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Regarding Value: 
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2011 

Parcel No.: 055-170-19 
Raw Land: $ 63,900 
Improvements: $ 0 
Real Property Total: $ 63,900 

Parcel No.: 055-170-20 
Raw Land: $ 415,100 
Improvements: $ 0 
Real Property Total: $ 415,100 

Excessive, Unequal and Improper Valuation 

Parcel No.: 055-170-19 
Raw Land: $ 63,900 
Improvements: $ 0 
Real Property Total: $ 63,900 

Parcel No.: 055-170-20 
Raw Land: $ 415,000 
Improvements: $ 0 
Real Property Total: $ 415,000 

The Board of Equalization ("BOE") of the Kenai Peninsula Borough ("KPB") was convened 
on May 23,2011, to hear an appeal by Appellant Fred Sturman on behalf of Owner, Mary 
Sturman, regarding the 2011 assessed valuation of Assessor's Parcel No.'s 055-17-019 and 
055-17-020. 
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Board members Gary Knopp (Vice Chair), Jerry Hobart, Mike Wiley, Donna Miller and Barbara 
Belluomini were present, constituting a quorum. Appellant Mr. Fred Sturman was present for 
the hearing on behalf of Ms. Sturman. KPB Appraisal Manager Denis Mueller and KPB Lead 
Appraiser Paul Knight testified on behalf of the Assessor' s Office. 

APPELLANT'S ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

Mr. Sturman explained to the Board that the Assessing Department listed his property as two 
parcels but he views them as one parcel. He then discussed his comprables with the Board as 
presented in the evidence on pages 6-12: 

Comparable # 1 was a 23 acre parcel, assessed at $11,090 an acre. 
Comparable # 2 was $14,524 per acre. 
Comparable# 3 was $19,661 per acre. 
Comparable# 4 was $1 ,290.83 per acre. 
Comparable# 5 was $1,855 per acre. 
Comparable # 6 was $6,554 per acre. 
Comparable# 7 was $19,528 per acre. 

His % acre parcel was currently assessed at $63,900, and his larger parcel was assessed at 
$34,080 an acre. He stated his property has been for sale for a long time with no results after he 
told prospective purchasers he was asking assessed value. He explained that he listed the 
property with a realtor in all48 states and foreign countries and he has not gotten one phone call 
from a prospective purchaser. 

He told the Board that he considered both parcels as one because he will never sell them 
separately. 

Ms. Belluomini asked his opinion of value. Mr. Sturman replied that he thought the market 
value was approximately $300,000 for both parcels combined. He also stated that the property 
was no longer listed, but that it had been listed for $500,000. 

KPB ASSESSOR'S ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

The Assessor summarized his evidence presented on page 1 7. He explained that along K -beach 
road in the subject area, the predominate property use was commercial and general use. He 
established a base value of$1. 75 a square foot and then adjusted the parcels based on size. The 
Assessor argued that the sales ratio study as presented on page 18 of the evidence supported his 
valuation. The Assessor asserted that all current listings were above his assessment levels and 
based on sales and listings his assessment values were supported. 

The Assessor then explained that of the seven comparable properties presented by Mr. Sturman, 
only 3 were in the same commercial zone as the subject properties, of those 3, two were 
encumbered by agricultural leases and the third had wetland issues which warranted 

Decision- 2011-112 
Date of Hearing May 23 , 2011 
Page 2 of 4 



adjustments. 

The Assessor stated that pages 20 and 21 of the evidence showed his comparable sales. Page 
22 showed the various sales and listings mapped out in reference to the subject parcels. Page 23 
was a listing of the subject parcels for $650,000. Page 24 was a map of the comparable sales 
presented by Mr. Sturman and the Assessor explained it showed that only 3 ofthe comparables 
were within the commercial zone. 

APPELLANT'S REBUTTAL 

Mr. Sturman stated he did not know how much his property had been listed for. He knew this 
evidence was a difficult burden to overcome. He stated the agricultural land as described by the 
Assessor was not actually used for agricultural purposes. He stated he thought he would put his 
property into farmland subsidies, or he might sell the property to a church and take it off the tax 
rolls. He stated his property was valued inequitably compared to other properties and thought 
farm land should be farmed. 

ASSESSOR'S REBUTTAL 

The Assessor stated he must recognize the two separate parcels even though Appellant wants 
them viewed as one. He explained that the agricultural restrictions on the two comparable 
properties prevented the properties from being used for commercial uses, so he could not value 
the properties as commercial. He also stated that he could not control whether the property was 
actually used for agricultural purposes or not. 

He recommended that his assessed values be upheld because his base rate of$1. 75 a square foot 
was supported by actual sales and listings and all properties were being valued uniformly and 
equitably. 

Mr. Hobart asked how highway frontage played into the assessed values. The Assessor stated 
that his sales studies showed that the amount of highway frontage did not affect value as long as 
there was an actual highway frontage to any degree. 

APPELLANT'S SURREBUTTAL 

Mr. Sturman stated that he wondered why agricultural land was assessed so low as compared to 
commercial property. In response the Assessor explained that agricultural land can be farmed or 
let go fallow but that it can not be used as a commercial property. The Assessor stated it was 
challenging to value agriculturally restricted land because there were no sales of similarly 
restricted land. 

DECISION 

Alaska law requires that property be assessed at its full and true value as of January I of the 
assessment year. 1 The full and true value is the estimated price that the property would bring in 

1 AS 29.45.11 0. 
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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 

Ms. Belloumini moved to uphold the Assessor's assessed value for parcel 055-170-19 of 
$63,900 and 0 for improvements for a total of$63,900 and for parcel 055-17-020, a land 
value of$415,000 and 0 for improvements for a total of$415,000. The motion received a 
second and the following findings were made: 

1. The sales ratio study presented by the assessor was comprehensive for commercial 
property on Kalifominsky Beach Road and supported the assessor's valuations as 
evidenced by the most recent sale across the street from the subject properties and 
other comparable sales presented by the assessor. 

2. The Appellants' own listing price supported the assessor's valuation. 

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: 

\:tf!~3La.-~u~~· 
1i Blankenship, MMC 

Borough Clerk 

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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