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Petitioner: 

 

 
Respondent: 

 
ORDER 

 
 

ppeals on November 30, 2010, 
Deb ercier presiding.  Petitioner was represented by William A. 
McLain, Esq.  Respondent was represented by Tami Yellico, Esq.  Petitioner is protesting the 2009 
actual val

  

lorado 

turing facility on 
 The building was completed in 1975, with additions to the building in the 

1980s.  The subject includes an adjacent site (Schedule No. R1067575) of 5.670 acres that is 
bisected by a community ditch.  A 3,640-square foot chemical storage building straddles the 

operty line of the two parcels.  Both properties suffer from environmental contamination. 
  
 Petitioner contends that the two properties should be valued as one operating unit.  Petitioner 
is requesting a combined actual value of $1,350,000.00 for the subject property for tax year 2009.  
Petitioner concludes to a value of $1,336,930.00 for Schedule No. R1067574 and $13,070.00 for 
Schedule No. R1067575.   

THIS MATTER was heard by the Board of Assessment A
ra A. Baumbach and Sondra W. M

ue of the subject property.   
 

Dockets 51933 and 55596 were consolidated for purposes of the hearing.
 
Subject property is described as follows: 

 
800 Hoyt Street and 855 Compton Street, Broomfield, Co

  Broomfield County Schedule Nos. R1067574 & R1067575  
 

The subject (Schedule No. R1067574) is a 112,128-square foot manufac
14.39 acres of land. 

pr
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 Respondent contends that the properties should be valued separately. Resp
value of $13,070.0

ondent assigned a 
0 for Schedule No. R1067575 and $3,250,000.00 to Schedule No. R1067574, 

bot

 Petiti resen ing combined indicators of value:  
   

st: 4,449.00 

ue for the subject 
Tax Consultants, 

luation of land at $1.05 per square foot. Mr. 
San unimpaired value 

$2,172,951.00 to 

 in sale price from $3,050,000.00 to 
$4,  no adjustments, 

ior to adjustment 
or environmental 

00 for the subject 
$5.40 per square foot to the 112,100 square foot 

man dstrom deducted 
es combined.  Mr. 
ng the overall rate 
e risk rate used in 

 
hat the two properties should be valued as one operating unit and that 

the parcel ide s Schedule No. R1067575 was incorrectly identified as vacant land.  Petitioner 
test rcel that includes 

ng should not be 

 Respondent presented the following indicator of value for Schedule No. R1067575: 
    

Market: $20,000.00 
 
 Respondent’s witness, Mr. John Storb of the City and County of Broomfield Assessor 
Division, presented three land sales to support a value of $407,500.00 prior to adjustment for 
contamination.  Mr. Storb applied a 95% downward adjustment for contamination issues to conclude 
to a value of $20,000.00, rounded. 
 

h for tax year 2009.   
 

oner p ted the follow
 

Co  $1,25
Market: $1,414,249.00 
Income: $1,350,000.00 

 
 Petitioner presented a cost approach to derive a market-adjusted cost val
property of $1,254,449.00.  Petitioner’s witness, Mr. Ronald Sandstrom of F&S 
provided no land sales, relying on Respondent’s va

dstrom concluded to a value of $2,509,896.00 for the improvements for a total 
of $3,427,400.00.  Petitioner adjusted the value for future remediation costs of 
conclude to a value of $1,254,449.00 under the cost approach.   
 
 Petitioner presented three comparable sales ranging

200,000.00 and in size from 81,020 to 116,881 square feet.  Petitioner made
concluding to a value of $32.00 per square foot for the subject or $3,587,200.00 pr
for environmental costs.  Petitioner applied the same deduction of $2,172,951.00 f
costs to conclude to a value of $1,414,249.00 using the market approach.  
 
 Petitioner presented an income approach to derive a value of $1,350,000.
property.  Petitioner applied a rental rate of 

ufacturing and office building, and deducted vacancy of 12.4%.  Mr. San
remediation costs for 2009 of $275,229.00 to reflect total costs for the two properti
Sandstrom concluded to an overall capitalization rate of 15.75%, rounded, by taki
indicated by investor surveys of 7.71% and adding an additional 8.06% equal to th
discounting the environmental costs.   

 Petitioner contends t
ntified a

ified that access to the rear parcel was limited and required access across the pa
the manufacturing building.  Petitioner testified that the chemical storage buildi
classified as a “minor structure” and contributes to the overall value. 
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 Respondent presented the following indicators of value for Schedule No. R1067574:  
  

st: 9,372.00 

r the subject property of $4,147,940.00, prior to adjustment for contamination.  Mr. Storb 
ded 00 using the cost 

sale price from 
uare foot.  After 

ade, the sales ranged from $33.63 to $50.20 per square foot.  Respondent 
con ed.  Respondent 

 to a value of 

0 for the subject 
 total square feet.  

Deductions included vacancy of 8.0%, reserves for replacement of 3.0%, and expenses not itemized 
of 5 which equaled a 

lied, indicating a 
valu come approach to 

0 to Schedule No. R1067575, and 
$3,250,000.00 to Sche or tax year 2009. 

unit.  The small 
 by the Board to 
ed as part of the 

 of the properties, 
ence to support a 
oard applied the 

tage of 115,740, which includes the chemical storage building, 
resulting in effective gross income of $638,885.00.  The Board agrees with Petitioner’s deduction of 

ediation costs.  Both parties made expense deductions of 5% for expenses not 
itemized and 3% for reserves for replacement, resulting in net income of $312,545.00, as calculated 
by the Board.  Petitioner provided inadequate support for the inclusion of a risk rate of 8.06%, 
concluding to a capitalization rate well above market at 15.75%.  Respondent provided sufficient 
probative evidence to support a capitalization rate of 8.8%, resulting in a Board calculated value of 
$3,551,648.00, rounded.  This recalculated value is in excess of the combined value currently placed 
on the two properties before the Board. 

  
Co
Market: $3,200,000.00 

 $3,08

Income: $4,270,000.00 
 
 Respondent used a state-approved cost estimating service to derive a market-adjusted cost 
value fo

ucted $1,058,568.00 for remediation costs to conclude to a value of $3,089,372.
approach.  
 
 Respondent’s witness presented three comparable sales ranging in 
$2,500,000.00 to $5,100,000.00 with indicated values of $29.76 to $49.71 per sq
adjustments were m

cluded to a value of $42.00 per square foot equal to $4,700,000.00, round
deducted costs associated with contamination of $1,521,068.00, to conclude
$3,200,000.00, rounded.   
 
 Respondent used the income approach to derive a value of $4,270,000.0
property.  Respondent applied a rental rate of $6.00 per square foot to 112,100

.0%.  Respondent deducted 70% of the costs associated with contamination, 
deduction of $193.660.00 as an expense.  A capitalization rate of 8.8% was app

e of $4,270,000.00, rounded.  Respondent placed the greatest reliance on the in
conclude to a value of $4,000,000.00 for Schedule No. R1067574. 
 
 Respondent assigned an actual value of $13,070.0

dule No. R1067574, for a combined value of $3,263,070.00 f
 

 The Board was convinced that the two properties operated as a single 
chemical storage building straddles the line between the two parcels and is found
have contributory value.  The parcel identified as R1067575 is currently access
adjacent parcel and would not likely be sold as a free-standing property.   
 
 Based on these conclusions, the Board has recalculated the combined value
based on the income approach.  Respondent presented sufficient probative evid
rental rate of $6.00 per square foot and vacancy of 8.0% for the subject.  The B
rental rate to a total square foo

$275,229.00 for rem
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 testimony provided, the Board concludes that the subject property 

was correctly valued for tax year 2009.    

OR

 Based on the evidence and

 
 

DER: 
 

he petition is denied. 

 

T
 

APPEAL: 
 

If the decision of the Board is against Petitioner, Petitioner may petition the Court of Appeals 
for  of Section 24-4-

f Appeals within 

commendation of 
ewide concern or has resulted in a significant decrease in the 

tota r judicial review 
-106(11), C.R.S. 

hin forty-five days after 
the 

 may petition the 
of Appeals for judicial review of alleged procedural errors or errors of law within thirty days 

of such decision when Respondent alleges procedural errors or errors of law by the Board. 

If the Board does not recommend its decision to be a matter of statewide concern or to have 
resulted in a significant decrease in the total valuation of the respondent county, Respondent may 
petition the Court of Appeals for judicial review of such questions within thirty days of such 
decision. 

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

 

judicial review according to the Colorado appellate rules and the provisions
106(11), C.R.S. (commenced by the filing of a notice of appeal with the Court o
forty-five days after the date of the service of the final order entered).   

 
If the decision of the Board is against Respondent, Respondent, upon the re

the Board that it either is a matter of stat
l valuation of the respondent county, may petition the Court of Appeals fo

according to the Colorado appellate rules and the provisions of Section 24-4
(commenced by the filing of a notice of appeal with the Court of Appeals wit

date of the service of the final order entered). 
 
In addition, if the decision of the Board is against Respondent, Respondent

Court 
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