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Parcel No.: 013-300-11 
Raw Land: $ 14,100 
Improvements: $ 113,400 
Real Property Total: $ 127,500 

The Board of Equalization ("BOE") of the Kenai Peninsula Borough ("KPB") was convened 
on May 23, 2011, to hear an appeal by John and Carol Broussard regarding the 2011 
assessed valuation of Assessor's Parcel No. 013-300-11. 

Board members Gary Knopp (Vice Chair), Jerry Hobart, Mike Wiley, Donna Miller and Barbara 
Belluomini were present, constituting a quorum. Appellant John Broussard was present for the 
hearing. KPB Appraisal Manager Denis Mueller and KPB Appraiser James Witt testified on 
behalf of the Assessor's Office. 

APPELLANTS' ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

Mr. Broussard stated that he has lived in Nikiski since 1967, and he believes over the last 6 
years properties have been selling for less than assessed value. He explained that he spoke to 
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local realtors regarding comparables in the area and was told that 41 improved parcels sold 
in the area recently, 36 had interior plumbing, the average price was $192,000 and took on 
average 190 days to sell. He could not find any mobile home sales in the area to compare his 
assessed value to. He was unable to obtain any information that justified raising the value of 
his mobile home by $55,000 from the prior year. He explained that last year his 
improvement was valued at $31,500 and this year it was assessed at $84,700. He does not 
believe the increase in assessed value can be justified. 

Ms. Miller asked if he had made any improvements to his mobile home in the last year. He 
said he just put in a hot tub. 

He explained his mobile home was 'red tagged' which means it cannot be moved. He also 
asserted that his home has an issue with vapor barriers, which was the subject of a lawsuit. 

KPB ASSESSOR'S ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

The Assessor began his testimony by summarizing the information presented on page 6 of the 
evidence. The total assessed value for 2011 was $139,000, consisting of raw land valued at 
$14,100 improvements at $86,400, and additional outbuildings valued at $27,500. 
Improvements included a 1982 doublewide mobile home in average condition with a 280 sq ft 
addition and a 624 sq. ft. detached garage. 

During the Assessor's visit to the property the value was decreased due to un-remediated water 
damage. The Assessor also noticed that the original 2011 notice did not include an addition to 
the mobile home. This was added resulting in an upward value adjustment. The Assessor noted 
that page 13 of the evidence depicted the water damage that formed the basis for the downward 
value adjustment. Pages 7-12 of the evidence showed additional pictures of the property. The 
Assessor explained that pages 14 and 15 of the evidence showed the sales ratio study the 
Assessor relied on in determining value. 

Ms. Belluomini asked what amount of deprecation was applied. The Assessor explained that 
even though the mobile home was older, only an 8% depreciation factor was applied. 

The Assessor explained that comparables were presented on pages 17 through 26 of the 
evidence. Mr. Wiley asked about the breakdown on comparables between land and 
improvements which the Assessor then explained. 

Mr. Knopp asked if each comparable had structure cards. The Assessor pointed out where they 
were in the evidence. 

Mr. Wiley asked why the value changed so much in the assessment history on the comparables. 
The Assessor explained he did not have the specifics to discuss the assessment history of the 
individual com parables. Ms. Miller asked how the value of a mobile home can go up as it gets 
older and how could a mobile home in Homer be used as a comparable for Nikiski. The 
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Assessor explained that he did use a sale from Homer as a comparable for manufactured homes 
and that the value increases were based on available sales information. 

Mr. Knopp asked the Assessor to explain the values in the assessment history for the 
comparable described on page 20 of the evidence. The Assessor explained that a manufactured 
home and mobile home are the same. But a modular home is classified differently. The property 
on page 20 of the evidence was flip flopped several times by the assessing department on how it 
was classified, i.e. a mobile home versus a modular home, which explained why the price kept 
changing so radically. 

The Assessor explained that previously doublewide homes were not being valued correctly. The 
Assessor found that doublewide homes were not depreciating as quickly as one would expect. 
The Assessor stated he found doublewides were selling for greater than what their historical 
depreciation showed. The assessing department now has different rates for singlewide vs. 
doublewide mobile homes which they did not previously have. 

Ms. Miller asked if the Borough reassessed all double wide mobile homes for 20 11. The 
Assessor explained that all doublewide mobile homes were reassessed in the Borough with the 
new model. The Assessor further explained that doublewide mobile homes have different 
qualities than single wide mobile homes and the market has shown that they are valued 
differently. Ms. Miller asked if it matters if the doublewides sit on a foundation. The Assessor 
explained that basements and foundations are assigned a separate value. 

Ms. Miller asked why the sales ratios showed such a dramatic difference between 2009 and 
2010 as shown on page 4 and 39 ofthe evidence. The Assessor explained that page 40 shows 
that if they had not been revalued the doublewides in the Borough would have been assessed at 
only 50% oftheir sales value. 

APPELLANTS' REBUTTAL 

Mr. Broussard stated that he could not imagine anyone paying $124,000 for his mobile home. 
He explained that he paid less for it new and can by a new one for much cheaper in Seattle 
today. 

ASSESSOR'S REBUTTAL 

The Assessor explained that page 17 of the evidence showed two sales. The first one is a 1969 
mobile home. The Assessor's ratio for that property was 95.4% of its sales price. For the second 
property on the page, the assessment was at 98.5% of the sales price. The Assessor then showed 
the Board page 22 ofthe evidence which described a 1980 manufactured home at which their 
assessed value was 95 .6% of the sales price. The Assessor argued these comparable sales 
demonstrated that these types of properties were selling for a higher value than previously 
assessed, and were not depreciating as quickly as previously thought. 

The Assessor explained that sales data accounted for the large difference between last year and 
this years assessed values for mobile homes. 
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The Assessor requested that his reconciled value be upheld because reasonable adjustments 
were made to reflect condition of property, the property was valued on an equitable basis as 
other similar properties and his sales ratio studies showed that the assessor' s valuation 
accurately reflected market value. 

Mr. Knopp asked for an explanation of a location adjustment. The Assessor explained base costs 
are adjusted up or down depending on the neighborhood in which the property was located. The 
Assessor further explained that page 15 of the evidence showed that the Assessor' s median ratio 
compared to actual sales was in the 95% range and that location adjustments can be used to 
bring a valuation into the median range. The Assessor, however, stated that location adjustments 
were not made in this study because there were not enough sales to justify it. 

APPELLANT' SURREBUTTAL 

Mr. Broussard asked how many doublewides were on the Peninsula. The Assessor explained he 
did not have that information at the time. Mr. Broussard then asserted that he had no idea how 
the Assessor was valuing doublewides. He stated that he was only appealing the value of the 
mobile home, not other outbuildings on the property. He explained that he paid $64,000 for the 
home in 1981 and can' t understand how the value has gone up since then. 

DECISION 

Alaska law requires that property be assessed at its full and true value as of January 1 of the 
assessment year. 1 The full and true value is the estimated price that the property would bring in 
an open market and under the then prevailing market conditions in a sale between a willing 
seller and a willing buyer both conversant with the property and with prevailing general price 
levels. 2 

The burden of proof is on the Appellant.3 The only grounds for the Board to adjust the 
assessment are proof of unequal, excessive, improper, or under valuation, based on facts proven 
at the appeal hearing. 4 

After coming out of an adjudicative session Ms. Belluomini made a motion to amend the 
Assessor' s recommended value, leaving the land value the same, but reducing the improvement 
value to $113 ,400 for a total of $127,500. The motion received a second and the following 
findings were made: 

1. Mr. Broussard shifted the burden of proof by demonstrating that only 4 sales 
Borough-wide made the value of his property increase exponentially. 

2. These sales provided by the Assessor to justify the increase were not reflective 

I AS29.45.110. 
2 AS 29.45 .110. 
3 KPB 5.12.060(P); AS 29.45.210(b). 
4 KPB 5.12.060(P); AS 29.45.210(b). 
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of the Nikiski market where the subject property was located. 
3. AS 29.45.110 requires property to be assessed at full and true value, and the 

Assessor's valuation did not reflect full and true valuation. 

Assessment was based on 2009 comparables along with 2010 values. 

The motion passed with 5 "yes" votes. 

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO APPEAL 

In accordance with Alaska Rules of Procedure and KPB 5.12.060(S), the Appellants and the 
Assessor have thirty (30) days from the date of this decision to file an appeal with the Superior 
Court of the State of Alaska at Kenai. 

Dated: L , ly J9J ckJI/ 
\_/ ' 

ATTEST: 

\JI oL.. '2t_a-._}__..~ -
hni Blankenship, MMC 

Borough Clerk 
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