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GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

MEETING MINUTES

JULY 26, 2007
The July 26, 2007 Board of Equalization meeting was held in the Planning Commission Meeting Room in the Blackstock Government Center at 221 North Wisconsin, 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 8:00 a.m.
CBOE #02
Joseph A. Lopez II, etal

The petitioner was present.  Chairperson Channell explained the petitioner’s rights.  Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  He said the adjusted values of the comps ranged from $310,000 to $442,000.  He recommended the Board adjust the value of the subject property to $375,000, with the most weight being given to comp #1, which had no adjustments.
Mr. Lopez had a realtor send him two comparables which Lopez felt were very comparable to his unit.  Both had sold for approximately $300,000 after June 30th of 2006.  He then took sales from the correct time period and found five units in the same complex, which are identical to the subject property and three which are have less square footage.  Lopez thought the Assessor’s Office should show a garage for their comp #3.  He said the five sales had a time adjusted value average of $329.08/sq ft.  He noted his was valued at $372.00/sq ft and questioned why his was so far above the average.  Commissioner Swenson said the recommended adjustment would take the subject value to $345.00/sq ft.  Lopez thought one very high sale skewed the numbers upward.  

Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to adjust the value for CBOE # 02 to $358,000 based on the evidence submitted by the petitioner and using the average square foot value of $330/sq ft.  Motion passed unanimously.

CBOE #122 and CBOE #123
Seth Adams Jr. Trust

The petitioner was not present.  Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  Mast explained that CBOE #122 was the condo and CBOE #123 was the garage, which is on a separate account.  She said the subject property did sell during the time period and the time adjusted sale price for it was $103,544.  All three comps are in the same complex, but have location adjustments for being on the river side.  Commissioner Swenson said the average of the comps was just under $76,000.  Deputy Hildreth said the garage comes in way under the average of the comps, but is valued as a separate piece.   She explained how that was due to multiple regression.  Chairperson Channell figured that the time adjusted sale price for the subject property (1.7% x 12 months) would be $103,500 for the garage and condo together.  He said that the assessed values of the garage and condo equals $94,770.   He noted that the petitioner relied heavily on the sale of the subject property, but hadn’t applied the time adjustment, so the market value placed on the property is favorable compared to the time adjusted value which shows what the market did.
Commissioner Swenson said the average of the garages was $16,000 with the subject garage being valued at $9,000.  The average of the condos was $75,700 and the subject was valued at $85,360.  She figured that could warrant a total adjustment of $3,160.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #122 to the amount of $82,200.  Motion passed unanimously.

Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to deny the appeal for CBOE #123.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #149

Thomas Kelley 
Represented by Roderick Landwehr

The representative was present.  Chairperson Channell explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the subject property and comparable market sales (comps) used, all of which are vacant land.  She said the median of the comps is $13,200/unit which is what the subject is valued at.

Mr. Landwehr said they are appealing the classification of the land because there is a difference in the ratio of assessed value to actual value depending on whether the property is classified as vacant or residential land.  Landwehr showed the Board a photograph of a mobile home which has been sitting on the land since 1976.  This photo was not submitted for the record.  He said there’s no question that the mobile home as it exists today does not meet the zoning regulations for a residential structure, but those regulations weren’t adopted until 1980.  He said it continues to be used as a residence and is permitted to be used as a residence as a valid non-conforming use under Pitkin’s zoning regulations.  Landwehr explained that it doesn’t meet the regulations because of size, power, and the lack of a well or septic.  He added that it could not be placed there today, and referred to the definition of residential land as found in the Assessor’s Handbook.  He said it is defined as real property with residential improvements.  Landwehr explained that the definition of residential improvements still contains a reference to mobile homes, although the mobile home definition was repealed in 1989 from the State Statutes.  He then read the previously used definition of a mobile home.  Landwehr stated that the mobile home would have qualified under that definition because of the width.  The length, however, was shorter than what is described in that definition.  Landwehr disagreed with Senior Appraiser/Analyst Lickiss that the mobile home would qualify as a trailer coach, because it is 1 inch wider than the defined width given for a trailer coach.  He further stated that this mobile home should be considered residential because it is permanently located, but not permanently affixed to the ground and because it is not licensed.  
Mast stated that the mobile home is not used as residential use, since they have a cabin they stay in.  Since the Assessor’s Office is required to look at the use, they are not able to consider this residential.  Chairperson Channell noted that the first definition submitted by Landwehr says that residential improvements means buildings or that portion of buildings designed for use predominantly as a place of residency by a person, family or families.  The term includes buildings structures, fixtures, fences, amenities and water rights which are integral part of the residential use.  He noted that this mobile home is not hooked up to water.  Based on this, Chairperson Channell said he agrees it qualifies under the mobile home definition, but is being stored on a vacant lot.  Hildreth said the mobile home definition also uses the language commonly used for occupancy by persons for residential purposes and the Assessor’s Office’s understanding through correspondence and inspections is that it is not being used residentially.  Hildreth said they confirmed that this property has been classified as vacant land from 1995 to 2007.  She said it was classified as vacant land in 1987 as well.  The intervening years were not checked.  Landwehr agreed that the land has historically been classified as vacant land, but the petitioner began trying to have it re-classified in 2003, after purchasing it from his brother.
Landwehr said the petitioner lives in the Virgin Islands and only uses the property when he comes to hunt.  Commissioner Starr said this is a legislative glitch because one definition says ‘designed for’ rather than ‘used as’ and the older definition says ‘commonly used’ rather than ‘used’.  Hildreth said the Assessor’s Office recognizes that there are cabins in the county which are used like indoor camping, but those are situations where people are staying in the building.   She reiterated that they have to look at use and when a structure is not used residentially it is not to be considered residential.  Commissioner Starr said that makes sense to him, because otherwise anyone could place something like this on their property to get that classification.  Chairperson Channell asked what the difference would be in the assessment if this were classified as residential use.  Hildreth said the ratio is almost four times as much for the vacant classification and added that if this property were re-classified, they would have to place a value on the structure.  Chairperson Channell said he was inclined to support the Assessor’s classification, and the petitioner should use this as a residential structure occasionally if he wants it re-classified.  Commissioner Starr agreed, and said it meets the definition of a mobile home, but does not appear to be used as a residence.  Commissioner Swenson noted that there are scenarios in the county where mobile homes have been abandoned or used for storage and are then removed from the tax records.  Hildreth said the ones being used for storage are treated like a shed and carried on the tax roles as minor structures with no value.  She explained that there are other situations where a mobile home can be in disrepair and may be inhabitable, but might remain on the records as residential because they can be repaired and lived in.  Landwehr stated that was not the situation had here because it’s simply classified as vacant land.  Chairperson Channell said the structure could be shown as a minor structure with no value on the records until the petitioner proves that it is in fact being used occasionally as a residence.  Landwehr said he thought the Board was drawing a distinction that is not justified by the Statutes of the language because he doesn’t see anywhere in the definitions where the use involves having to establish how many nights they may have stayed there.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson, to deny the appeal for CBOE #149.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #59
James R. Peay, etal

Chairperson Channell contacted the petitioner by phone and explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the subject property and comparable market sales (comps) used, all of which are in Ponderosa Pines Condos.  She noted the range in adjusted values of $418,000 to $453,000 for the comps and said the subject property was valued at $433,600.  
Mr. Peay stated that the Assessor’s Office can manipulate the comp numbers however they want and asked the Assessor’s Office to speak to the type of construction used for the comps.  He said the escalation rate derived from the 2004 and 2005 sales is too high.  He thought it should be much lower and said this was a one time event where new owners came in and spiked the market.  He thought his property should be closer to $383,500.  Mast read the definition of type 2 and type 3 construction quality.  Peay said there is nothing fancy about the condos, which were built in the 1970’s.  He thought it could have qualified as type 2 construction when it was built.  Chairperson Channell explained that all the comps are in the same condos and classified as type 3, any adjustment to construction type would be made across the board and would result in the same value.
Chairperson Channell explained the trend analysis derived from the scatter plot which is used by the Assessor’s Office.  He said it shows the sales increasing 5.35% for the first 12 months of the period analyzed.  The trend effectively flattened in August of 2005.  He noted the time adjustments required for each comp.  Chairperson Channell said the chart clearly shows a sharp increase in the sales and explained that the county uses a 24 month period.  Peay said the Assessor’s Office is making that curve steeper by going back further in time and not using an 18 month period.  Chairperson Channell said the increase would be steeper if the first sixth months were eliminated.  Peay asked why the scatter plot information wasn’t provided to the public and Assessor McFarland said that plot is available on the Assessor’s website.

Peay said he still thought the data was skewed because he did square footage calculations and came up with approximately $330/per square foot.  He said that increasing his figure by 5.35% still doesn’t get to the number the Assessor is using.  Chairperson Channell said it is exactly what they saw in the Mt. Crested Butte condos during that time frame and noted that if the market continues to flatten or does decline that will be reflected in the next assessment period.  He noted that the increase in sales coincided with the sale of the ski area.  Peay said his experience is that once the high value is set, you never get back to reality.  Commissioner Starr said the three comps used have an average value of $452,000 and the petitioner is assessed at $433,660.  Peay said those values use the market data which is escalated to make the math what the Assessor’s Office wants it to be.  Chairperson Channell said it is based on analysis which follows the law.

Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to deny the appeal for CBOE #59.  Motion passed unanimously.

CBOE #150

Diane L. Clow

Chairperson Channell contacted the petitioner by phone and explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the subject property and the three comparable market sales (comps) used.  Mast said the adjusted values of the comps range from $752,000 to $869,999 and the subject property was valued at $770,090.
Ms. Clow asked if comp #2, which is next door to her property, sold during the time period and Mast confirmed that it did.  Clow said there’s been some question as to whether her home is a townhouse or a condo and hers has been deemed a condo.  She stated that she does not own the land.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth explained that sometimes a plat will label units as condos in the title even when the land will be owned and visa versa, so the plat title doesn’t necessarily clarify whether something is a condo or townhouse.  Hildreth said their records indicate by declaration and by plat that land is included with the unit, which makes it a townhouse.  Chairperson Channell told Clow to let the Assessor’s Office know if she finds something to the contrary.  Hildreth noted that the subject property was being compared with other townhomes.  Clow said she submitted comps which she thought were comparable to her property.  She said that when she pulled properties valued at the amount given to her property, she was finding single residence homes.  She said the only multi-family residence she found in that range was twice as large has hers.  Clow added that many of those were in town and felt those brought a higher premium than homes in the northeast corner of town, where hers is located.  Clow stated that her home has been on the market for over a year with an asking price of $640,000 and Chairperson Channell said the Board cannot consider that.  He explained that according to State Statutes the Board can only consider sales, not listings.

Mast listed the property addresses for the comps, which are all in the NE corner of town.   Commissioner Swenson asked why there was an inferior land adjustment for the third comp and thought it was very large for being in the same area.  Assessor McFarland said they would have to pull that record to answer, but said it may be for increased traffic or for being closer to the sewer plant and bus barn.  Hildreth said that all the neighborhood adjustments are based on multiple regression.  Clow asked why she had a different sale price for comp #2 than what the Assessor’s Office had.  Hildreth explained that they use a time adjusted selling price because all sales have to be adjusted to reflect their appraisal date of June 30th, 2006.  Chairperson Channell explained the time trend analysis for single family residence sales and Assessor McFarland told the petitioner she could see it on the Assessor’s website.  Clow said comp #3 is newer and larger than her home.  Chairperson Channell noted that there were adjustments made for the size and the age, but Clow thought the adjustments weren’t large enough.  Chairperson Channell said those adjustments are determined by a formula which is based on sales.  Commissioner Starr and Chairperson Channell said they question the neighborhood adjustment to comp #3.  Commissioner Starr thought that valuing townhomes, condos and single family residences together might skew the analysis, since he thought that single family residences probably sell for more per square foot than condos or townhomes.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #150 to $752,000 based on comp #2, which is next door to the subject unit.  Motion passed unanimously.  
Clow stated that she hadn’t finished presenting her findings and asked for further discussion regarding the single family residences she found, which sold for $770,000 to $790,000 during the time frame.  She said they are larger, nicer, homes with more amenities and she shouldn’t be put in the same category as those.  Commissioner Swenson noted that those sale prices need the time adjustment of 1.45% per month applied, and stated those adjusted prices would be closer to the $900,000 range.   Clow said that there seems to be no room for common sense in this valuation.  She said she can’t move this property for $100,000 less than what the Assessor’s Office has valued it at and it’s very frustrating.  Chairperson Channell said the sale of the ski area seemed to be a factor in these sale prices, but the Assessor’s Offices statewide are required to use that time period.  He explained that this was not a discretionary issue and that they are required to follow the law in the manner that they have.  Clow said that law should be revised for those who it impacts so unfairly.  Assessor McFarland explained that the taxes don’t increase at the same rate as the property value increase.
CBOE #125 
W. Real Investments, LLC

The petitioner, Wouter Van Tiel, was present.  Chairperson Channell explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  She said the adjusted values of the comps ranged from $699,000 to $757,000 and the subject was valued at $694,300.
Mr. Van Tiel said he understood the time adjustment but didn’t think the comps were very comparable to his townhome.  He said the comps are all on the avenue, have mountain views, and all have 3 bedrooms with 2 ½ baths.  The subject property has two bedrooms with 1 ½ baths and sits on the alley.  He said the garage was a 3 car garage.  Chairperson Channell explained that the Assessor’s Office goes by square footage and units.  Van Tiel submitted a comp which is across the alley from his, similar in size and sold for $595,000.  He said the comps he had average $416/square foot and his value based on that average, would be $500,000.  His figure of $416/square foot was not based on time adjusted sale prices.  Commissioner Swenson noted that the three comps used by the Assessor’s Office were three of the petitioner’s five comps.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth said the land on the subject property is 4,541.9 square feet.  The land for comp #1 is 2,215.7 square feet, comp #2 is 2,617.4 square feet, and comp #3 is $2,099 square feet.  Commissioner Swenson said the larger garage and square footage of land is the reason for the higher value of the subject property.  The petitioner stated that the other units use that land to get to their garages.  Commissioner Swenson asked if there was a platted easement allowing them to use it and Van Tiel said there was.  He also said he had an appraisal dated July 26th, 2006 which valued the unit at $575,000.  The appraisal was shown to the Board, but not submitted for the record.  Hildreth had the plat brought to the Board, and noted that it did show snow storage easements on the property and an access easement for the other units.  Because the plat was unreadable, she was unable to determine the square footage of the easements.  Hildreth explained that they would need to figure out the square footage of the easements to determine the amount of land which has exclusive use by the subject unit.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #125 to $621,000, based on using the value of comp #3, applying a land adjustment of $150,000 to comps #1 and comp #2 for the mountain view, and then averaging the three.  Motion passed unanimously. 
CBOE #126
Wouter Van Tiel

The petitioner remained at the table for this hearing.  Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the subject property.  She submitted the descriptions for determining the completion of construction, and noted the assessment date is January 1st.  Van Tiel said he hadn’t realized that earlier. He asked if the categories listed are the only ones used and Mast answered yes.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to deny the appeal for CBOE #126.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #138
Bobbie J. Harris

Chairperson Channell contacted the petitioner by phone and explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  She noted the range of adjusted values for the comps was $205,000 to $217,000.  Mast recommended the Board adjust the value of the subject property to $210,000.  Ms. Harris said she would agree with that value.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to accept the Assessor’s recommendation and adjust the value for CBOE #138 to $210,000.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #128

Brent A. Kovach

Chairperson Channell contacted the petitioner by phone and explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the comparable market sales (comps) used.  She said the adjusted values for the comps ranged from $1,199,000 to $ 1,808,000.  The subject property is valued at $1,391,010.
Mr. Kovach said his house was built in 1997, has very inexpensive finishes and has a basic box shape.  He said they attempted to sell the house a couple of years ago and got one, very low offer.  Kovach said the Assessor’s Office did do a physical on the house a few years ago and adjusted the value downward after seeing the inside of the home.  He asked that someone from the Assessor’s Office do another physical inspection so they can see that the value is not right and  that the home does not compare to the other homes in the neighborhood.  Mast explained that there was an inferior land adjustment for the comps, since they are in Chalet Village.  Mast said that most houses in Gold Link Subdivision, where the subject property is located, are type 3 or type 4 construction.  She used homes from Chalet Village because the subject property has a large living area and she was trying to find homes more comparable to that.  She gave the adjusted value of $1,328,000 for one comp the petitioner had previously asked about.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth explained that the sale for each comp has to be time adjusted to the June 30, 2006 date and then additional adjustments are necessary to make each property equal to the subject property.
Kovach asked if lots have actually sold for $600,000.  Mast and Hildreth answered yes.  Kovach said his strongest argument is that the house would not sell for that price.  Hildreth said their records show an unqualified sale of $660,009 in 2003 and Kovach said that was a sell from one family member to another.  Hildreth said they would be willing to do another physical inspection of the property in the future and Kovach said he’d like one done before the Board made their decision.  Hildreth said that based on the photographs and the footprint, it would appear that they have the quality of construction and condition correct.  Kovach said that someone would really need to see the property to see what he is talking about.  Chairperson Channell recommended making sure someone looks at it during the next assessment period and added that if the market flattens or decreases, the value would be adjusted accordingly.  He stated that they are required to use the specified time frame as defined by the State Statutes.  Kovach said he is clear about the time frame but he thought the comps were not comparable.  He again asked if someone could inspect the property.  Hildreth said she was looking at photographs of the property from July of 2001 and asked Kovach if there have been any significant changes since then.  Kovach said there’s been normal deterioration and depreciation but no new construction, additions or anything like that.  Hildreth said they were more than willing to do another inspection, but feel the inventory based on a previous inspection is correct.  Commissioner Swenson said she thought the comps were adjusted as close as possible to the subject property and added that no additional evidence was provided by the petitioner to show the condition to be less than average.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to deny the appeal for CBOE #128.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #127
Lawrence W. Ryan

The petitioners, Larry Ryan and Meegan Haley, were present.  Chairperson Channell explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Bob Blackett summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  He said the subject property was valued at $926,520.  The adjusted values of the comps ranged from $950,000 to $1,015,000.  Blackett explained that there was a significant land adjustment made to each comp, because they are each one lot and the subject property is 3 non-clustered lots.
Ryan showed the Board Section C of the Crested Butte (CB) South covenants, which do not allow him to sell those lots because he has a well and septic.  He thought his property should be valued as a single lot, since he has to keep those lots together.  He told the Board that the three lots don’t quite make an acre.  Commissioner Starr asked if the petitioner had the ability to tie in to the main lines as of January of 2007 and Ryan answered no.  Assessor McFarland asked if he will be required to tie in when he is able to and Ryan answered yes, but he doesn’t yet have that option.  Chairperson Channell asked if Ryan could sell the lots at that time and Ryan said yes.  Blackett said that the clustered lots are treated as one lot and explained that the covenants state that the owner shall either cluster said lots or record a binding restricted covenant.  He said he could not find a recorded binding restricted covenant for this property.  Assessor McFarland said that the clustering of the lots in CB South for purposes of having a septic system is not the same as the clustering of lots according to the County, which would erase those lot lines.  Commissioner Swenson said that when the clustering is done through the County, the lots can be re-subdivided and sold once the main line is available.  Ryan said he was originally told by the County that they would look at the property as one acre, whether he clustered the lots or not, and he wasn’t aware of that changing.  Commissioner Swenson said that the county wouldn’t see a difference for purposes of having septic.
Ryan said his neighbor’s lots have always been valued similarly to his, until this year.  Blackett explained that the three lot groups have historically been valued differently than the single lots because they sell differently. They weren’t valued differently this time because there were no sales of the three lot groups to use.  He said they did have some two lot sales.  Commissioner Starr said he agrees with the Assessor valuing the lots separately once the property can be tied in to the main line, but since the petitioner is unable to do that at this time it should be considered one building site.  Chairperson Channell agreed that it should be considered one lot until the sewer and water get there, and should then be considered three separate lots.  Blackett said they didn’t find any evidence of a binding restricted covenant, but Ryan said he wouldn’t have been allowed to build without one.  Chairperson Channell suggested that Ryan find that and get it to the Clerk and Recorder’s Office.  Blackett showed the Board a Crested Butte South sewer and water map as of January 1, 2007 showing that the subject property was beyond the line at that time.  He said they should have it available this year.  Commissioner Swenson thought an adjustment was warranted, but warned the petitioner that it can be changed next year after they tie on to the sewer and water.  Hildreth said the value on a single lot in CB South is $195,500 with or without water, since they are selling the same.  
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #127 to $535,000 in recognition of the fact that the lots cannot be currently sold.  Motion passed unanimously.
Hildreth asked the Board if they would like the Assessor’s Office to apply that motion to all lots with the same circumstances.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to direct the Assessor’s Office to make a neighborhood adjustment accordingly.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #146

John L. Murchison Jr., etal

The petitioner was not present.  Appraiser Bob Blackett summarized the subject property, which is valued at $1,743,230.  He said they did not have any sales in the same subdivision for comparable market sales (comps), so they are required to use comps from other subdivisions.  Blackett then summarized the comps, which had adjusted values ranging from $1,742,000 to $2,934,000.

Chairperson Channell asked if the petitioner was notified of the hearing.  Administrative Assistant Keri Hodgin explained that letters were sent and phone calls were made, but the petitioner had not submitted a phone number and she was unable to find a phone number in the white pages on line.  Commissioner Swenson said the petitioner had not submitted any documentation other than the Notice of Determination with his estimation of value, a date, and a signature.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth had a document from their appeal level which said the value of the subject property was greatly over stated and it must ignore something unique to Roaring Judy Subdivision- poor roads, poor restrictions, and the location of Lypp’s junk yard.  Blackett said that they tried to find the most comparable sales and adjust them to the subject, since they had none in Roaring Judy.  Commissioner Starr asked why there was a significant difference in between comp #1 and comp #3 for the location adjustment.  Blackett explained that when they extract out the land from the sale price, whatever is left is then divided by the square footage to obtain a ratio against other neighborhoods.  He said that since comp #3 has a lower land value, there probably is a greater improvement value.  He said the land values come from vacant lot sales.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth said they started seeing sales where people were paying almost as much for vacant land as land with improvements on it.  She said when that occurs they can use a land to building ratio, and in valuing to the bottom line, the land just becomes an integral part of that value.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to deny the appeal for CBOE #146.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #147

John L. Murchison, Jr.
Appraiser Bob Blackett summarized the subject property and said that during their level of appeal, it was brought to their attention that the building was uninhabitable.   Blackett said there was no garage.  Commissioner Swenson said it sat empty all winter, the pipes froze and it destroyed the home.  She said it has been remodeled and now has a garage, but may not have had one in January.  Blackett said the comps were similar in age and quality, but not in condition, since they were all in average condition.  Commissioner Swenson asked if the value was lowered at the Assessor’s appeal level.  Hildreth said when the condition was changed to uninhabitable the value was lowered from $333,930 to $241,560.  Chairperson Channell noted that the difference in condition was taken into consideration and adjustments were made to the comps accordingly.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to deny the appeal for CBOE #147.  Motion carried unanimously.

CBOE #167
Tejon Investments LLC

Represented by Residential Tax Advisors, LLC

Chairperson Channell contacted Smine Lekahal from Residential Tax Advisor,s LLC and explained the petitioner’s rights.  Deputy Assessor Vicki Hildreth submitted a map showing the location of the subject property and the three comparable market sales (comps).  She summarized the subject property, which is valued at $769,840.  She said that further review of the record revealed a neighborhood adjustment was needed for the access, and that a garage needed to be added.  The Assessor’s Office was not previously aware of the garage.  These adjustments yield a new value of $769,840.  Hildreth summarized the comps, which had adjusted values ranging from $752,000 to $756,000.
Mr. Lekahal said the home is used only in the summer and Hildreth said the change to seasonal access reflects that.  Lekahal said there is a shelter there for wood and an abandoned cabin which is never used, but no garage.  Hildreth said the garage they are showing is part of the footprint of the main structure.  She noted that the other buildings have a $0 value and aren’t carried on the tax role.  She noted that the petitioner’s comp #3 is her comp #1.  The petitioner’s comp # 2 is her comp #2.  She said she didn’t use the petitioner’s comp #6 because it is in a very different location and would require a dramatic location adjustment.  The petitioner’s first comp was the Assessor’s third comp.  Lekahal said that the petitioners felt the increase in value was too much for a property only used 6 weeks of the year.  Commissioner Swenson said there was a huge explosion in the market during this time frame and added that the number of weeks a property is used cannot be considered when valuing property.  
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #167 to $750,000, based on the average of the three comps.  Motion passed unanimously.

CBOE #168

Tejon Investments, LLC

Represented by Residential Tax Advisors, LLC
The petitioner’s representative remained on the phone for this hearing.   Deputy Hildreth described the subject property as 80 acres of vacant land.  The comparable market sales (comps) used are also classified as meadow/tree areas with poor or fair access and have a unit value of $3,364/acre.  This is the value applied to the subject property.  
Lekahal stated that this value increased 51% from the previous year and said the subject property is not easily accessible. He said the petitioner has a lot of fencing to do on the property.  Chairperson Channell explained that the Board cannot consider the percent of increase, and said the figures are purely market driven.  Hildreth said the access is being considered since the comps have the same type of access.  Commissioner Swenson noted that one comp sold for considerably more per acre than the value given to the subject property, which is the same size.
Moved by Chairperson Channell, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #168.  Motion passed unanimously.  

CBOE #169
Robert V. Raymond

The petitioner was present.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth explained that the issue brought forth by the petitioner had been resolved.  The records showed an incorrect permit number and will be corrected to a value of $190.  Raymond said he should have a letter from the state releasing the permit.  Hildreth said their valuation is based only on production and since there was no production this year there will be no valuation for next year.  She said she will delete this from the spreadsheet once he signs the declaration, which she presented.

Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to adjust the value for CBOE #169 to $190, based on his signing of a declaration.  Motion passed unanimously.

BREAK:  The meeting was recessed from 11:39 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. for a lunch break.  
CBOE #65

William W. Wayson Revocable Trust

c/o Michael Grosse

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to reconsider the Boards decision on CBOE #65 at 5:00 p.m. on July 31st, due to information obtained subsequent to that decision revealing that the transaction they thought was an actual sale was only a contract for deed.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #153

Whiterock Professional Building, LLC
Appraiser Bob Blackett noted an error in calculating the cost approach figure which is shown on the comp sheet.  The covered porch had not been included, so the figure should be $752,500.  Chairperson Channell was unsuccessful in his attempt to contact the petitioner by phone.  Appraiser Bob Blackett summarized the subject property.  He said the market approach yields a value of $967,980 which amounts to $278/square foot.  Blackett then summarized the comparable market sales (comps) used, which had adjusted values of $323/sq ft, $330/sq ft, and $352 per sq ft.  Blackett said there was insufficient data to perform a reliable income approach.
Chairperson Channell asked if the three comps were on Elk Ave.  Blackett said one comp was on Elk Ave., one was at the four way stop and in the same type of zoning, and the third one was directly east of the subject property.  Chairperson Channell said that the petitioner, David Houghton, had written that his building should not be compared to the buildings on Elk Avenue, since they fetch a premium price.  Blackett said the value of the subject property was reduced significantly at their appeal level.  Chairperson Channell asked why there was not a Notice of Determination showing that adjustment and was told the petitioner had not sent the NOD in for his appeal.  Commissioner Swenson said the lodge next to the subject property did sell close to the end of the time period, and the adjusted value per square foot is significantly higher than the subject property.  Blackett said that the petitioner also requested that his property be compared to the West Elk Center Condos, which they generally would not do.  He said those are about a block from the subject and the sales were $367/sq ft, $380/sq ft, $390/sq ft, etc.  He said there was a commercial condo sale on Elk Ave. which was $629/sq ft.  Commissioner Swenson noted that commercial condos do tend to run higher per square foot than commercial properties.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #153.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #124

Josephine Louise Longfellow, etal

Represented by Virgil D. Meadows

Chairperson Channell was unable to contact the petitioner by phone.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  The first comp was in the same complex and was only adjusted for the difference in size.  The adjusted values of the comps ranged from $361,000 to $404,000 and the subject property was valued at $389,160.
Chairperson Channell noted that the writing on the NOD was unreadable, but noted the warranty deed submitted by the representative.  The warranty deed was for a 1/3 interest.   Hildreth said that the petitioners had commented that they had acquired a 1/3 interest in this unit and had provided a deed dated July 2, 2007.  She said the 1/3 interest sale would be an un-qualified sale and was also outside the time frame.    Hildreth noted that the petitioners had originally asked the Assessor’s Office to compare their property to Coal Creek Unit #4.  This is comp #1, but the petitioners had noted the actual sale price and the Assessor’s Office had used a time adjusted sale price.  Chairperson Channell was provided the original NOD and read it to the Board.  The petitioner said that there is nothing in the State Statutes which calls for time trend sales price adjustments and said they should not be compared to condos in Mt. Crested Butte (CB).   Hildreth said that is in the State Statutes.  Assessor McFarland said the petitioner may have inadvertently been sent the Mt CB spreadsheet in the frenzy of responding to all who appealed at their appeal level, but the subject property was actually compared only to Crested Butte condos.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #124.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #129

Peter G. Esposito, etal

Chairperson Channell unsuccessfully attempted to contact the petitioner by phone.  Deputy Assessor Vicki Hildreth summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  The adjusted values of the comps ranged from $1,966,000 to $2,101,000.  Hildreth recommended an adjusted value of $2,050,000 for the subject property.  Hildreth noted the land values of the comps for the Board.  Commissioner Swenson thought the comps were very comparable to the subject.  Hildreth said there is another living area on one of the comps, because a barn with living space is being built.  She said it is not part of this inventory because it was not part of the sale and the building began subsequent to the sale.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #129.  Motion passed unanimously.
Hildreth reminded the Board she had recommended an adjustment.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to reconsider the vote.  Motion passed unanimously.

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to accept the Assessor’s recommendation and adjust the value for CBOE #129 to $2,050,000.  Motion passed unanimously.

CBOE #66

Charles Walter Shaw Jr., etal

The petitioners, Chuck and Vicki Shaw, were present.  Chairperson Channell gave them a copy of the Notice of Rights and Mr. Shaw said they didn’t need it.  Deputy Hildreth presented the Board with an additional comparable market sales (comp) sheet #2, which utilizes comps chosen by the petitioners as well as a map showing the location of all 6 comps.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth summarized the subject property, valued at $888,370, and the comps used.  Hildreth explained that comp sheet #2 used the comps from the petitioner’s appraisal, with the appropriate adjustments made and with the time adjustment applied to the sales.  Hildreth stated that all the sales on comp sheet #1 are located in the same part of town as the subject property.  She also pointed out that the first comp on comp sheet #2 is deed restricted and did not have an upward adjustment applied to take that into account.
Mr. Shaw said he took the appraised value of their property as of December 26, 2005 and applied the time adjustment, which established a value of $638,058.  Commissioner Starr stated that the first comp on comp sheet #1 was zoned B1, and asked if the commercial use would affect that value?  Hildreth said that at the time of sale it was a residence.  Commissioner Starr asked what the second single family residence (SFR) was on the subject property.  Mrs. Shaw said the town calls it a heated accessory building.  Mr. Shaw explained that it started out as a storage building, then was insulated and used for a utility building for the solar heating.  There is no kitchen or bath in that room.  It has no plumbing other than that for the solar heating.  Chairperson Channell thought that should not qualify as living area.  Hildreth said there are instances in the county where there are finished areas above garages which have no plumbing, kitchen, or bathroom, but are considered additional living area.  Commissioner Swenson said that having it on the records as an SFR gives it a higher per square foot value.  Hildreth said it’s listed separately because it is a much newer building than the home, so the depreciation and other adjustments would be much different.  She further explained that she listed it as an SFR on the comp sheet only, and that it’s carried in the records as occurrence #2.
Mr. Shaw asked if his approach of applying the time adjustment to his appraised value was a logical approach.  Hildreth said the value is based on all market sales, and the comps are merely representations of the best comparable sales.  She explained that their analysis accounts for all the attributes which do matter when properties are sold.  Commissioner Starr asked if the land included three lots and Hildreth said the subject property did have more land than the comps.  Mr. Shaw told the Board that the R1C zoning, which is historical residential, places limitations on the size of building which can be built on the property, relevant to the lot size.  He said the larger amount of land does not translate to build-able land, so the extra land shouldn’t have the same value per square foot that a typical two lot parcel would have.
Hildreth said that historically they have seen surplus land that sold for a lesser square foot price, but that wasn’t the case during this appraisal cycle, so all land for residential properties were valued as a land to building ratio.  She explained that the scarcity of land in Crested Butte has caused them to move away from the pure dollar/square foot for vacant land.  Mr. Shaw said he still has a value established by a professional appraiser during the right time frame.  Hildreth stated that she was also a licensed appraiser.  Chairperson Channell said it shows the difference between the fee appraisal and mass appraisal.  
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #66 to $841,000, which is the value of the third comp on comp sheet #1.  Commissioner Starr said he was concerned about the extra square foot ratio added for the solar system building.  Chairperson Channell said he thought more weight might be given to the petitioner’s appraisal.   Hildreth reminded the Board that while the fee appraisal does make some adjustments to the comps, they are not the same adjustments that are measured by the market, which is accounted for in the Assessor’s model and adjustments.  Commissioner Swenson noted the huge array of prices for the properties noted in the fee appraisal. Mr. Shaw said he wasn’t comfortable with the Board discounting their fee appraisal.  Commissioner Swenson noted that the fee appraiser did not account for the deed restriction on one comparable.  She said there should have been probably a 15% adjustment to that comp and not having it skews the final value established by the fee appraiser.  Chairperson Channell said that if he considered the appraisal and discounted one fifth of the difference, he arrives at a figure similar to Commissioner Starr’s motion.  Hildreth said one of the comps had an actual sale price of $610,000 and the buyer then leveled all the improvements.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #151
Allan I. Kroll

Chairperson Channell contacted the petitioner by phone and explained the petitioner’s rights.  Deputy Assessor Vicki Hildreth summarized the subject property and the two comparable market sales (comps) used.  She recommended the value of the subject property be adjusted to $736,450, based on the first comp.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to accept the Assessor’s recommendation and adjust the value for CBOE #151 to $736,450.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #152
Allan I. Kroll

The petitioner remained on the phone for this hearing.  Hildreth said their records show that this unit is only 75% complete and she recommended the same type of adjustment as was made for CBOE #151.  She explained that the petitioner adjusted the whole amount, but the land value doesn’t change.  Kroll maintained that he did not, or it would have been much less.  He said his calculation is correct and the discussion about the calculations continued.  
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to accept the Assessor’s recommendation and adjust the value for CBOE #152 to $655,640.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #130

Van Dale Corporation
The petitioner, Dale Popik, was present.  Chairperson Channell explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  She noted that comp #1 was only adjusted for the time trend analysis and the difference in square footage.  Mast said the subject property did sell on October 13, 2005 for $795,000.   She said the time adjusted price for that sale is $816,465 and the Assessor’s Office has it valued at $808,010.  Mast added that comp #1, which is in the same complex, had an actual selling price of $862,500 on September 15, 2005 (without the time adjustment applied).  
Popik discussed the comps which he submitted.  His first comp sold for $639,000 in January of 2005.  Commissioner Swenson explained the time trend analysis and how the sale prices are brought forward to the June 30, 2006 appraisal date.  Chairperson Channell said $172,000 would need to be added to that sales price.  Popik said his sale included $50,000 worth of personal property which he did notify the Assessor’s Office of.  He noted the comp he used, which sold on September 14, 2005 for $294/square foot.  Commissioner Swenson said that the unit next door to the subject sold for $400.79/sq ft.  Popik said that purchase and his purchase were both subject to a situation with a realtor where they were misled and paid too much for their units.  He said you can see that their price per square foot is totally out of line with the others.  Popik said he removed the high and low and averaged the remaining comps to arrive at a value of $321.15/sq ft, but noted that he had not applied the time adjustment.  He recommended the Board throw out his sale and his neighbor’s sale to establish a fair value.  Hildreth commented that when someone pays too much for a property, it helps to establish the neighborhood adjustment (or location adjustment) that they use.  The comps presented by the Assessor’s Office are in the same complex and therefore do not have a location adjustment applied.  There was further discussion about the comps presented by the petitioner.
Hildreth said the transfer declaration, which was signed at the closing, said there was no property included.  The follow up questionnaire was not returned to their office.  She said their records do show that the sale price was adjusted to $745,000 based on a follow up phone call with the petitioner.  He agreed that was the correct selling price.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to adjust the value for CBOE #130 to $765,115, based on removing the personal property and applying the time trend analysis for the month of October.  Hildreth said the motion disregards the other sales within the complex, which should weigh in on the valuation.  She said the value of $808,010 already considers comps and the personal property deducted.  Hildreth also said that all the sales in the complex help to establish the value for the whole complex.  Commissioner Swenson said when she made the motion she was under the impression that the comps sheet used the selling price of $795,000 rather than $745,000 for the subject property, which would skew the comps up slightly.  Hildreth said comp #1 is very comparable to the subject unit and did sell in that time frame for more than $765,115.  Popik discussed more of his comps and Commissioner Swenson reminded him that those figures had not been time adjusted.  Assessor McFarland said that they are required to use all sales and cannot throw out the highs and lows.  Commissioner Swenson withdrew her motion.
Moved by Commissioner Starr to adjust the value for CBOE #130 to $765,120.  The motion was not seconded.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Chairperson Channell to deny the appeal for CBOE #130, based on the information provided, based on clarification from the Assessor’s Office that the personal property had already been taken out, and based heavily on comp #2.  Motion carried.
CBOE #144
Ila B. Milisavljevich
Represented by Steve Milisavljevich
The petitioner’s son, Steve Milisavljevich was present.  Chairperson Channell explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Don Rundell summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  The adjusted values of the comps ranged from $245,000 to $301,000 and the subject property is valued at $248,750.
Mr. Milisavljevich questioned the selling prices being different than the prices he has.  Rundell explained that they are required to bring the sales forward to the June 30, 2006 date, and noted the 1.23% per month increase which was used for that economic area.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth said they are required to adjust all sales as if they sold on June 30th, because that’s their appraisal date.  There was some discussion about the land value.  Commissioner Starr asked about the adjustments for the garage.  Rundell said the subject property should say 3 units rather than 1.5 units.
Moved by Commissioner Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to deny the appeal for CBOE #144.  Motion passed unanimously.
CBOE #145
Steve Robert Milisavljevich

The petitioner remained at the table for this hearing.  Appraiser Don Rundell summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  He noted a second occurrence on the subject property, which is currently a foundation only.
The petitioner had nothing to state.

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson, to deny the appeal for CBOE #145.  Motion carried unanimously.
BREAK: The meeting was recessed from 3:12 to 3:30 for a break.  Commissioner Swenson left the meeting at 3:12 for the remainder of the day.

CBOE #71

Nadine L. Lippoth

Chairperson Channell contacted the petitioner by phone and explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Rundell summarized the subject property, which was 15 mining claims, and comparable market sales (comps) used.  He first discussed the comps with a no vehicular access classification, which had adjusted values ranging $972/unit to $1,936/unit.  The median value of $1,226/unit was applied to the petitioner’s claims which also have no vehicular access.  Rundell then covered the comps with seasonal access.  The adjusted values of these comps ranged from $1,210/unit to $3,884/unit.  The median value of $2,130 per unit was applied to the petitioner’s claims which also have seasonal access.  Rundell said there are three claims with seasonal access, amounting to 30.11 acres.  The no vehicular access claims total 137.99 acres, according to the Assessor’s records.
The petitioner stated that she owns 150 acres.  She said 20 acres are lower and this group of claims is the remaining 130 acres.  Deputy Hildreth added all the individual claims together to find the discrepancy.  She figured a total of 100.23 acres for the claims with no vehicular access.  Hildreth said the claims with seasonal access equaled 30.11 acres and said those ( the Washington, Brian and Morning Star) are all crossed by Forest Service Road 890.  Chairman Channell figured the value for the claims with seasonal access (30.11 x $2,130/acre) would be $60,220.  The claims with no access (100.32 x $1,200/acre) would be valued at $120,384.
Mrs. Lippoth stated that the increase for these claims is unconscionable and unjustified, since the Dewey Placer is the only sale from that area.  She said all the other comps are in the Crested Butte and Marble areas, which aren’t anything like Eastern Gunnison County.  She said this property can’t be developed.  Chairperson Channell explained that the Assessor’s Office is required by State Statute to consider comparable sales, and the Dewey Placer sold for the median value which was applied to her property.  Rundell noted another sale in the same area.  Lippoth asked the Board if they are aware that smaller acreages sell for much more per acre than larger acreage properties.  She said none of the sales are as large as her property, and hers shouldn’t be assessed based on the price per acre that the smaller acreage properties sell for.  Lippoth stated that the increase was astronomical and Chairperson Channell said the market values did increase considerably during this period.  Lippoth said that is not a justifiable increase for her claims because the topography doesn’t allow for development, and because of the lack of access.  Hildreth said that there have been times in the past when the larger groups of claims sold for less per acre than the smaller groups, but in this array of sales she noted a grouping of 8 claims which falls below the median and a group of 5 claims which were on the high end of the array.  She said those have the same type of topography as the subject property.  Hildreth also noted a group of 3 claims in the GoldBrick Mining District which sold right at the median.  Hildreth said they always look at whether or not the larger groups of claims are selling for less than the single claims and during this time period that was not the case.  Hildreth said that the sales which have the same type of topography and circumstances are valued the same as the subject property.  She said Quartz Creek claims are valued separately, and the Irwin area claims are considerably higher per acre.  Hildreth agreed with the petitioner that those claims would not be comparable to the subject property.  Lippoth said the Commissioners should be concerned about the pristine wilderness area, because people like her who don’t want to develop their properties are going to be forced to sell to people who will put trailers on the claims.  
Moved by Chairperson Channell, seconded by Commissioner Starr to adjust the value for CBOE #71 to $156,000, based on giving weight to comps in the same area and valuing the entire acreage at the no vehicular access median value.  Motion carried.
CBOE #148
Denver Price

The petitioner was not present.  Appraiser Don Rundell stated that the subject property had been classified as meadow/tree with fair access.  He said that further review showed the parcel should be reclassified as 50% meadow tree and 50% sage, with fair access.  Rundell recommended the value be adjusted to $94,430.
Moved by Chairperson Channell, seconded by Commissioner Starr, to adjust the value for CBOE #148 to $94,430.  Motion passed.

CBOE #160

Jerry N. Ervin, etal

There was no petitioner present.  Appraiser Don Rundell summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used, all of which are located in Arrowhead.  The adjusted values of the comps ranged from $292,000 to $295,000.  The subject property is valued at $281,700.  Commissioner Starr asked if some of the comps were smaller lots.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth explained that there are .75 acre and 1 acre lots in Arrowhead, but the adjustment was due to the classifications of the lots, not the size of the lots.  She stated some have trees, better access, etc., which gives them a higher value.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Chairperson Channell to deny the appeal for CBOE #160.  Motion passed.

CBOE #161 AND CBOE #162
Jerry N. Ervin, etal
Appraiser Don Rundell explained that these were vacant lots and he was submitting the same comps for both lots.  Commissioner Starr noted the petitioner’s argument was the same for both lots.  Rundell explained that the lots on the road in Arrowhead are classified as having fair access, but the second and third lots back are classified as having poor access.  The comps used were all classified as vacant/tree/poor access.  Chairperson Channell noted that there was a separate time trend analysis for Arrowhead.  Rundell confirmed that Arrowhead sales had an increase of 3.84% per month for the entire period.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth stated that there were so many Arrowhead sales climbing at such a steep rate that leaving those sales in with the remainder of Economic Area 8 would have thrown their vacant land out of compliance.  Chairperson Channell noted the median adjusted price as being $26,294/unit.  Commissioner Starr asked if all the comps had poor access and Rundell confirmed that they did.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Chairperson Channell to deny the appeal for CBOE #161.  Motion passed.

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Chairperson Channell to deny the appeal for CBOE #162.  Motion passed.

CBOE #163 and CBOE #166
Bruce W. Clements

Chairperson Channell contacted the petitioner by phone and explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Don Rundell stated that CBOE #163 and CBOE #166 will use the same comparable market sales (comps) since they are both classified as having no vehicular access.  Rundell said the low sale in the array was $972/unit.  The high sale in the array had a value of $1,936/unit.  The median of $1,226/unit was used to establish the value for mining claims with no vehicle access.  
The petitioner said that $20,000 was paid for the claims in CBOE #163 and CBOE #166, which includes approximately 50 acres.  Hildreth said those sold in March of 2004.  Clements said they are above tree line and have no access.  He asked if the Board had viewed these properties and the Board answered no.  Chairperson Channell asked if this sale was used in the array and Hildreth explained that it was outside the time frame used.  She stated that the sale was used to establish value for the previous assessment period.  The petitioner stated that he had a sheet for the East River claims, near the town of Irwin which shows sales from 2005, 2004 and 2003.  Hildreth said the appraisal date is June 20, 2006 and the law is structured so that they use an 18 month time period.  They are allowed to go back in six month increments for a total of five years.  There are some instances where sales from further back (but within the five year period) are considered to set values.  Hildreth stated that the Assessor’s Office tries to stay as current as possible, using a two year time frame.  She explained that going back further than that usually requires a time adjustment to the June 30, 2006 date.  Commissioner Starr asked if that happens when there are not enough sales to consider.  Hildreth answered yes and said they can use a five year period but they have to analyze for time and bring them all up to the June 30, 2006 date.  
Chairperson Channell said that the comps used for these two subject properties all sold within the current time frame, and have no vehicular access.  Clements said he estimates the value at $20,000 and would need to research the comps further since he had such short notice.  Hildreth said that the median sales for no vehicular access mining claims during the previous re-appraisal cycle was $500/acre, and the petitioner’s sale fell within that range.  She said claims with similar topography as both subject properties are now selling for more.  Chairperson Channell noted the location of the comps. 
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Chairperson Channell to deny the appeal for CBOE #163.  Motion passed.

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Chairperson Channell to deny the appeal for CBOE #166.  Motion passed.

CBOE #164 AND CBOE #165

Bruce W. Clements

The petitioner remained on the phone.  Rundell said the subject claims and the comps were all seasonal access claims.  The adjusted sales array included 15 sales, with adjusted values ranging from $1,210/acre to $3,884/acre and a median value of $2,130/acre.  Chairperson Channell figured the subject claims included 19.45 acres.  He noted that 11 of the comps were located in the eastern part of the county.  
The petitioner said that having comps located in the same part of the county does not necessarily make them comparable, because the terrain and the elevation of the claims have to be taken into account.   Rundell explained that the land codes are given for the comps, which are all classified as either sage or tree.  The petitioner said his claims are rock, not sage or tree.  Hildreth explained that all three categories are grouped together because they sold for the same values.  She noted some rock claims which sold for more than tree claims.  Chairperson Channell said it appeared to him from looking at the sales array that tree claims sold for more than rock claims.  Commissioner Starr said there were no rock claims listed in the array of seasonal access claims.  Hildreth explained the reasoning for grouping the tree, rock and sage together on the no vehicular access comp sheet.  She said the lower tree and rock claims sold the same, as did the median sales.  Only the higher sales sold differently.  Chairperson Channell said he was inclined to agree with the petitioner that the rock classification should be valued towards the lower end of the array.  Hildreth said she understood the argument, but still considered the sage and tree sales comparable, because they were selling for the same amount, with the exception of the one sale.  The petitioner said he submitted a rock sale and Hildreth said that his sale was used during the last time period.  
Commissioner Starr averaged the lower half of the array to get a new value.  The petitioner asked why the value couldn’t be left where it was and Commissioner Starr answered that it couldn’t remain the same because land values increased significantly during this assessment period.  Chairperson Channell averaged the no vehicular/tree and the no vehicular/rock sales.  He noted that no vehicular/rock properties were selling at 80% of the no vehicular/tree sales.  Chairperson Channell took 80% of the subject property’s assessed value, which would be $1,600/acre rather than $2,000/acre.  Commissioner Starr said he had figured $1,670/acre so their figures were close, though they were using two different approaches.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Chairperson Channell to adjust the value for CBOE #164 to $16,510, based on the seasonal/rock classification.  Motion passed.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Chairperson Channell to adjust the value for CBOE #165 to $14,610, based on the seasonal/rock classification.  Motion passed.

Clements said that he demonstrated a sale of seasonal/rock, and the Board did not base their decision on any seasonal/rock sales.  Chairperson Channell said that was why they used an array of sales and extrapolated from the no vehicular/rock sales to take the rock value into consideration and not leave it valued at $2,000/acre.
ADJOURN:  Chairperson Channell adjourned the July 26, 2007 meeting of the Board of Equalization at 4:52 p.m.
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