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PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
MARTIN COUNTY BOARD OF APPEAL AND EQUALIZATION 

TUESDAY, JUNE 21, 2022 
@ 6:30 P.M. 

 
The Martin County Board of Appeal and Equalization was called to order by Chairman Elliot 
Belgard at 6:30 p.m.  Members of the Board of Appeal and Equalization present included 
Commissioners Elliot Belgard, James Forshee, Richard Koons, Steve Flohrs, and Kathy Smith, 
and Jessica Korte, Auditor/Treasurer.  Staff present were Mike Sheplee, County Assessor, Deb 
Eversman, Appraiser, Jessica Laue, Appraiser, Matthew Malone, Appraiser, and Julie Walters, 
Administrative Assistant. 
 
Introductions were made. 
 
Mike Sheplee, County Assessor, noted what I’d like to do is go over the assessment, how we 
arrived at the assessment values on a big picture basis to let you know why changes were 
necessary and talk about how we will go about the evening here making sure that everybody gets 
heard.  We’ve had a number of people call ahead and say I’m coming and in preparation for that 
ask can you come take a look at my property and make sure that the characteristics are correct.  
If we needed to make changes to that we’ve recalculated the value and that’s what will be 
presented to the Board tonight.  If you haven’t contacted us and we didn’t know you would be 
here you’ll still get to be heard tonight.  Generally, if a property has not been viewed by the 
assessor as part of this process a change shouldn’t be made by the County Board although they 
are able to do that.  The changes after tonight after this meeting is closed and those values are 
decided we’ll write a letter confirming what action was taken so you’ll get that affirmation and 
these values that are being discussed tonight these are property values for the 2022 Assessment 
for taxes due in 2023.  If you’re here to talk about your taxes you’re at the wrong meeting.  
These folks can’t do anything about your taxes tonight.  All they can do is look at the last 
assessment; the 2022 assessment values.  That’s the only thing they can take action on tonight. 
 
Sheplee also noted the order (showing) on the screen is the order that we received calls and of 
people that signed up to be here in person.  The first six properties there are folks I recognize.  If 
you’re in the room and your property is not up there we’ll try and get to you after we get to all 
those that have previously called us and then there are some actions later that the assessor is 
recommending where the party did not want to be here so we’ll try and get you in before we get 
to that list. 
 
Sheplee went on to explain how the assessment process works and why we do what we do.  And 
to kick that off I want to give you a quote from Senator Weber who in a committee meeting just 
this spring made this comment because it was so applicable this year I thought I would share it.  
He said, “Assessor’s do not create market values.  They report market values”.  So, market 
values that we give you each year we do not create them.  We report on what the market is 
telling us.  So, we take responsibility for statistically making sure that they are equalized and 
everybody is treated as fair and equal as we possibly can get it; but, we don’t create those market 
values. 
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Sheplee presented and reviewed the Martin County Preliminary 2022 Assessment for Property 
Taxes Payable in 2023 spreadsheet.  It shows by property class on the left hand column; in the 
middle there’s a light blue column called EMV % Change and you can see by assessment class 
that those changes had a wide range this year including 34%.  Those are average changes.  
Everybody all in.  Some are more, some are less, some are right on.  That’s what the market is 
telling us we needed to do.  In the dark blue columns off to the right the first column is called 
Market Condition Trend.  Because we were in such a fast rising market our valuation date is 
always January 2nd so every January 2nd we have to declare these values and communicate them 
to you.  What that means for us in a fast rising market is something that sold a year prior to that 
for instance would sell for a much higher price as of January 2nd.  And when we do our sales 
ratio statistical studies we have to have a common denominator so these sales prices on the 
previous years’ sales are adjusted to as if they sold on January 2nd and then we perform our 
analytical work and see where do our values lay compared to those market sales.  We make 
adjustments either up or down whatever the market tells us and those are the values that we end 
up with.  So those Market Condition Trend numbers that you see average between 9 and 24%.  In 
my career, and I’ve only been here 15 years, rarely do we have anything over 2 or 3%.  So, this 
is indicative of the fast rising market.   
 
Sheplee noted our Sales Ratio Study we had 339 total sales you can see by classification that the 
preliminary column is where our starting point was.  We have to end up our value to sales 
between 90 and 105%.  That’s the state mandated statute required range for the assessor to end 
up with.  The Department of Revenue looks over our shoulder and makes sure that we hit those 
marks.  If they don’t they can direct us to make changes to the assessment up or down to get 
there.  So, our starting point overall, you notice the range there, but we started out way in the 
hole at 76%.  We had to increase values.  Through all of our work we ended up pretty solid in the 
range of 95% on most all classifications.  The column called Post Study – after our work is done 
and we publish these values to you we take a look at new sales and say how did we do?  How did 
those new values do compared to the sale prices and you can see we’re still behind in many 
classes behind the 90 to 105%.  What’s that telling us early on is that if this market continues 
we’re likely to see another increase next year. 
 
Sheplee 2nd page is a histogram of where Ag land prices are in the county.  Ag land in the county 
represents over 70% of the total value of property in the county and those rates for A1 everyone 
watches pretty carefully but in this sales ratio study it required an $8200 per acre value.  If 
you’ve been watching auction sales in the last 6-8 months you’ll recognize that $8200 is quite 
low and things are selling in the $10,000, $11,000, and $12,000 per acre range.  The timing of 
those sales in our studies only required us to go up to $8200 to be in the range.  We’re looking at 
a significant increase in the Ag land next year. 
 
Sheplee presented some highlights from the Rural Valuation Update for Taxes Payable in 2023 
narrative including: 
 
Residential: We had 35 sales countywide out in the rural areas.  These are not in the small cities 
and not in Fairmont; and the market condition adjustment given to us by the Department of 
Revenue was 24% off-water, and 11% on-water.  That required us to increase on average 34% 
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off-water and 19% on-water just to get into range.  The post study sales were 86% on 10 sales so 
it’s not a big number of sales on which to rely for the future. 
 
Ag land:  We had 33 bare land Ag sales and that’s about typical for us.  Our starting ratio was 
88% and we only had to go up about 10% on Ag land this year.  Looking at a significant increase 
next year. 
 
Fairmont Valuation Update for Taxes Payable in 2023 
 
On-Lake Residential:  We had 19 qualified sales and we had almost a 12% market condition 
trend.  We ended up raising values on the lake between 9 and 21%.  13% was the aggregate 
across all lakes.  The last three years on-lake residential in Fairmont has seen 20 to 25% 
increases.  So, this year they’re at 13% after two years of 20 to 25%.  
 
Off-Lake Residential:  We had 159 off water sales in the study and our starting ratio was 73.6% 
so we were very much in the hole there.  On top of that we got a 17% market condition trend 
adjustment so we were required to increase between 24% on average off-lake; condos required 
35% just to keep up with the market. 
 
How do we know the assessment statistically is fair?  There are a couple of measures of 
uniformity and vertical equity and those numbers in the bottom paragraph we use the coefficient 
of dispersion (COD) and in the city when you have over 30 sales you can do that pretty reliably.  
We were at 14.9 there and a goal for us is 15 or lower.  The PRD Price Related Differential 
measures inequities.  A perfect assessment would show 1.00 for vertical equity and we were 
101.9. 
 
Commercial and Industrial:  We rarely have very many qualified sales on which to do our 
analytical work.  Last year wasn’t much different we had 9 sales in which to look at.  When I 
have so few sales I’ll go back in time and I’ll look at two years’ worth of sales or three years’ 
worth of sales to get more data to see if statistically we can make any inferences from what the 
market is telling us.  So, in Fairmont these sales were telling me that the downtown area that has 
the really mixed use retail, apartment, and some office sales required an increase.  So really the 
downtown areas was the only one that received an increase.  And then along North State Street 
these older midcentury single use buildings seem to be going for a lot more money than we’ve 
got them valued at too so we’re watching that for the future. 
 
One of the questions we get asked quite a bit is how can estimated market values change at 
different rates for neighboring properties.  Why did my property go up “X” percent and my 
neighbors’ go down “X” percent or vice versa or why did mine go up 68% and across the street 
only went up 30%.  We’ve documented five reasons why that happens.   
 
1) Results of quintile inspections.  The Assessor is required to inspect a property once every five 
years.  The results of each inspection are recorded and become the base characteristics on which 
values are calculated.  Some properties have inspection-based changes-up or down, some do not 
have changes.  Except for Covid, we knock on doors and ask to do an interior inspection.  If no 
one is home we leave a door tag asking for a call back appointment. 
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2) Changes to a property such as improvements or property decline.  We use building permits, 
internet photos, physical observation, desktop reviews using aerial photography. 
 
3) Market driven preferences.  Qualified sales studies are reviewed for pricing effect on many 
characteristics such as age, size of livable area, location, style (ranch, two story, one story, 
condo), number of bedrooms, bathrooms, basements, condition, etc. 
 
4) In the prior year, a reduced EMV was granted by a Local or County Board of Appeal or a MN 
Tax Court Judgement. 
 
5) Use changes.  It is possible to have different land rates that drive values.  For instance, 
commercial or apartment land rates are currently different than residentially used properties and 
industrial use differs from retail or office use.  A change in use (classification) can cause a 
different EMV rate of change for that year. 
 
Chairman Belgard opened the meeting to in-person appeals. 
 
The following in-person appeals are listed on the County Board of Equalization 2022 record 
form as follows: 
 
Appeal #1 – #4 Debra Holtz – Parcel ID No. 42.060.0640 – EMV $45,900; 42.200.02360 – 
EMV $75,400; 23.269.0520 – EMV $66,000; 23.040.0950 – EMV $86,000.  Estimated Market 
Value is too high on each of these properties.  Would not be able to sell the properties for that 
much so doesn’t think she should be assessed for that much.  County appraisers visited each of 
the properties questioned.   
 
Appeal #5 – John & Marilyn Hovick – Parcel ID No. 23.146.0010.  Estimated Market Value is 
too high and out of line at $332,800.  The homes ours was compared to by the City were 
generally much newer than our 43 year old home.  Had local agent with ReMax Realty do a 
Market Analysis on home to give us a price we could sell the home for.  He set the price at 
$269,000.  County Appraiser visited the property. 
 
Appeal #6 – Steven & Martha Myren – Parcel ID No. 23.141.0065.  Estimated Market Value is 
$790,800.  The Myren’s were not present. 
 
Additional in-person appeals were heard as follows: 
 
Appeal #7 – Lyle & Bonnie Wolle – Parcel ID No. 08.035.0200.  Estimated Market Value is too 
high at $850,400.  We purchased this property in 2014 and because it is a unique property with 3 
houses, shops, warehouse, and 30 acres of ground, there are no comparable properties to get an 
idea of what the place is really worth. We had Land Services appraise it for $485,000; and 
purchased the property for substantially less than that.  Wolle would like to see the value be back 
to the $550,000 range.  County Appraiser visited the property. 
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Appeal #28 – Bill & Diane Swanson – Parcel ID No. 11.006.0450.  Estimated Market Value is 
too high.  Don’t believe we could ever sell it for $305,600.  There is nothing special about this 
property.  Thinks the EMV is $50,000 over value. 
 
Appeal #20 – Christopher Tietema – Parcel No. 38.450.0290.  Estimated Market Value is too 
high.  Home built in 1959 with additions in 1988 and 1998.  EMV in 2021 was $123,900 and 
now it is $171,400 and homeowner hasn’t done anything to it except to landscape.  County 
Appraiser visited the property. 
 
Appeal #29 (not on list) – Dean Grotte – Parcel No. 15.036.0100.  Estimated Market Value is too 
high.  I did not have an inspection on my home; but, the valuation of my home went from 
approximately $390,000 some thousand to $696,600 I believe.  About a 60% increase from one 
year.  Grotte thinks he could sell it for $316,000 or $318,000 due to the lack of a finished 
basement.  Requests County Appraiser to view the property. 
 
Appeal #30 (not on list) – Ron & Pam Alleman – Parcel No. 38.060.0995.  Estimated Market 
Value is too high at $114,000.  This is a manufactured home with no basement and are paying on 
almost $8,000 for road assessments.  Although the interior has been redone, three out of four 
realtors contacted said they would put it on the market for $100,000 but don’t count on that due 
to no basement and no comps in Sherburn.  County Appraiser will view the property. 
 
Appeal #18 – Wendell & Helen Rode – Parcel No. 15.018.0600.  Estimated Market Value is too 
high at $181,100.  The house is old, has a stone foundation in the main part of the house that’s 
crawlspace, and the roof is showing under the shingles.  Son and daughter-in-law live there firth 
now for maintaining the lawn.  I feel the evaluation of the house is in excess of the grade or 
condition of the house.  EMV went up from $118,000.  County Appraiser visited the property. 
 
Appeal #31 (not on list) – Russell Jensen.  Has 80 acres in Section 36 valued at $623,000 and 
another 80 is $615,000.  There’s 20 acres there that is really wet and it got valued more than the 
woodland.  When that fills up it takes 3 weeks to go (away).  The pother 80 has a ditch by it and 
has good drainage.  Sheplee asked for the owner or operator to bring in 3-5 years of yield maps 
to see what the impact is and match that to what is normal.  That helps us set any adjustment we 
make fairly compared to others. 
 
There were no further written or in-person appeals for the Board to consider at this time. 
 
The Board took the following actions: 
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Appeal #1 – Debra Holtz – Parcel No. 42.060.0640.  Assessor lowered quality of house from 
Good to Average+ and recommends reducing the Estimated Market Value from $45,900 to 
$36,900. 
Appeal #2 – Debra Holtz – Parcel No. 42.200.0230.  Assessor lowered quality of house from 
Good to Average+ and recommends reducing the Estimated Market Value from $75,400 to 
$64,900. 
 
Appeal #3 – Debra Holtz – Parcel No. 23.269.0520.  Assessor changed condition from 
Average− to Fair and recommends reducing the Estimated Market Value from $66,000 to 
$40,100. 
 
Appeal #4 – Debra Holtz – Parcel No. 23.040.0950.  Assessor lowered bedroom count to 3 from 
4, condition to Average from Average+ and recommends reducing the Estimated Market Value 
from $86,000 to $77,600. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Koons, seconded by Commissioner Flohrs, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendations of the County Assessor regarding Appeals #1-4, 
hereby approves adjustments to the Estimated Market Values of the following parcels: 
42.060.0640; 42.200.0230; 23.269.0520; and 23.040.0950.  Carried unanimously. 
 
Appeal #5 – John & Marilyn Hovick – Parcel No. 23.146.0010.  Independent broker price 
opinion $269,000.  Assessor recommends no change. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Flohrs, seconded by Commissioner Forshee, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #5, 
hereby approves no change in the Estimated Market Value and to remain at $332,800.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #6 – Steven & Martha Myren – Parcel No. 23.141.0065.  Initially went to the City of 
Fairmont Board and carried in an appraisal and showed it to the Board and we asked if she would 
let the Assessor’s Office take a look at the property.  Jess (Laue) has made 2 phone calls and left 
messages asking to get in, we don’t have a copy of the appraisal, nor have we been contacted to 
be let in to view the property.  Our recommendation is no change. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Forshee, seconded by Commissioner Koons, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #6, 
hereby approves no change in the Estimated Market Value and to remain at $790,800.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #7 – Lyle & Bonnie Wolle – Parcel No. 08.035.0200.  The Assessor’s Office updated the 
building conditions per visual inspection and made adjustments for the unique situation on the 
parcel and recommends reducing the Estimated Market Value from $850,400 to $727,600. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Flohrs, seconded by Commissioner Koons, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #7, 
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hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $850,400 to $727,600.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #8 – Ronald Smythe – Parcel No. 22.060.0540.  The Assessor’s Office noted Smythe 
purchased this house sight unseen on the internet.  The house hadn’t been lived in for over 13 
years.  The Assessor’s Office was sent pictures of the inside of the home and there were holes in 
the ceilings and mold issues.  Gas and electricity have been shut off.  The Assessor’s Office 
recommends changing to Salvage value at $4,200. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Smith, seconded by Commissioner Flohrs, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #8, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $25,600 to $4,200.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #9 – Nathanial & Emily McCoy – Parcel No. 03.020.0175.  The Assessor’s Office 
updated the home condition per visual inspection to Average− from Average due to bad 
windows, deferred maintenance, and flooring shifting and recommends reducing the Estimated 
Market Value from $233,900 to $222,200. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Flohrs, seconded by Commissioner Forshee, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #9, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $233,900 to $222,200.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #10 – Glendon Olson – Parcel No. 03.007.0700.  The Assessor’s Office noted only part 
of the 4.39 acres are buildable and recommends reducing unbuildable 3 acres by 50% and 
reducing the Estimated Market Value from $35,100 to $23,100. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Smith, seconded by Commissioner Flohrs, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #10, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $35,100 to $23,100.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #11 – Stanley Olson (Mark Olson) – Parcel No. 03.010.0400.  Due to the house hasn’t 
been lived in for years and has no gas or electric, and it will become salvage very quickly, the 
Assessor’s Office updated the home condition to Salvage and reduced the site value for out of 
compliance septic.  The Assessor’s Office recommends reducing the Estimated Market Value 
from $661,400 to $633,100.  
 
Motion by Commissioner Flohrs, seconded by Commissioner Koons, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #11, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $661,400 to $633,100.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #12 – Valerie Hooper – Parcel No. 23.150.0210.  The Assessor’s Office updated the 
home condition per visual inspection to Salvage and the city is seeking permits to remove the 
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home.  The Assessor’s Office recommends reducing the Estimated Market Value from $60,700 
to $35,100.   
 
Motion by Commissioner Forshee, seconded by Commissioner Smith, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #12, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $60,700 to $35,100.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #13 – James M. Ebeling – Parcel No. 06.019.0400.  The Assessor’s Office noted a 
clerical error was made for new construction.  Error has been corrected and recommends 
reducing the Estimated Market Value from $1,599,500 to $1,376,800. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Flohrs, seconded by Commissioner Koons, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #13, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $1,599,500 to $1,376,800.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #14 – Lange Family Revocable Trust c/o Mark Lange – Parcel No. 06.030.0100.  The 
Assessors Office updated the home condition per visual inspection to Salvage due to grade and 
condition and recommends reducing the Estimated Market Value from $215,300 to $173,800. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Smith, seconded by Commissioner Koons, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #14, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $215,300 to $173,800.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #15 – Timothy J. Neisen – Parcel No. 08.008.0750.  The Assessors Office updated the 
home condition per visual inspection and recommends reducing the Estimated Market Value 
from $449,000 to $406,400. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Koons, seconded by Commissioner Flohrs, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #15, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $449,000 to $406,400.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #16 – Ruth & James Morris – Parcel No. 13.036.0550.  The Assessor’s Office updated 
the home condition per visual inspection from Average+ to Average and recommends reducing 
the Estimated Market Value from $241,600 to $215,000. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Flohrs, seconded by Commissioner Smith, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #16, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $241,600 to $215,000.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #17 – Rhonda Petrowiak Et Al. – Parcel No. 14.007.0950.  The Assessor’s Office 
updated the home condition due to major issues of severe mold in the basement, no central air, 
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and no one has lived in it for many years and recommends reducing the Estimated Market Value 
from $403,700 to $227,100. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Smith, seconded by Commissioner Flohrs, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #17, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $403,700 to $227,100.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #18 – Wendell & Helen Rode – Parcel No. 15.018.0600.  The Assessor’s Office updated 
the home condition per visual inspection from Average−  to Fair and recommends reducing the 
Estimated Market Value from $181,100 to $162,300. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Flohrs, seconded by Commissioner Forshee, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #18, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $181,100 to $162,300.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #19 – Crystal Anderson – Parcel No. 15.024.0400.  The Assessor’s Office updated the 
home condition per visual inspection from Basement Finish High to Basement Finish Medium 
and correction of record to one full bath and one ¾ bath and recommends reducing the Estimated 
Market Value from $367,000 to $360,700. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Forshee, seconded by Commissioner Flohrs, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #19, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $367,000 to $360,700.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #20 – Christopher Tietema – Parcel No. 38.450.0290.  The Assessor’s Office updated the 
home and removed one bedroom and recommends reducing the Estimated Market Value from 
$171,400 to $168,300. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Flohrs, seconded by Commissioner Smith, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #20, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $171,400 to $168,300.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #21 – Debra Schley – Parcel No. 38.080.0150.  The Assessor’s Office updated the home 
condition per visual inspection and due to poor roof, water in basement, and interior needs work, 
recommends reducing the Estimated Market Value from $52,800 to $38,800. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Koons, seconded by Commissioner Forshee, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #21, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $52,800 to $38,800.  Carried 
unanimously. 
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Appeal #22 – Robert C. and Madonna Frazier – Parcel No. 18.015.0600.  The Assessor’s Office 
updated the home condition per visual inspection from Average− to Fair and recommends 
reducing the Estimated Market Value from $117,900 to $103,600.   
 
Motion by Commissioner Koons, seconded by Commissioner Flohrs, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #22, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $117,900 to $103,600.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #23 – John Barrett – Parcel No. 41.265.0100.  The Assessor’s Office updated the home 
condition per visual inspection and due to no basement recommends reducing the Estimated 
Market Value from $205,400 to $173,600. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Smith, seconded by Commissioner Forshee, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #23, 
hereby approves reducing the Estimated Market Value from $205,400 to $173,600.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Appeal #24 – Darren & Tevi Maday – Parcel No. 35.275.0090.  The Assessor’s Office noted this 
is a classification change from Commercial and are using it only for residential storage and 
recommend changing to Residential Non-Homestead. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Koons, seconded by Commissioner Flohrs, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #24, 
hereby approves classification change from Commercial to Residential Non-Homestead; and that 
the Estimated Market Value remains the same at $1,200.  Carried unanimously. 
 
Appeal #25 – Douglas & Judy Peterson – Parcel No. 03.007.0450.  The Assessor’s Office noted 
this is a classification change from Non-Homestead Residential to Ag Residential. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Koons, seconded by Commissioner Smith, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #25, 
hereby approves classification change from Non-Homestead Residential to Ag Homestead; and 
that the Estimated Market Value remains the same at $414,800.  Carried unanimously. 
 
Appeal #26 – City of Trimont – Parcel No. 39.820.1150.  The Assessor’s Office noted this is a 
bare lot classification change from Commercial to Residential. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Koons, seconded by Commissioner Flohrs, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #26, 
hereby approves classification change from Commercial to Residential; and that the Estimated 
Market Value remains the same at $4,800.  Carried unanimously. 
 
Appeal #27 – Wade & Delaine Krenz – Parcel No. 20.007.0250.  The Assessor’s noted this was 
a data entry error on the classification and recommend the classification change from Residential 
Homestead to Ag Homestead. 



13 
 

 
Motion by Commissioner Flohrs, seconded by Commissioner Smith, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #27, 
hereby approves classification change from Residential Homestead to Ag Homestead; and that 
the Estimated Market Value remains the same at $272,900.  Carried unanimously. 
 
Appeal #28 – William W. & Dianne D. Swanson – Parcel No. 11.006.0450.  Property owners do 
not like the value; but, have not asked to have the Assessor’s Office come out to take a look.  
Last time our office had a complaint that we didn’t include them on the appeal list.  We kept the 
property on the list and let them talk and we don’t really know what they want.  They don’t have 
any evidence to show us that it is a different value. 
 
 
She’s on the township board so they were both there at the township meeting and really similar 
conversation we don’t like our value, we don’t think it would sell for that.  What do you want us 
to do?  He didn’t give me a sign and didn’t say come out and take a look at it or I want to come 
to the County.  So, and then last time we had a complaint you didn’t even put us on the list.  So, 
we kept him on the list this time, let them talk, we don’t really know what they want.  They don’t 
have any evidence to show us that it’s a different value.  Recommend no change. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Koons, seconded by Commissioner Flohrs, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor regarding Appeal #18, 
hereby approves no change in the Estimated Market Value and to remain at $305,600.  Carried 
unanimously. 
 
Sheplee noted the Assessor’s Office will take a look at Grotte’s property; and at the Alleman’s 
property in Sherburn; and will try and get some Ag yields from Russel Jensen.  For the record, 
no change on these three pending further research. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Koons, seconded by Commissioner Flohrs, after careful review and 
consideration, and upon the recommendation of the County Assessor, hereby approves no change 
in the Estimated Market Value to: Grotte – Parcel No. 15.036.0100, Alleman – Parcel No. 
38.060.0995, and Jensen’s two 80 acres, pending further research.  Carried unanimously. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Flohrs, seconded by Commissioner Smith, to adjourn the meeting.  
Carried unanimously. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:52 p.m. 
 
        BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 
        MARTIN COUNTY, MN 
 
        ______________________________ 
        Elliot Belgard, Board Chair 
 
ATTEST:______________________________ 
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     Jessica Korte, Auditor/Treasurer 


