
City of Portland 
Remote Board of Assessment Review 
Hearing - July 30, 2026 
Board Chair Eric Larsson 
Board Members Dale Knapp, Lee Lowry 
 Thursday, July 30, 2026 at 12:00 PM via Zoom 

  

 

1 

 
To submit written public comment on an agenda item, email ajames@portlandmaine.gov. Submissions must be 
received by 12:00 pm the day before the Board of Assessment Review meeting to guarantee their inclusion in 
the agenda packet. All submissions must include the commenter's name and legal address. To help ensure your 
comment is submitted for the correct item, please include the name of the agenda item (see below). 
 
REMOTE ACCESS INFORMATION: 

The Board of Assessment Review will conduct this meeting remotely via Zoom pursuant to the Remote 
Meeting Policy adopted by the Board of Assessment Review. Allow your computer to install the free Zoom app 
to get the best meeting experience. If you are not able to attend live either in person or via Zoom, a recording 
will be available in the Agenda Center following the meeting. 
  
For public comment via Zoom, you will need to use the "raise your hand" feature. To raise your hand via the 
telephone, please hit *9. You will be unmuted by the host when it is time for public comment. 
 
Join from PC, Mac, iPad, or Android: 
https://portlandmaine-gov.zoom.us/j/88632469725 
 
Phone one-tap: 
+13126266799,,88632469725# US (Chicago) 
+16469313860,,88632469725# US 
 
Join via audio: 
+1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago) 
+1 646 931 3860 US 
+1 929 205 6099 US (New York) 
+1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC) 
+1 305 224 1968 US 
+1 309 205 3325 US 
+1 360 209 5623 US 
+1 386 347 5053 US 
+1 507 473 4847 US 
+1 564 217 2000 US 
+1 669 444 9171 US 
+1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose) 
+1 689 278 1000 US 
+1 719 359 4580 US 
+1 253 205 0468 US 
+1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma) 
+1 346 248 7799 US (Houston) 
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City of Portland 
Remote Board of Assessment 
Review Hearing - July 30, 
2026 

 Thursday, July 30, 2026 at 12:00 PM 
via Zoom 
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Webinar ID: 886 3246 9725 
International numbers available: https://portlandmaine-gov.zoom.us/u/keoJO11SAc 
 
1. Approve Minutes of the July 23, 2026 Board of Assessment Review Hearing  
     
  a. Draft July 23, 2026 Board of Assessment Review meeting minutes attached. 

 

2. Appeal of Assessment of 616 Forest Avenue; CBL no. 125 L007001, Owner CAM 
Kenmar Portland LLC 

 

     
  a. 616 Forest Avenue Application for Appeal to Board of Assessment Review attached 

 

  b. Assessor's Response re 616 Forest Avenue attached 
 

3. New Bussiness (if necessary)  
     
4. Adjournment  
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Board of Assessment Review 
Thursday, July 23, 2026, 1:00 PM 

Meeting Minutes 
 

Eric Larsson, Chair 
Dale Knapp 

Samuel Rains 
Julia Sheridan 

 
The meeting convened at 1:00 p.m. on July 23, 2026 via Zoom. 
 
Attendees: Board members Eric Larsson, chair, Dale Knapp, Samuel Rains, Julia Sheridan, 
alternate, Attorney Stephen W. Wagner representing the board, City Assessor Elisa Marr, 
Attorney Amy McNally representing the city, Kyle Noonan representing the taxpayer, and board 
assistant Annie James. 
No members of the public attended. Board attendance was taken by roll call. 
 
Approve the Minutes of the June 30, 2026 Board of Assessment Review Meeting 
 
Board chair Larsson moved to approve the minutes of the June 30, 2026 Board of Assessment 
Review Meeting. Board member Rains seconded the motion, which was approved by a roll call 
vote of (3-0). 
 
Joint Stipulation of Denial regarding the Appeal of Assessment of 37 Rand Road (CBL 
263A A006001), Owner Centro Heritage SPE 4 LLC 
 
Board chair Larsson opened the discussion regarding Centro Heritage SPE 4 LLC’s appeal. The 
following individuals spoke: Eric Larsson, Attorney Wagner, Attorney McNally, Attorney 
Noonan, Annie James. 
 
Board chair Larsson moved to accept and approve the joint stipulation of denial that was 
prepared by both parties. Board member Rains seconded the motion, which was approved by a 
roll call vote of (3-0). 
  
Adjournment 
Board chair Larsson moved and Board member Knapp seconded the motion to adjourn, which 
passed by a roll call vote of (3-0). The meeting concluded at 1:10pm 
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Assessor’s Office 
Elisa A. Marr, CMA-2 
City Assessor 
 

 
 

DATE:​ ​ July 22, 2026​ ​ ​ ​ ​  
TO:​ ​ City of Portland Board of Assessment Review 
FROM:​​ Elisa Marr, City Assessor 
RE:​ ​ FY26 Abatement Appeal; Hearing Date  July 30, 2026 

CAM Kenmar Portland LLC; 616 Forest Avenue; CBL no. 125  L007001​
Walgreen Company #12325-S

 
 
The mission of the Assessor’s Office is defined by Article IX, Section 8 of the Maine Constitution, 
which states: “All taxes upon real and personal estate, assessed by authority of this State, shall be 
apportioned and assessed equally according to the just value thereof.”   
 
This memorandum, accompanied by the attached exhibits, is submitted for the Board of 
Assessment Review’s consideration of the above-referenced abatement appeal filed by CAM 
Kenmar Portland LLC (the “Appellant”), regarding the property located at 616 Forest Avenue, 
which is the Fireside Inn & Suites (the “Property”), a hearing for which is scheduled for July 30, 
2026. 
 
The City Assessor respectfully requests that the Board of Assessment Review: 
 

A.​ Conclude that the property is assessed at its fair market value and at a relatively uniform 
rate with comparable properties; 
 

B.​ Rule that the Appellant has failed to meet its burden of proving that the property is 
substantially overvalued, that the assessment was based on unjust discrimination, fraud, 
dishonesty, illegality or that the assessment was otherwise manifestly wrong; and 

 
C.​ Deny the Appellant’s application. 

 
This submission is organized into the following sections: 1. Timeline, 2. Exhibits / List of 
Attachments, 3. City Assessor’s Response, and 4. Legal References. 
 
1. TIMELINE 
 
5/31/2024​ The Appellant purchased the property for $6,250,000 (current assessed value ​

​ $5,973,000). [Assessor’s Exhibit 1] 
 
1/2025​ ​ The Assessor’s Office mailed all commercial businesses a 2025 Commercial  

Real Estate Property Declaration Form 706-A. The Assessor’s Office received the 
completed form on 4/10/2025. [Assessor’s Exhibit 2] 
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7/1/2025​ Appellant scheduled an informal hearing with a representative of Tyler 
Technologies to discuss the new assessed value.  The reviewer noted “NO INFO 
PROVIDED” with a recommendation of “NO CHANGE”. [Assessor’s Exhibit 3] 

 
8/25/2025​ As of the 2025 Commitment Date, Appellant’s property was assessed at $5,973,000. 

[Assessor’s Exhibit 4] 
 
2/25/2026​ Appellant submitted an Application for Abatement of Property Taxes to the 

Assessor’s Office for a value reduction of $2,990,600 or a total value of $2,982,400.  
[Assessor’s Exhibit 5].   

 
4/10/2026​ The Assessor’s Office denied the Appellant’s Abatement Application by letter.  

[Assessor’s Exhibit 6]   
 
6/18/2026​ The Appellant filed an Application for Appeal with the Board of Assessment 

Review. 
 
2. EXHIBITS / LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
 
Appellant’s Submissions: 

●​ Application for Abatement of Property Taxes packet, received by Corporation Counsel on 
June 18, 2026 on behalf of the Board of Assessment Review.   

 
City Assessor’s Exhibits: 

 
●​ 5/31/2024 Transfer Tax Declaration wherein the Appellant purchased the property for 

$6,250,000. [Assessor’s Exhibit 1] 
●​ Appellant’s 2025 FY26 Commercial Real Estate Property Declaration Form 706-A. 

[Assessor’s Exhibit 2] 
●​ 7/1/2025 Tyler Technologies hearing notes. [Assessor’s Exhibit 3] 
●​ 2025 Property Record Card for CBL no. 125  L007001 [Assessor’s Exhibit 4] 
●​ Abatement Application to the City Assessor dated 2/25/2026 [Assessor’s Exhibit 5] 
●​ Letter from the Assessor’s Office denying abatement application dated 4/10/2026 

[Assessor’s Exhibit 6] 
●​ Aerial image of the Property [Assessor’s Exhibit 7] 

 
3. SUMMARY OF CITY ASSESSOR’S RESPONSE 

The City Assessor asserts that the Appellant has not met the burden to prove the assessment is 
“manifestly wrong.” The burden of proof is upon the Appellant to demonstrate through credible 
evidence that the assessment was “manifestly wrong” by proving indisputably that: 

A.​ The property was substantially overvalued and an injustice resulted from the 
overvaluation;​
 

B.​ That there was unjust discrimination in the valuation of the property; or​
 

C.​ That the assessment was fraudulent, dishonest, or illegal.​
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4. APPELLANT HAS FAILED TO DEMONSTRATE THAT THE ASSESSOR’S ASSESSMENT WAS 
MANIFESTLY WRONG​
  

●​ The Appellant purchased the property for $6,250,000 on 5/31/2024.  [Assessor’s Exhibit 1] 
The FY26 assessed value was $5,973,000 or $277,000 less than the purchase price. On 
7/20/2026 the Assessor requested a copy of the commercial appraisal that would have 
been prepared for the purchase. As of this date the appraisal has not been provided.  The 
Appellant is requesting a fair market value of $2,982,400 or just 47% of the recent 
purchase price.   ​
 

●​ Appellant submitted an FY26 Income and Expense Declaration.  The financial information 
reported on the Declaration indicates a value of $6,621,650 which is well above the 
assessed value of $5,973,000. [Assessor’s Exhibit 2] $475,000 (PGRI)- $77,701 (expenses) = 
$397,299 (NOI) ÷ 0.060 (CAP) = $6,621,650 Value  
 

●​ The Property is assessed as a Grade B Retail Services building built in 2010 and sits on 1.16 
acres and is in a very desirable location on Forest Avenue. 

 
●​ Aerial images of the subject Property [Exhibit 10]: 
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●​ There are three recognized approaches used to value properties, which include the Cost 
Approach,1 the Sales Approach,2 and the Income and Expense Approach.  In the 2025 
revaluation for this type of property, the IAAO Income Approach was used. ​
 

●​ The IAAO Income Approach defines property value by converting its expected 
future income into a present worth, treating it as an investment by analyzing 
potential gross rental income (PGRI), subtracting vacancy/expenses (excluding 
property taxes and capital expenses) to get Net Operating Income (NOI), then 
dividing NOI by a market-derived capitalization rate (Cap Rate) to find value, a core 
method for income-producing properties like apartments or offices. Because the 
City Assessor uses a mass appraisal approach to value, stabilized amounts for 
income, vacancy ratings, and expenses are used rather than actual amounts for 
every individual property. 

○​ PGRI - vacancy loss - expenses = NOI 
○​ NOI/CAP Rate = Value​

 
●​ FY26 Income & Expense Summary for the Property as shown on the Property 

Record Card [Assessor’s Exhibit 4]: 
○​ $502,988 (PGRI) - $25,149 (vacancy loss) - $119,460 (expenses) = $358,379 

(NOI) ÷ 0.060 (CAP) = $5,972,983 Value (rounded to $5,973,000) 
 

●​ The Appellant submitted a 2025 FY26 Commercial Real Estate Property 
Declaration Form 706-A. [Assessor’s Exhibit 2]  The data the Appellant submitted 
results in a value of $6,621,650.  $475,000 (PGRI)- $77,701 (expenses) = $397,299 
(NOI) ÷ 0.060 (CAP) = $6,621,650 Value  
​  

●​ Portland’s income models were developed by collecting and analyzing data from various 
sources including, but not limited to, actual market transactions (sales), 
owner/operator-submitted income & expense forms, and reliable industry sources such as 
CoStar and CBRE. The models consist of rents, vacancy rates, expense ratios, and 
capitalization rates considered by the appraiser to be typical and defensible and that lead 
to outcomes consistent with the subject real estate market based on these data and 
analyses.  

 
●​ The assessed valuation of the property demonstrates that it is assessed at its fair market 

value and that it is assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable properties in the 
district. Appellant has not submitted sufficient evidence to satisfy its burden to 
demonstrate that the assessment was substantially overvalued, based on unjust 
discrimination or subject to fraud, dishonesty or an illegality.  

 
●​ For the reasons set forth in this memorandum and its attachments, the City Assessor 

respectfully requests that the Board of Assessment Review either conclude that the 

2 The Sales Comparison Approach (SCA) in International Association of Assessing Officers (IAAO) appraisal 
is a core method comparing a subject property to recently sold, similar properties (comparable) in the same 
market, making adjustments for differences (location, size, features) to find the most probable value, relying 
on principles like substitution and contribution, and involves steps like data collection, analysis, and 
reconciliation to arrive at an accurate market value for mass appraisal or individual property valuation.  

1 The Cost Approach is viewed by the IAAO as a core valuation method, estimating property value by 
calculating the current cost to build a new equivalent structure, subtracting all forms of depreciation 
(physical, functional, external), and then adding the value of the land. 
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Appellant failed to respond to a proper section 706-A request and dismiss the Abatement 
Appeal or proceed to the merits of the Abatement Appeal and:  
 

a.​ conclude that the Property is assessed at its fair market value and at a relatively 
uniform rate with comparable properties; 
  

b.​ rule that the Appellant has failed to meet its burden of proving that the property is 
substantially overvalued, that the assessment was based on unjust discrimination, 
fraud, dishonesty, illegality or that the assessment was otherwise manifestly 
wrong; and  
 

c.​ deny the Appellant’s application. 
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LEGAL REFERENCES​
 

●​ Article IX, § 8 of the Maine Constitution provides that “All taxes upon real and personal 
estate, assessed by authority of this State, shall be apportioned and assessed equally 
according to the just value thereof.” According to the Maine Supreme Judicial Court, “Just 
value means market value.” Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932, 934 (Me. 1996); 
see also Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131 (“fair market value”). 

 
●​ Assessments must be supported by two findings: 1) the property must be assessed at its 

fair market value, and 2) the property must be assessed at a relatively uniform rate with 
comparable property in the district. Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 
A.3d 1131.  

 
●​ The City Assessor’s assessment of the Property is presumed to be valid. Petrin v. Town of 

Scarborough, 2016 ME 136, ¶ 14, 147 A.3d 842, 849. The Appellant has the burden of proving 
to the Board of Assessment Review that “the assessed value of the property is ‘manifestly 
wrong.’” In order to do so, it must be demonstrated "(1) that [the] property was 
substantially overvalued and an injustice resulted from the overvaluation; (2) that there 
was unjust discrimination in the valuation of the property; or (3) that the assessment was 
fraudulent, dishonest, or illegal." Id.; see also City of Waterville v. Waterville Homes, 655 A.2d 
365 (Me. 1995); Yusem v. Raymond, 2001 ME 61, 769 A.2d 865; Weekley v. Town of 
Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932 (Me. 1996); Southwest Harbor v. Harwood, 763 A.2d 115 (Me. 
2000); Northeast Empire Limited Partnership #2 v. Ashland, 2003 ME 28, 818 A.2d 1021; 
Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, 90 A.3d 1131.  

 
●​ It is the total assessment that controls under Maine law. If either the land or building value 

is too high or too low, so long as the total assessment is not “manifestly wrong,” the 
taxpayer has not met his burden of proof. Roberts v. Town of Southwest Harbor, 2004 ME 
132, 861 A.2d 617. 

 
●​ A taxpayer's failure to respond to a proper section 706-A request from the City Assessor 

bars the taxpayer from applying for an abatement or pursuing an appeal of the denial of 
an assessment request. Section 706-A replaced Section 706 and both “set forth and, 
repeats, principles from predecessor statutes that have "long been an integral part of the 
property tax assessment scheme".” See, e.g., Ocean State Job Lot of Belfast, LLC v. City of 
Belfast, No. 2011-022-A, at 5 (interpreting section 706, not section 706-A); Lambard v. 
Kennebec County Commissioners, 53 Me. 505 (1866) (taxpayer who refuses or neglects to 
answer all such inquiries forfeits the right to appeal to the local board of assessment 
review for an abatement). Section 706-A (like its predecessor) has a dual purpose: assist 
the City Assessor in making correct and complete assessments and to prevent property 
liable to be taxed from escaping taxation. Id. Dismissing the Abatement Appeal is the 
result of the taxpayer’s “own wilful refusal to comply with the reasonable requirements of 
the law.” See Lambard, 53 Me. at 507. 
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