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Real Property Total: $ 376,700 

The Board of Equalization ("BOE") of the Kenai Peninsula Borough ("KPB") was convened 
on May 26, 20 II, to hear an appeal by Richard C. and Darcy A. Swenson regarding the 20 II 
assessed valuation of Assessor's Parcel No. I77-240-07. 

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

APPELLANTS' ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

Mr. Swenson began by reading AS 29.45.1IO into the record. He asserted that the market 
value was his recent purchase price. He then brought the Board's attention to page 34 of the 
evidence which showed that his property was originally listed on the market for $444,000 
and he purchased it for $3I2,000 on April I, 20IO. He stated that the property was listed on 
MLS. He stated that he believed the residential market was in a down cycle. He further 
stated that his residential appraiser supported his belief. 
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Mr. Swenson stated that comparables on the market as presented in his evidence confirmed 
that the purchase price was a reflection of full market value. He explained that he believed 
$315,000 or $312,000 represented market value. 

We are in a downturn of market. He purchased his property April 1, one year ago. He thinks 
market value is his purchase price. 

KPB ASSESSOR'S ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

The Assessor summarized the details of the property as provided on page 31 of the evidence. He 
then read page 34 and 35 into the record. The Assessor pointed out to the Board that the asking 
price for the property was reduced by $125,000 in six months. The Assessor then brought the 
Board's attention to page 6 of the evidence which showed the fee appraisers comparable 
properties, and the Assessor argued that the gross adjustments applied by the fee appraiser to 
comprables used exceeded Fannie Mae guidelines which recommend net adjustments not 
exceed 15 percent and gross adjustment not exceed 25 percent. The Assessor then noted that the 
cost approach provided in the fee appraisal was $3 77, 167. The Assessor also noted that the fee 
appraisal stated the cost approach reconciled with the sales comparison approach which the 
Assessor argued was factually incorrect. 

The Assessor then explained that page 4 7 of the evidence provided his sales ratio study for two 
story homes sold in 2010. The Assessor noted that the highlighted properties in yellow occurred 
prior to the subject property sale and should have been, or could have been used in the fee 
appraisal. The Assessor pointed out that page 51 of the evidence showed two story homes 
bracketing the marketing range of Appellants home. Page 53 was a graphil depiction of these 
sales. The Assessor argued that the four sales shown in the evidence in the price range of the 
subject property showed that it was not over assessed. 

The Assessor asserted that the purchase price was not what would be expected in the current 
market as shown on the bottom of the chart on page 35 of the evidence. The Assessor further 
argued that page 36 showed a graph of gross living area versus sales price and inserting the 
subject property into the graph indicated that one would expect the subject home to sell for 
around $420,000. 

Mr. Knopp noted that of the properties listed on page 35 of the evidence, the subject property 
was similar in price to the comparable provided with less acreage than the other comprables. 
The Assessor responded that this was true, but that the actual assessed value reflected the 
difference in land values. 

APPELLANTS' REBUTTAL 

Mr. Swenson explained that his property had only a third of an acre. He pointed out that the 
comprables provided by the Assessor all had more acreage except the comparable that was 
similar to the price he paid for his property. Mr. Swenson noted that the other comparables all 
had higher land values. He argued that if he had more acreage it would support a higher value, 
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but it does not. 

Mr. Swenson argued that the properties used as comparables on page 51 of the evidence did not 
include enough specific information to allow a reasonable evaluation for use as comparables. 
For example the Appellant questioned whether the comparables had views or whether they were 
sold furnished. 

Mr. Swenson argued that the rapid reduction in the asking price of his home adhered exactly to 
what market conditions were. He stated that others could have purchased the property at other 
higher asking prices, but that it did not sell until it reached the level that he bought it for which 
established market value. 

Mr. Tauriainen asked if Mr. Swenson's property had a view. Mr. Swenson responded that one 
could see the Bay through a couple upper story windows, but he doesn't consider it view 
property. He explained that one could not see the Bay from decks or lower levels of the home. 

ASSESSOR'S REBUTTAL 

The Assessor argued that one cannot just look at the amount of acreage to make adequate 
comparisons due to the specifics of each property, for example the first property listed on page 
35 was 1.73 acres but the land was only assessed at approximately $19,000, whereas the 
Appellant's land was assessed higher based on location even though it was much smaller. 

The Assessor explained that he can not automatically assess property at actual sales prices. He 
explained that he must value property based on typical market sales. He asserted that there are 
reasons why one property might sell below market value. The Assessor emphasized that equity 
in assessments was very important. 

The Assessor stated that the key question at issue was whether the subject transaction was 
typical for the market. The Assessor argued that page 53 of the evidence showed that the subject 
property was worth more than the sales price. The Assessor asserted that the evidence presented 
on page 34, the sales marketing history, did not reflect a typical seller. The Assessor stated it 
was reasonable to assume the property would sell at the assessed valuation with typical 
exposure to market. He argued that the property was not marketed for a reasonable time. He 
stated that the sales comparables presented indicated the house would sell at a much higher level 
if adequately exposed to the market. 

The Assessor then read his conclusion and proposed findings as provided on page 37 of the 
evidence. 

APPELLANT' SURREBUTTAL 

Mr. Swenson summarized that he bought the house for fair market value in prevailing market 
conditions. 
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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 Appellants.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 Ms. Miller made a motion to uphold the assessed 
value of $37,500 for the land, $339,200 for the improvement for a total of $376,700. The 
Motion received a second and the following findings were made: 

1. The assessment was supported by comparable sales as shown in the sales ratio study. 

2. The assessment reflected a reduction of $68,000 from the 2010 assessment. 

3. The smaller acreage of the subject parcel was valued higher then larger parcels based on 
location. 

4. Comparable sales supported the assessed value. 

5. Qualified sales supported the equitability of the assessed value. 

6. While the actual purchase price was recent, such a rapid reduction of the asking price was not 
common and indicated that the sale was not typical for the market. 

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

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. 

I AS 29.45.110. 
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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Dated: /__.._~!.., -t 
"'-7 7" 

ATTEST: 

d~AL_&aAb~ 
'\l0£mi Blankenship, MMC () 

Borough Clerk 
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