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Asplication of Board Rules to Costract Erpraisers for
County Assessors :

Goxrdon Adelman has asked me o rmspend t9o your
mamo 0f Aungust 3 trangmitting Mark Ancel's questicn whether
a private consultant working as a contract appraiser
county ass32ssor is5 required to achers to the 3card's properiy
tax rules. :

It seems Lo me that H¥r, Ancel's inguiry is begging
uzstion, A county assessor may contract with a p
t to assist Hiﬁ in appraising the property, but h
delegate to 3 = his duty under Ssction 405. As stated
case of Coun of Tvoclumne v, State Board of Egualization
{1982) z2¢ Cal.ﬂnv. 24 352, “When the assesscr adepted ana
placej on the assessment rolls the valwe which resa?teé irom
the engineers' work, it becamg the official act of the assessor
and likewise an cofficial record of Tuolumne Counhf.” It is
the asseszor’s act and pot the private approlser's act whica
places the value on the roll, and the zssessor is bound o
follew the Board rules in meking that assessment as proviced
by Section 13605 of the Severnment Code. The assezsment
appeals board must follow the Board rules for the came xreason.
It is my upderstanding that the proalﬁﬁs te which Mz. Ancel
refers nccurred at an assessment appeals hearing.

Since Funle 4638 appliass to cil and gas produciag
progerties and not to other mineral properties, vhich ars.
ninaé, it is inappropriate to zpoly Rule 468. I will assume
without kuncwirg that perlite is 2 minerazal which should be
 aszessed pursuant to-Rule 469; however, I will Zdefer to axperts,
such as Ray Rothermel; as to wbether this is the appropriate
rale to apply.

()

t seems to me that the reole of the assessment appeals

hoard, ian this case, iz to determine whether the testimony of
tha cutside expert is relevant to the correct value applying
the appropriate rules and requlations. ot having beea. at the
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hearing nor having sesn a transcript, I cannot state vhetier
or not the testimony of the expert amoucted to apply 1rg
Rule 46S cr Rule 4469.

r. ancel also complains that the psrivate consultant
refuses to fu_ ish information to the taxpavyer con the matter
i pealed. Iaformation gathered by an ind

appraiser as an agent of the assessor way be inanechﬂﬂ
pursuant to the same rules and reatricticns as information

athered by the assessor. The code sets feortha very upec1f1c 1l
wﬁat information is to be supplied to an assesses in Section 408
In addéition when thera is an appeal involved, Sacticn 1506
provicdes for the exchange of information. However, szince the
appraiser iz the agent of the assessor, raguests :o:r: inspection
of information zhould be nade to the assessor rather than to
the private consultant.
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cc: Mr, Douglas D. Bell
Hr, J. J. Da2laney
HMr. Gordon P. Rielman
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