






























































































































































































PLEASE ADD THE FOLLOWING 11 PAGES TO APPEAL ALREADY FILED 
 
 
 
 

2709 PINTO LANE 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89107 

 
PARCEL ID: 139-32-703-002 

CASE #: 90 
ORIGINALLY SUBMITTED 1/9/25 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

ASSESSMENT RECONCILIATION 
2022/23 SUPPLEMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

REVISED VS ORIGINAL 
 

   REVISED ORIGINAL CHANGE  EXPLANATION 
   1/9/2025 
 
 
GUEST HOUSE  $68,706 $127,559 ($58,853) NOTE #1 

DETACHED GAR $14,039   $ 14,039           - 

MAIN HOUSE               $894,578              $1,003,171 ($108,593) NOTE #2 

TOTAL               $977,323        $1,144,769 ($167,446) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

NOTE #1: 

GUEST HOUSE (GH) CORRECTIONS 

 

- The assessor erred in the initial calculation by entering the AYB as 2007 (and also an 
EYB of 2007) rather than 1968. This created 2 errors, one aƯected the amount of 
correct depreciation to be applied to the renovation in 2007 of the existing GH and 
(2) the cost /sf for the corrected EYB, which was adjusted from 2007 in the original to 
the corrected year of 1984. 

- The corrected EYB is a mathematical calculation. Applying an assumed 60% old 
structure and 40% new structure the new EYB is the result of the following formula: 

((40% x 2007) + (60% x 1968)) = 1984 

                              ((802.8) + (1180.8)) =1,983.6 , which is rounded up to 1984 

- The $/sf in the cost model in 2007 was $140.12, however, the same rate in 1984 was 
  $135.02, $5.10 less per sf. 

- The overall impact from the rate change was $5,590. ($5.10 x 1,096 =$5,589.60 ) 

 

- The overall impact from the change in depreciation was substantial. The 23 year 
change (2007-1984) generated an increase in the depreciation calculation by 34.5%, 
as each year statutorily 1.5% depreciation is added. The extra 34.5% increased the 
depreciation, and therefore, the net valuation (RCNLD) by $ 53,263. 

 

THE TOTAL CHANGE FOR THE GH WAS $58,853. ($5,590 + $53,263) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

NOTE #2: 

MAIN HOUSE (MH) CORRECTIONS 

 

- The assessor erred in the determination of the new EYB for our remodel. When I was 
first advised of the value of the supplemental assessment they used a 70% new, 
30% old factor leading to a value of $631K. Unbeknown to me the assessor 
subsequently revised the assumption to 90% new, 10% old. This is what generated 
the $878K supplemental, a value I never received until October, 2024. This also 
created a new EYB of 2016. 

- After meeting with the assessor they reversed the 90/10 assumption and replaced it 
with an 80/20. Obviously, there is some subjectivity in this factor. By changing to an 
80/20, the EYB is now 2011 (5 years earlier) resulting in the same 2 changes 
referenced above in the GH. 

- The cost model for 2011 was $5.20/sf less than in 2016. Based on the 4,985 sf, this 
reduced the taxable value by $ 25,922 (4,985 x $5.20 = $25,922). 

- The additional 7.5% depreciation further reduced the taxable value by $60,434. 
($147,409 - $86,975). 

- Other errors resulted in further reductions. $2,900 was removed as this was 
associated with 2 bar coolers, neither of which we have. 

- The recalculation of a carport/porte cochere which was an original structure had the 
EYB reset from 2016 to the correct 1980. This resulted in another net decrease of 
$31,234.           ($44,844+$36,803-$37,463-$12,950)=$31,234 

- The amount of pavers was slightly reduced by 210 sf at a $9.63/sf resulting in a 
decrease of $1,992 to the taxable value. 

- Lastly, the assessor identified an oversight on their part. They neglected to assess 
the spa that was attached to the pool and clearly identifiable by sight and from the 
permits. This resulted in a net increase in value of $13,889. 

-  
- ($25,922+$60,434+$2,900+$31,234+$1,992-$13,889) =$108,593) 

 

In closing, this type of reconciliation should be a requirement for the assessor’s oƯice 
to provide to taxpayers that are receiving a supplemental assessment. How else can 
the taxpayer have any chance of comprehending why their taxes are going up? 

 

 

 

 



























From: mark wolfson <mbw1016@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2025 6:53 PM 
To: Jayme Jacobs <Jayme.Jacobs@clarkcountynv.gov> 
Subject: Appeal # 734 - supplemental retro appeal and appeal # 90. 
 
Ms. Jacob’s, would you be able to add this 2 page document to both of my cases. 
 
I spoke with Ms. Marianne Widner today and she advised me that the DA said I could not go 
retro to 2022/2023 for my supplemental.  
 
This law only says I may appeal by a certain date, it does not say I MUST. Perhaps they can 
revisit this or better yet provide me the law that prohibits my request. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Mark Wolfson 
 
 
 



 



 


























