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11 The question we nust answer in this appeal is whether
Mohave County exceeded its statutory authority in valuing tinme-
share condom ni um units by considering estinmated nmarket val ues of
time-share interval interests associated with the units. Because
the County’s valuation nethod conplies with Arizona Revised
Statutes (“A R S.”) section 33-1204 (2000), we conclude that the
County did not exceed its authority in adopting its sales

conparison valuation nethod. W therefore affirm

BACKGROUND
q2 The appel l ants are London Bridge Resort, Inc. and Resort
Association, Inc. (collectively, “LBR"). In 1986, LBRI's
predecessor-in-interest! bought an existing hotel, land, and

commerci al buil dings adjacent to the London Bridge in Lake Havasu

Cty. In 1990, LBRI recorded a plat and declarations that
transformed the existing hotel into a time-share condom nium
project that was initially conposed of 102 units. Conver si on

activities proceeded, and the original time-share decl arations were
repeat edl y anended during the period 1990 through 1998. Wen the
conver si on process was conpl ete, the project enconpassed a total of

122 condom nium units.

q3 Each condomi niumunit is either a studio, a one-bedroom
unit, or a two-bedroom unit. Under the time-share decl arations
! LBRI is actually the successor to the origi nal devel oper,

but for the sake of clarity, we refer to the original and successor
devel oper as LBRI.



each unit is “divided intime.” The resulting divisions are called
“interval interests” or “interval units.” Each interval interest
is associated with one of the three types of wunits and is
desi gnated accordingly as a “Studio Interval Unit, a One Bedroom
Interval Unit, or a Two BedroomlInterval Unit.” The purchaser of
an interval interest receives a non-severable nmenbership in the
owners’ associ ation and the right to occupy and use one unit of the
associated type for one week each year or every other year,
dependi ng on the particular interval interest purchased. Interval
interests do not include rights in any particular condom ni umunit
or any particul ar cal endar week.

14 Each interval interest purchaser also receives, via
warranty deed, an undivided fractional fee sinple interest in al
122 condom nium units and the common el enents of the condom ni um
project. The fraction on which a given interval interest is based
is equivalent to the ratio between the average square footage of
the type of unit the owner has acquired the right to occupy, and
t he conmbi ned square footage of the 122 units multiplied by 51. No
owner or group of owners can sell a condom niumunit. None of the
units has been or ever can be owned separately from the other
units. Al'l sales pertaining to the condom nium project are of
interval interests.

95 Each condom ni umunit has a separate tax parcel nunber.

The Mohave County Assessor has never assigned tax parcel nunbers to



interval interests. Every year since the condom nium project was
created, the Assessor has issued a separate valuation notice for
each condom nium unit. Property taxes levied on the condom nium
units are billed to the owners’ association and are funded by the
i nterval interest owners through regul ar assessnents for ownership
expenses.

96 In Arizona, taxable property is to be assessed at its
“full cash value.” A R S. 8§ 42-11001(5) (Supp. 2000). *“Full cash
val ue” nmeans the val ue determ ned as set forth by statute, or if no
statutory valuation nmethod is set forth, “full cash value is
synonynous wth market val ue whi ch neans the esti mate of val ue t hat
is derived annually by using standard appraisal nethods and
techni ques.” 1Id. Mar ket value is generally determ ned through
t hree conmon apprai sal approaches: capitalizing the incone stream
(“income nethod”), estimating replacenment cost |ess depreciation
(“cost nethod”), and estinmating market value by conparabl e sal es
(“sal es conparison nethod”). Bus. Realty of Arizona, Inc. v.
Maricopa County, 181 Ariz. 551, 553-54, 892 P.2d 1340, 1342-43
(1995); cf. AR S. 88 42-11054(A) (1), 42-16051(B) (1999). However,
ot her “hybrid” methods nmay al so be perm ssible. See Recreation
Cntrs. of Sun City, Inc. v. Maricopa County, 162 Ariz. 281, 291,
782 P.2d 1174, 1184 (1989).

q7 Assessors typically use the cost nmethod to value

condom nium units in a new project, then switch to the sales



conpari son nethod when a sufficient nunber of units has been sold
to render that nethod a reliable indicator of market value. From
1991 through 1998, every county assessor in Arizona valued all

residential condom nium units under either the replacenent cost
nmet hod or the sal es conpari son nethod, regardl ess of whether they
were tinme-shared. Because no individual condom niumunits in the
London Bridge Resort had been or could be sold as such, from 1991
t hrough 1998 the Mbhave County Assessor val ued those units by the
repl acenent cost nethod. But throughout that period, the Mbhave
County Assessor also tracked the affidavits of value filed under
AR S. section 11-1133 (Supp. 2000) on each sale of an interva

interest in the London Bridge Resort. From the information
reflected on those affidavits, the Assessor forned the opi nion that
a significant conponent of value inhering intinme-share condom nium
units was escapi hg assessnent.

98 The Assessor’s office formulated a new net hodol ogy for
val uing ti me-share condom niumunits and applied it in valuing the
London Bridge Resort units for tax years 1999 and 2000. Under this
nmet hodol ogy, the Assessor first determ ned the nost probabl e sal es
prices of interval interests in studio, one-bedroom and two-
bedroom units, respectively, using recent nmarket sales of such
interests. Each such price was then multiplied by the nunber of

interval interests sold or available for sale for each type of



unit. This yielded a “gross market value” for each type of
condom ni um uni t.
19 The gross market values were then reduced by 50% to
account for

extraordi nary initial mar ket i ng costs,

busi ness going concern value, excess sales

conm ssion costs, unusual financing, arns-

length transaction irregularities, atypical

devel oper risk, extended marketing tinme and

ot her non-realty intangi bl es such as vacation

conveni ences and servi ces, exchange privil eges

and unusual cl osing costs.
The Assessor reduced each gross narket value by an additional 10%
to account for personal property. Twenty percent of the remaining
anount was then deducted “as an equity adjustnent to account for
the general |evel of assessnment in Arizona and Mohave County.”
q10 In summary, Mbhave County’s valuation process for 1999
and 2000, began by taking an average of recent selling prices of
interval interests for each of the three condom nium unit
categories and nultiplying those averages by the corresponding
nunber of interval interests for each category. After discounting
the results by a uniformrate of 68%to account for non-real estate
factors, the County ascribed the final figures to every individual
unit in the categories to which they pertained, yielding identica
valuations and tax bills for all units in each category.
q11 For 1999, this nethodology vyielded a valuation of
$128, 928 for each studio unit, $186,472 for each one-bedroomunit,

and $238,724 for each two-bedroom unit, inclusive of value

6



attributed to |l and. The aggregate val uati on of the 122 condom ni um
units was approximately $25 nmillion for 1999.

q12 LBRI appeal ed the 1999 valuations to the Mhave County
Board of Equalization. The Board sustained the Assessor’s
val uations. LBRI and the owners’ association appeal ed the Board’s
ruling, and | ater appeal ed the Assessor’s valuations for 2000, to
the tax court. The tax court appeals were consoli dat ed.

q13 On cross-notions for partial sunmary judgment, the tax
court ruled for Mhave County. The tax court rejected LBRI’s
chall enge and concluded that LBRI’s position would create an
unaut hori zed property tax exenption for tine-share interval units
in violation of Article 9, Section 2(12) of +the Arizona
Constitution.? observing that any of the standard appraisal
nmet hods may be used in determning full cash value, the tax court
concl uded that the Assessor’s “nmethod of val uing the London Bridge
Resort tinme-share condom niumunits using a market-based approach
is perm ssible, and presuned conpetent.”

q14 Before judgnent was entered, the parties entered a
partial settlenent agreenent for the purpose of focusing the case
on the legality of Mohave County’s time-share condom ni umval uati on

nmet hod and avoi di ng t he expense and delay of litigating the actual

2 Article 9, Section 2(12) provides the following: “All
property in the state not exenpt under the laws of the United
States or wunder this constitution or exenpt by |aw under the
provisions of this section shall be subject to taxation to be
ascertained as provided by |aw.”



val ues of the 122 units. They stipulated that, for both 1999 and
2000, the aggregate full cash values of the units would be fixed at
$19.5 mllion if Mhave County’s valuation nethod were found
legally permissible and at $8 nmillion if it were not. The tax
court’s judgnent accordingly set the aggregate full cash val ue at
$19.5 mllion, assigning $100, 222, $144, 954, and $185, 575 as ful
cash values for studio, one-bedroom and two-bedroom condom nium
units, respectively.

DISCUSSION
q15 On appeal from summary judgnent in which the materia
facts are not in dispute, we review de novo whether the appellee
was entitled to judgnent as a matter of |aw Cable Plus Co. v.
Arizona Dep’t of Revenue, 197 Ariz. 507, 509, T 10, 4 P.3d 1050,
1052 (App. 2000) (citation omtted); Blum v. State, 171 Ariz. 201,
203-04, 829 P.2d 1247, 1249-50 (App. 1992) (citations onitted).
I. Direct Taxation of Time-share Intervals
916 The tax court apparently accepted LBRI's contention that
Mohave County’s val uation nethod directly assessed and taxed ti ne-
share interval interests, but disagreed with its contention that
counties have no authority to do so. The tax court concluded
i nstead that the Arizona Constitution, Article 9, Sections 2(2) and
(2)(12), required Arizona counties to assess and tax interval

I nterests regardl ess whet her specific statutory authority existed.



Bef ore we exam ne LBRI's contention itself, we coment briefly on
the rationale by which the court resolved it.

q17 It is evident that the tax court made its ruling wthout
benefit of this court’s then-recent opinion in Airport Properties
v. Maricopa County, 195 Ariz. 89, 985 P.2d 574 (App. 1999). There
we rejected the view that Article 9, Section 2(12) of the Arizona
Constitution requires ad valorem taxation of every conceivable
variety of property not expressly exenpted by federal Ilaw, the
Arizona Constitution, or statutory exenption authorized by Article
9, Section 2(2) (property of charitable, educational, religious, or
non-profit institutions). See Airport Props., 195 Ariz. at 99, ¢
36, 985 P.2d at 584. We reached this conclusion based on the plain
| anguage of Article 9, Section 2(12), its history and treatnment in
the Arizona case |aw, and “the yardstick of conmon sense.” Id. at
99-104, 11 36-59, 985 P.2d at 584-89; see also Maricopa County v.
Fox Riverside Theatre Corp., 57 Ariz. 407, 408-15, 114 P.2d 245,
246-48 (1941) (holding that because the |egislature had set up no
machi nery by which taxation of |easehold interests in public
property could be carried into effect, the |egislature had not
exercised its power to tax such interests and thus an injunction
agai nst Maricopa County’s assessnent of taxes on such interests was
appropriate).

q18 Inlight of Airport Properties, the tax court’s rationale

for its ruling was incorrect. The question whether to tax time-



share interval interests as such is within the discretion of the
| egi slature. Airport Props., 195 Ariz. at 100-01, ¥ 40, 985 P.2d
at 585-86; see also Fox Riverside Theatre Corp., 57 Ariz. at 409-
12, 114 P.2d at 146-47. Article 9, Section 2(12), neither requires
nor permts county assessors to assess any distinct category of
property that the legislature has not determned to tax. See
Airport Props., 195 Ariz. at 100-01, ¢ 40, 985 P.2d at 585-86.
q19 We neverthel ess conclude that the tax court correctly
ruled against appellants because the tax was inmposed on
condom ni unms, not time-share intervals, and because the nethod
enpl oyed by the County for valuing the condom niuns was |egally
perm ssi bl e.

IT. Mohave County’s Valuation Method for Time-share Condominium
Units

A. Tax on Condominiums
920 LBRI argues that the County exceeded its taxing authority
by inposing a direct tax on time-share intervals wthout
| egi sl ative authorization. W reject this argunent. Although the
County may not tax categories of property that the | egi sl ature has
not determned to tax, the County is required to identify and val ue
t hose categories of property that the | egi sl ature has determ ned to
tax. See AR S. 8 42-13051(A), (B)(2) (1999). The legislature has
determned to tax condom niuns. See AR'S § 33-1204. In

determining the value of property identified for taxation, the

10



County is required to take into consideration the “current usage”
of the property. See AR S. 8§ 42-11054(B) (“1n applying prescribed
standard apprai sal nethods and techni ques, current usage shall be
included in the formula for reaching a determ nation of full cash
val ue.”). “Current usage” is defined as “the use to which the
property is put at the tinme of valuation by the assessor or the

departnment.” A R S. 8 42-11001(4).

121 Here, the property identified for taxation is condom ni um
units. Mohave County has never assigned tax parcel nunbers to
London Bridge Resort interval interests as such. Instead, the tax

parcel nunbers upon which the tax is based are those assigned to
the 122 i ndi vi dual condomi niumunits. In valuing those condom ni um
units, the County Assessor considered the tine-share regine as an
appropriate indication of the current usage of the condom niuns
affecting value. Because valuation requires consideration of the
condom ni uns’ current usage under a tine-share reginme, the County
I nposed a perm ssi bl e assessnent on condom niumunits. The County
thus did not exceed its authority under Article 9, Section 2(12)
and Airport Properties.
B. Permissibility of the Valuation Method

q22 Despite the fact that condom niunms—not interva

i nt erests— are bei ng assessed, LBRI argues that the County’s net hod
of val ui ng condom ni uns by relying on recent sales prices of tine-

share interval interests is not legally permssible because it

11



allegedly fails to tax and assess each unit separately, as required
by AR S section 33-1204(B). In addressing this argunent, we
first consider a county assessor’s statutory duties and obligations
regarding valuation and assessnent, and then address LBRI's
substantive argunents regarding the Assessor’s valuation

nmet hodol ogy in this case.

1. Assessment Duties and Obligations of the County
Assessor
923 As di scussed above, a county assessor is required to

identify and “[d]etermine the full cash value” of all taxable
property within the county. A.RS. 8§ 42-13051(B)(2). In the
absence of a statutorily defined nmethod of determ ning “full cash
value,” the termis “synonynous with market val ue which neans the
estimate of value that is derived annually by using standard
apprai sal nethods and techniques.” A R S. 8§ 42-11001(5).

124 Anong the three conmonly accepted valuation nethods,
county assessors have discretion in choosing the nmethod by which a
gi ven pi ece of property will be valued. See Mohave County v. Duval
Corp., 119 Ariz. 105, 106, 579 P.2d 1075, 1076 (1978) (noting that
the taxpayer is not entitled to choose which nethod the county
assessor applies, nor, when the nmethod is challenged, is the court
entitled to grant a taxpayer relief sinply because the court feels
a different nmet hod woul d have been preferable) (citations omtted).

In addition, the suprene court has adopted an approach under which

12



the three standard appraisal nethods are not to be applied
mechani cal ly, but rather pragmatically, in a way that ultimtely
determines and taxes the intrinsic value of the property in
question. Recreation Cntrs. of Sun City, 162 Ariz. at 288-91, 782
P.2d at 1181-84 (“The assessor may utilize any apprai sal approach
or hybrid nethod of appraisal that takes the principles explained
in this opinion into consideration.”).

925 Wth these principlesinmnd, it is generally recognized
that the sal es conparison nethod is the nost accurate and reliable
val uation nethod, particularly with respect to property conmonly
sold in the marketplace, such as residential property. See Ariz.
Dep’t of Revenue, Assessnent Procedures Manual 2.1.3 (1995) (*For
t hose properties that are conmonly sold in the market place, such
as residential properties, the sales conparison approach is best
suited.”); Ariz. Dep’'t of Revenue, Land Manual 4.8-9 (2001) (“The
Direct Sales Conparison Method is the nost accurate, reliable and
def ensi bl e nmethod of valuing |and. The remmining Alternative
Met hods are far less reliable, and should be utilized only in the
absence of adequate market sales activity.”); Ariz. Dep't of
Revenue, Publ i cation 546: Resi denti al Property, available
at http://ww.revenue. state. az. us/ property/ pub546. ht m (“[T] he
majority of single-famly homes and condomi niums in Arizona are
val ued using the sales [conparison] nethod.”). Thus, in the

condonm ni um context, assessnent by the sal es conparison nethod is

13



generally preferred as soon as a sufficient nunber of condom ni uns

have been sol d.

2. A.R.S. Section 33-1204
926 Here, Mbhave County in essence formul ated a hybrid sal es
conpari son nethod that incorporated a factor designed to determ ne
the intrinsic value of the respective types of units. The
Assessor’s net hod took i nto account the condom niumunits’ “current
usage” as tinme-shares whose narket value depends solely on each
unit’s status as a studi o, one-bedroom or two-bedroomcondom nium
unit. LBRI challenges this valuation nmethod, relying primarily on
AR S. section 33-1204, which provides in relevant part the
fol | ow ng:

A If there is a unit owner other than a

decl arant, each unit that has been created,

together with its interest in the conmmon

el ements, constitutes for all purposes a

separate parcel of real estate.

B. Except as provided in subsection C, if
there is a unit owner other than a declarant,
each wunit shall be separately taxed and
assessed, and no separate tax or assessnent
may be rendered agai nst any conmon el enents.

D. If there is no unit owner other than a
declarant, the real estate conprising the
condom ni um shall be taxed and assessed as a
si ngl e parcel

(Enmphasi s added.) Based on subsection B of this statute, LBRI

argues that because interval interests in the Resort have been

14



sold, there are “unit owner[s]”® other than declarant LBRI, and
thus each of the 122 condom nium units nust be “separately taxed
and assessed.” Relying on Crystal Point Joint Venture v. Arizona
Department of Revenue, 188 Ariz. 96, 932 P.2d 1367 (App. 1997), and
case law from other jurisdictions, LBRI contends that because
Mohave County’'s valuation nethod does not value each of the
Resort’s 122 condom nium units individually, section 33-1204(B)
precl udes the County’s valuation nethod. W disagree with LBRI's
characterization and conclude that the County’s nmethod conplies
with section 33-1204(B) because it taxes and assesses each unit
separately based upon the property’'s “current usage” and a
consi deration of the relevant characteristics of each unit in the
mar ket pl ace.

q27 Prelimnarily, we note that the |anguage of A R S
section 33-1204 and the definitions of “unit” and “unit owner”
suggest that the |legislature did not envision application of this
statute to time-share regines in which no discrete group of
interval interest holders owns any discrete condom niumunit. The
| anguage of these provisions presupposes that the condom nium
“units” in question are physical objects of ownership that are each

capable of being sold outright as a discrete unit to a single

3 ““Unit owner’ mneans a decl arant or other person who owns
aunit . . . .” ARS 8 33-1202(23) (2000). “Unit” in turn means
“a portion of the condom ni umdesi gnated for separate ownership or
occupancy.” A R S. 8§ 33-1202(22).

15



buyer. The issues with which the operative |anguage of each
subsection deals are those that would logically arise from that
general background. The |egal effect of each subsection turns on
whet her the declarant is still the sole owner of all such physica
units, or instead has transferred ownership of one or nore of them
None of the |anguage in section 33-1204 contains any suggestion
that the drafters of the statute crafted its provisions to apply to
condom ni um projects subject to a tinme-share regine in which no
“units” within the nmeaning of section 33-1204 are ever sold or
owned as such. Neverthel ess, because we do not believe that the
requi renents of section 33-1204 and t he County Assessor’s val uation
met hodol ogy are substantively irreconcilable, we resolve LBRI’s
chall enge within the framework of section 33-1204.

q28 LBRI ' s di sagreenent with t he Assessor’s net hodol ogy rests
on the mstaken assunption that “separately taxed and assessed”
necessarily requires the Assessor to consider all of the unique
characteristics of each unit, such as square footage, |ocation, and
view, in determining its individual value. W reject this overly
broad construction. Separately taxing and assessing each unit
requires the Assessor to consi der only those uni que characteristics
of each unit that are relevant to a determnation of the unit’s
“full cash value,” which is synonynous with “market value.” Here,
characteristics such as square footage, |ocation, and view are not

rel evant to the condom niuns’ market value. Although such unique

16



characteristics may be, and usually are, relevant in determning
val ue under ordinary condonm nium regines, they are conpletely
irrelevant to valuation under LBRI's “current wusage” of the
property as an interval interest tine-share regine.

129 Under LBRI’s “current usage,” the val ue of any i ndivi dual
unit depends solely on the unit’s status as a studio, a one-
bedroom or a two-bedroomunit. Thus, although one studio unit nmay
be in a better | ocation or may have nore square footage or a better
view than another studio unit, its value in the marketpl ace does
not depend on these distinctions. Therefore, the County is not
required to consider any such distinctions in determ ning each
unit’s full cash value. Requiring the County to determ ne market
value and then forcing it to consider factors which, in context,
are irrelevant to market value is patently illogical, and we
therefore decline tointerpret section 33-1204(B) as requiring that
result. See Zaritsky v. Davis, 198 Ariz. 599, 603, T 11, 12 P.3d
1203, 1207 (App. 2000) (stating that in interpreting statutes, we
must avoid constructions that |lead to absurd results) (citations

omtted); Lake Havasu City v. Mohave County, 138 Ariz. 552, 557,

675 P.2d 1371, 1376 (App. 1983) (“Statutes nust be given a sensible

construction which wll avoid absurd results.”) (citations
omtted).
930 Additionally, LBRI's position is inconsistent. On the

one hand, LBRI has established a reginme that effectively deprives

17



each unit of the value inherent in its unique characteristics of
square footage, view, etc. On the other hand, LBRI denands that
the Assessor make her assessnment valuations based on the sane
characteristics that LBRI has rendered irrelevant in its own
mar ket i ng net hodol ogy. For LBRI and the narket to which its sal es
are directed, the only unique characteristic of value in each unit
is its status as a studio, a one-bedroom or a two-bedroom unit.
Because LBRI and the nmarket consider the units to be of equal val ue
despi te any uni que characteristics of square footage, |ocation, and
view, the Assessor can do the sane.

131 In summary, we conclude that the Assessor’s net hodol ogy
conplies with the requirenents of section 33-1204(B) by taxing and
assessi ng separately each unit, based upon the property’s “current
usage” and the characteristics of each unit that are relevant to
value in the marketplace—nanely, the unit’s status as a studi o,
one- bedroom or two-bedroomunit. The Assessor is not required to
consi der characteristics that are unique, but irrelevant, to val ue
in the marketplace. That such a nethodology results in an
i dentical valuation for each category of units does not necessarily
violate section 33-1204(B)’ s separate assessnent requirenent.

132 LBRI's reliance on Crystal Point Joint Venture v. Arizona
Department of Revenue IS msplaced. There, we did no nore than
apply section 33-1204(B) to one of the controversies that it was

plainly designed to resolve--a dispute about the circunstances
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under which a group of condom nium units, whose ownership the
decl arant retained, could be valued, assessed, and taxed as a
singl e parcel of real property. W held that, under A.R S. section
33-1204, “if even one unit in the conplex is owned by soneone ot her
t han t he decl arant, every unit nust be treated as a separate parcel
of real estate and separately valued, assessed, and taxed.”
Crystal Point Joint Venture, 188 Ariz. at 101, 932 P.2d at 1372.
But if a declarant owns every unit, the “units that conprise the
conpl ex are to be val ued, assessed, and taxed as a single parcel.”
Id. Based on this analysis, we rejected the taxpayer’s proposed
“bul k sal es” val uati on net hod, representing “what one willing buyer
woul d have paid for all the units.” 1d. at 99, 932 P.2d at 1370.
Thus, in our view, Crystal Point does not support appellants’
position in this very different litigation. Crystal Point dealt
with a traditional condom nium project in which separate owners
purchased discrete units. Here, we are dealing with a “non-
traditional” condom nium project in which no individual owner or
group of owners purchase any individual wunit. Further, the
County’s val uati on nmet hod does not involve a bul k sal es val uati on.
Rat her, the County’'s valuation nethod appraised each unit
separately based upon the characteristics that determne its val ue
in the marketplace. Crystal Point is not to the contrary.

q33 LBRI also cites several cases from other jurisdictions

that have determned that statutes simlar to section 33-1204
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preclude taxing authorities from valuing tine-share condom nium
units by reference to the values of tinme-share interval interests.
Hausman v. VTSI, Inc., 482 So. 2d 428 (Fla. Dist. C. App. 1985);
Inn Group Assocs. v. Booth, 593 A 2d 49 (R 1. 1991); New England
Marketing Assocs., 519 A 2d 303 (N H 1986). None of these
deci si ons provi des persuasive support for LBRI's position.

134 In Hausman, the court based its holding in part on a
provision in Florida s tinme-share statutes that prohibited the
courts from interpreting them as changing existing assessnent
procedures based on the subjection of property to a tinme-share
regi ne. Hausman, 482 So. 2d at 430 (citing Fla. Stat. ch.
721.03(3) (1981)). Gven the applicable Florida I aw, the Florida
court’s conclusion that the pre-existing statutory requirenent for
separate assessnment of “condom nium parcel[s]” applied to
condom ni um proj ects was under st andabl e. Ari zona, however, has
no statutory provision anal ogous to the Florida statute upon which
the court in Hausman relied.

935 Inn Group Associates and New England Marketing
Association are simlarly unpersuasive. The courts in those cases
offered no explanation for the view that the |anguage of their
respective statutes contenplated application to condom nium
projects in which the individual physical units were not owned and
sold as such, but rather were subjected to tine-share regines.

Mor eover, none of the jurisdictions fromwhich Hausman, Inn Group

20



Associates, and New England Marketing Association arose appears to
have pursued anything like the pragmatic, flexible approach to
property tax valuation announced in Recreation Centers. See
Recreation Cntrs. of Sun City, 162 Ariz. at 291, 782 P.2d at 1184
(allowi ng assessors to develop appropriate “hybrid” methods in
val ui ng property for taxation). Nor did any of those cases involve
a statutory requirenent that counties consider the property’s
“current usage” in determ ning market val ue.
CONCLUSION

136 Mohave County’'s valuation nethod does not anount to
taxation of time-share intervals wi thout |egislative authorization.
Also, it conplies wth section 33-1204(B)’s requirenent that
condom niumunits be assessed and taxed “separately.” Therefore,
t he Assessor perm ssibly considered the estimted nmarket val ues of
time-share interval interests in valuing condom niumunits.

937 The parties have not asked us to determ ne whether the
details of Mhave County’s nethod, as opposed to the nethod’ s
underlying principle, yielded results that are defensible as a
matter of fact based on professional appraisal principles. W
of fer no opinion on the latter question, and i nstead give effect to
the parties’ stipulation concerning the appropriate nunerical

results for this litigation.
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138 LBRI requests an award of attorneys’ fees on appeal under
A.R S. sections 12-348 and 12-349. Because LBRI does not prevail,
we deny its request.

139 The judgnent is affirnmed.

M CHAEL D. RYAN, Judge
CONCURRI NG

SHELDON H. WEI SBERG, Presi di ng Judge

E. G NOYES, JR, Judge
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