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This matter came before the Utah State Tax Comamiser a Formal Hearing on September
20, 2005. Based upon the evidence and testimmsgepted at the hearing, the Tax Commission hereby
makes its:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Petitioner is appealing the assessed valueedithject property for the lien dates January 1,
2003, January 1, 2004 and January 1, 2005. Theahfir tax year 2005 was included in this matgsoru
agreement by the parties.

2. The subject property is the real property at@laro. #####-1 and is located at ADDRESS in
CITY, RURAL COUNTY, Utah. For 2003 the County Assor had set the assessed value for the property a
$$$$$. For 2004 the County Assessor had set Sessed value for the property at $$$$$. For 2065 t
assessed value was $$$$$. The County Board ofiEapizn sustained the assessed value for all yeaes.

Property Characteristics

3. The subject property consists of 56.97 acréamof and the improvements thereon. The land
is zoned for manufacturing. The improvements isbio$ a main building and three small outbuilding$e
main building totals 74,819 square feet. Thes58,465 square foot section for heavy industsalthat is
rectangular in shape and has two ( WORDS REMOVjEat extend the length of this section. Thigieac
has heavy-duty reinforced concrete footings, fotinda and flooring. There are additional interioatings
beneath the floor to support the ( WORDS REMOVEBection. This section of the building has a high
ceiling to allow clearance for ( WORDS REMOVED A.second section of the main building is a 13,114
square foot office area. The office section amligtrial section were constructed in 1998. Addaity there
is a 6,240 square foot warehouse section that edesdeon to the main building in 2002. This waredwois is
for storing supplies, tools and products and Has@ing dock on its west end. The three out bugdiare a

separate ( WORDS REMOVED ) storage building th&40 square foot and two storage sheds which are
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open on one side, have concrete floors and are ofadeel with covered in metal sheeting.

4, The property is currently being used by PetéidnWORDS REMOVED ). The buildings
were originally designed by Petitioner for thatafie use. However, even at the time of constarcthe
building was not large enough for the optimal layoitthis type of work, but had been scaled downen
size due to costs. When constructed the buildiag built to accommodate ( WORDS REMOVED ). (
SENTENCE REMOVED ). ( SENTENCE REMOVED ). PETONER REP. 2, Petitioner’'s Operations
Comptroller, testified that if Petitioner were wnstruct a new building they would construct adini that
could accommodate ( WORDS REMOVED ). He testifiedt Petitioner would not be interested in
purchasing the existing structure which supporg OWORDS REMOVED ), because it would not méet t
current needs for ( WORDS REMOVED ).

5. Petitioners’ business of ( WORDS REMOVED ) wésuch a nature that there was only (
WORDS REMOVED ). ( SENTENCE REMOVED ). If Ra&iher no longer operated at the subject facility
the business would go with Petitioner to the nevation.

6. The subject property was not being utilizedgdiill capacity. Petitioner had constructed the
facility to operate on a “24/7” basis. Howeverh#s not had sufficient business to operate fullshat
capacity.

7. PETITIONER REP. 2 testified that Petitioner baghed other buildings it had constructed for
the same heavy industrial use and that when selg dbld for less than cost. He provided uncondeste
testimony that buildings like the subject are bailthe specifications of the user. This indic#itesthe initial
investment for these buildings is at replacemeneeproduction cost new. The buildings continughia
original use until they are no longer functionatyeconomically viable. Atthe end of their usdfid, these
buildings are sold at a heavy discount from bodkeza The evidence regarding Petitioner’s priofliigan

CITY 2, Utah, and Petitioner’s other facilities manal the country supported the position that thieimg has a
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useful life for the function for which it was origlly designed for 15 to 20 years. After that theuld be
sold at a discount and used for some other purpose.
Appraisal Evidence

8. Petitioner submitted an appraisal in this maitepared by APPRAISER 1, MAI, SRA, and
APPRAISER 2, MAI, of COMPANY B (“APPRAISAL 1"). Itvas the appraisal conclusion that the market
value of the subject property for 2003 was $$$88,far 2004 was $$$$$. APPRAISER 2 relied prinyani
the cost approach, but also considered a salesaqpas a benchmark to support the appraisal cgiaolult
was APPRAISER 2's opinion that the highest and hestof the land if vacant was for light industoal
office warehouse use. However, APPRAISER 2 inditdhat the highest and best use of the property as
improved was to continue the current use of therawgments for heavy industrial, as the existing
improvements did contribute substantially to thedla

9. APPRAISER 2 determined a value for the land tbase sales and a value for the
improvements based on the replacement cost newsndeprecation (“RCNLD”") method. The value
conclusion from this method for 2003 was $$$$$fan@004 was $$$$$. The APPRAISAL 1 contained the
following:

a. Land Value. For the cost approach in the ARIBRL 1 a land value was
determined from four land sales in the area thatsadd for prices from $$$$$ per acre to $$$$$ages and
one listing at $$$3$$ per acre. One of the salesfar@l5 acres of usable land with 20.43 acres. tGthe
other three sales were for 1 to 3-acre sized par@dPPRAISER 2 made sizable frontage adjustment|f
parcels as well as large size adjustments. ltigsonclusion that the value for the subject laad $$$$$
per acre, or a total of $3$$$.

b. Improvement Cost. It was APPRAISER 2’s casign that the value should be

based on the replacement cost rather than repiodwzist. In deter( X ) the cost he relied orr$hall’s
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Valuation Service. However, he did not value thigding, as it actually existed on the lien daltethe cost
approach APPRAISER 2 used a blended rate of heanufacturing and light industrial costs. Insteéd o
deter( X ) the cost based on the 90% heavy matufag and 10% light, as was the actual breakdowthe
main building, APPRAISER 2 calculated the cost étihe building as if it were 50% heavy manufactgri
and 50% light industrial. The APPRAISAL 1 stateg tubject property shares characteristics of both
classifications. However, in the oral testimonyPMAISER 2 stated that in the replacement cost e wa
considering a building of similar utility, for ayfpical” user, and that there was no clear distimctietween the
two types of uses. Using this method it was fhgrasal conclusion that the cost of the buildings based
on a blended base cost of $$$$$ per square fo&$$$$ for the buildings and $$$$$ for the site
improvements for 2003. A small storage buildingwadded for 2004 and replacements costs had iedreas
$$$$$ per square foot for the main building. Théseased the cost for 2004 for the buildings $&$and
the value for the site improvements remained a$$$$

C. Physical Depreciation. In the appraisal dédas were made for both physical
depreciation and economic obsolescence. For mlydapreciation APPRAISER 2 used a straight line
“modified” age/life method. He concluded for 204t the effective age of the buildings was 8 yaatsthe
life expectancy for Class “S” industrial was 42 ngeaHe computed this to result in a 19% deduchion
physical depreciation for 2004. For the 2003 ykardeduction was 16.7%.

d. External Obsolescence. In addition APPRAISERade a 25% adjustment for
economic or external obsolescence, based on theyttiet buildings in rural areas sell for lessitttae cost of
construction. He considered two sales comparasilddracted out a value for the land, and then coeda
replacement cost new minus depreciation valuéh®buildings, arguing the calculation supportedenty-
five percent adjustment.

e. Other Obsolescence. In the appraisal APPRRISEund that there was neither
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functional super-adequacy or obsolescence in thklihg, nor economic obsolescence found in the
neighborhood.

10. From the sales comparison approach APPRAIS#Re2mined a value of $$$$$ for the 2003
year and $$$$$ for the 2004 year.

a. The APPRAISAL 1 listed six sales comparablaso were located in CITY 2, Utah,
which is a neighboring town to the subject. Onmparable was located in CITY 3 which is also alrarea,
but in a different location. The remaining threenparables were located in CITY 4, which is an arba
market.

b. The most similar of the sales comparables densd in the APPRAISAL 1,
comparable no. 2, had been owned and used bydRetifior its operations prior to Petitioner movintp the
subject property. It was located in CITY 2, Utaldavas a smaller property with considerably lesslla
Additionally it was located in an area that haddmee increasingly residential. The building wast34,
square feet and the land size was 5.57 acres.cohiparable property had sold for $$$$$ in Oct@er2.
The APPRAISAL 1 indicated this property was in agg condition at the time of sale.

C. The appraisers made various adjustments faliffleeences between the comparables
and the subject. Adjustments were made for sfixteave age, quality, condition, percentage ofoafpace,
ceiling height and whether it was heavy or lightnen@acturing. One additional point of comparisam, t
determine an improvement value, Petitioners sutgidacut the land value and calculated an improvémen
value per square foot. No support was given iragphraisal for how the land value was determined.

11. In the reconciliation, the APPRAISAL 1 gave thest weight to the cost approach and their
final value conclusion was $$$$$ for 2003 and $$8$%2004.
12. Respondent submitted an appraisal in this mptepared by APPRAISER 3, Certified

General Appraiser. It was APPRAISER 3 conclusiat the value of the subject property for Janua?p03
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was $$$$$ and for January 1, 2004 was $$$$$. dhigaopinion that the highest and best use gfitbgerty
was for its current use as a ( WORDS REMOVEDN)his appraisal APPRAISER 3 prepared only a cost
approach to value. He indicated he consideredapirgpa sales comparison approach but concludéthtaa
available comparables were too dissimilar to previliable support for a value for the subject prop In

his appraisal APPRAISER 3 determined a value feddind and the cost for replacing the buildingsusin
depreciation.

a. Land Value. To determine a value for the IARPRAISER 3 considered five
comparable sales that sold for prices ranging B88%$ to $$$$$ per acre. All five sales were snallsize
than the subject, with one parcel being fifteergcone ten acres and the rest smaller. APPRABERIe
size adjustments from 35% to 50%. From these salesafter making adjustments for other differance
APPRAISER 3 concluded that the value for the laiad $$$$ for 2003 and $$$$$ for 2004. This vadue i
lower than the value determined in the APPRAISAL 1.

b. Building Value. Like the APPRAISAL 1, APPR3ER 3 used a replacement cost
which he obtained from Marshall and Swift CommdrEistimator program. Additionally APPRAISER 3
looked at the actual construction costs of theding in 1998 and 2002 and considered COMPANY Astco
to construct a similar building. APPRAISER 3’ Maa$ and Swift cost value was higher than Petititner
because he determined the cost based on the lgsldmthey existed on the lien dates with appraeiya
90% of the main building as heavy industrial and610f the main building as storage warehouse.
APPRAISER 3 concluded that the result was a coshtomain building of $$$$$ per square foot orfi#$o
which he added the costs of the outbuildings ahdramprovements for a total replacement cost roethie
improvements of $$$$$.

C. Other Cost Information. APPRAISER 3 notes tha Marshall and Swift estimate

was lower than actual cost to construct the bugglimultiplied by the cost index to bring the valtersvard.
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Most of the main building had been constructedd®8land the storage warehouse had been addeddn 200
was APPRAISER 3' conclusion from this method thi@ccosts for January 2003, as adjusted for time,
indicates a value of $$$$3$. He states that sortlesélifference may be attributed to the fact thetitioner
had built more office area than was typical fortype of building. The cost for the typical amoohbffice
area is included in the Marshal and Swift cost neirslfor heavy industrial and storage warehouse. An
additional amount would generally be added whefiee$pace exceeded this amount. However, basteton
site inspection APPRAISER 3 noted that there warofiice area than appeared to be needed bydPetiti
or a prospective buyer of the property. For thheason he felt the office area was overbuilt or vpessible
item of functional obsolescence. To account fas tie did not add the additional amount indicated i
Marshall and Swift for the extra office space.

d. Physical Depreciation. APPRAISER 3 concludedi e appropriate deductions for
depreciation were a $$$$3$ adjustment for some taipdtysical depreciation and an adjustment forraicie
physical depreciation in the amount of 10% for 2668 11% for 2004. Unlike the physical depreciatio
the APPRAISAL 1, APPRAISER 3’ amount was based oargflal and Swift tables. Additionally,
APPRAISER 3 concluded that based on the natuteeafidustry the building would have a shorter [fas
than the 45 typical for heavy industrial buildingse used a building life of 35 years for his conaion.

e. Functional Obsolescence. APPRAISER 3 made fustagents for functional
obsolescence in addition to the treatment of tleeex office space discussed above. He indicaesithis
opinion there was no other functional obsolescetid,the building was designed for its current asd
appeared to be adequate for numerous types of RBEOREMOVED ).

f. External Obsolescence. APPRAISER 3 made justudent for external obsolesce.
He noted the subject building is being operatecefity-four/seven.” He also indicated that Petititsme

competitor, COMPANY A, was in the process of donglihe size of their plant in Utah. He statesithivaas
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his opinion that if Petitioner vacated the subjeciperty, there would be adequate demand for anothe
company to purchase the facility and provide thmestype of service.
Commission’s Value Conclusions

13. The Commission finds the highest and best tisthen subject property is as a heavy
manufacturing facility operating in its present aeipy, anticipating a future change to lighter istial use.

14. The lack of comparable sales that were trulygrable to the subject property supported
both appraisers conclusions that the value shaailolsed primarily on a cost approach basis.

15. In reviewing the land sale evidence presenyatidoparties, APPRAISER 2’s adjustment for
frontage and access is not warranted. Furtherrtfaevailability of land and lack of sales in tiienediate
vicinity indicate a lower value. The Commissioerfore adopts APPRAISER 3’ estimate of land value.

16. Considering the cost of the improvements themnaifference between the appraisers is the
fact that APPRAISER 2 used a blended cost raties@84 of the building was heavy manufacturing a@é5
light industrial, while APPRAISER 3’ cost rate waased on the actual percentage of the heavy manirfiec
and light industrial. Upon consideration of therided cost approach in the APPRAISAL 1, the Coniamiss
finds that it compensates for the fact that if thidding sold it would not be purchased for conéd use in
the ( WORDS REMOVED ) and likely would not be dsler heavy manufacturing. Therefore, the
prospective buyer would not pay for all additiomakts incurred in constructing a heavy manufaogurin
building. Furthermore, the Commission feels treihg an RCN based on a prospective and differest us
most of the functional obsolescence attributedhéodctual design is eliminated. For these reaisimthe
Commission’s conclusion that this blended appro&ctaccounting for some functional or economic
obsolescence and more accurately approximatesdligas of the real estate market as discussed fully
below.

17. Despite APPRAISER 3’ opinion to the contrarpon review of all the evidence and
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testimony the Commission finds that the subjecperty has suffered more than physical deterioration
Although built in 1998, the subject property issaldy functionally obsolete due to the developmientse (

X ) industry and has obsolescence even for iatirse. The unrebutted testimony was that PETNHR
would not purchase a similar property; rather itlg@gourchase or construct a building accordingéocurrent
functional and economic requirements.

18. Additionally there may be some economic obselese that was not considered by
Respondent. Respondent assumed that if Petitiefighe building, another business entity wouldhean
and operate the same type of business. Howeeenatiire of Petitioner’s business is that if Retir left the
building it would take all of the business withthigre are barriers to entry into the industry guanked at the
subject property that were not considered by Redpmain

19. Evidence and testimony submitted by Petitiordicates that for buildings constructed for the
( WORDS REMOVED ), including the building Petitier had owned and operated in CITY 2, Utah, the
general trend is that they have only a 20-yeaml$iéd for the intended purpose, then they are swid used
for light industrial use. Also the lack of reletasales supports the position that these typesrgel
manufacturing facilities rarely sell on the reala¢s market before their useful life in heavy mactdiring
capacity is used up. According to the evidenceidea by Petitioner, at that point they sell atgm#icant
discount. With an actual age of 5 or 6 years,sihigiect property is approximately one-third of tiay
through its useful life as a heavy manufacturirgilitst.

20. Both appraisers estimated the effective agleeoproperty to be 7 and 8 years for 2003 and
2004 respectively. The Commission is persuadetiieadepreciation tables contained in the Marshall
Swift manual are more appropriate than the “modifige/life” or straight-line method used by APPREFS
2. APPRAISER 2's method accounts for more thahghgsical deterioration, and might be more appliea

to APPRAISER 3’ cost estimate. By using a blenclest estimate, the Commission finds that APPRAISER
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has inherently accounted for additional depreaidtieyond physical deterioration. Accordingly, &totlating
the value the Commission will use the $$$$$ forable, and the 10% and 11% rates for incurable
depreciation as determined by APPRAISER 3.

21. APPRAISER 3 provided testimony and calculatiohich indicated that APPRAISER 2’s
additional 25% adjustment for external obsolesasel on his rural area theory, was unsupportedvantdi
not be an appropriate adjustment.

22. Based on the weight of the evidence submityeliiparties the Commission concludes that
the only functional or external obsolescence adjasts that should be made in this matter are fustagents
inherent in the blended cost rates that the Cononidsas determined to rely on in this matter.

23. Using the factors as indicated above it iGbmmission’s conclusion that the value for the
subject property for 2003 is $$$$$ and for 200B%$$$. Based on the agreement of the partiesltaia the
value for tax year 2005, noting there is not a &l difference in values between the 2003 &d@izax
years in the parties’ appraisals, and having nerotlvidence specifically related to tax year 200&,
Commission concludes that it will value the propéor 2005 at the same value as for 2004.

APPLICABLE LAW

1. All tangible taxable property shall be assess®titaxed at a uniform and equal rate on the
basis of its fair market value, as valued on Janliannless otherwise provide by law. (2) Beginniaguary
1, 1995, the fair market value of residential propshall be reduced by 45%, representing a retalen
exemption allowed under Utah Constitution Articlgl XSection 2, Utah Constitution. (Utah Code ABec.
59-2-103.)

2. “Fair market value” means the amount at whiabpprty would change hands between a
willing buyer and a willing seller, neither beingnder any compulsion to buy or sell and both having

reasonable knowledge of the relevant facts. Frpgses of taxation, “fair market value” shall bésdmined
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using the current zoning laws applicable to theprty in question, except in cases where theresigsonable
probability of a change in the zoning laws affegtihat property in the tax year in question andctenge
would have an appreciable influence upon the va{iktah Code Ann. 59-2-102(12).)

3. Any person dissatisfied with the decision @f tounty board of equalization concerning the
assessment and equalization of any property, atdtegmination of any exemption in which the petsasman
interest, may appeal that decision to the commidsydiling a notice of appeal specifying the grdaifor the
appeal with the county auditor within 30 days atfterfinal action of the county board. (Utah Céda. Sec.
59-2-1006(1).)

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. Burden of Proof. The Utah Supreme Courtihdisated that for a party to prevail in a
locally assessed real property tax dispute, thig paust (1) demonstrate that the County's origisakssment
contained error, and (2) provide the Commissiorhwitsound evidentiary basis for reducing the oalin

valuation to the amount proposed by PetitionedsdieV. Bd. Of Equalization of Salt Lake Courid3 P.2d

1354 (Utah 1997). The Courts have also considamedconcluded that there is a presumption of ctivess
for the original assessed value. Although the aBessdt specifically with centrally assessed prop&ak
valuation, the Commission has concluded the pretomis applicable in locally assessed appeale Adurt
stated when a taxpayer protests its property tsesasent, the Division “must present the availabigence
supporting the original valuation” and “[o]nce tlimtone, the taxpayer . . . must meet its twolfnicden of
demonstrating “substantial error or improprietytire [original] assessment,” and providing “a sound

evidentiary basis upon which the Commission codlapaa lower valuation.” Utah Railway Co. v. Utstate

Tax Comm’n 5 P.3d 652, 655, 656 (Utah 2000), quotidtah Power & Light Co. v. Tax Comm'690 P.2d

332 (Utah 1979). Asa general rule, the “original valuation is entittedh “presumption of correctness.” Id

at 656. “This presumption does not arise, howawdgss and until available evidence supportingtiggnal
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property valuation is submitted to the Commissiadlal.” In this matter, Respondent abandoned the assessm
methodology and submitted only the original assessiwvalues. This is insufficient to establish aspraption
of correctness in relation to the original assesséigks. Clearly, Respondent is not entitled égafesumption
of correctness in relation to its new, higher vajuend would have the same burden of proof to kstadn
increase in value, as Petitioner has to establistuction in value. The Commission considersihesdens
as it weights the evidence submitted by the parties
2. Market Value. There was considerable discussiothis appeal regarding whether the
property should be valued at its “use value” oahy‘exchange value.” Utah Code Sec. 59-2-103 pewvi
that property will be taxed at a uniform rate oa basis of its “fair market value.” “Fair marketlue” is
defined at Utah Code Sec. 59-2-102(12) as “the atmatuwhich property would change hands between a
willing buyer and a willing seller.” Based on thepress terms of the statute it is the Commissimitlasion
that its primary concern is to determine a valuatlmat represents a value in exchange.
DISCUSSION

Both appraisers performed reasonable, technicalisect, and competent appraises, albeit
with different underlying assumptions. Petitiosexppraisal was based on the premise that a seweith the
condition and age of the subject property wouldydrdve value in the real estate market as a combine
manufacturing and light industrial use. In contrdse County’'s appraiser concluded that the manioetd
recognize a continued use as a ( WORDS REMOVH#&iIljity, and therefore determined the cost on that
basis.

In making its determination in this matter thex@oission has considered the expert opinion
of EXPERT, who testified that the value in useligags higher than value in exchange. However, (Qiathe
Sec. 59-2- 102(12) defines market value to be dtheunt at which property would change hands between

willing buyer and a willing seller.” Therefore tB®mmission must determine the value for the prgjesed
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on an exchange value. APPRAISER 4, MAI and Cedifieneral Appraiser, critiqued the appraisal
submitted by APPRAISER 3 and argued that an appraisuld never prepare only a cost approach in an
appraisal unless the appraiser was preparing a/alge appraisal.” Although it is the Commissiopdsition
that the value the Commission must attempt to deteris an exchange value, the Commission disagiges
APPRAISER 4’s opinion that estimating a buildingst@according to its actual use and construction
components, without additional functional or ecoimabsolescence automatically results in only asasee.
Therefore, the Commission finds that APPRAISER@raisal should not be rejected solely on the lbaats
that he performed only a cost approach. Howetés,the Commission’s conclusion that APPRAISER 3
appraisal has failed to fully account for obsolesee

( PARAGRAPH REMOVED )

Furthermore, the County was unable to rebut PETNER REP. 2’ testimony that the
Petitioner would not purchase a similar propef®ather a new building would be constructed accarttin
current functional and economic requirements. himdbsence of any reliable indications of functiama
external obsolescence, the Commission concludethinalended cost figures used by APPRAISER 2 more
accurately approximate the realities of the rettesnarket for an exchange value.

However, the Commission disagrees with APPRAISER:&timates for physical depreciation
and other obsolescence. The straight-line degiagiaccounts for more than just physical detetioreand
the Commission finds that it is mismatched with RAPSER 2’s cost figures. This type of deductioryrba
better suited to APPRAISER 3’ nonblended cost esgm

The Commission concludes that neither appraiseraraggly estimated functional
obsolescence. However, the Commission notesdaiti@al obsolescence would need to be appliegton|

the heavy manufacturing costs, if the costs as@ated by APPRAISER 3 had been used. The Commission
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notes further, that the blended construction cagiplicable to a non-heavy manufacturer use, imttigre
accounts for functional inutility.

The Commission is not persuaded that additionah@wic obsolescence is justified.
APPRAISER 3 adequately rebutted APPRAISER 2’s naitfayy concerning the additional 25% deduction
for economic obsolescence. APPRAISER 2 indicéiedéduction is for the fact that the subject prtypgin
a rural area and properties in rural areas tenselofor less than costs. APPRAISER 3 provided the
Commission sufficient information and recalculatida convince the Commission that this adjustnsenot
reliable. The Commission is not persuaded thatal focation inherently results in economic obsoéese.
Furthermore, as previously alluded, the blendetsaseady account for some loss in value, inclgdirat
caused by conditions external to the property.

DECISION AND ORDER

Based upon the foregoing, the Tax Commission fthdsthe market values of the subject

property as for the lien dates at issue are asvisl|

2003 $55$$
2004 $55$$
2005 $55$$

Itis so ordered. The County Auditor is ordereddjust the assessment records as appropriate
in compliance with this order.

DATED this day of 2006.

Jane Phan
Administrative Law Judge
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BY ORDER OF THE UTAH STATE TAX COMMISSION:

The Commission has reviewed this case and the sigded concur in this decision.

DATED this day of 2006.
Pam Hendrickson R. Bruce Johnson
Commission Chair Commissioner
Palmer DePaulis Marc B. Johnson
Commissioner Commissioner

Notice of Appeal Rights: You have twenty (20) days after the date of thider to file a Request for
Reconsideration with the Tax Commission Appeald pumisuant to Utah Code An63-46b-13. A Request
for Reconsideration must allege newly discoverddence or a mistake of law or fact. If you do filet a
Request for Reconsideration with the Commissiae,dtder constitutes final agency action. You hiimiey
(30) days after the date of this order to pursdeijal review of this order in accordance with U@bde Ann.
Sec. 59-1-601 and 63-46b-13 et. seq.
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