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ORDER 

 
 

 the Board of Assessment Appeals on September 22, 2010 
Sondra W esiding.  Petitioner was represented by Richard G. 

Jennifer M. Wascak, Esq.  Petitioner is protesting 
the 2009 actual value of the subject property. 
 

  Adams County Schedule No. R0152721 
 

ct pr erty consists of a two-tenant storage warehouse property.  The building 
was construc 2  a total of 332,075 square feet of net rentable area 
according to provements consist of pre-cast panels and 
steel frame on a concrete slab.  The building has a total of 120 dock-high doors and 4 drive-in 
doo

 Petitioner presented the following indicators of value: 
 

Market: $12,286,775.00 
Cost: $0.00 (not presented) 
Income: $11,570,533.00 

 
 Based on the market approach, Petitioner presented an indicated value of $12,286,775.00 
for the subject property. 
 

THIS MATTER was heard by
. Mercier and Lyle D. Hansen pr

Olona, Esq.  Respondent was represented by 

Subject property is described as follows: 
 

2470 Airport Blvd., Aurora, Colorado 

The subje op
ted in 004 and contains

.  The building imPetitioner’s information

rs.  The building is situated on a 16.83-acre site.   
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 Petitioner presented three comparable sales ranging in sales price from $4,500,000.00 to 
$9,782,500.00 or $26.82 to $43.00 per square foot and in size from 167,797 to 227,500 square 
feet he sales ranged from $33.79 to $39.99 per square foot. 
 
 

3 for the subject 
le-net rental rate 
quare foot and a 
ucted a vacancy 
rve rate of 10%; 

0,354 for CAM expenses without taxes, deriving an annual net income of $1,385,114.00.   
Pet ional 3.72% for 

e 
approach.  
 
 Petitioner placed greater consideration upon the income approach to derive a value 
ind on of $11,600,000.00. 

 Petitioner is requesting a 2009 actual value of $11,600,000.00 for the subject property. 
 
 Respondent presented the following indicators of value: 

7,600,000.00 

 

square foot and in size from 161,900 to 300,300 square 
feet.  After adjustm

 market-adjusted 
replacement cost 
0, resulting in a 

o derive a value 
indication by the cost approach of $14,654,274.00. 

 Respondent used the income approach to derive a value of $15,300,000.00 for the subject 
property.  Respondent presented a total of ten comparable warehouse rentals with a triple-net 
rental rate range of $2.93 to $6.30 per square foot and concluded a rental rate of $4.15 per square 
foot on a net basis and added $535,000.00 as additional income representing property taxes paid 
by the tenant to derive a potential gross income of $1,912,480.00.  Respondent deducted a 
vacancy rate of 8.22% and operating expenses representing owner-paid management at a rate of 

.  After adjustments were made, t

Petitioner presented no cost approach. 
 
 Petitioner presented an income approach to derive a value of $11,570,53
property.  Petitioner presented seven comparable industrial rentals with a trip
range of $3.17 to $4.50 per square foot and concluded a rental rate of $4.00 per s
common area management (CAM) rate of $2.00 per square foot.  Petitioner ded
allowance of 10%; a management fee of 3%; an operating, maintenance and rese
and $18

itioner concluded a base capitalization rate of 8.25% and added an addit
property taxes for a total capitalization of 11.97% to derive a value indication by the incom

ication for the subje t with a final value conclusic
 

    
Market: $1
Cost: $14,700,000.00 
Income: $15,300,000.00 

 
Based on the market approach, Respondent presented an indicated value of 

$17,600,000.00 for the subject property. 
 
 Respondent presented four comparable sales ranging in sales price from $6,200,000.00 to 
$16,190,000.00 or $34.22 to $54.15 per 

ents were made, the sales ranged remained the same from $34.22 to $54.15. 
 
 Respondent used a state-approved cost estimating service to derive a
cost value for the subject property of $14,700,000.00.  Respondent concluded a 
new of $13,775,501.00 and a deducted total accrued depreciation of $551,020.0
value of $13,224,481.00.  Respondent added a land value of $1,429,793.00, t
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2%, deriving a net operating income of $1,720,169.07.  Respondent applied a ba
rate of 7.75% plus an effect

se capitalization 
ive tax rate of 3.5% to the net operating income to derive the value 

ind

 Respondent gave the cost approach, sales comparison approach and income approach 
sim

  property for tax 

 
  that the tax year 

tion of value for 
able rental rates, 

pertyThe Board 
ith Respondent’s 
 vacancy in the 
gross income as 
d Respondent’s 

 rate.  The Board 
Board concluded 
Petitioner’s and 
estment Survey 
pitalization rate 
f 8.25% on that 
Study of 7.0% to 

nd a median of 7.75% on nine properties surveyed.  Respondent’s 
ap erating income is 

capitalization rate known as the overall rate.  The Board concluded that “net 
operating income” includes a deduction for real estate taxes and also concluded that the 

ed capitalization rates displayed in the Burbach & Associates report also included real 
axes in the net operating income of each property surveyed.  The indicated value is 

adj

 The Board concluded that the 2009 actual value of the subject property should be reduced 
to $
 

ORDER:

ication by the income approach. 
 

ilar weight to derive a value indication for the subject of $15,700,000.00. 
 

Respondent assigned an actual value of $15,649,374.00 to the subject
year 2009. 

Petitioner presented sufficient probative evidence and testimony to prove
2009 valuation of the subject property was incorrect. 

 
  The Board considered the income approach to be the most reliable indica
the subject property.  The Board placed greater reliance on Petitioner’s compar
which included leases in the subject ranging from $3.60 to $4.05 per square foot.  The rental 
comparables were quoted on a triple-net basis similar to the subject pro
concluded a triple-net rental rate of $4.00 per square foot.  The Board agreed w
conclusion of a vacancy rate of 8.22% as being more reflective of warehouse
area.  The Board concluded a management and reserve fee of 3% of effective 
appropriate.  Petitioner’s base capitalization rate was concluded at 8.25% an
base capitalization rate was concluded at 7.75%, before adding the effective tax
concluded the capitalization rate at 8.0% excluding the effective tax rate.  The 
the overall capitalization rate at 8.0% based upon data provided by both 
Respondent’s appraisers who referenced the Summer 2008 Real Estate Inv
accomplished by Burbach & Associates, Inc. Both appraisers based their ca
upon this study.  Petitioner’s appraiser concluded a base capitalization rate o
study. Respondent’s appraiser indicated an overall capitalization rate from that 
9.0% with a mean of 7.83% a

praiser stated in the “Capitalization Rate” section of his appraisal that net op
divided by a 

stabiliz
estate t

usted to $14,340,000.00, rounded.  
 

14,340,000.00. 

 
 

 
Respondent is ordered to reduce the 2009 actual value of the subject property to 

$14,340,000.00. 
 

The Adams County Assessor is directed to change his/her records accordingly. 
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