














Owner PID Case 
ADDRESS 

(Mail) 
ATD? NOTES 

Lisa Haagen 986056-194 99 

P.O BOX 
823110 

Dale 
Haagen 

The appellant stated that the subject property is 
surrounded by other similar bare-land parcels with no 
road access or amenities. All contiguous parcels were 
previously appealed with value reductions, and this 
parcel was the only property that did not retain the 
lowered value in the following years. The subject 
property has no private road, no storm drainage, and 
no utilities. The subject property is a field with steep 
inclines and blackberry bushes.  

Haagen 

Multiple 
parcels for 

2023 and 2024 
1043-
1049  

P.O BOX 
823110 

Dale 
Haagen 

And 
Joshua 
Flurett 

The appellant stated the properties are located along 
164th St, but there is no access without construction 
of a public road; only two properties could have 
independent street access without corporation of the 
other properties. Currently, all properties are open 
fields with no utilities, public access, or designated 
boundaries. The properties have not been surveyed 
and would require considerable engineering costs to 
make them developable. The appellant stated there 
is an existing easement from 2022, but no 
construction or development has begun. To develop 
anything through this easement, there would need to 
be cooperation between all property owners, making 
it difficult for any individual property to be sold. It is 
likely the burden of cost would fall to one property 
owner according to the appellant.  
 
The Assessor’s Office stated there is potential access 
off 197th St through the existing easement which was 
filed jointly by the property owners. The appellant’s 
appraisals subtracted $100,000 from each property 
to develop this easement, but the Assessor’s Office 
states this cost would likely be divided between the 
seven properties, so the total cost should not be 
deducted from each property, but instead only a 
partial deduction because there is a vested interest 
for all owners to construct the access road. The first 
sale in the appraisal is considered invalid because it 
was not an arms-length transaction, and Sale 2 does 
not have a locatable Property ID.  The Assessor’s 
Office’s sales are in the same area and do also have 
development costs similar to the subject property.  
 
 

Haagen 

Multiple 
parcels for 

2023 and 2024 
98, 100-

105 

P.O BOX 
823110 

Dale 
Haagen 
Joshua 
Flurett 

The appellant’s appraiser said there were not 
different comparable sales for 2023 and 2024 and 
there was no difference in the market for these two 
years.  
 
 



K4 group 
Mulitple 

Parcels 

994-1002, 
1004-
1009, 
1012-
1017 

6400 NE 
HIGHWAY 
99 #G169 

Kristi Dent 
Alex Van 

Dinter 
James 
Kessi 

The appellant’s representative stated that there are 
18 detached homes and 4 attached homes in the 
development. All properties are zero-lot line 
properties. After confirmation that the new 
construction date is July 31, 2023, the appellant 
agreed that their properties would be considered 
complete under this assessment date. Three 
comparable sales were used for all properties. 
Comparable sale #2 was also used by the Assessor 
because it is very similar to the subject property. All 
estimates of the detached homes were updated to 
$405,000 at the hearing. The appellant believes the 
Assessor’s second comparable is not a comparable 
sale because it is not a zero-lot line property. The 
appellant stated there are only five feet between the 
units and the lots could be potentially attached, so 
sale #3 is considered a comparable sale. The 
appellant believes their adjustments are derived from 
market sales. 
 
The Assessor’s Office representative stated there are 
two comparable properties for the detached homes. 
Both parties do share a comparable sale, but they 
disagree on the adjustments that must be made. The 
Assessor’s Office believes the 2013 construction date 
of the comparable sale would require more 
adjustments to create a comparable value with these 
new construction properties. Their second 
comparable is further south, but they do believe with 
adjustments, it could be a comparable sale. The 
appellant did not adjust for the age of their 
comparable sales. The Assessor’s Office disagrees 
with the use of the appellant’s sale #3 because it is an 
attached townhome and is not comparable to the 
detached subject homes. 
 
 

 


