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Attached is our Notice of Appeal for:
Waterfront LID: No. 6751
Hearing Examiner: Case No. CWF-0063
Property Owners: Theodore & Priscilla Tanase
Parcel Number: 2538830890
Address: 1521 Second Avenue, #2403, Seattle, WA 98101
We request a face-to-face appeal to the City Council to present our case.
Please confirm that your office has received this and if there is anything else you
need or anyone else I need to serve in order to perfect this appeal.

Repectfully,
Ted Tanase
ted.tanase@gmail.com
(C) 206-612-9166
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Theodore & Priscilla Tanase Appeal of Final Waterfront LID Assessment Recommendation

September 20, 2020



[bookmark: m_-759457986764960361__Hlk51065926]Notice of Appeal of Final Waterfront LID Assessment Recommendation. 

Final Waterfront LID No. 6751

Hearing Examiner Case No. CWF-0063

Parcel Owners: Theodore & Priscilla Tanase

Tax Parcel No.  2538830890

Address: 1521 Second Avenue, #2403, Seattle, WA 98101

 

We, Theodore & Priscilla Tanase, owners of the condominium property located at 1521 2nd Avenue, #2403, Seattle WA, 98101 (Parcel No. 2538830890), objected to the Final Assessment for our parcel and now submit this appeal of the Recommendations of the Hearing Examiner regarding Waterfront LID No. 6751 Case No. CWF-0063.



Notice of Appeal:



I received the “Findings and Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner for the City of Seattle” by email on September 8, 2020.  Included in the recommendations was the following pertaining to our property:



[bookmark: _Hlk51503439][bookmark: _Hlk51527625][bookmark: _Hlk51506342]“CWF-0063 (2538830890) – The objection raises the following common objection issues addressed below in the Legal Analysis section B: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10. The Objector included a closing argument document following cross-examination. Many issues raised by the Objector’s closing argument are addressed below in the Legal Analysis section. The closing argument is a series of issues and concerns raised by the Objector with regard to the City’s special benefit and valuation analysis. Objector adopts the stance adopted by many Objectors throughout the hearing process—attacking and criticizing the City’s appraisal and its processes without first identifying themselves or the source of their information as being based in the requisite expertise in order to overcome the presumption that the City’s assessments of the properties are correct. In this case, the Objector raised many issues in the closing argument but did nothing to demonstrate that they had any expertise in special assessments or appraisals, or that the issues were based on evidence or analysis from a source with such expertise. The closing arguments also include new issues raised by the Objector that were not included in their original written objection. Evidence submitted with the objection includes what it identified as a direct appraisal by Compass Washington. The report by Compass Washington showed a different valuation for the subject property but did not include any analysis refuting the City’s findings that the property would receive a special benefit and did not include any analysis showing an error in the City’s valuation. The mere submission of a different valuation conclusion is not adequate to overcome the presumption that the City’s assessment of the property is correct. The Objector failed to meet the burden of proof required to demonstrate that the property will not receive a special benefit or that the City appraisal valuation process was flawed. Recommendation: denial”



Our appeal items are below:



1. The Hearing Examiner (HE) stated that we raised common objections in Legal Analysis section B: 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, and 10.  This is incorrect; in our July 6, 2020 Closing Argument Brief we did not object to B: 1,2,3,5,6,7, and 10.



2. The HE stated, “…attacking and criticizing the City’s appraisal and its processes without first identifying themselves or the source of their information as being based in the requisite expertise in order to overcome the presumption that the City’s assessments of the properties are correct.”  This statement is off-point and also incorrect.



a. The points “attacking and criticizing” were made by a requisite expert --- Robert Macauley, the City’s own expert.  For example, Mr. Macauley stated:

i. A direct appraisal of special benefit boundaries would be more accurate; however, he decided to use a mass appraisal which is less accurate.

ii. He had no prior experience estimating special benefits of a LID where before and after property values were speculative (i.e. the Waterfront LID).

iii. He had never conducted a “post-analysis” to determine if any of his previous LID assessments were correct, so when he said his work had “no margin of error” he meant that he’s never checked his prior work for accuracy.

iv. In his report Mr. Macauley uses information that he attributes to an expert, Dr. John Crompton.  However, Dr. Crompton submitted a letter stating that Mr. Macauley had incorrectly used his information, and that Mr. Macauley’s conclusions were incorrect.  For example, Mr. Macauley used Dr. Crompton’s information to conclude that special benefits from the LID will extend to 5 blocks.  Dr. Crompton wrote that that was an incorrect usage of his study and that the special benefits will extend only 1-2 blocks.

b. Mr. Macauley stated that he conducted a parcel by parcel analysis for each of the 147 condominiums; however, every one of the 147 units at 1521 Second Ave, Seattle, WA 98101 had the exact same benefit, 2.7%.  We did not identify an “expert” to refute the analysis; however, it is obvious that a parcel by parcel analysis was NOT conducted.  We do not think an “expert” in mathematics is necessary to testify that statistically, all 147 condos having the same value increase is essentially “impossible”.



3. The HE states, “Evidence submitted with the objection includes what it identified as a direct appraisal by Compass Washington. The report by Compass Washington showed a different valuation for the subject property but did not include any analysis refuting the City’s findings that the property would receive a special benefit and did not include any analysis showing an error in the City’s valuation.”  We disagree with the HE’s conclusion.  The City’s expert, Robert Macauley stated that a direct valuation would be more accurate than the mass valuation method employed by Mr. Macauley.  So, the Compass Washington analysis is “more accurate”.  The reduction in the assessment of our condo based on this analysis should be $4,053.67.



· Macauley’s (mass valuation) assessment	= $2,849,000

· Compass (direct valuation) assessment	= $2,466,000

· Difference					= $   383,000

· $383,000 x 39.2% (special benefit) x 2.7% (Macauley %) = $4,053.67



4. The HE states, “…the Objector raised many issues in the closing argument but did nothing to demonstrate that they had any expertise in special assessments or appraisals, or that the issues were based on evidence or analysis from a source with such expertise.”  This statement is incorrect.  We specifically provided evidence/analysis from a source with such expertise.  The expert is Dr. John Crompton. The City’s expert, Robert Macauley said Dr. Crompton is an expert and referenced his work a number of times.  However, Dr. Crompton reviewed Mr. Macauley’s analysis and said it is flawed, and that Mr. Macauley misinterpreted his work.  



· For example, Mr. Macauley stated: “Based on Crompton’s park rating scale and considering the existing waterfront amenity, the Waterfront Seattle project would increase the quality rating from above average to excellent, which indicates an average increase in value of 5% for condominiums within a three-block radius.”

· However, Dr. Crompton, after review, stated, (Exhibit C-31 provided to the HE): “This is a misapplication and misinterpretation of my work. The reality of the Appraiser’s (Mr. Macauley’s) conclusion is that it is based on his judgement, experience and expertise; it does not derive from any of my publications or from scientific empirical findings.”

· Further, Dr. Crompton states for parks (versus parkways) the Special Benefit is limited to 500 feet (Exhibits C-17 and C-31 provided to the HE). 500 feet equates to 1-2 blocks.

· An Embarcadero benefit study also found that Special Benefits were only over 1-2 blocks.



The expert Dr. John Crompton refuted Mr. Macauley’s analysis and found that the special benefit is limited to 500 feet or 1-2 blocks.  Since our property is more than 1-2 blocks from the promenade and overlook walk, the special benefit to us is zero.



Conclusions:



1. Based on the Direct Appraisal (as opposed to Mr. Macauley’s less accurate Mass Appraisal), our assessment should be lowered by $4,053.67.

2. Based on the expert Dr. John Crompton (who Mr. Macauley misinterpreted), there is no special benefit for our condo, so our assessment should be zero.
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