


















Owner PID Case 
ADDRESS 

(Mail) 
ATD? NOTES 

SWANSON JOHN W 211915000 73 
3702 NE 
STOUGHTON RD 

John Swanson 

The appellant purchased the subject 
property in 2021 for $839,000 and 
believes he overpaid due to the 
market boom that year. The subject 
property is bisected by a gulch and a 
creek, preventing access to 50%, or 
three acres, of the property. The 
appellant referred to three 
comparable land sales they 
submitted with unbuildable land to 
compare to his three acres of 
similarly unusable land. The 
appellant reviewed nearby 
properties’ assessments.  

ROSS CHARLES H & 
ROSS CATHERINE L 
TRUSTEES 986029465 74 

25810 NE 128TH 
AVE 

Stephan 
Lopez 

Catherine 
Ross 

The appellant’s representative 
referred to a land use permit that 
shows the subject property cannot 
be built upon. No utilities service 
this parcel. He stated that houses 
cannot be built on 2.5-acre lots in 
this area. The subject property was 
once part of a five-acre parcel, and 
the Assessor’s Office assesses the 
property as if it is part of the 
appellant’s homesite property. The 
average sale price for the 
appellant’s comparable buildable 
land lot sales is $64,000. According 
to the Assessor’s Office, unbuildable 
lots are valued at 30% of market 
value. With this adjustment, the 
average of the comparable land 
sales would value unbuildable lots 
at $19,000 per acre.   

COOK MICHAEL R 
TRUSTEE 112426021 76 

7405 SE MAPLE 
AVE 

No 
attendance No attendance 

CHAMBERS N J & 
CHAMBERS V A 106513126 78 

6204 NE 67TH 
ST 

Neil 
Chambers 

 The appellant referred to their 
three comparable sales. He stated 
the subject property’s interior was 
remodeled in 2013 and many other 
comparable properties also have 
these remodels. However, without 
proper building permits, the 
effective year-built dates are not 
updated with the Assessor’s Office, 
so adjustments are made to their 
values that may not be appropriate. 

CEDARS HOLDINGS 
LLC 986051253 82 PO BOX 866 Scott 

Hendrickson 

 The appellant referred to a previous 
appeal in 2023, stating no 
information has changed since the 
hearing in August 2024. The subject 

CEDARS HOLDINGS 
LLC 986051252 83 PO BOX 866 



properties have been approved for 
the development of a subdivision. 
Construction began in July 2024 to 
clear the lots. Two comparable 
parcels adjacent to the subject 
properties have similar wetlands 
and sold in November 2024 for a 
combined $975,000 with open-
market listings on RMLS.  
  

WICKLOW WEST 
LLC 89860000 86 

2200 NW LOOP 
SUITE 310  
HOUSTON TX 
77018 

Randie York 
Keri Dudley 

The appellant’s representative 
referred to their Income Analysis 
with the Owner’s Profit and Loss 
statement. The appellant’s rent roll 
showed that there was 14 % 
vacancy, but this information was 
not submitted to the Board of 
Equalization. The rent rolls resulted 
in a value of $6,440,000 utilizing a 
6% capitalization rate, but they 
believe the appropriate 
capitalization rate is between their 
initial 9% and the Assessor’s 6%.  
The agent updated their opinion of 
value to $5,468,291. 
 
The Assessor’s Office stated that the 
Income report is incomplete 
because it does not show income or 
expenses from August 2023 to 
December 2023. The current rent 
for one apartment at the subject 
property is $1,595. The Assessor’s 
Office used a gross rental income of 
$756,000, supported by the 
apartment listing, for their income 
approach. The Assessor’s Office 
used CoStar reports to support their 
vacancy rate of 10% and the 
capitalization rate of 6%. The 
Assessor’s Office presented three 
comparable sales with a value range 
of $184,375 – $282,143 per unit.  
  

ROUDA DAVIA 192889000 90 
20205 NE 87TH 
AVE 

No 
attendance No attendance 

CAMVEST GM LLC 986043773 97 
1541 NW DRAKE 
ST 

LON COMBS 

 The appellant stated the utility 
connections for the property are 
over one mile away. The city 
requires this connection, or an 
owner must pay a costly exemption 
with many additional requirements 
to install a septic system and well. 



The subject property was sold to a 
developer, but it was returned 
because the costs for utilities was 
too high to be manageable.  The 
appellant’s and the Assessor’s 
Office’s comparable properties do 
have access to utilities. Part of the 
subject property contains boulders 
and slopes, adding to potential 
development costs.  

 


