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Portland City Hall, 389 Congress St., Portland, 
Maine 
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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). 
 
 

The Board of Assessment Review will conduct this meeting in-person in Room 24 at Portland City Hall. If you 
are not able to attend in person, a recording will be available in the Agenda Center following the meeting. 
 
1. Approve Minutes of the August 4, 2026 Board of Assessment Review Hearing  
     
  a. Draft August 4, 2026 Board of Assessment Review meeting minutes attached. 

 

2. Appeal of Assessment of 1 Bay Avenue, CBL: 083A R001001, Owners Peter & Diana 
Harris, Filed by John J. Harris Trustee & Authorized Representative 

 

     
  a. 1 Bay Avenue Application for Appeal to Board of Assessment Review attached 

 

  b. Assessor's Response re 1 Bay Avenue attached 
 

3. New Bussiness (if necessary)  
     
4. Adjournment  
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Board of Assessment Review 
Tuesday, August 4, 2026, 9:00 AM 

Meeting Minutes 
 

Eric Larsson, Chair 
Dale Knapp 
Lee Lowry 

 
The meeting convened at 9:13 a.m. on August 4, 2026 in Room 24 at Portland City Hall, 389 
Congress Street, Portland, Maine. 
 
Attendees: Board members Eric Larsson, Chair, Dale Knapp, Attorney Stephen Wagner 
representing the board, City Assessor Elisa Marr, Attorney for the city Michael Goldman, 
appellants Kathleen Barron and Peter Dedych, and board assistant Annie James.  
No members of the public attended. Board attendance was taken by roll call. Board member Lee 
Lowry was not present. 
 
Approve the Minutes of the July 30, 2026 Board of Assessment Review Meeting 
 
Board Chair Larsson moved to approve the minutes of the July 30, 2026 Board of Assessment 
Review Meeting. Board member Dale Knapp seconded the motion, which was approved by a roll 
call vote of (2-0). 
 
Continuation of Appeal of Assessment of 28 Meadow Avenue, 083A A005001, Owners 
Kathleen Barron and Peter Dedych 
 
Board Chair Larsson opened the continuation of the appeal of the assessment of 28 Meadow 
Avenue, 083A A005001. Board Chair Larsson moved to find the Board had jurisdiction and 
Board member Knapp seconded, which was approved by a roll call vote of (2-0). The following 
individuals spoke: Eric Larsson, Attorney Goldman, Attorney Wagner. 
 
Board Chair Larsson reviewed the meeting agenda and the submitted materials. Attorney 
Goldman requested that Assessor’s Exhibit 13 be added to the agenda packet materials. There 
were no objections to that request or to any of the submitted materials. The following individuals 
spoke: Eric Larsson, Attorney Goldman. 
 
Owners Kathleen Barron and Peter Dedych presented their argument and, when finished, 
answered questions. The following individuals spoke: Kathleen Barron, Attorney Goldman, 
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Peter Dedych, Eric Larsson, Dale Knapp. 
The following Exhibits were displayed on the screen: Applicant’s Exhibit 1, Assessor’s Exhibits, 
9, 5. Kathleen Barron distributed printed color copies of photographs provided in Applicant’s 
Exhibit 1 to the Board. 
 
Board Chair Larsson invited the Assessors to present their response, and when finished, 
answered questions. The following individuals spoke: Attorney Goldman, Elisa Marr, Kathleen 
Barron, Dale Knapp, Eric Larsson. 
The following Exhibits were displayed on the screen: Assessor’s Exhibit 1, Assessor’s Response. 
 
Board Chair Larsson invited the appellant to close their argument. The following individuals 
spoke: Kathleen Barron. 
The following Exhibits were displayed on the screen: Assessor’s Response. 
 
Board Chair Larsson invited the Assessors to close their argument. The following individuals 
spoke: Attorney Goldman. 
 
Board Chair Larsson invited the appellant to rebut. The following individuals spoke: Kathleen 
Barron. 
 
Attorney Wagner provided a summary of the Board’s role as the decision-making body. The 
following individuals spoke: Attorney Wagner, Eric Larsson. 
 
A break was called at 10:36 a.m. 
 
The meeting resumed at 10:43 a.m. 
 
Board Chair Larsson opened the hearing to public comment. No members of the public were 
present.  
 
The Board closed the public portion of the meeting and began their deliberations. The following 
individuals spoke: Eric Larsson, Dale Knapp. 
 
Board Chair Larsson moved to deny the appeal based on the finding that the Applicant did not 
meet their burden under Maine Law in showing manifest error in the Assessor’s computation of 
fair market or just value. The motion was seconded by Board member Knapp and approved by a 
roll call vote of (2-0). 
 
The Board continued discussing the factual findings of the appeal. The following individuals 
spoke: Dale Knapp, Eric Larsson, Attorney Wagner. 
 
Kathleen Barron and Peter Dedych departed the meeting at 11:05 a.m. 
 
Board member Knapp motioned to authorize the Board’s Attorney to prepare a written decision 
to be reviewed and signed within 10 days. Board Chair Larsson seconded the motion, which 
passed by a roll call vote of (2-0). 
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Elisa Marr and Michael Goldman departed the meeting at 11:06 a.m. 

New Business (If Necessary) 
 
The Board discussed upcoming term expirations. The following individuals spoke: Annie James, 
Dale Knapp, Eric Larsson. 
 
Adjournment 
 
Board Chair Larsson moved and Board member Knapp seconded the motion to adjourn, which 
passed by a roll call vote of (2-0). The meeting concluded at 11:09 a.m. 

Page 4



B o a r d o f A s s e s s m e n t R e v i e w C o v e r L e t t e r - H a r r i s - 0 8 3 A R O O 1 0 0 1

J o h n J . H a r r i s

Trustee / Authorized Representative
40 Anderson Road
Windham, ME 04062

June 2, 2026

City of Portland Board of Assessment Review
389 Congress Street
Portland, ME 04101

Re: Appeal of FY2026 Property Assessment
Property: 1 Bay Avenue, Great Diamond Island
P a r c e l I D : 0 8 3 A R 0 0 1 0 0 1

Dear Members of the Board of Assessment Review:

I respectfully submit this appeal requesting further review ofthe FY2026 assessed valuation of
my seasonal cottage located at 1 Bay Avenue on Great Diamond Island. The property was built
by my grandfather and has remained in my family as a seasonal island cottage, with its use and
character remaining consistent over generations.

I appreciate the time and consideration provided by the Assessor's Office during the initial
abatement review process. Following review of my application and supporting information, the
Assessor granted a partial abatement on April 6, 2026, reducing the assessed value by $67,500 to
a revised assessment of $620,600. The decision letter indicated that the adjustment reflected a
correction to property information data.

While I appreciate this correction, I respectfully believe that the revised assessment remains
above the property' s fair market value and results in inequitable assessment treatment when
compared with similar seasonal island properties.
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As part of the original review process, I provided information requested by the Assessor under
36 M.R.S. §706A, including comparable sales information and assessment comparison analysis.
The supporting materials included with this appeal demonstrate:

1 . Comparable Sales Evidence
Recent sales of seasonal island cottages, including properties on Peaks Island and Long
Island, indicate market values substantially below the current $620,600 assessment. A
comparable seasonal cottage on Long Island with similar access considerations and
approximately 1,000 square feet of living area sold for approximately $460,000.

2. Assessment Equity Concerns - Disproportionate Land and Building Valuation
Compared to Similar Great Diamond Island Properties

A comparison with another Great Diamond Island seasonal property demonstrates that
the subject property is assessed at materially higher valuation rates on both land and
building components despite being substantially smaller and having lower functional
utility.

The assessment appears disproportionate when compared to other Great Diamond Island
properties. As shown in Exhibit A, my smaller seasonal cottage is assessed at
approximately $23.22 per square foot of land and $200 per square foot of building
area, while a substantially larger nearby Great Diamond Island property is assessed at
only $15.82 per square foot of land and $150.25 per square foot of building area.

Applying similar assessment treatment to the subject property produces an indicated
valuation significantly closer to the requested value than the cm-rent revised assessment.

3 . Property Characteristics and Island Limitations
The subject property is a small seasonal cottage ofapproximately 910 square feet located
on Great Diamond Island, which does not have vehicle feny service and has limited
seasonal infrastructure. The cottage has no basement, no finished attic space, and limited
storage utility. These characteristics reduce functional utility and ease of ownership
compared with properties located on islands with greater access and year-round support
s e r v i c e s .

Therefore, comparable seasonal cottages located on islands with improved accessibility
and infrastructure would generally be expected to command equal or higher market
values, making their lower sale prices particularly relevant when evaluating the subject
property' s assessment.

Based upon the attached comparable sales evidence, assessment equity analysis, and property
characteristics, I respectfully request that the Board reduce the FY2026 assessed value to a value
more consistent with the evidence presented, approximately $460,000, which I believe better
reflects fair market value and equitable assessment treatment.
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A t t a c h e d M a t e r i a l s

The following documents are included in support of this appeal:

1 . Board of Assessment Review Application Form
. Formal appeal application identifying the property, current assessment, requested

value adjustment, and basis for review.
2. February 12, 2026 Assessor Request for Additional Information (36 M.R.S. §706A)

. Documentation ofthe Assessor's formal request for supporting information during
the abatement review process and the applicant's cooperation in providing property
information, comparable sales data, and valuation analysis.

3. April 6, 2026 Assessor Decision Letter - Notice ofAction on Abatement Application
S Documentation ofthe Assessor's partial abatement decision reducing the FY2026

assessed value by $67,500 to a revised assessment of $620,600.
4. Section 5 Narrative - Statement in Support of Application for Abatement

. Detailed explanation ofproperty characteristics, comparable sales evidence, island
access cOnsiderations, assessment equity concerns, and requested correction.

S Note: This document is the original response to Section 5 ofthe Assessor's request
f o r i n f o r m a t i o n .

5. Exhibit A - Assessment Equity Analysis (Great Diamond Island Comparison)
. Analysis comparing the subject property assessment with another Great Diamond

Island seasonal property, including land and building assessment rates. This
comparison identifies significant valuation differences and evaluates the indicated
assessment that would result from applying comparable Great Diamond Island
assessment treatment to the subject property.

. The analysis supports the conclusion that the current assessment remains
disproportionate relative to comparable Great Diamond Island assessment evidence.

6. Exhibit B - Comparable Sales Summary
● Summary of relevant seasonal island property sales supporting the requested

v a l u a t i o n .

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

John J. Harr is

Trustee I Authorized Representative

1 Bay Avenue, Great Diamond Island

P a r c e l I D : 0 8 3 A R 0 0 1 0 0 1
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B O A R D O F A S S E S S M E N T R E V I E W
A P P L I C A T I O N F O R A P P E A L O F

A S S E S S O R ' S D E C I S I O N O N
A B A T E M E N T O F M U N I C I P A L P R O P E R T Y T A X E S

(36 M.R.S.A. Section 843)
This application must be filed with your municipal Board of Assessment Review. A separate application
should be filed for each separately assessed parcel of real estate claimed to be overvalued.

1 . Name: 'LA'1 3
2 . Mail ingaddress:Y' i?J, . /w/A'-i, i i

3. Physical address (ifdifferentthan mailing address): ? ' 2 ' '
4.

. , t 1 L
P h o n e : c 1 a 7 - i J c - - 3 : 2 E m a i l : ) 3 i 9 / ° ' / o ' /

J q , i - ; ' / . C

5 . Tax year for abatement:............................................................................... F Y 2 O
6 . Assessed value of real estateS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$ d ) é O 2
7 . Reduction of real estate value requested.....................................................$ ) ' € ' O
8. Assessed value of personal property...........................................................$
9. Reduction of personal property value requested.........................................$ ________________

I 0. Reasons for requesting abatement (please be specific about the reason(s) you believe the
assessment is illegal, erroneous, or that the property is overvalued for tax purposes, and
include supporting documentation such as comparable sales/deed reference. Please see the
instructions on the following page.): e a7'/ac4ea1 jetLd/t

n - I

1€ , i £ L e

● i - A 4 A t I d t c 2
r -h' 'yo; 5e<5ri'+ ba6'd 'joi' coiii/ e d i i p 4 4 / ; c J
a . / i \ ç 7 L 1 ç A ¼ 7 ' d ) / ó / U , ' t

k / 2Pax j ' , 44 4 7 /7 i 9 'g .
APPLICATION FOR ABATEFVI'ENT AND CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH 36 M.R.S.A. §
843(4) Pursuant to 36 M.R.S.A. § 843(4), the applicant hereby certifies that he or she has paid, by
the due date, either the amount of taxes not in dispute for the current tax year or an amount equal to
the amount of taxes paid in the previous tax year, whichever is greater. The statements contained in
this application are correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

£ / / o -
S i g n a t u r e o f a p p l i c a n t D a t e

3 I , r ' c 7 w 1 i ' 1 ? r ' L i . . i - ' , - / M ' ' , - ,
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Assesso r ' s O ffice

Elisa A. Marr, CMA- 2
City Assessor

g C i t y o f g
P o r t l a n d

February 12, 2026

H A R R I S P E T E R C &
D I A N A F H A R R I S T R U S T E E S
4 0 A N D E R S O N R D

WINDHAM, ME 04062

Re: $706A Request for Additional Information: 1Bay Ave; 083 AROOlOOl

D e a r O W N E R N A M E :

The purpose of this letter is to request additional information related to the Board of Assessment Review
Application for the property referenced above. Under Maine law, Title 36, M.S.R.A. §706A the property
owner is required to respond in writing to “allproper inquiries as to the nature, situation and value of
the taxpayer's property, ”including by providing all financial information requested by the Assessor
reasonably calculated to assist in valuing the property. Refusal or neglect to answer such inquiry and
subscribe same M’ill bar any abatement appeal under Title 36, M.S.R.A.§ 841. This request is being made
pursuant to §706A.

Please submit the following information:

Unedited copies, including any drafts, of any and all appraisals or other opinions of value done on
the Property. This includes any appraisal or other valuation that was done, in whole or in part, for
or in connection with the acquisition of the Property.
Evidence of hazard/property insurance coverage details for the Property including the amount of
coverage in the event of loss.
Any and all other information that indicates or is relevant to determining the fair market value of
the property as of April 1, 2025.
Copies of any analysis and market studies that have been conducted or obtained regarding the
Property.
Please contact this Office to schedule awalkthrough of the Property before 04/01/26.

1.

2 .

3 .

4 .

5 .

1appreciate your assistance and cooperation in this process. Iask that you provide this information to me
no later than March 16,2026. Failure to provide this information may bar this application and any appeal
pursuant to 36 M.R.S.A. §706A.

Very truly yours.

Ay
Elisa A. Marr, CMA-2
City Assessor

389 Congress Street, Room 115 ●Portland, Maine 04101 ●207-874-8486
assessors@portIandmaine.gov ●www.portlandmaine.govPage 9



A s s e s s o r ' s O f fi c e

Elisa A. Marr, CMA- 2

gCity of g
P o r t l a n d

APRIL 6, 2026

H A R R I S P E T E R C &
D I A N A F H A R R I S T R U S T E E S
1 6 P E N W O O D D R

PORTLAND, ME 04102

N O T I C E O F A C T I O N O N A B AT E M E N T O F R E A L E S TAT E TA X

Re: 1Bay Ave. GDI Portland Maine -Real Estate Parcel ID: 083A ROOlOOl

D e a r S i r / M a d a m :

Your request/application for abatement of property taxes for FY2026 on the above-described property has
been granted on April 6, 2026. The value adjustment reflects acorrection to the property information
data. Your total value has been reduced (abated) by $67,500. Where an abatement has been granted in
whole or in part, we have included acomputation showing your new valuation and tax liability below:

$8,243.44
-$7 ,434.79
$ 8 0 8 . 6 5

$620,600 Original Tax Due:
R e v i s e d Ta x D u e :

Abated Tax (Difference):

To t a l R e v i s e d Va l u e :

Exemptions:
Total Taxable Value: $620,600
(Total Revised Value -Exemptions)

Please deduct the abated tax amount from your FY26 tax bill. Due dates are October 17, 2025 and March
20, 2026. If you have already made your payments, your credit will stay on the account. Please contact
the Treasury Division to discuss payments or refunds at 207-874-8490 or treasui-v@portlandmaine.gov.

If you wish to further appeal this decision, you have 60 days from the date you receive this notice to do
so. To request an application, please call 207-874-8480 or write to Portland Board of Assessment
Review, 389 Congress St, Room 211, Portland, ME 04101.

For further assessing questions, please contact the Assessor’s Office. For any tax payment questions,
please contact the Treasury Division at 207-874-8490 or treasury@portlandmaine.gov. Arefund is issued
only when acredit exists on the full-year tax amount; otherwise, acredit will be applied towards the next
payment due.

Sincerely,

Elisa A. Marr, CMA-2
City Assessor

i

389 Congress Street, Room 115 ●Portland, Maine 04101 ●207-874-8486
assessors@portlandmaine.gov ●www.portlandmaine.govPage 10



 Section 5-Narrative  

1 Bay Ave Section 5 Narrative – FINAL--
Submitted  

 

Section 5 – Statement in Support of Application for Abatement 

I respectfully request an abatement of the assessed value of my property located on Great 
Diamond Island on the grounds that the assessment is manifestly wrong, results in 
valuation outside accepted tolerance ranges, and produces substantial overvaluation and 
inequitable treatment, as contemplated under 36 M.R.S. §§ 841–849. 

 

1. Property Description and Use 

The subject property is a small, seasonal island cottage containing approximately 910 
square feet of living area. The structure is elevated on piers with no enclosed basement or 
usable crawlspace. While limited miscellaneous lumber is stored beneath the structure, 
the area is partially open and exposed to weather and animals and is not suitable for 
protected storage or habitation. There is no finished attic or habitable upper level; the 
space above the ceiling consists of exposed rafters with only limited informal storage 
capacity and no finished living area. 

These structural and seasonal limitations place the property within the lower functional 
utility tier of island cottages. 

 

2. Substantial Overvaluation Relative to Fair Market Value 

Recent sales of comparable seasonal island cottages occurring within the 24 months 
preceding April 1 demonstrate market values substantially below the current assessed 
value of $688,100. Comparable sales were identified through Multiple Listing Service (MLS) 
data with assistance from a licensed real estate broker. 

These transactions reflect actual buyer behavior for small seasonal-use island properties 
and indicate a market value materially below the current assessment. Maine assessment 
standards recognize that property assessments should reasonably approximate probable 
selling price and should not materially exceed market-supported value levels. The current 
assessment exceeds this tolerance by a substantial margin and therefore does not reflect 
just value. 
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 Section 5-Narrative  

 

3. Comparable Sales and Island Access Considerations 

Meaningful di\erences exist between Casco Bay islands that a\ect market desirability and 
ease of seasonal ownership. Peaks Island benefits from frequent car ferry service, allowing 
routine vehicle access without advance coordination, as well as year-round commercial 
activity that simplifies supply and maintenance logistics for seasonal owners. 

By contrast, Great Diamond Island has no car ferry service. Vehicle access requires pre-
planned coordination with ferry management, and commercial activity on the island is very 
limited and primarily seasonal. 

A recent sale on Long Island, which shares similar ferry access limitations with Great 
Diamond Island, involved a small seasonal cottage containing approximately 1,000 square 
feet of living area that sold for approximately $460,000. While individual property 
characteristics vary, this sale is consistent with the value range indicated for the subject 
property and does not support the current assessment. 

Because Peaks Island provides substantially easier vehicle access and greater year-round 
support infrastructure, properties located there typically enjoy broader buyer demand and 
greater market liquidity than similarly sized seasonal properties located on islands with 
more limited access. Accordingly, Peaks Island seasonal cottages would generally be 
expected to sell at equal or higher price levels than comparable properties on Great 
Diamond Island. The fact that multiple Peaks Island seasonal cottages sold at prices 
materially below the subject property’s assessed value further supports the conclusion 
that the current assessment exceeds fair market value. 

 

4. Inequitable Assessment Demonstrated by Per-Square-Foot Analysis 

While this appeal concerns the total assessed value of the property, a review of the 
assessment components on a per-square-foot basis demonstrates that the subject 
property is assessed disproportionately relative to comparable seasonal properties located 
on Great Diamond Island. 

As summarized in Exhibit A, the subject property’s building is assessed at approximately 
$200 per square foot, while a substantially larger seasonal cottage located at 108 Crescent 
Avenue on Great Diamond Island is assessed at approximately $150 per square foot. This 
represents an approximately 33 percent higher building assessment rate applied to the 
subject property despite its significantly smaller size and reduced functional utility. 
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 Section 5-Narrative  

The inequity is even more pronounced when examining land assessments. The subject 
property land is assessed at approximately $23.22 per square foot, while the comparison 
property land is assessed at approximately $15.82 per square foot, representing an 
approximately 47 percent higher land assessment rate for the subject property. 

Additionally, the comparison property contains approximately 0.772 acres of land, which is 
roughly 54 percent larger than the subject property’s 0.500-acre parcel, yet its total land 
assessment is only modestly higher than that of the subject property. This indicates that 
the subject property is assigned a materially higher land valuation intensity despite having 
significantly less land area. 

This inversion is inconsistent with accepted assessment practice, as properties with 
greater land area, larger structures, and greater functional utility would generally be 
expected to carry higher valuation rates. These disparities are inconsistent with typical 
mass appraisal outcomes and demonstrate that the subject property bears a 
disproportionate share of assessed value relative to similarly situated seasonal island 
properties. 

 

5. Prior Assessment Context 

For additional context, the subject property was previously assessed at approximately 
$407,600. While prior assessments are not determinative of current value, this prior 
assessment is broadly consistent with the value range indicated by recent comparable 
sales, whereas the current assessment represents a substantial departure from both 
market evidence and assessment equity. The magnitude of this increase is not supported 
by documented market appreciation for comparable seasonal island properties during the 
same period. 

 

6. Requested Correction 

Based on recent comparable sales, assessment equity considerations, and statutory 
standards, a fair market value for the subject property is approximately $460,000. I 
respectfully request that the assessed value be reduced accordingly to reflect just value 
and to eliminate the current overvaluation and inequity. 
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John J. Harris – Abatement Appeal – 1 Bay Avenue – Exhibit A

Property Map/Lot Address Island Land SF Building SF Land Assessment ($) Building Assessment ($) Land $/SF Building $/SF Notes
Subject Property 083A R001001 1 Bay Ave Great Diamond Island 21,800 910 $506,100.00 $182,000.00 $23.22 $200.00 Small seasonal cottage; 910 sq ft

Larger Seasonal Property on GDI 083B G007001 108 Crescent Ave Great Diamond Island 33,628 2,607 $531,900.00 $391,700.00 $15.82 $150.25
Much larger seasonal property; 
2,607 sq ft

Component Indicated Assessment
Land $344,876
Building $136,728
Total Indicated Assessment $481,604

Exhibit A — Assessment Equity Analysis (Great Diamond Island Comparison)
Subject Property: 1 Bay Avenue, Great Diamond Island    Parcel ID: 083A R001001

Conclusion:
--The subject property is a smaller seasonal cottage yet is assessed at materially higher per-square-foot rates for both land and building components than a substantially larger 
seasonal property on the same island.

--Applying the assessment rates used for the larger Great Diamond Island comparison property results in an indicated assessment of approximately $482,000. While individual 
property differences may justify some variation, this result is substantially closer to the applicant’s requested value of approximately $460,000 than the current revised 
assessment of $620,600.

Indicated Assessment Using Comparable Great Diamond Island Assessment 
Treatment

Calculation
21,800 sq ft x $15.82/sq ft

910 sq ft x $150.25/sq ft
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John J. Harris – Abatement Appeal – 1 Bay Avenue – Exhibit B

Island Map/Lot (Parcel ID) Address Land (ac) Building SF Sale Price Sale Date Notes
Peaks Island 085 B009001 40 Meridian St 0.1148 640 $441,000 3/31/23 Seasonal cottage
Peaks Island 087 I005001 112 Pleasant Ave 0.112 663 $430,000 4/12/23 Seasonal cottage

Long Island N/A (Town of Long Island) 37 Messalonskee Rd 0.15 1,000 $460,000 8/31/23

Seasonal cottage; similar ferry 
access limitations as GDI; larger 
dwelling; MLS #1565395

Great Diamond Island 083B G007001 108 Crescent Ave 0.772 2,607 $975,000 11/9/23

Larger seasonal property on GDI; 
included for assessment and market 
context

• Comparable sales demonstrate that recent seasonal island cottage transactions occurred materially below the 
subject property’s revised FY2026 assessment of $620,600. 

• These sales support the applicant’s requested valuation of approximately $460,000.

Exhibit B — Comparable Sales Summary (Seasonal Island Properties)
Market Evidence Supporting Requested Valuation
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Assessor’s Office 
Elisa A. Marr, CMA-2 
City Assessor 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

DATE: August 5, 2026      
 
TO:  City of Portland Board of Assessment Review 
 
FROM: Elisa Marr, City Assessor 
 
RE:  FY26 Abatement Appeal – August 17, 2026 

Peter & Diana Harris; 1 Bay Avenue 
Parcel ID 083A R001001 

 
 
The mission of the Assessor’s Office is defined by 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 Peter and Diana Harris (“Appellants”), regarding the 
property located at 1 Bay Avenue, Great Diamond Island (the “Property”), a hearing for which 
is scheduled for August 17, 2026. 
 
For the reasons set forth in this memorandum and its attachments, 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 
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2. Exhibits / List of Attachments 
3. City Assessor’s Response 
4. Legal References 

 
TIMELINE 
 
4/1/2025 Assessed value for the April 1, 2025 assessment date (FY26) was as follows: 
  $506,100  Land; 0.50 acre lot 
  $182,000  Building; single family dwelling with 910 sq. ft. living area 
  $688,100  Total Assessed Value     [Assessor’s Exhibit 1]. 
 
6/10/2025 Appellant had an informal appeal with Tyler Technologies (Tyler).  [Assessor’s 

Exhibit 2].  
 

A representative at Tyler noted in the Hearing Notes that: “THE COMPS 
AREN'T REALLY COMPARABLE SINCE THEY ARE FAR BIGGER IN 
SQFT, BEDROOM COUNT, AND THEY ARE ALL YEAR-ROUND HOUSES. 
THIS HOUSE IS A SEASONAL COTTAGE.” 
 
“ASKED TO SUBMIT THE COMPARABLES THAT HE BELIEVES IS 
BETTER 
CP- OWNER SUBMITTED COMPARABLES PREDOMINATELY FROM 
PEAKS ISLAND.” 
 
Recommendation:  NO CHANGE 
 

2/3/2026 The Appellant submitted an Application for Abatement of Assessed Value with 
the Assessor’s Office. [Assessor’s Exhibit 3]. 
 

2/12/2026 The Assessor mailed a 706-A request for additional information. [Assessor’s 
Exhibit 4]. 

 
3/12/2026 The Appellant responded to the 706-A request for additional information. 

[Assessor’s Exhibit 5]. 
 
4/6/2026 The Assessor issued an abatement for $67,500 in value resulted in an abated tax 

amount of $808.65. [Assessor’s Exhibit 6]. 
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6/2/2026 The Appellant filed an Application for Appeal of Assessor’s Decision with the 
Board of Assessment Review. 
 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
 
Appellant’s Submissions: 

● Application for Abatement of Property Taxes packet, received by Corporation Council on 
behalf of the Board of Assessment Review.   

 
City Assessor’s Exhibits: 

● Current Property Record Card for 083A R001001 [Assessor’s Exhibit 1] 
● Tyler Technologies informal hearing notes.  [Assessor’s Exhibit 2] 
● Application for Abatement of Assessed Value filed with the Assessor’s Office. 

[Assessor’s Exhibit 3]. 
● Assessor’s 706-A request for additional information. [Assessor’s Exhibit 4]. 
● Appellant’s response to 706-A request for additional information including Hazard / 

property insurance indicating a dwelling coverage of $254,000. [Assessor’s Exhibit 5]. 
● Letter from Assessor reflecting abatement for $67,500  and revised property record card. 

[Assessor’s Exhibit 6]. 
● Property record cards for Appellant’s comparable sales at 108 Crescent Ave.; 40 

Meridian St.; and 112 Pleasant Ave. [Assessor’s Exhibit 7] 
● Recent Sales of Similar Properties.  [Exhibit 8] 
● Aerial images. [Exhibit 9] 

 
CITY ASSESSOR’S RESPONSE 

Appellant has not met the burden to prove the assessment is “manifestly wrong.” The burden of 
proof is upon the taxpayer 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. 

A taxpayer must provide affirmative evidence of the property’s “just value” (i.e., its market 
value) in the form of an appraisal, actual comparable sales data, or the opinion of a properly 
qualified expert. The City Assessor’s Response is set out in the following numbered paragraphs: 

 
1. The Property is a waterfront seasonal one story, 910 square foot cottage built in 1940.  It 

has two bedrooms, one full bathroom and is assessed as a grade C- or average- with a 
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rating of good for condition, desirability and utility.   
 
The Appellant offers references to various sales but only provides four sales in Exhibit B 
of their appeal to the Board.   
 
The Long Island sale referenced in Appellant’s Exhibit B is located outside the City of 
Portland and was not considered in the 2025 revaluation.   
 
In the Application, Appellant asserts that the November 2023 sale of the property at 108 
Crescent Avenue on Great Diamond Island, which sold in 2023 for $975,000 and is 
assessed at $923,600, demonstrates that the Property is overvalued.  The Appellant points 
out that the land at 108 Crescent, which has a lot size of 33,628 square feet,  is valued at 
$531,900 or $15.82 per square foot, and that the land at the Property, which has a lot size 
of 20,000 square feet, is valued at $438,600 or $23.22 per square foot.  As explained in 
more detail below, assessors do not base property valuations solely on a standard price 
per foot of land.   The differences in the square foot value of the land are related to an 
economy of scale based on size as well as location and other factors.   

 
With regard to the building at 108 Crescent, the Appellant points out in their application 
that it is valued at $391,700, or approximately $150.00 per square foot, and the Property 
is valued at $182,000, or approximately $200.00 per square foot. [Assessor’s Exhibits 6, 
7]. Again, as is the case with land valuation, and as explained below,  assessors do not 
determine the value of a residential building based solely on a price per square foot.   
Building values vary based on economies of scale and are based on complex algorithms 
that take into consideration differences in size, grade, condition, style, desirability, age, 
utility and other factors.  
 

2. In addition to 108 Crescent, Appellant’s comparable properties in Exhibit B include two 
lots on Peaks Island, 40 Meridian Street and 112 Pleasant Street, which are much smaller 
than Appellant’s lot and are not waterfront lots.  Accordingly, those properties have 
land values that are substantially lower than the Property’s.  [Assessor’s Exhibit 7].  The 
buildings on the Peaks Island properties are also much smaller at 640 and 663 sq. ft. of 
living space. Both buildings are older than the subject Property; and the subject Property 
has a higher grade designation for quality of construction.  [Assessor’s Exhibits 6, 7]. 
 

3. Appellant’s response to 706-A request for additional information included Hazard / 
property insurance indicating a dwelling coverage of $254,000. The replacement cost 
number for insurance purposes indicates the cost to rebuild the improvements on the 
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property in the event of a catastrophic loss and does not take into account the value of the 
land. One of the methodologies used for residential properties in the revaluation is the 
Cost Approach method, described below, which uses a replacement cost less depreciation 
formula. The building value is currently assessed at $182,000.  The hazard/property 
insurance coverage for the property is $254,000 a difference of $72,000 from the 
assessed building value.  The insurance certificate supports the Assessor’s valuation of 
the Property.  [Assessor’s Exhibit 5]. 
 

4. The Assessor issued an abatement for $67,500 in value resulted in an abated tax amount 
of $808.65. The abatement was issued to restore the influence factor on the land to what 
it had been in the prior year which was an adjustment from -25% to -35%. [Assessor’s 
Exhibit 6]. 
 

5. Recent sales of similar seasonal island properties [Assessor’s Exhibit 8]: 
 

 
 

6 . Aer ia l im ages  [As s es s o r ’s  Exh ib it  9 ] :
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1 Bay Aven u e  
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1 Bay Aven u e  
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4 0  Mer id ian  St r ee t  
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112  Pleas an t  Aven u e  

 
 

7. There are three recognized approaches that assessors use to value properties, which 
include the Cost Approach, the Sales Approach, and the Income and Expense Approach.1  
In the 2025 revaluation for this type of property the Sales Approach was used, supported 
by the Cost Approach.  The Income and Expense Approach does not apply in this case as 
that is typically applied for income producing or commercial properties. 
 

 
1 Th e IAAO (In t ern a t ion a l Associa t ion  of Assess in g Officer s )  In com e Ap p roach  d efin es  p rop er t y va lu e  by 
con ver t in g  it s  exp ect ed  fu tu re  in com e in to  a  p resen t  wor t h , t r ea t in g  it  a s  an  in vest m en t  by an a lyz in g  
p o t en t ia l g ross  in com e, su bt r act in g  vacan cy/ exp en ses  t o  get  Net  Op era t in g  In com e (NOI), t h en  d ivid in g 
NOI by a  m arket - d er ived  cap it a liza t ion  r a t e (Cap  Ra t e)  t o  fin d  va lu e, a  core  m et h od  for  in com e-
p rod u cin g  p rop er t ies  like ap ar t m en t s  o r  o ffices . 
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● 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.  
 

● The Cost Approach is viewed by the IAAO (International Association of 
Assessing Officers) 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. 
 

8. The City uses mass appraisal to develop pricing schedules.  
 
Explanation of Mass Appraisal and Residential Value Methodology 

 
Mass appraisal is the systematic valuation of large groups of properties (like all 
homes in a county) at once, using common data, standardized methods, and statistical 
models (like regression) to determine values, primarily for property tax assessment, 
making it efficient and equitable where individual appraisals are impractical. Instead 
of valuing one home at a time, it uses Computer Assisted Mass Appraisal (CAMA) 
systems, market data, and algorithms to adjust for features like size, age, and location, 
creating consistent valuations for thousands of parcels. 

 
Residential Value Methodology 

The local construction cost index is the ratio of the cost to construct a dwelling in one 
location compared with the cost to construct the same dwelling in another location at 
a given date. The cost schedules will be calibrated to closely reflect the region 
encompassing the City of Portland as of the April 1st date of value for the respective 
year of the reassessment. 

A. The cost index is developed from an analysis of sales of newly constructed, 
average quality dwellings located within the City of Portland and/or sales of 
"relatively" new, average quality dwellings which have been properly adjusted for 
time. This is a four-step process that is completed in the following order: 

1. Develop a market trend based on re-sales of improved residential 
properties within the City of Portland. 

2. Trend the construction costs for each new dwelling to be used in the 
index study to the April 1st date of value for the respective year of 
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the reassessment. 
3. Calculate a cost ratio for each new dwelling by comparing the 

Enterprise Assessment replacement cost new ("RCN") to actual 
construction costs. 

4. Analyze the individual cost ratios and correlate an overall local 
construction index. 

In the event that an insufficient number of newly constructed, average quality 
dwellings are available to adequately document the local index, supplemental sources 
such as an accepted cost indexing service, will be used. 
Index Calculation 
The calculation process to establish the local index is as follows: 

1. Trend all sales to be used in the index study to the April 1st date of value 
for the respective year of the reassessment using the monthly trending 
factor established in the market trend analysis. 

2. Subtract the land value estimate from each adjusted sales price. The result 
is the indicated dwelling or building residual value. 

3. Obtain the RCN for each dwelling through Enterprise Assessment. 

4. For each sample, divide the indicated dwelling residual value (found in 
step 2) by the Enterprise Assessment "Base Value." The result is the index 
factor for the improvements. 

 

Calibrating the Residential Depreciation Tables Methodology 

The Enterprise Assessment residential accrued depreciation or percent good tables are 
a matrix which is set up by the "Year Built" and the "Condition, Desirability, and 
Usefulness" ("CDU") rating of the dwelling. The tables are calibrated to reflect the 
local market conditions for the City of Portland. The calibration process is completed 
by analyzing verified sales which are contained in the sales history file. 

Residential Sales Comparison Approach 

During this step of the valuation process, the City of Portland's market modeling 
module is fully deployed for residential improved parcels, where possible, so both 
the cost and comparable sales approach will be considered when arriving at the final 
appraised value. If applicable, up to five comparable sales for each subject will be 
available for review. These comparable sales will be determined by both the 
Enterprise Assessment as well as values developed using AI technology. 

A market model is a statistical picture of the elements affecting sale price within the 
market area. By determining the relative effect of specified property characteristics 
on sale price, market models will be constructed and used to predict value for unsold 
properties. 
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9. The fact that a property is seasonal versus year-round does not by itself require a different 
assessment. In tax assessment, the objective is to determine market value. The City of 
Portland identified certain characteristics that classified a property as seasonal, such as: a 
seasonal water supply, winterization, insulation, heating system and its legal capability of 
having year-round occupancy. Once the Property was determined to be seasonal and the 
dwelling data was collected, an adjustment factor was applied in the pricing schedules 
(roughly 10%) to help recognize its lack of utility.   
 

10. In determining the land value for the Property, the Assessor applied a formula that starts 
with a base lot size of 20,000 square feet, which is the median lot size for properties like 
the Property, at a price of $33.20/sq. ft.  In this case, the Plaintiff’s primary lot happens to 
be the same size as the base lot-- 20,000 square feet.2 The total is then adjusted by an 
influence factor, which, in the case of the Property, is a reduction of 35%. The influence 
factor varies between properties based on variables such as location and amenities.  The 
Property also has a residual lot of 1,800 square feet.  For the residual land, the price per 
square foot is calculated at $5.98/square foot, subject to the same 35% influence factor. 
Accordingly, the Assessor determined the value of the Plaintiff’s land as follows:  
 
Primary Lot: 20,000 x $33.20 = $664,000  
Residual land: 1,800 x $5.98 = $10,764  
$664,000 + $10,764 = $674,764 base value 
$674,764 x 0.65 (-35% influence factor) = $438,596 (Rounded to $438,600) 
 

11. The value of the building on the Property   is determined using mass appraisal and the 
sales approach and cost approach as set forth above.  The assessed value of the building 
at $182,000 is described in detail on the second page of the property record card.  
[Assesor Exhibit 6].  The value of the building in the hazard/property insurance coverage 
for the property, which is $254,000 more than supports the assessed value of the building.  
 

12. 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 any evidence to satisfy its burden to demonstrate 
that the assessment was substantially overvalued, based on an unjust discrimination or 
subject to fraud, dishonesty or an illegality:  
 

A. The Appellant has not submitted an appraisal or other credible opinion of 
value for the Property. 

 
2 Wh en  a  lo t  is  la rger  t h an  t h e base lo t  s ize,  t h e Assessor  in cr eases  t h e p r ice by t h e d iffer en ce 
bet ween  t h e base lo t  an d  t h e act u a l lo t  m u lt ip lied  by $ 3.32/ sq . ft . Wh en  a  pa r cel in  t h is  
n eigh borh ood  is  sm a ller   t h an  t h e 20 ,0 0 0  sq u a re foo t  aver age, t h e lan d  va lu e is  d ecr eased  a t  a  
r a t e  o f $ 5.9 8  p er  squ a re foo t  les s  t h an  t h e base lo t  s ize. 
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B. In asserting that the Property is overvalued, the Appellant relies primarily on 
the price per square foot of another property, which, in an of itself, is not an 
accepted mass appraisal method.  

C. The assessed building value is in line with the casualty insurance replacement 
cost of the building; and 

D. The comparable sales list submitted by the City Assessor supports the 
assessed value. 
 

13. For the reasons set forth in this memorandum and its attachments, 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. 
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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 
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