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GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

MEETING MINUTES

JULY 24, 2007
The July 24, 2007 Board of Equalization meeting was held in the Planning Commission Meeting Room in the Blackstock Government Center at 221 North Wisconsin in Gunnison.  Present were:

Hap Channell, Chairperson



Paula Swenson, Vice-Chairperson



Jim Starr, Commissioner



Keri Hodgin, Clerk to the Board
County Assessor Kristy McFarland, Deputy Assessor Vicki Hildreth and Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss as well as other Assessor’s Office staff were present and participated as indicated in the text.
NOTICE:  The petitioner’s and Assessor’s exhibits for each case are located in their individual Board of Equalization files.  

The valuation time period is July 1, 2004 –June 30, 2006
CALL TO ORDER:      Chairperson Channell called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m.
CBOE #88
Mary E. Swanwick
The petitioner was present.  Chairperson Channell explained the petitioner’s rights and gave the petitioner the Notice of Rights.  Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property, which is in Chalet Village, and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  The adjusted values of the comps ranged from $597,000 to $625,000.  Lickiss recommended the Board adjust the value for the subject property to $610,000, based on the three comps. 
Swanwick questioned the age provided and Lickiss explained that it was an effective age.  Swanwick stated that her valuation was higher than all the sales in the array.  She said most of the comps were newer than hers and had gorgeous views.  She said her home is stuck in the middle of multi-family high and low density.  Swanwick contended that her home was in fair, rather than average condition, because it was a rental and has been trashed.  She asked why her neighbor’s homes went down in value, while hers went up.  Lickiss said he couldn’t know without looking at the specifics of each account, but stated they were all based on the same model.
Commissioner Starr asked if the situation of being surrounded by a different type of housing would call for an adjustment.  Lickiss said at one time, in Crested Butte, the houses next to the mobile home park went down.  He said this situation could be the reverse, adding that the single family houses could be valued higher for being next to luxury condos.  He said there aren’t sales or listings in that area to look at.  Swanwick again questioned why the homes on Paradise, with larger garages and better views, were being valued lower than hers when the land is valued the same.  She said she can appreciate that finding comps for her property is difficult because it’s unique.  
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to accept the Assessor’s recommendation and adjust the value for CBOE #88 to $610,000.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #89
Mary Elizabeth Swanwick
The petitioner remained at the table.  Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property, which is in Crested Butte, and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  He noted that comp #1 was right next door to the subject.  The adjusted values ranged from $923,000 to $1,243,000 which Lickiss said supports the value of $1,021,630 given to the subject property.
Swanwick again questioned the age assigned to her home.  She asked why some homes on her street are valued lower than hers.  Lickiss answered that they are valued on the same model as her home but may have different characteristics.  He said they’d have to pull the records to look at the condition, the age, the lot size, the home size, etc.  Commissioner Swenson said the comps close to the subject property are very comparable and noted that the subject falls in the middle of five comps.  Commissioner Starr asked if the Assessor’s Office would check to see if mistakes were made in valuing the lower valued homes which were submitted by the petitioner.  Lickiss said case law states that if a mistake was made on another house, the petitioner can’t have their value reduced to the lower value of the mistake.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr, to deny the appeal for CBOE #89 based on the lack of evidence that the subject property was incorrectly valued for the neighborhood.  There was some discussion about the two lower values.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #64

Adam J. Schichtel

There was no petitioner present.  Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss described where the home was located, then summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  The adjusted values ranged from $1,080,000 to $1,348,000 and Lickiss said that supports the value of $1,186,990 assigned to the subject property.  Commissioner Starr asked if adjustments are made for proximity to a busy highway.  Lickiss stated that two of the comps are on the highway.  Commissioner Starr asked if the Assessor’s Office has observed a trend regarding proximity to highways.  Lickiss said they didn’t during this time frame, but might see that trend in the next cycle.  McFarland acknowledged that an adjustment was made to the value during their appeal period.  Commissioner Swenson noted that comp #3 was one of the petitioner’s comps, but had not been adjusted for location, garage living area, age, architectural style, or construction quality as submitted by the petitioner.  Commissioner Starr asked if the amount of wetlands is considered for the land adjustments.  Lickiss said the vacant parcel next to the subject sold for over a million dollars during this time period.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #62.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #56

Michael C. Dawson, etal

The petitioner was present.  Chairperson Channell confirmed that the petitioner understood the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  The adjusted values of the comps ranged from $379,000 to $452,000 and the subject was valued at $381,450.  
Dawson said they had an appraisal done on June 27th, 2006 which used more recent sale dates than the sales used on the Assessor’s comp sheet.  He said the Assessor’s Office shows a 2 ½ car garage in 2006, when it was not yet completed, so that should be discounted from the amount and placed on the next Notice of Determination.  Mast explained that their assessment date is January 1st and the garage was built in 2006, so it is valued for 2007.  Chairperson Channell asked if the original garage had been converted to living space at the time the appraisal was done and Dawson answered yes.  Mast said that one of the comps provided by the petitioner was in a different economic area.  Chairperson Channell commented that the value of the subject property was less than the average of the three comps listed.  Lickiss said that is the how the value came in based on the mass appraisal.  Commissioner Swenson said the fee appraisal was done very close to the target appraisal date.  Lickiss said that was done by a certified appraiser, then stated that he is a certified appraiser as well.  Commissioner Starr explained to the petitioner that sometimes an actual sale of a property can be used and the appraised value from the Assessor’s Office may be higher or lower because of the mass appraisal aspect.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #56 since the comps in the fee appraisal compare closely with the comps used by the Assessor.  Chairperson Channell felt the amount was close enough to the sales array for him to accept it.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #57

Robert Hoe, VI

DBA The Hoe Company
Chairperson Channell contacted Mrs. Hoe by phone and explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  The adjusted values of the comps ranged from $628,000 to $768,000.  Mast recommended the Board adjust the value of the subject to $630,000.  Chairperson Channell noted that the value was adjusted at the Assessor’s appeal level because of an area change for all the Crested Butte condos. 
Mrs. Hoe discussed two units directly next door to her.  She said Unit 703 sold 2 ½ years ago for approximately $535,000.  The other unit (701) has been on the market for at least a year for $610,000 and hasn’t sold.  Chairperson Channell said the Assessor’s Office is limited by State Statute to only consider sales from July 1, 2004 to June 30, 2006 so the 701 listing cannot be considered.  Lickiss said that Unit 703 sold in early 2004.  Chairperson Channell explained how the Assessor’s Office then takes the market trends and applies them to the comps.  He said the trend analysis showed a 5% increase from July 2004 to September 2005.  Hoe said that sounded like quite an increase.  Chairperson Channell agreed and said that $535,000 sale would be time adjusted to approximately $1,177,000.  Hoe said they purchased their house four years ago for $349,000.  Commissioner Swenson said that was prior to the market spiking.  Hoe said the market has cooled off dramatically and Commissioner Swenson agreed, but reiterated that they can’t consider what the market currently is doing.  Chairperson Channell said that if the cooling off of the market is real and continues, it will be reflected in the next assessment period.  Hoe said she understands the Board doesn’t make the rules, but doesn’t agree with the rules.  
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to accept the Assessor’s recommendation and adjust the value for CBOE #57 to $630,000.  Motion passed unanimously.

CBOE #131
Golden Aspen Ranch, LLC

Chairperson Channell contacted the petitioner, Kristine Lass by phone and explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the subject property and said it did sell during the assessment period, but could not be considered in the array of sales since it was not an open market sale.  Mast said the subject property was adjusted at their appeal level.
Lass thanked Mast for the adjustment.  She said she understands why the lots are grouped into three categories by the Assessor’s Office but noted that it doesn’t allow for exploring each individual lot’s amenities.  Lass thought that $581,000 would be a more appropriate value based on access, and amenities.  She said the lot next to them is 50% larger and has views and timber, but they are only paying 16% more in taxes.  Lass said that Lot 48 and Lot 2 are more similar in amenities to her lot and have a time adjusted sale price of $505,000.  She pointed out that even though her sale wasn’t a qualified sale, it did sell for the same price as those two lots.  Her figure of $581,000 was to account for some improvements made to their lot.  Lass stated that Lot 37 has 12% more land than her lot, high mountain views, a well, retaining walls and a finished drive, but is taxed the same as her lot.  The petitioner had provided the Board with photos of Lot 37.  She said that the driveway and building site on her lot have been cleared, but not finished.  They do not have mountain views and their lot is dissected by a road.  She noted the photo showing scarring from a road cut at the back of the lot.  Lass added that the lot was not initially part of Red Mountain Ranch so they weren’t willing to improve their road to the same standards as the rest of the roads in Red Mountain Ranch. 
Chairperson Channell asked the Assessor’s staff about their relative ability to consider amenities.  Mast said that three of the sales listed by the petitioner (Lot 39, Lot 37 and Lot 8) are listed on the Assessor’s comparable market sales (comps) sheet.  The median of the eight sales listed is $714,000 per unit.  Mast said those three lots are valued at the $714,000 as well, and  referred to the petitioner’s statement that they are comparable to her lot.  Lass said the upper lots shouldn’t be grouped into one group because they all have such different amenities.  Chairperson Channell said the Assessor’s Office has to base the value on market sales and analysis of those sales.  He said the market should reflect the value of those various amenities.  Senior Appraiser/Analysis George Lickiss stated that they are mass appraisers, and said that some amenities are highly subjective and they cannot differentiate from the limited sales what the value of a view, for example, might be.  He said most of the lots are dissected by a road, but have a building envelope assigned off of that road.  He said they do not value on what type of driveway exists.  Lickiss explained that if a well has been drilled, they subtract that value away from the price.  He said they do the best they can with the limited data.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to deny the appeal for CBOE #131 based on the comps provided by the Assessor showing the value placed on the lot to be correct.  Motion passed unanimously.
BREAK:  The meeting was recessed from 2:34 p.m. to 2:45 p.m. for a break.
CBOE #61

Ronald Lee McCutchin

Chairperson Channell contacted the petitioner by phone and explained the petitioner’s rights.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used, all of which are in the Plaza at Wood Creek Condos.  She said two of the comps are located on the same floor as the subject property.  The adjusted values of the comps ranged from $535,000 to $538,000.  Hildreth said she believes that range supports the value they have placed on the subject property of $538,190.  
McCutchin said the Assessor’s Office had incorrect sales prices.  Hildreth explained that they are required to analyze time during the data gathering period, in order to determine if the market sales are going up, declining, or remaining level.   During this period there was an increase in the market.  Hildreth explained that they have to apply the time trend analysis for the period and time adjust the sale prices forward to the June 30, 2006 date.  McCutchin asked if there was a formula used for that. Chairperson Channell explained the scatter plot a line of best fit, which showed a 5.35% increase per month in condominium sales prices during that period.  
Hildreth mentioned that some condominium owners were concerned that the increased valuations weren’t reflective of the condition of some of the condos.  She said the Assessor had physically inspected several complexes and talked with many of the property managers.  Hildreth said the subject property was one which was graded at the top of the grading scale used for rentals in regards to the condition of the unit.  McCutchin said he is at the bottom of the A grading.  The top score is 135 and his is 89.  He said at 85 you become a B rating.  He also noted that the rating doesn’t change the amount of rent received.  Chairperson Channell explained that the rules followed by the Assessor’s Office are all required by State Statute and that there is no local control over those rules.  He explained further that the Board would need dates and prices for the sales presented by the petitioner in order to apply the time adjustment.  He said the market appears to have flattened as of August, 2005 during that period and any flattening or decline beyond that date would then be reflected in the next cycle.  
Hildreth said they are in the process of updating inventory on all the condominiums in Mt. Crested Butte because they recognize that having more information about all the units allows them to better value those units.  She said they have not had enough information from condos to use a gross rent multiplier, which is a unit of comparison and is a market appraisal approach.  Lickiss said they are only allowed to use the market approach for residential units.  Hildreth said there were some cases during this period where condos in deteriorated condition sold for more than remodeled ones did.  Commissioner Starr felt an accurate value was assigned, since the subject fell within the range of the comps, which had only time and square footage adjustments applied to them.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #61.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #58

William C. Fountain

The petitioner was not present.  Deputy County Assessor Vicki Hildreth stated that she and the petitioner had reached a stipulation agreement.  After discussing the condition of the condominium with the Property Manager and the petitioner, the condition of the condominium was downgraded to poor.  Hildreth recommended a new value of $485,000.  The condo has all the original cabinets, bathroom, etc.  The only upgrade has been to one water damaged wall.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to accept the stipulation agreement and adjust the amount for CBOE #58 to $485,000.  Motion passed unanimously.
BREAK:  The meeting was recessed from 3:11 to 3:30 for a break.
CBOE #134

Daniel Patrick Gallagher, Jr.

The petitioner was not present.  Deputy Assessor Vicki Hildreth stated that the subject property is vacant land in Skyland and the comparable market sale (comp) is located in Teocalli Townhomes.  She said the petitioner thought the sub-divider’s discount should be applied.  Hildreth discussed the discount criteria from the guidelines.  She said this developer sold the land to another developer just after the end of the period and should not take away from the account because it went to another developer rather than an end user.  She said there are instances where someone buys several lots in a development and it’s obvious they are intending to develop and sell those lots and not use them personally for a house.  In those instances the lots come out of the account when they are sold to an end user.  
The petitioner asked the Assessor’s Office to look at Club Cottage, where there were originally 51 units, 31 of which are already built and 20 which remain.  Using the absorption period from Club Cottage yields a discount of 57.51%, which would discount these to $71,170 per unit.  Hildreth said this property has historically been discounted and the petitioner’s contention is that nothing has changed.  The Assessor’s Office thought something had changed but some of the guideline language is confusing.  She said this probably was a developer who is intending to develop and sell all twelve units and she recommended that they remain in the account at this time.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to accept the Assessor’s recommendation and adjust the value for CBOE #134 to $142,340.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #135

Daniel Patrick Gallagher, Jr.

Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to accept the Assessor’s recommendation and adjust the value for CBOE #134 to $284,680.  Motion passed unanimously.  This motion was based on the discussion for CBOE #134 as described above.
CBOE #136

Daniel Patrick Gallagher, Jr.

Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to accept the Assessor’s recommendation and adjust the value for CBOE #134 to $71,170.  Motion passed unanimously.  This motion was based on the discussion for CBOE #134 as described above.

Hildreth requested an area change on the 12 unit piece as well as on the 1 unit piece.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to direct the Assessor’s Office to apply an area change in Multi Family Tract 4 Skyland, for one 12 unit parcel and one 1 unit parcel of vacant land, to be valued at $7,170 per unit.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #62

Aspen Housing LLC

Represented by Licht & Company

Chairperson Channell contacted Chris Barnes and Howard Licht by phone and explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Bob Blackett summarized the subject property, which is a vacant lot (C-27) in Prospect at Mt. Crested Butte Phase 1.  In this subdivision, the lots are designated as interior/exterior and ski in/ski out.  This property is an interior lot in the east portion of Phase 1.  Blackett said the comparable market sales (comps) used were Lots C-24 and C-23, both of which have a time adjusted sale price of $775,750.
Mr. Licht explained his understanding that the Assessor’s Office was using a time adjustment of 7% per month until the end of May at which time the market had flattened out.  He said Lot C-23 sold on May 18, 2005.  He noted that the time adjustment of 7% was applied for only a 12 day period.  He said the time adjustment should not apply.  Licht said there are several brokers who are familiar with what was going on during that period who have indicated that the market was at an all time high, then slowed down.  Two of them questioned the 7% per month adjustment as being excessive and both thought the market flattened in February or March, rather than May.  Commissioner Swenson said the chart shows pretty substantial growth up until May.  She noted that the time adjustment was for one month only, and the other 13 months did not have any time adjustment applied.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #62, based on the time trend analysis showing an upward trend through May of 2005.
CBOE #63

Aspen Housing LLC

Represented by Licht & Company

Chris Barnes and Howard Licht remained on the phone for this hearing.  Appraiser Bob Blackett said the Subject property is an exterior lot in Prospect at Mt. Crested Butte, Phase 1.  Blackett noted that the comparable market sales (comps) array had adjusted values which ranged from $1,128,900 to 1,634,125.  Blackett supplied an additional comp sheet for Phase 2 which had a range of $832,400 to $1,350,000.  
Licht said that Lot C-32 sold in August of 2005 for $1,175,000.  He said no additional time adjustment should be applied to that sale, which is the highest, non-adjusted sale price they could find for an exterior lot.  He said that valuing a property higher than the highest non-adjusted sale price is not supportive of the market place.  Blackett said the sales from Phase 2 shows a sale after August for $1,350,000.  He said that if you include Phase 2, the $1,175,000 sale isn’t the highest exterior lot sale.  Licht said Phase 2 is higher up the mountain and has better views.  Blackett said it is higher, but has the same kinds of views.  Chairperson Channell added that quantifying an objective characteristic such as views is difficult.  Commissioner Starr said he was persuaded to adjust the value to $1,175,000.  Commissioner Swenson said it does look like the higher sales in Phase 2 are nearer to the open space.  She said it would appear that the location may have driven those prices higher.  She added that the $1,350,000 sale was a larger lot.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr, to adjust the value for CBOE # 63 to $1,175,000.  Motion passed unanimously.

CBOE #90

Peter B. Bogardus, Jr.

The petitioner was not present.  Appraiser Bob Blackett summarized the subject property, which is in Lone Tree Condos, and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  He explained that his third comp was one the petitioner had submitted, but was not a deed restricted property.  The subject and other comps were.  The adjusted values of the comps ran from $248,000 to $256,000 which Blackett said supports the value of $252,820 given to the subject property.  Commissioner Swenson noted that the value was adjusted at the Assessor’s appeal level.  There was some discussion about the condos still not being affordable even with the deed restriction.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #90.   Motion passed unanimously.
The petitioner then arrived and the Board explained their decision, noting that the petitioner’s sale prices were not time adjusted to the June 30, 2006 date.  Bogardus asked if the time trend analysis was for deed restricted properties only and Chairperson Channell explained that it was for all condos in the area.  Bogardus requested an adjustment based on a time adjustment which analyses only deed restricted units, above commercial properties.  Blackett noted that comp #1 and comp #2 are deed restricted and the first one is in the same building as the subject property.  Lickiss said there aren’t enough data points for analyzing only deed restricted units above commercial properties.  Bogardus said that time trend analysis is not the proper analysis to apply to deed restricted units above commercial units.  Chairperson Channell said there aren’t enough of those specific types of sales to analyze them separately, but they were still comparing apples to apples with the first two comps.  Commissioner Swenson noted that the second comp didn’t even have a time adjustment applied to it because it sold after the market flattened out.  Bogardus stated that the second comp was across the street and didn’t warrant a neighborhood adjustment.  Blackett said the sales show that the Belleview Community Building Condos sell for less per square foot than the Lone Tree Condos.  Chairperson Channell supplied the petitioner with the Notice of Rights.
CBOE #132

John A. Pitts, etal

Represented by Trudy and Lynn Carley

Trudy and Lynn Carley were present on behalf of the petitioner, who is Trudy’s father.  Chairperson Channell explained the petitioner’s rights and provided them with a copy of the Notice of Rights.  Appraiser Blackett summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  He recommended the Board adjust the subject property to $430,000 based on this sales analysis.
Mrs. Carley submitted documentation showing the Board her comparables which were all three type three construction, all log homes and sold within the right time period.  They are all newer construction than the subject property.  She told the Board she found 8 homes all within 2 miles of their home, all newer construction log homes and the 9th one on the list is the subject property.  The documentation showed the square footage, outbuildings, and the actual assessed value as of June 15, 2007.  All but one of the eight has more acreage than the subject property.  Mr. Carley said it’s very difficult to find comparables for their property.  They tried to find the most comparable ones on the sales array and the first four on that list have an average assessed value of $291,000.  He explained further that family members built the house for Mrs. Pitts on a very limited budget.  They built the house for $47,000.  He said there is no central air or heat and no way to put that in, since it was built as a summer home.  He further described a very basic home, which has no amenities which are normally found in nice homes.  Mr. Carley said this home could not be lived in year round as it is and said they should not be compared to other beautiful log homes with better amenities.
Mrs. Carley described #6 on her list as a beautiful log home on 42 acres which is valued at $480,000.  Blackett explained the variety of attributes that they feel contribute to values, such as living area, age, condition, etc.  He said there was a significant adjustment made to comp #3 because of the land value.  Chairperson Channell said the information submitted by the petitioners was an array of assessed values and the Assessor’s Office has to determine market value from sales.  Mrs. Carley expressed confusion about the difference in valuations and Blackett said he could not explain that without looking at the inventories of the properties.  Blackett noted that comp #3 was one of the petitioner’s comps.  
Chairperson Channell noted that the value of the subject property seems like an anomaly to him because the average valuation of the homes the petitioner’s have used was $349,000, and they are all in the same area.  Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss said they can’t address that without looking at the specifics of those properties.  Blackett said it could be because some are mining claims, which have different land values, or some may have different land values for being on the river.  Commissioner Starr noted that most of the comps submitted by the petitioners are smaller homes with more land.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #139 to $350,000 based on the evidence provided by the petitioners and using the same ratio that was used for the size adjustment on comp #3.  Lickiss said that motion goes against case law because values of other properties cannot be used to adjust the value.  Commissioner Starr said he was taken by the meagerness of the construction.  Commissioner Swenson asked if the subject property should be classified as fair condition rather than average condition.  Lickiss said the construction quality is type two.  Blackett said their inventory does show a gas heater.  Commissioner Starr asked if the Assessor could provide comps from the list provided by the petitioners which have lower values, but appear to have higher quality land and be higher quality homes.  There was further discussion about comp #1.  Chairperson Channell asked Lickiss to provide a comp sheet for the petitioner’s comp#6.  The Board decided to continue the hearing on July 31st at 7:45 a.m. 
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to withdraw the previous motion.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #139

Candace E. Coen

Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss said he and the petitioner have reached a stipulation agreement of $534,800 based on a physical inspection of the property and a rental with a lot of wear and tear.

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to accept the stipulation agreement and adjust the value for CBOE #139 to $534,800.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #140

Candace E. Coen
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to accept the stipulation agreement and adjust the value for CBOE #140 to $621,600.  Motion passed unanimously.
ADJOURN:  Chairperson Channell adjourned the meeting at 5:19 p.m.
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