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Kenai Peninsula Borough

Board of Equalization Hearing Minutes
May 27, 2010 Borough Assembly Chambers

CALL TO ORDER

The Kenai Peninsula Borough Board of Equalization convened on May 27, 2010, in the Borough
Assembly Chambers, Soldotna, Alaska. Chair Glick called the meeting to order at 9:07 a.m.

ROLL CALL

There were present:

Betty Glick, Chair
Jerry Hobart
Gary Knopp

Ron Long
Michelle Medley

comprising a quorum of the Board.

Also in attendance were:

Tom Anderson, Director of Assessing
Bill Anderson, KPB Senior Appraiser
Gary Roten, KPB Appraisal System Analyst
Brandon McElrea, KPB Appraiser
Denis Mueller, KPB Appraisal Manager
Scott Bloom, Attorney for the Board of Equalization
Johni Blankenship, Borough Clerk
Shellie Saner, Deputy Borough Clerk

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

Borough Clerk Johni Blankenship swore in all those who were present who provided testimony.
(09:15:14)

APPEAL NO. 2010-302
Bertmaring Alaska Community Property Trust
Assessor’s Parcel No. 131-070-64
Legal Description: T 4N R 12W Section 24 Seward SM KN 2006013 Beach View Subdivision

Hedges Replat Lot 1A

[Clerk’s Note: The Appellant Hugh Bertmaring was already sworn in.]

APPELLANT’S PRESENTATION
(09:16:27)

Mr. Bertmaring stated the following:



Board of Equalization Minutes Kenai Peninsula Borough

Page 2 of 26 May 27, 2010

• The assessment appeared to be too high when compared to lots in the same
neighborhood.

• The subject property was being assessed at $108,000, and had no beach access;
therefore, was not equal to some of the surrounding properties.

• The subject property had only a little over two-acres left due to erosion.
• The property value should be decreasing with the loss of actual land, instead it

continued to increase.
• Parcel 131-060-02, had 500 feet of bluff frontage; private road beach access; and

4-acres; assessed value $98,000.
• Parcel 131-110-54, had 700 feet bluff frontage; private road beach access; and 12-

acres; assessed value $151,000.
• Parcel 131-070-70, had 284 feet bluff frontage; private road beach access; and 4.5-

acres; assessed value $137,000.
• There did not seem to be any consideration for the amount of bluff frontage.
• Beach access had not been considered when valuing the property.
• The assessment was for 2.8-acres, .6-acres had washed out to sea, and only 2.2-

acres remained.
• When neighboring properties were reviewed, it was apparent the property owners

were paying substantially less.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(09:22:06)

Mr. Knopp asked for clarification regarding the parcel numbers and size listed by Mr. Bertmaring.
• Mr. Bertmaring clarified the parcel numbers, size and values listed in his presentation.

Ms. Medley asked for clarification regarding access to the beach?
• Mr. Bertmaring stated he did own beach frontage property; however, there was a 40-foot

bluff preventing access to the beach.

ASSESSOR’S PRESENTATION
(09:24:33)

Paul Knight, KPB Lead Appraiser stated the following:

• The Appellant’s appeal was based on the property being unequal to similar
properties.

• Properties in the area had not had a comprehensive land revalue in many years.
• When an area was not reassessed in many years, certain inequities between

properties occur.
• The land model now available would allow for more uniformity and equatability in

the valuations.
• The argument that the assessment was unequal to similar properties, would only

apply if the assessment was not a reasonable reflection of the value.
• Data available supported the trend that land values decreased as the parcel size

increased, and land values increased as the parcel size decreased.
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• The Appellant did not disclose the purchase price of subject parcel; therefore, it
was assumed the purchase price would support the assessment.

• 2010 assessed values were a reasonable representation of current market value.
• Lowering an assessment because another was under assessed would only create

more inequity.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(09:33:01)

Mr. Knopp asked for the location of the parcels listed by the Appellant on the map?
• Mr. Knight stated the Appellant did not present any evidence to the Assessor; therefore,

the neighboring properties listed by the Appellant were not researched.

Mr. Hobart asked if the Appellant’s property was revalued based on the property north of the
subject property?
• Mr. Knight stated the subject property was not assessed using the same base rate as

properties north of the Appellant’s property.

Mr. Knopp asked if the base rate established during the comprehensive review was $65,000?
• Mr. Knight said the base rate used in the comprehensive review of the neighborhood was

$75,000. Sales in that neighborhood supported the base; however, information available
today would indicate a base rate of $65,000.

Mr. Long asked if the tax history of the property was available?
• Mr. Knight apologized for not having the tax history of the parcel with him; however, the

current value was as stated $108,000.

Mr. Long asked if the base rate was on a one-acre parcel that had power, gas, and access, would
that be constructed access or potential access?
• Mr. Knight said when a base rate was determined, it was assumed that utilities were

available. When an individual parcel was identified to not have utilities, adjustments would
be made accordingly.

Mr. Long asked if reductions were made because of the power, gas, and access?
• Mr. Knight indicated the base assumed access, and utilities that were available in the

neighborhood. A reduction would then be made if access, and specific utilities were not
available.

Mr. Long asked if the valuation by the Assessor was based on the assumption made by the
appraiser that the Appellant’s failure to release the purchase price of the property supported the
assessed value?
• Mr. Knight said the Appellant did not disclose the sale price during the appeal period, and

said his assumption did not have any weight in determining the value.
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Mr. Long asked which parcels were under assessed?
• Mr. Knight said he was unaware of which neighboring parcels were under assessed

according to the Appellant.

Mr. Hobart asked if “Access” meant access to the lot, or access to the beach?
• Mr. Knight said “Access” meant access to the lot, not access to the beach.

Mr. Hobart asked if the market had ever shown any advantage or disadvantage to having beach
access?
• Mr. Knight said beach access was not an influence considered when assessing a property;

however, the view was.

Mr. Knopp said the Appellant was appealing due to the inequality in the market, and asked how
raising or lowering values in the same neighborhood could continue to cause inequality?
• Mr. Knight said the Appellant had not provided evidence indicating which properties he felt

were under assessed. The statement regarding lowering an assessment simply because
another parcel was under assessed, meant that it would not create any equity within the
market.

APPELLANT’S REBUTTAL
(09:48:16)

Mr. Bertmaring stated the following:

• Properties listed by himself were all within one-mile of his property, and were not
included in Mr. Knights study.

• The fact was several properties in the area did have beach access.
• In 2007 the property was assessed in the $70,000 range, in 2008 it increased to

$90,000, and in 2009 it increased to $108,000.
• It was indicated that it was a 20 percent uniform increase. Did that include all

neighboring properties?
• Neighborhood 120 was 3 miles north of the subject property, and gas was available.
• The were many differences in the properties used by the Assessing Department.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(09:52:45)

Mr. Long asked if Mr. Bertmaring felt his neighbors lots were under assessed?
• Mr. Bertmaring stated he did not know if his neighbors property was under assessed;

however, he did feel that his property was not being fairly assessed, and was not within the
range of his neighbors.

• Mr. Bertmaring said the assessed value of his property would be acceptable, if the
surrounding properties were equally valued.

Chair Glick asked if the assessed value was the same in 2009.
• Mr. Bertmaring indicated the 2010 assessed value of his property was the same in 2009.
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ASSESSOR’S REBUTTAL
(09:54:41)

Mr. Knight stated the following:

• The properties listed by the Appellant were not submitted as evidence.
• The topography of each property listed by the Appellant  was unknown.
• The Appellant had not shifted the burden of proof simply by listing these

properties.
• The base rate was set using the most current sales data available on bluff

properties.

Mr. Knight requested the Board of Equalization uphold the recommended value based on the
following:

• The data available reflected a reasonable market value.
• The value method used conformed to standard appraisal methods, concluding it

was not improper.

Mr. Knight recommended a land value of $108,000; no improvement value; for a total value of
$108,000.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(09:57:21)

Mr. Knopp asked if trend adjustments were made per neighborhood, or would it change for bluff
properties within the neighborhood?
• Mr. Knight indicated that the trend adjustment that was made involved the whole

neighborhood, not just the bluff properties.

Mr. Knopp asked if the increase in 2007 also effected the properties around the Appellant’s in the
trend adjustment?
• Mr. Knight said the trend adjustment would have effected all of the properties within the

neighborhood.

Ms. Medley asked if the neighborhood was just revalued?
• Mr. Knight said the neighborhood was not recently revalued, a current comprehensive

revaluation was being done for next year’s assessment. 

Chair Glick asked if the adjustments were made from neighborhood 120 to neighborhood 150.
• Mr. Knight confirmed that adjustments were made from the base of neighborhood 120 to

the base of neighborhood 150 to adjust to the market.

SUR-REBUTTAL BY THE APPELLANT
(10:05:51)

Mr. Bertmaring stated the following:
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• All the properties listed were public information, and available online.
• The properties listed were all similar to the subject property. With the same type

of soils, wetlands and were generally west of K-Beach.
• There were no huge differences in the topography of the properties listed.
• When there was a 2.8-acre piece of property being valued at $108,000, and there

was a 12-acre piece with private road beach access at $151,000, clearly something
was wrong.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(10:08:34)

Mr. Hobart asked if the Appellant had physically looked at any of the properties he used as
comparables?
• Mr. Bertmaring stated that he walked by these properties regularly, there was no visible

topography differences.

Chair Glick closed the hearing.

[Clerk’s Note: Board Attorney Scott Bloom clarified that the oral evidence, did seem
to be new evidence; however, the Assessor did not object to it. The fact that it was
oral and unverified merely goes to the Boards consideration to the weight to be
given.]

(10:10:57)

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

valuation on the property described as
Account No. 131-070-64, owned by
Bertmaring Alaska Community Property
Trust, be upheld for the following reasons:

The Appellant, Bertmaring Alaska Community
Property Trust, had not provided sufficient
evidence to prove unequal, excessive, or
improper valuation based on the following:

1. The Appellant had not provided sufficient
evidence to shift the burden of proof. 2. The
assessment did appear to be unequal;
however, the Appellant did not provide any
evidence to prove otherwise. 3. The
assessment was reasonable and equal to
surrounding properties, utilizing the standard
procedure of the price increasing as the
parcel size decreased. 4. The proposed
assessed value for 2010 was the same
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assessed value for 2009.

Land: $108,000
Improvements: $0

Total Assessed Value: $108,000

SECOND: Knopp.

VOTE ON MOTION TO UPHOLD
THE ASSESSOR’S VALUATION:
Yes: Hobart, Long, Knopp, Medley, Glick
No: None
MOTION TO UPHOLD THE
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION PASSED:  5 Yes, 0 No

(10:15:29)

APPEAL NO. 2010-302
Bertmaring Alaska Community Property Trust
Assessor’s Parcel No. 131-070-65
Legal Description: T 4N R 12W Section 24 Seward SM KN 2006013 Beach View Subdivision

Hedges Replat Lot 1B

[Clerk’s Note: Mr. Bertmaring withdrew his appeal on Assessor’s Parcel No. 131-070-
65.]

(10:19:40)

APPEAL NO. 2010-304
Eileen McKenzie / Sandra Bolt
Assessor’s Parcel No. 057-114-05
Legal Description: T 5N R 10W Section 20 Seward Meridian KN 0001605 Skyway Subdivision

Part 4 Lot 4 Block 5 

[Clerk’s Note: The Appellants Sandy Bolt and Callen McKenzie were sworn in at the
beginning of the hearing.]

(10:31:18)

APPELLANT’S PRESENTATION

Ms. Bolt stated the following:

• In 2006 the home was devalued from a modular to a mobile home, this was
corrected in 2007 when the home was revalued as a modular.

• The property was again devalued to a mobile home in 2010, and the Assessing
Department was unwilling to correct the error.

• When the Assessing Department was contacted, Mr. Bill Anderson indicated the
value was reduced based on a drive by inspection.
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• An inspection was scheduled, and photographs were taken of the Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) tags, which seem to be causing the problem.

• The house was devalued from a manufactured, which it was; to a mobile home.
• During the previous inspection the Appraiser apologized for the error and

reinstated the structure as modular.
• When asked if the HUD rules had changed, the Assessing Department said no they

had not.
• The quote of my statement shown on page 44 of the Assessor’s evidence left out

a key component of the statement, “Sandy agreed that we had documentation that
proved her property was in fact a mobile home,” which was followed by “then
return the taxes.”

• Mobile homes have a hitch on the front and can be removed from the foundation.
• The subject property was a modular home, it was brought in on two flat beds,

assembled, and placed on a permanent foundation.
• The subject home had two-by-six studs in the walls, the joice was made of wood,

and was brought in and placed on a permanent foundation.
• HUD actually required a permanent foundation for financing purposes.
• This was the third time the Assessor had made this same mistake, it was corrected

in the past, and the process had now became degrading.

Mr. McKenzie referred to images of the subject property that were not submitted as evidence.

[Clerk’s Note: The Assessor objected to the introduction of new images. Chair Glick
ruled the images would not be allowed.]

Mr. McKenzie stated the following:

• There were differences between a mobile home and a modular home.
• The frame was part of the structural integrity on a mobile home.
• A modular house can have the frame taken out from under them, they were free

standing, just like any house.
• Modular houses have two-by-ten/two-by-twelve floor joices, two-by-six

construction in the walls, and sheet rock.
• There was no comparison between a modular and mobile.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD - None.

ASSESSOR’S PRESENTATION
(10:49:30)

Bill Anderson, KPB Senior Appraiser read the Assessor’s Description Analysis and
Recommendations, and stated the following:

• The Assessing Department reviewed the assessment of mobile homes,
manufactured homes, and modular homes in 2010.
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• New policy was approved for the Assessing Department which followed the
guidelines set by HUD.

• Any structures known to be assessed incorrectly according to the HUD guidelines
were adjusted to reflect the correct type.

• The inspection done on March 29, 2010 indicated no changes were warranted for
the 2010 assessment year.

• The permanent chassis was removed, and the HUD Data plate was removed or
painted over.

• The manufacturer of subject home was contacted, and a copy of the
Manufacturer’s Statement of Origin was received.

• Ms. Bolt indicated the Manufacturer’s Statement of Origin did support assessment
of the structure as a mobile home; however, wanted the assessment returned to
the 2009 assessed value.

• HUD guidelines stated that mobile homes originally had a Manufacturer Statement
of Origin (MSO).

• During inspection of a mobile home remodeling and/or upgrades were taken into
consideration.

• Page 40 of the Assessor’s evidence showed the MSO for the subject mobile home.
• Page 19 of the Assessor’s evidence showed pictures of the HUD Certification Label

which was required on Manufactured and mobile homes; however, not required
on modular or stick built homes.

• Modular homes would not have a HUD data plate or a HUD certification.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(11:05:53)

Mr. Knopp asked if there was a base rate per square foot for a mobile home?
• Gary Roten, KPB Appraisal System Analyst said yes there was a base rate, and adjustments

would be made for upgrades made to the mobile home.

Mr. Knopp noted that if you took the improvement value and divided it by the square footage of
the mobile home the value would then only be $17 per square foot. He then asked for an
explanation of the calculation.

• Mr. Roten referred to page 17 of the Assessor’s evidence where it showed a base rate of
$30.67, then there was an adjusted rate of $32.21, which gave a value of $59,550. There
were then reductions made for physical deprecation, and location.

Mr. Knopp asked if during the inspection the basement was inspected; and, if so was the basement
completely unfinished?
• Mr. Roten said yes the basement was inspected,  and yes it was unfinished.
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Mr. Knopp asked what the foundation was made of, did it have a poured concrete floor?
 • Bill Anderson, KPB Senior Appraiser said it was treated wood, with no finish at all, just stud

walls, insulation only to the manufactured unit. He said it did have a pour quality concrete
floor.

Mr. Long asked how many wheels remained on the building?
• Mr. Anderson said there were no wheels under the building, they had been removed.

Mr. Long noted the Appraiser’s Field Manual stated, “modules were set on a foundation,” and
asked if the subject structure was on a foundation?
• Mr. Roten said the structure was on a foundation; however, that did not change the fact

that the structure came as a mobile/manufactured home originally.

Mr. Long asked if the structure was a multi-level design?
• Mr. Roten said no it was not, it was a single level design placed on a basement.

Mr. Long referred to page 25 of the Assessor’s evidence and read, “mobile homes were build with
a permanent chassis for initial and continued transportability (With axles present or removed),”
and asked how difficult it would be to transport this structure on the roadway again?
• Mr. Roten said in its current status it would be very difficult. That was why the

manufacturer was contacted, and it was confirmed that the structure did originally have
a steel chassis. That chassis was no longer part of the structure. That; however, did not
make it a modular home.

 
Mr. Long asked if it was typical to see a 25-year old mobile home that qualified for an upward
adjustment from the base rate.
• Mr. Roten said yes it had been seen. Often people will upgrade the interior of the home.

Mr. Long referred to the citations shown on page 46 of the Assessor’s evidence, and asked if the
Assessing Department was indicating or alleging that criminal activity had taken place.
• Mr. Roten said it was not meant as an indication of criminal activity, it was the Assessing

Department clarifying that they were required to identify the structure as what it actually
was.

Mr. Knopp asked if there were load bearing walls constructed to support the structure.
• Mr. Anderson said it was supported by beams.

Mr. Knopp asked for clarification in the changing assessed values throughout the years?
• Mr. Anderson said the structure was inspected in 2005, which was when the HUD

certification labels were seen, which indicated a change in classification to a mobile home.
Ms. Bolt questioned the decision and a complete inspection was done in 2006, the home
was then readjusted due to there being no visible chassis.

• Denis Mueller, KPB Appraisal Manager stated the current Assessing policy for mobile
homes was not in place in 2005 and 2006.
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Mr. Knopp stated he was concerned that because of a new policy, the Assessing Department was
devaluing a structure by 300 percent.
• Mr. Roten said in 2005 the policy was to consider a mobile home as a modular. After

review, it was determined that they should be valued as a mobile home.

Ms. Medley asked if the new policy created a modular and mobile home category?
• Mr. Roten said there was no category for modular.

Mr. Long asked if a structure started as a mobile home, could it at a latter time be classified as
something else?
• Mr. Muller said if it were a manufactured mobile home, it would remain a manufactured

mobile home.

Ms. Medley asked for clarification regarding how a modular home would be classified?
• Mr. Roten said modular homes would be classified as a stick built home.

APPELLANT’S REBUTTAL
(11:36:22)

Ms. Bolt stated the following:

• HUD will not finance a mobile home, the determination on homes they will finance
were stick built or manufactured homes on a permanent foundation.

• The HUD tag on both sides of the home, states “the manufactured home was
certified to the best of the manufactures knowledge, that this manufactured home
had been inspected in acceptance with the requirements with the department of
HUD.” The wording used was manufactured, never mobile.

• The home in the past was taxed as a modular. 
• The home contained a basement.
• If the home had been labeled as a mobile home since it was first placed on the

foundation this would not be an issue; however, it had been taxed and assessed as
a modular.

Ms. Bolt questioned the Assessing Department:

Ms. Bolt stated that Mr. Anderson had taken pictures of the basement, then asked why those
pictures were not submitted as evidence for the packet?
• Mr. Anderson stated he did not take pictures of the interior basement while doing the

inspection.

Ms. Bolt asked why pictures were not taken of the basement during the inspection, when the
appraiser was asking so many questions regarding the construction of the basement?
• Mr. Mueller said one of the reason the removal of steel framework was questioned, was

because the manufacturer of the home said it originally had steel framework.
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Ms. Bolt felt the Assessor had not taken pictures, because it would have supported the base for
her appeal.

[Clerk’s Note: The Assessor withdrew his earlier objection to new evidence, as long
as the only photographs added were those of the basement. Chair Glick allowed the
new photographs as evidence.]

Ms. Bolt asked for a description of the difference between a mobile home, which had a hitch
attached to it compared to the subject home which was affixed to a basement.
• Mr. Mueller stated the subject home was in fact valued at a higher rate. The quality was

increased, and the basement was valued as a separate unit.

Ms. Bolt felt the depreciation was outrages, considering the value it had been taxed at over the
years. She asked what the consequences would be to homes like this that were reclassified to a
type that financing was not available for, that were already financed?
• Mr. Mueller said the structures were valued as best possible with the information

available.
• Several factors were used when valuing, and manufactured mobile homes cost

substantially less to build than a stick built home.
• It was also realized that the depreciation on manufactured mobile homes was much

greater, and the market responds to them differently.

Mr. McKenzie stated the following:

• There was a 25 year history of paying taxes on a higher valued home.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD - None.

ASSESSOR’S REBUTTAL
(11:57:21)

Mr. Anderson stated the following:

• One of the eligibility and general requirements for FHA mortgage insurance was,
“designed to be used as a dwelling with a permanent foundation built to FHA
criteria.”

• During the inspection of a mobile home/manufactured home, it was taken into
consideration any remodeling and or upgrades that were done.

Mr. Roten stated the following:

• A bank would require a fee appraiser to process a fee appraisal on these homes. If
the fee appraiser chooses to call the structure something that it was not, he then
would be subject to violation of the standards of professional appraisal practice.
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Mr. Mueller stated the following

• The value concluded was believed to be what the property would sell for. It was
considered that for manufactured mobile homes, original construction costs were
substantially less than a modular or stick built.

Mr. Anderson requested the Board of Equalization uphold the value recommended based on the
following:

• The structure was changed to a mobile home to comply with updated policy and
the revised Appraisal Manual, which was supported by HUD guidelines.

• Documentation from the Manufacturer indicated that the subject structure was a
mobile home.

• Documentation provided by the Appellant supported the subject structure was a
mobile home.

• Appellant agreed documentation had been provided to support the finding that the
subject was indeed a mobile home.

Mr. Anderson recommend a land value of $10,900; an improvement value of $47,400; for a total
value $58,300.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(12:06:57)

Mr. Long asked if the guidelines indicated the value of $58,300 was the full and true value given
the current market?
• Mr. Mueller said with the data available, it was felt the assigned value was reasonable to

the true market conditions.

SUR-REBUTTAL BY THE APPELLANT
(12:10:47)

Ms. Bolt stated the following:

• Manufactured homes were built in factories, not exposed to the weather during
construction, and had won awards for the highest percentage of energy efficient
homes produced.

• The home was not for sale in 2006, which indicated the Assessor’s statement
regarding the appeal being filed because the property was for sale, was incorrect.

Mr. McKenzie stated the following:

• The basement was valued at $4,200, the slab alone was worth $8,000.

Chair Glick closed the hearing



Board of Equalization Minutes Kenai Peninsula Borough

Page 14 of 26 May 27, 2010

MOTION: Knopp moved to adjourn the hearing and
deliberate in adjudicative session. Attorney
Scott Bloom and Borough Clerk Johni
Blankenship were to be included in the
adjudicative session.

SECOND: Medley.

VOTE ON MOTION TO ADJOURN
INTO ADJUDICATIVE SESSION:
Yes: Hobart, Long, Knopp, Medley, Glick
No: None
MOTION TO ADJOURN INTO
ADJUDICATIVE SESSION PASSED: 5 Yes, 0 No

[Clerk’s Note: The Board went into adjudicative session at 12:14 p.m. and
reconvened at 2:00 p.m.]

(02:00:00)

MOTION TO INCREASED THE 
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION: Long moved that the Borough Assessor’s

valuation on the property described as
Account No. 057-114-05, owned by Estate of
Eileen Florence McKenzie represented by
Sandra Bolt, be increased for the following
reasons:

The Appellant, Sandra Bolt, had provided
sufficient evidence to prove unequal,
excessive, or improper valuation based on
the following:

1. There was a limited amount of mobile
home sales data available. 2. The three
previous years assessments indicate the
sudden reduction was excessive. 3. The
photographs provided showed an increased
value to the basement was warranted. 4.
Evidence provided by the Appellant did shift
the burden of proof regarding under
valuation. 5. Prior year assessments showed
a higher value. 6 The sudden decline in value
was due to a KPB policy change.
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Land: $10,900
Improvements: $61,557

Total Assessed Value: $72,457

SECOND: Knopp.

VOTE ON MOTION TO INCREASE
THE ASSESSOR’S VALUATION:
Yes: Hobart, Long, Knopp, Medley, Glick
No: None
MOTION TO INCREASE THE
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION PASSED: 5 Yes, 0 No

(02:05:01)

APPEAL NO. 2010-301
Artemon V. Basargin
Assessor’s Parcel No. 165-690-03
Legal Description: T 4S R 14W Section 20 Seward Meridian HM 0810030 Chakok River

Homesites Tract 3

[Clerk’s Note: The Appellant Artemon V. Basargin was not present at the hearing
and did not submit additional evidence for consideration.]

APPELLANT’S PRESENTATION - None.

ASSESSOR’S PRESENTATION
(02:07:00)

Brandon McElrea, KPB Appraiser read the Assessor’s Description Analysis and Recommendations
and stated the following:

• Subject parcel was platted; however, had no constructed access, no electric and
was approximately 50 percent wetlands.

• Due to the location of the property, and the time of the year, an inspection was not
done. 

• Sales data from the surrounding area supported the assessed value.

Mr McElrea requested the Board of Equalization uphold the value recommended based on the
following:

• Sales of other parcels, both river-front and off-river, in close proximity to the
subject parcel supported the assessed value.

• Wetlands, access, and lack of utilities were considered in the property valuation.
• Appellant verbally agreed to the value after reviewing area sales; however, no

formal withdrawal was received.
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Mr. McElrea recommended a land value of $22,400; no improvement value; for an total value of
$22,400.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(02:11:03)

Mr. Knopp noted his appreciation for Mr. McElrea working with the appellant and explaining how
the assessed value was determined.

(02:11:55)

MOTION TO UPHOLD THE 
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION: Long moved that the Borough Assessor’s

valuation on the property described as
Account No. 165-690-03, owned by Artemon
V. Basargin, be upheld for the following
reasons:

The Appellant, Artemon V. Basargin, had not
provided sufficient evidence to prove
unequal, excessive, or improper valuation
based on the following:

1. The Appellant provided no additional
evidence to shift the burden of proof. 2. An
informal withdrawal of the appeal was
submitted.

Land: $22,400
Improvements: $0

Total Assessed Value: $22,400

SECOND: Hobart.

VOTE ON MOTION TO UPHOLD
THE ASSESSOR’S VALUATION:
Yes: Hobart, Long, Knopp, Medley, Glick
No: None 
MOTION TO UPHOLD THE
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION PASSED: 5 Yes, 0 No

(02:13:37)

APPEAL NO. 2010-305
Brenda Uchtman
Assessor’s Parcel No. 049-460-19
Legal Description: T 5N R 10W Section 8 Seward Meridian KN 0850178 Leo T Oberts

Subdivision Addition Number 2 Lot 11A Block 1
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[Clerk’s Note: The Appellant Brenda Uchtman was already sworn in.]

APPELLANT’S PRESENTATION
(02:15:16)

Ms. Uchtman stated the following:

• On March 14, 2009 the house was listed for $375,000, the Appellant offered
$365,000. The offer was accepted.

• The house was appraised at $440,000, and the KPB assessment was $500,000.
• The appraisal was received in April and that was when the discrepancy was noticed,

the Assessing Department was contacted and made aware of the discrepancy.
• When the Assessing Department was notified of the discrepancy the reply was,

“You’re a day late, you will have to wait until next year.”
• The appraisal form was turned in with the appeal, originally four properties were

appealed. When dealing with three different Assessor’s the process got confusing.
• The Appellant did not directly refuse an interior inspection.
• The price the property sold for represented fair market value, and indicated the

assessed value was excessive.
• The house was in need of repair, and maintenance.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(02:19:08)

Mr. Long stated that notes in the Assessor’s evidence indicated Ms. Uchtman considered a possible
withdrawal of the appeal, and asked if Ms. Uchtman had considered withdrawing the appeal?
• Ms. Uchtman said she had considered withdrawing the appeal; however, after a

conversation with Mr. Anderson she felt the issue was not resolved. She further stated
there was no reasoning with Mr. Anderson and felt intimidated.

Mr. Long asked if any of the four other appeals that were withdrawn related to this parcel?
• Ms. Uchtman said she had dealt with Mr. Tom Anderson on some of the appeals and they

were withdrawn due to the matter of fact treatment that she was wrong.

Ms. Medley asked if the purchase price had been disclosed to the Borough.
• Ms. Uchtman said yes.

Mr. Knopp asked if the appraisal submitted was done in 2005?
• Ms. Uchtman said the appraisal was done in March of 2009.

Mr. Knopp asked when the house was purchased?
• Ms. Uchtman said the offer was made in March of 2009.

ASSESSOR’S PRESENTATION
(02:28:51)

Bill Anderson, KPB Senior Appraiser read the Assessor’s Description Analysis and Recommendation,
and stated the following:
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• The Appellant was contacted and a copy of the fee appraisal was requested, an
interior inspection was also requested.

• At the time of the request for an interior inspection the Appellant indicated the
possibility of withdrawing the appeal.

• The Appellant verbally withdrew the appeal on April 19, 2010, and indicated she
had completed and sent in the withdrawal form.

• The Assessor never received a copy of the requested fee appraisal. The first time
it was made available to the Assessor was when the evidence packet for the
hearing was received.

• The fee appraisal submitted by the Appellant utilized 2008 sales data.
• The seller was under financial stress and was aware that the property sold below

market value.
• Subject property was very good construction.

Gary Roten, KPB Appraisal System Analyst stated the following:

• The statement being made, “Price paid was the market value,” was not accurate.
The price the buyer paid was only part of the equation when estimating the market
value of a property.

• If the purchase price alone indicated the market value, the need for a fee appraisal
would not be necessary from a lenders perspective.

• Lenders require a fee appraisal to ensure the property value would secure the loan.
• When considering the standard between actual value and uniformity of

assessments, courts generally prefer uniformity of assessments. That was why
assessments were not automatically adjusted to match the value of a fee appraisal.

• The statement made regarding low amounts of sales data available for high value
sales, did not mean there was no support for the assessed value. Just because the
sales data was not received by the KPB, did not mean there were no sales, it only
meant they weren’t reported.

• Comparables one, two, and three in the fee appraisal were sales that the KPB did
not receive information on.

• The information in the fee appraisal supplied by the Appellant did show that the
ratio studies being utilized were working.

• There were over 102 transfers of properties that were assessed for more than
$400,000 throughout the KPB. The lack of appeals on the assessed values would
indicate the properties were valued correctly.

• Adjustments could not be made to the interior quality due to no inspection being
performed.

Mr. Anderson stated the following:

• When a call was received concerning an assessed value, the caller was asked if they
had a fee appraisal. If the fee appraisal was provided it would be reviewed, because
it would be considered.
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• Interior inspections were also requested, so any interior problems could be
identified.

• An interior and exterior inspection was never done on the property because the
appeal was initially verbally withdrawn.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(02:47:56)

Ms. Medley asked for clarification regarding the availability of the fee appraisal to the Assessor.
• Mr. Anderson indicated that through the appeal process the fee appraisal was not available

until it was submitted as evidence for the packet. Portions of the appraisal were not
include.

Ms. Medley asked if Mr. Mueller had requested a copy of the appraisal.
• Mr. Mueller said he did request a copy of the appraisal when the initial appeal was

received. 

Mr. Long asked for an explanation of the information written outside of the table on the field
appraisal data form?
• Mr. Mueller said it represented a concrete area that was being used as a ball court.

Mr. Long said most appeal packages include a methodology as to how the value was arrived at, and
it was not in this package. He then asked for an explanation as to how the value was arrived at.
• Mr. Mueller said normally ratio studies and other similar type information was included to

explain how the value was arrived at; however, the impression given by the Appellant was
that the appeal would be withdrawn. When the Assessor was notified that the appeal was
not going to be withdrawn it was too late to include additional evidence.

• Mr. Roten said in the Kenai neighborhood, there were 120 single family residents sold and
qualified for the 2010 assessment year. The median ratio on those was 95 percent, with
a weighted mean of 95 percent. There were twelve sales on two level homes for the same
time period with a median ratio of 96 percent, with a weighted mean of 96.96 percent. 

Ms. Medley asked if Mr. Anderson was the person who did the site review.
• Mr. Mueller said no inspection was done, because it was believed the appeal was going to

be withdrawn.

APPELLANT’S REBUTTAL
(02:54:58)

Ms. Uchtman stated the following:

• The house was 25 years old, yes it was of quality construction; however, it was in
need of updating.

• The home was purchased from a single person in financial trouble, who never made
improvements to the home.

• The Assessor was notified that the Appellant did not want interior pictures of her
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home stored within a governmental office.
• Mr. Mueller did not call to schedule a meeting for a walk through.
• Dealing with different appraisers for each property made the entire process

confusing.
• The Assessor’s Office called the church where the Appellant teaches bible study

classes, and felt that was unethical, to be tracked down at the church where she
worked, and felt it was harassment.

• Mr. Roten approached the Appellant at her church on Mother’s Day with a message
to contact Mr. Anderson. She felt that was inappropriate.

• $390,000 was not the offer made on the house, the final amount may also include
other associated costs.

• The 2008 real estate prices and sales were much higher, the markets had gone
down over the last two years.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(03:03:46)

Chair Glick asked for clarification as to why no interior inspection was done.
• Ms. Uchtman said she was dealing with two other properties that withdrawal forms were

done on. She said no one ever contacted her to schedule a walk through of the house.

ASSESSOR’S REBUTTAL
(03:05:53)

Mr. Roten stated the following:

• It was not a normal practice to track people down at church and discuss
assessments, it would be the last thing he wanted to do on his time off; however,
the confusion regarding which properties were being withdrawn needed to be
addressed.

• The effective age assigned to the subject property matched the fee appraisal.
• The KPB sales questionnaire was not completed and returned from the Appellant.
• The current assessed value did reflect a reduction in the market value.

Mr. Mueller stated the following:

• The Assessing Department made every effort possible to keep the number of
appeals organized, and to keep the Appellant from being confused. He apologized
for any confusion created.

Mr. Anderson stated the following:
• The fee appraisal included in the packet was missing some important components.

Mr. Anderson requested the Board of Equalization uphold the value recommended based on the
following:

• The Appellant declined an inspection and verbally withdrew the appeal.
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Mr. Anderson recommended a land value of $38,600; improvement value of $450,600; for a total
value of $489,200.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(03:12:15)

Mr. Long asked for a definition of, “CONCP” from the Assessor’s evidence shown on page 20.
• Mr. Mueller said it meant concrete.

Mr. Long noted that in previous hearings he had never heard an Appellant state they were told not
to waste the tax payers money, then asked if he would ever hear it again?
• Mr. Anderson said there was a large volume of calls, that being said, when the Appellant

verbally withdrew, she was asked to withdraw in writing. It was explained to the Appellant
the reason the Assessing Department continued to call to get the form completed, was
because if the appeal was processed there would be a cost incurred. 

Mr. Knopp asked if the local adjustment of 121 represented an increase of 21 percent for sales in
that area?
• Mr. Roten said that was correct, it was the market adjustment for the neighborhood.

Mr. Knopp noted that the sales prices on comparables four, five, and six were all comparable to
the subject parcel.
• Mr. Roten said the fee appraisal did mention the seller was under duress, and it was listed

below market value.

SUR-REBUTTAL BY THE APPELLANT
(03:20:44)

Ms Uchtman stated the following:

• A professional appraiser was hired, if that appraisal had no value in this situation
what was the point of hiring a professional.

• An interior inspection was not denied by the Appellant.
• The time allowed by law to make a decision to withdraw the appeal or not was

utilized.

Ms. Uchtman said the information included in the fee appraisal had all the information used by
a lender, so why would it not be enough information for the Assessor?
• Mr. Mueller said the information in the appraisals was considered; however, in this case

a complete appraisal was not received. As stated in the appraisal the seller was under
duress to sell this property.

• Mr. Roten said there were guidelines in place that had to be followed. The appraisal was
done within an appraisal model, in order to be equitable with similar properties. A fee
appraisal was an opinion of value.
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QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(03:24:28)

Chair Glick asked if a complete appraisal was done, why was the complete appraisal not submitted
as evidence?
• Ms. Uchtman stated she did not want pictures of her home on file in a government office.

Chair Glick closed the hearing.
(03:28:13)

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

valuation on the property described as
Account No. 049-460-19, owned by Brenda
Uchtman, be upheld for the following
reasons:

The Appellant, Brenda Uchtman, had not
provided sufficient evidence to prove
unequal, excessive, or improper valuation
based on the following:

1. No interior inspection was done. 2. The
Appellant had failed to shift the burden of
proof. 3. The 2010 assessed value did reflect
a reduction of $12,700 from the 2009
assessed value. 4. The reduction in value did
reflect the current market trend and effective
age. 5. The appeal withdrawal was received
by the Clerk’s Office; however, the Appellant
requested the Clerk discard the withdrawal
form. 

Land: $38,600
Improvements: $450,600

Total Assessed Value: $489,200

SECOND: Medley.

VOTE ON MOTION TO UPHOLD
THE ASSESSOR’S VALUATION:
Yes: Hobart, Long, Knopp, Medley, Glick
No: None
MOTION TO UPHOLD THE
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION PASSED: 5 Yes, 0 No
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(03:35:31)

APPEAL NO. 2010-303
Audrey Mason
Assessor’s Parcel No. 066-200-07
Legal Description: T 5N R 8W Section 27 Seward Meridian KN 0740039 Kenai River Salmon Run

Subdivision Part 2 Lot 24 Block 1

[Clerk’s Note: The Appellant Audrey Mason was not present at the appeal hearing
and did not submit additional evidence for consideration.]

APPELLANT’S PRESENTATION - None.

ASSESSOR’S PRESENTATION
(03:44:59)

Brandon McElrea, KPB Appraiser read the Assessor’s Description Analysis and Recommendations
and stated the following:

• The subject parcel had Borough maintained access and electric available.
• The main concern stated by the Appellant was Kenai River properties were not

selling.
• Sales may have slowed; however, there was no indication that they were reduced.
• Sales ratio data from 2007 and 2008 supported the assessed value.

Mr. McElrea requested the Board of Adjustment uphold the value recommended based on the
following:

• Kenai River sales and listings of similar properties support assessed value.
• Parcel was valued equitably with similar properties.

Mr. McElrea recommended a land value of $80,100; an improvement value of $48,500; for a total
value of $128,600.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(03:51:42)

Mr. Knopp asked if slough access to the river was considered when valuing property?
• Mr. McElrea said yes it was.

Mr. Knopp noted it was interesting that comparables used were river front properties.
• Mr. McElrea said there were very few dead-water sloughs on the Kenai Peninsula to

compare the subject parcel to. The Appellant was concerned with Kenai River property
sales, and recent sediment deposits making access to the river difficult.

• McElrea noted some comparables submitted by the Appellant were not on slough’s, lakes
or water.

Chair Glick closed the hearing.
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(03:57:08)

MOTION TO UPHOLD THE 
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION: Knopp moved that the Borough Assessor’s

valuation on the property described as
Account No. 066-200-07, owned by Audrey
Mason, be upheld for the following reasons:

The Appellant, Audrey Mason, had not
provided sufficient evidence to prove
unequal, excessive, or improper valuation
based on the following:

1. The Appellant did not attend the hearing.
2. The Appellant did not provide any
evidence to shift the burden of proof.

Land: $80,100
Improvements: $48,500

Total Assessed Value: $128,600

SECOND: Hobart.

VOTE ON MOTION TO UPHOLD
THE ASSESSOR’S VALUATION:
Yes: Hobart, Long, Knopp, Medley, Glick
No: None
MOTION TO UPHOLD THE
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION PASSED: 5 Yes, 0 No

(03:59:09)

APPEAL NO. 2010-303
Audrey Mason
Assessor’s Parcel No. 173-500-32
Legal Description: T 6S R 14W Section 12 Seward Meridian HM 0750044 Bay Ridge Estates

Subdivision Unit 2 Lot 53

[Clerk’s Note: The Appellant Audrey Mason was not present at the appeal hearing
and did not submit additional evidence for consideration.]

APPELLANT’S PRESENTATION - None.

ASSESSOR’S PRESENTATION
(03:59:32)

Brandon McElrea, KPB Appraiser read the Assessor’s Description Analysis and Recommendations
and stated the following:
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• The subject property had Borough maintained access and electric available.
• At the request of the property owner sales data from the Assessing Department

was sent.
• The main concerns of the Appellant was wetlands and topography.
• It was explained to the Appellant that the wetlands and topography were both

accounted for in the assessment.
• While sales had slowed in the Homer area, there was no indication of decline in

values.
• Sales data available supported the Assessor’s value.

Mr. McElrea requested the Board of Equalization uphold the value recommended based on the
following:

• Sales of other parcels in the Homer area supported the assessed value.
• Issues of wetlands and topography were taken into consideration.

Mr. McElrea recommends a land value of $50,300; no improvement value; for a total value of
$50,300.

QUESTIONS BY THE BOARD
(04:04:30)

Mr. Long asked for further findings of fact.
• Mr. McElrea referred to page 42 of the Assessor’s evidence and explained the property

listings of similar sales, and the differences between the comparables.

Chair Glick closed the hearing.
(04:06:06)

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

valuation on the property described as
Account No. 173-500-32, owned by Audrey
Mason, be upheld for the following reasons:

The Appellant, Audrey Mason, had not
provided sufficient evidence to prove
unequal, excessive, or improper valuation
based on the following:

1. The Appellant did not attend the hearing.
2. The Appellant did not provide any
evidence to shift the burden of proof. 3. Sales
data from the Homer area supported the
assessed value. 4. Sales data provided by the
Appellant was out of date and not relevant.
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Land: $50,300
Improvements: $0

Total Assessed Value: $50,300

SECOND: Knopp.

VOTE ON MOTION TO UPHOLD
THE ASSESSOR’S VALUATION:
Yes: Hobart, Long, Knopp, Medley, Glick
No: None 
MOTION TO UPHOLD THE
ASSESSOR’S VALUATION PASSED: 5 Yes, 0 No

ADJOURNMENT

With no further business to come before the board, Chair Glick adjourned the meeting at 4:08 p.m.

I certify the above represents accurate minutes of the Kenai Peninsula Borough Board of
Equalization meeting of May 27, 2010.

Johni Blankenship, Borough Clerk

Approved by Board of Equalization: 
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