

July 31


GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

MEETING MINUTES

JULY 31, 2007
The July 31, 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:

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:      Vice-Chairperson Swenson called the meeting to order at 7:59 a.m.
CBOE #132
John A. Pitts, etal

This hearing was continued from July 24th.  Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss from the Gunnison County Assessor’s Office said he and the petitioners had reached an agreement.  He recommended the value be adjusted to $353,260.

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to accept the stipulation agreement and adjust the value for CBOE #132 to $353,260.  Motion passed.
CBOE #70
Eldon R. Baker, etal

Mrs. Baker was present.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson explained the petitioner’s rights.  Appraiser Bob Blackett from the Gunnison County Assessor’s Office summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  He recommended that the Board adjust the value to $694,750 due to an incorrect square footage amount in the records which has now been corrected.  The adjusted sales values for the comps ranged from $571,000 to $803,000.
Mrs. Baker said when the square footage was corrected they were then assessed at a higher price per square foot than what they were initially assessed at.  Blackett said that was because the land value and value of the garage stay the same and the building value is the only thing that changes.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson showed Baker those figures.  Baker said the house next door is appraised at less per square foot than theirs which isn’t right.  She added that the neighbor wasn’t being assessed for the living space in the basement and Blackett showed her that it is being included.  He then explained how the Assessor’s Office calculates square footage for finished basements.  Blackett said a smaller house is going to generate a larger per square foot value.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson explained that the neighbor was being assessed at more per square foot, not less than the petitioner, once the land value is removed.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to accept the Appraiser’s recommendation and adjust the value for CBOE #70 to $694,750.  Motion passed.

CBOE #91

Grizzly Investment Properties, LLC

Represented by J. Royce Renfrow

J. Royce Renfrow, representative for the petitioner, was present.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson explained the petitioner’s rights.  Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  The adjusted sales prices of the comps ranged from $448,330 to $529,000.
Mr. Renfrow presented photographs and other comps.  He stated that this lot is steep and the views aren’t as good as what other lots have.  He showed photographs of two of the comps used by the Assessor’s Office which are flatter and have a more trees.  He said that the steepness of the subject property is going to make it very difficult to build on and said that it has a lot of traffic from Washington Gulch.  He also showed the Board an aerial photograph which showed how the comps relate to the subject property and then showed the draw running through the lot.  He thought that Lot 15 would be a more appropriate comp to use.  Renfrow also showed that the setbacks on the lot cause part of the view to be dropped, but the setbacks on the plat were illegible.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson asked Renfrow to address comp #4 used by the Assessor’s Office, which is just at the other side of the cul-de-sac from the subject lot.  Renfrow said that lot (Lot 53) backs up against the Forest Service, has more trees and is flatter.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson noted that Lot 53 was also considerably smaller than the subject property.  Renfrow said Lot 53 would be less expensive to build on because it’s flatter.
Commissioner Starr asked if the Assessor’s Office sees a difference in value for steeper lots.  Lickiss answered no.  He said that fantastic homes are being built in avalanche zones.  Lickiss also noted that Lot 15, one of the petitioner’s comps, had roads on two sides.  Renfrow contended that the subject property did as well, but Vice-Chairperson Swenson said there were two lots of buffer between the subject property and the road.  She said that if you added Lot 15 into the average, the subject property still would come in at the $430,000 to $450,000 range.  Renfrow said his clients would disagree with that.  
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #91, based on the lack of any evidence that steep lots sold for less during this time period.  Motion passed. 
CBOE #92 through #104:  These hearings were all conducted with Peter Bogardus as representative.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson confirmed that Bogardus understood the petitioner’s rights. 
CBOE #101

Samuel B. Ganz, etal

Represented by Peter Bogardus

Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  The subject property is a custom log home in Meridian Lake Meadows with a two car garage.  He said there is some functional obsolescence caused by the foundation not being built to the blue prints which has caused the upper floor to have some problems.  There is a 15% functional obsolescence subtracted from the comp values because of that.  He discussed the other adjustments made to the comps and noted the range of values from $1,660,000 to $1,802,ooo.
Mr. Bogardus said he was glad that the functional obsolescence was taken into account and showed photographs of an easement which runs through the lot which was not considered.  He said this property could not sell for the assessed amount and is not worth that amount.  He thought that 1.2 million would be a more accurate value.  Lickiss said there is a 10 foot easement along the property line.  Commissioner Starr said that he was recently on that trail and thought it may not be physically located within the platted easement.  He said there is a trail behind the house as well.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson asked if the Assessor’s Office sees a difference in values with properties that have trail easements.  Lickiss said he doesn’t know if they have any sales with easements to consider.  
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #101 to $1,606,740, which an adjustment of $50,000 for the trail.  Motion passed.
CBOE #103

Chris Fuhrmann, etal
Represented by Peter Bogardus

Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  He said the adjusted values range of $1,128,900 to $1,634,125 supports the Assessor’s value of #1,273,100.  

Mr. Bogardus said he wasn’t sure why the sale of Lot C-19 in March of 2006 for $890,000 wasn’t included.  He also noted that Lot C-12 sold in February of 2006 for $735,000 and C-13 sold for $605,000.  He said those are a lot lower than the figures chosen for this comparison.  Bogardus added that some of these deals include closing bonuses such as five years of gold passes from CBMR.  He said CBMR is currently offering higher phases at lower prices.  Bogardus also noted that the three sales he previously mentioned were on the market for a year or more.  He said the subject lot was smaller than the comps presented by the Assessor’s Office.  He suggested that $908,000 would be a fair value for the subject property.
Lickiss said the three sales listed by Bogardus were West-end sales and are the lead in lots that everyone else drives by to get to the others.  He also noted that the subject lot was a ski-in lot.  Lickiss said there was a big price difference between the west end sales and the sales noted on the Assessor’s comp sheet.  He said the transfers of declarations said nothing of closing bonuses.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth also noted that the interior lots sold for less than the exterior lots.  Bogardus said that only two of fifteen sales in Phase II mentioned by Lickiss were valued higher than the subject lot.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson noted that three exterior lots in the same neighborhood were higher and three were lower. 
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #103 based on the subject property being valued in the middle of the six comps.  Bogardus said he thought the Board was losing sight of the subject property being approximately half the size of those comps.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson asked if the Assessor’s Office sees a distinction in regards to the lot sizes there.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth answered that they are valuing on a building site basis.  She added that in some of the categories in Prospect they saw higher sales prices on much smaller lots.  Motion passed.
CBOE #92

Sidney W. Anderson Jr., etal

Represented by Peter Bogardus

Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  The adjusted values of the comps ranged from $678,000 to $896,000. Lickiss said that range supports their value of the subject property at $707,690.  
Mr. Bogardus asked why the sales he had submitted weren’t used as by the Assessor’s Office.  He said the subject property has seasonal access and said a large portion which is agricultural (ag) use.  He asked how properties are classified when they have agricultural and residential use.  
Lickiss explained that they are assessed as two different kinds of land.  He said their office had discussions with their Homeowner’s Association in 2005 and classified the building envelopes as residential with the surplus land being classified as ag.  Hildreth said they are required to fence around their houses.  She asked Bogardus if he knew the sale dates of the comps he submitted.  Lickiss said one of them was built in 1983 so he didn’t feel it was as comparable.  He said there was no time trend analysis for this area these are actual selling prices.  Commissioner Starr told Bogardus that all of the comps he submitted are used by the Assessor’s Office but they then picked the three they felt were most comparable for the hearing.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #92.  Motion passed.
CBOE #93

Sidney W. Anderson Jr., etal

Represented by Peter Bogardus

Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  The subject property and the comps used are all in Crested Mountain Condos and Lickiss said the subject property has been upgraded.  The adjusted values ranged from $984,000 to $1,023,000 and Lickiss said that supports their value of $944,880.  
Mr. Bogardus asked if the time trend analysis includes sales of other condominiums and Lickiss answered yes.  Bogardus said the last unit in this complex sold in March of 2007 for $680,000.  He said another one has remained on the market for almost two years with an even smaller asking price.  He submitted Exhibits 1-7, which were various photos showing the disrepair of the parking lot, buildings, garage and the building directly beside the complex.  Bogardus said these condos shouldn’t be subject to the time trend analysis because they are in a state of disrepair.  There are no elevators.  He said the garages are leaking, leaning and are a safety hazard.  The Homeowner’s Association is currently trying to figure out if the garages can be repaired or have to be torn down.  In addition, the owners have been told there are problems with the fireplaces and they are not to use them.  If they or their renters use them, the insurance coverage won’t apply.  They have received an estimate of $26,000 per owner to upgrade the fireplaces to gas.  
Commissioner Starr asked when the stop use order came down for the fireplaces and Bogardus did not know.   Bogardus asked the Board to adjust these values based on the parking lot, the garages, the fireplaces and the fact that one has been on the market for $620,000 for 584 days.  He said $680,000 might be a more fair value since that is what the last one sold for.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said they can’t consider that sale because it is out of the time frame.  Lickiss said the actual sale price for Unit C was $564,000 in September of 2004.  The actual sale price for C-2 was $650,000 in January of 2005.   Commissioner Starr said these units really are in sad shape.  
County Assessor Kristy McFarland said she went to Mt. Crested Butte to look at all the condos.  What they discovered were that condos that needed a complete face-lift were still selling for high prices, even though the owners knew it would cost a huge amount to overhaul the units.   She said these units are located in arguably the premiere location on the mountain because they are right on the ski slopes and are ski in/ski out.  Bogardus said he agrees with that, but contends that the time trend analysis should not apply to these condos.  Lickiss said the increase of 3.81% per month between the two sales shows that the time trend analysis does apply.  McFarland reminded Bogardus that they can’t consider listing prices, only actual sales.  Bogardus said the difference in those two sales might be the result of one having a better broker or better paint job.  Lickiss said that’s why they use all sales. 
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #93 to $850,000 based on the time trend for that particular complex, the dilapidated condition of the complex and the inability to use the fireplaces for wood or gas.  Lickiss reminded the Board that those conditions existed during the two sales.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said the increase in value of 3.81% was significantly lower than the overall market increase.  Motion passed.
The same reasoning was applied to the remaining petitions represented by Peter Bogardus, which are all located in Crested Mountain Condos.
CBOE #94

James Brancheau, etal
Represented by Peter Bogardus

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value of CBOE #94 to $828,250 based on the time trend for that particular complex, the dilapidated condition of the complex and the inability to use the fireplaces for wood or gas.  Motion passed.

CBOE #95

Samuel B. Ganz, etal

Represented by Peter Bogardus

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value of CBOE #95 to $869,750 based on the time trend for that particular complex, the dilapidated condition of the complex and the inability to use the fireplaces for wood or gas.  Motion passed.

CBOE #96

Scott D. Stagner, etal

Represented by Peter Bogardus
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value of CBOE #96 to $869,750 based on the time trend for that particular complex, the dilapidated condition of the complex and the inability to use the fireplaces for wood or gas.  Motion passed.

CBOE #97

Neil H. Frick

Represented by Peter Bogardus
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value of CBOE #97 to $882,460 based on the time trend for that particular complex, the dilapidated condition of the complex and the inability to use the fireplaces for wood or gas.  Motion passed.

CBOE #98

Carey Hobbs

Represented by Peter Bogardus

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value of CBOE #98 to $828,250 based on the time trend for that particular complex, the dilapidated condition of the complex and the inability to use the fireplaces for wood or gas.  Motion passed.

CBOE #99
Ronald A. Tapper, etal

Represented by Peter Bogardus

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value of CBOE #99 to $869,750 based on the time trend for that particular complex, the dilapidated condition of the complex and the inability to use the fireplaces for wood or gas.  Motion passed.
CBOE #100

Kerry Graham Trustee

Represented by Peter Bogardus

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value of CBOE #100 to $828,250 based on the time trend for that particular complex, the dilapidated condition of the complex and the inability to use the fireplaces for wood or gas.  Motion passed.
CBOE #104

Jeffrey L. Vandersteeg, etal

Represented by Peter Bogardus

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value of CBOE #104 to $869,750 based on the time trend for that particular complex, the dilapidated condition of the complex and the inability to use the fireplaces for wood or gas.  Motion passed.

CBOE #102
Gro Mac LP A MO LTD PART

Represented by Peter Bogardus

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value of CBOE #102 to $869,750 based on the time trend for that particular complex, the dilapidated condition of the complex and the inability to use the fireplaces for wood or gas.  Motion passed.

CBOE #173
Vincent M. Savage

This hearing was continued from July 25th, 2007.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson contacted Mr. Savage by phone.  Savage asked if Keri Hodgin had received his email that morning outlining his final stance and she had not since she had already left for the hearings.  Appraiser Bob Blackett stated that the subject property was a commercial property in Marble.  He and County Assessor Kristy McFarland did a physical inspection of the property on Friday, July 27th and made some adjustments to the inventory on their tax roles.  They adjusted the square footage for the main lodge slightly and adjusted the condition of that building to fair.  Blackett showed the Board photographs of the buildings.  The big cabin’s square footage was adjusted.  The new, lower building was not on the tax roles and was added.  Most of the lower level is garage and part of it is a shop.  The upper level is part office and part office studio.  The Assessor’s staff decided to classify that building as residential use, even though the shop and studio could be considered commercial.  That building is still under construction, at 25% complete.  The portion of the main lodge that Savage claimed as exclusive personal use is listed on the web-page as the Gallo Hill Room with prices.  Blackett said it was stated to them that the room was rented only a few days a year.  He referred to the Bed and Breakfast definitions in the Colorado State Statutes which define the commercial use as an area offered as nightly or weekly lodging to guests for a fee and further clarify that the classification shall not be based on the number of days that such rooms are actually occupied by paying guests.  The Assessor’s Office has classified the lodge and large cabin as entirely commercial.  He recommended the Board adjust the commercial portion of this property to a value of $333,400 and the residential portion to $95,110.
Savage stated that the staff measured one 8’x12’ room in the main lodge which is exclusively used by him, along with the bathroom and asked why that percentage wasn’t subtracted from the commercial use portion.  He stated that on occasion all the guest rooms are rented and he sleeps in that room and that it is not offered to guests.  McFarland said they considered that room to be his office for running the lodge.  Savage said he doesn’t consider it his business office and that the reservations and business are run out of the kitchen.  He re-iterated that the room should be deducted from the commercial use, and considered residential use.  Blackett answered that they considered the lower building as residential use since they saw mattresses, a phone, a refrigerator, a microwave, and kitchen cabinets and because it was plumbed.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson noted that if they classified the lower building as commercial and the room in the main lodge as residential, there would be a smaller percentage classified as residential.  Savage answered that the lower building is never and will not ever be commercial.  He said the studio and shop are for personal hobbies only and not to make a living.  He said there’s no wiring in that building and someone offered to put the pipes in so he said okay, but they aren’t hooked up to water.  The Assessor’s staff said there were extension chords in use.
Savage said if that building is only 25% complete, then it obviously isn’t his residence and the question is where is his residence?  The answer is that room in the main lodge when he’s not staying in the guest rooms.  Commissioner Starr said there’s some trade off in classifying the lower building as residential.  Blackett said they could classify the room in the main lodge as residential and then classify the lower building as commercial based on Savage’s statements that the lower building was a shop, studio and an office.  Savage said that to imply that the lower building is commercial when it’s for personal use and that there’s some kind of trade off makes no sense.
Moved by Vice-Chairperson Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to accept the Assessor’s recommendation to adjust the value for CBOE #173 to $428,510 (the commercial portion being $333,400 and the residential portion being $95,110) based on the lack of proof that the office in the main lodge is residential use and the proof presented that the lower building is being used for residential purposes.  Motion passed.  
Mr. Savage asked what percentage of the property was considered commercial and Vice-Chairperson Swenson answered 77%.

CBOE #179
Stephen D. Davis, etal

Vice-Chairperson Swenson contacted the petitioner by phone.  He stated that it was not a good time for a hearing, since he was not contacted and told there would be a hearing today and that he was not prepared.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson apologized if there was a misunderstanding and read the email from an Administrative Assistant summarizing the phone call where he requested to be contacted at a later date because he was unable to prepare for the July 25th hearing.  The email stated that Mr. Davis wished to be placed on “stand-by” for the 31st and would be available at the stated office phone number or the stated cell phone number anytime the board could fit him in.  Davis said that was not a summary which he prepared.  He said he had been in contact with the Assessor’s Office once since that phone call and had not received all of the information which he had asked for.  He said he had not had the opportunity to discuss that requested information with the Assessor’s Office and they still need to have that discussion in order to come to a mutually satisfactory resolution instead of seeing his appraised value increase 40%.  He said the personal property was well documented and was taken out the first year, but not the last time.  He also said the comparables being used were not comparable to his property since they are much, much newer.
Vice-Chairperson Swenson said that by presenting his side of the story he is beginning the hearing.   She said the Board could end the call and hear the Assessor’s evidence and make a decision and he can appeal that decision if he chooses to do so, or the Board could hear the Assessor’s evidence, then hear the Petitioner’s evidence, deliberate and then make a decision, which is the hearing format they use.  She explained his further appeal options and stated that today was the last possible day to hold the County Board of Equalization (CBOE) hearings.  Davis said none of those options justify the difference in taxes between what he thinks is appropriate and what the county is attempting to assess if the Board were to not lower the appraised value.  He again stated that he wanted further discussion with the Assessor’s Office.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said he could continue his discussions with the Assessor’s Office but that the CBOE had to make their decision today.  Davis stated that he understood this was the last day for the hearings, but he had filed his petition in a timely manner, and was given a time when he was unable to join.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson asked him if he would like to participate in the hearing, as this was the only time the Board would be able to call him today.  She said he had already been re-scheduled once and could not be re-scheduled again.  Davis said if the Vice-Chairperson wished to begin the hearing that he would like to begin with the statement that his rights were not being properly respected.

Appraiser Mary Mast summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  She said there was 30% functional obsolescence associated with this house, which is valued at $560,090.  The first comp is across the street and is valued at$735,000.  The second comp is in the same location, is an older house and is valued at $775,000.  The third comp is down the block but was adjusted downward for having a superior location to the subject property, since it has the river-view.   It is valued at $572,000.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson noted that the subject property had a lower value than all three comps.  Mast stated that in 2005 there was a functional obsolescence put on the subject property for size and shape.
Davis asked what she meant by functional obsolescence.  Mast answered that it was for the size and shape.  Davis said he heard that and asked again what it meant.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said it means his property isn’t worth as much as others because of its size and shape.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth commented that properties may have that functional obsolescence qualification because they are overbuilt for the neighborhood.  She said they are now seeing similar sized houses being built in that neighborhood and are wondering if that consideration should now be removed.  She said the Assessor’s Office will be taking another look at his property during the next appraisal cycle to resolve that question.
Davis asked if the Assessor’s Office had been to all the comps.  He said his has considerable deferred maintenance, meaning his house needs all new siding, windows, and a new roof.  He asked if that was true of the comps.  Davis estimated that the cost to do all that work would be between $150,000 and $200,000.  Mast read the condition ratings used by the Assessor’s Office for the average condition qualification given to the subject property as well as all the comps.  Davis said he hears that, but his question was if the comps were in the same condition and added that he is confident that they are not.  He said that the home built in 1996 (comp#3), which is the only one close in size is not comparable in shape or condition.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said the adjustments were made for that on the comp sheet.  She said the other two comps are the same age and are very comparable in condition to his.
Davis asked what the price per square foot was for comps #1 and #2.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said it’s not per square footage price.  Davis said that wasn’t his question and repeated the question.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said they did not have those numbers in front of them and said adjustments were made for the smaller square footages on comps #1 and #2.  Hildreth informed the Board that Mr. Davis did have the comp sheet and he said he was looking at it.  He said the Assessor’s Office assumed a per/square foot value for the living area and scaled the comps up according to that value, but it was not appropriate to take the 1854 sq/ft property and scale it up because people are willing to pay more per square foot for a smaller property.  He said the extra square footage is not as valuable.
Vice-Chairperson Swenson said comp#3 shows that the extra square footage was valuable because it sold for a larger amount of money for a larger square footage home.  She reminded him that the comps were also adjusted downward for the functional obsolescence placed on the subject property it’s size and shape.  Davis said her logic doesn’t apply to the third comp because they show a larger reduction for the functional obsolescence.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said that had it not been subtracted they would show a higher value for that comp.  Davis said he suspects that comp#3 is significantly nicer than his house.  He said he believes his home has significantly more deferred maintenance than all three comps.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson noted that comps #2 and #3 were also valued significantly higher than his.  She said the Assessor’s Office has done a very fair job of assessing his property for the condition it is in.
Davis asked if the owners of the three comps have contested their valuations and if those values had been lowered.  Hildreth said they could check on that, but did not have that information in front of them.  Davis said that was an appropriate question for him to ask.  He said they bought this home including all the personal property with it from one of the leading realtors in Gunnison County in September of 2003 and does not believe that realtor would sell her house for a less than market value.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson explained that they are looking at an adjusted sale date of June 30, 2006.  She said there was an incredible increase in the market between 2003 and 2006, with sales increasing nearly 3% per month during that time frame.  
Gunnison County Assessor Kristy McFarland said the entire county averaged a 60% increase in property values.  Davis said the Board indicated the sales considered were from July 1, 2006 to June 30, 2006, but none of the comps provided to him show any 2004 data.  Commissioner Starr said that’s because they didn’t sell in 2004.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said any 2004 sales would also have had to be adjusted to the June 30, 2006 date.  Davis said the Assessor’s Office did not look for or find any sales from 2004.  McFarland said they do take all the sales during that time frame into consideration.  She said the comp sheet showed the three most comparable to the subject property.  She emphasized that those were only three of all the sales taken into consideration in establishing his value.
Davis said that the information he requested and did not receive was the valuations of other properties so he could determine whether his valuation was fair compared to his neighbors’ valuations.  He asked if other valuations had been set during this appraisal period that resulted in values lower per square foot than his.  Hildreth said that’s a broad question that couldn’t be answered without looking at every residence in Crested Butte South.  She said that staff had pulled information to answer his question regarding whether the three comps had been appealed.  She said comps #2 and #3 were not appealed.  Comp#1 was appealed and was denied.  She also said that his purchase of the house was prior to the sale of the ski area in Mt. Crested Butte and they saw a dramatic increase in sale prices during the time period considered.
Davis asked if his value of $562,090 is comprised of more than one component, the land plus the improvements.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson answered yes.  Davis asked what they showed for the land.  Hildreth said they would be glad to answer that because they do have to break the components down for reporting purposes, but cautioned that they are required by law to look at the bottom line and compare the subject property to other improved sales.  Mast said the land is valued at $195,500, the house at $306,590, and the garage at $60,000.  Hildreth said that the properties all along the ridge where his is located have a view of the river and are all in a category called Crested Butte South River View.  The land in that category is currently valued at $222,700.  She said their physical inspection will also determine if his land should be in that classification and determine if it is currently being under valued. 
Davis asked if the personal property was removed from the $306,590.  Hildreth said the personal property is removed from the sale price the first year, not from the value each year.  He asked if the sale prices from the comps had the personal property subtracted as well.  Hildreth said when properties are sold a transfer declaration is to be filled out at the time of the sale.  The transfer declaration asks clear questions as to whether personal property was involved in the sale and if so how much.  If there is personal property, the Assessor’s Office deducts that from the sales price to represent just the sale of the real property and that is the number used in their analysis. 
Davis asked if that form was filed for comp #3 and if there was personal property backed out.  Hildreth said if there was personal property declared they would have deducted it.  Davis asked what the actual selling price of that one was and what the actual amount of the personal property was that was subtracted.  Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss said that is confidential information.  Davis asked why the number included with the MLS would be confidential information.  Hildreth answered that if someone declares a dollar amount of personal property the Assessor’s Office cannot disclose that information.  Davis said he understood that and that wasn’t his question.  He asked what the sales price as reported in the MLS was and how it compared to the adjusted amount.  Hildreth said they do not know what the MLS listing amount was but could answer what amount the home sold for.  Davis asked why that isn’t the adjusted price shown on the comp sheet.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson reminded him that the price was time adjusted to the June 30, 2006 date and during that time frame everything was increasing by 2.7% per month.  She said the time adjustment was only applied through October, at which time the sales prices leveled out.
Davis said those numbers tell him that they did not back out the personal property from that sales price.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said the amount stated was for the real property portion of the sale and there was no personal property included with that dollar amount.  Davis stated that every home has personal property transferred and that amount was not taken out.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson and Assessor McFarland said no, every home does not.  Davis asked if other homes in Crested Butte South were valued (considering the building value alone) at less than his and if so he believes his should be adjusted downward.  He said the condition of his property justifies, and in fact demands, that there be a significantly lower valuation than would result from a home that was built in 1996 and sold within the last two years.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson asked Davis if he had any further questions.  Davis answered that these weren’t questions, and he was making his points directly to the Board, as he is legally entitled to do.  He said his initial question was not answered.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson added that they have no answer to that question.  Davis said it was a valid question which goes directly to the heart of the fairness of the valuations compared to those of his neighbors and one the Board should take into account when making their decision.  He reiterated that he does not believe his rights have been properly dealt with by the County because he wasn’t given the notice he should had been given to be prepared fully for the hearing.  He then apologized for interrupting and being rude.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson reminded him that he had the right to further appeal their decision and would receive that information along with their decision letter.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #179 based primarily on the evidence that the subject property along with all the other homes in Crested Butte South are put into mass appraisal and that mass appraisal has resulted in the value of his house at $562,090, which also includes 30% functional obsolescence.  This motion was also based on the Assessor’s Office attempt to find the three closest comps to the subject property, all of which have higher values than the subject property.  Davis interrupted the motion to say that by using these numbers the Board did not take into account any of these downward adjustments in valuations that the aggregate treatment of Crested Butte South that was described at the beginning has resulted in.  He said that at a minimum he would have thought it completely fair and appropriate that those aggregate downward adjustments would have been made available to him.  Mast said she had prepared a second sheet of comps at Davis’s request, to find homes which were closer in age to his.  Davis said that he understands she tried her best to find the best comps, but the fact is that the only thing that would be comparable would be homes the same age, size and condition.  He said he didn’t ask her for sale prices, but what the homes had been valued at.  A vote was taken and the motion passed.  Davis asked how many people voted and if all Board members were present.  It was confirmed that there was a quorum.
CBOE #120

Tom L. Pettiette Attorney Profit Sharing

Represented by Russell N. Mullins, etal

Mr. Mullins was present.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson explained the petitioner’s rights.  Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property, located in Gold Link Subdivision and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  The comps were located in Gold Link and Gold Link North.  The adjusted values ranged from $531,000 to $540,000.  Lickiss recommended that the Board adjust the value of the subject property to $540,000.
Mullins said he had not seen that recommended adjustment, but would still question the adjustments made for ski in/ski out access.  His presumption would be that the ski in/ski out access would be worth more than that.  He also questioned the adjustment for the lot size on comp #2, which is almost three times as large as the subject property.  Mullins said that Pettiette maintains that there is a large disparity in the size of the house that can be can be built on the subject lot compared to what can be built on the larger lots such as comp #2, which should be considerably higher in value.  He also referred to the appraisal which had been submitted to the Board and was dated June 30, 2006 and valued the property at $450,000.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson asked if there restrictive covenants in the area that specify what the sizes of homes are that can be built and Lickiss said there are restrictions from the Town of Mt. Crested Butte.  He thought it was approximately 25% of the lot area which can be built on.  The maximum square footage of a house on the subject property would be approximately 3,200 square feet.  The maximum square footage for a house on comp #2 would be approximately 11,200.  
Lickiss noted that the fist comp used in the fee appraisal was not adjusted for not being a ski in/ski out lot.  He said the second comp in that appraisal is on a private drive and no adjustments were made for the additional plowing expense.  Mt. Crested Butte does not plow private drives.  No adjustments were made for the third or the fifth comps, which aren’t ski in/ski out.  Lickiss said the ski in/ski out access does add value in a ski area.  He said there were three of four other properties on the private drive.  Mullins thought they jointly pay for maintenance on the plowing and Lickiss agreed.
Vice-Chairperson Swenson noted that if you take the comps used in the fee appraisal and add the ski in/ski out consideration it brings them back into the ballpark of what Lickiss recommended.  Commissioner Starr asked if Lickiss knew why the fee appraiser’s adjustment for the lot size for the fifth comp (Lot 29) was $145,000 while Lickiss’s adjustment for the same lot was $90,000.  Lickiss said he had no idea how the fee appraiser came up with that number.  Lickiss said he used other sales within Gold Link to come up with his figures.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson noted the -$120,000 adjustment the fee appraiser applied to Lot 4 for hillside and asked Lickiss if he had thoughts on that.  Lickiss said the appraiser adjusted 20% of the sales price.  Commissioner Starr asked if the Assessor’s Office finds any difference whether the lots are heavily treed or not.  Lickiss stated that the lots in Gold Link are open and essentially the same.  Mullins asked why the Assessor’s sale price was different for Lot 29 and Lickiss explained how it was time adjusted.  
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to accept the Assessor’s recommendation and adjust the value for CBOE # 120 to $540,000.  Motion passed.
AREA CHANGE: Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss requested an area adjustment to all the similar lots in Gold Link Subdivision.

Moved by Vice-Chairperson Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to direct the Gunnison County Assessor’s Office to make an area adjustment for all the similar lots within the Gold Link Area.  Motion passed.
CBOE #121

Tom L. Pettiette, Trustee

Represented by Russell N. Mullins, etal

Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss gave the Board colored photographs of the subject property and comparable market sales (comps), along with the property profiles of each, which showed the footprints of the homes.  He then summarized the comps.  The adjusted values of the comps ranged from $3,201,000 to $3,609,000.  All three comps had higher values than the subject property.  Lickiss showed additional photos which show the quality of the construction of the subject property.  He said the comp’s footprints were essentially boxes, compared to the more complicated footprint of the subject property.  
Mullins asked where the figures used for the construction quality adjustments used on comps #2 and #3 came from.  Lickiss explained that those are derived from market analysis.  Mullins noted that the fee appraiser didn’t account for any difference in construction quality.  Lickiss said he would highly disagree with the appraiser’s statement that those comps have the same quality of construction as the subject property.  Mullins asked if the quality is based on the exterior profiles or interior.  Lickiss answered both, adding that generally the outside matches the inside.  Lickiss asked that the fee appraisal not be allowed as evidence.  He read from Pg. 11 of 19, Exhibit A in the Final Reconciliation paragraph.  This reads “Due to the young effective age of the Subject, I have given the Cost Approach heavy consideration…” the last sentence reading “Value will take into account both cost and sales activity and will be applied at $2,000,000.  Lickiss said that under constitutional law you cannot use the cost approach to value residential properties.  The Assessor’s Office has to use the market approach.  Lickiss also read a part of the Neighborhood market Conditions paragraph of Exhibit A, Page 10 of 19 which says “2006 experienced more sales of properties that were priced $1,000,000 and higher.  He then read from the Comments on Sales Comparison paragraph, which reads “No market condition adjustments were applied due to the fluctuating market throughout the valuation period.  There were no appreciable growth patterns for high end properties that could be extracted from sales activity.  He said those statements disagree.
Lickiss said the Assessor’s comp #1 sold in May of 2004 for $1,865,000 (before the time period) and sold again in September of 2004 for $2,300,000.  He said that is a 5.4% increase per month.  Lickiss also noted an error in the fee appraisal of the square footage of 4,910 saying it should be 5,659.  Exhibit A, Page 13 of 19 shows the same measurements as the Assessor’s property profile.  Commissioner Starr said the fee appraisal refers to above grade and may not include the basement.  Lickiss said if you consider the first and second floors only it comes to 3,809.75 square feet.  Lickiss said that the validity of this appraisal is questionable.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #121 because the fee appraisal presented by the petitioner is based at least in part on the cost approach, which can’t be considered and also because the adjusted values of the three comps are approximately $700,000 higher in value than the subject property.  Motion passed.
CBOE #105 through #119:  These petitions were all represented by and the hearings were conducted with Boyd Pederson.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson explained the petitioner’s rights.
CBOE #105

Somrak Plaza, LLC

Represented by Boyd Pederson

Michael O’loughlin was present on behalf of one of the owners.  Appraiser Bob Blackett summarized the subject property which is two buildings with commercial use of retail and restaurant.  He summarized the comparable market sales (comps) used.  Comp #1 is the subject property.  Blackett noted that income data for Crested Butte is limited, but the petitioner has supplied income data for several years.    He said that the cost approach would not be considered reliable due to the age of the subject properties improvements.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson noted that the value had already been adjusted during the Assessor’s appeal period.  Blackett confirmed that it had been adjusted to the time adjusted sale price.
Pederson agreed that the cost approach would be irrelevant.  Pederson said he pulled all the commercial property sales with similar attributes and did consider the time adjusted sale prices.  His time adjusted values per square foot valued Somrak plaza at $302.2 per square foot, but the comps he used averaged $183.43 per square foot.  He questioned why comps further away were used by the Assessor’s Office when there were closer ones available.  The comps Pederson used were all type 3 construction.  Blackett said Pederson’s first comp (Donitas Buiding) was his comp #3 and has 9% residential use.  He said he did not use Pederson’s second comp (Butte Building) because it is 48% residential and is a single building.  Blackett said he didn’t use Pederson’s third comp (Pfister/Longs Building) because it is 23% residential.  He stated that it is more difficult to analyze the properties that have mixed classifications of commercial and residential, which is why he didn’t use them.  Blackett noted that the subject property is two buildings of different ages and conditions. 
Pederson asked if the residential value was a higher premium than the commercial value.  Blackett explained that they establish the commercial value and then analyze the extra as residential, so a residential with commercial has a lot lower value than a stand alone residential building.  Pederson said that hasn’t been his experience with another property on Elk Avenue.  He also said that they are talking about one property, even though it’s two buildings.  One building can’t be sold separately.  He didn’t think it was reasonable to break it down and give the two separate values based on the market.  Blackett said they do analyze the building separately, especially when they are different ages, qualities or conditions.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth said the individual attributes those buildings are carrying drives what their value ends up being based on all the components.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson noticed that Pederson’s comps weren’t adjusted for quality or condition.
Blackett reminded the Board that the Assessor’s Office was relying heavily on comp #1 because you don’t get a better comp than the subject property itself.  He said the time trend analysis showed an increase of 4.7% per month.  Pederson said he got a different amount when he used that percentage and discussion ensued over that amount and the correct way to figure the amount.  Pederson was using the increase from the point of sale forward, rather than the average of the entire time frame to figure the appreciation for the remainder of the trajectory.  O’loughlin said they would argue that the Assessor’s Office does not show the correct amount for the time adjusted price.  Blackett said they were not working with the raw sale price, but one which was backed off for personal property or something else.  Blackett said the time adjustment is based on the entire period, but applied for the pertaining months only.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said that is how the whole county has been assessed and it can’t be calculated differently for one property.  Pederson said he can’t get around the difference in the price per square foot and thought Donitas was the best comp since it’s across the street.  Blackett disagreed and said the subject property is the best comp.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #105 based on the sale of the subject property during the applicable time period and the time adjustment to reflect the growth in prices during that time period.  Motion passed.
CBOE #119

Edward E. Nowak, etal

Represented by Boyd Pederson

Boyd Pederson was present.  Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss stated that they had reached a stipuled agreement and recommended that the Board adjust the value of the subject property to $550,100 for the commercial value and $110,120 for the residential value for a total value of $660,220.  
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #119 to $660,220, with the commercial portion being valued at $550,100 and the residential portion being valued at $110,120.
CBOE #106

Tim W. Lashley, etal

Represented by Boyd Pederson

Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property, located in Alpine Apartment Condos and the three comparable market sales (comps) used.  The comps were all located in Alpine Apartment Condos and the adjusted sale prices ranged from $259,000 to $429,000.  Lickiss said this supports the value of $338,750 given to the subject property.  Pederson presented a comp sheet which included Alpine, Snowcrest and Chateaux condos.  He said he was approached by the entire Condo Association to present these because “they are concerned that the three sales within the complex were early in the time period considered and they are suffering inflation of true value because the front end of this trajectory is extrapolating out the value to be something that it’s really not”.  Pederson figured the average price per square foot at: $284 for Chateax Condos, $325 for Snowcrest and $409 for Alpine.  He asked a realtor if there was something more desirable about Alpine to cause those sales to be higher.  She told him that Alpine had no amenities, which the others do.  He could not find an amenity that justifies that value.  He asked the Board to consider the neighborhood in order to find a more accurate value, since there were limited sales specifically in Alpine condos.  He asked for a value of $245,116.
Lickiss asked “why go out of the complex when you have sales in the complex which are the best indication of value?”  He said the sales in this complex did have a steeper increase than all the sales together.  Commissioner Starr asked why Unit 4 sold for so much less than Units 1 and 9.  Lickiss said they were unable to discover the answer to that.  Pederson said that including the sales from the other complexes gives a better average for what the correct time adjustment to the sales should be.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said that Unit 1 in Alpine sold for $388/sq ft without any adjustments for inflation.  She said Pederson was asking them to assign a value below what that unit actually sold for and added that since prices increased throughout the period, that property should be worth more at the end of the period than what it sold for in 2005.  Pederson said he can’t speak to the reason why that property sold for that price.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said that everything was increasing until June of 2006 and Pederson said he understood that, but that using only three sales concentrated in the front end of that curve increases the likelihood that you could have exaggerated data you are extrapolating from.
Lickiss said using the three sales isn’t a small population because it’s 30% of the complex.  Pederson said that one irrational buyer willing to pay too much can throw the whole thing off.  Lickiss said they did consider all condo sales for their array, but then used these three sales to get their location adjustment.  Commissioner Starr said that not knowing why one unit would go for so much less and one would go so high makes him think they should be using more units in case one of the three sales is an anomaly.  He asked if any of these units had been physically inspected. The Assessor’s staff said they had tried to get into as many as possible and talk with rental management companies to confirm conditions at the time of sale, then corrected records as needed.
Vice-Chairperson Swenson said she didn’t think any adjustments should be based on the average of the three complexes, because for some reason the Alpine units were selling for more per square foot and there is documented proof of it.  Pederson realized he had figured the square footage for the Snowcrest units incorrectly because of the garages.  Chairperson Swenson said refiguring those brings them to over $400/sq ft.  Lickiss said the Alpine units don’t have garages and were still selling for more than ones that do.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #106 to $322,000 based on the average time adjustment per square foot for the Alpine, Chateaux and Snowcrest units, because the three sales in Alpine had such wide price differences.  Motion passed.

CBOE #107
Jules Bohnn

Represented by Boyd Pederson
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #107 to $417,310 based on the average time adjustment per square foot for the Alpine, Chateaux and Snowcrest units, because the three sales in Alpine had such wide price differences.  Motion passed.

CBOE #108
John Deutz Theodore

Represented by Boyd Pederson
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #108 to $322,000 based on the average time adjustment per square foot for the Alpine, Chateaux and Snowcrest units, because the three sales in Alpine had such wide price differences.  Motion passed.

CBOE #109

Hugh D. Scott Jr., etal

Represented by Boyd Pederson
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #109 to $322,000 based on the average time adjustment per square foot for the Alpine, Chateaux and Snowcrest units, because the three sales in Alpine had such wide price differences.  Motion passed.

CBOE #110
Randall D. Boyd
Represented by Boyd Pederson
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #110 to $417,310 based on the average time adjustment per square foot for the Alpine, Chateaux and Snowcrest units, because the three sales in Alpine had such wide price differences.  Motion passed.

CBOE #111
Dennis E. Wenzel

Represented by Boyd Pederson

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #111 to $322,000 based on the average time adjustment per square foot for the Alpine, Chateaux and Snowcrest units, because the three sales in Alpine had such wide price differences.  Motion passed.

CBOE #112
Paul A. Elkins, etal

Represented by Boyd Pederson
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #112 to $417,310 based on the average time adjustment per square foot for the Alpine, Chateaux and Snowcrest units, because the three sales in Alpine had such wide price differences.  Motion passed.

CBOE #113
William Lee Matthews III

Represented by Boyd Pederson

Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used, all of which are located in the Opera House Condos.  He said the comp’s adjusted value range of $104,000 to $114,000 supports the subject property’s value at $110,030.  He said there was not enough data to use the income approach and the cost approach was not feasible because of the age of the building which has been renovated, so he relied on the market approach.  Lickiss said this unit did sell during the time period, but could not be used in the analysis because it was not an open market transaction.  It was an unqualified sale.  
Pederson said they had a sale price of the subject property of $74,100 which would be a time adjusted value of $90,209.  He asked why they couldn’t be allowed to consider that sale.  Lickiss said the Division of Property Taxation guidelines, which the Assessor’s Office is required to follow, are based on State Statutes and only allow qualified sales to be considered.  Pederson said he understood that was to avoid sales where a parent discounts to a child or some similar scenario.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth said that was correct.  Pederson said the owner was going to rent from the previous owner who was going to sell it, so he named a price and the petitioner bought it.  There was further discussion regarding the criteria in the definition of open market.  Hildreth said those sellers will often accept the price that gets them what they need to get out of the sale so they don’t have to sit on it. Pederson asked if the guidelines allowed for considering this situation.  Lickiss said no, it wasn’t an open market sale.
Pederson said the adjacent property is valued at $167 per square foot and is a bigger property.  The subject property is valued at $195/sq ft.  He said they share a common wall and this is one of only two that have their own entry.  He said he doesn’t understand the $30/sq ft difference in value.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said the value per square foot sometimes decreases as the sizes increase.  She said you can’t consider only the smallest unit and say that value should reflect the value for the whole complex.  She noted that the subject property was more than double the size of three of the comps.  
Lickiss said they had a problem with the size/shape table that caused some of the larger properties to receive a reduction for two years which they shouldn’t have received.  He informed the Board that case law says the subject property cannot be adjusted downward because others are mistakenly over valued.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #113 to $104,900 which utilizes the average of the five time adjusted sale prices at $186 per square foot.  Pederson said guidelines are just that and the Board should be able to consider the sale of the subject property since they are guidelines, not statutes.  Lickiss said the Assessor’s Office is required to follow the guidelines because the Division of Property Taxation’s job is to interpret the statutes and make the guidelines based on that interpretation, for all counties to follow.  Commissioner Starr said the other transactions at arms length offer a similar average.  Motion passed.
CBOE #114
Kurt L. Pederson, etal

Represented by Boyd Pederson

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #114 to $121,600 based on the average of the array of the transactions discussed above for CBOE #113.  Motion passed.

CBOE #115

Boyd Pederson, etal

Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property which is 396 square feet with a 59 square foot storage area in another building.  He said the comparable market sales (comps) did not have storage.  The property is valued at $78,300.  Pederson asked for an adjustment to $76,600. 

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #115.  Motion passed.

CBOE #116
Boyd Pederson

Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used, all of which are located in Gold Basin Condos.  Comp #4 is the subject property.  He said the value assigned to the subject property of $133,350 falls within the range of the adjusted values for the comps of $104,000 to $136,000.  Pederson asked the Board to adjust the value of the subject property to $104,000 which is the time adjusted sale price of the subject property.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said they do need to consider the average of all the sales and it seems he got a good deal on this property.  Pederson said that was because of some sewer issues with the property which are being fixed.  Deputy Assessor Hildreth asked if he had renters in that unit and he answered yes.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #116 to $129,800 based on the average of the comps not including comp #4/subject property.  Lickiss said gross rent multipliers could be used which would result in a value of $126,360 and still be a market approach.  Motion was withdrawn.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to adjust the value for CBOE #116 to $126,360 based on gross rent multipliers.  Motion passed.

CBOE #117
Boyd J. Pederson, etal

Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property and the comparable market sales (comps) used.  He stated that comp #1 was the most comparable with the subject property.  Lickiss said the adjusted sale prices ranged from $161,000 to $178,000 which supports the value of the subject property at $158,520.
Pederson submitted an appraisal for this property dated July 19, 2006 which valued the property at $143,000.  Swenson said on thing they’ve found in doing these hearings is that the fee appraisals don’t figure the time adjustments to the June 30th, 2006 date.    Pederson said he understood that the fee appraisals and mass appraisals are two entirely different processes and that the fee appraisal is able to go into much more detail on the comps used.  Swenson noted that comp #2 in the fee appraisal (which is Assessor’s comp#3) had basically the same adjustments for the location and square footage, but doesn’t have the time adjustment.  Lickiss explained that the time adjustment doesn’t have anything to do with the regression analysis.  He said the adjustment is made to the sale price first.  They take all of the sales, divide the sales by the previous appraisal to get the ratio, and then plot those ratios to determine the slope of the line used in the time trend analysis.  Pederson said that fee appraisal was done in July of 2006 and shouldn’t need any time adjustment.  Commissioner Swenson noted that if the time adjustment was applied to the comps in the fee appraisal, they average a selling price of $157,000.

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #117.  Motion passed.

CBOE #118
Boyd J. Pederson, etal

The petitioner and Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss agreed they would have the same summary and argument as discussed for CBOE #117.

Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #118.  Motion passed.

CBOE #65
William W. Wayson Revocable Trust

Represented by Michael Grosse

This petition was scheduled for further discussion of the Board’s decision made on July 23, 2007.  Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss reported that the County Attorney had said there was no mechanism available to allow for this case to be re-opened.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson contacted Mr. Grosse by phone.  She explained to Mr. Grosse that after their initial decision, they received a request from the Assessor’s Office to revisit the decision.  She told him what the County Attorney had said and that the second appointment was cancelled.  Mr. Grosse discussed some of his issues with the process.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said their decision stands. 
BREAK:  The meeting was recessed from 4:22 to 5:08 for a break.

CBOE #60

Donald R. Baker, etal

The petitioner was present.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson explained the petitioner’s rights and gave Mr. Baker a copy of the Notice of Rights.  Appraiser Don Rundell summarized the subject property, which is an A frame in Chalet Village and has a value of $688,200.  He summarized the comparable market sales (comps) used, which were also in Chalet Village and the adjusted values of those comps.  
Mr. Baker asked why the Assessor’s Office didn’t use the three comps he had taken from the list and used, which were all on the same street as his property.  He said the time adjustment to those three yields an average value of $632,749.  Using the Assessor’s square footage of his home (which he disputes), he came up with a value of $605,749.  He asked what is wrong with his three comps and analysis.  Mr. Baker was given the addresses of the comps.  Baker stated that his house was built in 1972 and has been maintained, but never updated.  He said the foundation probably wouldn’t be up to code for any additions because the footers are exposed.  Lickiss said Baker’s first comp is a type two construction in fair condition.  He said Baker’s second comp is a type four construction quality, which can’t be compared to his.  The third comp used by Baker is a type three.  Rundell said he used comps that were in similar condition and closest in age to the subject property.  

Vice-Chairperson Swenson asked about the square footage issue.  Baker stated that an A frame is difficult to measure and asked if the garage was included in the living area.  Rundell answered no.  Baker explained how he took his measurements, which came to a total of 1579 square feet.  Lickiss said they measure the floor level (outside dimensions) and adjust for the architectural style.  He showed the Board the footprint drawing.  Rundell said two appraisers had physically inspected this property last summer.  Commissioner Starr asked why the square footage had changed 200 square feet over the years.  Lickiss said he did not know.  Commissioner Starr asked why Baker’s second comp wasn’t used.  Lickiss answered that it was in fair condition and the subject was in average condition.  Lickiss said that comp was discussed in an earlier hearing and it may be in poor, rather than fair condition.  

Commissioner Starr asked how many bedrooms and bathrooms the subject property had.  Lickiss said they don’t consider beds/baths, only square footage.  Commissioner Starr asked about the adjustment of $50,000 for the architectural style.  Rundell said that is a set number regardless of size.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said she couldn’t see what the adjustment to the square footage was based on.  Lickiss said he’ll take another look at it. 
Moved by Vice-Chairperson Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to adjust the value for CBOE #60 to $653,000 based on the measurement/re-measurement and possible error and based on the comparables and averaging those in.  Motion passed.
CBOE #180

Scott Hardt, etal

Vice-Chairperson Swenson contacted Mrs. Hardt by phone.  She explained the petitioner’s rights to Hardt.  Senior Appraiser/Analyst George Lickiss summarized the subject property, which is two vacant lots in Crested Butte South.  He said they are using sales which occurred from July 1, 2004 to June 30, 2006 with a target appraisal date of June 30, 2006.  He said they saw a huge increase in values during this time frame on vacant lots in Crested Butte South, so instead of trying to analyze all the sales, they put most of the weight on the sales which occurred at the end of the time frame.  He used eight of these sales for comparable market sales (comps) which are fairly close to the subject property.  Comp #1, sold in February of 2006 for $186,000.  Comp  #2 sold in April of 2006 for $186,000.  Comp #3 sold in March of 2006 for $190,000.  Comp #4 sold in July of 2005 for $192,000.  Comp #5 sold in August of 2005 for $199,000.  Comp #6 sold in January of 2006 for $200,000.  Comp #7 sold in April of 2006 for $210,000.  Comp #8 sold in December of 2005 for $215,000.  He said these sales suggest a value of $195,000 per lot which values the subject property at $391,000.
Hardt said they went off the Assessor’s list and picked three sales for comps.  She said there’s no way they could sell the lots for the value assigned by the Assessor’s Office.  She said she sells real estate and knows the market has gone down.  She said they took the low, medium and high sales and came up with an average of $153,000/lot and added that their property value increased almost 400%.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said that happened to several owners in the county.  She said the Assessor’s Office has to adjust those sale prices to the June 30, 2006 target appraisal date.  She said Crested Butte South was hit very hard, and they have seen a softening in the market, but the law says it has to be assessed as of June 30, 2006 and what’s happened since then can’t be considered.
Hardt said every lot can vary based on location, slope, view etc. and asked how the Assessor’s Office comes up with this figure.  Lickiss answered that they are mass appraisers so they look at what sales are in the general area.  Hardt said their comps were intended to be very fair, where the Assessor’s Office used the highest priced comps.  Lickiss said they are aiming for the target appraisal date of June 30, 2006 and said comp #3 is one lot away from the subject property.  Hardt repeated that there was no way they could sell those lots today for this price.  Lickiss stressed that they have to consider values only to June 30, 2006.  Hardt said she doesn’t care, she’s just saying they’re valuing the property higher than what it can be sold for.  Commissioner Starr said that by law the Assessor has to take the value as of June 30, 2006 even if those values have all flattened or decreased since then.  He said the Assessor’s Office does the best they can by time adjusting the sales to the target date.
Hardt said they took the report of the Assessor’s Office and highlighted everything in Filing #4 that sold during that time frame.  She said she’s looking at prices like $158,000, $145,000, $115,000, etc.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said those prices have to be time adjusted to the June 30, 2006 date.  She said they were selling for these high prices at the end of the period.  Hardt said the Assessor’s Office uses the wording “current actual value” but is looking only at the highest peak of the period and not the average of the whole period.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson explained that if the Assessor’s looked at one selling for $150,000 and applied the time trend analysis, it would still bring the value to $200,000.  Hardt said that’s if you’re assuming the market did that.  She said the Board appears to have made their decision and this is wasting everybody’s time.  Commissioner Starr said that wasn’t correct.  Hardt said she agrees that the value did increase, but what the Assessor’s Office thinks these properties are worth is ludicrous.  Hardt again stated that the lots won’t sell for that price.  Commissioner Starr said unfortunately the values were higher then than they are now but the county is required to follow State law and has no control over the timing.

Commissioner Starr asked what can be built on two lots as opposed to one lot.  Lickiss answered two houses.  Commissioner Starr said he wanted to make sure that doubling the lot average of $195,000 was fair and that two houses could be built on these two lots.  Hardt said that was correct, that it is two separate lots.  Hardt said she would assume the Board had several petitions from Crested Butte South owners.  Vice-Chairperson Swenson said there were only a few and said that hopefully the market change will be reflected in the next valuation period.  Hardt said they won’t own the lots then because they are so mad at what the county has done.  She said she’d like to see the county put some money into the roads and infrastructure since there’s so much money going into the county.
Commissioner Starr said he hasn’t seen that the Assessor’s Office made any mistakes or incorrectly assessed those lots.  Hardt asked him if he thinks she could sell those lots for $391,000.  He answered no, but on June 30, 2006 she could have.  Hardt said “yeah, but now?”  Commissioner Starr said unfortunately that isn’t relative because of State law.  Hardt said they should not be valued using just the sales at the end of 2006.  Commissioner Starr said that if the Assessor’s Office had used the earlier sales and adjusted them with the time trend analysis it might have resulted in an even higher value because the trend was steeper before the end of 2006 and then flattened out.
Moved by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Vice-Chairperson Swenson to deny the appeal for CBOE #180.  Motion passed.
OTHER BUSINESS:
Deputy Assessor Hildreth said that in regards to the Board’s adjustment to some of Howell’s Mining claims, there was an adjustment made to his undivided ¾ interest and she would recommend they adjust the ¼ interest as well.
Moved by Vice-Chairperson Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to adjust Schedule Number R007531 to $3,100.  Motion passed.
Deputy Assessor Hildreth said that in regards to the Board’s adjustment to Kroll’s units in Willow Creek, she would recommend they adjust the remaining units in that complex.

Moved by Vice-Chairperson Swenson, seconded by Commissioner Starr to direct the Assessor’s Office to apply an area change to the Willow Creek Townhomes as follows:  Units 1 and 3 will be adjusted to $736,450.  Unit #5 would be $716,170 because it’s a smaller until.  Motion passed.
ADJOURN:      Vice-Chairperson Swenson adjourned the July 31, 2007 meeting of the Board of Equalization adjourned at 6:10p.m.
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