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ORDER 

 
 

 the Board of Assessment Appeals on February 22, 2011, 
Louesa M

 protesting the 2009 actual value of the subject 
property.   
 

described as follows: 
 

  Douglas County Schedule No. R0450591 
 

 a two-car garage 
unity.   

perty for tax year 

 Ms. Barrows presented four comparable sales ranging in sale price from $205,900.00 to 
17,600.00.  No adjustments were made to the sales.  Averaging the four, she presented an 

indicated value of $211,450.00.   
 
 Based on conversations with homeowners, Ms. Barrows argued that some of Respondent’s 
comparable sales had superior features not addressed in the appraisal:  Sale 1 had updated carpeting, 
custom paint, stainless steel appliances, and a fireplace; Sale 2 had a second master suite (conversion 
of bedrooms 2 and 3) with a five-piece bath and jetted tub, fireplace, upgraded cabinets, and 

THIS MATTER was heard by
aricle and MaryKay Kelley presiding.  Petitioner appeared pro se.  Respondent was 

r isrepresented by Robert D. Clark, Esq.  Petitione

 Subject property is 

4095 Nordland Trail, Castle Rock, Colorado 

The subject property is an end-unit town house with 1,584 square feet and
in the Morgans Run comm

 
 Petitioner is requesting an actual value of $211,450.00 for the subject pro
2009.  Respondent assigned a value of $225,294.00.   
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hardwood and tiled flooring; and Sale 4 had skylights, granite counters, fireplace, bathroom tile, and 
upgraded carpet. 

ed on the market 
er, presented six 

had the same floor 
plan as the subject and all were end units.  After adjustments for personal property and/or sales 

o $239,200.00. 

 Mr. Meyer described the subject unit as having superior views in comparison to his 
com eate value from 

ustments. 
 

 that the subject 

 While Petitioner offered interior units as comparable to the subject, the Board is convinced 
e common wall, 
nd-unit sales are 

laces and should 
ed adjustments.  The Board is not convinced that Sale 2’s conversion to a second master 

suite carries additional value in the marketplace, despite its original builder premium, because it 
rketability as a three-bedroom unit on resale.  The Board is convinced that Sale 4 had 

at carry value.  However, re-calculation of 
Respondent’s sales, including the subject’s superior view, supports Respondent’s indicated value of 
$230,000.00. 
 
 
ORDER:

 
 Respondent presented a value of $230,000.00 for the subject property bas
approach.  Respondent’s witness, Duane J. Meyer, Certified Residential Apprais
comparable sales ranging in sale price from $217,600.00 to $247,300.00.  All 

concessions, age, and fireplaces were made, the sales ranged from $208,400.00 t
 

parable sales, which faced mailboxes, hills, and retaining walls.  Unable to delin
the marketplace, he made no related adj

 Respondent presented sufficient probative evidence and testimony to show
property was correctly valued for tax year 2009.   
 

that end units carry greater marketability and value because they have only on
additional windows, more interior light, and a wraparound porch.  Respondent’s e
considered more comparable. 
 
 Petitioner convinced the Board that Respondent’s Sales 1 and 2 had firep
have carri

loses ma
additional upgrades (skylights, granite, and tile) th

 
 
 The petition is denied. 
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