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The following information is submitted in support of my appeal to the State Board of 

Equalization regarding Parcel No. 30-0000-04176-217, located at 8152 Tucker Trail SW, 

Linton, North Dakota. 

I received a Notice of Real Estate Assessment indicating that the 2026 assessed value of 

my property was increasing from $111,800 to $286,500. While I fully expected the assessed 

value to increase due to the construction of a new 560-square-foot dwelling on the 

property, the magnitude of the increase prompted me to seek additional information 

regarding how the valuation had been determined. 

After receiving the notice, I contacted Emmons County Tax Director Christina Seppanen 

and requested additional details regarding the assessment. Upon reviewing the 2026 

property record card, I immediately noticed what appeared to be an error in the building 

classification. The dwelling was identified as a one-and-one-half-story frame structure, 

when in fact it is a single-story dwelling. 

I subsequently contacted Christina with additional questions regarding the assessment 

and the information contained on the property card. During those discussions, I was 

seeking clarification on the methodology used and the basis for certain classifications. 

However, the conversations became increasingly unproductive, and I did not feel that my 

concerns were being adequately addressed. 

Prior to the Emmons County Board of Equalization meeting, I received a revised property 

card correcting the dwelling classification from a one-and-one-half-story structure to a 

single-story dwelling. This correction reduced the property's assessed value from $286,500 

to $276,800 (see page 14). 

While I appreciate that the classification error was corrected, the fact that such a 

significant error existed on the original assessment raised concerns about the accuracy of 

the valuation process and prompted me to conduct a more thorough review of the 

remaining assessment data. As a result, I identified additional issues and inconsistencies 

that form the basis of this appeal and are discussed in the information that follows. 

As instructed in the Notice of Real Estate Assessment, I attended the Emmons County 

Board of Equalization meeting on June 2, 2026, to present my concerns regarding the 

valuation of my property. 

At the conclusion of Christina's presentation to the Board, she stated that the 2026 

assessments had not yet been reviewed by a certified Class I Assessor and that the review 

process was still ongoing. She requested that the Board of Equalization meeting remain 

open until June 23 so the assessments could be reviewed before being finalized. 

This was concerning because North Dakota Century Code § 11-10.1-05.5 requires that 

assessments be reviewed by a certified Class I Assessor prior to the Board of Equalization 



meeting (see page 158). In addition, the Board of Equalization is required to meet within the 

first ten days of June. Relevant meeting notes from the June 2 meeting are included on 

pages 148-154. 

Following Christina's presentation, I presented my concerns to the Board. Early in the 

discussion, comments were made suggesting that my property may have still been 

considered under construction during the prior assessment cycle and questioning whether 

I simply did not want to pay taxes. These comments gave me the impression that the focus 

was being placed on my motivations rather than on the facts surrounding the assessment 

itself. 

I explained that my concerns were not about avoiding taxes, but rather about ensuring that 

my property was assessed fairly and consistently with comparable properties. I presented 

information regarding both the valuation of my land and the assessment of the new 

dwelling located on the property. At that time, I did not challenge the assessed value of my 

existing shop building, as I believed its valuation was generally reasonable despite 

experiencing a significant increase between 2024 and 2025. 

Regarding the land valuation, the proposed 2026 assessment values my two-acre parcel at 

$48,700 (see page 23). To evaluate this value, I compared it with nearby improved 

properties that appear to be similarly situated. Parcel No. 30-0000-04176-038 contains 

three acres and is assessed at $43,400 (see page 35), while Parcel No. 30-0000-04176-032 

contains two acres and is assessed at $38,700 (see page 38). I asked why my land was 

valued higher than these comparable properties, but no clear explanation or meaningful 

discussion was provided. 

I then continued presenting additional information regarding the assessment of my 

dwelling and comparisons with other similar properties within the county. Following that 

discussion, it was agreed that Christina would conduct a site visit and perform a more 

thorough review and reassessment of the property. 

Christina and two other county employees visited my property on June 12 to conduct an 

assessment. During the site visit, Christina made comments indicating that the dwelling 

contained custom kitchen cabinetry and a granite bathroom countertop. Both of these 

observations were incorrect. To address these inaccuracies, I sent an email later that same 

afternoon clarifying the actual materials and finishes present in the dwelling (see pages 86-

87). 

Throughout the inspection, I repeatedly explained that the building materials used in the 

construction were standard, o>-the-shelf products purchased from large retail home 

improvement stores rather than custom or premium-grade materials. Supporting receipts 

for the major building materials have been included in the attachments (see pages 97-129). 



On June 20, I received Christina's revised assessment of the property (see pages 23-32), 

followed by a final assessment letter sent by email on June 25 (see pages 21-22). In her 

assessment, Christina concluded that although the dwelling exhibited a "consistently 

upgraded and cohesive interior finish package, including full shiplap and tongue-and-

groove treatments," the overall construction quality fell within the "upper production range." 

Based on this conclusion, the dwelling was assigned a Grade 4+5 classification under the 

Computer Assisted Mass Appraisal (CAMA) scoring system. 

The Grade 4+5 classification resulted in a grade multiplier of 1.21. This was a substantial 

increase from the dwelling's previous classification of Grade 4-10, which carried a grade 

multiplier of 1.03. A copy of the Vanguard Grade Guide is included in the attachments (see 

page 94). 

Based on the actual construction methods, quality of materials, and overall characteristics 

of the property, I do not believe either the dwelling or the shop meet the criteria for an 

"upper production" classification. The residence was built using economy-grade materials 

and standard construction techniques, without custom features, premium finishes, or 

high-end building components that would typically justify such a designation. As a result, I 

believe the Grade 4+5 classification and corresponding 1.21 multiplier overstate the quality 

and value of the improvements and have contributed to an assessment that exceeds the 

property's actual market characteristics. 

Prior to Christina's site visit, it was documented that the dwelling did not contain several 

features commonly found in year-round residences, including washer and dryer hookups, a 

built-in microwave, a dishwasher, or a range. In addition, the heating system is designed 

primarily to prevent water lines from freezing during the winter months and is not intended 

to support full-time, year-round occupancy. 

The dwelling is constructed on a floating slab foundation (see attached photographs). The 

combination of the foundation type, plumbing design, and limited heating system 

capability restricts the property's use to seasonal occupancy rather than year-round 

residential use. These factors represent functional limitations that should be considered 

when evaluating the property's overall value. 

Furthermore, many of the building components, including the windows, cabinetry, flooring, 

and other finishes, are economy-grade materials rather than higher-end residential 

products. Documentation supporting the cost and quality of the major building materials 

has been included in the attachments. 

Given the seasonal nature of the dwelling, its construction characteristics, and the quality 

of its finishes, I believe these factors should be carefully considered when determining the 

property's assessed value. The assessment should accurately reflect the property's actual 

utility, condition, and market appeal relative to comparable properties within the county. 



Throughout this process, I had multiple conversations with Mike Weeks, Vice President of 

Field Operations for Vanguard Appraisals. During those discussions, Mr. Weeks expressed 

concerns regarding the methodology used to assess my property and indicated that he did 

not agree with certain aspects of the assessment. However, he also explained that he was 

not willing to make those comments part of the o>icial record due to Vanguard's working 

relationship with Emmons County. 

Mr. Weeks further noted that a seasonal property such as mine should qualify for a 

functional adjustment or discount based on its characteristics and use. As an example, a 

similar adjustment appears to have been applied to a structure located on Parcel No. 42-

0010-02095-023 (see page 74). 

Given that similar properties have received such adjustments, I believe it is reasonable to 

question whether the same assessment principles were consistently applied to my 

property. This raises concerns about the uniformity of the valuation process and whether 

my property was assessed in a manner consistent with comparable properties throughout 

the county 

Another matter I would like to bring to the Board's attention is the condition and 

maintenance of the roadway providing access to my property. The approximately one-mile 

section of road serving my residence is not maintained by Emmons County. Instead, the 

residents who rely on the road are responsible for its upkeep, including grading, repairs, 

and snow removal. 

Over the years, the property owners along this roadway have collectively spent tens of 

thousands of dollars to maintain safe and reliable access to their homes. This ongoing 

responsibility represents a significant expense and burden that is not shared by many other 

property owners whose roads are maintained by the county. 

Based on my review of the assessment process, I do not believe this lack of county-

maintained access has been adequately considered when determining the value of either 

the land or the dwelling. The reduced level of public services available to these properties 

should have an impact on their overall marketability and value and should be taken into 

account as part of a fair and equitable assessment. 

A map identifying the roadway and its location can be found on page 92. 

Prior to the continuation of the Equalization Meeting on June 23, I identified several 

concerns regarding information contained in my revised property card. In an e>ort to obtain 

clarification, I contacted Christina by email and left multiple voicemail messages. 

Unfortunately, I did not receive a response to any of those communications. 

On the evening of June 22, I sent an email to each County Commissioner outlining my 

concerns and requesting that they be considered before action was taken on my 



assessment (see pages 87-88). That same evening, I spoke directly with Commissioners 

Miller and Vander Vorst by telephone. I also left a voicemail message for Commissioner 

Magrum, but my call was not returned. 

During the June 23 Commission meeting, Christina presented a revised assessment of my 

property to the Commission. Despite the concerns that had been raised prior to the 

meeting, the Commission did not address the issues I identified with the assessment, and 

the revised assessments were approved. During the discussion, Commissioner Magrum 

stated that the Commission was out of time and that the assessments needed to be 

approved, noting that property owners would have the opportunity to pursue further review 

through an appeal to the State Board of Equalization. 

As I prepared my appeal to the State Board of Equalization, I continued to have questions 

and concerns regarding the revised assessment of my property. To better understand the 

basis for the valuation and the methodology used, I submitted a series of questions to 

Christina by email on July 13 (see pages 82-83). 

1.  On page 3 of the assessment you have a masonry fireplace listed. What qualifies as a 

masonry fireplace?  My fireplace is a $200 electric fireplace from Amazon with a shiplap 

surround. I’ve attached some pictures as none were included in the assessment you 

completed.  There is no masonry on the dwelling interior or exterior.  

2.  On page 4 of the assessment you have what appears to be the overhang on my shop 

listed as a Porch (commercial). What makes this a commercial porch?  On all previous 

years assessments that have been done on property this area was assessed as a concrete 

patio with a metal/fiberglass roof.  I’ve looked at approx. 30 other properties in Emmons 

County with either an overhang on a dwelling or detached structures and they are all 

assessed as a concrete patio with a metal/fiberglass roof. I have not been able to find 

another one classified as a commercial porch. Just curious as to what you that would 

classify mine as something di>erent? Why is it being considered separate and not part of 

the shop? 

3.  On page 2 of your findings letter, you mention that the construction is in the upper 

production range. Other that shiplap and tongue and groove finishes what else would 

qualify for a 4+5 grade and a 1.21 multiplier added to the value?  You mentioned 

specifically cabinetry level.  During the site visit, you had mentioned something about 

custom cabinets, and granite countertops.  After the meeting, I emailed you the cabinets 

from Home Depot in the countertop from Wayfair  None of this stu> is custom. In fact I had 

to do assembly on the cabinets.  Was this considered during your assessment even though 

that you have cabinetry level specifically listed?  Also mentioned during the visit that all the 

doors and windows are o> the shelf from Menards.  The subway tile used on the back 

splashes is again o> the shelf from Menards. Tile costs are around $200 for the dwelling.   

 



4.  When I filled out the pre-inspection form I had indicated that the dwelling does not have 

washer and dryer hook ups, range or built-in microwave only a two burner electric cooktop.  

I also had indicated that this building sits on a floating slab and that the heating systems 

and plumbing are not meant for four season use.  The property needs to be winterized just 

like a RV. I have had discussions with Mike at Vanguard and I was told that these sorts of 

things would qualify for a functional use discount.  Has any of this been considered in your 

assessment? 

5. During my comparisons with other properties, I have noticed that other properties are 

getting anywhere from a 10% to 45% economic or functional discount.   The discount 

seems to be provided very inconsistently across the county. What makes a property eligible 

for such discounts? 

6.  During my appeal to the county, I had provided several examples of my land being 

valued at 25% higher or more than neighboring properties with similar improvements.  I 

guess I’m looking for a clarification on the statement that you made on land evaluation on 

your findings. I have a hard time wrapping my head around why my land value is higher than 

everyone else’s.  

7.  My shop has a 1.21 multiplier added to it.   I guess I would ask why?  It’s an unfinished 

storage pole building that is similar to other buildings in the area. None of the comparables 

I have looked at have a multiplier added to it. Mine appears to be the only one.  

8.  On my initial 2026 assessment prior to my appeal, the dwelling was listed as a 1 1/2 

Story frame.  After some discussion, this was changed to a single story frame.  In the latest 

assessment is now being considered as a single Story metal wood  what does this mean?  

I’ve compared this to again about 30 other properties in the county and I have not found 

another one classified as a single Story metal wood structure.  Looking for explanation.  

9.  On my initial 2026 assessment prior to my appeal, I was given a credit for having no 

basement.  On the updated assessment that credit has disappeared.  Shouldn’t that credit 

still be present as I do not have a basement?   

Christina responded on July 22, stating that she would not be addressing my questions 

regarding the assessment of my property (see page 81). 

To further evaluate the fairness and consistency of my valuation, I have included several 

comparable property cards that I used in my analysis (see pages 40-79). Based on the 

county's assessments, the value per square foot of living area for these comparable 

properties ranges from $44.78 to $115.99. In contrast, my property is assessed at $158.11 

per square foot. 

I recognize that smaller homes often have a higher value per square foot than larger homes 

due to the distribution of fixed construction costs. However, even with that consideration, 



my property's assessed value remains significantly higher than the comparable properties I 

reviewed. These di>erences raise legitimate questions regarding the consistency of the 

assessment methodology and whether my property has been valued in a manner 

consistent with similar properties within Emmons County. 

Given the substantial disparity between my assessment and those of comparable 

properties, I believe further review is warranted to ensure that assessment standards are 

being applied fairly, uniformly, and equitably to all taxpayers. 

As previously discussed, I contacted Emmons County Tax Director Christina Seppanen on 

several occasions to better understand the basis for my 2026 property valuation. While the 

initial conversations were cordial, they quickly became unproductive when I began 

questioning information contained on my property card. In my view, reasonable questions 

regarding an assessment should be met with clear explanations and transparency. 

Given the concerns I had regarding my own assessment, I became interested in 

understanding how similar properties, including the Tax Director's property, were being 

assessed. To my surprise, I was unable to locate any publicly available property records 

associated with Mrs. Seppanen. As a result, I submitted an Open Records Request to 

Emmons County. 

The records I received raised additional concerns. All information related to Mrs. 

Seppanen's property has been redacted. Included in the records was a letter dated July 25, 

2025 (see page 160), in which Mrs. Seppanen requested that her property information be 

treated as confidential. In her request, she cited North Dakota Century Code § 44-04-18.3. 

However, my review of this statute indicates that it applies to specific categories of public 

employees, including prosecutors, certain judges, judicial referees, juvenile court 

directors, probation o>icers, law enforcement personnel, correctional facility employees, 

and employees of the North Dakota Department of Corrections. Based on my 

understanding of the statute, a county tax assessor does not appear to fall within the listed 

categories eligible for those confidentiality protections. Relevant statutory information is 

included on pages 161-162. 

After reviewing the available property records, I also noted several questions regarding the 

assessment of Mrs. Seppanen's property. County records indicate that a building permit 

was issued on March 15, 2021, for a 4,576-square-foot dwelling located on a 10-acre 

parcel (see page 164). An aerial image dated September 4, 2022, appears to show a 

substantially completed residence on the property (see page 165). 

According to the property's tax records, approximately $50 per year in property taxes were 

paid between 2022 and 2024 (see page 167). The assessed value increased to slightly more 

than $100,000 in 2025, and the proposed 2026 assessment is just under $150,000. Given 

the size and apparent condition of the residence, these valuations raise questions 



regarding whether the property has been assessed consistently with comparable 

properties throughout the county. 

I also find it noteworthy that the property card does not contain the detailed information, 

building sketches, photographs, or other supporting documentation that appears on most 

other property records (see pages 169-178). In addition, Chrstina has told me, the 

commission, and others in the county that her dwelling is still under construction. If that is 

the case, it raises questions regarding the property's eligibility for the Primary Residence 

Property Tax Credit reflected on the 2025 tax statement (see page 168).  Can the residence 

credit be claimed on a dwelling still under construction?  If not the credit of $934.71 given 

in 2025 needs to be returned to the state and this property should be ineligible to receive 

any further credits until construction is complete. 

Furthermore, the property card lists the year built as 2022, which is a significant factor in 

determining depreciation calculations. If the residence is still considered under 

construction, it is unclear how 2022 was established as the completed year of 

construction. These discrepancies warrant further review to ensure that the property has 

been assessed and classified in accordance with the same standards applied to all 

taxpayers. 

My intent in raising these concerns is not to focus on any individual, but rather to ensure 

that property assessments are conducted fairly, consistently, and transparently. Public 

confidence in the assessment process depends on equal treatment under the law and the 

uniform application of assessment standards to all properties, regardless of ownership or 

position. 

Christina's property should be inspected by an independent third-party assessor to ensure 

that all parties are contributing their fair share. Based on the circumstances, this situation 

may give the appearance of an abuse of authority by the individual involved. 

In conclusion, I do not believe I have been treated fairly by Emmons County. My property 

record contains what appear to be clear errors, yet neither the Tax Assessor nor the County 

Commissioners were willing to adequately address the concerns I presented. I have 

provided numerous comparisons with other properties, which are attached for reference, 

and these comparisons highlight significant inconsistencies in the assessment process. 

I fully understand and accept my responsibility to pay property taxes. However, I expect to 

pay only my fair and equitable share. This experience has been deeply disappointing and 

has left me with serious concerns about the fairness and consistency of the county's 

assessment process. Unfortunately, my confidence in the Emmons County Tax Director 

and County Commission has been undermined. The property tax system is intended to be 

transparent, impartial, and consistent, and my experience has fallen well short of those 

expectations. 



I appreciate the State Board of Equalization taking the time to review my appeal. I look 

forward to continuing discussions with the State Tax Department and having the 

opportunity to further present my concerns. 
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