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L. THE PURPOSE OF SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

A. THE SHELL GAME

Petitioner, Palmer and Patricia (“Pat™) Strand, asks the Court to stop

this shell game! (emphasis added) The law mandates inspection records be

created and maintained. The Spokane County Assessor (“Assessor”) asserts

the only record of inspections is the property record card (“card”) — their

complete transcription of inspection observations from original inspection

records. Original inspection records are destroyed without a record of

destruction because of the transcription. But, the cards do not have
inspection observations or dates.

B. SUPPORT FOR $100 PENALTY

The Assessor violates the Public Records Act (“PRA™) to conceal

violations of real property valuation and disclosure of valuation laws. Proof
of the latter supports the former.

II. THE LAW

Real property valuations are mandated to be uniform (WA.
Constitution Article 7 §1). Similar land is valued uniformly considering
use, location, topography, size, etc. Similar houses are valued uniformly
considering quality of construction, style, age, size, etc.

Real property valuations are based on sales of similar properties in

similar locations within the last five years with consideration to cost of




construction (RCWs 84.40.030, 84.41.041). All structures that materially
affect the market value are to be listed, appraised and valued (RCW
84.40.020, 84.40.030 and WAC 173-27-030(15)). The value characteristics
of real property are observed in physical inspections and recorded.
Inspections must occur at least every six years but they can occur as often
or for whatever reason the Assessor determines (RCW 84.41.041 and WAC
458-07-015(4)). Real property valuation records are public (RCWs
84.40.020, 84.40.030, 84.48.150).
III. THE SHELL GAME

The Assessor first asserted an “inspection report” [A10 147! as the only
record they have, the only record they are required to have, the only record
they will produce — documenting physical inspections — at trial in Spokane
County Superior Court, Case 14-2-01079-1, Strand v. Spokane County, (SC
94644-2, COA 34190-9-I11).2[A1001-A1031] The card contains the

“inspection report” as appraisal/field notes (“Notes”) and the inspection

' [A###] is prefix and pagination of Appendix of records; arrows and brackets on
exhibits indicate applicable text
2 Case 14-2-01079-1, Strand v. Spokane County — transcript and exhibits:

1) Assessment process of physical inspections changes card (product of ProVal
software) and inputted data from inspections — A1004-A1005; only record
Assessor has on real property so it is all-inclusive

2) Inspection report defined — A1006-A1007; A1010-A1011; A1013

3) Specific cards identified as inspection reports requested on June 6, 2010.
Transcript ID of cards A1008-A1009. Cards produced A1018-A1031 are
KB3387 to KB 3234. Court order ID of “inspection report” A1013-A1014.

4) Customized inspection dates ~ A1017




date is the “Data Collector/Date” (“DC/D”). But, the “inspection reports”
presented in evidence do not have DC/Ds and Notes.[A1018-A1031]
In Case 16-2-01079-7 the Assessor asserted the card is everything and
the only thing they have on real property; it is the “official public record”.
3.)i. (1g) ... All data gleaned from on-site inspections is
immediately transcribed into Proval and becomes part of the

“notes” field on the property record card, which becomes the
official public record. [A1032; A1032-A1042]

The Notes and DC/D are the inspection record because all other inspection
records are destroyed.[A1052-A1055] The “official public record” has
problems: (1) Cards printed on different print dates have different DC/Ds
so the cards are always incomplete as shown in Table 1. (2) All of the Notes

may not print out on a card so complete Notes on the nine subject properties

Table 1 | Page | Print Date | Data Collector/Date
A1059-A1060 | 09/01/2017 12/14/2015
A1061-A1062 | 03/09/2015 04/15/2010

were created for Pat. (3) Table 2 columns A-D show different inspection
dates on different records — photos with overlaid dates, A1017 the custom
list of inspection dates, Final Review reports and the card. (4) The Assessor
asserts the Final Review has inspection dates drawn from the same source
as the card but the dates and names are different. (5) Table 2 column E

identifies the cards their Notes show little or no language about inspections,




observations, or characteristics affecting value for the many inspection

dates and many changes in value in the Valuation Record [A1056, A1059,

Al061, etc.] (6) The Assessor asserts having a database of all physical

inspection dates but will not disclose those dates because that requires

creating a custom record not required under the PRA.[A1052 last {]

Table 2| DIFFERENT RECORDS = DIFFERENT INSPECTION DATES
A B C D E
Card’s Photo i;:f:f:::n Final Review Notes
No. Parcel DC/Ds Dates 6/25/2010 “Appr Date” | A1043-A1051
A1057-A1085|A1086-A1098 A1017 A1101-1106 and A1107
8/16/2012
1 {17274.9110| 8/25/2014 8/25/2014 3/4/2004 4/22/10 05/12/2014
12/14/2015
4
4/15/2010 ggzggig 6/20/2013
2 [17352.9006| 12/14/15 4/15/2010 4/22/10 4/24{2013
12/14/2015 10/27/08
9/27/2016
4/15/2010
4/15/2010
10/19/2010 6/20/2013
2 117352.9007| 12/14/2015 9/28/2015 3/11/2004 4/22/10 6/20/06
12/14/2015
4/15/2010
8/13/2010
4 117352.9020} 4/15/2010 9/28/2015 3/11/2004 4/22/10 8/16/2010
12/14/2015
4/15/2010
5 117355.9012| 4/15/2010 9/28/2015 3/11/2004 4/22/10 4/10/2013
12/10/2015
4/19/2010
6 |17355.8028| 4/19/2010 8/6/2010 n.a. 4/22/10
12/14/2015
4/15/2010
7 117363.9043| 4/15/2010 | 12/10/2015 | 3/11/2004 4/22/10 7/12/2004
10/20/2016
8/11/2011 .
- Different 4/30/2013
8 [26201.0922| 8/11/2011 13(5225/?200‘136 5/10/2006 neighborhood 10/12/2010




None Different .
9 |27323.9054 none exist n.a. neighborhood None exist
S707/2000 43612016

17355.9015 142//115(;/22%1]05 4/15/2010 iﬁ;gg% 4/22/10 5/09
9/28/2015 6/29/07

CONCLUSION: The photos prove on-site presence and the 111
Margitan inspection records are the only records of physical inspections on
the nine subject properties. The 111 Margitan records prove the Assessor’s
above assertions materially false statements. But, the Margitan records do
not give the reason for that $154,500 reduction in value. And there are no
Margitan photos in a voluminous inspection file. Neither the photos or
cards give reasons for constant and dramatic changes in value on the nine
parcels. The WA. Department of Revenue (“DOR”) in July 2010 had the
Assessor on notice that their inspection processes were deficient.[A1109-
A1110] Appraisers® have record keeping retention standards even if the
Assessor asserts having none but the Assessor produced no inspection
records for the many inspections in Table 2.

IV. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY
Pat purchased Parcel 17355.9014 in 2000 for $100,000 from the next

property owner, parcel 17355.9015, who had purchased two parcels in 1999

3 Accredited real property appraisers have a two-year minimum recordkeeping
standard per the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice
(USPAP) — RCW 36.21.015 appraiser qualifications, WACS 308-125-010
terminology, 308-125-200 and 458-10-060 appraiser standards of practice.




for $120,000. Pat moved to Washington from Montana in 2000 and did not
know the seller. There are 25 nonhomogeneous® parcels that include
17355.9014, and seven of the nine properties in this case — high bank
waterfront®, on a primary road, raw land sales with no utility services —
water, sewer, electrical. High bank waterfront for 17355.9014 means the
house is on the Charles Road (45 MPH primary road) plateau, 141 fect
above the Spokane River, river is accessed by a 28.7 degree hill, the 17
minute hike from house to river is 1200 feet one-way.

V. THIS PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST

Case 16-2-01079-7 is part of Pat’s pursuit of the factors® the Assessor
used to determine the value of 17355.9014, from February 2009 through the
present. (emphasis added) The purpose of the pursuit is to prove the
Assessor violates the law in their real property valuations and have damaged
Pat and all Spokane County taxpayers with illegal valuations.

Thirty-eight parcels were identified in Pat’s appeals of valuations.
This case requested these records from the Assessor on nine of them:

The original records created or used in physical inspections from 2013

EN

Nonhomogenous terminology in WAC 458-07-015(4)
BTA Docket 13-179; January 22, 2016 hearing testimony of Spokane County
Appraiser Jay Sporn assigned Parcel 17355.9014 [A1131-A1144];
°  Al138 - high bank waterfront is key topographical feature
°  A1139-A1140 —raw land sales used to set raw land value
°  A1140-A1143 — no similar raw land sales for your type of property
Factors is real property valuation terminology in RCW 84.40.030 and 84.48.150

w

L=




to the date the records were produced,
e Sales Analysis Reports from 2010 to the date the records were produced,
» Valuation appeal records from 2010 to the date the records were
produced, and
e All other factor records from 2010 to the date the records were

produced.

V1. SUPPORT FOR REQUESTED PENALTY - PROOFS THE
ASSESSOR VIOLATES REAL PROPERTY LAWS

Pat’s appeal of the 2013 assessment in Washington Board of Tax
Appeals (“BTA”) Docket 13-179 is part of Spokane Superior Case 17-2-
01438-3, Strand v. State of Washington Board of Tax Appeals, et al, Petition
for Judicial Review of State of Washington Board of Tax Appeals Failure
of Duty. 17-2-01438-3 has the Assessor’s and BTA’s statements of the
Assessor violating the law and the Assessor’s valuation factors.

A. ASSESSOR’S LAND VALUATION FACTORS

1. Land values are based on appraiser judgment’ not the asserted raw land

7 1) BTA Docket 09-121 Assessor’s statement of basis for Jand valuation [A1113-
A1116] - land values in accordance with appraiser judgment [A1116 No. 7}
2) Spokane County Superior Court Case 13-2-00123-8, Strand v Spokane County —
Assessor's testimony [A1117-A1122] on valuations factors:
°  No local market analysis as basis for valuations [A1119]
°  No listing, appraising, valuing docks [A1120-A1122]
°  No listing, appraising, valuing in-property roads that include driveways,
utility service, septic systems and water wells [A1123]




sales’ which violates RCWs 84.40.030 and 84.41.041. There are very
few raw land sales in most of the cities in Spokane County because the
cities are mature and not growing.

The last raw land sale similar to 17355.9014 was the sale of
17355.9014 in 2000 for $100,000. The Assessor’s land valuation of
$200,000 on 17355.9014 and similar properties from 2008 through 2014
was not based on raw land sales®; it was based on appraiser judgment.

. Land valuations include structures® — docks with and without boat lifts
and boat slips, private roads, septic systems, water wells, electric
service, etc.” which violates RCW 84.40.030 — land is to be valued

exclusive of structures and valued — and uniformity.

6. Uniformity of taxation, as required by Washington’s
Constitution, is reached when all properties are valued at 100 percent
of their fair market values.[A1153]

These structures are not listed, appraised or valued. These structures
add material value to real property if they exist on it. When land values
are inflated with the value of these structures and they do not exist this

over-valuation is very bad as stated by BTA in 13-179.

14.2.5. Mr. Sporn’s adjusted price does not consider the value
impact of the sale property’s significantly larger dock and boat lift, its

3) WA. State Auditor on Assessor’s land valuation problems [A1125-A1127],
Strand complaint about not valuing docks and Assessor’s policy on not listing,
appraising, valuing docks, driveways, etc. [A1128-A1130]

RCW 84.40.030 includes term structures defined by WAC 173-27-030(15)




road down to the waterfront (an improvement not found at the subject
property), and its superior construction quality (average, compared
with the subject’s average-minus construction). The Assessor’s office
does not value docks, and not one of these factors appears on Mr.
Sporn’s comparable sales grid.JA1151]

14.2.7. The Assessor does account for the value of in-property
roads on other properties. The assessed values of Parcel Nos.
17352.9006 and .9007, properties that are in close proximity to the
subject, shifted by almost $50,000 when an in-property road was re-
assigned from one parcel to the other.

14.2.8. A conservative factoring of waterfront improvements,
waterfront access, and construction quality could readily yield an
additional downward adjustment of $50,000 to the Assessor’s initial
adjusted price.

The cards on these parcels [A1059-A1067] show the docks, boat
lift and road are not listed, appraised or valued. The Notes [A1044-
A1045] use jargon to hide the transaction. The private road is “the
access to waterfront is coMon”. Only knowledge of this jargon,
research of the elements (the deed — A1044), calculate the land value
change for assessment year 2013 disclosed this transaction. The deed is
dated 1993; the violations of the laws went on for decades.

On May 4, 2016° the Assessor revalued many of the 25 properties
similar to 17355.9014 based on the $150,000 land value asserted by Pat
in BTA 13-179.[Land Data and Calculations - A1080]

. There is no local market analysis of sales.” Sold property is not valued

17355.9014°s land was valued at $200,000 or $40,000/acre from 2008-2014 as were
many, not all, of the 25 similar properties [Land Data and Calculations - A1084]




at 100% of the sale price and this violates RCW 84.40.030. This means

all valuations are based on appraiser judgment not the law. Table 3

shows the year of sale and post-sale on the nine parcels in this Case —

12/2/2016 is in assessment year 2017.

Table 3

Failure to Assess at Sale Price

card

Sale date

Sale $

Assessment Year - Assessment

Al1063

12/2/2016

$403,000

2016-$326,200

2017-$352,000

2018-$370,000

Al1071

12/27/2012

$345,000

2012-$339,200

2013-$337,400

2014-$336,400

Al075

10/26/2015

$220,000

2015-3211,140

2016-$214,770

2017-$219,770

A1077

6/21/2014

$490,000

2014-$427,800

2015-3472,800

2016-3$500,400

A1079

1/23/2014

$250,000

2014-8130,000

2015-$195,000

2016-$214,500

B. ASSESSOR’S IMPROVEMENT VALUATION FACTORS

Houses are characterized based on appraiser judgment. Houses are

not characterized based on objective criteria — ProVal code sheets,

Marshall & Swift code sheets, building permits — which violates WAC 458-

07-015(4)(b) — inspections are to maintain accurate property characteristics

and uniform assessment practices. (emphasis added)

The Assessor incorrectly characterized Pat’s house as having a Lower

Level or L and partial basement from the date built through April 26, 2016

[Notes - A1082] causing over-valuations. The house as mischaracterized is

depicted on A1112 — it has cantilevers on the front and back because a First

Floor Level sits out of the ground. Pat requested and received a physical

inspection on May 9, 2009 to correct this mischaracterization after she

10




received her first card from a PRA request and found the error. During the
inspection Pat walked the appraiser assigned her property, Larry Splater,
and the current Appraiser Supervisor, Joseph Hollenback, around her house
showing them exactly what is depicted on Al111. The error was not
corrected. Pat gave the Assessor the “Assessor Permit Copy” of the
County’s building permit on January 19, 2010. The error was not corrected.
The error was appealed continuously from February 2009 through the
present [BTA has an open appeal]. The house was inspected by the
Assessor on: October 9, 2002 Appraiser Chuck Hutchison, March 11, 2004
[A1017], May 7, 2009 [A1098], April 15,2010 [A1017, A1083], September
28, 2015 [A1098] and December 10, 2015 [A1081]. The inspections did
not correct the mischaracterization which persists on the card. The card
shows “Basement; % not a full basement.[Physical Characteristics -
A1081] The BTA states,

12. The subject’s residence also has a 2,048 square foot walkout
basement, 1,900 square feet of which is finished as living area, No part of
the subject’s basement is properly described as a “lower level.” [A1148]

12.1. The subject’s building permit describes the below-grade space
as a finished basement.

12.2. Images of the exterior of the subject property confirm that the
front half of the subject’s residence has no visible lower level. The basement
emerges as the images move from the front to the back of the residence.

12.3. ProVal, the software used by the Assessor to derive her mass
appraisal values, characterizes a walkout basement as having “full doors

and windows on one side.” The subject’s layout falls squarely within this
description.

11




13. The Assessor’s mischaracterization of the subject’s basement
in her mass appraisal model establishes that the subject’s original
assessed value is overstated. [A1149] (emphasis added)

13.2. Marshall & Swift, a known construction-cost service that
serves as the basis for the ProVal computations, reports significantly
different cost estimates based on whether space is characterized as a
basement or a lower level. (emphasis added) According to the Owner’s
unchallenged calculations using the Marshall & Swift tables, the
Assessor’s overvaluation of the subject’s basement is $23,769.

13.3. Although the Marshall & Swift tables used by the Owner are
from December 2006—they therefore cannot be used to accurately value
the subject in 2013—there is no evidence showing that basement costs have
increased dramatically since 2007. The tables, then, still serve to
demonstrate the material discrepancy between the value of lower level and
basement space.

17352.9006 had their 1974 built house re-characterized from “Avg”
to “Avg-" to reduce their valuation ($164,200 to $153,900) by asking for it
[Quality Class/Grade - A1060, A1062; Notes - A1059].

09/28/2016 (JS119) Inspect for appeal on 09/27/16. Corrected data
and values on outbuildings, although home is built in the late 1970s it

much more resembles and 1960s-built home. Lowered quality grade to
AVG-. Sent Stip to Vicki M.

The Assessor on April 26, 2016 corrected their mischaracterization of
Pat’s house “based on owners appeal photos” [A1111] used in appeals from
2008 to present taken around May 7, 2009 inspection as stated in photo.

04/26/2016 (JS119) ReVal inspection update. Adjusted land tables.
Lower level removed based on owners appeal photos, changed to

walkout basement. Added lean-tos, can't measure shed by waterfront from
overheads. Land changed with the new 59/25 tables. (emphasis added)

The mischaracterization is not corrected based on the Assessor’s criteria —

12




ProVal and Marshall & Swift code sheets or the “Assessor Permit Copy” of
the building permit. Nor is it corrected based on a physical insbection. And
it was not corrected when these records were first used in appeals by Pat.
Case 17-2-01438-3 is because these records did not work in appeals by Pat.
C. ASSESSOR’S DISCLOSURE OF VALUATION FACTORS
Real property valuation records are public records except for personal
financial information — RCW 84.40.020. Real property valuation records
are mandated to be produced upon request to owners of property and
appellants in appeals — RCWs 84.40.030 and 84.48,150. The Assessor does
not comply with these laws. The BTA states,

RCW 84.40.020 mandates that assessors make available for public
inspection the listing of taxable real property and all supporting documents
and records. RCW 84.48.150 mandates that, in anticipation of a county
board hearing, assessors provide owners with comparable sales or other
valuation criteria used to value the subject property upon request.

[A1146]

14.2.5. Mr. Sporn’s adjusted price does not consider the value
impact of the sale property’s significantly larger dock and boat lift, its
road down to the waterfront (an improvement not found at the subject
property), and its superior construction quality (average, compared with
the subject’s average-minus construction). The Assessor’s office does not
value docks, and not one of these factors appears on Mr. Sporn’s
comparable sales grid.[A1151] (emphasis added)

4, The Board is not authorized to grant damages or other relief in
the event an assessor fails to provide an owner with the criteria used to
value the subject property under RCW 84.40.150. The Board therefore
does not address the Owner’s arguments related to the sufficiency of the
Assessor’s September 30, 2013, filing. [A1152 No. 4] (emphasis added)
RCW 84.40.150 is correctly 84.48.150.

The “September 30, 2013 filing” is the Assessor’s Answer to Real




Property Petition to the Spokane County Board of Equalization Petition No.
BE-13-0103 (“BOE”) (“Answer™). The “grid” is the part of the Answer that
is purportedly like a commercial appraisal — a market analysis of sold
comparable properties adjusted to value the subject property. It is supposed
to comply with Generally Accepted Appraisal Practices.” An Answer is a
custom prepared report for each appellant that is heard by the BOE -~ no
settlement, no withdfawal. The properties presented in the Answer have
nothing to do with the subject’s valuation; they are chosen to support the
Assessor’s valuation. They are often not comparable properties. The
Answer is the only Assessor production to appellants and does not comply
with 84.48.150 — produce factors and addresses of properties used to value
subject property. The “grid” as stated above changes facts to fit the
Assessor’s valuation.

D. BTA CONCLUSIONS ABOUT ASSESSOR’S VALUATION

VALUATION FOR THE 2013 ASSESSMENT YEAR

VALUATION OF

DOCKET NO. | VAL CONTENDED | VALUATION OF
AND PARCEL 1%;38%?\?%‘ VALUATION OF | THE BOARD OF
NO. DD THE OWNER | TAX APPEALS

13-179
17355.9014

Land: $200,000
Impr: $183,700
Total: $383,700

Land: $150,000
Impr: $175,000
Total: $325,000

Land: $150,000
Impr: $175,000
Total: $325,000

CONCLUSION: The BTA found the Assessor did not comply with

Washington’s Constitution, RCWs 36.21.015, 84.40.020, 84.40.030,

14




84.41.041, 84.48.150 and WACs 308-125 et seq, 458-07-015, 458-10-060.
The Assessor does not produce public records because those records prove
the Assessor is violating these laws.

Pat’s appeal, 13-179, resulted in land valuation reductions for fifteen
of her neighbors. But that appeal did not compel the Assessor to comply
with the law. It did not change anything.

VII. RELIEF REQUESTED

Pat requests a penalty of $100/day because the Assessor will not
change unless punished for not changing. $100/day for each PRA

violation disclosed is punishment for change.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 4™ day of October, 2017.

@WKZ

" Palmer D. Strand, Petitioner

¥V patricia N. Strand, Petitionés..
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I certify that on October 4, 2017 I served a true and correct copy of

Petitioner’s Palmer D. and Patricia N. Strand’s Supplemental Brief

Spokane County and BY: Hand Delivery
Spokane County Assessor

Prosecutor Binger

Civil Division of the Prosecutor's Office

1115 W. Broadway Avenue

Spokane, WA 99260-0010

Supreme Court

Temple of Justice BY: email for Brief
PO Box 40929 BY: U.S. mail for Attachments
Olympia, WA 98504-0929 (mailed 10/3/17)

Email: supreme@courts.wa.gov

DATED this 4th day of October, 2017

S 1

= Patricia N, Strand, Petitioner
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SPOKANE

PALMER D. STRAND and
PATRICIA STRAND,

Plaintiffs,

COA Cause No. 34190-9-III

SPOKANE COUNTY and

)
)
)
)
)
vs. ) Cause No. 14-2-01079-1
)
)
)
SPOKANE COUNTY ASSESSOR, )

)

)

Defendants.

VERBATIM REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS
(Volume I Pages 1 - 196)

BE IT REMEMBERED that on the 20th day of
January, 2015, the above-entitled cause came on for bench
trial before the Honorable HAROLD D. CLARKE, III, Judge,

Department No. 8, Spokane County Superior Court.

APPEARANCES

FOR THE PLAINTIFFS: PAUL BURNS, ESQ.
224 Rock Pointe Center
1212 North Washington Street
Spokane, Washington 99201-2441

FOR THE DEFENDANTS: DAN L. CATT, ESQ.
S & T Building
1115 West Broadway Avenue
Spokane, Washington 99260-0270

ALSO PRESENT: BYRON HODGSON
Chief Deputy Assessor

Joe Wittstock, RPR - Official Court Reporter
Spokane County Superior Court, Spokane, Washington 1
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SPOKANE

PALMER D. STRAND and
PATRICIA STRAND,

Plaintiffs,

Cause No. 14-2-01079-1
COA Cause No. 34190-9-IIT

vSsS.

SPOKANE COUNTY and
SPOKANE COUNTY ASSESSOCR,

Defendants.

VERBATIM REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS
(Volume IT Pages 197 - 397)
January 21, 2015 - Pages 197-322
January 22, 2015 (Partial Morning Session) Pages 323-397

BE IT REMEMBERED that on the 21st day of
January, 2015, the above-entitled cause continued on for
bench trial before the Honorable HAROLD D. CLARKE, III,

Judge, Department No. 8, Spokane County Superior Court.

APPEARANCES

FOR THE PLAINTIFFS: PAUL BURNS, ESQ.
224 Rock Pointe Center
1212 North Washington Street
Spokane, Washington 99201-2441

FOR THE DEFENDANTS: DAN L. CATT, ESQ.
S & T Building
1115 West Broadway Avenue
Spokane, Washington 99%260-0270

ALSO PRESENT: BYRON HODGSON
Chief Deputy Assessor

Joe Wittstock, RPR - Official Court Reporter
Spokane County Superior Court, Spokane, Washington 197
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SPOKANE

PALMER D. STRAND and
PATRICIA STRAND,

Plaintiffs,

COA Cause No. 34190-9-I1II

SPOKANE COUNTY and

)
)
)
)
)
vs. . ) Cause No. 14-2-01079-1
)
)
)
SPOKANE COUNTY ASSESSCOCR, )

)

)

Defendants.

VERBATIM REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS
(Volume III Pages 398 - 514)
January 22, 2015 (Partial Morning Session) Pages 398-425
January 22, 2015 (Afternoon Session) Pages 425-514

BE IT REMEMBERED that on the 22nd day of
January, 2015, the above-entitled cause continued on for
bench trial before the Honorable HAROLD D. CLARKE, III,

Judge, Department No. 8, Spokane County Superior Court.

APPEARANCES

FOR THE PLAINTIFFS: PAUL J. BURNS, ESQ.
224 Rock Pointe Center
1212 North Washington Street
Spokane, Washington 99201-2441

FOR THE DEFENDANTS: DAN L. CATT, ESQ.
S & T Building
1115 West Broadway Avenue
Spokane, Washington 99260-0270

ALSO PRESENT: BYRON HODGSON
Chief Deputy Assessor

Joe Wittstock, RPR - Official Court Reporter
Spokane County Superior Court, Spokane, Washington 398

A1003
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VICKI HORTON/Direct
It was in the assessor's office.
QOkay. Prior to you, who was the assessor?

Ralph Baker.

LGN O

Your -- you're obviously aware that we're dealing with

a public records request today from the Strands; that's

correct?

A. Yes, I am.

Q. When did you become involved in that?

A. In January of 2011.

Q. That was -- What caused your involvement at that
point?

A. My chief deputy, Byron Hodgson, was handling public
records requests, and he keeps me informed of all of the
processes for them.

Q. Is that the date that you became the elected assessor?
A. Yes, it is.

Q. And prior to that date that you were elected, did you
have any involvement with these public records requests?

A. No.

Q. Can you describe how generally the office -- how
assessments take place in Spokane County?

A. Sure. Physical inspections are done once every six
years in a portion of the county. They go out and look at
the homes and the property and compare them to what we have
on our current records. They take that information, put it

Joe Wittstock, RPR - Official Court Reporter
Spokane County Superior Court, Spokane, Washington 100
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VICKI HORTON/Direct
into ProVAL with their field notes, and they come up with

their value using that and the sales from the area.

Ol How is that value -- how is that created?
A. It is created from what we call ProVAL, with Marshall
& Swift tables. That gives us a base line, and then we'll

use the sales in the area to determine the market value.

O You said something about you put in ProVAL the field
notes. What -- where are field notes located?
A. They are located in ProVAL, in the system. The

appraiser will write them down in transitory notes, take
them back and put them into ProVAL. Then that is the
document that we use.

Q. Is that also -- where does -- the records in the
computer then are in the data base, I assume?

A. Correct.

Q. What form does that take? If you want to know what is
going on in the property, what the information is on the
property, where do you obtain that?

A. We go into ProVAL to obtain all the information. That
information is also on our website.

Qi Is that information contained in what would be called
property record cards?

A. Yes,

Qi So can you describe to me what the property record
card is?

Joe Wittstock, RPR - Official Court Reporter
Spokane County Superior Court, Spokane, Washington 101

A1005
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VICKI HORTON/Direct

|

|

A. Yes, I am.

| Q. When the Strands request appraisal documents, what
records are retained -- what records does the assessor's

office have that would be responsive to that request?

| A. The property record card.

|

' Q. Why is that?

| A. Because that is everything that we have on a parcel.

That is the only document that we keep. That shows

everything that we have done with that parcel, whether it

is -- value ladder or the value, the land value, the size,
bedroom, bathroom, everything about that parcel is on that
record card.

Q. What if somebody wanted to access inspection reports

| and data analysis, whatever the nature?

‘A. Same thing; property record card.

JQ. That is the document that all that is contained on?

| A. Yes.,

}Q. What about -- what about records on, like, rosters of

Board of Equalization appeals?

A. That is held through the Board of Equalization.

5] You don't maintain the records on your appeals?

A. We don't have records on appeals. We keep the
documents so the appraisers can look at them, but we are
| not the major custodian.

iQ. You don't have a roster of what's been up on appeal,

| Joe Wittstock, RPR - Official Court Reporter
Spokane County Superior Court, Spokane, Washington 104
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VICKI HORTON/Direct

A. Correct.

| Q. The -- Where would -- We heard testimony earlier this

| morning that the property cards are generally two pages.

Do you recall that?
A. Yes.
Q. Can you tell us where on those pages one might look to
find different pieces of information?
A. Property record cards, if it is a small parcel, are
only two pages, but they can be up to four, five, six,
depending on how much information is out there, whether
they're commercial parcels or residential parcels.
Qi Okay. How are field notes kept on that property card?
A. They are added to appraisal notes on the front of the
card; on the bottom left corner.

(Discussion held off the record.)

MR. CATT: Okay. Nothing further at this time, Your
Honor.

THE COURT: Sure. Mr. Burns.

MR. BURNS: Thank you, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Whenever you are ready. Sure.

MR. BURNS: Good afternoon, Mrs. Horton.

THE WITNESS: Hello.
I
Lk
i

Joe Wittstock, RPR - Official Court Reporter
Spokane County Superior Court, Spokane, Washington 106
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BYRON HODGSON/Direct
believe it spoke of the fifth in a series of five
transmissions or installments, and she indicated she never
received any of the other four?

A. I don't have a recollection of it.

MR. CATT: Okay.

MR. BURNS: Thank you.

MR. CATT: May I approach, Your Honor?

THE COURT: Sure.

MR. CATT: What I have handed to Mr. Hodgson is Bate
stamp 833. And that shows that there was a June 15th, 201
-- 1f you look at the lower half of that, Mr. Hodgson?

THE WITNESS: Yes.

Q. (By Mr. Catt) -- does that indicate to you there was

a June 15, 2010 response to her June 6, 2010 records

request?
A Yes.
Q. To which apparently the upper part is, she comes back

with an issue concerning communications about what she is
wanting?

MR. CATT: May I approcach again, Your Honor?

THE COURT: Yes.

MR. CATT: Your Honor, I have handed to the -- to
Mr. Burns and to Mr. Hodgson, courtesy copy to the Court,
series of five e-mail exhibits. They are under the KB
stamp numbers: KB 3387, KB 3462, KB 3309, KB 3234 and

Joe Wittstock, RPR - Official Court Reporter
Spokane County Superior Court, Spokane, Washington 215
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BYRON HODGSON/Direct
KB 3228.
Q. (By Mr. Catt) Mr. Hodgson, would you look at those?
Are those responses that at that time Kevin Best made

to Ms. Strand concerning her June 10th, 2010 public records

request?
A. Yes.
Q. Are there five -- five installments or a series of

five e-mails -- attachments -- that were indicated there
were attachments on them? |
A. Yes, they are.
MR. CATT: ©Nothing further at this time, Your Honor.
THE COURT: Okay. Your witness, whenever you are
ready.
MR. BURNS: Thank you, Your Honor.
Morning, Mr. Hodgson

THE WITNESS: Good morning.

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MR. BURNS:
Q. Why don't we pick up right where we left off with
Mr. Catt.

Could you locate the plaintiff's exhibit notebook that
is labeled Inspection Reports?

I'm sorry, excuse me. I'm going to give you two
notebooks for now, sir, so we don't inundate you.

Joe Wittstock, RPR - Official Court Reporter
Spokane County Superior Court, Spokane, Washington 216
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BYRON HODGSON/Cross

A. Yes. It would be part of -- part of the information,
yes.

Q. And just so we're clear -- I'm not sure I made the
record clear -- I'm looking at Exhibit 43, Page 776.

Are you looking at that page-?

A. No, I'm not.
Q. I'm sorry. That is my error. I should have made my
question clearer. Doesn't matter. I just turned to that

page, Page 776 as an example to look at.

A. Okay. I'm at 7 -- P-43, 776.

Q. Okay. And then she indicates at the top of the page
that she received this from Kevin Best Wednesday,

July 14th, 2010; right?

A, Yes.

Q. And the print date is July 14, 2010; right?

A. Correct.

Q. The data on the left-hand side of the page is part of

what you are calling the inspection report, the left-hand
lower part of the page; right?

A. Yes.

Q. Part of what you call inspection report or field
notes; right?

A, Yes.

Q. Okay. And you told me earlier that she should be able
to recognize this as responsive to her requests for

Joe Wittstock, RPR - Official Court Reporter
Spokane County Superior Court, Spokane, Washington 226
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BYRON HODGSON/Cross
inspection reports, and she should be able to recognize the
date by the date of the inspection; right?

A. Yés.
©'s And if we look to the other side of the page, the back
side of that page, we have data at the bottom of the page.

Do you see that; says "data collector date"?

A Correct.

Qi Appraiser, date, neighborhood?

A. Yes.

Q Supplemental card. Does the term "inspection date"
appear?

A. No.

Q. And that's terminology used on all of these property

record cards; right?

A. The card itself gives you the terminology.
Q. Right.
A. Terminology is —-- inspection date, the date of the

collection of the data.

Q. Is there anything in the e-mails that Mr. Best sent to
Ms. Strand that we looked at previously that would advise
her that the data on the lower left-hand side of the page
is the inspection report data, and the date of inspection
is actually the collector date on the back side lower part
of the page; anything tell her that?

A. No. But I'm not sure why he would be explaining the

Joe Wittstock, RPR - Official Court Reporter
Spokane County Superior Court, Spokane, Washington 227
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SPOKANE COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT

HAROLD D. CLARKE, II1

JUDGE
DEPARTMENT 8

SPOKANE COUNTY COURTHOUSE
1116 W. BROADWAY, SPOKANE, WASHINGTON 99260-0350
(509) 477-5717 » FAX: (509) 477-5714 » TDD: (509) 477-5790

dept8@spokanecounty.org
June 19, 2015
Paul J. Burns Dan L. Catt
Attorney at Law Deputy Spokane Co Prosecutor
One Rock Pointe 1100 W. Mallon Ave.
1212 N. Washington St. Ste. 116 Spokane, WA 99260-0270

Spokane, WA 99201-2401

STRAND, PALMER and PATRICIA VS. SPOKANE COUNTY ETAL
No. 2014-02-01079-1 ~ Memorandum Decision

Dear Counsel:

This matter involves one part of a long-running dispute between the Strands and their
disagreement with the Spokane County Assessor’'s Office as to the valuation of their
property and as to various requests for public records from that office. It serves no
interest here to recite the history of this disagreement and its resulting litigation except
to note this instant case is but one chapter of this history.

In this lawsuit the Plaintiffs seek a determination from the Court that the Assessor’s
Office has violated the Public Records Act in failing to produce certain records. These
record requests started in 2010 and carried into 2013. It is important to note, and was
testified to at trial, the case only involves a portion of the public records requests made
by the Strands.

As the Court understands the present request is for:
— 5. 1) Inspection reports as to thirty eight separate parcels in Spokane County for the
time period of 2007 to May 25, 2010;
2) Appraisals for the assessment years of 2008 through 2012
3) Assessor’s Roster of Appeals to the Board of Equalization;
4) Assessor's Statistics on Appeals to the Board of Equalization and the
Washington State Board of Tax Appeals.

Page 1 of 5
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CASE 14-2-01079-1 Memorandum Decision continued

This matter is governed by RCW 42.56, the Public Records Act (PRA). The PRA
requires public agencies to make public records available for inspection unless the
record falls within specific exemptions set out in the statute. The PRA is to be liberally
construed to promote full access to public records.

Here, there is no question that the Spokane County Assessor's Office is an agency
within the meaning of the PRA. No claim of exemption was asserted at trial. The issue
litigated was whether the records requested existed, and if so, were they disclosed.

This is a public records request, not a discovery request under CR 26 made during
litigation. This means the agency only has an obligation to produce records, not to
supply explanations or change the manner in which records are kept to comply with
legal requirements. This case has a flavor of Ms. Strand disagreeing with the mode and
manner of inspections and appraisals and how those are recorded by the Assessor's
Office. However, this is not a declaratory judgment action, or other litigation. For
example, Plaintiff's Exhibit P15-134 has the appearance of an outline for a deposition.
In any event, the fact that Ms. Strand does not agree with the format or the label of the
produced document does not mean the document was not produced.

Unfortunately much of the trial centered around communication difficulties between the
parties, making the matter confusing and hard to sort out. For example, the parties
spent a great deal of time and energy arguing as to what constituted “inspection
reports.” The dispute on this issue continued after trial in the post-trial briefing. Some
of these communication difficulties could have been resolved had there been some
explanation given by the Assessor’s Office as to their production of records. Whether
this rises to the level of a PRA violation is a question in this matter. On the other hand,
given the number and types of requests from the Strands, it is hard at times to keep
straight what was a new request and what was an older request. At one point in the trial
it was discovered that the County was sending periodic responses to a request that Ms.
Strand asserts she had previously sent an e-mail directing the request be stopped. The
County asserts they never received the e-mail.

The Court cannot dictate to the Strands how they should send these requests but will
note the number of requests and the fact they are repeated and often included in
different lists of requests to make the decision of compliance (or lack thereof) to be
extremely difficult at times. The Court merely makes a note of this as it may relate to
possible penalties should a violation of the PRA be found.

As to the inspection reports for the parcels in question, some of the communication
difficulties start right away in response to Ms. Strand’s June 10, 2010 request. The
Assessor responded on June 25, 2010 to the request by sending “property record
cards.” The Assessor asserts these cards reflect all of the information requested,
including “inspection reports,” which according to the Assessor occupy a portion of the
card. Itis speculative as to where this case would have gone had the response to the
request told Ms. Strand that the inspection reports were contained in the property

Page 2 of 5
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CASE 14-2-01079-1 Memorandum Decision continued

records cards, but at least some of the communication difficulties would have been
avoided. As noted, this theme repeats itself in this case.

Beyond the difficulty with the communication as to what was being produced, Ms.
Strand now argues (post-trial) that the date on the Residential Valuation Record does
not constitute an “inspection report” as mandated by statute and regulation.
Additionally, Ms. Strand alleges the dates shown on the card do not match with dates
the property was inspected, as may be evidenced by certain photographs found on the
Assessor’'s website.

As to this last point, Ms. Strand has moved to reopen the record and to admit into
evidence a number of photographs she has obtained from the Assessor's website. Ms.
Strand requests these be admitted to demonstrate that the inspection dates on the
property record cards are not correct. The County has objected.

The information (the photographs) was accessible to Ms. Strand for some time before
trial. In fact, Ms. Strand was familiar with and had viewed the records on the website for
some time. This was not evidence that was hidden or just became available. In fact,
Ms. Strand has obviously spent many hours preparing her case and is well aware of the
contents of her claims. The point of the PRA is for the public to get records. If Ms.
Strand can get the records (photographs) from the Assessor’'s website, then her request
is satisfied. In any event, the Court did not have before it a request for photographs but
for inspection reports and appraisals. For these reasons, the Motion to Re-open is
denied.

Ms. Strand asserts the “property record card” does not constitute an inspection report
as mandated by statute or regulation. She also asserts the inspection dates as noted
on the card cannot be accurate. Additionally, Ms. Strand takes the position that the
requested reports have a number of parts (including such things as photographs as
noted above) that were never produced.

Regardless, the issue of the production of the inspection report remains. The
Assessor’'s Office made a number of responses entitled “property record cards.” At no
time did they designate these as “inspection reports” until January of 2015 during trial.

Here, the Court finds the documents that the Assessor’s Office produced did respond to
this request, albeit there is controversy and disagreement as to labeling and what is
included in the request. The Court holds there is no violation as to this request.

The Court does find a violation of the PRA given the slowness of the initial response.
[Fifteen (15) days as opposed to five (5)].

As to appraisal records, these were requested on March 19, 2012. The County asserts
these were actually requested in June and July of 2010, and that this wasn’'t a new
request as labeled. This only highlights the communication issues between the parties.
They are not able to agree when requests are made for the first time or as a renewed

Page 3 of 5

Al1014



CASE 14-2-01079-1 Memorandum Decision continued

request. This request was for thirty eight (38) parcels and included the years 2008 to
2012. The initial response to the request was March 20, 2012. The parties continued a
back and forth with e-mail exchanges. Ms. Strand indicates she made seven (7)
requests between March of 2012 and April of 2013 in these exchanges.

The County takes the position that the appraisal reports are contained in the “property
record cards” as discussed above. The Strands take the positon that they were provided
data cards that were previously printed (the print dates are from a previous request) and
they may not be the actual appraisals. In other words, they wanted newly printed
appraisals.

The request (Exhibit P15-132) states “improvement data and residential valuation for
each property in table 1 for assessment years 2008 through 2012." The parties went
back and forth as to the meaning of this request. On its face the Court notes it does not
ask for newly printed appraisal information

In any event, by July of 2012 Ms. Strand acknowledges getting all of the requested
records for 2011 and 2012, all but one record for 2010, two out of thirty eight appraisals
for 2009 and none for 2008. She also received the information for all thirty eight parcels
for 2007 even though not requested. The County asserts all of the appraisals that they
keep as records on the property record cards were produced. '

The issue here again seems to be one of communication. Ms. Strand wants the
appraisals (contained on the property record cards) to be produced in a particular way,
and the Assessor produced them in a different way. There was not an explanatlon by
the Assessor as the why or how the records were produced.

The Court holds that despite the dispute as to the nature of the production, the
documents as requested were produced.

The third and fourth requests by Ms. Strand involve essentially the same category of
information. The “Roster of appeals to the Board of Equalization” was requested by Ms.
Strand on September 13, 2013 (item #4) for the time period January 1, 2010 to
September 13, 2012. The request was timely acknowledged on September 13, 2012.

Other than the acknowledgment of the overall request of September 13, 2012 (the
request had a number of subparts) the County did not respond any further to the
request. At trial, the County presented evidence that this information was held by the
Board of Equalization. At no time did the Assessor's Office advise the Strands that this
was the situation. They were not directed to the Board for information.

The testimony at trial also established individual appraisers keep their own rosters. This
was never disclosed to Ms. Strand or offered to her. In short, nothing was done in
response to this.

Here, although it may have been easier and faster for Ms. Strand to simply have made

Page 4 of 5
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CASE 14-2-01079-1 Memorandum Decision continued

the request of the Board of Equalization, the fact remains that there were records
available as to the request that should have been made available to the Strands. This
is a violation of the PRA.

The fourth request was for “Assessor’s statistics on appeals to the Board of Equalization
and the Washington State Board of Tax Appeals.” The Assessor asserts these are not
records it maintains, but has at times complied statistics on an ad hoc basis. The
Strands point to an e-mail from 2010 showing at least a one-time compilation of these
statistics, and an exhibit showing stats of appeals from an unknown year.

As with the previous request discussed above, the Assessor’s Office gave no response
for a period of two years other than to acknowledge the request. In September of 2014
the Assessor’s office advised Ms. Strand they did not keep these records. The Court
remains puzzled as to why the Assessor’s Office did not tell Ms. Strand that the records
are not kept as an ordinary course of business and refer her to the Board of
Equalization. Perhaps the volume and repeated requests caused them not to focus on
this. '

The Court cannot find the record in this fourth request is maintained on any sort of an
on-going basis. If the Exhibit (#11903) was produced on an ad hoc basis in 2014 it
should have then been produced to Ms. Strand at that time. Given the passage of time
since the initial request the failure to do so is simple negligence.

As to the third and fourth request the County has raised the issue of whether the Statute
of Limitations RCW 42.56.550(6) applies. There was not a claim of exemption, nor was
there a production on a partial or installment basis. The Court holds the Statute of
Limitations does not apply to these claims.

The parties may submit a memorandum as to their position on penalties and fees, if
any, given the Court's decision. These submittals are due by Friday, July 10, 2015 at
3:00 p.m.

Sincerely,

Harold D. Clarke, I
Superior Court Judge

HDCl/Iss/kjw
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From: Best, Kevin [KBEST@spokanecounty.org]

Sent: Friday, June 25, 2010 4:24 Pﬂ/l

To: ‘afbpns@fastiane-i.com’

Cc: Emacio, James; Arkills, Ron; Baker, Ralph; Hodgson, Byron; Hollenback, Joseph
Subject: Strand 6-10-10 Public Records Request Response

Attachments: Strand 6-10-10 PRR inspection dates.xls

Dear Mr and Mrs Strand,

CPrinmmtier Qoo priae < 'DR,)

Due to the size of the attached document, this is the fifth and final in a series of five emails | am sending in response to
your 6-10-10 public records request. The attached responds to para 3 of your request. | am now considering your 6-10-

10 public records request, closed.

Sincerely,

Rewie E. Beot

Chief Deputy Assessor

509-477-5902

kbest@spokanecounty.org
parcel appraiser inspection date parcel appraiser inspection date
17173.0117 102 11/20/2003 17355.9014 102 3/11/2004
17173.0117 102 10/21/2008 17355.9014 102 4/15/2010
17225.0416 102 3/25/2004 17355.9015 102 3/11/2004
17225.0416 102 10/29/2008 17355.9015 102 4/15/2010
17225.0420 102 3/25/2004 17355.9016 102 3/11/2004
17225.0420 102 10/29/2008 17355.9016 102 . 4/15/2010
17274.9110 102 3/4/2004 17363.9043 102 3/11/2004
17274.9110 102 4/14/2010 17363.9043 102 4/15/2010
17275.9017 102 3/4/2004 17363.9044 102 3/16/2004
17275.9023 102 3/4/2004 17363.9044 102 4/15/2010
17276.9099 102 3/4/2004 26201.0922 100 5/10/2006
17276.9099 102 4/15/2010 26201.0923 100 5/10/2006
17276.9100 102 3/4/2004 26201.0923 113 8/12/2008
17276.9100 102 4/15/2010 27323.0108 102 4/9/2004
17276.9101 102 3/4/2004 27323.0108 102 3/23/2010
17276.9101 102 4/15/2010
17352.9006 102 3/11/2004
17352.9006 102 4/15/2010
17352.9007 102 3/11/2004
17352.9007 102 4/15/2010
17352.9017 102 3/11/2004
17352.9017 102 4/15/2010
17352.9018 102 3/11/2004
17352.9018 102 4/15/2010
17352.9019 102 3/11/2004
17352.9019 102 4/15/2010
17352.9020 102 3/11/2004
17352.9020 102 4/15/2010
17352.9021 102 3/11/2004
17352.9021 102 4/15/2010
17352.9022 102 3/11/2004
17352.9022 102 4/15/2010
17354.0101 88 10/11/2002
17354.0101 102 2/10/2004
17354.0101 102 4/15/2010
17354.0102 102 2/10/2004
17354.0102 102 4/15/2010
17354.0103 102 2/10/2004
17354.0103 102 4/15/2010
17354.0104 102 2/10/2004
17354.0104 102 4/15/2010
17354.0105 102 2/10/2004
17354.0105 102 4/15/2010
17355.9010 102 3/11/2004
17355.9010 102 4/15/2010
17355.9011 102 3/11/2004
17355.9011 102 4/15/2010
17355.9012 102 3/11/2004
17355.9012 102 4/15/2010
17355.9013 102 3/11/2004 .
17355.9013 102 4/15/2010
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From: Oesterheld, Frank A. (FOESTERHELD@spokanecounty.org)
Sent: ~ Fri 4/24/15 3:33 PM
To: 'pat strand' (pnstrand@hotmail.com)
Cec: Hodgson, Byron (BHODGSON@spokanecounty.org)
1 attachment: Ratio Procedures Manual.pdf (429.3 KB)

Dear Mrs. Strand,

Thank you for your recent request for clarification. As there is no request for identifiable records, this email
is for information purposes only and not a response to a public records request in accordance with RCW
42.56. Although the Public Records Act does not require us to explain the meaning of the records we
provide, please find below brief clarifications of the items enumerated in your email.

1.) Response #1 — The answers to these questions are complex, so we have included a manual from the
Department of Revenue explaining the terms and procedures.

AFF: Excise affidavit number.

LUC: Land Use Code

AVR: Assessed Value, Regular. See attached Sales Ratio Study manual.

AVR Total: See attached Sales Ratio Study manual.

“Less 1%” and “Ratio”: See attached Sales Ratio Study manual.
2.) Response #2

a. There are no records descrlblng the parameters for “no view, water view, and water front” because
the meaning of the terms is self-evident. Furthermore, Mr. Hodgson has explained them to you on
a number of occasions.

b. Item 1: There are no public records that explain the meaning of Proval codes and
acronyms. Therefore this is, essentially, a request for information. The Public Records Act does
not require agencies to respond to requests for information.

c. Item 2: Marshall & Swift cost tables are internal to the Proval software, which is protected by an
end-user license agreement (EULA). It is proprietary information and will not be released under
any circumstances. We have explained this to you on numerous occasions.

d. Items 3, 5, and 6: We have never denied that records exist for these items. Quite the opposite, in
fact. We have provided thousands of pages of documents that satisfy each one of them, many
delivered more than once and customized for your use. They may not look the way you want them
to look, but we cannot help that. The Public Records Act requires us to release records that we
generate during the course of business; we have done this. We firmly and unequivocally assert that
the answers to every one of your questions can be found in the records we have provided.

3.) Response #3
' a. We have been exceedingly clear on these points but in the interests of providing fullest assistance, I
will reiterate:
~ i.  (1g) — We have provided all the records in our possession. All data gleaned from on-site
inspections is immediately transcribed into Proval and becomes part of the “notes” field on
|j::> the property record card, which becomes the official public record. Since on-site notes
exactly parallel the data in the “notes” field, they are typically discarded unless there is a
- compelling reason to keep them.
ii. (la)—See (1g).
iii. (1c)—No such records exist.

opo o
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pg 2
From: Oesterheld, Frank A. (FOESTERHELD@spokanecounty.org)
Sent: Fri 4/24/15 3:33 PM
To: ‘pat strand' (pnstrand@hotmail.com)
Cc: Hodgson, Byron (BHODGSON@spokanecounty.org)
1 attachment: Ratio Procedures Manual.pdf (429.3 KB)

iv.  (le)— We provided a link to Building and Planning Department’s online permit search
page. While the Public Records Act, which was passed in 1972, did not fully anticipate future
technological advances, subsequent case law has affirmed that providing a link to a search
page is a perfectly acceptable response to a public records request. In fact, agencies are
encouraged to provide online portals to as many records as possible.

v. (1) —See (1g).

vi. (1h) - It is likely that this information arose from a conversation with someone in the
Auditor’s Office. There almost certainly is a record that will answer the title question, but we
do not have it. However, you can easily obtain it from the Spokane County Auditor’s office.

As I stated in my April 17, 2015 email, we have released all the responsive records in our

possession. Consequently, no further records related to your previous requests will be forthcoming because
we have nothing to send you. We will, however, gladly review any new requests for records we have not
already released. As always, do not hesitate to call or email if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Frank Oesterheld, MA

Appraisal Support/Public Records
Spokane County Assessor’s Office
(509) 477-5960
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Re: Response from Spokane County Assessor to April 14, 2015 PRR
Oesterheld, Frank A. <FOESTERHELD@spokanecounty.org>

Date: Fri 4/17/2015 3:33 PM

To: 'pat strand' <pnstrand@hotmail.com>;

Ce: Hodgson, Byron <BHODGSON@spokanecounty.org>;

Dear Mrs. Strand,

In accordance with RCW 42.56, this email is a response to your April 14, 2015 public records request.

Thank you for your thoughtful and through response. As I wrote in my April 9, 2015 email, however, our office
is confident that over the past five years we have produced all the responsive records in our possession. We are
not, as you put it, “playing hide-and-seek with records”; we simply have nothing left to give you. We have on a
number of occasions attempted to explain the relevance of what we have produced and how it satisfies your
requests, but were rebuffed each time. We are not withholding anything. We are not attempting to deceive

you. Rather, there is a profound understanding gap wherein your requests trigger a production of whatever
responsive records we generate, which do not appear in the format you want, sparking a frustrated and caustic
response from you. The main point of contention seems to be your assertion that these records merely
substantiate the Assessor’s valuation rather than establishing it. What you fail to understand is that the same
data we use to establish the valuation is what we use to substantiate it.

As I have previously written, I understand the frustration. These are complex records generated within the
context of a very specific and specialized workflow, and by systems specially-built to accommodate it. We
have tried time and again to explain them to you, even though we are not required to by statute, to no

avail. You are right to point out the Public Records Act’s broad and strongly-worded mandate for transparency
in government. We have great respect for the Act and a deep understanding of its purpose and the evolution of
its substantiating case law — in fact, I have a graduate degree and years of experience in Washington State
records and the Public Records Act, both as an archivist and a records manager. All of this combined forms the
basis for our confidence that we have done everything we can for you. We are prepared to explain our actions
in court if need be.

For the sake of clarity, the following records that you have request do not exist:
Appraiser’s on-site notes and sketches of their observations. Any such documentation is
immediately transcribed into the “notes” field of the Proval property record card, which becomes the

—p official public record. Hand-written notes and sketches are retained only when they contain unique
information with immediate and obvious bearing on the case at hand. This workflow more than satisfies
our statutory obligation to accurately and transparently document the appraisal process and adheres
closely to established retention rules.
Pre-inspection reports that appear to be an appraisal. We do not generate any such record, either for
site inspection or later valuation work. You seem sure that these reports exist, and even indicate
employees who are supposed to have created them (Jay Sporn, Vicki McCuistion, and Vicki Horton). I
have personally interviewed everyone involved in your case, and no one has anything matching your
description or anything like it.
Pictures that are both on-site and aerial. We have no on-site photos other than what we have posted
on the County Assessor’s website. We have already provided pictometry.
Building permits for new and/or remodeled construction. These can be quickly and easily obtained
from the Spokane County Building and Planning website. Because Spokane County values transparency
so highly, many of its agencies have created these kinds of portals specifically to make it as easy as
possible to access public records.
R[F]ield/appraisal notes input to a post-inspection appraisal. We do not know what you are referring
to.
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Re: Response from Spokane County Assessor to April 14, 2015 PRR
Oesterheld, Frank A. <FOESTERHELD@spokanecounty.org>

Date: Fri 4/17/2015 3:33 PM
To: 'pat strand' <pnstrand@hotmail.com>;
Ce: Hodgson, Byron <BHODGSON@spokanecounty.org>; pg2

“Sales Analysis Report.” Although I was not present at the hearing that day, the brief discursive
context you provide suggests that Mrs. Horton is speaking in broader terms than you suggest. She is
referring to an element of our workflow, not a specific record that we produce during the appraisal
process. The creation and stratification of existing sales is, in fact, a multi-step process, most of which
takes place inside Proval. This is why we sent you the raw sales data (including “valid” and “invalid”
sales), so that you.could sort and stratify it any way you wish. We have, in addition, sent you all of the
relevant neighborhood files, which contain all of the sales analysis data.

The “clouded title” issue. If such a record exists, it must be obtained from the Spokane County
Auditor’s office. No such document exists to our knowledge.

No requests have been ignored. Indeed, on many occasions we have responded multiple times in an attempt to
ensure that you had the records you were asking for. Again, our methodical and thorough production work is
the basis for our certitude that we have satisfied your numerous requests as completely as we are able.

Consequently, as no responsive records exist, the request is now closed. As always, please feel free to call or
email with any questions.

Sincerely,

Frank Oesterheld, MA

Appraisal Support/Public Records
Spokane County Assessor’s Office
(509) 477-5960

A1035



SUBJECT; Response to Public Records Request, Spokane County Assessor

Oesterheld, Frank A.
DATE: Thu 4/9/2015 3:32 PM
TO: 'pat strand' <pnstrand@hotmail.com>;

Cc: Hodgson, Byron <BHODGSON@spokanecounty.org>;
Dear Mrs. Strand,

In accordance with RCW 42.56, this is a response to your April 7, 2015 public records request.

Your request is essentially a reiteration of the last one for which we provided not only the responsive records,
but a comprehensive explanation of how we were satisfying each element of the request. As our office has
already released all the responsive records in our possession and closed out the request, no other records will be
forthcoming.

Although we are not required to explain the meaning of the records we have provided, in the interest of
providing fullest assistance we will make one last attempt to answer the questions you raised.

1.) The “sales analysis report” you have requested was satisfied with the neighborhood report, which gives
the basis for our statistical analysis. In fact, it corresponds closely with the King County report you
included as attachment 2. Do bear in mind, however, that King and Spokane Counties satisfy their
respective assessment obligations differently even though both adhere to a mass-appraisal
methodology. While their workflow may resemble ours in some ways, in many others it does
not. Consequently, it is unrealistic to expect the Spokane County Assessor’s Office to produce the same
records as the King County Assessor’s Office.

2.) The Pictometry pictures are copyrighted by Pictometry under a user license agreement; Spokane
County does not own the images. The best we can do is export the images from the Pictometry website
(internal to the County) at the resolution available to us. With respect to “onsite pictures,” we have
provided everything we have. There are no “onsite” images other than what we have posted on the
County Assessor’s website.

3.) We have no “pre-inspection appraisals, pre-inspection reports, appraiser notes ... [or other] documents
associated with appeals.” We have already released everything with the BOE or BTA appeal

\\ packet(s). Once we turn that packet over to the BOE/BTA, that agency becomes the custodian of the

official records. If you need another copy, please file a public records request with the County BOE or
the State BTA.

4.) As we have repeatedly informed you, the property record card provides the data that supports the
valuation of any particular property. Indeed, Mrs. Horton’s comments quoted on page 3 of your 35-page
public records request support this assertion.

5.) Taken as a whole, the 2010 — 2014 neighborhood reports do, in fact, reveal “trends of increasing or
decreasing values of land (without improvements) and land-with-houses.” We are aware that they are
complex but they are generated to serve our workflow, not to be easily comprehensible by the public.

6.) This is a new request and cannot be added to an existing one. We will gladly address it after you file a
new public records request.

We understand that these are highly technical and complex materials that are difficult for a layperson to
understand. We cannot help that. The records we provided may not be exactly what you asked for, but they are
as close as we can get given our workflow and the way our systems work.

A1036



SUBJECT;  Response to Public Records Request, Spokane County Assessor
Oesterheld, Frank A.
DATE: Thu 4/9/2015 3:32 PM
TO: 'pat strand' <pnstrand@hotmail.com>;'
Cc: Hodgson, Byron <BHODGSON@spokanecounty.org>;

(page 2)

Until now we have provided far more than the Public Records Act requires in an attempt to satisfy your
requests.. We have created records and endeavored to explain them, responded to repetitive requests by re-
formatting records to suit your needs (which often complicated matters rather than clarifying them), and even
allowed controlled access to copyrighted materials. We have, in other words, more than satisfied our
obligations under RCW 42.56. We are confident that we have acted exhaustively, diligently, and in good faith,
and are prepared to explain our actions in court if need be. ’

To be clear, we will not provide any other records pursuant to this request because we have none to give. Any
further requests for these same materials, no matter how they are worded, will receive the same

answer. However, the Spokane County Assessor’s Office will be glad to consider requests for new materials
not covered by previous requests (if any such materials exist).

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Frank Oesterheld, MA

Appraisal Support/Public Records
Spokane County Assessor’s Office
(509) 477-5960
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NOTE: Text appearing

From: Oesterheld, Frank A. (FOESTERHELD@spokanecounty.org) below was in ‘Red’
Sent: Fri 3/27/15 3:49 PM BTA appeals must be requestod
To: pnstrand@hotmail.com ' atd of Tax

Cc: BHODGSON@spokanecounty.org ‘Appeals or accessed online.
Dear Ms. Strand,

In accordance with RCW 42.56, this email is in response to the public records request you filed on March 2, 2015. You may
download the requested records from the County’s FTP site in the “Assessor” folder.

The table below indicates the parts of your request for which we have provided records, the parts for which we could not provide
records because the records did not exist, are statutorily exempt, or for which our statutory obligations are satisfied another way. For
example, current and past Spokane County building permits are accessible online, which fully satisfies the Building and Planning
Department’s obligation to make those records available for public inspection. You also requested “a record of structures not valued
by the assessor’s office” (our emphasis). The Assessor’s Office has no statutory obligation to provide records of structures or
buildings not valued (see RCW 84.40.030[c]) nor, indeed, are we able to generate such a report given the operating parameters of
Proval. In the interests of fullest assistance, however, we have endeavored to include such information wherever possible.

Because it encompasses two discreet but overlapping issues, your request is somewhat difficult to address. Field notes, applied cost
tables (which is the only way they are available, as Marshall and Swift’s internal tables are embedded in the software), and any
adjustments are clearly shown in the property record cards for each parcel. This is the precise meaning of item number 6 of the
Horton affidavit, page 2 of 4, which states that “[t]he Assessor’s Office stores data, including cost tables, inspection reports, sales
analysis reports, field notes, and appeal data electronically.” Onsite pictures are available online, but we have also provided the
pictometry for each parcel for the requested years.

In an effort to provide the most comprehensive information possible, our office has also included the full neighborhood reports for
each of the requested years. These exhaustive reports include most of the historical and statistical data you have requested. We are
attempting to satisfy your other requests either with other elements of this response, or with other public records requests you have
filed with our office.

As we are confident that this thorough search has uncovered all responsive records, we consider this records request
closed. However, please feel free to call or email should you have any further questions.

Parcel Records Requested Provided Notes
17274.9110 Yes | No
Pictometry X
Onsite Pictures X | Available online.
Onsite/Offsite Notes X See property record card
“notes.”
Sketches X See property record cards.
Pre/post inspection appraisals downloaded for ~ X | Pre-inspection report?
inspection
Schedules of cyclical inspection X | No such record exists
Other inspection records X See neighborhood reports
Sales records and analysis from 1/1/10 to the X See neighborhood reports. Mr.
present Hodgson has also provided
these in a previous records
request
(STRAND20143280002)
BOE/BTFA-Appeals _ X
1equested ﬁom the state Board
Haccessed
All other records showing basis for land and X See neighborhood reports.
structure value changes from 1/1/10 to the present
Structures not valued Dock Count: 1
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Oesterheld 3/27/15 3:49 pm

17352.9006 | Pictometry X
Onsite Pictures X | Available online
Onsite/Offsite Notes X See property record card
“notes”
Sketches - X See property record cards
Pre/post inspection appraisals downloaded for X | No such record exists
inspection
Schedules of cyclical inspection X | No such record exists
Other inspection records X See neighborhood reports
Sales records and analysis from 1/1/10 to the X See neighborhood reports. Mr.
present Hodgson has also provided
these in a previous records
request
(STRAND20143280002)
BOE/BTA-Appeals X | NoBOE appeals after
2009. BTA:a peals must be
requested ‘from the state Board
of Tax Appeals or accessed
online.
All other records showing basis for land and X See neighborhood reports.
structure value changes from 1/1/10 to the present
Structures not valued Dock Count: 1
17352.9007 | Pictometry X
Onsite Pictures X | Available online.
Onsite/Offsite Notes X See property record card
“notes.”
Sketches X See property record cards
Pre/post inspection appraisals downloaded for X 1 No such records exist.
inspection
Schedules of cyclical inspection X | No such records exist.
Other inspection records X See neighborhood reports.
Sales records and analysis from 1/1/10 to the X See neighborhood reports. Mr.
present Hodgson has also provided
these in a previous records
request
(STRAND20143280002)
BOE/BEA-Appeals X BOE appeals from 2010 and
2011. BTA appeals must be
request from the state. Board, of
Tax  Appeals or acoéssed
otiline,
All other records showing basis for land and X See neighborhood reports.
structure value changes from 1/1/10 to the present
Structures not valued Dock Count: 1
17352.9020 | Pictometry X
Onsite Pictures X | Available online.
Onsite/Offsite Notes X See property record card
“notes.”
Sketches X See property record card. Li
Pre/post inspection appraisals downloaded for X | No such records exist.
inspection
Schedules of cyclical inspection X | No such records exist.
Other inspection records X . See neighborhood reports.
Sales records and analysis from 1/1/10 to the X See neighborhood reports. Mr.
present Hodgson has also provided
these in'a previous records
request
(STRAND20143280002)

4
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Oesterheld 3/27/15 3:49 pm

BOE/BTA-Appeals X BOE appeal from 2011. BTA
appeals:must-be:requested from
the state Board .of Tax, Appeals
or‘accessed online.

All other records showing basis for land and X See neighborhood reports.

structure value changes from 1/1/10 to the present

Structures not valued Dock Count: 1

17355.9012 | Pictometry X

Onsite Pictures X | Available online.

Onsite/Offsite Notes X See property record card
“notes.”

Sketches X See property record card.

Pre/post inspection appraisals downloaded for X | No such records exist.

inspection

Schedules of cyclical inspection X | No such records exist.

Other inspection records X See neighborhood reports.

Sales records and analysis from 1/1/10 to the X See neighborhood reports. Mr.

present Hodgson has also provided
these in a previous records
request
(STRAND20143280002)

X | No BOE appeals on
record. BTA appeals miist be
requested the state- Board
of Tax Appeals or accessed
online.

All other records showing basis for land and X See neighborhood reports.

structure value changes from 1/1/10 to the present

Structures not valued Dock Count: 1; covered boat house with lift:

1
17355.9028 | Pictometry X

Onsite Pictures X | Available online.

Onsite/Offsite Notes X See property record card
“notes.”

Sketches X See property record card.

Pre/post inspection appraisals downloaded for X | No such records exist.

inspection

Schedules of cyclical inspection X | No such records exist.

Other inspection records X See neighborhood reports.

Sales records and analysis from 1/1/10 to the X See neighborhood reports. Mr.

present Hodgson has also provided
these in a previous records
request
(STRAND20143280002)

X | No BOE appeals on
record. BTA appeals must be
requested from’ the state Board
of Tax Appn,a]s,v\,,_r accessed
online:

All other records showing basis for land and X See neighborhood reports.

structure value changes from 1/1/10 to the present

Structures not valued None,
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17363.9043 | Pictometry X

Onsite Pictures Available online.

Onsite/Offsite Notes X See property record card
“notes.”

Sketches X See property record card.

Pre/post inspection appraisals downloaded for No such records exist.

inspection

Schedules of cyclical inspection No such records exist.

Other inspection records X See neighborhood reports.

Sales records and analysis from 1/1/10 to the X See neighborhood reports. Mr.

present Hodgson has also provided
these in a previous records
request
(STRAND20143280002)
No BOE appeals on_
lequested ﬁom the st ,
of Tax Appeals or accessed
online:

All other records showing basis for land and X See neighborhood reports.

structure value changes from 1/1/10 to the present

Structures not valued None.

26201.0922 | Pictometry X

Onsite Pictures Available online.

Onsite/Offsite Notes X See property record card
“notes.”

Sketches X See property record
card. Home was built in 2010;
2011 is the first year for which
a property record card is
available.

Pre/post inspection appraisals downloaded for No such records exist.

inspection

Schedules of cyclical inspection No such records exist.

Other inspection records X See neighborhood reports.

Sales records and analysis from 1/1/10 to the X See neighborhood reports. Mr.

present Hodgson has also provided
these in a previous records
request
(STRAND20143280002)
No BOE appeals on
record. BTA appeals must be
requested: ﬁom state Board
of Tax Appeals or accessed
online:

All other records showing basis for land and X See neighborhood reports.

structure value changes from 1/1/10 to the present

Structures not valued None.
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Oesterheld 3/27/15 3:49 pm

27323.9054

Pictometry X
Onsite Pictures Available online.
Onsite/Offsite Notes X See property record card
“notes.”
Sketches X See property record card.
Pre/post inspection appraisals downloaded for No such records exist.
inspection
Schedules of cyclical inspection No such records exist.
Other inspection records X See neighborhood reports.
Sales records and analysis from 1/1/10 to the X See neighborhood reports. Mr.
present Hodgson has also provided
these in a previous records
request
(STRAND20143280002)
X BOE appeal from 2010. BTA!
appeals must be requested |
All other records showing basis for land and X See neighborhood reports.
structure value changes from 1/1/10 to the present
Structures not valued None.

Frank Oesterheld, MA
Appraisal Support/Public Records
Spokane County Assessor’s Office

(509) 477-5960
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Proval Notes, 17274.9110 -

DOCK: :

05/12/2014 (JS119) Found land value to be extremely low during ReVal audits, Corrected
Dock Count: 1

Field Book# 00033A RGE

Fire: 3

UNIM: 3.92
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Proval Notes, 17352.9006

5/95 AUDIT, REMOVE FUNC.SEE BOOK NOTE #64
06/20/2013 (JS119) Re-analyzed land values based upon new
notice call from owner. Applied -20% Land Influence
(topography) for steep access waterfront. The same adjustment
was also applied to 17352.9007 See also 17355.9016 which
has a value reflecting its quality water frontage.

04/24/2013 (JS119) On 09/11/2012 I inspected the waterfront
at the request of Mr. Blair who owns the adjacent parcel to the
north (17352.9007). The access to waterfront is common (by
deed) for this parcel and the two adjacent parcels, and there is

a nice bench at the water. This was the only parcel of the three
that had an Access Influence (-40%) and I have removed it for
equalization.

DIFFICULT WATER ACCESS

10/27/08 BE-08-0883

Not sure about access to waterfront, could be steep.

Reduced land value and mailed stip. Only comps available were
waterfront.

DOCK:
Dock Count: 1

Field Book# 00034A RGE
FIRE: 5
IMP: 6.54

MIMP: 1999: SHP
93007497 - PHONE

1996 INFORMATION
5/95 AUDIT, REMOVE FUNC.SEE BOOK NOTE #64
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Proval Notes, 17352.9007

5/95 AUDIT, REMOVE FUNC.-5%, SEE BOOK NOTE #64
06/20/2013 (JS119) Re-analyzed land values based upon new
notice call from adjacent property owner (17352.9007). Applied
-20% Land Influence (topography) for steep access waterfront.
See also 17355.9016 which has a value reflecting its quality
water frontage.

6/13/11 Tom called about his value going back up from what
the BOE gave him last year.

6/10/11 MLS201025894 listed at $565,000

315' frontage, 20 x 24 cabin, covered boat slip with lift. Deede
boat launch access. 30 x 60 shop.

Filed with state board to hear appeal.

1/6/11 BOE ruled in favor of appellant for a value of $375,000,
land value $241,100 and imp $133,900. For tax year 2011.
Appeal BE-10-1516

6/20/06 (102) Changed bathroom count from 3 to 2.

Old cabin is down below near waterfront.

Appeal Information
BE-11-1469 » Larry Splater » 2012 » 07/01/2011

BOE sustained assessed value

DOCK:
Dock Count: 1

Field Book# 00034A RGE

FIRE: 5

IMP: 6.37

MIMP: 1999: SHP

1999: PL.G

93007270 - GRD 4 PER LETTER

1996 INFORMATION :
5/95 AUDIT, REMOVE FUNC.-5%, SEE BOOK NOTE #64
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Proval Notes, 17352.9020

5/95 AUDIT, REMOVE 5% FUNC, SEE BOOK NOTE #64

Appraisal Notes

8/16/10 Inspect with owner, needs roof, leaking, causing interior
problems, some additions sinking, foundation problems, no
insulation, added functional deprec. until remedied.

3/09 MLS 28011227 Need to measure sometime if access
possible. Added sq. footage to basement and MF to match MLS.
Appears from MLS photos to be an A-frame with several
additions.

Also added shop and lean-to.(Est. year built)

360' lake frontage, View.

Field Book# 00034A RGE
FIRE: 5
IMP: 5.2

1996 INFORMATION
5/95 AUDIT, REMOVE 5% FUNC, SEE BOOK NOTE #64
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Proval Notes, 17355.9012

DOCK
Dock Count: 1

Field Book# 00034A RGE

04/10/2013 (JS119) MLS review; Valid sale at $345K, 27 DOM.
Contract sale. 365FT of waterfront with covered boat

dock and lift. Changed to heat pump.

FIRE: 5

IMP: 5.4
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Proval Notes, 17355.9028

Appraisal Notes

8/11/10 Add DTG from permit 10002609

7/12/04 (102) This parcel was coded TINE and should have
been TO.

4/19/08 Change grade and condition per MLS photo's,

RDF-Custom home by Architect Jon Sayler-very nice inside.

Still way below sale of $552,000, no recent land sales in this
area, aland influence for seclusion and private

meadow??

Field Book# 00034A RGE

FIRE: 3

IMP: 6.3
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Proval Notes, 17363.9043

Appraisal Notes

7/12/04 (102) This parcel was coded TINE and should have
been TO.

High bank, current access to water is from adjacent parcel.
Field Book# 00034B RGE

FIRE: 5.6

IMP: 1

MIMP:

1999: MDG

MH BARRINGTON

MOBH:
BARRINGTN, Serial: S5141, Doc: E97-05654

UNIM: 5.6
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Proval Notes, 26201.0922

Field Book# 00367 OP

01/12/2015 (JS119) Internet review. #201418306 sale at

$490K FSBO? Been inside here, VG- quality warranted. Huge
upgrades including superinsulated, raised basement ceilings,
extensive hard surface upgrades.

04/30/2013 (JS119) Owner called regarding wrong SF.
Inspected and measured on 03/22/2013 and corrected all data.
Note that the land values have changed as a result of 2013
ReVal analysis of all Spokane River/Long Lake areas w/
Samantha & Cami.

8/17/11 - 07/13/11 102 (Is) Permit: 10004675 Filed:
10/12/2010 RESIDENCE W/GARAGE - GAS Value: 189347 -
ADDED NEW SFR BY ESTIMATION #112

4/18/08 MLS. Unique riverfront property located on the
Centennial Trail! Build your dream home on this nearly one acre
parcel with 150 feet of navigable Spokane River frontage. Bring
your hiking boots, mountain bikes or horses. This property is
juststeps away from Riverside State Park. Gas, power and
phoneavailable. Purchaser to verify all information. Seller
financingavailable. 113

FIRE: 1
RISL: SEG-CHILD

Seg Note:

3-16-11 217 Per ACO 20101049 boundary line adjustment
26201.0922 & 26201.9044 continued parent parcels no change
in values updated assessor description & sq ft; appraiser to
review & post
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Proval Notes, 27323.9054

Appraisal Notes

3/26/12 MLS 201013243 active listing $349,000

3/26/10 MLS info-250' prime frontage, listed @ $395,000 down
from $625,000

Appeal BE-10-1082 mailed stip val, land value raised by mistake,
the value could go up next reval if this sells and .9057 sells.

Field Book# 00071A RGE

FIRE: 3.5

TO10: PARCEL SEGGED NOTICE SENT
Multiple Listing Service

4-24-13 JPS #94 _
Updated per MLS# 201013243, listed @ $379,000.
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From: Oesterheld, Frank A. <FOESTERHELD@spokanecounty.org>
Sent: Monday, September 18, 2017 10:30 AM

To: pat strand; Horton, Vicki; Hodgson, Byron

Subject: RE: DEC/29/16 public records request

Mrs. Strand,

In accordance with RCW 42.56, this is a response to the public records request you filed on September 16,
2017 as an addendum to your December 29, 2016 request.

1.) Where is the list of all inspections?

We do not maintain a “list of inspections™ aside from the Final Review reports and property record
cards, both of which feature inspection dates for residential property and have been

provided. Commercial inspection dates are available on the property record cards unless the parcel is
vacant land. Because no such record exists, your request is denied.

ﬁ.) Please produce all of the Assessor’s records documenting the destruction of these ‘inspection records’ —
aka destruction logs. The requested inspection records are from 1/1/12 through the date the dates they
were produced. The destruction logs should cover the destruction of these records. Because I do not
know the language you use to identify inspection records please be specific in identifying the language
for the record to the destruction logs.

Notes that appraisers take in the field are transcribed into Proval — which is the official record of
inspection — when the Appraiser returns from the field. The notes are then discarded. Because field
notes fit the definition of “Records Documented as Part of More Formalized Records,” they fall into the
category of “transitory records,” so an entry on the destruction log is not required. Please see the CORE
\_ Ietention schedule version 4.0, page 161, which is available here. Because no such records exist, your
request is denied.

You also requested that we use our database “to generate a list of all inspection dates from 1/1/12 through the
date the dates are produced.” This would constitute the creation of a custom record. The Public Records Act
does not require agencies to create custom records or reformat existing records to suit a requester’s

purposes. Accordingly, your request is denied.

Please let me know if you have any other questions.

Sincerely,

Frank Oesterheld

Executive Assistant to Assessor Vicki Horton
Spokane County Assessor’s Office

(509) 477-5960
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Website Referral: Monday, Sept 18, 2017 10:30 AM CORE Retention Schedule Version 4; 161 pages

pg 1
S n : ; Local Government Common Records Retention Schedule (CORE)
Office of the Secretary of State Version 4.0 (May 2017)

Washington State Archives

This schedule applies to: All Local Government Agencies

Scope of records retention schedule

This records retention schedule authorizes the destruction/transfer of the public records of all local government agencies relating to the common functions of the

management of the agency, and management of the agency’s assets, finances, human resources and information resources. It is to be used in conjunction with
the other approved schedules that relate to the functions of the agency.

All current approved records retention schedules can be accessed online at: http://www.sos.wa.gov/archives/recordsretentionschedules.aspx.

Disposition of public records

Public records covered by records series within this records retention schedule must be retained for the minimum retention period as specified in this schedule.

Washington State Archives strongly recommends the disposition of public records at the end of their minimum retention period for the efficient and effective
management of local resources.

Public records designated as Archival (Permanent Retention) or Non-Archival (with a retention period of “Life of the Agency” or “Permanent”) must not be
destroyed. Records designated as Archival (Appraisal Required) must be appraised by the Washington State Archives before disposition. Public records must not
be destroyed if they are subject to ongoing or reasonably anticipated litigation. Such public records must be managed in accordance with the agency’s policies and
procedures for legal holds. Public records must not be destroyed if they are subject to an existing public records request in accordance with chapter 42.56 RCW.
Such public records must be managed in accordance with the agency’s policies and procedures for public records requests.

In addition to the minimum retention requirements specified in this schedule, there may be additional (longer) retention requirements mandated by federal, state
and/or local statute, grant agreement, and/or other contractual obligations.

Revocation of previously issued records retention schedules
All previously approved disposition authorities for records that are covered by this retention schedule are revoked, including those listed in all general and agency

unique retention schedules. Local government agencies should take measures to ensure that the retention and disposition of public records is in accordance with
current approved records retention schedules.

Authority )
This records retention schedule was approved by the Local Records Committee in accordance with RCW 40.14.070 on May 18, 2017.

Signature on File Signature on File Signature on File

For the State Auditor: Cindy Evans For the Attorney General: Matt Kernutt The State Archivist: Steve Excell

Page 1 of 196
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Website Referral: Monday, Sept 18, 2017 10:30 AM CORE Retention Schedule Version 4; 161 pages pg 2

Mw ‘ m D m Local Government Common Records Retention Schedule (CORE)

Office of the Secretary of State . Version 4.0 (May 2017)

Washington State Archives

REVISION HISTORY

|« Approval (. ; ;
Consolidation of existing records series common to all local government agencies (from all local government general schedules) into a single records
December . s . ) . . o . . - -
1.0 16. 2008 retention schedule. No changes to records series titles, descriptions, retention periods, disposition authority numbers (DANs), or archival designations.
! EXCEPTION: All duplicate DANs have been assigned new DANs. New series relating to Electronic Imaging Systems (EIS) source documents (DAN GS50-09-14).
Complete revision of information Management function. New Records Conversion activity created. Library records series transferred from Local
Government General Records Retention Schedule (LGGRRS) Version 5.0 and updated. Electronic Information Systems activity completely revised and
2.0 January 28, | placed in Asset Management function. New archival designations introduced in all new and revised records series. (Definitions can be found in the

’ 2010 Glossary.) Revision numbers have been added to all Disposition Authority Numbers (DANs). A new section, Records with Minimal Retention Value, covers
records previously covered by GS50-02 (which has been discontinued). Removed “Secondary Copy” and “Remarks" columns in all activities with new and
revised records series. Also removed extraneous notes about revisions and corrections in all records series.

Records series in the Risk Management/Insurance and Legal sections (covering accidents/incidents, guardian permission for minors, and claims for
damages) have been revised. The Industrial Insurance {workers’ compensation) section has been updated and consolidated, and a new series covering
21 July 29, LEOFF 1 claims has been added. GS50-01-11 (covering contracts and agreements) has been updated to include legal agreements of all kinds, such as

’ 2010 liability waivers, hold harmless agreements, insurance waivers, etc. Two new series covering agency strategic plans have been added. A new series
covering Superior Court source records (which have been reproduced) has been added. An obsolete records series relating to public disclosure requests
has been discontinued.

Critical updates based on user feedback/input. 36 pages removed. 77 records series discontinued, 34 revised, and 28 added. 31 existing series relating to
financial transactions have been consolidated into 2 new series: Financial Transactions — General, and Financial Transactions — Bond, Grant and Levy
29 December | Projects. 19 existing series relating to meetings and hearings have been consolidated into 2 existing and 4 new series. Added “Designations” column;

’ 15,2011 | removed “Item No.”, “Secondary Record Copy”, and “Remarks" columns. (Some remarks have been added to description as “Notes”.) All records series
relating to purchasing have been moved to Financial Management/ Purchasing. The Contracts and Agreements section has been updated/enhanced,
and a new Training section has been added to cover agency-provided training. (These and many more changes are detailed in the Revision Guide.)

November Complete revision of the Asset Management function. 34 new series; 7 series transferred in from LGGRRS Version 5.2; 87 series revised; and 78 series
3.0 29, 2012 discontinued. Multiple activities restructured and several new activities added including: Elections {Elected Officials, Initiatives and Referenda);
! Emergency Planning, Response and Recovery; and, Local Government Legislation. (All changes are detailed in the Revision Guide.)
December Added new series (GS2014-030) to urgently address the payment card Sensitive Authentication Data issue. Three additional series added (GS2014-029,
3.1 GS2014-031, and G52014-032); one discontinued (GS2010-085); and 11 revised/updated. Also, corrections made to 11 DAN revision numbers (e.g., “Rev.
18,2014 ” S
0”) (All changes are detailed in the Summary of Changes.)

Page 2 of 196
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Website Referral: Monday, Sept 18, 2017 10:30 AM CORE Retention Schedule Version 4; 161 pages pg 3

@S
Local Government Common Records Retention Schedule (CORE)
oaom of the Secrefary of State Version 4.0 (May 2017)
Washington State Archives

One records series modified. GS2014-030 renamed Financial Transactions — Sensitive Cardholder Data and description modified to include primary

August
3.2 20,2015 | account/credit card number (PAN) as well as all Sensitive Authentication Data (SAD). Exclusions on p.90 & 91 updated. (No Summary of Changes.)
October 27, |, . . “ . N y . .. - . ” -

33 2016 Minor revisions to the “Agency Management — Meetings and Hearings” and “Records with Minimal Retention Value (Transitory Records)” sections.
Complete revision of Human Resource Management, Legal Affairs (Agency Management), and Payroll (Financial Management}.
IMPORTANT: Disposition authority for legal advice/opinions provided by the agency attorney (or outside counsel) is granted with the DAN

4.0 May 18, | for the records to which the advice relates, whether specified in each individual records series or not. EMPLOYEE refers to any individual

) 2017

who performs tasks or assumes responsibilities for or on behalf of the agency, whether paid or unpaid (e.g., appointed, volunteer, contract,
temporary, etc.) This definition applies only in relation to legal disposition authority and does not refer to legal employment status. 16
records series added; 63 revised; and 98 discontinued. (All changes are listed in the Summary of Changes.)

For assistance and advice in applying this records retention schedule,
please contact Washington State Archives at:

recordsmanagement@sos.wa.gov

or contact your Regional Archivist.

http://www.sos.wa.gov/archives/

Page 3 of 196
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17274.9110

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION
PARCEL NUMBER

OWNERSHIP

MARGITAN, ALLAN & GINA T

MARGITAN, ALLAN & GINA T

14404 W CHARLES RD

Printed 02/03/2015 card vo. 1 of 9
TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP

17274.9110 PO BOX 328 Date

Parent Parcel Number NINE MILE m.yH.Hhms WA mwowmlowmm

17274.9106 02/01/2010  KONDAUR CAPITAL CORP Doc #: 201001071
P tv Add: $250000

1504 b CHARIES RD 08/21/2007  WILSON, TRICIA s DOC M 200TLET
Neighborhood 08/10/2007 BOND, DREW A & CAROL A D : 7
231720 SHORS: RNGE AREA 35-27-41 10/ ’ $555000 #: 200714376
Property Class 09/18/2002 BOND, MARION G Doc #: 200215690

511 5- Household, single family
TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION

s0
Wmm:”va‘HH >H\ 09/18/2002  BOND, MARION G " Doc #: 200615102
$0

Jurisdiction CTY
Area 001 VALUATION RECORD
District 0920 Assessment Year 05/02/2012 05/03/2013 07/31/2013 05/04/2014 07/31/2014 01/29/2015
. Worksheet
Routing Number 6 Reason for Change
Reval Reval NC Reval NC STIP
VALUATION L 200090 200090 200090 200090 200090 200090 200090
Posted True Tax B 77600 76700 188500 193700 211500 57000 57000
T 277690 276790 388590 393790 411590 257090 257090
Site Description VALUATION L 200090 200090 200090 200090 200090 200090 200090
Topoqraphy: Assessed Value B 77600 76700 188500 193700 211500 57000 57000
opography: T 277690 276790 388590 393790 411590 257090 257090
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
Street or Road: mm.nwsu Measured Table Prod. Factor
Soil ID Acreage -or-
i -or- ~or- Depth Factoxr
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective -or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Fronts Enhancement #1 T1FE 6.1800 . 1.00  38090.61 38090.61 235400 9 -15% 200090
Legal Acres:
6.1800
folder: 172749110 subsolder: Property Record Card
File: 2015PRC(Stip) 172749110
PER STRAND Structures 12700+44300=57,000
Tax Year 2015 Assessment Year 2014
Appr: Appraisal Notes
01/29/2015 (JS119) Received signed Stip from Allan. Posted. Supplemental Cards Supplemental Cards
01/26/2015 (JS119) Resketched home after Vicki's inspection. MEAS
Repriced and the additional linear feet of railings, the decks, URED ACREAGE 6.1800 TRUE TAX VALUE 200030
and RFXs increased value by $25K+. Reworked economic
obsolescence and increased it from -70% to -80% for the new
home/garage. Existing detached garage remained at -70%
economic obsolescence. Sent to Joe for review.
01/09/2015 (JS119) Sketched new home from plans reviewed
by Vicki H. Put at 62% complete per Vicki's instuctions. Worked
values w/ Joe reflecting the economic obsolescence present
due to clouded title, ongoing litigation. Supplemental Cards
09/09/2014 (JS119) Got data from Tim and corrected (no TOTAL, LAND VALUE 200090
finish on main or upper floor). Took to 85% complete for the

finished basement portion.
08/28/2014 (JS119) Inspect for permit on 08/25/2014.

511
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17274.9110 Property Class: 511

14404 W CHARLES RD
IMPROVEMENT DATA
Finished
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value
Style: 58 1+ Story 1800-2299 1 Wood frame 1600 1.0 1600 160530
Occupancy: Single family Dock 1 Wood frame 1600 1.5 556 25440
Story Height: 1.5
Finished Area: 3756 Boat House
Attic: None
Basement: 1/2
4 Concrete block 1600 Bsmt 1600 46770
NOOM,MZQ . X 0 Crawl —_—— 0
Material: Comp sh medium
Type: Gable Conc
Framing: Std for class 68
Pitch: Not available @ TOTAL BASE 232740
FLOORING s mmpﬁm From Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
Slab . nals SUB-TOTAL 232740
Sub and joists 1.0, 1.5 RFX RFX REX
Base Allowance 1.0, 1.5 Wd Dk-r Wd Dk-T | Gonor 0 Interior Finish 21310
EXTERIOR COVER 4 1-1/2 sFr 4 0 Ext Lvg Units 0
Cement fiber (Hardi 1.0, 1.5 e —_— e 8 0 Basement Finish 53740
Masonry B 2|l | B-wo (Fin) peil I P Fireplace(s) 0
Heating 12400
ERIOR FINISH
ace o @ Air Condition 0
ACCOMMODATIONS B A Frame/Siding/Roof 2160
Finished Rooms 4 Plunbing Fixt: 9 12950
Bedrooms 2 50
i [}
Family Rooms 1 n Other Features 10500
e 28 S I
4 2 SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 345800
Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 345800
2 Description Value Garages
NN.mr.HHZO AND AIR CONDITIONING CONCP-R 7650 0 Integral 0
Primary Heat: Heat pump RFX/ 18430 0 Att Garage 0
Lower Full Part WDDK 1720 0 Att C t 0
/Bsmt 1 Upper Upper arports
REX/ 1090 0 Bsmt Garage 0
PLUMBING CONCP-R 180 Ext Features 42600
. # WDDK-R 1580
3 Fixt. Baths 2 6 RFX/ 730 SUB-TOTAL 388400
Kit Sink 11 WDDK-R 1580 Quality Class/Grade Good
Water Heat 1 1 RFX/ 730
Extre it w WDDK-R 1580 GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 388400
RFX/ 730
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION . CONCP 6600
Amount Date
{LCM: 100.00)
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat~ Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket %
Description Value D Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate wures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
D :BASIC 5250 D DWELL 0.00 Good 2012 2012 VG 0.00 Y 0.00 4800 388400 2 80 68 62 32100
BASIC 5250 G02 ATTGAR 0.00 1 Good 2012 2012 VG 29.02 Y 29.02 26x 28 21130 7 0 100 62 12200
G02:E 0
Folder: 172749110 subsolder: Property Record Card
File: 2015PRC(Stip) 172749110
= ]
PER STRAND values not on Assessor's website "Assessed Value' tables
Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards .
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 44300
Neigh 231720 AV
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17274.9110 Property Class: 511

14404 W CHARLES RD
IMPROVEMENT DATA
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS | 7
, f
| W
laal
101
|
|
|
|
|
|
(LCM: 100.00)
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket $
| Description Value | ID Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate ures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
[ o1 :E 0 |01 DETGAR  0.00 1  Avg 2002 2002 AV 0.00 Y  22.00 36x 58 45940 8 SV 100 100 12700

7 | Folder: 172749110 subsolder: Property Record Card
, f File: 2015PRC(Stip) 172749110
| PER STRAND values not on Assessor's website 'Assessed Value' tables

| Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards

TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 12700
119 08/25/2014 119 07/31/2014 Neigh 231720 AV
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17352.9006

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION
PARCEL NUMBER

17352.90

06

DIBLER FAMILY TRUST

OWNERSHIP

13416 W CHARLES RD
DIBLER FAMILY TRUST

TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP
13416 W CHARLES RD

NINE MILE FALLS, WA 99026-9608 Date
Parent Parcel Number

511
Printed 09/01/2017 cazd vo. 1 of |

03/24/1997

DIBLER, GLENN E

Bk/Pg: 9700, 3249 .

Property Address 30
13416 W CHARLES RD
Neighborhood
231720 SHORS: RNGE AREA 35-27-41
Property Class
511 5- Household, single family
TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION —N — _ mHU— <_ In_ — H}— |
Jurisdiction cou
Area 001 VALUATION RECORD %
Corporation usa nvm,mmmmm:_m:n Year 05/03/2013 06/20/2013 05/04/2014 05/02/2015 05/04/2016 09/29/2016 06/12/2017
District 0920 Reason for Change
Routing Number 6 VALUATION Reval CPC Reval Reval Reval STIP Reval
Posted True Tax L 246200 196960 196960 170800 180800 180800 180800
B 142900 142900 148200 156200 164200 153900 167800
T 389100 339860 345160 327000 345000 334700 348600
Site Description VALUATION L 246200 196960 196960 170800 180800 180800 180800
Topography: Assessed Value B 142900 142900 148200 156200 164200 153900 167800
pography: T 389100 339860 345160 327000 345000 334700 348600
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
. Rating Measured Table Prod. Factor ¢
Street or Road: Soil ID Acreage -or-
-or- ~or- Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective ~0r- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Fronts Enhancement #1 6.5400 1.00  27645.26 27645.26 180800 180800
Legal Acres:
6.5400
Sep/1/17 PropertyRecordCards _
Assessment Year 2017
ACCE: 5/95 AUDIT, REMOVE FUNC.SEE BOOK NOTE #64
09/29/2016 (J5119) Stip received, posted. Supplemental Cards Supplemental Cards
09/28/2016 (JS119) Inspect for appeal on 09/27/16. Corrected data MEAS
and values on outbuildings, although home is built in the late URED ACREAGE 6.5400 TRUE TAX VALUE 180800
1970s it much more resembles and 1960s-built home. Lowered
quality grade to AVG-. Sent Stip to Vicki M.
04/26/2016 (JS119) ReVal inspection update. Adjusted land tables.
Removed negative influence as this has deeded access to
17355,9016 park area at waters edge.
06/20/2013 (JS119) Re-analyzed land values based upon new
notice call from owner. BApplied -20% Land Influence
(topography) for steep access waterfront. The same adjustment Supplemental Cards
was also applied to 17352.9007 See also 17355.9016 which TOTAL LAND VALUE 180800
has a value reflecting its quality water frontage.

04/24/2013 (JS119) On 09/11/2012 I inspected the waterfront
at the request of Mr. Blair who owns the adjacent parcel to the

A1059



PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Style: 47 Ranch 1000-1499
Occupancy: Single family
Story Height: 1

Finished Area: 2462

Attic: None
Basement: Full

ROOFING

Material: Comp sh medium
Type: Hip

Framing: Std for class

Pitch: Not available

FLOORING

Slab B

Sub and joists 1.0

Base Allowance B, 1.0

EXTERIOR COVER
Wood siding B, 1.0

INTERIOR FINISH
Drywall 1.0

ACCOMMODATIONS
Finished Rooms
Bedrooms
Fireplaces: 1

wo

HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING
Primary Heat: Heat pump

Lower Full Part
/Bsmt. 1 Upper Upper
PLUMBING
#
3 Fixt. Baths 2 6
Kit Sink 1 1
Water Heat 1 1
Extra Fixt 1
TOTAL 9
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION
Amount Date

IMPROVEMENT DATA

17352.9006

Property Class: 511
13416 W CHARLES RD

Finished
Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value
1 Wood frame 1286 1.0 1286 116870
6 Concrete 1286 Bsmt 1176 33430
0 Crawl —_—— 0
2c
36
TOTAL BASE 150300
Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
M SUB-TOTAL 150300
0 Interior Finish 0
Det Gar 0 Ext Lvg Units 0
0 Basement Finish 28990
47 Fireplace(s) 3525
Heating 8270
8 wd Ox..i@ Air Condition 0
4 Frame/Siding/Roof 1090
Plumbing Fixt: 9 9065
Other Features 925
28 1sEr 2 SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 202165
B Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 202165
wo Description Value Garages
@ WDDK-RW 10070 0 Integral 0
0 Att Garage 0
29— 0 Att Carports 0
0 Bsmt Garage 0
Ext Features 10070
SUB-TOTAL 212235
Quality Class/Grade Avg-
GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 197380
(LCM: 100.00)
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket %
Description Value D Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate ures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
D :FP 3525 D  DWELL 1.00 Avg~ 1874 1974 G 0.00 Y 0.00 2572 197380 12 0 79 100 137200
OVENCMBO 925 02 DETGAR 0.00 1 Avg- 1974 1974 AV 0.00 N 15.00 24x 36 12960 30 SV 100 100 9100
03 DETGAR 12.00 1 Avg 1993 1993 AV 0.00 N 20.00 32x 48 30720 30 SV 100 100 21500
Sep/1/17 PropertyRecordCards
Assessment Year 2017
Data Collectox/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 167800

119 12/14/2015 119 01/01/2016

Neigh 231720 AV

A1060



17352.9006 DIBLER FAMILY TRUST 13416 W CHARLES RD

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION OWNERSHIP
PARCEL NUMBER DIBLER FAMILY TRUST TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP
17352.9006 13416 W CHARLES RD

Date

511

Printed 03/09/2015 cara No. | of |

Parent Parcel Number NINE MILE m,wH.H.M~ WA mmowmlmmOm
03/24/1997 DIBLER, GLENN E
Property Address
13416 W CHARLES RD
Neighborhood
231720 SHORS: RNGE AREA 35-27-41
Property Class ¢
511 5~ Household, single family
TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION m — ‘ MHU — .Z — H.}—

Jurisdiction CTY

Bk/Pg: 9700, 3249

$0

4

Area 001 " VALUATION RECORD
Corporation UsA nv Assessment Year 11/06/2008 05/02/2010 05/13/2011 05/02/2012 05/03/2013 06/20/2013 05/04/2014
District 0920 Reason for Change
Routing Number 6 B of E Reval Reval Reval Reval CPC Reval
VALUATION L 118180 118180 118180 147720 246200 196960 196960
Posted True Tax B 172500 160100 146600 143900 142900 142900 148200
T 290680 278280 264780 291620 389100 339860 345160
Site Description VALUATION L 118180 118180 118180 147720 246200 196960 196960
Topography: Assessed Value B 172500 160100 146600 143900 142900 142900 148200
Pography: T 290680 278280 264780 291620 389100 339860 345160
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
Street or Road: wm.nu..ao Measured Table Prod. Factor
Soil ID Acreage -or-
X -or- -or- Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective -or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning:
oning 1 Fronts Enhancement #1 T1FE 6.5400 1.00  37645.26 37645.26 246200 1 -20% 196960
Legal Acres:
6.5400
Folder: 2013-173529006
Assessment Year: 2013
ACCE: 5/95 AUDIT, REMOVE FUNC.SEE BOOK NOTE #64
06/20/2013 (JS119) Re-analyzed land values based upon new Supplemental Cards Supplemental Cards
notice call from owner. Applied -20% Land Influence MEAS
(topography) for steep access waterfront. The same adjustment URED ACREAGE 6.5400 TRUE TAX VALUE 196960
was also applied to 17352.9007 See also 17355.9016 which
has a value reflecting its quality water frontage.
04/24/2013 (JS119) On 09/11/2012 I inspected the waterfront
at the request of Mr, Blair who owns the adjacent parcel to the
north (17352.9007). The access to waterfront is common (by
deed) for this parcel and the two adjacent parcels, and there is
a nice bench at the water. This was the only parcel of the three
that had an Access Influence (-40%) and I have removed it for Supplemental Cards
equalization. TOTAL LAND VALUE 196960
DIFFICULT WATER ACCESS

10/27/08 BE-08-0883
Not sure about access to waterfront, could be steep.

A1061



PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Style: 47 Ranch 1000-1499
Occupancy: Single family

Story Height: 1

Finished Area: 2462
Attic: None
Basement: Full

ROOFING

Material: Comp sh medium
Type: Hip

Framing: Std for class
Pitch: Not available

FLOORING

Slab B

Sub and joists 1.0

Base Allowance B, 1.0

EXTERIOR COVER
Wood siding B, 1.0

INTERIOR FINISH
Drywall 1.0

ACCOMMODATIONS
Finished Rooms
Bedrooms
Fireplaces: 1

wo

HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING
Primary Heat: Heat pump

Lower Full Part
/Bsmt 1 Upper Upper
Air Cond 1176 1286 0 0
PLUMBING
#
3 Fixt. Baths 2 6
Kit Sink 1 1
Water Heat 1 1
Extra Fixt 1
TOTAL 9
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION
Amount Date

IMPROVEMENT DATA

17352.9006
13416 W CHARLES RD

Property Class: 511

Finished
Construction Base Area Floor Area Sg Ft Value
g e 1 Wood frame 1286 1.0 1286 107350
36 36
03
20 ac
36 36
6 Concrete 1286 Bsmt 1176 32330
"} 0 Crawl - 0
TOTAL BASE 139680
Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
SUB-TOTAL 139680
0 Interior Finish 0
2 Det Gar 0 Ext Lvg Units 0
0 Basement Finish 26800
47 Fireplace(s) 3150
Heating 7390
Vi Diiw (§14) Air Condition 5690
44 Frame/Siding/Roof 1850
Plumbing Fixt: 9 8085
Other Features 885
1sFr 2 SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 193530
B Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 193530
wo Description Value Garages
@ WDDK-RW 7570 - 0 Integral 0
. 0 Att Garage 0
29 0 Att Carports 0
0 Bsmt Garage 0
Ext Features 7570
SUB-TOTAL 201100
Quality Class/Grade Avg
GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 201100
(LCM: 100.00)
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket %
Description Value D Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate ures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
D :FP 3150 D  DWELL 1.00 Avg 1974 1974 G 0.00 Y 0.00 2572 201100 12 0 65 100 115000
OVENCMBO 885 02 DETGAR 0.00 Avg 1974 1974 AV 27.66 N 27.66 24x 36 23900 30 0 100 100 16700
03 MACHINE 10.00 Fair 1993 1993 AV 12.69 N 13.96 32x 48 21440 48 0 100 100 11200
FOLDER: 2013_17352.9006
Assessment Year 2013 REVAL
Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 142900

102 04/15/2010

102 04/22/2010

Neigh 231720 AV

A1062



17352.9007 AITKEN, KAHUALANI/ REHN, JESS

13508 W CHARLES RD

511

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION OWNERSHIP Printed 09/01/2017 card vo. 1 of 9
PARCEL NUMBER AITKEN, KAHUALANI / REHN, JESS TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP
17352.9007 734 BALL AVE
ESCONDITO, CA 92026 Date
Parent Parcel Number G
NINE MILE FALLS @ 12/20/2016 BLAIR, THOMAS & MAVIS Doc #: 201618916
$403000
mwwmwwn& MMMMMMM RD 09/10/1974 Bk/Pg: 7410, 5929
$19950
Neighborhood
231720 SHORS: RNGE AREA 35~27-41
Property Class
511 5- Household, single family
shct oxsosces rmatTon RESIDENTIAL
Jurisdiction cou ﬁ
Area 001 VALUATION RECORD
Corporation USA nvmrmmmmmsgn Year 05/02/2012 05/03/2013 06/20/2013 05/04/2014 05/02/2015 05/04/2016 06/12/2017
District 0920 Reason for Change
Routing Number 6 Reval Reval CPC Reval Reval Reval Reval
VALUATION L 241100 241100 192880 192880 167400 177400 177400
Posted True Tax B 143900 143300 143300 149800 158800 174600 192600
T 385000 384400 336180 342680 326200 352000 370000
Site Description VALUATION L 241100 241100 192880 192880 167400 177400 177400
IR Assessed Value B 143900 143300 143300 149800 158800 174600 192600
Ppograpny: T 385000 384400 336180 342680 326200 352000 370000
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS @
. Rating Measured Table Prod. Factor
Street or Road: Soil ID Acreage -or-
-or- ~or- Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective ~or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Fronts Enhancement #1 6.3700 1.00  27849.29 27849.29 177400 177400
Legal Acres:
6.3700
Improvements: 171800
Sep/1/17 PropertyRecordCards P ' 20800
Assessment Year 2017 Sum: 192600
ACCE: 5/95 AUDIT, REMOVE FUNC.-5%, SEE BOOK NOTE #64
04/04/2017 (SN127) audit update, home sold 201617350 on MLs. {3 Supplemental Cards Supplemental Cards
Description seems accurage.
04/26/2016 (JS119) Internet update 201524404 XPD at $440K, 171 MEASURED ACREAGE 6.3700 TRUE TAX VALUE 177400
DOM.
04/26/2016 (JS119) ReVal inspection update. Adjusted land tables.
Removed negative influence as this has deeded access to
17355.9016 park area at waters edge.
06/20/2013 (JS119) Re-analyzed land values based upon new
notice call from adjacent property owner (17352.9007). Applied
-20% Land Influence (topography) for steep access waterfront.
See also 17355.9016 which has a value reflecting its quality Supplemental Cards
water frontage. TOTAL LAND VALUE 177400

6/13/11 Tom called about his value going back up from what
the BOE gave him last year.
6/10/11 MLS201025894 listed at $565,000

A1063



17352.9007 Property Class: 511

13508 W CHARLES RD

IMPROVEMENT DATA

A1064

Finished
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS Wd Dk-rw Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value
Style: 47 Ranch 1000~1499 1  Wood frame 1264 1.0 1264 115170
Occupancy: Single family @
Story Height: 1
Finished Area: 2528
Attic: None 54
B : 1
asement Ful 1_ 6 Concrete /1264 Bsmt 1264 32950
ROOFING 25 56 0 Crawl -— 0
Material: Comp sh medium
Type: Hip
Framing: Std for class
Pitch: Not available TOTAL BASE 148120
FLOORING b 1sFr 5 Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
slab B FrG o4 B SUB~TOTAL 148120
Base Allowance B, 1.0
EXTERIOR COVER 800 h 0 Interior W%E..mv 0
Brick 1.0 0 Ext Lvg Units 0
Wood siding B 0 Basement Finish 31100
INTERIOR FINISH 26 femeona e (%) pErs
Drywall 1.0 Air Condition 0
ACCOMMODATIONS Frame/Siding/Roof 4960
Finished Rooms 8 Plumbing Fixt: 10 10270
Bedrooms 4
Formal Dining Rooms 1 Other Features 702
Fireplaces: 1
SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 203397
Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 203397
Description Value Garages
~HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING WDDK-RW 6350 0 Integral 0
Primary Heat: Radiant - floor 800 Att Garage 20260
Lower Full Part 0 Att Carports 0
/Bsmt 1 Upper Upper 0 Bsmt Garage 0
PLUMBING Ext Features 6350
#
w.mwxn. Baths 2 6 SUB-TOTAL 230007
Kit Sink 1 1 Quality Class/Grade Avg
Water Heat 1 1
Extra Fixt 2 GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 230010
TOTAL 10. -
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION
Amount Date
(LCM: 100.00)
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket %
Description Value D Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate ures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
D :DISHWSHR 702 D  DWELL 1.00 Avg 1976 1976 AV  0.00 Y 0.00 2528 230010 14 0 79 100 156300
FP 3525 GOl ATTGAR 0.00 1 AV 25.33 N 25.33 25x 32 20260 0 0 0 100 0
01 POLEBLDG 10.00 Fair 1993 1993 AV 10.72 N 11.79 30x 60 21220 27 0 100 100 15500
Sep/1/17 PropertyRecordCards
Assessment Year 2017
Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 171800
119 12/14/2015 119 01/01/2016 Neigh 231720 AV




PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Style: 40 Small Sq Ft Rancher 0
Occupancy: Single family

Story Height: 1

Finished Area: 432

Attic: None
Basement: None
ROOFING

Material: Comp sh medium
Type: Gable

Framing: Std for class
Pitch: Not available
FLOORING

Slab 1.0

Base Allowance 1.0
EXTERIOR COVER

Wood shake 1.0
INTERIOR FINISH

Drywall . 1.0
ACCOMMODATIONS

Finished Rooms 3
Bedrooms 1

HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING

.- Lower Full Part
/Bsmt 1 Upper Upper
PLUMBING
#
3 Fixt. Baths 1 3
Kit Sink 1 1
TOTAL 4
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION
Amount Date

IMPROVEMENT DATA

17352.9007 Property Class: 511

13508 W CHARLES RD

Finished
Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value
bsmt 1 Wood frame 432 1.0 432 30510

A0
18
0 Crawl _—— 0
TOTAL BASE 30510
2 1sFr Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
: SUB-TOTAL 30510
@ 0 Interior Finish 0
0 Ext Lvg Units 0
0 Basement Finish 0
Fireplace(s) 0
Heating 0
Air Condition 0
Frame/Siding/Roof 330
Plumbing Fixt: 4 1320
SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 32160
Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 32160
Description Value Garages
0 Integral 0
0 Att Garage 0
0 Att Carports 0
0 Bsmt Garage 0
Ext Features 0
SUB-TOTAL 32160
Quality Class/Grade Cabin
GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 32160
(LCM: 100.00)
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat~ Adj Size or Computed FPhysCbsolMarket %
Description Value ID Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate ures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
D DWELL 1.00 Cabi 1954 1954 AV  0.00 N 0.00 432 32160 18 0 79 100 20800
Sep/1/17 PropertyRecordCards
Assessment
Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date mewvgurooa Supplemental Cards
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 20800

119 12/14/2015

119 01/01/2016 Neigh 231720 AV

A1065



17352.9007 BLAIR, THOMAS 13508 W CHARLES RD 511

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION OWNERSHIP Printed 03/09/2015 card no. 1 of 9
PARCEL NUMBER BLAIR, THOMAS TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP
17352.9007 13508 W CHARLES RD Date
Parent Parcel Number NINE MILE m.wH_Hhm~ WA melemmOm
NINE MILE FALLS 09/10/1974 Bk/Pg: 7410, 5929
Property Address $19950
13508 W CHARLES RD :
Neighborhood
231720 SHORS: RNGE AREA 35-27-41
Property Class
511 5- Household, single family
TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION —N — _ MHU— z — H>—
Jurisdiction CTY
Area 001 VALUATION RECORD
Corporation uUsa Assessment Year 05/06/2008 05/02/2010 05/13/2011 05/02/2012 05/03/2013 06/20/2013 05/04/2014
District 0920 Reason for Change
Routing Number 6 Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval CpC Reval
VALUATION L 241100 241100 241100 241100 241100 192880 192880
Posted True Tax B 181500 167700 153000 143900 143300 143300 149800
T 422600 408800 394100 385000 384400 336180 342680
Site Description VALUATION L 241100 241100 241100 241100 241100 192880 192880
. . Assessed Value B 181500 167700 153000 143900 143300 143300 149800
opography: T 422600 408800 394100 385000 384400 336180 342680
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
. Rating Measured Table Prod. Factor
Street or Road: Soil ID Acreage -or-
-or- -or- Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective -or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Fronts Enhancement #1 T1FE 6.3700 1.00  37849.29 37849.29 241100 241100
Legal Acres:
6.3700

FOLDER: 2013_173529007
ASSESSMENT YEAR: 2013 (improvements: 143300 = 128500=14800)

ACCE: 5/95 AUDIT, REMOVE FUNC.-5%, SEE BOOK NOTE #64

/
06/20/2013 (JS119) Re-analyzed land values based upon new Supplemental Cards Supplemental Cards
notice call from adjacent property owner (17352.9007). Applied MEAS
-20% Land Influence (topography) for steep access waterfront. URED ACREAGE 6.3700 TRUE TAX VALUE 241100

See alsc 17355.9016 which has a value reflecting its quality

water frontage.

6/13/11 Tom called about his value going back up from what

the BOE gave him last year.

6/10/11 MLS201025894 listed at $565,000

315' frontage, 20 x 24 cabin, covered boat slip with lift. Deede

boat launch access. 30 x 60 shop.

Filed with state board to hear appeal. Supplemental Cards
"1/6/11 BOE ruled in favor of appellant for a value of $375,000, TOTAL LAND VALUE 241100
land value $241,100 and imp $133,900. For tax year 2011,

Appeal BE-10-1516

6/20/06 (102) Changed bathroom count from 3 to 2.

A1066



PHYSICAL, CHARACTERISTICS

Style: 47 Ranch 1000-1499
Occupancy: Single family
Story Height: 1

Finished Area: 2528

Attic: None
Basement: Full

ROOFING
Material:
Type:
Framing:
Pitch:
FLOORING

Slab B
Base Allowance B,

EXTERIOR COVER
Brick
Wood siding B

INTERIOR FINISH
Drywall

ACCOMMODATIONS

Finished Rooms 7
Bedrooms 4
Fireplaces: 1

Comp sh medium
Hip

Std for class

Not available

w

HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING
Primary Heat: Radiant - floor

Lower Full Part
/Bsmt 1 Upper Upper
PLUMBING "
3 Fixt. Baths 2 6
Kit Sink 1 1
Water Heat 1 1
Extra Fixt 2
TOTAL 10
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION
Amount Date

IMPROVEMENT DATA

17352.9007 Property Class: 511

13508 W CHARLES RD

Finished
= Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value
Wd Dk-rw 1 Wood frame 1264 1.0 1264 105780
-,
S%
¢ 6 Concrete 1264 Bsmt 1264 31860
25 56 0 Crawl — 0
1B TOTAL BASE 137640
P 1sFr b Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
FrG 24 B SUB-TOTAL 137640
800 0 Interior Finish 0
1@ @ 0 Ext Lvg Units 0
0 Basement Finish 28750
26 Fireplace(s) 3150
Heating 4180
Air Condition 0
Frame/Siding/Roof 5220
Plumbing Fixt: 10 9240
Other Features 675
SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 188855
Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 188855
Description Value Garages
WDDK-RW 4770 0 Integral 0
800 Att Garage 19950
0 Att Carports 0
0 Bsmt Garage 0
Ext Features 4770
SUB-TOTAL 213575
Quality Class/Grade Avg
GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 213580
(LCM: 100.00)
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket $%
Description Value ip Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate ures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
D :DISHWSHR 675 D DWELL 1.00 Avg 1976 1976 F 0.00 Y 0.00 2528 213580 18 0 65 100 113800
FP 3150 GOl ATTGAR 0.00 1 AV 24.94 N 24.94 25x 32 19950 0 0 100 100 0
01 POLEBLDG 10.00 "Fair 1993 1993 AV 9.89 N 10.88 30x 60 19580 25 0 100 100 14700
FOLDER: 2013_173529007
ASSESSMENT YEAR: 2013 (improvements: 143300 = 128500=14800)
Pata Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 128500
102 04/15/2010 102 04/22/2010 Neigh 231720 AV

A1067



PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Style: 40 Small Sq Ft Rancher 0
Occupancy: Single family

Story Height: 1
Finished Area: 432

Attic: None
Basement : None
ROOFING

Material: Comp sh medium
Type: Gable

Framing: Std for class
Pitch: Not available
FLOORING

Slab 1.0

Base Allowance 1.0
EXTERIOR COVER

Wood shake 1.0
INTERIOR FINISH

Drywall 1.0
ACCOMMODATIONS

Finished Rooms 3
Bedrooms 1

HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING

Lower Full Part
/Bsmt 1 Upper Upper
PLUMBING s
3 Fixt. Baths 1 3
Kit Sink 1 1
TOTAL 4
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION
Amount Date

17352.9007 Property Class: 511

IMPROVEMENT DATA 13508 W CHARLES RD

Finished
Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value
bsmt 1 Wood frame 432 1.0 432 27020

410
15
0 Crawl —— -860
TOTAL BASE 26160
x 1sFr ) Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
SUB-TOTAL 26160
@ 0 Interior Finish 0
0 Ext Lvg Units 0
0 Basement Finish 0
Fireplace(s) 0
Heating 0
Air Condition 0
Frame/Siding/Roof 330
Plumbing Fixt: 4 1320
SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 27810
Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 27810
Description Value Garages
0 Integral 0
0 Att Garage 0
0 Att Carports 0
0 Bsmt Garage 0
Ext Features 0
SUB-TOTAL 27810
Quality Class/Grade Cabin
GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 27810
(LCM: 100.00)
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket %
Description Value D Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate ures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
D DWELL 1.00 Cabi 1954 1954 AV 0.00 N 0.00 432 27810 18 0 65 100 14800
FOLDER: 2013_173529007 .
ASSESSMENT YEAR: 2013 (improvements: 143300 = 128500=1 4800)
Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards
14800

TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE

102 04/15/2010 102 04/22/2010 Neigh 231720 AV

A1068



17352.9020 MCDONALD, TERRANCEM & EDNA 13712 W CHARLES RD 511

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION OWNERSHIP Printed 03/09/2015 card vo. 1 of |
PARCEL NUMBER - MCDONALD, TERRANCE M & EDNA TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP
17352.9020 13906 N NEWPORT HWY Date
Parent Parcel Number MEAD, WA 99021
09/12/2008 W.E.D. INVESTMENTS, INC Doc #: 200811668
$695000
P.
T e D 04/13/2007  JENSEN, DEDRIA B saprsss 1 200706421
Neighborhood 07/21/2003 BRESNEHAN, DAVID P & D L D : 200
231720  SHORS: RNGE AREA 35-27-41 e ’ GAL sasso00 T 200314649
Property Class 12/04/1985 Bk/Pg: 8531, 7885
511 S5— Household, single family $75000
TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION QMHUmZ — H—H>— 12/03/1985 . mpuowwmmo" 8531, 7675
Jurisdiction CTY
Area 001 VALUATION RECORD
Corporation usa Assessment Year 04/02/2009 05/02/2010 08/16/2010 05/13/2011 05/02/2012 05/03/2013 05/04/2014
District 0920 Reason for Change )
Routing Number 6 NC Reval Correction Reval Reval Reval Reval
VALUATION L 296130 296130 236900 2369200 236900 236900 236900
Posted True Tax B 272800 268400 176800 161100 151900 151200 157300
T 568930 564530 413700 398000 388800 388100 394200
Site Description VALUATION L 296130 296130 236900 236900 236900 236900 236900
Topoaraphy: Assessed Value B 272800 268400 176800 161100 151900 151200 157300
pograpiy: T 568930 564530 413700 398000 388800 388100 394200
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
. . Rating Measured Table Prod. Factor
Street or Road: Soil ID Acreage -or-
-or- -or- Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective -or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Fronts Enhancement #1 T1FE 5.2000 1.00  39615.38 39615.38 206000 0 0W 15% 236900
Legal Acres:
5.2000
FOLDER: 173529020
As3RSSNEVT Urpr 2014
ACCE: 5/95 AUDIT, REMOVE 5% FUNC, SEE BOOK NOTE #64
Appr: Appraisal Notes Supplemental Cards Supplemental Cards .
8/16/10 Inspect with owner, needs roof,leaking, causing interior MEAS
problems, some additions sinking, foundation problems, no URED ACREAGE 5.2000 TRUE TAX VALUE 236900
insulation, added functional deprec. until remedied.
3/09 MLS 28011227 Need to measure sometime if access
possible. Added sq. footage to basement and MF to match MLS.
Appears from MLS photo's to be an A-frame with several
additions.
Also added shop and lean-to.(Est. year built)
360' lake frontage, View.
FBOO: Field Book# 00034A RGE Supplemental Cards
M»MWmuwwN TOTAL LAND VALUE 236900

NOTE: 1996 INFORMATION
5/95 AUDIT, REMOVE 5% FUNC, SEE BOOK NOTE #64

A1069



IMPROVEMENT DATA

17352.9020

Property Class: 511

13712 W CHARLES RD

Finished
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value
Style: 59 1+ Story 2300+ 1  Wood frame 2074 1.0 2074 201660
Occupancy: Single family i Wood frame 1316 15 640 22540
Story Height: 1.5 REX ACEUQG 16
Finished Area: 4314 16 208
Attic: None 2 1sFr
Basement: 3/4 Tskr 1 Wd|Dk-r
1P @ Wd Dk @ 69 4 Concrete block 1797 Bsmt 1600 51590
ROOFING 4C g 0 Crawl ———- -1300
Material: Wood shingles / Shake Jc@
Type: Gable
Framing: Std for class 1 146 TOTAL BASE 274490
Pitch: Not available RFX ACUU —.v RFX ACUUm_‘v
FLOORING 1-12sFr Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
Slab B | B SUB-TOTAL 274490
Sub and joists 1.0, 1.5 |
Base Allowance B, 1.0, 1.5 | 0 Interior Finish 24530
- IR m St cw»ﬁm h wuﬁm
Masonry B Basement Finis
Wood siding-cedar 1.0, 1.5 7 Wd Dk-rw Fireplace (s) 9200
| Heating 0
WWW:HWMMON FINISH 1.8 | Air Condition 0
Paneling 1.0 A Frame/Siding/Roof 13130
| Plumbing Fixt: 13 20350
ACCOMMODATIONS |
Finished Rooms 12 |
Bedrooms 5 |
foreal Dlning Jooon < | SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 395440
P . | Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 395440
Description Value Garages
| WDDK-RW 13430 0 Integral 0
RFX/ 1040 0 Att Garage 0
HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING WDDK-RW 3300 0 Att Carports 0
Primary Heat: Forced hot air-oil | | RFX/ 970 0 Bsmt Garage 0
Lower Full Part |
/Bsmt 1 Upper Upper | , MWMW WNMM Ext Features 31700
PLUMBING , | WDDK-R 5490 SUB-TOTAL 427140
# | WDDK-R 1910 Quality Class/Grade Good-
3 Fixt. Baths 3 9 |
it Sink 3 2 GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 384430
Water Heat ) 1
Extra Fixt 2
TOTAL 13 7
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION
Amount Date (LCM: 100.00)
|
| SPECIAL FEATURES ﬂ SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
| | Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket %
, Description Value | ID Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate wures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
D : Remod 2004 D DWELL 1.00  Good 1975 1975 F  0.00 Y 0.00 5187 384430 18 35 68 100 139300
[ FP 4600 01 POLEBLDG 10.00 Avg 2005 2005 AV 9.97 N 13.46 30x 40 16150 10 0 100 100 14500
| FP 4600 7 02 LEANTO 10.00 O Avg 2005 2005 AV 7.37 N 9.95 15x 30 4480 21 0 100 100 3500
| |
|
FOLDER: 173529020 d
SUBFOLDER: PROPERTY #MQONU CARD
FILE: 2014 r >mmmmm30T» Year 2014
ﬁ |
| f
Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 157300
r 102 04/15/2010 102 04/22/2010 Neigh 231720 AV

A1070



17355.9012

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION

PARCEL NUMBER
17355.9012

CLINE, NICOLET O & TRICIA

13012 W CHARLES RD 511
OWNERSHIP Printed Ow\oo\wm:m Card No. | of |
CLINE, NICOLET O & TRICIA TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP
PO BOX "232

Date

Parent Parcel Number NINE MILE m.N.VH.H_M~ WA 99026-0232

NINE MILE FALLS
Property Address

12/27/2012 SENN, BRUCE M AND JUDY A

13012 W CHARLES RD 11/15/2011 DAHLIN, PETER
Neighborhood 06/26/2001  SENN, BRUCE & JUDY
231720 SHORS: RNGE AREA 35-27-41

Property Class
511 5~ Household, single family

TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION

RESIDENTIAL

06/26/2001 SENN, BRUCE M AND JUDY A

07/01/1994 SENN, BRUCE M

Doc #: 201214072
$345000

Doc #: 201111541
$0

Doc #: 200110250
$0

Doc #: 200109274
$270000

Bk/Pg: 9401, 0903

0
Jurisdiction CTY ?
Area 001 VALUATION RECORD
Corporation USA Assessment Year 05/08/2007 05/06/2008 05/02/2010 05/13/2011 05/02/2012 05/03/2013 05/04/2014
District 0920 Reason for Change '
Routing Number 6 Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval
VALUATION L 108000 212000 212000 212000 212000 212000 215000
Posted True Tax B 167300 167300 146900 135000 127200 125400 121400
T 275300 379300 358900 347000 339200 337400 336400
Site Description VALUATION L 108000 212000 212000 212000 212000 212000 215000
T v Assessed Value B 167300 167300 146900 135000 127200 125400 121400
opography: T 275300 379300 358900 347000 339200 337400 336400
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
Street or Road: mmumu..nwnwmu »anﬂm%wn%ma Table mnonwommnnon
-or- -or- Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective -or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Fronts Enhancement #1 T1FE 5.5000 1.00  39090.91 39090.91 215000 215000
Legal Acres:
5.5000
FOLDER: 173559012
SUBFOLDER: PROPERTY RECORD CARDS
FILE: 2014 ASSESSMENT YEAR 2014
WMMM" Count: 1 Supplemental Cards Supplemental Cards
FBOO: Field Book# 00034A RGE MEASURED ACREAGE 5.5000 TRUE TAX VALUE 215000

04/10/2013 (JS119) MLS review; Valid sale at $345K, 27 DOM.
Contract sale. 365FT of waterfront with covered boat

dock and 1lift. Changed to heat pump.

FIRE: S

IMP: 5.4

Supplemental Cards

TOTAL LAND VALUE 215000

A1071



17355.9012

IMPROVEMENT DATA 13012 W CHARLES RD

Property Class: 511

Finished
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft value
Style: 47 Ranch 1000-1499 42 1 Wood frame 1300 1.0 1300 108350
Occupancy: Single family @
Story Height: 1 W Dkew .
Finished Area: 1820
Attic: ’ None 1
Basement: Full
6 Concrete 1300 Bsmt 520 32620
ROOFING . 1sFr 0 Crawl - 0
Material: Comp sh medium 2 B
Type: Gable wo
Framing: Std for class Aﬁv
Pitch: Not available - TOTAL BASE 140970
FLOORING 50 Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
Slab B SUB-TOTAL 140970
Sub and joists 1.0
Base Allowance B, 1.0 0 Interior Finish 0
EXTERIOR COVER 0 Ext Lvg Units 0
Stucco B, 1.0 0 Basement Finish 13090
INTERIOR FINISE Fireplace(s) 434
Drywall 1.0 Heating .
Air Condition 0
ACCOMMODATIONS . Frame/Siding/Roof 1870
mwngn Rooms w Plumbing Fixt: 9 8085
rooms
Fireplaces: 2 % 6 Other Features 2700
SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 176725
Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 176725
Description Value Garages
HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING WDDK-RW 4770 0 Integral 0
Primary Heat: Heat pump 0 Att Garage 0
Lower Full Part 0 Att Carports 0
/Bsmt 1 Upper Upper 0 Bsmt Garage 0
PLUMBING s Ext Features 4770
# 24
3 Fixt. Baths 2 6 SUB-TOTAL 181495
Kit Sink 1 1 Quality Class/Grade Avg
Water Heat 1 1 .
Extra Fixt 1 GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 181500
TOTAL 9
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION
Amount Date
{LCM: 100.00)
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsclMarket %
' Description Value iDp Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate wures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
D :BASIC 2700 D DWELL 1.50 Avg 1977 1977 F 0.00 Y 0.00 2600 181500 18 0 68 100 101200
FP 3150 02 DETGAR 0.00 1 Avg- 1981 1981 AV 0.00 N 20.00 24x 60 28800 30 sV 100 100 20200
FPG 1400
-
FOLDER: 173559012
SUBFOLDER:| PROPERTY RECORD CARDS
FILE: 2014 ASSESSMENT YEAR 2014
Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards
TOTAL DMPROVEMENT VALUE 121400
102 04/15/2010 102 04/22/2010 Neigh 231720 AV

A1072



17355.9028
ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION OWNERSHIP

PARCEL NUMBER
17355.9028

ABEYTA, CORNELIUS & MARILYN J

ABEYTA, CORNELIUS & MARILYN J
13609 W CHARLES RD

13609 W CHARLES RD

TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP

Printed 03/10/2015 card wo. |

511

0m_

Date
Parent Parcel Number NINE MILE m.wH.Hw\ WA 99026
NINE MILE FALLS' 08/14/2007 DRISCOLL, NANCY C Doc #: 200719214
$0
By e oD 08/14/2007  DRISCOLL, NANCY C soppDC e 200713066
Neighborhood : ,
532720 CSHORS: RNGE 35-27-41 09/06/1995 ELBERS, A H & L/GUNN, C E muwoww\mm 9501, 2617
Property Class 06/03/1991 FAIMAN, LAUDIE L Bk/Pg: 9100, 8240
511 S5- Household, single family $20000
s o RESIDENTIAL =
Jurisdiction CTY
Area 001 VALUATION RECORD
Corporation USA Assessment Year 05/06/2008 05/02/2010 08/11/2010 05/13/2011 05/02/2012 05/03/2013 05/04/2014
District 0920 Reason for Change
Routing Number 6 Reval Reval NC Reval Reval Reval Reval
VALUATION L 54460 81900 81900 81900 81900 81900 81900
Posted True Tax B 467900 383200 411700 376000 354000 354000 368200
T 522360 465100 493600 457900 435900 435900 450100
Site Description VALUATION L 54460 81900 81900 81900 81900 81900 81900
Topography: Assessed Value B 467900 383200 411700 376000 354000 354000 368200
pograpiy: T 522360 465100 493600 457900 435900 435900 450100
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
. Rating Measured Table Prod. Factor
Street or Road: Soil ID Acreage -or-
-or- -or- Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective -or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Near Enhancement #2 TO10 6.3000 1.00 13000.00 13000.00 81900 81900
Legal Acres:
6.3000
FOLDER: 173559028

SUBFOLDER: PROPERTY RECORD CARDS
ASSESSMENT 2014

Appr: Appraisal Notes

8/11/10 Add DIG from permit 10002609

7/12/04 (102) This parcel was coded TINE and should have
been TO.

4/19/08 Change grade and condition per MLS photo's,
RDF-Custom home by Architect Jon Sayler-very nice inside.
Still way below sale of $552,000, no recent land sales in this
area, a land influence for seclusion and private
meadow??

FB0O: Field Book# 00034A RGE

FIRE: 3

IMP: 6.3

Supplemental Cards

MEASURED ACREAGE

6.3000

Supplemental Cards

TRUE TAX VALUE 81900

Supplemental Cards

TOTAL LAND VALUE 81900

A1073



IMPROVEMENT DATA

17355.9028
13609 W CHARLES RD

Property Class: 511

Finished
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value
Style: 49 Ranch 1800-2299 1 Wood frame 1811 1.0 1811 237130
Occupancy: Single family
Story Height: 1
Finished Area: 3614
Attic: None
B! t: Full
asenen 6 Concrete 1803 Bsmt 1803 49740
ROOFING ) 0 Crawl e -40
Material: Comp sh medium
Type: Gable
Framing: Std for class
Pitch: Not available TOTAL BASE 286830
FLOORING Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
Slab B SUB-TOTAL 286830
Base Allowance B, 1.0
EXTERIOR COVER 1sFrOH 0 Interior Finish 0
Wood siding-cedar 1.0 0 Ext Lvg Units 0
0 Basement Finish 66380
WWH_‘WNHMON FINISH 1.0 o Fireplace(s) 5650
Yy : Heating 11930
ACCOMMODATIONS Air Condition 9100
Finished Rooms 8 Frame/Siding/Roof 9450
Bedrooms 3 Plurbing Fixt: 13 26125
Formal Dining Rooms 1
Fireplaces: 1 Other Features 7050
SUB~-TOTAL ONE UNIT 422515
Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 422515
HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING Description  Value Garages
Primary Heat: Heat pump RFX WDDK-RW 8000 0 Integral 0
H\.MMMM 1 Wwwn wwmwn Wd Do RFX/ 6260 596 Att Garage 20090
. -TwW 0 Att Carports 0
Air Cond 1803 1811 0 0 0 Bsmt Garage 0
PLUMBING @ Ext Features 14260
#
4 Fixt. Baths 1 4 SUB~TOTAL 456865
3 Fixt. Baths 13 Quality Class/Grade vGd-
2 Fixt. Baths 1 2
Kit Sink 11 GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 411180
Water Heat 1 1
Extra Fixt 2
TOTAL 13
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION
Amount Date (LCM: 100.00)
SPECIAL: FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket %
Description Value D Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate wures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
D :BASIC 7050 D DHWELL 1.00 VGd- 1996 1996 VG 0.00 Y 0.00 3614 411180 6 0 85 100 328500
FP 5650 GOl ATTGAR 0.00 AV 33.71 N 33.71 2x 6 20090 0 0 100 100 0
SPRKSYS 0 01 HOTTUB 0.00 Avg 2007 2007 AV 7160 N 7160 1@ 0 7160 0 0 100 100 7200
02 :RAUTOOPEN 620 02 DETGAR 0.00 Good 2010 2010 AV 37.20 Y 50.08 25x 26 33170 2 0 100 100 32500
E 1
LOFT 11
FOLDER: 173559028
L,
ASSESSMENT YEAR: 2014
Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 368200

102 04/19/2010

102 04/22/2010

Neigh 231720 AV

A1074



17363.9043 SONTAG, DAVID R & CHERYL A 12312 W CHARLES RD

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION OWNERSHIP Printed 03/10/2015 card ¥o. | of |

PARCEL NUMBER SONTAG, DAVID R & CHERYL A TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP

17363.9043 PO BOX 129 Date

Parent Parcel Number NINE MILE m.B»H_H_w\ WA 99026-

SPOKANE : 05/09/1997 Bk/Pg: 9700, 5654

$0

B oS RD 05/08/1997  SONTAG, DAVID R & CHERYL Bk/Pg: 9700, 5653
. $0

Neighborhood 05/08/1997  SONTAG, H O Bk/Pg: 9700, 5509

231720  SHORS: RNGE RREA 35-27-1 $200000

Property Class

518 5- Personal property MH's
TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION —N — m mHUmz — H}—

Jurisdiction CTY
Area 001 VALUATION RECORD
Corporation USA Assessment Year 05/08/2007 05/06/2008 05/02/2010 05/13/2011 05/02/2012 05/03/2013 05/04/2014
District 0920 Reason for Change
Routing Number 6 Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval
VALUATION L 100000 248000 210800 210800 210800 210800 210800
Posted True Tax B 100600 100600 100800 92500 79400 79100 82300
T 200600 348600 311600 303300 290200 289300 293100
Site Description VALUATION L 100000 248000 210800 210800 210800 210800 210800
. Assessed Value B 100600 100600 100800 92500 79400 79100 82300
Topography: T 200600 348600 311600 303300 290200 289900 293100
Public Utilities: " LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
. Ratin Measured Table Prod. Factor
Street or Road: Soil mw Acreage -or-
~-or- -or- Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective -or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Fronts Enhancement #1 T1FE 6.6000 1.00. 37575.76 37575.76 248000 1 -15% 210800
Legal Acres:
6.6000
FOLDER: 173639043
ASSESSMENT YEAR 2014 ,
Rppr: Appraisal Notes
7/12/04 (102) This parcel was coded TINE and should have Supplemental Cards Supplemental Cards
been TO.
High bank, current access to water is from adjacent parcel. MEASURED ACREAGE 6.6000 TRUE TAX VALUE 210800

FBOO: Field Book# 00034B RGE

FIRE: 5.6

IMP: 1

MIMP:

1999: MDG

MH BARRINGTON

MOBH:

BARRINGTN, Serial: S5141, Doc: E97-05654
UNIM: 5.6

Supplemental Cards
TOTAL LAND VALUE

210800

518

A1075



17363.9043

Property Class: 518
12312 W CHARLES RD

IMPROVEMENT DATA
Finished
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value
Style: 91 Double Wide 1 Wood frame 1440 1.0 1440 97710
Occupancy: Single family
Story Height: 1.0
Finished Area: 1440 '
Attic: None
Basement: None 47
ROOFING 1440 Crawl — 0
Material: Comp sh medium 1R raw
Type: Gable
Framing: Std for class +
Pitch:  Not available ! TOTAL BASE 97710
FLOORING _ PoleBldg 24 9 Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
Sub and joists 1.0 1484 SUB~TOTAL 97710
Base Allowance 1.0 p<]
EXTERIOR COVER 0 Interior Finish 0
Wood siding 1.0 0 Ext Lvg Units 0
0 Basement Finish 0
www_\mm%ow FINISH | 46 7 Fireplace (s) 1100
Heating 0
ACCOMMODATIONS Air Condition 0
Finished Rooms 5 Frame/Siding/Roof 1990
Bedrooms 3 1sFr Plumbing Fixt: 6 3680
Fireplaces: 1 _— &0
C S
a4
8 Cnpy SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 104480
Wid Dkw Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL O UNITS 104480
HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING Description Value Garages
Primary Heat: Forced hot air-propane WDDK-W 12670 0 Integral 0
Lowex Full Part 1008 CNPY/ 5450 0 Att Garage 0
/Bsmt 1 Upper Upper 0 Att Carports 0
PLUMBING 0 Bsmt Garage 0
R Ext Features 18120
3 Fixt. Baths 1 3 L
Kit Sink 11 i SUB-TOTAL 122600
Water Heat 11 Quality Class/Grade Fair
Extra Fixt 1
TOTAL 6 GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 122600
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION
Amount Date )
(LCM: 100.00)
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket %
Description Value iD Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate wures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
D :FPG 1100 D  DWELL 0.00 Fair 1973 1973 AV 0.00 Y 0.00 1440 122600 14 0 68 100 71700
01 POLEBLDG 10.00 Avg- 1975 1975 AV 9.75 N 13.16 23x 40 19530 46 0 100 100 10600
FOLDER: 173639043
§
Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 82300

102 04/15/2010

102 04/22/2010

Neigh 231720 AV

A1076



26201.0922
ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION OWNERSHIP

PARCEL NUMBER
26201.0922

ANDRES JR, RUSSELL & CAROLYN B

ANDRES JR, RUSSELL & CARCLYN B
9104 N RIVERSIDE STATE PARK DR

TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP

9104 N RIVERSIDE STATE PARK DR 511
Printed 03/10/2015 card vo. 1 of |

Date
Parent Parcel Number NINE MILE FALLS, WA 99026
NINE MILE FALLS 06/21/2014 MAYNE, STEPHEN H / ZIDEK-MAYNE, SUSA Doc #: 201407275
Add $490000
B VERGIDE STATE PARK DR 03/07/2012  MAYNE, STEPHEN/ZIDEK-MAYNE, SUSAN - Doc #: 201202195
Neighborhood 04/26/2007 MCLELLAN, TOM & : 7067
232605 TMRVR: RNG/OP EAST OF RIVER / ' EATTY mpwowmm #: 200706789
Property Class . 01/27/1996 MOORE, PENELOPE S Bk/Pg: 9600, 2495
511 5- Household, single family $200000
TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION —N — MHU — _Z — H}—
Jurisdiction CTY .
Area 001 VALUATION RECORD
Corporation USA Assessment Year 03/23/2011 05/11/2011 08/17/2011 05/02/2012 05/02/2013 05/04/2014
. : Worksheet
District 0820 Reason for Change .
Routing Number 1 Seg BLAdj Reval NC Reval Reval Reval
VALUATION L 171600 171600 171600 171600 150000 150000 150000
Posted True Tax B 0 0 282100 252200 276200 277800 322300
T 171600 171600 453700 423800 426200 427800 472300
Site Description VALUATION L 171600 171600 171600 171600 150000 150000 150000
. o Assessed Value B 0 0 282100 252200 276200 277800 322300
opograpy: T 171600 171600 453700 423800 426200 427800 472300
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
Street or Road: Rating Measured Table ' Prod. Factor
) Soil ID Acreage 120 -or-
. -or- -or- Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective -or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Res Waterfront 166.0 150.0 229.0 1.00 1000.00  1000.00 150000 150000
Legal Acres: .
0.0000
FOLDER: 262010922
FB0O: Field Book# 00367 OP
01/12/2015 (JS119) Internet review. #201418306 sale at Supplemental Cards Supplemental Cards
$490K FSBO? Been inside here, VG- quality warranted. Huge MEAS
upgrades including superinsulated, raised basement ceilings, URED ACREAGE 0.8500 TRUE TAX VALUE 150000
extensive hard surface upgrades.
04/30/2013 (JS119) Owner called regarding wrong SF.
Inspected and measured on 03/22/2013 and corrected all data.
Note that the land values have changed as a result of 2013
ReVal analysis of all Spokane River/Long Lake areas w/
Samantha & Cami.
8/17/11 - 07/13/11 102 (1ls) Permit: 10004675 Filed:
10/12/2010 RESIDENCE W/GARAGE - GAS Value: 189347 - Supplemental Cards
ADDED NEW SFR BY ESTIMATION #112 TOTAL LAND VALUE 150000

4/18/08 MLS. Unigque riverfront property located on the
Centennial Trail! Build your dream home on this nearly one acre
parcel with 150 feet of navigable Spokane River frontage. Bring

A1077



26201.0922

IMPROVEMENT DATA

Property Class: 511
9104 N RIVERSIDE STATE PARK DR

Finished
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value
Style: 49 Ranch 1800-2299 1 Wood frame 1851 1.0 1851 242150
Occupancy: Single family 275 26
Story Height: 1.0
Finished Area: 3560 6 Conc 275 e
Attic: None Wd Dk @
Basement: Full 15
ROOFING " RFX 8 4  Concrete block 1799 Bsmt 1709 49640
15.5 0cC 1 - -280
Material: Comp sh medium 85 Conc 15 FroH@ raw
Type: Gable Conc 9 \\‘_N 3 2
Framing: Std for class g
Pitch: Not available 10 9 75 % TOTAL BRSE 291510
FLOORING Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
Slab B 14 1sFr SUB-TOTAL 291510
Sub and joists 1.0 9.2 Pgpr—— @
Base Allowance 1.0 B (Fin) 0 Interior Finish 0
EXTERIOR COVER " 0 0 Ext Lvg Units 0
Wood siding 1.0 0 Basement Finish 63010
INTERIOR FINISH 275 m.wnmm.uwmnmnmv 6050
Heating 0
ACCOMMODATIONS 249 18 -~ 75 Air Condition 8980
Finished Rooms 12 Cone @ : Frame/Siding/Roof 2550
Bedrooms 6 Plumbing Fixt: 16 33250
m,n.vnaw_. Dining Rooms 1 FrG 145 8.5 55
Fireplaces: 2 35 175 35 Other Features 7050
321
@ SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 412400
Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 412400
HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING 19 Description Value Garages
Primary Heat: Forced hot air-gas A WDDK 5810 0 Integral 0
wmzmm N Mduz. Munn 1 CONCP 1700 0 Att Garage 0
Air Cond Hw_m_w 1851 uvmm. Uﬁmw REX/ 4320 0 Att Carports 0
CONCP 1110 0 Bsmt Garage 0
PLUMBING CONCP 570 Ext Features 15680
. # CONCP 610
5 Fixt. Baths L5 RFX/ 1560 SUB-TOTAL 428080
3 Fixt. Baths 2 6 Quality Class/Grade VGd-
2 Fixt. Baths 1 2
Kit Sink 1 1
Water Heat 1 i GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 385270
Extra Fixt 1
TOTAL 16
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION
Amount Date (LCM: 100.00}
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket %
Description Value iDp Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate wures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
D :BASIC 7050 D DWELL 0.00 VGd- 2011 2011 G 0.00 Y 0.00 3650 385270 2 0 80 100 302100
FPG 3025 G01 ATTGAR 0.00 1 Good 2011 2011 G 28.31 Y 28.31 19x 25 22730 11 0 100 100 20200
FPG 3025
GO1:E 0
FOLDER: 262010922
ASSESSNMENT YEAR 2014
Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 322300

112 08/11/2011 112 08/17/2011 Neigh 232605 AV

A1078



27323.9054 YARITZ-TARESKI, GINA M 0 ADDRESS UNKNOWN 191

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION OWNERSHIP mvﬂmﬂaﬂa Ow\~O\NO~m card No. 1 of 1
PARCEL NUMBER YARITZ-TARESKI, GINA M TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP
27323.9054 14930 N TORMEY RD Date
Parent Parcel Number NINE MILE m.NwH_HM~ WA WOONQ
01/23/2014 OHLAND, KENT V Doc #: 201400797
Property Address $250000 .
0 ADDRESS UNKNOWN 11/25/1997 MOBERG, MARGARET mwmowwmwo. 9701, 6152
Neighborhood
232730 TORME: RNGE AREA 31,32;27-41
Property Class
191 1- Undeveloped land
TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION >Q~ —N — A — — — / — — —E —
Jurisdiction CTY
Area 001 ) VALUATION RECORD
Corporation USA Assessment Year 05/08/2008 05/02/2010 11/17/2010 05/03/2011 05/02/2012 05/03/2013 05/04/2014
District 0920 Reason for Change
Routing Number 6 Reval Reval STIP Reval Reval Reval Reval
VALUATION L 130000 418000 130000 130000 130000 130000 130000
Posted True Tax B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
T 130000 418000 130000 130000 130000 130000 130000
Site Description VALUATION L 130000 418000 130000 130000 130000 130000 130000
Assessed Value B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Topography: T 130000 418000 130000 130000 130000 130000 130000
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
N . ) Rating Measured Table Prod. Factor
Street or Road: Soil ID Acreage -or-
-or- -or-~ Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective -or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Fronts Enhancement #2 130000.00 130000.00 130000 130000
Legal Acres:
5.7600
FOLDER: 273239054
VALUE (130000) ON ASSESSED VALUE TABLE FROM 2009-2015
Appr: Appraisal Notes
3/26/12 MLS 201013243 active listing $349,000 Supplemental Cards Supplemental Cards
3/26/10 MLS info-250' prime frontage, listed @ $395,000 down MEASURED ACREAGE 5.7600 TRUE TAX VALUE 130000
from $625,000 °

Appeal BE-10-1082 mailed stip val, land value raised by mistake,
the value could go up next reval if this sells and .9057 sells.
FBOO: Field Book# 00071A RGE

FIRE: 3.5

LANL: TO10: PARCEL SEGGED NOTICE SENT

MLS: Multiple Listing Service

4-24-13 JPS #94

Updated per MLS# 201013243, listed @ $379,000. Supplemental Cards

TOTAL LAND VALUE 130000

A1079



17355.9014 STRAND, PATRICIA N

13206 W CHARLES RD

511

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION OWNERSHIP Printed 06/27/2016 card No. 1 Y of 1
PARCEL NUMBER mewwm\wMWHmHnHv N TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP
m.“:wwm.oou.» 1 NINE MILE FALLS, WA 99026- Date
arent Parcel Number
09/05/2000 BARKER, ROBERT & PATRICIA J Doc #: 200012815
$100000
FErie i g 09/01/2000  STRAND, PALMER D ,, Doc i 200012816
Neighborhood 08/16/1999 WANG, GEORGE & CEAN J Doc #: 990012727
231720 SHORS: RNGE AREA 35-27-41 $120000
Property Class
© 511 5- Household, single family mH H
TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION : —N — <MHU — H} — /
Jurisdiction CTY Q
Area 001 a VALUATION RECORD
Corporation UsA Assessment Year 05/02/2010 05/13/2011 05/02/2012 05/03/2013 05/04/2014 05/02/2015 05/04/2016
District 0920 Reason for Change
Routing Number 6 Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval
VALUATION L 200000 200000 200000 200000 200000 175000 150000
Posted True Tax B 214700 199300 187700 183700 182300 192700 195700
T 414700 399300 387700 383700 382300 367700 345700
Site Description VALUATION L 200000 200000 200000 200000 200000 175000 150000
Topograshy: Assessed Value B 214700 199300 187700 183700 182300 192700 195700
pograpny: T 414700 399300 387700 383700 382300 367700 345700
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
. Rating Measured Table Prod. Factor $
Street or Road: Soil ID Acreage -or-
-or- -or- Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective -or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Fronts Enhancement #1 5.0000 1.00  30000.00 30000.00 150000 150000

Legal Acres:
5.0000

FOLDER: PRR - Jun 17, 16
ASSESSMENT YEAR 2016

3

Appr: Appraisal Notes

04/26/2016 (JS119) Reval inspection update. Adjusted land tables.
Lower level removed based on owners appeal photos, changed to
walkout basement. Added lean-tos, can't measure shed by
waterfront from overheads. Land changed with the new 59/25
tables.

7/13/10 Consider resketching as sfr/basement w/o with full
basement finish.

6/9/10 jh(98) BE-09-0265 Reviewed transcripts from past BTA
case, provided by the appellant, and taxpayers admitted in
testimonry they have a "full finished basement" or
basement/lower level, by our definitiion. 1s5(102) placed 1900 sf
of basement/11 finish for the 2009/2010 appeal. This
information/transcript is retained in Mr. Arkills file for
further review.

5/18/10 jh(98) BTA Case 09-121 SBTA ruled in assessor's

MEASURED ACREAGE

DIR: PropRecCards_2012-2016

Supplemental Cards

5.0000

FILE: StrandPRC_2016

Supplemental Cards

TRUE TAX VALUE

150000 AU

Supplemental Cards

TOTAL LAND VALUE 150000

A1080



IMPROVEMENT DATA

17355.9014

Property Class: 511
13206 W CHARLES RD

| Finished
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value
Style: 49 Ranch 1800-2299 * g 1  Wood frame 2048 1.0 2048 175530
Occupancy: Single family |
Story Height: 1.0 | 12 7
Finished Area: 3848 7
Attic: None 7
B. nt: 3/4
asene / ‘ W nV Concrete block 2048 Bsmt 1800 49970
ROOFING | 0 Crawl -—— 0
Material: Metal
Type: Gable
Framing: Std for class
Pitch: Not available nv 1sFr TOTAL BASE 225500
FLOORING 32 = Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
Slab B B-wo (Fin) , SUB-TOTAL 225500
Sub and joists 1.0
Base Allowance B, 2048 0 Interior Finish 0
EXTERIOR COVER , 0 Ext Lvg Units 0
Masonry B | 64 0 Basement Finish 43690
Vinyl siding 1.0 | - Fireplace (s) 0
r Heating 0
WHZ<HZMWHMWON FINISH 15 @ | Air Condition 0
| Frame/Siding/Roof 1740
ACCOMMODATIONS 24 Plumbing Fixt: 18 20855
Finished Rooms 10 | |
Bédegons 3 | | Other Features 250
Family Rooms 1 | 3 |
SR | 4 |
Formal Dining Rooms ! SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 292035
A, W Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 292035
Description Value Garages
EFP 5360 0 Integral 0
HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING 576 Att Garage 15470
Primary Heat: Forced hot air-elec 0 Att Carports 0
Lower Part 0 Bsmt Garage 0
/Bsmt 1. Upper Upper Ext Features 5360
PLUMBING [
) # | SUB-TOTAL 312865
5 Fixt. Baths 1 5 Quality Class/Grade Avg-
4 Fixt. Baths 1 4
3 Fixt. Baths 2 6 GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 290960
Kit Sink 1 1
Water Heat X 1
Extra Fixt 1
TOTAL 18
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION (LCM: 100.00)
Amount Date
SPECIAL FEATURES | SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket %
Description Value | ID Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate ures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
| D :DISPOSER 250 | D DWELL  0.00 Avg- 2002 2002 AV 0.00 Y  0.00 4096 290960 8 5 71 100 180600
| 01 :C 0 G01 ATTGAR 0.00 1 AV 26.86 N 26.86 24x 24 15470 0 0 0 100 0
| 02 :3s0 -3 ,_ 01 POLEBLDG 10.00 Fair 2006 2006 AV 10.80 > 4 11.88 30x 40 14260 13 0 100 100 12400
| 03 :3s0 -3 | 02 LEANTO 10.00 0 Fair 2006 2006 AV 8.05 Y 5.49 12x 40 2630 25 0 100 100 2000
03 LEANTO 10.00 O Fair 2006 2006 AV 8.83 Y 6.02 8x 20 960 25 0 100 100 700
W W
_uO_..Uﬁ—ﬂ PRR - Jun ._44. 16; ASSESSMENT YEAR 2016
|
ﬁ
| |
Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 195700

119 12/10/2015

119 01/01/2016

Neigh 231720 AV

A1081



walkout basement. Added lean-tos, can't measure shed by

173559014 STRAND, PATRICIA N 13206 W CHARLES RD
ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION OWNERSHIP Printed 06/27/2016 card no. ] of |
PARCEL NUMBER wmmw%&mweang N TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP
17355.9014 NINE MILE FALLS, WA 99026- Date
Parent Parcel Number
09/05/2000 BARKER, ROBERT & PATRICIA J Doc #: 200012815
$100000
mmwwwmn& WMMMMMM RD 09/01/2000 STRAND, PALMER D 50 Doc #: 200012816
Neighborhood 08/16/1999 WANG, GEORGE & CEAN J Doc #: 990012727
231720  SHORS: RNGE AREA 35-27-41 $120000
Property Class
511 5- Household, single family
TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION —N — <mHU — ‘z — H.}— ,
Jurisdiction CTY %
Area 001 ~ VALUATION RECORD
Corporation Usa * Assessment Year 05/02/2010 05/13/2011 05/02/2012 05/03/2013 05/04/2014 05/02/2015 05/04/2016
District 0920 Reason for Change
Routing Number 6 Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval
VALUATION L 200000 200000 200000 200000 200000 175000 150000
Posted True Tax B 214700 199300 187700 183700 182300 192700 195700
T 414700 399300 387700 383700 382300 367700 345700
Site Description VALUATION L 200000 200000 200000 200000 200000 175000 150000
TopoarashY: Assessed Value B 214700 199300 187700 183700 182300 192700 195700
pography: T 414700 399300 387700 383700 382300 367700 345700
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS $
. Rating Measured Table Prod. Factor ’
Street or Road: Soil ID Acreage -or-
~or- -or- Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective -or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Fronts Enhancement #1 .5.0000 1.00  35000.00 35000.00 175000 175000
Legal Acres:
5.0000
FOLDER: PRR -- Jun 17, 16
ASSESSMENT YEAR 2015
Appr: Appraisal Notes
04/26/2016 (JS119) ReVal inspection update. Adjusted land tables. Supplemental Cards Supplemental Cards
Lower level removed based on owners appeal photos, changed to MEASURED ACREAGE 5.0000 TRUE TBX VALUE 175000 A“Hu

waterfront from overheads. Land changed with the new 59/25
tables.

7/13/10 Consider resketching as sfr/basement w/o with full
basement finish.

6/9/10 jh(98) BE-09-0265 Reviewed transcripts from past BTA
case, provided by the appellant, and taxpayers admitted in
testimonry they have a "full finished basement" or
basement/lower level, by our definitiion. 1s(102) placed 1900 sf
of basement/ll finish for the 2009/2010 appeal. This
information/transcript is retained in Mr. Arkills file for
further review.

5/18/10 jh(98) BTA Case 09-121 SBTA ruled in assessor's

Supplemental Cards

TOTAL LAND VALUE

175000

[
—

A1082



| IMPROVEMENT DATA

ES e e

13206 W CHARLES RD

| o
7 | Finished [
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS , [ Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value &
Style: 49 Ranch 1800-2299 @ 1 Wood frame 896 L 800 NummoM
Occupancy: Single family | 1 Wood frame 2048 1.0 2048 161400
Story Height: 1.0 12 |
Finished Area: 3948
Attic: None EFP
B t: 1/2 8
csemen _ (96) an Concrete 1152 Bsmt 1100 29490
ROOFING 64 0 Crawl = 0
Material: Metal 1sF
Type: Gable T L 14 7
Framing: Std for class [
Pitch: Not available | @ TOTAL; BASE 214510
FLOORING | 1sFr Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
Slab B, L | B SUB-TOTAL 214510
Sub and joists 1.0 | @ "
Base Allowance B, L, 1.0 | Go Interior Finish 18450
EXTERIOR COVER | | 0 Ext Lvg Units o]
Vinyl siding B; L, 1.0 7 0 0 Basement Finish 25130
i 1
INTERIOR FINISH | — s -
Drywall 1.0 , @ Air Condition 0
ACCOMMODATIONS | 7 Frame/Siding/Roof 3220
Finished Rooms 9 7 24 Plumbing Fixt: 18 18480
Bedrooms 3 |
Family Rooms 1 , Other Features 240
Formal Dining Rooms 1 | 54 7
7 | SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 280030
| Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 280030
| Description Value Garages
HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING | EFP 4930 0 Integral 0
Primary Heat: Forced hot air-elec | 576 Att Garage 15370
Lower Full Part | | 0 Att Carports 0
/Bsmt 1 Upper Upper 0 Bsmt Garage 0
PLUMBING | Ext Features 4930
¢ |
5 Fixt. Baths 1 S f SUB-TOTAL 300330
4 Fixt. Baths r 4 Quality Class/Grade Avg-
u. Fixt. Baths 2 6
Kit Sink o1 7 7 GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 279310
Water Heat 2 1 |
Extra Fixt 1 [
TOTAL 18
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION
Amount Date 7 (LCM: 100.00)
7mmman FEATURES | SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
7 Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed PhysObsolMarket &
Description Value 1D Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate ures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
melu‘Emmommm 240 | D DWELL  0.00  Avg- 2002 2002 AV 0.00 Y _ 0.00 4096 279310 8 5 o0 100 178200
| 01 =C 0 | GO1 ATTGAR 0.00 1 AV 26.68 N 26.68 24x 24 15370 0 0 0 100 0
| 01 POLEBLDG 10.00 Avg 2006 2006 AV 9.97 Y 13.46 30x 40 16150 10 0 0 100 14500
| |
7 |
| |
mOrumM" PRR -~ Jun 17, 16
| |
[ ”
, .
| |
| | Data Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards
| , TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 192700
W {102 04/15/2010 102 04/22/2010 Neigh 231720 AV
|



17355.9014 STRAND, PATRICIA N

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION OWNERSHIP
STRAND, PATRICIA N
PARCEL NUMBER ’
17355.9014 PO BOX 312

13206 W CHARLES RD

TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP

511
Printed 06/27/2016 card ro. 1 of 1

NINE MILE FALLS, WA 99026- Date
Parent Parcel Number
09/05/2000 BARKER, ROBERT & PATRICIA J Doc #: 200012815
$100000
ty A
Py Dee Y dadress b 09/01/2000  STRAND, PALMER D o D¢ e 200012818
Neighborhood 08/16/1999 WANG, GEORGE & CEAN J Doc #: 990012727
231720 SHORS: RNGE AREA 35-27-41 $120000
Property Class
511 5- Household, single family
TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION —N — meU — <_ L — H}— )
Jurisdiction CTY Q
Area 001 VALUATION RECORD
Corpeoration USA ﬂnvvmmMmmmamnn Year 05/02/2010 05/13/2011 05/02/2012 05/03/2013 05/04/2014 05/02/2015 05/04/2016
District 0920 Reason for Change
Routing Number 6 Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval Reval
VALUATION ~ L 200000 200000 200000 200000 200000 175000 150000
Posted True Tax B 214700 199300 187700 183700 182300 192700 195700
T 414700 399300 387700 383700 382300 367700 345700
Site Description VALUATION L 200000 200000 200000 200000 200000 175000 150000
Topography: Assessed Value B 214700 199300 187700 183700 182300 192700 195700
pography: T 414700 399300 387700 383700 382300 367700 345700
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
R Rating Measured Table Prod. Factor
Street or Road: Soil ID Acreage -or- Q
-or- -or— Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Effective -or- Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feet Rate Value Factor Value
Zoning: 1 Fronts Enhancement #1 5.0000 1.00  40000.00 40000.00 200000 200000
Legal Acres:
5.0000
\
- . FOLDER: PRR - JUN 17, 16
ASSESSMENT YEAR 2013
Appr: Appraisal Notes
04/26/2016 (JS119) Reval inspection update. Adjusted land tables. Supplemental Cards Supplemental Cards
Lower level removed based on owners appeal photos, changed to MEAS
walkout basement. Added lean-tos, can't measure shed by URED ACREAGE 5.0000 TRUE TAX VALUE

waterfront from overheads. Land changed with the new 59/25
tables.

7/13/10 Consider resketching as sfr/basement w/o with full
basement finish.

6/9/10 jh(98) BE-09-0265 Reviewed transcripts from past BTA
case, provided by the appellant, and taxpayers admitted in
testimonry they have a "full finished basement" or
basement/lower level, by our definitiion. 1ls(102) placed 1900 sf
of basement/ll finish for the 2009/2010 appeal. This
information/transcript is retained in Mr. Arkills file for
further review.

5/18/10 jh(98) BTA Case 09-121 SBTA ruled in assessor's

200000 ﬁ

Supplemental Cards

TOTAL LAND VALUE 200000

A1084



17355.9014 Property Class: 511

13206 W CHARLES RD
IMPROVEMENT DATA (
7 i Finished
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS | [ Construction Base Area Floor Area Sq Ft Value
Style: 49 Ranch 1800-2299 i GH Wood frame 896 L 800 23620
Occupancy: Single family 1 Wood frame 2048 1.0 2048 161400
Story Height: 1.0 12
Finished Area: 3948
Attic: None
Basement : 172 [ EFP
(98)_ 6 Concrete 1152 Bsmt 1100 29490
ROOFING [ 64 | 0 Crawl —— 0
Material: Metal | 1sF |
Type: Gable _ .M LE 14 ﬁ
Framing: Std for class
Pitch: Not available | @ TOTAL BASE 2L4510
FLOORING A 1sFr Row Type Adjustment 1.00%
Slab B, L B SUB-TOTAL 214510
Sub and joists 1.0 | @ 18
Base Allowance B, L, 1.0 ﬂV 0 Interior Finish 18450
EXTERIOR COVER 7 0 Ext Lvg Units 0
Vinyl siding B, L, 1.0 W ﬂV Basement Finish 25130
INTERIOR FINISH G Fizeplace(s) g
o | | Heating 0
rywall 1:0 ; A
@ Air Condition 0
ACCOMMODATIONS | Frame/Siding/Roof 3220
Finished Rooms 9 24 Plumbing Fixt: 18 18480
Bedrooms 3
Family Rooms 1
Formal Dining Rooms | | G Other Features 240
SUB-TOTAL ONE UNIT 280030
| Exterior Features SUB-TOTAL 0 UNITS 280030
Description Value Garages
HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING EFP 4930 0 Integral 0
Primary Heat: Forced hot air-elec 576 Att Garage 15370
Lower Full Part | 0 Att Carports 0
/Bsmt 1 Upper Upper A _ 0 Bsmt Garage 0
PLUMBING , Ext Features 4930
#
5 mJH.Kn. Baths 1 5 SUB-TOTAL 300330
4 Fixt. Baths 1 4 Quality Class/Grade Avg-
3 Fixt. Baths 2 6
Kit Sink L1 | GRADE ADJUSTED VALUE 279310
Water Heat 1 b [ |
Extra Fixt 1 [
TOTAL 18
REMODELING AND MODERNIZATION |
Amount Date | (LCM: 100.00)
| i
| SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
% Stry Const Year Eff Base Feat- Adj Size or Computed Phys ObsolMarket $
| Description Value ID Use Hgt Type Grade Const Year Cond Rate ures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Value
S || — — - — — = . S -
D :DISPOSER 240 i D DWELL 0.00 Avg- 2002 2002 AV 0.00 b4 0.00 4096 279310 /4 0 0 100 168800
01 = 0 W G0l ATTGAR 0.00 1 AV 26.68 N 26.68 24x 24 15370 0 0 0 100 0
01 POLEBLDG 10.00 Avg 2006 2006 AV 9.97 Y 13.46 30x 40 16150 8 0 0 100 14900

, ” FOLDER: PRR-JUN 17, 16 ASSESSMENT YEAR 2013

gunnb Collector/Date Appraiser/Date Neighborhood Supplemental Cards

| TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 183700
1102 04/15/2010 102 04/22/2010 Neigh 231720 AV

|

A1085



Parcel 17274.9110 — Assessor photos
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Parcel 17352.9006 _ Parcel Information Photos 1

13416 W. Charles Rd.
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Parcel 17352.9006  Parcel Information Photos 2
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PARCEL NUMBER: 17352.9007 [Blair/Aitken] pg 1

Hax d R
.

DATE: 10/19/2010 (ABOVE AND BELOW)

A1089



PARCEL NUMBER: 17352.9007 [Blair/Aitken] — (page 2)

DATE: 9/28/15

DATE: 12/14/15

A1090



Parcel 17352.9020 — Assessor photos _pg 1
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arcel 17352.9020 — Assessor photos
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2»— Assessor Photos pg 1
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17363.9043— Assessor photo _pg 1
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pg 2

17363.9043— ssessor photo
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From: Oesterheld, Frank A. <FOESTERHELD@spokanecounty.org>
Sent: Tuesday, August 15,2017 7:57 AM

To: pat strand

Subject: RE: Dec/29/16 Public Records Request

Both the Property Record Cards and the Neighborhood Reports are pulling from the same database, so yes, the
appraisal and inspection dates would be the same on both records. I totally agree that the Neighborhood
Report best satisfies your request both in terms of informational content and the ability to produce it in a
timely way. ‘

Frank Oesterheld

Executive Assistant to Assessor Vicki Horton

Spokane County Assessor’s Office<http://www.spokanecounty.org/Assessor/content.aspx?c=1379>
(509) 477-5960 -

A1099 --



RE: Dec/29/16 Public Records Request for 'inspection history’
DATE: Wed 9/6/2017 7:57 AM

To: pat strand <pnstrand@hotmail.com>;
Ce: Horton, Vicki <VHorton@spokanecounty.org>; Hodgson, Byron <BHODGSON@spokanecounty.org>;
Mrs. Strand,

I will cease production of the commercial property record cards at your request.

We have told you many times in the past that the “source records” for the database information in Proval do not
exist. Appraisers transcribe them directly into Proval and then the “source records™ are destroyed. This being the case,
your request for “source records” is denied because they do not exist.

There are a number of reasons an appraiser might visit a parcel in addition to the six-year cyclical physical
inspection. Not all of them would require a photo. Therefore, you should not expect photos and inspection dates to
match. The explanation is the same for notes indicating other visits.

Frank Oesterheld

Executive Assistant to Assessor Vicki Horton
Spokane County Assessor’s Office

(509) 477-5960

A1100°



Final Review

NBHD: 231720 Name: SHORS Cycle: 6 Appraiser: 102 Number of Parcels: 173 Tax Year: 2012
Parcel Appr Date HT %Com Size Bsft Bsfn Blt Eff Ram Qlt Cdt Phy Fn Ob S RDF Adj Pec  Inf Acres Soil T/M Asc Land Asc Total WS Land WS Total Chg C W
17271.9054 04/22/10 71 100 1,388 1,080 1976 1976 Good-G 12 0 0 77N 511 2.98 TIFE 59\25 139,400 283,200 139,400 270,800 -4 cc
17271.9067 04/22/10 191 3.00 T1FE 59\25 140,000 140,000 140,000 140,000 cc
17271.9068 04/22/10 102 100 962 1990 1990 Fair-G 10 0 0O 77N 511 3.00 TIFE 59\25 140,000 233,800 140,000 223,100 -5cC C
17271.9069 04/22/10 56 100 1,008 960 1992 1992 Avg AV 10 0 o0 77N 511 3.00 T1FE 59\25 140,000 280,000 140,000 268,400 -4 C C
17271.9110 04/22/10 49 100 1,920 1,920 1,024 1989 1989 Avg- G 10 0 © 77N 511 3.92 TOOS FV\3 31,360 216,460 31,360 187,160 -9 C C
17271.9111 04/22/10 39 100 3,500 4,942 2,394 1977 1977 Good AV 14 0 © 77N 511 -50 17.97 TIFE 59\25 294,550 734,650 294,550 693,850 -6 C C
17271.9112 04/22/10 191 4.61 TIFE 59\25 188,300 188,300 188,300 188,300 cc
17272.9033 04/22/10 191 2,00 TOO5 FT\14 16,250 16,250 16,250 16,250 ccC
17272.9043 04/22/10 183 118.63 MULK 31\3 144,140 144,140 144,140 144,140 cc
17273.9026 04/22/10 63 100 1,176 1969 1969 Good-AV 14 0 o0 77N 511 1.50 TO05 FT\14 13,130 177,330 13,130 162,630 -8 C C
17273.9027 04/22/10 191 3.30 TOO5 FT\14 24,380 24,380 24,380 24,380 cc
17273.9057 04/22/10 41 100 832 1960 1960 Fair F 20 0 0O 77N 511 4.31 TOOS FT\14 30,690 77,090 30,690 72,690 -6 C C
17273.9058 04/22/10 91 100 1,440 1978 1978 Avg AV 14 0 © 77N 518 50 3.40 TOOS FT\14 37,500 139,900 37,500 131,200 -6 C C
17273.9059 04/22/10 91 100 912 1999 1999 Avg- AV 7 0 0 778 518 0.87 TO0O5 FT\14 8,700 69,800 8,700 62,500 -10 Cc C
17273.9060 04/22/10 59 100 2,063 2,051 2004 2004 Good-AV 5 0 0 77N 518 2.11 TOOS 52\6 25,000 288,000 25,000 265,100 -8B C C
17273.9061 04/22/10 71 100 1,108 988 650 1997 1997 Avg G 7 0 0 77N 511 1.14 TOO0S 52\6 25,000 145,300 25,000 131,700 -9 C C
17273.9062 04/22/10 191 0.16 RSML 43\2 400 400 400 400 cc
17273.9075 04/22/10 79 100 1,904 800 1999 1999 Avg G 5 0 0 77N 511 5.14 TO10 FT\14 35,420 245,320 35,420 223,520 -9 ccC
17273.9094 04/22/10 58 100 1,152 1,152 1991 1991 Good AV 10 0 O 77N 511 12.62 TO20 FT\14 55,240 261,440 55,240 242,040 -7 cCC
17273.9095 04/22/10 183 6.20 MULK 31\3 7,530 7,530 7,530 7,530 ccC
17273.9107 04/22/10 191 4.90 TOOS FT\14 34,380 34,380 34,380 34,380 cc
17273.9108 04/22/10 69 100 1,418 1,418 1950 1990 Good-AV 12 0 o 77N 511 5.02 TO10 FT\14 35,060 288,960 35,060 256,160 ~11 C C
17273.9109 04/22/10 44 100 1,998 1993 1993 Good G 8 0 0 77N 511 5.02 TO10 FT\14 35,060 215,960 35,060 198,960 -8 C C
17273.9112 04/22/10 91 100 1,344 1995 1995 Avg- G 8 0 0 77N 518 0.42 TIRR 56\6 30,000 124,600 30,000 115,500 -7 Cc C
17273.9113 04/22/10 91 100 1,456 1984 1584 Fair AV 2 0 0 77N 518 7.00 TO10 FT\14 41,000 133,700 41,000 126,000 -6 C C
17274.9024 04/22/10 49 100 2,005 1,945 1,654 1991 1991 Good—-AV 10 0 o 77N 511 -25 B.51 T1FE 59\25 228,980 479,780 228,580 456,780 -5 C C
17274.9024 40 100 320 1974 1974 CabinP 22 0 O 77N

17274.9030 04/22/10 41 100 981 1963 1963 Low- AV 16 0 0 77N 511 3.21 T1FE 59\25 146,300 193,500 146,300 189,000 -2 cCc C
17274.9031 04/22/10 41 100 775 1964 1964 Fair AV 16 0 o0 77N 511 3.21 TIFE 59\25 146,300 185,300 146,300 180,700 -2 C C
17274.9035 04/22/10 49 100 2,092 2,092 1975 1975 2004 Good-AV 14 0 0 77N 511 3.18 TIFE 59\25 145,400 336,000 145,400 318,100 -5 C C
17274.9086 04/22/10 3% 100 3,600 3,272 2006 2006 Good-AV 5 0 o0 77N 511 7.31 TO10 72\25 58,480 471,180 95,030 539,330 14 CcC
17274.9090 04/22/10 6% 100 1,503 1,503 1992 1992 Good—~AV 10 0 o© 77N 511 7.01 TOL0 FT\14 41,030 272,230 41,030 251,430 -8 C C
17274.9091 04/22/10 191 5.74 TO10 FT\14 37,220 37,220 37,220 37,220 cc
17274.9096 04/22/10 191 11.02 TO20 FT\14 52,040 52,040 52,040 52,040 cc
17274.9107 04/22/10 49 100 1,984 1,928 1,900 1994 1594 VGd- AV 10 15 © 77N 511 =35 8.17 T1IFE 59\25 191,820 463,720 191,820 434,320 -6 CC
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Final Review

NBHD: 231720 Name: SHORS Cycle: 6 Appraiser: 102 Number of Parcels: 173 Tax Year: 2012
Parcel Appr Date HT %Com Size Bsft Bsfn Blt Eff Rem Qlt Cdt Phy Fn Ob S RDF Adj Pcc  Inf Acres Soil T/M Asc Land Asc Total WS Land WS Total Chg C W
17274.9108 04/22/10 191 -68 5.20 TIFE 59\25 65,920 65,920 65,920 65,920 ccC
17274.9109 04/22/10 49 100 2,254 2,254 2,118 2003 2003 Good AV 5 0 0 77N 511 5.15 TIFE 59\25 204,500 552,200 204,500 519,500 -6 C C
“ 17274.9110 04/22/10 35 100 1,220 1948 1948 Fair-P 28 10 0 77N 511 -15 6.18 T1FE 59\25 200,090 290,790 200,090 283,890 -2 C C
17274.9114 04/22/10 49 100 2,237 2,237 1993 1993 Good-AV 10 0 O 77N 511 5.02 TO10 FT\14 35,060 396,060 35,060 373,360 -6 CC
17275.9078 04/22/10 90 100 864 1974 1974 Low F 18 30 O ’ 778 788 4.00 TLFE 59\25 170,000 265,700 170,000 262,800 -1 cCC
17275.9079 04/22/10 191 3.4% TOO5 FT\14 25,560 25,560 25,560 25,560 cc
17275.9080 04/22/10 91 100 1,456 1996 1996 Avg- AV 8 0 O 77N 518 5.80 TO10 FT\14 37,400 126,700 37,400 118,300 -7 C C
17275.9089 04/22/10 56 100 1,008 1,008 910 2001 2001 Good-AV 5 0 0 77N 511 -50 16.95 TIFE 59\25 279,250 463,850 279,250 446,450 -4 ccC
anqm..wown 04/22/10 49 100 1,985 1,940 944 2001 2001 Good-G 3 0 0 77N 511 5.24 TO10 FT\14 35,720 279,320 35,720 256,420 -8 C C
17275.9093 04/22/10 4% 100 2,055 2,055 1,200 2004 2004 Good-G 3 0 0 77N 511 11.50 TO20 FT\14 53,000 337,000 53,000 311,600 -8 cCcC
17275.9095 04/22/10 79 100 2,102 1,010 2000 2000 Good~AV 7 0 0O 77N 511 11.02 1020 FT\14 52,040 340,240 52,040 307,540 -10 C C
17276.9099 04/22/10 58 100 1,544 2,464 960 1993 19593 Good-G 8 0 O 77N 511 4.00 T1FE 59\25 170,000 444,900 170,000 419,900 -6 C C
17276.9100 04/22/10 €9 100 1,218 1,176 1990 1990 Good-G 10 0 O 77N 511 4.13 TIFE 59\25 173,900 407,700 173,900 383,400 -6cCcC
17276.9101 04/22/10 59 100 1,230 1,221 1,221 1990 1990 Good VG 8 0 0 77N 511 4.26 T1FE 59\25 177,800 494,800 177,800 460,600 -7 C C
17276.9102 04/22/10 69 100 1,316 1,316 1990 1990 Avg AV 12 0 O 77N 511 -20 4.15 T1FE 59\2§ 141,350 320,550 141,350 300,050 -6 C C
17276.9111 04/22/10 91 100 1,568 1994 1994 Avg- AV 10 0 o0 77N 518 5.04 TO10 FT\14 35,120 143,420 35,120 131,820 -8 C C
17352.9006 04/22/10 47 100 1,286 1,286 1,176 1974 1974 Avg G 12 0 o 77N 511 -52 6.54 TIFE 59\25 118,180 278,260 118,180 264,780 -5 cC C
17352.9007 04/22/10 47 100 1,264 1,264 948 1976 1976 Avg AV 14 0 o0 77N 511 6.37 TIFE 59\25 241,100 375,000 241,100 394,100 5cc
17352.5%007 40 100 432 1954 1954 CabinF 22 0 0 7R
17352.9017 04/22/10 49 100 2,271 2,213 1,880 1994 1994 Good-G -8 0 0O 77N 511 5.50 TIFE 59\25 215,000 508,900 215,000 479,500 -6 Cc C
17352.9018 04/22/10 58 100 1,925 1,925 1,332 1994 1994 Good~G 8B 0 O 778 511 5.30 TIFE 59\25 209,000 448,700 209,000 424,800 -5ccC
17352.9019 04/22/10 57 100 1,178 1,178 1,178 2004 2004 Good VG 3 0 0 ‘ 77N 511 5.10 TIFE 59\25 203,000 439,800 203,000 418,800 -5cCC
17352.9020 04/22/10 59 100 2,074 1,797 1,600 1975 1975 2004 Good-F 18 35 0 77N 511 15 5.20 T1FE 59\25 236,900 413,700 236,900 398,000 -4 CC
17352.9021 04/22/10 69 100 1,389 1,368 1996 1996 Good-AV 8 0 0 77N 511 5.20 TIFE 59\25 206,000 421,000 206,000 400,700 -5 C C
17352.9022 04/22/10 69 100 1,888 1,888 1999 1999 Good AV 7 0 0 77N 511 5.00 T1IFE 59\25 200,000 571,800 200,000 832,700 -7 C C
17352.9023 04/22/10 191 5.40 TIFE 59\25 212,000 212,000 212,000 212,000 ccC
17352.9025 04/22/10 42 100 1,200 1994 1994 Avg- G 8 0 0O 77N 511 6.30 TO10 FT\14 38,900 125,400 38,900 117,300 -6 C C
17352.9026 04/22/10 191 6.20 TO10 FT\14 38,600 38,600 38,600 38,600 cc
17352.9027 04/22/10 59 100 1,854 1,710 400 1991 1991 Good-G 8 0 O 77N 511 6.10 TOl10 FT\14 38,300 287,300 38,300 263,900 -8 cC C
17352.9044 04/22/10 191 1.66 STRP 25\42 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 cc
17352.9045 04/22/10 191 -15 6.54 TO10 FT\14 33,880 33,880 33,880 33,880 cc
17353.9034 04/22/10 191 5.80 TO10 FT\14 37,400 37,400 37,400 37,400 cc
17353.9035 04/22/10 91 100 2,248 1994 1994 Fair F 12 0 O 77N 518 5.30 TO10 FT\14 35,900 181,200 35,900 167,400 -8 C C
17353.9047 04/22/10 191 -29 11.31 TO20 FT\14 37,360 37,360 37,360 37,360 cc
17353,9048 04/22/10 191 10.00 TO10 FT\14 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 cc
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NBHD: 231720 x—\

Final Review

Name: SHORS Cycle: 6 Appraiser: 102 Number of Parcels: 173 Tax Year: 2012
Parcel Appr Date HT %Com Size Bsft Bsfn Blt Eff Rem Qlt Cdt Phy Fn Ob S RDF Adj Pcc  Inf Acres Soil T/M__Asc Land Asc Total WS Land WS Total Chg C W
17354.0101 04/22/10 59 100 1,288 1,288 788 2002 2002 Good-G 3 0 0 77N 511 4.00 RI1FE 29\6 175,000 479,300 175,000 452,100 -6 C C
17354.0102 04/22/10 47 100 1,244 1,244 1,244 1976 1976 Good-G 12 0 O 77N 511 4.00 RI1FE 29\6 175,000 353,800 175,000 339,100 -4 cCCcC
17354.0103 04/22/10 39 100 2,469 2,439 2,200 2006 2006 VGd- G 3 0 O 77N 511 4.00 R1FE 29\6 175,000 587,900 175,000 546,500 -7 cCcC
17354.0104 04/22/10 49 100 1,928 1,928 240 1986 1986 Avg- G 10 0 o 77N 511 4.00 29\6 175,000 322,000 175,000 308,500 -4 ccC
17354.0105 04/22/10 56 100 960 960 1967 1967 Avg- G 14 0 O 77N 511 6.00 29\6 175,000 271,700 175,000 261,400 -4 ccC
17354.0201 04/22/10 42 100 1,056 1971 1971 Good-G 12 0 0 77N 511 3.62 T1SL 92\6 35,000 133,300 35,000 124,800 -6 C C
17354.0202 04/22/10 47 100 1,456 1,456 400 1979 1979 Avg G 12 0 o0 . 77N 511 4.22 TisL 92\6 35,000 182,500 35,000 165,600 -9 c C
17354.0203 04/22/10 71 37 1,340 1,318 2010 2010 Good-G 0O 0 o l, zo,M 77N 518 4.82 TisL 92\6 35,000 60,200 35,000 89,700 ~1 ccC
17354.0204 04/22/10 47 100 1,200 1,200 720 1973 1973 Avg- AV 14 o0 0 77N 511 5.42 TisLn 92\6 35,000 148,600 35,000 138,700 -7 C C
17354.0205 04/22/10 47 100 1,270 1,213 1994 1994 Good~-G 8 0 O 77N 511 7.14 T1SL 92\6 35,000 173,600 35,000 159,200 -8 Cc C
17354.0207 04/22/10 59 100 3,791 1,840 2006 2006 Good-AV 5 0 0 77N 518 6.79 TO10 FT\14 40,370 430,170 40,370 383,870 -11 Cc C
17354.0208 04/22/10 91 100 2,536 1989 1999 Avg- AV 7 0 O 77N 518 6.92 TO10 FT\14 40,760 185,060 40,760 168,660 -9 C C
17354.0210 04/22/10 91 100 1,352 1998 1998 Fair F 10 0 o 77N 518 6.49 TIVW FV\3 51,920 121,820 51,920 114,520 -6 C C
17354.9039 04/22/10 91 100 2,000 2003 2003 Avg- AV 5 0 o0 77N 518 6.60 TO10 FT\14 39,800 181,200 39,800 169,700 -6 C C
17354.9040 04/22/10 990 6.70 TO10 FT\14 40,100 58,700 40,100 58,000 -1C C
17354.9041 04/22/10 91 100 1,792 1994 1994 2008 Avg VG 6 0 0 77N 518 6.80 TO10 FT\14 40,400 174,900 40,400 162,800 -7 Cc C
17354.9042 04/22/10 91 100 1,848 1591 1991 Avg- AV 10 0 O 77N 518 7.00 TO10 FT\14 41,000 162,500 41,000 152,200 -6 C C
17354.9050 04/22/10 91 100 1,848 1877 1977 Fair AV 14 0 0 77N 518 10.00 TO10 FT\14 50,000 283,400 50,000 261,500 -8 C C
17354.9050 69 44 1,515 1,515 2010 2010 Good-G 0 0 © TN
17354.9053 04/22/10 191 10.04 TO20 FT\14 50,080 50,080 50,080 50,080 cc
17355.9010 04/22/10 76 100 1,296 1,296 702 1991 1981 Avg G 8 0 0 77N S11 6.50 T1IFE 59\25 245,000 383,100 245,000 370,200 -3 CcC
17355.9011 04/22/10 48 100 1,777 1,777 1,777 1977 1977 Good G 12 0 o 77N 511 5.60 T1FE 59\25 218,000 493,100 218,000 467,800 -5cC C
17355.9012 04/22/10 47 100 1,300 1,300 975 1977 1977 Avg G 12 0 o 77N m.HH 5.40 T1FE 59\25 212,000 358,900 212,000 347,000 -3 CcC
17355.9013 04/22/10 47 100 1,492 1,492 1976 15976 Good AV 14 0 0© 77N 511 5.00 TIFE 59\25 200,000 381,900 200,000 364,900 -4 CcC
17355.9014 oa\NN\\Ho. 49 100 2,048 2,048 1,900 2002 2002 Avg- G 3 0 0 77N 511 5.00 TIFE 59\25 200,000 414,700 200,000 399,300 -4 ccC
17355.9015 04/22/10 48 100 1,578 1,578 2003 2003 Avg G 3 0 o0 77N 511 £.10 TIFE 59\25 203,000 365,900 203,000 350,600 -4 cCC
17355.9016 04/22/10 47 100 1,020 1,020 540 1968 1968 Avg AV 16 0 © 77N 511 6.30 T1IFE 59\25 239,000 355,700 239,000 343,700 -3 cCC
(qumm.womm 04/22/10 49 100 1,811 1,803 1,803 1996 1996 VGd- VG € 0 0 125\Custom 77N 511 6.30 TO10 72\25 81,900 493,600 81,900 457,900 -7 cCc C
17355.9029 04/22/10 191 25 6.10 TO10 FT\14 33,700 33,700 47,880 47,880 42 c C
17355.9030 04/22/10 47 100 1,278 1,264 440 1995 1995 Avg G 8 0 0 77N 511 6.80 TO10 FT\14 40,400 169,600 40,400 156,600 -8 C C
17355.9031 04/22/10 11 100 997 952 1920 1920 1860 Fair F 24 0 0 77N 511 6.50 TO10 FT\14 38,500 156,500 38,500 146,300 -7 C C
17355.9031 10 100 982 1810 1810 Fair-F 24 0 O 778
17355.9032 04/22/10 191 35 6.00 TO10 FT\14 51,300 _ 51,300 51,300 51,300 ccC
17355.9033 04/22/10 105 100 1,697 1,697 1992 1992 Avg G 8 0 © 778 511 35 5.70 TO10 FT\14 50,090 223,490 50,090 208,690 -7 CC
17355.9036 04/22/10 42 100 1,064 1985 1985 Avg- G 10 0 © 77N 511 5.30 TO10 FT\14 35,900 116,700 35,900 110,100 -6 C C
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Final Review :

NBHD: 231720 Name: SHORS Cycle: 6 Appraiser: 102 Number of Parcels: 173 Tax Year: 2012
Parcel Appr Date HT %Com _Size Bsft Bsfn Blt Eff Rem Qlt Cdt Phy Fn Ob S RDF Adj Pcc Inf Acres Soil T/M _Asc Land Asc Total WS Land WS Total Chg C W
17355.9037 04/22/10 511 5.40 TO10 FT\14 36,200 85,500 36,200 85,000 -1 cCcC
17355.9038 04/22/10 56 100 1,200 1,200 300 1975 1975 Fair-F 18 22 0 77N 511 5.50 TO10 FT\14 36,500 132,300 36,500 97,400 lmmin OxieMs.—mmU
17355.9046 04/22/10 191 99.58 BULK 31\3 120,990 120,990 120,990 120,990 cc
17355.9049 04/22/10 151 10.00 TIVW FV\3 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 cc
17361.0101 04/22/10 47 100 1,355 1,355 990 1967 1967 Avg AV 16 0 0 77N 511 -20 0.10 R1FE 29\6 140,000 274,200 140,000 258,700 -6 Cc C
17361.0102 04/22/10 71 100 1,230 1,230 1,034 1973 1973 Avg AV 14 0 0O 77N 511 -20 0.10 R1FE 29\6 140,000 275,800 140,000 268,200 -3 CC
17361.0103 04/22/10 54 100 1,208 144 144 1925 1925 1999 Good-AV 20 0 12 77N 511 0.10 R1FE 29\6 175,000 295,100 175,000 283,800 -4 CC
17361.0109 04/22/10 49 100 1,846 1,846 1,350 1968 1968 Avg AV 16 0 0 77N 511 0.10 R1FE 29\6 175,000 349,900 175,000 330,900 -5cCC
17361.0111 04/22/10 91 100 2,047 1997 1997 Fair AV 8 0 0 77N 518 4.03 RIFE 29\6 175,000 278,400 175,000 267,600 -4 C C
17361.9001 04/22/10 191 32.81 UNDW 73\25 3,280 3,280 3,280 3,280 cc
17361.9003 04/22/10 191 4.99 UNDW 73\25 500 500 500 500 cc
17361.9046 04/22/10 191 2.24 UNDW 73\25 220 220 220 220 cc
17361.9047 04/22/10 191 2.00 UNDW 73\25 200 200 200 200 ccC
17361.9048 04/22/10 191 1.65 UNDW 73\25 170 170 170 170 cc
17361.9049 04/22/10 191 1.37 UNDW 73\25 140 140 140 140 cc
17361.9064 04/22/10 191 1.91 UNDW 73\25 190 130 190 190 cc
17361.9065 04/22/10 191 23.10 UNDW 73\25 2,310 2,310 2,310 2,310 cc
17361.9071 04/22/10 793 11.68 UNDW 73\25 1,170 1,170 1,170 1,170 cc
17363.9010 04/22/10 56 100 1,344 1,344 650 1977 1977 Avg- AV 14 0 0 77N 511 5.30 TIFE 59\25 209,000 344,100 209,000 331,500 -4 cCccC
17363.9013 04/22/10 47 100 1,008 1,008 240 1976 1976 Avg- AV 14 0 o0 77N 511 11.50 TO20 FT\14 53,000 149,300 53,000 141,300 -5 CccC
17363.9022 04/22/10 46 100 960 960 480 1963 1963 Fair AV 16 0 0 77N 511 1.13 TIFE 59\25 83,900 155,500 83,900 148,800 -4 Cc C
17363.9043 04/22/10 91 100 1,440 1973 1973 Fair AV 14 0 O 778 518 -15 6.60 TIFE 59\25 210,800 311,600 210,800 303,300 -3 cCcC
17363.9044 04/22/10 40 100 546 754 1942 1942 Fair F 24 0 0 77N 519 3.81 TIFE 59\25 164,300 210,100 164,300 205,700 -2 cC C
17363.9050G 04/22/10 68 100 1,298 1,274 1974 1974 Avg AV 14 0 O 7N 788 1.00 TOO5 FT\14 10,000 176,500 10,000 160,800 -9 Cc C
'17363.9050H 04/22/10 788 12,400 12,400 cc
17363.9051 04/22/10 48 100 1,799 1,749 1,375 1996 1996 Avg AV 8 0 0 77N 511 0.98 TOOS 52\6 25,000 199,900 25,000 183,500 -8 C C
17363.9052 04/22/10 191 12.22 TO20 FT\14 54,440 54,440 54,440 54,440 cc
17363.9053 04/22/10 69 100 2,322 1,110 1960 1960 2001 Avg AV 16 0 0 77N 511 5.00 T1FE 59\25 200,000 406,400 200,000 386,800 -5 CC
17363.9054 04/22/10 191 ~45 9.66 TIFE 59\25 186,890 186,890 186,890 186,890 cc
17363.9067 04/22/10 42 100 1,452 1940 1940 Fair AV 20 0 O 77N 511 '98.72 TO10 FT\14 49,160 122,560 49,160 115,460 -6 Cc C
17363.9068 On\nm\wo 91 100 1,960 1994 1994 Avg- AV 10 0 0 77N 518 9.84 TO10 FT\14 49,520 160,020 49,520 147,420 -8 C C
17363.9069 04/22/10 191 1.80 UNDW 73\25 180 is0 180 180 cc
17363.9075 04/22/10 191 -60 10.00 TIFE 59\25 170,630 170,630 170,630 170,630 cc
17363.9076 04/22/10 38 100 3,390 1960 1960 Avg- AV 16 0 0 77N 511 -35 7.58 T1FE 59\25 180,310 344,310 180,310 329,810 -4 cCccC
17363.9077 04/22/10 42 100 1,226 1942 1942 1968 Fair F 24 0 0 77N 511 2.19 TO05 52\6 25,000 88,600 25,000 82,600 -7 cCC
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Final Review

NBHD: 231720 Name: SHORS Cycle: 6 Appraiser: 102 Number of Parcels: 173 Tax Year: 2012
Parcel Appr Date HT %Com Size Bgft Bsfn Blt Eff Rem Qlt Cdt Phy Fn Ob S RDF Adj Pce Inf Acres Soil T/M Asc Land Asc Total WS Land WS Total Chg C W
17363.9078 04/22/10 91 100 840 1979 1979 Avg G 68 0 0 77N 518 1.09 TOO5  52\6 25,000 42,200 25,000 39,500 -6 C C
17364.0101 04/22/10 191 0.00 TIRR 66\6 45,000 45,000 45,000 45,000 cc
17364.0201 04/22/10 191 4.20 TI1SL  92\6 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 cc
17364.0202 04/22/10 191 1.68 TISL 92\6 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 cc
17364.0203 04/22/10 191 2.52 TISL  92\6 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 cc
17364.0301 04/22/10 191 8.40 T1SL  92\6 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 cc
17364.0401 04/22/10 191 8.40 T1SL 92\6 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 cc
17364.0502 04/22/10 191 0.00 92\6 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 cc
17364.0508 04/22/10 990 0.50 T1SL  92\6 35,000 42,400 35,000 42,400 cc
17364.0510 04/22/10 91 100 1,968 1997 1997 2010 Fair F 10 0 © 77N 518 0.50 92\6 35,000 149,200 35,000 138,900 -7 C C
17364.0511 04/22/10 48 100 1,792 1,727 1,700 1979 1979 2000 Avg G 12 0 0 778 511 1.37 TISL  92\6 35,000 221,400 35,000 200,900 -9 CC
17364.0512 04/22/10 44 100 2,500 1977 1977 Avg G 12 0 0 778 511 1.33 TiSL 92\6 35,000 198,000 35,000 183,700 -7 C C
17364.0601 04/22/10 191 2.52 TiSL  92\6 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 cc
17364.0602 04/22/10 55 100 768 768 240 1981 1981 Fair G 10 0 © 77N 511 3.36 TISL  92\6 35,000 116,400 35,000 109,500 -6 C C
17364.0603 04/22/10 191 2.52 T1SL  92\6 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 cc
17364.0701 04/22/10 191 8.40 T1SL  92\6 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 cc
17364.0801 04/22/10 191 4.20 TISL  92\6 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 cc
17364.0802 04/22/10 191 4.20 TISL 92\6 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 cc
17364.0901 04/22/10 43 100 1,608 2005 2005 Avg AV 5 0 © 77N 511 1.00 TIRR 66\6 45,000 171,800 45,000 158,100 -8 C C
17364.0902 04/22/10 91 100 1,536 1978 1978 Fair F 18 0 © 77N 518 1.00 TIRR 66\6 45,000 135,000 45,000 127,200 -6 C C
17364.0903 04/22/10 91 100 1,568 1991 1991 Fair F 12 0 © 77N 518 1.00 TIRR 66\6 45,000 121,000 45,000 113,800 -6 C C
17364.0904 04/22/10 68 100 1,104 989 1999 1999 Good-AV 7 0 © 77N 511 1.00 TIRR 66\6 45,000 238,400 45,000 216,500 -9 C C
17364.0905 04/22/10 49 100 2,082 2,082 2,082 1990 1990 Good-G 10 0 O 77N 511 1.22 TIRR 66\6 45,000 307,200 45,000 277,300 -10 C C
17364.9019 04/22/10 40 100 437 280 1935 1935 Fair-av 20 0 5 77N 511 0.35 TIFE 59\25 60,500 88,900 60,500 86,200 -3 C C
17364.9036 04/22/10 72 100 1,760 1,760 880 1968 1968 Avg AV 16 0 0 77N 511 -60 16.59 TIFE 59\25 219,080 383,680 219,080 364,780 -5C C
17364.9038 04/22/10 71 100 1,074 1,040 688 1968 1968 Avg G 14 0 0O . 77N 511 5.71 TO10 FT\14 37,130 177,030 37,130 163,230 -8 C C
17364.9040 04/22/10 48 100 1,544 1,544 560 1975 1975 Avg AV 14 0 0O 77N 511 1.38 T1FE 59\25 91,400 228,100 91,400 215,400 -6 C C
17364.9042 04/22/10 191 1.57 TIFE 59\25 97,100 97,100 97,100 97,100 cc
17364.9057 04/22/10 191 4.41 UNDW 73\25 440 440 440 440 cc
17364.9060 04/22/10 191 0.68 TIFE 59\25 70,400 70,400 70,400 70,400 cc
17364.9067 04/22/10 71 100 1,462 1,462 298 1979 1979 aAvg G 12 0 0 77N 511 1.50 TIFE 59\25 95,000 244,400 95,000 229,800 -6 C C
17364.9068 04/22/10 930 8.33 TO10 FT\14 44,990 47,090 44,990 47,090 cc
17365.9072 04/22/10 47 100 1,196 768 200 1956 1956 2005 Fair VG 14 0 O 778 511 =-40 8.09 TIFE 59\25 175,620 257,420 175,620 248,020 -4 C C
17365.9073 04/22/10 93 100 924 1975 1975 Fair F 18 0 0 7N 511 7.60 TO10 FT\14 42,800 325,100 42,800 294,500 -9 C C
17365.9073 58 100 1,698 1,698 2007 2007 Good G 2 0 0 7IN
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Final Review

Name: SHORS Cycle: 6 Appraiser: 102 Number of Parcels: 173 Tax Year: 2012
Parcel Appr Date HT %Com Size Bsft Bsfn Blt Eff Rem Qlt Cdt Phy Fn Ob S RDF Adj Pcc  Inf Acres Soil T/M _Asc Land Asc Total WS Land WS Total Chg C W
17365.9074 04/22/10 47 100 1,391 1,391 1997 19897 Avg AV 8 0 O 77N 511 1.77 T1FE 59\25 103,100 233,300 103,100 220,500 -5 CC
17365.9079 04/22/10 91 100 1,848 1989 1989 Avg- F 14 0 0 77N 518 -35 1.73 TIFE 29\6 113,750 223,250 113,750 211,650 -5 cCc C
17365.9080 04/22/10 91 100 1,404 2007 2007 Avg- AV 2 0 0 77N 518 1.06 TIFE 29\6 175,000 272,900 175,000 261,900 -4 cCccC

Printed by LSPLATER on 5/12/2011 2:01:04 PM

[Revd: Aug/18/17 as 2011-2012 Final Review; 231720 -- Assessor Response to Dec/29/16 Public Records Request

pg 17 of 17 total pages]
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17355.9014

Proval Notes:

04/26/2016 (1S119) ReVal inspection update. Adjusted land tables.
Lower level removed based on owners appeal photos, changed to

walkout basement. Added lean-tos, can't measure shed by
waterfront from overheads. Land changed with the new 59/25
tables.

7/13/10 Consider resketching as sfr/basement w/o with full
basement finish. :
6/9/10 jh(98) BE-09-0265 Reviewed transcripts from past BTA
case, provided by the appellant, and taxpayers admitted in
testimonry they have a "full finished basement” or
basement/lower level, by our definitiion. Is{102) placed 1900 sf
of basement/Il finish for the 2009/2010 appeal. This
information/transcript is retained in Mr. Arkills file for

further review.

5/18/10 jh(98) BTA Case 09-121 SBTA ruled in assessor's

favor.

4/10 Took appeal to formal state appeal. Not sure of outcome.
7/31/09 Add basement finish as NC

5/09 (102) Appeal RC-08-2020 Met appellants at their residence
with w Joe Hollenbeck. Discussed appeal, rechecked exterior
measurements, we were not allowed inside. Need to add finish
to lower leve! per owner as NC. Removed steel flue.
6/29/07-101 Added 30x40 shop for 07/08.

Appeal Information

BE-13-0103 » Jay Sporn » 2014 » 06/17/2013

BE-15-0048 » Jay Sporn » 2016 » 06/16/2015

DOCK:

Dock Count: 1

Field Book# 00034A RGE

FIRE: 5

IMP: 5
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PARCEL 27323.9054

Sharon Ohland
Coldwell Banker Tomlinson of Spokane

509-701-3895

. shg',rono] 15@comcast.net

)

15024 N Tormey Rd
Nine Mile Fls, WA 99026

See ths gorgeous piece of waterf oroperty on Long
Lake Ready for your custom built home \Naler and pcgr
on the pro'welty Owner financing ava-able 576 acres & »
255 fes iow bank waterfront Wo. 2 aisc entertan AL
i 1:,uuc,t|on or commercial roperty

MLS #: 201013243

EQUAL HOUSING QPPORTUNITY

st isn aupphiacd by s e Ceeiedd veliabibe ug oo

2+ Come See the Virtual Tout!
www.tourfactory.com/1001907
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STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE

July 23, 2010

The Honorable Ralph Baker
Spokane County Assessor

1116 West Broadway Avenue
Spokane, Washington 99260-0010

> Approval of Spokane County Revaluation Plan for the 2011-2016 Revaluation Cycles
Dear Mr. Baker:

I have reviewed your revaluation plan for the 2011 through 2016 assessment years. You mention that
you are in the process of reviewing inspection area boundaries and may find that you need to revise
area boundary lines in the future. I will take this opportunity to remind you that one of the conditions
of approval is that you will notify the Department when you decide to revise area boundaries. We
support your initiative to augment your assessment toolbox with the addition of pictometry to enhance
your ability to identify and list new construction in Spokane County. Your commitment to assuring
that the stakeholders are provided fair and equitable assessments is commendable. We compliment
the effort it requires to provide quality service during these trying times where you are asked to do
more with less. We appreciate your attention to detail and your consideration to all the complex
elements associated with developing a workable and efficient annual revaluation plan. The plan is
based on a six-year physical inspection cycle and annual updating of values for all property each year.

Approval of your revaluation plan is subject to the following conditions:

e New construction
Each year all new construction is identified and placed on the assessment roll.

e Physical inspections
Physical inspections shall meet the requirements of RCW 84.41.041 and WAC 458-07-015(4).
The quality and comprehensiveness of your physical inspections should be such that:
1. All property is listed and classified uniformly.
Adequate data is collected to make accurate valuations.
Changes in physical characteristics affecting value are recorded.
Properties are considered in their entirety, including consideration for internal and external
influences affecting value.

Ealb ol

Property Tax Division .
P O Box 47471 ¢ Olympia, Washington 98504-7471 ¢ (360) 570-5900 ¢ Fax (360) 586-7602
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The Honorable Ralph Baker
July 23, 2010
Page 2

e Complete reappraisal
One hundred percent of the parcels must be inspected and reappraised by the end of the
revaluation cycle. Furthermore, operating under an annual revaluation cycle requires that, during
the interval between each physical inspection of real property, the valuation of such property shall
be adjusted to its current true and fair value based upon appropriate statistical data.

o Adequate funding/trained staffing levels
It is imperative that your office be adequately funded and appropriately staffed. If it lacks the
resources to systematically revalue property and add new construction, taxpayers are deprived of
the uniformity of taxation clauses of the State Constitution.

e Adequate funding of computer systems and software
Adequate appraisal tools and technology must be funded and supported. Use of technology
enhances the assessor’s ability to efficiently and effectively update values and measure levels of

uniformity within the county.

o Notification to the Department of Revenue (Department)
The Department should be notified of any problems that could limit the implementation and
successful completion of your plan, as well as providing the Department with periodic physical
inspection and revaluation progress updates. Also, the Department should be notified of potential
changes to inspection areas within the current approved plan prior to implementation of the
changes.

We support your efforts toward valuing property on a uniform and equitable basis and wish you
success in the administration of your revaluation program. If you have questions regarding the content
of this letter, please contact me at (425) 356-4848 or re@dor.wa.gov.

Sincerely,

eNESw

Rangel S. Cavazos

Revaluation Specialist

County Performance & Administration Program
Property Tax Division

RC:nw
cc: Kathy Beith, County Performance & Administration Manager

Al1110



Pictures — Strands — 17355.9014 and Characterization of property
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Pictures show 4 sides of house with mas'on&‘x(ra'lls and below
grade = basement (Exhibit 116). Pictures-also show house
has-4 corner = go architectural features confirming AVG-

quality of construction. This is exactly what Hollenback and }
Splater saw on May/7/09.
Exhibit 5 Docket 10-258.  Strand Parcel 17355.9014
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ProVal Floor Level Designations

Second Floor  § ~ C
 Level | | - S
e —— - FirstFlaor ¢ - . | o T .
: - Level S . '
: Level ' ' _ ' ' h
RN ) N S S T e .
' Basement . : e Y Walkout
‘ ’ AL e
13206 W CHARLES RD - PARCEL 17355.9014
Main Floor 2048 et ,\ Assessor’s
square feet; = A characterization
Walkout Basement ] it pop s f Strand house
First Floor °
2048 square feet | Level . at17355.9014
- - ' . e S . L . R 5 /4 /2016 to ?
k&%x&%?qm\%&wf\%\ SRS K ANt | Wa]‘kgu& )
Basement e
' TR,
*’%@% )
Ty
\&%&&%@x
%'%e\.
Assessor’s
characterization
of Strand house
at 17355.9014
Iy Sead «f&'y'g ex A8 b Y B mﬁﬁéﬁgkﬂ\ ' 3/1?{{2004
o
Basement
Basement 1152 square feet; Level 5/4/2016
Lower Level 1152 square feet;
Basement concrete walls on all 4 sides ‘_
and should be below ground; Lower W
Level floats in the air with no roof! '-i'%%
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From: Arkills, Ron [RArkills@spokanecounty.org]

Sent: Monday, January 25, 2010 12:18 PM

To: 'afbpns@fastlane-i.com'

Subject: Response to January 12, 2010 Discovery Request
Attachments: Response to January 12 request.pdf

Por Sokidls

Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney

1115 W Broadway Avenue BEFORE THE BOARD OF TAX APPEALS
Spokane, WA 99260 .
Phone: (509)477-5764 STATE OF WASHINGTON

Fax: (509)477-3672

rarkills@spokangeQURIMBTAND and )
PALMER STRAND, )
)
Appellants. } Formal Docket No. 09-121
)
v. )
. ) RESPONDENT’S ANSWERS TO
RALPH BAKER, Spokane County ) APPELLANT’S JANUARY 12,2010
Assessor, ) REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY
) )
™ Respondent, )
)

In response to Appellant’s January 12, 2010 request for discovery under WAC 456-09,
the Respondent answers as follows:

A. General Background. Like assessors in other Washington counties, the Spokane
County Assessor utilizes Computer Assisted Mass Appraisal(CAMA) in the assessment of
property values. “Mass appraisal” as defined by the International Association of Assessing
Officers is: "The process of valuing a group of properties as of a given date, using standard
methods, and allowing for statistical testing." This methodology is authorized by Chaptér 84.41
of the Revised Code of Washington.

For this purpose, the Assessor’s office uses a computer software program known as
Manatron ProVal. Spokane County does not own ProVal, but uses it under certain terms and
conditions set forth in a non-exclusive license with Manatron.

ProVal features a highly productive, integrated sketch package and an extremely accurate
valuation engine for calculating property-values. It includes income approach, sales approach, and
cost approach models to value property. It also includes models to automatically value land. It is
the most widely deployed and, nationally recognized, CAMA software product. The software’s
internal calibration and embedded object code is proprietary and not subject to public disclosure.

RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY Spokane County Prosecuting Attorney
REQUEST--1 Civil Division

1115 W. Broadway Avenue

Spokane, WA 99260

(509)477-5764
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Arkills Response of Jan/25/10

Thus, definitive arithmetic formulae cannot be provided. The precise internal relationship
between various components of value is not visible, or accessible, by the software user.

The software complies with Washington state law, as well as standards set by the
International Association of Assessing Officers.

Embedded in the ProVal software are cost tables compiled by the Marshall Swift
valuation service. These cost tables are based on a sampling of final building costs for residences
actually built. They are averages of many costs. These cost tables are updated periodically by
Marshall Swift.

Marshall Swift cost tables are utilized in most assessor offices throughout the United
States and Canada. Marshall Swift cost data and methodology is the standard for determining the

estimated value of commercial and residential structures, improvements and manufactured
housing when using the cost approach. ‘

The Assessor’s staff inputs various data into the ProVal data base including: (1)
information from visual inspections of the property; (2) sales and other market data from sources
such as the Multiple Listing Source; (3) Real Estate Excise Tax Affidavits; (4) GIS; and (5)
building permit information.

With input data and the embedded Marshall Swift cost tables, the ProVal software is able
to determine the value of a Subject Property.

The Improvement Data Sheet that you reference was prepared utilizing ProVal.

The right hand column of that document reflects a computation of value utilizing a cost
approach with the following steps: -

(1) A determination of the Total Base Cost of a structure;

‘ (2) The addition of value adjustments for various features including:
(a) Interior Finish(item 1C);
(b) Exterior living units;
(c) Basement Finish(Item ID)
(d) Fireplaces;
(e) Heating(Item 1E)
(f) Air Conditioning;
(g) Frame/Siding/Roof(Item 1F);

(h) Plumbing Fixtures; and

RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY Spokane County Prosecyting Attorney

REQUEST--2 Civil Division
1115 W. Broadway Avenue
Spokane, WA 99260

(509)477-5764
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Arkills Response of Jan/25/10

()Other Features(Item 1G).

Specifics for each of these adjustments are found in the left-hand column under “Physical
Characteristics.”

(3) The addition of the value of exterior features such as an attached garage and enclosed
frame porch;

(4) A Quality Class/Grade Adjustment is applied to the total of the first three steps to
determine the Grade Adjusted Value; '

(5) Deductions for physical depreciation and obsolescence.

B. Answers to Appellant’s Specific Questions:

1. A. Base Cost is calculated for a particular type of residence using F rame type and embedded
ProVal software tables. Framing is a component of finished square footage. 1152 and 896
square foot portions of the structure are wood frame.

B. A concrete frame is indicated. The reason for any variation--if there is one—is that
Building and planning definitions to not correspond to assessment practices.

C. A drywall interior finish is indicated. Computer generated values for this--and other items-
-- are based on ProVal’s licensed software and embedded proprietary tables.

D. The question is ambiguous. Please re-phrase the question.

E. A negative valuation may result from an inferior--or no--heating system. A forced hot
air—electric system is indicated in your residence.

F. The Improvement Data Sheet indicates: wood and concrete frames; vinyl siding; and a’

metal gabled roof. Your question is ambiguous. Please re-phrase the question.
G. The question is ambiguous. Please re-phrase the question.

H. The Improvement Data Sheet indicates an attached frame garage. The question is
ambiguous. Please re-phrase the question. g

I. The Exterior Features consist of a 96 square foot enclosed frame porch(“EFP” on the
sketch). The question is ambiguous. Please re-phrase your question; and provide specific
examples.

2. Grade Adjusted Value is a term used to describe the value after the quality grade adjustment
has been applied to the base cost of the structure but before depreciation.

RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY .Spokane County Prosecuting Attorney
REQUEST--3 Civil Division

1115 W. Broadway Avenue

Spokane, WA 99260

(509)477-5764
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Arkills Response of Jan/25/10

3. These are definitions of quality types utilized by the Marshall Swift valuation service to
describe the overall quality of construction of a structure based on an appraiser’s visual
inspection of the property. An “Average” quality house is a house that is encountered more
frequently in a market than any other quality of construction; and meets or exceeds building
code requirements. The quality of workmanship is acceptable, but does not reflect custom
craftsmanship. Cabinets, doors, hardware and plumbing are usually stock items. As noted
above, the quality classification is applied to the base cost to determine the value of a
structure before depreciation. The numerical amount of the adjustment for quality is based on
Marshall Swift cost tables which are imbedded in the ProVal software, and are not known to
the appraiser. These tables are trade secrets, and not subject to disclosure. The “minus” is a
further refinement of the quality adjustment based on the judgment of the appraiser.
Classification may change based on subsequerit appraiser inspections.

4. An adjustment applied by the appraiser to cost to determine value based on the local real
estateé market. In your case, the appraiser determined that such an adjustment was

unnecessary.

5. Appraiser drawings are typically from site inspections of the appraiser utilizing the Sketch
Component of the ProVal software. The sketch appearing on the Data Information sheet
utilizes uses ProVal symbols and abbreviations. The abbreviation “1 s Fr/ B” means a portion
one-story frame structure over a basement. The circled number indicates the area of this
portion is 1152 square feet. The abbreviation “1 s Fr/ L” indicates a portion of a one-story
frame structure that is a lower level finished area of your house. A “lower level” typically is
not subterranean, which what distinguishes it from a basement. The area of this portion of the
structure is 896 square feet.

6. 2004 and 2010. There may—but not must—be appraiser inspections based upon sales,
demolition, or renovation under a building permit. In addition to regularly scheduled
inspections, inspections may occur as a result of a taxpayer’s appeal to the Spokane County
Board of Equalization or the Washington State Board of Tax Appeals. :

7. A land table produces value based sales in your particular neighborhood with adjustments for
factors such as topography, soil, view, lot configuration, etc. in accordance with appraiser
judgment.

8. Unknown.

The information for each address is available on the Spokane County website at
http://www.spokanecounty,org/assessor/content.aspx?c=1379.

DATED this 25" day of January, 2010.

RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY Spokane County Prosecuting Attorney

REQUEST--4 Civil Division
1115 W. Broadway Avenue
Spokane, WA 99260

(509)477-5764
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SPOKANE

PALMER D. STRAND, PATRICIA
N. STRAND,

Plaintiffs,

SPOKANE COUNTY,
VERBATIM REPORT

)
)
)
)
)
vs. ) Cause No. 13-2-00123-8
)
)
)
) OF PROCEEDINGS

Defendant.

TRIAL EXCERPT: TESTIMONY OF BYRON D. HODGSON

November 22, 2013

Spokane County Courthouse
Spokane, Washington
Before the
HONORABLE MARYANN C. MORENO

APPEARANCES

For the Plaintiff, PATRICIA N. STRAND
appearing pro se: PO Box 312
Nine Mile Falls, Washington 99026

For the Defendant: DAN L. CATT
Spokane County Deputy Prosecutor
1100 W. Mallon Avenue
Spokane, Washington 99260

Terri A. Cochran, CSR No. 3062
Official Court Reporter
1116 W. Broadway, Department No. 7
Spokane, Washington 99260
{509)477-4418
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1 November 22, 2013 - P.M. Session

2

3 (The following is an excerpt of trial. The portion that
4 preceded this excerpt was not requested to be transcribed.)
5

6 MR. CATT: I call Byron Hodgson.

7 THE COURT: Come on up, sir. Raise your right hand,
8 please.

9

10 (BYRON D. HODGSON was duly sworn.)

11

12 THE COURT: Go ahead and have a seat.

13 | THE WITNESS: Thank you.

14 THE COURT: You can feel free to adjust the mic however

15 you're comfortable.

le THE WITNESS: Okay.

17 THE COURT: You might want to move it down a bit. Be
18 gentle with it, though. It just bends. Just pull it towards

19 you. And then you can, you know, flip that up if you need to.

20 THE WITNESS: Thank you.

21 THE COURT: ,Okay. Mr. Catt?

22 MR. CATT: Thank you, your Honor.
23 /7777

24l /7777

25\ 77777

DEFENSE CASE IN CHIEF / BYRON D. HODGSON - DIRECT by MR. CATT
PATRICIA STRAND, et al. vs. SPOKANE COUNTY / BENCH TRIAL / 11-22-13 - P.M. SESSION
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electronic data? What do you end up with?

A. Well, the assessor's office is primarily a paperless

office. There is very limited paper in our office. The system

is a very sophisticated paperless appraisal system. It doesn't

require —-- actually doesn't require any paper.
THE COURT: Can I ask a question?

MR. CATT: Sure.

THE COURT: I think I'm with you so far. You mentioned

that you input all of this data, characteristics. And then the

Proval -- ProVal system, does that actually come up with a
number and then you folks do the market analysis that tailors

it to the locality, or does the software do that? Or is it a

two —— I'm oversimplying it -- a two-step process?
THE WITNESS: It —-- 1t can be a two-step process. Um,
I'll just -- I'1ll have to add this, your Honor, this one more

item. ProVal cost numbers are created by a company called
Marshall Swift. It is the authority on cost approach in the
United States. Those numbers are given to ProvVal. ProvVal
enters those numbers into their system. Oftentimes Marshall
Swift's cost approach has a local --
(Sound of bumping the microphone was heard.)

THE WITNESS: Pardon me -- a local cost modifier
already in it. So I would say that there's -- there's a great
deal of property that it's a one-step process.

MS. STRAND: Objection.

DEFENSE CASE IN CHIEF / BYRON D. HODGSON - DIRECT by MR. CATT
PATRICIA STRAND, et al. vs. SPOKANE COUNTY / BENCH TRIAL / 11-22-13 - P.M. SESSION
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1 big reliance on it.

2 Q. How many -- how many appraisers did you say were -- were

3 involved in that 210,000 parcels?

4 A. I believe we have 19 appraisers.

5 Q. Okay. Let's go to the audit issue. You were here earlier
6 when there was testimony concerning a state audit. That was

7 conducted by the state -- I think the state auditor was

8 involved with it. And there was a complaint filed, and you

9 responded in some fashion to docks and stuff. Can you tell us

10 about that state audit?

11 A. I can. The -- the state auditor -- which doesn't always
12 audit our office. 1It's not necessarily on an annual basis, but
13 often they are auditing some portion of it -~ the auditor was

14 up front. He said somebody had called their hotline and

15 complained that docks weren't being assessed or something.
16 That's not a quote, but that's the general idea. And I told
17 the auditor that Spokane County doesn't assess docks. They
18 haven't assessed docks since probably John Gunn, the first

19 territorial assessor.

20 So he asked for an explanation of that. And this is --
21 was done in -- I mean, the audit ended coming out in 2013. So
22 I gave a -- an appraisal explanation of why assessors' offices

23 wouldn't necessarily need to appraise docks. They looked at my

24 explanation, and they consulted with the Washington Department

25 of Revenue. And they ended up being okay with it. But the

DEFENSE CASE IN CHIEF / BYRON D. HODGSON - DIRECT by MR. CATT
PATRICIA STRAND, et al. vs. SPOKANE COUNTY / BENCH TRIAL / 11-22-13 - P.M. SESSION
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1 assessor's office had no instructions on docks. And the only

2 reason that existed i1s it was a response to the state auditor.

3 Q. The Strands' property is -- is considered lakefront
4 property on -- I believe it would be what's called Long Lake in
5 Spokane. Or Spokane Lake? I'm not sure what the current name
6 is.
7 A. I think it's Lake Spokane.
8 Q. Lake Spokane. And is -- is -- are other counties -- do
9 other counties border that lake?
10 A. Stevens County.
11 Q. Does Stevens County assess docks, or do you know whether

12 or not Stevens County assesses docks?

13 A. They do not.

14 Q. So no docks were assessed on Long Lake. 1Is that --

15 A. To my knowledge, they are not assessed on Long Lake.

16 MS. STRAND: Objection. Prosecutor Catt just stated,

17 or implied a defense for not complying with the law was that
18 other counties are not complying with the law. That'; a
19| mischaracterization of the law.

20 THE COURT: 1I'm failing to see how this is part of your

21 claim. I'm not understanding the relevance of this.

22 MS. STRAND: I don't understand either.
23 MR. CATT: That there's —-
24 THE COURT: What is the relevance of this? We're

25 talking about documents and the demands that she made for X, Y,

DEFENSE CASE IN CHIEF / BYRON D. HODGSON - DIRECT by MR. CATT
PATRICIA STRAND, et al. vs. SPOKANE COUNTY / BENCH TRIAL / 11-22-13 - P.M. SESSION
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1 and Z and her claim that either they don't exist or she didn't
2 get them. So I don't really care whether or not Spokane County

3 values docks.

4 MR. CATT: Okay.

5 THE COURT: I mean, I don't. And maybe this is leading
6 to something I'm just not -- and I'm just not getting it.

7 So —-- so I guess I'll sustain the objection.

8 MR. CATT: Well, part of her allegation is that there's
9 noncompliance with the law, your Honor. And this testimony

10 concerning the assessment of docks in Spokane County was part
11 of her argument that the county assessor is noncompliant and

12 makes under several different versions of what she's asking you
13 for. And this goes to the response on that. And the response
14 is that, you know, Spokane County doesn't assess docks. It

15 just so happens Stevens County doesn't either. And there was a

16 response to the -- to the state auditor, and the state auditor
17 was -- accepted that after checking with the Department of
18 Revenue. So it's not -- I'm getting ready to move into the

19 document part of it, but I think that it is relevant from the

20 standpoint =-

21 THE COURT: Well --
22 MR. CATT: -- that it addresses that piece.
23 THE COURT: ~-- I see her complaint as not whether or

24 not the Spokane Assessor does or doesn't. It's that they don't

25 have any rules that are published with regard to docks.

DEFENSE CASE IN CHIEF / BYRON D. HODGSON - DIRECT by MR. CATT
PATRICIA STRAND, et al. vs. SPOKANE COUNTY / BENCH TRIAL / 11-22-13 - P.M. SESSION
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Q. Okay. How about concerning evaluation of nonstructures?
A, None.
Q. Okay. How about in No. 11, the valuation of in-property

roads, which would include driveways?

A, None.

Q. How about valuation of electric utility service under

No. 12?

A, No. That's -- that might be the state utility department
at the Department of Revenue -- or the utility department at

the Department of Revenue.

Q. How about policies and procedures concerning valuation of
septic systems?

A. We don't value septic systems.

Q. How about policies and procedures concerning tax rolls and
the valuation of water wells?

A. The assessor's office doesn't value wells.

Q. Okay. How about policies and procedures on min and max
criteria for sales comparisons and support opinions relating to
the value of land in 157

A. I requested a clarification of Mrs. Strand about what she
meant with maximum and minimum criteria. I have no idea of
what she's referring to.

Q. What about the same min-max criteria for sales comparisons

in support opinions unrelated to value of structures?

A. I don't know what she's referring to.

DEFENSE CASE IN CHIEF / BYRON D. HODGSCN - DIRECT by MR. CATT

PATRICIA STRAND, et al. vs. SPOKANE COUNTY / BENCH TRIAL / 11-22-13 - P.M. SESSION
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Washington State Auditor’s Office
Accountability Audit Report

Spokane County

Report Date
March 28, 2011

Report No.. 1005509

SR WASHINGTON

“SBBRIAN SONNTAG

——e————STATE AUDITOR

Issue Date
April 25, 2011
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Schedule of Audit Findings and Responses

Spokane County
March 28, 2011

The County Assessor’'s internal controls were not adequate to ensure
compliance with state property tax law, resulting in lost property tax
revenue to the County.

Background

The Spokane County Assessor's Office is responsible for the valuation of approximately
200,000 real property parcels. Assessments for these parcels totaled approximately
$36 billion for 2008 and 2009. During our audit, a former Assessor's Office employee
asserted the County used improper valuation methods for new construction. We
reviewed documentation on these valuations, and determined we would examine the
assertions during the audit. We also identified other, related areas for examination.

Description of Condition
New Construction

State law requires a county assessor to make a physical appraisal of new construction
within one year of the issuance of a building permit. The assessor is then authorized to
place property that has increased in value due to construction on the tax rolls each year,
regardless of the percentage of completion. The former employee provided a list of
parcels in the Cheney area the Assessor’'s Office had added to the tax rolls an average
of seven years late. Seventy-one of these 157 parcels had a taxable value of more than
$100,000. We traced 33 of the 71 parcels to Assessor’'s Office records and verified that
they had not been added to the tax rolls as required by state law. In addition to the
parcels identified by the former employee, we examined another 85 parcels and
determined 22 were added to the tax rolls an average of four years after the final
building inspection. Our examination did not identify any parcels that were not included
on the tax rolls.

Land Valuation

The assessed value of a parcel includes the value of the land and the structures on the
land. Our examination of this area identified parcels in the property tax system with land
values between $0 and $2,000. We verified with Assessor's Office employees that 21 of
the 32 parcels we examined were valued inappropriately. This included 13 parcels with
a $0 land value, five parcels with values of $1,000 or less and three parcels valued at
$2,000 each. These 21 parcels had taxable structures on them valued between $4,400
and $275,400.

Washington State Auditor's Office
5
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Property Tax Exemptions

State law allows exemptions from some property taxes based on age, disability, veteran
status and disposable income thresholds. The Assessor's Office is responsible for
reviewing and approving property tax exemption applications and should obtain proof of
income to ensure applicants meet the exemption criteria. We found:

e An email from a Property Information Supervisor dated July 19, 2006 stated:
“We have decided that we're going [to] process the renewal applications just like
we did last year. Anyone whose income is $22,000 or less and submits without
proof of income is okay to process.”

e An email from the same Property Information Supervisor dated September 14,
2007 stated: “The current count for renewal applications is 1,034. We need to
have those done by December 29, 2007. Per Ralph [the Assessor] please go
ahead and process apps that are currently level “A’s even if they haven't
provided income proof — income should be under $23,000. As always, if
something seems fishy, by all means request the info.”

We verified through interviews with Assessor’s Office employees that they followed the
directions in the 2006 and 2007 emails. In addition, we examined records supporting 64
parcels that received property tax exemptions during 2009 and noted 13 were not

~ properly supported by records that had been retained by the Assessor’s Office.

Cause of Condition
New Construction

Due to staffing shortages, the County Assessor directed property appraisers to inspect
only new construction with an estimated value of $50,000 or more. In addition, internal
procedure directs staff to only appraise and add new construction to the tax rolls when it
is approximately 40 percent complete. The Office defines 40 percent complete as the
structure having windows and doors installed and exterior wrapping. Assessor’'s Office
staff stated the assessed value of property does not increase if new construction is less
than 40 percent complete.

The employee assigned to assess the value of the properties in the Cheney area was on
light work duty restrictions and did not physically walk and measure properties, resulting
in inaccurate new construction valuations. Due to staffing shortages, the Assessor's
Office was unable to reassign this area to another appraiser.

Land Valuation

Appraisers enter codes in the property valuation system to adjust land values.
Supervisors did not detect data entry errors that resulted in inaccurate valuations.

Property Tax Exemptions
The Assessor's Office guidance on property tax exemptions did not comply with state

law. The Office does not have a system that ensures taxpayers are eligible for tax
exemptions.

Washington State Auditor’s Office
6
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Effect of Condition
New Construction

Delaying additions of new construction to the tax rolls results in lost revenue to the
County and affected taxing districts, since new construction allows the County to levy
more than the 1 percent annual levy increase allowed by state law. We were unable to
quantify the amount of lost property tax revenue. This practice did not result in citizens
paying more than their share of property taxes.

Land Valuation

When land is erroneously valued, property taxes are assessed inequitably among
property owners in the effected taxing districts. These errors do not result in lost
revenue to the County since the total tax assessment for existing property is limited to
the 1 percent annual levy increase. We are unable to quantify the effect on individual
property owners resulting from these errors.

Property Tax Exemptions

Without adequate supporting documents, we could not determine if the Assessor's
Office granted exemptions only to eligible taxpayers. When exemptions are granted
improperly, property taxes are assessed inequitably among property owners in the
affected taxing districts. These errors do not result in lost revenue to the County since
the total tax assessment for existing property is limited to the 1 percent annual levy
increase.

Recommendation

We recommend the County Assessor develop controls and put practices in place that
ensure:

¢ |t adds new construction to the tax rolls in accordance with state law.

e Policies identifying when new construction is added to tax rolls are documented
and supported to demonstrate the 40 percent completion factor is reasonable
and in compliance with state laws.

o Staff properly enters all assessed land values into the property tax system.

o Staff processes all applications for property tax exemptions to ensure applicants
meet eligibility requirements.

County’s Response

The audit conducted for the Spokane County Assessor's Office last fall pertained to the
previous administration.

I, Vicki Horton, the newly elected Spokane County Assessor have made significant
changes to the operations of the office relative to new construction, land valuation,
revaluation, and the senior exemption processes. We now have electronic procedures
in all areas for audit purposes.

Washington State Auditor's Office
7
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Brian Sonntag

April 9, 2012
Patricia Strand

13206 W Charles Road
Nine Mile Falls, WA 99026

Dear Ms. Strand:

Thank you for contacting the State Auditor's Office Citizen Hotline. You expressed concerns that
Spokane and Stevens Counties are not properly assessing property improvements on Long
Lake.

We will review your concern as part of our regularly scheduled audits of the counties which are
expected to occur in the fall of 2012.

Thank you for taking the time to submit your concerns. If you have any questions, please
contact me at 509-334-5825 x108.

Sincerely,

Debral. F Barik

Deborah F. Pennick, CPA
Team Inland Northwest

H-12-086

Insurance Building, P.O. Box 40021 = Olympia, Washington 98504-0021 « (360) 902-0370 * TDD Relay (800) 833-6388
FAX (360) 753-0646 * http://www.sao.wa.gov
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Improvements

Hotline #H-12-086

This was submitted online in February 2012. The submitter expressed concerns that docks are not
included in the assessed value of properties on Long L.ake. Byron Hodgson, Chief Deputy Assessor,
stated that the Assessor's office does not value docks; or driveways, sidewalks, steps, small porches,
retaining walls or other amenities that are included in the sale price of a house. The Assessor's office
does take into account recent sales of the property and similar properties in establishing the assessed
value. The presence of a dock is generally not one of the factors considered in determining which
properties are comparable sales, but whether property is waterfront or not is the major factor.

He believes the presence of a dock on waterfront property does not significantly affect its market value
unless the dock has a value that is well above average and Spokane County lacks high end waterfront
properties with such amenities.

I looked at several waterfront properties in both King and Snohomish Counties on the internet and noted
that King County assigned assessed values to docks but Snohomish County (Lake Stevens) did not. The
properties in King County were on Lake Washington in Medina and had higher assessed values:

Parcel Dock Value Total Improvements Value
#9208900009 $46,000 (800 sqft) $ 1.3 million
#9208900007 $95,000 (1,700 sq ft) $ 2.3 million
#9208900079 $143,349 $98.6 million

| spoke with Bill Moser in Planning to get an idea of how many new dock permits (shoreline exemptions)
are applied for. He provided the following information from his manual log:

New Replacements

2012 2 3
2011 5 5
2010 4 4

Due to the County's Shoreline Program, new docks are generally a little under $10,000 (all of the above
are). If, the cost of the dock is $10,000 or more, then this is classified as substantial development under
the Shoreline Program for which there are greater requirements. If the cost is under $10,000, the person
submitting the application/site plan to Building and Planning can obtain a letter granting exemption from
the County's Shoreline Program. There is no cost restriction on dock replacements, but the new docks
cannot be any bigger than the docks they are replacing. Generally, dock replacements are $10,000 or a
little more. Bill stated that, due to the above factors, the cost of most dock construction is around
$10,000.

10-25-12; Tom Taylor, SAO Assessor Specialist, called Michael Braaten, County Performance and
Administration Program Manager at DOR, to determine if assessing for items like docks is a policy
decision that is left up to each county or if they must be added to the assessed value of the property for
tax purposes. He stated:

After talking with DOR, we agreed that docks, retaining walls, etc. do have a value. A lake-home
assessed without a dock, and later a dock is built - should have two different values. Sometimes these
values are not specifically detailed for each improvement — but part of the overall assessment.

On 11-6-12, we provided DOR's interpretation to Byron Hodgson, Chief Deputy Assessor. | advised him
that | expected we'll have a recommendation that the Assessor’s office consider whether or not a property
has a dock in assessing values, and ensures new construction is added timely
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Washington State Auditor
Troy Kelley

March 26, 2013

Patricia Strand
13206 W Charles Road
Nine Mile Falls, WA 99026

Dear Ms. Strand:

Thank you for contacting the State Auditor's Office Citizen Hotline. You expressed concerns
about the property tax assessment of docks and boathouses on Long Lake.

We reviewed your concern as part of our regularly scheduled audit of Spokane County. We
reviewed property assessments of lakefront property in a number of counties across the state.
We learned that the assessment process is not consistently reported. The Spokane County
Chief Deputy Assessor commented that the presence of a dock or boathouse in the County
generally does not significantly affect a property’s market value as the County lacks high end
waterfront properties. He also stated that while these structures are not separately valued as
part of the property assessment process, the County does take into account recent sales of
similar properties in establishing the total assessed value of each property.

We also spoke with the County Performance and Administration Program Manager at the
Department of Revenue (DOR) who indicated the assessment of a lake home with a dock or

boathouse should include the value of the improvement, but it does not have to be separately
stated and may be part of the overall property assessment.

As part of the audit we recommended the County work with DOR to determine a method to
properly assess, report and tax docks and boathouse structures.

Thank you for taking the time to submit your concerns. If you have any questions, please
contact me at 509-334-5825 ext. 108.

Sincerely,
Deborah F. Pennick, CPA

Team Inland Northwest

H-12-086

Insurance Building, P.O. Box 40021 * Olympia, Washington 98504-0021 * (360) 902-0370 * TDD Relay (800) 833-6388
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BOARD OF TAX APPEALS HEARING
DOCKET NO.: 13-179
EXCERPTS

IN RE: Palmer and Patricia Strand

DATE: January 22, 2016
PLACE: Unknown to reporter.

APPEARANCES: Some appearances by phone.
Alejandro Sanchez
Patricia Strand

Attorney, Mr. Arkills
Jay Sporn

Transcribed by Deborah G. Peck, Certified Court Reporter,
CCR No. 2229, from disk provided by Patricia Strand.
Speakers were idenﬁified by Ms. Strand on notes given to
reporter. Times indicated on-transcript for requested
excerpts were provided by Ms. Strand and reflect times
indicated in her notes or indicated on "For the Record"
program. Transcription by reporter is only what was

requested and does not reflect entire proceedings.
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BTA Docket 13-179 January 22, 2016 hearing.
FILE 9:06:00 AM (Recording period: 9:01:41 to 9:06:12)

MR. SANCHEZ: All right. The recorders are on. This
hearing is called to order. .It is now nine o'clock a.m.,
Friday, January 22nd, 2016. I'm president of the Washington
State Board of Tax Appeals. My name is Alejandro Sanchez.
I'll preside.

This is the property tax appeal of Palmer and Patricia
Strand, who are appealing the decision of the Spokane County
Board of Equalization sustaining the assessor's valuation of
property identified as parcel number 17355.9014 at 13206 West
Charles Road in Nine Mile Falls, Washington.

This matter appears before the State Board of Tax
Appeals as Docket No. 13-179. This is a formal appeal. It's
conducted under RCW34.05 and the rules of Chapter 456-09 of

the Washington Administrative Code.

The hearing is being recorded, as I stated. 1It's also

a de novo hearing. Just briefly what that means is, or how
we've interpreted that is that we don't have the oral
testimony that you've given to the County Board of
Equalization. We just have the written materials. So any
points you made orally there must be restated tpday to be

considered.

Today we're talking about the fair market value of the

subject property for the 2013 assessment year. The valuation
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date is January 1lst of 2013. Now, under Washington law the
assessor's original valuation is presumed correct. .And to
overcome this, the property owner must present clear, cogent
and convincing evidence that the value is in error. Ms.
Strand, essentially that means that you must show that it's
highly probable that the assessor's value is incorrect.

Sc based on today's pfoceeding, the testimony offered
and the written materials received, I will write a decision
and I'll analyze the issues and conclude with the value. That
decision will have an explanation of further appeal rights, 1if
either party disagrees. |

Ms. Strand, did you still want to receive your
decision by the e-mail address of pnstrand@hotmail.com?

MS. STRAND: I did.

MR. SANCHEZ: Okay. Now, let's go over the format
really briefly. We're going to start today with opening
remarks from the parties. Ms. Strand, you'll go first on
those. They can be brief. They're just going to be a very --
just outlining your -- your case that will follow. Then we'll
take each party's case in chief. Which for you, Ms. Strand,
you'll simply just have the opportuni£§ to make testimony and
arguments.

And then we'll have Mr. Arkills have the opportunity
to ask you questions. And then Mr. Arkills will put on his

case in chief. Which will, I'm guessing, be an examination of
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the witness, Mr. Sporn. Foliowing that, Ms. Strand, you'll
have the opportunity to cross—examine Mr. Sporn; And then, at
the end of all of that, we'll take closing remarks.

We have set aside four hours for the hearing. And
that can either go through the twelve o'clock hour, or if we
have strict lunch requirements, we can, 1f needed, we can take
a break at lunch and then reconvene at one o'clock and finish.
So we'll see how everyone feels and see where we are at that
time. |

Do we have any questions about procedures so far? I'm
going to swear in the witnessgs in a moment. And then we'll
get to more specific housekeeping matters befpre we go on to
opening remarks. But do we have any questions about any of
the procedures I've described so far?

MR. ARKILLS: Mr. Sanchez, I do have, for the recozxd,
an objection to make to the supplemental exhibits submitted by
the appellant on Wednesday. I believe they're untimely and
should not be considered.

MR. SANCHEZ: And we will get to that in just a
moment. I'll do -- we'll do the housekeeping. I just want to
swear everyone in before we get into any sort of arguments
like that. But -- and we'll get to that shortly. So do we
have any questions about anything else before we begin?

MS. STRAND: I have none.

MR. SANCHEZ: Okay.

Al134



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR. ARKILLS: I have none.

MR. SANCHEZ: All right. Let's have those who are

planning to testify please raise your right hands to be sworn.

Do you solemnly swear and affirm to tell the truth, the whole
truth and nothing but the truth?

MS. STRAND: I do.

MR. SPORN: I do. -

MR. SANCHEZ: Let the record reflect that Ms. Strand
and Mr. Sporn were sworn.

FILE 11:50 AM (Recording period: 11:53:16 to 11:56:46)

MR. SANCHEZ: Ms. Strand, now is your opportunity to
ask questions of Mr. Sporn.

MS. STRAND: I'm ready. And thank you.

MR. SANCHEZ: You're welcome.

MS. STRAND: Mr. Spern -- Mr. Sporn, I'm sorry, this
is a general and a specific question. You keep referring to
mass appraisal. So is mass appraisal used to value land in
Spokane County?

MR. SPORN: It's one of the methods, yes.

MS. STRAND: Is mass .appraisal used to value land in
Spokane County? That's a yes or a no.

MR. SPORN: Yes.

MS. STRAND: So how is mass appraisal used? I need
some specifics. Would you explain --

MR. ARKILLS: I object on grounds of relevance.
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MS. STRAND: (Unclear) answer the question,

Mr. Arkills.

"MR. ARKILLS: (Unclear) concern with --

MS. STRAND: I requested the information in discovery.

Since I was given no -- nothing to show that mass appraisal
was used to value land, nor Qas I given the statement that
mass appraisal was used to value land, yes, I wént to know
specifically what Mr. Sporn knows about how this was done.

MR. ARKILLS: Again, I'm going to objéct to that
because it's not relevant to this hearing.

MR. SANCHEZ: All right. Mr. Arkills, your objection
is that it's not relevant. I'm going to overrule that
objection at this time because this is her first question.
She's introducing a line of thought, and we don't even know
where this is going to go yet. So Ms. Strand will be able to
ask these questions to begin.

MR. ARKILLS: Oh. Then I'd like to state an ongoing
objection if she continues along this line.

MR. SANCHEZ: Okay.

MS. STRAND: Mr. Sporn, did you hear the question and
understand it?

MR. SPORN: Yeah. I'm a little confused because 1
thought we were addressing tﬂe assessed value, the total

assessed value (unclear).

MS. STRAND: The quesﬁion I asked ——- I will repeat the
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question, Mr. Sporn. Please listen.

MR. SPORN: Ask.

MS. STRAND: Would you explain how Spbkane County
specifically uses what you're calling mass appraisal in the
right to value my land.

MR. SPORN: To value your land specifically is as
sales come into our study, we analyze those sales. We make
adjustments to similar properties, not just your property, but
every similar property that we find that fits the criteria
where that sale is appropriate.

As you are well aware, I'm sure, that during the
period from 2008 to about -- even up to the date of your
appeal, land sales were scarce and few and far between.
That's why --

MS. STRAND: Mr. Sporn, can we get back to my

question?
MR. SPORN: =-- (unclear) adjustment for those years
because we don't have any new sales to -- that we can use as a

basis to change that wvalue. And until --

MS. STRAND: Mr. Sporn --

MR. SPORN: -- (unclear) the model it's going to stay
the same.

MS. STRAND: Mr. Sporn, I'd like to go back to my
question.

MR. ARKILLS: I believe Mr. Sporn answered your
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question.

MS. STRAND: You said (unclear) what properties were
used over the last five years?

MR. SPORN: I didn't hear you.

MS. STRAND: I heard you say in answer to my question
that similar properties were used to value my land and these
similar properties were sold in the last five years.

MR. SPORN: No. What I said is we don't specifically
value your property. We value properties that are similar to
yours. If we make -- we don't just‘take and if a sale comes
in, we don't adjust it to yoﬁr property. All those high bank
properties on there are all affected by the newlsales that
come in. And that's why we néed mass. We're not doing
individual appraisals, we're doing mass.

FILE 12:01 PM (Recording period: 11:56:46 to 12:01:46)

MS. STRAND: I'm going back‘to my guestion, Mr. Sporn.
You've repeated that simila£ properties were used to value my
property and these were sales in the last five years. Is that
what you said-?

MR. SPORN: No, that isn't --

MS. STRAND: Yes or no?

MR. SPORN: -- what I said. I said -~ you included an
actual printout of sales that were given to you back in 2008
that were used --

MS. STRAND: Mr. Sporn, I've asked you a question.
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Would you please concentrate on my question. Were similar
sales -- similar properties, similar sales -- sold properties,
sales in the last five years used to value my property?

MR. SPORN: I don't believe there were any new sales
similar to your property that would affect it.

MS. STRAND: I didn't say new sales, I said sales over
the last five years.

MR. ARKILLS: Asked and answered.

MS. STRAND: You said similar properties.

MR. ARKILLS: And asked and answered.

MS. STRAND: No, it has not been.

MR. SANCHEZ: Yes. Mrs. -—- Ms. Strand, let's -- let's
either be more specific with your questions or, if not, then I
would say that that question has been asked and'answered so.

MS. STRAND: I'll -- I'll be more specific.

MR. SANCHEZ: Okay. Please do.

MS. STRAND: Mr. Sporn. Mr. Sporn. The value
determining the $200,000 2013 value of ﬁy property, did the --
what properties and over what period -- I'm sorry, what?

MR. SANCHEZ: Ms. Strand, no one said anything.

MS. STRAND: ©Oh, okay. I'm continuing with my
question.

MR. SANCHEZ: Okay.

MS. STRAND: To determine the 2013 $200 "—- $200,000

land valuation of the subject property, did the assessor use
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sales of improved properties from 2008 to 2013? Yes or no?

MR. SPORN: No. An improved property for the land
value, no. We use raw land sales to set raw land -- to set
site values.

MS. STRAND: Thank you. When I requested in filing my
petition for the basis of the valuation of my property and
when I requested in discovery the basis of the valuation of my
property, that included the valuation for the land. Why did I
not —-- why did I not get the raw land sales that you're
referring to?

MR. SPORN: I just told you there were no similar land
sales for your property. That's why the value didn't change
over all those years because we had no data to support any
change because there were no similar sales during that
five-year period. I'm sorry, there weren't.

MR. SANCHEZ: All right. Let's —- let's keep
composure here, all right? And that goes for eVerybody. Now,
Ms. Strand, he -- he's answered that, that there are no sales.

MS. STRAND: I have another follow-up question.

MR. SANCHEZ: Okay.

MS. STRAND: So, Mr. Sporn, my $200,000 value was
established in May of 2008, according to your appraisal. And
I can give you the specific appraisal. Are you saying that
since May of 2008 there is -- there are no sales to support

that $200,000 value?

10
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MR. SPORN: I'm saying there's no --

MS. STRAND: That's a yes Oor no answer.,

MR. SPORN: All I'm saying is there were no new sales
that were supporting of changing the value as it existed.

MS. STRAND: So the value existed since May of 2008.
Mr. Sanchez, I want you to understand what Mr. Sporn just
said. $200,000 was established as my valuation on May 6 of
2008.

MR. ARKILLS: This is argumentative. I think Mrs.
Strand has an opportunity at.the end of the case to make her
arguments.

MS. STRAND: Mr. Sanchez, can I continue with my
statement?

MR. SANCHEZ: Well, all right, Jjust a moment.
Mr. Arkills, are you raising an objection to what she's about
to say”?

MR. ARKILLS: Well, she's -- she's -- well, she's
making an argument at this peint. She's not asking a
question.

MR. SANCHEZ: All right.

MR. ARKILLS: She's explaining my -- my witness'
answer,

MR. SANCHEZ: Okay.

MR. ARKILLS: And I don't know how in the world she's
doing that.

11
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MR. SANCHEZ: All right. Ms. Strand, if you could
phrase the next statement in the form of a question. We are
in the --

MS. STRAND: Yes, we'are.

MR. SANCHEZ: -- cross-examination portion.

MS. STRAND: I've asked Mr. -- yes. I've asked Mr.
Sporn a question of where were the properties'that supported
the $200,000 valuation. And Mr. Sporn responded by saying
that your $200,000 valuation has not been changed because
there are no sales.

MR. SANCHEZ: Okay. And so your next question, Ms.

Strand, is?

MS. STRAND: If my $200,000 valuation was set on May 6

of 2008, according to Exhibit A2-50, the law requires that my
land valuation be (unclear) in value -~

MR. ARKILLS: This is argumentative.

MR. SANCHEZ: Ms. Strand, are you going to ask a
question?

MS. STRAND: Yes, I am.

MR. SANCHEZ: Okay. Can you --

Mé. STRAND: Mr. Spofn, on your comp number 1, the
invalid comp, 17355.9012 --

MR. ARKILLé: Objectibn to the characterization.

MR. SANCHEZ: I'm sorry, Mr. Arkills, what did you

say?

12
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MR. ARKILLS: Mrs. Strand referred to comp 1 as being

invalid.
FILE 12:06 PM (Recording period: 12:01:46 to 12:06:47)

MR. SANCHEZ: Did she? I didn't even hear that just-
now.

MR. ARKILLS: I beligve that's argumentative.

MR. SANCHEZ: Okay. Ms. Strand, can you ask that
question again?

And Mr. Arkills, let £hat question go through so I can
hear it, please. |

MR. ARKILLS: Okay.

MS. STRAND: Thank you.

MR. SANCHEZ: What's the question, Ms. Strand?

MS. STRAND: On parcel 17355.9012, the invalid sale on

page 3 of BE-13-0103

MR. SANCHEZ: Let's --

MS. STRAND: -- I also asked for the basis for the
land valuation on that property. That property's value, land
value, has been static since May the 6th of 2068. Are there
any sales since May 6th to support the annual 2012
revaluation.

MR. SPORN: That just supports what I just described
to you. That stayed the same also because there were no new
similar sales for your type of property to make an adjustment

to the land value. There were sales of improved property.

13
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That's what we used because we're trying to get your final
total assessed value to bg fair and equitable.

Their property, their land value didn't change either
because, as I stated, there were no sales that were -- would
support a change to that type of property that you have.
There were sales of improved property, and that's how we make
our adjustments. And that's -- the total value changes from
year to year. But until you have sales to support a change in
the land value, it has to stéy the same. Theirs didn't
change. Yours didn't change.

MS. STRAND: Until you have sales to support a change
in the land value nothing changes.

MR. ARKILLS: Asked and answered again.

MS. STRAND: Thank you. That's -- okay, I have my
next question.

MR. SANCHEZ: Okay. Thank you. Yes.

MS. STRAND: I heard you say that on BE-13-03, comp
number 1 --

MR. SANCHEZ: Ms. Strand, can you just identify it by
address perhaps?

MS. STRAND: I'm sorry. Okay.

MR. SANCHEZ: Are you referring to his comparable?
Okay.

MS. STRAND: 13-0103 is at 13012 West Charles Road.

MR. SANCHEZ: Okay.

14
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THE BOARD OF TAX APPEALS
STATE OF WASHINGTON

PALMER STRAND and PATRICIA )
STRAND, )
) Docket No. 13-179
Appellants, )
) RE: Property Tax Appeal
v. )
) INITIAL DECISION
VICKI HORTON, )
Spokane County Assessor, )
)
Respondent. )
)

This matter came before Alejandro Sanchez, Senior Tax Referee, presiding for the Board
of Tax Appeals (Board) on January 22, 2016, for a formal hearing pursuant to the rules and
procedures set forth in chapter 34.05 RCW (the Administrative Procedure Act) and chapter 456-
09 Washington Administrative Code (WAC). The Appellant, Patricia Strand (Owner), appeared
pro se. Ronald Arkills, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Spokane County, represented the
Respondent, Vicki Horton, Spokane County Assessor (Assessor). Jay Sporn, Residential
Appraiser with Spokane County, testified on behalf of the Assessor.

The Board heard the testimony, reviewed the evidence, and considered the arguments

made on behalf of both parties. The Board now makes its decision as follows:

VALUATION FOR THE 2013 ASSESSMENT YEAR
DOCKET NO. | VALUATION OF THE CONTENDED VALUATION OF
AND PARCEL ASSESSOR AND VALUATION OF THE BOARD OF TAX
NO. COUNTY BOARD THE OWNER APPEALS
13-179 Land: $200,000 Land: $150,000 Land: $150,000
17355.9014 Impr: $183,700 Impr: $175.000 Impr: $175.000
Total: $383,700 Total: $325,000 Total: $325,000
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NATURE OF THE CASE

The Owner appeals to this Board the unfavorable decision of the Spokane County Board
of Equalization (County Board), which sustained the original assessed value of the subject
property for the 2013 assessment year. The subject is a single-family residence with waterfront
along the Spokane River.

For her case, the Owner argues generally that the Assessor’s valuation of the subject
property violates Washington’s constitution, and its valuation statutes and administrative
provisions. Chiefly, the Assessor fails to properly describe or give effect to certain
characteristics of the subject property. For instance, the Assessor values the subject’s basement
as a “lower level” when it is instead a walkout basement. Moreover, the Assessor fails to give
appropriate consideration to the value of improvements like docks and in-property roads. By not
including these and other improvements in her valuation methodology, especially when the
subject property is not, like its neighbors, similarly disposed, the Assessor has overstated the
subject’s assessed value.

In addition, the Owner argues that the Assessor failed to comply with her request for the
valuation criteria used to assess the subject property.’ Specifically, the Assessor did not provide
the Owner with the Marshall & Swift cost tables used in the Assessor’s mass appraisal model;
the land sales used to value the subject’s lot; or the improved sales that support the subject’s total
value.? In the Owner’s view, her contended vdlue of $325,000 properly accounts for the
subject’s physical characteristics and is otherwise supported by sales she supplied to the County
Board.

In response, the Assessor relies primarily on three sales of residential properties within
the subject’s market area. According to the Assessor, unlike the Owner’s sales, hers are the best
comparables available, and their adjusted sale prices, which range from $379,400 to $416,100,
fully support her assessed value. To corroborate the reliability of her mass appraisal model, the
Assessor als;o supplies a ratio study of sales within the subject’s market area. The study shows
that the Assessor has valued residential properties within 11 percent or less of their eventual sale

prices.

' RCW 84.40.020 mandates that assessors make available for public inspection the listing of taxable real property
and all supporting documents and records. RCW 84.48.150 mandates that, in anticipation of a county board hearing,
assessors provide owners with comparable sales or other valuation criteria used to value the subject property upon

request.
2 The Assessor does supply sales, but the Owner argues that they are not valid as comparables for the subject.

INITIAL DECISION - Page 2 Docket No. 13-179
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ISSUE
Does the Owner meet her burden of proving that the Assessor erred in her original

assessed value for the subject property for assessment-year 20137

BRIEF ANSWER
Yes. The Owner establishes that the Assessor’s original assessment for the subject
property 1) overstates the value of its basement space, 2) fails to account for valuable waterfront

improvements to the Assessor’s comparable sales, and 3) improperly omits from her analysis a

| sale of a similar property also located on the Spokane River.

FINDINGS OF FACT
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

1. The Owner appears before this Board after timely appealing the decision of the
County Board, which sustained the original assessed value of the subject property, $383,700.
The Owner now seeks a value of $325,000. The Assessor asks the Board to sustain the County
Board’s determination.

2. Prior to the County Board hearing, the Owner requested, pursuant to RCW
84.48.150, the factors used by the Assessor to value the subject property.

3. On or around September 30, 2013, the Assessor supplied to the Owner and the
County Board her response to the Owner’s County Board petition. Contained within were four
sales but not the cost parameters used to set the subject’s original assessed value.

4. To initiate the Owner’s subsequent appeal to this Board, a preﬁearing conference
was held on April 3, 2015. The Board then issued a prehearing order, which set forth the
deadlines for the parties’ submittals.®

5. On August 17, 2015, the Owner moved for summaryjudgment,4 and a hearing on
the motion was held on September 14, 2015. In its order denying the Owner’s motion, the Board
concluded that genuine issues of material fact remained in dispute.’

6. On January 22, 2016, the Board held an evidentiary hearing, by telephone. The
Owner appeared pro se. Spokane County Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, Ronald Arkills,

% Order Establishing Procedural Dates.
4 Appellants Motion for Summary Judgment.
> Order Denying Appellants’ Motion for Summary Judgment ats.
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represented the Assessor and called one witness, Jay Sporn, a residential appraiser with the
Assessor’s office.

7. Mr. Sporn has been licensed as a residential appraiser since August 1993 and has
been employed by the Assessor since July 201 2.8

8. Prior to the hearing, the Owner filed supplemental exhibits (Exhibits A8-1
through A8-22).” The Assessor objected to the January 19, 2016, filing as Being untimely.
Because exhibits were due by August 17, 2015, the Board sustained the Assessor’s objection and
disallowed their entry into the record.

VALUATION OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY

9. The subject property, Parcel No. 17355.9014, is located at 13206 West Charles
Road in Nine Mile Falls, Washington.

10.  The subject is a five-acre lot with a significant portion of the lot perched
approximately 150 feet above the Spokane River. The only access to the waterfront is a long,
winding deer trail.® At the subject’s waterfront is a 72 square foot dock, self-built using $3,000
worth of materials.’

11.  The subject is improved with a single-family residence built in 2002. The
residence has an above-grade living area of 2,048 square feet, and its construction quality is
graded “average minus.”'

12.  The subject’s residence also has a 2,048 square foot walkout basement, 1,900
square feet of which is finished as living area.'' No part of the subject’s basement is properly
described as a “lower level.”

12.1.  The subject’s building permit describes the below-grade space as a
finished basement. " _

12.2. Images of the exterior of the subject property confirm that the front half of
the subject’s residence has no visible lower level. The basement emerges as the

images move from the front to the back of the residence. '

¢ Exhibit R5-1.

7 Appellants® Supplemental Exhibits.

# Testimony of Ms. Strand; Respondent’s Trial Brief at 2.
® Testimony of Ms. Strand.

19 Exhibit BE 13-0103, Appendix 4-2, page 2.

'l Exhibit R2-1; BE 13-0103, Appellant’s Answer, page 5.
12 Exhibit A2-82.

3 Exhibit A7-16.

INITIAL DECISION - Page 4 ' Docket No. 13-179
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12.3. ProVal, the software used by the Assessor to derive her mass appraisal
values,|4 characterizes a walkout basement as having “full doors and windows on one
side.”'® The subject’s layout falls squarely within this description.

13. The Assessor’s mischaracterization of the subjéct’s basement in her mass
appraisal model establishes that the subject’s origiﬁal assessed value is overstated.

13.1.  ProVal uses the cost approach to value, i.e., the software adds to the value
of the subject’s land the depreciated cost of construction of the subject’s
improvements.]6

13.2. Marshall & Swift, a known construction-cost servicé that serves as the
basis for the ProVal computations, relports significantly different cost estimates based
on whether space is characterized as a basement or a lower level. According to the
Owner’s unchallenged calculations using the Marshall & Swift tables, the Assessor’s
overvaluation of the subject’s basement is $23,769."

13.3. Although the Marshall & Swift tables used by the Owner are from
December 2006—they therefore cannot be used to accurately value the subject in
2013—there is no evidence showing tha;[ basement costs have increased dramatically
since 2007. The tables, then, still serve to demonstrate the material discrepancy
between the value of lower level and basement space.

14. © When the two most comparable sales in the record are conéidered, their prices
indicate a value for the subject of $325,000, not $383,700. .

14.1.  Owner’s Sale No. 1, the September 2012 sale of 6597 Long Lake Drive
for $340,000, is superior to the subject and therefore supports the Owner’s contended
value.

14.1.1. The Assessor’s argument that the sale property has signiﬁcahtly
inferior construction quality is not corroborated.'® The Stevens County Assessor
rates the sale property’s construction as average, 1% a grade higher than the

Spokane Assessor’s rating for the subject property. In addition, the property’s

4 Exhibit A2-33.

15 Exhibit A2-48.

16 Respondent’s Trial Brief at 10.

'7 Exhibit A2-46.

'8 See Exhibit R7-1.

' BE 13-0103, Appellant’s Answer, Appendix 7-2.

INITIAL DECISION - Page 5 Docket No. 13-179
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marketing flier states that the property is very well maintained, has a newer
roof, and has new carpeting and tile on the main floor. %

14.1.2. The Assessor’s testimony that properties on the Stevens County
side of the waterfront (where the sale property is located) typically sell for less is
unsubstantiated. Both the sale property and the subject are located along the same
body of water and are otherwise in close proximity to one another.

14.1.3. The sale property appears to have lower-bank waterfront, making
access to the water easier.”!

14.1.4. The sale property has a larger above-grade living area and a dock
with a boat house.*? |

14.1.5. The fact that the sale ‘was listed for 562 days before selling
suggests that earlier list prices were above market, not, as the Assessor argues,
that the final sale price is unreliable. This is the case even though the sale’s
marketing flier stated that the seller was very motivated.

14.2. Assessor’s Sale No. 1 is the December 2012 sale of 13012 West Charles
Road for $345,000. The sale, which was given more weight by the Assessor,” also
supports the Owner’s contended value.

14.2.1. The sale property is the best comparable due to its close proximity
to the subject and its similar land attributes. Mr. Sporn offers credible testimony
to that effect. .

14.2.2. Mr. Sporn’s adjusted price for the sale of $379,400 reasonably
captures the value impact of the characteristics he considered: he is a qualified
appraiser, and his appraisal judgment is credible.

14.2.3. Mr. Sporn offers credible testimony that, even though the sale was
seller-financed, no circumstances affected the ultimate selling price.

14.2.4. Mr. Sporn’s gross adjustments amounting to 30.3 percent do not

undermine the probative value of the sale.

% BE 13-0103, Appellant’s Answer, Appendix 7-1.
2 Id. The images on the flier do not show any significant elevation change to reach the waterfront.
22
Id
% Exhibit R2-2.
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14.2.5. Mr. Sporn’s adjusted price does not consider the value impact of
the sale property’s significantly larger dock and boat lift,* its road down to the
waterfront (an improvement not found at the subject property),25 and its superior
construction quality (average, compared with the subject’s average-minus
construction).26 The Assessor’s office does not value docks,”’ and not one of
these factors appears on Mr. Sporn’s comparable sales grid.”®

14.2.6. In response to a 2012 audit of the Assessor’s office, Byron
Hodgson, the Chief Deputy Assessor at the time, stated that “the cost of most
dock construction is around $10,000.”%

14.2.7. The Assessor does account for the value of in-property roads on

other properties. The assessed values of Parcel Nos. 17352.9006 and .9007,

properties that are in close proximity to the subject, shifted by almost $50,000

when an in-property road was re-assigned from one parcel to the other.®°

14.2.8. A conservative factoring of waterfront improvements, waterfront
access, and construction quality could readily yield an additional downward
adjustment of $50,000 to the Assessor’s initial adjusted price.

15. Owner’s Sale No. 2, the February 2012 sale of 13103 West Shore Road, and
Assessor’s Sale No. 2, the July 2012 sale of 21303 North Byrne Lane, are both considerably
superior to the subject property and are therefore less comparable.

15.1. Owner’s Sale No. 2 has significantly better construction quality,3l a
medium, not high-bank waterfront,32 and a 912 square foot dock with a boat lift and
canopy.”®

15.2. Assessor’s Sale No. 2 has a larger above-grade living area, significantly

better construction quality,34 and a dock with two boat slips.”

2 Exhibit A5-26; testimony of Ms. Strand.

2 Testimony of Ms. Strand.

% Exhibit A5-28.

27 Exhibit A2-28.

28 Exhibit R2-1.

% Exhibit A2-80.

%0 Exhibit A2-14.

3 BE 13-0103, Appellant’s Answer, Appendix 7-3.

32 14 The bank height is an estimate based on images in the marketing flier and the flier’s statement that access to
the water is easy. '
33 Id

3 Exhibit R3-5.
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16. Assessor’s Sale No. 3, the December 2012 sale of 17304 North Westshore Road
for $375,000, is the only sale that is more supportive of the Assessor’s value than the Owner’s.
Its superior quality of construction is offset by its smaller lot size and living area, making the sale
somewhat similar to the subject property.

17. Assessor’s Sale No. 3 does not, on its own, undermine the remainder of the
evidence favoring the Owner’s position. 4

18. Neither Owner’s Sale No. 3, the January 2012 sale of 13305 West Shore Road,
nor Assessor’s Sale No. 4, the May 2013 sale of 23210 North Westlake Drive, factors into the
Board’s analysis. Both transactions were REO sales, i.e., sales by a financial institution after
foreclosure.*® No evidence of mitigating circumstances ensuring that the sale transferred for fair
market value is contained in the record.

19. As paﬁ of her evidence, the Owner offers four land sales that transacted in 2007.

20.  The Assessor provides a ratio study, but it contains no evidence related to the

subject’s fair market value.”’

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
JURISDICTION AND STANDARD OF PROOF

1. Under RCW 82.03.130(1)(b) and RCW 84.08.130(1), the Board has the authority
in this appeal to determine the fair market value of the subject property. |

2. In order to adjudicate a property valuation appeal, the Board holds a de novo, or
new, hearing and relies on the materials filed with the county board of equalization and any
additional documents timely filed with the Board.*®

3. In a valuation appeal, the Board is authorized to determine the market value of the
subject property, based on the available evidence, and issue an order accordingly.39

4, The Board is not authorized to grant damages or other relief in the event an

assessor fails to provide an owner with the criteria used to value the subject property under RCW

35 Testimony of Ms. Strand.

3 BE 13-0103, Appellant’s Answer, Appendix 7-5 (the sale is described as a Fannie Mae HomePath property);
Exhibit R2-2.

*7 Exhibit R3-5.

38 See Ridder v. McGinnis, BTA Docket No. 33754 (1988), at 4 (citing AGO 1986 No. 3, at 8-9).

3 See RCW 82.03.130(1)(b), RCW 82.03.200, and RCW 84.08.130(1).

INITIAL DECISION - Page 8 Docket No. 13-179
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84.40.150. The Board therefore does not address the Owner’s arguments related to the
sufficiency of the Assessor’s September 30, 2013, filing.

5. Under RCW 84.40.0301, the Assessor’s valuation is presumed correct, and the
Owner must provide “clear, cogent and convincing evidence” to challenge a value successfully.40
Washington courts have explained that the “clear, cogent, and convincing” standard of proof
means “a quantum of proof that is less than ‘beyond a reasonable doubt,” but more than a mere
‘preponderance’”; evidence is “clear, cogent, and convincing” if it shows “that the fact in issue is
‘highly probetble.”l’4l “Normally, clear, cogent[,] and convincing proof of a correction includes
evidence of both the assessor’s error and the correct value.”*

VALUE CONCLUSION

6. Uniformity of taxation, as required by Washington’s Coristi'tution,43 is reached
when all properties are valued at 100 percent of their fair market values.”

7. As defined in WAC 458-07-030(1), the fair market value of the subject property
“is the amount of money a buyer of property willing but not obligated to buy would pay a seller
of property willing but not obligated to sell, taking into consideration all uses to which the
property is adapted and might in reason be applied.”

8. RCW 84.40.030(1) provides that “[t]he true and fair value of real property for
taxation purposes . . . shall be based upon . . . [a]ny sales of the property being appraised or
similar properties with respect to sales made within the past five years.” '

0. Among the key factors for determining whether a sale property and the subject
property are similar are (1) their locations; (2) the agé, size, construction quality, and condition of
their improvements; and (3) any special features the sites share (such as their views or waterfront

footage).* Greater weight is accorded to properties similar to the subject that sold closer to the

assessment date.*®

“ORCW 84.40.0301.

! Tiger Oil Corp. v. Yakima County, 158 Wn. App. 553, 562, 242 P.3d 936 (2010) (quoting Davis v. Dep't of Labor
& Indus., 94 Wn.2d 119, 126, 615 P.2d 1279 (1980), and /n re Welfare of Sego, 82 Wn.2d 736, 739, 513 P.2d 831
(1973)).

2 Weyerhaeuser v. Easter, 126 Wn.2d 370, 381, 894 P.2d 1290 (1995).

® Const. art. 7, § 1.

* Duwamish Warehouse Co. v. Hoppe, 102 Wn.2d 249, 256, 684 P.2d 703 (1984).

%S See Appraisal Institute, The Appraisal of Real Estate, 141,301, 364 (13" ed. 2008).

% See WAC 458-14-087(4) (requiring the Board of Equalization to assign “[m]ore weight . . . to similar sales
occurring closest to the assessment date which require the fewest adjustments for characteristics™). .

INITIAL DECISION - Page 9 Docket No. 13-179
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10. Whether the totality of gross adjustments to a sale comparable eXceeds a certain
threshold, be it 20 percent, as described in certain appraisal texts,47 or any other amount, does not
automatically invalidate a sale. Neither Washington law nor the Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice (USPAP) endorses such a bright-line rule.

11. Sales by financial institutions are not invalid, per se. In order to be given weight,
however, the offering party must establish that the sale property was adequately exposed to the
market prior to selling.*® In so doing, the party will have provided evidence mitigating the risk of a
below-market sale.

12. Sales with seller financing are not invalid, per se. But by statute, the offering party
must take into account “the extent, if any, to which.the stated selling price has been increased by
reason of the down payment, interest rate, or other financing terms.”*’

13.  The Owner’s land sales are excluded from consideration due to their occurrence
more than five years before the assessment date under appeal.”

14.  Owner’s Sale No. 3 and Assessor’s Sale No. 4 are excluded from consideration. The
parties fail to establish that the properties were adequately exposed to the market prior to sale.

15.  Assessor’s Sale No. 1 is not excluded from consideration because she establishes
that the sale conditions did not affect the selling price.

16.  In addition to comparable sales, “consideration may be given to cost, cost less
depreciation, [or] reconstruction cost less depreciation” to value a subject proper‘[y.5 :

17.  The cost approach derives a property’s value “by adding the estimated value of
the site to the current cost of constructing a reproduction or replacement for the improvements
and then subtracting the amount of de:precialtion.”52 The cost approach is well suited to the
valuation of “new or nearly new improvements and properties that are not freduently exchanged

in the market.”™>

47 See Walt Huber ef al., Real Estate Appraisal Principles & Procedures, 281 (3" ed. 2001). The text is excerpted at
A2-86.

“ See, e.g., Lefton v. Hara, BTA Docket Nos. 84904, et al., at 11 (2016).

“ RCW 84.40.030(3)(a).

50 ld

STRCW 84.40.030(3)(b).

%2 The Appraisal of Real Estate, supra, at 142,

53 [d

INITIAL DECISION - Page 10 Docket No. 13-179
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18. Ratio studies and the assessed values of other properties cannot be considered:
neither is outlined in RCW 84.40.030(3) as a methodology for determining market value.>*

19. The Owner presents clear, cogent, and convincing evidence that the Assessor
overvalued the subject property for the 2013 assessment year.

19.1. The Owner establishes Assessor error by showing that the Assessor
mischaracterizes the subject’s basement as a lower level, thus materially overstating the
cost of its construction.

19.2. The Owner establishes the accuracy of her value with the usable sales in
the record. Once all property characteristics are considered, a value of $325,000 for the
subject property is supported.

19.3. The Owner’s use of the assessed values of other properties to demonstrate
the Assessor’s failure to evaluate waterfront improvements is not improper. Had those
assessments been used to direétly support a value, they would not have been considered.
In this case, however, the change in the assessed values of Parcel Nos. 17352.9006 and .
.9007 creates a inference that the Assessor considers waterfront improVements to be
valuable.

19.4. That the Owner assigns most of her requested value reduction to the land
component of the subject’s assessment when the most significant error is found in the
improvement value is immaterial. The Board’s ultimate concern is the total fair market

value of the subject property.>

Any Finding of Fact that should be deemed a Conclusion of Law is hereby adopted as

such.

From these conclusions, this Board enters this

% See M. Higgen, LLC, v. Avery, BTA Docket Nos. 78678-79, at 6 (2014); Matalone v. Noble, BTA Docket No.
71193, at 15-25 (2010).

%% Because “appraisals are, at best, estimates of value and . . . valuation of the components could lead to an excessive
value of the property as a whole, [RCW 84.40.030(3)(c)] necessarily contemplates the potential adjustment of
component values in order to keep their sum within a property's total assessed value.” University Village Ltd.
Partners v. King County, 106 Wn. App. 321, 326, 23 P.3d 1090 (2001).
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DECISION

In accordance with RCW 84.08.130, this Board sets aside the determination of the
Spokane County Board of Equalization and orders the value as shown on page one of this
decision.

The Spokane County Assessor and Treasurer are hereby directed that the assessment and
tax rolls of Spokane County are to accord with, and give full effect to, the provisions of this
decision.

DATED this 9" day of May, 2017.

BOARD OF TAX APPEALS

Ll L

ALEJ/{NDRO §ANCHEZ, Senior Tax Referee

Right of Review for the Initial Decision

Please see WAC 456-09-930 for complete instructions on filing a petition
for review of this Initial Decision. Subsection (2) of the rule requires that you file
an original and four copies of the petition for review with the Board of Tax
Appeals within 20 calendar days of the date of mailing of the Initial Decision; you
must also serve a copy of the petition on all other parties or their representatives.
Subsection (3) provides that your “petition for review shall specify the portions of
the initial decision to which exception is taken and shall refer to the evidence of
record which is relied upon to support the petition.” Subsection (4). permits a
party to reply to a petition by submitting to the Board four copies of the reply
within 10 business days of the date of service of the petition; the reply must be
served on all other parties. The Board will then consider the matter and issue a
Final Decision.

If no petition for review is filed, the Initial Decision becomes the Board’s
Final Decision 20 calendar days after the date of mailing of the Initial Decision.

Please be advised that a party petitioning for judicial review of a Final
Decision is responsible for the reasonable costs incurred by this agency in

preparing the necessary copies of the record for transmittal to the superior court.
Charges for the transcript are payable separately to the court reporter.
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