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Raw Land: $ 35,100 
Improvements: $ 101 ,700 
Real Property Total: $ 136,800 

The Board ofEqualization ("BOE") of the Kenai Peninsula Borough ("KPB") was convened 
on May 24, 2011, to hear an appeal by Alex Medley regarding the 2011 assessed valuation 
of Assessor's Parcel No. 058-060-06. 

Board members Betty Glick (Chair), Jerry Hobart, Mike Wiley, Barbara Belluomini and Donna 
Miller (alternate) were present, constituting a quorum. Alex Medley was present for the 
hearing. KPB Appraisal Manager Denis Mueller and KPB Appraiser James Witt testified on 
behalf of the Assessor's Office. 

APPELLANT'S ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

Mr. Medley explained that the Assessor increased his 2011 property value over last year's by 
over 24.3%. He stated this was the third time he has spoken to the Assessor about his property. 
He argued that while his value went up his neighbor's values have gone down or at most 
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increased 3 .4%. He explained that the improvements to his property consisted of a doublewide 
mobile home. Mr. Medley stated that the Assessor told him sales prices for doublewides were 
higher than past assessments and justified an increase. 

Mr. Medley stated that he did not believe the Assessor considered old wiring in the unit, (one 
cable was severed the previous winter and still needs to be fixed), old floor joyces that are 2x6 
and are not stable, only 2 feet or less of crawl space, that the heating system is more than 20 
years old, and that the forced air system was not adequate to heat the home in the winter-time. 
He stated that the structure will always be classified as mobile home and must be insured as 
such, which is more expensive. 

Mr. Medley argued that he did not believe his 24.3% increase from last year's assessment was 
justified or equitable. He explained that he has the only mobile home in the neighborhood and 
that other houses in the neighborhood have decreased in value. He clarified that he was not 
appealing his land valuation. 

KPB ASSESSOR'S ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

The Assessor summarized the attributes of the property as presented on page 5 of the evidence. 
The property had lake frontage. The Assessor then read page 6 into record: 

The subject property is a .60 acre parcel located along the east side of 
Rainbow Drive in the Mackey Lake Area. The subject property's 
improvements include a 1972 mobile home with several additions. 

A visit to the property included a full interior and exterior inspection of 
both the mobile home and the attached additions. The Appellant was 
asked to point out any aspects of the property which he believed could 
impact the value or could be of concern. The Appellant indicated that 
there was concern associated with warping of the floor joists. As describe 
by the Appellant, there appeared to be some minimal warping in the 
flooring. The Appellant also pointed out some issues associated with 
rotting wood decking and some other minor deferred maintenance issues. 
These issues were considered and addressed in the adjustment. 

The Kenai Peninsula Borough Assessing Department follows standardized 
mass appraisal procedures that comply with State Statutes and are 
recognized by the Alaska Association of Assessing Officers and the 
International Association of Assessing Officers. Following those 
guidelines, the Assessing Department bases its values on the sales of 
similar properties within the Kenai Peninsula Borough. The qualified sale 
price along with the assessed value creates a sales ratio study. Statistical 
analysis of this ratio study reveals a level of assessment. Based on this 
analysis the assessment values can be adjusted to meet the established 
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mass appraisal standards and obtain a level of fairness or equity for all 
properties. 

The Assessor reviewed Pages 7 through 9 of the evidence which show photos of the subject 
property. 

Ms. Miller asked about the first comparison on page 19 of the evidence and questioned whether 
it was in the Mackey Lake area. The Assessor responded that he believed it was. 

Ms. Belloumini asked if from an assessing standpoint a mobile home can convert to stick built. 
The Assessor responded that it remains a mobile home regardless of the extent of 
improvements. 

APPELLANT'S REBUTTAL 

Mr. Medley stated that he understood his value went up because the Assessing Department had 
sales of mobile homes that were higher than their assessed value. He, however, did not know 
how the Assessor accounted for land value differences in the comparables presented. 

He questioned how the Assessing Department conducted their standard mass appraisal 
procedures and if the Assessing Department staff was adequately trained. The Assessor 
explained his staff has years of experience and attends numerous training courses put on by the 
Alaska and national association of realtors. Mr. Witt stated he has a bachelors' degree in 
business with emphasis on real estate and a graduate degree in real estate, over 400 hours of 
continuing education from appraisal institutes, a real estate appraisal license and is a level three 
certified appraiser with AAAIO. 

Appellant asked the Assessor to explain the standard mass appraisal procedures or standards 
used for his property. The Assessor explained he used the Manatron Proval System, which is a 
cost based system adjusted by sales data from the local market. Appraisers review and apply 
sales data into the software program. The Assessor explained that they have a special 
designation for doublewide manufactured homes. 

The Appellant then asked how big of a sample they needed to create a model. The Assessor 
explained there is not a specific number but that they use as much information as they can find. 
The Assessor stated that Alaska is a nondisclosure state so it is sometimes difficult for the 
Department to obtain information. 

Mr. Medley asked if four sales were enough to provide an adequate sample. The Assessor 
responded that it was. Mr. Medley argued that he did not believe it was enough data. 
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ASSESSOR'S REBUTTAL 

The Assessor brought the Boards attention to ratio studies presented on pages 28 and 29 of the 
evidence. He explained that the median ratio of assessed value to sales for 2009 was 54.71 
percent. He explained that there was only one verified double wide sale in 2009, in 20 1 0 there 
were four, which allowed him to adjust his model upwards and his mean ratio of assessed value 
to sales was now 95 percent as shown on page 26 of the evidence. 

The Assessor explained that he does consider land values when comparing properties and makes 
adjustments accordingly. The Assessor then reviewed the comparable sales relied on. 

The Assessor argued that while large percentage increases in value may seem high, they do not 
constitute a valid reason for an appeal. The Assessor stated he is required to assess properties at 
full market value by state statute, and if he discovers that he was low he must bring the 
assessments up. 

The Assessor argued the Appellant had not supplied any evidence to support his value 
recommendation or show that Assessor's valuation was not correct. 

The Assessor explained that verified sales mean that the properties have been inspected and the 
Assessing Department has done their best to verify that the sale were arms length transactions. 

Ms. Miller asked about the grade of the improvement being an F+ as opposed to the quality of 
the comparables being higher: A and A+. The Assessor explained A is average, G is good, and 
F is fair, adjustments downward are made based on quality. An F quality would warrant a 
downward adjustment. 

SURREBUTTAL BY APPELLANT 

Mr. Medley stated that the Assessor's most experienced appraiser, Mr. Ford, previously valued 
his property several years ago and that valuation should remain. Mr. Medley stated that the 
appraiser who most recently did his inspection had recently lost his certification and that the 
appraisers did not even understand their own program. He argued that the Assessor can not 
isolate land values so his comparables should not be relied upon. He does not believe four sales 
in 201 0 and one in 2009 provide an adequate sample to base values on. 

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 

I AS29.45 .110. 
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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 

Mr. Hobart moved to uphold Assessor' s valuation at $35,000 for land and $101,700 for 
improvements for a total assessed value of $136,800. The Motion was seconded and the 
following findings were made: 

1. The Appellant did not bring forth substantiated evidence that the property was assessed 
excessively or improperly, so there was no alternative but to uphold the assessment 

2. The Assessing Department showed sales from 2009 and 2010 that substantiated the valuation. 
While there were not a lot of sales they were the best information available and the Appellant 

did not provide any other comprables or professional opinions of value. 

The Motion passed with five "yes" votes and zero "no" 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: ~~ ) J 9 JL?J/ 
~-

ATTEST: 

~3_~.<4i 
iBlai1kellShip, MMC ~ 

Borough Clerk 

2 AS 29.45 .110. 
3 KPB 5 .12.060(P); AS 29.45 .21 O(b ). 
4 KPB 5.12.060(P); AS 29.45 .210(b). 
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