhood received
similar treatment and new construction or supplemental assessments were added over
the years. This appeal is for the 26/27 tax year and the prior year’s taxable value has already
been decided upon by the Boards of Equalization as equitable and not exceeding full cash
value.

Second, the taxpayer also disputed the Assessor’s land valuation. The Assessor analyzed
comparable land sales located within one third of a mile of the subject property, all within
the same market area and sharing similar zoning and probable use. These parcels ranged in
size from 0.88 to 1.12 acres and sold for values ranging from $643,625 to $1,157,500. There
was an argument made by the appellant that the range of .75 acres to .88 acres should not
be the same value of $600,000. Board member, Timothy Albert stated, “You can only put
one house on that lot. 0.1 acre doesn’t mean anything in this market.” The appellant also
declared that a 1.7-acre lot should not be assessed and taxed at 25% more than his.
Timothy Albert’s rebuttal was, “And to me that seems reasonable as an appraiser with 40
some years’ experience.” The market evidence supports the Assessor’s taxable land value
of $600,000; which is below the lowest comparable value.

Conclusion

This appeal is for the 26/27 valuation, and prior years have been heard and decided at the
County Board, State Board, and District Court level.

The neighborhood equity sheet demonstrates that the subjectis among 48 homes
assessed equitably using the Marshall & Swift cost manual. Among the nine comparable
custom homes with depreciation between 10 and 35 percent, the subject’s cost per square
footis the third lowest. Custom homes vary significantly; however, the Assessor’s Office
has equitably applied the cost approach using Marshall & Swift cost manual.
Improvements across properties in this neighborhood were picked up in a timely and
consistent manner, including percent-complete assessments.

On February 19, 2026, in County BOE Case #424, the Board accepted the Clark County
Assessor’s recommendation of no change to the total taxable value of $1,687,686. We
agree with this decision and are asking the State Board to uphold this decision.
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The most effective way | know to reply to Ms. Moerschell’s Brief is to address, head on, all the

misinformation she submitted.

Ms. Moerschell: ‘The subject property is a custom home located in the Pinto Palomino

neighborhood north of Charleston Boulevard and west of Rancho Drive. The original residence,
built in 1970, was torn down except for the foundation and portions of the exterior walls. The home
was then rebuilt and completed in 2021, resulting in an effective age of 2011. The property is a
one-story residence with 4,985 square feet of living area in the main house and an additional
1,096-square-foot guest house. It also includes both an attached and detached garage totaling
1,834 square feet, along with a pool and spa situated on a half-acre lot. This matter is an equity
appeal. The Assessor's recommended taxable value is $1,687,686, and the County Board of

Equalization upheld the Assessor’s recommendation.’

Petitioner’s Response:

The property sits on .85 acres of land, not .5 acres.
The remodel was completed in 2022, not 2021.

3. This is generally an equity appeal, however, Petitioner requested and was denied by Ms.
Jayme Jacobs and Ms. Mary Ann Weidner the opportunity to file a 2"? appeal related to
the timing of the supplemental issued in the 2022/23 fiscal year. This appeal was intended
to present the issue as a ‘factual error’ within the 3 year look back that did not expire until
after the county hearing. The expiration date was 6/30/26 per NRS 361.768.

4. Last year the appeal related to this issue was presented as an equity issue. Since NRS
361.768 has a 3 year look back, the denial by the county to acknowledge the error raised
a new issue. Petitioner will present to the Board 2 emails from Mr. Jeffrey Bonesteel. One

commits to a 2022/23 issuance ‘assuming the project is 100% complete by Julyl, 2022°.

It was not complete until 7/27/22. The 2" email states that ‘the city passed my final

inspection on 5/23/22’ justifying the date of the supplemental. Mr. Bonesteel is wrong on

the facts, e.g. a factual error. In either case, Petitioner should have been able to rely on

the electronic communications per Hohl Motorsports v. NV Department of taxation (2025).
5. The appeal form to the state has 5 boxes to check. The instruction is to ‘check box which
best describes the authority of the State Board to take jurisdiction to hear the appeal.’ |

chose the box that ‘best describes’ my appeal. Had | been allowed to submit a 2" appeal,
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I would have checked the last box with an explanation. The instruction was singular in
nature, not plural.

6. The County Board upheld the assessor because the panel was (1) biased, (2) had a lack
of knowledge as described in my appeal to the State, (3) the county was presented a
case strewn with material misrepresentations included in the 71 pages of ‘evidence’ never
provided to me (a legally reversible error), and (4) the Chair, Mr. Farr, on the record stated
‘ that even had | been given the 71 pages’ it wouldn’t change his vote. Sound impartial?

I should not be estopped from being heard regarding a ‘factual error’ correction.
8. Ms. Moerschell can’'t even get the most basic facts straight which is consistent with the

guality of work of the entire assessor’s office.

Ms. Moerschell: ‘This appeal centers on equity within the neighborhood. The

neighborhood equity sheet, sorted by total taxable value, shows that the subject is one of 48
homes assessed using the Marshall & Swift cost manual. Within this group, nine homes exhibit
depreciation between 710 and 35 percent. The subject’s valuation equates to $339 per square foot,

which is the third lowest among those nine homes.’

Petitioner’s Response:

Ms. Moerschell, obviously, did not read pages 19-20 in my brief. On those 2 pages | analyzed
this statement made by Mr. Turner at the 2/19/26 hearing. She does say 2 things that are true.

There are 9 homes with depreciation rates between 10% & 35% and | am the 3" lowest value.

She thinks that proves that | have been equitably treated, maybe even favorably. But as | wrote
on those 2 pages the 6 properties with a greater value/Sf all had significantly higher M&S rated
buildouts. My M&S rating was ‘good/40’. The 6 above ranged from ‘good-very good/45’ to
‘exceptional/74. Their #1 had a total taxable value of $953/sf vs my $339sf. That property had a
M&S quality rating of ‘74’ vs. my ‘40’. Their #6 on the list is 2609 Pinto, which they rated
‘VG/Excellent-55" was only $304/sf, 10% less than my $339/sf, for a house rated a ‘55’ vs. my
‘40’. Their 9" place property (line 25 — 2694 Palomino) is the only property also rated ‘good/40’ of

the 9 but at $250/sf. This is the only fair comparison of the nine but its taxable value is also

26% less than mine. This is how they manipulate information and misrepresent the truth. This is

why it takes so much time to respond to their misrepresentations. The truth is in the evidence not
the statement.
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Ms. Moerschell: ‘Each home in this neighborhood is custom built, resulting in considerable

variation in age, size, construction quality, ceiling height, additional structures, and other property
characteristics. Despite these differences, the Assessor applied Marshall & Swift cost factors

consistently throughout the neighborhood.’

Petitioner’ s Response:

1. | agree with the first sentence.
‘Despite these differences’-what a guy! Sorry he had to work so hard. Isn’t this his job?

3. How can they claim they applied the M&S cost factors consistently, unless they mean
consistently incorrectly. She should have read my brief more carefully. You can’t apply
cost factors consistently if you exclude all the improvements that went into the house and
miss all the permitted projects. Consistently applying factors to half a house doesn’t cut it.
You can’t calculate the correct EYB if you don’t properly add in all the improvements.
You can’t determine the correct depreciation if you can’t/don’t properly calculate the EYB.

You can’t arrive at the correct RCNLD without the above done correctly.

N o o A

Pages 9-12 of my brief goes property by property describing the omissions by the
assessor. These pages cover properties such as 2608 Pinto with a $1M (self advertised)
remodel and no supplemental and 2800 Pinto with a gut job to the studs and a brand new
paver driveway with no supplemental assessment. It also benefits by a 75% depreciation
rate because the county has been derelict in issuing appropriate supplementals. | have
provided evidence the past 2 years regarding these properties and nothing has been done.
8. Pages 13-19 reviews the work on the 7 comps submitted by the assessor. They are on
average ~ $450K undervalued.
9. | provide evidence to support my assertions. My brief has footnotes referencing the proof
and my calculations. They provide no evidence and no calculations; they just talk, or in

this case, write.
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Ms. Moerschell:

‘During revaluation, permits for all comparable homes were reviewed and property records were

updated to ensure accuracy and uniformity.’

Petitioner’s Response:

This is laughable. Ms. Weidner and Ms. Jacobs made similar claims under oath. | am beginning

to think Ms. Moerschell either didn’t read any of my brief or thinks (1) my statements are false,
even though she doesn’t dispute a single one, or (2) that the State Board is so gullible as to accept
anything she says is the truth and assumes what | say is false. | believe she is wrong on both
counts. Beginning in the middle of p. 40 of my brief and ending on p. 43 | detail all the permitted
major improvements that | could find, in the time | had, and only in my immediate neighborhood.
This is defined as the rectangle of Pinto Lane, Palomino Lane, Alta Drive and Arabian Road. |
researched 12 properties in spitting distance of my home. | found over 30 permitted
improvements where the county has either not issued a supplemental or issued one in a later
year than it should have been. And this excludes all the unpermitted work not picked up. The
worst of the worst is the very last one on p.43, 3000 Arabian Road. Permit R24-05087 was for a
3,726 sf guest house + a 582 sf garage + a 632 sf patio. A Certificate of Occupancy was issued
on 12/3/25 easily in time to be issued a supplemental for the 2026/27 fiscal year (the year of this
appeal) but there is none. On July 1, 2026, could they not ‘ascertain by diligent inquiry and

examination’ required by NRS 361.260(1)(3) for all real property subject to taxation?They

can take mine that finaled on 7/27/22 and drag it back into a prior year but this they can’t even do

this massive project on time! And it looks super expensive.

Pages 40-43 include the property addresses, the permit numbers, the date of the final passing
inspection and if, and when, a supplemental assessment was issued. | don’t see any push back
regarding these facts from Ms. Moerschell. If what is included in these 4 pages is true (which of

course it is) then her statement is categorically false and misleading, which of course it also is.

The county has chosen not to submit a list of all the ‘comparable homes that they have updated’.
Why not? They missed these 30+. Where is their list by address and permit # and date? | put it
all out there. Let them check my permits, dates, and my calculations. If they find any, did they go

back 3 years for assessment and tax purposes?
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Last year the assessor made adjustments to 4 properties that | raised as an issue. Yet not a single
one was assessed and taxed retroactively even though the law permits the assessor to go back
3 years. Ms. Weidner has said this numerous times but never does it. For those of you who are
unfamiliar with what occurred, after denying that any inequity existed, shortly thereafter, the
assessor increased 2400 Palomino by $392K, 2333 Pinto Lane by $771K, 3011 Pinto Lane by
$648K, and 2337 Pinto Lane by $186K. The lack of retroactivity just exacerbates the inequity.

Ms. Moerschell: ‘Although this is an equity appeal, the comparable sales worksheet is

provided. All_comparable sales are located within approximately one mile of the subject.’

Petitioner’s Response: (l used Google Maps as a source for my distances)

1. Comp #6 — 2009 Bannie is 1.8 miles from my house.
Comp #7 — 1800 Silver is 1.7 miles from my house.

3. These 2 properties are in a distant neighborhood crossing 2 major arterial roads creating
a distinct physical boundary - Rancho Drive and Charleston Blvd. Last year they
described this as adjacent to my home. Just like Reno is adjacent to Las Vegas.

It is unfortunate that for even the most minuscule issue they can’t be completely honest.

Ms. Moerschell seems to imply that the ‘comparable sales worksheet’ is irrelevant for an
equity appeal when she writes ‘although this is an equity appeal’ but they just tossed it in
for good measure? This is malarky as they zeroed in on this at the hearing. If its not
applicable to support their improvement valuations, then they provided not a single stitch
of evidence to refute my assertions. Additionally the testimony by the assessor all revolves
around the M&S rules and applications — the exact method used to determine RCNLD for

improvements.

Ms. Moerschell: ‘Several of the comparable homes—specifically Comps #3, #4, #6, and

#7—were extensively remodeled, while Comps #2 and #5 were updated less

extensively.’Adjustments_were _made for_differences in_gross living area, lot size, and

amenities. Comp #1 was the most similar to the subject.’
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Petitioner’s Response:

Now | know for sure Ms. Moerschell did not read my brief. All this is explained on pages 12-18.
Here is the CIiff Notes version:
1. Comp 1-2727 Alta, described as most similar (see p. 13 of my brief)
a. They missed 3 garages with 12 car indoor parking — but its in their case summary
evidence on p.354
b. They show this house on the PRC with an AYB and EYB of 1966; not having
any improvements for 60 years and 75% depreciation. This is nonsense.
c. Prior to its sale this house had the reputation as a ‘party house’ on places like
AirBNB. Do you think people rented out properties unimproved for 60 years, in
Las Vegas of all places? Maybe its because there are so few options here.
d. This house’s RCNLD is at least $506K understated.
2. Comp 2 — 2822 Ashby, - described as ‘updated less extensively’ (see p. 14, brief)
a. The description on p. 359 of their case summary reads ‘$300K in recent
upgrades’. That is less extensive than the $500K at 217 Campbell, | guess.
b. AYB =2008, EYB = 2008, but it had $300K in recent upgrades in ~ 2022
c. This omission results in incorrect depreciation, RCNLD, and real estate taxes
d. The last assessment for this property was in 2009/2010, 17 years ago.
3. Comp 3 - 3108 Sonia, defined above as ‘extensively remodeled’ (see p. 15 in my brief)
a. The AYB is 1966, the EYB is 1969 and the depreciation is maxed out at 75%
b. It’'s 57 years old but has been ‘extensively remodeled’!
c. The VHR has zero supplementals dating back 21 years to 2005.
d. See photo addendum for this property submitted to the state. 1969 it ain’t.
4. Comp 4 — 217 Campbell — also ‘extensively remodeled’ (see p. 15-16 in my brief)
a. Onp. 372 in the Case Summary it states ‘nearly $500K in recent renovations’
i. The last and only addition to their improvements on the VHR is for $111K
taxable in 2019/20.
ii. What ever happened to that $500K remodel? Nothing!
iii. The b&w photos are also in the case summary on p. 374-378
iv. | submitted a photo addendum of larger color photos for clarity
v. lalso included some ‘before’ photos | found on line to reveal the extent of

the remodel.
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5. Comp 5 - 3105 Conners

a.
b.

C.

Just read the case summary on p. 386 and p. 16 of my brief for more details.
Not a single supplemental in the past 15 years

Quality rating of ‘avg/30’, really? EYB 1981 — 45 year ago with 67.5%
depreciation, really?

Had major renovation in 2009, permit #: R-105275 (see add’l evidence p. R2-R7

— will be submitted shortly, at least 7 days prior to hearing)

6. Comp 6 — 2009 Bannie — see p. 17 in my brief and photo addendum

7. Comp 7 — 1800 Silver — see p. 18 in my brief and photo addendum

‘Adjustments were made for differences in gross living area, lot size, amenities’. No they

weren’t. Where are the calculations and the line item adjustments. They just say stuff and

provide nothing to verify it.

Ms. Moerschell: ‘The adjusted sales prices range from $1,780,420 to $2,440,040, with a

median of $2,031,000.’

Petitioner’s Response:

1. | agree with the above statement, but

a.
b.

They took the actual sales data (Col. 4) on p. 349 of their Case Summary
Then made adjustments that have no rhyme or reason. They provide no
calculations and no specific explanations (Col. 8)
The adjustments were +$387K, +$30K, +$479K, +$561K, +$531K, +$365K, and
+$150K, respectively
On a % basis, the adjustments were 26%, 2%, 35%, 31%, 35%, 18%, and 8%,
respectively
No explanation other than ‘adjustment for GLA, lot size, and amenities’.

i. No calculations are provided

ii. No way to impute the legitimacy of the adjustments from the data

submitted

iii. No way to check their math, but they don’t make mistakes, right?
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Ms. Moerschell: ‘All comparable sales used were recent and the most appropriately

available sales within the year.’

Petitioner’s response:

They developed a Parcel Equity Analysis (PEA) on p. 403 of their Case Summary with 48
properties in my neighborhood. Not a single comp of the 7 on p. 349 can be found on the PEA.
Why would you develop a PEA and then not use any property on it to prove your point? This

makes no sense.

Of the 7 comps, only comp 1 is remotely in my neighborhood. Of the other 6, three are in a gated
community, 1 is in McNeil Estates about .8 miles away, south of Charleston Boulevard. The final

2 are almost 2 miles away in Scotch 80.

The most important issue here is that improvements in Nevada are based on RCN, not market
sales. Since, as | have demonstrated that so many improvements are excluded from the record
of their comps (and my neighbors), by definition my valuation has to be inequitable by the amount

of those omissions.

Ms. Moerschell: The Assessor maintains that the subject has been valued equitably and is

not exceeding_full cash value.’

Petitioner’s Response:

Full cash value is a red herring. | never claimed my assessed value exceeded full cash value. In
a claim of equity it is an irrelevant factor. We went down this rabbit hole last year. Based on Barta,
this is black letter law in Nevada, which is why there are no other cases to cite. If | was assessed
at $1000 and FMV is $20,000, but my neighbors in similar situations are assessed for $500 | am

over assessed and over taxed and harmed.

Ms. Moerschell:* During the appeal, the taxpayer raised two primary concerns. First, the

taxpayer argued that the Assessor improperly added improvements to the supplemental

assessment before_the final inspection was completed and further claimed that no other properties
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were _treated in this manner. This argument was brought up in last year’s case and the Assessor’s
value was upheld by the County and State Boards of Equalization. Even though the taxpayer

continued to bring up this issue again.

Petitioner’s Response:

Bringing this issue up this year is unrelated to last year’s appeal. | tried to file an appeal based on
‘factual error’ and Ms. Jacobs and Ms. Weidner denied my request. There is a 3 year look back
provision for ‘factual’ errors and the window had not closed and the county refused to
acknowledge the defect. This is not their decision to make. | wrote to Ms. Weidner and Ms. Jacobs
about the 2" appeal on 10/10/25, January 2, 2026 and again on 1/7/26 (see p.568-569 in my
appeal submission to the county). | told them that this is for the Board(s) to decide and she was
fully in her right to argue against my point. | dedicated 9 pages of my brief (22-31) to prove beyond
any doubt that (1) | am the only property that had a residential remodel where the supplemental
was added in the year prior to completion, (2) have emails from Mr. Jeffrey Bonesteel telling me
how it would be addressed, and one showing he used the wrong date to issue the assessment,
and (3) a Nevada Supreme Court ruling (Hohl Motorsports v. NV Department of Taxation from

2025) that ruled that | should be able to rely on his email communications. And as for:

Ms. Moerschell: ‘the Assessor’s office, at the County Board of Equalization, demonstrated

that other properties in the subject’s neighborhood received similar treatment and new

construction or supplemental assessments were added over_the years’,

Petitioner’s Response:

No they did not, unless you choose to believe the material misrepresentations Ms. Jacobs

presented to the County Board. Pages 22-31 prove beyond any doubt the lack of credibility of her
presentation. Moreover, the information she presented was part of the 71 pages of evidence

the county withheld from me until after the hearing and the rendering of the board’s

opinion. Nice touch, wouldn’t you say? Obviously, not having access to what she was to present

in advance | could not rebut the baseless claims at the time. Also, the issue at hand has always

been supplemental assessments for residential remodels. Ms. Moerschell is now trying to

widen the discussion to now add ‘new construction’ which was never the discussion point

and is referred to in my brief beginning at the middle of p. 23 through the 15t paragraph on
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p._24. New construction is a not supplemental assessment. Supplemental assessments are
exactly that, supplemental to an existing assessment. Please refer to page Q4 from my ‘new
evidence’ to be submitted shortly. She is doing this to cover for Ms. Jacobs’ errors in her
presentation and now thinks she can slip this in as a defense. She is doing this because 2 of Ms.
Jacobs’ misrepresentations addressed in my brief were not for supplemental residential remodels
but for custom new build homes which they clearly handle differently based on the evidence, |
submitted. Those 2 properties are 2694 Palomino and 2323 Pinto Lane. Her specious argument
was that these 2 properties were issued assessments for improvements either on a % complete
basis (2694 Palomino on p. 28 of brief) or in a fiscal year prior to completion (2323 Pinto on p.27

of brief). This is all addressed in my brief.

Ms. Moerschell: ‘Second, the taxpayer also disputed the Assessor’s land valuation. The

Assessor analyzed comparable land sales located within one third of a mile of the subject

property,’

Petitioner’s Response:

This is their definition of ‘comparable’ land sales: (see p 31-38 of my brief for detailed analysis)

1. She says 1/3 of a mile to make it sound close but ignores other land sales closer to me,
one right around the corner, not in gated communities and not with the same issues
listed below. All my comps were down the street from me.

Last year they filled all 8 boxes with comps

This year they only used 7, couldn’t find an 8" | guess

Comp 6 and 7 are the same property

o bk D

Comp 7 is a listing not a sale, violating NAC § 361.118 (1). It's been on the market for

more that 7 months and will be there a very long time at that price.

6. Comp 5 is a non-existent lot which has been assembled into an adjacent property ~ 4
years ago. The APN on their chart has been retired.

7. Comps 1,3, and 4 are located in a prestigious premier gated community with 24/7 guards,

roving patrols, a walled in perimeter, etc. Where are the adjustments to those land values

for location, size, view, gated vs open communities, etc. as required by NAC 361.118 and

NAC 361.11827

8. Comp 1 is the same property as comp 3 and 4
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9. Comp 2 is not in my neighborhood.
10. | submitted a list of 7 other possible properties (p.573 in my appeal to county)

So, which part of this is comparable? This fails the test for ‘sufficient’ sales per NAC § 361.118,

etc and supports the case to use NAC § 361.119 to determine equity, the basis of my analysis.

Ms. Moerschell: ‘These parcels ranged in size from 0.88 to 1.12 acres and sold for values

ranging from $643,625 to $1,157,500. There_was an argument made by the appellant that the

range of .75 acres to .88 acres should not be the_same value of $600,000.

Petitioner’ Response:

1. | sort of agree with the first sentence except the $1,157,500 value is a calculated
value of 2 adjacent lots acquired in a single transaction which sold for a total of
$2,315K. BTW, the 2 lots are different sizes

2. Ms. Moerschell should read the transcripts a bit more closely. That was not

my argument, that was the bizarre retort from Mr. Albert.

(Below is a cut and paste of my comments from p. 35 of the transcript)

‘Now if you go to the last one, which is 500 Shetland, it's 2.02 acres, which is 138% larger than
mine, and they make an adjustment of 25%. Now here's the interesting thing. If you take a look
between the twelfth one and all the way down in that middle column that says adjustment, you'l
see a whole boatload of zeros. What that means is that the property at — Let's pick this one. The
one that starts at 0.75 acres. You see that one over there on the left-hand side? It's about the
fourteenth one down. It has a zero adjustment at 0.75 acres. And you scan down all the way down

to almost sixth to the bottom where it still has a zero at 1.25 acres. So, this county comes before

you and tells you that a house that has 1.25 acres of land should pay the same taxes as a

house that has 0.75 acres. A half an acre, which is 22,000 square feet thereabouts, should

pay, | don't want to use the word tax, should be assessed at the same value’

The above refers to 2 pages in the county’s Case Summary p. 414-415. What about Ms. Jacobs’

testimony that they take a base lot and make adjustments for size which results in ‘market
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value’? So much for that. My question was, ‘is 22,000 sf insufficient to make an adjustment of
$1.00?

Mr. Albert’s position was that since my immediate neighbors have the same size lot and the same
valuation proving there is no equity issue flies in the face of the decision in the Bakst and Barta
cases. | don’t care if he’s been an appraiser for 100 years. His lack of knowledge of the law is
epic. His position is wrong and myopic. If that was the thinking of the Supreme Court, Barta
wouldn’t exist. The essence of Barta was that the Supreme Court rejected the idea that equal
treatment among immediate neighbors satisfies the law if the entire neighborhood is being
assessed non-uniformly. | have said time and again, reasonable people can disagree and debate

the $ amount involved but there should be no question of the legal validity of my claim.
As long as we are on the topic of the expert appraisers at the county board | would like to insert
a back and forth | had with the other panel member, Mr. Patrick Egger. He too is an appraiser

with decades of experience. Here is that conversation:

Mr. Patrick Eqger (p. 38 of transcript): Mr. Wolfson, | run across that situation virtually every

week. I'm appraising 15 lots at MacDonald Highlands right now. Different sizes, different views,
all sitting on the top. And you would be shocked at what they're selling for, what they have sold

for, what they resold for. There is no equity issue in my opinion.’

Petitioner;

‘Mr.. Egger, may | ask you a question? On page 414 and 415, they show that lots that are 0.75 of
an acre through 1.25 acres, the difference of a 0.50 an acre, basically side by side, as an example.
Valued the same. So, using your example in MacDonald whatever, Highlands, if you're assessing
two lots that are side by side with the same, try to eliminate all of the other amenities, side by side
with the same view, same street, next door to one another. One is 0.75 of an acre and one is 1.25

acres. Are you going to appraise them at the exact same price?’
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Mr. Patrick Egger:

I'm going to appraise them at what the market purchases them for’

People pay this man for his expertise? He couldn’t even agree with this. No one with an ounce of
brains would pay the same for the smaller lot and no seller would accept the same amount for the
larger lot. | have no statute to quote to support this. Does common sense still exist? I've owned
15 homes, this is not my first rodeo. Based on his answer why would anyone pay him a nickel for
his advice, just look it up on Redfin, Zillow, etc. And he’s an expert with 40+ years of experience.

This is the caliber of the members of the county BOE.

Conclusion:

The county has now added Ms. Moerschell to the long list of employees who struggle with the
whole truth. | may make mistakes and | may lose, but | would rather lose and be honest than win
through subterfuge . Most people would find it debilitating to constantly have the need to research
all the lies, misrepresentations, and distortions made by the assessor’s office. |, on the other hand,
refuse to give in to their irresponsible behavior. | will not be silent. Someone has to take a stand
to make a change so it might as well be me. | have the time, | have the money, and | have the
will. Rest assured, this is not a money making proposition. They can make these representations
in 2 paragraphs but it takes a ton of documentation (and 15 pages here) to disprove what they
say. It would be refreshing if they ever would submit evidence and not just words and
spreadsheets. To this date, they have not once said my calculations were wrong. On the other
hand | have discovered 100’s of material errors in their evidence, yet they are never held
accountable. Nothing fazes them and at each hearing the Boards of Equalization never push them
for evidence, or probe deeper into their claims. They know | have only 5 minutes to rebut under
the State’s rules. They play the game very well. | learned my lesson last year which is why my

brief this year is 47 pages long.

Lastly, | lost my case in court last year not because | was wrong on the merits. | lost because
acting as my own attorney | had a fool for a client. Moreover, | learned 2 incredible things which
cost me $5,000. First, make sure you sue the right person. My mistake was to name Shellie
Hughes, Secretary NV Board of Equalization, when the correct party is simply the NV Board of

Equalization. Hard to believe but once you do that and 30 days passes you're toast. NRS 233.130
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is a bitch for the uninitiated. The 2" item is that while | am allowed to represent my case here
before the Board, the rules shift once you get to district court. | need to hire an attorney because
my house is in a trust. And even though the only 2 trustees are me and my wife | am still prohibited

from representing the trust. Last year's mistakes won’t be repeated.

The end
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SBE 26-107 Pg 1306
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1318




SBE 26-107 Pg 1307
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1319




SBE 26-107 Pg 1308
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1320




RECEIVED

JULY 16, 2026

STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF TAXATION

SBE 26-107 Pg 1309
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1321



Denise Mosely
RECEIVED stamp


SBE 26-107 Pg 1310
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1322




SBE 26-107 Pg 1311
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1323




SBE 26-107 Pg 1312
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1324




SBE 26-107 Pg 1313
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1325




SBE 26-107 Pg 1314
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1326




SBE 26-107 Pg 1315
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1327




SBE 26-107 Pg 1316
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1328




SBE 26-107 Pg 1317
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1329




SBE 26-107 Pg 1318
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1330




SBE 26-107 Pg 1319
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1331




SBE 26-107 Pg 1320
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1332




SBE 26-107 Pg 1321
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1333




SBE 26-107 Pg 1322
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1334




SBE 26-107 Pg 1323
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1335




SBE 26-107 Pg 1324
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1336




SBE 26-107 Pg 1325
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1337




SBE 26-107 Pg 1326
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1338




SBE 26-107 Pg 1327
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1339




SBE 26-107 Pg 1328
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1340




SBE 26-107 Pg 1329
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1341




SBE 26-107 Pg 1330
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1342




SBE 26-107 Pg 1331
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1343




SBE 26-107 Pg 1332
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1344




SBE 26-107 Pg 1333
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1345




SBE 26-107 Pg 1334
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1346




SBE 26-107 Pg 1335
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1347




SBE 26-107 Pg 1336
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1348




SBE 26-107 Pg 1337
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1349




SBE 26-107 Pg 1338
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1350




SBE 26-107 Pg 1339
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1351




SBE 26-107 Pg 1340
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1352




SBE 26-107 Pg 1341
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1353




SBE 26-107 Pg 1342
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1354




SBE 26-107 Pg 1343
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1355




SBE 26-107 Pg 1344
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1356




SBE 26-107 Pg 1345
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1357




SBE 26-107 Pg 1346
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1358




SBE 26-107 Pg 1347
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1359




SBE 26-107 Pg 1348
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1360




SBE 26-107 Pg 1349
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1361




SBE 26-107 Pg 1350
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1362




SBE 26-107 Pg 1351
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1363




SBE 26-107 Pg 1352
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1364




SBE 26-107 Pg 1353
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1365




SBE 26-107 Pg 1354
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1366




SBE 26-107 Pg 1355
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1367




SBE 26-107 Pg 1356
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1368




SBE 26-107 Pg 1357
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1369




SBE 26-107 Pg 1358
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1370




SBE 26-107 Pg 1359
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1371




SBE 26-107 Pg 1360
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1372




SBE 26-107 Pg 1361
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1373




SBE 26-107 Pg 1362
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1374




SBE 26-107 Pg 1363
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1375




SBE 26-107 Pg 1364
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1376




SBE 26-107 Pg 1365
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1377




SBE 26-107 Pg 1366
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1378




SBE 26-107 Pg 1367
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1379




RECEIVED

JULY 16, 2026
STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF TAXATION

SBE 26-107 Pg 1368
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1380



Denise Mosely
RECEIVED stamp


SBE 26-107 Pg 1369
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1381




SBE 26-107 Pg 1370
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1382




SBE 26-107 Pg 1371
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1383




SBE 26-107 Pg 1372
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1384




SBE 26-107 Pg 1373
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1385




SBE 26-107 Pg 1374
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1386




SBE 26-107 Pg 1375
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1387




SBE 26-107 Pg 1376
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1388




SBE 26-107 Pg 1377
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1389




SBE 26-107 Pg 1378
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1390




SBE 26-107 Pg 1379
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1391




SBE 26-107 Pg 1380
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1392




SBE 26-107 Pg 1381
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1393




SBE 26-107 Pg 1382
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1394




SBE 26-107 Pg 1383
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1395




SBE 26-107 Pg 1384
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1396




SBE 26-107 Pg 1385
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1397




SBE 26-107 Pg 1386
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1398




SBE 26-107 Pg 1387
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1399




SBE 26-107 Pg 1388
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1400




SBE 26-107 Pg 1389
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1401




SBE 26-107 Pg 1390
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1402




SBE 26-107 Pg 1391
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1403




SBE 26-107 Pg 1392
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1404




SBE 26-107 Pg 1393
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1405




SBE 26-107 Pg 1394
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1406




SBE 26-107 Pg 1395
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1407




SBE 26-107 Pg 1396
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1408




SBE 26-107 Pg 1397
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1409




SBE 26-107 Pg 1398
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1410




SBE 26-107 Pg 1399
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1411




SBE 26-107 Pg 1400
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1412




SBE 26-107 Pg 1401
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1413




SBE 26-107 Pg 1402
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1414




SBE 26-107 Pg 1403
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1415




SBE 26-107 Pg 1404
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1416




SBE 26-107 Pg 1405
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1417




SBE 26-107 Pg 1406
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1418




SBE 26-107 Pg 1407
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1419




SBE 26-107 Pg 1408
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1420




SBE 26-107 Pg 1409
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1421




SBE 26-107 Pg 1410
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1422




SBE 26-107 Pg 1411
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1423




RECEIVED
JULY 16, 2026

STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF TAXATION

SBE 26-107 Pg 1412
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1424



Denise Mosely
RECEIVED stamp


SBE 26-107 Pg 1413
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1425




SBE 26-107 Pg 1414
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1426




SBE 26-107 Pg 1415
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1427




SBE 26-107 Pg 1416
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1428




SBE 26-107 Pg 1417
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1429




SBE 26-107 Pg 1418
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1430




SBE 26-107 Pg 1419
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1431




SBE 26-107 Pg 1420
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1432




SBE 26-107 Pg 1421
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1433




SBE 26-107 Pg 1422
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1434




SBE 26-107 Pg 1423
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1435




SBE 26-107 Pg 1424
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1436




SBE 26-107 Pg 1425
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1437




SBE 26-107 Pg 1426
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1438




SBE 26-107 Pg 1427
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1439




SBE 26-107 Pg 1428
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1440




SBE 26-107 Pg 1429
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1441




SBE 26-107 Pg 1430
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1442




SBE 26-107 Pg 1431
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1443




SBE 26-107 Pg 1432
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1444




SBE 26-107 Pg 1433
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1445




SBE 26-107 Pg 1434
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1446




SBE 26-107 Pg 1435
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1447




SBE 26-107 Pg 1436
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1448




SBE 26-107 Pg 1437
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1449




SBE 26-107 Pg 1438
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1450




SBE 26-107 Pg 1439
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1451




SBE 26-107 Pg 1440
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1452




SBE 26-107 Pg 1441
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1453




SBE 26-107 Pg 1442
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1454




SBE 26-107 Pg 1443
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1455




SBE 26-107 Pg 1444
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1456




SBE 26-107 Pg 1445
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1457




SBE 26-107 Pg 1446
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1458




SBE 26-107 Pg 1447
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1459




SBE 26-107 Pg 1448
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1460




SBE 26-107 Pg 1449
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1461




SBE 26-107 Pg 1450
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1462




RECEIVED
JULY 16, 2026

STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF TAXATION

SBE 26-107 Pg 1451
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1463



Denise Mosely
RECEIVED stamp


SBE 26-107 Pg 1452
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1464




SBE 26-107 Pg 1453
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1465




SBE 26-107 Pg 1454
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1466




SBE 26-107 Pg 1455
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1467




SBE 26-107 Pg 1456
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1468




SBE 26-107 Pg 1457
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1469




SBE 26-107 Pg 1458
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1470




SBE 26-107 Pg 1459
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1471




SBE 26-107 Pg 1460
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1472




SBE 26-107 Pg 1461
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1473




SBE 26-107 Pg 1462
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1474




SBE 26-107 Pg 1463
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1475




SBE 26-107 Pg 1464
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1476




SBE 26-107 Pg 1465
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1477




SBE 26-107 Pg 1466
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1478




SBE 26-107 Pg 1467
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1479




SBE 26-107 Pg 1468
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1480




SBE 26-107 Pg 1469
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1481




SBE 26-107 Pg 1470
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1482




SBE 26-107 Pg 1471
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1483




SBE 26-107 Pg 1472
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1484




SBE 26-107 Pg 1473
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1485




SBE 26-107 Pg 1474
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1486




SBE 26-107 Pg 1475
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1487




SBE 26-107 Pg 1476
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1488




SBE 26-107 Pg 1477
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1489




SBE 26-107 Pg 1478
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1490




SBE 26-107 Pg 1479
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1491




SBE 26-107 Pg 1480
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1492




SBE 26-107 Pg 1481
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1493




SBE 26-107 Pg 1482
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1494




SBE 26-107 Pg 1483
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1495




SBE 26-107 Pg 1484
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1496




SBE 26-107 Pg 1485
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1497




SBE 26-107 Pg 1486
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1498




SBE 26-107 Pg 1487
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1499




SBE 26-107 Pg 1488
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1500




SBE 26-107 Pg 1489
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1501




SBE 26-107 Pg 1490
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1502




SBE 26-107 Pg 1491
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1503




SBE 26-107 Pg 1492
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1504




RECEIVED
JULY 16, 2026

STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF TAXATION

SBE 26-107 Pg 1493
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1505



Denise Mosely
RECEIVED stamp


SBE 26-107 Pg 1494
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1506




SBE 26-107 Pg 1495
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1507




SBE 26-107 Pg 1496
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1508




SBE 26-107 Pg 1497
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1509




SBE 26-107 Pg 1498
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1510




SBE 26-107 Pg 1499
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1511




SBE 26-107 Pg 1500
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1512




SBE 26-107 Pg 1501
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1513




SBE 26-107 Pg 1502
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1514




SBE 26-107 Pg 1503
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1515




SBE 26-107 Pg 1504
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1516




SBE 26-107 Pg 1505
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1517




SBE 26-107 Pg 1506
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1518




SBE 26-107 Pg 1507
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1519




SBE 26-107 Pg 1508
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1520




SBE 26-107 Pg 1509
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1521




SBE 26-107 Pg 1510
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1522




SBE 26-107 Pg 1511
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1523




SBE 26-107 Pg 1512
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1524




SBE 26-107 Pg 1513
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1525




SBE 26-107 Pg 1514
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1526




SBE 26-107 Pg 1515
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1527




SBE 26-107 Pg 1516
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1528




SBE 26-107 Pg 1517
REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1529




FOOTNOTE CONVERSIONS
FOOTNOTE # SBE PAGE # FOOTNOTE # SBE PAGE #
PAGE 6 (SBE 1135) 4 224 PAGE 11 (SBE 1140) 33 1050
5 225
6 210
7 227 PAGE 12 (SBE 1141) 34 711,715,718.721,724,727,731
8 219
9 214-218
10 214 PAGE 13 (SBE 1142) 35 714
11 220-221
12 629
13 N/A PAGE 14 (SBE 1143) 36 715-717
14 1174
PAGE 7 (SBE1136) 15 280 PAGE 15 (SBE 1144) 37 720
16 293 38 718-719
17 294
18 285 PAGE 16 (SBE 1145) 38.1 TBD
19 287 39 724-726
20 284
PAGE 17 (SBE 1146) 40 728
PAGE 8 (SBE 1137) 21 N/A 40.1 N/A
22 286
23 269 PAGE 22 (SBE 1151) a 82-83
24 200-202 42 154
25 N/A 43 153-157
PAGE 9 (SBE 1138) 26 M PAGE 23 (SBE 1152) a4 359-372
27 TBD
PAGE 26 (SBE 1155) 45 1058
PAGE 10 (SBE 1139) 28 a4
29 591-592, 1025
30 82 PAGE 27 (SBE 1156) 46 TBD
31 567 46.1 TBD
32 593-594
PAGE 29 (SBE 1158) 46 TBD
PAGE 30 (SBE 1159) 47 336
48 346
PAGE 32 (SBE 1160) 48 TBD
49 453
50 3912-392
PAGE 43 (SBE1172) 51 TBD

REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1530




CLARK COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
CASE #: 26-00424
REMANDED BACK FROM STATE OF NEVADA
BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
CASE #: 26-107
APN: 139-32-703-002
2709 PINTO LANE

ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE

THIS SUBMISSION STARTS ON P.254 (TOP LEFT CORNER) AND IS
TITLED ‘T’

ITIS AN ADDITION TO EVIDENCE PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED TITLED
SECTIONS ‘A’ - ‘S’. THE LAST PAGE OF SECTION ‘S’ IS MARKED P.253
WHICH CORRESPONDS TO CASE FILE SBE 26-107, P.1517

PLEASE NOTE

1. PAGES 255, 256, 258 & 262 ARE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
2. PAGES 334-339 HAVE BEEN REMOVED
3. PAGE 447 IS THE LAST PAGE OF SUBMISSION
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REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1540
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>
From: mark wolfson mbw1016@hotmail.com
Subecl Re: 2709 Pinto Lane
Date: Dec 23, 2021 at 1:30:49PM
o Jeffrey Bonesteel |honiuciarkcountyny gov

On Dec 23, 2021, at 1:23 PM, Jeffrey Bonesteel
<jbon@clarkcountynv.goy> wrote;

X 6
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CERTIFICATION OF COPY

STATE OF NEVADA )
)8
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 #: 734
Hearing Date: February 6, 2025

Parcel #: 139-32-703-002

Petitioner: 2709 PINTO LANE TRUST ETAL
WOLFSON MARK B TRS

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | 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

SBE 12
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Date: 02/26/2025
CLARK COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

The Secretary to the Clark County Board of Equalization has recommended your Petition for
Review be dismissed because one or both of the following situations apply:

1. The petition does not meet the statutory deadline requirements.
2. Improper authorization to appeal on behalf of the property owner.

The Clark County Board of Equalization (County Board) will determine whether the Petition for
Review is within the legal authority and jurisdiction of the County Board pursuant to the
requirements of NRS 361.340, NRS 361.345 and/or NRS 361.362 on the date and time noted
below.

Date: Thursday, February 06, 2025
Time: 08:00 am
Location: Commission Chambers
Clark County Goverment Center
500 S Grand Central Pkwy, 1st Floor
Case Number: 00734
Primary APN/ PPID: 139-32-703-002

If the County Board decides to hear the merits of the petition upon determination it has
jurisdiction, a hearing will be scheduled for a later time and you will be sent a new hearing notice
advising you of the scheduled hearing date, time and location.

We encourage you to arrive at the above hearing prior to 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.

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.

SBE 15
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200 Lewis Avenue

P. O. Box 551604

Las Vegas, NV 89155-1604
702-671-0500 / 702-382-3611 Fax

734/02-06-25

2709 PINTO LANE TRUST ETAL
WOLFSON MARK B TRS

2709 PINTO LN

2709 PINTO LN

LAS VEGAS NV 89107

February 20, 2025

Re: Petition No. 734

Assessment Year:
Parcel #:
Multiple Parcels:

Hearing Date:

Office of the County Clerk

Lynn Marie Goya
County Clerk
Commissioner of Civil Marriages

Car( Bates
Assistant County Clerk

2025 - 2026
139-32-703-002
No

February 06, 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:

Denied Jurisdiction

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

Ex-Officio Clerk of:

Board of County Commissioners - Clark County Board of Fqualization
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

SBE 16
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PETITION 734: 2709 PINTO LANE TRUST ETAL/WOLFSON MARK B TRS

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE
Parcel Number(s): 139-32-703-002
Petitioner Duly Sworn: None

Document(s) Submitted:  See Attached
DISCUSSION:

MARY ANN WEIDNER

Thank you, Chairman Farr. Case 734 is a little bit different. The Board has not heard an away case like this
in a little while. The scenario here is this gentleman had the opportunity to appeal for the 2023/2024 year
for the 2024/2025 year and of course this year for the 2025/2026 year. He did appeal for the 2025/2026
year, and you will find this case on page 2,893 of the second book. We have set up the 2025/2026 appeal.
It is Case 90, it'll be heard on a different day but this particular case, we set up because he wanted to
appeal the back years. He is not here today. You will see in his material that he told us that he would not
be available to be at this hearing today because he is out of the country though he will be back for his
Case 90.

The reason he believes that he has the opportunity to file for those back year appeals is because we
reopened those years to do a factual error change to the record and so | want to try to explain how that
works with the Board. NRS 361.765 and NRS 361.768 are two provisions that enable our office to reopen
a back year for specific reasons and those reasons are for a clerical error or a factual error. So, we are not
permitted to reopen a roll and change values. Once a roll is closed, it's closed, it's certified, it's done until
it comes before a Board of Equalization so it must come before you or the State Board for any changes to
be made. And for us to be able to do a back year appeal, it would have to be a valid year for a back year
appeal for us to be able to do that.

The exceptions to that are when something is escaping taxation where, for whatever reason we missed it
and there's literally been a building in place or a house in place, there are provisions for that and that is in
NRS 361.769 which is actually referenced right on the appeal form for escaping taxation and in those
instances, we open a back year, we bring those values before you. The appellant at that time can appeal
those values because they never got a chance to get those values and so they have a right to do that. In
the instance here when we're doing these types of corrections, we only do corrections to the record
where we are going to lower the taxpayer's property value. We are not raising their value. We are not
taxing them with additional taxes. It's a situation where they will get a reduction in taxes at best.

And so, in this scenario, the gentleman that did file this appeal could have at any time during the
2023/2024 year or the 2024/2025 year, appealed his taxes, or I'm sorry, appealed his value and we
would've addressed all of his concerns at that moment in time. He did not do that. He did receive tax bills
in 2023/2024. He did receive tax bills in 2024/2025 and now this year, he's chosen to file an appeal, but
he wants to file it based on back years because now he's identifying things that we need to correct. We
are addressing all of his concerns and correcting all of the things that he's concerned about that we are
able to do by law but that it does not now reopen him to be able to file a full appeal in the back year.

There are no provisions in 765 or 768 when you're doing a reduction in a value in a back year for these
provisions for them to it now opens it up for reappeal and so | know this is something the Board's not
familiar with, but | did want to at least provide you that information. And so based on that, we're asking

Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes — Thursday, February 6, 2025
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that you not take jurisdiction because it is too late for him to file for those years. He's not here to bring
forth his testimony but | did want to let you know that his information is here. You can certainly look at it.
He also asked us to include some additional information in the addendum book. It begins on page 15.
Some of this is valuation related and he asked us to include it in both the Case 90 and this one, but there
are some points that he has made. If the Board wants to ask me any questions about any of those points
that he has made, I'm happy to answer questions about that.

One of the things he's primarily referenced is he's referencing a case which is a Supreme Court Case,
that's the Barta case, that went to the Nevada Supreme Court that has to do with the Village League and
a case that was filed in Washoe County, and he was pointing to that case saying, "Well, they changed
back year values. In that instance, the Supreme Court opened the back year and changed the values."
The premise for that was completely different than this. There were things that the Supreme Court found
that were unconstitutional that Washoe County had done and in both the Basque case and the Barta
case, appeals were filed at the proper time for these to happen. But these cases went over | think a 15-
year period, 17-year period where they were back and forth and so it appeared like they were opening up
a back year and really what they were doing is adjusting the values for a year that had been appealed
originally. It just took that long for it to go back and forth from the courts. I'm not sure if Sarah, your DA
might have some more comments about that or wants to give you any direction on that, but | don't think
it has any bearing on the fact that he wants to open a back year appeal for this particular case. And so, I'm
happy to answer any other questions you may have.

TERRY FARR
Any discussion from the Board?

TAMI CAMPA
That was my only question, so thanks.

TERRY FARR
Any comments from the DA's Office?

SARAH SCHAERRER

That would be a correct summary of the Basque and Barta cases. In those situations, the appeals were
filed timely, so they were able to go back and do back years and, in this situation, the appeal was not
timely.

MOTION

TERRY FARR
Thank you. Based on the information provided as well as the testimony, a motion that we deny
jurisdiction on Case 734.

PETRA LATCH
Second. And can | ask because he's not asking for anything for this current tax year?

MARY ANN WEIDNER

We do have a case, Case 90 that will be heard on a different day and we have addressed all of his
concerns. I'm sure he will probably try to bring more information forward at that time. So, | may be
restating some of the things that I've stated today when it comes to that case, but that case will be very
specifically for the 2025/2026 year.
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PETRA LATCH
Thank you.

VOTE

VOTING AYE:  Terry Farr, Tami L. Campa, Petra Latch, Kristen Lowe, Suzette Wheeler
VOTING NAY: None

ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None
TERRY FARR

And that motion passes. Any more NOAs?

MARY ANN WEIDNER
That will be it for the NOAs. We can move on to the next agenda item.

FINAL ACTION:

It was moved by Member Terry Farr, seconded by Member Petra Latch, and carried by unanimous vote
that the Board deny jurisdiction based on the information provided.

Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes — Thursday, February 6, 2025
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STATE OF NEVADA
Joe Lombardo STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION Shellie Hughes

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

In the Matter of

2709 PINTO LANE TRUST ETAL,
PETITIONER

VS.

Case Nos. 25-114

CLARK COUNTY ASSESSOR,
RESPONDENT

NOTICE OF DECISION

Appearances

Mark Wolfson appeared as the Petitioner and on behalf of 2709 Pinto Lane Trust
Etal. (“Taxpayer”).

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 2022-2023 Unsecured 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)

4)

5)

6)

7)

7)

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

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.

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

The 2022-2023 tax roll was re-opened to correct factual and clerical errors. The
appeal in question is whether or not the county was correct in denying jurisdiction
at the County Board level.

The State Board finds the County Board has jurisdiction to address its corrections,
but nothing beyond those corrections.

The State Board finds that Taxpayer's arguments brought forth under the appeal
address the equity valuation of its property and other parcels, not the corrections
made to his parcel during the 2022-2023 tax years.

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
The Taxpayer timely filed a notice of appeal.
Taxpayer and Assessor are subject to the jurisdiction of the State Board.
The State Board has the authority to determine the taxable values in the State.

The State Board moved to uphold the County Board’s decision to deny jurisdiction.
The motion passed.

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 upheld the County Board’s decision to
deny jurisdiction.

BY THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION this_ 26 _day of November 5455,

NNl

Shellie Hughes,-Secratary
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
25-114

| hereby certify that on this day | served the foregoing Decision 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 6498 7429 78
25-114

Mark Wolfson

2709 Pinto Lane

Las Vegas, NV 89107

CERTIFIED MAIL: 9489 0090 0027 6498 7428 55
25-114

Briana Johnson

Clark County Assessor

500 S Grand Central Parkway 2™ Floor

Las Vegas NV 89155-1401

Dated at this __ 26 _ day of the month of November of the year 2025.

Kari Skalsky, Management Analyst llI
Department of Taxation
State Board of Equalization
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RECE|vgp

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION LEC 09 o505
STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION CASE #: 25-114 Srare o
2708 PINTO LANE, LAS VEGAS, NV 89107 OEARTMENT OF TAD,

APN: 139-32-703-002
HEARING DATE: 8/30/25

The purpose of the petition is (1) to provide legal arguments as to why the SBE’s decision
was untawful, (2) to rebut and refute ‘evidence’ presented by the assessor’s office to the
SBE on 9/30/25 to show that the Board based their findings from facts that are
erroneous, and {3) to detail the reasons the decision rendered by the Board was
unreasonable.

Please note, every reference contained in this petition has been catalogued and

notated in the attached footnote, referring only to documents previously uploaded to
the SBE website prior to the hearing on 9/30/25 in Las Vegas.
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PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION
STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION CASE #:25-114
2708 PINTO LANE, LAS VEGAS, NV 89107
APN: 139-32-703-002
HEARING DATE: 9/30/25

TABLE OF CONTENTS
P. 1-10 NARRATIVE/ANALYSIS
P. 11-15 PETITIONER’S PREPARED PRESENTATION FOR 9/30/25 HEARING
P.16 FOOTNOTE FiLES IDENTIFICATION
P17 FOOTNOTES
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PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION
STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION (SBE) CASE #: 25-114
2709 PINTO LANE, LAS VEGAS, NV 89107
APN: 139-32-703-002
HEARING DATE: 9/30/25

Petitioner, Mark B. Wolfson, respectfully requests the SBE, pursuant to NAC 361.7475,
reconsider their final decision, a case that was joined with case 25-116 and appealed on the
basis of inequitable treatment as defined by NRS 361.356.

{Case 25-114 was solely related to the timing/jurisdiction of the suppiemental assessment
presented in case 25-116, which contains the specific details associated with the request
for retroactive treatment. The county was to submit all evidence associated with case 25-
116 (County case #90) for case 25-114 (County case #734). They fulfilled that commitment
with the initial appeal by Petitioner. The additional evidence submitted by Petitioner was
uploaded only to case 25-116 on the SBE website.)

Background:

In 2020, petitioner began the remodel of his home. On December 21, 2021, Clark County’s
appraiser, Mr. Jeffrey Bonesteel, trespassed onto Petitioner’s property, entering the premises
past an open gate by the street and a closed 6°x10’ iron pivot front door. He then proceeded
to walk unescorted, uninvited and unimpeded throughout the entirety of the remodel.

Petitioner upon approaching this unknown intruder, and after a short discussion, asked him
to leave. Two days later Mr. Bonesteel valued the supplemental assessment at $631K and
communicated that value via email.?

Mr. Bonesteel, after leaving, apparently decided to investigate the assessed value of
Petitioner’s casita, which was not part of the remodel project and which was previously
remodeled by the prior owner in 2007. There was no reason to even address that structure
other than to ‘get even’with the Petitioner for asking him to depart the premises of the project
he came to see.

In Mr. Bonesteel's email on 12/23/2021 he wrote ‘assuming the remodel will be 100%
complete on July 1, 2022, the supplemental would be added to the 2022/2023 unsecured

tax rol’.? The remodel did not pass final inspection, however, until July 27, 2022, four weeks
into the next fiscal year.
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Subsequently, due to his ‘re-evaluation’ of the casita and other major adjustments, he
increased the supplemental from $631K to $878K, a 39% increase without notifying
Petitioner about the change via the prior method of communication, email. *

On 2/6/25, Ms. Weidner argued before the Clark County BOE and the SBE that my case
should not be given jurisdiction because it was not fited in a timely manner. Petitioner was
unable to attend the county hearing.

At that hearing, Ms. Weidner pointed to NRS 361.340, which in paragraph 11 states: ‘Every
appeal to the county board of equalization must be filed not later than January 15', referring
to Jan 15, 2023. Again, this case is not an appeal of the absolute value of my property; it is
about equitable treatment under the law. The inequity did not become ripe until after the
fiscal year (2023) referenced in Ms. Weidner's argument when, and because, the assessor
neglected to issue supplemental assessments to the neighbors in Petitioner’s immediate
vicinity and after Petitioner’s supplemental was issued.

Ms. Weidner, and both Boards, apparently expect Petitioner to conform to 361.340, as if this
was simply a challenge of the absolute value of my assessment but condones the abdication
of the legal obligations of the Assessor to enforce other statutes that require assessments
to all my neighboring comps for ‘all improvements’ as required by NAC 361.61049 each year
and to apply ‘diligent inguiry’ as required in NRS 361.260 (1)(8), amongst others, in order to
effect those assessments. Had the assessor executed her responsibilities, Petitioner
would have no reason to appeal.

At the 9/30/25 hearing Petitioner was clear that the assessed value of subject property, now
that the county removed over $200K+ in errors, was not being challenged.

(2022[20231 NRS 361.260 establishes July 1, 20xx as the cutoff date/snapshot in time in
which to issue supplementals for improvements completed by that date, which is cleartly
indicated in Mr. Bonesteel’s email(s). Supplementals for residential remodels in Nevada are
issued once the final inspection is passed, which is consistent with the emails from Mr.
Bonesteel and the actual dates of issuance of all the examples provided by the assessor 4. |
raise this point because in an email subsequent to the hearing, Ms. Weidner wrote petitioner:

‘It appears there is still @ misunderstanding on when the Assessor may add value to the tax
roll. Jayme Jacobs did provide you with the statute NRS 361.260in the prior email which does
indicate that we are ascertaining what was in existence an July 1*. In some instances,
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buildings are only partially complete, and we do add them based on the percentage of the
completion. For your property, we did look a bit further into the history on your build by
reaching out to the City of Las Vegas Building Department. The Electrical, Plumbing, and
Mechanical all passed final inspection on 05-23-22. We see the Building final was delayed
for minor items only. This is sufficient evidence that the project was completed for taxation

purposes prior to July 1%

This short explanation is problematic for Ms. Weidner’s argument on 5 points and shows the
lengths to which the Assessor will go to deny the existence of this issue.

Paint #1:
Ms. Weidner cherry picks the words from NRS 361.260. The entire sentence reads:

‘Each year, the county assessor, except as otherwise required by a particuiar statute, shall

ascertain by diligent inquiry and examination all real and secured personal property that

is inthe county on July 1 which is subject to taxation’.

Had the county assessor ‘ascertained by diligent inquiry and_examination all real

property’ there would have been no reason {o appeal. They did not fulfill their legat
obligations and now they want to make their failure to perform my problem. The county
should be prohibited from selectively enforcing the law, even when it is misinterpreted.

The 2" point is related Ms. Weidner’s claim that:

‘In some instances, buildings are only partially complete, and we do add them based on the
percentage of the completion.’

This is at best a ¥ truth. This is not the method, in the normal course of business, for
residential remodets, Residential remodels are not issued supplementals until the final
inspection is passed or a Certificate of Occupancy is issued. Only commercial projects, and
perhaps new build custom homes, are updated with supplementals on a partially comptete
basis due to the extended time these projects require to complete.

Moreover, this claim is disingenuous at best and a complete fabrication at worst, as the
assessor did not do this on a proactive basis. Their emails are clear. The assessor, in an effort
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to defend their mistake, searched for any reason that coutd be interpreted to support of their
position, which was already cast in stone.

Had Mr. Bonesteel written in December, 2021, ‘if the project is not complete by 7/1/22, we
will prorate the value based on the % complete for the 2022/23 tax year’, or, ‘if the project is
substantially complete by the standards we always apply, the improvements will be added
on a pro-rata basis, her claim would carry more weight. He didn't write that and I don’t
believe her. Nor should you.

The actual evidence also contradicts Ms. Weidner’s position, as described below.
Point #3:

Petitioner submitted evidence to the SBE related to the project to the immediate west of
Petitioner, 2717 Pinto Lane. That evidence includes emails between Petitioner and Mr.
Bonesteel in 2024 including photos of the massive structure being erected and Mr.
Bonesteel's email stating they have the permits for that project and it would be added to the
tax rolls for the 2025/26 fiscal tax year. ® It was not. So much for that % complete argument
from Ms. Weidner.

Point #4:

Had the assessor originally looked at the permit and saw what Ms. Weidner now sees, they
would have diven that explanation that it was, in their minds, essentially complete. Now they
want a 2" bite at the ‘proverbial apple’ in order to defend a false narrative. To be correct, the
final faited in May for a variety of reasons. Yes, some were minor, but others were safety
related and life threatening, if not completed correctly. These related to improper
installation and functionality of the ten sinoke detectors, the lack of door alarms required
for the swimming pool, and improper breaker switches for high voltage equipment, amongst
others. Furthermore, had a Certificate of Occupancy been required for this remodel we
would have been barred from moving in. in fact we did not move in until after passing the
final inspection. Regardless, the project was not 100% complete no matter how she chooses
to rationalize her defense. She is converting a very objective, irrefutable deadline into one of
subjectivity and inconsistency to be applied at the whim of every appraiser.

Additionally, any project that passes its final inspection in July had to be pretty close, by

definition, to completion on July 1. The assessor’s office did not/could not provide a single
example of the issuance of a supplemental in the prior fiscal year for any other residential
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remodel that passed its final inspection in the month of July. In fact, 2 of the supplementals
submitted by the assessor  did pass their finalin July but their supplemental was processed

in the subsequent fiscal year. Both of these passed at an earlier day (before the 27%) in
July than Petitioner’s.

Point #5:

Ms. Weidner writes : ‘For your property, we did look a bit further into the history on your build

by reaching out to the City of Las Vegas Building Department’.

This is revealing in how they continue to go after me and apply this aberration from the
normal course of business by the Assessor. Had they ‘looked a bit further’ into all the other
remodels on my block and the adjacent blocks, maybe this (the appeal) could have been
avoided.

Ms. Weidner picks and chooses the data she wants to use to support her arguments,
however, the evidence submitted by Petitioner reveals her strained relationship with the
‘whole’ truth.

The Assessor submitted evidence at the SBE hearing, in the adioining case, 25-1186, of all the
properties in Petitioner’s neighborhood that were issued supplemental assessments’. Not a
single one of the supplementals highlighted by the Assessor was issued in the fiscal year
prior to the year of the final inspection. ZERQ. Petitioner also submitted evidence
highlighting that exact same pattern for the comps submitted by both parties. ®

Petitioner is NOT appealing the final assessed valuation of subject property, Petitioner is
appealing the valuation on the basis of inequitable assessed values and treatment between
subject property and those of severa! of Petitioner’s neighbors per NRS 361.356.

The Assessor was remiss in not issuing supplementals for the improvements to these
neighboring properties, as required by NRS 361.260 and NAC 361.61049. The cause of the
inequity is due solely to the negligence and malfeasance of the Assessor. The unwillingness
of the Assessor to correct the problem speaks volumes about the intransigence of their
position and the vindictiveness of their actions.
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Since these improvements occurred subsequent to the supplemental for the subject
property, Petitioner could not make a claim for equitable treatment as the circumstances to
bring such an appeal were unripe based on the date associated with Petitioner’s remodel
and Ms. Weidner’s requirements. Petitioner’s appeal was timely based on the dates of the
improvements to the neighboring properties.

In the alternative, given the above timeline, Petitioner is also well within the 2 year statutory
timeframe established in NRS 361.310 to bring this appeal and certainly within the
timeframe of Nevada’s discovery rule 8, which extends the statute of limitations until such
time Petitioner was aware, or could have reasonably been aware, of the harm.

Had the assessor followed the laws of Nevada and assessed ‘all improvements that exist
on July 1, XX’ then this situation would be moot and Petitioner would have no cause for

appeal.

Once aware of the deficiencies, and unable to convince the assessor to make a correction,
Petitioner filed an appeat at the earliest possible time (1/15/25) requesting equal treatment
as required hy Article10, Section 1 of the Nevada constitution.

Petitioner requested then, and does so now, that the supplemental be treated within the 3%
cap until such time as the parcets identified by the petitioner be reassessed and refund all
taxes paid related to the supplemental on a retroactive basis.

To deny Petitioner’s claim would, in effect, reward the Assessor for failing to perform her
legally obligated duties. While Petitioner acknowledges the burden to prove by the
preponderance of the evidence that he has been wronged, the burden to perform her legal
responsibilities falls clearly at the doorstep of the Assessor and the Board should not require
the Petitioner, nor any other taxpayer for that matter, to be burdened with doing her job as
well,

That said, there are several other legal arguments that either override or conflict with the Ms.
Weidner’s interpretation of NRS 361.340 and support Petitioner’s request for relief from the
SBE.
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1. Ihe decision rendered by the board was unlawful;

< Article 10, Section 1 of the Nevada constitution requires ‘a uniform and equal rate of
assessment and taxation’

o The Clark County Assessor violated Petitioner’s rights by rendering no
supplemental assessment to numerous neighboring properties identified by
Petitioner and then refusing to make equitable adjustments to Petitioner’s
assessed value,

o The timeliness of the issuance of supplemental assessments, as included in
the evidence reveals that they are applied inconsistently, and therefore are
non-uniform, inequitable and a violation of Article 10, Section 1 of Nevada'’s
constitution.

NRS 11.220 establishes a statute of limitations for items not inctuded in an otherwise
long list of specific statutes. This catch-all statute, allows 4 years in which to bring a
cause of action. To ignore the attributes of this statute places an undue burden on the
Petitioner, particularly since the causal factors occurred after the completion of
Petitioner’s remodel.

The SBE atlso violated Petitioner’s rights by ignoring Nevada’s discovery rule.
Petitioner, immediately, upon determining the Assessor was negligent by failing to
fulfill her duties to assess ALL IMPROVEMENTS for the properties identified by
Petitioner, contacted the assessor’s office. Receiving no relief, Petitionerimmediately
filed an appeal, conforming to the timeliness required by Nevada’s discovery rutle.
Legal citations for Nevada's discovery rule can be found beginning on p.5 (p.7 of PDF)
of Petitioner’s Brief for Case 25-114.

The SBE violated their own rutes by not providing the Petitioner the right to a closing
argument. On page 7 of the 2025/2026 State Board of Equalization hearing guidelines,
rule #16 states, ‘Petitioner closing argument’. By omitting this part of the hearing,
critical elements of the case were not able to be presented. Petitioner requests a
reversal of the SBE’s decision in favor of Petitioner, or at a minimum a rehearing of this
case to ensure all aspects deemed critical to the petitioner can be heard.

2
o

N2
L4

()
e
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< Not untit October, 2024 did petitioner become aware that supplementals were not
issued for several properties in the immediate vicinity that underwent substantial
remodels between 2022 and 2024. These properties, however, were improved after
the date of completion of subject property’s final inspection. The 2701 Pinto remodel
was not complete until 2023, the addition in 2024; the remodel at 2400 Palomino was
not complete until December 2022; the remodel at 2800 Pinto was finished between
2023-2024, and the addition at 2717 Pinto is still in process, with a permit originally
issued in 2019.

As of this writing, of the above parcels, only 2400 Palomino has received
an adjustment - $392,000, representing an increase in annual taxes of
$4,498. ($392,000 x .35 x .032782=$4,498)

Additionally, two other parcels were issued woefully inadequate
supplementals riddled with errors and omissions. This is provably true as
the assessor eventually increased their valuations for the 2025/26 fiscal
tax year as a result of Petitioner’s appeal, one by $511,000 (2333 Pinto
Lane), reflecting an annual increase in taxes of $5,863, 62% more than the
supplemental prior to Petitioner’s appeal and still understated. ($511,000
x.35x.032783 =$5,863)

k)
L4

It is 100% unreasonable to presume that petitioner, or any taxpayer for that matter,
could have known that the county assessor would not perform her tegally obligated
duties and fail to issue supplemental assessments, to so many properties within a
stone’s throw of Petitioner’s house that underwent similar remodels, by the deadline
Ms. Weidner claims the state requires. Since these improvements occurred after
Petitioner’s remodel, it would have been impossible.
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Petitioner’s appeal was rejected for lack of timeliness. This is also an error by the
SBE’s members. The basis for their decision was the ‘delay’ from the date of
Petitioner’s assessment. However, in the case of the aforementioned properties,
those improvements occurred post completion of Petitioner’s remodel. The correct
deadline for appeal should be the date of completion of parcels identified by
Petitioner, the time at which the harm materialized. It would have been impossible to
have brought forth the appeal prior to the comptetion of those projects. Furthermore
the Assessor’s negligence in not assessing ‘all improvements’ to those parcels could
not have been anticipated nor foreseen.

Had the Petitioner not been interrupted, for a 3@ time, by the Chair at 1:14:30, into his
presentation and not lost his train of thought, a paragraph that was skipped because
the Petitioner used the word ‘valuation’ was not completed. | am attaching the entire
5 page presentation and would like to draw your attention to lines 19-20 on page 1.
Had Petitioner not been interrupted, for no valid reason, then the board would have
clearly known that the comps used by the Petitioner completed their remodels
subsequent to that of the Petitioner and therefore rendered it impossible to file a
claim in the timeframe Ms. Weidner states. It is worth noting that the Chair constantly
interrupted Petitioner throughout this presentation and in case 25-116. Petitioner
asserts that had the board heard these facts their findings would have ruled in
Petitioner’s favor.

in the alternative, the appeal was also timely since the year of the supplemental was
clearly an error, clerical or factual, that is still within the 3 year look back period
allowed hy NRS 361.765 and NRS 361.768 to correct. The look back period for this
appeal does not expire untit 6/30/2026.

o Since Petitioner's supplemental is the only supplemental issued by the
Assessor that is in a fiscal year prior to the fiscal year the remodel was 100%
comptleted (from all the evidence submitted from both the Petitioner and
Assessor), the board should require the Assessor to reset the date of issuance
to the 2023/24 fiscal year and refund the excess taxes paid for 2022/2023 year.
Assessor has provided no evidence contradicting this assertion.

Last but not least, at the very beginning of the hearing Ms. Weidner was asked a
question by the board and prior to any testimony. After she gave a short response to
the question, she went off on a tangent for a period of time and took the opportunity
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to provide ‘testimony’ that was false and misleading. This ‘testimony’ occurred ~
1:12:00 minutes into the hearing. Some of her claims were, and | paraphrase:
1. The Clark County Assessor (CCA) always tries to accommodate the tax payer
= This is partially true. The CCA did meet with Petitioner on a number of
occasions but denied numerous concerns.
2. Petitioner denied access to the assessor to return to the house
= Petitioner offered the CCA the opportunity to return to the house once
they visited all the homes of the comps provided by petitioner and the
CCA in order to treat each property equitably. They already spent a
good 30-45 minutes wandering about my property unescorted but
none at the comps. Petitioner made the same offer at the SBE hearing
What did they really need to see again?
3. The assessor made changes based solely on Petitioner’s word
* This is hogwash. The changes they made were all factual/clerical errors
on their part. Most of them were paperwork retated, such as the wrong
EYB on the casita and main house, the wrong EYB on the carport, the
wrong categorization of the carport, etc. Others were resolved via
photos sent to the CCA. An example was that CCA claimed we had an
outdoor kitchen/wine cooler. Photos were sent showing no such items
and the value was adjusted. They needed to see nothing to make these
corrections.
= There was no need to return to see the above. They just needed to
review their own paperwork.
= Even the appraiser, Mr. Bonesteel, wrote on 12/21/23 that if | could
provide the outside dimensions to the casita it would save a trip back
to the property. He never asked to return, nor was he denied access.
4. The board ‘knows’ that the assessor’s office is very cooperative in these
matters.
* This statement, and the other 3, are prejudicial and poisoned the well
by making the Petitioner out to be unreasonable.

Upon Ms. Weidner’s completion, Petitioner requested the opportunity to rebut and

refute her ‘testimony’. The Chair, Mr. Morse, denied my request and asked that | move
forward with my presentation.
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On February 6, 2025, Ms, Weidner argued to the Clark County BOE that my case should not
be given jurisdiction because it was not filed in a timely manner. They concurred. | was
unabile to attend to defend my position.

Ms. Weidner specifically pointed to NRS 361.340, which in paragraph 11, the next to last
paragraph of the statute, states: ‘Every appeal to the county board of equalization must be
filed not later than January 15’, referring to Jan 15, 2023.

This case is not an appeal of the absolute value of my property, it is about equitable
treatment under the law.

As mentioned, this case is a matter of equity and how the valuation of the neighbors in my
immediate vicinity have not been properly assessed and taxed; thereby, severely harming
petiticner. it is important to note that the majority of comps identified by the Petitioner did
not even complete their remodels until after the completion of Petitioner’s remodel.

Ms. Weidner expects that | abide by 361.340, as she interprets it, yet allows the assessor to
ignore other statutes that require assessments for ‘allimprovements’ as required by NAC
361.61049 each year and to appty ‘diligent inquiry’ as required in NRS 361.260 (1)(8),
amongst others, in order to effect those assessments.

It is unreasonable to presume that petitioner, or any taxpayer for that matter, could have
known that the county assessor did not perform her legally obligated duties and issue
supplemental assessments to so many properties within a stone’s throw of my house that
underwent remodetls equal to or greater than mine, by the deadline Ms. Weidner says the
state requires.

That said, below are the reasons to aliow my appeal to move forward and be decided on the
merits.
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NRS 361.340, the statute Ms. Weidner leaned on, is a very general statute that covers 12
items such as:

The make up of the board of equalization

Ability to create an additional panel

Restrictions of appointments to the BOE

Nominations of member to BOE by chair of board of county commissioners
The term of each member

Designation of the clerk

Removal from BOE due to malfeasance

Per diem allowances for board members

Quorum rules

10. Compliance rules adopted by the Nevada Tax Commission

11. Every appeal MUST be submitted no later than Jan 15.

12. County assessor or deputy will attend hearing

©®ND oS ON

I, on the other hand, rely on NRS 361.356 and NRS 31.310. NRS 361.356 is quite specific in
its purpose. lts title is ‘Appeal to county board of equalization where inequity exists’. This
statute has but 4 paragraphs:

1. Anowner of real property on the unsecured tax roll who believes that his or her
property was assessed at a higher value than another property whose use is
identical and whose location is comparable MAY appeal the assessment, on or
before Jan 15,

2. Before a person may file an appeal that person must complete a form.

3. If board finds an inequity, they can add/deduct from subject property, etc.

rl 1N & ase 0 Fg gen B84 DIODEeril Nne 8DDE Br] & pDINer prope

The ahove 4 paragraphs specificaily suited for the situation at hand.

12
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Ms. Weidner’s argument fails for the following reasons:

1. Onp.14/111 (SBE p274, 2™ to last paragraph) {in tab p.126-end) in the transcript
Ms. Weidner stated the following: ‘the gentleman that did file this appeal could have
at any time during the 2023/2024 year or the 2024/2025 year, appealed his...value
and we would’ve addressed all of his issues at that moment in time.

o This statement and the dates stated are based on the fact that my
supplemental went into effect for the 2022/2023 fiscal tax year.

o Had |l appealed, the earliest my case would have been scheduled was
February 2023.

o Ms. Weidner correctly states, | could have filed my appeal even a year
later. My hearing would have then been scheduled for February 2024.

o The final inspection of my remodel, however, did not occur until
7/27/2022, almost 4 weeks into the next fiscal year (p.32 in case 25-
116 brief). This was highlighted in my appeal to the state on p.3 of the
narrative (p. SBE 5, paragraph #2). Mr. Bonesteel erred, thinking my
final occusred prior to 7/1/22 (p.20,21). My supplemental should not
have gone into effect until the following fiscal year, 2023/2024. (Also
p.20,21 JB email) and (p.SBE 5, item #2 in 25-114 p.1-125 tab)

o Had this been the case my appeal could be heard either February
2024 or 1 year tater in February 2025, which it was. (See timeline
below for NRS 361.310)—{ p.5)

2. Eventhough NRS 361.340 uses the word ‘must’, it only means that ‘every appeal’
must be filed by that deadline. | submit that is so it can be placed on the BOE’S
agenda for that year. Nowhere does this statute preclude an appellant from filing in
a future year. NRS 361.310 specifically allows 2 years.

3. Ms. Weidner, again referencing NRS 361.340, submitted 2 more documents that
were uploaded by the State under SBE case files (#25-114) in support of her
position. These 2 documents can be found on page # SBE 264 & SBE 266 _(bottom

right corner.
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100 One is for the taxpayer (p.9, SBE 264), the other for an agent (p.10, SBE 266) of the
101 taxpayer. In both instances Ms. Weidner highlighted in yellow a paragraph that
102 includes the following language:

103
104

105
106
107
108

109 4. NRS 361.340 is a statute of ‘general’ purposes. (P. SBE 255)

110 5. NRS 361.356 is a statute of very ‘specific’ purposes

111 6.

112 7. NRS 361.356, obviously, was written after 361.340, therefore, superseding any

113 conflicts with 361.340. Later trumps earlier in Nevada.(p.7}

114 8. inthe debate of may vs must and whether one statute overrules another, paragraph
115 IXPEYE 7 : : evada Depe :

116
117
118 regulations are of doubtful validity of effect, unless there is a specific statutory
119 provision that is applicable.’ Basically, if there is ambiguity or conflict, the

120 taxpayer gets the benefit.

121 9. |could find no specific statute of limitations for matters of this type, but, the catch
122 alt statute (NRS 11.220, case 25-114 brief p.7 in exhibit section) establishes a 4
123 year period, of which | am in compliance.

124 98 5
125
126
127

128
129

130
131
132
133
134
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135 THE GCA EQUALIZES ME WITH ALL MY NEIGHBORS, SIMILAR TO THE ORDER BY

136 THE SUPREME COURT IN 2008 IN BARTA AND BAKST.

137

138

139

140 NRS 361.310 TIMELINES

141

142 PARAGRAPH 1:

143 e ON OR BEFORE JAN. 1 OF EACH YEAR (IN THIS CASE 1/1/23) ASSESSOR
144 MUST COMPLETE ASSESSMENT ROLL. (For 2022/23 fiscal year)

145 PARAGRAPH 2:

146 e THE ROLL MAY BE REOPENED BEGINNING THE NEXT DAY. 1/2/23 BEING THE
147 EARLIEST

148 PARAGRAPH 2(a), (2)(8)(2):

149 e FOR CHANGES THAT OCCUR BEFORE JULY 1 (2022) IN THIS CASE:

150 IMPROVEMENTS AS A RESULT OF NEW CONSTRUCTION, DESTRUCTION OR
151 REMOVAL

152 PARAGRAPH 3:

153 o ANY CHANGES MADE AFTER THE ROLL IS REOPENED PURSUANT TO

154 SUBSECTION 2 MAY BE APPEALED TO THE COUNTY BOARD OF

155 EQUALIZATION IN THE CURRENT YEAR (HEARING DATE 2/23) OR THE NEXT
156 SUCCEEDING YEAR (HEARING DATE 2/24)

157

158

159  SINCE MY SUPPLEMENTAL SHOULD HAVE BEEN IMPLEMENTED IN THE 2023/2024
160  FISCAL YEAR, MY APPEAL WAS TIMELY.

161
162
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¢ 25-114 2709 Pinto Lane Trust ETAL 22-23 PETITIONER BRIEF - Downlcad
25-114 2709 Pinto Lane Trust ETAL 22-23-CL1(pg1-125) Download
25-114 2702 Pinto Lane Trust ETAL 22-23-CL2(pg126-end) - Download

* 25-116 2709 Pinto Lane Trust ETAL 25-26 - TP NEW EVIDENCE Addendum - Download
25-116 2709 Pinto Lane Trust ETAL 25-26-CL1{1-128) Downiload
25-116 2709 Pinto Lane Trust ETAL 25-26-CL-2(126-250} - Downlead N
25-116 2709 Pinto Lane Trust ETAL 25-26-CL3(257-end) Download
25-716 2709 Pinto Lane ASSESSOR NEW EVIDENCE - Download N
25-116 2709 Pinto Lane PETITIONER BRIEF - Download
25-116 2709 Pinto Lane Trust ETAL 25-26 - TP JUSTIFICATION FOR NEW EVIDENCE Download
25-116 2709 Pinto Lane Trust ETAL 25-26 - TP NEW EVIDENCE PHOTO ADDENDUM Download
25-116 2709 Pinto Lane Trust ETAL 25-26 - TP NEW EVIDENCE Combined - Download
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FOOT NOTES (FN)
FN# FILE ID LOCATION COMMENTS
1 B |P.38(PDF P.58/125)
2 B |P.38(PDF P.58/125)
3 N/A  |Nevada case law citatlon Hoht Motorsport v NV Dept of Taxation citation: 563 P.3d 308 (Nev 2025) unpublished
4 H |P.2013InPDF
5 L |P.50-53 (PDF P.75-78)
8 H_|P.2013in PDF Line 28, 2331 Pinto and Line 49, 2500 Palomine
? H |P.2013inPDF
8 L P.30-32 (PDF p. 35-37)
(] N/A {Nevada case law citation Adkins v.Union Pacific 140 Nev. Adv. Op. 48 {Aug 15,2024)

/7
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BEFORE THE NEVADA STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

IN THE MATTER OF
Case No: 25-114

2709 Pinto Lane Trust Etal, Petitioner

V.

CLARK COUNTY ASSESSOR, Respondent

ANSWER IN OPPOSITION TO PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

Pursuant to NAC 361.7475(3) the Clark County Assessor hereby opposes
reconsideration of this matter. Just because Petitioner disagrees with the result does not
make it unlawful, unreasonable, or erroneous as the regulation requires. NAC 361.7475(1).
NRS 361.340 has very strict jurisdictional requirements in order for the County and State
Boards of Equalizations to hear appeals regarding challenges to valuations determined by the
county assessor. Those challenges can be based on the county assessor’s valuation exceeding
the full cash value or based on inequity. The Petitioner argues that his appeal was timely
because it was challenging an inequity and not the valuation of the property. This is an
improper interpretation of the statute. NRS 361.340 requires appeals to be submitted to the
County Board of Equalization by January 15th. Here, the Petitioner failed to timely seek an
appeal of the 2022/2023 unsecured assessment roll as required by NRS 361.340. The
Petitioner should have filed his appeal by January 15, 2023, and instead filed it on January
13, 2025. The Petitioner attempts to reargue his case in his request for reconsideration, but
fails to show how the State Board’s decision was unlawful, unreasonable or erroneous when
the Petitioner could have filed this appeal 2 years ago to the County Board of Equalization in

accordance with NRS 361.340.

1of2
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CONCLUSION

The SBE decision was not unlawful, unreasonable or based on a finding of fact or
conclusions of law that were erroncous. The Petitione; did not timely submit its appeal
pursuant to NRS 361.340, therefore, the State Board correctly upheld the County Board of
Equalization’s decision to deny jurisdiction for the Petitioner’s appeal in 2025. The
Petitioner’s request for reconsideration should be denied as there are no grounds for

reconsideration.

DATED this 11" of December, 2025.

CLARK COUNTY ASSESSOR

By: £ %/ZZ W@—
Mafy Afin Weidner
Deputy Director for County Assessor

20f2
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Kari Skalsky

From: Courtney Moerschell <Courtney.Moerschell@ClarkCountyNV.gov>

Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2025 4:41 PM

To: State Board Equalization; mark wolfson; mbw2127@gmail.com

Cc: Mary Ann Weidner; Jayme Jacobs

Subject: Opposition to Petition for Reconsideration

Attachments: Opp to Pet for Reconsideration 25-114 - Deny Jurisdiction.pdf; Opp to Pet for Reconsideration Pinto

Lane 25-116 - Valuation.pdf

State Board of Equalization and Mr. Wolfson,
Good afternoon!

Attached please find the Opposition to Petitions for Reconsideration before the State Board on Case 25-114 & 25-
116. We are providing these in accordance with NAC 361.7475 sec.3.

Sincerely,

Courtney Moerschell
Office Services Supervisor - Administration, Clark County Assessor’s Office

500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, 2nd Floor | Las Vegas, NV 89155
Email: Courtney.Moerschell@ClarkCountyNV.gov

Direct: 702.455.4951 | Office: 702.455.3891
ClarkCountyNV.gov

00000060

REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1776




STATE OF NEVADA
Joe Lombardo STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION Shellie Hughes

Governor 3850 Arrowhead Drive Secretary
Carson City, Nevada 89706-7921
Telephone (775) 684-2160

In the Matter of
Case No. 25-114

2709 PINTO LANE TRUST ETAL,
PETITIONER

VS.

CLARK COUNTY ASSESSOR,
RESPONDENT

N N N N N N N N N N N N

NOTICE OF DECISION REGARDING PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION UNDER
NAC 361.7475

Summary

The matter of the Taxpayer's Petition for Reconsideration of the residential
property valuations on the 2022-2023 Unsecured Roll came before the State Board of
Equalization (“State Board”) for hearing in Reno, Nevada, on January 23, 2026 after
notice dated January 9, 2026 was properly issued to the Taxpayer and the Assessor.

The matter was originally heard by the State Board on September 23, 2025. At
issue was the jurisdiction of the County Board of Equalization (“County Board”) and State
Board to hear a case filed in January of 2025 to challenge assessments for tax years
2022-23, 2023-24 and 2024-25 under NRS 361.355 and NRS 361.356. Those statutes
require the petition be filed by January 15 of the fiscal year in which the assessment was
made. For this reason, the County Board found the petition filed by the Taxpayer to be
untimely. NRS 361.765 and 361.768 authorize the assessor to reopen and correct tax
rolls within 3 years after the end of the fiscal year for which the assessment was made.
Pursuant to this authority the assessor did reopen and reduce the value of the Taxpayer's
property on the tax rolls for the prior years. The petition filed by the Taxpayer does not
challenge the corrections made by the assessor. For the foregoing reasons, the State
Board affirmed the decision of the County Board. The Notice of Decision was filed on
November 26, 2025.
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The State Board received the Taxpayer's Petition for Reconsideration on
December 9, 2025, wherein the Taxpayer requested the State Board reconsider its
decision, asserting that the State Board’s decision was unlawful, unreasonable and based
on facts that were erroneous. In the Respondent’s Answer in Opposition to Petition for
Reconsideration received by the State Board on December 11, 2025, the Respondent
rebutted the Taxpayer’s assertions.

The State Board, having considered all evidence, documents and testimony
pertaining to the Petition for Reconsideration 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 parties hereto 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.

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

4, In the Notice of Decision filed on November 26, 2025, the State Board found that
the County Board correctly determined it did not have jurisdiction to hear the
Taxpayer’s petition concerning tax years 2022-2023, 2023-24 and 2024-25 . The
State Board further found that Taxpayer's arguments addressed the equitable
valuation of its property when compared to other parcels, not the corrections made
by the Assessor to the Taxpayer’s parcel for tax years 2022-2023, 2023-24 and
2024-25 . The State Board upheld the County Board’s decision to deny jurisdiction.

5. Nothing in the Taxpayer’'s petition persuades the State Board to overturn or
reconsider its prior decision.

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

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1. It is undisputed that the Taxpayer timely filed a Petition for Reconsideration.

2. Per NAC 361.7475, the State Board has the authority to review petitions for
reconsideration to reconsider their Notice of Decision filed on November 26, 2025.

3. After reviewing the Petition for Reconsideration and the responsive pleading, the
State Board finds that their Notice of Decision filed on November 26, 2025, was
lawful, reasonable and based upon appropriate findings of fact and conclusions of
law.

4. Any conclusion of law above construed to constitute a finding of fact is adopted as
such to the same extent as if originally so designated.
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DECISION
Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and a

preponderance of the evidence, the State Board, by a unanimous vote, denies the
Taxpayer’s Petition for Reconsideration in State Board Case No. 25-114.

BY THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION THIS 12 DAY OF _February , 2026.

Shellie Hughes, Secretary
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
25-114

| hereby certify that on this day | served the foregoing Notice of Decision Regarding Petition for
Reconsideration upon all parties of record in this proceeding sending a true and correct copy via
electronic mail and 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 6614 0167 47
Mark Wolfson

2709 Pinto Lane

Las Vegas, NV 89107

Email address: mbw1016@hotmail.com

CERTIFIED MAIL: 9489 0090 0027 6614 0167 54
Clark County Assessor’s Office

Mary Ann Weidner

500 S Grand Central Parkway 2" Floor

Las Vegas, NV 89155-1401

Email address: mwe@clarkcountynv.gov

Dated at this _13  day of the month of February of the year 2026.

Kari Skalsky, Management Analyst Il
Department of Taxation
State Board of Equalization
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Electronically [Filed

® & 02/23/2026

PET CLERK OF THE COURT

2709 Pinto Lane

Address

Las Vegas, Nevada 89107

City, ST ZIP Code

202-384-8461

Telephone number

IN PROPER PERSON

EMaC- o

MW (01b @looTmair cg., PISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Mark B. Wolfs Case No.:,
" A-26-940036-J

Petitioner Dept 29

vs. Dept. No.

Ms. Briana Johnson
Assessor Clark County, NV

Ms. Shellie Hughes
Sec. State Board of Equalization
Exec. Dir. NV Dept of Taxation

Respondents

[0) I REVIE
CbMES NOW ﬁle Petitioner, Mark B. Wolfson, a resident of Clark County,
Nevada, appearing in proper person in the above-titled action, and hereby petitions this Court for
judicial review of the Decision and Order of the State Board of Equalization dated February 12,
2026, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. ' |
Pursuant to NRS § 233B.130 (1)(a)(b), Petitioner alleges, in Case 25-114
appealed on the basis of NRS § 361.360(1) and NRS § 361.400(2), that the decision reached by

the Nevada State Board of Equalization (SBE) violated Article 10, §1 of the Nevada

1

®©
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PET
Mark B. Wolfson

Namge
2709 Pinto Lane

Address

Y Nev 89107

City, ST ZIP Code
202-384-8461

Telephone number

IN PROPER PERSON
= A ey L‘

ML

Mark B. Wolfson

Petitioner

VS.

Ms. Briana Johnson

Assessor Clark County, NV

Ms. Shellie Hughes

Sec. State Board of Equalization
Exec. Dir. NV Dept of Taxation

Respondents

016 ChoTmalL cq DISTRICT COURT

OC CrsbA L

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Case No..
A-26-940036-J

Dept 29
Dept. No.

PETITION FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW
COMES NOW the Petitioner, Mark B. Wolfson, a resident of Clark County,

Nevada, appearing in proper person in the above-titled action, and hereby petitions this Court for
judicial review of the Decision and Order of the State Board of Equalization dated February 12,
2026, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

Pursuant to NRS § 233B.130 (1)(a)b), Petitioner alleges, in Case 25-114
appealed on the basis of NRS § 361.360(1) and NRS § 361.400(2), that the decision reached by

the Nevada State Board of Equalization (SBE) violated Article 10, §1 of the Nevada

1

(D

REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1782




10
i1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
2

23

27

28

Constitution, denying Petitioner a uniform and equal rate of assessment and taxation. Petitioner
asserts that the County erred in the year the supplemental assessment was issued. Petitioner’s
remodel passed final inspection on 7/27/2022, four weeks after the 2022-2023 fiscal year began
and 27 days post cutoff per NRS 261.260(1), which represents a snapshot in time and an
objective deadline.

The County issued the supplemental for the 2022-2023 fiscal year rather than
fiscal year 2023-2024, resulting in an additional tax bill of ~$10,000, an error correctable within
the 3 year look back period provided by NRS 361.765 and NRS 361.768 which expires on
6/30/2026. Petitioner submitted evidence that 100% of the supplementals (23 in total) identified
in the appeal by the Petitioner and the Assessor were issued in the fiscal year after, or years later,
passing the final inspection or the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. Of the 15 applicable
supplementals! submitted by the Assessor two of the projects were completed between July 12
and July 25, of their respective years, or 15 days and 2 days, respectively, prior to the July date
of Petitioner’s project completion. The Assessor issued supplementals for those projects in the
following fiscal year but issued Petitioner’s in the current year. In reaching their conclusion, the
Board misconstrued the language in NRS 361.400(2), misinterpreted the Petitioner’s evidence as
only a case of equity ({7 in 11/26/25 decision letter) 2, when clearly an error was also evident,
and then improperly denied jurisdiction on the grounds stated in 46 2 under the category titled
‘Findings of Fact’ that reads: ‘The State Board finds the County Board has jurisdiction to address
its corrections, but nothing bevond those corrections.’ yet provides no citations of statute(s)
precluding such action. NRS 361.400(2), the statute applicable to Petitioner’s appeal states, ‘No
such appeals shall be heard by the State Board of Equalization where the over valuation or

excessive valuation of the claimant’s property, or the undervaluation of the other property, or

2
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non-assessment of other property, was the ground of complaint before the county board of
equalization.” The above sentence in NRS 361 .400(2), however, continues with,_‘save upon the
terms and conditions provided in NRS 361.350 and 361.355.” NRS 361.355(1) states: ‘Any
person...claiming overvaluation or excessive valuation of its real... property in the state, whether
assessed by ... the county assessor or assessors, by reason of undervaluation for taxation purposes
of the property of any other person...within any county in the State or by reason of any such
property not being assessed, shall appear before the county board of equalization of the

county... where the undervalued or non-assessed property is located and make complaint
concerning it and submit proof thereon. The complaint and proof must show the name of the
owner, the location, the description, and the taxable value of the property claimed to be
undervalued or non-assessed.” Petitioner submitted overwhelming evidence in support of his the
claim that the assessed and taxable values and the timing of those values of Petitioner’s property
was inequitable when compared to numerous other properties in his immediate neighborhood
which engaged in major remodeling but were never assessed for those remodels. Several of thosel
comps completed their remodel after the compietion of Petitioner’s remodel 3. Others were
assessed years after the completion of their projects with no retroactive taxes 4 even though the
county has a 3-year look back period to make corrections for factual and clerical errors 3.
Petitioner presented incontrovertible evidence that the timing of Petitioner’s supplemental was
accelerated. All other supplementals were issued in the fiscal year after the completion of the
project, not the current year (an inequity). Petitioner submitted emails from the assessor’s office

from which it is clear that the 2022-2023 issuance was also an etror and reversible based on the 3
year look back period. Based on those emails the necessary conditions to apply the supplemental

assessment in the 2022-2023 fiscal year were not met. The Assessor, unpersuaded, denied

3
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Petitioner any relief and refused to qualify the timing of the supplemental as an ‘error’. The
assessor, in fact, amplified her position in another email to Petitioner explaining that the timing
of the supplemental was supported by NRS 361.260 ¢, which Petitioner rebutted in his petition
for reconsideration. Evidence presented by both parties contradicts the Assessor’s position.
Petitioner requests this Court overturn the decision of the Nevada State Board of Equalization in
Case 25-114 and ask that Petitioner’s supplemental be cancelled for the 2022-2023 fiscal year,
be reinstated in the 2023-2024 fiscal year and refund all taxes attributable to the supplemental for

the 2022-2023 fiscal year to Petitioner.

DATED this 20 | day of February, 2026

ijspecp,my submitted,

[P

/4{1 PROPER PERSON

Mark B. Wolfson

2709 Pinto Lane
Ve Nevada 89107

202-384-8461

IN PROPER PERSON

‘Assessor’s addendnm’ sabmitted by Clark County Assessor for State Hearing on 2/2672%
State BOE decision lefter dated November 26, 2025

APN: 139-32-703-003, 139-32-702-024, 139-32-304-017

APN: 139-32-702-024, 139-32-702-012, 139-32-702-00Q

NRS 361.765, NRS 361.768

Email dated 10/9/25 from Ms. Mary Ann Weidner to Petitioner

LAl Ll o L o o
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

STATE OF NEVADA )

)ss,
COUNTY OF CLARK )
On this _d__Q_ day of February, 2026, before me, the undersigned Notary Public in and for said
county and state, personally appeared Mark B. Wolfson, known to me or proved to be, the person
described in and who acknowledged to me that he executed the foregoing instrument, and who
acknowledges to me that he executed the same freely and voluntarily and for the uses and

purposes mentioned therein.

%ww ¢ Qunom

NOTARY PUBLIC

MARCIA DURSO
Notary Public, State of Nevada

Appointment Ne. 19-3725-01
My Appt. Expires Jan 22, 2027
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STATE OF NEVADA
STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
M i 3850 Arrowhead Drive i sons e

Carson City, Nevada 898706-7921
Telephone (775) 684-2160

In the Matter of
Case No. 25-114
2709 PINTO LANE TRUST ETAL,

PETITIONER
VS.

CLARK COUNTY ASSESSOR,
RESPONDENT

NOTICE OF DECISION REGARDING PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION UNDER
NAC 361.7475

Summary

The matter of the Taxpayer's Petition for Reconsideration of the residential
property valuations on the 2022-2023 Unsecured Roll came before the State Board of
Equalization (“State Board") for hearing in Reno, Nevada, on January 23, 2026 after
notice dated January 9, 2026 was properly issued to the Taxpayer and the Assessor.

The matter was originally heard by the State Board on September 23, 2025. At
issue was the jurisdiction of the County Board of Equalization (“County Board") and State
Board to hear a case filed in January of 2025 to challenge assessments for tax years
2022-23, 2023-24 and 2024-25 under NRS 361.355 and NRS 361.356. Those statutes
require the petition be filed by January 15 of the fiscal year in which the assessment was
made. For this reason, the County Board found the petition filed by the Taxpayer to be
untimely. NRS 361.765 and 361.768 authorize the assessor to reopen and correct tax
rolis within 3 years after the end of the fiscal year for which the assessment was made.
Pursuant to this authority the assessor did reopen and reduce the value of the Taxpayer's
property on the tax rolls for the prior years. The petition filed by the Taxpayer does not
challenge the corrections made by the assessor. For the foregoing reasons, the State
Board affirmed the decision of the County Board. The Notice of Decision was filed on
November 26, 2025.
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The State Board received the Taxpayers Petition for Reconsideration on
December 9, 2025, wherein the Taxpayer requested the State Board reconsider its
decision, asserting that the State Board’s decision was unlawful, unreasonable and based
on facts that were emroneous. In the Respondent's Answer in Opposition to Petition for
Reconsideration received by the State Board on December 11, 2025, the Respondent
rebutted the Taxpayer's assertions.

The State Board, having considered all evidence, documents and testimony
pertaining to the Petition for Reconsideration 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 parties hereto 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.

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

4. In the Notice of Decision filed on November 26, 2025, the State Board found that
the County Board correctly determined it did not have jurisdiction to hear the
Taxpayer's petition concemning tax years 2022-2023, 2023-24 and 2024-25 . The
State Board further found that Taxpayer's arguments addressed the equitable
valuation of its property when compared to other parcels, not the corrections made
by the Assessor to the Taxpayer's parcel for tax years 2022-2023, 2023-24 and
2024-25 . The State Board upheld the County Board’s decision to deny jurisdiction.

5. Nothing in the Taxpayer's petition persuades the State Board to overtum or
reconsider its prior decision.

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

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1. It is undisputed that the Taxpayer timely filed a Petition for Reconsideration.

2. Per NAC 361.7475, the State Board has the authority to review petitions for
reconsideration to reconsider their Notice of Decision filed on November 26, 2025.

3. After reviewing the Petition for Reconsideration and the responsive pleading, the
State Board finds that their Notice of Decision filed on November 26, 2025, was
lawful, reasonable and based upon appropriate findings of fact and conclusions of
law.

4. Any conclusion of law above construed to constitute a finding of fact is adopted as
such to the same extent as if originally so designated.
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DECISION
Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and a

preponderance of the evidence, the State Board, by a unanimous vote, denies the
Taxpayer’s Petition for Reconsideration in State Board Case No. 25-114.

BY THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION THIS 12 DAY OF _February , 2026.

Shellie Hughes, Secretary
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
25-114

| hereby certify that on this day | served the foregoing Notice of Decision Regarding Petition for
Reconsideration upon all parties of record in this proceeding sending a true and correct copy via
electronic mail and 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 6614 0167 47
Mark Wolfson

2709 Pinto Lane

Las Vegas, NV 89107

Email address: mbw1016@hotmail.com

CERTIFIED MAIL: 9489 0090 0027 6614 0167 54
Clark County Assessor’s Office

Mary Ann Weidner

500 S Grand Central Parkway 2™ Floor

Las Vegas, NV 89155-1401

Email address: mwe@clarkcountynv.qov

Dated atthis _13__ day of the month of February of the year 20286.

i/
v»‘"’r/ ,.AJ/."; /]
Kari Skalsky, Management Analyst Ili

Department of Taxation
State Board of Equalization
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
IHEREBY CERTIFY that on the date shown below, a true and correct copy of the foregoing
Petition for Judicial Review was mailed postage prepaid, in a sealed envelop, at Las Vegas,
Nevada, to the following interested parties:

Ms. Briana Johnson Assessor, Clark County, Nevada

500 S. Grand Central Parkway
2% Floor
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155

Ms. Shellie Hughes Director, NV Dept. Of Taxation
Secretary, NV State Board of Equalization
3850 Arrowhead Dr.
Carson City, Nevada 89709

Mr. Aaron D. Ford, Esg Attorney General, State of Nevada
Office of the Attorney General
100 North Carson Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701-4717

DATED this 25 day of February, 2026

N, é?’z" Z

&= /SIgaﬂATURE &

/
Mark B. Wolfson

PRINT NAME
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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
5/5/2026 8:45 AM Electronically Filed
05/05/2026 8:44 AM

ORDM

AARON D. FORD

Attorney General

RYAN D. SUNGA

Nevada State Bar No. 10998
Senior Deputy Attorney General
State of Nevada

Office of the Attorney General

1 State of Nevada Way, Suite 100
Las Vegas, NV 89119

(702) 486-3102 (phone)

(702) 486-3416 (fax)

Attorneys for Shellie Hughes

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MARK B. WOLFSON,
Case No. A-26-940036-J

) Petitioner, Dept. No. XXIX

BRIANA JOHNSON and SHELLIE
HUGHES,

Respondents.

ORDER DISMISSING PETITION FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW

WHEREAS Petitioner, Mark B. Wolfson (“Petitioner”), filed a Petition for Judicial
Review seeking this Court’s review of the Board of Equalization’s final decision dated

February 12, 2026.

WHEREAS on March 18, 2026, Respondent, Shellie Hughes, filed a Motion to
Dismiss Petition for Judicial Review (“Motion”) on the grounds that Petitioner failed to
name the agency and parties of record to the administrative proceeding in a petition filed
within 30 days after service of the final decision of the agency, and therefore, failed to

invoke the Court’s jurisdiction.

1

Case Number: A-26-940036-J
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WHEREAS on March 19, 2026, Petitioner filed an Opposition to the Motion.

WHEREAS on March 25, 2026, Respondent, Briana Johnson, filed a Joinder to the

Motion.

WHEREAS on April 15, 2026, Respondent, Shellie Hughes, filed a Reply to

Petitioner’s Opposition to the Motion.

WHEREAS this Court, having reviewed the briefing and being duly advised, makes

its findings and orders as follows:

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND FOUND that when interpreting a statute, the
Court first looks to its language, and when the language used has a certain and clear
meaning, the Court will not look beyond it. Webb v. Shull, 128 Nev. 85, 88-89, 270 P.3d
1266, 1268 (2012); see also Harris Assocs. v. Clark County Sch. Dist., 119 Nev. 638, 641-42,
81 P.3d 532, 534 (2003).

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED AND FOUND that pursuant to NRS 233B.130(2)(a),
petitions “must” name as respondents the agency and all parties of record to the

administrative proceeding.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED AND FOUND that pursuant to NRS 233B.130(2)(d),
petitions for judicial review must be filed within 30 days after service of the final decision

of the agency.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED AND FOUND that the word “must” generally imposes
a mandatory requirement. Pasillas v. HSBC Bank USA, 127 Nev. 462, 467, 255 P.3d 1281,
1285 (2011).

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED AND FOUND that pursuant to NRS 233B.130(2)(a)
and (d), in a petition for judicial review, it is mandatory to name the agency and all parties
of record in a petition filed within 30 days after service of the final decision of the agency
and a district court lacks jurisdiction to consider a petition that fails to comply with these

requirements. Civil Service Com’n for City of Reno v. Second Judicial District Court, 118
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Nev. 186, 189, 42 P.3d 268, 271 (2002); see also Washoe County v. Otto, 128 Nev. 424, 432-

33, 282 P.3d 719, 725 (2012).

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED AND FOUND that the Motion to Dismiss and Joinder

are GRANTED.

IT IS FUTHER ORDERED AND FOUND that the Petition for Judicial Review is

DISMISSED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED AND FOUND that Petitioner’s Motion for Leave to

Amend is DENIED AS MOOT.

Patet-thrs—dayof- Moy 2626

Respectfully submitted by:

AARON D. FORD
Attorney General

By: /s/ Ryan D. Sunga
Ryan D. Sunga, SDAG
Attorneys for Shellie Hughes

Approved as to form by:
MCNUTT LAW FIRM, P.C.

By: /s/ Mark D. Hesiak, Esq.
Daniel R. McNutt, Esq.
Matthew C. Wolf, Esq.

Mark D. Hesiak, Esq.
Attorneys for Mark B. Wolfson

By:

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE

Approved as to form and content by:

AARON D. FORD
Attorney General

By: /s/ Dana E. Cook
Dana E. Cook, DAG
Attorneys for the Board of Equalization

Approved as to form and content by:

STEVEN B. WOLFSON
District Attorney

By: /s/ Lisa V. Logsdon
Lisa V. Logsdon
County Counsel
Attorneys for Briana Johnson
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CSERV

Mark Wolfson, Petitioner(s)

VS.

Briana Johnson, Assessor Clark
County NV, Respondent(s)

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-26-940036-J

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: 5/5/2026

Ryan Sunga

Lisa Heller

Dan McNultt

Matt Wolf

Lisa Logsdon
Marilyn Millam
MARK WOLFSON
Afeni Banks
Jessica Guerra
Mark Hesiak

Mercedita Garcia

rsunga@ag.nv.gov
lah@mcnuttlawfirm.com
drm@mcnuttlawfirm.com
mcw@mcnuttlawfirm.com
lisa.logsdon@clarkcountydanv.gov
mmillam@ag.nv.gov
MBW1016@HOTMAIL.COM
Afeni.Banks@Clarkcountydanv.gov
jguerra@ag.nv.gov
mdh@mcnuttlawfirm.com

mmgarcia@ag.nv.gov
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Rachel Trontz

Collin Patterson

Dana Cook

rit@mcnuttlawfirm.com
cjpatterson@ag.nv.gov

DCook@ag.nv.gov
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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
4/28/2026 11:48 AM

A-26-940036-)

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Other Judicial Review/Appeal COURT MINUTES April 28, 2026
A-26-940036-] Mark Wolfson, Petitioner(s)
‘];‘iana Johnson, Assessor Clark County NV,
Respondent(s)
April 28, 2026 10:25 AM Minute Order
HEARD BY: Reynolds, Jacob A. COURTROOM: Phoenix Building 11th Floor
110

COURT CLERK: Stephanie Squyres
JOURNAL ENTRIES

Petitioner is justifiably concerned that what he sees as a minor error can determine the outcome in
this case. However, the Supreme Court decisions in the past are clear and this Court must follow
those decisions.

Specifically, the Nevada Supreme Court decided that when there is an error in identifying the correct
parties in the petition, this Court lacks jurisdiction to consider the petition:

Nothing in the language of that provision suggests that its requirements are anything but mandatory
and jurisdictional. “When interpreting a statute, we first look to its language,” and when the
language used has a certain and clear meaning, we will not look beyond it. Webb, 128 Nev. at -, 270
P.3d at 1268; see also Harris Assocs. v. Clark County Sch. Dist., 119 Nev. 638, 641 42, 81 P.3d 532, 534
(2003). NRS 233B.130(2) states that petitions for judicial review “must” name all parties of record. The
word “must” generally imposes a mandatory requirement. See Pasillas v. HSBC Bank USA, 127 Nev.

, ,255P.3d 1281, 1285 (2011). Further, this court has previously held that the “[f]iling requirements
[paragraph (c) of NRS 233B.130(2) ] are mandatory and jurisdictional.” Civil Serv. Comm'n v. Dist. Ct.,
118 Nev. 186, 189, 42 P.3d 268, 271 (2002). Given that the word “must” applies to both the filing
requirement of NRS 233B.130(2)(c) and the naming requirement of NRS 233B.130(2)(a), we see no
reason to treat the naming requirement any differently. We thus conclude that, pursuant to NRS
233B.130(2)(a), it is mandatory to name all parties of record in a petition for judicial review of an
administrative decision, and a district court lacks jurisdiction to consider a petition that fails to
comply with this requirement.
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See Washoe Cnty. v. Otto, 128 Nev. 424, 432 33, 282 P.3d 719, 725 (2012).
Accordingly, the Motion to Dismiss and Joinder are GRANTED.
The Motion for Leave to Amend is DENIED AS MOOQOT.

Counsel with the Attorney General is to prepare and submit a proposed Order to the Court within
fourteen (14) days of this Minute Order or no later than May 12, 2026 pursuant to EDCR 7.21.

The Hearing on 4/30/26 is VACATED.

CLERK'S NOTE: This Minute Order was electronically served by Courtroom Clerk, Stephanie
Squyres, to all registered parties for Odyssey File & Serve. /ss
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6. Audio and Video Evidence
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Board of Equalization
Clark County, Nevada

R. Scott Dugan, Chair
Terence J. Farr, Vice Chair
Tami L. Campa
Tio S. DiFederico
Patrick K. Egger

The Board of Equalization of Clark County, Nevada, met in regular
session in full conformity with law and bylaws of said Board at the
regular place of meeting on Thursday, September 3, 2026

CLARK COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER
COMMISSION CHAMBERS
500 S GRAND CENTRAL PKWY
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89106

This document is an uncertified copy of the approved meeting minutes prepared by
the Clark County Clerk, Lynn Marie Goya, for the above referenced meeting.
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CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 9 a.m. by Vice Chair Farr and, on roll call, the following members were
present, constituting a quorum of the members thereof

Members Present Absent

Terence J. Farr, Vice Chair R. Scott Dugan, Chair
Timothy Albert — Alternate Tami Campa

Paul Chaffee — Alternate Tio DiFederico

Patrick K. Egger
Kristen Lowe — Alternate

Also Present

Sarah Schaerrer, Deputy District Attorney

Melissa Martinet, Deputy Director of Assessment Services
Jayme Jacobs, Manager, Property Appraisal

Carla Pippatone, Appraiser

Jerrell Turner, Appraiser

Jewel Gooden, Deputy Clerk

Ruby Ochoa, Deputy Clerk

Vice Chair Farr stated that the meeting has been properly noticed and posted.

AGENDA APPROVAL

It was moved by Vice Chair Farr and carried by unanimous vote of the members present that the Board
adopt the agenda.

OPENING STATEMENTS

PUBLIC COMMENT
Speaker(s): None
OATH ADMINISTRATION

At the direction of the Vice Chair, the Clerk swore in the members of the Assessor’s staff and
petitioners present this date for a hearing.

POWERS OF THE BOARD

At the request of the Vice Chair Farr, County Legal Counsel spoke regarding the powers of the Board of
Equalization.

PETITIONER HEARINGS
Vice Chair Farr briefed the petitioners regarding the procedure for hearings before the Board.

Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes — Thursday, September 3, 2026
Page 3 of 96

REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1808




PETITION 424 2709 PINTO LANE TRUST ETAL/WOLFSON MARK B TRS Remand SBOE 26-107

Parcel Number(s) 139-32-703-002
Petitioner Duly Sworn Mark Wolfson
Document(s) Submitted See Attached

DISCUSSION

TERRY FARR
Do we have any administrative business to discuss?

MELISSA MARTINET
Melissa Martinet for the County Assessor's Office. We have no general administrative business.

TERRY FARR
Thank you. So, we are going to call the case, let me see the number, 26-107. Please state your name and
address for the record, sir.

MARK WOLFSON
Mark Wolfson, 2709 Pinto Lane, Las Vegas, Nevada 89107.

TERRY FARR
Thank you.

STEPHANIE JONES
Mr. Farr —

TERRY FARR
Yes?

STEPHANIE JONES
If we could just, please —

TERRY FARR
Incorporate.

STEPHANIE JONES

Well, yes. And this is, I'm sorry, Stephanie Jones for the Clark County Assessor's Office. The Assessor's
Office is hoping that we can defer to Ms. Schaerrer to explain the order for the remand and also maybe
give us all some guidance on how to proceed.

TERRY FARR
Ms. Schaerrer.

SARAH SCHAERRER

Sure. So, the order from the State Board has two specific things that you're supposed to address. The first
thing listed is the supplemental information, which the petitioner says that he did not have during the
hearing in February. So, you are specifically supposed to address that issue. The other issue in the order is
that the County Board is instructed to make findings of fact and conclusions of law addressing the
taxpayer's claim that his property is assessed at a higher value than other similarly situated properties,

Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes — Thursday, September 3, 2026
Page 4 of 96

REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1809




including the assertion that his property received a supplemental assessment for the renovation of his
property.

So, there is the supplemental assessment, which | believe is one where you need to decide if you're going
to take jurisdiction of that because it's a prior year. And then, the other issue is the essentially the
addendum book that he did not have at the February hearing. So, | would suggest you do two different
things. You first decide if you're going to take jurisdiction of the prior supplemental value and then you
can hear it based on that, you go forward with that. And then, there is the supplemental addendum book
from the February hearing. Does that make sense?

TERRY FARR
Yeah. Pardon me. Yes, it does. I'm questioning the jurisdiction issue on the prior year though, if we even
have authority to do that.

SARAH SCHAERRER

That would be something where you would hear essentially the layout of when the timeline of when
things were filed. And then, you choose and make a motion if you want to take jurisdiction or not. It's
essentially like the notice of appearances that we usually have with the late filing.

TERRY FARR
Right.

SARAH SCHAERRER
Where you can choose to take jurisdiction or not. | believe the Assessor has the timeline that they can go
over for you and then you can choose to take jurisdiction or not.

TERRY FARR
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
May | say something to that?

TERRY FARR
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
| agree with what —

TERRY FARR
Can you please speak into the microphone, sir?

MARK WOLFSON

My name is Mark Wolfson, for the record. | agree with what Ms. Schaerrer said but | would like to add
to... something (inaudible) in the remand order. | think the exact language was County Board is instructed
to hold a hearing to review the record of this matter and any supplemental evidence. That's (inaudible)
And | would like to say also —

TERRY FARR
Please, can you speak closer to the microphone?
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MARK WOLFSON

Well, | can't get any closer. | mean, I'm right up to the edge here. I'll do my best. At the State hearing prior
to the motion being made and passed, Mr. Bancroft made the following comment and he said, "Wants
this Board to create the best record possible for the courts to review," because he is of the belief and he
stated so, it was his opinion that regardless of who wins here or who wins or loses at the State, if there's
an appeal, it's going to District Court. So, he wanted the record to be as robust, I'll use that word, he
didn't use that word, as can be. | am here today prepared to do exactly that, and | am also here today
prepared to discuss the issue about the back year issue that Ms. Schaerrer — Am | pronouncing your
name correctly? That she mentioned. If you'd like, we can do that first also.

TERRY FARR
Let's hear from the Assessor regarding the timeline to determine if we're going to accept jurisdiction on
the prior years.

STEPHANIE JONES

Thank you, Mr. Chair. Stephanie Jones for the Clark County Assessor's Office. So first, let's just start with
the supplemental value. The supplemental value for this property was added to the subject in 2022-2023
for that fiscal year. No additional supplemental value has been added to this property in subsequent
years. The 2022-2023 supplemental value was first appealed to the County Board of Equalization on
January 13 of 2025. The deadline to file an appeal to the County Board of Equalization for 2022-2023
supplemental would have been January 17 of 2023, given that the 15 was a Sunday and the 16 was a
holiday.

This appeal was two years after the deadline. The 2022-2023 supplemental was filed first with the County
Board of Equalization. It was put on as a notice of appearance because it was two years late. This Board
heard that case on February 6 of 2025 and did not take jurisdiction. The petitioner then filed that case to
the State Board of Equalization and that hearing was on September 30 of 2025 and the State Board of
Equalization upheld the County Board's decision and did not take jurisdiction. The petitioner then filed for
a petition for reconsideration to the State Board of Equalization. That hearing was on January 23 of 2026
and the State Board upheld their prior ruling.

The petitioner then petitioned for judicial review with the District Court. That was vacated with an order
to dismiss for improper filing to the court. So, on the issue for the subject property's 2022-2023
supplemental value, we believe that case has already been denied by the County Board of Equalization,
the State Board of Equalization, and vacated from the District Court for improper filing.

Any other issues regarding supplemental value of other properties that the petitioner has brought up and
| think is also included in the order, those issues have been heard at both the 2025-2026 Board of
Equalization for the 2025-2026 value, which was a regular hearing and then also last year's 2026-2027
hearing. There's many things in the transcripts about the supplemental value that was discussed, but we
do have Ms. Jayme Jacobs here and also two of our appraisers that can discuss any of the issues with
other properties' supplemental value.

TERRY FARR
Do you dispute any of the dates indicated or provided?

MARK WOLFSON
Excuse me?

Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes — Thursday, September 3, 2026
Page 6 of 96

REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1811




TERRY FARR
Do you dispute any of the information that was just provided?

MARK WOLFSON
| don't dispute —

TERRY FARR
Please, into the microphone, sir.

MARK WOLFSON

I'm sorry. Mark Wolfson for the record. | don't dispute the statements that she made. | would like to
make one clarification. The case was tossed out of District Court, wasn't heard on the merits because
(inaudible) when | filed it, | mentioned — | put in what's it called the caption, | basically was suing — | put
Shellie Hughes, Secretary of the Nevada Board of Taxation, and you have 30 days to correct that if it's
wrong. And there's a funky little law here that the district attorney (DA) knew, or the state's attorney
knew that | did not and 30 days later, he filed to dismiss it because it should not have had Shellie Hughes.
If I had just left her name off, it would've proceeded, but call me — So, that's what you get —

TERRY FARR
Okay. So —

MARK WOLFSON

— when you represent yourself. But to answer her, what she said is true, but things have changed and |
think I have a right and | have a presentation here. If you give me some time, you will see why this is a
legitimate claim for this year because there is a statute, NRS (Nevada Revised Statutes) 361.768, that has
a three-year look back for factual errors. And | will show you, with perfect evidence, | tried to file a second
claim appeal this year on a factual error basis and the County precluded me from doing so. If you give me
five minutes, | will show you why | have a — For me to win on this — Let me finish.

For me to win on this particular matter, | have to do two things. | have to, one, prove to you | should have
had the right to present. And if we get past that, then | have to prove to you that my facts are correct. |
can do both and | need that time to get the due process that | am supposed to get and to make the
record complete. So, Ms. Schaerrer brought up the subject. She read down the straight facts of what
things are and now | would like to show you why | was stopped from doing it this year. And just give me 5
or 10 minutes to do it and I'll show you the stuff. It's in the documents. It's all in the record. It's all in the
evidence.

TERRY FARR
Madam DA, do we have — I'm sorry. Madam Deputy DA —

SARAH SCHAERRER
That's fine.

TERRY FARR
Do we have — Does NRS allow to go back three years?

SARAH SCHAERRER

So, he is citing the NRS 361.768, which is an overassessment, but that's not the box he checked on this
year's appeal. So, if he wants to bring that up when he discusses this year's, you could save that for the
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second part. But right now, we're just dealing with the supplemental value that was mentioned in the
order from the State Board from the 2022-2023.

TERRY FARR
Okay. That was already —

SARAH SCHAERRER
That was already heard by this Board and the State Board.

TERRY FARR
Appealed, affirmed —

SARAH SCHAERRER
Yes. Yes.

TERRY FARR
District Court dropped the case due to a technicality on filing?

SARAH SCHAERRER
Yes. And because it's mentioned in the State Board's order, that's why we're bringing it up.

TERRY FARR
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
May | respond to that please?

TERRY FARR
Yes.

MARK WOLFSON

| have evidence to show what she says is generally correct, but this isn't —This hasn't been handled in a
general manner. If you just let me show you some emails and charts, | can — | am sure you will
understand why this is where it is at this moment. Give me five minutes.

TERRY FARR
Sir, if the Board decides to accept jurisdiction, you'll get your time. We have to determine as a matter of
law —

MARK WOLFSON
If you —

TERRY FARR

I'm not done. We have to determine — We haven't yet, okay? But we have to determine whether or not
we're going to accept jurisdiction over hearing this case. It's been heard by this Board and affirmed by the
State, okay? And as you said, that the information provided earlier was factual from the Assessor's Office.
So, I'm going to leave it to the Board. What do we think?

MARK WOLFSON
Excuse me.

Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes — Thursday, September 3, 2026
Page 8 of 96

REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1813




TERRY FARR
We're —

MARK WOLFSON
You have let them present their —

TERRY FARR
Sir, we heard you out. We have to determine whether or not we're going to accept jurisdiction.

MARK WOLFSON
You haven’t —

TERRY FARR
This isn't public comment, sir. We are going to discuss it.

MARK WOLFSON
Why would you not allow me to show you some evidence to at least make —

TERRY FARR
Because it would cloud the record.

MARK WOLFSON
It will not cloud —

TERRY FARR
We haven't determined whether or not we're going to accept jurisdiction —

MARK WOLFSON
This is —

TERRY FARR
— to even hear the case. You still are talking over me. I'm not done. Please show some courtesy and
some respect. Please. I'm asking nicely —

MARK WOLFSON
| would ask that you show some respect and let me show you evidence to at least so you can make an
informed decision. Hearing what you —

TERRY FARR
| can't hear the evidence before we decide to hear the case.

MARK WOLFSON
What?

TERRY FARR
| can't see the evidence before we decide to accept jurisdiction on the case.

MARK WOLFSON
You just listened to what she said —
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TERRY FARR
It's functional rules, sir. Okay? Now, members of the Board, do we have any discussion as far as whether
we are going to accept jurisdiction?

PATRICK EGGER
| mean, based upon what was said, | see no reason to.

TERRY FARR
Okay. Anybody else?

PAUL CHAFFEE
Kind of agree with Pat.

TERRY FARR
| would entertain a motion.

MOTION

PATRICK EGGER
I'll make a motion not to accept — What was that?

TERRY FARR
Jurisdiction.

PATRICK EGGER
Jurisdiction.

TERRY FARR
Motion's been made. Please cast your votes.

VOTE
VOTING AYE:  Terence J. Farr, Timothy Albert, Patrick K. Egger, Paul Chaffee, Kristen Lowe
VOTING NAY: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None
TERRY FARR

And that motion passes. Sir, we are denying jurisdiction on the prior years.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, | want to formally object to that, that you made a decision —

TERRY FARR
Sir, the objection goes to the State, not to this Board. The decision's been made as far as that topic —

MARK WOLFSON

You are not giving me the fair opportunity for my due process when you make a decision based on
information that she provided to you and you do not even give me the opportunity to give you
information that could make you believe that | am right and they are using whatever opportunities they
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have to prevent this to be heard before you and then the State. It's outrageous. Why would you not listen
to — | have —They — | sent five emails to this County because | asked for a second appeal document to
be cover (inaudible) this case and they denied that to me.

| told them the day after the hearing in September and you won't even look at the documents that are in
the record, that — They're in the documents that you all have and you will not even allow me five
minutes to discuss this matter. And then, if you see that and you say, "Well, Mr. Wolfson, you're full of
water." Fine. But you will listen to her. You asked me, "Did she say the right things?" Those are all
factually correct statements. And yet, you give me not one minute, not one minute, to show you evidence
to show that this is a merit of this case this year for you to hear. Now, even if you hear it, you could still
disagree with me, but to not hear it is outrageous.

TERRY FARR

| disagree and I'll explain why, if you'll listen. It has nothing to do with the merits of the case. It is strictly
about the deadlines of filing. That is the question. It is strictly about that. It might be 100% positive. You
might be 100% right. The fact of the matter is the filings were late and the Board has decided not to
accept jurisdiction. Has nothing to do with the facts.

MARK WOLFSON
The filing was not late. | filed this year —

TERRY FARR
You affirmed — | apologize. Continue. | don't mean to speak over you.

MARK WOLFSON

The filing was not late. | filed this year an appeal and when | went to file it, | sent an email to Ms. Jayme
Jacobs, and she sent me back one form to fill out. | wrote her back, and | said, "l am going to file two
appeals this year, just like you made me do the year before because of the back year." She wrote me back
after my back and forth with her and Ms. Weidner saying, "You can't do it. Blah, blah, blah." | am doing it
not based on equity, which is what | did last year, and Mr. Bancroft pretty much set the tone. He said,
"You need to do this on a factual error basis," which gives me three years which means my filing was on
time. To deny me the opportunity to at least present to you is ridiculous. Ask Ms. Schaerrer. Do | — It's a
three-year look back. | filed in a timely manner within the three years, and | should be heard on this
matter.

TERRY FARR
You affirmed the information provided by Stephanie —

MARK WOLFSON
But you didn't-

TERRY FARR
— from the Assessor that all of those dates were accurate. Is that correct?

MARK WOLFSON
Those dates that she read are accurate —

TERRY FARR
So, we're not disputing —
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MARK WOLFSON
— but that's not the whole record.

TERRY FARR

We're not disputing the current year that we're discussing. We're talking about the 2022-2023. That's the
concern. Those are the dates that were off and you had affirmed that all of those dates provided were
accurate.

MARK WOLFSON

Those were related to an appeal based on equity. This is an appeal based on factual error which gives me
three years in arrears for them to fix it. The three years ended on June 30, 2026, which is well within the
timeline of the January 15 deadline to file a hearing. | am well within my rights. | filed in a timely manner.
They prevented me from filing it, specifically because Ms. Schaerrer — She's right. There is one box to
check, and it basically says, "Pick the box that's most effective."

It doesn't say, "Boxes" She remiss... | can show you the emails that both she and Ms. Weidner sent to me
saying, "You can't do this. You cannot do this," and | wrote back and | said, "l can do this. It's not for you
to decide. The law does not allow you to stop me from doing this. It's for the Board to decide," and they
still stop me. So, | put it in my presentation, | put it in the evidence, and you made a decision hearing one
side of the argument, and you won't even look at the emails. It would take me five minutes to show you
and you won't give me that.

KRISTEN LOWE
| have a question —

TERRY FARR
You absolutely have the right to appeal, sir, and | encourage you to do that.

MARK WOLFSON
Why do you want to waste the taxpayer's money when you can at least make a decision here to say | have
a legitimate right to be heard or not? Why can't you listen to both sides first and then make a decision?

TERRY FARR
We did. | asked you questions. You affirmed that the information was factual.

MARK WOLFSON
That's not both sides. That's asking me what she —

TERRY FARR
You answered the question, sir.

MARK WOLFSON
Excuse me?

TERRY FARR
You answered my question —

MARK WOLFSON
| know | answered —
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TERRY FARR
— in the affirmative that all of the dates provided were factual.

MARK WOLFSON
That was fora —

TERRY FARR
We have denied that motion. We're going to go on to the next —

MARK WOLFSON

That was for an appeal on equity. This is for an appeal on factual error, which | can prove, and you won't
even take a minute. It would've taken less time to show you these emails than the back and forth that
we're having right now.

TERRY FARR

Again, our decision was based on the dates and the information provided. You affirmed those dates and
this is just for the 2022 to 2023 supplemental. That's what we're denying jurisdiction on, based on the
dates provided consistent with NRS.

MARK WOLFSON
It's not consistent with NRS — And it's not, and it's —

TERRY FARR
Sir, you have the right to appeal—

MARK WOLFSON
Itis not —

TERRY FARR
We're done talking about that portion of the case.

MARK WOLFSON

Excuse me. I'm speaking. It is not consistent with statute [NRS] 361.758 which has a three-year lookback
period, which ended June 30 of this year. | filed in a timely manner. They prevented me. Can | show you a
couple of emails?

TERRY FARR
Again, we have already denied jurisdiction. You have every right to appeal it to the State.

KRISTEN LOWE
Chairman-

MARK WOLFSON
Which is why | tried to stop you from taking a vote before you heard both sides of the argument. Asking
me whether | —

TERRY FARR
We heard the data that we need—
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MARK WOLFSON
Asking me — How about | read this and you ask them if they agree with what | show you? How about we
do that?

KRISTEN LOWE
| have a comment.

TERRY FARR
Please.

KRISTEN LOWE

Maybe question clarification. This that we just voted on is from an appeal that you filed in 2025 or 2023.
Sorry. January of 2023 was the deadline, and you filed two years late for that appeal. The one you're
talking about, to me, seems like it's what you filed for the current year, which are two separate things.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.

KRISTEN LOWE
So, the one that was filed late is what we are not taking jurisdiction over.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. | mean, | can split those hairs. Yeah.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
So, you'll allow me to present this then?

KRISTEN LOWE
| don't know what we're going to allow, but —

MARK WOLFSON
Okay.

KRISTEN LOWE
That's what we just voted on, was the prior filing.

MARK WOLFSON
Which was a filing on equity. Okay. | can live with this.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay. So let us continue because there is more to come.

TERRY FARR

Yeah. We're not talking about the current issue. We're talking about the previous one from years ago.
That was the difference.

Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes — Thursday, September 3, 2026
Page 14 of 96

REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1819




MARK WOLFSON
Well, it's going to look awfully similar but with more information. But okay. | can live with that. If that's
the limitation of it, I'm good. Sorry, we took 10 minutes to get there. But thank you, Ms. Lowe.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay.

TERRY FARR
| think we found our next Chair. Okay. So now, we're going to recall Case 26-107. Please state your name
and address for the record, sir.

MARK WOLFSON
Mark Wolfson, 2709 Pinto Lane, Las Vegas, Nevada 89107.

TERRY FARR

Thank you. We are going to incorporate by reference everything from the prior hearing and all of the
testimony. But I'm going to ask the Assessor's Office for the benefit of the Board that was not here at that
time, if you could give us a brief refresher so that everything is current and complete on the record,
please.

JERRELL TURNER

Jerrell Turner for the Clark County Assessor's Office. The subject is a custom home in the Pinto Palomino
neighborhood located north of Charleston Boulevard. The home was originally built in 1970 and torn
down, leaving just the foundation and three exterior walls. If you look on page, File D, SBE, page 983, you
will see the remaining three walls and the foundation. The home —

TERRY FARR
Can you direct us to where that document is?

JERRELL TURNER
File D, then page 980... I'm sorry. Page 83.

MARK WOLFSON
Can | make a —

STEPHANIE JONES

| can help you with the path where — | mean, because | know you have a couple things on your drive.
Stephanie Jones with the Clark County Assessor's Office. So, | believe what you have is a file that says 26-
107 Remand. And then within there, there's 2026-2027 case material. And then within there, there's a
folder 26-107. If you open that up, we've labeled the beginning of the names with A through O or so, so
that will help you get to the PDF you should open when we're referring.

TERRY FARR
Yeah. A through W, actually.

STEPHANIE JONES
Oh, okay. Yes, A through W.

TERRY FARR
And where —This is B?
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JERRELL TURNER
So, File D, page 83.

TERRY FARR
E, page 83.

KRISTEN LOWE
You're looking at 9837

JERRELL TURNER
It's 983. You have paperwork.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
9837

JAYME JACOBS
Yeah. I'm looking at the SBE

MARK WOLFSON

Can | make a suggestion (inaudible). As long as you have access to the internet, it's going to be a lot easier
to find everything on the State Board's because they have all the numbers (inaudible) easily to see. The
only thing that doesn't have is my last submission that was posted. But is a lot easier going to the State
website.

KRISTEN LOWE
Once we all get to the right page, we'll be fine.

TERRY FARR
Oh. Okay. Thank you. Please continue.

JERRELL TURNER

The home was then rebuilt and completed in 2021. The photos are as follows on page 983. The subject is
a one-story home with 4,985 square feet of living area for the main house, a 1,096 square feet guest
house, and detached garage totaling 1,834 square feet. A pool spa is situated on a lot of 0.85 acres. The
matter is an equity appeal. The Assessor recommends the taxable value of $1,687,686.

TERRY FARR
Some of the — | started scrolling down from that page, and something like the grid | see is gobbledygook.
I'm looking at page 89.

PATRICK EGGER
(inaudible)

TERRY FARR
It says, yeah. Page 989.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah. That's their land sales grid.
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JAYME JACOBS
Jayme Jacobs for Clark County Assessor's Office. | just want to make sure you're in the right file because |
thought | heard someone say E instead of D. So, this is File —

TERRY FARR
I'minD —

JAYME JACOBS
— Dasindog.

TERRY FARR
It's E?

JAYME JACOBS
D. D asin dog.

TERRY FARR
Dasindog.I'min D asin dog. Is everybody's page 989 gobbledygook as well?

MARK WOLFSON
Over at 983.

TERRY FARR
I'm looking at 989. It's like it was encoded wrong, something like that.

JERRELL TURNER
Ours are coming up fine.

TERRY FARR
Yeah.

KRISTEN LOWE
We're all looking at the grid in case you're —

TERRY FARR
Okay. Well, that was a different page. Alt, tab.

PATRICK EGGER
Go on 89. There is monitors.

TERRY FARR
Okay. | guess I'm going to look over my associate's shoulder here.

JERRELL TURNER
Jerrell with the Clark County Assessor's. Do you want us to go over the land as well right now or you want
us to wait?

TERRY FARR
Yeah. Let's make the record as complete as possible.
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STEPHANIE JONES
Mr. Chair, | also have the page number for the grid that you're probably looking for, for the actual house
itself.

TERRY FARR
Okay.

STEPHANIE JONES

So, it is in that File D and it's on page 34 of that file but it's on page SBE, on the bottom, the SB 934. So,
you have to scroll up quite a bit because there's a lot of pictures and MLS (Multiple Listing Service)
documents.

TERRY FARR
Okay. For some reason, my file is pretty jacked. No, that's all right. I'll just look over your shoulder. Okay.
So please continue.

CARLA PIPPATONE

Carla Pippatone for the Assessor's Office. On page 989 or the page controls 89, you'll find the vacant land
sales analysis grid. There's a vicinity map and aerial maps of the subject in the comparable vacant land
sales on page 990 and 991 and the data sheets for each of the comparable vacant land sales are on the
pages that follow. The subject property is an improved 0.85-acre residential lot located in the Pinto
Palomino Estates neighborhood in Central Las Vegas near the vicinity of the medical district. The comps
are located within a third of a mile of the subject and in the subject's market area. They are similar in
zoning and probable use and were selected as evidence of market value. The comps were analyzed on a
per-lot basis for mass appraisal. They range in size from 0.88 acres to 1.12-acre range in value from
$643,625 to 51,157,500, which supports the Assessor's taxable value of $600,000. Do you want me to go
into the comps in detail or just —

TERRY FARR

Not at this point. We've already heard it one time. This is just a refresher for those Members of the Board
that weren't here. Mr. Wolfson, do you have a rebuttal to the information provided by the Assessor on
the initial?

MARK WOLFSON
Which page?

CARLA PIPPATONE
Page 989 and it's on page 89 at the page controls.

TERRY FARR
Please, closer to the microphone, if you would.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah, let me just show — Let me just show you something before | get it. | will address that in one second
if you don't mind.

TERRY FARR

Actually, that's all | want you to address right now is the initial case. We will have your opportunity to
present other evidence.
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MARK WOLFSON
This has got nothing to do with that. | just want to make sure that — | was handed this box of paper
(inaudible).

STEPHANIE JONES
No, that was an actual printout of what was uploaded.

MARK WOLFSON
Nothing new?

STEPHANIE JONES
Nothing new.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay. | also want to make reference that | gave Ms. Tamicka (inaudible), 5 pages today, 10 copies. | want
to make sure that was handed out. And | don't need it right now, but | may be asking if | can bring a chair
back here to sit because (inaudible) Okay, let me just show —

TERRY FARR
Well, do we have access to get Mr. Wolfson a chair, please?

MARK WOLFSON

The other thing | wanted to do is first order is that this Board — Need to ask this Board to accept all the
new evidence that is present (inaudible) been added to the case and added to the case to be officially
added to the record.

TERRY FARR
You don't have to ask. It's already incorporated.

MARK WOLFSON
Everything that's been said —

TERRY FARR
Everything that's been provided is incorporated into the record.

MARK WOLFSON
Good enough. Okay. Thank you very much. Okay. So, my plan today, and | will go out of order, but | want
to show you what my presentation —

TERRY FARR
Your chair is behind you. If you could lift it up, maybe, so we could see you. Oh, he can't?

MARK WOLFSON
Good enough. It gives me something to rest.

TERRY FARR

Yeah. I'm only going to ask if you could slide it closer to the microphone so we could hear you, that's all, if
all possible.
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MARK WOLFSON
I'll do my best. Okay. So, is the camera on?

TERRY FARR
Not yet.

MARK WOLFSON
By the way, it's a great process (inaudible). What does that do for me. Oh, that’s a great idea.

TERRY FARR
How about the video? The overhead? Sorry. | though that's what you were going to do. There we go. It's
up. It's up. Thank you.

MARK WOLFSON

So, prior to coming here, | put together a presentation in a very structured order (inaudible) and my plans
were today. While we've checked off number one, we've accepted the new evidence. | was going to give
you a slight overview. Now these are the subject matters that | was going to discuss.

KRISTEN LOWE
We can't hear you, so maybe —There you go.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. So, Ms. Pippatone just did her land piece, is that correct? Then you would like me to go to that?
That would be —

TERRY FARR
To rebut the —

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. I'll go out of my order. (Inaudible) This is what my overview is going to look like. It shows you what
it is | am asking for on my appeal. You can see that the land value, I'm asking for a reduction of $186,000.

TERRY FARR
I'm sorry, you're saying that you think your land value is $186,000?

MARK WOLFSON
Less than what it is now.

KRISTEN LOWE

He's saying instead of the $600 [$600,000], it should be $186,000 less.

TERRY FARR

Okay. Well, that's what | would — I'd like to hear some support for your argument.

MARK WOLFSON

Fair enough, Fair enough. You deserve that. Just as an overview, State of Nevada does land based on
market value, and these are all of the statutes that I'm aware of that can address that subject matter.
There were statutes and there were administrative codes. You will see that the County uses a process
whereby they use codes that compare vacant land. All their evidence is vacant land. | live on an improved
lot. | did my basis on my analysis and my support based on NAC (Nevada Administrative Code) 361.1192A,
which bases land at market, but comparing improved lots versus other improved lots. Just to give you an
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idea of. Here's a map. This map you can see in the rectangle, that's what's called the Pinto Palomino —
The rectangle is what is called the Pinto Palomino area. It goes from, at the bottom here, that's
Charleston. At the top, it's Alta. On this side, it's Rancho and here it's Campbell. You can see the center
thing, that's where | live. Okay?

Their comps that Ms. Pippatone just described to you, 1, 3, 4, and 2 are outside of my neighborhood. 1, 3,
and 4 are actually in a gated community known as Rancho Circle Estates, which is a prestigious gated
community that has many attributes that a property that's in the city limits do not. In addition, two of her
comps are on a cul-de-sac, but we'll get into that. The only two comp — The only three comps that are
technically in my neighborhood are 5, 6, and 7. Okay?

Now, here's a statement, and | have the actual document behind it. | have big print because my cataracts
are causing me some problems. This is a statement made by Ms. Jayme Jacobs. It's on SBE page 645, if
you want to turn to it, but | have the copy of it right behind me. This is from last year's hearing when she
wrote, when she spoke, "We value on a base lot and then make adjustments for size, which should
equate to market value." | believe that. | think that's what you should do.

So, here's what | did. If you go, if you want to go to SBE page 398, | will tell you, | put together a chart, and
this is the chart where | came up with my $186,000. | compared — The first thing | did is | took nine
comps in my immediate area, in that rectangle that we discussed. The first five of those comps are
assessed taxed exactly like | am, $210,000 assessed, $600,000 taxable. One is 35% of the other. These five
lots, although they're taxed exactly as | am, are between 15% and 47% larger than my lot. The average of
the nine comps is 1.35 acres, minus 0.85 acres. These nine are 58% larger than my lot on average. They
are assessed at only 9% more, the total group of nine. When | take the rate for the average of those nine
and apply it to my size lot, | come up with a number that's $414,000, which is $186,000 less than I'm
being assessed. Now, if that was all | had, | wouldn't be here.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Can | ask a question for clarification?

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah, let me put the chart back up.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Are we just doing equity only?

TERRY FARR
Yes.

TIMOTHY ALBERT

Then why are we going — | mean, unless your analysis here is going towards the equity portion of this,
I'm not interested in what the market value is so much that you're equitable to everybody else in your
neighborhood.

TERRY FARR
| think his argument is supportive of that though.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.
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TERRY FARR
Because he's looking at average lot values — Or | should say a lot value and comparing his lot to others
and stating — And correct me if I'm wrong, but it sounds like you're stating this —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| thought he was kind of going in that direction, but | just want to make sure that we're —

MARK WOLFSON
Speak up, | can’t hear you.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Oh, that we're leading everything towards the equity portion.

MARK WOLFSON
No, | am.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
| think Mr. Farr has it correct. I'm showing you what I'm being charged versus what other people are
being charged that have the same tax that | have but have substantially greater lots.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
This was my first chart. And like | said, if this is all I had, | wouldn't be here. There’s —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. | just wanted clarification. That's all.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. Fair enough. Fair enough.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Thanks.

MARK WOLFSON

| took another — Get another chart. These are 10 comps, same rectangle. All of these properties are
assessed exactly as | am. $210,000 assessed, $600,000 taxable. All of these with the exception of me, I'm
on the left-hand side. Matter of fact, if you take a look at the left, | show 126 feet wide. That's the width
of my property, and it goes back 294 feet. That's my property. You see these five bars, and | put the
addresses above those because some of them are the same, so | didn't make all bars. Every one of those
10 properties are between 0.9 acres and 1.25 acres. This is from the last chart. They're all between 15%
and 47% larger than | am. All of these properties are improved lots. They are land with a house on it.

So according to [NAC] 361.119 — And this is from the County's value history report. I'm not making these
numbers up. This is from their documents. This is what these people are being taxed and assessed at. So,
you can see, and this is drawn to scale. So, you see what | did is | took the extra square foot of those
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properties, and | set the front at 126, and | pushed the depth back. So as an example, all the way to the
right, you see 2329 Alta.

PAUL CHAFFEE
Can you push the document higher?

TERRY FARR
Can you-

PAUL CHAFFEE
You're pushing it off the screen. We can't see. There you go.

MARK WOLFSON
Oh, I'm sorry. Thank you.

PAUL CHAFFEE
Thank you.

MARK WOLFSON

So, if you go to the right-hand side, they have an extra 54,000 square feet. So, | took that 54,000 square
feet and divided it by 126. It goes back an additional — | don’t know, | think | have the number here. 432
square feet deep. So, it's another 106, 138 feet from — My lot would go back another 138 feet if | had
the same land they had with the width of my property. These are 10 properties assessed exactly as | am,
but even that isn't sufficient.

PAUL CHAFFEE
Sorry, can you put that last.

MARK WOLFSON
Sure.

PAUL CHAFFEE
Thank you.

MARK WOLFSON
Question?

PAUL CHAFFEE
Thank you.

MARK WOLFSON

Now on this chart, this is on — And | tried to put this so you wouldn't have to keep looking. This is on SBE
page 402 in the documents. These are 12 properties in that same area. All of these properties are
minimum, minimum 40% larger than my property, minimum. They're all improved lots. On average, they
are 80% larger than my property. | have the number. Where is it here? On the bottom right corner where
it says lot size versus subject, there's a circle there. They're 80% larger in size, and yet they are 6% higher
in assessed value. So, on average, these 12 properties that are a minimum 40% larger than mine are 80%
larger in landmass and are taxed only 6% more. If there are any questions on that, or I'll move on to the
next chart.
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
| think | brought up on the last meeting that your neighboring lots the same size as yours are also the
same as yours, correct?

MARK WOLFSON
Yes.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And-

MARK WOLFSON
And | do plan to address that later.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. And there was a property that was in some of the documentation that we were presented that had
a smaller lot than yours at 0.54, that it was at 168 assessed value where you're at one — Or you're at 210.

MARK WOLFSON
Can you tell me where you're looking? Can you tell me where you're looking?

TIMOTHY ALBERT

It was in the paperwork. It was all those different ones that showed each property, the 2400 Palomino,
217 Campbell. It was all those ones that were presented. | looked up all those. And so, to jump from this
0.7 acres at 189 or 0.54 acres at 164, there's a progression there. Okay? And then you're at 210, there's a
progression. | would like some clarification from the Assessor how they — You know, what's the
differences in where they start once they're past your lot size? Because like | say, there's 0.97, there's
1.03, and they all have the same lot (inaudible) as yours. So, | think | know what you're saying and you're
using those bigger numbers to come down to that. But you got to realize you're not that far above the
ones that are smaller. And maybe the answer to this question is all the bigger lots need to be reassessed
and raised based on your argument.

MARK WOLFSON
That may be true, but | have been harmed for the past X number of years. | will address your subject
matter.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. All right.

MARK WOLFSON
And | think | —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| just wanted to get that because | would like clarification how they look at it.

MARK WOLFSON

When you asked that question, could you ask how that does not conflict with the first statement where |
said where Ms. Jacobs stated that they take a base lot and they then adjust based on lot size? Basically
that was the words, but | can give you the exact page it's on.
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
Well, | mean, they may look like it. They may say that from 0.75 to 1.25 is this. Once you're over 1.25 to
this, it jJumps to the next one. So that's where | would like some clarification.

MARK WOLFSON
I'm going to bet they're going to say that.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Yeah. So, | don't know what that is. Can that be clarified?

CARLA PIPPATONE
Carla Pippatone for the Assessor's office. Can | clarify that for you? | apologize. | didn't finish putting on
my case. There is an equity grid to be looked at on document D, page 999 or the —

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER
Sorry, what page?

CARLA PIPPATONE
999 or —

PATRICK EGGER
Did you say E?

CARLA PIPPATONE

Yeah, document D. Which is the page control 99. So, it lists — this equity grid list — shows all the taxable
land values of all the parcels in the subject's neighborhood arrayed them by the lot size, smallest to
largest. With the size adjustments for the smaller or larger lots than the base lot. You can see the
subject's lot is highlighted in yellow. So, the base lot is basically from 0.75 of an acre to 1.25 of an acre.
Anything larger, we adjusted using paired sales and anything extremely smaller, same, we used paired
sales or mass paired sales. | just wanted to remind everybody of the zoning that you can only put one
home on these lots regardless of the size. So, there is some recognition of size, but it's not normal
because you can only put one house on it. The zoning is RA (Rural Area). If you see the subject's 0.85
acres is in line with all of the other 0.85 acres.

TIMOTHY ALBERT

So, | guess my point in saying this is that from the lots that are smaller and the jump in the price all looks
— The progression looks fine to me, and he's arguing all bigger lots. And maybe the answer is the reverse
of what he's trying to say is that maybe between 1 acre and 1.25 acre, it could be higher. Instead of
arguing that it should be lower, | see what you're saying, but you're looking through a different filter than
I'm looking at. And I'm looking at, you know, that maybe the ones from an acre to 1.25 should be a 0.1 or
a 0.15 higher like you have there instead of we're looking at, you know — He's basing his argument on
everything that's larger. We're not considering the small stuff and we're not considering the progression
of these lots here. And that is a big chunk, a 0.5 acre in between, 0.75 to 1.25. So, | would think that the
ones that are — That should be broken down into maybe two categories.

CARLA PIPPATONE

Yes, we could definitely smooth this out or reassess it this year. We don't always have the paired sales to
change this —
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
Especially in an older neighborhood —

CARLA PIPPATONE
And we just carry it forward—

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| understand that. Yeah.

CARLA PIPPATONE
But we will definitely — It does seem reasonable that we should look at the larger lots and bump them up
a bit. Sure.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. Thank you. Yeah, please.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay, Mr. Albert.

TERRY FARR
Into the microphone, please.

MARK WOLFSON

Mr. Albert, that is one element of this thing. There's way more and | want to show that to you. But since
(inaudible) I'll go a little bit out of order. This chart here from a mathematical perspective makes little
sense. And let me explain that. You see the column that says adjustment, you know, 0.5, 0.5, 0.3. The way
this chart — It's on her chart. It's on page 989. The way these numbers work is that — See, my property is
0.85 acres. You see the top property? It says 0.23 acres. They take a percentage and they came up with —
Now that lot is 73% smaller than mine. But they adjust it only by 50% smaller. If you go to the next page,
the last one is 500 —

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER
(Inaudible)

MARK WOLFSON

Okay. Okay. I want to address other issues on it. You see the two lines there? | was going to get into this
later, but I'll address it now, that say assemblage. You see that? And you see that those 2 lots are 0.52
acres, both of them. The one above it is 0.5, we'll call that the same. Okay? The one above it at 0.51 acres
is assessed at $420,000. The next two are assessed at $300,000. Now it says assemblage, and | will get
into this later because there's laws and there's cases. But those two properties are not assembled. Those
two properties have two specific APNs (Assessor's Parcel Number). Now, are they adjacent to each other?
Sure. Are they used like one? Sure. But they are not assembled. They have no right for that additional
discount. They should be (inaudible) —

Now that property is owned by the Molasky family, if you know who these people are, they're very
famous. They own half the neighborhood, to be honest with you. But those two properties are not legally
separated. They should not be treated as being assembled. As Ms. Jacobs stated in the last hearing at 500
Shetland, she explained the decrease in value on the last — If you go to the last item on page 1000, that's
5 — They got a decrease because they assembled two properties that were previously the same value as
mine and now only assessed 25% more because they legally are assembled. And | will show you —
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
We can argue that ona —

MARK WOLFSON
I'm sorry?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
But it's kind of the unicorn of everything that's here. So, let's get off the (inaudible).

MARK WOLFSON

It's everything. It's everything. Okay. I'll just take the point. Okay. Just to follow up on this chart. This chart
shows that out of these properties, they're 80% larger and they're taxed 6% more than | am. All right?
Now just to give you — | took that chart and | put it on a bar chart.

PATRICK EGGER
Excuse me for a second.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.

PATRICK EGGER
The two lots you were just talking about that are assembled, that they're saying are assembled?

MARK WOLFSON
Yes.

PATRICK EGGER
They could be sold separately, can they not?

MARK WOLFSON
Yes. Yes.

PATRICK EGGER
| could sell one of them off, keep the other one.

MARK WOLFSON
You talking about the one for 300 each?

PATRICK EGGER
Talking about the Molasky Properties.

MARK WOLFSON
Yes.

PATRICK EGGER
Parcel 11 and 12. So if | sold it tomorrow, | could sell one.

MARK WOLFSON
I'm sorry?
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PATRICK EGGER
| could sell one part of that.

MARK WOLFSON
Yes. They have separate APNs.

PATRICK EGGER
They're not one parcel.

MARK WOLFSON
No, they even have the APNs here.

PATRICK EGGER
Hold it for a minute. Even though it says assemblage, they can be sold as individual lots, correct?

STEPHANIE JONES
Stephanie Jones for the Clark County Assessor's Office. Just looking at the area, it looks like there's one
home that flows over both of those parcels.

PATRICK EGGER
Okay. So, they cannot be separated.

STEPHANIE JONES
There's two separate APNSs, but there's one home on these parcels.

PATRICK EGGER
Okay. So, they can't be separated. Yeah.

MARK WOLFSON
I'm not sure what that says. | mean, it's the exact opposite of 500 Shetland. They have one home on two
lots that have been assembled and they got a 75% discount in their rate.

PATRICK EGGER
I'm just confirming.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay.

CARLA PIPPATONE

Carla Pippatone for the Assessor's Office. | just want to clarify that Stephanie is correct. There's one home
going across both properties. And so, we're basically looking at that like, you know, if you add the 0.52
together, you have 1.04. It's the same value —

PATRICK EGGER
No, I'm saying if there's a home on that, these lots cannot be physically separated. Therefore, why isn't it
treated as, in this case, 1.04 acres?

CARLA PIPPATONE
But it is. If you add the two 300s together —
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
It is. Because it adds up to the 600 —

CARLA PIPPATONE
It's 600.

PATRICK EGGER
No, I'm just —Yeah.

TERRY FARR

That could be a financial decision because they would lose — As soon as they assemble, they lose tax
cap. Now, I'm not justifying. | actually, | think Mr. Wolfson has a good point. They're two separate parcels,
they should be looked at that way.

MARK WOLFSON
That's not the only one on this chart. If you go to the next page, there's two others. You'll see them
marked as assembled and they're not separated either.

TERRY FARR
For the purposes — Let me offer this. For the purposes of this hearing, we're going to throw them out as
outliers.

MARK WOLFSON
We're what?

TERRY FARR
We're going to throw them out as outliers.

MARK WOLFSON
| like that word.

TERRY FARR
Okay. Because they skew the data.

MARK WOLFSON
Right.

TERRY FARR
Fair?

MARK WOLFSON
Fair.

TERRY FARR
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
But they should be fixed.
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TERRY FARR
| don't disagree with that either. That's outside the scope of our hearing today though. Okay?

MARK WOLFSON
Fair enough.

TERRY FARR
What else did we want to discuss as far as our equity?

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. So, if | can continue, this was the same chart we just showed a second ago, 80% more land, 6%
higher. This is just a bar chart. To give you a perspective —Where am | on this one?

KRISTEN LOWE

| have a question for you. Do you understand how they break these down into groups? Kristen, over here.
So, they're not doing each individual lot. That's impossible to do every lot. They're mass appraising. So, it's
broken down in a range and everything in this range has this value.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.

KRISTEN LOWE

Like he was saying earlier, the higher ones are what you're looking at wanting to bring yours down, and it
was stated that maybe those higher lots need to have a higher assessed value. So, looking at this chart,
your property is equitable to all the properties in that range.

MARK WOLFSON
It's a very large range.

KRISTEN LOWE
Itis. | won't agree — Or | won't disagree with that.

MARK WOLFSON

And it contradicts the statement that we take a base lot — | guess my question is, which is the base lot?
We take a base lot, and we adjust by size to achieve market value. That's right out of Ms. Jacobs' mouth.
So, if they do that in this particular chart, | guess my question is, which is the base lot? And where are the
mathematical adjustments made to reflect that? We've all discussed the range.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
It looks like the base lot is between 0.75 and 1.25.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, that's a big — In today's market where they're putting houses on postage stamp plots of 7,000
square feet, on 50,000 square feet, you could fit seven homes. | mean, this is an absurd analysis.

KRISTEN LOWE

Can | ask a question of what we can do? Can we say that his lot is equitable, but we recommend they re-
look at the acre to a quarter acre?
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TERRY FARR
Yeah.

KRISTEN LOWE
Because that's what it looks like to me.

MARK WOLFSON

May I? | think that's a fair comment, but this is the issue that | bring to the table here. If you take that
singular action and you don't provide me relief of being over recessed for all these years now that —

I'm not saying you're in agreement but just assume that you're in agreement that these are off-the-chart
numbers. | have been harmed. So, if you were to say to me, "We're going to give you your reduction and
we're going to do that," I'm fine with that. But here's the problem. If you don't give me my relief and you
raise everybody up, it doesn't affect them at all because they're capped. They're capped. Now, | know
they can't do this, but if they say, "We're going to do this outside of the cap," oh, you'll have 400 people
running in here in a heartbeat. But the solution is twofold. Fixed that. They won't be taxed at all because
it's capped. Give me the relief that | deserve at the same time, and then I'll be capped.

KRISTEN LOWE
But you're not showing or | haven't seen evidence that you're showing where you are assessed higher
than others. Everything in your range is taxed the same or valued the same.

MARK WOLFSON

Let me continue, | have more. | wouldn't leave you just with that. This chart is in your package, but | don't
know where you're going to find it. It's in the new evidence. It's in the last folder. (inaudible) It's in Section
U, page 344. It's in, | think their thing is called CBOE Remand 2 of 2 V5. It's the last PDF | uploaded. | want
to show you what the impact of what their numbers are. And this is, and | know I'm going to get into this
more, but Ms. Pippatone mentioned diminished returns, okay?

This chart looks at the incremental value of additional land. So, if you take a look at mine, I'll just take this
slowly, I'm 0.85 acres. I'm assessed at $600,000. On a dollar-per-acre basis, | am taxed at $706,000.

Now, take a look at 27 Palomino. That is my neighbor to the rear, right behind me. They have 1.7 acres
with a single house on it, with a guest house, and this, that, and a whole bunch of other things. They are
100% larger than | am. They are assessed at $750,000, which is a 25% premium. So, for the first 0.85
acres, if they only had 0.5 acres, they would be taxed at $600,000. So, for the second 0.85 acres, they're
at $150,000. This is where the diminishing return comes in. So, they're getting their incremental land of
8.5 for $176,000, which is a 75% discount in diminishing returns. That's a pretty steep drop for having
twice the land. That's it —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Again, you're making a great argument that we need to look at those two properties, not that yours is any
different than what's —

MARK WOLFSON
Okay, let me finish—

TIMOTHY ALBERT
— similar to yours.
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MARK WOLFSON

Okay, that’s fair. I'm okay with that. Then you go to Shetland. | won't go to the same stuff, but they get an
82% discount on their incremental land. They have — their lot size is 138% bigger, not 135 — (inaudible)
bigger than mine, and they're getting an 82% discount on their additional land. | think that creates a
massive inequity.

TERRY FARR
Honestly, you just stated the law of diminishing returns.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.

TERRY FARR
You're illustrating that that's what's happening here.

MARK WOLFSON

Yeah, but there's no diminishing return that would give you that discount for that property. Yeah,
diminishing returns is not a theory that doesn't happen. It does. Nobody gets a diminishing return. I'm
going to — wait till you see the next chart. You just bear with me. Here's a chart of properties on Shetland
Avenue. All four of these lots are larger than mine. You can see on the left-hand side is me, 0.85 acres,
$600,000, 706 per — Now, 700 Shetland is 1.57 acres. It is (inaudible) put the number? They are
assessed. They’'re assessed —now they're 1.57 acres versus — they are assessed not per acre. They are
total assessed value is $372,000. They are assessed $228,000 less than | am in absolute terms, and yet
they are almost twice the size. They are assessed. That's what | would call almost like a negative, an
inverse diminishing growth. They're actually getting a credit for having more land. The same thing applies
to the other three. They're larger than mine and they are assessed less than me, not dollar per acre,
absolute assessed value, they are.

TERRY FARR
Okay. Is this land only?

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.

TERRY FARR
Or is this land and improvement?

MARK WOLFSON
No, no. This is all improved land. Everything is improved land.

TERRY FARR
Just land?

MARK WOLFSON

No, no. This is all improved land, but this is the land value that they're being assessed at. They all have
houses on them just like mine. This is their size, and they are literally assessed less than | am, and are a
block away.
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CARLA PIPPATONE

Carla Pippatone for the Assessor's Office. First, | want to address the 2710 Palomino. They are being
assessed at 750. So, they are on that equity grid at 750. The other Shetland homes, properties that he
mentions, they are technically in another neighborhood and assessed at a different base lot value. So, |
know it's a little deceptive, they're all on Shetland Road, but the road is, kind of, closer to Charleston. It's
a different zoning. It's not the same. We don't even value it the same as the Palomino Estates. The only
one that's similar would be the 500 Shetland.

KRISTEN LOWE

Can | make a comment first? Kristen, with the Board. So, with this being an equity appeal, you have to
show us that properties similar to yours are being taxed different than you. Based on this grid, they're
not. They're all the same. | understand your point that the larger lots you feel are not taxed high enough,
but that's not what we're here to prove. We're here to prove that you're not being taxed the same as
your neighbors.

MARK WOLFSON
| would like to address not only your —

TERRY FARR
Please pick up the microphone, please.

MARK WOLFSON

I would like to address not only your point, if | can remember, but Ms. Pippatone's regarding the location.
First of all, it's laughable to say that the other properties on Shetland are not in my neighborhood. They
are within that rectangle, which is defined as my neighborhood. When she chooses four properties in
Rancho Circle, which is, like, so far out of my neighborhood and in a gated community, and she feels that
those are legitimate.

Now, let's talk about her discussion about different zoning. She's right. Mine is in an RA zone. Those
properties are in a zone called RE (Residential Estates). Here's the difference between the two. In my
neighborhood, you have to have approximately — You can only have one house per acre, okay? In that
neighborhood, you can literally have two houses per acre, one acre per — and this is just evidenced by
the fact that Blue Heron just bought from the Molasky family, half the block on the other side of those
properties and tore everything down, they're building a new development. And there was a meeting and
everybody, not me, but the rest of the neighborhood we're up in arms, that they were actually going to
put 10 properties on eight lots. And they were told that that's within their right to do that from the
standards.

So, the value of an RE property for land alone is actually worth more, not less, than an RA community
because you can put two houses on an acre, where in mine, you can only put one. So, the logic is RE
should be valued higher than mine, not lower than mine. But even if they were the same, it makes no
sense. These houses are so close to me versus the ones in Rancho Circle that make no sense. And you
made a point about being — that wasn't an anomaly, a one-off, a outlier. We'll talk about that at 747 and
748 Rancho Circle, which is truly an outlier.

But anyway, my point is this. And now | want to address Ms. Lowe, your point. And it's the same point
that Mr. Albert made last time, where my next two neighbors are the only other ones in the
neighborhood that are exact same size as | am and the exact same rate. | want to go back to Barta.
Incline Village had a class action suit because everybody in Incline Village was up in arms because their
overall neighborhood was assessed inappropriately compared to other properties in other parts of the
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state that they found. So, there's no doubt that there were probably people in Incline Village that were
next to each other that were assessed the exact same, but they were harmed even though their next
door neighbor was the same. The entire community was harming them. And the ruling by Barta was that's
illegal. You can't do that.

So, if you take that same concept, and apply it to this, and call my three properties that are Incline Village,
and everybody around me, the other part of the state, Barta would apply the exact same way. They
wouldn't care that my next two neighbors were the same. They would say, "The three of you are being
harmed." And we discussed this last time. | said they should be here screaming bloody murder. But the
reason why they're not here is one of many. One, they're clueless. Two, they don't care. Three, they're
also the subject of my improvements that they did that they never got taxed for, maybe they don't want
to have to answer those questions.

So, my point being is that they do not do their land assessments correctly. | don't think there's going to be
any doubt at the end of this. The only doubt that may be is whether you're going to give me relief or deal
with solely the other properties.

TERRY FARR
Mr. Wolfson, there's two things. I'm going to ask you to keep your comments specific to this case. Incline
Village has nothing to do with this. It's outside the scope of what we're here to do.

MARK WOLFSON
But Barta does.

TERRY FARR
Pardon me?

MARK WOLFSON
Barta does. It rules. Barta is the case on Incline Village that rules this case or at least addresses Ms. Lowe's
guestion. Okay. I've said my point. You can absorb it as you see fit.

TERRY FARR

What other evidence do you have to dispute the land value provided by the Assessor on an equity basis? |
understand your concern about thinking that the Assessor not value it right. That's outside of our scope
here.

MARK WOLFSON
Now I'm going to address Ms. Pippatone's chart directly. Okay? What page was your chart, Ms.
Pippatone?

CARLA PIPPATONE
| think it was on 999, document D.

MARK WOLFSON
I'm sorry?

CARLA PIPPATONE
999.
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MARK WOLFSON
No, no, no, no, you —

CARLA PIPPATONE
I'm sorry, 989 document —

MARK WOLFSON
989.

CARLA PIPPATONE
D. That's the comp.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay. Give me one second. | got to find it. Okay. This is the same chart from last year, okay? Last year
they put together a chart with eight comps, okay? So, | put the number eight down there. They had eight
comps last year. That's just a pictorial of what happened. Now this year, this is the chart you're looking at
on 989. You'll notice that there were only seven comps. Now, all the NACs that | showed you at the
beginning, if you're going to use vacant land, you have to have what's called substantial comps. | forget
the exact word they used. You have to have sufficient comps. Now, last year they used eight. This year,
they could only come up with seven. Now, | did provide them a list of other sales in the neighborhood,
some good, some not so good, but then nonetheless, these are vacant lands if they want to use vacant
lands. And you can see that they didn't use those because they come up with a way lower value, which

wouldn't help their case. That's on page 644, but —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
They're also very dated.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, some of them are.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
I mean, 2005 isn't going to work, you know?

MARK WOLFSON
But some of theirs are dated, too. In fact, | write —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Not that dated, right?

MARK WOLFSON
Oh, one of them is. One of them is.

KRISTEN LOWE

Again though, the thing that we're arguing here is equity not value.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. Yeah, but you have to be —

KRISTEN LOWE

So, | think we have to stick with equity because that's all we can do as this Board is the equity.
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MARK WOLFSON
Okay. But their equity is based on data. Okay. They have seven comps.

TIMOTHY ALBERT

And we're in an older neighborhood and it is hard to find comparables. So, if somebody hired me to do a
land appraisal in your neighborhood and | would go into Rancho Circle, if | didn't have enough comps
there, would | make an adjustment if the data showed me so? | would. But, you know, you only have so
much data that you can use and they're doing the best they can to figure it out.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. Okay.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| don't see anything wrong with that.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay. So first of all, let's go to the next chart. So, I'm just taking a progression. So, they don't have number
eight. Number one, that chart, that chart, that is a lot that does not even exist. It is a non-existent chart.
What she did is she took comps 3 and 4 because this was purchased recently by one person, both lots,
not assembled, they're still separate legal lots. And she created a new one and she took the two lots,
added them together, different size, slightly different, divided by two, and she came up with a new comp
of a non-existent lot. Now, that's illegal, relative to, it's not only wrong. I'm going to read to you a case
from this year included by the Clark County Assessor. It was heard this year, and they took the position
because the petitioner made the comment, and this was their rebuttal, under NRS 361.227, Paragraph 2,
"The unit of appraisal is a single parcel," and they quoted Montage Marketing, blah, blah, blah.

The Nevada Supreme Court affirmed that individual parcel, keep in mind, this is the Assessor's rebuttal,
affirmed that individual parcels must be valued based on the legally-recorded boundaries and individual
characteristics. The Assessor must value the property as it is physically and legally exists on the lien date.
Hypothetical assumptions about combining parcels of retroactive zoning rules are irrelevant. They can't
use a comp by making something up that does not exist, which is what they did on comp 1. Comp 1
doesn't even exist.

KRISTEN LOWE
| just pulled up comp number one and it does exist.

MARK WOLFSON
No, it doesn't, because they gave you the number. If you take a look at comp 3, it's the same number.
And if you go to that lot, you're going to see two adjacent lots with different APN numbers.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
But it did sell for that 2.315.

MARK WOLFSON
Oh, it did. Oh, it most definitely did.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.
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MARK WOLFSON
And if you want to talk about an outlier, this is the outlier. These were the two last ones —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And | think when they came in with the value, that was the highest one, and the values they came up with
is nowhere near that 1.15.

MARK WOLFSON
It doesn't matter —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So, they threw it out. It's higher than the listing, so I'm sure they threw it out and it wasn't, you know —

MARK WOLFSON
They didn't throw anything out. They took these comps. They said, "These are big numbers, you're less.
What's your problem?" That was their argument. These are so much bigger than you.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And you said that comps 5 and 6 were probably the most similar to you?

MARK WOLFSON
No, | didn't say that.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Well, they're in your neighborhood.

MARK WOLFSON
Oh-

TIMOTHY ALBERT
You said they were in your neighborhood and the other ones weren't.

MARK WOLFSON
5 and 6 are in my neighborhood, yes.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Yes. Okay. So, the number, they came up with $600,000 was —

MARK WOLFSON
Let me —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
— geared towards those two numbers, right?

MARK WOLFSON

I'll address that. Let me address that, okay? So, in the meantime so, they don't have comp 8 and comp 1
is fictitious, violating NAC 361.118. Okay.
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TERRY FARR

I'm trying to understand the argument because they're below the range of the sales, and two of them are

in your neighborhood, and they're still below that range.

MARK WOLFSON

No, you haven't heard the whole story yet, okay?

TERRY FARR

And you know what? Can you read that APN number off? It's fuzzy on our video. The first one?

MARK WOLFSON

Which one are you looking at?

TERRY FARR
Is that 1367

MARK WOLFSON
(inaudible)

TERRY FARR
1363-

STEPHANIE JONES
139.

TERRY FARR
13932.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER
601.

TERRY FARR
601001.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.

TERRY FARR
Thank you.

MARK WOLFSON

And you'll see the one next door is 005 and they're both separate. They're not assembled. They're two

separate lots.

TERRY FARR

So, these were the two — that was the one that you had provided as evidence, the two that sold for an
average of 1.57500 each, because they bought both on the same day.

MARK WOLFSON

| didn't present that, she did.
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TERRY FARR
You presented this in your additional data. These are these printouts that you provided this morning.

MARK WOLFSON
Yes, yes. That'll show the two separate ones, yes.

TERRY FARR
Right.

MARK WOLFSON
Right. There's two separate legal parcels.

TERRY FARR
So, what is the issue?

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. For —

TERRY FARR
So, she split a transaction. | got it.

MARK WOLFSON

This is the issue. There were two ways to assess land. You can assess vacant land, and under the vacant
land, there are a number of rules. One of the rules is you have to have sufficient land to use. | used NAC
361.119, which is for improved lots, where you take the entire assessment, and remove the value of the
home, and you get to the lot which is on their value history report. They're supposed to come up with
comps to prove that I'm wrong. Now, | am assuming that eight comps is sufficient because they have a
chart that (inaudible) eight. Last year they had eight, now they have seven. Of the remaining seven, one
of them does not even exist. And even if it did exist, it's a combination of two more of their comps, which
is number 3 and 4. So they're using two properties, three times. That's my point. They're supposed to
come up with sufficient legal comps to come up to use their methodology.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Again, 5 and 6 are the better ones, | agree.

MARK WOLFSON
Huh?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| agree 5 and 6 are better representation and your number is close to that.

MARK WOLFSON
| can't hear you.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
5 and 6 are a better representation of your lot value and they seem to be fine in that essence. So —

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. I'm going to get there. I'm not going to leave that hanging. Let me go — Okay, when are we going
to get to lot 5? Okay. Here's a lot. This is the one that doesn't exist either. This is a lot that has been
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assembled and that APN has been retired, it does not exist. You put that APN in, you will not find it. It
does not exist.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Which one are you talking about?

MARK WOLFSON
Number 5.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Five?

MARK WOLFSON
Number 5.

KRISTEN LOWE
But that sale was in 2000, right?

MARK WOLFSON
Right.

KRISTEN LOWE
Or not 2001.

MARK WOLFSON
Right.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay. So, at that time, that did exist.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. But | also showed the chart earlier that Mr. Albert said | had a sale in there for 2020 that he felt was
dated. So, the —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| was more interested in the 2005 and 2016, totally different market. Since 2020, it's been a little
different —

MARK WOLFSON
(inaudible) | made a point that they're not (inaudible) — But here's the point. Again, they're supposed to
use comps today, not —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
There is none. We're in an older neighborhood.

KRISTEN LOWE
Do you have any?
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MARK WOLFSON

That's why they should be used NAC 361.119 and go to — use the statute that addresses improved
properties. This is all the point that they keep trying to use vacant land, of which, God knows, there is very
little.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And | would probably put forward to you that the values of the land would probably be higher than that if
they did it that way.

MARK WOLFSON

It's all based on equity. It doesn't matter what it is, in absolute terms. My point is that they are using
vacant land to make their case. And so far, they have a chart that can fit eight comps. And as far as I'm
concerned, they're already down to five and I'm not done talking.

PATRICK EGGER
Sometimes you're down to three. I've done —

MARK WOLFSON
Okay.

PATRICK EGGER

Hold on, let me speak. I've done appraisals where I've only had three sales. That's all it was. | did a
property out in Spanish Trail on 16 acres with 100,000 square feet of improvements. There are no sales
sometimes. Part of the appraisal process, regardless of what anybody's sitting here argue about, is you
use the best you have. Sometimes you use sales from 16 miles away because that's all you have that is
representative of the market for a particular property. So, arguing that they used eight sales last year and
only seven this year, or only five this year is not a valid argument. They used five sales that they thought
were representative. That's what they need to do by law, is use something that is representative of the
value.

MARK WOLFSON

No, they have a law and they have several of them. And it says here, okay, NAC 361-1179. And this is
something that Ms. Weidner quoted at the last hearing. This is what she said. And we'll start with NAC
361-1179. It says, "Land methods for determining full cash value. If sufficient sales of comparable
properties which were vacant at the time of the sale are available, a county shall determine the full cash
value of land by applying the sales comp." It continues to say, "If sufficient sales of comparable
properties" now | would argue a comparable property would be an improved property.

PATRICK EGGER
You're making my argument —

MARK WOLFSON
You’re not letting me —

PATRICK EGGER
-sufficient sales. Please show me in NRS the number where it says it must be five or it must be eight —

MARK WOLFSON
It uses the term sufficient.
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PATRICK EGGER
Sufficient. Please define, please —

MARK WOLFSON
Okay, okay.

PATRICK EGGER
Please define sufficient.

MARK WOLFSON
So far, we've had — They put a chart with eight slots. One is —

PATRICK EGGER
No, no. No, I'm asking you a question, sir. | want you to define by law in a number, not in a word. In a
number where it says —

MARK WOLFSON
The law doesn't give a number. | can't give you that answer.

PATRICK EGGER
That's correct, because the word is sufficient.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay.

PATRICK EGGER
So, they have determined — don't interrupt me. They have determined what is a sufficient number.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay.

PATRICK EGGER

| told you. I've done work and everybody on this Board and this panel has done work where sufficient
sales may be 10 and where sufficient sales may be three or four, because that's the best you're going to
get working on the appraisal problem.

MARK WOLFSON

Do you have a number? Is it one? Because it says here, it says, and Ms. Mary Ann Weidner read this. This
is on page 1109. So, it continues to say, "If insufficient sales of comparable properties which were vacant
at the time of the sale are available to carry out subsection 1, a County Assessor shall determine the full
cash value of land in NAC 361.119," which is what | did. It talks about improved lots, subtract the
improvements, getting the land value. So, my question is, no, | don't have a number that says what
defines sufficient, but, nor do you, because sufficient is clearly intended to mean something between one
and eight. | don't know what the number is, but | sure as hell know —

PATRICK EGGER
It could be one and —
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MARK WOLFSON

There are hundreds of houses that have improved lots, which land value that the County has assessed. It's
really easy. Everybody's got one. It's done by the County. Those are my numbers. And you can refer to
Ms. Schaerrer if you'd like that if they're insufficient and you can all define what insufficient — I'm not
here to define what sufficient or insufficient means, that's in the eye of the beholder. But if there are
insufficient sales, it's clear, use NAC 361.119, which is what my entire analysis is predicated on.

KRISTEN LOWE
Again, it's —

PATRICK EGGER
You just stated — Excuse me for a minute. You just stated that you didn't know what insufficient was.

MARK WOLFSON
Of course | don't. | don't know what the legal definition is.

PATRICK EGGER
Then how do you know that their five sales that they presented weren't stop — weren’t sufficient?

MARK WOLFSON
I'm not done yet. We've only got five. | haven't finished.

KRISTEN LOWE
Again, though, you're arguing the value of the lot, not the equity of your lot in comparison to your
neighbor's.

MARK WOLFSON

Why do you say that? | am, I'm doing exactly that. | am doing what — I've already showed you how | think
| compare to mine. That was my point. Now they're showing you the reasons why I'm wrong. Then they're
showing you data that is flawed. They started with a chart, that eight. | showed one was blank is seven.
One is fictitious, they can't use that. That's six. I'm gonna continue and I'll get down to the end and then
you'll see you can decide whether or not you think it's sufficient or not.

KRISTEN LOWE

But are you arguing the value of your lot? Because that's not what we're here for. We're here to say, are
you being assessed equitably to your neighbors? If you want to argue the value, that's a different box. You
did not check that box.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay. I'm going to try this again. No, no, no. What | presented you earlier that showed my lot is taxed
80%. | forget the exact numbers. Eighty lots that are this big are being taxed this little. Lots that are on
Shetland are actually larger than mine and absolutely taxed less, that's equity, that's equity. Now they're
trying to prove — Again, this is an equity case. They're trying to use their examples on this chart to prove
that I'm wrong and they are right. But if they can't produce, and again, they're using NAC 361.118, 1179
(inaudible), 11, all these other ones, all the ones that deal with vacant land. | used improved land. So, if |
can show you, which | think | did, you may not agree, that | am inequitably assessed with my neighbors,
that's what | discussed earlier, and this is in rebuttal to hers.
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TIMOTHY ALBERT

You know what confirmation bias is? It's seeing something through one's own filter that's not the filter
that I, or the Assessor's Office is looking through. And, you know, its, you know, you can sit there, | mean,
there's data land sales. They may not be perfect, but you can find a value out of that. And if you want to
supplement that and use one or two sales of the house next door or whatever to back out and get your
land value, but that's not the point. The thing is that they're assessed the exact same number as yours.

MARK WOLFSON
No, no —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And if you want to use the abstraction method or whatever, it's totally different, you know?

MARK WOLFSON
How can you say that? | showed you charts that had at least 20 to 25 comps that | showed you, all in that
little rectangle. They have showed you seven, of which one is fictitious. Let me finish —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
We're talking vacant land sales?

MARK WOLFSON
That's what they're talking.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
That's all we need to know.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. Let me finish.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
That's sufficient.

MARK WOLFSON
How do you know it's sufficient? | haven't finished yet.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| already know it's sufficient.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, that's a bias on your part, isn't it?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
No, I'm only basing it on the data presented, is what I'm basing it on —

MARK WOLFSON

You have made a decision, you have made a decision and you haven't heard all the evidence. You have
already decided.
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
We've been sitting here for an hour-and-a-half, and you (inaudible) presented any evidence that changes
my mind right yet.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, that's fine, we may get here —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So, we're going to get there or not?

MARK WOLFSON
We could be here all day, | don't care. Okay, let's talk about comp 7. Let's see what you think about this
one. Comp 7 isn't even a comp. It hasn't sold. It's been on the market for 275 days at the same price.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Yeah, | don't care about it. Let's go to the next one.

MARK WOLFSON

What, no, that's not going to happen. I'm not going to stop there. That's a violation of NAC 361.118. If it
would be helpful, and you can refer to Ms. Schaerrer that you can’t — they're supposed to use sales
value, not — This house — to use a comp, you must be kidding me.

KRISTEN LOWE
Listings are used to add additional support. They're not your main thing, but it's adding support. It's
showing you—

MARK WOLFSON
Why are you defending them? This is their chart. They are using a listing as a comp.

KRISTEN LOWE
Where's your land sales that we can look at to compare to these then?

MARK WOLFSON
| don't have land sales because | used NAC 361.119, which is improved property, which is what should be
done in my case. | live on an improved lot.

TERRY FARR
I've used all listings in an appraisal before because there was no other data.

MARK WOLFSON
There is data. The data is —

TERRY FARR
No, my comment is related to your offense that a listing was used. They're used all the time. There's
nothing wrong with it. Data is data. You adjust for it.

MARK WOLFSON
Maybe you can use that in your commercial businesses, but when it comes to assessed value and the law,
can't do that. Sorry, there's law that specifically — I'll even defer to Ms. Sarah. Can you please tell them, if
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you wish, does 361.118 allow them to use something that is not a sales price? Simple question. They
don't have a sales price on their lot.

TERRY FARR
Doesn't it say sufficient comparables?

MARK WOLFSON
That?

TERRY FARR
Listings are comparables. You're looking for a perfect world, perfect data. It doesn't work that way.

MARK WOLFSON

I'm looking at the law. | wish that someone here would do the same. The law says they must — They
quoted all these things last time when Ms. Weidner was here. She said she rolled off all of the NACs they
use. And the NAC 118 says you have to use as a comp, a sales comp, not a listing. Okay, let's talk about
this. The Wynn property that's across the street from me has been on the market for four or five years. |
think it was asking like $20 million. Well, it hasn't sold. Is that the value of it? Is that a comp? No, because
you can ask anything you want. It doesn't count until it sells. And that house, that lot has been on the
market for 275 days today for the $1.1 million. It will never sell for $1.1 million. They may get $1.1 million,
but it's not going to be in my lifetime.

It's not a comp. So, you can absorb it as you see fit. That's fine. | am telling you, they put together comps
to justify their number and four of them are bogus. Now, not to mention 7 is the same comp as 6. Okay?
So, they're using the same land twice. That work for you?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
You still want her to describe what you would ask —

SARAH SCHAERRER
| cannot answer his legal questions. | am your counsel. | can't answer his questions.

MARK WOLFSON
You can't read 361.1187

SARAH SCHAERRER
Sir, | cannot give you legal advice. | cannot answer your questions. | am only here for them.

MARK WOLFSON

I'm asking them to get legal advice. Okay. So, as | said, 6 is also the same as 7. So, here's my question to
you. [Comp] 6 is actually assessed at $600,000. That was on Ms. Pippatone's chart on page 999. They're
assessed at $600,000. Now this chart says, well, the market value is really $643,000. And on comp 7, the
same property, they're saying the market value is $1.1 million. So, | guess my question is how many
market values can a — one property have? They say they're assessed at $600,000, which is supposed to
be defined as market value. This chart on comp 6 says, "No, no, no, no, no. It's $643,000." And right next
door to it, [comp] 7, "No, no, no, no, no. It's really worth $1.1 million." So, which exactly is it?

KRISTEN LOWE
So, the comp 6 sold in 2020, and you're saying it's the same as comp 7, which is listing.
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MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.

KRISTEN LOWE
That's a five, six-year difference.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.

KRISTEN LOWE

Okay. And it's listing which we consider and take that into account. So, it's okay to use both because
there's such a wide range. You have to look at the data and adjust it for, like comp 6 could be adjusted
upward. Land values could have gone up.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay. So, comp 7 hasn't sold, so maybe it adjusts down.

MARK WOLFSON
Why aren't they assessed at that then? Because that's the market value. Why aren't my assessments at
$643,000 then?

TERRY FARR
Respectfully —

KRISTEN LOWE
Would you like us to increase it? Is that what you're asking?

MARK WOLFSON
If you want to, it's not going to affect my taxes. That's the whole point. I'm capped, it doesn't matter.

TERRY FARR
Respectfully —

MARK WOLFSON
Okay, I've heard your argument. So, we have four left. Okay? We have four left. Let's get to those four.

TERRY FARR
Quickly, please, because you're below the range of all of the comps and you're still arguing and | don't
understand the argument.

MARK WOLFSON
Because their comps are ridiculous.

TERRY FARR
Provide better comps.
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MARK WOLFSON
Okay. Let's talk about [comps] 3 and 4, which is 947 and 948 Rancho Circle. Okay? Let me get my notes
here.

KRISTEN LOWE
Can you tell me what page his land —

TERRY FARR
It's on the video. If you flip it to video, you'll see what he's looking at.

KRISTEN LOWE
No, not these. | want to see the ones that he adjusted the house value out of to get back to his land value.
Where are those?

MARK WOLFSON
On the first chart, 186.

KRISTEN LOWE
| don't know what number it was. | want to know where that is —

MARK WOLFSON

Can | just finish this piece right here? Okay. So, comps 3 and 4, those two were the ones that were
combined to make comp 1. All right? They're in a different neighborhood. They're in Rancho Circle
Estates.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Do you see the word underneath the bottom? It says superior.

MARK WOLFSON
Huh?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
It shows that it's superior on that chart.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay, fine. They're in a guard-gated community. They're a duplicate of comp 1. They're supposed to make
adjustments for amenities. There's no adjustment here for amenities. Where is the amenity that says
they're in a guard-gated community with 24-hour guard? They have a roving thing, they have walls, they
have restrictive things to keep the (inaudible) They don't have to deal with homeless people and break-ins
like I have. They're supposed to make adjustments downward for those amenities to get to comparable
values.

KRISTEN LOWE
They did make downward adjustments —

TERRY FARR
It's right on your chart —
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KRISTEN LOWE
If you look at guard-gated, right next to that word is a negative. That means they're taking off money for
that. It's rated superior. Your value's not at $950,000. It's at $600,000.

MARK WOLFSON

What's the value? It says here, "Analysis of market conditions, adjustment attached." Do you see that on
there? Can you show me where those adjustments are attached so | could see them? Because | sure can't
find them.

CARLA PIPPATONE
Can | clarify the chart please?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER
Sure.

CARLA PIPPATONE

Carla Pippatone for the Assessor. This is more of a qualitative appraisal that just basically shows that it's
value supported, falls in line with the market. We're not trying to adjust to any specific individual single
appraisal amount. So, there's no adjustments on here and really there's plenty of room for adjustments. If
you want to make some, there's plenty of room, but this is not that type of appraisal.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So, you're basically just pointing out that his assessed value for his lot is not.

MARK WOLFSON
Doesn't that fit your logic that it's a self-fulfilling (inaudible)

TIMOTHY ALBERT
It's not above these things.

CARLA PIPPATONE
Yeah, it's not exceeding market.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Yeah, not exceeding market value. Okay. That's good enough —

MARK WOLFSON
Okay, but equity has nothing to do with that. That's the whole point. Equity has nothing to do —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Again, that's from through your filter.

MARK WOLFSON
I'm sorry, Ms. Lowe, you wanted to see that first chart?

KRISTEN LOWE

| just want to know what page it's on so | can look at it. Because it seems that's your support for a
different value when —

Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes — Thursday, September 3, 2026
Page 49 of 96

REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1854




MARK WOLFSON
| can tell you basically what — | can pull it up, but it'll take me a second. Basically, what | did is | took —

KRISTEN LOWE
| know what you did. | just want to look at it so | can see the numbers.

STEPHANIE JONES

Mr. Chair, while he's looking for his documents, | just wanted to make everyone aware that | believe that
we only have these chambers today until 1 p.m. So, | just wanted to make sure the petitioner knew that
too so that he could talk about everything that he needed to talk about in that timeframe.

MARK WOLFSON
398.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay. Can somebody help me translate that to what my screen says?

STEPHANIE JONES
In your folder, it would be B, section B, where it says at the end, pages 301 to 660, I'm sorry, to 600. So,
398 or whatever that page was should be in that group.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay, so | have a question. So, you said you took properties and you subtracted out the improvements
and came up with land values.

MARK WOLFSON
| didn't subtract it. | took what the Assessor's value history report had. These are their numbers.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay. So, you did not supply any comps supporting a lower value. You just looked at what they had and
how they did it.

MARK WOLFSON
Right.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
These are their numbers.

TERRY FARR
Do you have anything more to submit on the land value?

MARK WOLFSON
Nope, that's it on the land.

TERRY FARR
Okay. Let's discuss the improvements.
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MARK WOLFSON
Okay. First part on the improvements, I'm going to discuss how that —

TERRY FARR
I'm sorry. The Assessor's going to present, then you can rebut. Okay.

KRISTEN LOWE
Sorry, can we just have five minutes?

TERRY FARR
Let's take a five-minute recess, come back at eight minutes till.

(Meeting recessed at 10:44 a.m. / Meeting reconvened at 10:51 a.m.)

TERRY FARR
Okay, let's reconvene. Can the Assessor put on a very brief description of the improvements portion,
please?

JAYME JACOBS

Mr. Chair, Jayme Jacobs for Clark County Assessor's Office. If | could first just kind of clarify for the record,
obviously the reason why we're here was for the remand of the addendum that was submitted at the
hearing in February. And then the petitioner briefed the State Board stating that he did not receive those
pages at the hearing. And | just wanted for the record on page, in the minutes that states on page SB, it's
in the file B, or excuse me, D as in dog, in that section starting on page 206. The minutes reflect that we
paused the hearing for the petitioner to go back upstairs up to the front and get the addendum that he
did not pick up when he came in at first. And so, we paused the hearing for him to go get that addendum,
the 70 pages that he alleges he did not have.

And then the minutes reflect that Mr. Chair said, "We'll pause. He's coming back down now." And then
the next one, Mr. Wolfson says, "Page number inaudible on here, 719. Okay." So, he's acknowledged he's,
| assume, looking at the addendum. And then on the next page of the minutes at the bottom, Mr.
Wolfson says, "Okay, so we're looking at the fourth to the last column that you calculated as taxable RCN
(Replacement Cost New) by property, correct?" So he is looking at the addendum that he later briefed the
State Board that he did not have. Then the following page, Mr. Wolfson said, "Okay, | found page 761."
So, he's again referring to that addendum that he claimed he did not have and throughout his briefs to
the State Board stating that he did not get that addendum until after the hearing was closed.

MARK WOLFSON
Excuse me, may | speak?

TERRY FARR
Then when he's finished, you can rebut.

JAYME JACOBS

Regarding the listings on the land, just real brief, we did two things. One is set the value using sales. And
then when we go to the front of the Board, because the petitioner appealed or we appealed, we use
those sales and listings to support whether or not we're exceeding market value. Two different things.
We're not using listings to set value. We're using the sales that occurred within a certain timeframe to set
the value, and then we use sales to support the value at a Board hearing. Could be completely different
sales than what we used to set the value. And in this case, there was listing.
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And then one final note before we move on, the petitioner cited Barta case. That was the reason why the
Supreme Court ruled for the petitioners and against the county was because the county used a
methodology that was not approved by the state tax commission. So that's a completely different type of
scenario in that case.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Can | ask you a question before you rebut? So, this meeting that we're holding right now, should it only
be talking about that page 719 and on the missing section or are we doing everything all over again?

JAYME JACOBS
That was my assumption from the remand was that the State Board wanted to complete the records
because petitioner stated that he didn't get an addendum at the hearing.

TIMOTHY ALBERT

So, we've heard his case in February. We went over a bunch of that stuff. So, I'd like to just make sure
that what we're talking about for the rest of this meeting is only that missing piece of stuff. | don't want
to rehash everything over and over again.

JAYME JACOBS
Yeah. What you just heard about the land, that was already in the case. That was provided to the
petitioner well in advance of that hearing. And so all of that was already discussed.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. So, as we're moving forward, if anything, we get losing track and we're off that section, would you
point that out?

JAYME JACOBS
Sure.

KRISTEN LOWE
Can you also tell us where those pages are and which file that added the addendum pages that we're
speaking of?

JAYME JACOBS

Sure. So, the addendum is in the File labeled D, and it starts with SBOE 26-107. At the end it says,
"Includes CBOE Assessor Addendum, page 108 to 183." So that was the 70 pages that was provided to the
Board in February.

MARK WOLFSON
Can you tell me the SBE number?

JAYME JACOBS
File D, D as in dog.

PATRICK EGGER
Item D, right?

JAYME JACOBS
Iltem D. Yep.
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KRISTEN LOWE
Yes. It's SBE 26-107.

MARK WOLFSON
What's the page number?

KRISTEN LOWE
Page 1009.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So, it says 424 addendum?

MARK WOLFSON
1013.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Is that what it says on that page?

MARK WOLFSON
1013? 10127 1012 just shows the cover | have. It says Case 424. What's the page number?

KRISTEN LOWE
It's from there forward.

MARK WOLFSON
Next page. So, it's 1013. Okay. Yeah. Okay. | recognize this. This was part of the addendum that | got.

TERRY FARR
The part that you didn't get, right?

MARK WOLFSON
Can | address what she said? You said | could. She made a statement.

TERRY FARR
Yes.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Sure. Yeah. | just wanted to clarify, and | want to make sure that the rest of the meeting goes and deals
with this stuff, not rehashing, what we went through.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. That's why | want to speak on a number of issues.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON

First, | want to address Ms. Jacobs' comment about looking through the transcripts about 719 and page
761. When | came to the hearing, and this is why it was remanded, Mr. Jerrell Turner and | had exchanged
a week ahead all our documents. When | got here, | signed in and they said there's a packet here. | said, "I
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don't need a packet. | have everything." Which is what Mr. Bancroft basically chastised the County for, for
not coming to the meeting, telling them he was new information and handing out 10 copies in advance
and letting everybody know just like | did today. So, | did not have that when | came to the meeting. And
as she pointed out, there was a point in time that | went back and | got the packet. Interestingly enough,
the packet had page 719. That was the last page in the packet.

The hearing went on, Ms. Weidner got up. She's made a comment that they neglected to give me a few
pages, which turned out to be 71 in advance of the meeting. Mr. Farr had a comment on that. | had a
comment. It was Ms. Tamicka, | believe it was. | was sitting right here. She came up to me and she said, "It
appears as if we neglected to give you some of the documentation." And then she gave me pages 719
through 789. Those were what I'll describe as the missing pages. Now, like | said, the package that | picked
when | went back to get did have page 719, so | could see that page when she was talking. | didn't see the
backup, but | never had page 761. Now, she points out that the transcripts say, "l found 761." | went
through the transcripts.

| wrote a letter to the County Clerk saying, "l found seven errors in the transcripts, and | would like them
changed." | didn't ask them to change them on my word. | said, "Go back to the video, go back to the
transcripts, and if you see a description, a disagreement, fix the record." I'll cut to the chase. She told me
pretty much to pound salt. | went out and | hired two independent firms, it's in the documents, to listen
to the transcripts and give me right back. In one case, they say it was inaudible and they do the same
thing that the State, the County does. They have someone listen to the audio-video and they transcribe it.
Whoever they hear, they put down.

The other one was a forensic company. They went in with more sophisticated information. They gave me
a certified document, as did the other one, that said what | really said, because what happened was | was
speaking without a microphone on, and Ms. Jacobs was speaking and she was saying pages and I'm
saying. And it came out in the transcripts that said, "I found 761," which is a critical point. | never found
761 because | never. The firm that does the forensic work came back and said, "This is what it said. You
said | can't find 761." Big difference from | found 761. So, Ms. Jacobs is trying to imply, "I had this all the
time, which is baloney, and | have submitted that to the — That has already been submitted officially to
the clerk to change the record.

And if she doesn't do it, | will file a ethical complaint because she is supposed to do exactly that. In fact, |
got a letter from her underling saying," We are checking the record now. "And then she wrote me back,
"We're not going to do it." Well, it sort of conflicted with what her underling had to say. So, all | said s,
"Listen to the video, look at the transcripts, and if there are variations, fix it." And she told me no. She told
me to come to the next year's meeting in the public speaking section, the three minutes to say, "l want
the record changed before it's approved officially." So that's the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but
the truth.The County always comes up with the truth, but it never seems to make the other leap for the
other two. So that's the story between those numbers. Now, if it's Ms. Jacobs' turn to go through.

Oh, one other. | disagree with your interpretation of what today is all about. This is what the remand
order says. "The County Board is instructed to hold a hearing to review the record of this matter, which |
take to mean my appeal." It goes along to say, "And any supplemental evidence presented by." So, | read
that to be, | hate to tell you this, it's the whole nine yards.

TERRY FARR
| disagree.
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MARK WOLFSON
Okay.

TERRY FARR

We've incorporated the previous testimony in the previous case by record, so that is incorporated into
this hearing. At this point, and given the time constraints, I'm going to ask that you start your rebuttal on
the addenda items, please.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay. Well, then | will just, for the record, say that that's a violation of my due process. It's a violation of
the remand order. In my opinion, the record that was presented at the first one has flaws in it that should
be corrected here to complete the record correctly. And if you feel that you don't have the time nor the
inclination to do that, that's fine. | mean, | can't make you do something you don't want to do. | recognize
there's a time constraint. | didn't know there was going to be one. | asked whether they could either
extend it or reconvene tomorrow to finish. I'm available, but | don't make the rules here.

TERRY FARR
Then let's ask the Deputy DA as to her interpretation since she represents this Board of what the rest of
this hearing should actually be about and as far as your timing issue.

MARK WOLFSON
Fair enough.

TERRY FARR
Madam?

SARAH SCHAERRER

The second sentence after the sentence petitioner read is that specifically the taxpayer must be given an
opportunity to submit facts and evidence to address and challenge the supplemental information at issue,
which is the 70 pages that he did not receive. So, my interpretation is we are addressing the pages that
he says he did not receive. The issue with the record is actually not one that is up for discussion. It was
not agendized and the State Board accepted his statement on the facts that he did not have it. So, we are
operating as if he did not have those pages at all during the hearing and we are allowing him to correct
and address those 70 pages. That is what the order says.

TERRY FARR
Thank you. So, I'm going to ask that you start with your rebuttal on the addendum.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. And | will take that up at the State level if that's —

TERRY FARR
Your objection's been noted and it's on the record.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. So, has she done her presentation on the 71 pages or it's just for me to rebut?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Are you done Jayme, or do we have to have the assessment talk?
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TERRY FARR
They've already done that in the previous hearing. So, this is just your rebuttal of the information that
was provided.

MARK WOLFSON
[Pages] 719 and 761, is that right?

TERRY FARR
Where are they at on our docs?

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. Could | —

STEPHANIE JONES

Mr. Chair, they're in section D, for the Board, they're in section D, page 113 of section D. At the top of
that page, it says page 719, which was what the number would've been at the County Board. So, for you,
Mr. Wolfson, at the bottom of that page, it would be SBE page 1,013. Okay.

MARK WOLFSON

Can | do this? Before | get directly into page 719 and 761, there is an element that's embedded in that
that | would like to address that's easier to do. Again, from an equity standpoint, if you bear with me for a
second. Like | showed in my original chart, depreciation, which is part of the improvement section. I'm
looking for somewhere between $80,000 and $197,000 reduction because of inequity. Now —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Can you put that up for just a second longer so | can look at it?

MARK WOLFSON
That's actually on page 1,176, which was the last page of my brief to the State Board.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Just keep it up there for a second if you would.

MARK WOLFSON
And after we go through this, I'll go directly into 719 and 761.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah. | know this Board is not here to deal with taxes, but | just want to give you a point of reference.

TERRY FARR
We're not discussing taxes at all.

MARK WOLFSON
I'm just telling you the impact. Every $87,000 in taxable value equals $1,000 of real estate taxes.

TERRY FARR
You're contradicting exactly what | just said. We are not discussing taxes at all. This is strictly about value.
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MARK WOLFSON

Okay. So, to look at depreciation, you have to look at the worksheets that the County puts together called
the Marshall and Swift (M&S) worksheet. In my analysis, | received an email from Ms. Jacobs. This is on
page 201, but the point here is that all of the list of these which are in my name They don't have any M&S
worksheets for them. As an example, on page 202, at 2315 Alta, they have a summarized one that doesn't
have any detail to it. Same thing with 2337 Pinto Lane.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| don't know what pages are you referencing?

MARK WOLFSON

Well, it's really not that relevant. Here's where we get to the relevant point. What I'm comparing for you
is how | was treated on my Marshall and Swift calculations as it applies to the depreciation of my
improved value. At 2400 Palomino Lane —

KRISTEN LOWE
What page is this in the addendum?

MARK WOLFSON
This is on SBE page 224.

KRISTEN LOWE
That's not part of the addendum.

MARK WOLFSON
No, that's probably the first thing.

KRISTEN LOWE
Right, but we're here to discuss the addendum. This has already been addressed in prior hearings.

MARK WOLFSON

But this is — | understand that it's not in the addendum, but this addresses the dollar values that are in
the addendum and the depreciation that she speaks about in that page. And my depreciation is handled
differently than all these others. So, just bear with me. Here's the point. It's really simple. You see these
circles on the right-hand side, 2%, 3%, 3%, 4%? That's 12%. They're applying 12% of the supplemental
remodel towards old value which changes the effective year built, which changes the —QOkay, 2400
Palomino, that's the main --

TERRY FARR
Please hold the microphone to your phone. We can't hear what you're saying.

MARK WOLFSON

Sorry. So, at 2400 Palomino for their main property, their main house, they got a 12% old benefit, okay?
Their guest house that was also renovated, which is on page 226, they also got a 12% benefit of
depreciation. Now, I'm going to talk about 2500 Palomino, which on page 219 from the transcripts, Ms.
Jacobs wrote to me, and she said, “2500 Pinto was a similar tear down and rebuild like yours and went
from a 1963 original to a 2014 effective year, which is closer to a 15% original and 85% new.” That's
pretty much true. The only difference between theirs and mine, going back to the first chart that Mr.
Turner showed you, is my property, | retained 70% of the exterior walls on my property, showed you the
three walls on that first picture earlier on. They left nothing. They left a fireplace. So, they took everything
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down just like | did. | ended up at 2080. These people ended up 1585. | don't have a — | don’t quibble
with that. This is what | quibble with.

They have four parcels on their land. Their main property, you see they also got that 12%. And this is their
first guest house, and they also got 12%. This is their second guest house, and they also got 12%. And this
is their garage, and they also got 12%. That 12% saves them almost $1,600 a year in taxes, okay?

Here's me. For those same items compared to the most similar property that they used, | got 0%. If | had
gotten 12% like everybody else did, | would've saved $80,000. Now, | don't know how much clearer this
needs to be. Why are these people getting the benefit of that 12%, right or wrong, whether we should all
get them or we should not get them, but they shouldn't get them and | don't. Because of that, | am over
assessed just on this alone, by $80,000. $80,000. | know you don't want to talk about this, but that's
$1,000 a year since 2023. This is irrefutable. This is their documents.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Can you put up 2500 again?

MARK WOLFSON
Sure. | can put all four of them up. Garage.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Just the main house, please.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. Here you go. Here's the main house.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. So, we're talking floor coverings, appliances, and painting and decorating. And what year was this
house?

MARK WOLFSON
Just finished last year.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Just finished last year?

MARK WOLFSON
S6, S7, S8 million home.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
It's huge. It's beautiful.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
All right. And basically, you're saying it was to the slab basically?

MARK WOLFSON
She said that and it's basically true.
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
They took down actually more than we did.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
Why are they getting the 12% (inaudible).

TERRY FARR
Please use the microphone. | want to make sure it's on the record.

MARK WOLFSON
I'm sorry. So, the question is why are they getting the 12% that saves them $1,600 a year? And I'm forking
over this $917 a year because | didn't get it.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
I'm just here for equity. Treat me like you treat others. Why are all these people getting it, and I'm not?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Can | get an explanation from the Assessors as to why that might be different? Why they're at zero and
they're at — have this difference?

JAYME JACOBS

| would have to take a break and look at this one. | think I've already addressed this before at the hearing
in February, was the way the appraiser did, again, these depreciations from the Marshall & Swift
(inaudible) more guidelines. And the original percentages for the subject property, we had them at 10%
original. And then after discussion with him, we changed it to 20% original, 80% good. And I'd have to do
the math again on this one, but | think | did. It's basically 20% original, 80% good, just like the subject.

MARK WOLFSONO
May | respond to that?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Yeah.

MARK WOLFSON

That's a complete misrepresentation of the facts. So, let me just tell you and | am sure | can prove it. |
have it with me. It's in the charts. It's in the package. | have been told time and again that | am not a
licensed appraiser by the County. | am told time and again that | don't know anything about M&S
worksheets and blah, blah, blah. Could be true. | think | know a little bit.

But | can tell you what | do know. | know financials, and | know numbers. My background is | have a
bachelor's degree in business. | have an MBA (Master of Business Administration). | have a master's in
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accounting. | have a CPA (Certified Public Accountant). | was the chief financial officer of two
corporations. | know my numbers. Because | had this conversation with Ms. Jacobs on a number of
occasions. She gave me the same explanation, but | don't take what they said. | was in charge of a
forensic accounting group for five years.

| peeled back that onion, and | went back to their numbers, and | can foot and tie their calculations to the
penny. And | can show you that that 12% goes to them exactly. | have the chart here. If you give me a
second, I'll pull'it up.

TERRY FARR
Please show it to us. And again, | want to stick to the facts of the case. As impressive as your background
is, it's not relevant to this case. Please stick to the facts of the case.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, | just want you to know —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And do you have any other examples like this one? Do you have any other examples like this one here?
Yeah. Not garages or guest houses, but other properties.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, | did (inaudible).

PATRICK EGGER
Keep the microphone up.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, I'm trying to do two things at once.

PATRICK EGGER
You cannot speak without the microphone.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay. Then let me find — Okay, | understand that. | appreciate that but let me find the documents for
(inaudible). Assessor's worksheet here. Okay. This is the main house, the chart that | just showed you a
second ago.

TERRY FARR
Please use the microphone. I'm sorry, please use the microphone.

MARK WOLFSON

I'm sorry. Okay. This is the Assessor's report for the main property, okay? And you can see here what they
did is they calculated using this worksheet, getting the 12%, they calculated that 27.2% of the calculation
was considered to be original, okay. Meaning that the other 77 was new. They round numbers. They
changed it over here. They said, "Okay. The house was originally built in 1971,” and they applied 25% to
that. Now, obviously, the remaining 75% was in 2024. These are all basically correct numbers if they allow
for the rounding. And they come up with a — for the main house of 2011. That is their new effective year
built for the main house. Okay. We all there? Now, | put together a chart.
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
What address was that one?

MARK WOLFSON
2500 Pinto Lane.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON

| put together a chart. This is the Assessor's calculations, and you can see the 27.2 rounded to 2575. Then
they apply it, and they get to the 2011 effective year built. | calculated, if you take that 12% out, it
would've been 2016. Okay. But let's just follow their numbers because she's saying the 12% didn't count.
That 12% generated that 2011 effective year built, and my calculations are down here, okay? Then-

TERRY FARR
Where's that 12% coming from again?

MARK WOLFSON

It comes on page 214 when they did their M&S calculation to determine how much was old and how
much was new, which determines the effective year built, which then determines the depreciation. So,
they got an extra 12%. If you take a look at my chart, that number should have been 15.2%. Take that
12% out, but they got it.

TERRY FARR
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON

So that's their chart. Now, their next chart, because they had an addition, they put this chart in. And the
way this chart was done, you see the 2011 right here? And the way they calculated this is that they said,
"Okay. The main house is 4515," and the effective year built is the 2011 that | just showed you.

And the additions in 2024 are 1581. And | don't disagree with that analytical calculation. So, then they
came up with a total of 74 rebuild and 26 new. That came out to an effective year of 2014. So, and that
was the end result. They came out with a 2014 number for that property.

| can probably show you that also. But on the second page of my analysis right here, | took the 2011, |
took the 74.1 and 26.9. | redid it. Here's the calculations. Comes out to be... There's their 2014. So, | did
all their math to make sure that | followed their math. So, | was able to recalculate everything. Tie it. But if
you take the 12% out, that 2014 becomes 2018. And if you take the 2018, they lose four years. They have
four more years of effective year built, which is 6% depreciation times a value of $2 million. It's a big
number.

KRISTEN LOWE
So, you're saying take the 12% out because you didn't get the 12%, correct?

MARK WOLFSON
No, | said give me the 12%.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay. Either way.
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MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.

KRISTEN LOWE
But that's where the 12% is coming in.

MARK WOLFSON
Right. Exactly.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
Right.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
But you're using the same percentage of them. Do you have an addition?

MARK WOLFSON
No.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So how did you come up with 20187

MARK WOLFSON
Because that's their math. Their math is correct.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Well, let's forget 2500.

KRISTEN LOWE
He's saying if you gave him 12% or you took 12% away from them because he's not getting it, in order to
be equitable, that's what it would be. Instead of 2014, it'd be 2018.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So this — I'm (inaudible) address this to Jayme or you guys here. Do you have a worksheet that's present
that he's showing on 2500 for the — | guess you showed that your subject had zero. Can you put —

MARK WOLFSON
Yes.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| want to see that sheet again, if you have it.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And | want to see the bottom section of that.
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MARK WOLFSON
Sure. Hang on.

MELISSA MARTINET
Can | just remind the Board that none of this is in the addendum?

MARK WOLFSON
We've already addressed that. This supports the depreciation that Ms. Jacobs is showing on [pages] 719
and 761. Here, here's my house.

TERRY FARR
If this isn't in the addendum, we shouldn't be discussing it.

MARK WOLFSON
Excuse me?

TERRY FARR
If this is not in the addendum, we shouldn't be discussing it.

MARK WOLFSON
The pages —

TERRY FARR
Please focus on just the addendum.

MARK WOLFSON
The pages may not be in the addendum, but it refers to the addendum information for depreciation.

TERRY FARR
So, it supports your rebuttal then is what you're saying?

MARK WOLFSON
Yes.

TERRY FARR
Okay.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So, they're showing—

MARK WOLFSON
You can do the same math.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Are you saying —

KRISTEN LOWE
He wants the 12% (inaudible).
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
Yeah. | understand, but I'm looking at the bottom section here where it says they're giving you 20% for
1970 and 80% for 2021.

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah, that's right.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And they came in adjusted effective year of 20117?

MARK WOLFSON
Right.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
But you'd rather have it at 2018 with less depreciation?

MARK WOLFSON

No. If | got the 12%, | would be going back four years to 2006. If | got the extra depreciation, my effective
year built would be going further back because more of my house would be old. | would get more on
older —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. I'm going to disagree with the numbers in the right-hand corner.

MARK WOLFSON
How could you disagree with — This is how it's calculated.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
30%. You're saying it's 30%.

MARK WOLFSON
What's 30%? Where do you see 30%?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
In your calculations on the right-hand side.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. All of this. This is what is.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Your house was basically torn down except for a carport.

MARK WOLFSON
My house was basically torn down except for three extra walls.

TERRY FARR
Three walls.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And a couple walls, that's not going to make much of a —
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MARK WOLFSON
Okay.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| think they’re probably generous at the 20%.

MARK WOLFSON
Follow the math — This is what they assessed me at. 20% old, 80% new. | wouldn't have a problem with
that other than I'm not being treated the same as others.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
This little section here is what would it be if | got that extra 12%. Instead of 18% new —Oh, I'm sorry.
Instead of 18% old, you add the 12% back in, | would be at 30% old —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| don't know but —

MARK WOLFSON
— 70% new.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
— If it quite calculates it that way. So, you've come up with this because it relates to something in the
addendum. Let's get to that, please.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And then for now on, let's stick with the addendum.

MARK WOLFSON
No. But you asked Ms. Jacobs a question to explain why those got 12%, and | don't believe you got an
answer.

JAYME JACOBS

| can actually, because | wanted to do the math, because | said | believe this — Jayme Jacobs, for the
record, that | addressed this back in February, which | did. So, the appraiser for this one, this is only one
of the sheets. In the record that was, again, not part of the addendum, this particular house, the
appraiser did it with two sheets.

He did the additions and then did the remodel. And | wouldn't have necessarily myself done it that way,
but the end result is the same, whether or not you did it in one sheet or two sheets. So, on page SBE 214
in book A, on page 214 of the PDF, if you just jump to that. So SBE happens to be the same, 214. So again,
we're talking about the 2500 Pinto. So, we had the first sheet, and we just got done talking about that
12%. And then the next page after that is where the addition's in and comes up with the final effective
age of 2014.
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Instead of doing it two pages like that, if you did it all in one page, take 20% original, just like the subject
property, multiply that by 1971, you get 394. You take the remodel year of 2024 times the 80%, you get
1619. You add those together, you get 2013 and change, around probably 2014. So, the end result is the
same, 20% original, 80% new in 2024 when the remodel occurred, came up to effective age of 2014,
treated just like the subject. It just happens to be the two pages are, kind of, throwing it off that way. And
so to me, it's the same. They were both pretty much tear downs except some exterior walls.

KRISTEN LOWE
So, they're both at 20807

JAYME JACOBS
Yep.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
No, no, no.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So why do they have a 12% kind of a discount where we're sitting at 0%, and we have a house that's got
an effective age of 20117?

JAYME JACOBS
But if you take both pages in sum —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
I'm talking about the subject.

JAYME JACOBS
Oh, the subject?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Yeah. They're at zero. Why do they have a discount of this 12% that he's referring to and the subject is
not? That's the explanation | really want to get to.

JAYME JACOBS

Okay. So, on a typical remodel, not a tear down, but typical remodel, there's part of the statute that says,
"We don't account for floor covering, painted walls and small appliances." So that's kind of why some of
these sheets, we don't include that in a typical remodel because the statute says, "We don't want to
penalize people for upkeeping their home and do some basic remodeling." Now, in a tear down, it's
completely different. And that's again, why | would not necessarily have done it in two different sheets,
but the end result's the same. If you do the math at 20% at an original year built at 1971 plus an 80%
remodel at 2024, you come out to the 2014 effective year, which is —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
You have the word removed in there from NRS 361 (inaudible). What does that mean?

Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes — Thursday, September 3, 2026
Page 66 of 96

REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1871




JAYME JACOBS

So those, again, when we talk about a remodel, the statute says we don't include in that remodel floor
covering, painting and decorating and small appliances. So, it's kind of why we typically... And the
spreadsheet's kind of designed that way where you have to kind of override that to say, "Okay. In the
subject's case, they weren't even there. They were torn down."

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So, you're saying this 12% has nothing to do with depreciation?

JAYME JACOBS
Right. It's not part of the calculation for the effective age.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So, this is just the base calculation you're talking about?

JAYME JACOBS
I'm sorry?

TIMOTHY ALBERT

It's like a base calculation, these numbers and why that percentage-wise, because the other one had
partial old, partial new. This was new pretty much at the time, | guess, because the subject's getting
depreciated year after year.

JAYME JACOBS

Right. So again, if you look at them both, because again, this isn't just one page at 12%. You have to also
take it in consideration the addition page that the appraiser did. He just did it in two steps. He did the
remodel separate from the additions. | would've done them together just like the subject was done
together, torn down just like this one here, 20% original, 80% new in the year remodeled. They're the
same. He's focused on one portion of that total overall calculation of that 12%.

MARK WOLFSON
May | respond to that?

JAYME JACOBS
So that's —

MARK WOLFSON
This is mathematical —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
If this helps my clarification, yes, please.

MARK WOLFSON

This is mathematical gymnastics. | showed you those same charts. | went through the exact same
calculations. Their calculation includes the 12% that gets them the 2014 effective year built. If they didn't
have that 12%, it would be 2018, and they would pay. They have 6% less depreciation times almost S2
million of a house, of RCN.

This is nonsense. | have been through this with her. This is why | told you my background. Maybe, |
shouldn't play in their sandbox, but this is my sandbox, and this is gibberish. | went through the numbers.
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| can walk you step by step. This is nonsense. And the other question is, let's say for argument's sake,
2500, although she described it as the most similar to my remodel, they get 12% and | don't. What about
2400 Pinto Lane? What's the explanation for that? There is no explanation. It's called a mistake. They
never admit to a mistake. God forbid that they should ever say, "You know, Mr. Wolfson, I'm glad you
brought that to my attention. We're going to address that and fix that." No, they dig their heels and —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Let's stay away from disparaging comments —

MARK WOLFSON
What disparaging comments did | make? That they never admit to mistake?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| heard the word disgrace. So that's one.

MARK WOLFSON
Fine. | will do better.

KRISTEN LOWE
Can you put your house back on the display, your chart?

MARK WOLFSON
| think it's up here.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And Assessors do you have another example of a tear down by any chance in that neighborhood?

KRISTEN LOWE
And here's my question. So, you say the floor, the ones with the stars, the floor, the built-in, and the paint
on 2500 Pinto got 3%, 3%, 4%.

MARK WOLFSON
And 2% of the top.

KRISTEN LOWE
But it was a tear down and his, you say, is the same thing, but didn't get the 3%, 3%, 4%.

MARK WOLFSON
And the 2% at the top.

KRISTEN LOWE
Sir, I'm talking. So, what's the difference in those two? Why did this one get some for flooring, appliances
and paint, and his did not if they're both tear downs?

JAYME JACOBS

It's a good question. The appraiser, again, our form defaults that way. So, it could be why. | don't know
the exact reason. But again, if you take into consideration the second part of that, which talks about the
complete rebuilding additions to come up with a final of 2014, | can get to that 2014 by taking that house,
it's original 20% and 80% remodel and come back to that 2014 combined. | don't —
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KRISTEN LOWE
Okay. | understand. They're both at 20%, 80% is the bottom line. Yes, | get that. Yep. But he's thinking his
should be 30%, 70% if he got the 12%. So —

JAYME JACOBS
But that wouldn't be treating it just like this one here.

KRISTEN LOWE

Is this property on 2500, was it not a complete tear down because it had an addition? Then that's why it
has percentages in there or — Because | think that's the real question is why is there numbers in here if
this was a complete tear down and his has no numbers and was a complete tear down?

JAYME JACOBS

My understanding is that it pretty much got torn down very similar with (inaudible) some walls. Again, |
don't know why the appraiser did it in two stages like that, but the end result's the same. They're both
20% original, 80% remodel, comes up to the calculation.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And why does he — why is —They have a 12%, and he doesn't?

JAYME JACOBS
Right. Well, the 12% —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
That's what we need — Why is there a difference?

STEPHANIE JONES

Mr. Chair, I'm just looking at the aerial of the property you're talking about, and I'm back in the near map
image of June 1 of 2023. And it looks like the main structure was torn all the way down, but there's a lot
of other structures on that property that look like maybe they were just remodeled. | can give you that
date. | don't know if you have access to open door.

KRISTEN LOWE
Yeah. That was my question. Was everything torn down or not?

STEPHANIE JONES

There's buildings all around the exterior. | don't know what they are because I'm just now looking at this,
but they are not torn down. | don't know what it looks like below the roof, but the roofs are still on these
little outer buildings. It looks like the main house though was very similar to Mr. Wolfson's where that
looks completely gone to me.

MARK WOLFSON
That house? Excuse me. The main —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Hang on one second.

STEPHANIE JONES
I'm trying to look back at —
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
We're trying to figure out something here, and what will | —

MARK WOLFSON

| could just give some clarification. She's right about the guest houses. They were not torn down with the
— But the main house, which gets the 12%, was essentially — It was actually a bigger tear down than
mine. | left 70% of my exterior walls —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. | got you —

MARK WOLFSON
And they left zero. The only thing they kept was a fireplace.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay.

STEPHANIE JONES

So, if you look at the pages that you were looking at on the effective age worksheets, page 215, it looks
like possibly, and again, this is the first time I'm looking at this, that he did the remodel on the buildings
that were still there, which looks like maybe 4,518 square feet. And then he added the home, the 1,581
square feet, as brand new. So, he did that in two different pieces, maybe because there was a lot of
square footage that was just a remodel at the time. And in Mr. Wolfson's case, the majority of the whole
property was demoed and rebuilt. So that's just my comment from what | can see from the area.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay. You had other properties that had the 12%. Can we look at another one of those?

TIMOTHY ALBERT

Do you have another comparable that's —Not you, Assessor. The Assessor we're referencing. Do you
have another example of a tear down in the neighborhood other than that when you were going through
your comparables?

CARLA PIPPATONE
What's the address? 2608.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
What is it?

CARLA PIPPATONE
2608 Pinto.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. Can a — Is it in here somewhere to look at their breakdown similar to what is currently on his
screen? | know what you want to do. Just hold.

CARLA PIPPATONE
No, we don't have a breakdown for that one.
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TIMOTHY ALBERT

So, do you have the availability to tell me the specifics of that house and where the lower left-hand
corner, like where they have the breaking it down from the original to what's new, and then whether they
received this 12% or not?

MARK WOLFSON
Can | say something while she's looking?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
If you can put it on the screen, yeah. But I'd prefer to get their explanation first. But if you have it through
the screen, that would be helpful.

MARK WOLFSON
It's in this section here. It's take a while to find, but | can tell you about 2608 Pinto Lane.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Give me a second. | want to hear from them first before | hear from you.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay —

CARLA PIPPATONE
Sorry. We don't have the Marshall & Swift on that property either at the hand.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
All right. Go ahead.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. That's because a Marshall & Swift does not exist for that property. So let me tell you about 2608
Pinto Lane since you asked. That house is diagonally across the street from me.

KRISTEN LOWE
| don't think since we have any information on that property that we can talk about. We don't have the
breakdown. We don't have the Assessor's pages.

MARK WOLFSON
There is no assessor's page. If you give me a minute, | can —

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay. Well then, it's not relevant so —

MARK WOLFSON
He asked the question why shouldn't he hear the answer?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| would like to hear what he has to say.

MARK WOLFSON
2608 was sold after my renovation. They have an MLS, which is in the documents, give me a minute, I'll
find it, which | brought up last year and this year. And their MLS advertisement says with $1 million of
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improvements built into the property. | have their value history report here of which they got a zero
assessment. Zero. And they advertised it as $S1 million and part of the Property Brothers program. After it
was sold, and the MLS said, "Still room for a guest house and a second garage," the new people bought it
and they took out a permit and they were assessed $120,000 for all the new work that they did. But for
the $1 million, not a penny. And if you want to give me a minute, I'll go find the value history report on
that property —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay, so that's not part of the addendum.

MARK WOLFSON
Well —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So, what I'm trying to get to is looking at what effective age they came up with and did they get —

MARK WOLFSON
Doesn't exist.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
— charged that 12%. That's all | care about.

MARK WOLFSON
Doesn't exist, they don't have it. They told me that they don't have it.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So, then it's a moot point and let's move on.

MARK WOLFSON

Fair enough. Okay. Let me just get this out of here. Okay. So, this part will address, I'm sure you'll be
thrilled, directly Ms. Jacobs page 719, which is what this is, which shows up on page SBE 1013. Okay?
Okay. So, this is her document, and what she did, there was a back and forth about certain properties and
how they were rated on the parcel equity analysis. So, she did an analysis, fair enough. She took all of the
properties that were rated good, 40, making this a reasonably comparable chart for properties. Grant her
that. So, there are 15 properties in the upper section, mine is the bottom, number 16. You can see in
yellow I've highlighted things.

She made her presentation, which | had no preparation for back in February, and she did a very nice job
of explaining why she's right and I'm all wet. But for her to be correct, | think it's reasonable to assume
that her data needs to be correct as well. She can't draw a correct conclusion from data that is
inaccurate. So as an example, for this chart to be correct and to draw any logical conclusions from it, it
needs to have an RCN that is accurate. And it must include all the improvements. The effective year built
must be accurate and reflect all the changes, because that affects the depreciation and the RCNLD
(Replacement Cost New Less Depreciation), which also drives the final taxable value and the real estate
taxable. My burden of proof is not perfection. My burden of proof is by the preponderance of the
evidence. So, this is her chart.

Now, the first one on here is 2337 Pinto Lane. This is an interesting selection. This is the one that last
year, after claiming there was no inequity, they went back to that property based on my complaint and
they upped that by $186,000 and gave them a second assessment. Not only did they give me a second
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assessment, it was eight years late. And according to NAC 361.768 or one of these, they could go back
three years and tax them. They didn't do that. They did put the $186,000 in there, which they never —
They missed a 1,652 square finished basement, a three car garage, an outdoor, blah, blah, blah, blah.
They missed $186,000 and they still missed even more than that. So —

TIMOTHY ALBERT

So, how does that reflect to you if that data is incorrect because they didn't get the right data? They're
dealing with hundreds of thousands of properties in this County and it doesn't go through all the time.
And so, that's why we exist to — Usually it's the other way around, but if something's not found then it
gets corrected. So, don't base your number on an incorrect one or sit here and try to say how bad the
Assessor is because they missed something.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. So, let's —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| just want things that are accurate on here that are going to tell me why you should have a lower value,
assessed value.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay, let's go to the next one, 2701 Pinto Lane. That's next door to me to the east. The people bought
that house, they had it completely — Now, I've never been in their house, but they spent one year with
tons of contractors in there working, and they moved in a year later. | reported that to the County, |
showed them photos. Then in 2024, while | was in the midst of getting ready to prepare my 2025 appeal,
they did another renovation. And this wasn't inside the house with the back (inaudible). They literally took
the front patio and they built — they incorporated to the inside of the house. They built a new room. And
| submitted those pictures to the County too. Neither one of those were assessed. Zero. Zero assessment.
So, in that case, 2701 has an RCN that's incorrect, which means it has a —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. So, it's not an example to compare to yours. Next?

MARK WOLFSON
Say again? Okay. Okay.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
They didn't do it. | want to know, you put on a case to prove —

MARK WOLFSON
Okay, let's go down —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
— that your number is incorrect, not with ones that were misrepresented. Okay?

MARK WOLFSON
Whoa, whoa. If people don't get — And this was right in the remand order.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Are you going to go through all 15 and say they're all bad?
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MARK WOLFSON
No, I'm not going to say they're all bad because | can't prove all of them, because the data's not available
for all of them, but the ones that are in yellow | am.

KRISTEN LOWE
We need ones that support your claim, not the ones that are bad. Which ones support your claim?

MARK WOLFSON
Whoa, whoa, here's the —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
All you're doing is sitting here telling us how they're not doing things right —

MARK WOLFSON
This is how they came up to justify my valuation. If the data that they use to justify my valuation is all
wrong, it doesn't justify my valuation.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
It's not all wrong. There's a few examples of it being wrong.

MARK WOLFSON
I'm not done, | just started.

KRISTEN LOWE
If people don't pull permits and stuff, the County doesn't automatically know when people do stuff if they
don't pull permits or things like that.

MARK WOLFSON
The law is clear. Improvements are improvements, it doesn't matter.

KRISTEN LOWE
Okay, but how do they know about them? If somebody does something, finishes a basement —

MARK WOLFSON
Well, excuse me.

KRISTEN LOWE
How would you know about that?

MARK WOLFSON
| told them about 2608 with S$1 million dollars on the MLS, they did nothing. | told them about this, they
did nothing. How much more evidence do they need? Do | have to drag them into the house?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Is this case about that?

MARK WOLFSON
About what?
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
Another property?

MARK WOLFSON
No, this case is about my neighbors have done major renovations and not been assessed, and | have done
major renovations and have been assessed. That is the definition of inequity.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Everything that you keep bringing up is lot values that are bigger properties, and now you're going to look
at, to lower yours, properties that have not correctly been assessed.

MARK WOLFSON
That's called inequity. That's right. That's exactly right. You don't seem to —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
And what percentage is that at? 10% of all properties that way, 5%, 3%, what? So, you know, let's —

MARK WOLFSON
Okay, you seem to feel that it's okay for the Assessor's office to assess and tax people based on erroneous
data. Let me go through. You asked me to address page 719 and 761. Let me do it.

PATRICK EGGER

Excuse me for a second. What I'd like you to be, is stop being curt. When somebody's talking, let them
finish, then put on your comments. But be patient and stop interrupting. Just like you're about to do right
there. Be patient and stop interrupting.

MARK WOLFSON

Unfortunately, | apologize for that, but we've now been given a timeline so I'm — Okay, I'll try to I'll try to
do better. Let's go to 2408 Palomino, the next one. This property had three permits issued. So, to respond
to Ms. Lowe's question, these are permits. They could easily - Matter of fact, there's a statute which |
can't cite chapter and verse. They're supposed to request permits that are taken out. Three permits, no
supplemental assessments. | have - They put a 635 square foot home addition in 2021-2022. They did a
patio covered balcony in 2021, and they did a roof in 20- | (inaudible) didn’t put the year down. So, here
are three permits that they pulled, not a nickel in assessed value. That's 2408 Palomino. Now 2331
Palomino, that's going to take a little bit of time. 2331 Palomino is the one, two, three, four, fifth one
down.

And this is on page 1317 if you want to go look at the page, but | think | — Instead of looking at it, if you
want | think I'have it here. Okay. Here's the permit. This was taken, and they passed their inspection, their
final inspection. They passed the final inspection on page 1,320 on June 18, 2018. June 18 means they
should have had an assessed value increase in the fiscal year 2018-2019. There's nothing in there for
2018-2019. There is one for 2019-2020, but that's a year late, which gets to the other point here that my
assessed value, even though my permit finished on July 27, it was brought back to the prior year. This one
is elevated to the next year, which was the whole purpose that she put this chart together to prove that
— Anyway, | won't tell what she's proving. So, they had worked on in this year, but it was not assessed
until the following year. Mine was pulled forward.

They also did a room addition in 2009. It was assessed three years late, no retro treatment, and they put
a pool and a spa in, and that supplemental was never issued. So, here's you have a property that's put a
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pool in and two renovations, pool was never assessed and the two renovations were done one and three
years late, respectively. Mine was pulled forward, or back, | guess.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So, you're basically upset because they didn't make a mistake on yours?

MARK WOLFSON
I’'m sorry?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So, you're basically upset because they didn't make a mistake on yours?

MARK WOLFSON
No, I'm not upset because they did not make a mistake on mine. I'm upset because —

TIMOTHY ALBERT

| don't believe (inaudible) bringing up these properties, they don't — From my perspective, they're not
providing data that says you should not be assessed the way you are. Are you assessed properly or not?
Don't keep bringing up properties that have been misrepresented, because all it looks like is like, "l got
treated unfairly because they didn't miss my permit. They got it right."

MARK WOLFSON

Well, you have that in reverse, and that's what the definition of inequity is. If they assess me and they do
not assess them, that's called an inequity. And you are here. The statute says the Boards of equalization's
predominant role is to make sure there is equity. | don't understand.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
You feel you should have —

MARK WOLFSON
What do you think inequity is?

TIMOTHY ALBERT

Well, you know the thing is, is one of the things of this Board is to try to figure that out and to get things
correct. They have a formula that they use on every property, and if they don't have the information they
can’t —then they're using the formula on what information they have. Hopefully, | don't know in the one
case where you pointed out to them, | would hope that they would take care of that. But just because
they didn't know about it or didn't take care of it doesn't mean your formula is anything different.

MARK WOLFSON

(Inaudible) me respond. Let's explain. How come | can find these things, but they cannot? No. Sitting here
today, we have me, one person, and sitting here representing the County, we have one, two, three, four,
five, six, seven, eight, nine, plus Ms. Weidner. 10 people working to show you that I'm an idiot, and that's
only me against them.

TERRY FARR

Sir, you are making accusations that they're just not supported. Nobody thinks you're an idiot. Nobody
here, | mean, | don't normally speak for every. Nobody here thinks you're an idiot, at all. Okay? I'm asking
you, please keep your comments to the case. That's it. Now, to your benefit, | think, you know, and I'm
going to disagree with Tim a little bit. If a lot of these properties in the neighborhood are not done

Board of Equalization Meeting Minutes — Thursday, September 3, 2026
Page 76 of 96

REMAND SBE 26-107 Pg 1881




correctly as far as the additions and that, then | see your point about the inequity, right? Your difference
is, what, four or five years that you're talking as far as depreciation goes?

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.

TERRY FARR

Okay. If there's a significant number of properties that are in that neighborhood that are not assessed
correctly due to the discussion that's been had, | think an adjustment is warranted. Okay? And | would
argue four years at 1.5% per year gives us, what, 6% to the improvements?

MARK WOLFSON
Came out to be $80,000. Came out to be $80,000.

TERRY FARR
I'm just looking at percentages right now. Okay?

MARK WOLFSON
6%. Yeah.

TERRY FARR
Okay.

MARK WOLFSON
[ think —

TERRY FARR
| think he's got a good point that if there's so many erroneously valued properties then he is being —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
I'm not disagreeing with you, but I'm trying to set more of a baseline for what is correct and we keep
bringing them up.

TERRY FARR

Without question. And let me add to my statement. Okay? They did it right on your property, but because
they've done it wrong on so many of your neighbors, | would argue that the inequity adjustment makes
sense.

MARK WOLFSON
Thank you.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Can | ask where you came up with the 1.5%7?

TERRY FARR
It's statutory depreciation, 1.5% per year times, five or four years.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. Because this is (inaudible).
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KRISTEN LOWE
But | don't necessarily think that they've done it wrong, the Assessors haven't done it wrong. They just
didn't have all the information. They based it on the information they had, so —

TERRY FARR
And | would agree with that, except —

KRISTEN LOWE
Saying that it's wrong or that they did it wrong, | think is inaccurate because they have based it on the
information they have.

TERRY FARR

Well, if they don't have — And | know that the Assessor's Office is stretched thin, but if they were given
evidence that there were properties that were being misassessed, right? That it should be addressed. |

mean, | don't want to question what a reasonable time period is, but the fact remains that there would
be an inequity if because those other properties are under assessed for that reason.

STEPHANIE JONES
Mr. Chair?

TERRY FARR
Yes.

STEPHANIE JONES

| was able to find the information on that first one that Ms. Pippatone brought up. It was at 2608 Pinto
that she said was a tear down. So, | was able to find the worksheet on that one in our records, and that
parcel was not a complete tear down. The main building is still there, there was one building on there
that was torn down. So, if | look at the worksheet, we have that property at 79% original.

MARK WOLFSON
Is that in evidence?

STEPHANIE JONES

So, that wasn't the same as his property where even the other one that we talked about, it had a lot of, |
guess they were guest houses around the edge. So, there is a difference between that and | mean, the
slab and a wall or two walls were left, but that house was completely rebuilt besides the slab and the wall.
Some of these other properties were just remodels and partial, maybe one of the buildings was demoed
and rebuilt, but the other buildings were remodels. So, | mean, looking at this, it doesn't look like we did it
wrong. Were we not able to give that to Mr. Wolfson? Yes. Maybe whoever's looking for it couldn't find it.
| just dug and dug and | found it. So, that's all | want to say about that. | mean, it doesn't look like it's
wrong, but again, all | have is an aerial and then | can see the worksheet, so —

TERRY FARR
And | went back on past aerials on 2608 and the roof line minorly changed. | mean, it looks like they

added —

MARK WOLFSON
| think she misspoke.
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TERRY FARR
I'm sorry, I'm not done.

MARK WOLFSON
She misspoke. She meant to say 2500. 2608 was not tear down, 2500 was the — And she referenced the
other things. 26 —

STEPHANIE JONES
That was when we were talking about when Ms. Pippatone brought up —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
We were talking about something else on that —

STEPHANIE JONES
— 2608 and we said we couldn't find the effective age worksheet. | just wanted to know | did find it. And
so, that one wasn't a complete tear down, so really not part of this conversation.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| think we've gone from there anyway.

KRISTEN LOWE
And also, we can't just take your word on whether these are incorrect or not correct. The Assessor needs
to look at all these. And just like this case, she provided the information that that property is correct —

MARK WOLFSON
How did she —

KRISTEN LOWE

Where earlier we were saying it's not. So, | think it's hard to just go off of his word without the Assessors
being able to do research on each property and provide their worksheets and evidence for us to look at
as well.

MARK WOLFSON
She didn't provide (inaudible).

JERRELL TURNER

Members of the Board, Jerrell Turner, Clark County. | do want to make note that every home that the
appellant has addressed has been discovered and explored and has been updated to the best and either
prior, he just may or may not have agreed with the extent of the adjustment or anything that was done,
but they have been addressed.

KRISTEN LOWE
So, of these 15 on this page we're looking at, page 1,013.

MARK WOLFSON
Ms. Lowe?

KRISTEN LOWE
Yeah.
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MARK WOLFSON
You said that they — This is 2608 Pinto Lane. This is their value history report. You see that they did
$1 million dollars of improvements.

KRISTEN LOWE
| understand what you're saying that people are reporting stuff on MLS, but the County Assessor has the
records they have. That's all | wanted was to hear what they had versus what you had.

MARK WOLFSON
What page is your record on, Miss? What page are you looking at to show that?

KRISTEN LOWE

Okay, I'm going to finish what | was saying here. On these 15 properties that we're looking at, | don't
know how many he has said were done incorrectly. Do we know of the 15? 7 were incorrect, 5 were
incorrect. County looked at them and then really only 3 were correct. | mean, that's kind of a number that
| think we need to hear.

MARK WOLFSON
The ones in yellow, | believe, are incorrect. And the ones that are not in yellow, | couldn't find any
information because there's nothing on the internet to find.

KRISTEN LOWE
Every property is in yellow on my page. They all have yellow.

MARK WOLFSON
No, here's yellow.

KRISTEN LOWE
So, 1,2 —

MARK WOLFSON
On the side here that | did —

KRISTEN LOWE

—3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10. So, you're saying 11 out of 15 are incorrect. So, the County, we need their
information to see if what you're saying is correct or not correct. | can't just say, "Mr. Wolfson says 11 or
12 of these are incorrect," and go with that. | need the county to have their opportunity to present their
evidence as well —

MARK WOLFSON

| have this, | have the information, | have the worksheets, | have the — Yeah. | mean, | didn't come
without evidence here. Here's 2331 Pinto Lane, which is the fifth one down. 1, 2, 3, 4, fifth one down.
These are the permits that they missed, okay? Or they did late. On page 1,310 of the documents, here's
the value assessment. These two permits were done, but they were done a year and three years after the
work was done late, mine was again pulled forward, and the pool was never done. | have the permits
here, | have their report, and their numbers —This is why we're here today. And unfortunately, now
we're under a time constraint, but | have on the ones that | highlighted in yellow, situations that will
prove or at least raise a question that they don't have the right RCN. If they don't have the right RCN, they
don't have the right effective year built.
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And if they don't have the right effective year built, they don't have the right RCNLD, which means all
these people are being assessed lower than | am on an equitable basis because everything in my
property, my Lord, | can't tell you the number of times they — | don't know, they must have their own
drones. They keep sending me pictures back. "Well, | see you put a spain." Oh, | put a spa in with the
pool. This is not new news, but they came back and they came back, and they came back over videos and
had to send them pictures. They said | had an outdoor kitchen. | didn't have an outdoor kitchen. | had to
prove everything. And here, they have permits and they don't even apply them in a timely manner. Me?
(inaudible) —

KRISTEN LOWE
So, what are you asking for?

MARK WOLFSON
I’'m asking for — Well, you'll see how much I'm asking for when | get to page —

KRISTEN LOWE
No, just tell me what you're asking for.

TERRY FARR
What deduction is that? So, this is a low and a high. What's the current improvement value?

MARK WOLFSON
(Inaudible)

TERRY FARR
Please use the microphone.

MARK WOLFSON
Unfortunately, this isn't like a scientific thing where there's a precise number. Depending on how you —
I've always taken this perspective.

TERRY FARR
Again, please stick to the facts of the case —

MARK WOLFSON
We can agree or disagree on numbers, but we shouldn't disagree on the concept.

KRISTEN LOWE
So, on your depreciation, for example, right now it's at 80/20. What are you asking? What do you think it
should be?

MARK WOLFSON
Oh, at the bare minimum, $80,000. If you gave me the 12%, it's $80,000.

KRISTEN LOWE
I'm not talking dollars, percentages. Right now, you're at 80% new, 20% old.

MARK WOLFSON
No, no that's got nothing to do with that.
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KRISTEN LOWE
It does too.

MARK WOLFSON
Oh, God. Okay. | did all the —

KRISTEN LOWE
We can't give you a dollar amount. We have to adjust it —

MARK WOLFSON

Of course you can. Of course you can. | did all the math and if | got that 12% — Okay, | can answer that
question because it would change my 20/80 to 30/70. That was on my earlier chart. And that would give
me $80,000 reduction or an increase in depreciation and a lower RCNLD. And I'm looking for, well, | guess
they're pretty close to one another, $450,000 in improvements. And I'm going to show you that number
when | get to rebut page 761. But this chart was to show you that they are calculating the numbers that
they use as the basis to deny my rights with bad information. Now, | don't really care if that is information
that is hard to get, impossible to get for them, but | got it. It's their job, not mine. If | can find it, they can
find it. This is not new stuff for them. We've been doing this for almost two years now. This is not new
stuff.

TERRY FARR
Okay. Please talk about what else you'd like to rebut.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay. I'll just end it in here that everything that's there in yellow is incorrect. Certain ones are bigger,
certain ones are smaller, but | want to get to — There's enough time for me to go over 761, which is
probably the more important page. All right? Give me a second just to clear this up.

JERRELL TURNER

Jerrell Turner. For the record, Mr. Chair, I just want to know that 2331 Pinto Lane was updated with
effective age and the pool. Everything was updated. Just like stated before, it may not have been to the
standards of what the appellant would like it to be, but they have been addressed.

MELISSA MARTINET

| would just like to make a comment to piggyback — Melissa Martinet for the record. Mr. Wolfson has
brought forth a lot of information to us, and as we have found things that needed to be corrected, we
have done so to make the record correct as we have found necessary. Thank you.

MARK WOLFSON
They said that last year too, and they —

JAYME JACOBS

If I can, Mr. Chair. Jayme Jacobs for the record. Yeah, so | don't know if we get a chance or not, but | can
go through all the properties that we've done something with. And the purpose of that page, 719, that
was been discussed recently on SBE page 1,013, this was a reconstructed spreadsheet from the
petitioner's original spreadsheet that was in the — It's on page 13, and it was part of the original record
back in February. And the argument that he was making that his price per square foot was higher than
everybody else's, and I'm like, "Well, yeah, if you don't count for depreciation and other features about
the house." And so, that's why | expanded it out with the yellow columns to show that if you're going to
try to break it down on a price per square foot, you have to account for depreciation, and that's where
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that comes into play. That was his whole purpose of this spreadsheet with the additional yellow columns.
And | think page 761, which again, original case, so on page 1,055 in the book D —

MARK WOLFSON
Page 1,055 is the page 761, which I'm about to address.

JAYME JACOBS
Yeah.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
E?

JAYME JACOBS
D.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Oh, D? On what page again?

JAYME JACOBS

So, the petitioner originally submitted a spreadsheet of all the properties with when we had picked it up
and we were, as Ben pointed out, late on some of them as far as when they should have been picked up.
And his original spreadsheet only showed his house that we picked it up in a timely manner. But | went
through all the permits and looked through and it's like, "Well, no, there are others. Yes, there are some
that we missed." So, in that variance column, that's where | went through and | said, "Okay, well, the first
one, 2720." No, I'm sorry, the second one, the 2905 Pinto, we actually did pick up that house addition and
remodel in a timely fashion, the same as his. The next one, 2323 Pinto, we picked up the big portion of
the remodel and again in a timely fashion.

So, did we miss some? Yes, but we've also picked up some just like we did his. And like Mr. Turner said,
we've been out there several times with the past couple years because of this appeal. We sent out
mailers which didn't necessarily get much feedback, but that's not all we did. | went back through and
looked at all the permits and addressed all of that. For example, the 2608 Pinto Lane that he just
mentioned, we have supplemental in 2024-2025 of $343,120. The other one, 2331 Pinto Lane. We have a
supplemental of $62,484 in 2019-2020, and then another supplemental of $88,318 in 2026-2027. So
yeah, we're addressing this stuff that he's brought forth and a lot of it we already did. Again, a lot of these
are just remodels. They're not complete tear downs like the subject. So, they're going to not have this
20% original, 80%. They're going to maybe 60% original or 80% original and so on. So, the adjustments
are going to be different.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay, so —

MARK WOLFSON
May | address that? Okay, this is going to take a good part of the time, but —

TIMOTHY ALBERT

Can | say something before you start? | want to accept your argument about all these properties being
misdone. And after looking at this page and so forth, it's 50/50 or whatever, which you know, so |
understand that. So, if you could move on from that, because | accept what you're saying about the thing.
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MARK WOLFSON
I'm going to move on to the chart that she was just referring to.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Well, I'm going to —

KRISTEN LOWE
| don't think that (Inaudible) —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
| don't know that it's necessary because I'm agreeing with you that there's this issue. Okay?

MARK WOLFSON
Well, I'm sorry, what is it that you're agreeing with?

TIMOTHY ALBERT
That there's a bunch of properties in your neighborhood that do not have all the improvements picked up
in a timely manner.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. But this is critical to respond to that.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. | don't want to keep from (inaudible) —if we have something — (inaudible)

MARK WOLFSON

And then | have one other section to respond. This chart, as Ms. Jacobs said, she reconstructed from my
chart. This goes back to 2025 where | said, | was assessed — My assessment was issued in the 2022-2023
year, even though my remodel was done the subsequent fiscal year. They made arguments one way or
the other. Then | put together a chart that said nobody else is ever pulled back. And she put this chart
together and as she said, reconstructed my chart to prove that | was incorrect.

And she must have agreed with 16 of them because she made no adjustments. She also added a few that
weren't there and she put them in orange and | went back. And so, she said that | made mistakes here,
but no, | didn't make mistakes. She made mistakes. This chart, if you take a look on the color ones that
are under variance, the magenta color that's listed minus one, that implies that that was similar to mine
at the bottom, assessed at the year prior to then when it should have been in my opinion.

All the other ones were either correctly done on time or done in subsequent years, meaning they weren't
taxed appropriately like | was. So, what | found is that 25% of the time, supplementals in my
neighborhood were done in a correct year. | mean, if it was done in June of year X1, it was assessed in
that correct year. 75% either didn't exist or were done in years subsequent. So, let's address the first one
here.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
So again, I'm kind of agreeing with what you had said here. You're just talking 25%. | say 50%. It doesn't
matter from that aspect.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. Are you agreeing that everything that she has here in orange is wrong?
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TIMOTHY ALBERT
No.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, that's what —

TIMOTHY ALBERT

I'm just saying there's enough evidence that there's some issues with picking up everything in that
neighborhood in a timely manner or correctly, whether it's due to no permits, missing a permit or
whatever. So, we're accepting that argument. | don't need to go into the minutiae unless you think that's
really important, but —

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. Can | do this? Can | give an example and then I'll move to the —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. One example and let's move on. All right.

MARK WOLFSON

She makes a comment here on row B for 2905 Pinto Lane where | wrote that that one was done in 2013-
2014, that that's when the assessment was done. She put a strikethrough for — The dollar value is 1460.
Actually the correct number is 1450, but we're not going to quibble over $10,000. She's got the date of
final inspection. That is the correct date. And the correct year should have been 2016-2017.

| said it was, I'm sorry, 2011-2012 and the correct date was November 2. And she references pertinent
permit number 157139. Well, she says it's $1.450 million. That permit, | have it here, I'll bring it out if you
want, that permit was for a remodel of a accessory structure. That $1.450 million was for the build of the
main house way back when. She has the wrong date, she has the wrong permit number and she has the
wrong year. So, the correct number is what | put down there and if | can — (inaudible) These two charts
were —

TERRY FARR
Microphone please.

MARK WOLFSON

These two charts, which are on pages 82 and 83, you don't have to go to it. It's an eye strain, but this is
the chart that had 53. This was their equity parcel. Of those 53, she put together a chart prior to that
which had all the assessments on it. | broke it down. There were 53 parcels. Line 23 did not exist, so that
leaves one less. There were seven that had no supplementals and my property one. That left 44
supplementals done.

She said they keep doing it. Of those 44 supplementals, 21 of them or almost 50% were 20 to 25 years
old. 16 to 20. Only 10 were done in the last decade. This chart that | did, | was able to find data on 16 of
them. | told you earlier, 25% were done in time, 75% were done late. Four other properties at 2400 Pinto
Lane that had permits had no assessment.

This is the chart that | created, which is on page 158, which she then recreated, reconstructed into the

chart that she now has. I'm just going to do one example. 2905 Pinto Lane. And this is from — She pretty
much said it today, but this is cut and pasted from the hearing earlier this year. And then row B, which is
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that one there, which is 2905, he has the incorrect year that we added it on. He says 2013-2014. No, we
actually picked that up in 2009-2010 and it finaled.

So, 29/10 would be July 1, 2029, would be the starting of the lien date. It didn't final until November
2011. Some of these projects take a while to build so that was picked up prior to being final. That is an
incorrect statement on page — If you go to page 1056, which is actually the next page on the thing, that
was right. This is her submission. She submitted this page.

On 1056, if you go back to the first page, you'll see that it references for that property, for that line where
it's 1314, R157139 for $1,460,000. She says that. The next page, this is in her submission, which would be
762 of their document. There's R157139. The scope of the work is interior remodel for existing accessory

building. Now, does anybody here believe that somebody plowed $1.45 million into a guest house, which
is what the accessory structure would be? And you can see here on page — Where's the. Final plumbing,

final plumbing, final building on page 1,057 passed on November 2, 2011. Absolutely correct.

The problem is she's telling you that, "Okay, if it's done in 2011, November 2, it should go into the year
2012 and 2013." Didn't. So, it was not done in time and it certainly wasn't done in the year she said,
which is 2011 and 2012. It makes no sense. She refers to the wrong permit. She describes it the wrong
value. She puts the wrong date on it and all those things that are in orange in her are wrong, every single
one of them.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Okay. So, we get this part, okay?

MARK WOLFSON
Now I'm going to get to the crux of the matter. Now I'm going to get to —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
Time wise, can we get to your final argument?

MARK WOLFSON
I'm going to do my best.

TIMOTHY ALBERT
All right. Thank you.

MARK WOLFSON

So, I'm asking not only for the 447, I'm asking for my — Okay, here we go. I'm going to deal with what we
discussed earlier today, whether this is this year's or last year's case. My supplemental was pulled back to
2022-2023 versus 2023-2024. This is a factual error. Okay? | will prove that | was prevented from filing an
appeal this year. | will prove that — Well, | already did, that the fiscal — | have until June 30 of 2026 in
which to make this appeal. | will prove that the Assessor sent the emails confirming information that
anybody with any logic would agree was an error.

TERRY FARR
Mr. Wolfson, please prove it and not tell us what you're going to do.

MARK WOLFSON
Got it. Will do. I think we're all in agreement —
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KRISTEN LOWE
Is what he's proving from the supplemental addendum? Like how does this all relate?

TERRY FARR
As long as it's from the addendum, we'll hear it.

KRISTEN LOWE
Because nothing he's pointed to has been in the addendum.

MARK WOLFSON
Hang on.

TERRY FARR
I'm sorry?

KRISTEN LOWE
Nothing he's pointing to has been in the addendum. It's all in other books.

MARK WOLFSON
This is to go to the thing about getting a complete record. On September 30, the date is on here. This is a
transcript from the state hearing from last year.

TERRY FARR
Is this in the addendum? If it's not in the addendum, move on.

MARK WOLFSON

It refers to the order of | was prevented by this County from submitting an appeal for the factual error.
Here. On September 30, never mind. On October 1, the day after the state hearing, | sent an email to Ms.
Weidner. | said, "Based on your testimony and the previous corrections that were made in the three-year
lookback period, | am requesting that this error be corrected and move to the proper fiscal year." Then on
the same email, on October 1, | wrote, "My math tells me the three-year lookback period for my
supplemental ends on June 30, 2026, and you can apply an error, a factual error." | wrote again on
October 6 that explaining the details.

TERRY FARR
Do you have anything else from the addenda you'd like to submit?

MARK WOLFSON
Oh, I have lots. I'll get the —

TERRY FARR
From the addenda.

MARK WOLFSON
This all relates to the —

TERRY FARR

No. From the addenda, not relates. None of that. Is it in the addenda? If it's not in the addenda. This is all
we're here to hear —
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MARK WOLFSON
When you say it's not in the addendum, is it in those pages?

TERRY FARR
Yes. Is it in those pages that you said that you weren't provided?

MARK WOLFSON
It supports those pages. | don't understand why —

TERRY FARR
Because you can't get to a point and we want to help you. We want this to be right. Everyone here wants
this to be right.

MARK WOLFSON
Really?

KRISTEN LOWE
And all the evidence that you've presented previously is already in the record. We don't need to rehash it.
It's already there. We've looked at it. We've read it. You know, possibly listened to it, but we're here —

MARK WOLFSON
So, you read that they said they're not going to allow me to file an appeal for the back year based on a
factual error.

KRISTEN LOWE

But what we're here to do based on the remand is to get the supplemental addendum into the record
and discuss that because you did not have the opportunity to discuss those pages because you did not
have them. So, any additional information from the addendum is what we're supposed to be discussing.
Pretty much everything we've talked about is already in the record.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, you know something —

TERRY FARR
Again, please focus on what's in the record —

MARK WOLFSON

(Inaudible) I actually think that some of this — Okay, let me look at this. Okay, go to page 1,495. SBE
1,495. Oh, actually all of these are in the addendum. Okay? There we go. If you go to page 1,494, this is
where Mr. Bancroft tells me that based on my appeal last year on equity, it didn't fit the category, which |
don't believe is correct, but it doesn't matter. The next page are the emails that | was referring to. And
let's go down to page 1,495. Okay.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER
It's T, page 2. T, page 2.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. Are you SBE 1,4957?
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TERRY FARR
Go ahead.

MARK WOLFSON
Everybody there?

TERRY FARR
Go ahead.

MARK WOLFSON
Everybody there?

TERRY FARR
Yes.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay. This is an email that | received from Mr. Jeffrey Bonesteel after him coming into my house, illegally,
I might add, but. And this is what he wrote to me, and it's in yellow. "And assuming the house will be
100% complete on July 1, 2022, | am adding $631,402 of new value to the record for the 2022-2023 tax
year, which based on your current blah, blah, blah, blah, blah." So, he wrote to me, he wrote to me
saying," If you're done by July 1, it's going into 2022-2023.” But it wasn't done on July 1, it didn't finish
until July 27, four weeks later. Which got us into all these other discussions on these charts. Now,
subsequent to that, when | started my appeal last year, he wrote me again on December 2, 2024. He
writes, "It appears the city issued the final on the building permit on May 23, 2022.”

Well, the city did not do that. | failed on May 23, 2022, and | did not pass until July 27, 2022, which is in
the 2023-2024 fiscal year. And that's when | should have been — My supplemental should have been
issued. July 1 is a line in the sand. This whole thing got — No matter what | tried to do with this. And there
is a case called Hohl Motorsports v. Department of Tax, Nevada Department of Tax, which actually came
down in January of 2025, which said, and I'll paraphrase.

| do have it here, but I'll paraphrase. Basically, if you are informed by a departmental person, you can rely
on that. Well, I should be able to rely on that. It was not done. That is a fact. They know it's a fact. They
will not deny that fact, and yet they will not fix this factual error because they just don't want to do it.

So that's the crux of why my supplemental assessment was done in the wrong year. It's factually
incorrect. | use their emails to me as evidence. | use Hohl Motorsports as a legal reference. And | proved
that the chart that you said that you would buy into proves that there's not a single, not a single
supplemental that has ever been pulled forward in my neighborhood like mine. | am the only one.

KRISTEN LOWE
So, you're asking that your supplemental be taken off of the year it was added and moved to the next
year?

MARK WOLFSON
Moved to the —

KRISTEN LOWE
To the following year.
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MARK WOLFSON
To the future year, right. Correct. That's exactly what I'm asking for.

KRISTEN LOWE
Is that something we can even do?

TERRY FARR
Well, | don't disagree with it. | mean, he's got a valid point when he says that it's a hard day. Right?

KRISTEN LOWE
Right —

TERRY FARR
| don’t disagree with that.

KRISTEN LOWE
But it's not something we can do.

TERRY FARR
Well, we can change the depreciation, | believe.

SARAH SCHAERRER

As far as changing the error, the three year, the statute that he's referred to, [NRS] 361.768, is not a
Board of Equalization statute. If there is an error, they can go back three years. That is something that is
presented to the County Board of Commissioners. This is not a Board of Equalization statute. | can clarify
a little more. It specifically says that if there is an error, then within three years after the end of the fiscal
year for which the assessment is made, the County Assessor shall make a report therefore to the Board of
County Commissioners of the County.

And then the Board of County Commissioners examines the error together with the evidence presented.
And if satisfied the error is factual, then they can do it. It's specific to the Board of County Commissioners
to address that three year. And again, that three year look back is not a change in the appeal date when
he would have to appeal it by. That is only if there's an error for the Assessor to go back and fix it three
years with the County Board of Commissioners. It does not change the appeal date. It does not give him
three years.

MARK WOLFSON
May | ask a question?

TERRY FARR
Go ahead.

MARK WOLFSON

So, | raised the subject with the County. They don’t — There’s no disagreement over the year my
supplemental was done. There is no disagreement when my remodel was finaled. | brought it to their
attention. They have the independent ability to go to whomever you mentioned and say, "We made a
mistake. It's a factual error. Mr. Wolfson has brought us the evidence to show it's a factual error and they
refuse to do it." So, what is my relief? What am | supposed to do? Just suck it up?
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SARAH SCHAERRER
You can consult with an attorney to give you legal advice about what to do about that. | can't advise you.

MARK WOLFSON
Well, | would ask — | think that you do have the ability to do something here. How can — Why can you not
correct a wrong, particularly when it is within the statute of limitations?

STEPHANIE JONES

Mr. Chair, | just want to, if | could please just talk about the improvements that we pick up all the time.
So, NRS 361.227(1)(b), any improvements made on the land by subtracting the cost of replacement. So it
doesn't have to have a certificate of occupancy if the house is complete. So, we pick up all kinds of stuff
where someone can't live in it. We pick up paving, we pick up asphalt, we pick up homes that are 50%
complete and we put them on at 50% complete. | mean, it would be different if he was telling us that it
was only 95% complete on July 1. That would be different because then we would need to adjust maybe
the 5% saying that on July 1 it was only 95% complete. But to say that we can't assess it because it wasn't
lived in or he wasn't able to occupy it, that's different.

TERRY FARR

| mean, the point's made, but as the Deputy DA just indicated, we can't make that change. That's got to
be something now, you're looking to me for advice, all right? Number one, I'm not a lawyer, okay? But
number two, you have a representative on the County Commission. | would probably start there, other
than the solid advice you were given about seeking counsel.

STEPHANIE JONES

And we do make those kind of corrections all the time. | wasn't the one, but | imagine that when he let
our office know, we did look back to see if we'd made a factual error and we didn't believe we'd made a
factual error. But we all the time when people bring something to our attention we do, if we —and if that
factual error was three years back, we do do the build year and three years back and we do go to the
County Commission for approval on that.

So, he did contact our office, it sounds like and let us know that he thought we'd made a factual error or
maybe not, but we determined that we hadn't made a factual error. The property was complete as of the
date that we adjusted the actual age or effective age of the property. So that's kind of the process of how
this Board isn't here to hear that kind of an appeal.

TERRY FARR
And based on the information that we just heard from the Deputy DA, | would say that we can't discuss
that. Now the question is there a disparity in equity? That's what we're here to answer.

MARK WOLFSON

Okay. Just for the record, | want to respond. I'm sorry, | forget your name. Stephanie. There is no
evidence that they do any residential remodels on a percent complete. | can prove that, but we don't
have time. There is no evidence that they pull anybody forward because | can prove that and there's no
evidence that they can present to that either. That being said, | will now move on and I'll let my attorney
figure out what to do next.

JAYME JACOBS

Mr. Chair, Jayme Jacobs for the record, 2694 Palomino, we picked it up at 50% complete and then
bumped it up to 100% the following year. So, we do that type of thing. Again, we don't go by when it had
a certificate of occupancy. We go by what was there as of July 1. The house was pretty much done. He
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had some issues with why he failed that final and it ended up getting finaled later in that July, but the
house was pretty much there. We assess it. Fontainebleau been vacant for all those years during the
downturn. We had it on the record. So, we do that kind of stuff. We don't just go by the certificate of
occupancy.

TERRY FARR
Again, we're not going to discuss that. That's outside the scope of what we're here.

MARK WOLFSON

I'd like to continue, but I'm not going to let things go unanswered. First of all, 2694 Palomino, that was
not a residential remodel. That was a new build. That house was built from dirt. So, if we're going to talk
about residential remodels, there is not a single structure that she can present. Last time we met, she
used the Fontainebleau Casino as an example of how they do a percent complete. I'm done with that. If |
can just —

TERRY FARR
Well, | said three times, we're not talking about that.

MARK WOLFSON
| understand.

TERRY FARR
So, the question that we're here to answer is there inequity? | think we've heard enough testimony. I'd
like to hear from the Board. What are your thoughts?

MARK WOLFSON
No, no, I'm going to going —

TERRY FARR
| am asking the Board. | said we've heard enough testimony. We're going to hear — You have more to
discuss? You just said you were wrapped up. I'm not trying to be rude.

MARK WOLFSON

| didn't say that. | want to address Miss — Whoever showed the chart on page the comps on the first
chart that showed the comps that they used as to justify the value in my home. These comps are all
undervalued by between $4- and $600,000 because they miss everything and | have evidence —

TIMOTHY ALBERT
You're going outside of the equity portion of this.

MARK WOLFSON
Of course it's outside. It's inside the equity portion.

PATRICK EGGER
Mr. Wolfson, would you listen to me for a minute?

MARK WOLFSON
Yeah.
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PATRICK EGGER

| think the people on this Board are trying to help you. What you really need to do is let them. I'm just
giving you some advice, sir. The people have listened. They're trying to help you. They see some issues.
Would you let them proceed?

MARK WOLFSON
May | at least just show you one chart? | took a look at their —

PATRICK EGGER
I've seen everything | need to see.

MARK WOLFSON
Okay. | took a look at their comps on their first page, and | took a look at all. And these —

PATRICK EGGER
Do you understand the word no? Do you understand?

MARK WOLFSON
| don't know how you can make an informed decision without all the facts, but okay, | get it.

TERRY FARR
We could go on for three years and there'd be more facts. | believe we have enough information to
discuss this further. | believe there's inequity, but | want to hear from the Board. Members of the Board.

TIMOTHY ALBERT

| think the things in the issues as you had brought up about the other properties that were improperly
done, and | still haven't got really an answer to, and not that | need one, to why he was at zero and there
was 12%, you know, on that. So, those two issues stick in my head.

TERRY FARR
Ms. Lowe?

KRISTEN LOWE

Well, he brought up land as well. | don't think there is support indicating that his land value is assessed
over current market value. So, | don't think that's an issue, but | do agree that there probably is some
inequity where he has been done — | don't think it's been done inaccurately. | think it's actually been
done correctly, but as he's pointed out, many properties in his neighborhood, everything has not been
picked up immediately or maybe correctly. So, there may be some inequity there.

TERRY FARR
Mr. Chaffee, do you have anything to contribute?

PAUL CHAFFEE
| concur with the other two Chair people up here because I'm exactly aligned with that.

TERRY FARR
Mr. Egger?
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PATRICK EGGER

Well, | look at it slightly different. | agree with what they're saying, but at the same time, what you're
saying is I'm driving down the street at the legal speed limit and everybody else is speeding and | should
be given that same advantage. So, | think you run into that situation as well, but | agree with the other
people.

TERRY FARR
The only thing about your example is that there is an inequity if everybody else is getting away with it and
he's following the rules.

KRISTEN LOWE
But it's not everybody either.

TERRY FARR
It's just the example that he gave, right?

KRISTEN LOWE
Right.

TERRY FARR
So —I'm sorry, continue.

KRISTEN LOWE
Just even in the ones that they presented, it could be 50/50. So half were done right and half were done
wrong. We're going to err on the side of wrong?

TERRY FARR
Well, and that was part of my internal reconciliation process.

KRISTEN LOWE
Right.

MOTION

TERRY FARR

| do believe that there is inequity. | don't believe it's 12%, but | believe that it might be half that, which is
why | would make a motion to decrease the improvement value by 6%, leaving land value alone. | don't
believe that inequity on the land was proven. | think that as much as the petitioner doesn't like the way
it's done, and | see his point to a degree, | don't think that there's an inequity, but | think on the
improvements that in a 6% adjustment should be applied to the improvements. So that would be my
motion. Go ahead and cast your votes.

PATRICK EGGER
I'll second it.

VOTE

VOTING AYE: Terence J. Farr, Timothy Albert, Patrick K. Egger, Paul Chaffee, Kristen Lowe
VOTING NAY: None
ABSENT: None
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ABSTAIN: None

TERRY FARR
That motion passes unanimously, sir. If you disagree with the decision, you have every right to appeal to
the State, as does the County.

MARK WOLFSON
Thank you.

TERRY FARR
Do we have any other cases to stipulate or withdraw or any of that stuff that we normally do?

MELISSA MARTINET
No, Chair. There are no other cases.

TERRY FARR
Thank you. | will open the microphone for public comment. Seeing none, | will close the microphone. Is

there any other business?

MELISSA MARTINET
Nope, there is no other business.

TERRY FARR
Thank you for your time. Meeting's adjourned.

FINAL ACTION

Reduced the improvement value, adjusting by 6% (from Assessor’s recommendation for no change in the
total taxable value of $1,687,686).

CLOSING STATEMENTS

PUBLIC COMMENT

At this time, Vice Chair Farr asked if there were any persons present in the audience wishing to be heard
on any items not listed on the agenda as posted.

Speaker(s): None
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ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business to come before the Board at this time, at the hour of 12:42 p.m., the
meeting was adjourned.

APPROVED

Terence J. Farr, Vice Chair

ATTEST

Lynn Marie Goya, County Clerk
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