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Kenai Peninsula Borough

Board of Equalization Hearing Minutes
June 15, 2007 Borough Assembly Chambers

CALL TO ORDER

The Kenai Peninsula Borough Board of Equalization convened on June 15, 2007, in the Assembly
Chambers of the Borough Administration Building in Soldotna, Alaska.  Board Chair Betty Glick
called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.

ROLL CALL

There were present:

Betty Glick, Chair
Barbara Belluomini
Jerry Hobart
Michelle Medley

Katheleen Haywood, Alternate

comprising a quorum of the Board.

Also in attendance were:

Shane Horan, Director of Assessing
Randy Hughes, KPB Appraiser
Paul Knight, KPB Lead Land Appraiser
Denis Mueller, KPB Residential Appraisal Manager
Derrill Weaver, KPB Appraiser
Brandon McElrea, KPB Appraiser
Gary Roten, KPB Appraisal System Analyst
Jim Butler, Attorney for the Board of Equalization
Sherry Biggs, Borough Clerk
Johni Blankenship, Deputy Clerk

Board Chair Glick read the statement of procedures for the Board of Equalization hearings.

Borough Clerk Sherry Biggs swore in all those present who provided testimony.
(9:09:00)

APPEAL NO. 2007-301
Mavis Blazy
Assessor’s Parcel No. 060-420-17
Legal Description 210 Stacy Drive

T5N R10W SEC 32 KN 0750043
Blazy Park Subdivision, Lot 17, Block 1
Unequal & Improper Valuation

[Clerk’s Note: The appellant, Mavis Blazy, did not appear at the appeal hearing nor
did she submit any additional evidence.]
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ASSESSOR’S PRESENTATION

KPB Lead Land Appraiser Paul Knight provided an overview of the valuation as determined by the
Assessing Department. 

Mr. Knight said land in the Soldotna area was updated for assessment purposes for 2007.  He said
the reconciliation of the value was supported by sales data.  He stated there were several valuation
methods for land that were acceptable in the appraisal field, they include; site value, front foot
value, and price per acre.  He indicated all methods were considered and the method selected was
the price per acre or square foot, as it was the most supportable considering the data available.
Having reconciled on the price per acre, he applied economies of scale so that different sizes of
property were fairly valued.  Mr. Knight said the economy of scale adjusted the price per acre based
on the size of the parcel to reflect what the market would typically support.  He said the method
reflected the actions of the market, whereby the value per unit for larger parcels was reduced so they
were not overvalued.  Conversely, the price per acre on smaller parcels was increased so they were
not undervalued.

Mr. Knight referenced page 16 of the Assessor’s Evidence and summarized sales in the area and
indicated the sales seemed to support his assessed value of the land.

Mr. Knight said the subject parcel was in a developed and highly desirable neighborhood, it had
paved streets with all utilities available.  He said sales in the neighborhood supported the 2007
assessed value of the subject parcel.  He said the methodology was proper and the values were
equitable with the neighborhood.

Finally, he recommended an assessed valuation of $42,500.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD

Board Member Medley asked if parcel numbers 060-420-24 and 060-420-25 sold for $272,000.
Mr. Knight stated that was the information he had received on the sale of those two lots.  He stated
he received the information from a sales questionnaire and one of the lots had a house on it.

Board Member Glick referenced page 4 of the Assessor’s Evidence and reiterated the Appellant’s
concern noted in her letter and asked for clarification regarding the inequity stated by the Appellant.
Mr. Knight said the Appellant had used the 2006 assessed values of the comparable properties and
that the 2007 assessments were equitable.

Board Chair Glick closed the appeal hearing.

MOTION TO UPHOLD THE 
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION: Hobart moved that the Assessor’s valuation

on the property described as Account No.
060-420-17, owned by Mavis Blazy, be
upheld for the following reasons:

The appellant had not presented sufficient
evidence to proved an unequal or improper
valuation and the Assessor addressed the
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concerns of the Appellant.

Land $42,500

Total $42,500

SECOND: Haywood.

VOTE ON MOTION TO UPHOLD THE 
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION:
Yes: Belluomini, Haywood, Hobart, Glick
No: Medley
MOTION TO UPHOLD THE 
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION PASSED: 4 Yes, 1 No

(9:23:54)

APPEAL NO. 2007-301
John Shankel
Assessor’s Parcel No. 193-253-05
Legal Description T5S R10 W SEC 19 Seward Meridian HM 0003356

US Survey 3356 Tract B (Bear Cove)

Borough Clerk Sherry Biggs swore in the Appellants.

APPELLANT’S PRESENTATION

John Shankel stated in discussions with Mr. Knight, he initially was assured the assessed value was
not based on the price he had paid for the property; however, in further discussions with Mr. Knight,
he discovered that the value was indeed based upon current sales or market value.  He referenced
page 2 of the Appellant’s Evidence and summarized the price analysis of three sales which took
place in 2006.  He felt the value should be $35,000 which was supported by the evidence he
supplied.  He also believed Mr. Knight tried to intimidate him by stating he would be made to look
foolish if he appeared before the Board.  Mr. Shankel stated he was willing to pay more than market
value for the land because he and his wife had an emotional attachment to the land.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD

Board Member Belluomini referenced parcel number 193-254-12 and asked if the Appellant knew
anything about the sale of the lot.  Ms. Shankel stated the land was purchased by a cash buyer and
was approximately eight to ten lots down from the subject property and was about the same size.

Board Member Medley asked how many acres most of the lots in the area were.  Mr. Shankel stated
the lots were about the same in size and were roughly four acres.

ASSESSOR’S PRESENTATION

KPB Lead Land Appraiser Paul Knight provided an overview of the valuation as determined by the
Assessing Department.  He said the area (South Kachemak Bay) was revalued for the 2007
assessment year.  He said every attempt was made to value properties equitably and fairly.  He
stated he used the price per acre (acre) and he lacked sufficient data to reveal what market reactions
were based on.  He said the base for a non waterfront parcel was $7,722 per acre for a one acre site
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and waterfront adjustments were made.

Mr. Knight summarized the parcels in the area and the assessed values illustrated the equity of the
value on the subject property.  He stated he reviewed sales data and used it to check against his
assessed values.

Mr. Knight said the property was advertised for sale for $49,500 and purchased by Mr. Shankel for
$46,500 in June 2006.  

Finally, Mr. Knight recommended an assessed value of $45,200.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD

Board Member Hobart asked the date on which the land value was determined.  Mr. Knight said
the land study was done in 2006, however, he did not recall the exact date.  Board Member Hobart
asked if the 2007 sale on page 2 of the Appellant’s Evidence had been considered.  Mr. Knight said
he did not have the sale and it was not considered in assessing the value on the property; however,
he believed the sale did further support his assessment.  Mr. Knight said cash sales typically are
lower than financed sales because no terms are required.

Board Member Belluomini referenced parcel number 193-254-12 on page 2 of the Appellant’s
Evidence and asked if it was used in the sales ratio study.  Mr. Knight stated he did not use the
parcel in his sales ratio study.  

Board Member Belluomini referenced page 7 of the Assessor’s Evidence asked about the certified
total value of $57,600.  Mr. Knight stated the value was incorrect and should be $45,200.

Board Member Belluomini referenced page 12 of the Assessor’s Evidence and asked if Mr. Knight
had considerated the use of the site value method.  Mr. Knight stated the size adjustment gave him
the most consistent valuation. 

APPELLANT’S REBUTTAL

Mr. Shankel stated he disagreed with the Assessor’s comment regarding lack of information for a
current market analysis.  He felt the market analysis provided gave adequate support for the value
he was requesting.  He stated there were no services available in Bear Cove.  He said value spikes
in the area were not sustained spikes and the Assessor’s values were derived from the spikes in
values in 2006.  He believed speculation should not be used to assess the value of the land and did
not provide equity in the market.  

Mr. Shankel said the value per acre was not equitable.  He didn’t believe justifying an assessed
value by comparing it to a listed price as hard science and should not be used as support for an
assessment.  He said his agent performed a search of every sale in the area in 2006 and clearly the
properties sold for less than or the same as 2006 assessed values.  Mr. Shankel said the lot adjacent
to his lot sold with a cabin and dock and the Assessor only gave the improvement a value of $9,000
which made the land considerably less in assessed value than his property.
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ASSESSOR’S REBUTTAL

Mr. Knight referenced page 2 of the Appellant’s Evidence and responded to market values by
stating Mr. Shankel used three sales and averaged them to determine a value.  He said the method
was not a recognized method of determining value by the Assessing Department.  He said the price
analysis did not take into account the size of the lot or the site of the parcel.  Mr. Knight reiterated
Alaska was a nondisclosure state and because of that some parcels would be over assessed and some
would be under assessed.  He said that he reconciled on the size adjusted price per acre and an
overall statistical median ratio of 98 percent.  He emphasized asking price was not used as a means
for arriving at an assessed value, he simply used the asking price as a check and balance to support
the assessed value.  Mr. Knight said he took into consideration that there were no services in Bear
Cove, he made a neighborhood adjustment, and the area was not valued at the same level as areas
that did have services.  Finally, Mr. Knight concluded the assessed value was reasonable.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD

Board Chair Glick stated Alaska State Statues mandated the Assessing Department value property
at 100 percent of full and true market value as of January 1 of each year.

Board Chair Glick referenced page 2 of the Appellant’s Evidence and stated the price analysis did
not include the 2007 sale; however, the sale did seem to support the assessment.  Mr. Knight said
he was not aware of the sale until he received the Appellant’s Evidence and he agreed the sale did
seem to support his assessed value on the subject property.

Board Member Hobart asked if the weighted mean took into consideration the uniqueness of
individual parcels.  Mr. Knight said the weighted mean assumed hypothetically that each parcel was
similar in condition and adjustments would be made for uniqueness of individual properties.

Board Member Medley asked Mr. Knight if he had seen the property or if he had simply applied
his study information to the subject property.  Mr. Knight said he had seen the property and he also
used the statistical methodology to determine the median range value and then area adjustments.

Board Member Hobart clarified the appellant paid $46,500 for the property and the assessment for
2007 was $45,200.  Mr. Knight confirmed the sales price and the assessed value were as Mr. Hobart
stated.

SUR-REBUTTAL BY THE APPELLANT

Mr. Shankel reference page 2 of the Appellant’s Evidence and gave the size of each parcel
referenced in the price analysis.  He believed the statistical methodology referenced by Mr. Knight
was useless and the Assessor should use the price analysis information he provided. Mr. Shankel
said the median average of the three sales was $35,699 and should be the assessed value. 

Ms. Shankel said the three parcels in the price analysis were similar in nature and were equitable
to comparable properties.  She also stated the purchase was an emotional purchase and they had
paid too much for the property.
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QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD:

Board Member Hobart asked Mr. Shankel if he had contacted the Assessing Department to
determine what information and value they had for the subject property.  Mr. Shankel stated he had
not contacted them prior to purchasing the property.

Chair Glick closed the appeal hearing.

MOTION TO UPHOLD THE 
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION: Hobart moved that the Assessor’s valuation

on the property described as Account No.
193-253-05, owned by John Shankel, be
upheld:

The appellant had not presented sufficient
evidence to prove an unequal valuation.

Land $45,200

Total $45,200

[Clerk’s Note: The motion died for lack of a second.]

MOTION TO REDUCE THE 
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION: Belluomini moved that the Assessor’s

valuation on the property described as
Account No. 193-253-05, owned by John
Shankel, be reduced for the following reason:

The confirmed sales which were referenced,
indicated the Assessor’s valuation was
inequitable.

Land $42,000

Total $42,000

SECOND: Medley. 

Board Member Hobart spoke in opposition to the motion because the appellant paid $46,500 for
the property in 2006.

Board Member Medley stated both parties used sales to support their perceived values.

Board Member Haywood spoke in opposition to the motion and stated her support of the Assessor’s
valuation.

VOTE ON MOTION TO REDUCE THE
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION:
Yes: Belluomini, Medley
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No: Haywood, Hobart, Glick
MOTION TO REDUCE THE
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION FAILED: 2 Yes, 3 No

MOTION: Medley moved to adjourn and deliberate in
adjudicative session. Attorney Butler and
Borough Clerk Biggs were to be included in
the adjudicative session.

SECOND: Haywood.

VOTE ON MOTION:
Yes: Belluomini, Haywood, Medley, Glick
No: Hobart
MOTION PASSED: 4 Yes, 1 No

[Clerk’s Note: The Board went into adjudicative session 10:23 a.m. and reconvened
at 10:55 a.m.]

MOTION TO UPHOLD THE
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION: Hobart moved that the Assessor’s valuation

on Account No. 193-253-05, owned by John
Shankel, be upheld for the following reason:

The appellant had not presented sufficient
evidence to prove an unequal valuation.  

Land $45,200

Total $45,200

SECOND: Haywood.

Board Member Glick reiterated the Assessing Department did have broad discretion on the method
used to determine value and there was no gross disproportionate inequity among other parcels.

VOTE ON MOTION TO UPHOLD THE
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION:
Yes: Hobart, Haywood, Glick
No: Belluomini, Medley
MOTION TO UPHOLD THE
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION PASSED: 3 Yes, 2 No

ADJOURNMENT 

With no further business to come before the board, Chairperson Glick adjourned the meeting at
10:58 a.m.

I certify the above represents accurate minutes of the Kenai Peninsula Borough Board of
Equalization meeting of June 15, 2007.



Board of Equalization Minutes Kenai Peninsula Borough
Page 8 of 8 June 14, 2007

Sherry Biggs, Borough Clerk

Approved by Board of Equalization: 
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