
BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS, 
STATE OF COLORADO 
1113 Sherman .~ treet. Room J 15 
Denver, CuloraJo 80203 

Pel itioner: 

C\VC HOLDINGS LLC, 

\' . 

RespondcnL: 

GUNNI,-, ON COllNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION. 

Docket No,: 72071 

ORDER 

TI-IIS l\L-\ITER \\ iL heard b\ the Board of s 'essmem App dis on November 29. 20 IX. 
LOL tsa Maricle and Gregg Nenr prcsidl:1g Petith.:ner \\as repre ente 1 by Craig. Clark. Managing 
~ I nbcr. Respondent h'U5 n.:pr;z::'l!llted b) Mathc\\ HO)'l, E54. Pelll l ncr is prolesling the 2017 
actual val ue I,fthc ::>Ubjl;!;;l p ['t' pert~. 

Subject property is described as tl.,lIo \\,<;: 

811 1 18io . fred 

Gunnison, (,()]orado 81230 

GUllnison Count)' Parcel No. ~70 1-362-06-023 


The ' ubjecI is u steel flUme ' tructure 0 I a rdnfor ed Jlliured \.:On 'fele slab. The building was 
C(l l S1TUCh:d in 199.3 011 a -.-ommerciall) zoned itc \\ithin the Cit) ufGulUl ison. The building cuntains 
5 Jonsquare feet and is situal2'd Oil a :::..:; I34 square Ii .(1I irregu larly shaped si teo 

E\'idence Presented to the Board 

P;;-t itio.lcr pre entC'd the toJlm\ illJ ind cator" (If va lue' 

Markl!t : ~5U,OOJ 

Cost: , lot a~plied 

Income:: :-.Jnt .lpplied 



Pet tioner is requ~s:lI\~ an actllal value of ~ 513,OUIl for the 'ubJc 'l prop~rt. forta.:· }lear 20 17 
Respondt!nl a~sigr:.ed a .. al ue 01'$775.850 sUJported b~ a site pecilic, r praisa! reporllor ~~OO.OOO 

for the suh. el:t propert) fur Ia:' Yl::ar 2017. 

Mr Clark testified to his r~cl;nt purd1 SI.: at the subject (0 haw I ~n motinlled by an est imate 
f "tlture business gro\\ thofhe business ~ro\\lh I iled t ) materialize an Petitioner \vas unslIccessful 

in allracticg a tenant cap,lbl e lO pl\)duce sum ient income 10 allo '. i'.1r. Clark to recoup hi 
il1\ Csunent. vir. Clark presented ti \'c comrarabl sales ranging in ale price [rom $80.000 to 
$410,100 .mu in size 1rom 76 to Y,355 sqmu .. red. Mr Clark cho_e 11 t to consider sales No . <+ and 
No. - a' th y \\'ere from a dil-erenlmarket al\d reli d only upon 'uks o. I [0 No. 3. The ales Mr. 
Clark relied upon nngcd in pTice I'wm $125. DO to $410.1 no and in SiLt' from 2 .64~ to 4.284 "qL1ar~ 
feel. \) adj ustments wen: applied l(i Ihe comparnbk ~ales. Petitioner C lO" idered the price per square 
II 01 paid for the l:omparaJle . nmging from $73.1 ~ [0 S<)7.64. and \., nduded to a unit vulll of 
$9_-,00 per s~luar~ foot lor <1 tinal "abe or $.-13.000. 

Responden[ pn:~cnled the follnv,iing imlicl tors \11' value. 

I ilarket : $800.000 

Cost: $371. ,5UO 

In..:ome: S..l93.5nO 


Rc 'pun nl's \\.[lk S_ Rubell J. lad.. ell. a C rllti ed Residen!i I Appraiser for the Gunnison 
COLlIlI), A 'sessor. presenll.'d H markel lppwach c Il1laiIling three comparable'ales ranging in sal~ 
price from. 325.000 10 $SOll.OOO and III size trom 3.0 II 10 : AOn '. qu re feet. 

Ir. BlackelL adju 'ted for lime (ma:-!...et c ndti ns) . locatIOn. u. ' and size . After adjustments 
\\cre made. the 3Iales ranged n L1nil \" Ine from $97.15 to S148.15 pel 'qu,re fOM01 building aren . 
1he witnes gave greatt:st vld.: ight to the sale rthe 'uh)l~c t pr0per1y at 148.15 per square foot and 
concllld~d to a \'alue opini on of $ROO,t)()O h~ lh~ marht approach . 

•{c pondl'1Ll L1seJ a st:.tte-appnned I,; ! t.'stimatin,; sen iCl: II deri \ e a markl?t-aJjustccl l:os1 
\ ullt\;. for til subjc_t p lopert~ 01"$"70,500. Th \\itnc<;sprovided rune cant Int sales rangillg in sale 
pdc\.: ti'om 'S' 5,000 ttl $650,0 () and in size fr )111 3.783 t:-> 209.088 squ re ft:<.'l. Thest! sales indicated 
a ran.,;c in unit \ulut" from S3.11 [0 :] 8.19 per Stfllaf~ fonl. 0 udju!-.tmcnts \\ core applied nnd ~fl 
lll:tckelt c llclud..:d III a i:e '.·aILl~ \If 'S . . 00 per quare foot. or. $20 I."T~ . 

To ~stimatc the Rep lacemelll ellS! ew l Rl'N) the \\ i[ness refe need the tvlarshall Valuatiorl 
Service to de!'ive a osl f(Jr t h~ I uildlng :md si l~ imprn\ L' ll1e nt~ ofS29""' 740. Physic~l depr\!ciation \ I 
J9% was applied to the stl ..ct ure and 80% to 'he site imprO\ eml:l)ts . I) additiunal depreciation wa 
rel:ognlzed. A total \ ::tI ne ) the C0St appruuch \\3s proJuced h. addi I not the Replacement Cost 
NI;\\' )', s ueprecimion from all CULlSI:S (SI69A~9) 1\ the land value to l1 nc1udl.' II a value opinion of 

370.50 1. 

Mr. Blal:kell pr~:;ent d an income approach nlaining. 14 \\af hOllsl::/\\'orkshop/ollice lease. 
and 14 rela.il Icas~s . The combine 1 rent::.1 rat . ranged from ') ~8 In $1 f).hl{ pL'r sljuare I<-")ot r 

., 


http:a~sigr:.ed


r\:!ntahle area. The ,vitness compared the mean and meJian rates from olh sets or comparab les [Co 

dt. (\~rminl.' a range from $7.09 to $10.15 per square fi.10l , nd concluue I a rate ofS8.50 per square 
il)ll. Mr. I3lackcH ::pplied a \ aeHney r:1t~ of U% and e. p~nses ofS7.50 rer square foot dcriv\I1g aNd 

perating Income of542.457. A capitnliLa:ion raLe wa extracted Irom three local comparabll.' sales 
and reler~nce to puhlished data produ:::', g rate from 6.17% 1 9 15°1t1. The \\ it ness adopted a rate of 
7ulu and ldth:d the ellectin' fa X rare of 1 6o. ·i) l) ach'eve an mernll r'le capitalization rate) of8.6%. 
ADpli~ation of the clipilaliL'l1inll rate:o Ihe 1'\ )1 re'uhed in a \Ullic llpi lion b) Ihe im:ome appro(ll'h 
c.' '493.680 ($493.500 rm nded). 

Mr Blackett recon iled the three indie~ltions Qlving minim al ... ight to th cost approu<.:h. 
some \\eig.lt Wille in..ome drpr0ach Jnd sigll iti.:anl "eight to the market approach and conduding 
to ill11ar.ke r valLIe (11'$8(1U.1)01). 

R spondem a. signed an 3.l:tU31 \·alul;.' or5775.85U to the subje t prnpert) lor la: year 2fJ 17. 

I he RoanI'. Fmdinl.!s 

The burden or pro r is 011 a pntesting. l~ pa)cr to .:;ho\\ t il' , the ass~ssor's yaluation is 
iI1C UIT~CI by a preponderance of the t"\ idenl'( in a de n \ a BA pral r...eding. Board ojA.\::,es men( 
Appeal., 1 Sampson. 1051'.31198 (Colo. 20U5). .' itcf\:areful on id raliol1l)l'all Oflhe evidt'Ill't? 
including h!SlimOll) presenteJ at the hearing the BoarJ li nd" that Petit ioner presented insufticient 
pr(1bathe e\' iden~1: and tC~linony 10 pro'chlt tbe tax ear ~017 v:.1h titian ortbe suhject property 
was im:urr~cl. 

1 he BllarJ \\as nol persuaded b) Pel ' iUller' , opin ion °It mark 1 "due. No i1dju~lmcnts \\ ere 
made to Ihe comparRble s~!l!s and Re'ipondt:llt \\ itne:-.s c1earl: de (pi b~d !'Iignifica11l difi'erenct:
betwecr Petitioner' ~ sales an d thl..' subject prop~rty thut \h)uld require adj ustmc:nt. 1r. Clark testitied 
that although he rdieJ upun i lform<llion obtained from the A"sessor' 'i flice there \\ as no attempl to 
\cri (\' the sales ,vith Ihe market participants ur 'Ittcmpt tu recondle Ihe different physical and 
lo<.:utiunal factors dil':-er~ntialing these trans, ;tion::, from the su~iecl 

'nle P..oan.l fuund Petitioncr'~ purc hu . Oflh~ _ubje .\ propert) have been an "arms-length" 
transaction between D. willing blly~r and a \\ j , ing seller nd Jound his 'a le 10 have been compelling ° 

in establishing the subject's .2 017 value. 

Pctitilmer pr :-.clllcd insulTi ient prut Iti\\;; e\ Idence and lestin (1) Lo pron: l11m the subjeci 
properl. \\'a. incorrectly \'uluetl for HI year _017° 

ORDER: 

Tilt: pdili n i~ d.:nie I 

J 




APPEAL: 

flhe d~cisioll ortl e Board is ag:lirst Petiti nero Petitioner rna. petition the COli 01 ApPl:ais 
for judkinl re\ ie" <ll:cnrding to the 'o!tlrauo ~lppdlate mh.: and the provisions of 
Sct.:tion ~..J--4-1 06(11). c.R. .... (commt:nceJ b) h~ filing of a notice f Llppc:al \\ iIh the C lilt r 
Appeals \\ ithin fort) -nine dn).s alief the datt. of the ell- i~c l f lht: tinal L rder entered). 

IfllC del.:ision of the Board is again ·t Re ·pondeIlt. ReSIK)ndenl upon the recommendation oj 
the Board that it either is il mUter 0rstalc \\ id~ I:onl:em Ilr has re~lIlted 11 a ~ igniJicant lecreas(' i ll thl.: 
10lal valunli 11 ot the rcspol dent county. ma) pelitlll the (I)tlrl d ppcal for judicial revie\ 
according LO the ('olorad ...) appd.nte ru le ~ ·mu the provisinl1s (If eliol1 24-4-JIl6( 11 \. CR.S. 
(cnmmt'll 'ed b) th.:> filing of a nnt il:e ot appeal , .. l1h the Court ot Appt!al \\ ithin 1(11) -nine Jfl) s atkr 
the <.late ( t th~ _ervk.::- of l.k tinal ordel entered). 

In auJiti, 11. irth~ dl:<: Sillll orth~ B lard i::. again 1 RI!~pLlIJJel1l. e punJent may p~tition the 
('ur: 0 ',\ ppeal fur j u~licinl rc\ ie\\ oCnlLgc I prl I:ctlura l I!rror r (:1 L of law \\ithin thirty da) .. 

( f such tlc~i~ion \\"h~n Rc~p ndem lIe.;es procedural error' or errol. rIa\\ b: the Board. 

If the Board loes not re<:onn'cnd it de\; i ~i Hl [l I e a matter I , h~\\ ide ..:onl:crn or to ha\'t 
r _ti lted in a :;ignifi ant decrease in the total \alualioll of the respond nt count:. Respondent may 
P ' tilion the Court 0:' Appeal. Ji.1r judicial r \ it.:\\ ()i' u h question \\ithin lhirty days of slich 
Jed -iun. 

Section 39-8-108(2). C .R. 

DATED and MAILE D lhi' 1rd day of .Ianlla/~ 2019. 

BOARD ()If A. 

LIluesa M<lricll' ' ) 

Gfw~~ 
Gregc Near 

1 hen:h\ t:rtifv that tl1i~ is a true'. . 
and COIT\!~l cop, oj (lL d~Li.siolll)r 
th~ B lard ~l f Assessl 111 )12wais 

L___,,~ - ~/_______~~(~___ 
Milia L!shchuk 


