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Hearing # 25-0084
Washoe County Board of Equalization Hearing Date  2/28/2025
Appeal Summary Page - Secured Roll Tax Year 2025

APN:
Owner of Record:
Property Address:

Property Type:

Gross Building Area:
# Of Units:

Year Built:
Parcel Size:

Description / Location:

2025/26 Taxable Value:

Sales Comparison
Approach:

Income Approach:

Conclusions:

RECOMMENDATION:

014-135-24

RMP VESTA LLC

121 VESTA ST

MULTIPLE RES (LOW RISE) 95%
RETAIL STORE 5%
MULTIPLE RES (LOW RISE) 100% .
35,413 il L",ng
40 )
2024

33,208 SF

The subject property is comprised of a two building apartment complex known as
the Carlin Apartments. The complex is made up of 40 apartment units and sits on a
33,298 square foot lot in Midtown.

Land: $880,000
Improvements: $6,170,876
Total: $7,050,876
Taxable Value / Unit: $176,272
Indicated Value: $9,800,000
Indicated Value / Unit: $245,000
Indicated Value: $9,300,000
Indicated Value / Unit: $232,500

The sales comparison approach was reconciled to $9,800,000 and the income approach was reconciled to $9,300,000 which both support the current total taxable value of
$7,050,876. Based on this analysis, it is recommended that the 2025/2026 total taxable value be upheld.

Uphold X Reduce

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser
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COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

WASHOE COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

TAXABLE VALUE ASSESSED VALUE TAXABLE HEARING: 25-0084
LAND: $880,000 $308,000 $/UNIT DATE: 2/28/2025
IMPROVEMENTS: $6,170,876 $2,159,807 $176,272
TOTAL: $7,050,876 $2,467,807 TAX YEAR: 2025
TAXABLE
OWNER: RMP VESTALLC $/UNIT
$22,000.00
SUBJECT
Construction Type Land (SF) EGl
Location Total GBA Exterior Walls Age(WAY) %Coverage Sale Price Sale GIM NOI
BLDG# APN (Occupancy) Use % (GBA) Qc # of Units Height Zoning Sale Date Price/Unit OER OAR
014-135-24 121 VESTA ST 35,413 33,298
1 MULTIPLE RES (LOW RISE)  95% 23,043 WD/STL FRAME C20 40 2024
RETAIL STORE 5% 1,262 STUD WALLS - STUCCO ON WIRE OR SHEAT 8 GC
2 MULTIPLE RES (LOW RISE) 100% 11,108
PARKING STRUCTURE 100% 6,086
IMPROVED SALES
011-025-10 344 W 2ND ST 79,443 34,300 $16,700,000
1S-1 APARTMENT 100% 79,443 WD/STL FRAME C20 69 2023 12/19/2024 $242,029
PARKING LEVEL 100% 7,756 STUD WALLS - STUCCO ON WIRE OR SHEAT 9 MD-PD
032-193-23 955 AVENUE OF THE OAKS 203,367 43,539 $43,000,000 $2,580,000
1S-2 APARTMENT  98% 199,940 WD/STL FRAME C20 209 2020 2/16/2024 $205,742 6.00%
CLUBHOUSE 2% 3,427 STUD WALLS - STUCCO ON WIRE OR SHEAT 9 MUD
PARKING LEVEL  100% 135,988
007-285-22 303 3RD ST 103,227 30,000 $28,000,000 $1,232,000
1S-3 APARTMENT  80% 82,105 REINF CNC FR C25 94 2006 7/30/2021 $297,872 4.40%
RETAIL STORE 7% 7,498 CONCRETE, FORMED 8 MD-ED
RESTAURANT 2% 2,050
CLUBHOUSE 11% 11,574
UNDERGROUND PARKING STRUCTURE _ 100% 43,812
013-411-12 405 GRAND CANYON BLVD 21,632 WD/STL FRAME 27,748 $7,000,000
0,
1S-4 MULTIPLE RES (LOW RISE)  100% 21,632 STUD WALLS - STUCCO ON WIRE OR SHEAT C15 28 19;53 WE30 2/9/2022 $250,000
LAND SALES
Sale # APN Location Sale Date  Sale Price Size(sf) $/Unit _ # of Units Zoning Comments
Multi parcel sale of three vacant lots on Wrondel Way. Planned use is for
1 020-021-03 et. al. 2700 WRONDEL WAY  4/6/2023 $300,000 18,715 $25,000 12 MU . . .
a multifamily building.
2 011016-10et. al. 126 WINTER ST 8/5/2021  $1,600,000 26,030 $23529 68  MD-PD 2"”'“ parcel sale of three vacant lots on the comer of Winter Street and
nd Street. Planned use for an apartment building.
3 019-232-69 0 LAKESIDE DR 12/7/2021 $640,000 22,601 $42,667 15 MF30 Vacant parcel located off of Lakeside Drive. Allowed use for 15 units.

COMMENTS:

See next page...

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser

Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser
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Sales Comparison Discussion

The subject property is a two building apartment complex with a parking level and retail store located on the corner of Vesta Street and
Holcomb Avenue. The apartments are known as The Carlin apartments and are comprised of two buildings, 40 apartments, and span three
stories. The apartments finished construction in late 2024 and are currently in their stabilization period. By the lien date of 07/01/2025, it is
estimated that this development will be fully stabilized.

Improved sale, 1S-1, is the sale of a high-rise apartment building with a parking level known as The Mod at Riverwalk Il Apartments located
in downtown Reno on the corner of Stevenson Street and W 2nd Street. The property is comprised of 69 apartments, was built in 2023,
and is situated on a 34,300 square foot lot. The property sold on December 12, 2024 for $16,700,000, or $242,029 per unit. This sale is
most similar to the subject and is a good indication of value for the subject property.

Improved sale, IS-2, is the sale of a high-rise apartment building with a four story parking level known as The Deco located in Victorian
Square. The property is comprised of 209 apartments, was built in 2020, and is situated on a 43,539 square foot lot. This property sold on
02/16/2024 for $43,000,000, or $205,700 per unit. At the time of the sale the property was 97% occupied but when it went into escrow it
was at 80% occupancy with an absorption rate of approximately 6 units per month, well below historical average. The sales price of the
property reflects the high vacancy rate at the time it went into escrow and according to the buyer, the sellers wanted out fast and wanted to
clear the market with the asset. This sale serves as a low indicator of value compared to the subject.

Improved sale, IS-3, is the sale of a high-rise apartment building with an underground parking structure known as the 3rd Street Flats located
on 3rd St. between West St and Arlington Ave. The building also contains a 2,050 square foot restaurant and 7,498 square feet of retail
space. The building was originally built in 1974 and was used as a hotel, it was extensively remodeled in 2016 and turned into an apartment
complex. The building is comprised of 94 apartments, spans seven stories, and is situated on a 30,000 square foot lot. This property sold
on 07/30/2021 for $28,000,000, or $297,800 per unit, it is a high indicator of value for the subject property.

Improved Sale, 1S-4, is the sale of a three building apartment complex known as the Grand Manor Apartments located on Grand Canyon
Blvd near the junction with S Wells Ave. The complex is comprised of 28 apartments, was built in 1963, and is situated on a 27,748 square
foot lot. Although the complex was built in 1963, they underwent a significant remodel in 2021. The property sold on 02/09/2022 for
$7,000,000, or $250,000 per unit. This sale is considered a good indicator of value for the subject.

The comparable sales indicate a value range from $205,700 per unit to $297,900 per unit. IS-1 and 1S-4 are the most comparable sales.
IS-1 is similar in unit size and is located in a similar market area. IS-4 is similar in unit size and is located very near the subject property.
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Most weight is put on these two sales at $242,000 per unit and $250,000 per unit and the subject’s value is believed to be in the
middle. The sales comparison approach is reconciled to a value of $245,000 per unit or a total value of $9,800,000.

The comparable land sales feature similar multifamily use and locational characteristics. They establish a range of value from
$23,529 per unit to $42,667 per unit and support our current land value of the subject at $22,000 per unit.
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WASHOE COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION HEARING:___ 25-0084

COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL DATE: __ 2/28/2025
APN: 014-135-24 TAX YEAR: 2025
TAXABLE TAXABLE
VALUE TAXABLE $/UNIT
APPEALED $/UNIT: LAND
LAND:  $880,000 APPEALED VALUE  $176,272 $22,000

IMPROVEMENTS: $6,170,876
TOTAL: $7,050,876
100.00% Percent of Total Taxable Value based on varying % complete on 07/01/2025

Income Approach to Value

Average Rent Lease Up Expense (Rent Loss + Concession Loss)
per Unit
Monthly
$1,990.63 Month Units Absorption Rent Loss Concessions  Total Running Total
Unit Type Units Rent p/unit  Monthly Rent July 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Studio 0 $0.00 $0 August 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
1 Bedroom/1 Bath 17 $1,775.00 $30,175 September 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2 Bedroom/2 Bath 23 $2,150.00 $49,450 October 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Retail 1,262 $2.91 $3,672 November 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$83,297 December 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
x12 January 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Annual Potential Gross Income $999,569 February 40 10 $0 $0 $0 $0
March 30 10 $0 $0 $0 $0
Vacancy Loss - 5% ($49,978) April 20 10 $0 $0 $0 $0
Collection Loss - 1% ($9,996) May 10 10 $0 $0 $0 $0
Rent Concession (typical turnover 3 units/month w/2 months free rent) ($71,663) June 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Effective Gross Income $867,932
Operating Expenses - 40% ($347,173)
Reserves for Replacement (35,413 sf x $0.25 p/year) ($8,853) Stabilization calculations for Retail
Total Expenses ($356,026)
Lease up Analysis Commercial:
Net Operating Income $511,906
Capitalization Rate 5.50% Vacant Space 1262
Rent 2.91
Indicated Value by Income Approach (Stabilized) $9,307,385 Months 0
1 year lost rent $ -
Less Lease Up Expenses (Rent Loss/Concessions) - Apartments and Retail $0 Commision (5%) $ -
Indicated Value of project at 100% complete prior to Stabilization $9,307,385 TI's at $65/sf $ -
Total: $ -
Adjustment to property at 100% complete $0
Indicated value $9,307,385

2024 Total Taxable Value  $7,050,876
Indicated Reduction None

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser Pag8Btof 85


Jeffrey Lewis
Highlight


Income Approach Discussion

Subject Income Information: Income and expense information was not shared by the appellant and therefore, a market approach was
used for analysis.

Potential Gross Income: See the attached apartment and retail market rent analysis. Market reports indicate average rent of $1,493 for
the Southwest Reno submarket and $1,566 per month for the Airport submarket. Due to the new construction and location in midtown,
the market rent is believed to be higher than the market area averages. Results from local data indicate market rent for the subject for a 1
bedroom at $1,775 per month and a 2 bedroom at $2,150 per month.

New retail leases in the midtown market area indicate a rental range from $2.50/SF/month to $3.01/SF/month. The lower end of the
range is comprised of slightly older leases and buildings while the top end of the range is for new leases and newer buildings. While all
the rent comparables are considered in the analysis, the most weight is given to RR-1 as it is the most recent lease and is very
comparable to the subject in size and location. A market rent of $35.00/SF, or $2.91/SF/month, is estimated for the retail space.

Applying the market rents to the unit mix of the subject indicates a potential gross income of $999,569.

Effective Gross Income: The Reno multifamily market has remained strong with low vacancy rates. The Airport submarket has an
average vacancy of 3.95%, the Southwest Reno submarket has an average vacancy of 1.75%, and the overall average vacancy for
Reno is 2.54% while comparable properties show vacancies of 9% to 4%. A combined vacancy and collection loss of 6% is estimated
for this property. Rent concessions are also considered for the typical turnover of units which is estimated to be three units per month
with two months rent free (two months rent free is a market based concession). This results in an effective gross income of $867,932.

Net Operating Income: Market data shows a range of expense ratios from 32% to 50% with the majority being between 32% to 44%.
An expense ratio of 40% is estimated for the subject property with an additional $0.25 per square foot per year as reserves for
replacement. This results in a net operating income of $511,906.

Capitalization Rate Analysis: Demand for multifamily investments has remained in high demand among investors and local cap rates
have remained low. For a summary of local cap rates please refer to the attached cap rate chart. Local cap rates suggest a range
between 4.26% and 6.33% while local market reports indicate an average cap rate for all multifamily properties in Washoe County at
5.9%. Most weight is given to CR-2 and CR-3. CR-2 is the sale of the Royal Oak apartments which is similar in size to the subject,
although it is older construction. CR-3 is the sale of the Locust Apartments which is slightly smaller than the subject and older but is in a
similar location. The cap rate is believed to be between these two sales. A capitalization rate of 5.50% is estimated for the subject.
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Indicated Value Income Approach: The income approach to value results in a total stabilized value of $9,307,385, or a rounded value
of $232,600 per unit.

Comments: The date of valuation for this tax year is July 1, 2025. This property started leasing units in February 2025. We are
estimating that this property will be fully stabilized before the date of value, and therefore no discount for stabilization is needed. The
total taxable value is estimated to be $7,050,876 for the 2025/2026 fiscal year. The above analysis indicates that the full cash value
of the subject property is higher than the total taxable value and no obsolescence is needed.
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Comp # APN Complex Name Address 1BD SqFt Rent/SF 2BD SqFt Rent/SF
$1,725 717 $2.41 $2,085 1,114 $1.87
AR-1 014-126-13 oneR midTown 1301 Tonopah St. $1,620 702 $2.31
$1,975 758 $2.61
N
t $1,650 764 $2.16
¢ |AR-2 013-412-25 DelLuxe Apartments 1690 S Wells Ave. $1,750 1,104 $1.59
t |AR-3 013-371-29 Royal Oak Apartments 355 Broadway Blvd $1,375 661 $2.08 $1,650 821 $2.01
g $1,970 $817 $2.41 $2,205 982  $2.25
% AR-4 015-220-65 Emory at RED 2020 Red Dr. $1,985 $817 $2.43 $2,245 982 $2.29
<°- $2,020 $817 $2.47 $2,230 1151 $1.94
$1,930 $715 $2.70 $2,070 725 $2.86
AR-5 015-220-74 Basecamp at RED 2100 Basecamp Way $1,705 $569 $3.00 $2,195 879 $2.50
$1,800 $603 $2.99
APN Tenant Address Submarket Lease SF Year Built Rent/SF Lease Start
8 RR-1 Undisclosed Retail Store Undisclosed Midtown 1,130 2014 $3.01 5/1/2024
S RR-2 Undisclosed Retail Store Undisclosed Central Reno 2,145 1989 $2.79 2/15/2024
P__: RR-3 Undisclosed Retail Store Undisclosed Midtown 860 1990 $2.55 2/28/2023
g RR-4 Undisclosed Retail Store Undisclosed Downtown 1,550 2005 $2.58 6/9/2022
13 RR-5 Undisclosed Retail Store Undisclosed Midtown 1,200 1939 $2.50 1/1/2022
APN Complex Name Address # of Units  Year Built Sale Date  Sale Price NOI Cap Rate
CR-1 032-193-23 The Deco 955 Avenue of the Oaks 209 2020 2/16/2024 $43,000,000 $2,580,000 6.00%
8 CR-2 013-371-29 Royal Oak Apartments 355 Broadway Blvd 32 1965 6/13/2024 $5,355,048 $294,528 5.50%
§ CR-3 013-411-10 Locust Apartments 475 Grand Canyon Blvd 24 1960 9/29/2023 $4,500,000 $230,400 5.12%
o CR-4 007-285-22  3rd Street Flats 303 3rd Street 96 1974 7/30/2021 $28,000,000 $1,232,000 4.40%
8 CR-5 015-303-06 2300 West Apartments 2300 Harvard Way 220 1973  8/1/2023 $46,200,000 $2,923,988 6.33%
CR-6 514-340-17  High Rock 5300 Apartments 5300 S Los Altos Pkwy 264 2002 9/29/2022 $88,000,000 $3,748,800 4.26%

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser

Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser
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Financials

Number of Renovatio Assessor Occupancy  Reporting NOI/ SqFt Or

Property Name Address Trepp Subtype Units Year Built n Year Parcel # Occupancy % As Of Date Expense % NOI Unit

2300 Wedekind Apartments 2300 Wedekind Rd Garden / Low-Rise 80 1980 2006 026-282-08 95 - 12/31/2023 44.02 $533,956 $6,674.45
Linden Apartments 400 Linden St Garden / Low-Rise 66 1964 - 020-032-45 91 - 12/31/2023 39.74 $479,417 $7,263.90
Patton Apartments 2395 Patton Drive Garden / Low-Rise 50 1963 2016 004-093-02 91 - 12/31/2023 50.35 $283,871 $5,677.43
The Deluxe Apartments 1690 S Wells Ave Garden / Low-Rise 25 1947 2017 013-412-25 96 09/30/2024  12/31/2023 36.44 $319,346 $12,773.85
Silverado Apartments 7077 Vista Blvd Garden / Low-Rise 96 2019 - 526-631-24 96 06/30/2024  06/30/2024 40.83 $1,340,476 $13,963.29
Country Club Villas 2796 Plumas St Garden / Low-Rise 50 1972 2020 - 94 - 12/31/2023 32.72 $457,599 $9,151.98
Sky Vista Commons South 9101 Sky Vista Pkwy  Garden / Low-Rise 72 2017 - 550-020-18 93 09/30/2024  09/30/2024 44.22 $670,805 $9,316.74
Vista Point Apartments 250 Talus Way Garden / Low-Rise 44 2000 - 003-130-41 93 09/30/2024  12/31/2023 38.43 $413,455 $9,396.71
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AREA 6-SOUTHWEST RENO AVERAGE RENT & VACANCY DATA

AveragoOverall Vacaney  =S=Avorago Ovorall Rent

AREA 8-ATRPORT AVERAGE RENT & VACANCY DATA

Average Overall Vacancy
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Category 2™ Quarter 2024

Total Projects Surveyed 5 Projects

Total Units Surveved 1,255 Units

Average Square Feet Per Unit Surveyed 841+ Square Feet

Average Rent For Units Surveyved $1,493 Per Month

Average Rent Per Square Foot For Units Surveyed $1.77 Per Square Foot

Average Overall Vacancy Rate For Units Surveved 1.75%

# of Projects Offering Concessions As Of Date Surveyed 1 Project

Category

28 Quarter 2024

Total Projects Surveyed

5 Projects

Total Units Surveyed

784 Units

Average Square Feet Per Unit Surveved

880+ Square Feet

Average Rent For Units Surveyved

$1,566 Per Month

Average Rent Per Square Foot For Units Surveyed

$1.78 Per Square Foot

Average Overall Vacancy Rate For Units Surveyed

3.95%

# of Projects Offering Concessions As Of Date Surveyed

3 Projects

RENTAL AND VACANCY RATES BY SUB-MARKET AREA
AVERAGE RENT AVERAGE VACANCY

Area | Sub-Market 19 Qrr. 2024 | 2 Qur. 2024 | Result | 1 Qu. 2024 | 2 Qur. 2024 | Result
1 | Northwest Reno $1.745 $1.755 +510 2.02% 238% +0.36%
2 | Northeast Reno $1.375 $1.422 +547 2.49% 136% -1.13%
3 | W.Sparks/N. Valley $1.488 $1.440 530 2.05% 2.03% -0.02%
4 | East Sparks $1.754 $1.820 +566 3.71% 2.77% -0.94%
5 | West Reno $1.674 $1.679 +$5 3.01% 447% +0.56%
6 | Southwest Reno $1.480 $1.403 +513 1.91% 175% -0.16%
7 | Brinkby/Grove $1.205 $1.106 -0 2.55% 238% 0.16%
8 | Airport $1.584 $1.566 518 4.50% 3.05% -0.64%
9 | Lakeridge $1.701 $1.603 38 3.05% 211% -0.04%
10 | South Reno $1.714 $1.767 +553 2.51% 2.05% -0.47%
11 | Downtown Urban $1.668 $1.630 538 6.11% 483% 1.28%
Overall Reno-Sparks $1,639 51,660 +521 2.05% 2.54% -0.41%
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PROPERTIES BUILT IN OR AFTER 2000
AVERAGE RENT & VACANCY DATA

Average Overall Vacancy

== Averaze Over all Rent

20.00% §2,700
52,437 §2,500
18.00%% -
§2.300
16.00%
SL963) 52,100
14.00% e 51352 §1,900
51,642 .
12.00% $1.700
51,438 / -
F__//\ §1.500
10.00% S1,31%
- $1.300
B.00%% §1.100
6.00% 5490 S000
4.00% : 126% 2.51% :
T A5, 2.74% 2.74% S50
1.00% L94% |
e £300
0.00% . : $100
Studio 1 kil 1) 32 Townhome TOTAL
1 BED/ I BED/ 1 BED/ 3 BED/
CATEGORY STUDIDS 1 BATH 1 BATH 1 BATH 1BATH TOWNHOAE TOTALS
Total Number of Units-By Unit Type 437 Units 4,614 Units 620 Units 6,022 Units L1043 Units 114 Uitz 11,550 Units
Average SF-By Unit Type 510 5F 761 S8F 73T SF 1.143 5F 1,383 5F 1,103 SF 993 5F
Average Renit-By Unit Type 51438 51642 51,318 51,963 52,437 51,539 51,852
Average Bent/SF-By Unit Type 521.82 5116 51.79 51.72 5176 SL.67T 31.86
Indicated Vacancy Rate-By Unit Type 5.49% 145% 1.94% 1.74% 3.26% 3.51% 174%

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser

Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser

PageSBEofl 81



SUMMARY BY UNIT TYPE-AVERAGE RENT & VACANCY DATA
Average Overall Vacancy =B=Average Overall Rent
12.00% 51,241 §2 300
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/ \@1,932
10.00% S1.525" \ - 81900
9.00% §lf““ §1.700
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51,500
T00%
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LO0%, 53040
000% : : 5100
Studie 11 1l 22 3n Townhome TOTAL
AVERAGE SIZE, RENT & VACANCY RATE BY UNIT TYPE
1 BELVY IBED/ IBEDV JBED/
CATEGORY STUDIOS | 1BATH | 1BATH | 2 BATH | 2BATH | TOWNHOMES | TOTALS
Average SF-By Unit Tvpe 446 5F 716 5F 863 5F 1082 SF | 1307 5F 1,234 5F 914 S5F
Average Rent-Bv Unit Tvpe $1,195 51,451 $1,499 $1.825 51141 31,932 51,660
Average Bent/SF-Bv Unit Tvpe %£1.68 5204 £1.74 $1.69 51.72 51.57 51.82
Indicated Vacancy Rate-Bv Unit Type P 1330 1.97% 1.81% 1.68% 4.69% 254%

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser

Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser

PageSRmofl 82



HISTORICAL & CURRENT ABSORPTION RATES
X _ ) . Lease up Dates Absorption
Project Name # of Units Start E Stabilized Per Month
Sharlands Terrace 304 Mar-00 Jan-02 1322
Canvon Hills Phaze [ 256 Jun-01 Jul-02 18.29
The Village at Wildcreek 240 Jul-01 Sep-02 16.00
Aviana at Tuscany 311 Jul-01 Apr-03 14.14
Silver Creek 376 Jan-01 Ang-03 11.75
Villas at D" Andrea 256 Apr-02 Dec-03 12.19
Marma Village 240 Oct-04 Oct-06 10.00
Horizons at South Meadows 344 Nov-05 Jan-07 2293
Caviata at Kiley Ranch 184 Jun-07 Oct-09 6.10
Waterstone at Eiley Ranch 203 Jul-07 Oct-09 7.00
The View Apartments 308 Apr-09 Jan-11 13.33
The Trails at Picneer Meadows 300 Aug-09 Jul-11 11.78
The Alexander at South Virginia 330 Ang-09 Jul-11 13.87
The Village at Armrowcreek 208 Oct-13 Feb-15 11.56
The Bungalows at Skv Vista-Phaze [ 338 Mar-14 Nov-15 16.10
The Villas at Kevstone Canvon 288 Sep-14 Nov-13 1920
Edge Water at Virginia Lake 284 May-15 Sep-16 16.71
Square One 100 Jun-16 Feb-17 11.11
3™ Street Flats 94 Dec-16 Jun-17 13.43
Fountainhouse 220 Mav-16 Ang-17 13.75
Harvest at Damonte Fanch Phase [ 278 Nov-16 Jun-18 13.90
The Village South 243 Mov-16 Jun-18 12.15
Vinevards at Galleria 210 Aug-17 Jun-18 19.09
Latitude 39 148 June-17 Aug-18 987
Harvest at Damonte Ranch Phase II 182 Nov-18 Oct-19 15.17
Sierra Vista 336 Mar-18 Oct-19 16.80
Vida 312 Mav-18 Nowv-19 1642
Waterfront at the Manna 209 Dec-18 Jan-20 1493
Lvyfe at the Marina 280 Aupg-18 Feb-20 14.74
The Bridges 194 Jun-18 Mar-20 8.82
Silverado 96 May-19 Mavy-20 738
Lumina 330 Dec-18 Jul-20 16.50
Harvest at Damonte Fanch Phase IIT 2al Mavy-19 Anug-20 16.25
North Peak 352 Mar-18 Mar-21 951
INOVA 420 Mar-19 Jun-21 15.00
Azure 308 Apr-20 Jun-21 20.53
Parg Crossing 288 May-20 Jun-21 2057
The Lakes at Lemymon Valley-Phase 1 488 Aug-20 Dec-21 2871
E=prit 126 Dec-20 Ang-22 6.00
Emory at RED 282 Dec-20 Now-22 11.75
Eeystone Trailhead Village 115 Jul-22 Jun-23 9.58
Westlook 192 Oct-21 Ang-23 8.35
Double R Apartments 440 Mar-21 Sept-23 1419
The Retreat 283 Apr-22 Now-23 1415
Indigo 26l Jun-22 Nov-23 14.44
Deco 209 Mar-21 Dec-23 6.15
The Atrmm 132 Apr-22 Mar-24 5.50
Integra Peaks 300 Sep-22 Apr-24 15.79

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSBofl 83



WASHOE COUNTY SUMMARY APPRAISAL RECORD DT
APN: 014-135-24 2025 PAGE 1 of 13 ACTI VE Roll YR Code %Comp
Situs 121 VESTA STRENO Database WASHOE NBHD MVWM Appr SMV Exemption AV|Exemption Reopen
Owner RWP VESTA LLC Printed 2/13/2025 10+ Apartnents
955 S VIRG NIA ST STE 202 RENO, NV 89502 Tax District 1000 .
Property Name BUI LDI NG 1 Reappraisal
Valuation History Parcel Value Summary OBSO O Change O No Change
Yr Roll |Taxable Land| New Land Taxable Imps New Imps Total Taxable Total Assessed | Primary Valuation STANDARD NewLand
2025 NR 880, 000 6,170, 876 2,104, 968 7,050, 876 2,467,807 | Land Value 880, 000
2025 VN 880, 000 6,170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 | Building Value 5,680, 718 Initials/Date
2024 FV 810, 000 343, 828 4,133, 992 4,133,992 4,943, 992 1, 730, 397 | XFOB Value 490, 158
2023 FV 442, 863 442, 863 155, 002| Obsolescence 0 Parcel Total
2022 FV 372,938 1, 035, 986 1, 408, 924 493, 123 | Taxable Value 7,050, 876 New Const 2,104,968 | O NC Oc
2021 FV 301, 956 1, 040, 952 1, 342,908 470, 018| Total Exemption New Land
2020 FV 301, 956 1,078, 405 1, 380, 361 483,126 Remainder O New Sketch
Building Data
Yr % DRC Bldg
Type |BLDG | Occ Description Frame | Built | Way | Comp | QC RCN DRC SQFT | $/SQFT | OBSO
COW | 1-1 352 |Multiple Res (Low Rise D 2024 12024 | 100 C20 | 2,900,974\2, 857,459 | 23,043 124 0
COW | 1-2 353 |Retail Store D 2024 12024 | 100 C20 202,904| 199, 860 1, 262 158 0
M SC 1-3 600 |M scel | aneous 0 2024 12024 | 100 30 378,619 372,941 372,941 0
COW | 2-1 352 |Miltiple Res (Low Rise D 2024 12024 | 100 C20 | 1,374,437|1,353,821| 11,108 121 0
M SC 2-2 600 |M scel | aneous 0 2024 12024 | 100 30 247,040| 243,334 243,334 0
COW | 2-3 577 |Parking Level A 2024 12024 | 100 C20 663, 252| 653, 303 6, 086 107 0
f |
Limi
Land Value Land Data Property Characteristics
Code Description Zoning Units |[Type | UnitPrice| Adj1| %-$ |Adj2| %-$ Taxable Land | Note Land Size-sf |33, 298 Water Muni ci pal
340 |Ten or nore units e 40.000| UN3 | 22,000.00 880, 000 Acre Size 0.764 Sewer Muni ci pal
DOR Code 340 Street Paved
Deferment SPC 080
Prepared-by: Jeffrev Lewis -Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon-ScottSeniorAppraiser cace PageSREAB4

This information is for use t;y the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.



WASHOE COUNTY APPRAISAL RECORD

APN: 014-135-24 2025 PAGE 2 of 13 ACTI VE Roll YR Code %Comp
Situs 121 VESTA STRENO Database WASHOE NBHD MVWM Appr SMV Exemption AV|Exemption Reopen
Owner RWP VESTA LLC Printed 2/13/2025 10+ Apartnents
955 S VIRG NI A ST STE 202 RENO, NV 89502 Tax District 1000
Reappraisal
Property Name BUI LDI NG 1 pp
Valuation History Parcel Value Summary OBSO O Change O No Change
Yr Roll |Taxable Land| New Land Taxable Imps New Imps Total Taxable Total Assessed | Primary Valuation STANDARD NewLand
2025 NR 880, 000 6,170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 | Land Value 880, 000
2025 VN 880, 000 6,170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 | Building Value 5, 680, 718 Initials/D
nitials/Date
2024 FV 810, 000 343, 828 4,133,992 4,133,992 4,943,992 1, 730, 397 | XFOB Value 490, 158
2023 FV 442, 863 442, 863 155, 002| Obsolescence 0 Parcel Total
2022 FV 372,938 1, 035, 986 1, 408, 924 493, 123| Taxable Value 7,050, 876 New Const 2,104,968 | O NC Oc
2021 FV 301, 956 1, 040, 952 1, 342,908 470, 018| Total Exemption New Land
2020 FV 301, 956 1, 078, 405 1, 380, 361 483, 126 Remainder O New Sketch
Building Data
1-1 Code Description Adjustments & Modifiers Name Code/Units Description % Name Code/Units Description %
Type Cow Comner ci al /I ndustria |BUILDING LEVEL APO 1 Apartment - Studio 100 |SHP 3 | RREGULAR 100
Occ 352 Miltiple Res (Low R |Rate Adj APL 9 Apartnment - 1 BR 100 |ST 4 No of Stories 100
Stry/Frm D WOCD OR STEEL FRAMED |Lump Sum AP2 17 Apartnent - 2 BR 100 ur 26 Units 100
Quality C20 Commercial 2.0 (Aver BED 43 Bedr oons 100 |WH 8 Avg Wal| Hei ght/Fl oor 100
Year Built 2024 PARCEL LEVEL BTHF 43 Bath - Full 100 EW 892 STUD WALLS - STUCCO ON 80
WAY 2024 Lump Sum|0 BTHH 9 Bath - Half 100 EW 884 STUD WALLS - CEMENT FIB 20
Remodel Yr %0bso 0. 0000 CFX 225 Commer ci al Pl unbing Fixtures 100 HEAT 612 WARM COOL Al R 100
% Comp 100 %DPR 1.5 EL1C 1 El evator Passenger - Commerc 100
Sub Area Extra Features
Yr DPR Price Per BLDG Roll Override
Code Description Built | Yr Units Unit RCN # Code Description QC # Units $/Unit Yr Built | Year |%Comp RCN DRC Value Notes
CGBA | GROSS BU LDING A | 2024 28,043 125.891 2,900,974\ Baxg  APT APPL20 30 1 26 2,524.56 2024 2024 100 65, 639 64, 654
2 SPRF SPR SYS FI 30 1 23,043 5.44 2024 2024 100 125, 354 123, 474
3 TRS2 TRASH CO B 30 1 240 38.31 2024 2024 100 9, 194 9, 056
4 FWAS FW ASPHALT 30 1 10, 000 4.76 2024 2024 100 47,614 46, 900
6 Yl MP YARD | MPS 30 1 15 2,369.41 2024 2024 100 35, 541 35, 008
7 FWCO FW CONCRET 30 1 2,500 8.23 2024 2024 100 20, 569 20, 260
8 CRBC CONC CURB 30 1 2,000 20.17 2024 2024 100 40, 340 39,735
9 STR4 STR STEEL 30 1 4  4,158.00 2024 2024 100 16, 632 16, 383
10 EVC2 EL CAR CH2 30 1 3 4,854.00 2024 2025 100 14,562 14, 344
Gross Bldg Area 23, 043 |Perimeter 2,412 Sub Area RCN 2,900, 974
Building Notes Building Cost Summar
Building RCN 2,900, 974
Depreciation 43,515
Building DRC 2,857, 459
Extra Feature DRC 369, 814
Building Obso
Building Name Total DRC 3,227,273
BUI LDI NG 1 Override Value
Land Value: 1 Lines Total Land Data Property Charactistics
Code Description Zoning Units | Type Unit Price | Adj1 %-$ Adj 2 %-$ Taxable Land Note Land Size-Sf 33, 298 Water Muni ci pal
340 |Ten or nore units o 40.000| UN3 | 22,000.00 880, 000 Acre Size 0.764 Sewer Muni ci pal
DOR Code 340 Street Paved
Deferment SPC 080
Pronared by loffrov | owis Annraisor Reoviewed hyv: Shannon Scott_Seniorl Annraisor CAGC PagecSBEfl85.
Y e o =)

This information is for use t;y the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.




APN: 014-135-24

WASHOE COUNTY APPRAISAL RECORD

PAGE 3 of 13
Owner RWP VESTA LLC NBHD MVWM 10+ Apartnents Appr SMM
Keyline Description PM 4970 LOT D (ROS 6000)
-36: 11=17=—17
[ _[ Tl
P -|— RE[IN
B Ly
34—
%512?1 2024 Jz PCS =30
[Ny 14 2024
26—
zajA_zg N %ER
é’ 3 GBA 2 -46GBA3
CS, 2024 401 °25 2024
2Q24\.1224_Lm, tA— Flzs
2uz4
B} VB Sn
ﬂ_,3—36 6 T 6 E W15-|
[T313V o~ GBA 36
2694 Bé% 2024
2 ‘1_%_60
[E313V
2062 zéél
EétsV ] L
2ar4 2 — ?OJ—‘
36 GBA 36
|_ B 2024 J
13-BIWE\W—25— B} V\{l“wlz
2024024 20240654
'_36_L JZ eVBiGVBi§W15-|
Activity Information Ea3V B 36
Date User ID Activity Notes 299;% 'Tg: 2024
- - T
10/ 9/ 2024 | SMM Re- appr ai sal Revi ew 53V J |_
6/5/ 2015 | KJ Aerial Review 2624 2421
3/3/2010 | LLL Permit Review U —
GIZ 2 — TOJ—‘
36
. 2024
Sales/Transfer Information 13. Big\/\l{g\N—H—E%gV\I{ﬁV\/H
Grantor Doc # Date LUC Price Verif 2024024 2024024
RWP VESTA LLC 5228906 9/ 21/ 2021 500 0 |3NTT —23—r13 C17\/\C17vc W13
C & T STUTCHVAN | NC 5174338 4/ 30/ 2021 500 2,475, 000 |1MGA e 02420,
CSPS - RENO LLC 4841827 |  8/15/2018 500 2,600, 000 |2MBYV CmvlzJCTH |.12J'[2!134 4 ’?-‘]3
VESTA STREET PROPERTI ES 3776064 6/ 29/ 2009 1, 300, 000 |2MBV 2624—229021% ZO‘THCT[ZD"TH L
VESTA STREET PROPERTI ES 3720604 1/ 15/ 2009 0 |3NTT 2GBAL? ;L 74207420761
cem‘ﬁ CTH
Permit Information 2024572y
TRV LT Hs
Date Permit Description Amount Status % Comp zw_gg_ézzgujs 26_,_26_|
17
10/ 29/ 2024 |BLD25- 03667E |COMMERCI AL FI RE ALARM | NS 700 |A 1313%"22cm12}12 e CTH, _I
10/ 29/ 2024 |BLD25- 03670E |COMMERCI AL FI RE ALARM | NS 700 | A 23 i GB:Q T 1%4 2
10/ 23/ 2024 | BLD24- 10981E |STORMAATER MANAGEMENT. REPL 281, 765 | C 100% L. Lg(,(;dW_%QZ “‘L&fl N
9/ 6/ 2023 |BLD24- 02411E |COMVERCI AL FI RE ALARM FI R 15,140 |C 100% PSP EW 20&4654
9/ 6/ 2023 |BLD24- 02412E |COMMERCI AL FI RE ALARM FI R| 7,770 |C 100%
Py Jefirey-ewis—-Appraise Reviewed-by—Sharren-S€ott, Senior Appraiser PageSIBrofl 86
This |nf0rmat|on |s for use by the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.




APN: 014-135-24

WASHOE COUNTY APP

RAISAL RECORD

2025 PAGE 4 of 13 ACTI VE Roll YR Code %Comp
Situs 121 VESTA ST1, RENO Database WASHOE NBHD MVWM Appr SMV Exemption AV|Exemption Reopen
Owner RWP VESTA LLC Printed 2/13/2025 10+ Apartnents
955 S VIRG NIA ST STE 202 RENO, NV 89502 Tax District 1000
Reappraisal
Property Name BUI LDI NG 1 pp
Valuation History Parcel Value Summary OBSO O Change O No Change
Yr Roll |Taxable Land| New Land Taxable Imps New Imps Total Taxable Total Assessed | Primary Valuation STANDARD NewLand
2025 NR 880, 000 6, 170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 Land Value 880, 000
2025 VN 880, 000 6, 170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 | Building Value 5, 680, 718 Initials/D
nitials/Date
2024 RV 810, 000 343, 828 4,133,992 4,133,992 4,943,992 1, 730, 397 | XFOB Value 490, 158
2023 FV 442,863 442, 863 155, 002| Obsolescence 0 Parcel Total
2022 RV 372,938 1, 035, 986 1, 408, 924 493, 123| Taxable Value 7,050, 876 New Const 2,104,968 | O NC Oc
2021 RV 301, 956 1, 040, 952 1, 342,908 470, 018| Total Exemption New Land
2020 FV 301, 956 1, 078, 405 1, 380, 361 483, 126 Remainder O New Sketch
Building Data
1-2 Code Description Adjustments & Modifiers Name Code/Units Description % Name Code/Units Description %
Type Cowm Commer ci al / I ndustria |BUILDING LEVEL SHP 3 | RREGULAR 100
Occ 353 Retail Store Rate Adj SP1C 1,262 Sprinkl er System Generic - C 100
Stry/Frm D WOCD OR STEEL FRAMED |Lump Sum ST 1 No of Stories 100
Quality C20 Comercial 2.0 (Aver ur 1 Units 100
Year Built 2024 PARCEL LEVEL WH 10 Avg Val| Hei ght/Fl oor 100
WAY 2024 Lump Sum|0 EW 892 STUD WALLS - STUCCO ON W RE 100
Remodel Yr %0bso 0. 0000 HEAT 611 PACKAGE UNI T 100
% Comp 100 %DPR 1.5
Sub Area Extra Features
Yr |DPR Price Per BLDG Roll Override
Code Description Built | Yr Units Unit RCN # Code Description QC # Units $/Unit Yr Built | Year |%Comp RCN DRC Value Notes
GBA | GROSS BUI LDI NG A | 2024 1,262 160. 78 202, 904
Gross Bldg Area 1, 262 |Perimeter 112 Sub Area RCN 202, 904
Building Notes Building Cost Summar
Building RCN 202, 904
Depreciation 3,044
Building DRC 199, 860
Extra Feature DRC
Building Obso
Building Name Total DRC 199, 860
Override Value
Land Value: 1 Lines Total Land Data Property Charactistics
Code Description Zoning Units | Type Unit Price | Adj1 %-$ Adj 2 %-$ Taxable Land Note Land Size-Sf 33, 298 Water Muni ci pal
Acre Size 0.764 Sewer Muni ci pal
DOR Code 340 Street Paved
Deferment SPC 080
Pronared by loffrov | owis Annraisor Reviewed by Shannon Qf‘(\ﬂ" Senior A'r_\lr__\raicnr CAGC Dngnqgﬁ'\ﬂ B

This information is for use t;y the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.




WASHOE COUNTY APPRAISAL RECORD

APN: 014-135-24 PAGE 5 of 13
Owner RWP VESTA LLC NBHD MVWM 10+ Apartnents Appr SMM
Keyline Description PM 4970 LOT D (ROS 6000)
Activity Information
Date User ID Activity Notes
Sales/Transfer Information
Grantor Doc # Date LUC Price Verif
RWP VESTA LLC 5228906 9/ 21/ 2021 500 0 |3NTT
C & T STUTCHVAN | NC 5174338 4/ 30/ 2021 500 2,475,000 | IMGA
CSPS - RENO LLC 4841827 8/ 15/ 2018 500 2,600, 000 | 2MsV
VESTA STREET PROPERTI ES 3776064 6/ 29/ 2009 1, 300, 000 |2MBV
VESTA STREET PROPERTI ES 3720604 1/ 15/ 2009 0 |3NTT
Permit Information
Date Permit Description Amount Status % Comp
Reviewed-by—Sharren-S€ott, Senior Appraiser PageSBmofl 88

D dbae H i 3
This information is ?or use Byy the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.




WASHOE COUNTY APPRAISAL RECORD

APN: 014-135-24 2025 PAGE 6 of 13 ACTI VE Roll YR Code %Comp
Situs 121 VESTA STRENO Database WASHOE NBHD MVWM Appr SMV Exemption AV|Exemption Reopen
Owner RWP VESTA LLC Printed 2/13/2025 10+ Apartnents
955 S VIRG NIA ST STE 202 RENO, NV 89502 Tax District 1000
Reappraisal
Property Name BUI LDI NG 1 pp
Valuation History Parcel Value Summary OBSO O Change O No Change
Yr Roll |Taxable Land| New Land Taxable Imps New Imps Total Taxable Total Assessed | Primary Valuation STANDARD NewLand
2025 NR 880, 000 6, 170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 | Land Value 880, 000
2025 VN 880, 000 6, 170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 | Building Value 5, 680, 718 Initials/D
nitials/Date
2024 RV 810, 000 343, 828 4,133,992 4,133,992 4,943,992 1, 730, 397 | XFOB Value 490, 158
2023 FV 442,863 442, 863 155, 002| Obsolescence 0 Parcel Total
2022 RV 372,938 1, 035, 986 1, 408, 924 493, 123| Taxable Value 7,050, 876 New Const 2,104,968 | O NC Oc
2021 RV 301, 956 1, 040, 952 1, 342,908 470, 018| Total Exemption New Land
2020 FV 301, 956 1, 078, 405 1, 380, 361 483, 126 Remainder O New Sketch
Building Data
1-3 Code Description Adjustments & Modifiers Name Code/Units Description % Name Code/Units Description %
Type M SC M scel | aneous BUILDING LEVEL
Occ 600 M scel | aneous Rate Adj
Stry/Frm 0 NONE - Only valid wi |[Lump Sum
Quality 30 Aver age
Year Built 2024 PARCEL LEVEL
WAY 2024 Lump Sum| 0
Remodel Yr %0bso 0. 0000
% Comp 100 %DPR 0.0
Sub Area Extra Features
Yr |DPR Price Per BLDG Roll Override
Code Description Built | Yr Units Unit RCN # Code Description QC # Units $/Unit Yr Built | Year |%Comp RCN DRC Value Notes
BLC | BALCONY CONCRETE | 2024 1, 440 39. 96 57,542
BLW | BALCONY WOOD 2024 1, 680 32.20 54, 096
CBW | PRW BLW COVERED | 2024 852 51. 20 43, 622
CTH | CATHEDRAL CEI LI N| 2024 4,491 31.68 142, 275
LO2 | LOFT 2 AVERAGE 2024 708 40. 80 28, 884
PCS | PORCH CONCRETE S| 2024 2,349 10. 25 24,077
STR | STORAGE ROOM 2024 507 55.47 28,123
Gross Bldg Area Perimeter Sub Area RCN 378, 619
Building Notes Building Cost Summar
Building RCN 378, 619
Depreciation
Building DRC 372,941
Extra Feature DRC
Building Obso
Building Name Total DRC 372,941
Override Value
Land Value: 1 Lines Total Land Data Property Charactistics
Code Description Zoning Units | Type Unit Price | Adj1 %-$ Adj 2 %-$ Taxable Land Note Land Size-Sf 33, 298 Water Muni ci pal
Acre Size 0.764 Sewer Muni ci pal
DOR Code 340 Street Paved
Deferment SPC 080
Pronared by loffrov | owis Annraisor Reviewed by Shannon Qf‘(\ﬂ" Senior A'r_\lr__\raicnr CAGC Dngnw

This information is for use t;y the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.




WASHOE COUNTY APPRAISAL RECORD

APN: 014-135-24 PAGE 7 of 13
Owner RWP VESTA LLC NBHD MVWM 10+ Apartnents Appr SMM
Keyline Description PM 4970 LOT D (ROS 6000)
Activity Information
Date User ID Activity Notes
Sales/Transfer Information
Grantor Doc # Date LUC Price Verif
RWP VESTA LLC 5228906 9/ 21/ 2021 500 0 |3NTT
C & T STUTCHVAN | NC 5174338 4/ 30/ 2021 500 2,475,000 | IMGA
CSPS - RENO LLC 4841827 8/ 15/ 2018 500 2,600, 000 | 2MsV
VESTA STREET PROPERTI ES 3776064 6/ 29/ 2009 1, 300, 000 |2MBV
VESTA STREET PROPERTI ES 3720604 1/ 15/ 2009 0 |3NTT
Permit Information
Date Permit Description Amount Status % Comp
Reviewed-by—Sharren-S€ott, Senior Appraiser PageSBEofl 80

D dbae H i 3
This information is ?or use Byy the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.




WASHOE COUNTY APPRAISAL RECORD

APN: 014-135-24 2025 PAGE 8 of 13 ACTI VE Roll YR Code %Comp
Situs 136 E PUEBLO STRENO Database WASHOE NBHD MVWM Appr SMV Exemption AV|Exemption Reopen
Owner RWP VESTA LLC Printed 2/13/2025 10+ Apartnents
955 S VIRG NI A ST STE 202 RENO, NV 89502 Tax District 1000
Reappraisal
Property Name BUI LDI NG 1 pp
Valuation History Parcel Value Summary OBSO O Change O No Change
Yr Roll |Taxable Land| New Land Taxable Imps New Imps Total Taxable Total Assessed | Primary Valuation STANDARD NewLand
2025 NR 880, 000 6,170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 Land Value 880, 000
2025 VN 880, 000 6,170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 | Building Value 5, 680, 718 Initials/D
nitials/Date
2024 FV 810, 000 343, 828 4,133,992 4,133,992 4,943,992 1, 730, 397 | XFOB Value 490, 158
2023 FV 442, 863 442, 863 155, 002| Obsolescence 0 Parcel Total
2022 FV 372,938 1, 035, 986 1, 408, 924 493, 123| Taxable Value 7,050, 876 New Const 2,104,968 | O NC Oc
2021 FV 301, 956 1, 040, 952 1, 342,908 470, 018| Total Exemption New Land
2020 FV 301, 956 1, 078, 405 1, 380, 361 483, 126 Remainder O New Sketch
Building Data
2-1 Code Description Adjustments & Modifiers Name Code/Units Description % Name Code/Units Description %
Type Ccow Comner ci al /I ndustria |BUILDING LEVEL APL 8 Apartnent - 1 BR 100 |UT 14 Units 100
Occ 352 Miltiple Res (Low R |Rate Adj AP2 6 Apartnment - 2 BR 100 |WH 8 Avg Wal| Hei ght/Fl oor 100
Stry/Frm D WOCD OR STEEL FRAMED |Lump Sum BED 20 Bedr oons 100 EW 892 STUD WALLS - STUCCO ON 80
Quality C20 Commercial 2.0 (Aver BTHF 20 Bath - Full 100 EW 884 STUD WALLS - CEMENT FIB 20
Year Built 2024 PARCEL LEVEL BTHH 8 Bath - Hal f 100 HEAT 612 WARM COOL Al R 100
WAY 2024 Lump Sum|0 CFX 118 Conmrerci al Pl umbing Fixtures 100
Remodel Yr %0bso 0. 0000 SHP 3 | RREGULAR 100
% Comp 100 %DPR 1.5 ST 3 No of Stories 100
Sub Area Extra Features
Yr |DPR Price Per BLDG Roll Override
Code Description Built | Yr Units Unit RCN # Code Description QC # Units $/Unit Yr Built | Year |%Comp RCN DRC Value Notes
1FL | FIRST FLOR 2024 5,034 123.73)  622,877\17 B0 APT APPL20 30 2 14 2,524.56 2024 2025 100 35,344 34,814
2FL | SECOND FLOOR 2024 5,034 123.73 622, 877
3FL | TH RD FLOOR 2024 1. 040 123.73 128 683 12 SPRF SPR SYS FI 30 2 11,108 5.44 2024 2025 100 60, 428 59, 521
13 STR4 STR STEEL 30 2 4 4,158.00 2024 2025 100 16, 632 16, 383
14 LC2 LATTI CE 2 30 2 480 20.36 2024 2025 100 9,773 9, 626
Gross Bldg Area 11, 108 |Perimeter 1,126 Sub Area RCN 1,374, 437
Building Notes Building Cost Summar
Building RCN 1, 374, 437
Depreciation 20, 617
Building DRC 1, 353, 821
Extra Feature DRC 120, 344
Building Obso
Building Name Total DRC 1, 474, 165
BUI LDI NG 2 Override Value
Land Value: 1 Lines Total Land Data Property Charactistics
Code Description Zoning Units | Type Unit Price | Adj1 %-$ Adj 2 %-$ Taxable Land Note Land Size-Sf 33, 298 Water Muni ci pal
Acre Size 0.764 Sewer Muni ci pal
DOR Code 340 Street Paved
Deferment SPC 080
Pronared by loffrov | owis Annraisor Reviewed by Shannon Qf‘(\ﬂ" Senior A'r_\lr__\raicnr CAGC Dngn%ﬂ 81

This information is for use t;y the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.




WASHOE COUNTY APPRAISAL RECORD
APN: 014-135-24 PAGE 9 of 13

Owner  RWP VESTA LLC NBHD MWWM 10+ Apartnents Appr SMM
Keyline Description PM 4970 LOT D (ROS 6000)
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Activity Information 2
12
Date User ID Activity Notes | ZZOFZIZI l
12
,_J;_, 73 ’}?‘_lﬁ_};v
; 73
D12l E‘%W
12 1632-4
e 2FL l
Bl 2024
Sales/Transfer Information 2'352'4—3|5:g—BLC o _io/
26-2024——31——26624
Grantor Doc # Date LUC Price Verif
RVP VESTA LLC 5228906 | 9/ 21/ 2021 500 0 [3NTT i’gii-'}__é st e e
C & T STUTCHVAN | NC 5174338 4/ 30/ 2021 500 2, 475, 000 |1MGA ston-e CTH] N @B
CSPS - RENO LLC 4841827|  8/15/2018 500 2, 600, 000 |2VBV 18 P04 wCTH 1, 26p4
VESTA STREET PROPERTI ES 3776064 6/ 29/ 2009 1, 300, 000 |2MVBV | 3FL ss |~ e
VESTA STREET PROPERTI ES 3720604 1/ 15/ 2009 0 [3NTT 5, 2024 4 heTH
- 2024 £5 @BV

Permit Information

Date Permit Description Amount Status % Comp

Prepared-by—deffreytewisAppraiser Reviewed-by—Sharren-S€ott, Senior Appraiser PageS2rofl 62
This information is for use by the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.




WASHOE COUNTY APPRAISAL RECORD

APN: 014-135-24 2025 PAGE 10 of 13 ACTI VE Roll YR Code %Comp
Situs 121 VESTA STRENO Database WASHOE NBHD MVWM Appr SMV Exemption AV|Exemption Reopen
Owner RWP VESTA LLC Printed 2/13/2025 10+ Apartnents
955 S VIRG NIA ST STE 202 RENO, NV 89502 Tax District 1000
Reappraisal
Property Name BUI LDI NG 1 pp
Valuation History Parcel Value Summary OBSO O Change O No Change
Yr Roll |Taxable Land| New Land Taxable Imps New Imps Total Taxable Total Assessed | Primary Valuation STANDARD NewLand
2025 NR 880, 000 6, 170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 | Land Value 880, 000
2025 VN 880, 000 6, 170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 | Building Value 5, 680, 718 Initials/D
nitials/Date
2024 RV 810, 000 343, 828 4,133,992 4,133,992 4,943,992 1, 730, 397 | XFOB Value 490, 158
2023 FV 442,863 442,863 155, 002| Obsolescence 0 Parcel Total
2022 RV 372,938 1, 035, 986 1, 408, 924 493, 123| Taxable Value 7,050, 876 New Const 2,104,968 | O NC Oc
2021 RV 301, 956 1, 040, 952 1, 342,908 470, 018| Total Exemption New Land
2020 FV 301, 956 1, 078, 405 1, 380, 361 483, 126 Remainder O New Sketch
Building Data
2-2 Code Description Adjustments & Modifiers Name Code/Units Description % Name Code/Units Description %
Type M SC M scel | aneous BUILDING LEVEL
Occ 600 M scel | aneous Rate Adj
Stry/Frm 0 NONE - Only valid wi |[Lump Sum
Quality 30 Aver age
Year Built 2024 PARCEL LEVEL
WAY 2024 Lump Sum| 0
Remodel Yr %0bso 0. 0000
% Comp 100 %DPR 0.0
Sub Area Extra Features
Yr |DPR Price Per BLDG Roll Override
Code Description Built | Yr Units Unit RCN # Code Description QC # Units $/Unit Yr Built | Year |%Comp RCN DRC Value Notes
BLC | BALCONY CONCRETE | 2024 1,568 39. 96 62, 657
BLW | BALCONY WOOD 2024 888 32.20 28,594
CBW | PRW BLW COVERED | 2024 444 51. 20 22,733
CTH | CATHEDRAL CEI LI N| 2024 3,298 31.68 104, 481
LO2 | LOFT 2 AVERAGE 2024 696 41. 06 28,575
Gross Bldg Area Perimeter Sub Area RCN 247,040
Building Notes Building Cost Summar
Building RCN 247, 040
Depreciation
Building DRC 243, 334
Extra Feature DRC
Building Obso
Building Name Total DRC 243,334
Override Value
Land Value: 1 Lines Total Land Data Property Charactistics
Code Description Zoning Units | Type Unit Price | Adj1 %-$ Adj 2 %-$ Taxable Land Note Land Size-Sf 33, 298 Water Muni ci pal
Acre Size 0.764 Sewer Muni ci pal
DOR Code 340 Street Paved
Deferment SPC 080
Pronared by loffrov | owis Annraisor Reviewed by Shannon Qf‘(\ﬂ" Senior A'r_\lr__\raicnr CAGC Dngn%ﬂ 83

This information is for use t;y the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.




APN: 014-135-24

WASHOE COUNTY APPRAISAL RECORD

PAGE 11 of 13

Owner RWP VESTA LLC

Keyline Description PM 4970 LOT D (ROS 6000)

NBHD MVWM 10+ Apartnments

Activity Information

Date User ID

Activity Notes

Sales/Transfer Information

Grantor Doc # Date LUC Price Verif
RWP VESTA LLC 5228906 9/ 21/ 2021 500 0 |3NTT
C & T STUTCHVAN | NC 5174338 4/ 30/ 2021 500 2,475,000 | IMGA
CSPS - RENO LLC 4841827 8/ 15/ 2018 500 2,600, 000 | 2MsV
VESTA STREET PROPERTI ES 3776064 6/ 29/ 2009 1, 300, 000 |2MBV
VESTA STREET PROPERTI ES 3720604 1/ 15/ 2009 0 |3NTT
Permit Information

Date Permit Description Amount Status % Comp

D dbae H i 3
This information is ?or use Byy the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.

e-by—-Sharren-S€ott, Senior Appraiser

| = PXVIP-NYY)
TEVHEW

Appr SMM
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APN: 014-135-24

WASHOE COUNTY APPRAISAL RECORD

2025 PAGE 12 of 13 ACTI VE Roll YR Code %Comp
Situs 121 VESTA STRENO Database WASHOE NBHD MVWM Appr SMV Exemption AV|Exemption Reopen
Owner RWP VESTA LLC Printed 2/13/2025 10+ Apartnents
955 S VIRG NIA ST STE 202 RENO, NV 89502 Tax District 1000
Reappraisal
Property Name BUI LDI NG 1 pp
Valuation History Parcel Value Summary OBSO O Change O No Change
Yr Roll |Taxable Land| New Land Taxable Imps New Imps Total Taxable Total Assessed | Primary Valuation STANDARD NewLand
2025 NR 880, 000 6, 170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 Land Value 880, 000
2025 VN 880, 000 6, 170, 876 2,104, 968 7, 050, 876 2,467,807 | Building Value 5, 680, 718 Initials/D
nitials/Date
2024 RV 810, 000 343, 828 4,133,992 4,133,992 4,943,992 1, 730, 397 | XFOB Value 490, 158
2023 FV 442,863 442, 863 155, 002| Obsolescence 0 Parcel Total
2022 RV 372,938 1, 035, 986 1, 408, 924 493, 123| Taxable Value 7,050, 876 New Const 2,104,968 | O NC Oc
2021 RV 301, 956 1, 040, 952 1, 342,908 470, 018| Total Exemption New Land
2020 FV 301, 956 1, 078, 405 1, 380, 361 483, 126 Remainder O New Sketch
Building Data
2-3 Code Description Adjustments & Modifiers Name Code/Units Description % Name Code/Units Description %
Type Cowm Commer ci al / I ndustria |BUILDING LEVEL SHP 2 SLI GHTLY | RREGULAR 100
Occ 577 Par ki ng Level Rate Adj SP1C 6, 086 Sprinkl er System Generic - C 100
Stry/Frm A FI REPROOF STRUCTURAL |Lump Sum ST 1 No of Stories 100
Quality C20 Comercial 2.0 (Aver ur 1 Units 100
Year Built 2024 PARCEL LEVEL WH 10 Avg Val| Hei ght/Fl oor 100
WAY 2024 Lump Sum|0 EW 812 CONCRETE BLOCK 100
Remodel Yr %0bso 0. 0000 HEAT 649 NO HVAC 100
% Comp 100 %DPR 1.5
Sub Area Extra Features
Yr DPR Price Per BLDG Roll Override
Code Description Built | Yr Units Unit RCN # Code Description QC # Units $/Unit Yr Built | Year |%Comp RCN DRC Value Notes
GBA | GROSS BUI LDI NG A | 2024 6, 086 108. 98 663, 252
Gross Bldg Area 6, 086 |Perimeter 316 Sub Area RCN 663, 252
Building Notes Building Cost Summar
Building RCN 663, 252
Depreciation 9, 949
Building DRC 653, 303
Extra Feature DRC
Building Obso
Building Name Total DRC 653, 303
PARKI NG LEVEL Override Value
Land Value: 1 Lines Total Land Data Property Charactistics
Code Description Zoning Units | Type Unit Price | Adj1 %-$ Adj 2 %-$ Taxable Land Note Land Size-Sf 33, 298 Water Muni ci pal
Acre Size 0.764 Sewer Muni ci pal
DOR Code 340 Street Paved
Deferment SPC 080
Pronared by loffrov | owis Annraisor Reviewed by Shannon Qf‘(\ﬂ" Senior A'r_\lr__\raicnr CAGC Dngn%ﬂ 85

This information is for use t;y the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.




APN: 014-135-24

WASHOE COUNTY APPRAISAL RECORD

PAGE 13 of 13

Owner RWP VESTA LLC

Keyline Description PM 4970 LOT D (ROS 6000)

NBHD MVWM 10+ Apartnments

Activity Information

Date User ID

Activity Notes

Sales/Transfer Information

Grantor Doc # Date LUC Price Verif
RWP VESTA LLC 5228906 9/ 21/ 2021 500 0 |3NTT
C & T STUTCHVAN | NC 5174338 4/ 30/ 2021 500 2,475,000 | IMGA
CSPS - RENO LLC 4841827 8/ 15/ 2018 500 2,600, 000 | 2MsV
VESTA STREET PROPERTI ES 3776064 6/ 29/ 2009 1, 300, 000 |2MBV
VESTA STREET PROPERTI ES 3720604 1/ 15/ 2009 0 |3NTT
Permit Information

Date Permit Description Amount Status % Comp

D dbae H i 3
This information is ?or use Byy the WASHOE COUNTY Assessor for assessment purposes only.

e-by—-Sharren-S€ott, Senior Appraiser
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Land Sale 1
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Land Sale 2
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352 Multiple Residence (Low Rise)

These are three stories or less with each unit within the building having a kitchen and at least one bath. They are designed for other than transient occupancy
(permanent or semi-permanent). The best qualities have combined heating and cooling systems. They also have plaster, paneling, good detailing in molding and trim
and high cost floor finishes.

The structures commonly are solid masonry or wood frame walls (Class C and D). Some of the special refinements found in the better qualities include intercoms,
television jacks and antennas, and at least one bath per bedroom.

The lower gqualities typically have one bath or a bath and one-half for each unit, regardless of the number of bedrooms. The typical story height for these structures is
nine feet.

The following are not included in the costs: Fireplaces, built-in appliances, balconies, furnishings, pools and equipment.

Class D (Wood or Steel Framed Exterior Walls):

Quality Exterior Walls Interior Finish Mechanicals HVAC

Low Low-cost stucco or Drywall and paint, Minimum lighting & Wall furnace
siding, very plain, asphalt tile and low-cost plumbing per code
minimum fenestration carpet

Fair Stucco or siding, Drywall or plaster, Adequate standard Electric
standard sash, asphalt carpet, vinyl composition lighting & plumbing per baseboard
shingles/built-up roof tile good codes

Average Stucco/siding, some Plaster or drywall, Adequate lighting & Forced air
ornamentation, average hardwood, vinyl plumbing, phone and TV
code construction composition, carpet jacks

Good Good stucco or siding,  Good plaster or drywall, Good lighting, one bath  Package A.C.
some brick or stone trim, painted, hardwood, vinyl per bedroom, TV
good roof composition, carpet antenna

Excellent Best stucco or siding, Good plaster, paint, Good fixtures, many Warm and
brick and stone trim, paneling, fine detail, outlets, central TV cool air
heavy basic structure hardwood, carpet antenna, intercoms

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSBHofl87



353 Retail Store

These are one- or two-story buildings designed for retail sales and display. They usually have display and/or decorative fronts. This occupancy includes stores
occupied by secondary department stores with limited merchandise lines, specialty shops and commercial buildings designed for a general occupancy.

The stores are usually designed with designated areas for servicing customers, employee operations, merchandise storage, display areas, office and restroom
faciliies. The higher quality stores have expensive exterior and interior finishes, large display areas, attractive storefronts and special lighting. Lower quality structures
have small displays, minimum finish and mechanical items.

Class D (Wood or Steel Framed Exterior Walls):

Quality Exterior Walls Interior Finish Mechanicals HVAC
Low Low-cost stucco, siding, Drywall, cheap acoustic  Minimum lighting and Forced air
very plain exterior tile, asphalt tile, faw outlets, minimum
partitions plumbing
Average Stucco orsiding, plain  Plaster or drywall, Adequate store lighting, Package A.C.
front, little ornamentation acoustic tile, vinyl restrooms, low cost

composition, little trim  fixtures

Good Good stucco or siding,  Plaster, acoustic plaster Good lighting and Package A.C.
brick veneer, good or good acoustic tile, outlets, restrooms,
display front, vinyl composition standard fixtures

ornamentation

Excellent Good brick or stone Plaster, acoustic plaster High-level lighting and  WWarm and
veneer, good front and  or good mineral tile, outlets, good restrooms  cool air
entrance carpet and vinyl {zoned)

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSBofl 88



977 Parking Levels

These floors are intermediate and ground-level parking facilities found underneath elevated buildings and include all framing, ramps and stairs necessary.

Class A (Fireproof Structural Steel Frame): and Class B (Reinforced Concrete Frame):

Quality Exterior Walls Interior Finish Mechanicals HVAC
Lowest Under building, grade  Asphalt paving, lines, Minimum lighting, drains MNone
level only, no walls, painted soffit, vestibule/
covered columns lobby not included
Low Under building, grade  Concrete paving, lines  Low-level lighting, drains None
level only, blind wall and stops, plaster soffit,
panels, some trim, gates lobby not included
Average Partial walls, brick, Unfinished, concrete Low-lewvel lighting, drains MNone
concrete, metal panels, floor, lines, low-cost
some trim or louvers elevator lobbies
Good Good curtain panels, Concrete with hardener, Adequate lighting and  MNone
masonry, partial louvers, lines and stops, small drains
natural ventilation office, few extras

Excellent Best curtain wall panels, Unfinished except good Reading-level lighting,  Ventilation
matching spandrel and  office, service and lobby restrooms and service
louvers, fully enclosed  areas plumbing

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser
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APN:

Building 1-1

SE

EL1C
EW
EW
HEAT

Building 1-2

SE

EW
HEAT
SP1C

Building 2-1

SE

EW
EW
HEAT

Building 2-3

SE

014-12

SectionName

Base Cost

Passenger #

Stud -Cement Fiber Siding
Stud -Stucco

Warmed and Cooled Air

353 Retail Store
SectionName
Base Cost
Stud -Stucco
Package Unit
Sprinklers

352 Multiple Res (Low Rise)

SectionName

Base Cost

Stud -Cement Fiber Siding
Stud -Stucco

Warmed and Cooled Air

577 Parking Level

SectionName

Base Cost

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser

M & S Cost Breakdown

352 Multiple Res (Low Rise)

MS Code
1

651
884
892
612

MS Code

892
611
681

MS Code

884
892
612

MS Code
1

Pct of bid

100.00
20.00
80.00

100.00

Depreciated Value

Pct of bid

100.00
100.00
100.00

Depreciated Value

Pct of bid

20.00
80.00
100.00

Depreciated Value

Pct of bid

Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser

Quantity
23,043

1
4,609
18,434
23,043

2,857,459

Quantity
1,262

1,262
1,262
1,262

199,860

Quantity
11,108

2,222

8,886

11,108
1,353,821

Quantity
6,086

UnitCost
87.41

161,484.00
17.60
17.92
13.62

Total RCN:

UnitCost
110.44

26.77
16.28
7.29

Total RCN:

UnitCost
90.98

18.32
18.65
14.17

Total RCN:

UnitCost
71.48

2/13/2025

RCN
2,014,189
161,484
81,118
330,337
313,846

2,900,974

RCN
139,375

33,784
20,545
9,200

202,904

RCN
1,010,606
40,707
165,724
157,400

1,374,437

RCN
435,027

PageSiEofl 80
Page 1 of 2



EW Concrete Block 812 100.00 6,086 30.39 184,954

HEAT No HVAC 649 100.00 6,086 0.00 0
SP1C Sprinklers 681 100.00 6,086 7.1 43,271
Depreciated Value 653,303 Total RCN: 663,252

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSHEofl 81
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There are two different Occupancy Codes that are applicable to Multifamily properties that need to be
considered when making a QC determination. These are:

- 352 (Multiple Residence) Low Rise
- 300 (Multiple Residence) High Rise

Although a full copy of the M&S Descriptions pages will be available, these are briefly described below:

352 (Multiple Residence) Low Rise

Described by M&S as:

“These are three stories or less with each unit within the building having a kitchen and at least one bath.
They are designed for other than transient occupancy (permanent or semi-permanent). The best

qualities have combined heating and cooling systems. They also have plaster, paneling, good detailing in
molding and trim and high cost floor finishes.

The structures commonly are solid masonry or wood frame walls (Class C and D). Some of the special
refinements found in the better qualities include intercoms, television jacks and antennas, and at least

one bath per bedroom.

The lower qualities typically have one bath or a bath and one-half for each unit, regardless of the
number of bedrooms. The typical story height for these structures is nine feet.

The following are not included in the costs: Fireplaces, built-in appliances, balconies, furnishings, pools

and equipment.

This occupancy includes both shell and tenant improvement costs.”

An overview of the items that help determine QC:

Quality Exterior Walls Interior Finish Mechanicals HVAC

Low Low-cost stucco or Drywall and paint, Minimum lighting & Wall furnace
siding, very plain, asphalt tile and low-cost plumbing per code
minimum fenestration carpet

Fair Stucco or siding, Drywall or plaster, Adequate standard Electric
standard sash, asphalt  carpet, vinyl composition lighting & plumbing per baseboard
shingles/built-up roof tile good codes

Average Stucco/siding, some Plaster or drywall, Adequate lighting & Forced air
ornamentation, average hardwood, vinyl plumbing, phone and TV
code construction composition, carpet jacks

Good Good stucco or siding, Good plaster or drywall, Good lighting, one bath Package A.C.
some brick or stone trim, painted, hardwood, vinyl per bedroom, TV
good roof composition, carpet antenna

Excellent Best stucco or siding, Good plaster, paint, Good fixtures, many Warm and
brick and stone trim, paneling, fine detail, outlets, central TV cool air
heavy basic structure hardwood, carpet antenna, intercoms

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSBrofl83



300 (Multiple Residence) High Rise

Described by M&S as:

“High-rise apartments are structures with three or more stories of multiple dwelling units. The structures
are built of all construction classes. Each dwelling unit consists of its own separate living area and kitchen
facility. Normally, structures over three stories have elevators, but this depends on the height of the
building and the need for transportation to the upper levels. These structures have a lobby area, interior
hall access to dwelling units and some type of stairway for fire exit. Although apartments built as
condominiums sometimes are required by building and zoning codes to have certain items not required
for rental units, basically, "condominium" is a type of ownership and not a type of construction and the
apartment costs are valid.

The following are not included in the costs: Appliances, fireplaces, canopies, balconies, swimming pools,
yard improvements and any developers' or soft costs related to a type of ownership such as
condominium.”

An overview of the items that help determine QC:

Quality Exterior Walls Interior Finish Mechanicals HVAC
Low Low-cost siding or stucco Drywall, low-cost carpet, Minimum uniform code, Individual
asphalt tile one bath per unit thru-wall heat
pumps

Average Frame and stucco or Plaster or drywall, carpet Average fixtures and Forced air
brick veneer, little trim,  or hardwood, vinyl circuits, one bath per unit
standard design composition tile

Good Good stucco, siding or  Good drywall or plaster, Good fixtures, many Heat pump
brick veneer with carpet, good vinyl outlets, over one bath system
ornamentation composition tile or sheet per unit

Excellent Best stucco, siding, face Good plaster, TV and phone jacks, Warm and
brick or stone veneer, paneling/paper, vinyl, good fixtures, one bath  cool air
brick and stone trim, carpeting or hardwood  per bedroom (zoned)
individual design

The following pages show and describe different properties located within Washoe County, both
Occupancy Code 352, and 300 and their different QC ratings, with explanations of said rating, and
justifications, pictures etc.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSHofl 84



APN: 010-044-01

Property Name: Virginia Flats
Occupancy Code: 352

QC: 1.0 (Low)

Aerial Oblique

Originally constructed as a Motel and converted to apartment use in 2018/2019.

The property is a single level, converted motel with exterior entry into the units. Bare block/brick walls,
basic fenestration. Built up rock, flat roof.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSiBrofl 8%



The individual units are all largely studio apartments with combination kitchen/bedroom space and
separate bathroom.

Although recently remodeled, the finishing’s are lower cost in design, the kitchen countertop is black tile
with a metal mounted sink and electric burner and a microwave. The bathroom has a basic tub/shower
insert with Home Improvement store style, basic vanity with single piece countertop/sink. The carpet is
low cost and the concrete floor/tiles are just painted and/or cheap tile.

The heat is provided by a basic heat pump/wall warm/chill unit as would be more typical of a motel
property. No in unit laundry facilities.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSiBrofl 86



APN: 033-290-01

Property Name: HomeSuites Apartments
Occupancy Code: 352

QC: 1.0 (Low)

Aerial Oblique

The property is a two story property with exterior, partially covered entry into the units; there are stairs
to the upper level; there is an enclosed, separate laundry facility. The roof is pitched shingle/tile; the
walls are hardboard siding.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSBHofl87



The finishing’s are lower cost in design, the kitchen countertop is a laminated wood with a metal
mounted with dated appliances and no microwave. The bathroom has a basic tub/shower insert with
basic vanity with single piece countertop/sink. The carpet is low cost as are the tiles in the kitchen and
rolled vinyl in the bathroom. There is no baseboard.

The heat is provided by a basic heat pump/wall warm/chill unit as would be more typical of a motel
property. No laundry facilities in unit.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSiBrofl 88



APN: 027-412-38

Property Name: Alpine Haven
Occupancy Code: 352

QC: 1.5 (Low to fair)

Aerial Oblique

-

The property is a two story property with small clubhouse/leasing office; keypad and gated entry to the
interior courtyard from which there is access to the units. There are uncovered stairs to the upper
walkway and units. The roof is built rock, flat roof although there are multiple roof heights; the walls are
stucco with some low cost siding and modern windows and doors.

The exterior courtyard has common facilities like a BBQ.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSBofl 89



The finishing’s are low cost, to average in design. The flooring is a combination of rolled vinyl flooring
and basic carpets. The kitchens have newer cabinetry however do not have a microwave and have mixed
style appliances. The countertop is laminate with a metal sink.

The bathroom has a basic tub/shower insert with a vanity with countertop similar to the kitchen.
Tub/showers have a curtain. The bathroom has plastic baseboard. Each unit has a laundry in a hall closet.

The heat is provided by forced air/AC systems to each unit.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSBE0P60



APN: 010-043-07
Property Name: Urban West

Occupancy Code: 352

QC: 1.5 (Low to fair)

Aerial Oblique
i -
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Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSHB0OP261



The property is a two story property with exterior entry into the units; there are covered stairs to the
upper level; there is an enclosed, separate laundry facility. The roof is built rock, flat roof with mini split
units on top; the walls are painted concrete with some ornamentation (siding) and modern windows and
doors.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageS2r0P62



The individual units are all one bedroom/one bathroom units.

Although recently remodeled and modern in style, the finishing’s are average in design. The flooring is a
combination of vinyl/laminate flooring and average carpets. The kitchens are galley in design but have
cabinetry with full appliances, undermount sink and granite countertop.

The bathroom has a basic tub with a Home Improvement store style, basic vanity with countertop similar
to the kitchen. Tub/showers have a curtain and are tiled, not an insert.

The heat is provided by roof mounted mini-split systems to each unit. No laundry facilities in the
individual units however there is a shared laundry room in the building.

This property is provided/used as it shows a good comparison to the Virginia Flats (QC 1) in that the
despite these are both converted motels, the exterior and interior of this property is superior to Virginia
Flats warranting a higher QC rating.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSB0P63



APN: 010-043-07

Property Name: Villas D’Andrea
Occupancy Code: 352

QC: 2.0 (Average)

Aerial Oblique

T

The property is a two story property with a clubhouse/leasing office; keypad and gated entry to the
complex. There are covered stairs to the units and all units have covered entry. The roof is concrete tile;
the walls are stucco with ‘bump-outs’ for balconies. There is no stone ornamentation.

The exterior courtyard has common facilities like a BBQ and there are also detached carports.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSR0P64



The finishing’s are average in design. The flooring is a combination of vinyl (bathroom), laminate and
carpets. The kitchens have newer cabinetry however do not have a microwave. The countertop is
laminate with a metal sink.

The bathroom has a tub/shower insert with a vanity with countertop similar to the kitchen. The
bathroom has plastic baseboard. Each unit has a laundry in a hall closet.

The heat is provided by forced air/AC systems to each unit.

This property is provided/used as it shows a good comparison to the HomeSuites apartments (QC 1) in
that the despite these are both garden style properties, the exterior and interior of this property is
superior to Virginia Flats warranting a higher QC rating and this is representative of a typical, average
(QC 2) property built in the 1990’s-2010’s.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSB0oP6%



APN: 163-050-36

Property Name: Latitude 39
Occupancy Code: 352

QC: 2.0 (Average)

Aerial Oblique

Built in 2018/19

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSiBroP66



The property is a three story property with a well-appointed clubhouse/leasing office; keypad and gated
entry to the complex. There are covered stairs to the units and all units have covered entry. The roof is
concrete tile; the walls are stucco with some ornamentation (siding or stone depending on units) and
modern windows and doors with ‘bump-outs’ and balconies. There are sections of different roof heights.

The exterior courtyard has common facilities like a BBQ and there are also detached garages.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSB0R267
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The finishes are average in design. The flooring is a combination of vinyl/laminate wood and carpets in
the bedroom. The kitchens have newer cabinetry and full appliances. The countertop is granite with a
metal sink.

The bathroom has a basic tub/shower insert with a vanity with countertop similar to the kitchen.
Tub/showers have a curtain. There are some built in shelves in the bathroom. Each unit has a laundry in
a hall closet with cabinetry. There are sliding glass doors to the balcony.

This property is provided/used as it shows a good comparison to the Villas D’Andrea (also QC 2) in that
these are both considered average however this property is a good example of a late 2010’s, 2020’s
average quality apartment building; whereas Villas D’Andrea is slightly older.

This property was also set to a QC2.0 during the 2019 CBOE by way of a Stipulation / Board Decision
after it was initially set at a QC2.5 which was deemed to be too high.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSB0P68



APN: 160-070-26

Property Name: Alexander
Occupancy Code: 352

QC: 2.5 (Average-Good)

Aerial Oblique

Built in 2008

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSB0P69



The property is a three story property with a well-appointed clubhouse/leasing office; keypad and gated
entry to the complex. There are covered stairs to the units and all units have covered entry. The roof is
concrete tile; the walls are stucco with ornamentation (stone) and modern windows and doors with
‘bump-outs’ and balconies.

The exterior courtyard has common facilities like a BBQ.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSBE0230



The finishes appear above average in design. The flooring is a combination of good hardwood/laminate
wood and carpets in the bedroom. The kitchens have newer, full height cabinetry and full appliances.
The countertop is granite with a metal sink. The living room has crown molding.

The bathroom has a basic tub/shower insert with enclosure with a vanity with countertop similar to the
kitchen. Each unit has a laundry in a hall closet. There are sliding glass doors to the balcony. There are
fireplaces, but those are costed under XFOBs.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSB©OP281



APN: 160-060-34

Property Name: Vintage at the Crossings
Occupancy Code: 300

QC: 2.0 (Average)

Aerial Oblique

Built in 2018

The property is a four story property with complex C or H Shape with interior clubhouse/leasing office.
There is a secured interior courtyard with amenities. All units are accessed through the interior. This is a
high rise property and there are elevators. The roof is built rock, flat roof; the walls are plain with stucco
and modern windows and doors. There are balconies/terraces for each unit.

The exterior courtyard has common facilities like a BBQ.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSR0P82



Car parking is not within the gated section.

Although just painted white, the finishes are average in design. The flooring is a combination of
vinyl/laminate wood and carpets in the bedroom. The kitchens have newer cabinetry and full appliances.
The countertop is granite with a metal sink.

The bathroom has a basic tub/shower insert with a vanity with countertop similar to the kitchen.
Tub/showers have a curtain. Each unit has a laundry in a hall closet. There are sliding glass doors to the
balcony.

The heating is provided by individual mini splits, mounted on the balconies.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSB0P33



APN: 163-050-37

Property Name: Mountain Lakes
Occupancy Code: 300

QC: 2.0 (Average)

Aerial Oblique

Built in 2020.

The property is a four story property interior clubhouse/leasing office.. All units are accessed through
the interior. This is a high rise property and there are elevators. The roof is pitched and shingle; the walls
are stucco with some ornamentation (stone and wood trim and decoration) and modern windows and
doors. There are balconies/terraces for each unit.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSR0OP84



The exterior courtyard has common facilities like a BBQ.

The finishes are average in design. The flooring is a combination of vinyl/laminate in the bathrooms and
carpets in the bedroom/living area. There are no full kitchens in the units, just a countertop and storage
cupboards. The countertop is granite with a metal sink.

The bathroom has a basic tub/shower insert with a simple vanity with countertop. Tub/showers have a
curtain. Bathrooms have basic plastic baseboard trim.

The heating is provided by individual mini splits, mounted on the balconies.

Although the exterior of the property is likely to be deemed to be a QC2.5 the interior of the units are
likely below average and therefore the QC of 2.0 was deemed to be appropriate.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSB028%



APN: 037-390-06

Property Name: Waterfront at The Marina
Occupancy Code: 300

QC: 2.5 (Average-Good)

Aerial Oblique

Built in 2018

The property is a four story property with complex shape, surrounding a parking structure with interior
clubhouse/leasing office. All units are accessed through the interior. This is a high rise property and there
are elevators. The roof is largely built rock, flat roof however there are sections which are pitched and
with shingles. There are also roof parapets/turrets which add extra design and some rooftop amenities.
The walls are stucco with varying depths/pop outs and some ornamentation.

There are modern windows and doors. There are balconies/terraces for each unit.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageS®B0P36



The exterior courtyard has common facilities like a BBQ and pool area. Other amenities on the roof.

The finishes are average in design. The flooring is a combination of vinyl/laminate wood and carpets in
the bedroom. The kitchens have newer cabinetry and full appliances. The countertop is granite with a
metal sink.

The bathroom has a tub/shower insert with a vanity with countertop similar to the kitchen. Tub/showers
have a curtain. Each unit has a laundry in a hall closet. There are sliding glass doors to the balcony.

The bedroom has a trayed ceiling with fan and the shape of the individual units is not square, due to the
design of the building.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSB0OR87



This is a good example of a QC2.5 in that the exterior has a good architectural design and features which
outweigh the average interior finishes.

This property was also appealed based on this QC during the 2022 CBOE and SBOE and our QC was
upheld at both.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSB0P38



APN: 015-220-65

Property Name: Emory at RED
Occupancy Code: 300

QC: 2.5 (Average-Good)

Aerial Oblique

rs

Built in 2021.

The property is a four story property with complex shape, surrounding a parking structure with interior
clubhouse/leasing office. All units are accessed through the interior. This is a high rise property and there
are elevators. The roof is largely built rock. The walls are stucco with varying depths/pop outs and some
ornamentation and architectural design.

There are modern windows and doors. There are balconies/terraces for each unit.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSB0P39



The finishes are average in design. The flooring is a combination of vinyl/laminate wood and carpets in
the bedroom. The kitchens have newer cabinetry and full appliances. The countertop is granite with a
metal sink.

The bathroom has a tub/shower insert with a vanity with countertop similar to the kitchen. Tub/showers
have a curtain. Each unit has a laundry in a hall closet. There are sliding glass doors to the balcony.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSBEOP30



The bedroom has a fan and some of the units are two-story loft style.

This is a good example of a QC2.5 in that the exterior has a good architectural design and features which
outweigh the average interior finishes.

Prepared by: Jeffrey Lewis, Appraiser Reviewed by: Shannon Scott, Senior Appraiser PageSH0OP31
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NOTICE OF MEETING AND AGENDA
WASHOE COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

COMMISSION CHAMBERS
1001 E. 9™ STREET, BUILDING A, RENO, NEVADA

FEBRUARY 28, 2025
9:00 A.M.

Possible Changes to Agenda and Timing: Items on the agenda may be taken out of order, combined with other
items, removed from the agenda, or moved to the agenda of another meeting. Items with a specific time designation
will not be heard prior to the stated time but may be heard later. The Board may take short breaks approximately
every 90 minutes.

Public Comment: Public comments are welcomed during the public comment periods at the beginning and end of
the meeting for all matters, whether listed on the agenda or not, and are limited to three (3) minutes per person
per public comment period. Additionally, public comment of three minutes per person will be heard during
individually numbered items designated as "for possible action" on the agenda. Public comment during individual
action items must be relevant to the particular item being considered.

Members of the public may also submit comments by email to clerkboard@washoecounty.gov. The Board will make
reasonable efforts to send all comments received by 4:00pm on February 27, 2025 by email to the Board members
prior to the meeting.

Responses to Public Comments: The Board of Equalization can deliberate or take action only if a matter has been
listed on an agenda properly posted prior to the meeting. The Open Meeting Law does not expressly prohibit
responses to public comments by the Board. However, responses from Board members to unlisted public comment
topics could become deliberation on a matter without notice to the public. To avoid this situation and to ensure the
public has notice of all matters the Board will consider, members may choose not to respond to public comments
except to correct factual inaccuracies, ask for County staff action, or ask that a matter be listed on a future agenda.
The Board may do this either during the public comment item or during the following item: “Board Member
Comments: This item is limited to announcements or topics/issues proposed for future agendas.”

Forum Restrictions and Orderly Conduct of Business: The Board of Equalization conducts the business of Washoe
County and its citizens during its meetings. Petitioners will be allowed 20 minutes to present their appeal to the
Board. The Assessor will be allowed 20 minutes to present their response to the appeal. Petitioners will be allowed
an additional 10 minutes for rebuttal to the Assessor’s presentation. The presiding officer may order the removal
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WASHOE COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION AGENDA — FEBRUARY 28, 2025

of any person whose statement or other conduct disrupts the orderly, efficient or safe conduct of the meeting.
Warnings against disruptive comments or behavior may or may not be given prior to removal. The viewpoint of a
speaker will not be restricted, but reasonable restrictions may be imposed upon the time, place, and manner of
speech. Irrelevant and unduly repetitious statements and personal attacks which antagonize or incite others are
examples of speech that may be reasonably limited.

Posting of Notice and Agenda: Pursuant to NRS 241.020(4)(b), the Agenda for the Board of Equalization has been
posted at the Washoe County Administration Building (1001 E. 9t" Street, Building A, Reno, Nevada) and has been
electronically posted at https://www.washoecounty.gov/clerks/brm/board committees/boe/index.php and
https://notice.nv.gov.

How to Get Copies of Agenda and Supporting Materials: Copies of the agenda and supporting materials for the
items on the agenda, provided to the Washoe County Board of Equalization, are available to members of the
public at the Washoe County Clerk’s Office (1001 E. 9% Street, Bldg. A, 15t Floor, Reno Nevada), by contacting
Evonne Strickland at phone (775) 784-7275 or email estrickland@washoecounty.gov, or on the Board of
Equalization’s website at https://www.washoecounty.gov/clerks/brm/board committees/boe/index.php.

Accessibility: The Washoe County Commission Chambers are accessible to the disabled. If you require special
arrangements for the meeting, call the County Clerk's Office, (775) 784-7279, at least 24 business hours prior to
the meeting.

Public Transportation: Public transportation is available to this meeting site: RTC Routes 2, 2S, 5 and 15 serve this
location. For eligible RTC ACCESS reservations call (775) 348-5438.

1. CALL TO ORDER (non-action item)

2. SALUTE TO THE FLAG (non-action item)

3. ROLL CALL AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM (non-action item)

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS (non-action item)
Comment heard under this item will be limited to three (3) minutes per person and may pertain to
matters both on and off the Board agenda. Comments are to be made to the Board as a whole.

5. SWEARING IN (non-action item)
County Clerk to administer oath to Washoe County Assessor’s appraisal staff.

6. WITHDRAWALS (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)
Petitions withdrawn after posting of agenda.

7. REQUESTS FOR CONTINUANCE (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)
Review, discussion and possible action on requests for continuances.

SBE 223
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8. STIPULATION — PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)

A hearing will be conducted based upon a Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation on the following parcel:

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.  PETITIONER HEARING NO.
025-401-21 MARVEL WAY APARTMENTS II LP 25-0044E24

9. STIPULATIONS — REAL PROPERTY VALUATION (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)

Hearings will be conducted based upon Petitions for Review of Assessed Valuation on the following parcels:

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.  PETITIONER HEARING NO.
084-110-31 TURQUOISE NEVADA LLC 25-0075
084-110-35 TURQUOISE NEVADA LLC 25-0076
016-370-11 GRACE, JOEL & AMY 25-0086R24
016-370-11 GRACE, JOEL & AMY 25-0086

10. VACANT LAND REAL PROPERTY APPEAL (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)

A hearing will be conducted based upon a Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation on the following parcel:

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.

PETITIONER

HEARING NO.

020-051-07

GATOR KIETZKE 2 LLC

25-0074

11. SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL REAL PROPERTY APPEALS (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)

Hearings will be conducted based upon Petitions for Review of Assessed Valuation on the following parcels:

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.  PETITIONER HEARING NO.
086-161-20 BUSI, CHARLES R & JANET M 25-0014R24
086-161-20 BUSI, CHARLES R & JANET M 25-0014

12. MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL REAL PROPERTY APPEALS (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)

Hearings will be conducted based upon Petitions for Review of Assessed Valuation on the following parcels:

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.  PETITIONER HEARING NO.
025-491-15 SYUFY ENTERPRISES 25-0085R24
025-491-15 SYUFY ENTERPRISES 25-0085
014-135-24 RMP VESTA LLC 25-0084R24
014-135-24 RMP VESTA LLC 25-0084
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13. COMMERCIAL REAL PROPERTY APPEALS (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)

Hearings will be conducted based upon Petitions for Review of Assessed Valuation on the following parcels:

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.  PETITIONER HEARING NO.
039-051-08 WAL-MART STORES INC # 3254 25-0095
024-055-52 SAMS REAL ESTATE BUSINESS TRUST 25-0093
024-055-53 WAL-MART REAL ESTATE BUSINESS TRUST 25-0094
086-380-32 WAL-MART REAL ESTATE BUSINESS TRUST 25-0096
510-381-07 WAL-MART REAL ESTATE BUSINESS TRUST 25-0097

14. COMMERCIAL & RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE REAL PROPERTY APPEAL (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)

Hearings will be conducted based upon Petitions for Review of Assessed Valuation on the following parcels:

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.  PETITIONER HEARING NO.
037-380-02 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087A
037-381-01 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087B
037-381-02 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087C
037-381-03 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087D
037-381-04 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087E
037-381-05 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087F
037-381-06 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087G
037-381-07 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087H
037-382-01 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-00871
037-382-02 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087J
037-382-03 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087K
037-382-04 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087L
037-382-05 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087M
037-382-06 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087N
037-382-07 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-00870
037-382-08 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087P
037-383-01 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087Q
037-383-02 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087R
037-383-03 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087S
037-383-04 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087T
037-383-05 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087U
037-383-06 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087V
037-383-07 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087W
037-383-08 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087X
037-383-09 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087Y
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15. REHEAR APPEALS FROM 2/10/2025 AGENDA (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)

Petitions for Review of Assessed Valuation on the following parcels, which were originally heard by this
Board on February 10, 2025, will be reheard by the Board based on additional petitioner evidence the Board
did not receive to consider:

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO. _ PETITIONER HEARING NO.
510-083-03 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOCIATES LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088A
510-083-04 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOCIATES LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088B
510-083-08 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOCIATES LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088C
510-083-09 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOCIATES LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088D
510-481-04 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOCIATES LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088E
510-481-08 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOCIATES LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088F
510-482-01 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOCIATES LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088G
510-482-02 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOCIATES LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088H
510-482-07 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOCIATES LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088|
510-483-01 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOCIATES LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088)
510-483-02 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOCIATES LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088K

16. REHEAR APPEALS FROM 2/12/2025 AGENDA (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)

Petitions for Review of Assessed Valuation on the following parcels, which were originally heard by this
Board on February 12, 2025, will be reheard by the Board based on additional petitioner evidence the Board
did not receive to consider:

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.  PETITIONER HEARING NO.
025-021-20 SMITHRIDGE PROPERTY LLC 25-0027
163-073-04 BP CAPITAL I LLC 25-0028

17. ROLL CHANGE REQUEST - INCREASE (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)

INCREASE — Consideration of and action to approve or deny a Roll Change Request (RCR) for the following
parcel based on escaping taxation due to the improvements not being on the 2023/2024 assessment roll:

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.
050-422-18

PROPERTY OWNER RCR NO.
TURLEY, ASHLEY & BRADFORD et al 3843F23
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18. ROLL CHANGE REQUEST - DECREASE (FOR POSSIBLE ACTION)

DECREASE — Consideration of and action to approve or deny Roll Change Request (RCR) number 1-1 for the
following parcel based on an overassessment of the improvement value and new construction value added
to the assessment roll for the 2024/2025 assessment year:

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO. PROPERTY OWNER RCR NO.
050-422-18 TURLEY, ASHLEY & BRADFORD et al 1-1

19. BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS (non-action item)
This item is limited to announcements or topics/issues proposed for future agendas.

20. PUBLIC COMMENTS (non-action item)
Comment heard under this item will be limited to three (3) minutes per person and may pertain to
matters both on and off the Board agenda. Comments are to be made to the Board as a whole.

21. ADJOURNMENT (non-action item)
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FRIDAY

PRESENT:

ABSENT:

BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
WASHOE COUNTY, NEVADA

9:00 A.M. FEBRUARY 28, 2025

Daren McDonald, Chair
James Ainsworth, Vice Chair
Eugenia Bonnenfant, Member

Rost Olsen, Member

Janis Galassini, County Clerk

Trenton Ross, Deputy District Attorney

Michael Gratz, Member

The Board of Equalization convened at 9:00 a.m. in the Commission
Chambers of the Washoe County Administration Complex, 1001 East Ninth Street, Reno,
Nevada. Chair McDonald called the meeting to order, the Clerk called the roll and the
Board conducted the following business:

25-101E PUBLIC COMMENT

There was no response to the call for public comment.

25-102E SWEARING IN

Chief Deputy County Clerk Cathy Smith swore in the appraisal staff.

25-103E WITHDRAWN PETITIONS

The following petitions scheduled on the agenda were withdrawn by the
Petitioners prior to the hearing:

Assessor’s Parcel No. Petitioner Hearing
No.
020-051-07 GATORKIETZKE 2 LLC 25-0074
025-491-15 SYUFY ENTERPRISES 25-0085
039-051-08 WAL-MART STORES INC #3254 25-0095
024-055-52 SAM’S REAL ESTATE BUSINESS TRUST 25-0093
024-055-53 WAL-MART REAL ESTATE BUSINESS TRUST | 25-0094
086-380-32 WAL-MART REAL ESTATE BUSINESS TRUST | 25-0096
510-381-07 WAL-MART REAL ESTATE BUSINESS TRUST | 25-0097
There was no response to the call for public comment.
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On motion by Member Bonnenfant, seconded by Member Olsen, which
motion duly carried, it was ordered that the hearings be withdrawn.

25-104E CONTINUANCES

There were no requests for continuances.

25-105E PARCEL NO. 025-401-21 - MARVEL WAY APARTMENTSITLP —
HEARING NO. 25-0044E24

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2024-25 taxable valuation on property located at 1585 Marvel Way, Washoe County,
Nevada.

The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:

Petitioner
None.

Assessor
Exhibit I: Taxable Value Change Stipulation, 1 page.

No one offered testimony on behalf of the Petitioner.

No one offered testimony on behalf of the Assessor's Office.

There was no response to the call for public comment.

With regard to Parcel No. 025-401-21, based on the stipulation signed by
the Assessor's Office and the Petitioner, on motion by Member Olsen, seconded by Vice
Chair Ainsworth, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the Petitioner be granted

an exemption for property taxes for tax year 2024-25, pursuant to NRS 361.082.

25-106E PARCEL NO. 084-110-31 — TURQUOISE NEVADA LLC —
HEARING NO. 25-0075

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2025-26 taxable valuation on property located at 21575 Reno Technology Parkway E,
Washoe County, Nevada.

The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:
Petitioner

Exhibit A: Letter and supporting documentation, 11 pages.
Exhibit B: Analysis, 2 pages.
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Exhibit C: Discount rate, long term renewable power purchase
agreement, solar lease agreement, and first amendment, 204 pages.

Assessor
Exhibit I: Taxable Value Change Stipulation and supporting
documentation, 4 pages.

No one offered testimony on behalf of the Petitioner.
No one offered testimony on behalf of the Assessor's Office.
There was no response to the call for public comment.

With regard to Parcel No. 084-110-31 based on the stipulation signed by
the Assessor's Office and the Petitioner, on motion by Member Olsen, seconded by Vice
Chair Ainsworth, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the stipulation be adopted
and confirmed and that the taxable land value be upheld, and the taxable improvement
value be reduced to $34,347,000, resulting in a total taxable value of $35,000,000 for tax
year 2025-26. With that adjustment, it was found that the land and improvements are
valued correctly and the total taxable value does not exceed full cash value.

25-107E PARCEL NO. 084-110-35 — TURQUOISE SOLAR LLC — HEARING
NO. 25-0076

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2025-26 taxable valuation on property located at 21905 Reno Technology Parkway E,
Washoe County, Nevada.

The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:

Petitioner

Exhibit A: Letter and supporting documentation, 11 pages.

Exhibit B: Analysis, 2 pages.

Exhibit C: Discount rate, long term renewable power purchase
agreement, land lease, and first amendment, 204 pages.

Assessor

Exhibit I: Taxable Value Change Stipulation and supporting
documentation, 4 pages.

No one offered testimony on behalf of the Petitioner.

No one offered testimony on behalf of the Assessor's Office.

There was no response to the call for public comment.

FEBRUARY 28, 2025 PAGE 3
SBE 230



With regard to Parcel No. 084-110-35 based on the stipulation signed by
the Assessor's Office and the Petitioner, on motion by Member Olsen, seconded by Vice
Chair Ainsworth, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the stipulation be adopted
and confirmed and that the taxable land value be upheld, and the taxable improvement
value be reduced to $16,012,091, resulting in a total taxable value of $17,857,591 for tax
year 2025-26. With that adjustment, it was found that the land and improvements are
valued correctly and the total taxable value does not exceed full cash value.

25-108E PARCEL NO. 016-370-11 — GRACE, JOEL & AMY — HEARING
NO. 25-0086R24

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2024-25 taxable valuation on property located at 8924 Western Skies Drive, Washoe
County, Nevada.

The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:

Petitioner
None.

Assessor

Exhibit [: Assessor's Hearing Evidence Packet (HEP) including
comparable sales, maps and subject's appraisal records, 11 pages.

Exhibit II: Taxable Value Change Stipulation and supporting
documentation, 10 pages.

No one offered testimony on behalf of the Petitioner.
No one offered testimony on behalf of the Assessor's Office.
There was no response to the call for public comment.

With regard to Parcel No. 016-370-11 based on the stipulation signed by
the Assessor's Office and the Petitioner, on motion by Member Olsen, seconded by Vice
Chair Ainsworth, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the stipulation be adopted
and confirmed and that the taxable land value be upheld, and the taxable improvement
value be reduced to $2,098,169, resulting in a total taxable value of $2,298,169 for tax year
2024-25. With that adjustment, it was found that the land and improvements are valued
correctly and the total taxable value does not exceed full cash value.

25-109E PARCEL NO. 016-370-11 — GRACE, JOEL & AMY — HEARING
NO. 25-0086

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2025-26 taxable valuation on property located at 8924 Western Skies Drive, Washoe
County, Nevada.
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The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:

Petitioner
None.

Assessor

Exhibit I: Assessor's Hearing Evidence Packet (HEP) including
comparable sales, maps and subject's appraisal records, 13 pages.

Exhibit II: Taxable Value Change Stipulation and supporting
documentation, 10 pages.

No one offered testimony on behalf of the Petitioner.
No one offered testimony on behalf of the Assessor's Office.
There was no response to the call for public comment.

With regard to Parcel No. 016-370-11 based on the stipulation signed by
the Assessor's Office and the Petitioner, on motion by Member Olsen, seconded by Vice
Chair Ainsworth, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the stipulation be adopted
and confirmed and that the taxable land value be upheld, and the taxable improvement
value be reduced to $2,090,255, resulting in a total taxable value of $2,300,255 for tax year
2025-26. With that adjustment, it was found that the land and improvements are valued
correctly and the total taxable value does not exceed full cash value.

25-110E PARCEL NO. 025-491-15 — SAM DOOLITTLE — HEARING NO. 25-
0085R24

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2024-25 taxable valuation on property located at 825 E. Patriot Boulevard, Washoe
County, Nevada.

The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:

Petitioner
None.

Assessor

Exhibit I: Assessor's Hearing Evidence Packet (HEP) including
comparable sales, maps and subject's appraisal records, 112 pages.

Exhibit II: Taxable Value Change Stipulation, 1 page.

Exhibit ITI:  Taxable Value Change Stipulation, 2 pages.

No one offered testimony on behalf of the Petitioner.

No one offered testimony on behalf of the Assessor's Office.
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There was no response to the call for public comment.

With regard to Parcel No. 025-491-15 based on the stipulation signed by
the Assessor's Office and the Petitioner, on motion by Member Olsen, seconded by Vice
Chair Ainsworth, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the stipulation be adopted
and confirmed and that the taxable land value be upheld, and the taxable improvement
value be reduced to $38,524,681, resulting in a total taxable value of $47,434,681 for tax
year 2024-25. With that adjustment, it was found that the land and improvements are
valued correctly and the total taxable value does not exceed full cash value.

25-111E PARCEL NO. 086-161-20 — BUSI, CHARLES R. & JANET M. —
HEARING NO. 25-0014R24

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2024-25 taxable valuation on property located at 10420 Plata Mesa Drive, Washoe County,
Nevada.

The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:

Petitioner

Exhibit A: Assessment notices, property tax information, photos, maps,
35 pages.

Exhibit B: Property tax information, property listings, photos, and
maps, 58 pages.

Assessor
Exhibit I: Assessor's Hearing Evidence Packet (HEP) including
comparable sales, maps, and subject's appraisal records, 15 pages.

On behalf of the Petitioner, Charles Busi was sworn in by Chief Deputy
County Clerk Cathy Smith.

On behalf of the Assessor and having been previously sworn, Steve Wood,
Appraiser, oriented the Board as to the location of the subject of the property. Maps and
images were located on pages 5 through 7 of the HEP.

Ms. Smith distributed documents to the Board from the Petitioner and
placed them on file as Petitioner’s Exhibit A.

Mr. Busi noted he had not come unprepared; however, he indicated he was
not notified that the Board needed individual copies of his exhibits. He thanked the Clerk’s
Office for their assistance in making copies. He directed the Board to Petitioner’s Exhibit
A, which detailed the history and purchase of the property. He noted escrow statements
were included in Petitioner’s Exhibit A to show what was paid for the property. He said he
also purchased the lot known as 10510 Red Rock Road in 2018, and a boundary line
adjustment with Granite Hill Baptist Church was completed in 2019 which reduced his
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property from 2.6 to 2.1 acres. He reviewed Petitioner’s Exhibit A, page 11, which was a
2020/2021 Assessment Notice that showed the taxable value of the land based on the
$106,000 he paid for 2.6 acres. He then referred to the 2022/2023 assessment notice on
page 12 of Petitioner’s Exhibit A and indicated the total assessed value had increased to
$36,251. He was unsure why the assessed value had increased because building had not
started. He noted the change in the taxable value had also increased. He said his
understanding, per Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS), was that properties that were not
owner-occupied could go up by eight percent. He referred to the increase in total taxable
values from page 11 to the total on page 12 and said he did not understand the reason Mr.
Woods gave him for that increase. He said he had a problem with the assessed value
increasing by roughly $10,000. He noted building had occurred during the 2023/2024
assessment period; however, he did not understand what the assessed value was supposed
to do during building. He believed, from the information he got from Mr. Woods, that the
value of the land remained flat but he was unsure.

Mr. Busi wondered how the taxable value got to $126,000. He thought the
assessments for 2023 started in July and noted Mr. Wood came out before then. Mr. Busi
felt that building and improvements of roughly $300,000 were reasonable; however, Mr.
Wood informed him the assessed value was 80 percent of the full value. He said that by his
calculations, the numbers did not match what he was told. He directed the Board to the first
page of Petitioner’s Exhibit A, which showed the taxable improvements were supposed to
be $375,893, instead the amount was $424,989. He believed the correct price was $375,893
and requested the total assessed value be decreased. He said he frequently viewed the
Washoe Regional Mapping System because he was interested in the area he lived and the
general real estate market. He asked the Board to review documents in Petitioner’s Exhibit
A which showed the footprint of his house and lot and escrow papers for the purchase of
the two lots. He said the research and preparation of documents took him a long time to
prepare.

Mr. Busi believed that Mr. Wood was nice, knowledgeable, and thorough
in his explanations; however, Mr. Wood had only lived in the area for four years whereas
he had been in the area since 1988 and had studied the market in Silver Knolls. He asked
if the Board of Equalization (BOE) thoroughly read through the exhibits and wondered if
they needed further explanations. Chair McDonald explained the time given was for Mr.
Busi to present his case and highlight items on his exhibits. He informed the Board was
familiar with the type of documents Mr. Busi provided. He mentioned he had never
appealed to the BOE before and noted he was astonished by the process and costs involved
in building a home. He informed the Board that he and his wife were the owners and
builders of the home. He mentioned that Mr. Wood told him the home should have cost a
certain amount to build. He said the house was supposed to cost a lot less than the amount
Mr. Wood said the home should have cost to build; however, due to fraud from some people
involved, it cost more. He noted he did much of the work himself. He displayed an image
and mentioned that the church near his property received .59 acres due to the boundary line
adjustment. He discussed a comparable property, which he said was one of Mr. Wood’s
examples, with taxes of roughly $4,400, whereas his taxes were $5,100. He opined that
even though that comparable home was smaller, it was brand new, with a large garage and
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five acres and a large garage. He noted those properties were located in an area with nice
lots and expensive houses. He talked about a manufactured home with approximately 2,400
square feet located on Red Rock Road with 12 acres of land. He noted the property tax for
that was $1,590 and discussed another amount that he believed to be an indication that
something had been built on the property.

Mr. Busi noted that he tried negotiating with Mr. Wood but was reverted to
the Assessor for the tax bill. When he spoke to the Assessor, he was referred to the
appraiser. He felt he was not receiving help, and his concerns were not being addressed.
He mentioned Mr. Wood would discuss a piece of land on Osage Road that sold in 2022.
He informed the Board that the owner had stopped paying taxes in 2023. He believed Mr.
Wood compared the Osage Road property to the subject site to make it seem like Mr. Busi
was getting a good deal on taxes. Mr. Busi thought the owner of the Osage Road property
had overpaid because Osage Road was a dirt road, and Osage Road was the worst place to
own land in Silver Knolls.

Chair McDonald informed Mr. Busi that his time had expired, but he would
get an opportunity to rebut after the Assessor’s Office presented its case. He said Mr. Busi
would also have the opportunity to present another piece of land that was a better
approximation of fair value.

Mr. Wood reported that the petitioner purchased the land on October 16,
2018, for $105,000, and in 2022, construction began. In fiscal year (FY) 2023/2024 the
home was determined to be 75 percent complete and 100 percent complete in FY
2024/2025. He said the new construction explained the increases seen in the improvement
values and tax cap values during those timeframes. He indicated that a market analysis was
derived from a sales comparison approach on page 2 of the HEP. Pictures of the comparable
sales were located on pages 8 through 15 of the HEP. Properties used in the comparable
sales chart were located in the same neighborhood as the subject site. Although the
properties shared similarities, some superiorities and inferiorities existed. He clarified that
the appeal was for tax year 2024 and allowed for comparable sales up to three years prior.
He explained all the improved sales were older in age, and ranged from 47 to 51 years of
age, which meant they were near or at full depreciation.

Mr. Wood noted that Improved Sale (IS) 1 was considered the best
improved sale comparable to the subject due to its similar location and bathroom count. IS
1 sold on July 26, 2022, for $293 per square foot (SF). He explained the various ISs ranged
in values from $230 per SF to $298 per SF, which supported the total taxable value of $214
per SF. Regarding the comparable land sales (LS), he mentioned that LS 1 was considered
the best LS comparable to the subject largely because it was similar in size with both
properties having flat topography. He noted LS 1 was inferior with dirt road access and
location within a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood zone. LS 1 sold
on March 29, 2021, for $135,000. He said land sales on the lower end of the range suffered
from smaller size, close proximity to flood zones, and in some cases, inferior dirt road
access. He informed the Board that to account for the inferiorities in the land sales, an
upward adjustment of value was necessary. He indicated some of the land sales provided a
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range of value from $120,000 to $138,000, which supported the taxable land value of
$126,000. He concluded by saying the sales comparison approach supported the total
taxable value and did not exceed full cash value; therefore, a reducted was not
recommended. He asked that the Board uphold the Assessor’s Office’s total taxable value.

Member Bonnenfant asked Mr. Wood to explain the impact of Assembly
Bill (AB) 489 regarding abatements and the assessed value and to clarify at which step in
the process the abatement was occurring. She asked him to explain why an assessed value
was allowed to increase outside of an abatement. Mr. Wood said that during the building
process, NRS allowed the first year’s tax cap to be outside of the eight percent due to new
construction. He explained that was why there was more of an increase than typically seen.
Member Bonnenfant commented that the assessed value could increase as much as the
market allowed and the 8 percent abatement occurred at the property bill level. She
explained that meant a person could pay 8 percent more, but there was no limit on the
assessed value. Mr. Wood confirmed the assessed value could increase depending on the
market and material costs; however, the abatement was in place to limit it. He believed the
petitioner was currently at three percent which was a low cap.

Member Bonnenfant asked Mr. Wood about the 10065 Laurent Road
property addressed by the petitioner. She recalled that Mr. Busi compared the property tax
bills on 10065 Laurent Road and his own property. She wanted to know the assessment
comparison between the two properties. Mr. Wood said the 10065 Laurent Road property
would be discussed during the next hearing since it was a newer sale. He asked if the Board
would prefer to discuss it at the next hearing. Chair McDonald requested Mr. Wood present
that information for the first hearing.

Mr. Wood believed the large issue between the properties was that the
Laurent Road property was further into Silver Knolls and off a dirt road, whereas the
subject site was off a paved road. He noted the properties were similar in age; however, the
home on Laurent Road was just under 2,000 SF, and the subject property was roughly
2,500 to 2,600 SF. He said the Laurent Road property was inferior in location and size,
which factored into the value.

Assessor Chris Sarman clarified that AB489 was a cap on taxes, not on
value. He explained that the assessed value might fluctuate and increase over time, but
there was a margin between the tax cap value and the cap on taxes. He said the taxes were
not handled by the Assessor’s Office; the Assessor’s Office handled value. The taxes could
be capped at up to three percent outside of new construction.

Chair McDonald explained that Mr. Busi would be allowed time to rebut
what Mr. Wood presented or add any additional information. He reminded Mr. Busi that
the other tax year hearing would be heard after the current hearing.

Mr. Busi referred to the comparable home on Laurent Road and reminded
it had a large storage garage and stucco. He noted his property did not have stucco and due
to monetary issues, he had to choose cheaper options for his home. He said the Laurent
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Road home had an improved gravel road, unlike the Osage Road property. He commented
that the houses adjacent to the Laurent Road home were nice homes. He referred to Exhibit
B, page 12, regarding the North Red Rock Road property. He noted the property was 3,795
square feet, 21.25 acres, and sold for $1.1 million in 2024. He did not understand how the
Assessor’s Office arrived at their figures for abatements. He said he witnessed many homes
in his area that had lower taxes than his home. He said that as an older person, he did not
think he would have many years left in the house. He felt Mr. Wood could have negotiated
with him due to that and noted he practically begged him. He asked that the taxes be
lowered slightly and requested the taxes be lowered into the $4,000 range. He knew he
needed to pay taxes and that it took money to run the County. He said he was not resentful
that he had to pay taxes.

Mr. Busi said he wanted to present more comparable and mentioned he was
had wanted to discuss Lifestyle Homes.

Chair McDonald noted that one of the primary elements of taxation was the
improvement value, which was based on rebuild costs. He asked Mr. Busi if the Assessor’s
Office's taxable improvements were higher or lower than what he spent. Mr. Busi replied
that he spent less than the taxable improvements from the Assessor’s Office. He indicated
he did a partial cost list; however, a complete list was not done. He informed that when
construction started, lumber was priced lower but increased during the middle of 2022. He
opined he spent less. Chair McDonald asked Mr. Busi for clarification on how much less.
He stated that Mr. Busi built the house during a time when construction prices were rising,
which led to Mr. Busi overspending on the original budget. He asked how much Mr. Busi
believed was spent building the entire house over the two years spent building it. Mr. Busi
estimated it cost $550,000 to build the home.

Chair McDonald understood Mr. Busi was concerned about taxes, which
the Assessor’s Office had no control over since they could only assess the value. He stated
that Mr. Busi’s tax was locked into a tax cap and would increase by 3 percent every year
as a primary residence. He asked if Mr. Busi understood that. Mr. Busi replied that he
understood that once a tax was established, it could only increase by 3 percent every year.
Chair McDonald clarified the Board could only discuss valuations and not taxes. Mr. Busi
said he understood but had an issue with the valuations of houses twice the size of his
property. Chair McDonald indicated the Board was concerned about the same thing and it
focused on equalizing payments to ensure Mr. Busi was not bearing a higher burden than
someone else. He noted Mr. Busi’s comments had not been ignored.

Mr. Busi hoped the Board could do something for him. He did not feel he
was asking for a huge cut in his taxes. He explained that once he began his research for the
appeal, he thought to himself that the process was almost too much.

Vice Chair Ainsworth asked if the Assessor’s Office informed Mr. Busi that
NRS required the home to be valued based on a formula by Marshall and Swift. He clarified
that Marshall and Swift was a company that tracked construction materials and labor costs.
Since Mr. Busi was an older builder, Vice Chair Ainsworth speculated he may have spent
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less than Marshall and Swift calculated. He opined the problem could be the equilibrium
between what Mr. Busi spent and what the law required. Mr. Busi noted that Mr. Wood
mentioned Marshall and Swift during a phone conversation, but he was unsure of what that
referred to. Vice Chair Ainsworth said he did not know what it was until he joined the
Board. He explained that Marshall and Swift was the basis of the Assessor’s Office’s
evaluations when performing an appraisal.

Member Olsen recalled that Mr. Busi said he did most of the building
himself. He asked if Mr. Busi accounted for the time spent building and the cost compared
to outsourcing labor to a contractor. Mr. Busi referred to a neighbor who helped him dig
trenches for plumbing, electrical, and septic. He noted he had received quotes for
outsourcing labor but did not keep track of them since he did the labor himself. He indicated
that he paid someone to build the leach field and appreciated the assistance from the health
department, which helped him with leach field information. He noted he received a quote
from a contractor to build the leach field for $37,800, but he built it himself for $16,000.
He knew he was saving money at the time but did not keep track of it in detail.

Member Bonnenfant asked Mr. Wood about the evaluation methodology
for valuation and whether it was the same as neighboring properties and all properties
across the County. Mr. Wood confirmed the same methodology was used. He clarified that
the Assessor’s Office based the land values off of the market and took into account
replacement costs for new builds and improvements.

Member Olsen asked Mr. Wood if the Marshall and Swift evaluation
factored in contractors versus a person who self-built. Mr. Wood said only a small portion
was factored in the evaluation and overall, the costs were still on the conservative side. He
noted a conversation with Mr. Busi to try to get construction costs from him to compare to
the improvement value; however, Mr. Busi did not have a full list of costs because he had
stopped keeping track of the costs. He indicated that Mr. Busi reported $500,000 to
$600,000 in total costs. He informed that in 2024/2025, the improvement value was
$424,989, which was under the estimated value.

Chief Property Appraiser Howard Stockton reported that the utilization of
Marshall and Swift was required for the County to stay equitable. He acknowledged that
the Assessor’s Office occasionally got into owner-builder situations where a person had
done a lot of the work themselves. He mentioned that occasionally, and depending on the
scope of work, the Assessor’s Office’s cost would be higher than the person actually paid;
however, the Assessor’s Office was required to use Marshall and Swift for all properties,
so values were equitable. He said that in cases where a person did a lot of work themselves,
it was possible that the costs were less than the Assessor’s Office. He informed that when
the Assessor’s Office came to a value, it was vetted against the market value. He explained
if the total taxable value was greater than the market value, then the Assessor’s Office
would make a downward adjustment.

Chair McDonald said he would prefer to give the petitioner the benefit of
his cost; however, at a $550,000 construction cost, it would equal $213 per SF. He noted
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the Assessor’s Office’s value of improvements equaled $164 per SF, with the total taxable
value at $213 per SF. He believed Mr. Busi was receiving the benefit of reduced
construction costs. He said he did not see a meaningful difference in the land because the
inferior properties may have overpaid, but it seemed to be the current value. Member
Bonnenfant noted her concern that in making any adjustments, an inequity was created
with the other surrounding properties. Member Olsen and Vice Chair Ainsworth agreed
with Member Bonnenfant.

There was no response to the call for public comment.

With regard to Parcel No. 086-161-20, hearing number 25-0014R24, which
petition was brought pursuant to NRS 361.357, based on the evidence presented by the
Assessor's Office and the Petitioner, on motion by Member Bonnenfant, seconded by Vice
Chair Ainsworth, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the Assessor's taxable
values be upheld and it was found that the Petitioner failed to meet his/her burden to show
that the full cash value of the property is less than the taxable value computed for the
property in the current assessment year.

10:00 a.m. The Board recessed.

10:10 a.m.  The Board reconvened with all members present.

%k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k

Chair McDonald informed Mr. Busi that he had an independent right to
appeal the upheld taxable value to the State Board of Equalization by March 10, 2025.

* * * * * * * * * * *

25-112E PARCEL NO. 086-161-20 — BUSI, CHARLES R & JANET M —
HEARING NO. 25-0014

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2025-26 taxable valuation on property located at 10420 Plata Mesa Drive, Washoe County,
Nevada.

The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:

Petitioner

Exhibit A: Assessment notices, property tax information, photos, maps,
35 pages.

Exhibit B: Property tax information, property listings, photos, and
maps, 58 pages.
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Assessor
Exhibit [: Assessor's Hearing Evidence Packet (HEP) including
comparable sales, maps, and subject's appraisal records, 13 pages.

On behalf of the Assessor and having been previously sworn, Steve Wood,
Appraiser, oriented the Board as to the location of the subject of the property. Maps and
images were located on pages 5 through 7 of the HEP.

Mr. Busi commented that he did not understand why there was a second
hearing and opined the value would be upheld regardless of what he said or showed the
Board. Chair McDonald recommended discussing new information with the Board, such
as another parcel of land that better described his property and sold for under $120,000,
which is what the Assessor’s Office used to value the land. He noted if Mr. Busi provided
that, it would be new information the Board would have to consider.

Mr. Busi said that Lifestyle Homes seemed to have preferential tax
treatment; however, he did not know where the sale came from or when it occurred. He
thought the Washoe Regional Mapping System only showed taxes for 2020 to 2025. He
referred to a property with 12 acres on Red Rock Road and compared the assessed value
to the taxes for the property. He said he was unsure what the property was sold for, but he
had followed the market for many years and saw a large number of parcels sell for under
$100,000. Chair McDonald asked for the parcel number or street address of the property
on Red Rock Road.

Mr. Busi asked if it was a question of land value. Chair McDonald noted
there were two elements in the valuation of Mr. Busi’s property. The first was the land
value underneath, which was market value. The other was the rebuild cost, which was the
Marshall and Swift calculation of the depreciation of the home's rebuild construction. He
explained those two elements combined equaled the valuation. Mr. Busi mentioned he
spoke with County Assessor Chris Sarman about an element in the construction costs
regarding fraud. He said he did not want to mention names, but the estimated cost of
$550,000 was due to fraud. He informed that Mr. Sarman told him to address the fraud at
his hearing. Chair McDonald asked about the nature of the fraud and the estimated impact
on Mr. Busi. Mr. Busi estimated roughly $100,000 to $150,000 was his impact due to fraud.
He said promises had been made to him but not kept.

Chair McDonald recalled Mr. Busi mentioning a property on Red Rock
Road with a substantial difference in taxes. He asked for the street address of that property
on Red Rock Road so the Board could view the information to determine the assessed value
of the land and property.

Mr. Busi referred to Exhibit B, pages 21 through 25, regarding Lifestyle
Homes TND, LLC’s subdivision land. He noted the property was 34 acres outside of
Outlaw Lane. He said they were currently attempting a building project that would get it
down to 1/3 acre. Chair McDonald asked if the parcel was undeveloped. Mr. Busi
confirmed the parcel was undeveloped; however, it was next to development.
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Chair McDonald recommended hearing from Mr. Wood while Mr. Busi
located the property on Red Rock Road. He asked if there was additional information Mr.
Busi wanted to present besides the Red Rock Road property.

Mr. Busi said that Lifestyle Homes TND, LLC had 199 acres, which came
out to $19.84 per acre with a total assessment of $199,532 and $3,771 in taxes. He felt that
every parcel he found received preferential tax treatment, although he acknowledged he
was unsure of what the properties sold for. He referred to a property on Osage Road,
Exhibit B, page 29, and said the property received a tax of $1,175.85 in 2024. Mr. Busi did
not understand the values of houses explained by Assessor Sarman. He hoped the Board
would have mercy on him and lower his taxes slightly. He mentioned that there was a home
across the street from the Osage Road property that was valued at around $400,000, with
taxes of approximately $4,000. He said Lifestyle Homes owned the 13 acres that home was
on. He acknowledged that seeing numbers like that irritated him and if he had known what
he would have to go through to build his home, he would have sold his lot at a profit and
purchased a built home. He mentioned he was unaware there was a tax penalty for building.
He informed the Board that even though he spent a lot of time researching information for
the appeal, it was the inequity that made him continue. He wondered if he had provided
too much paperwork for his appeal.

Mr. Busi communicated that the homes in his area were considered low-
density suburban (LDS). He mentioned a home on 46 acres further out on Red Rock Road
in general rural (GR) zoning that sold for $1.2 million in 2024. He was unsure if there was
an update on the taxes of that property, but he noted that they were $4,842 recently.

Mr. Busi was unsure what the Board would do with the rest of his
paperwork, which was Petitioner’s Exhibit B. Chair McDonald noted that Exhibit B would
become part of the record and could be used for appeals. Mr. Busi asked if the appeals were
to the State. Chair McDonald confirmed the appeals were to the State BOE. Mr. Busi
wondered what the point of appealing to the State was if the Board did not give him a tax
decrease. Chair McDonald said he could not give Mr. Busi an answer to that question.

Mr. Busi brought up a property on 43.51 acres that was previously for sale
for $1.8 million and currently selling for $1.5 million. He understood the property was
designated GR on Antelope Valley Road, but the property explained why he had an issue
with the taxes. He indicated that the home was approximately 5,000 square feet with an
assessed value of $181,900. He speculated he could have purchased a $1.1 million home
on 43 acres and his taxes would have been lower than what he was currently paying. He
referred to a property on Plata Mesa Road with approximately 3 acres and taxes of $2,994
that was down the street from his home. He said there was a nicer home on Osage Road
that backed up to the Reno Stead Airport that he could not find in his paperwork.

Mr. Wood indicated the subject parcel was purchased in 2018 for $105,000
with construction beginning in 2022. The home was bumped up to 75 percent complete for
the 2023/2024 tax year and 100 percent completion in 2024/2025. He reiterated the
increase in the improvement values and the tax cut values. He explained the market analysis
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was derived from the sales comparison approach located on page 2 of the HEP. Photos of
the comparable sales were located on pages 8 through 13 of the HEP. The properties used
in the comparable sales chart were located in the same neighborhood as the subject parcel.
He commented that although they shared similarities, some superiorities and inferiorities
were noted on page 2 of the HEP.

Mr. Wood noted an error in the summary regarding Improved Sale (IS) 3,
which mentioned an appreciation of $10 per SF; however, it should have read $30 per
square foot (SF). He said that IS 1 was considered the best improved sale comparable to
the subject and was similar in location, bedroom count, and bathroom count. IS 1 sold on
November 25, 2024, for $359 per SF. Overall, the IS provided a range of values from $260
per SF to $391 per SF, which supported the taxable value of $213 per SF. He noted that all
three comparable land sales (LS) were roughly one acre in size, and each sold for $120,000.
He said LS 1 was considered the best LS comparable to the subject, and, like the subject,
it had paved road access and flat topography; however, LS 1 was inferior in size. He said
the three comparable LS represented the median lot size for the unit type in the Silver
Knolls neighborhood. LS 1 sold on January 26, 2024, for $120,000. He explained that
although all three comparable properties sold for $120,000, all were inferior in size and
located either in a flood zone or had dirt road access. He mentioned that an upward
adjustment of value was necessary to account for those inferiorities when compared to the
subject. Parcels similar to the subject with two acres plus in size had an upward adjustment
to reflect the larger size, and the subject’s land value of $126,000 was supported. He
concluded that the sales comparison approach supported the Assessor’s Office’s total
taxable value and did not exceed full cash value. He noted a reduction was not
recommended and asked the Board to uphold the Assessor’s Office’s total taxable value.

Chair McDonald noted the petitioner presented a few other raw land parcels.
From his understanding, because those were not subdivided and were just large acreage
parcels, the use categorization and valuation for those were considerably different. Mr.
Wood affirmed that was correct. He said he was unsure of the specifics of those properties,
but from what he could tell, they appeared to be large acreage, undeveloped parcels. He
acknowledged that without knowing details about the comparable properties Mr. Busi
presented, they seemed undeveloped, with large acreage and potential issues that would
make them incomparable.

Mr. Busi referred to a property on Red Rock Road that was close to the
comparable properties and his own. He mentioned the home was on 23 acres with 3,424
SF. He said the home had a separate garage building and an asking price of $1,250,000. He
believed that home was superior to his. He noted he had not brought pictures of the inside
of his home, but a lot of the homes he researched and presented to the Board were nicer
than his. He believed he should have bought a prebuilt home.

Chair McDonald asked for 12700 Red Rock Road’s assessment record.
Senior Appraiser Jane Tung indicated the home was built in 1979 so there was a substantial
depreciation difference. She informed that the square footage of the home was 1,676, which
was also different from the subject property. Chair McDonald asked what the value of the
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land was. Ms. Tung noted that the land was valued at $160,000, and the taxable
improvements were roughly $330,000. She explained that, from what she could see, the
major differences in the property compared to the subject property were the larger land
size, the older age of improvements, and the smaller gross living area. Mr. Busi indicated
the property was 1,676 SF; however, the sales listing stated it was actually 3,400 SF. Ms.
Tung clarified that the basement was 1,748 SF which was listed separately.

Mr. Busi located the 12-acre property with a manufactured home that he
previously referred to as having roughly $1,500 in taxes. Chair McDonald asked Ms. Tung
for the assessment record on the property.

Mr. Busi said that he conducted extensive property research and wondered
why Lifestyle Homes LND, LLC, received different taxable values and assessments. He
was also confused about the difference between his raw land purchased in 2018 and raw
land purchased in 2007. Chair McDonald indicated that the tax cap started at a different
point, which brought up a legislative issue the Board could not address.

Ms. Tung mentioned that the property Mr. Busi referred to was a 2,490 SF
property that was built in 2020, which was comparable to the subject site; however, because
it was a mobile home conversion to real property, the cost margins were lower. She said
the Assessor’s Office was mandated to utilize Marshall and Swift's cost to ensure equality.
She mentioned if Mr. Busi had a mobile home conversion property, it would use the same
cost as the property Mr. Busi referenced. She clarified that Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS)
did not assess properties by market value. She explained that while other properties were
selling for $1 million or more, the Assessor’s Office was mandated to use what was defined
in the NRS. Therefore, only land was at market value. The improvement was replacement
costs, new as stated in Marshall and Swift, minus depreciation. She said that some of the
properties presented were older, with 40 years of depreciation. She commented that value
could not be used to establish the taxable value because staff had to follow what the NRS
stated.

Mr. Busi said he understood that he needed to leave all his information on
the comparable houses with the Clerk’s Office. He believed nothing would change unless
the Board reviewed the information again and reconsidered. Chair McDonald confirmed
that Mr. Busi should leave the documentation with the Clerk in case he later decided to
appeal to the State BOE. Mr. Busi asked if the Board would look at the documents left with
the Clerk. Chair McDonald said the documents would be preserved in the record.

Member Bonnenfant appreciated Ms. Tung's explanation of the
depreciation issue. She believed that the system was complicated, and she sympathized
with the petitioner’s questions and concerns. She agreed that it seemed that properties were
valued differently, with older properties paying much less in taxes compared to newer
properties, which created issues with the taxpayers; however, the Assessor’s Office was
required to use that system. She indicated there was little the Board could do unless
processes were changed at the State. Member Olsen echoed Member Bonnenfant's
sympathies. He thought it seemed inequitable that a new build would pay more taxes than
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an older build. He said the Legislature bound the Board of Equalization (BOE) to certain
procedures. Vice Chair Ainsworth thought equalization was important and that all property
owners should pay their equal share. He noted the Board did not have much leeway on that.

There was no response to the call for public comment.

With regard to Parcel No. 086-161-20, hearing number 25-0014, which
petition was brought pursuant to NRS 361.357, based on the evidence presented by the
Assessor's Office and the Petitioner, on motion by Member Olsen, seconded by Vice Chair
Ainsworth, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the Assessor's taxable values be
upheld and it was found that the Petitioner failed to meet his/her burden to show that the
full cash value of the property is less than the taxable value computed for the property in
the current assessment year.

%k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k

Chair McDonald informed Mr. Busi that he had an independent right to
appeal the upheld taxable value to the State Board of Equalization by March 10, 2025.

* * * * * * * * * * *

25-113E PARCEL NO. 510-083-03 THROUGH 510-483-02 — SPARKS
RETAIL ASSOCIATES LLC/CIRE EQUITY — HEARING NO. 25-

0088A THROUGH 25-0088K

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2025-26 taxable valuation on property located at 255 Disc Drive, Washoe County, Nevada.

Assessor’s Parcel No. Petitioner Hearing
No.
510-083-03 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOC. LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088A
510-083-04 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOC. LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088B
510-083-08 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOC. LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088C
510-083-09 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOC. LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088D
510-481-04 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOC. LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088E
510-481-08 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOC. LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088F
510-482-01 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOC. LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088G
510-482-02 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOC. LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088H
510-482-07 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOC. LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-00881
510-483-01 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOC. LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088]
510-483-02 SPARKS RETAIL ASSOC. LLC/CIRE EQUITY 25-0088K
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The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:

Petitioner
Exhibit A: Value summaries, photographs, and comparable properties,
63 pages.

Assessor

Exhibit [: Assessor's Hearing Evidence Packet (HEP) including
comparable sales, maps and subject's appraisal records, 112 pages.

Exhibit II: Assessor's HEP revised appeal summary page, 1 page.

No one offered testimony on behalf of the Petitioner.

Chief Deputy County Clerk Cathy Smith distributed documents to the
Board from the Assessor’s Office and placed them on file as Assessor’s Exhibit II.

On behalf of the Assessor and having been previously sworn, Stacey
Jackson, Appraiser, oriented the Board as to the location of the subject of the property. She
noted the property was collectively known as the Sparks Galleria. She stated maps were
located on pages 82 through 84 of the HEP. Exhibit II corrected the appeal summary page
on page 1 of Exhibit I. Exhibit II corrected the year built from 2005 to 2010. She noted the
petitioner's evidence had inconsistencies regarding the sales listings. Ms. Jackson referred
to the improved sale (IS) 3 on page 18 of Exhibit A which showed a sales price of $13.7
million; however, the actual sales price of the improved parcel was $76 million. She
informed the Board that one of the lowest land sales presented in Exhibit A referred to a
project to widen Lemmon Drive which sold at a very low price per square foot (SF). Ms.
Jackson said she visited every comparable parcel provided by the petitioner.

There was no response to the call for public comment.

With regard to Parcel No. 510-083-03 through 510-483-02, which petition
was brought pursuant to NRS 361.357, based on the evidence presented by the Assessor's
Office and the Petitioner, on motion by Member Olsen, seconded by Vice Chair Ainsworth,
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the Assessor's taxable values be upheld and
it was found that the Petitioner failed to meet his/her burden to show that the full cash value
of the property is less than the taxable value computed for the property in the current
assessment year.

25-114E PARCEL NO. 025-021-20 — SMITHRIDGE PROPERTY LLC —
HEARING NO. 25-0027

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2025-26 taxable valuation on property located at 770 Smithridge Drive, Washoe County,
Nevada.
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The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:

Petitioner
Exhibit A: Rent roll and tracking information, 7 pages.

Assessor
Exhibit I: Assessor's Hearing Evidence Packet (HEP) including
comparable sales, maps and subject's appraisal records, 25 pages.

No one offered testimony on behalf of the Petitioner.

On behalf of the Assessor and having been previously sworn, Adam Smith,
Appraiser, oriented the Board as to the location of the subject of the property. He noted an
aerial image was located on page 17 of the HEP. He stated the total taxable value was
supported by the income and sales comparison approaches and did not exceed full cash
value. He said the appellant provided Exhibit A, a rent roll on February 12, 2025, which
indicated the subject property was fully occupied, rather than the 5 percent vacancy used
in the analysis. He noted the roll also noted the subject had below market rent at $0.93 per
square foot (SF). He explained that using that rent amount indicated a price per SF of $154,
which was well above the Assessor’s total taxable value of $124 per SF. He recommended
the Assessor’s total taxable value be upheld.

There was no response to the call for public comment.

With regard to Parcel No. 025-021-20, which petition was brought pursuant
to NRS 361.357, based on the evidence presented by the Assessor's Office and the
Petitioner, on motion by Member Bonnenfant, seconded by Vice Chair Ainsworth, which
motion duly carried, it was ordered that the Assessor's taxable values be upheld and it was
found that the Petitioner failed to meet his/her burden to show that the full cash value of
the property is less than the taxable value computed for the property in the current
assessment year.

25-115E PARCEL NO. 163-073-04 — BP CAPITAL I LLC — HEARING NO.
25-0028

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2025-26 taxable valuation on property located at 9475 Double R Boulevard, Washoe
County, Nevada.

The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:

Petitioner
Exhibit A: Rent roll and tracking, 7 pages.
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Assessor
Exhibit [: Assessor's Hearing Evidence Packet (HEP) including
comparable sales, maps and subject's appraisal records, 24 pages.

No one offered testimony on behalf of the Petitioner.

On behalf of the Assessor and having been previously sworn, Kelson
Powell, Appraiser, oriented the Board as to the location of the subject of the property. He
explained the rent roll provided after the initial hearing was incomplete and did not indicate
dates or terms pertaining to the rent provided. Mr. Powell said he was not able to determine
how the $0.83 monthly rent per square foot (SF) was derived because it was not the
average, median, or total monthly rent divided by the area. He noted there was a
discrepancy between the petitioner’s provided 35,904 SF and the Assessor’s record of
39,338 SF. He reviewed the income approach details that were located on page 4 of the
HEP. He explained that the common area maintenance (CAM) component fees were
additional charges paid by tenants that included the cost of maintaining shared spaces. He
said the survey of CAM income shown on page 6 indicated a median of $0.22. He explained
the CAM rate used in his analysis of $0.25 was slightly less than the $0.27 per SF provided
on the rent roll. He said upon his inspection of the subject property on January 28, 2025,
one unit appeared to be vacant, which was estimated to be 4 percent of the entire building.
Mr. Powell referred to the effective gross income, net operating income, and capitalization
rate analysis detailed on page 4 of the HEP with charts on pages 6 through 8. He explained
the inputs used in his analysis were substantiated and conservative and that by using the
stated factors in the HEP, the total taxable value of $7,944,000 was determined. He
informed the Board that the property was appealed annually for the past three years with
no significant change to the condition of the property. He recommended the Assessor’s
total taxable value be upheld due to the total taxable value not exceeding full cash value.

Chair McDonald asked Mr. Powell if he had ultimately concluded on a
seven percent cap rate. Mr. Powell confirmed seven percent. Chair McDonald noted that
the amount was generous. Chair McDonald calculated the total rent provided by the
petitioner, adjusted it using Mr. Powell’s CAM, and used a seven percent cap rate. He
concluded with a value that was higher than the actual tax value. He did not believe the
income approach would warrant a reduction.

There was no response to the call for public comment.

With regard to Parcel No. 163-073-04, which petition was brought pursuant
to NRS 361.357, based on the evidence presented by the Assessor's Office and the
Petitioner, on motion by Vice Chair Ainsworth seconded by Member Olsen, which motion
duly carried, it was ordered that the Assessor's taxable values be upheld and it was found
that the Petitioner failed to meet his/her burden to show that the full cash value of the
property is less than the taxable value computed for the property in the current assessment
year.
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25-116E PARCEL NO. 014-135-24 — BRYAN RAYDON — HEARING NO. 25-
0084R24

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2024-25 taxable valuation on property located at 121 Vesta Street, Washoe County,
Nevada.

The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:

Petitioner
Exhibit A: Petitioner comparable properties, Assessor comparable
properties, photos, rent roll, 13 pages.

Assessor
Exhibit I: Assessor's Hearing Evidence Packet (HEP), including
comparable sales, maps, and subject's appraisal records, 94 pages.

On behalf of the Petitioner, Steven Polikalas was sworn in by Chief Deputy
County Clerk Cathy Smith.

On behalf of the Assessor and having been previously sworn, Jeff Lewis,
Appraiser, oriented the Board as to the location of the subject of the property. He stated the
appeal was complicated because the property was under construction and at partial
completion during the appealed tax year. The appealed value of roughly $4.9 million
represented a partial value and approximately 69 percent of the final value. Mr. Lewis said
situations such as this were typically not appealed; therefore, the Assessor’s HEP might
generate questions. Maps and photos were located on pages 39 through 44 of the HEP.

Mr. Polikalas indicated the appeal was based on an equalization argument
regarding economic obsolescence and comparable properties that had received economic
obsolescence in the past. The subject site had a small retail coffee shop occupying roughly
1,200 square feet (SF) of the bottom floor. He stated the apartment complex was initially
planned for 2020 and that the market regarding multifamily apartment complexes was
different in that year. He read from page 3 of Petitioner’s Exhibit A regarding the
concessions offered by the property owner and rent revenues. He opined the owners would
not have pursued the property if they had foreseen that market conditions and the rents
would be 20 percent lower than originally planned. He referred to the rent roll on pages 12
and 13 of Petitioner’s Exhibit A while continuing to read from page 3 of Petitioner’s
Exhibit A. He stated that an income and expense report showed a net operating income loss
of $115,934 over the four months prior to debt service. He asserted the taxpayer was
burdened with significant costs to keep their assets solvent while trying to lease the units
during challenging times.

Mr. Polikalas referred to the comparable properties that had previously
received obsolescence as listed on pages 4 through 8 of Petitioner’s Exhibit A. He stated
in 2024, the Assessor’s Office (AO) had applied obsolescence to The Deco apartment
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complex, which amounted to approximately $30,000 per unit. He noted the petitioner was
seeking a $40,000 per unit economic obsolescence adjustment to their property value.

Next, Mr. Polikalas read from page 5 of Petitioner’s Exhibit A regarding
The Atrium, which received an obsolescence of nearly $54,000 per unit until it stabilized.
He stated The Bridges apartment complex received nearly $50,000 per unit in obsolescence
adjustments. Additionally, he discussed a mixed-use facility, the 3™ Street Flats, which the
AO had referenced as a comparable property. He indicated that this property had received
an adjustment based on obsolescence, though it was a superior property to the subject site.
Until stabilization, while the property was still under construction, it received
approximately $43,000 per unit in obsolescence.

Mr. Polikalas said the second comparable the Assessor brought up was
located at 64 Park Street. He reminded the Board that the subject property was valued at
$176,000 per unit, while the property at 64 Park Street was valued at $105,000 per unit. He
mentioned the third comparable the Assessor brought forth at 5599 Quail Manor Court,
which was in a superior market and was only valued at $83,000 per unit. He noted the AO's
final comparable was at 405 Grand Canyon Boulevard. He said the sale of that property
was premised on a stabilized asset and did not reflect any concessions. He asserted that the
current multi-family market was flooded with units requiring massive concessions. He
noted that the subject property, known as the Carlin Apartments, was located off Vesta
Street, which had many ingress and egress issues. The property had failed as a number of
different types of businesses over the years, which he believed could indicate the future of
the subject as was indicated by the inability to lease it in a timely fashion.

Mr. Polikalas discussed another comparable the AO had brought forward,
the Mod II, which was located on the River Walk. The details related to this property were
included on pages 8 and 9 in Petitioner’s Exhibit A. That asset was leased quickly. It was
a fully stabilized asset without any concessions offered and it sold for $205,741 per unit,
which he did not believe was comparable to the Carlin Apartments. He mentioned that the
AO had used The Deco as a market value comparable to the subject; however, he said The
Deco was far superior with high-speed elevators, parking, and a penthouse level. He noted
The Deco was also not comparable to the 40-unit Atrium property in the southern part of
the midtown area on Wells Avenue. He commented that the neighborhood was surrounded
by small offices and retail space. The total taxable value of The Deco was $135,000 per
unit.

Mr. Polikalas concluded that the taxpayer was seeking obsolescence for the
subject property so it could achieve stabilization. He said once that happened, the Assessor
could remove the obsolescence to calculate a more fair, equitable, and equalized tax value.

On behalf of the Assessor’s Office, Mr. Lewis recognized that the AO was
using stabilized properties as comparables in its sales comparison approach because
properties typically did not sell when they were not stabilized. He mentioned that in its
income approach, the AO was making an adjustment based on the lack of stabilization. The
sales comparison approach was located on pages 2 through 4 of the Assessor’s HEP.
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Mr. Lewis said the subject was a two-building apartment complex with 40
apartments, a parking level, and a retail store located on the corner of Vesta Street and
Holcomb Avenue. It was known as the Carlin Apartments. At this point, in the 2024-25 tax
year, the apartments were fully completed. He discussed the improved sales (IS)
comparisons, IS-1 through IS-4, including their indicated taxable values per unit, which
were listed on page 3 of the Assessor’s HEP. He noted the improved sales ranged from
$250,000 to $298,000 per unit. He indicated that IS-2 and IS-4 were considered the most
comparable sales and given the most weight in the AO’s analysis. Both properties were
located near the subject and were similar in unit size. The sales comparison approach was
reconciled to a value of $245,000 per unit, or a total value of $9,800,000. He reiterated that
the comparables were fully stabilized sales, but he believed they would further support his
stabilized value in the income approach.

Mr. Lewis indicated the land sales, also listed on page 3 of the Assessor’s
HEP, were in similar locations to the subject property. The land value of the subject
property was currently $20, 250. He asserted the land sales comparisons that were selected
supported the total taxable value at that unit value.

Mr. Lewis then reviewed the income approach as listed on pages 5 through
7 of the Assessor’s HEP. The income approach was located on pages 5 through 7 of the
HEP. He explained the information looked different than usual, and he attempted to break
the information down for clarity. The approach was presented as if the property was 100
percent stabilized; however, since the property was under construction, it was not providing
income at that time. Therefore, adjustments were made to represent the estimated income
lost due to construction. Discounts were provided based on the progress of the construction
to reach an as-is value at the time of the 2024/2025 roll close.

Mr. Lewis indicated that the income expense data provided by the petitioner
was minimal. Since the property was under construction, the AO had anticipated a negative
income, so they had considered market data. He said the rent figures used were in line with
the market, and the potential gross income was estimated at $999,569. He stated that the
multi-family market in Reno had declined a bit but he declared it was still a strong market.
The AO had seen low vacancy rates with an average of 3.09 percent. In their analysis they
used a 5 percent vacancy rate to be on the conservative side. They also incorporated a 1
percent collection loss. Additionally, they considered rent concessions and estimated that
in a stabilized year, 3 units per month would turn over with 2 months of free rent
concessions. These factors were included in their analysis and after these deductions, the
effective gross income of $867,932 was estimated.

Mr. Lewis stated that the AO determined a net operating income of
$511,906, using a market-determined expense ratio of 40 percent. He indicated the demand
for multi-family investments was still high in the local market and capitalization (cap) rates
had remained low. He maintained that the local cap rates suggested a range between 4.1
percent and 6.33 percent, while local market reports indicated an average cap rate of 5.9
percent for all multi-family properties in Washoe County. He said the most weight was
given to comparables CR-1 and CR-3, as shown on page 8 of the Assessor’s HEP, because
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they were the most like the subject and had recent sales. A cap rate of 5.5 percent was
estimated for the subject, which fell between the rates for CR-1 and CR-3. This resulted in
an income approach to value of 9,307,385 or $232,600 per unit. He said this was a
stabilized value. He clarified that the AO considered a property stabilized when it was
about 90 percent occupied.

Mr. Lewis declared that a lease-up analysis determined what the property
would lose while it was under construction. He noted there was a historical absorption rate
chart on page 12 of the Assessor’s HEP. According to Mr. Lewis, an absorption rate of 10
units per month was indicated, which was in the bottom 25 percent of the values shown.
Based on this, the adjustment rate for the loss of rent was $358,313. He said the same
analysis was carried out for the retail portion of the property which provided an estimate
of approximately $83,958 in rent loss. Adding those two adjustments together resulted in
a negative adjustment of $442,271. This amount was subtracted from the stabilized value
for a non-stabilized value of $8,865,115. Further adjustments were made due to the
property being under construction. They compared the appealed value of $4,943,992 to the
estimated 100 percent complete value for the 2024-25 year which was $7,176,998. The
under-construction value was 68.89 percent of the total value if it was 100 percent
complete. The second reduction removed 31.11 percent of the value. He said after
removing those deductions, the indicated value of the property as if it was not stabilized,
would be $6,106,879, which was higher than the appealed value of $4,943,992. Therefore,
the AO did not believe any adjustments were necessary for the property based on any
stabilization issues.

To address some of the concerns the petitioner brought up, Mr. Lewis
discussed the obsolescence applied to other properties, saying that those were determined
on a case-by-case basis. The AO compared the market value to the total taxable value based
on the cost approach. If their cost approach exceeded the total taxable value, then they
applied obsolescence to bring it back down to market value. He indicated this was not the
case in this appeal and he did not believe any obsolescence was necessary. He said the
Petitioner had brought up the sale of The Decco, but this hearing was for the 2024-25 tax
year and the AO was not allowed to consider that sale. He mentioned he had information
regarding The Decco to present in the next appeal and inquired whether the Board would
like him to go ahead and address that sale.

Chair McDonald asked Mr. Lewis to proceed with that information.

Mr. Lewis opined that the sale of The Decco was interesting and referred to
an article he read in a CoStar article. The article indicated that The Decco sold for $205,000
per unit in 2023, which was extremely low. It had been expected to sell in the $350,000
range. At that time, he said, the number of new apartments becoming available in Reno
was outpaced, and for nine straight quarters vacancy rates were in the double digits. The
Decco had just finished construction and was starting their lease-up. The buyers of the
property had been focused on a strategy called “distressed new construction”, which is
what they considered The Decco to be. Ultimately, the equity partners just wanted out since
the rents were not what the developers had projected when they underwrote that deal. This
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created a challenging environment in which to lease up and stabilize a project. Mr. Lewis
said the article went on to state that this sale was an exception and not the rule. By the time
the project was completed in 2021, the annual rent growth had ballooned to 11 percent, but
this did not last. A steady decline led to negative rent growth in 2023 and a 25-year high in
vacancy rates. Since 2018, there had been 1,000 new units entering the Reno market
annually, a pace that had only grown according to a CoStar analysis. The second quarter
of 2022 saw 4,700 units under development, which was an all-time high. He concluded
that The Decco had bad timing. By the time they were ready to lease up, the rents had come
down and there was over-saturation in the market. He believed the market had stabilized
since then.

Regarding the Carlin Apartments, Mr. Lewis said the AO was expecting it
to absorb about 10 units per month, which he thought was a relatively conservative
estimate. A deduction had been applied to account for the income the property would lose
when no one was in it, so they did not feel there was any reason to apply obsolescence. He
recommended the Board uphold the taxable value of the subject property.

Member Bonnenfant noted that Mr. Polikalas provided information
regarding comparable properties. She asked Mr. Lewis if he could address the total taxable
values per unit for those properties. Mr. Lewis indicated it was the first time he had seen
Petitioner’s Exhibit A since Mr. Polikalas did not present the exhibit until the morning of
the hearing. He did not have time to look at the taxable values; however, he thought they
were likely comparable to what had already been discussed in the past. He indicated the
taxable values were not comparable because the properties were built at different times,
with different depreciation and land values.

Chair McDonald asked Mr. Lewis about the five percent vacancy rate
calculated using the income method. Since the multifamily market had stabilized, he
thought the rate should be closer to 8 percent. Mr. Lewis mentioned he had provided data
on market vacancies and operating expenses on page 9 of the Assessor’s HEP. The
vacancies ranged from 91 to 96 percent. Since the subject site was a new property, he
expected a high vacancy. He believed market data was used to support the 5 percent
vacancy rate.

Chair McDonald saw that the lower tax cap ranges provided were during a
time when the multifamily need was increased, while the higher rates were during 2023.
He noted that a 5.5 percent rate was used as opposed to a 6 or 6.5 percent rate. He requested
more details on how Mr. Lewis determined the rate.

Mr. Lewis indicated there was a 6.33 percent cap rate on the 2300 Harvard
Way property. The apartment complex was unique due to its dormitory-style apartment
and shared living space. There was a higher risk, which was why he believed the cap rate
was higher. He did not consider that property or the cap rate applicable to the subject site.
He referred to information from Trepp, which collected underwriting data for recent loans
and refinancing. Trepp indicated loans were being underwritten at 4 to 6 percent, with the
median being approximately 5 percent. These loans were being underwritten at low cap
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rates, but there was a lack of new sales to support that. The AO believed that a rate of 5.5
was on the higher side.

On behalf of the Petitioner, Mr. Polikalas thought that a presumed 5 percent
vacancy rate would be great, but he opined that this was purely speculative. The
multifamily demand had changed in the last 16 months, with very few sales in 2024. He
said the market was not improving. He referred to 228 Stewart Street, an eight-plex in the
heart of midtown across from The Discovery Museum, which sold for $168,000 in
February. The petitioner was seeking economic obsolescence to deal with the projections
of 95 percent stability. He thought the AO was not considering the 20 percent less they
were receiving in rent, plus the impact of the concessions that were being offered. He noted
the petitioner probably would not have bought the property if they had known it would end
up in this market. He believed the AO’s statement about the market being stabilized was
untrue. In fact, he thought the market was softening and that it was critical to note that the
subject was far below the pro forma determined at the underwriting stage. He opined that
given today’s market conditions and economic realities; economic obsolescence was
appropriate.

Mr. Polikalas said he felt the AO’s assertion that The Deco had been a
distressed property was irrelevant. He stated the property was not sold at a fire sale, was a
good property, and an appropriate comparable based on its superior aspects. He noted the
Carlin Apartments had unsecured parking, was not a high-rise building, and did not have
climate-controlled elevators like other properties. He believed the idea that the property
would stabilize quickly was at odds with the market based on the subject site’s experience.

Chair McDonald thought the Assessor’s attempt to analyze an un-stabilized
value was logical and credible. When he ran calculations utilizing other capitalization rates,
he did not estimate a value below the Assessor’s taxable value.

There was no response to the call for public comment.

With regard to Parcel No. 014-135-24, which petition was brought pursuant
to NRS 361.357, based on the evidence presented by the Assessor's Office and the
Petitioner, on motion by Member Olsen, seconded by Vice Chair Ainsworth, which motion
duly carried, it was ordered that the Assessor's taxable values be upheld and it was found
that the Petitioner failed to meet his/her burden to show that the full cash value of the
property is less than the taxable value computed for the property.

25-117E PARCEL NO. 014-135-24 — BRYAN RAYDON — HEARING NO. 25-
0084

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2025-26 taxable valuation on property located at 121 Vesta Street, Washoe County,
Nevada.

The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:
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Petitioner
Exhibit A: Petitioner comparable properties, Assessor comparable
properties, photos, and rent roll, 13 pages.

Assessor
Exhibit I: Assessor's Hearing Evidence Packet (HEP) including
comparable sales, maps, and subject's appraisal records, 81 pages.

On behalf of the Assessor and having been previously sworn, Jeff Lewis,
Appraiser, oriented the Board as to the location of the subject property. Maps and images
were located on pages 27 through 32 of the HEP.

On behalf of the Petitioner, Mr. Polikalas indicated in the previous hearing
he had covered the issues regarding the property due to its projected stabilized rent, the
current stress it was experiencing due to concessions, its failure to meet its underwritten
pro forma, and lack of net operating income (NOI). He asserted that the softening of the
multifamily market warranted that the property should be given economic obsolescence
until it reached stabilization.

Chair McDonald informed Mr. Lewis he was interested in the details of the
income approach utilized by the Assessor’s Office (AO).

On behalf of the Assessor’s Office, Mr. Lewis noted that the property
construction was complete and he understood that one of the buildings had an elevator
issue that was fixed. He read through the sales comparisons which were located on pages
2 through 4 of the Assessor’s HEP. He noted that the subject was a two-building apartment
complex with a parking level and a retail store located on the corner of Vesta Street and
Holcomb Avenue, known as the Carlin Apartments. He discussed the improved sales (IS)
comparables listed on page 2 of the HEP and noted they indicated a value range of
$205,700 to $297,900 per unit. He believed IS-1 and IS-4 were the most comparable to the
subject property and said the subject’s value per unit fell between those two comparables.
The sales comparison approach was reconciled to a value of $245,000 per unit, for a total
value of $9,800,000. The land sales comparisons offered a range of $23,000 to $42,000 per
unit, which Mr. Lewis stated supported the subject’s land value.

Mr. Lewis noted that the income sheet provided in this hearing was the same
one the Board had seen during Hearing No. 25-0084R24, with few differences. The AO
utilized an absorption rate of ten units per month, which led them to project that the
property would be fully stabilized by the lien date. He added that the retail space had a
current tenant, so no adjustment was needed based on stabilization. He commented that the
property was also 100 percent complete.

Mr. Lewis stated the AO used market data to determine the rents on the
property. Based on the market data, the potential gross income was estimated at
$999,569.00. He acknowledged that the Reno multi-family market had declined, but said
it was still very strong. He disclosed that the AO used a 5 percent vacancy rate to be
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conservative, which was supported on pages 9 and 10 of the HEP. A 1 percent collection
loss and rent concessions were also considered, and after those deductions, they calculated
an effective gross income of $867,932. He said the market-determined ratio was 40 percent
which resulted in an NOI of $511,906.

Mr. Lewis mentioned that the demand for multi-family property
investments remained high in the local market. He noted that the capitalization (cap) rate
chart on page 8 of the HEP summarized the cap rates. He stated that local markets indicated
an average cap rate of 5.9 percent for all multi-family properties. He reviewed the cap rate
comparables on page 8 and said the most weight had been given to CR-1 and CR-3 as they
were most like the subject property and had recent sales. The 5.5 percent cap rate of the
subject property was believed to fall between those two comparables. This resulted in an
income approach to value of $9,307,385 or $232,600 per unit. He expected the property to
reach stabilization by July 1, 2025, and said the property was 100 percent complete. The
AQ’s analysis revealed that the total taxable value did not exceed market value; therefore,
Mr. Lewis recommended the Assessor’s total taxable value be upheld.

Chair McDonald asked Mr. Lewis about the vacancy risk and what the
actual vacancy was. Mr. Lewis replied that the current vacancy was not shared but he
thought it was in the evidence shared by Mr. Polikalas. He believed there were 12 units set
for lease. Member Bonnenfant inquired about the absorption rate and Mr. Lewis stated it
was 10 units per month. Responding to a question by Vice Chair Ainsworth, Mr. Lewis
described the absorption rate as how many units were expected to be leased every month
during the stabilization period.

On behalf of the petitioner, Mr. Polikalas said nine of the 40 residential units
were currently leased, and there was a commercial coffee shop. He commented the owner
had only collected rent on two units. Based on the AO’s discussion related to their income
approach, he said they were projecting a market rent on a 1-bedroom unit at $1,775 per
month; however, they were rented at $1,450 per month. This was 22 percent less than the
income approach presented by the AO and did not include one month of concessions which
amounted to 8.5 percent on a 13-month lease. Considering these two factors, he said the
property owner was collecting approximately 30 percent less than what was determined by
the AO.

Mr. Polikalas stated that the Assessor’s comparable IS-1 was located on the
River Walk in Downtown Reno. It was a fully stabilized high-rise building, which he
thought was superior to the subject site. He said IS-2 was a high-rise building in Sparks
that had a 97 percent occupancy at the time of contracting and was far different from the
subject. He noted that the 3rd Street Flats, IS-3, sold on July 30, 2021, which was during
the height of the multi-family frenzy, and the building was demonstrably superior to the
subject. IS-4 was remodeled and its sale in 2022 was not comparable since sales had since
softened. He said all the sales were stale and were unfairly optimistic when compared to
the subject site. He remarked that market forces dictated rent based on pro forma and
underwritten criteria, illustrating that economic obsolescence was mandated for the subject
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site to account for the owner’s experience. He thought the Board had enough information
to grant the petitioner some relief to account for current market conditions.

Chair McDonald referred to the revenue information provided on pages 12
and 13 of Petitioner’s Exhibit A and pointed out some of the units were identified but their
rent amounts were not shown. He asked if Mr. Polikalas knew what those rents were. Mr.
Polikalas responded he did not know, but he believed those were one-bedroom apartments.
Chair McDonald asked if the ones that were identified were also one-bedroom units and
Mr. Polikalas responded in the affirmative. He concurred with Chair McDonald that the
rents for the units in question should be consistent with the others that were identified but
said the lack of information regarding the rents was due to the one-month concessions.

Chair McDonald said he had an adverse view of the income approach
because he believed the concessions and adjustments the Assessor made were fair.
However, he could see a 20 percent difference between the market rents and the actual
rents and thought this would result in a $200,000 difference in effective income.

Mr. Lewis stated that he used market rents in his assessment because the
petitioner did not provide him with rent amounts. After completing the packet, he found
information online that indicated the owner was asking 1,775 per month for a one-bedroom
and $2,495 for a two-bedroom. He acknowledged the possibility of different rents for the
building based on unit layouts; however, he did not believe the one rental unit represented
by the petitioner accurately represented the whole property.

Chair McDonald offered Mr. Polikalas an opportunity to speak to the rent
issue, saying that it appeared the owner was advertising rents that were close to or at the
market rates.

Mr. Polikalas asked Mr. Lewis for information about the floor plan he saw
advertised. Mr. Lewis responded that the advertisement was for a one-bedroom, one-and-
a-half-bath unit. Mr. Polikalas stated he did not know specifics about the rents other than
what was presented in the exhibits. He assumed those were third-level units with cathedral
ceilings. He did not believe the rents would deviate much from the analysis and explained
the concessions continued to be a large factor in the property’s income.

Mr. Lewis said he included the concessions in the income approach. Chair
McDonald indicated he noticed the concessions and felt they were assessed fairly.

Member Bonnenfant said she conducted an analysis, changing the rental
amounts to $1,450 for a one-bedroom unit and $1,750 for a two-bedroom unit, and came
up with an indicated value of $7.6 million. Chair McDonald noted the Assessor’s value
was set at approximately $7 million.

There was no response to the call for public comment.
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With regard to Parcel No. 014-135-24, which petition was brought pursuant
to NRS 361.357, based on the evidence presented by the Assessor's Office and the
Petitioner, on motion by Member Bonnenfant, seconded by Vice Chair Ainsworth, which
motion duly carried, it was ordered that the Assessor's taxable values be upheld and it was
found that the Petitioner failed to meet his/her burden to show that the full cash value of
the property is less than the taxable value computed for the property in the current

assessment year.

Chair McDonald informed Mr. Polikalas that he had an independent right
to appeal the upheld taxable value to the State Board of Equalization by March 10, 2025.

12:07 p.m. The Board recessed.

12:17 p.m. The Board reconvened with all members present.

25-118E PARCEL NO. 037-380-02 THROUGH 037-383-09 — LANDCAP

SPARKS IV LLC — HEARING NO. 25-0087A THROUGH 25-0087Y

A Petition for Review of Assessed Valuation was received protesting the
2025-26 taxable valuation on property located at 325 Harbour Cove Drive, Washoe

County, Nevada.

Assessor’s Parcel No. Petitioner Hearing
No.
037-380-02 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087A
037-381-01 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087B
037-381-02 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087C
037-381-03 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087D
037-381-04 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087E
037-381-05 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087F
037-381-06 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087G
037-381-07 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087H
037-382-01 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-00871
037-382-02 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087]
038-382-03 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087K
037-382-04 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087L
037-382-05 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087M
037-382-06 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087N
037-382-07 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-00870
037-382-08 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087P
037-383-01 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087Q
037-383-02 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087R
037-383-03 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087S
037-383-04 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087T
037-383-05 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087U
037-383-06 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087V
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037-383-07 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087W
037-383-08 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087X
037-383-09 LANDCAP SPARKS IV LLC 25-0087Y

The following exhibits were submitted into evidence:

Petitioner
Exhibit A: Petitioner comparable properties, Assessor comparable
properties, emails, and photos, 35 pages.

Assessor
Exhibit I: Assessor's Hearing Evidence Packet (HEP) including
comparable sales, maps and subject's appraisal records, 318 pages.

On behalf of the Assessor and having been previously sworn, Jeff Lewis,
Appraiser, oriented the Board as to the location of the subject property. He noted there was
a clerical error regarding the building's occupancy. The square footage of the building was
inadvertently reduced from its actual size of 28,941 square feet (SF) to 21,228 SF.
Therefore, the stated value in the current record was incorrect. He stated the Assessor’s
Office (AO) would correct the error during the reopen period. Reading from the first
paragraph on page 3 of the Assessor’s HEP, Mr. Lewis described the subject property,
commenting on its location, its remodel, the number of parcels and buildings, and their use.
He relayed photos of the property were located on pages 17 through 23 of the HEP.

On behalf of the Petitioner, Mr. Polikalas thought it was ironic that there
was a deviation in the Assessor’s evaluation of the property size. He said the subject was a
mixed-use building adjacent to the Sparks Marina that was originally meant to be used as
a condominium. However, that business plan failed. He explained the property value was
appealed to the County two years ago based on a quality class issue. Although the County
Board of Equalization (BOE) had applied some obsolescence to the building, the owner
pursued further review by the State BOE. The result was a reduction in quality class to 1.5
in both 2022-23 and 2023-24. He mentioned the State had requested the Assessor’s costing
analysis, a copy of which was included in Petitioner’s Exhibit A. He referred to pages 16
through 24 of Exhibit A regarding an email from Senior Appraiser Shannon Scott, the
costing analysis, and the State BOE’s Notice of Decision.

Mr. Polikalas said that during his communications with the AO, he had been
informed that the property was reclassified to a 2.0 quality class instead of 1.5. Since the
notice of the reclassification was provided on the last day to appeal to the State BOE, the
petitioner did not have enough time to submit a timely appeal. On page 3 of Exhibit A, he
referred to the owner's opinion of taxable value and explained that the total taxable value
of $3,808,057 included an escalator of 2.56 percent and would apply to the following years,
equaling a total taxable value of $4,006,419 for 2025-26.
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Mr. Polikalas noted the Petitioner was shocked to find out the AO readjusted
the entire property to a 2.0 quality class. He had been in constant contact with the AO and
was informed by them that the Petitioner should have known about the change due to a
notice of taxes that was mailed out. He speculated the notice of taxes did not indicate
quality class. He felt that it was an impossible burden to have the Petitioner determine what
to do solely from the notice of taxes. In conversations with the AO, he was informed that
the AO had changed their evaluation by analyzing the parcel as one unit and segregating
out other uses, specifically the restaurant.

Mr. Polikalas believed the Assessor’s Office was not transparent about the
subject site. He believed the former Assessor did not know the quality class was reclassified
because he had not yet received the State BOE’s notice of decision; therefore, nothing had
been done to update the record card for the property. Later he learned that the AO assigned
a 2.0 quality class on the subject for the 2023-24 tax year. He referred to a disparity analysis
of the Assessor’s record cards, located on page 25 of Petitioner’s Exhibit A, and said the
cards did not match what was ordered by the State BOE. He noted the AO’s value was
$216,361 greater than the State BOE’s evaluation for the 2022-23 year. He assumed that
the scenario was not retaliatory towards the Petitioner who argued the appropriate quality
class and succeeded at the State BOE; however, he felt there was a general confusion that
made it difficult for the Petitioner to understand the assessment. He felt that the method of
assessment on the subject property was not readily understood. In a meeting with the AO,
he was struck by what he saw in the Assessor’s pamphlet regarding its mission statement.
He said the Assessor’s staff was always courteous, but he found the AO lacking in
impartiality and transparency.

Mr. Polikalas expressed confusion over why the subject property was
continuously being re-evaluated when the value had been litigated at the State BOE. He
wanted the State BOE’s decision to be upheld. He read from pages 5 through 9 of Exhibit
A regarding the Petitioner’s comparable properties and noted a lot of the properties were
used in the 2023 appeal.

Mr. Polikalas indicated that the office space at 50 West Liberty Street
reflected a 2.0 quality class due to its upgraded features and amenities, which created a
higher-quality building than the subject site. He mentioned that Marshall & Swift's costing
was based on national numbers and not specific to Washoe County. He discussed the
superiorities of comparable properties and explained how the subject site had a 1.5 quality
class due to uncovered parking, lack of climate-controlled elevators, and private balconies.

In his review of pages 7 through 9 of Petitioner’s Exhibit A, Mr. Polikalas
discussed several comparables in the 1.5 quality class, including 1150 Seminary Avenue,
College Terrace Apartments, and the Highlands Apartments. In his review of restaurant
uses, he spoke about Liberty Food & Wine which was classed at 1.5. He mentioned Forbes
identified The Atlantis Casino Steakhouse as Northern Nevada’s only 4-star restaurant and
said that property was classed as a 2.0. He asserted the waterfront bar at the Sparks Marina
was not comparable to that. He also discussed the quality classes designated for the Atlantis
Oyster & Sushi Bar on the scenic Sky Terrace and the Lucky Beaver. He noted one of the
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AQ’s comparables, located at 2195 South Virginia Street, had received over $1 million in
obsolescence. He requested the Board to take the lead from the State BOE and readjust the
subject property from a 2.0 quality class to 1.5 and to remedy the taxable values.

Chair McDonald recalled that he and two other members of the current
board had participated in previous discussions about the quality class of the subject

property.

On behalf of the Assessor, Mr. Lewis noted that the property was appealed
in 2023 and said it was customary for the Appellant to submit evidence to the Assessor at
the time of the appeal so the Assessor could accurately and thoroughly review any
concerns. He asserted the AO had a responsibility to be fair and equitable and was willing
to listen to all taxpayer concerns to address them as best as possible. During the 2023
hearing, the Petitioner did not submit evidence until the morning of the hearing which left
the office no time to review or provide additional evidence, which was similar to the current
hearing.

Mr. Lewis stated that the entire building, which had mixed retail and
residential units, was on the roll during the 2023 hearing. It was given a blended rating
ranging from average to good, resulting in a 2.5 quality class. The quality class considered
all different occupancies within the building. Although about 50 percent of the building
belonged to the newly renovated Water Bar restaurant, the Appellant had mostly provided
pictures of the coffee shop and office area. At that time, the County BOE recognized that
some of the office areas needed improvement; therefore, it provided some relief in the form
of obsolescence to account for that.

Mr. Lewis informed the Board that the State BOE could only review the
evidence that was submitted at the time of the County appeal. He said that the evidence
lacked good interior photos and information pertaining to the Marshall & Swift quality
classes. No additional evidence was permitted to be submitted to the State BOE. The State
BOE reduced the quality of the entire building to a 1.5 quality class, below average, despite
not having any interior photos or the Marshall & Swift guidelines to consider. As a result,
he said, the building was severely out of equalization which was why the AO corrected the
record.

Mr. Lewis reported multiple attempts to visit the subject site this year to
inspect and take interior pictures; however, no response was received Therefore, no site
visit occurred. He was only able to view the building’s public spaces.

Mr. Lewis noted that during the 2023 BOE hearing, re-costing the building
was recommended for future years. During the 2024 tax year, the occupancy and quality
of the building was discussed at the Marshall & Swift costing class. It was determined that
the mixed retail with residential unit occupancy did not properly account for the office and
restaurant use and should be reclassified to reflect the current uses, including mixed retail
with offices, a restaurant, and apartments.

FEBRUARY 28, 2025 PAGE 33
SBE 260



Mr. Lewis informed the Board that the County BOE and State BOE
decisions were only good for the year a property was under appeal; however, those
decisions were considered for future years or when a necessary change to the record was
appropriate. He said evaluation notices were provided to County taxpayers every year,
including the subject site. Using the Marshall & Swift quality selection guidelines, the
subject property with mixed retail, offices, and apartments was appropriately costed at a
2.0 quality class; however, 2.5 was appropriate for the restaurant due to its superior build
and fixtures. He noted the quality class guidelines were located on pages 36 and 37, with
additional information on pages 38 through 83, of the Assessor’s HEP.

Mr. Lewis read from the sales comparison discussion on pages 2 through 4
of the Assessor’s HEP and the income approach on pages 5 through 7. He reminded the
Board that no income expense data had been provided, therefore, he used market data. He
noted that during appraisals, there were three approaches to value: the sales comparison
approach, the income approach, and the cost approach. In Nevada, the cost approach was
typically associated with the total taxable value because that was how they determined it.
However, if a real appraisal was conducted, all three approaches would be used to indicate
market value. The three approaches were based on the principle of substitution, which
stated that the upper limit of the value was set by the cost of acquiring an equally desirable
substitute. He stated a prudent investor would pay no more for an income-producing
property than he/she would pay to build or purchase a similar property. In this case, he
said, the AO’s income approach indicated a value of 7,930,000 while the sales comparison
approach was reconciled to 7,810,000. The total taxable value for the cost approach was
significantly lower than both the income and sales comparison approaches. He believed the
discrepancy supported by the quality classifications was not overstated. If the quality
classes were inflated, the cost approach would be expected to be in closer alignment with
the sales and income comparison approaches.

Mr. Lewis discussed that the AO was an office of appraisers who
collectively viewed hundreds of properties that were built and remodeled. They saw the
properties from start to finish, reviewed the drawings and plans, and walked the properties
with permission from the owners. They were very familiar with the Marshall & Swift
guidelines. He commented that he had asked everyone in the AO if they believed the
assigned quality class for the subject was correct, and all agreed it was. He reviewed the
quality class ranges, saying a 1.0 was considered low-quality, a 2.0 was average, and
anything above 2.0 was better than average. A 2.5 quality class was considered for the
subject property. He noted that the restaurant comprised 50 percent of the building and was
classed at 2.5, while the mixed retail area was 14 percent of the building and classed at 2.0.
Finally, the apartments that made up the top floor of the building were classed at 2.0.

Mr. Lewis indicated that the quality class guidelines were located on pages
36 and 37 of the Assessor’s HEP. Since the restaurant was finished with higher-quality
materials, including custom wood trim and light fixtures not found in average buildings,
he believed the restaurant merited an above-average quality class. He also noted the
restaurant had an enhanced HVAC system, nice kitchen equipment, good lighting, carpeted
and stone flooring, and a nice ambiance. He stated the mixed retail and office units
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indicated an average quality class because they were constructed with standard
commercial-grade materials without fancy enhancements. The layout and finish were
typical of similar buildings with the exterior being very nice. The residential component of
the property was analyzed with photos from the rental listing since he was unable to visit
the site in person. The apartments were well constructed with standard multifamily
construction and easily replaceable materials.

Mr. Lewis explained that lower-quality apartments were constructed using
cheap materials, with rubber baseboards and tile countertops, which were not seen at the
subject site. The photos received from the rental listing showed cathedral ceilings and a
spiral staircase which he felt was not below average. He declared that sometimes a
judgment call was needed in addition to the Marshall & Swift guidelines; however, the
current quality classes were based upon the Marshall & Swift standards and were not
objective opinions. He asserted bias was not included in the property's evaluation.

Mr. Lewis contended that a downward adjustment to the quality class would
misrepresent the replacement cost and undervalue the property relative to its actual
construction quality and market standing. He stated the existing quality classifications for
the subject accurately reflected the construction quality, material standards, and overall
building characteristics; therefore, the request to lower the quality class was not
substantiated by any credible evidence or cost estimations. Based on the Marshall & Swift
costing service, he maintained the classifications should remain unchanged.

Mr. Lewis noted that the petitioner provided comparable properties that he
was not able to investigate in detail due to the exhibit being presented at the time of the
hearing. He argued that some amenities, such as the exterior elevator and shared outdoor
bathrooms, should be reflected in the rent, not the cost approach because those amenities
were not included in the quality due to marketability factors. He felt the consumer should
determine if those amenities were preferred and said they were not reflected in the quality
of the building. He advised that a pool, clubhouse, or parking structure would be valued
separately and would not affect quality class. Based on the evidence in the Assessor’s HEP,
Mr. Lewis recommended that the Assessor’s current total taxable values be upheld.

Chair McDonald asked Mr. Lewis if he was familiar with the 50 West
Liberty Street property. Mr. Lewis mentioned he looked at the property listed in
Petitioner’s Exhibit A; however, that building had a different type of construction. The
subject site, he said, was wood-framed, while the downtown buildings were steel-framed.
Each quality guideline had its own factors that could not be compared to each other. He
commented the interior of 50 West Liberty Street was standard, with basic flooring and an
open office plan.

Chair McDonald remarked that Mr. Lewis did not classify the type of use
as office but as mixed retail. Mr. Lewis clarified that it was classified as mixed retail with
office which was a combined occupancy category. Chair McDonald wondered how that
classification affected the evaluation of the property. Mr. Lewis responded he did not have
an exact answer as he had not evaluated them as separate occupancies. Typically, he said,
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when there was large square footage there was a benefit due to economies of scale. The
bigger the square footage, the lower the square foot value would be. He assumed if the
spaces were separated the square footage values would increase.

Member Bonnenfant commented that the quality class tables were very
helpful.

On behalf of the Petitioner, Mr. Polikalas said he met with Senior Appraiser
Alasdair Holwill in 2023 when he appealed three different buildings based on quality class.
He noted the C Street Lofts property ended up with a stipulation for a 1.5 quality class;
however, the appeal for the Waterfront Apartments did not prevail at the County BOE. It
was later appealed to the State where the Assessor’s value was upheld. During the County
BOE hearings, Mr. Holwill discussed the Marshall & Swift analysis in detail and put a lot
of emphasis on the angularity of the Waterfront Apartments, which was a big factor. Mr.
Polikalas included this information in Petitioner’s Exhibit A.

Mr. Polikalas noted that the subject site in the current appeal was a rectangle
and did not have the features associated with an elevated quality class. He met with the AO
twice regarding the basis for his appeal and said there was no new information to consider
other than the fact that the AO had reclassified the property at a 2.0. He indicated that his
exhibit showed comparable properties within the 1.5 range and said the subject site should
be the same. He was flabbergasted that the AO reclassified the property and had not given
the Petitioner enough time to appeal the decision when the State BOE had determined the
property was a quality class of 1.5. He felt it was disingenuous for the AO to be surprised.
He did not understand why the AO was so focused on the reclassification and he prayed it
was not retaliatory against petitioners who appealed. He said he was baffled that the AO
used a different metric every time they evaluated the property. He was also confused why
after days of litigation and testimony at the State BOE, the AO did not honor the State’s
decision.

Mr. Polikalas asserted that so much time, and resources had been spent on
this issue and said he felt it was fair for the Petitioner to seek relief and not have to come
back every year.

Chair McDonald asked Mr. Polikalas to provide the biggest differences
between the subject site’s restaurant and the comparable properties he presented.

Mr. Polikalas indicated The Lucky Beaver had very nice wood floors and a
bar with a rotisserie kitchen and enhanced glass. The dining component at The Lucky
Beaver was superior to the subject site, and he did not believe the subject site was above a
1.5 quality rating. He noted there was also disparity between the internal components of
the building though it was the same building. He noted the restaurant had a large floor plan
but said there was also a coffee shop and an outdoor bathroom that one needed a key to
enter. He did not believe the restaurant’s quality class should be confused by the quality of
food and indicated that the Atlantis Steakhouse, with its 350-plus wine selection, had a
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quality class of 2.0. He stated the 50 West Liberty Street location had a celebrity chef with
a built-out kitchen.

Mr. Polikalas mentioned Noble Pie in Downtown Reno had two grease
interceptors and two hoods, which were comparable to the Water Bar. He believed the Sky
Terrace sushi bar and Atlantis Steakhouse were superior to the subject site.

Mr. Lewis reported the Atlantis Steakhouse and Sky Terrace Sushi Bar were
under a different occupancy related to casinos and were not comparable to the subject.

Chair McDonald asked if Liberty Food & Wine was in the same occupancy
class. Mr. Lewis replied he had never been to Liberty Food & Wine but did not believe it
was under the casino occupancy category.

Mr. Polikalas expressed concern that Marshall & Swift was based on a
national scale and did not represent a specific area.

Chair McDonald remembered many of the same comparable properties
were considered during the 2023 appeal and he felt that 2.5 was too high at the time. A 10
percent adjustment had been made to bring the quality classification to approximately 2.0.
He did not think it should be higher than 2.0. In answer to a question by the Chair, Mr.
Lewis stated the restaurant was classed at 2.5.

Chair McDonald felt the property should be classified 2.0. He was
persuaded that a 1.5 was probably excessively low, despite the decision by the State BOE.

Vice Chair Ainsworth believed the State BOE made an error.

Member Bonnenfant agreed that 1.5 was too low. She referred to the quality
class tables and thought she could be persuaded to believe the restaurant was a 2.5 versus
a 2.0. The photos provided by Mr. Polikalas showed a different quality than the Assessor’s
photos, and she felt like the hearing was based on photos, which was difficult.

Vice Chair Ainsworth stated he frequented the subject site and believed it
was a very nice restaurant.

Member Bonnenfant asked Vice Chair Ainsworth how the subject site
compared to the quality tables that were provided. She said if the quality tables were
utilized across all restaurants, that would ensure the BOE was achieving equalization. She
reported that she had never been to the subject site’s restaurant.

Chair McDonald revealed he had never been to the subject site’s restaurant
either but had visited Liberty Food & Wine, which was a very nice restaurant with a high-
quality appearance. He said that, due to differences in quality, he could be convinced to
reduce the subject property value by $100,000.
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Vice Chair Ainsworth was inclined to leave the Assessor’s values because
the Petitioner’s indicated value was almost half of what the AO’s approaches showed. He
praised the AO for their work.

Member Bonnenfant agreed with Vice Chair Ainsworth because Mr. Lewis
indicated that if there was a significant over-evaluation, it would be reflected in the gap
between the income and market approaches.

There was no response to the call for public comment.

With regard to Parcel No. 037-380-02 through 037-383-09, which petition
was brought pursuant to NRS 361.357, based on the evidence presented by the Assessor's
Office and the Petitioner, on motion by Member Bonnenfant, seconded by Vice Chair
Ainsworth, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the Assessor's taxable values be
upheld and it was found that the Petitioner failed to meet his/her burden to show that the
full cash value of the property is less than the taxable value computed for the property in
the current assessment year.

%k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k

Chair McDonald informed Mr. Polikalas that he had an independent right
to appeal the upheld taxable value to the State Board of Equalization by March 10, 2025.

* * * * * * * * * * *

25-119E ROLL CHANGE REQUEST — INCREASES

INCREASE —Consideration of and action to approve or deny a Roll
Change Request (RCR) for the following parcel based on escaping taxation due to the
improvements not being on the 2023/2024 assessment roll:

Assessor’s Parcel No. Property Owner RCR No.

050-422-18 TURLEY, ASHLEY, & BRADFORD ET AL 3843F23

Member Olsen said he had known the Turley family for many years but did
not feel it would alter his judgment of the hearing.

On behalf of the Assessor and having been previously sworn, Harley Olson,
Appraiser, oriented the Board as to the location of the subject of the property. Aerial images
and maps were located on pages 8 and 9 of the hearing evidence packet (HEP). She
explained that due to a General Services Administration (GSA) system error the property
evaded taxation for the 2023/2024 tax roll. She referred to the conclusion details on page
4 of the HEP. She said that to support the increase of the total taxable value, comparable
sales were located on page 5 of the HEP. She recommended increasing the improvement
value and overall total taxable value. The recommended increase was located on pages 1
and 4 of the HEP.
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Chair McDonald asked about the notice procedures regarding roll changes.
Ms. Olson indicated she spoke with the property owner around May of 2024 about the
change to the record. She noted that when the roll change was submitted, a notice was
mailed to the appellant. She mentioned she also called the owners two weeks prior to the
hearing and left a voicemail informing them of the hearing date.

There was no response to the call for public comment.

On motion by Member Bonnenfant, seconded by Member Olsen, which
motion duly carried, it was ordered to approve the recommendation of the Assessor’s
Office to increase the values for RCR No. 3843F23. With those adjustments, it was found
that the subject properties were valued correctly and the total taxable value did not exceed
full cash value.

25-120E ROLL CHANGE REQUEST — DECREASES

DECREASE - Consideration of and action to approve or deny Roll Change
Request (RCR) number 1-1 for the following parcel based on an overassessment of the
improvement value and new construction value added to the assessment roll for the
2024/2025 assessment year:

Assessor’s Parcel No. Property Owner RCR No.

050-422-18 TURLEY, ASHLEY & BRADFORD ET AL

Member Olsen said he had known the Turley family for many years but did
not feel it would alter his judgment of the hearing.

On behalf of the Assessor and having been previously sworn, Harley Olson,
Appraiser, oriented the Board as to the location of the subject of the property. She explained
Roll Change Request (RCR) No. 1-1 was presented to correct the home’s year built from
2024 to 2023 on the 2024/2025 assessment roll. She said a majority of the construction was
completed in 2023; therefore, the Assessor’s Office wanted to accurately account for the
effective age in statutory depreciation. The change in the year built resulted in a decrease
on the 2024/2025 total taxable value from $605,378 to $598,493. She noted the correction
was reflected in the Assessor’s Office’s letter. She recommended decreasing the
improvement value and overall total taxable value due to an incorrect age applied to the
home.

There was no response to the call for public comment.

On motion by Member Olsen, seconded by Member Bonnenfant, which
motion duly carried, it was ordered to approve the recommendation of the Assessor’s
Office to decrease the values for RCR No. 1-1. With those adjustments, it was found that
the subject properties were valued correctly and the total taxable value did not exceed full
cash value.
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25-121E BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS

Chair McDonald appreciated the Board for studiously attending the
meetings to maintain a quorum since the Board was short-staffed. He also thanked the
Assessor’s Office, Clerk’s Office, and the legal team for their work.

25-122E PUBLIC COMMENT

County Assessor Chris Sarman expressed sincere appreciation to everyone
involved in the appeal process. He thanked the staff and Board of Equalization (BOE)
Members for hearing the concerns of the taxpayers and being impartial. He believed the
BOE was an important process and the taxpayer’s voices needed to be heard. He expressed
gratitude towards the Assessor’s Office’s staff due to the volume of work needed to
evaluate 190,000 parcels and 100 appeals. He indicated the percentage of taxpayers who
appealed was very low at approximately .005 percent. He reported that out of the 100
appeals, 67 either stipulated or withdrew, which showed that staff were constantly working
with the taxpayers. He was grateful for the staff’s professionalism, meeting the Assessor’s
Office mission statement, and efficiency in building accurate property records while being
impartial, transparent, and courteous.

County Clerk Jan Galassini reciprocated Mr. Sarman’s feelings and felt the
staff and Board were incredible. She believed that Member Olsen would become more
comfortable the following BOE season. She appreciated the Assessor’s Office’s staff and
said the Clerk’s Office enjoyed working with them. She relayed how happy her team was
when the Assessor’s Office was able to come to a stipulation or withdraw with a petitioner.
She indicated the Clerk’s Office's brand-new staff had never worked with the BOE before
besides the Chief Deputy Clerk Cathy Smith. She felt the Clerk’s staff did a fantastic job
and opined the job could not have been done without the help of the legal team. She said
the Clerk’s Office looked forward to the next BOE season.

Chief Deputy Assessor Rigo Lopez agreed with Mr. Sarman regarding the
Assessor’s Office and Clerk’s Office’s staff. He said he truly felt it was a smooth operation
and noted that if there were ever differences, those were worked through together. He
thanked the BOE Members for their time and approach to the appeals. He sympathized
with the taxpayers and thought it was frustrating to receive increased tax bills. He noted
that the process was complicated and hard to explain, but he appreciated the work involved
by the staff. He said he was ready to retire on July 7, 2025, and was excited to spend more
time with his family but would miss the teams he worked with.

Chair McDonald said he would miss Mr. Lopez and noted he had
appreciated working with him.

* * * * * * * * * *
1:30 p.m. There being no further hearings or business to come before the Board, with

no objection the meeting was adjourned.
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STATE OF NEVADA

Governor 3850 Arrowhead Drive, Second Floor Secretary
Carson City, Nevada 89706
Telephone (775) 684-2160
Fax (775) 684-2020

September 3, 2025
NOTICE OF HEARING

CERTIFIED MAIL —9489 0090 0027 6554 2394 28

PETITIONER: RESPONDENT:

RMP VESTA LLC CHRIS SARMAN

4400 BRIDLE WAY WASHOE COUNTY ASSESSOR
RENO, NV 89519 1001 E. NINTH ST., BLDG. A

RENO NV 89512

DATE/ TIME: September 29, 2025 at 9:30 AM
September 30, 2025 at 9:00 AM
October 1, 2025 at 9:00 AM

PLACE: Nevada Department of Taxation
700 E Warm Springs Road, Room 150
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119

Nevada Department of Taxation
9850 Double R Blvd.
Reno, Nevada 89521

ZOOM OPTION:

https://us02web.zoom.us/|/82951348384

Or Telephone:

US:+1 669 900 9128 or +1 253 215 8782 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 646 558 8656 or +1 301 715 8592
or +1 312 626 6799

Webinar ID: 829 5134 8384

Hearings begin on the first day. It is each taxpayer’s or his representative’s responsibility to be
present when the case is called.

LEGAL AUTHORITY AND JURISDICTION OF THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION: NRS 361.400
BRIEF STATEMENT OF MATTER: Appeal from the action of the Washoe County Board of Equalization

Case No: 25-145 Parcel No: 014-135-24
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The State Board of Equalization (State Board) will hear the Petitioner's appeal at the time and place
stated above. Please be aware that the time is approximate and although you may be assured the appeal
will not be heard prior to the stated time, be prepared for possible delays as several appeals are
scheduled at the same time. If the taxpayer or his representative is not present when his hearing is called,
the State Board will invoke the requirements of NRS 361.385 and NAC 361.708(4). The State Board may
(a) proceed with the hearing; (b) dismiss the proceeding with or without prejudice; or (c) recess the
hearing for a period to be set by the State Board to enable the party to attend.

Please be aware the State Board will limit its consideration to the issues and contentions set forth in the
petition. Other issues may be heard if the requirements of NAC 361.745 are met.

Information regarding the rules of practice and procedure before the State Board are on the attached
information sheet.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations
during this hearing should notify the Department at least 3 days before the hearing. In order to comply
with the security procedures of the Department, you will be required to show identification and sign a
visitor’s log prior to entering the hearing room.

If you need an accommodation in order to communicate during the hearing, the Department will provide
one at no cost to you. Arrangements for an interpreter should be made as soon as possible, but no later
than 14 days before the scheduled meeting. Please contact Kari Skalsky at 775-684-2160 at least 14
days in advance to request an interpreter in your preferred language. You may also submit your request
through stateboard@tax.state.nv.us.

Si necesita una ayuda para comunicarse durante la audiencia, el Departamento se lo proporcionara sin
costo alguno. Los tramites para conseguir un intérprete deben hacerse lo antes posible, pero a mas
tardar 14 dias antes de la cita programada. Por favor, pongase en contacto con Kari Skalsky al 775-
684-2160 con al menos 14 dias de anticipacion para solicitar un intérprete en su idioma de preferencia.
También puede solicitarlo a través de stateboard@tax.state.nv.us.

If you have any questions, please call (775) 684-2160.

Shellie Hughes
Secretary to the State Board of Equalization

Kari Skalsky ~
Management Analyst Ill, Boards and Commissions
Department of Taxation

cc: CERTIFIED MAIL - 9489 0090 0027 6554 2392 51
STEVEN T. POLIKALAS ESQ

4790 CAUGHLIN PKWY #370

RENO NV 89519
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STATE OF NEVADA
JOE LOMBARDO STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION SHELLIE HUGHES

Governor 3850 Arrowhead Drive, Second Floor Secretary
Carson City, Nevada 89706
Telephone (775) 684-2160
Fax (775) 684-2020
July 3, 2024
NOTICE OF HEARING

CERTIFIED MAIL — 9489 0090 0027 6613 7917 75

PETITIONER: RESPONDENT:

RMP VESTALLC CHRIS SARMAN

4400 BRIDLE WAY WASHOE COUNTY ASSESSOR

RENO, NV 89519 1001 E. NINTH ST., BLDG. A
RENO NV 89512

DATE: August 4 - 5, 2025

TIME: 9:30 AM

PLACE: Nevada Department of Taxation

9850 Double R Blvd.
Reno, Nevada 89521

ZOOM OPTION:

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87027532583

Or Telephone:

US:+1 669 900 9128 or +1 253 215 8782 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 646 558 8656 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 312
626 6799

Meeting ID: 870 2753 2583

Hearings begin on the first day. It is each taxpayer’s or his representative’s responsibility to be present
when the case is called.

LEGAL AUTHORITY AND JURISDICTION OF THE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION: NRS 361.400
BRIEF STATEMENT OF MATTER: Appeal from the action of the Washoe County Board of Equalization
Case No: 25-145 Parcel No: 014-135-24

The State Board of Equalization (State Board) will hear the Petitioner’'s appeal at the time and place stated above.
Please be aware that the time is approximate and although you may be assured the appeal will not be heard prior
to the stated time, be prepared for possible delays as several appeals are scheduled at the same time.

Please be aware the State Board will limit its consideration to the issues and contentions set forth in the petition.
Information regarding the rules of practice and procedure before the State Board are on the attached information
sheet.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during this
hearing should notify the Department at least 3 days before the hearing. In order to comply with the security
procedures of the Department, you will be required to show identification and sign a visitor’s log prior to entering
the hearing room.
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If you need an accommodation in order to communicate during the hearing, the Department will provide one at no
cost to you. Arrangements for an interpreter should be made as soon as possible, but no later than 14 days
before the scheduled meeting. Please contact Christina Griffith at 775-684-2160 at least 14 days in advance to
request an interpreter in your preferred language. You may also submit your request through
stateboard@tax.state.nv.us.

Si necesita una ayuda para comunicarse durante la audiencia, el Departamento se lo proporcionara sin costo
alguno. Los tramites para conseguir un intérprete deben hacerse lo antes posible, pero a mas tardar 14 dias
antes de la cita programada. Por favor, pdngase en contacto con Christina Griffith al 775-684-2160 con al menos
14 dias de anticipacion para solicitar un intérprete en su idioma de preferencia. También puede solicitarlo a
través de stateboard@tax.state.nv.us.

If you have any questions, please call (775) 684-2160.

Shellie Hughes
Secretary to the State Board of Equalization

By: W Qw,_é/bﬁzf
Christina Giriffith
Department of Taxatlon

cc: CERTIFIED MAIL - 9489 0090 0027 6613 7917 82
STEVEN T POLIKALAS ESQ

4790 CAUGHLIN PKWY # 370

RENO, NV 89519
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