
DECISION OF THE KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH 
BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 

Appellant: 

Hearing Date: 

Parcel No.: 

Appeal No.: 

Tax Year: 

Assessed Value Appealed: 

Reason for Appeal: 

Decision of BOE 
Regarding Value: 

Rebekah Hopkins 

May 24,2011 

065-163-94 

2011-204 

2011 

Parcel No.: 065-163-94 
Raw Land: $ 50,600 
Improvements: $ 253,100 
Real Property Total: $ 303,700 

Excessive, Unequal and Improper Valuation 

Parcel No.: 065-163-94 
Raw Land: $ 50,600 
Improvements: $ 95,400 
Real Property Total: $ 145,000 

The Board of Equalization ("BOE") of the Kenai Peninsula Borough ("KPB") was convened on 
May 24, 2011, to hear an appeal by Rebekah Hopkins regarding the 2011 assessed valuation of 
Assessor's Parcel No. 065-163-94. 

Board members Betty Glick (Chair), Gary Knopp (Vice Chair), Jerry Hobart, Mike Wiley and 
Donna Miller (alternate) were present, constituting a quorum. Brendon Hopkins was in 
attendance on behalf of his wife 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. Hopkins argued that the assessed value of the property should reflect the recent purchase 
price in accordance with AS 29.45.110, which he read into the record. He stated that the 
property had been on the market for a long time. Originally the listing price was $199,000 then 
it was reduced to $169,000. He and his wife signed a purchase agreement on Dec. 8, 2010 to 
purchase the property for $14 5, 000. Mr. Hopkins reviewed photographs of the property with the 
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Board, and asserted that the improvements were not habitable. He stated that since they 
purchased the property they have removed old carpeting and wall paneling. He then explained to 
the Board the mold issues the house had as shown in photographs on page 20 of the evidence. 

He then reviewed several comparables presented in the evidence. 

KPB ASSESSOR'S ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

The Assessor began his presentation by summarizing the features of the property as provided on 
page 37 of the evidence. The property has two houses, two driveways, two septic systems two 
wells, and consists of 14.5 acres. A property inspection was completed in April 2011. The 
Assessor explained that the main house suffered from severe deferred maintenance issues and 
adjustments were made to account for needed improvements. The second structure was reduced 
in value because of its level of finish and lack of a kitchen. These adjustments resulted in a 
decrease in value from $303,700 to the recommended value of$195,400. 

The Assessor explained that the property was purchased through a foreclosure sale for 
approximately $145,000. The Assessor agrued that although a foreclosure sale can be reflective 
of market value, they usually are not. Foreclosures often include overly motivated sellers and 
buyers who are unable to perform typical due diligence and will significantly discount the 
amount they can offer to compensate for the additional risk they take as a result of not knowing 
the full extent of the repairs and renovations the property may require. The Assessor stated that 
neither an inspection report nor contractors quotes were made available to the Assessor which 
calls into question how conversant the parties to the transaction were at the time of sale. The 
Assessor argued that the transaction did not appear to be reflective of full and true value. 

Mr. Knopp asked what the photo on page 42 depicted. The Assessor responded that it is referred 
to as a general outbuilding. It was originally considered a second home but its classification was 
changed after the property was inspected. It has a concrete floor and is framed but not covered 
with a roof or siding. The building shown on page 42 was determined to be 20% complete for 
assessment purposes. 

APPELLANT'S REBUTTAL 

Mr. Hopkins stated that there was only one house on the property. He also stated that an 
inspection was completed on the house prior to purchase, but was not included in evidence 
presented. He argued that he was an informed purchaser and had a clear understanding of the 
condition of the property prior to purchase. 

Mr. Hobart asked if he had access to an interior inspection prior to purchasing property. Mr. 
Hopkins responded affirmatively. 

Ms. Miller stated that the purchase appeared to be an open market transaction because the 
property sat on the market for a long time. Mr. Knopp asked how long the property was on the 
market. Mr. Hopkins responded it was first listed in August of 2010. He said it was originally 
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listed at $199,000 then $169,000 and then he offered $145,000. 

Mr. Hopkins acknowledged that the Assessing Department did make significant reduction to the 
property's value after completing an inspection, but he stated he is not satisfied that they are 
sufficient based on the purchase price and comparables as shown on page 6 and 7 of the 
evidence. 

Mr. Hobart asked what date the house was closed on. Mr. Hopkins responded it was sometime 
in January 2011. 

ASSESSOR'S REBUTTAL 

The Assessor stated a market transaction requires a knowledgeable seller, buyer and sufficient 
exposure to the market. He stated that banks are typically not knowledgeable on house 
conditions, and banks are looking to liquidate assets, often at a loss. He believes the Appellants 
got a good deal on the property that takes into consideration risks associated with the property's 
condition. 

The Assessor stated the comparables presented by the Appellants were difficult to compare to 
because of extreme differences in available acreage and comparing finished homes to a non 
finished home. 

The Assessor recommended that the Board uphold his reconciled valuation of $50,600 for the 
land and $144,800 for the improvements for a total of$195,400 because the Assessor completed 
a full interior and exterior inspection and made appropriate adjustments, the Assessor provided 
sales data to support his valuation, including ratio studies and the purchase price of the property 
did not reflect a market transaction. 

Mr. Glick asked if the sales ratio study discussed on page 43 was completed this year. The 
Assessor responded that it was based on sales that closed in 2010 for the 2011 ratio study. 

The Assessor then noted that the Appellants provided their opinion of value was $160,000 
which is more then what they paid for the property. The Assessor also noted that the reduction 
of the listing price of$199,000 to the sales price was greater then normal for such a short time. 
The Assessor stated that he believes the home was purchased as a foreclosure from a financial 
institution. 

APPELLANT'S SURREBUTTAL 

Mr. Hopkins confirmed that it was a bank that previously owned the property as shown on page 
59 of the evidence. He stated that he believes; however, that the seller and buyer were both 
knowledgeable about the property. He explained that he did not understand the relevance of the 
sales ratio study presented by the Assessor. He stated that he wished he could sell the property 
for what the Assessor has it valued at. 

Ms. Miller noted that page 59 of the evidence stated that the property was to be sold on the court 
house steps for $199,000. 
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Mr. Knopp noted that it appears the bank held the property for over a year. 

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 marJ.<.et 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. Miller moved to reduce the Assessor's valuation to $50,600 for the land and $94,400 for the 
improvements for a total of$145,000. The motion received a second and the following findings 
were made: 

1. The sale was a market transaction regardless of who owned the property. Evidence 
showed there was an auction with no takers and the bank that owned the property held it 
for quite some time prior to the actual sale. 

2. The asking price decreased several times until the property finally sold. 

3. The Appellants presented evidence including photographs and com parables that 
demonstrated that the assessed value was too high. 

The Motion passed with 4 "yes" votes, 1 "no" vote. 

I AS29.45 .110. 
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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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 ofthis decision to file an appeal with the Superior 
Court of the State of Alaska at Kenai. 

ATTEST: 

~ ~·zu "~L~ 
i Blankenship, MMC 

Borough Clerk 
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