
BOARD OF REVIEW 
OCTOBER 12, 2010 - CITY HALL – 4:00- P.M. 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairperson Keith Young, Dick Butterfield, Ald. Tom Gleason, Ald. Tom Kelly,  

Ald. Joe Salzer, and Ald. Alex Young. 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: Atty. Richard Donner and City Assessor Mike Muelver. 
          
Tape 1; Side 1 
 
Meeting called to order by Chairman Keith Young. 
 
Roll call taken by Valerie Foley. 
 
Objection #4 RH 229, Patricia LaPorte 
 
Patricia LaPorte stated that the building is approximately 70,00 SF and has been for sale for the past 4 years, 
with no offers.  Her concern is that she used the assessed value to come up with a sale price for the building.  
Originally, we came to $359,000, then went with the assessed value.  There have been no offers at that price.  
One concern is that this past year, the FMV went to $327,000; now it is less than the assessed value.  Typically 
when you sell, you get more than the assessed value.  She maintains the building and it is occupied; if it was not 
being taken care of, she would understand.  She stated that Mr. Muelver told her it is difficult to put a value on 
commercial real estate.  The building is not on Brown Street, but is rather hidden, off on a side street.  Pat 
looked at other properties for comparisons. 39 N. Brown Street is 11,000 SF, and is assessed at $296,000.  
Frasier’s is 6,000 SF, assessed at $252,000.  Hardware Hank is 13,000 SF, assessed at $270,000.  Mel’s has 
11,000 SF, and is assessed at $225,000. 
   
Pat discussed some recent sales.  Small building next her hers; 900 SF, assessed at $35,500.  749 Washington 
Street, 3,600 SF; assessed at $112,000 and sold for $60,000.  Eagle Street, assessed at $320,000 and sold for 
$255,000.  Palm Electric, 9,600 SF, assessed at $316,000 and listed at $329,000.  16 S. Brown Street, 4000 SF, 
assessed at  $180,000, and listed at $170,000. 
 
Pat asked why the fair market value is lower than the assessed value.  She has properties in other states that are 
just the opposite.   
 
Mike Muelver addressed the issue of estimated fair market value less than assessed value.  Assessments are 
increasing every year, and we are trying to catch up with that.  Our local level of assessment is running at 95%.    
This has not been a normal market.  The curve of market values is coming down faster than assessments get 
changed.  This year is 105.9%.  That indicator is a means for property owner to say that it is correct or incorrect.  
This is typical situation.  Even in an up market we could overshoot a bit depending on quality of data and 
analysis.  There is nothing unusual about market value being lower than assessed value.  Every property in the 
City will show assessment higher than market value. 
 
Pat stated that she understands how it works, but to her, it is not ethical.   
 
Mike stated that the law says assessments are to be based on market value, while assessments are a means of 
distributing tax liability.  They are not the basis for marketing or mortgaging.  The City is not taxing you on that 
number; they are using that number to distribute the tax liability. 
 
Pat stated that it still relates to the value of the property.  Other states do it every year.  She feels like she 
already overpaid last year. 
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Muelver stated that the law will require the assessor to do a large amount of work every year.  If he were to 
change Pat’s tax bill, he would have to change every assessment in the City.  It doesn’t change the tax liability 
for the municipality.   
 
Pat asked if FMV has no meaning.  Mike stated that it really doesn’t .  The fair market is just a “heads-up” on 
about what your property is worth.  Pat stated that the numbers on assessed value have stayed pretty much the 
same for the past few years. 
 
Important factors are that this property is on a side street, with 7,290 SF in the building, all on one floor.  The 
building is 75% retail space and 25% storage space.  It was built in 1966.  In 2006, the assessment was 
$352,900; we reviewed it at open book and based on that review, the value was reduced to what it is today, at 
$45.83 per SF. 
 
Comparable sales were reviewed.  Muelver stated we are seeing only a 6% change by the DOR.   The market is 
almost non-existent at this point. 
 
Pat stated that she knows commercial real estate is difficult, and she thinks property size is an issue.  Smaller 
buildings are a little easier.  Mike said there are a number of reasons why assessments vary, but Pat’s property is 
in the middle of the mix.   
 
 
Objection #2 Badger Housing Associates – Theresa Kay, Controller 
 
Muelver stated that the Statutes do not allow for anyone but the owner or agent to object, and now we have 
someone entirely different here.  If this goes to Circuit Court , wants the City’s legal representation.  The proper 
paperwork has not been filed. Michael Best and Friedrich has been authorized to act as agent, and we have no 
one from that firm.  Theresa Kay stated that she is Badger Housing’s chief financial officer, and they asked her 
to come as the owner’s representative.  They were assuming that because she work for the owner, she would be 
permitted to do that.  Keith Young noted that the form designates Michael Best and Friedrich as the agent.   
 
Joe Salzer knotted that the property owner is a corporation; isn’t an officer of the corporation a representative?  
Alex noted that LLC’s can’t represent themselves, they need an attorney.  Tom Gleason stated that he has not 
seen anything in writing to authorize Ms. an agent for Badger Housing.  Keith Young stated that because of the 
situation, he would listen to a motion on this.  Tom Kelly asked if we could hear the objection if she comes back 
with proper documentation.  Mike Muelver stated if that is your motion, however, the time for hearing was 
established and we had a letter from Michael Best & Friedrich, and the agent has not showed up for the 
scheduled hearing.  You can deny or postpone to hear it at another date if all documentation is not complete; 
however, you may set a precedent if you don’t follow the letter of the law.  Muelver did not that this particular 
law firm has an enormous amount of experience statewide, so perhaps they are using this as a test case.   
 
Dick Butterfield asked if she make a phone call, and Mr. Muelver stated yes, if she has a phone number for Mr. 
Merkel, and we talk to him. 
 
Tom Gleason stated that he understands what Mike is saying, and he would like something in writing.   
 
Tom Kelly stated that instead of just saying no, we should give her a chance to be heard. 
 
Alex Young stated that as a procedural point, it would be adjourning the board to another hearing. 
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Joe asked if we decide to hear this objection at another time, is that the end of the meeting.  He is concerned 
about the substance of the form.  We seem to be moving for another meeting, and need to have the form filled 
out. 
 
Keith Young stated that since the form is not completed, we don’t have the correct agent listed, at this time, we 
would deny listening to the objection for 2010 tax year.  If they would like to come back next year with the 
correct agent and the form completed that would be fine.   
 
MOTION BY GLEASON, SECOND BY BUTTERFIELD, TO DENY HEARING THE OBJECTION OF 
BADGER HOUSING ASSOCIATES VI, LLC, DUE TO THE OBJECTION FORM NOT BEING 
COMPLETED PROPERLY, AND THE PROPER AGENT LISTED WAS NOT IN ATTENDANCE.  
ROLL CALL: 4 AYE, 2 NAY (A. YOUNG, SALZER); MOTION CARRIED.  
 
RH 633, William and Angela Ring 
 
Assessor Mike Muelver stated that this is an issue on the tax roll that he is asking the Board of Review to 
correct.  This property was sold by Federal National Mortgage to William and Angela Ring on foreclosure.  
They do not file a real estate transfer return, which is the document we use as a basis for a lot of the information 
we use.  They reported late to Mr. Muelver after he had already turned over the roll.  The Rings purchased the 
property for $26,000.  Mr. Muelver inspected the property, and the whole interior was gutted after purchase.  
Mr. Muelver made a second trip and talked to Mr. Ring.  They paid $26,000 and $2,500 for back taxes.  They 
have an investment of $28,500.  They had started interior demolition in September of 2009.  Muelver stated 
there should have been recognition of the sale price and he thinks an appropriate assessment on this property 
would be $30,200.  He is reporting this to the Board, and if the Board feels correction is warranted, they can 
make the correction on the assessment roll.  Mr. Muelver would have made this change if he’d had it in time.   
 
 
MOTION BY A. YOUNG, SECOND BY GLEASON, TO CHANGE THE CURRENT ASSESSMENT 
FOR RH 633 TO $7,700  ON LAND AND $22,500 ON IMPROVEMENTS FOR A TOTAL 
ASSESSMENT OF $30,200.  ROLL CALL:  6 AYE, 0 NAY; MOTION CARRIED.   
 
DELIBERATIONS 
 
Objection #3 RH 85, Steve DeNamur 
 
Keith Young stated that we got a lot of information from Steve, and we also listened to Mike.  He disagreed 
with Steve.   
 
Tom Kelly stated that in his notes, there is a square footage discrepancy, and he tends to agreed with Steve.  Did 
Mr. Muelver actually measure the building, or he did not.  Joe stated that our only decision is whether the 
Assessor’s number or the Objector’s number is correct.  Keith stated he believes we can decide whatever 
number we believe is correct.  Joe’s thought is comparing the two properties side by side, we would be hard 
pressed to find two more similar properties.  The assessment between them is noticeably different.  Keith stated 
the concern he has is that we did ask the Assessor about the square footage, and he and Steve disagreed.  It 
sounds like we are doing the work of the Assessor by saying what the square footage is.  Kelly stated that the 
assessor is obviously wrong, and we have to do something about it. 
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MOTION BY SALZER, SECOND BY KELLY, TO CHANGE THE CURRENT ASSESSMENT FOR 
RH 85 TO $24,300 ON LAND AND $71,000 ON IMPROVEMENTS FOR A TOTAL ASSESSMENT OF 
$95,300.  ROLL CALL: 5 AYE, 0 NAY, 1 ABSTENTION(A. YOUNG);  MOTION CARRIED. 
 
Objection #4 RH 229, Patricia LaPorte 
 
Keith Young stated that Pat raised her issue about assessed value versus fair market value, and Mike Muelver 
explained his situation and listed different property.  Pat is having a difficult time selling the property.  Tom 
Kelly said if you take the purchase price of $80,000 and allow $4,000 per year appreciation, and $75,000 
improvements for repairs, it comes to $251,000, which is $1,000 more than she is asking. Kelly feels that is fair.  
Joe stated that not being able to sell the property at value does not reduce the value of the property for taxation.  
Keith Young said it doesn’t take away from the assessment.  It is based on what other properties are based on.  
Tom Kelly stated that Pat gave some good examples.  Eventually that property will probably sell.  Keith stated 
he was not convinced with the information Pat gave on fair market value; she talked about Mel’s and Mike 
alluded that the downstairs and mezzanine did not enhance the property.  Tom Kelly stated that he was 
comfortable with the comparables.  Joe Salzer stated that Mel’s is twice the age.  Keith noted that with 
Carpetiers, there was something about the use of the basement. Gleason stated he was satisfied with Mike’s 
explanation of FMV and assessed value. 
 
MOTIN BY KELLY, SECOND BY BUTTERFIELD, TO CHANGE THE CURRENT ASSESSMENT 
FOR RH 229 TO $41,100 ON LAND AND $208,900 ON IMPROVEMENTS, FOR A TOTAL 
ASSESSMENT OF $250,000.  ROLL CALL: 5 AYE, 1 NAY (K. YOUNG); MOTION CARRIED.  
 
Objection #1 RH 9104 0900, MRED Associates (Richard Dotter, Agent) 
 
Joe Salzer stated that he didn’t think they made good comparables.  He felt Muelver didn’t make a very strong 
case for assessment, but Walgreens didn’t come up with anything more compelling.  Tom Gleason noted that 
we just settled the issue with Walgreens a year ago.  Alex agreed that we reset their assessment, and now they 
don’t like that one.  Everyone was on the same page.  He thinks it was adjusted subsequent to the Supreme 
Court case.  Gleason stated that he doesn’t see the relationship of Walgreens in other cities to Rhinelander.  Joe 
felt they would be more compelling if they were located in comparable cities.  Gleason stated that he would 
have to agree with the numbers from the Supreme Court case.  Joe noted that we are to assume the assessor is 
correct unless proved otherwise 
 
MOTION BY A. YOUNG, SECOND BY SALZER, TO UPHOLD THE CURRENT ASSESSMENT FOR 
RH 9104 0900 TO $896,900 ON LAND AND $1,853,500 ON IMPROVEMENTS, FOR TOTAL 
ASSESSMENT OF $2,750,400.  ROLL CALL:  6 AYE, 0 NAY; MOTIONCARRIED. 
 
Objection #2 RH 9333 0514, Jeannine Nitke (Leo Krivickas, Agent) 
 
Keith Young stated they had a concern about values in the area of the property.  The issue had to do with square 
footage. Muelver had made an adjustment already, and gave reasons for the assessment.  Joe noted that in the 
adjustment, they used a lot of properties along Hwy 17 that seem reasonable, but Muelver explained how he 
arrived at this and to look at the maps, this property is located almost at the T intersection.  Joe thinks the 
methods for arriving at the valuation of the property are reasonable. 
 
Tom Gleason stated that no one else was complaining about their assessments in that area.  The back of the 
property was assessed quite reasonably.  Joe felt the map doesn’t show the intersection well, but the property is 
right across from the bypass.  Does not seem unreasonable.   
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MOTION BY A. YOUNG, SECOND BY GLEASON, TO UPHOLD THE CURRENT ASSESSMENT 
FOR RH 9333 0514 AT $805,900 ON LAND, FOR TOTAL ASSESSMENT OF $805,900.  ROLL CALL:  
6 AYE, 0 NAY; MOTIONCARRIED. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION BY KELLY, SECOND BY GLEASON, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 12, 2010 BOARD OF 
REVIEW.  6 AYE, 0 NAY; MOTION CARRIED. 
 
 
Approved By _______________________ Received By ________________________ 
 


