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DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     Okanco    Agent:  David Johnson  
 
Parcel No.:   R0465088    Abatement Number:  202600017 & 202600018   
        
 
Assessor's Original Value:  Click here to enter text. 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 2:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by Click here to enter text. 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☐  not present 
  c.     ☐  present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
  d.     ☒not present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   Click here to enter text.            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    Click here to enter text. 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner requested 
an administrative denial prior to the hearing. 
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5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☐data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☐a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☐other Click here to enter text. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  Click here to enter text. 
                 
Total Actual Value: Click here to enter text. 
 
Reasons are as follows:  The petitioner requested an administrative denial prior to the hearing 
 
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☐  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☐  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☒  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
Name                                                                                         Date 
 
 
Abatement Log No.  202600017 & 202600018 













Account #

Account #

Account #

R0465088
Totals

$38,488.87 $0.00
$1,372,640 $382,970 $38,488.87 $1,372,640 $382,970 $38,488.87 $0.00
$1,372,640 $382,970 $38,488.87 $1,372,640 $382,970

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$1,372,640 $382,970 $38,488.87

R0465088 3115 0185 $245,154 $0
3215 0185 $1,127,486 $0
Account Total: $1,372,640

$314,570 10.0501% $31,614.60

$0

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$1,127,486 27.900% $314,570 10.0501% $31,614.60
$245,154 27.900% $68,400 10.0501% $6,874.27

$245,154 27.900% $68,400 10.0501% $6,874.27R0465088 3115 0185 $245,154 $0
3215 0185 $1,127,486 $0
Account Total: $1,372,640 $0 $1,372,640 $382,970 $38,488.87

$1,127,486 27.900%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$890,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $1,372,640

The subject property is a 4800 sq. ft. Strorage Warehouse built in 1982. The property was valued via the Market Approach for tax years 
2023 and 2024. Given the lack of support provided with this petition, the Appeals Deputy Assessor and the Agent agreed that the 
petitioner will take Administrative Deny and move this appeal on to the Board of Assessment Appeals. 

Petitioner OKANCO 

Reason Insufficient data was provided to warrant a value change to 
this parcel.Agent JOSEPH C. SANSONE CO.

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2023 Review Appraiser FAE

Date Received 12/29/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600017
Abatement # 202600017 Staff Appraiser FAE



Account #

Account #

Account #

R0465088
Totals

$37,850.46 $0.00
$1,372,640 $382,970 $37,850.46 $1,372,640 $382,970 $37,850.46 $0.00
$1,372,640 $382,970 $37,850.46 $1,372,640 $382,970

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$1,372,640 $382,970 $37,850.46

R0465088 3115 0185 $245,154 $0
3215 0185 $1,127,486 $0
Account Total: $1,372,640

$314,570 9.8834% $31,090.21

$0

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$1,127,486 27.900% $314,570 9.8834% $31,090.21
$245,154 27.900% $68,400 9.8834% $6,760.25

$245,154 27.900% $68,400 9.8834% $6,760.25R0465088 3115 0185 $245,154 $0
3215 0185 $1,127,486 $0
Account Total: $1,372,640 $0 $1,372,640 $382,970 $37,850.46

$1,127,486 27.900%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$890,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $1,372,640

The subject property is a 4800 sq. ft. Strorage Warehouse built in 1982. The property was valued via the Market Approach for tax years 
2023 and 2024. Given the lack of support provided with this petition, the Appeals Deputy Assessor and the Agent agreed that the 
petitioner will take Administrative Deny and move this appeal on to the Board of Assessment Appeals.

Petitioner OKANCO 

Reason Insufficient data was provided to warrant a value change to 
this parcel.Agent JOSEPH C. SANSONE CO.

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser FAE

Date Received 12/29/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600018
Abatement # 202600018 Staff Appraiser FAE
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     Espree Land LLC   Agent:  David Johnson  
 
Parcel No.:  R0406053    Abatement Number:  202600019 & 202600020   
        
 
Assessor's Original Value:  Click here to enter text. 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 3:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by Click here to enter text. 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☐  not present 
  c.     ☐  present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
  d.     ☒not present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   Click here to enter text.            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    Click here to enter text. 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner requested 
an administrative denial prior to the hearing. 
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5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☐data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☐a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☐other Click here to enter text. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  Click here to enter text. 
                 
Total Actual Value: Click here to enter text. 
 
Reasons are as follows: The petitioner requested an administrative denial prior to the hearing. 
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☐  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☐  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☒  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
Name                                                                                         Date 
 
 
Abatement Log No.  202600019 & 202600020 











Account #

Account #

Account #

R0406053
Totals

Account #
R0406053

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB22-238 Commercial 30k Exemption ($30,000)

$37,141.29 $0.00
$1,445,000 $394,780 $37,141.29 $1,445,000 $394,780 $37,141.29 $0.00
$1,445,000 $394,780 $37,141.29 $1,445,000 $394,780

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$1,415,000 $394,780 $37,141.29

R0406053 2130 3602 $866,565 $0
2230 3602 $578,435 ($30,000)
Account Total: $1,445,000

$153,010 9.4081% $14,395.33

($30,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$548,435 27.900% $153,010 9.4081% $14,395.33
$866,565 27.900% $241,770 9.4081% $22,745.96

$866,565 27.900% $241,770 9.4081% $22,745.96R0406053 2130 3602 $866,565 $0
2230 3602 $578,435 ($30,000)
Account Total: $1,445,000 ($30,000) $1,415,000 $394,780 $37,141.29

$548,435 27.900%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$940,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $1,445,000

The subject property is a 7,225 sq. ft. Day Care Center built in 1998. The property was valued via the Market Approach for tax years 2023 
and 2024. Given the lack of support provided with this petition, the Appeals Deputy Assessor and the Agent agreed that the petitioner will 
take Administrative Deny and move this appeal on to the Board of Assessment Appeals.

Petitioner ESPREE LAND LLC 

Reason Insufficient data was provided to warrant a value change to 
this parcel.Agent JOSEPH C. SANSONE CO.

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2023 Review Appraiser FAE

Date Received 12/29/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600019
Abatement # 202600019 Staff Appraiser FAE



Account #

Account #

Account #

R0406053
Totals

Account #
R0406053

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB22-238 Commercial 30k Exemption ($30,000)

$37,207.62 $0.00
$1,445,000 $394,780 $37,207.62 $1,445,000 $394,780 $37,207.62 $0.00
$1,445,000 $394,780 $37,207.62 $1,445,000 $394,780

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$1,415,000 $394,780 $37,207.62

R0406053 2130 3602 $866,565 $0
2230 3602 $578,435 ($30,000)
Account Total: $1,445,000

$153,010 9.4249% $14,421.04

($30,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$548,435 27.900% $153,010 9.4249% $14,421.04
$866,565 27.900% $241,770 9.4249% $22,786.58

$866,565 27.900% $241,770 9.4249% $22,786.58R0406053 2130 3602 $866,565 $0
2230 3602 $578,435 ($30,000)
Account Total: $1,445,000 ($30,000) $1,415,000 $394,780 $37,207.62

$548,435 27.900%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$940,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $1,445,000

The subject property is a 7,225 sq. ft. Day Care Center built in 1998. The property was valued via the Market Approach for tax years 2023 
and 2024. Given the lack of support provided with this petition, the Appeals Deputy Assessor and the Agent agreed that the petitioner will 
take Administrative Deny and move this appeal on to the Board of Assessment Appeals.

Petitioner ESPREE LAND LLC 

Reason Insufficient data was provided to warrant a value change to 
this parcel.Agent JOSEPH C. SANSONE CO.

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser FAE

Date Received 12/29/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600020
Abatement # 202600020 Staff Appraiser FAE
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     Jackalope Properties LLC  Agent:  David Johnson  
 
Parcel No.:  R0610333    Abatement Number:  202600021 & 202600022   
        
 
Assessor's Original Value:  Click here to enter text. 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 3:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by Click here to enter text. 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☐  not present 
  c.     ☐  present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
  d.     ☒not present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   Click here to enter text.            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    Click here to enter text. 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner requested 
an administrative denial prior to the hearing. 
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5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☐data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☐a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☐other Click here to enter text. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  Click here to enter text. 
                 
Total Actual Value: Click here to enter text. 
 
Reasons are as follows: The petitioner requested an administrative denial prior to the hearing. 
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☐  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☐  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☒  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
Name                                                                                         Date 
 
 
Abatement Log No.  202600021 & 202600022 











Account #

Account #

Account #

R0610333
Totals

Account #
R0610333

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB22-238 Commercial 30k Exemption ($30,000)

$150,815.77 $0.00
$6,144,955 $1,706,080 $150,815.77 $6,144,955 $1,706,080 $150,815.77 $0.00
$6,144,955 $1,706,080 $150,815.77 $6,144,955 $1,706,080

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$6,114,955 $1,706,080 $150,815.77

R0610333 2112 0803 $2,747,874 $0
2212 0803 $3,397,081 ($30,000)
Account Total: $6,144,955

$939,420 8.8399% $83,043.79

($30,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$3,367,081 27.900% $939,420 8.8399% $83,043.79
$2,747,874 27.900% $766,660 8.8399% $67,771.98

$2,747,874 27.900% $766,660 8.8399% $67,771.98R0610333 2112 0803 $2,747,874 $0
2212 0803 $3,397,081 ($30,000)
Account Total: $6,144,955 ($30,000) $6,114,955 $1,706,080 $150,815.77

$3,367,081 27.900%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$3,990,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $6,144,955

The subject property is a 19,442 sq. ft. Retail Store (Big Tool Box) built in 2020. The property was valued via the Market Approach for tax 
years 2023 and 2024. Given the lack of support provided with this petition, the Appeals Deputy Assessor and the Agent agreed that the 
petitioner will take Administrative Deny and move this appeal on to the Board of Assessment Appeals.

Petitioner JACKALOPE PROPERTIES LLC 

Reason Insufficient data was provided to warrant a value change to 
this parcel.Agent JOSEPH C. SANSONE CO.

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2023 Review Appraiser FAE

Date Received 12/29/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600021
Abatement # 202600021 Staff Appraiser FAE



Account #

Account #

Account #

R0610333
Totals

Account #
R0610333

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB22-238 Commercial 30k Exemption ($30,000)

$149,032.91 $0.00
$6,144,955 $1,706,080 $149,032.91 $6,144,955 $1,706,080 $149,032.91 $0.00
$6,144,955 $1,706,080 $149,032.91 $6,144,955 $1,706,080

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$6,114,955 $1,706,080 $149,032.91

R0610333 2112 0803 $2,747,874 $0
2212 0803 $3,397,081 ($30,000)
Account Total: $6,144,955

$939,420 8.7354% $82,062.09

($30,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$3,367,081 27.900% $939,420 8.7354% $82,062.09
$2,747,874 27.900% $766,660 8.7354% $66,970.82

$2,747,874 27.900% $766,660 8.7354% $66,970.82R0610333 2112 0803 $2,747,874 $0
2212 0803 $3,397,081 ($30,000)
Account Total: $6,144,955 ($30,000) $6,114,955 $1,706,080 $149,032.91

$3,367,081 27.900%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$3,990,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $6,144,955

The subject property is a 19,442 sq. ft. Retail Store (Big Tool Box) built in 2020. The property was valued via the Market Approach for tax 
years 2023 and 2024. Given the lack of support provided with this petition, the Appeals Deputy Assessor and the Agent agreed that the 
petitioner will take Administrative Deny and move this appeal on to the Board of Assessment Appeals.

Petitioner JACKALOPE PROPERTIES LLC 

Reason Insufficient data was provided to warrant a value change to 
this parcel.Agent JOSEPH C. SANSONE CO.

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser FAE

Date Received 12/29/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600022
Abatement # 202600022 Staff Appraiser FAE



 1 

 
DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     270-280 Lincoln St LLC  Agent:  David Johnson  
 
Parcel No.:  R0436542    Abatement Number:  202600023 & 202600024   
        
 
Assessor's Original Value:  Click here to enter text. 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 4:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by Click here to enter text. 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☐  not present 
  c.     ☐  present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
  d.     ☒not present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   Click here to enter text.            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    Click here to enter text. 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner requested 
an administrative denial prior to the hearing. 
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5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☐data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☐a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☐other Click here to enter text. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  Click here to enter text. 
                 
Total Actual Value: Click here to enter text. 
 
Reasons are as follows: The petitioner requested an administrative denial prior to the hearing. 
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☐  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☐  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☒  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
Name                                                                                         Date 
 
 
Abatement Log No.  202600023 & 202600024 











REAL PROPERTY SUMMARY ANALYSIS
OF

270-280 Lincoln St LLC - 556 Village Square Ln

556 Village Square Ln

Castle Pines, CO 80108

Parcel ID(s) Appeal Number

Prepared By:

JOSEPH C. SANSONE COMPANY
18040 Edison Avenue

Chesterfield, Missouri 63005
<This is not an appraisal>

R0436542

As of
1/1/2023

This information is provided by the Joseph C. Sansone Company as an authorized advocate and representative of the property owner or taxpayer.  Therefore, the 
information is not and should not be considered an objective analysis of the value of the subject property interest.  The information is not intended to constitute an 
"appraisal" or "appraisal report" pursuant to the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice ("USPAP") or Missouri law.  No one from the Joseph C. Sansone 
Company is acting as a licensed or certified real estate appraiser in this matter.  Whether any person involved in the preparation or presentation of the information is 
a licensed or certified appraiser is of no importance and the information and presentation are not intended to comply with the USPAP requirements of appraisal 
practice.

25388130001CO



556 Village Square Ln

POINTS OF DISCUSSION

Property Issues

2008 Built Retail Strip.

Purchased $2,135,000 11/18/2021.

25388130001CO     2023 Broker's Opinion - This is not an appraisal



Area Type RESTAURANT Location Totals

Gross Building Area 5,900 5,900

Net Leaseable Area 5,900 5,900

Potential Gross Income 27.00 159,300 27.00 159,300

Vacancy and Credit Loss 5.0% 7,965 5.0% 7,965

Effective Gross Income 151,335 151,335

Overall Expense 8.0% 12,107 8.0% 12,107

Net Operating Income 139,228 139,228

Base Cap Rate 7.000

Adj Tax Rate 0.081

Adj Cap Rate 7.081

Value Sum 1,966,261

0

Indicated Value 1,966,000

Total Indicated Value per SF(NLA) 333.22

556 Village Square Ln
PTR Number: 25388130001CO

Location IDs: R0436542

25388130001CO Broker's Opinion - This is not an apprasial - See Full Disclaimer



    

RENT

RENT MONTHLY LEASE COMMENCE LEASE ~OPTIONS~ SECURITY

UNIT TENANT NAME SF OF PER ANNUAL MONTHLY CAM COMMENCE DATE EXPIRATION RENT YEARS - DEPOSITS

UNIT SQ FT RENT RENT TAX DATE NNN DATE INCREASES RENTS PSF HELD

INS PSF COMMENCE PER YEAR
DATE

100 GREENEARTH CLEANERS 3,000 $30.00 $90,000.00 $7,500.00 $2,117.13 $8.47 09/01/17 09/01/17 09/30/27 07/01/23 - $8,000.00 5 to 10 YRS NONE

canopy space 897 $2,166.67 $8.67 09/01/17 07/01/26 - $8,500.00 FMR

$250.00 $1.00

200 ICON ENTERPRISE 1,900 $19.57 $37,182.96 $3,098.58 $1,340.85 $8.47 01/01/17 01/01/17 12/31/27 01/01/24 - $3,191.54 1 - 5 YR $3,000.00

$1,372.22 $8.67 01/01/17 01/01/25 - $3,287.29 FMR

$158.33 $1.00 01/01/26 - $3,385.91

01/01/27 - $3,487.48

300 HOLLY, LLC 1,100 $23.55 $25,907.16 $2,158.93 $776.28 $8.47 05/01/10 05/01/10 04/30/25 05/01/23 - $2,223.70 NONE $1,559.00

$794.44 $8.67 05/01/10 05/01/24 - $2,290.41

$91.67 $1.00

SUBTOTAL-LEASED SPACE 6,000  $153,090.12 $12,757.51 $4,234.26  $4,559.00
PERCENT LEASED 100.00% $4,333.33   

$500.00

VACANT 0  
PERCENT VACANT 0.00%  

TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE 6,000

270-280 LINCOLN ST, LLC

556 VILLAGE SQUARE LANE, CASTLE ROCK, CO 80108

RENT ROLL AS OF JANUARY 2023

mcarlson
Rectangle



    

RENT

RENT MONTHLY LEASE COMMENCE LEASE ~OPTIONS~ SECURITY

UNIT TENANT NAME SF OF PER ANNUAL MONTHLY CAM COMMENCE DATE EXPIRATION RENT YEARS - DEPOSITS

UNIT SQ FT RENT RENT TAX DATE NNN DATE INCREASES RENTS PSF HELD

INS PSF COMMENCE PER YEAR
DATE

100 GREENEARTH CLEANERS 3,000 $30.00 $90,000.00 $7,500.00 $2,117.13 $8.47 09/01/17 09/01/17 09/30/27 07/01/23 - $8,000.00 5 to 10 YRS NONE

canopy space 897 $2,000.00 $8.00 09/01/17 07/01/26 - $8,500.00 FMR

$251.04 $1.00

200 ICON ENTERPRISE 1,900 $19.00 $36,099.96 $3,008.33 $1,340.85 $8.47 01/01/17 01/01/17 12/31/22 NONE 1 - 3 YR $3,000.00

$1,266.67 $8.00 01/01/17 FMR

$158.99 $1.00

300 HOLLY, LLC 1,100 $22.87 $25,152.60 $2,096.05 $776.28 $8.47 05/01/10 05/01/10 04/30/25 05/01/22 - $2,158.93 NONE $1,559.00

$733.33 $8.00 05/01/10 05/01/23 - $2,223.70

$92.05 $1.00 05/01/24 - $2,290.41

SUBTOTAL-LEASED SPACE 6,000  $151,252.56 $12,604.38 $4,234.26  $4,559.00
PERCENT LEASED 100.00% $4,000.00   

$502.08

VACANT 0  
PERCENT VACANT 0.00%  

TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE 6,000

    

RENT

RENT MONTHLY LEASE COMMENCE LEASE ~OPTIONS~ SECURITY

UNIT TENANT NAME SF OF PER ANNUAL MONTHLY CAM COMMENCE DATE EXPIRATION RENT YEARS - DEPOSITS

UNIT SQ FT RENT RENT TAX DATE NNN DATE INCREASES RENTS PSF HELD

INS PSF COMMENCE PER YEAR
DATE

100 CALIBER HOLDINGS 16,000 $16.84 $269,388.00 $22,449.00 $0.00 $0.00 02/04/20 11/08/21 11/30/36 12/01/26 - $24,693.90 2 5 YR NONE

63.29 $0.00 $0.00 11/08/21 12/01/31 - $27,163.29 110 %

$0.00 $0.00

SUBTOTAL-LEASED SPACE 16,063  $269,388.00 $22,449.00 $0.00  $0.00
PERCENT LEASED 100.00% $0.00   

$0.00

VACANT 0  
PERCENT VACANT 0.00%  

TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE 16,063

270-280 LINCOLN ST, LLC

556 VILLAGE SQUARE LANE, CASTLE ROCK, CO 80108

RENT ROLL AS OF JANUARY 2022

270-280 LINCOLN ST, LLC

1200 Boltonfield St., Columbus, OH 43228

RENT ROLL AS OF JANUARY 2022

johnsod1
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Account #

Account #

Account #

R0436542
Totals

Account #
R0436542

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB22-238 Commercial 30k Exemption ($30,000)

$60,814.09 $0.00
$2,211,490 $608,640 $60,814.09 $2,211,490 $608,640 $60,814.09 $0.00
$2,211,490 $608,640 $60,814.09 $2,211,490 $608,640

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$2,181,490 $608,640 $60,814.09

R0436542 2112 3533 $492,751 $0
2212 3533 $1,718,739 ($30,000)
Account Total: $2,211,490

$471,160 9.9918% $47,077.36

($30,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$1,688,739 27.900% $471,160 9.9918% $47,077.36
$492,751 27.900% $137,480 9.9918% $13,736.73

$492,751 27.900% $137,480 9.9918% $13,736.73R0436542 2112 3533 $492,751 $0
2212 3533 $1,718,739 ($30,000)
Account Total: $2,211,490 ($30,000) $2,181,490 $608,640 $60,814.09

$1,688,739 27.900%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$1,440,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $2,211,490

The subject property is a 5,977 sq. ft. Neighborhood Shopping Center built in 2008. The property was valued via the Market Approach for 
tax years 2023 and 2024. Given the lack of support provided with this petition, the Appeals Deputy Assessor and the Agent agreed that 
the petitioner will take Administrative Deny and move this appeal on to the Board of Assessment Appeals.

Petitioner 270-280 LINCOLN ST LLC 

Reason Insufficient data was provided to warrant a value change to 
this parcel.Agent JOSEPH C. SANSONE CO.

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2023 Review Appraiser FAE

Date Received 12/29/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600023
Abatement # 202600023 Staff Appraiser FAE



Account #

Account #

Account #

R0436542
Totals

Account #
R0436542

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB22-238 Commercial 30k Exemption ($30,000)

$60,239.54 $0.00
$2,211,490 $608,640 $60,239.54 $2,211,490 $608,640 $60,239.54 $0.00
$2,211,490 $608,640 $60,239.54 $2,211,490 $608,640

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$2,181,490 $608,640 $60,239.54

R0436542 2112 3804 $492,751 $0
2212 3804 $1,718,739 ($30,000)
Account Total: $2,211,490

$471,160 9.8974% $46,632.59

($30,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$1,688,739 27.900% $471,160 9.8974% $46,632.59
$492,751 27.900% $137,480 9.8974% $13,606.95

$492,751 27.900% $137,480 9.8974% $13,606.95R0436542 2112 3804 $492,751 $0
2212 3804 $1,718,739 ($30,000)
Account Total: $2,211,490 ($30,000) $2,181,490 $608,640 $60,239.54

$1,688,739 27.900%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$1,440,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $2,211,490

The subject property is a 5,977 sq. ft. Neighborhood Shopping Center built in 2008. The property was valued via the Market Approach for 
tax years 2023 and 2024. Given the lack of support provided with this petition, the Appeals Deputy Assessor and the Agent agreed that 
the petitioner will take Administrative Deny and move this appeal on to the Board of Assessment Appeals.

Petitioner 270-280 LINCOLN ST LLC 

Reason Insufficient data was provided to warrant a value change to 
this parcel.Agent JOSEPH C. SANSONE CO.

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser FAE

Date Received 12/29/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600024
Abatement # 202600024 Staff Appraiser FAE



 1 

 
DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     Kno Inc.    Agent:  Dariush Bozorgpour  
 
Parcel No.:  R0081568    Abatement Number:  202600034     
      
 
Assessor's Original Value:  Click here to enter text. 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 9:00 a.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by Click here to enter text. 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☐  not present 
  c.     ☐  present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
  d.     ☒not present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   Click here to enter text.            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    Click here to enter text. 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner requested 
an administrative denial prior to the hearing. 
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5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☐data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☐a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☐other Click here to enter text. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  Click here to enter text. 
                 
Total Actual Value: Click here to enter text. 
 
Reasons are as follows: The petitioner requested an administrative denial prior to the hearing. 
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☐  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☐  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☒  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
Name                                                                                         Date 
 
 
Abatement Log No.  202600034 





















                             Office of the Assessor 
            TOBY DAMISCH, ASSESSOR 
 

 
For submission to  

 
The  

Douglas County Board of County Commissioners 
 
 

Abatement Filing(s) 
 

#202600034 
  
 

Petitioner 
KNO INC 

 
 
 

ACTUAL VALUE DATA SUMMARY  
 

Of 
 

413 N WILCOX ST 
CASTLE ROCK, CO 80104 

 
 
 

Account Number: R0081568 
 
 
 
 

Assessment Date(s): January 1, 2024 
 
 

 
 

Prepared by 
Douglas County Assessor Office 

 
 
 

 
 

 
   



 

                Office of the Assessor 
            TOBY DAMISCH, ASSESSOR 
 

Douglas County Board of County Commissioners 
100 Third Street 
Castle Rock, Colorado 80104 
 
 
Honorable Board Members: 

In response to the abatement filing, the following actual value data summary has been prepared for ad valorem purposes 
regarding the subject property.  The actual value as considered in this summary is applicable for the 2024 tax year and is 
developed from the level of value for the period of one and one-half years immediately prior to June 30, 2022 as required 
by Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-104(10.2)(a)(d).  Except that if sufficient data was not available in the one and one-
half year period, the period of five years immediately prior to June 30, 2022 was utilized to determine level of value as 
further required by 39-1-104(10.2)(a)(d), C.R.S. 
 
The purpose of this actual value data summary is to demonstrate how the “actual value” (market value) was developed for 
the subject property considering its physical state and condition as of the first of January, for the tax year(s) considered in 
the filing, based on the June 30, 2022, level of value (base period) for the determination of property taxes.  For purposes 
of this summary the term “actual value” is considered synonymous with the term “market value”. The intended user of the 
summary is the Douglas County Board of Equalization.  The purpose of this actual value data summary is to provide 
documentation of the Assessor’s office actual value for the subject property and the basis of the recommendation to the 
Board of Equalization for the resolution of the appeal filed regarding the subject property.  This summary has been 
prepared only for ad valorem purposes and the intended users, and should not be relied upon by a third party for any 
other purpose. 
 
For the ad valorem purposes of this actual value data summary, market value is defined as: 
 
“The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all conditions requisite to 
a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and assuming the price is not affected by 
undue stimulus.  Implicit in this definition are the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title 
from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: 
                           

1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 
2. Both parties are well informed or well advised, and both acting in what they consider their own best interest; 
3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 
4. Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. Dollars or in terms of financial arrangements comparable thereto; and 
5. The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or creative financing or 

sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.” 
 
Property Assessment Valuation, International Association of Assessing Officers, Third Edition, IAAO, Kansas City, 
Missouri. Copyright 2010. 
 
 
This actual value data summary is not an appraisal report.  This actual value data summary is only a summary of the level 
of value data as applied within the computer assisted mass appraisal  
(CAMA) system to the subject property characteristics, and is intended only for the use of the Douglas County Board of 
County Commissioners, and should not be relied upon by a third party for any purpose other than the intended ad valorem 
purposes.  The assessor’s office maintains a separate file that contains additional information and data regarding the 
subject property.   
 
The actual value for the subject property for the current reassessment cycle tax years is based upon the data, presented 
in this summary. 
 
 
Office of the Assessor 
Douglas County 
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Actual Value Data Summary 
 
This actual value data summary is not an appraisal report.  This actual value data summary is only 
a summary of the level of value data as applied within the Assessor’s computer assisted mass 
appraisal (CAMA) system to the subject property characteristics.  This summary is intended only 
for valorem use purposes to demonstrate the applied approaches and development of the value 
assigned to the subject property by the Assessor’s process and should not be relied upon by a 
third party for any other purpose other than the intended ad valorem use purposes. 
 
 
Subject Property Identification and Description 
 
A copy of the Assessor’s Office property profile for the subject property may be found in the 
Exhibits and Addendum section of this summary.  This profile contains the current record of the 
subject property owner, property address and or legal description, sales summary, land area, 
building and site improvement characteristic data as of the date of assessment, and the actual and 
assessed values as of the effective date of the appraisal.  There are photographs and sketches of 
the subject property improvements included when available from the CAMA system database.  The 
profile data is intended to provide identification and description of the subject property 
characteristics relevant to the purpose and intended use of this summary. 
 
 
Intended Users of the Summary 
 
The intended user of this summary is the Douglas County Board of County Commissioners.  Other 
intended users of the summary include staff of the Douglas County Attorney, petitioner(s) initiating 
the Petition for Abatement or Refund of Taxes for the property that is the subject of this summary, 
and agent(s) as duly authorized by the petitioner.  This summary has been prepared only for ad 
valorem purposes for use by the client and intended users and should not be relied upon by a third 
party for any other purpose. 
 
 
Intended Use of Summary 
 
The intended use of the summary is to demonstrate the development of the actual value assigned 
to the subject property and to further provide support for the Douglas County Assessor’s Office 
recommendation regarding the subject property’s actual value for presentation to the Douglas 
County Board of County Commissioners.  This summary has been prepared for use as supportive 
documentation in an abatement petition hearing conducted by the Douglas County Board of 
County Commissioners. 
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Purpose of Summary 
 
The purpose of this summary is to demonstrate the development of the “actual value” (market 
value) as assigned to the subject property in its physical condition as of the January 1 of the 
applicable tax year(s), based on the previous June 30th level of value for the purpose of 
determining property taxes. Said value is established utilizing base period data from the time 
period of eighteen months prior to the level of assessment date.  In the event of insufficient market 
data from this time period, the Assessor's Office reviews market data prior to the beginning of the 
level of assessment date, going back in six-month increments to a maximum study period of five 
years.  When appropriate, all sales are to be time adjusted to the level of value period date as 
required by state statute.  All actual values established by the Douglas County Assessor's Office 
have been made in conformance with applicable laws and administrative regulations.  For 
purposes of this summary, the term “actual value” is considered synonymous with the term “market 
value”. 
 
 
Definition of Value 
 
For the purpose of the summary, market value is defined as quoted: 
 

“The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all 
conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, 
and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus.  Implicit in this definition are the 
consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under 
conditions whereby: 
                           

1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 
2. Both parties are well informed or well advised, and both acting in what they consider their own 

best interest; 
3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 
4. Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. Dollars or in terms of financial arrangements 

comparable thereto; and 
5. The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or 

creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.” 
 
Property Assessment Valuation, International Association of Assessing Officers, Third Edition, 
IAAO, Kansas City, Missouri. Copyright 2010. 

 
 
Property Rights Considered  
 
Only a fee simple interest is considered for the subject property as required by Colorado Revised 
Statues §39-1-106, and the Assessor’s Reference Library Volume 3, Chapter 7, Pages 13-16.   
Further, in BAA and Regis Jesuit Holding, Inc v. City and County of Denver, et al, 848 P.2d 355 
(Colo. 1993) the court cited CRS §39-1-106, and defined this as “a rule of property taxation which 
requires that all estates in a unit of real property be assessed together.”                               
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Effective Date of the Actual Value 
 
The effective date of the actual value assignment is the statutorily required level of value date of 
June 30, 2022, utilizing base period data from the time period of 2021 and the first six months of 
2022.  The subject property characteristics are considered, as they existed on the date of 
assessment of January 1, 2024.  Therefore, the subject is assigned a retrospective actual or 
market value as of June 30, 2022 for the property characteristics that existed on January 1, 2024. 
 
Market conditions as of the assessment date may differ from the effective level of value date.  Only 
market data and conditions from the applicable base period have been considered.  However, 
comparable sales and leases transacted prior to the base study period may have as well been 
considered as provided for by Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-104 (10.2)(d). 

 
           
 
           Scope of Data Collection and Verification Methods 

 
This summary presents demonstrations of the data and methods that were applied in the mass 
appraisal process of establishing the actual value of the subject property.  Other data and analyses are 
retained in the files of the Douglas County Assessor’s Office.  Additionally a search has been made of 
private sales data, public records of assessor’s offices, confidential records of the assessor’s office, 
including Real Property Transfer Declarations (TD-1000 forms), Subdivision Land Valuation 
Questionnaires, and Income, Expense, and Vacancy Questionnaires.  Further, income, vacancy, and 
expense data was gathered from real estate publications and data services, area Realtors and 
appraisers, and property owners. 
 
Data considered in the modeling process includes the land economic area assigned unit value, 
replacement costs, depreciation estimates, comparable improved sales, comparable rents and 
operating expense information, and capitalization rates.  This data was gathered from the subject area, 
metropolitan area, annual reports, regional and national services.  Confirmation of data was by deeds, 
deeds of trusts, other public records, subscription services for fee, and/or principals or agents of 
individual transactions. 
 
The three traditionally recognized approaches to value, cost, sales comparison, and income 
capitalization, were considered in the mass appraisal process and applied to the characteristics of each 
property within an assigned property classification when sufficient data were available to develop a 
mass appraisal model for the specific valuation approach. 
 
Cost approach model data is generated by the Assessor’s CAMA system based on tables built from the 
Marshall Valuation Service at the date of the level of value study period for the applicable 
reassessment cycle tax years. 
 
Sales comparison approach model data is based on sales of properties from the applicable level of 
value study period.  The sales have been confirmed and verified and then classified and further 
stratified on the basis of the actual current use of the properties at the time of sale for application in the 
modeling process. 
 
Income approach model data is based on market indicated leases of properties from the applicable 
level of value study period.  This data is collected from the market and analyzed to produce model 
coefficients that represent typical market rental rates, vacancies and expenses for application in the 
income approach modeling process.  Capitalization rate data applicable to the level of value study 
period is collected from rates as indicated by the sale of leased property, real estate publications, data  
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services, and the study of economic indicators that typically impact market driven capitalization rates.  
Capitalization rates as applied to gross income or modified gross income analysis may include an 
effective tax rate loaded on the base capitalization rate to allow consideration of the potential tax 
liability. 
 
The Assessor’s office has considered the best information available in the form of land sales and costs 
to construct improvements, sales data of comparable properties in the immediate competitive market 
area and lease data that provide typical market indications in the modeling process. 
 
An exterior inspection of the subject property was made on the date as shown in photos included with 
the profile and on other occasions. 
 
The characteristics of the subject property and any comparable properties improvements demonstrated 
in this summary are based on the data as recorded in the Assessor’s records and are believed to be 
correct.  Should any property characteristics or other data be determined to be other than that as 
considered and relied upon, the Assessor’s office reserves reconsideration of the subject property’s 
actual value. 

 

Jurisdictional Exceptions 

 
The Colorado Constitution Article X, Section 20(8)(c), requires only the market approach be 
applied when valuing residential properties.  Further Colorado Revised Statutes §39-1-103(5)(a) 
states, “…The actual value of residential real property shall be determined solely by consideration 
of the market approach to appraisal”. 
 
Colorado Revised Statutes §39-1-103(5)(c) requires that property be classified and valued 
according to its current use, which may be different than its Highest and Best Use.  Therefore, the 
actual current use as of the date of assessment is considered to determine the value of the subject 
property. 
 
Colorado Revised Statutes §39-1-104 (10.2)(a) and (d) mandate a specific data collection period, 
usually consisting of 18 months, and referred to as the “Base Period”.  This report uses data from 
that period in the analysis and conclusions as required by Colorado law. 
 
 
Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions 
 
Typically the real property appraisals conducted by the Assessors Office do not require 
consideration of extraordinary assumptions or hypothetical conditions regarding the subject 
property that would affect the analyses, opinions, and conclusions. 
 
Real property, where access has been limited, restricted or denied to the Assessors Office may 
have been estimated for its physical characteristics on the basis of the best information available to 
and obtainable by the assessor. 
 
Actual current use as of the date of assessment has been considered for the subject property as 
required by Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-103 and may be different than the Highest and Best 
Use or uses permitted by zoning. 
 
The subject property has been analyzed for its actual use and property characteristics that existed 
on the date of assessment, and the actual value has been determined at the retrospective level of 
value study period. 
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Zoning   
 
Zoning typically impacts property value as it can restrict or enhance the legally allowable use and 
development of a property.  However, Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-103 requires that the 
actual use of the subject property, as of the date of assessment, be considered in determining the 
actual value.  Therefore, analysis of the subject property based on the actual use may differ from 
other possible use(s) allowable under applicable zoning that could potentially influence market 
value. 
 
Property Tax Data 
 
The portion of the subject property classified as commercial real estate is assessed at 27.9% of the 
assessor’s actual value indication.  The actual and assessed values are included with the property 
profile identification and description of the subject property. 

             
 
            History of Subject Property 

 
Data regarding the subject property current use, year built, year remodeled if applicable, and 
indicated effective age are included with the property profile identification and description of the 
subject property.  If the subject property is leased and the Assessor’s Office has access to the 
rental or lease agreement that data will be considered in the income capitalization analysis of this 
report. 
 
 
Sales History 
 
Recorded conveyances indicating sale or transfer of ownership of the subject prior to the effective 
date of the appraisal are included in the sales summary section of the property profile identification 
and description of the subject property and are analyzed when appropriate. 
  
 
Land Data Description 
 
The subject property land data is included with the Land Valuation Summary section of the 
property profile identification and description of the subject property.  Unless otherwise noted here 
or in other sections of this summary, the site is considered to be of sufficient size and utility to 
support the current use of the property. 
 
 
Improvement Data Description 
 
The subject property improvement data included in this summary is as listed in the Individual Built 
As Detail and Building Details sections of the property profile identification and description of the 
subject property.  Unless otherwise noted here or in other sections of this summary, the described 
building details and site improvements are considered to be of sufficient utility to allow the current 
use of the property. 
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           Highest and Best Use  
 
“The reasonably probable use of property that results in the highest value.” -The Appraisal of Real 
Estate, 14th Edition, Appraisal Institute, 2013 page 332. 
 
The Colorado Supreme Court in Board of Assessment Appeals, et al, v. Colorado Arlberg Club 762 
P.2d 146 (Colo. 1988) stated “reasonable future use is considered because it is relevant to the 
property’s present market value”, and “our statute does not preclude consideration of future uses.” 
 
The court further quoted the American Appraisal Institute of Real Estate Appraisers referencing 
The Appraisal of Real Estate 33, 1983, 8th Edition, “In the market, the current value of a property is 
not based on historical prices or cost of creation; it is based on what market participants perceive 
to be the future benefits of acquisition.”  And further “Accordingly, a property’s “highest and best 
use,” which is “[t]he use, from among reasonably probable and legal alternative uses, found to be 
physically possible, appropriately supported, financially feasible, that results in highest land value,” 
is a “crucial determinant of value in the market.” 
 
The court then concluded that “reasonable future use is relevant to a property’s current market 
value for tax assessment purposes.” 
 
Highest and best use analysis for ad valorem purposes includes consideration the reasonable 
future use and most profitable use of a property subject to the influence of competitive market 
forces applicable to the location of the property as of the date of appraisal. 
 
Analysis of the highest and best use of a property typically employs four criteria to test alternative 
uses of a property in the determination of the most profitable use.  The four criteria considered are 
legal permissibility, physical possibility, financial feasibility, and maximum productivity. 
 
Further, the highest and best use of the property is analyzed as of the date of appraisal from two 
perspectives; as though vacant and ready for development, and as improved with existing 
improvements.   
 
The subject property current actual use as of the property tax assessment date was as described 
in the property profile identification and description section of this summary.  While the subject 
property is classified based on the actual current use, the highest and best use has been 
considered in the determination of the actual value of the property. 
 
 
Highest and Best Use as Vacant 
 
The highest and best use of the subject site as vacant would be development that is consistent 
with the use and development of the surrounding neighborhood.  Considering the four criteria of 
highest and best use, the size, shape, topography, access, utility and zoning all appear to support 
the use of the site for development as a commercial property. 
 
 
Highest and Best Use as Improved 
Based on analysis of the legally permissible, physically possible, and financially feasible uses of 
the property, the current commercial use is considered to be maximally productive, and the highest 
and best use of the subject property as improved. 
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SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 
 

The following improved sales, considered for their actual use in the model development, are 
properties that sold in or immediately prior to the applicable base study period.  The sales provide 
an indication of the range of value and bracket the per unit coefficient value as applied in the sales 
comparison modeling process.   
 
 

ACCOUNT ADDRESS ADJ. SALE $ SALE DATE YOC SQ FT PSF
1 R0415408 401 S WILCOX ST, CASTLE ROCK $2,800,000 6/7/2022 1981 8,080 $346.53

2 R0361695 619 N WILCOX ST, CASTLE ROCK $1,236,000 5/2/2022 1978 2,676 $461.88

3 R0433097 478-482 W HAPPY CANYON RD, CASTLE ROCK $2,650,000 3/30/2021 1982 7,408 $357.72

4 R0361695 619 N WILCOX ST, CASTLE ROCK $1,000,000 12/30/2020 1978 2,676 $373.69

5 R0462989 500 N WILCOX ST, CASTLE ROCK $1,250,000 5/28/2020 1997 3,150 $396.83

6 R0075299 240 N WILCOX ST, CASTLE ROCK $1,230,000 11/27/2019 1970 3,829 $321.23

$350SELECTED MODEL VALUE PSF  
 
 
 
The table below illustrates the indicated market value calculation detail showing the market model 
coefficient applied to the subject property characteristics.  
 
 

Neighborhood O06
Occupancy Code 344 Name Office

Name Units Val Per Value
SF 5,276 $350 $1,846,600

Market Calculation Detail
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Summary of Data 
 

The approaches to value where models have been developed and considered for the assignment 
of actual value for the subject property indicate the following value(s): 
 

  
Sales Comparison Approach $ 1,846,600 

 
 
            

The subject property is considered for its actual use as of the date of assessment.  The 
improvements located on the subject parcel appears to function well for the intended purpose.  
 
The cost approach is typically most reliable when appraising newly constructed properties where 
there is little or no depreciation, and with properties where the land component is a substantial 
portion of the total actual value.  The cost approach can also provide an indication of value for 
unique properties where there is insufficient data to provide a reliable indication of value by the 
sales comparison or income capitalization approaches.  Typically the cost approach is given the 
least weight with older properties where attempting to estimate an appropriate amount of accrued 
deprecation may result in an unreliable indication of value, and therefore, this approach may not 
be given any consideration in the final actual value estimate. 
 
The sales comparison approach model is generally considered to be a good indicator of actual 
value when there is sufficient sales data available to extract a well supported coefficient for 
application to the inventory of similar properties.  When consequential data is available, the sales 
comparison approach model is the most likely to provide the best indication of market value of the 
three approaches to value as it is based on what similar properties have sold for in the market 
place. 
 
The income capitalization approach model is most generally applicable to actual income-
producing properties.  This approach synthesizes the dynamics of the rental market by applying 
market extracted coefficients for economic rental rates, vacancy, expenses and capitalization 
rates to individual property characteristics.  Application of this approach allows analysis as would 
be typically applied by investors in the market place considering the income stream production 
capability of a property and how it competes with other investment opportunities available. 
 
The approaches have been developed for modeling purposes when sufficient data to provide 
reliable indications of value for the subject property were available.  The market/sales comparison 
approach model has been selected as the most reliable indication of actual value for the subject 
property.  
 
The actual value assigned to the subject property based on the modeling process as developed 
from the level of value for the current assessment cycle is $1,846,600 allocated as follows: 

 
Improvements $ 1,090,747
Land $ 755,853
Total $ 1,846,600  
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EXHIBITS AND ADDENDA 
 

Subject Location Map 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

SUBJECT 
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SUBJECT PROPERTY BUILDING PHOTOGRAPHS 

 

 
 

SUBJECT: EXTERIOR OF BUILDING 
 
 
 

 
SUBJECT: AERIAL OF SITE 
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Subject Property Profile 
 

The following pages contain a copy of the Assessor’s Office property profile for the 
subject property.  This profile contains the current record of the subject property 
owner, property address and or legal description, sales summary, land area, building 
and site improvement characteristic data as of the date of assessment, and as 
applied to indicate the actual and assessed values assigned the subject property. 
 
There are photographs and sketches of the subject property improvements included 
when available in the CAMA system database.  The sketch, if included, is intended 
to familiarize the user(s) of this summary with the dimensional proportions of the 
subject property improvements.  The area of the subject property building 
improvement has been calculated from exterior measurements rounded to the 
nearest half foot as listed on the sketch. 
 
The profile data is intended to provide identification and description of the subject 
property characteristics relevant to the purpose and intended use of this summary. 
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR
 PROPERTY PROFILE

250511208010R0081568 Local #: 1,8 Parcel #:Account #:

Tax Year:

Assign To:

2024
3287

EGW

Levy:
Map #:
Initials:

72.278000 # of Imps:
LEA:
Acct Type:

1
45119
Commercial

Created On:

Inactive On:
Last Updated:

09/01/1996
Tax Dist:

Property AddressOwner's Name and Address

Active On: 12/05/2022
PUC:

KNO INC
413 WILCOX ST #204
CASTLE ROCK, CO 80104-2476

413 N WILCOX ST, CASTLE ROCK

Sales Summary
Sale Date Sale Price Deed Type Reception # Book Page # Grantor

12/03/2018 $1,550,000 Warranty Deed 2018072825 PLUM CREEK PARTNERS LLC
01/02/2008 $1,500,000 Special Warranty

Deed
2008000712 JOHN L SIEBER

12/31/1973 $0 Warranty Deed 260x603 260 JOHN E CAVEY JR603

Legal
SOUTH 1/2 LOT 2 AND ALL LOT 3 BLK 13 TOWN OF CASTLE ROCK    0.241 AM/L

RangeTownshipSection Government LotQtrQtrQtr Government Tract

11 8 67 NW

Subdivision Information
Sub Name Lot Tract

13 2

Block

CASTLE ROCK TOWN OF

Land Valuation Summary
Land Type Abst Cd Net SF Measure # of Units Value/Unit Actual Val Asmt % Assessed ValValue By

2120 Square
Feet

10,497.
960000

$72.00 $755,853 $210,88327.90%10,498Market

Class Sub Class

Commercial

$755,853 $210,8830.24Land Subtotal:

Land Attributes

Improvement Valuation Summary

Total Property Value
$1,846,600 $506,830Total Value:

Attribute Description Adjustment
C-VSB C-Visibility 0.200000

Imp # Property Type Abst Code Occupancy Actual Value Asmt % Assessed Val*Class
1.00 Commercial 2220 $1,090,747 27.90% $304,318Office Building Wood  Frame
Improvement Subtotal: $304,318$1,090,747

*Approximate Assessed Value
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR
 PROPERTY PROFILE

250511208010R0081568 Local #: 1,8 Parcel #:Account #:

Occupancy Summary

Built As Summary

Improvement Summary

Improvements Value Summary

Imp #:

Quality:

Condition:

Perimeter:

Commercial

Average

Good

290

100.00%

Landscaping $:
0.00

% Complete:

Property Type:

1

Nbhd:

Nbhd Ext:

Nbhd Adj:

O06

00

1.0000

Occupancy: Office Building 100%Occ %:

Built As:

Construction Type:

HVAC:
Interior Finish:
Roof Cover:
Built As SF:
# of Baths:
# of Bdrms:
# of Stories:
Story Height:
Sprinkler SF:
Capacity:

Office Building

Wood  Frame

Package Unit

5276
0.00
0.00

9
0
0

2.00

Year Built: 1971

2008

0.7000
1997
22

0

Year Remodeled:

% Remodeled:
Adj Year Blt:
Effective Age:

Diameter:
Height: 0

0.00

Units Units Price RCN Actual
Value

1Improvement

Add On
Com Asphalt Average $20,720.00 $5,988.004000.

0000
$5.18

RCN Cost/SF:
Total RCN:
Phys Depr %
Phys Depr $:

$138.84
$732,505.00
0.2430
$187,696.00

Design Adj: 0.0000 Func Obs %: 0.0000
Exterior Adj:
Interior Adj:
Amateur Adj:

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Econ Obs %:
Other Obs %:

0.0000
0.0000

RCNLD $: $544,809.00 RCNLD Cost/$:$103.26 Market/SF:

Total RCN:

1IMPNO:

$206.74
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Account #

Account #

Account #

R0081568
Totals

Account #
R0081568

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB22-238 Commercial 30k Exemption ($30,000)

$36,632.65 $0.00
$1,846,600 $506,830 $36,632.65 $1,846,600 $506,830 $36,632.65 $0.00
$1,846,600 $506,830 $36,632.65 $1,846,600 $506,830

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$1,816,600 $506,830 $36,632.65

R0081568 2120 3287 $755,853 $0
2220 3287 $1,090,747 ($30,000)
Account Total: $1,846,600

$295,950 7.2278% $21,390.67

($30,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$1,060,747 27.900% $295,950 7.2278% $21,390.67
$755,853 27.900% $210,880 7.2278% $15,241.98

$755,853 27.900% $210,880 7.2278% $15,241.98R0081568 2120 3287 $755,853 $0
2220 3287 $1,090,747 ($30,000)
Account Total: $1,846,600 ($30,000) $1,816,600 $506,830 $36,632.65

$1,060,747 27.900%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$1,600,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $1,846,600

The subject property is a 5,276 square foot office building constructed in 1971. Documentation provided by the petitioner’s agent did not 
support any valuation adjustment. No study period actual income and expense information and rent rolls for the subject were provided, 
although research indicates the subject is currently leased. An email was sent on 1/22/2026 requesting this information for the study 
period and there has been no response from the petitioner’s agent. For the 2024 tax year, the property was valued using the sales 
comparison approach. The valuation market model selected for the subject is supported by comparable sales within the study period, 
indicating a value of $350 per square foot. Based on this analysis, denial of the appeal is recommended.

Petitioner KNO INC 

Reason The Market Approach to value was used in determining the 
subjects value, resulting in no change.Agent PROPERTY TAX ADVISORS, INC

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser SJH

Date Received 1/6/2026 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600034
Abatement # 202600034 Staff Appraiser EGW
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     Turner Associates LLC  Agent:  Dariush Bozorgpour  
 
Parcel No.:  R0083539    Abatement Number:  202600035     
      
 
Assessor's Original Value:  Click here to enter text. 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 9:30 a.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by Click here to enter text. 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☐  not present 
  c.     ☐  present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
  d.     ☒not present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   Click here to enter text.            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    Click here to enter text. 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner requested 
an administrative denial prior to the hearing. 
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5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☐data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☐a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☐other Click here to enter text. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  Click here to enter text. 
                 
Total Actual Value: Click here to enter text. 
 
Reasons are as follows: The petitioner requested an administrative denial prior to the hearing. 
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☐  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☐  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☒  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
Name                                                                                         Date 
 
 
Abatement Log No.  202600035 
 





























 Office of the Assessor 
TOBY DAMISCH, ASSESSOR 

For submission to 

The  
Douglas County Board of County Commissioners 

Abatement Filing(s) 

#202600035 

Petitioner 
TURNER ASSOCIATES LLC 

ACTUAL VALUE DATA SUMMARY 

Of 

310 N WILCOX ST 
CASTLE ROCK, CO 80104 

Account Number: R0083539 

Assessment Date(s): January 1, 2024 

Prepared by 
Douglas County Assessor Office 



 

                Office of the Assessor 
            TOBY DAMISCH, ASSESSOR 
 

Douglas County Board of County Commissioners 
100 Third Street 
Castle Rock, Colorado 80104 
 
 
Honorable Board Members: 

In response to the abatement filing, the following actual value data summary has been prepared for ad valorem purposes 
regarding the subject property.  The actual value as considered in this summary is applicable for the 2024 tax year and is 
developed from the level of value for the period of one and one-half years immediately prior to June 30, 2022 as required 
by Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-104(10.2)(a)(d).  Except that if sufficient data was not available in the one and one-
half year period, the period of five years immediately prior to June 30, 2022 was utilized to determine level of value as 
further required by 39-1-104(10.2)(a)(d), C.R.S. 
 
The purpose of this actual value data summary is to demonstrate how the “actual value” (market value) was developed for 
the subject property considering its physical state and condition as of the first of January, for the tax year(s) considered in 
the filing, based on the June 30, 2022, level of value (base period) for the determination of property taxes.  For purposes 
of this summary the term “actual value” is considered synonymous with the term “market value”. The intended user of the 
summary is the Douglas County Board of Equalization.  The purpose of this actual value data summary is to provide 
documentation of the Assessor’s office actual value for the subject property and the basis of the recommendation to the 
Board of Equalization for the resolution of the appeal filed regarding the subject property.  This summary has been 
prepared only for ad valorem purposes and the intended users, and should not be relied upon by a third party for any 
other purpose. 
 
For the ad valorem purposes of this actual value data summary, market value is defined as: 
 
“The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all conditions requisite to 
a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and assuming the price is not affected by 
undue stimulus.  Implicit in this definition are the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title 
from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: 
                           

1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 
2. Both parties are well informed or well advised, and both acting in what they consider their own best interest; 
3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 
4. Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. Dollars or in terms of financial arrangements comparable thereto; and 
5. The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or creative financing or 

sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.” 
 
Property Assessment Valuation, International Association of Assessing Officers, Third Edition, IAAO, Kansas City, 
Missouri. Copyright 2010. 
 
 
This actual value data summary is not an appraisal report.  This actual value data summary is only a summary of the level 
of value data as applied within the computer assisted mass appraisal  
(CAMA) system to the subject property characteristics, and is intended only for the use of the Douglas County Board of 
County Commissioners, and should not be relied upon by a third party for any purpose other than the intended ad valorem 
purposes.  The assessor’s office maintains a separate file that contains additional information and data regarding the 
subject property.   
 
The actual value for the subject property for the current reassessment cycle tax years is based upon the data, presented 
in this summary. 
 
 
Office of the Assessor 
Douglas County 
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Actual Value Data Summary 
 
This actual value data summary is not an appraisal report.  This actual value data summary is only 
a summary of the level of value data as applied within the Assessor’s computer assisted mass 
appraisal (CAMA) system to the subject property characteristics.  This summary is intended only 
for valorem use purposes to demonstrate the applied approaches and development of the value 
assigned to the subject property by the Assessor’s process and should not be relied upon by a 
third party for any other purpose other than the intended ad valorem use purposes. 
 
 
Subject Property Identification and Description 
 
A copy of the Assessor’s Office property profile for the subject property may be found in the 
Exhibits and Addendum section of this summary.  This profile contains the current record of the 
subject property owner, property address and or legal description, sales summary, land area, 
building and site improvement characteristic data as of the date of assessment, and the actual and 
assessed values as of the effective date of the appraisal.  There are photographs and sketches of 
the subject property improvements included when available from the CAMA system database.  The 
profile data is intended to provide identification and description of the subject property 
characteristics relevant to the purpose and intended use of this summary. 
 
 
Intended Users of the Summary 
 
The intended user of this summary is the Douglas County Board of County Commissioners.  Other 
intended users of the summary include staff of the Douglas County Attorney, petitioner(s) initiating 
the Petition for Abatement or Refund of Taxes for the property that is the subject of this summary, 
and agent(s) as duly authorized by the petitioner.  This summary has been prepared only for ad 
valorem purposes for use by the client and intended users and should not be relied upon by a third 
party for any other purpose. 
 
 
Intended Use of Summary 
 
The intended use of the summary is to demonstrate the development of the actual value assigned 
to the subject property and to further provide support for the Douglas County Assessor’s Office 
recommendation regarding the subject property’s actual value for presentation to the Douglas 
County Board of County Commissioners.  This summary has been prepared for use as supportive 
documentation in an abatement petition hearing conducted by the Douglas County Board of 
County Commissioners. 
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Purpose of Summary 
 
The purpose of this summary is to demonstrate the development of the “actual value” (market 
value) as assigned to the subject property in its physical condition as of the January 1 of the 
applicable tax year(s), based on the previous June 30th level of value for the purpose of 
determining property taxes. Said value is established utilizing base period data from the time 
period of eighteen months prior to the level of assessment date.  In the event of insufficient market 
data from this time period, the Assessor's Office reviews market data prior to the beginning of the 
level of assessment date, going back in six-month increments to a maximum study period of five 
years.  When appropriate, all sales are to be time adjusted to the level of value period date as 
required by state statute.  All actual values established by the Douglas County Assessor's Office 
have been made in conformance with applicable laws and administrative regulations.  For 
purposes of this summary, the term “actual value” is considered synonymous with the term “market 
value”. 
 
 
Definition of Value 
 
For the purpose of the summary, market value is defined as quoted: 
 

“The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all 
conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, 
and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus.  Implicit in this definition are the 
consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under 
conditions whereby: 
                           

1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 
2. Both parties are well informed or well advised, and both acting in what they consider their own 

best interest; 
3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 
4. Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. Dollars or in terms of financial arrangements 

comparable thereto; and 
5. The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or 

creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.” 
 
Property Assessment Valuation, International Association of Assessing Officers, Third Edition, 
IAAO, Kansas City, Missouri. Copyright 2010. 

 
 
Property Rights Considered  
 
Only a fee simple interest is considered for the subject property as required by Colorado Revised 
Statues §39-1-106, and the Assessor’s Reference Library Volume 3, Chapter 7, Pages 13-16.   
Further, in BAA and Regis Jesuit Holding, Inc v. City and County of Denver, et al, 848 P.2d 355 
(Colo. 1993) the court cited CRS §39-1-106, and defined this as “a rule of property taxation which 
requires that all estates in a unit of real property be assessed together.”                               
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Effective Date of the Actual Value 
 
The effective date of the actual value assignment is the statutorily required level of value date of 
June 30, 2022, utilizing base period data from the time period of 2021 and the first six months of 
2022.  The subject property characteristics are considered, as they existed on the date of 
assessment of January 1, 2024.  Therefore, the subject is assigned a retrospective actual or 
market value as of June 30, 2022 for the property characteristics that existed on January 1, 2024. 
 
Market conditions as of the assessment date may differ from the effective level of value date.  Only 
market data and conditions from the applicable base period have been considered.  However, 
comparable sales and leases transacted prior to the base study period may have as well been 
considered as provided for by Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-104 (10.2)(d). 

 
           
 
           Scope of Data Collection and Verification Methods 

 
This summary presents demonstrations of the data and methods that were applied in the mass 
appraisal process of establishing the actual value of the subject property.  Other data and analyses are 
retained in the files of the Douglas County Assessor’s Office.  Additionally a search has been made of 
private sales data, public records of assessor’s offices, confidential records of the assessor’s office, 
including Real Property Transfer Declarations (TD-1000 forms), Subdivision Land Valuation 
Questionnaires, and Income, Expense, and Vacancy Questionnaires.  Further, income, vacancy, and 
expense data was gathered from real estate publications and data services, area Realtors and 
appraisers, and property owners. 
 
Data considered in the modeling process includes the land economic area assigned unit value, 
replacement costs, depreciation estimates, comparable improved sales, comparable rents and 
operating expense information, and capitalization rates.  This data was gathered from the subject area, 
metropolitan area, annual reports, regional and national services.  Confirmation of data was by deeds, 
deeds of trusts, other public records, subscription services for fee, and/or principals or agents of 
individual transactions. 
 
The three traditionally recognized approaches to value, cost, sales comparison, and income 
capitalization, were considered in the mass appraisal process and applied to the characteristics of each 
property within an assigned property classification when sufficient data were available to develop a 
mass appraisal model for the specific valuation approach. 
 
Cost approach model data is generated by the Assessor’s CAMA system based on tables built from the 
Marshall Valuation Service at the date of the level of value study period for the applicable 
reassessment cycle tax years. 
 
Sales comparison approach model data is based on sales of properties from the applicable level of 
value study period.  The sales have been confirmed and verified and then classified and further 
stratified on the basis of the actual current use of the properties at the time of sale for application in the 
modeling process. 
 
Income approach model data is based on market indicated leases of properties from the applicable 
level of value study period.  This data is collected from the market and analyzed to produce model 
coefficients that represent typical market rental rates, vacancies and expenses for application in the 
income approach modeling process.  Capitalization rate data applicable to the level of value study 
period is collected from rates as indicated by the sale of leased property, real estate publications, data  
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services, and the study of economic indicators that typically impact market driven capitalization rates.  
Capitalization rates as applied to gross income or modified gross income analysis may include an 
effective tax rate loaded on the base capitalization rate to allow consideration of the potential tax 
liability. 
 
The Assessor’s office has considered the best information available in the form of land sales and costs 
to construct improvements, sales data of comparable properties in the immediate competitive market 
area and lease data that provide typical market indications in the modeling process. 
 
An exterior inspection of the subject property was made on the date as shown in photos included with 
the profile and on other occasions. 
 
The characteristics of the subject property and any comparable properties improvements demonstrated 
in this summary are based on the data as recorded in the Assessor’s records and are believed to be 
correct.  Should any property characteristics or other data be determined to be other than that as 
considered and relied upon, the Assessor’s office reserves reconsideration of the subject property’s 
actual value. 

 

Jurisdictional Exceptions 

 
The Colorado Constitution Article X, Section 20(8)(c), requires only the market approach be 
applied when valuing residential properties.  Further Colorado Revised Statutes §39-1-103(5)(a) 
states, “…The actual value of residential real property shall be determined solely by consideration 
of the market approach to appraisal”. 
 
Colorado Revised Statutes §39-1-103(5)(c) requires that property be classified and valued 
according to its current use, which may be different than its Highest and Best Use.  Therefore, the 
actual current use as of the date of assessment is considered to determine the value of the subject 
property. 
 
Colorado Revised Statutes §39-1-104 (10.2)(a) and (d) mandate a specific data collection period, 
usually consisting of 18 months, and referred to as the “Base Period”.  This report uses data from 
that period in the analysis and conclusions as required by Colorado law. 
 
 
Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions 
 
Typically the real property appraisals conducted by the Assessors Office do not require 
consideration of extraordinary assumptions or hypothetical conditions regarding the subject 
property that would affect the analyses, opinions, and conclusions. 
 
Real property, where access has been limited, restricted or denied to the Assessors Office may 
have been estimated for its physical characteristics on the basis of the best information available to 
and obtainable by the assessor. 
 
Actual current use as of the date of assessment has been considered for the subject property as 
required by Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-103 and may be different than the Highest and Best 
Use or uses permitted by zoning. 
 
The subject property has been analyzed for its actual use and property characteristics that existed 
on the date of assessment, and the actual value has been determined at the retrospective level of 
value study period. 
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Zoning   
 
Zoning typically impacts property value as it can restrict or enhance the legally allowable use and 
development of a property.  However, Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-103 requires that the 
actual use of the subject property, as of the date of assessment, be considered in determining the 
actual value.  Therefore, analysis of the subject property based on the actual use may differ from 
other possible use(s) allowable under applicable zoning that could potentially influence market 
value. 
 
Property Tax Data 
 
The portion of the subject property classified as commercial real estate is assessed at 27.9% of the 
assessor’s actual value indication.  The actual and assessed values are included with the property 
profile identification and description of the subject property. 

             
 
            History of Subject Property 

 
Data regarding the subject property current use, year built, year remodeled if applicable, and 
indicated effective age are included with the property profile identification and description of the 
subject property.  If the subject property is leased and the Assessor’s Office has access to the 
rental or lease agreement that data will be considered in the income capitalization analysis of this 
report. 
 
 
Sales History 
 
Recorded conveyances indicating sale or transfer of ownership of the subject prior to the effective 
date of the appraisal are included in the sales summary section of the property profile identification 
and description of the subject property and are analyzed when appropriate. 
  
 
Land Data Description 
 
The subject property land data is included with the Land Valuation Summary section of the 
property profile identification and description of the subject property.  Unless otherwise noted here 
or in other sections of this summary, the site is considered to be of sufficient size and utility to 
support the current use of the property. 
 
 
Improvement Data Description 
 
The subject property improvement data included in this summary is as listed in the Individual Built 
As Detail and Building Details sections of the property profile identification and description of the 
subject property.  Unless otherwise noted here or in other sections of this summary, the described 
building details and site improvements are considered to be of sufficient utility to allow the current 
use of the property. 
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           Highest and Best Use  
 
“The reasonably probable use of property that results in the highest value.” -The Appraisal of Real 
Estate, 14th Edition, Appraisal Institute, 2013 page 332. 
 
The Colorado Supreme Court in Board of Assessment Appeals, et al, v. Colorado Arlberg Club 762 
P.2d 146 (Colo. 1988) stated “reasonable future use is considered because it is relevant to the 
property’s present market value”, and “our statute does not preclude consideration of future uses.” 
 
The court further quoted the American Appraisal Institute of Real Estate Appraisers referencing 
The Appraisal of Real Estate 33, 1983, 8th Edition, “In the market, the current value of a property is 
not based on historical prices or cost of creation; it is based on what market participants perceive 
to be the future benefits of acquisition.”  And further “Accordingly, a property’s “highest and best 
use,” which is “[t]he use, from among reasonably probable and legal alternative uses, found to be 
physically possible, appropriately supported, financially feasible, that results in highest land value,” 
is a “crucial determinant of value in the market.” 
 
The court then concluded that “reasonable future use is relevant to a property’s current market 
value for tax assessment purposes.” 
 
Highest and best use analysis for ad valorem purposes includes consideration the reasonable 
future use and most profitable use of a property subject to the influence of competitive market 
forces applicable to the location of the property as of the date of appraisal. 
 
Analysis of the highest and best use of a property typically employs four criteria to test alternative 
uses of a property in the determination of the most profitable use.  The four criteria considered are 
legal permissibility, physical possibility, financial feasibility, and maximum productivity. 
 
Further, the highest and best use of the property is analyzed as of the date of appraisal from two 
perspectives; as though vacant and ready for development, and as improved with existing 
improvements.   
 
The subject property current actual use as of the property tax assessment date was as described 
in the property profile identification and description section of this summary.  While the subject 
property is classified based on the actual current use, the highest and best use has been 
considered in the determination of the actual value of the property. 
 
 
Highest and Best Use as Vacant 
 
The highest and best use of the subject site as vacant would be development that is consistent 
with the use and development of the surrounding neighborhood.  Considering the four criteria of 
highest and best use, the size, shape, topography, access, utility and zoning all appear to support 
the use of the site for development as a commercial property. 
 
 
Highest and Best Use as Improved 
Based on analysis of the legally permissible, physically possible, and financially feasible uses of 
the property, the current commercial use is considered to be maximally productive, and the highest 
and best use of the subject property as improved. 
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SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 
 

The following improved sales, considered for their actual use in the model development, are 
properties that sold in or immediately prior to the applicable base study period.  The sales provide 
an indication of the range of value and bracket the per unit coefficient value as applied in the sales 
comparison modeling process.   
 
 

ACCOUNT ADDRESS ADJ. SALE $ SALE DATE YOC SQ FT PSF

1 R0404825 R0075299 240 N WILCOX ST & 330 THIRD ST, CASTLE ROCK $4,635,000 6/13/2022 1900 9,619 $481.86

2 R0482730 404 N PERRY ST, CASTLE ROCK $1,800,000 3/22/2021 1880 5,184 $347.22

3 R0462989 500 N WILCOX ST, CASTLE ROCK $1,250,000 5/28/2020 1997 3,150 $396.83

4 R0605330 221 N PERRY ST, CASTLE ROCK $2,635,000 3/31/2020 1946 8,416 $313.09

5 R0381118 R0481190 420 THIRD ST, CASTLE ROCK $2,091,400 2/13/2020 1958 5,914 $353.64

$350SELECTED MODEL VALUE PSF  
 
 
 
The table below illustrates the indicated market value calculation detail showing the market model 
coefficient applied to the subject property characteristics.  
 
 

Neighborhood R20
Occupancy Code 309 Name Church

Name Units Val Per Value
SF 5,279 $350 $1,847,650

Market Calculation Detail
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Summary of Data 
 

The approaches to value where models have been developed and considered for the assignment 
of actual value for the subject property indicate the following value(s): 
 

  
Sales Comparison Approach $ 1,847,650 

 
 
            

The subject property is considered for its actual use as of the date of assessment.  The 
improvements located on the subject parcel appears to function well for the intended purpose.  
 
The cost approach is typically most reliable when appraising newly constructed properties where 
there is little or no depreciation, and with properties where the land component is a substantial 
portion of the total actual value.  The cost approach can also provide an indication of value for 
unique properties where there is insufficient data to provide a reliable indication of value by the 
sales comparison or income capitalization approaches.  Typically the cost approach is given the 
least weight with older properties where attempting to estimate an appropriate amount of accrued 
deprecation may result in an unreliable indication of value, and therefore, this approach may not 
be given any consideration in the final actual value estimate. 
 
The sales comparison approach model is generally considered to be a good indicator of actual 
value when there is sufficient sales data available to extract a well supported coefficient for 
application to the inventory of similar properties.  When consequential data is available, the sales 
comparison approach model is the most likely to provide the best indication of market value of the 
three approaches to value as it is based on what similar properties have sold for in the market 
place. 
 
The income capitalization approach model is most generally applicable to actual income-
producing properties.  This approach synthesizes the dynamics of the rental market by applying 
market extracted coefficients for economic rental rates, vacancy, expenses and capitalization 
rates to individual property characteristics.  Application of this approach allows analysis as would 
be typically applied by investors in the market place considering the income stream production 
capability of a property and how it competes with other investment opportunities available. 
 
The approaches have been developed for modeling purposes when sufficient data to provide 
reliable indications of value for the subject property were available.  The market/sales comparison 
approach model has been selected as the most reliable indication of actual value for the subject 
property.  
 
The actual value assigned to the subject property based on the modeling process as developed 
from the level of value for the current assessment cycle is $1,847,650 allocated as follows: 

 
Improvements $ 1,513,109
Land $ 334,541
Total $ 1,847,650  
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EXHIBITS AND ADDENDA 
 

Subject Location Map 
 

 
 
 

SUBJECT 
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SUBJECT PROPERTY BUILDING PHOTOGRAPHS 

 

 
 

SUBJECT: EXTERIOR OF BUILDING 
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SUBJECT: AERIAL OF SITE
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Subject Property Profile 

The following pages contain a copy of the Assessor’s Office property profile for the 
subject property.  This profile contains the current record of the subject property 
owner, property address and or legal description, sales summary, land area, building 
and site improvement characteristic data as of the date of assessment, and as 
applied to indicate the actual and assessed values assigned the subject property. 

There are photographs and sketches of the subject property improvements included 
when available in the CAMA system database.  The sketch, if included, is intended 
to familiarize the user(s) of this summary with the dimensional proportions of the 
subject property improvements.  The area of the subject property building 
improvement has been calculated from exterior measurements rounded to the 
nearest half foot as listed on the sketch. 

The profile data is intended to provide identification and description of the subject 
property characteristics relevant to the purpose and intended use of this summary. 
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR
 PROPERTY PROFILE

250511212007R0083539 Local #: 1 Parcel #:Account #:

Tax Year:

Assign To:

2024
3287

EGW

Levy:
Map #:
Initials:

72.278000 # of Imps:
LEA:
Acct Type:

1
45119
Exempt

Created On:

Inactive On:
Last Updated:

09/01/1996
Tax Dist:

Property AddressOwner's Name and Address

Active On: 09/23/2024
PUC:

TURNER ASSOCIATES LLC
1107 OLD NORTH GATE RD
COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80921-7234

310 N WILCOX ST, CASTLE ROCK

Sales Summary
Sale Date Sale Price Deed Type Reception # Book Page # Grantor

07/16/2024 $1,475,000 Special Warranty
Deed

2024029690 FRONT RANGE CHRISTIAN
CHURCH

06/14/2016 $720,000 Warranty Deed 2016039010 ANGELA M HOOPER &
CHRISTOPHER R HOOPER

02/27/2013 $750,000 Special Warranty
Deed

2013017565 TOM SECRIST & SCOTT ROBY &
310 NORTH WILCOX LLC

02/27/2013 $0 Quit Claim Common 2013017564 310 NORTH WILCOX LLC
12/28/2011 $0 Quit Claim 2012003321 310 NORTH WILCOX LLC & TOM

SECRIST & SOCTT ROBY
11/10/2011 $0 Quit Claim Common 2011073826 301 NORTH WILCOX LLC
09/26/2010 $0 Quit Claim Common 2010068707 310 NORTH WILCOX LLC & TOM

SECRIST
04/15/2010 $0 Quit Claim Common 2010028702 310 NORTH WILCOX LLC
04/14/2010 $500,000 Special Warranty

Deed
2010023294 MICHAEL S FARMER & JON C COOK

11/18/2009 $0 Quit Claim Common 2009088950 LORRAINE SINCLAIRE DONAGHY &
PHILIP DONAGHY

04/20/2007 $600,000 Warranty Deed
Common

2007033084 AVRON INVESTMENTS LLC

11/09/2004 $415,000 Warranty Deed 2004115214 RICHARD M HART & DANIELLE D
HART

02/15/2000 $300,000 Warranty Deed 00011826 1812 AKERS JACK826
02/01/2000 $0 Warranty Deed 00009724 1809 KING CHARLENE J & AKERS JACK675
08/03/1994 $0 Quit Claim 9442114 1212 KING CHAR1414
06/26/1992 $75,000 Warranty Deed 9222973 1065 CENTURY PROPERTIES1148
11/11/1983 $65,000 Warranty Deed 315669 497 RUTH S WOODRUFF700

Legal
LOT 12 BLK 19 TOWN OF CASTLE ROCK    0.08 AM/L

RangeTownshipSection Government LotQtrQtrQtr Government Tract

11 8 67 NW

Subdivision Information
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR
 PROPERTY PROFILE

250511212007R0083539 Local #: 1 Parcel #:Account #: Subdivision Information
Sub Name Lot Tract

19 12

Block

CASTLE ROCK TOWN OF

Land Valuation Summary
Land Type Abst Cd Net SF Measure # of Units Value/Unit Actual Val Asmt % Assessed ValValue By

9151 Square
Feet

3,484.
800000

$96.00 $334,541 $93,33727.90%3,485Market

Class Sub Class

Exempt

2112 Square
Feet

3,484.
800000

$96.00 $334,541 $93,33727.90%3,485Market

Class Sub Class

Commercial

$669,082 $186,6740.16Land Subtotal:

Land Attributes

Improvement Valuation Summary

Total Property Value
$1,847,650 $507,120Total Value:

*Approximate Assessed Value

Attribute Description Adjustment
C-OTS C-Outsized Lot 0.400000
C-VSB C-Visibility 0.200000

Imp # Property Type Abst Code Occupancy Actual Value Asmt % Assessed Val*Class
1.00 Commercial 2212 $1,513,109 27.90% $422,157Church - Sanctuaries (Chapels) Masonry
1.00 Commercial 9259 $1,513,109 27.90% $422,157Church - Sanctuaries (Chapels) Masonry
Improvement Subtotal: $844,315$3,026,218
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR
 PROPERTY PROFILE

250511212007R0083539 Local #: 1 Parcel #:Account #:

Occupancy Summary

Built As Summary

Improvement Summary

Improvements Value Summary

Imp #:

Quality:

Condition:

Perimeter:

Commercial

Average

Average

309

100.00%

Landscaping $:
0.00

% Complete:

Property Type:

1

Nbhd:

Nbhd Ext:

Nbhd Adj:

R20

00

1.0000

Occupancy: Church - Sanctuaries (Chapels) 100%Occ %:
Occupancy: Church - Sanctuaries (Chapels) 100%Occ %:

Built As:

Construction Type:

HVAC:
Interior Finish:
Roof Cover:
Built As SF:
# of Baths:
# of Bdrms:
# of Stories:
Story Height:
Sprinkler SF:
Capacity:

Church - Sanctuaries (Chapels)

Masonry

Complete HVAC

5279
0.00
0.00

13
0
0

2.00

Year Built: 1993

2010

0.2500
1997

0

Year Remodeled:

% Remodeled:
Adj Year Blt:
Effective Age:

Diameter:
Height: 0

0.00

Units Units Price RCN Actual
Value

1Improvement

Add On
Com Deck Average $3,757.68 $2,255.00136.0000 $27.63
Com Concrete Slab Average $1,210.40 $702.00136.0000 $8.90

RCN Cost/SF:
Total RCN:
Phys Depr %
Phys Depr $:

$168.41
$889,042.00
0.3300
$293,755.00

Design Adj: 0.0000 Func Obs %: 0.0000
Exterior Adj:
Interior Adj:
Amateur Adj:

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Econ Obs %:
Other Obs %:

0.0000
0.0000

RCNLD $: $595,287.00 RCNLD Cost/$:$112.77 Market/SF:

Total RCN:

1IMPNO:

$286.63
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Account #

Account #

Account #

R0083539
Totals

Account #
R0083539

$0 $818,567 27.900% $228,380 7.2278%

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB22-238 Commercial 30k Exemption ($30,000)

$36,653.62 $0.00
$1,847,650 $507,120 $36,653.62 $1,847,650 $507,120 $36,653.62 $0.00
$1,847,650 $507,120 $36,653.62 $1,847,650 $507,120

7.2278% $3,649.32
$664,542 27.900% $185,410 7.2278% $13,401.06

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$16,506.85
Account Total: $1,847,650 ($30,000) $1,817,650 $507,120 $36,653.62

$153,560 27.900% $42,840 7.2278% $3,096.39R0083539 2112 3287 $153,560 $0
2212 3287 $694,542 ($30,000)
9151 3287 $180,981 $0
9259 3287 $818,567

$180,981 27.900% $50,490

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

7.2278% $3,649.32
$664,542 27.900% $185,410 7.2278% $13,401.06

$16,506.85
Account Total: $1,847,650 ($30,000) $1,817,650 $507,120 $36,653.62

$0 $818,567 27.900% $228,380 7.2278%

$153,560 27.900% $42,840 7.2278% $3,096.39R0083539 2112 3287 $153,560 $0
2212 3287 $694,542 ($30,000)
9151 3287 $180,981 $0
9259 3287 $818,567

$180,981 27.900% $50,490

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$1,475,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $1,847,650

The subject property is a 5,279 square foot commercial property constructed in 1993. As of the 6/30/2022 date of value and 1/1/2024 
assessment date, the subject was owned and operated by a tax exempt church organization. Documentation provided by the petitioner’s 
agent did not support any valuation adjustment. The sale of the subject provided occurred over 2 years after the relevant date of value 
and the comparable sale provided is of a commercial condominium day care. For the 2024 tax year, the property was valued using the 
sales comparison approach. The valuation market model selected for the subject is supported by comparable sales within the study 
period, indicating a value of $350 per square foot. Based on this analysis, denial of the appeal is recommended.

Petitioner TURNER ASSOCIATES LLC 

Reason The Market Approach to value was used in determining the 
subjects value, resulting in no change.Agent PROPERTY TAX ADVISORS, INC

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser SJH

Date Received 1/6/2026 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600035
Abatement # 202600035 Staff Appraiser EGW
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     TJTM Castle Rock LLC  Agent:  Robert A. Hill  
 
Parcel No.:   R0344588    Abatement Number:  202600028 & 202600029   
        
 
Assessor's Original Value:  $3,371,845 for tax years 2023 and 2024 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 10:00 a.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by : Edward Weller 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☐  not present 
  c.     ☐  present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
  d.     ☒not present/represented by Robert Hill 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   $3,371,845 – No change            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    $2,700,000 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner provided 
two comparable sales with sizes of 17,172 sf and 48,820 sf and sales prices per square foot of $125.20 and $141.34 
respectively. He requested a value of $2,700,000 or $172.16/sf. 
 
   



 2 

 
                                                                  
 
 
5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☒data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☒a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☐other Click here to enter text. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  (3215) - Industrial 
                 
Total Actual Value: $3,371,845 for 2023 and 2024 
 
Reasons are as follows: The assessor’s eight sales were a more comprehensive indication of market value than the 
two sales used by the petitioner. The assigned value by the assessor is supported.  
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☐  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☒  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☐  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
Name                                                                                         Date 
 
 
Abatement Log No.  202600028 & 202600029 













Account #

Account #

Account #

R0344588
Totals

$66,082.28 $0.00
$3,371,845 $940,740 $66,082.28 $3,371,845 $940,740 $66,082.28 $0.00
$3,371,845 $940,740 $66,082.28 $3,371,845 $940,740

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$3,371,845 $940,740 $66,082.28

R0344588 3115 0217 $435,600 $0
3215 0217 $2,936,245 $0
Account Total: $3,371,845

$819,210 7.0245% $57,545.41

$0

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$2,936,245 27.900% $819,210 7.0245% $57,545.41
$435,600 27.900% $121,530 7.0245% $8,536.87

$435,600 27.900% $121,530 7.0245% $8,536.87R0344588 3115 0217 $435,600 $0
3215 0217 $2,936,245 $0
Account Total: $3,371,845 $0 $3,371,845 $940,740 $66,082.28

$2,936,245 27.900%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$2,700,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $3,371,845

The subject property is a 15,683 square foot multi-tenant warehouse constructed in 2002. The comparable sales and actual operating data 
provided by the petitioner’s agent did not support any valuation adjustment. The income and expense information provided appears to 
represent only one tenant of multiple that occupies the subject. In order to properly review the performance of the subject, study period 
rent rolls and leases are necessary. For the 2023 tax year, the property was valued using the sales comparison approach. The valuation 
market model selected for the subject is supported by comparable sales within the study period, indicating a value of $215 per square foot. 
Based on this analysis, denial of the appeal is recommended.

Petitioner TJTM CASTLE ROCK LLC 

Reason The Market Approach to value was used in determining the 
subjects value, resulting in no change.Agent ROBERT A. HILL

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2023 Review Appraiser SJH

Date Received 12/31/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600028
Abatement # 202600028 Staff Appraiser EGW



Account #

Account #

Account #

R0344588
Totals

$65,172.59 $0.00
$3,371,845 $940,740 $65,172.59 $3,371,845 $940,740 $65,172.59 $0.00
$3,371,845 $940,740 $65,172.59 $3,371,845 $940,740

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$3,371,845 $940,740 $65,172.59

R0344588 3115 0217 $435,600 $0
3215 0217 $2,936,245 $0
Account Total: $3,371,845

$819,210 6.9278% $56,753.23

$0

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$2,936,245 27.900% $819,210 6.9278% $56,753.23
$435,600 27.900% $121,530 6.9278% $8,419.36

$435,600 27.900% $121,530 6.9278% $8,419.36R0344588 3115 0217 $435,600 $0
3215 0217 $2,936,245 $0
Account Total: $3,371,845 $0 $3,371,845 $940,740 $65,172.59

$2,936,245 27.900%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$2,700,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $3,371,845

The subject property is a 15,683 square foot multi-tenant warehouse constructed in 2002. The comparable sales and actual operating data 
provided by the petitioner’s agent did not support any valuation adjustment. The income and expense information provided appears to 
represent only one tenant of multiple that occupies the subject. In order to properly review the performance of the subject, study period 
rent rolls and leases are necessary. For the 2024 tax year, the property was valued using the sales comparison approach. The valuation 
market model selected for the subject is supported by comparable sales within the study period, indicating a value of $215 per square foot. 
Based on this analysis, denial of the appeal is recommended.

Petitioner TJTM CASTLE ROCK LLC 

Reason The Market Approach to value was used in determining the 
subjects value, resulting in no change.Agent ROBERT A. HILL

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser SJH

Date Received 12/31/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600029
Abatement # 202600029 Staff Appraiser EGW





 Office of the Assessor 
TOBY DAMISCH, ASSESSOR 

For submission to 

The  
Douglas County Board of County Commissioners 

Abatement Filing(s) 

#202600028 
#202600029 

Petitioner 
TJTM CASTLE ROCK LLC 

ACTUAL VALUE DATA SUMMARY 

Of 

1050 TOPEKA WAY 
CASTLE ROCK, CO 80109 

Account Number: R0344588 

Assessment Date(s): January 1, 2023 and 2024 

Prepared by 
Douglas County Assessor Office 



 

   

                Office of the Assessor 
            TOBY DAMISCH, ASSESSOR 
 

Douglas County Board of County Commissioners 
100 Third Street 
Castle Rock, Colorado 80104 
 
 
Honorable Board Members: 

In response to the abatement filing, the following actual value data summary has been prepared for ad valorem purposes 
regarding the subject property.  The actual value as considered in this summary is applicable for the 2023 and 2024 tax 
years and is developed from the level of value for the period of one and one-half years immediately prior to June 30, 2022 
as required by Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-104(10.2)(a)(d).  Except that if sufficient data was not available in the one 
and one-half year period, the period of five years immediately prior to June 30, 2022 was utilized to determine level of 
value as further required by 39-1-104(10.2)(a)(d), C.R.S. 
 
The purpose of this actual value data summary is to demonstrate how the “actual value” (market value) was developed for 
the subject property considering its physical state and condition as of the first of January, for the tax year(s) considered in 
the filing, based on the June 30, 2022, level of value (base period) for the determination of property taxes.  For purposes 
of this summary the term “actual value” is considered synonymous with the term “market value”. The intended user of the 
summary is the Douglas County Board of Equalization.  The purpose of this actual value data summary is to provide 
documentation of the Assessor’s office actual value for the subject property and the basis of the recommendation to the 
Board of Equalization for the resolution of the appeal filed regarding the subject property.  This summary has been 
prepared only for ad valorem purposes and the intended users, and should not be relied upon by a third party for any 
other purpose. 
 
For the ad valorem purposes of this actual value data summary, market value is defined as: 
 
“The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all conditions requisite to 
a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and assuming the price is not affected by 
undue stimulus.  Implicit in this definition are the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title 
from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: 
                           

1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 
2. Both parties are well informed or well advised, and both acting in what they consider their own best interest; 
3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 
4. Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. Dollars or in terms of financial arrangements comparable thereto; and 
5. The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or creative financing or 

sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.” 
 
Property Assessment Valuation, International Association of Assessing Officers, Third Edition, IAAO, Kansas City, 
Missouri. Copyright 2010. 
 
 
This actual value data summary is not an appraisal report.  This actual value data summary is only a summary of the level 
of value data as applied within the computer assisted mass appraisal  
(CAMA) system to the subject property characteristics, and is intended only for the use of the Douglas County Board of 
County Commissioners, and should not be relied upon by a third party for any purpose other than the intended ad valorem 
purposes.  The assessor’s office maintains a separate file that contains additional information and data regarding the 
subject property.   
 
The actual value for the subject property for the current reassessment cycle tax years is based upon the data, presented 
in this summary. 
 
 
Office of the Assessor 
Douglas County 
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Actual Value Data Summary 
 
This actual value data summary is not an appraisal report.  This actual value data summary is only 
a summary of the level of value data as applied within the Assessor’s computer assisted mass 
appraisal (CAMA) system to the subject property characteristics.  This summary is intended only 
for valorem use purposes to demonstrate the applied approaches and development of the value 
assigned to the subject property by the Assessor’s process and should not be relied upon by a 
third party for any other purpose other than the intended ad valorem use purposes. 
 
 
Subject Property Identification and Description 
 
A copy of the Assessor’s Office property profile for the subject property may be found in the 
Exhibits and Addendum section of this summary.  This profile contains the current record of the 
subject property owner, property address and or legal description, sales summary, land area, 
building and site improvement characteristic data as of the date of assessment, and the actual and 
assessed values as of the effective date of the appraisal.  There are photographs and sketches of 
the subject property improvements included when available from the CAMA system database.  The 
profile data is intended to provide identification and description of the subject property 
characteristics relevant to the purpose and intended use of this summary. 
 
 
Intended Users of the Summary 
 
The intended user of this summary is the Douglas County Board of County Commissioners.  Other 
intended users of the summary include staff of the Douglas County Attorney, petitioner(s) initiating 
the Petition for Abatement or Refund of Taxes for the property that is the subject of this summary, 
and agent(s) as duly authorized by the petitioner.  This summary has been prepared only for ad 
valorem purposes for use by the client and intended users and should not be relied upon by a third 
party for any other purpose. 
 
 
Intended Use of Summary 
 
The intended use of the summary is to demonstrate the development of the actual value assigned 
to the subject property and to further provide support for the Douglas County Assessor’s Office 
recommendation regarding the subject property’s actual value for presentation to the Douglas 
County Board of County Commissioners.  This summary has been prepared for use as supportive 
documentation in an abatement petition hearing conducted by the Douglas County Board of 
County Commissioners. 
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Purpose of Summary 
 
The purpose of this summary is to demonstrate the development of the “actual value” (market 
value) as assigned to the subject property in its physical condition as of the January 1 of the 
applicable tax year(s), based on the previous June 30th level of value for the purpose of 
determining property taxes. Said value is established utilizing base period data from the time 
period of eighteen months prior to the level of assessment date.  In the event of insufficient market 
data from this time period, the Assessor's Office reviews market data prior to the beginning of the 
level of assessment date, going back in six-month increments to a maximum study period of five 
years.  When appropriate, all sales are to be time adjusted to the level of value period date as 
required by state statute.  All actual values established by the Douglas County Assessor's Office 
have been made in conformance with applicable laws and administrative regulations.  For 
purposes of this summary, the term “actual value” is considered synonymous with the term “market 
value”. 
 
 
Definition of Value 
 
For the purpose of the summary, market value is defined as quoted: 
 

“The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all 
conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, 
and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus.  Implicit in this definition are the 
consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under 
conditions whereby: 
                           

1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 
2. Both parties are well informed or well advised, and both acting in what they consider their own 

best interest; 
3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 
4. Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. Dollars or in terms of financial arrangements 

comparable thereto; and 
5. The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or 

creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.” 
 
Property Assessment Valuation, International Association of Assessing Officers, Third Edition, 
IAAO, Kansas City, Missouri. Copyright 2010. 

 
 
Property Rights Considered  
 
Only a fee simple interest is considered for the subject property as required by Colorado Revised 
Statues §39-1-106, and the Assessor’s Reference Library Volume 3, Chapter 7, Pages 13-16.   
Further, in BAA and Regis Jesuit Holding, Inc v. City and County of Denver, et al, 848 P.2d 355 
(Colo. 1993) the court cited CRS §39-1-106, and defined this as “a rule of property taxation which 
requires that all estates in a unit of real property be assessed together.”                               
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Effective Date of the Actual Value 
 
The effective date of the actual value assignment is the statutorily required level of value date of 
June 30, 2022, utilizing base period data from the time period of 2021 and the first six months of 
2022.  The subject property characteristics are considered, as they existed on the date of 
assessment of January 1, 2023 and 2024.  Therefore, the subject is assigned a retrospective 
actual or market value as of June 30, 2022 for the property characteristics that existed on January 
1, 2023 and 2024. 
 
Market conditions as of the assessment date may differ from the effective level of value date.  Only 
market data and conditions from the applicable base period have been considered.  However, 
comparable sales and leases transacted prior to the base study period may have as well been 
considered as provided for by Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-104 (10.2)(d). 

 
           
 
           Scope of Data Collection and Verification Methods 

 
This summary presents demonstrations of the data and methods that were applied in the mass 
appraisal process of establishing the actual value of the subject property.  Other data and analyses are 
retained in the files of the Douglas County Assessor’s Office.  Additionally a search has been made of 
private sales data, public records of assessor’s offices, confidential records of the assessor’s office, 
including Real Property Transfer Declarations (TD-1000 forms), Subdivision Land Valuation 
Questionnaires, and Income, Expense, and Vacancy Questionnaires.  Further, income, vacancy, and 
expense data was gathered from real estate publications and data services, area Realtors and 
appraisers, and property owners. 
 
Data considered in the modeling process includes the land economic area assigned unit value, 
replacement costs, depreciation estimates, comparable improved sales, comparable rents and 
operating expense information, and capitalization rates.  This data was gathered from the subject area, 
metropolitan area, annual reports, regional and national services.  Confirmation of data was by deeds, 
deeds of trusts, other public records, subscription services for fee, and/or principals or agents of 
individual transactions. 
 
The three traditionally recognized approaches to value, cost, sales comparison, and income 
capitalization, were considered in the mass appraisal process and applied to the characteristics of each 
property within an assigned property classification when sufficient data were available to develop a 
mass appraisal model for the specific valuation approach. 
 
Cost approach model data is generated by the Assessor’s CAMA system based on tables built from the 
Marshall Valuation Service at the date of the level of value study period for the applicable 
reassessment cycle tax years. 
 
Sales comparison approach model data is based on sales of properties from the applicable level of 
value study period.  The sales have been confirmed and verified and then classified and further 
stratified on the basis of the actual current use of the properties at the time of sale for application in the 
modeling process. 
 
Income approach model data is based on market indicated leases of properties from the applicable 
level of value study period.  This data is collected from the market and analyzed to produce model 
coefficients that represent typical market rental rates, vacancies and expenses for application in the 
income approach modeling process.  Capitalization rate data applicable to the level of value study 
period is collected from rates as indicated by the sale of leased property, real estate publications, data  
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services, and the study of economic indicators that typically impact market driven capitalization rates.  
Capitalization rates as applied to gross income or modified gross income analysis may include an 
effective tax rate loaded on the base capitalization rate to allow consideration of the potential tax 
liability. 
 
The Assessor’s office has considered the best information available in the form of land sales and costs 
to construct improvements, sales data of comparable properties in the immediate competitive market 
area and lease data that provide typical market indications in the modeling process. 
 
An exterior inspection of the subject property was made on the date as shown in photos included with 
the profile and on other occasions. 
 
The characteristics of the subject property and any comparable properties improvements demonstrated 
in this summary are based on the data as recorded in the Assessor’s records and are believed to be 
correct.  Should any property characteristics or other data be determined to be other than that as 
considered and relied upon, the Assessor’s office reserves reconsideration of the subject property’s 
actual value. 

 

Jurisdictional Exceptions 

 
The Colorado Constitution Article X, Section 20(8)(c), requires only the market approach be 
applied when valuing residential properties.  Further Colorado Revised Statutes §39-1-103(5)(a) 
states, “…The actual value of residential real property shall be determined solely by consideration 
of the market approach to appraisal”. 
 
Colorado Revised Statutes §39-1-103(5)(c) requires that property be classified and valued 
according to its current use, which may be different than its Highest and Best Use.  Therefore, the 
actual current use as of the date of assessment is considered to determine the value of the subject 
property. 
 
Colorado Revised Statutes §39-1-104 (10.2)(a) and (d) mandate a specific data collection period, 
usually consisting of 18 months, and referred to as the “Base Period”.  This report uses data from 
that period in the analysis and conclusions as required by Colorado law. 
 
 
Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions 
 
Typically the real property appraisals conducted by the Assessors Office do not require 
consideration of extraordinary assumptions or hypothetical conditions regarding the subject 
property that would affect the analyses, opinions, and conclusions. 
 
Real property, where access has been limited, restricted or denied to the Assessors Office may 
have been estimated for its physical characteristics on the basis of the best information available to 
and obtainable by the assessor. 
 
Actual current use as of the date of assessment has been considered for the subject property as 
required by Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-103 and may be different than the Highest and Best 
Use or uses permitted by zoning. 
 
The subject property has been analyzed for its actual use and property characteristics that existed 
on the date of assessment, and the actual value has been determined at the retrospective level of 
value study period. 
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Zoning   
 
Zoning typically impacts property value as it can restrict or enhance the legally allowable use and 
development of a property.  However, Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-103 requires that the 
actual use of the subject property, as of the date of assessment, be considered in determining the 
actual value.  Therefore, analysis of the subject property based on the actual use may differ from 
other possible use(s) allowable under applicable zoning that could potentially influence market 
value. 
 
Property Tax Data 
 
The portion of the subject property classified as commercial real estate is assessed at 27.9% of the 
assessor’s actual value indication.  The actual and assessed values are included with the property 
profile identification and description of the subject property. 

             
 
            History of Subject Property 

 
Data regarding the subject property current use, year built, year remodeled if applicable, and 
indicated effective age are included with the property profile identification and description of the 
subject property.  If the subject property is leased and the Assessor’s Office has access to the 
rental or lease agreement that data will be considered in the income capitalization analysis of this 
report. 
 
 
Sales History 
 
Recorded conveyances indicating sale or transfer of ownership of the subject prior to the effective 
date of the appraisal are included in the sales summary section of the property profile identification 
and description of the subject property and are analyzed when appropriate. 
  
 
Land Data Description 
 
The subject property land data is included with the Land Valuation Summary section of the 
property profile identification and description of the subject property.  Unless otherwise noted here 
or in other sections of this summary, the site is considered to be of sufficient size and utility to 
support the current use of the property. 
 
 
Improvement Data Description 
 
The subject property improvement data included in this summary is as listed in the Individual Built 
As Detail and Building Details sections of the property profile identification and description of the 
subject property.  Unless otherwise noted here or in other sections of this summary, the described 
building details and site improvements are considered to be of sufficient utility to allow the current 
use of the property. 
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           Highest and Best Use  
 
“The reasonably probable use of property that results in the highest value.” -The Appraisal of Real 
Estate, 14th Edition, Appraisal Institute, 2013 page 332. 
 
The Colorado Supreme Court in Board of Assessment Appeals, et al, v. Colorado Arlberg Club 762 
P.2d 146 (Colo. 1988) stated “reasonable future use is considered because it is relevant to the 
property’s present market value”, and “our statute does not preclude consideration of future uses.” 
 
The court further quoted the American Appraisal Institute of Real Estate Appraisers referencing 
The Appraisal of Real Estate 33, 1983, 8th Edition, “In the market, the current value of a property is 
not based on historical prices or cost of creation; it is based on what market participants perceive 
to be the future benefits of acquisition.”  And further “Accordingly, a property’s “highest and best 
use,” which is “[t]he use, from among reasonably probable and legal alternative uses, found to be 
physically possible, appropriately supported, financially feasible, that results in highest land value,” 
is a “crucial determinant of value in the market.” 
 
The court then concluded that “reasonable future use is relevant to a property’s current market 
value for tax assessment purposes.” 
 
Highest and best use analysis for ad valorem purposes includes consideration the reasonable 
future use and most profitable use of a property subject to the influence of competitive market 
forces applicable to the location of the property as of the date of appraisal. 
 
Analysis of the highest and best use of a property typically employs four criteria to test alternative 
uses of a property in the determination of the most profitable use.  The four criteria considered are 
legal permissibility, physical possibility, financial feasibility, and maximum productivity. 
 
Further, the highest and best use of the property is analyzed as of the date of appraisal from two 
perspectives; as though vacant and ready for development, and as improved with existing 
improvements.   
 
The subject property current actual use as of the property tax assessment date was as described 
in the property profile identification and description section of this summary.  While the subject 
property is classified based on the actual current use, the highest and best use has been 
considered in the determination of the actual value of the property. 
 
 
Highest and Best Use as Vacant 
 
The highest and best use of the subject site as vacant would be development that is consistent 
with the use and development of the surrounding neighborhood.  Considering the four criteria of 
highest and best use, the size, shape, topography, access, utility and zoning all appear to support 
the use of the site for development as an industrial property. 
 
 
Highest and Best Use as Improved 
Based on analysis of the legally permissible, physically possible, and financially feasible uses of 
the property, the current industrial use is considered to be maximally productive, and the highest 
and best use of the subject property as improved. 
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SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 
 

The following improved sales, considered for their actual use in the model development, are 
properties that sold in or immediately prior to the applicable base study period.  The sales provide 
an indication of the range of value and bracket the per unit coefficient value as applied in the sales 
comparison modeling process.   
 
 

ACCOUNT ADDRESS ADJ. SALE $ SALE DATE YOC SQ FT PSF

1 ARAPAHOE 9869 E EASTER AVE, ENGLEWOOD $2,925,000 2/24/2022 2006 12,000 $243.75

2 R0310922 3761 NORWOOD DR, LITTLETON $6,300,000 7/2/2021 1984, 1995 22,806 $276.24

3 ARAPAHOE 7240 S FRASER ST, CENTENNIAL $3,600,000 5/21/2021 1998 12,624 $285.17

4 ARAPAHOE 7030-7036 S POTOMAC ST, CENTENNIAL $3,550,000 5/10/2021 2002 22,950 $154.68

5 R0451066 907 PARK ST, CASTLE ROCK $2,650,000 1/13/2021 2005 12,552 $211.12

6 ARAPAHOE 15253 E FREMONT DR, ENGLEWOOD $2,320,000 12/8/2020 2012 9,110 $254.67

7 R0602722 2811 HIGHWAY 85, CASTLE ROCK $2,867,198 10/26/2020 2020 13,225 $216.80

8 ARAPAHOE 15152 E FREMONT DR, ENGLEWOOD $2,025,000 8/25/2020 1998 12,100 $167.36

$215 SELECTED MODEL VALUE PSF  
 
 
 
The table below illustrates the indicated market value calculation detail showing the market model 
coefficient applied to the subject property characteristics.  
 
 

Neighborhood I73
Occupancy Code 334 Name Ind. Light Manuf.

Name Units Val Per Value
SF 15,683 $215 $3,371,845

Market Calculation Detail
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INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH 
 

Applicable overall capitalization rates as applied in the modeled income capitalization approach 
have been derived by analysis of sales of properties with leases in place at the time of sale, 
consideration of typical mortgage and equity return requirements, and review of the Lowery 
Property Advisors Real Estate Investment Survey, Summer 2022. 
 
When an actual vacancy rate and expense data are not provided or are found to be insufficient the         
modeled rates derived from analysis of leased properties and review of data available from CoStar  
and real property brokerage reporting services are applied. 

 
The worksheet on the following page provides the application of the income capitalization approach 
coefficients to the characteristics of the subject property in a direct income capitalization analysis. 
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Account # R0 344588 Building # 1

Parcel # Occupancy % 100.00%

Occupancy Code Light Industrial Manufacturing

Revenue Model I73

Rate Square Feet

   Rental Rate $15.00 15,683

Total Potential Gross Income $235,245.00

Vacancy and Collection Loss

   Vacancy and Collection Loss 5.00%

Total Vacancy and Collection Loss $11,762.25

Potential Gross Less Vacancy and Loss $223,482.75

Additional Income

Additional Inc Square Feet

   Additional Income /SF $0.00 0

Total Additional Income $0.00

Effective Gross Income $223,482.75

Expenses

   Utilities $ $0.00

   Janitorial $ $0.00

   Tenant Improvements $ $0.00

   Advertising $ $0.00

   Insurance $ $0.00

   Repairs and Maintenance $ $0.00

   Miscellaneous $ $0.00

   Management Exp $ $0.00

   Lease Exp $ $0.00

   Reserves for Replacement $ $0.00

Total Expense % if not itemized 5.00% $11,174.14

Total Expenses $11,174.14

Net Operating Income $212,308.61

Capitalization Rate 6.25%

$3,396,937.81

Rounded $3,400,000.00
Final Indicated Property Value

Commercial Income Worksheet

2505-101-02-012

334

$235,245.00

$11,762.25

$0.00
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Summary of Data 
 

The approaches to value where models have been developed and considered for the assignment 
of actual value for the subject property indicate the following value(s): 
 

  
Sales Comparison Approach $ 3,371,845 
Income Capitalization Approach  $ 3,400,000 

 
 
            

The subject property is considered for its actual use as of the date of assessment.  The 
improvements located on the subject parcel appears to function well for the intended purpose.  
 
The cost approach is typically most reliable when appraising newly constructed properties where 
there is little or no depreciation, and with properties where the land component is a substantial 
portion of the total actual value.  The cost approach can also provide an indication of value for 
unique properties where there is insufficient data to provide a reliable indication of value by the 
sales comparison or income capitalization approaches.  Typically the cost approach is given the 
least weight with older properties where attempting to estimate an appropriate amount of accrued 
deprecation may result in an unreliable indication of value, and therefore, this approach may not 
be given any consideration in the final actual value estimate. 
 
The sales comparison approach model is generally considered to be a good indicator of actual 
value when there is sufficient sales data available to extract a well supported coefficient for 
application to the inventory of similar properties.  When consequential data is available, the sales 
comparison approach model is the most likely to provide the best indication of market value of the 
three approaches to value as it is based on what similar properties have sold for in the market 
place. 
 
The income capitalization approach model is most generally applicable to actual income-
producing properties.  This approach synthesizes the dynamics of the rental market by applying 
market extracted coefficients for economic rental rates, vacancy, expenses and capitalization 
rates to individual property characteristics.  Application of this approach allows analysis as would 
be typically applied by investors in the market place considering the income stream production 
capability of a property and how it competes with other investment opportunities available. 
 
The approaches have been developed for modeling purposes when sufficient data to provide 
reliable indications of value for the subject property were available.  The market/sales comparison 
approach model has been selected as the most reliable indication of actual value for the subject 
property with support as indicated above from the income capitalization approach model.  
 
The actual value assigned to the subject property based on the modeling process as developed 
from the level of value for the current assessment cycle is $3,371,845 allocated as follows: 

 
Improvements $ 2,936,245
Land $ 435,600
Total $ 3,371,845  
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EXHIBITS AND ADDENDA 
 

Subject Location Map 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 
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SUBJECT PROPERTY BUILDING PHOTOGRAPHS 

 

 
 

SUBJECT: EXTERIOR OF BUILDING #1 
 

 
 

SUBJECT: TENANT SIGNAGE AS OF JUNE 2023 
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SUBJECT: AERIAL OF SITE 
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Subject Property Profile 
 

The following pages contain a copy of the Assessor’s Office property profile for the 
subject property.  This profile contains the current record of the subject property 
owner, property address and or legal description, sales summary, land area, building 
and site improvement characteristic data as of the date of assessment, and as 
applied to indicate the actual and assessed values assigned the subject property. 
 
There are photographs and sketches of the subject property improvements included 
when available in the CAMA system database.  The sketch, if included, is intended 
to familiarize the user(s) of this summary with the dimensional proportions of the 
subject property improvements.  The area of the subject property building 
improvement has been calculated from exterior measurements rounded to the 
nearest half foot as listed on the sketch. 
 
The profile data is intended to provide identification and description of the subject 
property characteristics relevant to the purpose and intended use of this summary. 
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR
 PROPERTY PROFILE

250510102012R0344588 Local #: 1,8 Parcel #:Account #:

Tax Year:

Assign To:

2023
0217

EGW

Levy:
Map #:
Initials:

70.245000 # of Imps:
LEA:
Acct Type:

1
45111
Commercial

Created On:

Inactive On:
Last Updated:

09/01/1996
Tax Dist:

Property AddressOwner's Name and Address

Active On: 12/05/2022
PUC:

TJTM CASTLE ROCK LLC
5500 STONE CANON RANCH RD
CASTLE ROCK, CO 80104-2551

1050 TOPEKA WAY, CASTLE ROCK

Sales Summary
Sale Date Sale Price Deed Type Reception # Book Page # Grantor

12/29/2014 $1,975,000 Special Warranty
Deed

2014076701 RHI LLC

01/26/2011 $1,250,000 Special Warranty
Deed

2011007568 1050 TOPEKA WAY LLC

05/13/2009 $0 Quit Claim 2009036098 JOSEPH M MEYER JR & CATHY S
LATTA

09/29/2000 $165,000 Warranty Deed Joint 00071949 1906 JOHN S DELVA & MARGUERITE C
DELVA

865

09/10/1998 $0 Quit Claim 9891343 1625 JS DELVA CORP1181
11/01/1997 $0 Quit Claim 9766310 1485 JS DELVA CORP927
03/08/1991 $51,300 Warranty Deed 9108031 957 COLUMBIA SAVINGS1047

Legal
LOT 2 CITADEL STATION #6 AMENDMENT #1 1 AM/L

RangeTownshipSection Government LotQtrQtrQtr Government Tract

10 8 67 NE

Subdivision Information
Sub Name Lot Tract

0 2

Block

CITADEL STATION

Land Valuation Summary
Land Type Abst Cd Net SF Measure # of Units Value/Unit Actual Val Asmt % Assessed ValValue By

3115 Square
Feet

43,560.
000000

$10.00 $435,600 $121,53227.90%43,560Market

Class Sub Class

Commercial

$435,600 $121,5321.00Land Subtotal:

Page 16 of 18



DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR
 PROPERTY PROFILE

250510102012R0344588 Local #: 1,8 Parcel #:Account #:

Land Attributes

Improvement Valuation Summary

Total Property Value
$3,371,845 $940,740Total Value:

*Approximate Assessed Value

Attribute Description Adjustment

Imp # Property Type Abst Code Occupancy Actual Value Asmt % Assessed Val*Class
1.00 Commercial 3215 $2,936,245 27.90% $819,212Indust Lght Manufacturing Metal Frame
Improvement Subtotal: $819,212$2,936,245
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR
 PROPERTY PROFILE

250510102012R0344588 Local #: 1,8 Parcel #:Account #:

Occupancy Summary

Built As Summary

Improvement Summary

Improvements Value Summary

Imp #:

Quality:

Condition:

Perimeter:

Commercial

Average

Good

691

100.00%

Landscaping $:
0.00

% Complete:

Property Type:

1

Nbhd:

Nbhd Ext:

Nbhd Adj:

I73

00

1.0000

Occupancy: Indust Lght Manufacturing 100%Occ %:

Built As:

Construction Type:

HVAC:
Interior Finish:
Roof Cover:
Built As SF:
# of Baths:
# of Bdrms:
# of Stories:
Story Height:
Sprinkler SF:
Capacity:

Indust Lght Manufacturing

Metal Frame

Package Unit

15683
0.00
0.00

21
15683
0

1.00

Year Built: 2002

0

0.0000
2002

0

Year Remodeled:

% Remodeled:
Adj Year Blt:
Effective Age:

Diameter:
Height: 0

0.00

Units Units Price RCN Actual
Value

1Improvement

Add On
Com Asphalt Good $91,927.50 $59,660.0015450.

0000
$5.95

Mezzanine
Storage $107,987.32 $107,987.003413.

0000
$31.64

RCN Cost/SF:
Total RCN:
Phys Depr %
Phys Depr $:

$107.18
$1,680,860.00
0.3510
$589,982.00

Design Adj: 0.0000 Func Obs %: 0.0000
Exterior Adj:
Interior Adj:
Amateur Adj:

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Econ Obs %:
Other Obs %:

0.0000
0.0000

RCNLD $: $1,090,878.00 RCNLD Cost/$:$69.56 Market/SF:

Total RCN:

1IMPNO:

$187.22
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     Hepwort Family Trust   Agent:  Jason Letman  
 
Parcel No.:  R0259215    Abatement Number:  202600026 & 202600027   
        
 
Assessor's Original Value:  $1,319,360 for 2023 and 2024 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 11:30 a.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by Matthew Steder 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☐  not present 
  c.     ☒  present/represented by Jason Letman 
  d.     ☐not present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   $1,319,360 – No change            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    $1,200,000 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner provided 
the 2021 and 2022 actual income and expense statements and based on the recent historical financial performance 
requested that the value be reduced to $1,200,000. He additionally stated that the property had sold in July of 2025 
and supported his requested value. 
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5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☒data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☒a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☐other Click here to enter text. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  (3212) - Industrial 
                 
Total Actual Value: $1,319,360 for both 2023 and 2024 
 
Reasons are as follows: The assessor provided five comparable sales ranging in size from 13,742 sf to 22,150sf with 
sales prices per square foot ranging from $125.20 to $201.67. The assigned value using comparable sales is a much 
better indication of market value than the actual income which indicates a rental rate that appears far below market 
value. The sale occurred three years after the 6/30/2022 appraisal date and cannot be considered. The assessor’s 
value is supported, petition denied. 
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☐  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☒  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☐  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
Name                                                                                         Date 
 
 
Abatement Log No.  202600026 & 202600027 

















Account #

Account #

Account #

R0259215
Totals

$32,539.68 $0.00
$1,319,360 $368,100 $32,539.68 $1,319,360 $368,100 $32,539.68 $0.00
$1,319,360 $368,100 $32,539.68 $1,319,360 $368,100

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$1,319,360 $368,100 $32,539.68

R0259215 3112 3366 $315,810 $0
3212 3366 $1,003,550 $0
Account Total: $1,319,360

$279,990 8.8399% $24,750.84

$0

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$1,003,550 27.900% $279,990 8.8399% $24,750.84
$315,810 27.900% $88,110 8.8399% $7,788.84

$315,810 27.900% $88,110 8.8399% $7,788.84R0259215 3112 3366 $315,810 $0
3212 3366 $1,003,550 $0
Account Total: $1,319,360 $0 $1,319,360 $368,100 $32,539.68

$1,003,550 27.900%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$1,100,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $1,319,360

The subject property is an 8,512 square foot, single tenant industrial property constructed in 1981. Documentation provided by the 
petitioner’s agent did not support any valuation adjustment. The agent’s estimates of market rent, vacancy, operating expenses, and 
capitalization rate used in the income approach are not supported by market indicators analyzed by the assessor. Actual income and 
expense information indicates the presence of a leasehold interest resulting from below-market rent currently in place. For the 2023 tax 
year, the property was valued using the sales comparison approach. The valuation model (I76) selected for the subject is supported by 
comparable sales within the study period, indicating a value of $155 per square foot. Based on this analysis, denial of the appeal is 
recommended.

Petitioner HEPWORTH FAMILY TRUST 

Reason The Market Approach to value was used in determining the 
subjects value, resulting in no change.Agent CONSULTUS ASSET VALUATION 

INC

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2023 Review Appraiser SJH

Date Received 12/30/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600026
Abatement # 202600026 Staff Appraiser MGS



Account #

Account #

Account #

R0259215
Totals

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser SJH

Date Received 12/30/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600027
Abatement # 202600027 Staff Appraiser MGS

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$1,100,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $1,319,360

The subject property is an 8,512 square foot, single tenant industrial property constructed in 1981. Documentation provided by the 
petitioner’s agent did not support any valuation adjustment. The agent’s estimates of market rent, vacancy, operating expenses, and 
capitalization rate used in the income approach are not supported by market indicators analyzed by the assessor. Actual income and 
expense information indicates the presence of a leasehold interest resulting from below-market rent currently in place. For the 2024 tax 
year, the property was valued using the sales comparison approach. The valuation model (I76) selected for the subject is supported by 
comparable sales within the study period, indicating a value of $155 per square foot. Based on this analysis, denial of the appeal is 
recommended.

Petitioner HEPWORTH FAMILY TRUST 

Reason The Market Approach to value was used in determining the 
subjects value, resulting in no change.Agent CONSULTUS ASSET VALUATION, 

INC

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$315,810 27.900% $88,110 8.7354% $7,696.76R0259215 3112 3366 $315,810 $0
3212 3366 $1,003,550 $0
Account Total: $1,319,360 $0 $1,319,360 $368,100 $32,155.01

$1,003,550 27.900% $279,990 8.7354% $24,458.25

$0

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$1,003,550 27.900% $279,990 8.7354% $24,458.25
$315,810 27.900% $88,110 8.7354% $7,696.76

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$1,319,360 $368,100 $32,155.01

R0259215 3112 3366 $315,810 $0
3212 3366 $1,003,550 $0
Account Total: $1,319,360

$32,155.01 $0.00
$1,319,360 $368,100 $32,155.01 $1,319,360 $368,100 $32,155.01 $0.00
$1,319,360 $368,100 $32,155.01 $1,319,360 $368,100
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            TOBY DAMISCH, ASSESSOR 
 

Douglas County Board of County Commissioners 
100 Third Street 
Castle Rock, Colorado 80104 
 
 
Honorable Board Members: 

In response to the abatement filing, the following actual value data summary has been prepared for ad valorem purposes 
regarding the subject property.  The actual value as considered in this summary is applicable for the 2023 tax year and is 
developed from the level of value for the period of one and one-half years immediately prior to June 30, 2022 as required 
by Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-104(10.2)(a)(d).  Except that if sufficient data was not available in the one and one-
half year period, the period of five years immediately prior to June 30, 2022 was utilized to determine level of value as 
further required by 39-1-104(10.2)(a)(d), C.R.S. 
 
The purpose of this actual value data summary is to demonstrate how the “actual value” (market value) was developed for 
the subject property considering its physical state and condition as of the first of January, for the tax year(s) considered in 
the filing, based on the June 30, 2022, level of value (base period) for the determination of property taxes.  For purposes 
of this summary the term “actual value” is considered synonymous with the term “market value”. The intended user of the 
summary is the Douglas County Board of Equalization.  The purpose of this actual value data summary is to provide 
documentation of the Assessor’s office actual value for the subject property and the basis of the recommendation to the 
Board of Equalization for the resolution of the appeal filed regarding the subject property.  This summary has been 
prepared only for ad valorem purposes and the intended users, and should not be relied upon by a third party for any 
other purpose. 
 
For the ad valorem purposes of this actual value data summary, market value is defined as: 
 
“The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all conditions requisite to 
a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and assuming the price is not affected by 
undue stimulus.  Implicit in this definition are the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title 
from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: 
                           

1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 
2. Both parties are well informed or well advised, and both acting in what they consider their own best interest; 
3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 
4. Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. Dollars or in terms of financial arrangements comparable thereto; and 
5. The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or creative financing or 

sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.” 
 
Property Assessment Valuation, International Association of Assessing Officers, Third Edition, IAAO, Kansas City, 
Missouri. Copyright 2010. 
 
 
This actual value data summary is not an appraisal report.  This actual value data summary is only a summary of the level 
of value data as applied within the computer assisted mass appraisal (CAMA) system to the subject property 
characteristics, and is intended only for the use of the Douglas County Board of County Commissioners, and should not 
be relied upon by a third party for any purpose other than the intended ad valorem purposes.  The assessor’s office 
maintains a separate file that contains additional information and data regarding the subject property.   
 
The actual value for the subject property for the current reassessment cycle tax years is based upon the data, presented 
in this summary. 
 
 
Office of the Assessor 
Douglas County 
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Actual Value Data Summary 
 
This actual value data summary is not an appraisal report.  This actual value data summary is only 
a summary of the level of value data as applied within the Assessor’s computer assisted mass 
appraisal (CAMA) system to the subject property characteristics.  This summary is intended only 
for ad valorem use purposes to demonstrate the applied approaches and development of the value 
assigned to the subject property by the Assessor’s process and should not be relied upon by a 
third party for any other purpose other than the intended ad valorem use purposes. 
 
 
Subject Property Identification and Description 
 
A copy of the Assessor’s Office property profile for the subject property may be found in the 
Exhibits and Addendum section of this summary.  This profile contains the current record of the 
subject property owner, property address and or legal description, sales summary, land area, 
building and site improvement characteristic data as of the date of assessment, and the actual and 
assessed values as of the effective date of the appraisal.  There are photographs and sketches of 
the subject property improvements included when available from the CAMA system database.  The 
profile data is intended to provide identification and description of the subject property 
characteristics relevant to the purpose and intended use of this summary. 
 
 
Intended Users of the Summary 
 
The intended user of this summary is the Douglas County Board of County Commissioners.  Other 
intended users of the summary include staff of the Douglas County Attorney, petitioner(s) initiating 
the Petition for Abatement or Refund of Taxes for the property that is the subject of this summary, 
and agent(s) as duly authorized by the petitioner.  This summary has been prepared only for ad 
valorem purposes for use by the client and intended users and should not be relied upon by a third 
party for any other purpose. 
 
 
Intended Use of Summary 
 
The intended use of the summary is to demonstrate the development of the actual value assigned 
to the subject property and to further provide support for the Douglas County Assessor’s Office 
recommendation regarding the subject property’s actual value for presentation to the Douglas 
County Board of County Commissioners.  This summary has been prepared for use as supportive 
documentation in an abatement petition hearing conducted by the Douglas County Board of 
County Commissioners. 
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Purpose of Summary 
 
The purpose of this summary is to demonstrate the development of the “actual value” (market 
value) as assigned to the subject property in its physical condition as of the January 1 of the 
applicable tax year(s), based on the previous June 30th level of value for the purpose of 
determining property taxes. Said value is established utilizing base period data from the time 
period of eighteen months prior to the level of assessment date.  In the event of insufficient market 
data from this time period, the Assessor's Office reviews market data prior to the beginning of the 
level of assessment date, going back in six-month increments to a maximum study period of five 
years.  When appropriate, all sales are to be time adjusted to the level of value period date as 
required by state statute.  All actual values established by the Douglas County Assessor's Office 
have been made in conformance with applicable laws and administrative regulations.  For 
purposes of this summary, the term “actual value” is considered synonymous with the term “market 
value”. 
 
 
Definition of Value 
 
For the purpose of the summary, market value is defined as quoted: 
 

“The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all 
conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, 
and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus.  Implicit in this definition are the 
consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under 
conditions whereby: 
                           

1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 
2. Both parties are well informed or well advised, and both acting in what they consider their own 

best interest; 
3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 
4. Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. Dollars or in terms of financial arrangements 

comparable thereto; and 
5. The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or 

creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.” 
 
Property Assessment Valuation, International Association of Assessing Officers, Third Edition, 
IAAO, Kansas City, Missouri. Copyright 2010. 

 
 
Property Rights Considered  
 
Only a fee simple interest is considered for the subject property as required by Colorado Revised 
Statues §39-1-106, and the Assessor’s Reference Library Volume 3, Chapter 7, Pages 13-16.   
Further, in BAA and Regis Jesuit Holding, Inc v. City and County of Denver, et al, 848 P.2d 355 
(Colo. 1993) the court cited CRS §39-1-106, and defined this as “a rule of property taxation which 
requires that all estates in a unit of real property be assessed together.”                               
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Effective Date of the Actual Value 
 
The effective date of the actual value assignment is the statutorily required level of value date of 
June 30, 2022, utilizing base period data from the time period of 2021 and the first six months of 
2022.  The subject property characteristics are considered, as they existed on the date of 
assessment of January 1, 2023.  Therefore, the subject is assigned a retrospective actual or 
market value as of June 30, 2022 for the property characteristics that existed on January 1, 2023. 
 
Market conditions as of the assessment date may differ from the effective level of value date.  Only 
market data and conditions from the applicable base period have been considered.  However, 
comparable sales and leases transacted prior to the base study period may have as well been 
considered as provided for by Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-104 (10.2)(d). 

 
           
 
           Scope of Data Collection and Verification Methods 

 
This summary presents demonstrations of the data and methods that were applied in the mass 
appraisal process of establishing the actual value of the subject property.  Other data and analyses are 
retained in the files of the Douglas County Assessor’s Office.  Additionally a search has been made of 
private sales data, public records of assessor’s offices, confidential records of the assessor’s office, 
including Real Property Transfer Declarations (TD-1000 forms), Subdivision Land Valuation 
Questionnaires, and Income, Expense, and Vacancy Questionnaires.  Further, income, vacancy, and 
expense data was gathered from real estate publications and data services, area Realtors and 
appraisers, and property owners. 
 
Data considered in the modeling process includes the land economic area assigned unit value, 
replacement costs, depreciation estimates, comparable improved sales, comparable rents and 
operating expense information, and capitalization rates.  This data was gathered from the subject area, 
metropolitan area, annual reports, regional and national services.  Confirmation of data was by deeds, 
deeds of trusts, other public records, subscription services for fee, and/or principals or agents of 
individual transactions. 
 
The three traditionally recognized approaches to value, cost, sales comparison, and income 
capitalization, were considered in the mass appraisal process and applied to the characteristics of each 
property within an assigned property classification when sufficient data were available to develop a 
mass appraisal model for the specific valuation approach. 
 
Cost approach model data is generated by the Assessor’s CAMA system based on tables built from the 
Marshall Valuation Service at the date of the level of value study period for the applicable 
reassessment cycle tax years. 
 
Sales comparison approach model data is based on sales of properties from the applicable level of 
value study period.  The sales have been confirmed and verified and then classified and further 
stratified on the basis of the actual current use of the properties at the time of sale for application in the 
modeling process. 
 
Income approach model data is based on market indicated leases of properties from the applicable 
level of value study period.  This data is collected from the market and analyzed to produce model 
coefficients that represent typical market rental rates, vacancies and expenses for application in the 
income approach modeling process.  Capitalization rate data applicable to the level of value study 
period is collected from rates as indicated by the sale of leased property, real estate publications, data  
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services, and the study of economic indicators that typically impact market driven capitalization rates.  
Capitalization rates as applied to gross income or modified gross income analysis may include an 
effective tax rate loaded on the base capitalization rate to allow consideration of the potential tax 
liability. 
 
The Assessor’s office has considered the best information available in the form of land sales and costs 
to construct improvements, sales data of comparable properties in the immediate competitive market 
area and lease data that provide typical market indications in the modeling process. 
 
An exterior inspection of the subject property was made on the date as shown in photos included with 
the profile and on other occasions. 
 
The characteristics of the subject property and any comparable properties improvements demonstrated 
in this summary are based on the data as recorded in the Assessor’s records and are believed to be 
correct.  Should any property characteristics or other data be determined to be other than that as 
considered and relied upon, the Assessor’s office reserves reconsideration of the subject property’s 
actual value. 

 
Jurisdictional Exceptions 
 
The Colorado Constitution Article X, Section 20(8)(c), requires only the market approach be 
applied when valuing residential properties.  Further Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-103(5)(a) 
states, “…The actual value of residential real property shall be determined solely by consideration 
of the market approach to appraisal”. 
 
Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-103 requires that property be classified and valued according to 
its current use, which may be different than its Highest and Best Use.  Therefore, the actual current 
use as of the date of assessment is considered to determine the value of the subject property. 
 
Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-104 (10.2)(a) and (d) mandate a specific data collection period, 
usually consisting of 18 months, and referred to as the “Base Period”.  This report uses data from 
that period in the analysis and conclusions as required by Colorado law. 
 
 
Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions 
 
Typically the real property appraisals conducted by the Assessors Office do not require 
consideration of extraordinary assumptions or hypothetical conditions regarding the subject 
property that would affect the analyses, opinions, and conclusions. 
 
Real property, where access has been limited, restricted or denied to the Assessors Office may 
have been estimated for its physical characteristics on the basis of the best information available to 
and obtainable by the assessor. 
 
Actual current use as of the date of assessment has been considered for the subject property as 
required by Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-103 and may be different than the Highest and Best 
Use or uses permitted by zoning. 
 
The subject property has been analyzed for its actual use and property characteristics that existed 
on the date of assessment, and the actual value has been determined at the retrospective level of 
value study period. 
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Zoning   
 
Zoning typically impacts property value as it can restrict or enhance the legally allowable use and 
development of a property.  However, Colorado Revised Statues §39-1-103 requires that the 
actual use of the subject property, as of the date of assessment, be considered in determining the 
actual value.  Therefore, analysis of the subject property based on the actual use may differ from 
other possible use(s) allowable under applicable zoning that could potentially influence market 
value. 
 
Property Tax Data 
 
The portion of the subject property classified as commercial real estate is assessed at 27.9% of the 
assessor’s actual value indication.  The actual and assessed values are included with the property 
profile identification and description of the subject property. 

             
 
            History of Subject Property 

 
Data regarding the subject property current use, year built, year remodeled if applicable, and 
indicated effective age are included with the property profile identification and description of the 
subject property.  If the subject property is leased and the Assessor’s Office has access to the 
rental or lease agreement that data will be considered in the income capitalization analysis of this 
report. 
 
 
Sales History 
 
Recorded conveyances indicating sale or transfer of ownership of the subject prior to the effective 
date of the appraisal are included in the sales summary section of the property profile identification 
and description of the subject property and are analyzed when appropriate. 
  
 
Land Data Description 
 
The subject property land data is included with the Land Valuation Summary section of the 
property profile identification and description of the subject property.  Unless otherwise noted here 
or in other sections of this summary, the site is considered to be of sufficient size and utility to 
support the current use of the property. 
 
 
Improvement Data Description 
 
The subject property improvement data included in this summary is as listed in the Individual Built 
As Detail and Building Details sections of the property profile identification and description of the 
subject property.  Unless otherwise noted here or in other sections of this summary, the described 
building details and site improvements are considered to be of sufficient utility to allow the current 
use of the property. 
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           Highest and Best Use  
 
“The reasonably probable use of property that results in the highest value.” -The Appraisal of Real 
Estate, 14th Edition, Appraisal Institute, 2013 page 332. 
 
The Colorado Supreme Court in Board of Assessment Appeals, et al, v. Colorado Arlberg Club 762 
P.2d 146 (Colo. 1988) stated “reasonable future use is considered because it is relevant to the 
property’s present market value”, and “our statute does not preclude consideration of future uses.” 
 
The court further quoted the American Appraisal Institute of Real Estate Appraisers referencing 
The Appraisal of Real Estate 33, 1983, 8th Edition, “In the market, the current value of a property is 
not based on historical prices or cost of creation; it is based on what market participants perceive 
to be the future benefits of acquisition.”  And further “Accordingly, a property’s “highest and best 
use,” which is “[t]he use, from among reasonably probable and legal alternative uses, found to be 
physically possible, appropriately supported, financially feasible, that results in highest land value,” 
is a “crucial determinant of value in the market.” 
 
The court then concluded that “reasonable future use is relevant to a property’s current market 
value for tax assessment purposes.” 
 
Highest and best use analysis for ad valorem purposes includes consideration the reasonable 
future use and most profitable use of a property subject to the influence of competitive market 
forces applicable to the location of the property as of the date of appraisal. 
 
Analysis of the highest and best use of a property typically employs four criteria to test alternative 
uses of a property in the determination of the most profitable use.  The four criteria considered are 
legal permissibility, physical possibility, financial feasibility, and maximum productivity. 
 
Further, the highest and best use of the property is analyzed as of the date of appraisal from two 
perspectives; as though vacant and ready for development, and as improved with existing 
improvements.   
 
The subject property current actual use as of the property tax assessment date was as described 
in the property profile identification and description section of this summary.  While the subject 
property is classified based on the actual current use, the highest and best use has been 
considered in the determination of the actual value of the property. 
 
 
Highest and Best Use as Vacant 
 
The highest and best use of the subject site as vacant would be development that is consistent 
with the use and development of the surrounding neighborhood.  Considering the four criteria of 
highest and best use, the size, shape, topography, access, utility and zoning all appear to support 
the use of the site for development as a commercial industrial property. 
 
 
Highest and Best Use as Improved 
Based on analysis of the legally permissible, physically possible, and financially feasible uses of 
the property, the current commercial industrial property use is considered to be maximally 
productive, and the highest and best use of the subject property as improved. 
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SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 
 

The following improved sales, considered for their actual use in the model development, are 
properties that sold in or immediately prior to the applicable base study period.  The sales provide 
an indication of the range of value and bracket the per unit coefficient value as applied in the sales 
comparison modeling process.   
 

 
 

 
The table below illustrates the indicated market value calculation detail showing the market model 
coefficient applied to the subject property characteristics.  
 
 

Neighborhood I76
Occupancy Code 407 Name Distribution Warehouse

Name Units Val Per Value
SF 8,512 $155 $1,319,360

Market Calculation Detail
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INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH 
 
Applicable overall capitalization rates as applied in the modeled income capitalization approach have 
been derived by analysis of sales of properties with leases in place at the time of sale, consideration of 
typical mortgage and equity return requirements, and review of the Lowery Property Advisors Real 
Estate Investment Survey, Summer 2022. 

 
When an actual vacancy rate and expense data are not provided or are found to be insufficient the         
modeled rates derived from analysis of leased properties and review of data available from CoStar  
and real property brokerage reporting services are applied. 
 
The worksheet on the following page provides the application of the income capitalization approach 
coefficients to the characteristics of the subject property in a direct income capitalization analysis. 
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Summary of Data 
 

The approaches to value where models have been developed and considered for the assignment 
of actual value for the subject property indicate the following value(s): 
 

  
Sales Comparison Approach $ 1,319,360 
Income Capitalization Approach  $ 1,320,000 

         
The subject property is considered for its actual use as of the date of assessment.  The 
improvements located on the subject parcel appears to function well for the intended purpose.  
 
The cost approach is typically most reliable when appraising newly constructed properties where 
there is little or no depreciation, and with properties where the land component is a substantial 
portion of the total actual value.  The cost approach can also provide an indication of value for 
unique properties where there is insufficient data to provide a reliable indication of value by the 
sales comparison or income capitalization approaches.  Typically the cost approach is given the 
least weight with older properties where attempting to estimate an appropriate amount of accrued 
deprecation may result in an unreliable indication of value, and therefore, this approach may not 
be given any consideration in the final actual value estimate. 
 
The sales comparison approach model is generally considered to be a good indicator of actual 
value when there is sufficient sales data available to extract a well supported coefficient for 
application to the inventory of similar properties.  When consequential data is available, the sales 
comparison approach model is the most likely to provide the best indication of market value of the 
three approaches to value as it is based on what similar properties have sold for in the market 
place. 
 
The income capitalization approach model is most generally applicable to actual income-
producing properties.  This approach synthesizes the dynamics of the rental market by applying 
market extracted coefficients for economic rental rates, vacancy, expenses and capitalization 
rates to individual property characteristics.  Application of this approach allows analysis as would 
be typically applied by investors in the market place considering the income stream production 
capability of a property and how it competes with other investment opportunities available. 
 
The approaches have been developed for modeling purposes when sufficient data to provide 
reliable indications of value for the subject property were available.  The market/sales comparison 
approach model has been selected as the most reliable indication of actual value for the subject 
property with support as indicated above from the income capitalization approach model.  
 
The actual value assigned to the subject property based on the modeling process as developed 
from the level of value for the current assessment cycle is $1,319,360 allocated as follows: 

 
Improvements $ 1,003,550
Land $ 315,810
Total $ 1,319,360  
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EXHIBITS AND ADDENDA 
 

Subject Location Map 

 
 

Subject Aerial Map 
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SUBJECT PROPERTY BUILDING PHOTOGRAPHS 
 
 

SUBJECT: EXTERIOR OF BUILDING 
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Subject Property Profile 
 

The following pages contain a copy of the Assessor’s Office property profile for the 
subject property.  This profile contains the current record of the subject property 
owner, property address and or legal description, sales summary, land area, building 
and site improvement characteristic data as of the date of assessment, and as 
applied to indicate the actual and assessed values assigned the subject property. 
 
There are photographs and sketches of the subject property improvements included 
when available in the CAMA system database.  The sketch, if included, is intended 
to familiarize the user(s) of this summary with the dimensional proportions of the 
subject property improvements.  The area of the subject property building 
improvement has been calculated from exterior measurements rounded to the 
nearest half foot as listed on the sketch. 
 
The profile data is intended to provide identification and description of the subject 
property characteristics relevant to the purpose and intended use of this summary. 
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR
 PROPERTY PROFILE

223315204008R0259215 Local #: 1,8 Parcel #:Account #:
Tax Year:

Assign To:

2023
3366

RRM

Levy:
Map #:
Initials:

88.399000 # of Imps:
LEA:
Acct Type:

1
15301
Industrial

Created On:

Inactive On:
Last Updated:

09/01/1996
Tax Dist:

Property AddressOwner's Name and Address

Active On: 03/08/2017
PUC:

HEPWORTH FAMILY TRUST
6859 N VILLAGE RD
PARKER, CO 80134

10302 S PROGRESS WAY, PARKER

Sales Summary
Sale Date Sale Price Deed Type Reception # Book Page # Grantor

05/17/2007 $0 Warranty Deed 2007042353 RICHARD C & VIRGINIA D
HEPWORTH

07/13/1999 $492,500 Warranty Deed 99064398 1735 GMP INVESTORS PARTNERSHIP846
03/30/1993 $0 Quit Claim 9434143 1204 GASKET & MOLDED PRODUCTS

INC
2137

03/30/1988 $200,000 Warranty Deed 8807438 784 MMPT PARTNERSHIP605
06/24/1981 $54,000 Unknown 415x364 415 Unavailable364

Legal
PARCEL 1  BLAIR INDUSTRIAL CENTER TRACT 6 REPLAT    1.00 AM/L TOWN OF PARKER

RangeTownshipSection Government LotQtrQtrQtr Government Tract

15 6 66 NW

Subdivision Information
Sub Name Lot Tract

0 0

Block

BLAIR INDUSTRIAL
CENTER

Land Valuation Summary
Land Type Abst Cd Net SF Measure # of Units Value/Unit Actual Val Asmt % Assessed ValValue By

3112 Square
Feet

43,560.
000000

$7.25 $315,810 $88,11127.90%43,560Market

Class Sub Class

Industrial

$315,810 $88,1111.00Land Subtotal:
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR
 PROPERTY PROFILE

223315204008R0259215 Local #: 1,8 Parcel #:Account #:

Land Attributes

Improvement Valuation Summary

Total Property Value
$1,319,360 $368,100Total Value:

*Approximate Assessed Value

Attribute Description Adjustment

Imp # Property Type Abst Code Occupancy Actual Value Asmt % Assessed Val*Class
1.00 Commercial 3212 $1,003,550 27.90% $279,990Distribution Warehouse Wood  Frame
Improvement Subtotal: $279,990$1,003,550
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR
 PROPERTY PROFILE

223315204008R0259215 Local #: 1,8 Parcel #:Account #:

Occupancy Summary

Built As Summary

Improvement Summary

Improvements Value Summary

Imp #:

Quality:

Condition:

Perimeter:

Commercial

Average

Average

486

100.00%

Landscaping $:
0.00

% Complete:

Property Type:

1

Nbhd:

Nbhd Ext:

Nbhd Adj:

I76

00

1.0000

Occupancy: Distribution Warehouse 100%Occ %:

Built As:

Construction Type:

HVAC:
Interior Finish:
Roof Cover:
Built As SF:
# of Baths:
# of Bdrms:
# of Stories:
Story Height:
Sprinkler SF:
Capacity:

Distribution Warehouse

Wood  Frame

Space Heater

8512
0.00
0.00

10
0
0

1.00

Year Built: 1981

0

0.0000
1981
27

0

Year Remodeled:

% Remodeled:
Adj Year Blt:
Effective Age:

Diameter:
Height: 0

0.00

Units Units Price RCN Actual
Value

1Improvement

Add On
Com Concrete Slab Average $1,646.50 $330.00185.0000 $8.90
Com Asphalt Average $18,648.00 $3,730.003600.

0000
$5.18

RCN Cost/SF:
Total RCN:
Phys Depr %
Phys Depr $:

$66.97
$570,085.00
0.4900
$285,632.00

Design Adj: 0.0000 Func Obs %: 0.0000
Exterior Adj:
Interior Adj:
Amateur Adj:

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Econ Obs %:
Other Obs %:

0.0000
0.0000

RCNLD $: $284,453.00 RCNLD Cost/$:$33.42 Market/SF:

Total RCN:

1IMPNO:

$117.90
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     Steven Armstrong   Agent:  Martin Froehlich  
 
Parcel No.:  R0388132    Abatement Number:  202600041 & 202600044   
        
 
Assessor's Original Value:  $829,012 for 2023 and 2024 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 12:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by Dixie Kozinski 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☐  not present 
  c.     ☒  present/represented by Martin Froehlich 
  d.     ☐not present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   $829,012 – No change            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    $755,000 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner provided 
three comparable sales with adjustments for: Market conditions (1.10% per month time adjustment), Site size, 
Bed/Bath, GLA, Basement finish, and garage spaces. After characteristic adjustments were made, a value range 
between $742,780 to $775,400 was indicated. He requested that the value be reduced to $755,000 based on the 
analysis. 
 
   



 2 

 
                                                                  
 
 
5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☒data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☐a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☐other Click here to enter text. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  (1212) Single family residential 
                 
Total Actual Value: $829,012 (No change) 
 
Reasons are as follows: The petitioner submitted three comparable sales, making adjustments for market conditions 
(time), site size, bed/bath count, gross living area (GLA), basement finish, and garage spaces. Following these 
characteristic adjustments, the indicated value range was $742,780 to $775,400. Based on this analysis, the petitioner 
proposed a reduced value of $755,000. 
Conversely, the assessor presented six comparable sales with adjustments for time (using 1.75% per month), above-
grade square footage, garage size, basement square footage, finished basement square footage, walkout basement, 
and land values. After accounting for these characteristics, the resulting value range was between $796,405 and 
$853,155. Notably, both parties used two of the same comparable sales; after adjustment, the petitioner derived 
adjusted sale prices of $775,400 and $742,780, while the assessor’s adjusted prices for those sales were $847,178 and 
$796,405, respectively. 
The assessor applied more granular characteristic adjustments across a greater number of data points and selected a 
value from the lower end of the indicated range. With this comprehensive approach and superior comparables, the 
assessor’s value conclusion is well supported. 
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☐  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☒  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☐  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
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Name                                                                                         Date 
 
 
Abatement Log No.  202600041 & 202600044 









































Account #

Account #

Account #

R0388132
Totals

Account #
R0388132

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB-001 Residential 55k Exemption ($55,000)

$4,878.10 $0.00
$829,012 $51,850 $4,878.10 $829,012 $51,850 $4,878.10 $0.00
$829,012 $51,850 $4,878.10 $829,012 $51,850

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$774,012 $51,850 $4,878.10

R0388132 1112 3602 $176,484 $0
1212 3602 $652,528 ($55,000)
Account Total: $829,012

$40,030 9.4081% $3,766.06

($55,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$597,528 6.700% $40,030 9.4081% $3,766.06
$176,484 6.700% $11,820 9.4081% $1,112.04

$176,484 6.700% $11,820 9.4081% $1,112.04R0388132 1112 3602 $176,484 $0
1212 3602 $652,528 ($55,000)
Account Total: $829,012 ($55,000) $774,012 $51,850 $4,878.10

$597,528 6.700%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$755,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $829,012

The subject is an average quality 2-story home built in 1998 and located at 999 Sparrow Hawk Drive, Highlands Ranch. The Petitioner’s 
agent is appealing the 2023 and 2024 tax year values and is requesting a value of $755,000. Please note, the county’s records as of the 
2023 and 2024 assessment dates do not reflect any basement finish. Research of the subject property for this abatement petition shows 
the last sale of the subject occurred March 2018 and the listing for this sale (MLS #4600301) indicates below grade finished area equal 
to 684 square feet. This is further confirmed in the broker remarks and photos. As a result, 684 square feet of basement finish has been 
added to the subject property for this analysis and has been added to the Assessor’s records going forward. The agent has provided 
three comparable sales for consideration and two have been included on the final sales grid. Since no unusual conditions occurred 
between the 2023 and 2024 assessment dates, the same analysis has been applied to both tax years. The six comparable sales used 
are all average quality, 2-story homes in the immediate neighborhood and are of similar age. They bracket the subject in GLA, basement 
square footage and basement finish square footage. The adjusted comparable sales have a range of indicated value from approximately 
$796,000 to $853,000 with a mean of approximately $836,000 and a median of $845,000. The subject’s 2023 and 2024 value of 
$829,012 is within the range of adjusted comparable sale prices and below the mean and median. As a result, there is no 
recommendation for an adjustment to the 2023 and 2024 tax years.

Petitioner FELICIA ARMSTRONG & STEVEN A 
ARMSTRONG

Reason The Market Approach to value was used in determining the 
subjects value, resulting in no change.Agent ASSESSORLY CO

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2023 Review Appraiser BAF

Date Received 12/31/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600041
Abatement # 202600041 Staff Appraiser DAK



Account #

Account #

Account #

R0388132
Totals

Account #
R0388132

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser BAF

Date Received 12/31/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600044
Abatement # 202600044 Staff Appraiser DAK

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$755,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $829,012

The subject is an average quality 2-story home built in 1998 and located at 999 Sparrow Hawk Drive, Highlands Ranch. The Petitioner’s 
agent is appealing the 2023 and 2024 valuation and requesting a value of $755,000. Please note, the county’s records as of the 2023 
and 2024 assessment dates do not reflect any basement finish. Research of the subject property for this abatement petition shows the 
last sale of the subject to have occurred in March 2018 and the listing for this sale (MLS #4600301) indicates below grade finished area 
equal to 684 square feet. This is further confirmed in the broker remarks and photos. As a result, 684 square feet of basement finish has 
been added to the subject property for this analysis and has been added to the Assessor’s records going forward. The agent has 
provided three comparable sales for consideration and two have been included on the final sales grid. Since no unusual conditions 
occurred between the 2023 and 2024 assessment dates, the same analysis has been applied to both tax years. The six comparable 
sales used are all average quality, 2-story homes in the immediate neighborhood and are of similar age. They bracket the subject in 
GLA, basement square footage and basement finish square footage. The adjusted comparable sales have a range of indicated value 
from approximately $796,000 to $853,000 with a mean of approximately $836,000 and a median of $845,000. The subject’s 2023 and 
2024 value of $829,012 is within the range of adjusted comparable sale prices and below the mean and median. 

Petitioner FELICIA ARMSTRONG & STEVEN A 
ARMSTRONG

Reason The Market Approach to value was used in determining the 
subjects value, resulting in no change.Agent ASSESSORLY CO

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$176,484 6.700% $11,820 9.4249% $1,114.02R0388132 1112 3602 $176,484 $0
1212 3602 $652,528 ($55,000)
Account Total: $829,012 ($55,000) $774,012 $51,850 $4,886.81

$597,528 6.700% $40,030 9.4249% $3,772.79

($55,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$597,528 6.700% $40,030 9.4249% $3,772.79
$176,484 6.700% $11,820 9.4249% $1,114.02

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$774,012 $51,850 $4,886.81

R0388132 1112 3602 $176,484 $0
1212 3602 $652,528 ($55,000)
Account Total: $829,012

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB-001 Residential 55k Exemption ($55,000)

$4,886.81 $0.00
$829,012 $51,850 $4,886.81 $829,012 $51,850 $4,886.81 $0.00
$829,012 $51,850 $4,886.81 $829,012 $51,850





VALUATION SUMMARY
OF

RESIDENTIAL IMPROVED PROPERTY

FOR
Douglas County Board of County Commissioners

FELICIA ARMSTRONG & STEVEN A ARMSTRONG
PETITIONER

Vs.

DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE
RESPONDENT

Parcel Number: 2229-161-11-011
Schedule Number: R0388132
Appeal Number:  202600041

Appraisal Date:  June 30, 2022
Assessment Date:  January 1, 2023

Report Date: 2/10/2026

2023 NOV Value: $829,012

Indicated Value: $829,012

TOBY DAMISCH

DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE



SUBJECT:

Indicated Value: $829,012

Account Number: R0388132

Address:

999 SPARROW HAWK DR

HIGHLANDS RANCH, CO 801290000

Parcel Number: 2229-161-11-011
Zoning:

Subdivision: HIGHLANDS RANCH

Year Built: 1998

Adjusted Year Built: 1998

Building SF: 2,502

Land SF: 6,534

Page 2



The subject is an average quality 2-story home built in 1998 and located at 999 Sparrow Hawk Dr, 
Highlands Ranch. The Petitioner’s agent is appealing the 2023 and 2024 tax year values and is 
requesting a value of $755,000. Please note, the county’s records as of the 2023 and 2024 
assessment dates do not reflect any basement finish. Research of the subject property for this 
abatement petition shows the last sale of the subject occurred March 2018 and the listing for this 
sale (MLS #4600301) indicates below grade finished area equal to 684 square feet. This is further 
confirmed in the broker remarks and photos. As a result, 684 square feet has been added to the 
subject property for this analysis and has been added to the Assessor’s records going forward. The 
agent has provided three comparable sales for consideration and two have been included on the 
final sales grid. Since no unusual conditions occurred between the 2023 and 2024 assessment 
dates, the same analysis has been applied to both tax years. The six comparable sales used are all 
average quality, 2-story homes in the immediate neighborhood and are of similar age. They bracket 
the subject in GLA, basement square footage and basement finish square footage. The adjusted 
comparable sales have a range of indicated value from approximately $796,000 to $853,000 with a 
mean of approximately $836,000 and a median of $845,000. The subject’s 2023 and 2024 value of 
$829,012 is within the range of adjusted comparable sale prices and below the mean and median. 
As a result, there is no recommendation for an adjustment to the 2023 and 2024 tax years. 
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     Willard Eldred    Agent:  Martin Froehlich  
 
Parcel No.:  R0374377    Abatement Number:  202600045 & 202600046   
        
 
Assessor's Original Value:  $843,426 for 2023 and 2024 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 12:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by Dixie Kozinski 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☐  not present 
  c.     ☒  present/represented by Martin Froelich 
  d.     ☐not present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   $843,426 - No change            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    $760,000 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner provided 
three comparable sales with adjustments for: Market conditions (1.10% per month time adjustment), Site size, 
Bed/Bath, GLA, Basement finish, and garage spaces. After characteristic adjustments were made, a value range 
between $756,350 to $792,350 was indicated. He requested that the value be reduced to $760,000 based on the 
analysis. 
 
   



 2 

 
                                                                  
 
 
5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☒data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☐a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☐other Click here to enter text. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  (1212) Single family residential 
                 
Total Actual Value: $825,000 (Partial adjustment) 
 
Reasons are as follows: The petitioner submitted three comparable sales, adjusting for market conditions, site size, 
bed/bath count, GLA, basement finish, and garage spaces. The adjusted values ranged from $756,350 to $792,350, 
and he requested a reduction to $760,000. The assessor provided six comparables, making adjustments for time, 
garage and basement features, and land value. Above grade square footage was not adjusted due to similarities. 
Adjusted values ranged from $795,976 to $908,180. The four sales with minimal adjustment were #1 ($815,744), #2 
($795,976), #5 ($831,241), and #6 ($899,225), supporting a value reduction. A decrease to $825,000 is 
recommended. 
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☒  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☐  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☐  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
Name                                                                                         Date 
 
 
Abatement Log No.  202600045 & 202600046 









































Account #

Account #

Account #

R0374377
Totals

Account #
R0374377

Account #

R0374377
Totals

($4.52) $128.32
$5,704.87 $5,572.03 $132.84 $194.32 $189.80 ($4.52) $128.32
$5,704.87 $5,572.03 $132.84 $194.32 $189.80

Final Refund Amounts with Property Tax Relief Rebate Adjustments
* If the tax rebate fields are blank that means there was no rebate check issued for that account

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Taxes

Tax Refund 
Amount

Tax Rebate 
Original

Tax Rebate 
Final

Tax Rebate 
Adjustment

Final Refund 
Amount

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB-001 Residential 55k Exemption ($55,000)

$5,572.03 $132.84
$843,426 $52,820 $5,704.87 $825,000 $51,590 $5,572.03 $132.84
$843,426 $52,820 $5,704.87 $825,000 $51,590

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$770,000 $51,590 $5,572.03

R0374377 1112 1003 $158,054 $0
1212 1003 $666,946 ($55,000)
Account Total: $825,000

$42,230 10.8006% $4,561.09

($55,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$611,946 6.700% $41,000 10.8006% $4,428.25
$158,054 6.700% $10,590 10.8006% $1,143.78

$158,054 6.700% $10,590 10.8006% $1,143.78R0374377 1112 1003 $158,054 $0
1212 1003 $685,372 ($55,000)
Account Total: $843,426 ($55,000) $788,426 $52,820 $5,704.87

$630,372 6.700%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$760,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $825,000

Original Recommendation: The subject is a good quality 2-story home built in 1997 and located at 15932 Crestrock Cr, Parker. The 
subject backs to greenbelt. There are no interior photos of the subject in the Assessor’s records. The Petitioner’s agent is appealing the 
2023 and 2024 valuation and requesting a value of $760,000. The agent has provided three comparable sales for consideration. One has 
been included on the final sales grid. Since no unusual conditions occurred between the 2023 and 2024 assessment dates, the same 
analysis has been applied to both tax years. The six comparable sales used are all good quality, 2-story homes in the immediate 
neighborhood and are of similar age. They bracket the subject in GLA, basement square footage and basement finish square footage. 
The adjusted comparable sales have a range of indicated value from approximately $796,000 to $908,000 with a mean of approximately 
$849,000 and a median of $838,000. The subject’s 2023 and 2024 value of $843,426 is within the range of adjusted comparable sale 
prices and near the mean and median. As a result, there is no recommendation for an adjustment to the 2023 and 2024 tax year values.   
Hearing Officer Recommendation: Further adjusted at the 3/18/26 hearing based on comparable sales. 

Petitioner KANDIE L MCKEON ELDRED & 
WILLARD ELDRED

Reason The Market Approach to value was used in determining the 
subjects value, resulting in no change.Agent ASSESSORLY CO

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2023 Review Appraiser BAF

Date Received 12/31/2025 Recommendation Revised as per Hearing Officer's recommendation

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600045
Abatement # 202600045 Staff Appraiser DAK



Account #

Account #

Account #

R0374377
Totals

Account #
R0374377

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB-001 Residential 55k Exemption ($55,000)

$5,524.46 $131.72
$843,426 $52,820 $5,656.18 $825,000 $51,590 $5,524.46 $131.72
$843,426 $52,820 $5,656.18 $825,000 $51,590

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$770,000 $51,590 $5,524.46

R0374377 1112 1003 $158,054 $0
1212 1003 $666,946 ($55,000)
Account Total: $825,000

$42,230 10.7084% $4,522.16

($55,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$611,946 6.700% $41,000 10.7084% $4,390.44
$158,054 6.700% $10,590 10.7084% $1,134.02

$158,054 6.700% $10,590 10.7084% $1,134.02R0374377 1112 1003 $158,054 $0
1212 1003 $685,372 ($55,000)
Account Total: $843,426 ($55,000) $788,426 $52,820 $5,656.18

$630,372 6.700%

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$760,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $825,000

Original Recommendation: The subject is a good quality 2-story home built in 1997 and located at 15932 Crestrock Cr, Parker. The 
subject backs to a greenbelt. The Petitioner’s agent is appealing the 2023 and 2024 valuation and requesting a value of $760,000. The 
agent has provided three comparable sales for consideration. One has been included on the final sales grid. Since no unusual conditions 
occurred between the 2023 and 2024 assessment dates, the same analysis has been applied to both tax years. The six comparable sales 
used are all good quality, 2-story homes in the immediate neighborhood and are of similar age. They bracket the subject in GLA, 
basement square footage and basement finish square footage. The adjusted comparable sales have a range of indicated value from 
approximately $796,000 to $908,000 with a mean of approximately $849,000 and a median of $838,000. The subject’s 2023 and 2024 
value of $843,426 is within the range of adjusted comparable sale prices and near the mean and median. As a result, there is no 
recommendation for an adjustment to the 2023 and 2024 tax year values.  Hearing Officer Recommendation: Further adjusted at the 
3/18/26 hearing based on comparable sales. 

Petitioner KANDIE L MCKEON ELDRED & 
WILLARD ELDRED

Reason The Market Approach to value was used in determining the 
subjects value, resulting in no change.Agent ASSESSORLY CO

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser BAF

Date Received 12/31/2025 Recommendation Revised as per Hearing Officer's recommendation

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600046
Abatement # 202600046 Staff Appraiser DAK



VALUATION SUMMARY
OF

RESIDENTIAL IMPROVED PROPERTY

FOR
Douglas County Board of County Commissioners

KANDIE L MCKEON ELDRED & WILLARD ELDRED
PETITIONER

Vs.

DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE
RESPONDENT

Parcel Number: 2233-173-05-199
Schedule Number: R0374377
Appeal Number:  202600045

Appraisal Date:  June 30, 2022
Assessment Date:  January 1, 2023

Report Date: 2/10/2026

2023 NOV Value: $843,426

Indicated Value: $843,426

TOBY DAMISCH

DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE



SUBJECT:

Indicated Value: $843,426

Account Number: R0374377

Address:

15932 CRESTROCK CIR

PARKER, CO 801340000

Parcel Number: 2233-173-05-199
Zoning:

Subdivision: STONEGATE

Year Built: 1997

Adjusted Year Built: 1997

Building SF: 2,520

Land SF: 10,062

Page 2



The subject is a good quality 2-story home built in 1997 and located at 15932 Crestrock Cr, Parker. 
The subject backs to greenbelt. There are no interior photos of the subject in the Assessor’s 
records. The Petitioner’s agent is appealing the 2023 and 2024 valuation and requesting a value of 
$760,000. The agent has provided three comparable sales for consideration. One has been 
included on the final sales grid. Since no unusual conditions occurred between the 2023 and 2024 
assessment dates, the same analysis has been applied to both tax years. The six comparable sales 
used are all good quality, 2-story homes in the immediate neighborhood and are of similar age. 
They bracket the subject in GLA, basement square footage and basement finish square footage. 
The adjusted comparable sales have a range of indicated value from approximately $796,000 to 
$908,000 with a mean of approximately $849,000 and a median of $838,000. The subject’s 2023 
and 2024 value of $843,426 is within the range of adjusted comparable sale prices and near the 
mean and median. As a result, there is no recommendation for an adjustment to the 2023 and 2024 
tax year values.   
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     Jorge Martinez    Agent:  Martin Froehlich  
 
Parcel No.:  R0496165    Abatement Number:  202600048     
      
 
Assessor's Original Value:  $703,720 - 2024 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 1:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by Dixie Kozinski 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☐  not present 
  c.     ☒  present/represented by Martin Froelich 
  d.     ☐not present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   $703,720 – No change            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    $655,000 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner submitted 
three comparable sales and adjusted for factors such as market conditions, lot size, number of bedrooms and 
bathrooms, gross living area (GLA), and basement finish. The resulting adjusted values ranged from $646,310 to 
$676,915, leading him to request a value reduction to $655,000. 
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5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☒data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☐a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☐other Click here to enter text. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  (1212) Single family residential 
                 
Total Actual Value: $703,720 (No change) 
 
Reasons are as follows: The petitioner submitted three comparable sales and adjusted for factors such as market 
conditions, lot size, number of bedrooms and bathrooms, gross living area (GLA), and basement finish. The 
resulting adjusted values ranged from $646,310 to $676,915, leading him to request a value reduction to $655,000. 
The assessor presented six comparable sales, which included the same three used by the petitioner. The assessor 
made adjustments for time, features like above-grade square footage, garage size, basement size, finished basement 
area, fireplaces, and market land value. The assessor’s adjusted values ranged from $693,725 to $790,796. Notably, 
two of the three comparables the petitioner used lacked basements, unlike the subject property, and he did not 
adjust for this difference—an inappropriate omission. The assessor’s adjustments are considered more reliable, 
placing the assigned value at the lower end of the adjusted range. The assigned value is well supported, petition 
denied. 
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☐  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☒  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☐  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
Name                                                                                         Date 
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Abatement Log No.  202600048 











































Account #

Account #

Account #

R0496165
Totals

Account #
R0496165

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser BAF

Date Received 12/31/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600048
Abatement # 202600048 Staff Appraiser DAK

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$655,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $703,720

The subject is an average quality 2-story home built in 2018 and located at 9719 Taylor River Circle, Littleton. The Petitioner’s agent is 
appealing the 2024 valuation and requesting a value of $655,000. The agent has provided three comparable sales for consideration.  All 
three have been included on the final sales grid. The six comparable sales used are all average quality, 2-story homes in the immediate 
neighborhood and are of similar age. They bracket the subject in GLA and basement square footage. The adjusted comparable sales 
have a range of indicated value from approximately $694,000 to $791,000. The subject’s 2024 value of $703,720 is at the lower end of the 
range of adjusted comparable sale prices. There is no recommendation for an adjustment to the 2024 tax year value.  

Petitioner JORGE MARTINEZ & CHRISTINE L 
STEELE MARTINEZ

Reason The Market Approach to value was used in determining the 
subjects value, resulting in no change.Agent ASSESSORLY CO

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$95,329 6.700% $6,390 17.8566% $1,141.04R0496165 1112 3559 $95,329 $0
1212 3559 $608,391 ($55,000)
Account Total: $703,720 ($55,000) $648,720 $43,470 $7,762.27

$553,391 6.700% $37,080 17.8566% $6,621.23

($55,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$553,391 6.700% $37,080 17.8566% $6,621.23
$95,329 6.700% $6,390 17.8566% $1,141.04

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$648,720 $43,470 $7,762.27

R0496165 1112 3559 $95,329 $0
1212 3559 $608,391 ($55,000)
Account Total: $703,720

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB-001 Residential 55k Exemption ($55,000)

$7,762.27 $0.00
$703,720 $43,470 $7,762.27 $703,720 $43,470 $7,762.27 $0.00
$703,720 $43,470 $7,762.27 $703,720 $43,470





VALUATION SUMMARY
OF

RESIDENTIAL IMPROVED PROPERTY

FOR
Douglas County Board of County Commissioners

JORGE MARTINEZ & CHRISTINE L STEELE MARTINEZ
PETITIONER

Vs.

DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE
RESPONDENT

Parcel Number: 2229-301-12-021
Schedule Number: R0496165
Appeal Number:  202600048

Appraisal Date:  June 30, 2022
Assessment Date:  January 1, 2024 

Report Date: 2/10/2026

2024 NOV Value: $703,720

Indicated Value: $703,720

TOBY DAMISCH

DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE



SUBJECT:

Indicated Value: $703,720

Account Number: R0496165

Address:

9719 TAYLOR RIVER CIR

LITTLETON, CO 80125

Parcel Number: 2229-301-12-021
Zoning: PD

Subdivision: STERLING RANCH

Year Built: 2018

Adjusted Year Built: 2018

Building SF: 2,053

Land SF: 4,792

Page 2



The subject is an average quality 2-story home built in 2018 and located at 9719 Taylor River Cr, 
Littleton. The Petitioner’s agent is appealing the 2024 valuation and requesting a value of $655,000. 
The agent has provided three comparable sales for consideration.  All three have been included on 
the final sales grid. The six comparable sales used are all average quality, 2-story homes in the 
immediate neighborhood and are of similar age. They bracket the subject in GLA and basement 
square footage. The adjusted comparable sales have a range of indicated value from approximately 
$694,000 to $791,000. The subject’s 2024 value of $703,720 is at the lower end of the range of 
adjusted comparable sale prices. There is no recommendation for an adjustment to the 2024 tax 
year value.   
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 1 

 
DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     Gary Smith    Agent:  Martin Froehich  
 
Parcel No.:   R0345989    Abatement Number:  202600049     
      
 
Assessor's Original Value:  $686,000 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 1:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by Dixie Kozinski 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☐  not present 
  c.     ☒  present/represented by Martin Froelich 
  d.     ☐not present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   $686,000 (No change)            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    $625,000 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner submitted 
three comparable sales and adjusted for factors such as market conditions, location impact, number of bedrooms 
and bathrooms, gross living area (GLA), and basement finish. The resulting adjusted values ranged from $619,100 
to $637,600, leading him to request a value reduction to $625,000. 
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5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☒data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☐a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☐other Click here to enter text. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  (1212) – Single family residential 
                 
Total Actual Value: $686,000 (No change) 
 
Reasons are as follows: The adjusted values determined by the assessor ranged from $630,835 to $784,924, with a 
final assigned value of $686,000. It was noted that the property underwent an appeal in 2023, resulting in the 
original valuation of $700,695 being reduced to $686,000 after review. Since the property's value was appealed in 
2023 and a notice of determination was issued for $686,000, both the 2023 and 2024 valuations must remain 
consistent. Consequently, this petition is denied. 
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☐  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☒  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☐  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
Name                                                                                         Date 
 
 
Abatement Log No.  202600049 









































Account #

Account #

Account #

R0345989
Totals

Account #
R0345989

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser BAF

Date Received 12/31/2025 Recommendation Deny

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202600049
Abatement # 202600049 Staff Appraiser DAK

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$625,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $686,000

The subject is an average quality 2-story home built in 2001 and located at 1150 N Tabor Drive, Castle Rock. The Petitioner’s agent is 
appealing the 2024 valuation and requesting a value of $625,000. The agent has provided three comparable sales for consideration.  Two 
have been included on the final sales grid. The six comparable sales used are all average quality, 2-story homes in the immediate 
neighborhood and are of similar age. They bracket the subject in GLA and basement square footage. The adjusted comparable sales 
have a range of indicated value from approximately $631,000 to $785,000. The subject’s 2024 value of $686,000 is within the range of 
adjusted comparable sale prices. There is no recommendation for an adjustment to the 2024 tax year value.  

Petitioner GARY S SMITH & ERIN E SMITH

Reason The Market Approach to value was used in determining the 
subjects value, resulting in no change.Agent ASSESSORLY CO

Petitioner's Request Value Too High

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$140,012 6.700% $9,380 16.4271% $1,540.86R0345989 1112 1180 $140,012 $0
1212 1180 $545,988 ($55,000)
Account Total: $686,000 ($55,000) $631,000 $42,280 $6,945.38

$490,988 6.700% $32,900 16.4271% $5,404.52

($55,000)

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

$490,988 6.700% $32,900 16.4271% $5,404.52
$140,012 6.700% $9,380 16.4271% $1,540.86

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$631,000 $42,280 $6,945.38

R0345989 1112 1180 $140,012 $0
1212 1180 $545,988 ($55,000)
Account Total: $686,000

*Adjustments
Adjustment Description Adjustment Amount

SB-001 Residential 55k Exemption ($55,000)

$6,945.38 $0.00
$686,000 $42,280 $6,945.38 $686,000 $42,280 $6,945.38 $0.00
$686,000 $42,280 $6,945.38 $686,000 $42,280





VALUATION SUMMARY
OF

RESIDENTIAL IMPROVED PROPERTY

FOR
Douglas County Board of County Commissioners

GARY S SMITH & ERIN E SMITH
PETITIONER

Vs.

DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE 
RESPONDENT

Parcel Number: 2507-054-01-040
Schedule Number: R0345989
Appeal Number:  202600049

Appraisal Date:  June 30, 2022
Assessment Date:  January 1, 2024

Report Date: 2/10/2026

2024 NOV Value: $686,000

Indicated Value: $686,000

TOBY DAMISCH

DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE



SUBJECT:

Indicated Value: $686,000

Account Number: R0345989

Address:

1150 N TABOR DR

CASTLE ROCK, CO 801040000

Parcel Number: 2507-054-01-040
Zoning:

Subdivision: FOUNDERS VILLAGE

Year Built: 2001

Adjusted Year Built: 2001

Building SF: 2,754

Land SF: 8,146

Page 2



The subject is an average quality 2-story home built in 2001 and located at 1150 N Tabor Dr, Castle 
Rock. The Petitioner’s agent is appealing the 2024 valuation and requesting a value of $625,000. 
The agent has provided three comparable sales for consideration.  Two have been included on the 
final sales grid. The six comparable sales used are all average quality, 2-story homes in the 
immediate neighborhood and are of similar age. They bracket the subject in GLA and basement 
square footage. The adjusted comparable sales have a range of indicated value from approximately 
$631,000 to $785,000. The subject’s 2024 value of $686,000 is within the range of adjusted 
comparable sale prices. There is no recommendation for an adjustment to the 2024 tax year value.   
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DOUGLAS COUNTY ABATEMENT HEARING 

REFEREE WORKSHEET 
 
 

 
Petitioner:     Matthew & Deborah Mathias  Agent:    
 
Parcel No.:   R0622705    Abatement Number:  202506049     
      
 
Assessor's Original Value:  $297,234 
 
 
 

Hearing Date: March 18, 2026       Hearing Time: 2:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
1.     The Douglas County Assessor was represented at the hearing by Tanner Lindt 
 
2.     The Petitioner was: 
  a.     ☐  present 
  b.    ☒  not present 
  c.     ☐  present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
  d.     ☐not present/represented by Click here to enter text. 
 
 
3.      Assessor's Recommended Value:   $297,234 (No change)            
 
 
 Petitioner’s Requested Value:    $215,000 
                                    
 
 
4.     Petitioner presented the following testimony and documents in support of the claim:  The petitioner requested 
that the property be designated as contiguous residential land with the lower assessment rate than vacant residential 
land and a value reduction to $215,000.  
 
   



 2 

 
                                                                  
 
 
5.     The Assessor presented the following testimony and documents in support of the Assessor's position: 
 
 a.     ☒data from sales of comparable properties which sold during the applicable time period; and /or 
 b.     ☐valuation using the cost approach; and/or 
 c.     ☐a valuation using the income approach; and/or 

d. ☒other The assessor agreed that the classification be changed to contiguous residential. 
 

THE REFEREE FINDS AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE PROPER CLASSIFICATION AND 
ACTUAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY ARE: 
 
Classification:  Contiguous residential land (1112CP) 
                 
Total Actual Value: $297,234 (No change) 
 
Reasons are as follows: Prior to hearing the assessor granted the contiguous residential classification. In support of 
the assigned value, the assessor provided five vacant land sales that support the assigned value of $297,234. 
 
 
IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that for the above-stated reasons, the Petition for Abatement is: 
 
                 a.  ☐Approved and the value of the subject property is reduced as set forth in the Findings and 
Recommendations herein 
 
      b.  ☒  Approved in part as set forth in the Findings and Recommendations herein 
 
      c.   ☐  Denied after abatement hearing          
 
      d.  ☐  Administrative Denial is Granted 
                                                   
                                                                                                           
       
REFEREE: 
 

 
s/ Jeffrey Hamilton      3/18/2026 
Name                                                                                         Date 
 
 
Abatement Log No.  202506049 
 



















Account #

Account #

Account #

R0622705
Totals

Transmittal Sheet for Abatement #:  202506049
Abatement # 202506049 Staff Appraiser TJL

Petitioner MATTHEW C MATHIAS & DEBORAH 
A MATHIAS

Reason
The land classification has been changed to contiguous 
residential, and the residential assessment rate will be 

applied.Agent

Petitioner's Request Property Condition

Tax Year 2024 Review Appraiser RRM

Date Received 12/1/2025 Recommendation Adjust

$82,930 $7,147.24
$297,234

Petitioner's Requested 
Value

$215,000 Assessor Final 
Review Value $297,234

The Subject, Lot 8A-1,  is a 1.712-acre vacant lot in the Flintwood Hills Subdivision near the eastern boarder of Douglas County. The 
parcel is rolling hills with native grass and trees. 

The Petitioner’s concerns are with the classification and valuation of their property. They believe the parcel should be classified as 
contiguous residential and valued at $215,000 based on their original appeal filing.

The Subject (Lot 8A-1) is adjacent to another lot (Lot 9A-1) which is improved with a residence and also owned by the Petitioner. For 
many years these lots were administratively grouped under one Assessor Account Number. This type of grouping was done in certain 
circumstances decades ago, when a property owner requested it, and it was a benefit to the property owner. In 2023, the Petitioner 
followed administrative protocols to have the Assessor’s Office dissolve the grouping of the Subject and form two separate Assessor 
Account Numbers. In 2024, the Petitioner also followed administrative protocols to slightly move the lot line that separates these two lots. 

Colorado has a preferential property assessment classification called Contiguous Residential. This classification allows a vacant parcel 
which functions as an extension of an improved residential parcel to receive a residential assessment rate, if three legal qualifications 
are met. Being a preferential classification a property owner must request the classification be applied to their property. In the case of the 
Subject, the Petitioner did not request the Contiguous Residential classification in 2024 or 2025. 

This Abatement Appeal satisfies the Petitioner’s obligation to request the Contiguous Residential classification. The Subject was 
reviewed to see if it met the three legal qualifications for Contiguous Classification. A review determined the Subject did meet all three 
qualifications. A review of comparable sales was also performed. Five comparable sales, included in the Valuation Summary support the 
current valuation of $297,234 for the Subject for Tax Year 2024.

Therefore, based on the request for Contagious Residential classification, the Subject meeting all three legal qualifications, and the sales 
reviewed, the Assessor’s Office recommends the Subject be reclassified to Contiguous Residential (1112CP) for tax year 2024, but 
remain valued at $297,234 for tax year 2024. TJL

Original Values
Abstract 

Code
Tax

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

27.900% $82,930 8.6184% $7,147.24

Final Values
Abstract

Code
Tax  

District
Actual
Value

*Adjustment
if applicable

Adjusted 
Actual

Assmt 
Rate

Adjusted 
Assessed Tax Rate Tax Amount

R0622705 0100 0142 $297,234 $0
Account Total: $297,234 $0 $297,234

$297,234 6.700% $19,910 8.6184% $1,715.92R0622705 1112CP 0142 $297,234 $0
Account Total: $297,234 $0

Refund Amounts
Original Total 
Actual Value

Original Adj 
Total Assessed

Original Total 
Taxes

Final Total 
Actual Value

Final Adj 
Total Assessed

Final Total 
Taxes

Refund 
Amount

$297,234 $19,910 $1,715.92

$1,715.92 $5,431.32
$297,234 $82,930 $7,147.24 $297,234 $19,910 $1,715.92 $5,431.32
$297,234 $82,930 $7,147.24 $297,234 $19,910







VALUATION SUMMARY
OF

RESIDENTIAL IMPROVED PROPERTY

FOR
Douglas County Board of County Commissioners

MATTHEW C MATHIAS & DEBORAH A MATHIAS
PETITIONER

Vs.

DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE
RESPONDENT

Parcel Number: 2347-334-02-001
Schedule Number: R0622705
Appeal Number:  202506049

Appraisal Date:  June 30, 2022
Assessment Date:  January 1, 2024

Report Date: 1/22/2026

2024 NOV Value: $297,234

Indicated Value: - $297,234

TOBY DAMISCH

DOUGLAS COUNTY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE



VALUE DATA SUMMARY 

This value data summary is not an appraisal report.  This value data summary is only a summary 
of the level of value data as applied within the Assessor’s computer assisted mass appraisal 
(CAMA) system to the subject property characteristics.  This summary is intended only for ad 
valorem use purposes to demonstrate the applied approaches and development of the value 
assigned to the subject property by the Assessor’s process and should not be relied upon by a 
third party for any other purpose other than the intended ad valorem use purposes. This summary 
has been prepared for use as supportive documentation in a hearing conducted by the Douglas 
County Board of Equalization.  

The purpose of this summary is to demonstrate the development of the “actual value” (market 
value) as assigned to the subject property in its physical condition as of the January 1 of the 
applicable tax year(s), based on the previous June 30th level of value for the purpose of 
determining property taxes. Said value is established utilizing base period data from the 
time period of eighteen months prior to June 30, 2022.  In the event of insufficient market 
data from this time period, the Assessor's Office reviews market data prior to the beginning of 
the level of assessment date, going back in six-month increments to a maximum study period 
of five years. When appropriate, all sales are to be time adjusted to the level of value period 
date as required by state statute.  All actual values established by the Douglas County 
Assessor's Office have been made in conformance with applicable laws and administrative 
regulations.    

This summary presents demonstrations of the data and methods that were applied in the 
mass appraisal process of establishing the actual value of the subject property.  Other 
data and analyses are retained in the files of the Douglas County Assessor’s Office.  
Additionally, a search has been made of private sales data, public records of assessor’s offices, 
confidential records of the assessor’s office, including Real Property Transfer Declarations 
(TD-1000 forms), Subdivision Land Valuation Questionnaires. Confirmation of data was by 
deeds, deeds of trusts, other public records, subscription services for fee, and/or principals or 
agents of individual transactions.  

Multiple Regression Analysis (MRA) explores and quantifies the relationship between two or 
more components of known and available data (sale prices and property characteristics) to 
generate a market value. Regression does not require strict similarity between property sales 
because it estimates the value contribution (coefficient) for each attribute using a “goodness of 
fit” or error-minimizing technique. This methodology produces statistics about the quality of 
the attribute contribution. These statistics help evaluate the predictive accuracy of the 
regression equation, or essentially, the ability to predict sales price. The assessor’s office tests 
for statistical compliance and equitable valuation. Overall, the goal is to provide a value model 
that best reflects market value.  

The vacant land mass appraisal regression model utilized sales and an independent 
variable (square foot or acres) to predict the outcome of Y (value). The model is nonlinear 
such that as land size increases the value per unit (square foot or acres) decreases. This 
captures the economies of scale present in real estate markets.  

Actual current use as of the date of assessment has been considered for the classification of 
the subject property as required by Colorado Revised Statutes §39-1-103.  The actual current 
use may be different than the uses permitted by zoning or the Highest and Best Use.  Therefore, 
while the subject property is classified based on the actual current use, the highest and best 
use has been considered in the determination of the actual value of the property. 



ABATEMENT APPEAL # 2025006049 

ACCOUNT NUMBER: R0622705 

 

SUBJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Subject, Lot 8A-1,  is a 1.712-acre vacant lot in the Flintwood Hills Subdivision near the eastern boarder of 
Douglas County. The parcel is rolling hills with native grass and trees. 

 

SALES AND LISTING HISTORY 

The most recent sale of the Subject Parcel was a sale for $135,000 on 1/14/1994 to the Petitioner.  

 

CLASSIFICATION AND VALUATION DATA 

The Petitioner’s concerns are with the classification and valuation of their property. They believe the parcel 
should be classified as contiguous residential and valued at $215,000 based on their original appeal filing. 

The Subject (Lot 8A-1) is adjacent to another lot (Lot 9A-1) which is improved with a residence and also owned 
by the Petitioner. For many years these lots were administratively grouped under one Assessor Account Number. 
This type of grouping was done in certain circumstances decades ago, when a property owner requested it, and 
it was a benefit to the property owner. In 2023, the Petitioner followed administrative protocols to have the 
Assessor’s Office dissolve the grouping of the Subject and form two separate Assessor Account Numbers. In 
2024, the Petitioner also followed administrative protocols to slightly move the lot line that separates these two 
lots.  

Colorado has a preferential property assessment classification called Contiguous Residential. This classification 
allows a vacant parcel which functions as an extension of an improved residential parcel to receive a residential 
assessment rate, if three legal qualifications are met. Being a preferential classification a property owner must 
request the classification be applied to their property. In the case of the Subject, the Petitioner did not request 
the Contiguous Residential classification in 2024 or 2025.  

This Abatement Appeal satisfies the Petitioner’s obligation to request the Contiguous Residential classification. 
The Subject was reviewed to see if it met the three legal qualifications for Contiguous Classification. A review 
determined the Subject did meet all three qualifications.  

Several conversations between the Assessor’s Office and Petitioner took place both right before and after the 
filing of this appeal. These conversations included questions to understand the Petitioner’s concerns, 
explanations of what had happened prior, and directions for filing appeals. What is notable is the Assessor’s 
Office understood the primary Petitioner concern to be the classification and not the valuation of the Subject. For 
that reason, the analysis of comparable sales is presented in a more limited form below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



SALES 

Reception # Account # Sale Date Time Adj Sales 
Price 

Land Acres Sub Name 

2021034172 R0043692 3/15/2021 $473,515 5 BANNOCKBURN 
2021102287 R0050340 8/31/2021 $341,605 2.08 FLINTWOOD HILLS 
2022023978 R0277835 3/28/2022 $426,880 4.591 PINEWOOD KNOLLS 
2020131012 R0475364 12/29/2020 $460,251 3.63 TIMBER POINTE 
2021076457 R0475366 6/21/2021 $434,595 4.9 TIMBER POINTE 

Subject: $297,234 1.71 FLINTWOOD HILLS 

CONCLUSION 

Therefore, based on the request for Contagious Residential classification, the Subject meeting all three 
legal qualifications, and the sales reviewed, the Assessor’s Office recommends the Subject be 
reclassified to Contiguous Residential (1112CP) for tax year 2024, but remain valued at $297,234 for tax year 
2024. 
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