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2011-401 

2011 

Parcel No.: 025-452-08 
Raw Land: $ 12,400 
Improvements: $ 11,700 
Real Property Total: $ 24,100 

Parcel No.: 025-452-07 
Raw Land: $ 12,200 
Improvements: $ 0 
Real Property Total: $ 12,200 

Parcel No.: 025-451-09 
Raw Land: $ 12,300 
Improvements: $ 0 
Real Property Total: $ 12,300 

Excessive, Unequal and Improper Valuation 

Parcel No.: 025-452-08 
Raw Land: $ 12,400 
Improvements: $ 7,600 
Real Property Total: $ 20,000 

Parcel No.: 025-452-07 
Raw Land: $ 12,200 
Improvements: $ 0 
Real Property Total: $ 12,200 



Decision ofBOE 
Regarding Value: 

Parcel No.: 
Raw Land: 
Improvements: 
Real Property Total: 

025-451-09 
$ 12,300 
$ 0 
$ 12,300 

The Board of Equalization ("BOE") ofthe Kenai Peninsula Borough ("KPB") was convened 
on May 26, 2011, to hear an appeal by Thomas Hindman regarding the 2011 assessed 
valuation of Assessor's Parcel No.s 025-452-08,025-452-07, and 025-451-09. 

Board members Betty Glick (Chair), Gary Knopp (Vice Chair), Ray Tauriainen, Mike Wiley and 
Donna Miller were present, constituting a quorum. Appellant Thomas Hindman was present 
for the hearing. KPB Appraisal Manager Denis Mueller and KPB lead Appraiser, Paul Knight 
testified on behalf of the Assessor's Office. 

APPELLANTS' ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

Mr. Hindman began by clarifying that he was only appealing the land values on his 
properties. He stated that he believed the land was overvalued as it is all basically swamp. 
He stated that he was assessed the same for his property that is wet as property that is all dry. 
Mr. Hindman explained that he did not have much land to build on on his properties. He 
stated that he paid $4,900 in 1996 for one of the parcels which was the assessed value that 
the borough had at the time. Now his wettest piece of land is being assessed the highest at 
$12,600. 

He explained that his other two parcels were both valued at $7,000 initially when they were 
made available for sale, while surrounding properties were valued much higher. He states 
that during spring breakup his properties were covered by water. 

Mr. Knopp asked how much usable land was on the 16 acre parcel. The Appellant believed 
that there were one or two dry acres. 

Mr. Tauariainen asked about the lot to the south. The Appellant stated that he believed that 
there was probably also about 2 'h acres not wet. He explained that his other property that is 
higher has about 10 acres that are usable. 

KPB ASSESSOR'S ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

The Assessor began by familiarizing the Board with the properties' attributes as provided on 
page 9 of the evidence, and then read his summary on page 13 of the evidence into the record as 
follows: 

For 2011, all land values in Neighborhood 180, (which includes the Gray Cliff and 
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Moose Point recreational subdivisions), were modeled and converted to the new 
CAMA system. This is a remote recreational area that has no constructed roads, 
no power, and it contains a lot of wetlands. 

Land in this area was originally valued when the subdivision was created more 
than 30 years ago, in 1979, with a site value being assigned to each individual 
property. The land department conducted a cursory review of those values in 2009, 
and comparison with available sales indicated that they were well below market 
value. A factor of plus 20% was applied to all land in the area, which brought the 
values up to about 85% of the sales prices on average, while trying to minimize 
the risk of grossly over-valuing any individual property. This brought the values 
closer to market until we could apply a more comprehensive analysis to model the 
values, accurately capturing the value of all influences, and bring them up to full 
value. This comprehensive study was done for the 2011 roll. 

Based on a review of vacant, single parcel sales, a base rate of$2,200 per acre was 
established. The degree of adjustment (exponent) for the size was established at
.370, which was derived from analysis ofthe sales prices as parcel size increased. 
Originally, 10 sales were used to establish this model. Sales with improvements, 
and significant influences such as lake or ocean frontage, or multiple parcel sales 
were not used as they could distort the base value. The model values were then 
compared with the sales prices, which showed that our median ratio, mean 
(average) ratio and COD (Coefficient of Dispersion) were within acceptable 
ranges of model performance as defined by the International Association of 
Assessing Officers (IAAO). The mean and median ratios show the overall 
(average) level of assessment (% of market value), which are 99% and 96%, 
respectively, for this model. IAAO standards establish an acceptable range of .90 
to 1.10 for land. The COD provides a measure of the variation of the individual 
assessment ratios around the median level of assessment. IAAO guidelines state 
that anything under 25 is an acceptable measure for land. Our reconciled COD was 
15.22. 

The ten sales used for the study were all less than 15 acres. Subsequent to 
assessment notices going out, I was able to obtain three more sales of parcels that 
were 15 acres or larger. Including these sales in the analysis still provided overall 
results that were within acceptable measures. However, the ratios on the larger 
parcels showed that the assessed values of parcels over 15 acres were coming in 
higher than the sale prices. 

Upon further analysis, these larger acreage sales indicated that beyond a certain 
point (about 15 acres), the extra acreage adds a much smaller incremental value. 
To remedy the problem of the larger parcels being overvalued, I recalculated the 
values of parcels in the Gray Cliff/Moose Point area that had acreage over 15 
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acres. The acreage under 15 acres was still valued at the $2,200 base rate with the 
size adjustment from the original model. The acreage over 15 acres was valued at 
a discounted rate of $220 per acre. Applying these values and comparing the 
results to all the sales improved the overall performance of the model and brought 
the larger acreage values into line. As a counter check, I compared the new values 
against the listings in the area. Listings are not used to establish assessment values, 
merely a gauge to insure the new values are not more than what people are asking. 
With one exception, we were under the asking prices. 

The statistical analysis presented above and our examination of the individual 
ratios show that the 2011 modeled land values are within acceptable range of the 
sales prices and represent reliable estimates of market value for all land in the 
area. 

The Assessor explained that page 15 of the evidence showed the sales he used to calibrate his 
base rate and page 16 shows the adjustments he made to arrive at a mean of95% for assessed 
values as compared to sales values. The Assessor then reviewed page 18 of the evidence which 
showed the location of his confirmed sales and page 19 which showed his base applied to all 
sales and listings and demonstrates that his assessed values are at 92% of sales and 51% of 
listings. 

The Assessor stated that all Grey Cliff and Moose Point parcels are recreational lots. He 
explained that most lots were wetlands, and most were very large parcels. They were designed 
that way so that each property could have at least one building site. The Assessor stated that the 
Appellant had testified that each of his lots had one buildable spot. The Assessor explained that 
his model was based on each lot just having one building site. 

The Assessor then reviewed his size adjustments for his model as shown on page 24 of the 
evidence. He stated that anything over 15 acres was valued at a nominal rate. 

Ms. Miller confirmed with the Assessor that there were only 4 sales in 2010 to compare to. The 
Assessor stated that actual sales defined his model. He explained that the Borough's intent in 
selling the parcels was to sell cabin sites, not acreage. 

Mr. Tauriainan asked if properties that were over assessed as shown on page 19 of the evidence 
could be because the lots were more wet than other lots. The Assessor stated he did not know. 

APPELLANT'S REBUTTAL 

Mr. Hindman stated that someone from the Assessing Department visited his property in 2007. 
He argued that he bought the properties for land, material to build his home. He stated that he 
had an issue with his wettest property being the highest valued. He stated that he did not buy just 
a building site, he explained that he thought most people who bought property in the area were 
looking for large acreage parcels. 
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ASSESSOR'S REBUTTAL 

The Assessor argued that the sales he confirmed clearly support his model. He stated that if 
there is a flaw in the system it is that it doesn't value better lots higher. He argued that his base 
rate is geared towards a lower value. The Assessor reiterated that his sales ratio study showed 
that his model works. The Assessor explained that a typical lot is just a building site, he did not 
value better, drier lots any higher. 

APPELLANT'S SURREBUTTAL 

Mr. Hindman stated that another issue that can affect lot values was access. He stated that he 
was familiar with the properties prior to his purchases. He understood it was sold as 
recreational property. 

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 returning from an adjudicative session, Mr. Knopp moved to uphold the Assessor's 
reconciled value on the following parcels: parcel 025-452-08, land $12,400, improvement 
$7,600, total value $20,000; parcel 025-452-07 land value $12,200 0 improvement, total 
value $12,200; and parcel 025-451-09, land $12,300, 0 improvement, total value $12,300. 
The motions received seconds, and the following findings were made: 

1. The Assessing Department was consistent in assessing properties in the area. The model 
may not be perfect but it is consistent and fair based on sales data. 

2. The Appellant did not show that the assessment was improper, unequal or overvalued. 

3. The assessment for the improved parcel was a reduction from prior years assessments. 

I AS 29.45 .110. 
2 AS 29.45.110. 
3 KPB 5.12.060(P); AS 29.45.2JO(b). 
4 KPB 5.12.060(P); AS 29.45.2IO(b). 
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4. The improvement value was lowered. 

5. The Assessor' s land studies supported the land values. 

6. The Assessor accounted for all land in the area as wetlands. 

The Motions all passed with 5 "yes" and 0 "no" votes. 

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO APPEAL 

In accordance with Alaska Rules ofProcedure 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: 

~ tL"JiLa....i~ 
1 Blankenship, MMC (j 

Borough Clerk 
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