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Parcel Number 162-31-401-011 
Files #2820 & #3558 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these two reports is generally at 
the northeast corner of the alignments of Sunset Road and Rogers Road.  The property 
consists of three 2.5 acre parcels that are bisected by the UPRR right-of-way.  The 
parcels numbers are: 162-31-401-011, 162-31-401-015, and 162-31-401-022. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #2820 was prepared by Timothy R. Morse & 
Associates with a valuation date of December 5, 2000.  This report states that the 
property is appraised assuming a client directed hypothetical condition that the three 
parcels be valued as two separate parcels with “Parcel A” being west of the UPRR right-
of-way and “Parcel B” being east of the right-of-way.  The report in file # 3558 was 
prepared Integra Realty Resources with a valuation date of July 10, 2002.  In this report 
the three parcels are appraised as separate units considering the area occupied by the 
right-of-way.   
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available.   
 
The Morse report describes the property as having 107,250 square feet of gross area 
west of the right-of-way for Parcel A and 58,878 square feet of gross area east of the 
right-of-way for Parcel B.  The report also states that Parcel A has 85,976 square feet of 
net area and Parcel B has 49,195 square feet of net area.  The report then values 
Parcel A on a gross area basis and Parcel B on a net area basis.  Although the report 
does not state directly the reason that gross area was used to value Parcel A and net 
area used to value Parcel B is that on page 25 of the report, it states that the two 
parcels (created by the UPRR right-of-way bisecting the properties) are “located in a 
market area slightly different” from one another.  Or, it would indicate that the market 
was different on the east side of the right-of-way in comparison to the west side.  
Correspondingly, different comparable sales were used to value the two parcels with 
sales representing gross areas used in the valuation of Parcel A and sales representing 
net areas used in the valuation of Parcel B.  Although it is possible to conclude that 
there exists two different markets one west and one east of the right-of-way, the 
comparable sales do not illustrate a significant difference. 
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The highest and best use for Parcel A in the Morse report is to hold the parcel as 
speculation until development growth and utilities are extended to the property; and for 
Parcel B is for the development of a commercial/industrial facility.  The Morse report 
makes narrative adjustments and concludes a value of $565,000 for Parcel A and 
$360,000 for Parcel B.  The total is $825,000.  However, on page 4 of the report it 
states that the property sold September 2, 1999, (three months prior to this valuation) 
for $450,000.  Also on page 4, the report states the subject parcels are on the market 
with an asking price of $630,000 and says, “the asking price is considered to be slightly 
below our opinion of market value.”  It is noted that the “slightly below” statement 
equates to an asking price at 24% less than the appraised value.  Although it is possible 
that a property can have a market value higher than an asking price, the property was 
listed with Century 21-Distinctive, and it should probably be assumed that this company 
knows the market and has priced the property correctly. 
 
In the Integra report, the subject property is valued as of July 10, 2002.  The total area 
(assumed as gross) of the three parcels outside the right-of-way is stated at 3.87 acres.  
In comparison, the Morse report stated gross area as 3.81 acres.  The Integra report 
also states that according to zoning, the gross area (7.5 acres) can be utilized for 
development purposes…and the area of the right-of-way, not included in the raised rail 
bed, can be utilized for parking or storage, but no building construction would be 
allowed within the right-of-way boundaries.  This would indicate an addition benefit 
accruing to the subject parcels that apparently was recognized in the Integra report not 
apparent from the Morse report.  The highest and best use stated in the Integra report is 
to hold the property until economically feasible to develop with retail, office, and 
industrial uses. 
 
The Integra report includes 10 comparable properties with the first five properties 
(numbers 1 through 5) utilized to value the subject parcels.  The sales range in unit 
price from $2.87 to $5.51 per square foot.  However, it appears that for the indicated 
value for the subject parcels, the low value represented by number 5 in the report was 
given the most weight.  Comparable 5 in the report is a current listing of a 5.0 acre tract 
located north of the subject parcels and generally at Reno Avenue and Wynn Road.  
The property is bisected by the UPRR in a northeasterly to southwesterly direction 
similar to the subject parcels.  The property is listed (as of the valuation date) for 
$625,000 or $2.87 per square foot.  The Integra report states, “Comparing this listing to 
the subject parcels, a downward adjustment is necessary for conditions of sale as this is 
a current listing.  Typically the list price in the subject’s neighborhood is above the 
ultimate sales price.”  The report concludes a combine value of $705,000 or $2.16 per 
square foot for the three subject parcels.  
 
We also note that in file #3557, the subject property is used as a comparable sale and 
states it sold on April 20, 2001, for $630,000.  This sales history was not included with 
the Integra report.  
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Within files #2820 and #3558 the following indications of the subject parcels value are 
represented: 
 
 Sale Price – September 2, 1999 $450,000 
  Asking Price – December 5, 2000   $630,000 
 Appraised Value – Morse – December 5, 2000 $825,000 
 Sale Price – April 20, 2001 $630,000 
 Appraised Value – Integra – July 10, 2002 $705,000 
 
With these indications, it would appear even without the benefit of the reports that the 
appraised value of $825,000 as of December 5, 2000, overstated the subject parcels’ 
market value. 
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Parcel Number 162-31-401-021 
File #2818 & 3558   
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these two reports is the north 
side of the alignment of Sunset Road and east of Decatur Boulevard.  The property 
consists of a 2.5 acre parcel that has the UPRR right-of-way extending across its 
southeast corner.  The parcel numbers is: 162-31-401-021.   
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #2818 was prepared by Timothy R. Morse & 
Associates with a valuation date of October 21, 2000.  This report states that the UPRR 
extends through the parcel’s southeast corner.  The easement area is subtracted from 
the gross area of 2.5 acres, resulting in 2.27 acres utilized for comparison.  The Morse 
report also states that the parcel is located at the northeast corner of the alignments of 
Sunset Boulevard and Rogers Street.  This is the same location reported in the Morse 
report valuing the parcels in #2820, even though both of the properties cannot occupy 
the same corner.  The report in file # 3558 was prepared by Integra Realty Resources 
with a valuation date of July 10, 2002.  In this report the subject property’s gross area of 
2.5 acres is used for comparison.   
 
Adjustment Methodology:  The highest and best use in the Morse report is to hold the 
parcels as speculation until development growth is extended to area.  The highest and 
best use stated in the Integra report is to hold the property until economically feasible to 
develop with retail, office, and industrial uses. 
 
Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, inferior, or similar to the subject 
property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted downward if superior, upward if 
inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar characteristics.  In the adjustment 
process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the appropriate adjustment (percentage 
or dollar amount) that should be applied to the characteristics exhibited by the 
respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting process, no definitive adjustment 
amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself is considered an adequate 
reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the amount of adjustment is 
not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, because those specific 
adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value are not available.   
 
The Morse report makes narrative adjustments and concludes a value of $680,000 for 
the subject property.  On page 4 of the report it states that the property sold for 
$340,000 on July 3, 1997, and is currently on the market for purchase.  As of the 
valuation date, Diversified Realty had the listing on the open market at an asking price 
of $775,000.  The report also states that the asking price was recently increased from 
$650,000.  The property had been on the open market over a year.  This would indicate 
that the property had not sold with an asking price of $650,000 even with exposure to 
the market for over a year.  Then the asking price was increased to $775,000 prior (the 
report actually says “recently increased”) to the Morse report valuation date.  The Morse 
valuation estimates the subject property’s value at $680,000 which is lower than the 
current asking price ($775,000), but higher than the prior asking price ($650,000) which  
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Parcel Number 162-31-401-021 
File #2818 & 3558   
 
had market exposure for over a year, and apparently no purchasers were found at that 
price.  From a review standpoint, the question would be, why was the asking price 
increased just before the valuation date of the appraisal, especially when there were no 
buyers at the lower asking price?  It is likely that the reason is one of two possibilities.  
The first is that the seller perceived an increase in the market just prior to the valuation 
date and raised the property’s asking price; or secondly, the asking price was raised in 
anticipation of the appraisal.  The second possibility would allow a conclusion of value 
more logically less than the current asking price of $775,000, but more than the prior 
asking price of $650,000.   
  
In the Integra report, the subject property is valued as of July 10, 2002.  Although the 
Integra report does not seem to recognize the UPRR extending through the property’s 
southeast corner; it does state that according to zoning, the gross area (2.5 acres) can 
be utilized for development purposes…and the area of the right-of-way, not included in 
the raised rail bed, can be utilized for parking or storage, but no building construction 
would be allowed within the right-of-way boundaries.  This would indicate an addition 
benefit accruing to the subject parcels that was not apparent from the Morse report.   
 
The Integra report includes 10 comparable properties with the first five properties 
(numbers 1 through 5) apparently utilized to value the subject parcel.  The sales range 
in unit price from $2.87 to $5.51 per square foot.  The report concludes a value of 
$575,000 or $5.30 per square foot.     
 
Within files #2820 and #3558 the following indications of the subject parcels value are 
represented: 
 
 Sale Price – July 3, 1997  $340,000 
  Asking Price – On market one year prior to Morse report $650,000 
 Asking Price – Recently increased at October 21, 2000  $775,000 
 Appraised Value – Morse – October 21, 2000   $680,000 
 Appraised Value – Integra – July 10, 2002   $575,000 
 
With these indications, it would appear even without the benefit of the reports that the 
appraised value of $680,000 as of October 21, 2000, overstated the subject parcel’s 
market value. 
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Parcel Number 163-20-801-015 
File #2804 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in the report is the northeast 
corner of Tropicana Avenue and Bonita Vista Street.  The property consists of a 5.0 
acre parcel with parcel numbers 163-20-801-015.   
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #2804 was prepared by Gary H. Kent, Inc. for a May 
26, 2000, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report is for low density 
commercial development, which may include commercial office, office/warehouse, or a 
mixed use type development, assuming approvals available from the Clark County.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  The report includes nine comparable land sale sales 
ranging from $5.74 to $15.00 per square foot.  Each comparable land sale is adjudged 
to be superior, inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the 
comparable is adjusted downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is 
warranted for similar characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is 
supposed to estimate the appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that 
should be applied to the characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land 
sale.  In the reporting process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This 
factor in and of itself is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  
However, since the amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes 
less reliable because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the 
market value are not available.   
 
The report states that the most similar comparable is represented by the low value 
range of $5.74 per square foot.  This sale, included in the report as number 9, is also 
5.0 acres, is located one-half block west of the subject property, and sold two months 
prior to the subject property’s valuation date.  The market value concluded in the report 
is $1,250,000 or $5.75 per square foot.  
 
Overall, with the consideration that the comparable land sale number 9 is the most 
similar to the subject land, then it would be reasonable to arrive at a similar conclusion 
as the unit value exhibited be this transaction. 
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Parcel Number 163-29-301-004 
Files #2771 & #3557 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these two reports is the 
southeast corner of the alignments of Hacienda Avenue and Quarter Horse Road.  The 
parcel numbers are: 163-29-301-004, 163-29-301-005, and 163-29-301-012. 
 
Valuation Date: The reports in file #2771 and #3557 were prepared by Timothy R. 
Morse & Associates with a valuation date of July 12, 2000, for the #2771 report and 
May 1, 2002, for the #3557 report.  The land size in the #2771 report is stated as 15.45 
acres, while the area for the same parcels in the #3557 report is stated as 15.66 acres.  
In the #2771 report it states that the property is appraised assuming a client directed 
hypothetical condition that the actual zoned R-E “Rural Estate” 163-29-301-012 parcel 
is zoned R-3, “Multiple Family Residential District,” the same zoning as the 163-29-301-
004 and 163-29-301-005 received in zoning application ZC-0570-00, which was 
approved June 21, 2000.  In the #3557 report the parcels are valued based upon 
highest and best use as holding the parcels in speculation until development growth is 
extended to their areas with the future highest and best use would be for a use 
suggested by the master plans.  The combined market value estimated in the #2771 
report is $3,200,000 and in the #3557 report the same parcels are valued 22 months 
later at $2,840,000.      
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available. 
 
In the valuation of the report in #2771 on page 3, it states that the 163-29-301-004 
parcel was purchased on January 25, 2000, (about 5.5 months prior to the valuation 
date) for $500,000.  The 163-29-301-005 parcel was also purchased on January 25, 
2000, for $500,000.  The 163-29-301-012 parcel was purchased on June 13, 2000, (one 
month prior to the valuation date) for $600,000.  The combined total is $1,600,000.  The 
report further states that “the $500,000 paid for Parcels -004 and -005 and the $600,000 
paid for the Parcel -012 was for investment purposes.  Parcels -004 and -005 were 
rezoned for multi-residential use after the close of escrow; therefore, the acquisition 
price paid in January and June, 2000, do not have a significant impact on current 
market value based on its current zoning and assume zoning.”  With this statement the 
report is saying that the prior sales prices are meaningless indications of the properties’  
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Parcel Number 163-29-301-004 
Files #2771 & #3557 
 
value indications because -004 and -005 were rezoned and -012 although still zoned R-
E is valued based upon the hypothetical condition that the parcel is actually R-3.  This 
would further indicate that the value attributed to the R-3 zone in comparison the R-E 
zoning would approximate the different between the recent sale prices ($1,600,000) and 
the appraised value ($3,200,000).  The difference represents $1,600,000 which logically 
would be the profit from buying the properties and paying the necessary charges for the 
rezoning.  Since it is unlikely that the cost for rezoning charges would approach that 
amount, it would indicate that the appraised value is overstated.  Further, if the cost to 
rezone R-E to R-3 was at this elevated level, then the hypothetical condition of valuing 
Parcel -012 with R-3 zoning has to include an estimated of the cost, which the report 
does not.   
 
It is also noted on page 18; the #2771 report states that the rezoning was approved for 
the Parcels -004 and -005 for 180 apartment units.  And from the report, “The approved 
density for the apartment complex equates to 17.22 units per acre; however, it was 
reported that a total of 188 units could be developed on the 10.45 acre site.”  The 
application approved 180 units, but the report references the maximum density of 18 
units per acres and then apparently disregards the application density and used the 
maximum for valuation purposes.  It is relevant that the increase of eight units without 
specifying a source other than “it was reported” equates to value increase of $92,000.   
 
As noted, Parcel -012 was appraised based upon a client directed hypothetical that the 
parcels zoning was not the existing R-E at the valuation date but rather R-3.  However, 
on page 19 of the report, it states, The R-3 (Multiple Family Residential District) does 
not conform with amended Spring Valley Land Use – CMA.  However, the zone change 
was acquired prior to the amendment to the land use plan.  Therefore, a multi-
residential use is considered a legal allowable use.”  If this statement is true, it would 
only apply to Parcels -004 and -005 and not Parcel -012 because it was not rezoned.  It 
would then be consistent that Parcel -012 would not conform as being appraised R-3.  
In actuality, the hypothetical premise could not even take place if it does not conform to 
the Land Use Plan – CMA, and the report is in error by appraising the parcel as such. 
 
In the report #3557 the same parcels as included in #2771 are appraised as of May 1, 
2002, or 22 months after the #2771 valuation date.  In this report on page 8, it states 
that the subject parcels sold to Clark County on April 12, 2001, for $3,200,000.    
 
In the #3557 report, the subject parcels are valued as a different highest and best use 
as holding the parcels in speculation until development growth is extended to their 
areas with the future highest and best use would be for a use suggested by the master 
plans. 
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Parcel Number 163-29-301-004 
Files #2771 & #3557 
 
In addition, the report states that since the ownership is now Clark County, the subject 
parcels are restricted, prohibiting residential and several public use facilities.  Downward 
adjustments are then made to the comparable land sales for this factor.  The report 
states that the adjustment considerations are based on the comparable’s potential to 
obtain alternate zoning or use.  However, the highest and best use does not include 
those restricted uses, so the adjustment should not be made.    
 
Within files #2771 and #3557 the following indications of the subject parcels value are 
represented: 
 
 Total Sale Prices – January & June 2000  $1,600,000 
  Appraised Value – Morse – July 12, 2000 $3,200,000 
  Sales Price – April 12, 2001 $3,200,000 
 Appraised Value – Morse – May 1, 2002   $2,840,000 
 
The total sale prices of $1,600,000 represented the subject parcels as R-E zoning.  The 
appraised value of $3,200,000 considers that two of the parcels were rezoned R-3 and 
the third parcel was valued under a client directed hypothetical that it too was zoned R-
3.  Note that the #2771 report indicates that this hypothetical condition could not take 
place.  The sale price during April 2001 was based on the appraised value.  The 
appraised value in May 2002 is concluded based on the parcels’ use being commercial 
or something other than residential. 
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Parcel Number 163-29-301-011 
Files #2749 & 3557  
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these two reports is the 
northeast corner of the alignments of Diablo Avenue and Dapple Gray Road.  The 
parcel numbers are: 163-29-301-010 and 163-29-301-011. 
 
Valuation Date: The reports in file #2749 and #3557 were prepared by Timothy R. 
Morse & Associates with a valuation date of August 7, 2000, for the #2749 report and 
May 1, 2002, for the #3557 report.  The land size in both reports is 10.44 acres.  In the 
#2749 report it states that the property is under Resolution of Intent to R-3 (Multiple 
Family Residential District).  The application is identified as ZC-036-00, which was 
approved May 3, 2000, for a 184 unit apartment complex.  In the #3557 report the 
parcels are value based upon highest and best use as holding the parcels in 
speculation until development growth is extended to their areas with the future highest 
and best use would be for a use suggested by the master plans.  The combined market 
value estimated in the #2749 report is $2,150,000 and in the #3557 report the same 
parcels are valued 21 months later at $1,480,000.      
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available. 
 
In the valuation of the report in #2749 on page 3, it states that the 163-29-301-010 
parcel was purchased on July 2, 2000, (about one month prior to the valuation date) for 
$540,000.  The most recent purchase of 163-29-301-011 parcel was also purchased 
during June 1998 for $275,000.  The parcels were approved for a 184 unit apartment 
complex on May 3, 2000.  The dates of value, zone approval, and sale date of 163-29-
301-010 are within the report as: 
 
 Valuation Date August 7, 2000 
 Purchase of 163-29-301-010 July 2, 2000 
 Approved for 184 Units May 3, 2000 
 
From these dates it appears that zoning approval was completed prior to the sale of 
Parcel 163-29-301-010.  This could be possible if the parcel was purchased contingent 
on a zoning change.  
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Parcel Number 163-29-301-011 
Files #2749 & 3557  
 
If it is assumed that the sales price of $540,000 in July 2000 for 50% of the subject 
property gives an indication of $1,080,000 for the total.  This would further indicate that 
the value attributed to the R-3 zone in comparison to the R-E zoning would approximate 
the different between the recent sale price ($1,080,000) and the appraised value 
($2,150,000).  The difference represents $1,070,000 which logically would be the profit 
from buying the properties and paying the necessary charges for the rezoning.  Since it 
is unlikely that the cost for rezoning charges would approach that amount, it would 
indicate that the appraised value is overstated. 
 
It is also noteworthy that the report states that the subject property was in escrow at the 
valuation date.  The sales prices was $2,025,000 and the appraiser felt that an addition 
of an assignment fee of $125,000 bringing the total to $2,150,000 was more indicative 
of the subject property’s market value.  However, the subject property was effectively 
appraised for $125,000 more than the sales price.  The report also states the asking 
price was $2,024,000 which equates to $11,000 per unit based on 184 approved units.  
The report then goes on to value the property above asking price, as well as above the 
sales price, and also estimates the value based on 188 units – more than the 184 units 
that were approved for the site.     
 
On page 18, the #2749 report states that the rezoning was approved for a 184 
apartment units.  And from the report, “The approved density for the apartment complex 
equates to 17.62 units per acre; however, it was reported that a total of 187 units could 
be developed on the 10.44 acre site.”  The application approved 184 units, but the 
report references the maximum density of 18 units per acres and then apparently 
disregards the application density and used the maximum for valuation purposes.  It is 
relevant that the increase of three units without specifying a source other than “it was 
reported” equates to value increase of $34,500.   
 
In the report #3557, the same parcels as included in #2749 are appraised as of May 1, 
2002, or 21 months after the #2749 valuation date.  In this report on page 8, it states 
that the subject parcels sold to Clark County on January 19, 2001, for $2,150,000.    
 
In the #3557 report, the subject parcels are valued as a different highest and best use 
as holding the parcels in speculation until development growth is extended to their 
areas with the future highest and best use would be for a use suggested by the master 
plans. 
 
In addition, the report states that since the owner is now Clark County, the subject 
parcels are restricted, prohibiting residential and several public use facilities.  Downward 
adjustments are then made to the comparable land sales for this factor.  The report 
states that the adjustment considerations are based on the comparable’s potential to 
obtain alternate zoning or use.  However, the highest and best use does not include 
those restricted uses, so the adjustment should not be made.    
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Parcel Number 163-29-301-011 
Files #2749 & 3557  
 
Within files #2749 and #3557 the following indications of the subject parcels value are 
represented: 
 
 Sale Prices – 50% @ $540,000 - July 2000  $1,080,000 
 Asking Price – Crossroads Realty  $2,024,000 
 Sales Price – Escrow August 7, 2000  $2,025,000 
  Appraised Value – Morse – August 7, 2000 $2,150,000 
  Sales Price – January 19, 2001 $2,150,000 
 Appraised Value – Morse – May 1, 2002   $1,480,000 
 
The sale prices of $1,080,000 represented the subject parcels as R-E zoning.  The 
asking was determined sometime during either July or the beginning of August 2000.  
The sales price was stated in the report, but the appraiser also states that no copy of 
the contract was provided.  The appraised value of $2,150,000 considers that the 
parcels were rezoned R-3.  The sale price during January 2001 was based on the 
appraised value.  The appraised value in May 2002 is concluded based on the parcels’ 
use being commercial or something other than residential. 
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Parcel Number 163-29-401-004 
File #2797 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the north side of 
Russell Road and approximately 1,320 feet east of Fort Apache Road.  The parcel 
number is: 163-29-401-004. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #2797 was prepared by Gary H. Kent, Inc. for a May 
16, 2000, valuation date.  The highest and best use indicated in the report is “holding 
the property for a future speculative uses is the most feasible option at this time for the 
subject property.”  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  The report includes ten comparable land sale sales 
ranging from $0.46 to $2.75 per square foot.  In the reporting process, no definitive 
adjustment amount has been included, nor had any of the sales been adjudged either 
superior or inferior.  This factor in and of itself is considered an adequate reporting 
process for a summary report.  However, since the amount of adjustment is not reported 
then the conclusion becomes less reliable because those specific adjustment 
determinations used to estimate the market value are not available.  Of the ten sales, 
five (sales 5 through 9) are considered the most similar with ranges from $1.38 to $2.75 
per square foot with the value range bracketed at between $1.85 to $2.75 per square 
foot.  The concluded value was $2.00 per square foot or $435,000.   
 
Although it is difficult to determine market characteristics from the value date; overall, 
with the consideration that the subject property is also located directly west of the 
Russell Road and I-215 interchange, it would appear the subject property should have 
been valued at the high range of the sales.  According to data maintained by the Clark 
County Assessor, the subject parcel (now being parcel 163-29-401-018) sold for 
$2,800,000 on January 3, 2005. 
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Parcel Number 163-32-201-010 
Files #2960, #2998, & #3029 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these three reports is generally 
the southwest corner of I-215 and the alignment of Russell Road, extending southwest 
to the alignments of Patrick Lane and Rocky Hill Street.  The parcel number is 163-32-
201-010 with a reported gross area of 49.74 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The reports in file #2960, #2998, and #3029 were prepared by Timothy 
R. Morse & Associates with a valuation date of December 15, 2000, for the #2960 
report December 20, 2000, for both the #2998 and #3029 reports.  The #2998 and 
#3029 reports are update appraisal that were issued as retrospective valuations with the 
reports dated being April 26, 2001.  No reason is given for the purpose of the updates 
done retrospectively and only five days after the original report.  One difference 
between the update reports #2998 and #3029 appears to be that a value of one parcel 
value (not the subject of this review) was lowered $215,000, and parcel 163-32-301-025 
– excluded from #2998 – was now included with #3029.  In the #2960 report parcel 163-
32-201-010 is included and valued with parcels 163-32-101-004 and 163-32-101-006.  
The combined area is 57.20 gross acres.  Whereas, in the update #2998 and #3029 
reports parcel 163-32-201-010 is value as a separate property.        
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available. 
 
The #2960 report estimates the value of 163-32-201-010 along with 163-32-101-004 
and 163-32-101-006 at $5,780,000, or $101,000 per acre for the combined area of 
57.20 acres.  Both the #2998 and #3029 reports value the 163-32-201-010 parcels 
separately at $5,165,000, or $103,800 per acre.  The highest and best use in the #2960 
report appears to be “holding the parcels as speculation until development growth is 
extended to the area.  The future highest and best use being that of a 
commercial/industrial/professional uses.” 
 
The report states that since the owner is now Clark County, the subject parcels are 
restricted, prohibiting residential and several public use facilities.  Downward 
adjustments are then made to the comparable land sales for this factor.  The report 
states that the adjustment considerations are based on the comparable’s potential to  
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Parcel Number 163-32-201-010 
Files #2960, #2998, & #3029 
 
obtain alternate zoning or use.  However, the highest and best use does not include 
those restricted uses, so the adjustment should not be made. 
 
In addition, the report uses comparables substantially smaller than the subject and then 
makes adjustments for this factor.  However, it is unlikely that a size adjustment could 
have been abstracted from the market data in the report especially since only two of the 
eight sales included in the #2960 report were over 10 acres and these only represented 
12.5 and 15.0 acres.  Therefore, no benchmark at a larger size approaching the subject 
property’s area was available for comparison.  As an alternative, the appraisal could 
have divided the parcel into 5.0 acre tracts with frontages along Patrick Lane and 
Oquendo Road and values those separately.  In other appraisals (example: file #2889) 
completed by Timothy R. Morse & Associates, separate parcels that are contiguous 
have been appraised as individual parcels rather than one larger parcel.  If this was 
done with the subject property, the value of the total would have likely increased.     
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Parcel Number 163-32-301-025 
File #2998 & #3029 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these two reports is the south 
side pf Patrick Lane between Fort Apache Road and El Capitan Way.  The original 
parcel numbers are 163-32-301-004 and 163-32-301-006.  The 163-32-301-006 parcel 
was divided into two separate parcels as 163-32-301-025 and 163-32-301-026.   
 
Valuation Date: The reports in file #2998 and #3029 were prepared by Timothy R. 
Morse & Associates with a valuation dates of December 20, 2000, for both the #2998 
and #3029 reports.  The #2998 and #3029 reports are update appraisals (#2960) that 
were issued as retrospective valuations with the reports dated being April 26, 2001.  No 
reason is given for the update reports being completed retrospectively four months after 
the valuation date. 
 
In the review of the #2998 and #3029 reports, the 163-32-301-025 was included in both 
valuations, but was excluded for the #2998 report site description.  The report values 
the 1.13 acre parcel at $115,000. 
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Parcel Number 163-34-201-009 
File #3561 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in the report is the north side of the 
alignment of Ponderosa Way, approximately 330 feet east of the alignment of Buffalo 
Driven.  The property consists of a 2.5 gross parcel with parcel numbers 163-34-201-
009.   
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #3561 was prepared by Timothy R. Morse & 
Associates for a July 26, 2002, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report is 
“assemble with surrounding properties to the west and hold in speculation for future 
development.  The future highest and best use is that of a low intensity business and/or 
professional use.” 
 
Adjustment Methodology:  On page 3 of the report, it states that the subject property 
“transferred from Theresa Herman to Easterfield #9, LLC, on February 15, 2002, at a 
reported price of $280,000.  The terms were all cash to the seller.  According to the 
listing realtor, Mr. Vince Vassallo, of First Choice, Inc., the subject has been on the 
market at $350,000 for approximately a year prior to the signing of the contract in 
August, 2001.” 
 
The report continues, “It is our understanding that the subject property is currently in 
escrow to JJST, LLC.  According to a copy of the Offer and Acceptance Agreement an 
Escrow Money Receipt provided to us, the contract price is $400,000.  Terms are cash 
to seller at close of escrow, which is scheduled for approximately December 2002.  The 
current contract price appears to be supported by comparable sales; however, at the 
upper end.”  
 
According to the above, the subject property sold to Easterfield #9, LLC, on February 
15, 2002, for $280,000.  Sometime between this sale date and the July 26, 2002, 
valuation date, the property was in escrow to JJST, LLC, with a contract price of 
$400,000.  The appraiser states that copy of the Offer and Acceptance Agreement an 
Escrow Money Receipt was provided for the valuation.  The appraiser also states that 
the $400,000 price is at the upper end of the market, but says the price is supported by 
the market.  This gives an indication that the price in escrow with Easterfield #9, LLC, 
being the seller and JJST, LLC, being the buyer was relied upon in arriving at the 
market value conclusion.  We also note that the client and person ordering the appraisal 
is Jim Clemens, JJST, LLC. 
 
However, according to records maintained by the Clark County Assessor, the property 
was sold from Easterfield #9, LLC, directly to Clark County.  This would give the 
indication that the Offer and Acceptance Agreement for $400,000 agreement with JJST, 
LLC, was never completed.  More telling, however, is the fact that Grant, Bargain, Sale 
Deed from Easterfield #9, LLC, to Clark County was signed by James Clemens, 
manager of the company. 
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Parcel Number 163-34-201-009 
File #3561 
 
Therefore, the facts show that the appraiser relied upon a contract price of $400,000 for 
the subject property.  That price was being paid to Easterfield #9, LLC – James 
Clemens, manager, from Jim Clemens, JJST, LLC.  First, the question has to arise, was 
this an arm’s length transaction?  Without any other knowledge of the transaction, it 
certainly does not appear to be arm’s length.  Secondly, it does not appear that this 
transaction ever actually happened.  Thirdly, the appraiser states that the copy of the 
Offer and Acceptance Agreement and Escrow Money Receipt was provided.  Therefore, 
it certainly must be assumed that the document had to be signed by the seller – James 
Clemens, manager, Easterfield #9, LLC, and the appraiser should have had questions 
whether it was arm’s length.   
 
But, the report relied upon an agreement that possibly was never intended to be 
completed.  This document was between related entities.  The appraiser had a copy 
and relied upon it anyway, even though it was between related entities and likely bogus.              



 

Page 19 of 44 

Parcel Number 176-01-101-008 
File #2800 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the southeast 
corner of Jones Boulevard and Sunset Road.  The parcel number is: 176-01-101-008. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #2800 was prepared by Gary H. Kent, Inc. for a May 
16, 2000, valuation date.  The highest and best use indicated in the report is “holding 
the property for a future speculative uses is the most feasible option at this time for the 
subject property.”  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  The report includes ten comparable land sale sales 
ranging from $0.46 to $2.75 per square foot.  These sales are the same sales used by 
Gary H. Kent, Inc. to appraise the property (north side of Russell, east of Fort Apache) 
in report #2797.  Although these sales were in direct proximity to the subject property in 
the #2797 report, they are remote from the location reported in #2800. 
 
In the reporting process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included, nor had 
any of the sales been adjudged either superior or inferior.  This factor in and of itself is 
considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available.  As noted above, this report uses the same sales comparables as the 
report in #2797, and in fact the analysis and discussion of the sales is the same for both 
reports.  The only difference is that in the #2797 report, the concluded value was $2.00 
per square foot, and in #2800 report, the concluded value was $2.50 per square foot.  
 
It is difficult to determine market characteristics from the value date; however, there 
were sales in closer proximity to the subject property that could have been used as 
comparable properties rather than those included from the #2797 report. 
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Parcel Number 176-01-301-002 
File #2889, #2926, & #3000  
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these three reports is the 
southwest corner of the alignments of Maule Avenue and Red Rock Street.  The parcel 
number is 176-01-301-002 with a reported gross area of 2.5 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The reports in file #2889, #2926, and #3000 were prepared by Timothy 
R. Morse & Associates with a valuation date of January 30, 2001, for the #2889 report, 
and March 26, 2001, for both the #2926 and #3000 reports.  The estimated market 
value for the subject parcel in the #2889 appraisal is $575,000, and is $595,000 in both 
the #2926 and #3000 appraisals.  Both #2926 and #3000 reports have the appraiser’s 
File No. 00-272B, both reports have the same report date, and both have the same 
value conclusions.  However, the #3000 report is not signed by one of the appraisers 
valuing the property.  Since one of the appraisals as of March 16, 2001, was not signed 
it is possible that a second report was issued with the signature, while at the same time 
making no changes. 
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available. 
 
The value conclusion in the #2889 report was $575,000 and in the #2926 report with a 
valuation date of about two months later, the value is estimated at $595,000.  The 
reason for the update and value increase appears to be from a change in the price 
indications for parcels also included in the reports and used as sale comparables for all 
the properties.  In the #2889 report, Parcel I, which is 176-01-402-003, was reported to 
be in escrow at a sales price of $575,000.  Closing is to be before February 15, 2001.  
Also, in the #2889 report, Parcel O, which is 176-01-801-006, is said to be in escrow at 
a sales price of $575,000, and closing scheduled for March 2001.  Whereas, after the 
#2889 report was issued, it appears that additional data was given to the appraiser 
regarding the two above transactions.  In the #2926 report update, Parcel I above now 
represents a sale during March 2001 at a reported (report says Mr. John Kilpatrick) sale 
price of $585,000, which is now used for comparison of all the subject properties; rather 
than the public records indication of value at $575,000.  Also, in the #2926 report 
update, Parcel O (although wrongfully stated as Parcel M on page 4) is now reported to 
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have a sales price during March 2001 of $592,250 which includes a $17,250 
commission fee, or the amount over the reported sales price in the #2889 report.  These 
two corrections in the update, justified the $20,000 increase in market value for the 
subject property.  In addition, the report not only appraised the subject property but also 
included 17 other 2.5 acre parcels.  With the two above noted changes in the update, 
the properties’ total market value increased $385,000 from the original report to the 
update two months later.    
 
We also note, that in the #2889 report three year sales history, several of the properties 
valued in the report were apparently adjusted to include an assignment fee, including: 
 
    Assignment Fee 
    Date Identification      Parcel No.    Price  Included               
 
Jan 2001 Parcel A 176-01-201-009 $603,750  $28,750 
Nov 2000 Parcel F 176-01-301-013 $525,000  $50,000 
Mar 2001 Parcel I (above) 176-01-402-003 $585,000  $10,000 
Dec 2000 Parcel J 176-01-601-009 $575,000  $18,000 
Jan 2001 Parcel K 176-01-601-012 $575,000  $18,000 
Mar 2001 Parcel O (above) 176-01-801-006 $592,250  $17,250 
 
Overall, if these sale prices influenced the estimate of market value then all the parcels 
in the #2889 report are overvalued. 



 

Page 22 of 44 

Parcel Number 176-01-301-009 
File #3562 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in the report as the southwest 
corner of the alignments of Badura Avenue and Westwind Road.  The property consists 
of a 2.5 gross parcel with parcel numbers 176-01-301-009.   
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #3562 was prepared by Timothy R. Morse & 
Associates for a June 7, 2002, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report is 
“holding the parcel in speculation until development growth is extended to the area.  An 
alternate highest and best use for the subject parcel(s) is for trading to the Clark County 
(Aviation) for assemblage of the proposed Airport/Majestic industrial project.”   
 
There are appraisers of the opinion that a highest and best use as a public entity can 
hardly ever be determined.  The reason being is that seldom can this use justify the 
requirement of being financially feasible and typically it anticipates only one possible 
buyer.  With only one possible buyer, it would stand to reason that the value conclusion 
may represent something other than market value.  Whereas, other appraisers may 
believe that the financially feasible requirements are satisfied from the intrinsic value 
attributed to a public use, and market value can still be achieved even though there is 
only one possible buyer.  However, to conclude, as the report does at the alternate 
highest and best use to trade the subject to County of Clark (Aviation) would require 
that this use has an economic incentive.  Otherwise, without that incentive there would 
be no reason to acquire the subject and then merely trade it.  It would be similar to 
taking money out of one pocket and putting into another pocket.  Therefore, the property 
in its highest and best use as a trade would require that the incentive for the potential 
purchaser would be to buy the property at a price lower than what he believed he could 
trade it to the county for.  To be a conclusion of market value, though, as of the 
valuation date the price paid for the property and the value in a trade would be the same 
and not dependent upon the ownership.  This would indicate that there is no incentive in 
the highest and best use determination and therefore this use is not financially feasible.  
 
Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, inferior, or similar to the subject 
property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted downward if superior, upward if 
inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar characteristics.  In the adjustment 
process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the appropriate adjustment (percentage 
or dollar amount) that should be applied to the characteristics exhibited by the 
respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting process, no definitive adjustment 
amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself is considered an adequate 
reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the amount of adjustment is 
not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable because those specific 
adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value are not available. 
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Parcel Number 176-01-301-013 
File #2889, #2926, & #3000 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these three reports is the 
northeast corner of the alignments of Arby Avenue and Lindell Road.  The parcel 
number is 176-01-301-013 with a reported gross area of 2.5 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The reports in file #2889, #2926, and #3000 were prepared by Timothy 
R. Morse & Associates with a valuation date of January 30, 2001, for the #2889 report, 
and March 26, 2001, for both the #2926 report and #3000 report.  The estimated market 
value for the subject parcel in the #2889, appraisal is $575,000 and in $595,000 in both 
the #2926 and #3000 appraisals.  Both #2889 and #3000 reports have the appraiser’s 
File No. 00-272B, both reports have the same report date, and both have the same 
value conclusions.  However, the #3000 report is not signed by one of the appraisers 
valuing the property.  Since one of the appraisals as of March 16, 2001, was not signed 
it is possible that a second report was issued with the signature, while at the same time 
making no changes. 
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available. 
 
The value conclusion in the #2889 report was $575,000 and in the #2926 report with a 
valuation date of about two months later, the value is estimated at $595,000.  The 
reason for the update and value increase appears to be from a change in the price 
indications for parcels also included in the reports and used as sale comparables for all 
the properties.  In the #2889 report, Parcel I, which is 176-01-402-003, was reported to 
be in escrow at a sales price of $575,000.  Closing is to be before February 15, 2001.  
Also, in the #2889 report, Parcel O, which is 176-01-801-006, is said to be in escrow at 
a sales price of $575,000, and closing scheduled for March 2001.  Whereas, after the 
#2889 report was issued, it appears that additional data was given to the appraiser 
regarding the two above transactions.  In the #2926 report update, Parcel I above now 
represents a sale during March 2001 at a reported (report says Mr. John Kilpatrick) sale 
price of $585,000, which is now used for comparison of all the subject properties; rather 
than the public records indication of value at $575,000.  Also, in the #2926 report 
update, Parcel O (although wrongfully stated as Parcel M on page 4) is now reported to 
have a sales price during March 2001 of $592,250 which includes a $17,250 
commission fee, or the amount over the reported sales price in the #2889 report.  These 



 

Page 24 of 44 

two corrections in the update, justified the $20,000 increase in market value for the 
subject property.  In addition, the report not only appraised the subject property, but also 
included 17 other 2.5 acre parcels.  With the two above noted changes in the update, 
the properties’ total market value increased $385,000 from the original report to the 
update two months later.    
 
We also note, that in the #2889 report three year sales history, several of the properties 
valued in the report were apparently adjusted to include an assignment fee, including: 
 
    Assignment Fee 
    Date    Identification       Parcel No.    Price  Included                
 
Jan 2001 Parcel A 176-01-201-009 $603,750  $28,750 
Nov 2000 Parcel F (subject) 176-01-301-013 $525,000  $50,000 
Mar 2001 Parcel I (above) 176-01-402-003 $585,000  $10,000 
Dec 2000 Parcel J 176-01-601-009 $575,000  $18,000 
Jan 2001 Parcel K 176-01-601-012 $575,000  $18,000 
Mar 2001 Parcel O (above) 176-01-801-006 $592,250  $17,250 
 
Overall, if these sale prices influenced the estimate of market value than all the parcels 
in the #2889 report are overvalued. 
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Parcel Number 176-01-501-005 
File #3557 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the southwest 
corner of the alignment of Sunset Road and Tropicana Detention Flood Channel 
extending south to Lindell Road.  The parcel number is 176-01-501-005 with a reported 
gross area of 8.34 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #3557 was prepared by Timothy R. Morse & 
Associates for a May 1, 2002, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report is 
“holding the parcel in speculation until development growth is extended to the area.  
The future highest and best use would be for a use suggested by the master plans.”  
The estimate of market value is $1,635,000, or $4.50 per square foot.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available. 
 
The report uses four comparable land sales to estimate the value of the subject 
property.  Two of these sales are bisected by the UPRR and are inferior to the subject 
property.  The other two comparable include a 2.4 acre parcel selling in March 2002 for 
$4.68 per square foot on a gross area basis and $6.32 per square foot on a net area 
basis.  The other comparable contained 4.78 acres, and sold for $6.80 per square foot 
on a gross basis.  The estimate of value for the subject property is below the unit 
comparisons for both the comparables, indicating that the property was likely 
undervalued in the appraisal.  We note further, that data from the Clark County 
Assessor, the subject property sold on October 21, 2002, about six months after the 
appraisal date, from GKT Acquisitions, LLC, to Michael Dean for $2,067,000. 
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Parcel Number 176-01-801-009 
File #3244  
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the northeast 
corner of the alignments of Edmond Street and Capovilla Avenue.  The parcel number 
is 176-01-801-009 with a reported gross area of 2.5 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #3244 was prepared by Timothy R. Morse & 
Associates for an August 25, 2001, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the 
report is “holding the parcel in speculation until development growth is extended to the 
area.  The future highest and best use is that of a commercial/industrial use.”  The 
estimate of market value is $700,000, or $6.40 per square foot.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available. 
 
The report includes eight comparable land sales used to estimate the value of the 
subject property.  Several of these sales were adjusted to include additional fees over 
the recorded sales price and then the higher price was for comparison. 
 
Sale 2 sold for $557,000 according to public records and the report states that an 
additional commission of $18,000 was paid by the buyer (Focus 2000, Inc.).  The 
additional fee was verified by Scott Gragson.  We also note that in File #2889, the 
additional commission above is stated as an assignment fee.  The total inclusive of sale 
price and additional fee, or $575,000 was analyzed for comparison purposes in the 
report.   
 
Sale 3 sold for $575,000 according to public records and the report adds $28,750 paid 
by the buyer (Focus 2000, Inc.) to the sales price due to broker reporting additional 
commission of that amount.  The report uses the total of sales price and additional fee, 
or $603,750 for comparison purposes.  The verification was from Scott Gragson.  In the 
File #2889, the above referenced additional commission is stated to be an assignment 
fee.   
 
Sale 4 represented a sale price of $550,000 according to public records, to which 
$27,500 (paid by buyer – Focus 2000, Inc.) was added as additional commission.  For 
comparison in the report, the total of $577,500 was used for analysis.  The additional 
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fee was verified by Scott Gragson.  We note that in report File #2889, the above 
additional commission is referenced as an assignment fee. 
 
Sale 5 sold for $575,000 according to public records and the report states that an 
additional commission of $17,250 was paid by the buyer (Focus 2000, Inc.).  The 
additional fee was verified by John Kilpatrick.  The total inclusive of sales price and 
additional fee, or $592,250 was analyzed for comparison purposes in the report.   
 
Sale 6 sold for $575,000 according to public records.  The broker (John Kilpatrick) 
reported the sales price at $585,000 that was used for comparison in the report. 
 
Sale 7 sold for $585,000 according to public records and reports states that an 
additional assignment fee of $25,000 paid by the buyer (Russell Beltway LLC).  The 
additional fee was verified by John Kilpatrick.  The total inclusive of sales price and 
assignment fee, or $610,000 was analyzed for comparison purposes in the report. 
 
As noted above six of the eight land comparables used in the report had additional fees 
added to the publicly recorded sales price, and then the total was utilized in the 
analysis.  The report does not reference how the additional fee was determined or why 
it is added to the sales prices.  However, by adding additional fees to a public recorded 
sale prices without an explanation would indicate that since the prices of the 
comparable properties are overstated, the concluded market value would also be 
overstated. 
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Parcel Number 176-02-701-008 
File #2627  
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the southwest 
corner of Jones Road and Maule Avenue.  The parcel number is 176-02-701-008, with a 
reported gross area of 15.0 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #2627 was prepared by The Clark Companies Ltd for 
a March 3, 2000, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report “should 
eventually tend toward development with offices/warehouses, offices, or retail 
complexes.”  The estimate of market value is $3,430,000, or $5.25 per square foot. 
 
Adjustment Methodology:  The report includes 11 comparables land sales, of which 
four are utilized for the valuation of the subject property.  Prior to adjustments, the sale 
indicated a range of value of between $3.89 and $5.19 per square foot.  The sales were 
adjusted in an adjustment grid on page 104 of the report.  The factors that required 
adjustment in the report included market conditions, location, characteristics, size, and 
access/utilities.  These adjustments tend to be self-explanatory with the exception of the 
adjustment for characteristics.  The report does state what these characteristics are; 
and therefore, it is not apparent why the adjustments were made.  After making the 
adjustments, the sales indicated a value range from $5.24 to $5.27 per square foot.  
The concluded unit value is stated at $5.25 per square foot.  
 
Overall, the concluded value seems to be substantiated by proper appraisal techniques. 
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Parcel Number 176-03-201-007 
File #3564 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the northwest 
corner of the alignments of Maule Avenue and Pioneer Way.  The parcel number is 176-
03-201-007 with a reported gross area of 5.0 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #3564 was prepared by Timothy R. Morse & 
Associates for a July 26, 2002, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report is 
“holding the parcel in speculation until development growth is extended to the area.  
The future highest and best use is for some sort of commercial, industrial, and/or 
professional use.”  The estimate of market value is $1,440,000, or $6.60 per square 
foot.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available. 
 
The report states that the subject property and several (five total) other 5.0 acre parcels 
also included in the report all have a preliminary Offer and Acceptance Agreement and 
Earnest Money Receipt from GKT Acquisitions, LLC and/or Assignees in the amount of 
$1,440,000 each, with terms of cash to seller at close of escrow, with a scheduled 
closing on or before November 19, 2002.  The sales are contingent upon approval by 
Clark County Board of County Commissioners as a trade parcels with the Clark County 
Department of Aviation.  It is noted that subject property and each of these 5.0 acres 
parcels are appraised for $1,440,000.    
 
The report uses five comparable land sales to arrive at an opinion of value for the 
subject property.  Sale #1 was a purchase by GKT Acquisitions.  Sale #2 was 
purchased for possible construction of a Hampton Inn.  Sale #3 was purchased by 
Gragson, Maule Hauck with $1,417,500 (sale price of $1,350,000 plus $67,500 addition 
commission) utilized for comparison.  Sale #4 was purchased by Beltway 20, LLC with 
public records having the sale price at $1,350,000 and no explanation as to why 
$1,400,000 was used for comparison in the report.  Sale #5 was purchased by GKT 4, 
LLC.  Overall, all the comparables with the exception of Sale #2 involved the client in 
the report or had an unsubstantiated indicated value over and above what was found in 
public records. 
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Parcel Number 176-03-203-001 
File #3564 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the northwest 
corner of the alignments of Maule Avenue and Monte Cristo Way.  The parcel number is 
176-03-203-001 with a reported gross area of 5.0 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #3564 was prepared by Timothy R. Morse & 
Associates for a July 26, 2002, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report is 
“holding the parcel in speculation until development growth is extended to the area.  
The future highest and best use is for some sort of commercial, industrial, and/or 
professional use.”  The estimate of market value is $1,440,000, or $6.60 per square 
foot.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available. 
 
The report states that the subject property and several (five total) other 5.0 acre parcels 
also included in the report all have a preliminary Offer and Acceptance Agreement and 
Earnest Money Receipt from GKT Acquisitions, LLC and/or Assignees in the amount of 
$1,440,000 each, with terms of cash to seller at close of escrow, with a scheduled 
closing on or before November 19, 2002.  The sales are contingent upon approval by 
Clark County Board of County Commissioners as a trade parcels with the Clark County 
Department of Aviation.  It is noted that subject property and each of these 5.0 acres 
parcels are appraised for $1,440,000.    
 
The report uses five comparable land sales to arrive at an opinion of value for the 
subject property.  Sale #1 was a purchase by GKT Acquisitions.  Sale #2 was 
purchased for possible construction of a Hampton Inn.  Sale #3 was purchased by 
Gragson, Maule Hauck with $1,417,500 (sale price of $1,350,000 plus $67,500 addition 
commission) utilized for comparison.  Sale #4 was purchased by Beltway 20, LLC with 
public records having the sale price at $1,350,000, and no explanation as to why 
$1,400,000 was used for comparison in the report.  Sale #5 was purchased by GKT 4, 
LLC.  Overall, all the comparables with the exception of Sale #2 involved the client in 
the report or had an unsubstantiated indicated value over and above what was found in 
public records. 
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Parcel Number 176-03-203-009 
File #3564 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the northwest 
corner of the alignments of Arby Avenue and Pioneer Way.  The parcel number is 176-
03-302-009 with a reported gross area of 5.0 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #3564 was prepared by Timothy R. Morse & 
Associates for a July 26, 2002, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report is 
“holding the parcel in speculation until development growth is extended to the area.  
The future highest and best use is for some sort of commercial, industrial, and/or 
professional use.”  The estimate of market value is $1,440,000, or $6.60 per square 
foot.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available. 
 
The report states that the subject property and several (five total) other 5.0 acre parcels 
also included in the report all have a preliminary Offer and Acceptance Agreement and 
Earnest Money Receipt from GKT Acquisitions, LLC and/or Assignees in the amount of 
$1,440,000 each, with terms of cash to seller at close of escrow, with a scheduled 
closing on or before November 19, 2002.  The sales are contingent upon approval by 
Clark County Board of County Commissioners as a trade parcels with the Clark County 
Department of Aviation.  It is noted that subject property and each of these 5.0 acres 
parcels are appraised for $1,440,000.    
 
The report uses five comparable land sales to arrive at an opinion of value for the 
subject property.  Sale #1 was a purchase by GKT Acquisitions.  Sale #2 was 
purchased for possible construction of a Hampton Inn.  Sale #3 was purchased by 
Gragson, Maule Hauck with $1,417,500 (sale price of $1,350,000 plus $67,500 addition 
commission) utilized for comparison.  Sale #4 was purchased by Beltway 20, LLC with 
public records having the sale price at $1,350,000 and no explanation as to why 
$1,400,000 was used for comparison in the report.  Sale #5 was purchased by GKT 4, 
LLC.  Overall, all the comparables with the exception of Sale #2 involved the client in 
the report or had an unsubstantiated indicated value over and above what was found in 
public records. 
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Parcel Number 176-04-101-005 
File #2883, #2939, & #3312 
         
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these three reports is between 
the alignments of Sunset Road and I-215 frontage Road, and between the alignments of 
Gagnier Street and Tomsik Street.  The parcel number is 176-04-101-005 with a 
reported gross area of 20.55 acres.  The property is now improved with an office 
development known as Central Point. 
 
Valuation Date: The reports in file #2883, #2939, and #3312 were prepared by Timothy 
R. Morse & Associates with a valuation date of December 15, 2000, for both reports 
#2883 and #2939, and July 8, 2001, for the #3312 report.  The estimated market value 
for the subject parcel in both the #2883 and #2939 appraisals is $3,390,000 and is 
$3,715,000 in the #3312 appraisal.  Both #2883 and #2939 reports have the appraiser’s 
File No. 00-313B, both reports have the same valuation and report dates, and both have 
the same value conclusions.  It appears these report are the same only with separate 
files numbers.  The #3312 report was issued as a retrospective valuation with the report 
dated being November 5, 2001.  No reason is given for this report being completed 
retrospectively four months after the valuation date.  Each of the reports is an update.  
The original report is referenced as being dated in July 2000, but has not been included 
for review in this assignment.  The #2883 and #2939 reports do not even mention 
highest and best use, while the #3312 report states that the highest and best use 
generally remains unchanged from the original report.   
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported, then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available.  
 
The report states that since the owner is now Clark County, the subject parcels are 
restricted, prohibiting residential and several public use facilities.  Downward 
adjustments are then made to the comparable land sales for this factor.  The report 
states that the adjustment considerations are based on the comparable’s potential to 
obtain alternate zoning or use.  However, the representative highest and best use would 
not include those restricted uses, so the adjustment should not be made.  We further 
note that the land has been improved with an office development. 
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In addition, the report uses comparables substantially smaller than the subject and then 
makes adjustments for this factor.  However, it is unlikely that a size adjustment could 
have been abstracted from the market data in the report especially since no sales of the 
five included were larger than five acres in the #2883 report and one (20.0 acres) of six 
was over 7.5 acres in the #3312 report.  Therefore, no benchmark at a larger size 
approaching the subject property’s area (20.55 acres) was available for comparison.  As 
an alternative, the appraisal could have divided the parcel into 5.0 acre tracts with 
frontages along I-215 frontage Road and Sunset Road and value those separately.  In 
other appraisals (example: file #2889) completed by Timothy R. Morse & Associates, 
separate parcels that are contiguous have been appraised as individual parcels rather 
than one larger parcel.  If this was done with the subject property, the value of the total 
would have likely increased. 
 
We also note that we are aware of two comparable land sales of large size and similar 
location that could have been analyzed in these reports.  These include the southwest 
corner of Jones Boulevard and Maule Avenue being 28.3 acres that was in escrow 
during May 2000 for $8,321,000, or $6.75 per square foot and southeast corner of 
Warm Springs and Rainbow Boulevard being 10.0 acres that sold during March 1999 
for $3,462,500, or $7.95 per square foot.  In comparison, the #2883 report used 
comparable sales ranging from $2.75 to $5.56 per square foot and concluded at $3.79 
per square foot, while the #3312 report used six sales with five of the comparables 
ranging from $3.98 to $5.05 per square foot and one being $10.66 per square foot.  
Overall, it appears that the subject property was undervalued.  
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Parcel Number 176-04-201-009 
Files #2707 & #2802 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these two reports is the 
northeast corner of Durango Road and Maule Avenue and containing 15.0 gross acres.  
The parcel number is 176-04-201-009. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #2707 was prepared by Integra Realty Resources 
with a valuation date of May 17, 2000.  This report states that the property’s highest and 
best use is “to hold the site until it is economically feasible to develop with a commercial 
type use.”  The estimated value in the Integra report is $5,060,000.  The report in file 
#2802 was prepared Gary H. Kent, Inc., valuation date of August 30, 2000, or three 
months after the Integra report.  The Kent report states the highest and best use 
“holding the property for future speculative use is the most feasible option/maximally 
productive use at this time, with a future use probably being industrial service type use 
adapted to the restrictions of the property use that are a part of the requirements when 
the BLM sold/transfer the property to Clark County.”  The estimated value in the Kent 
report is $1,474,000.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  The reason that these two reports vary to such a large 
degree in estimated values is the determination of highest and best use.  In the Integra 
report the highest and best use is for commercial utilization; and the comparable 
properties used to estimate the value each have similar highest and best use.  In 
contrast, the Kent report states the highest and best use to be an industrial service type 
use; and correspondingly uses comparable land sales with similar type highest and best 
use characteristics.  Although the neighborhood characteristics likely would not have 
been as evident at the valuation dates, currently a commercial utilization of the land 
would be the highest and best use.  This would lend credence to the Integra report’s 
value conclusion, since the highest and best use was more accurately estimated at the 
valuation dates.  In addition, the Integra report does give an indication of relevant 
adjustments determined by the appraiser, while the Kent report states the comparables 
and then tells the reader which is inferior and which is superior basically on an overall 
basis. 
 
We also note that the estimate of value in the Integra report was based upon the gross 
area of 15.0 acres.  In the Kent report, the area is stated as a net area of 11.28 acres, 
while at least seven of the nine comparable sales transactions are compared as gross 
area.  This would decrease the unit consideration reflected by the sales and then that 
reduced unit price is applied to a small area estimated as the net.  This would tend to 
decrease the conclusion of value.  However, the difference in gross and net areas does 
not impact the conclusions of value between the two reports to the extent that the 
highest and best does.    
 
With the consideration of highest and best use, the Integra report tends to be a more 
accurate indication of the subject property’s value. 
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Parcel Number 176-04-801-013 
File #3557 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the northwest 
corner of Warm Springs and the alignment of Miller Lane.  The parcel number is 176-
04-801-013 with a reported gross area of 5.0 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #3557 was prepared by Timothy R. Morse & 
Associates for a May 1, 2002, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report is 
“holding the parcel in speculation until development growth is extended to the area.  
The future highest and best use would be for a use suggested by the master plans.”  
The estimate of market value is $1,200,000, or $5.50 per square foot.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available. 
 
The report states that since the owner is now Clark County, the subject parcels are 
restricted, prohibiting residential and several public use facilities.  Downward 
adjustments are then made to five of the seven comparable land sales for this factor.  
The report states that the adjustment considerations are based on the comparable’s 
potential to obtain alternate zoning or use.  However, the representative highest and 
best use would not include those restricted uses, so the adjustment should not be 
made.  We further note that the land has been improved with an office development. 
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Parcel Number 176-09-701-003 
File #2807 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the southwest 
corner of Robindale Road and Miller Lane.  The parcel number is 176-09-701-003 with 
a reported gross area of 5.0 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #2807 was prepared by Integra Realty Resources for 
a May 11, 2000, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report is “residential.”  
The estimate of market value is $600,000, or $2.75 per square foot.  The report states 
that as of the valuation date the subject property was in escrow for $600,000.  The sale 
was recorded October 22, 2001.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  The report includes eight comparable land sales located in 
proximity to the subject property including three parcels (one being the subject property) 
in escrow.  Seven of the sales range from $2.07 to $2.75 per square foot and one sale 
is represented at $4.50 per square foot.  The adjustments considered for the 
comparables are time, location, and offsites/utilities with each characteristic being 
superior, inferior, or similar to the subject property.  No quantitative adjustments were 
stated in the report.  Overall, however, the report tends to reflect an accurate indication 
of the subject property’s market value. 
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Parcel Number 176-09-801-003 
File #2809 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the southwest 
corner of Mesa Verde Lane and Warbonnet Way.  The parcel number is 176-09-801-
003 with a reported gross area of 5.0 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #2809 was prepared by Integra Realty Resources for 
a May 11, 2000, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report is “residential.”  
The estimate of market value is $575,000, or $2.65 per square foot.  The report states 
that as of the valuation date the subject property was in escrow for $550,000.  The sale 
was recorded October 22, 2001.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  The report includes eight comparable land sales located in 
proximity to the subject property including three parcels (one being the subject property) 
in escrow.  Seven of the sales range from $2.07 to $2.75 per square foot and one sale 
is represented at $4.50 per square foot.  The adjustments considered for the 
comparables are time, location, and offsites/utilities with each characteristic being 
superior, inferior, or similar to the subject property.  No quantitative adjustments were 
stated in the report.  Overall, however, the report tends to reflect an accurate indication 
of the subject property’s market value. 
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Parcel Number 177-04-301-017 
File #2805 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the southeast 
corner of Las Vegas Boulevard and I-215 (less the corner of 60,000 square feet).  The 
parcel number is 177-04-301-017 with a reported gross area of 16.72 net acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #2805 was prepared by Gary H. Kent, Inc., for a July 
8, 2000, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report is “a tourist commercial 
use is considered to be the maximally productive use.”  The estimate of market value is 
$10,500,000, or $14.50 square foot.    
 
Adjustment Methodology:  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to 
estimate the appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be 
applied to the characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  The 
report states the comparables and then tells the reader which is superior and which is 
inferior basically on an overall basis.  In the reporting process, no definitive adjustment 
amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself is considered an adequate 
reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the amount of adjustment is 
not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, because those specific 
adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value are not available. 
 
The report includes six comparable land sales five of which range from $9.43 to $16.84 
per square foot and one sale which sold for $4.16 per square foot.  Among the sales, 
the report states that the most comparable sale is a parcel available for purchase.  It 
includes 15.0 acres, is located across the street from the subject property, and has an 
asking price of $16.84 per square foot.  However, it has inferior access in comparison.  
We note also that parcels 117-05-701-018, -019, 024, -025, and -026 sold during 
August 2004 for $13,500,000, or $20.66 per square foot.  The transaction is believed to 
the sale comparable, even though the comparable data in the report states that it 
included parcel 177-05-701-023 and not the parcel 177-05-701-026 included with the 
transaction.  Overall, considering the subject access, it would appear that its value 
should have been closer to the unit indication exhibited by the current offering.  
Assuming 95% of the asking could have been appropriate at the valuation date, the 
subject property value would have increased by $1,000,000. 
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Parcel Number 177-05-401-007 
File #2850  
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in this report is the northeast 
corner of Warm Springs Road and Valley View Boulevard.  The parcel numbers are 
177-05-401-007 and 177-05-401-008 with a reported gross area of 10.0 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The report in file #2850 was prepared by Integra Realty Resources for 
a December 28, 2000, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the report is “to be 
held vacant until such time it is feasible to develop to its highest and best use based on 
current CP zoning.”  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  The value for the subject property was estimated at 
$1,305,000, or $3.00 per square foot.  The report includes five land comparable located 
in proximity to the subject property including one parcel located across the street from 
the subject which sold for $1.38 per square foot during October 1998 and was available 
for purchase as of the valuation date for $5.17 per square foot.  The report also includes 
another parcel available for purchase at $3.21 per square foot, and two others reflecting 
sale prices of $2.57 and $6.43 per square foot with respective sale dates during March 
1999 and August 2000.   
 
The comparable available for purchase across the street from the subject sold during 
April 2004 for $5.74 per square foot.    The adjustments considered for the comparables 
are market conditions, location, size, offsites, and zoning with each characteristic being 
superior, inferior, or similar to the subject property.  No quantitative adjustments were 
stated in the report.  Overall, considering the comparable sales, it would appear that its 
value should have been closer to the unit indication exhibited by the current offering 
across the street from the subject property.  Assuming even 85% of the asking could 
have been appropriate at the valuation date, the subject property value would have 
increased about $600,000. 
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Parcel Number 177-18-601-007 
Files #3243 & #3311 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these reports is generally along 
the north side of Blue Diamond Road, east of Arville Street.  The parcel number is 177-
18-601-007 with a reported gross area of 1.25 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The reports in files #3243 and #3311 were prepared by Timothy R. 
Morse & Associates for a September 2, 2001, valuation date.  These reports have the 
same appraiser identification of 01-371, the same conclusion of value, and the same 
valuation date.  Although there may be differences between the two reports, the reports 
are likely the same.  The highest and best use in the report is “commercial use based 
on highway frontage locations.”  The estimate of market value is $710,000, or $13.00 
per square foot.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  The report states that the subject property was transferred 
from Donald G. Charley to Blue Valley Development Company, LLC on July 17, 2001, 
at a recorded sale price of $626,000, to which a $62,600 assignment fee was added to 
equate what the report says is the sales price.  The property was valued 1.5 months 
later for $710,000. 
 
Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, inferior, or similar to the subject 
property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted downward if superior, upward if 
inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar characteristics.  In the adjustment 
process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the appropriate adjustment (percentage 
or dollar amount) that should be applied to the characteristics exhibited by the 
respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting process, no definitive adjustment 
amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself is considered an adequate 
reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the amount of adjustment is 
not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, because those specific 
adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value are not available. 
 
Within files #3243 the following indications of the subject parcels value are represented: 
 
 Sale Prices – July 17, 2001  $626,000 
  Assignment Fee ($62,600) added to sales price $688,600 
  Appraised Value – Morse – September 2, 2001 $710,000 
 
We also note that the subject property has minimal frontage according to assessor 
parcel maps.  This fact was not mentioned in the property’s site description and this 
factor was not adjusted for in the analysis.  This would indicate that the property was 
valued too high, since the minimal frontage was not taken into consideration. 
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Parcel Number 177-30-106-004 
File #3464, #3495, #3518, & #3673 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these reports is the north side of 
Le Baron Avenue, approximately 660 feet east of Decatur Boulevard.  The parcel 
number is 177-30- 106-004 with a reported gross area of 1.25 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The reports were completed by Gary H. Kent, Inc., The Clark 
Companies, and Integra Realty Resources.  The Integra report was a review of the Kent 
report, and Clark appraised the property at two different dates.  The highest and best 
use is to hold the property for an investment.  The subject property sold during April 
2001 for $75,000.  Valuation dates and estimated dates are included as follows:  
 
File # Appraiser        Date  Estimated Value  
 
3464 Integra May 3, 2002   $75,600 
 “Review” November 27, 2001 
 
3495 Clark  June 24, 2002 $85,000 
 
3518 Kent November 27, 2001 $75,600 
 
3673 Clark November 12, 2002  $88,000 
 
The value ranges from $75,600 estimated by Kent on November 27, 2001.  This report 
was reviewed and the value agreed with by Integra on May 3, 2002.  Clark appraised 
the property on June 24, 2002 for $85,000 and again on November 12, 2002, for 
$88,000. 
 
Overall, the valuations appear to represent market value considerations for each of the 
valuation dates. 



 

Page 42 of 44 

Parcel Number 177-30-203-001 
File #3672 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these reports is generally 
located at the southwest corner of the alignment of Le Baron Avenue and Cameron 
Street.  The parcel number is 177-30-203-001 with a reported gross area of 1.25 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The reports in files #3672 was prepared by Timothy R. Morse & 
Associates for a November 14, 2002, valuation date.  The highest and best use in the 
report is “holding the property for future development.”  The estimate of market value is 
$90,000, or $1.65 per square foot.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be superior, 
inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the comparable is adjusted 
downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no adjustment is warranted for similar 
characteristics.  In the adjustment process, the appraiser is supposed to estimate the 
appropriate adjustment (percentage or dollar amount) that should be applied to the 
characteristics exhibited by the respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting 
process, no definitive adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself 
is considered an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market value 
are not available. 
 
We note that the report states the subject property sold on September 19, 2002, or two 
months prior to the report for $88,000.  Overall, the report appears to adequately 
appraise the subject property.   
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Parcel Number 177-30-301-005 
Files 3464, #3495, #3518, & 3673 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described in these reports is the northeast 
corner of Haleh Avenue and Cameron Street.  The parcel number is 177-30-301-005 
with a reported gross area of 2.5 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The reports were completed by Gary H. Kent, Inc., The Clark 
Companies, and Integra Realty Resources.  The Integra report was a review of the Kent 
report, and Clark appraised the property at two different dates.  The highest and best 
use is to hold the property for an investment.  The subject property sold during July 
2001 for $155,000.  Valuation dates and estimated dates are included as follows:  
 
File # Appraiser   Date  Estimated Value  
 
3464 Integra May 3, 2002  $156,250 
 “Review” November 27, 2001 
 
3495 Clark June 24, 2002  $157,000 
 
3518 Kent November 27, 2001  $156,250 
 
3673 Clark November 12, 2002  $155,000 
 
The value ranges from $156,250 estimated by Kent on November 27, 2001.  This report 
was review and the value agreed with by Integra on May 3, 2002.  Clark appraised the 
property on June 24, 2002 for $157,000 and again on November 12, 2002, for 
$155,000. 
 
Overall, the valuations appear to represent market value considerations for each of the 
valuation dates. 
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Parcel Number 177-30-401-001 
Files #3542 & 3672 
 
Location:  The subject property’s location described is generally located at the 
southwest corner of the alignment of Frias Road and Rogers Road.  The parcel 
number is 177-30-401-001 with a reported gross area of 2.5 acres. 
 
Valuation Date: The reports in files #3672 was prepared by Timothy R. Morse & 
Associates for a November 14, 2002, valuation date.  The report in #3542 is a 
review appraisal done by Itegra addressing parcel 177-03-401-004 – which is the 
correct parcel being reviewed herein.  The highest and best use in the report is 
“for the development of single family lots for development of low-rise residences.”  
The estimate of market value is $165,000, or $1.50 per square foot.  
 
Adjustment Methodology:  Each comparable land sale is adjudged to be 
superior, inferior, or similar to the subject property.  Correspondingly, the 
comparable is adjusted downward if superior, upward if inferior, and no 
adjustment is warranted for similar characteristics.  In the adjustment process, 
the appraiser is supposed to estimate the appropriate adjustment (percentage or 
dollar amount) that should be applied to the characteristics exhibited by the 
respective comparable land sale.  In the reporting process, no definitive 
adjustment amount has been included.  This factor in and of itself is considered 
an adequate reporting process for a summary report.  However, since the 
amount of adjustment is not reported then the conclusion becomes less reliable, 
because those specific adjustment determinations used to estimate the market 
value are not available. 
 
We note that the report states the subject property sold on September 19, 2002, 
or two months prior to the report for $165,000.  Overall, the report appears to 
adequately appraise the subject property.   


