Notice of Board of Review Determination

Under state law (sec. 70.47(12), Wis. Stats.), your property assessment for the current year 20__1,7_ as finalized by the Board of
Review (BOR) is listed below.

Date issued 05 - 22 - 2017

‘ Parcel ho, 17-20300-40
JJAWC SOUTH LLC Address  VINE 8T

301 SKY HARBOUR DR L edal ot
LA CROSSE WI 54603 egal description

[ Town ] Village X City

Municipality LA CROSSE

2017 Original Assessment 2017—( del::r:::eﬁ\;:;os;ment

Land $ 403,700 Land $ 403,700
Improvements $ 113,900 Improvements 5 113,900
Personal property 5 Personal property 5
Personal property $ Personal property 5
Personal property $ Personal property s

Total personal property $ Total personal property $
Total all property S 517,600 Total all property 5 517,600

If you are not satisfied with the BOR's decision, there are appeal options available. Note: Each appeal option has filing
requirements. For more information on the appeal process, review the Property Assessment Appeal Guide. Visit revenuewigov
and search keyword “Assessment Appeal.”

Appeal to:

Department of Revenue (DOR) — must file within 20 days after receipt of the BOR's determination notice or within 30 days after
the date specified on the affidavit if there is no return receipt. A $100 filing fee is required. The fair market value of the items or
parcels cannot exceed $1 million dollars. DOR may revalue the property any time before November 1 of the assessment year or
within 60 days after recelving the appeal, whichever is later. if adjusted, the value is substituted for the original value and taxes
paid accordinaly. (sec. 70.85, Wis. Stats.)

Circuit Court - Action for Certiorari - must file within 90 days after receiving the determination notice. The Court decides
based on the written record from the BOR. You cannot submit new evidence. (sec. 70.47(13), Wis. Stats.)

Municipality - Excessive Assessment - must first appeal to the BOR and have not appealed the BOR's decision to Circuit Court
or to DOR. You cannot claim an excessive assessment under sec. 74,37, Wis. Stats., unless the tax is timely paid, A claim under
section 74.37 must be filed with the municipality by January 31 of the year the tax is payable.

$R-302 (R. 10-1%) Wisconstn Department of Revenue



City of La Crosse
Board of Review
Findings of Fact, Determinations and Decision

A. PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT

Assessment Y car: 20%-117 Tax Key Number: 117-20300-40. -

Personal Property Account A

Number(If applicable) ;

Property Address: iVine Street

Property Owner: 3JaAWC LLC

Mailing Address: 301 Sky Harbour Dr., La Crosse, WI 54603

January 1, 20.173 Assessment Value: 5 17,600 ;

Land: 403,700 Imptovements; ;113,900 . Total: [517,600

Hearing Date: gMﬂ)’ 22,2017 ' Time: 9:30 a.m.

Objector Received written confirmation of Hearing Date: Yes: No: []
(OR)
Both Objector and Assessor waived 48-hour notice of hearing: Yes: [} No: ]

{Note: Taxpayer must have filed written objection before or at Board of Review)

Check one of the following:

Timely notice of “Intent to File an Objection” was provided by objector to clerk (either in writing or
orally) at least 48 hours prior to first full session of Board of Review

(OR)
[7] Waiver was granted by Board of Review for:
[1Good Cause or
[C] Extraordinary Circumstances

Board members present:
Kara Burgos, Sean O'Flaherty, Mike Brown, Kenna Christians




Board members removed (if any):

Board Counsel present:

Property Owner/Objector's  |Gregory Stein g
Attorney or Representative:
Board Members with certified training {must have at least one):

Kara Burgos, Mike Brown

B. TESTIMONY

The following individuals were sworn as witnesses by the Board of Review Clerk {include Property
Owner/Objector (or his/her representative, if testifying) and Assessor}:

Mark Schlafer, Pat Burns, Gregory Stein

1. Sworn testimony by Property Owner/Objector: Gregory Stein iincluded:
a) A recent sale of the subject property:  Yes:[[] No:

If yes: The subject property was sold for $ Date of sale |

b) Recent sales of comparable properties: Yes: [] No:

If yes: A total number of lother properties were presented:

Addresses of other properties:

¢) Other factors or reasons (if presented):  Yes: 7] No: []

If yes: List of summary factors or reasons presented by property owner/objector; for example, cost or income
approach, easements that restrict building, environmental issues:

2. Sworn testimony on behalf of property owner/objector was presented by the following other




witnesses (if any):

Belioves fair market value is $0. Believes parking lot is integral to other property. Wants to combine
testimony with 525 2nd St. N,

Two parcels. One is parking lot. Parking lot is integral to the use of the other parcel which contains the
buildings that are under question and are contaminated with asbestos. Handed out condemnation order
related to building and the rescinding of the condemnation order by the courts and agreed to by the City. Of
impottance is on rescinding of order on page 2, number 5, part of agreement says until existing renovations
oceur on the property in order to bring the building up to minimum standards and appropriate permits have
been issued it will continue participation in City's Vacant Building Registration Program and not utilize

the building for human habitation, occupancy or use other than transient use.

Property is two-fold - maintenance, deteriorating condition and contains asbestos. $2.4 million estimate that
relates to abatement of asbestos, Abatement needs to take place due to zoning which is now commercial
business. Prior it was industrial zoning. As of today without remediation and without additional work on
the building, the property cannot be developed, inhabited; cannot be rented. There is no sale of subject
property. No comparable sales. Assessor's Manual says if no arms length sale of subject or reasonable
comparable sales, consider market value of contaminated property, how much will it cost to cure
contamination, estimate what property would sell without contamination and subtract the cost to cure.

Assessed value of the two parcels together is $2,051,700. Pursuant to the Manual the asbestos remediation
cost of $2.4 million is subtracted, and have a net cost of remediation of -$348,300. Believe value of two
properties is zero or a nominal amount as prescribed by the Manual.

No formal certification or degrees. A number of courses through TAQO plus 25 years of experience.
Viewed property outside this morning, but not inside. Is not aware of any improvements.

Does not know the purchase price in 1997. Agrees that the value for the tand is $403,700 without further
investigation. Objection is the whole thing; the cost to cure goes against the whole value of the land. Must
cure the contamination related to the asbestos. Removing the building doesn't change the abatement of the
asbestos that has to be done.

Project in future but has no purpose to the value on 1/1/17.

Abatement costs in building are in anticipation for using the building, not tearing it down.

Parking lot is integral to other parcel. Have included it together with contaminated property.

Summary of testimony of other witnesses for objector (if any):

3. Sworn testimony by Assessor Burns Lincluded:
a) Estimated level of assessment for the current year is I | Yo
b) A recent sale of the subject property: Yes: [ No:

If yes: The subject property was sold for $ _ ' Date of sale



¢) Recent sales of comparable properties: Yes: [¥] No: ]

If yes: A total number of S  other properties were presented:
Addresses of other properties:

400 3rd St. S.
200 La Crosgse St.
615 2nd St. S.
210 Jay St.

315 State St.

d) Other factors or reasons (if presented): Yes: [] No: [
If yes: List of summary factors or reasons presented by Assessor::

4. Sworn testimony (if any) on behalf of the assessor was presented by:

Pat Burns stated his qualifications with over 30 years of municipal assessment background.
Handout distributed. The last page shows how arrived at value of the parking lot parcel. Used front foot

St. Lot size 48,939 sq. ft. or $8.25/sq. ft. Improvements installed in 2007 to arrive at value of $517,600
which is current assessment. On second page created a grid of current sales; land value had not been
reviewed since 2011. If doing property today, would be somewhere in this price range. Explained
comparables and adjustments for differences. The first three comparables were used; 4th and 5th were not
weighted because of government sales, contingencies. Assessment currently is half the value. If valued
today, it would be twice.

This site is not contaminated.

value of 1,350 x frontage to come up with value x depth factor. Rectangular parcel and small parcel on Vine

5. Summary of testimony of other witnesses for assessor (if any):

Schlafer stated his qualifications with over 40 years of municipal assessment background.

In chapter 12 of Wisconsin Property Assessment Manual under contaminated property, accepts what Mr.
Stein read. There is no recent arms length transaction. Statutes go on to say if there is no recent sale, arms
length of comparables should be considered as a basis for the assessment. If comparables are exposed to
similar contamination, there is no cause to adjust for contamination. Burns will show how we arrived at

It is being used for gain and zero value is a frivolous claim. As for assessment on building itself, Pat Burns
will show that consideration for contamination has been given to this property since the 1990s. Owners
brought to their attention multiple times - settling, lack of this, lack of that - down to almost nothing.

current assessment. Separate vacant lot is currently being used for profit; rented out to neighboring parcels.




C. DETERMINATIONS

1. The assessor's estimated level of assessment* of the municipality has been determined to be

i

2. The Board of Review finds that there was a recent sale of the subject property: Yes:[] No:[]
a) The sale was an arm’s-length transaction. Yes: [ No: [}

b) The sale was representative of the value as of January 1 Yes: [} No:[ 1

) The Board finds that the sale supports the assessment. Yes: [} No: [l

d) If all angwers are 'yes":

d1. What is the sale price? :

d2. What if any adjustments, based on the evidence presented, should be made for such considerations
as time between the date of sale and the January 1 assessment date non market class value in the
selling price (ag-use value and fractionally assessed classes), and/or other physical changes that
occurred to the property between the sale date and the January 1 assessment date?

d3. What is the full market Value‘? i

If responses in 2 through 2c were "ves", upon completion of the section, pmceed to section D, Decision, check
afl that apply and determine the assessed value.

* The relationship between the assessed value and the equalized value of non-manufacturing property
minus corrections for prior year over or under charges within a municipality—town, city, or village. For
example if the assessed value of all property subject to property tax in the municipality is $2,700,000 and the
equalized value (with no prior corrections) in the municipality is $3,000,000 then the assessment level is said
to be 90% ($2,700,000/83,000,000 = .90 or 90%).

3. The Board of Review finds that there are recent sales of comparable properties: Yes: [ ] No:[]
If Yes, answer the following:

Property Owner

a) Did the Property Owner present testimony of recent sales of comparable [ No: [
properties in the market area: Yes: L | No:

b) If yes, were the attributes satisfactorily adjusted for their differences from the Yeg: _
subject and their contribution to value? Yes: L] No: [1]

Assessor

¢) Did the Assessor present testimony of recent sales of comparable properties in

the market area: Yes: L1 No:[]
d) If yes, were the attributes satisfactorily adjusted for their differences from the  Yes: [[] No: []
subject and their contribution to value?

Conclusion

¢) LIST THE PROPERTIES AND VALUES THAT THE BOARD OF REVIEW RELIES ON TO MAKE ITS
DETERMINTION AS TO FAIR MARKET VALUE:




4. The Board of Review finds that the assessment Yes: I No:[l
should be based on other factors: os: o
If Yes, list the factors that the Board of Review relies on to make its determination as to fair market value:

What was the most credible evidence presented:

D.

DECISION

1. Exercising its judgment and discretion, pursuant to Sec. 70.47(9)(a) of Wis. Statutes, the Board of
Review by majority and roll call vote hereby determines: (mark all that apply)

[

O

<

<

&

1

that the Assessor’s valuation is correct;

that the Assessor presented evidence of the fair market value of the subject property using assessment
methods which conform to the statutory requirements and which are outlined in the Wisconsin Property
Assessment Manual;

that the Assessor presented evidence of the proper classification of the subject property using assessment
methods which conform to the statutory requirements and which are outlined in the Wisconsin Property
Assessment Manual;

that the proper use values were applied to the agricultural land;

that the proper fractional assessments were applied to undeveloped land and agricultural forest land
classifications; .

that the property owner did not present sufficient evidence to rebut the presumption of correctness
granted by law to the Assessor;

that the Assessor’s valuation is reasonable in light of all the relevant evidence;
and sustains the same valuation as set by the Assessor;

(in certain cases), It is not relevant to present assessments of other properties as a basis for the market
value of the appeal property.




OR
2. Exercising its judgment and discretion, pursuant to Sec. 70.47(9)(a), of Wis. Statutes, the Board of
Review, by majority and roll call vote hereby determines: (mark all that apply)
[} that the Assessor’s valuation is incorrect;

[ that the property owner has presented sufficient evidence to rebut the presumption of correctness granted
by law to the Assessor;

that the property owner valuation is reasonable in light of the relevant evidence;

Land:

Improvements; |

Total: | ;

LI that the level of assessment of the municipality is at

[ and hereby sets the new assessment at

Land: | _
Improvements: |
Total: }

1, Teri Lehrke Clerk of the Board of Review, do hereby certify
that the members of the Board of Review voted as follows:

Name of Board of Review Member:  Yes No
‘Kenna Christians "

‘Kara Burgos
'Sean O'Flaherty

A INCI RIS LY
OoOooD

to adopt these Findings of Fact, Determinations and Decision on this 22nd éday of
May L2017

eTer|Lehrke ;
Clerk of Board of Review




DELIBERATIONS

¢ Maust be held in open session.
o Can be done immediately after the case is heard, or can be done at another time. If later, the

taxpayer should be advised of the time their case is to be deliberated.

e The “Findings of Fact, Determination and Decision” form may be used.
o The Board of Review Clerk will participate in completion of the “Findings of Fact, Determination

and Decision” form prior to the motion.
o The Board of Review decision must be based on the evidence presented.

Upon conclusion of the deliberations and completion of the “Findings of Fact, Determination and
Decision” form, the Chairperson will ask for a motion:

1. A MOTION TO AFFIRM THE ASSESSMENT, should be stated as follows:

I move that, exercising its judgment and discretion, pursvant to Sec. 70.47(9)(a) of the Wis. Statutes, the
Board of Review, by majority and roll call vote hereby determines: (mark and state for the record all that
apply)

that the Assessor’s valuation is correct;

that the Assessor presented evidence of the fair market value of the subject property using assessment
methods which conform to the statutory requirements and which are outlined in the Wisconsin Property
Assessment Manual;

that the Assessor presented evidence of proper classification of the subject property using assessment
methods which conform to the statutory requirements and which are outlined in the Wisconsin Property
Assessment Manual;

[7] that the proper use values were applied to the agricultural land;

[] that the proper fractional assessments were applied to undeveloped land and agricultural forest land
classifications;

that the property owner did not present sufficient evidence to rebut the presumption of correctness
granted by law to the Assessor;

that the Assessor’s valuation is reasonable in light of all the relevant evidence;
and sustains the same valuation as set by the Assessor;

r (in certain cases), It is not relevant to present assessments of other properties as a basis for the market
value of the appeal property.

OR



2. A MOTION TO MODIFY THE ASSESSMENT, should be stated as follows:

I move that, exercising its judgment and discretion, pursuant to Sec. 70.47(9)(a), Wis. Statutes, the
Board of Review, by majority and roll call vote hereby determines: (mark and state for the record all that

apply)

[7] that the Assessor’s valuation is incorrect;

that the property owner has presented sufficient evidence to rebut the presumption of correctness
granted by law to the Assessor;

[

[] that the property owner valuation is reasonable in light of the relevant evidence;

{7 that the fair market value of the property is:

Land: |
Improvements:
Total:

L] that the aggregate level of assessment of the municipality is at.

[ and hereby sets the new assessment at:

Land:

Improvements: |

Total: |
{Note for Minutes}

Name of Board of Review Member who made motion: ;Brown

Name of Board of Review Member who seconded motion: Burgos

1,Teri Lehrke | !Clerk of the Board of Review, do hereby
certify that the members of the Board of Review voted as follows:

Name of Board of Review Member: Yes No

Kenna Christians i B
‘Kara Burgos ]
Sean O'Flaherty T 3
Mike Brown | L
' - n [

to adopt this motion on this 2321"1 éday of May

premm———y

2017

Clerk of Board of Review




{Either of these motions should be made and seconded by a member of the Board of Review based upon the
decisions made on the Findings of Fact, Determinations and Decision form. Discussion may follow the
making of the motion, but the decision on the Findings of Fact, Determinations and Decision form should be
consistent with the motion as made and adopted by the Board of Review. The clerk should record the roll call
vote on the Findings of Fact, Determinations and Decision form.}

{In the event of a tic vote of the Board of Review, the Assessor’s valuation is sustained pursuant to Sec. 70.47
(9)a) of the Wis. Statutes.} :



Objection to Real Property Assessment

To file an appeal on your property assessment, you must provide the Board of Review (BOR) clerk written or oral notice of your intent, un-der state
law (sec. 70.47(7)(a), Wis. Stats.). You must also complete this antire form and submit it to your municipal clerk. To review the best evidence of
property value, see the Wisconsin Department Revenue's Property Assessment Appeal Gulde for Wisconsin Real Property Qwners.

Complete all sections:

_Section 1; Proparty Owner FAgent Informatlon -
Property Owner's Name (on changed assessmeni noflce) ]
JJAWC, LLC Reinhart Boerner Van Deuren s.c., including but not limited to,
Don M. Millis, Jessica Hutson Polakowski and Greg Stein
Owner mailing address Agent's malling address
301 Sky Harbour Dr 22 E. Mifflin St, Suite 600
City State Zip City State Zip
La Crosse Wi 54603 Madison Wi 53703
Owner Phone Email Agent phone Email
{ ) - (608) 229 - 2200 dmillis@reinbartlaw.com

- Bection 2! £ ,
Property address Legal description or parcel no. {on changed assessment notice)
Vine Street 17-20300-40
City State Zip
La Crosse Wi 54601
Assessment shown on notice — Total Your opinion of assessed value — Total
$517,600 $0
If this property contains non-market value class acreage, provide your opinion of the taxable value breakdown:
Statutory Class Acres | $ Per Acre Full Taxable Value
Residential total market value ; : e : : o
Commercial total market value AR e
Agricultural classification:  # of tillable acres @ § acre use value
# of pasture acres @ § acre use value
# of specialty acres @ § acre use value
Undeveloped classification # of acres @ $ acie @ 50% of market value
Agricultural forest classification # of acres @ $ acre @ 50% of market value
Forest classification # of acres @ $ acre @ market value
Class 7 *Other” total market value market value
Managed forest land acres @ $ acre @ 50% of market value
Managed forest land acres @ $ acre @ market value
_Boction 3¢ Reas | d B
Reason(s) for your objection: (Affach addifional shoets If neededt) Basis for your opinion of assessed value: (Aftach additional sheets if neaded)
Assessad value exceeds FMY because it is not uniform with the other | The property is contaminated, see abatement summary dated 4/2017.
assessments in the City. The assessment also violates the Uniformity
Clause of the Wisconsin Constitution.

. Seet ther Property Information- - — = - =
A. How was this property acquired: (check the box that applies) [ Trade ] Gift [ inheritance
Acquisition price § Date 1997-1998
(mm-dd-yyyy)
B. Were there any changes made to thie property (ex: Improvement, remodeling, addition) since acquising it? ... O Yes K No
If Yes, desciibe
Date of Cost of
changes - - changes $ Does this cost include the vatue of all labor {including your own)? [1] Yes O Ne
{mm-del-yyyy}
C. During the last five years, was this property listed/offered for Sal€7 ..o s O Yes B No
If Yes, how long was the property listed (provide dates) - - to - -
(mm-dd-yyyy) (mm-td-yyyy)
Asking price $$ List all offers received
0. Was this property appraised within [Ne 125t fIVE YEATST ..o bbb b e O Yes K No
If Yes, provide: Date value $ Purpose of appraisal
{mm-dd-yyyy)

If this property had more than one appraisal, provide the requested information for each appraisal.

A. If you are requesting that a BOR member(s) be removed from your hearing, provide the name(s):
Note: 'This does not apply In first or second class cities.

B. Provide a reasonabie estimate of the amount of fime you rieed at the hearing 30 minutes.
Property owner or Agent signature Date (mm-td-yyyy)
W e TS 5/15/2017
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STATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURT LA CROSSE C.C}i.il\lT'\(i f
JJIAWC, LLC,
Plalntiff, ' ORDER FOR DISMISSAL
vs. Case No, 14-CV-819
CITY OF LA CROSSE, WISCONSIN 19 Covean ‘
(BUILDING INSPECTION FIL EID' w
DEPARTMENT), NOV 30 2015
Defandant, PAMELA RAD
CLERK OF COU»'FR‘]E‘EQ

Based on the Stipulation presented by the parties,

[T IS ORDERED:

1. That the Stipulation of the parties is approved by the court and incorporated
herewith.

2. That this action is hereby dismissed with prejudice and without costs.

Dated this ______ day of November, 2015.

BY THE COURT: The onginat was signeti by
Giora L Doyle on the date indleated

ll-30-~/5

Gloria L. Doyle
Clreult Court Judge
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STATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURT LA CROSSE COUNTY
JJAWC, LLC,

Plaintiff, STIPULATION OF DISMISSAL
VS, Case No. 14-CV-819
CITY OF LA CROSSE, WISCONSIN L& Conons Cauny e
{(BUILDING INSPECTION FILED
DEPARTMENT), NOV 30 2015

Defendant. RAOTKE

The parties, by their respective attorneys, stipulate and agree as follows:

1. The City's Official Order to Rehabilitate or Raze and Remove Structure dated
11/4/14 and its Inspection/Violation Notice dated 11/4/14 (hereafter the “Orders”) relating
to the real property and improvements located at 525 2™ Street North, La Crosse,
Wisconsin are attached to plaintiff's Complaint as Exhibit “A".

2. The City's Official Order to Correct Condition of Premises dated 1/29/13 and
its Official Order to Correct Conditions of Premises, Condemnation for Human Habitation,
Occupancy or Use dated 1/29/13 (hereafter the “Orders”} relating to the real property and
improvements located at 525 2™ Street North, La Crosse, Wisconsin are attached to this
Stipulation as Exhibit "B",

3. Since the issuance of the Orders, the parties have engaged in discussions
regarding the development and rehabilitation of the real property and improvements
described in the Orders.

4, Based on said discussions, defendant City of La Crosse hereby rescinds the

Orders. REC EhvE ~
NOV 30 2015

GLORA | Qv
JUDGE
LACROSSE L0 wit



Stipulation of Dismissal
JJAWC, LLC v. City of La Crosse, Wisconsin (Building Inspection Department)
La Crosse County Case No.; 14-CV-818

5. Plaintiff JJAWC, LLC agrees that untll existing renovation is occurring on the
property in order to bring the building up to minimum standards, and appropriate permifs
have been issued, it will continue participation in the City's Vacant Building Regisiration
Program and will not utilize the bullding for human habitation, occupancy or use, other than
transient use relating to the development and rehabilitation of the property.

8. The court may forthwith enter the accompanying Order adopting the terms

of this Stipulation and dismissing the action, with prejudice and without costs.

HALE, SKEMP, HANSON, SKEMP & SLEIK

Dated: /] / 2"5’//§ By: @Wﬂ &, 4&;

{amés G. Curiis, State Bar #1017951
Attorneys for Plaintiff

7

Cryslal L. Jerleén, State Bar #1055645
Attornays for Defendant

Dated: ‘ ”2"'}”5




RECEIVED JAN3 1 %68

uésdmg and Inspection Department

hitps/ fanw, crtyon:tz:msse org Inspection@cityollacrosse.org

| OFFICIAL ORDER TO CORRECT CONDITION OF PREMISES -

HAWC RefNo: 9446

301 SKY HARBOUR DR

LA CROSSE, W1 54603-1385

Parcel: 0170200081C0 anat!an 525 2ND ST N
™ hma g T e TS -ﬂ-m‘n..—--q-sa PR WE L NIRRT X WL . TR - S SRS

- ———— i emager o,

A recent inspection of the above captioned premises revealed conditions that are In violation of the
Ordinancas for the City of LaCrosse and/or Wisconsin Administrative Code, Failure to cotrect the
violations noted herein within the time set or fajlure to comply with the notice may sublect you to
prosecution and to penalties of up to $500.00 per viclation and/or other penalties in the manner
provided in of the City of LaCrosse Municipal Code,

You are hereby ordered to correct each violation listed below by the following date: 03/28/2013,
except as otherwise st forth below.  Your fallure to malntain compliance with this order may subject
you to prosecution as noted above.

VIOLATION:  The north/warehouse portion of this building has been found to be In severe disrepalr,
There are numerous holes/collapsed portlons of the roof and the roof no longer Is weather tight leading
to water leaking Into the building. This portion of the bullding needs to elther be repalred {including all
roof covering and any rotten portlons of the roof deck. The steel rafters and purlins as well as the steel
heams and girders shall e evaluated for structural Integrity by a licensed engineer also,}

The other option Is 1o remove the north portion of the structure, Qbtaln the proper permits for either
action before work fs commenced. These permits shall be obtained within the next 60 days.

- Pursuant tothe Chy of 14 Crosse Munlcloal Code of Ordinances and pursuant to

400 La Cresse St, La Crosse, WI 544601 « (508) 789-7530 « Fax: (508) 789-7550 |

s.Comm. NIA_ of the Wisconsin Administrative Code: Chapters 8 and 16,
By order of the Director of Bullding and Inspections, per Inspettor 1 EDDIE,
For further information call the above named Inspectar a1 (608) 789-7582 or the department’s main
nurnber (608} 789-7530,

This order was served vlz regular U.S. Mall on January 29, 2013,

/ :
Inspector:

RENILD WS EERNR g
k YOO Y 'C: TR =
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RECEIVED IAM 91205 j
Building and Inspection Department

400 La Crossa 5t, La Crouse, WI 54501 » (608) 7887530 « Fax: {£0%) 789-7589
Bitp:ffwrerw sityoRacrosse.org Inspecion@cityoflecrosse.ong

OFFICIAL ORDER TO CORRECT CONDITIONS OF PREMISES
CONDEMNATION FOR HUMAN HABITATION, CCCUPANCY OR USE

3 St P
JIAWC Ref No: 9442
301 SKY HARBOUR DR
LA CROSSE, W1 54503-1385
Parcel: 017020008100 Location: 525ZNDSTN '

J T e S RS N I T

rmewcs W r " =, ey ok ——— g el s W -
. b ’ - ;

THE AROVE CAPTIONED STRUCTURE IS HEREBY CONDEMNED FOR HUMAN HABITATION, OCCUPANCY
0OR USE AND MAY NOT BE REINHARITED OR OCCUPIED FOR ANY USE WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN
PERMISSION FROM THE BUILDING AND INSPECTIONS DEPARTMENT,

IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ CAREFULLY
A recent inspection at the above address revealed 8 property that is either DAMAGED, DECAYED,
DILAPIDATED, UNSANITARY, UNSAFE, VERMIN INFESTED, EACKING MINIMUM MECHANICAL SYSTEM
REQUIREMENTS AND/OR IS GENERALLY N SUCH POOR CONDITION THAT IT CONSTITUTES A DANGER TO
THE HEALTH AND/OR SAFETY OF THE OCCUPANTS AND/OR THE GENERAL PUBLIC.

NOW, therefore, pursuant to Subsection 8.01 (0) of the Code of Ordinances of the City of La Crosse, the
above taptionad proparty Is hereby declarad condemned for human habitation, occupancy or use,

Per City Ordinance 8.01 {L) all residentlal, commercial, or any ofber structure that Is condemned as unfit
for human habitation, abandoned, or vacant or is in viclation of minknum malntenance standards shall
register with the Bullding and Inspection Dept. and re-register every six months after £iff no longer
condemned, vacant or sbandoned, {see enclosed form) There shall be no fea for the Inftlal registration.
A fifty dollar inspection fee Is required and the time of registration,

Occupancy of these premises is heraby rescinded and it shall be vacated no tater than 1/28713 @566~ ™~
prit.

NUISANCE:  This building has suffered a roof collapse In a couple different places on the east side of
the structure. The remalnder of the roof is [n poor shape Is not weather tight and Is also In danger of
collapse. This building will remain condemped untll such time as the entire roof structure can be
repaired and for replaced.

The warst of the damage is on the north portion of the structure, if portlons of the bullding would need
to be used a structural engineer will need to sign off on the roof structure stating that there Is no danger
of colfapse, A barricade would then have to be set up to seperate the damaged area from the portlon
that would be used, Provide this office with stamped docurnentation from a licensed engineer,




RECEIVED jAN3 1 N8
Building and Inspection Department

400 Ly Crosss S%, 1a Crosse, W1 54801 « (G08) 789-7530 « P (608) 739-7588
e/ cityollacrassecrg nspectivn@cityollacrosse.org

1 the akove violations are not corrected within the time specified, the violations may be correctad by
the City and the cost thereof along with the City of La Crosse vosts will be charged as a tax lien against
the praperty. Fallure on your part to eliminate this nuisance may also cause the issuance of 3 citation,
which may result in a forfefture of up to $1,000.00 for each day of violation or other penalties as
prascribed In Section 8.10 of the Municipal Code, If the nuisance or viclation s not corrected or abated
within the time given and the nuisance Is corrected by the City, you may appeal the speclal charge to be
assessed against your property by making a writien requast for a hearing stating the grounds for the
appeal and delivery to the Public Works Office, 5th Floar, City Hall, 400 La Crosse Street, La Crosse,
Wisconsln, along with a copy to the City of La Crosse inspection Department. This appeal must be
deliverad to the Board of Public Works by 5:00 p.m, on the Tuesday before the Board of Public Works
meeting each Friday.

m--w«wﬁy@mmmﬂemmeMoﬂBﬂH&mmmwmw - SRRE Rt Al

For further Information, call the above named Inspector at (608) 789-7582 or the department’s maln
number {608} 789-7530, Department hagrs are from 7:30 3., 1o 5:00 pan, weekdays, '

“Ihis order was served via regular U5, Mall on January 23,2013,
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Wisconsin Property Assessment Mantial Chapter 12 Residentlal Property Valuation

Example 2; The subject is a 3 bedroom, 1 % bath ranch home on a 1 acre lot with a fireplace
and a 2 car garage and is subject to contamination.

Sale 1is a 3 bedroom, 1 % bath ranch home on a 1-acre lot with a fireplace and a 1-car garage
and s not subject to contamination. It sold last year for $149,900.

Sale 2 is a 3 bedroom, 1 % bath ranch home on a I-acre lot with a 2-car garage but without
a fireplace and is subject to contamination. It sold 6 months ago for $140,000.

Sale 3 is a 3 bedroom, 2-bath ranch home on a 1-acre lot with a fireplace and a 1-car garage
and is not subject to contamination, It sold last month for $159,000.

The market indicates that sales prices increased 5 percent in the last year; 2 bathrooms are
worth $2,5600 more than 1 % baths; fireplaces are worth $5,500; 2 car garages are worth
$3,500 more than 1 car garages; and the presence of contamination has a negative effect on
value of $10,000. The sales comparigson grid follows:

Subject Sale 1 Sale 2 Sale 3
Sales price $149,900 $140,000 $159,100
Time adjustment +5% +2.6% -
Time adj. sales price $157,400 $143,500 $159,100
No. of bathrooms 1% 1% 1% 2
Bathroom adjustment - - -$2,500
Fireplace Yes Yes No Yes
Fireplace adjustment - +$5,500
Garage 2 car 1 car 2 car 1 car
(Garage adjustment +$3,500 - +$3,600
Contamination Yes No Yes No
Contamination adjustment -$10,000 - -$10,000
Adjusted sales price $150,900 $149,000 $150,100

Since the comparable sales all fall into a narrow range around $150,000, the selected estimate

of the market value of the property is $150,000.

3. Ifthere is no arm’s-length sale of the subject property, and there are no sales of reasonably
comparable property, consider all other factors that affect market value according to
professionally acceptable appraisal practices. In estimating the value of contaminated
property, the primary consideration is how much will it cost to cure the contamination.
Estimate what the property would sell for without the contamination and subtract the
cost to cure the contamination. This is the procedure for estimating curable physical and
functional depreciation when using the cost approach.

Example: A property has a contaminated well, and it will cost $8,000 to drill a new well. The
assessor has analyzed sales of comparable properties with good wells and estimates that the
subject property would sell for $164,000 without the contamination. In this example, the
assessment should be reduced by $8,000 to reflect the cost to cure. The adjustment may be
higher or lower depending on the market’s perception of the extent of the contamination and
the effectiveness of the cleanup.

12-45 Revised 12/11
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JJAWC, LLC

525 2nd Street

Vine Street

LaCrosse, Wisconsin
#17-20008-110 & #17-20300-40

Assessment #17-20008-110
Assessment #17-20300-40
Total

Asbestos Remediation {Cost to Cure}
Net

1,534,100
517,600

wln n

2,051,700

2,400,000

W |in

(348,300)

Nominal Value #17-20008-110
Nominal Value #17-20300-40

100
100
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Single Source, Sound Solutions, GROQUP

Environmental Related Costs
La Crosse Plow Building
April 2017

La Crosse Plow - Abatement Summary Only (no demolition costs)

Soft Costs -
- Hazardous Materials and Asbestos Investigation 524,400

--Sub total 524,400

Hard Costs
Rohinson Brothers Budget Estimate - based on walk-
thru and scope documents prepared by Sigma August

2016

One-5Story Building

- Blast lead containing structure and walls $200,000
- Asbestos abatement $758,000
- Hazardous materials 525,000
- Other (Eiectrical Boxes, Conduit, Etc) 56,000

--Sub total 5989,000

Three-Story Building

- Blast lead containing structure and walls $672,000
- Ashestos abatement $110,000
- Hazardous materials 533,000
- Other (Electrical Boxes, Conduit, etc..) 595,000

--Sub total $910,000

-- Grand total - Abatement

(Sunk costs}

$1,923,400




3HL

HSIG

Singte Source. Sound Solutions. MG RO U P

La Crosse Plow - Site Remediation Summary

Soft Costs -
- Phase Il investigation $37,250 (Sunk costs)
- Remediation investigation $21,200 {Sunk costs)
- Monitoring well abandonment 54,000 est future
- Soil mitigation services - Construction 510,000 est future
- Sub slab vent system $20,000 est future
- Engineered barriers fleld services 520,000 est future
- WDNR case closure request & WDNR fees §14,200 est future
--Sub total $126,650

Hard Costs - Estimated by Kraus Anderson based on design by Sigma

- Venting system (vapor mitigation subsurface) 5200,000
- Contaminated soils removat for both buildings 5150,000
--Sub total $350,000
-- Grand total - Site Remediation $476,650

-- Grand total - Environmental Related $2,400,050




2017

CITY OF LA CROSSE
BOARD OF REVIEW

JJAWC LLC
17-20300-040

Report Prepared by Pat Burns
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Area
37,123

11,816
48,939

17-20300-040

Vine Street
Depth
FF Frontage Factor
1350 X 214.67 = $289,800 0.9689
1350 X 97.09 = $131,100 0.9375

Improvement is Asphalt Paving installed in 2007

Land Total $403,700
improvement Total $113,900

$517,600

$280,800

$122,900

$403,700
or
$8.25



17-20008-110

Depth
Area FF Frontage Factor
92,362 1350 360 = $486,000 1.05
55,848 1350 306.86 = $414,300 1.0396
13,094 1350 87.29 = $117,800 0.9975
161,304
Total Lot Size 170,326
161,304
9,022 Western Triangle Area
X
$6.56
$59,200 Total Land Value

2003 Assessment of 525 2Nd Street North

$1,058,500
$59,200
$1,117,700

495 Coded Building Heavy Industrial {Process)Manufacture

Low Quality
222,468 Building Size
Building RCN $9,985,525
Refinements RCN $604,400
$10,589,925
12% Lead Removal/Tanks Depreciation 80% -58,497,525
10% Demolition $2,092,400
25% Economic Obsolescence
10% Severe Settling Other Dep/Obsolescence 81% -$1,700,000
3% Plumbing $392,400
7% Hvac
7% Electrical
Z% Roof Replacement
81% .
+ 2007 Paving: 524,000
RCN: $416,400
Land Total $1,117,700
Improvement Total $416,400 Assmt/Bldg Size

$1,534,100 or

$6.90

$510,300
$430,700
$117,500
$1,058,500
or
$6.56

2003

$/Bldg Size

$44.89

$47.60
-$38.20

-$7.64

$1.87



