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Parcel No.: 015-040-24 
Raw Land: $ 78,300 
Improvements: $ 227,500 
Real Property Total: $ 305,800 

Excessive, Unequal and Improper Valuation 

Parcel No.: 015-040-24 
Raw Land: $ 77,300 
Improvements: $ 179,700 
Real Property Total: $ 257,000 

The Board of Equalization ("BOE") ofthe Kenai Peninsula Borough ("KPB") was convened 
on May 23, 2011, to hear an appeal by T J Hinkle regarding the 2011 assessed valuation of 
Assessor's Parcel No. 015-040-24. 

Board members Gary Knopp (Vice Chair), Jerry Hobart, Barbara Belluomini, Donna Miller and 
Mike Wiley were present, constituting a quorum. Appellant was not present for the hearing. 
KPB Appraisal Manager Denis Mueller, Appraiser Brandon McElrea and Appraiser James Witt 
testified on behalf of the Assessor's Office. 

APPELLANT'S ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

While Mr. Hinkle was not present for the hearing, he asserted in writing that the adjoining 
property had decreased 20 percent in value since 1996, while his property had increased in 
value by 57 percent. Mr. Hinkle also stated that a private appraisal done in 2010 valued the 
property at $250,000. The Appraisal was included in the evidence. 
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KPB ASSESSOR'S ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

The Assessor began by reviewing the information provided on pages 10-12 of the evidence. The 
Assessor read the following summary into the record: 

The subject property encompasses approximately 5-acres located along the west side 
of the Kenai Spur Hwy near mile marker 20. The subject property has both highway 
frontage and bluff frontage and is currently improved with two residential structures. 
Card 1 is a one and a half story residence which encompasses 1, 7 60 square feet and 
was reportedly constructed circa 1954. Card 2 is 3 84 square foot mobile home with 
two attached additions constructed circa 1995. 

The property was visited on April27, 2011 at which time the Appellant declined to 
allow an interior visit. The Appellant was made aware of the fact that if an interior 
visit was not allowed then any evidence with regard to the property's interior 
condition would not be allowed at the Board of Equalization. The Appellant 
indicated that would be acceptable. As such, only the exteriors of both Cards 1 and 
2 were considered. 

The Appellant was asked to point out any aspects of the property which he believed 
could impact the value or could possibly be of concern. The Appellant indicated 
that significant portions of the exterior logs had rotted due to weathering. An 
adjustment was made to the percent complete to address the cost to cure the deferred 
maintenance associated with the rotted logs. 

Card 2 was incorrectly classified as a frame built structure during the prior property 
visit. Upon a review of the file and historical pictures, Card 2 is now correctly 
classified as a mobile home with attached additions. 

The Appellant was able to provide a fee appraisal of the subject property with a date 
of value of December 2, 2010. The appraisal was completed for refinance purposes 
by Timothy Tittle SRA. The appraisal utilized both the cost and market approaches 
to value. The indicated values via the cost and market approaches were $271,400 
and $250,000 respectively, with a reconciled opinion of value of $250,000. The 
Appraiser indicated that minimal weight was given to the cost approach due to the 
age of the property. The Appraiser also indicated that truly comparable market data 
was unavailable and large net and gross adjustments were made to the comparables 
utilized. Large adjustments made to the comparables would greatly reduce the 
overall reliability of the market approach, which is the approach to value the fee 
appraiser primarily based his overall opinion on. 

A review of the comparables utilized in the appraisal indicated that the average ratio 
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Comp 
# 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

for the five comparables used in the fee appraisal report is 83.28% indicating that 
assessed values for these properties were below market. 

2010 
Assessed 

PIN Sale Date Value Sale Price 
049- 7/19/2010 $239,200 $262 ,000 
270-
17 

012- 10/01/201 $215,900 $255,000 
290- 0 
10 

012- 7/1/2010 $161 ,200 $210,000 
290-
12 

055- 8/3/2009 $279,800 $335,000 
290-
57 

017- 12/20/201 $189,800 $236,900 
252- 0 
14 

A review of the appeal form and subsequently confirmed by deed records indicated 
that the subject property sold in March 2009. The Appellant was unwilling to share 
the purchase price paid. A review of the provided fee appraisal, however, indicated 
that the property was purchased for $260,000 and was reportedly confirmed by the 
grantee (buyer). The recommended assessed value for the subject property is 
approximately 1% less than the actual purchase price paid and should be considered 
to be a reasonable value. 

Land comments for Hinkle: 

The land in North Kenai and Kenai underwent a comprehensive revaluation in 2010. 
The land valuation was converted to a new land model to better value in a more 
uniform and equitable manner. By analyzing area sales information from 2007 
through 2009 it was determined that the base rate for bluff frontage is $35 ,000/Ac. 
(a base is the value of one acre). From that base, an adjustment is made to the price 
per acre as the lot size increases or decreases. In addition to adjustments to the price 
per acre, adjustments are made for influences where applicable. Examples of 
positive adjustments could be for view amenities, CC&R's, etc. Examples of 
negative adjustments would be for lack of power or gas to the property, access 
issues, erosion issues, etc. 

After reviewing sales which occurred in 2010, it was found that area sales still 
support the current base rates in Neighborhood 140 (Nikiski), and therefore no 
adjustments were made for the 2011 assessment year. We will continue to monitor 
sales activity and adjust accordingly (once sales indicate a change in value of+/- 3% 
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from the current base rate). 

Other than the adjustment for the eroded portion of land (.25 Ac.), the appellant's 
parcel was valued using the same model as the surrounding properties. The sales 
data shows that the assessment level is a fair representation of market value. 

The Assessor explained that the appraisal provided by the Appellant showed that the property 
was purchased in 2009 for $260,000. The Assessor stated that the appraisal gave little weight to 
the cost approach. The Assessor noted that the appraisal itself provided that comparable sales 
included in the appraisal required large net and gross adjustments that exceeded current lender 
parameters, but were the best available market sales data. 

The Assessor also explained that the property was originally assessed at $305,000 but it was 
lowered to $257,000 after an inspection was performed. 

The Assessor then explained that land in Kenai and North Kenai underwent a comprehensive 
revaluation in 2010. The new land model provided a better basis for uniformly and equitably 
valuing land. Sales data analyzed from 2007 through 2009 indicated a base rate for bluff 
property of$35,000 an acre. Adjustments were then made to each parcel based on its size and 
economies of scale. Adjustments were also made for property influences such as view, utilities, 
access and erosion. The assessor asserted that 2010 sales continued to support the $35,000 base 
rate. An adjustment was made for the subject property based on erosion affecting .25 acres of 
land. 

The Assessor recommended a reconciled assessed value of$77,300 for the land and $179,700 
for the improvements for a total of$257,000 because his valuation was approximately 1% less 
then the purchase price in 2009, the fee appraisal provided by the Appellant utilized sales that 
required significant adjustments which greatly reduced its reliability, the valuation was within 
5% of the market and cost approach used by the fee appraiser and issues with erosion were 
addressed in the land valuation. 

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 

1 AS 29.45 .110. 
2 AS 29.45 .110. 
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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 

Ms. Wiley moved to uphold the Assessor's reconciled valuation of $77,300 for the land and 
$179,700 for the improvements for a total value of $257,000. The motion received a second 
and the following findings were made: 

1. The Assessor appropriately reduced the valuation based on an inspection and the value 
is reflective of a fair market value based on comparables presented. 

2. Appropriate adjustments were made to reflect erosion issues. 
3. The reported purchase price from 2009 is higher than the assessed value. 
4. Because the fee appraisal used disparate comparables less emphasis could be placed on 

the fee appraisal as compared to the Assessor's sales ratio study. 

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. 

ATTEST: 

~-'-'<· 15 1a6 Jh~ 
J i Blankenship, MMC 
Borough Clerk 

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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Gary Knopp, tce-Chau 


