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PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

REPRESENTATIVE SPRINGER

ROGER GAY
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STATEWIDE HEARINGS ON BUDGET
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May, 1988
Copies of minutes listed below were originally included
in this file. The minutes are available on the STAIRS
database CMPR. In order to save.space copies of minutes

have not been left in the files.
Mary Van Nimwegen
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HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

®)
Date referred: 1/19/87 FURTHER REFERRALS: Finance
02/11/87
) DATE:
Community and
The Regional Affairs Committee has considered HB 37

"An Act relating to certain municipal property tax procedures; and providing

for an effe ive date."

RECOMMENDS:

[ ] replace with [ 1 the same title

[ ] attached amendment(s) [ 1 anew title
do pass
do not pass
no recommendation
individual recommendations

additional referral to the Committee

ADOPTS: [ 1 letter of intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s):

L ] fiscal impact [ 1 same as previous fiscal note
[ X ] zero fiscal note published
L 1 zero with analysis [ 1 same as previous zero fiscal

note published

SIGNING DO PASS: SIGNING OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
Caio

(bO Pass > f Am£N£>£j>’\

Spnvigdr
Chairman®Js signature
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February 5, 1987

Report to House Community and Regional
Affairs Committee

From: Mike Worley o
Office of the State Assessor
Department of Community and Regional Affairs

Authority Contacted: Mr. Vern Walton
Title: Director, California State Board of Equalization
Telephone Number: (916) 445-4982 or 4984

Mr. Walton explained that under California law the co
bears the burden of proof only if the property under
owner-occupied single-family dwelling. In all other
burden of proof falls on the appellant. He said the
been on the books for about ten years.

Mr, Walton was wunable to estimate any 1impacts the
burden of proof had caused in the appeal process becaus
13 was adopted in California at about the same time.

T REA AAIARIIZID
FHONE (Q07) 2664750
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PHONE (907) 4435467
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FARBANKS AL AKKA S9L625
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POBX 1001
DILLINGHAV] ALASKA 955780041
FHONE (907) 822265

unty assessor
appeal 1is an
appeals, the

statute had

shift of the
e Proposition
The operation

of Proposition 13 dramatically changed both assessment activities

and the appeal process throughout the State.

Under Proposition 13, the county assessor revalues property only if

it is conveyed to another party. At the time of conveyance, the
selling price of the property, under California law, 1is required to
be made public. When the assessor appraises the property, both he
and the owner know the amount of the sale. For that reason, the
resulting assessed value of the property 1is normally the same as, or
extremely close to, the actual selling price. According to

Mr. Walton, appeals to the Board are almost nonexist
reason.

In California it 1is illegal to appeal an assessed va
unequal valuation. Obviously, since an assessment
changed when the property sells, Proposition 13
assessment inequities between and among properties.

ent for that

lue based on
can only be
created vast
The Board of

Equalization cannot <change assessment 1inequities <created by that

initiative and, therefore, cannot consider appeal
inequitable valuations.

S based on



Report to House Community

and Regional Affairs Committee
February 5, 1987
Page 2

In the regulations promulgated by the State Board of Equalization,
which set out the procedures for hearing appeals, the burden of
proof 1is described as the first obligation to produce evidence in
support of the party®"s position. Once that burden has been met, the
burden of producing evidence shifts back and forth from the
appellant to the assessor through the remainder of the hearing.

The statute and regulations described here are in the mail to us at
this time. When they arrive, we willl provide copies of them for the
information of the committee.
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A laska !§>tate ffiegtslature

Pouch V
State Capitol
Hoo u s e o f Roeporoes en tatioves Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-4833
Committee on

Community & Regional Affairs

February 23, 1987

Mr. Sam Richards

Senior Field Appraiser
City and Borough of Juneau
155 §. Seward Street
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Richards:
Enclosed please find a copy of the House Community and Regional

Affairs Committee minutes from the February 6, 1987 meeting, per
your request. A copy of the witness register is also included.

As of yet, | have not received a blank tape from your office to
duplicate the meeting tape on to. Should you still want a copy,
just send me a blank, 90 minute cassette tape and | will be

happy to have it duplicated for you.
Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Martha Fischbach
Secretary
Community and Regional Affairs

Enclosures



ALASKA ASSOCIATION OF ASSESSING OFFICERS
February 10, 1987

Rep. Springer, Chairman,House

Cojnmmunity & Regional Affairs Comm.

P. 0. Box V, Mail Stop 3100 .«
Juneau, AK. 99811 FEB | tyo'

Dear Rep. Springer:
REFER: HR 37

It is my wunderstanding thata sponsor substitute bill is being prepared for
introduction at your next committee meeting.

As you can appreciate, this b ill has great interest and impact on all local
municipalities; for that reason | would ask that no action be taken on a sub-
stitute until time is allowed for comment by those affected.

To my knowledge, the concept to be proposed is based on California Statute
emanating from the Proposition 13 flap which was considerably more controversial
than what we have been debating. It is important to note that the burden of
proof question was closely Ilinked to mandatory disclosure of price for all
transactions based on the concept that the assessor, if required to prove value,
must have all the information to do so,

I am not certain that AAAO, or the sponsor, or the legislature or local munici-
palities really want to tread very close tothe provisions of Proposition 13.

In view of these facts:

Except for Anchorage the incidence of appeal is very low based on previous
testimony.

Fiscal impact on local government is high.

The system works in present form.

No party, other than the sponsor, has offered reasoned support for the bill.
Nearly every community of the State has spoken out against the bill.

The AML and AAAO have opposed the biill.

The very drafting of the b ill presents an incoherent statement in the law.
Supreme Court decision concludes inappropriateness of the concept.

This departure from common administrative procedures can affect other
appellant hearings.

The B ill will cause Boards of Equalization to hear increased Agendas.

Please entertain and adopt a "do not pass" recommendation.

Sincerely,

ys President
cc: AAAO Board

AML Executive Director
State Assessor
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ANCHORAGE, ALASKA
AR NO 87- 33

A RESOLUTION OPPOSING HB 37 AND SB 77 PERTAINING TO CHANGES IN ALASKA
STATUTE 29.45

WHEREAS, HB 37 and SB 77, each an act relating to certain municipal
property tax procedures, have been introduced in the Alaska Legislature
and,

WHEREAS, HB 37 and SB 77 directly affect the Municipality of Anchorage,

NOT, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Municipality of Anchorage Assembly
that:

1. The Assembly strongly opposes both HB 37 and SB 77. Alaska
Statute 29.45 already places the responsibility on the assessor
to maintain fair and equitable assessments. In addition, Alaska
Statute 29,45 requires a summary of assessment data be provided
to the Board of Equalization which details information justifying
the assessor B reasons for the assessments being appealed.
Placing the total burden of proof upon the assessor would result
in the submission of appeals which would have no basis and would
hinder the assessor®s ability to provide quality resolution of
other substantive appeals.

2. The Assembly strongly urges that no change be made to the
current Alaska Statute 29.45 regarding the burden of proof.

PASSED AND APPROVED this 3rd day of February f 19871

2 1|
I’. Clerk



Pouch Y, State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-3991

May 9, 1986
MEMORANDUM
T0: Representative Roger Jenkins
ATTN:  Shirley Armstrong
FROM:  Nancy Pease ‘J C \]
Legislative Ana%§/t
RE: Appeal of Municial Property Tax Assessments

Research Request 86-195

At your request, this memorandum provides information on the procedure
in other states by which taxpayers may appeal 'their oproperty tax
assessments. Specifically, you asked whether the property owner or the
assessor has the burden of proof in other states; and whether the
property owner has access to the records and methods the assessor uses
in appraising the property.

Most states require both the assessor and the taxpayer to submit evi-
dence in support of their proposed value for the property, but the
taxpayer has the burden of proof. For example, in Montana the assessor
must document that three or four comparable properties have a similar
assessment to demonstrate that the taxpayer has not suffered discrimi-
nation. However the Montana taxpayer has the burden of producing
“overwhelming refuting evidence" that his property has bheen wrongly
appraised.l

Of the 21 states |_ surveyed, only one state, California, did not
place the burden of proof on the taxpayer?2 Tn California, when an
cwner/occupant appeals his property tax appraisal, the burden of proof
is on the assessor. However, if an owner appeals the assessment of a
property which he does not occupy, the burden of proof is on the owner

iGreg Gripper, Montana Department of Revenue, Administrator of Property
Tax Assessment Division.

2The states surveyed are: Arizona, California, Colorado, Georgia

Hawaii, ldaho, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Montana, Ne-
vada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Washington and Wyoming.



Representative Jenkins
May 9, 1986
Page Two

Colorado exempts the taxpayer from the burden of proof if his property
contains non-producing mineral reserves and the assessor has appraised
the value of the property to include the minerals. In this case, the
owner can appeal to have his assessment reduced to the surface value of
the property without the burden of proving the value of his mineral
reserves.

In some states, either the assessor or the taxpayer may appeal the case
to a higher administrative authority or to the courts if dissatisfied
with the initial local ruling. At the second or third stages of appeal,
if the assessor is the appellant, the assessor may have the burden of
proof.

Aside from the burden of proof, taxpayers who wish to appeal their
assessments are, in some states, affected by other requirements for
substantive evidence. In Illinois, at th'llocal level of appeals, the
taxpayer must produce enough evidence to justify a de novo hearing at
the State level of appeals.3 The taxpayer's initial challenge need not
be supported by a preponderance of evidence; but in the hearing stages,
the taxpayer and the assessor must both present a preponderance of
evidence in support of their valuations. In an equity case, where an
[Ilinois taxpayer claims that he has been the victim of systematic
improper assessment, the taxpayer has the burden of producing clear and
convincing evidence that is sixty to sixty-five percent in his favor.
According to Jane Sylvia of the Illinois Property Tax Appeals Doard,
Cook County has a separate, stricter appeals procedure than the rest of
the state; a Cook County property taxpayer must prove the issue of
constructive fraud to win an appeal.4

In contrast to [Illinois, the Georgia Assembly enacted a law in 1986
that any written objection submitted by a taxpayer constitutes an
appeal, whether or not the complaint is specific or documented. Any
written objection from a taxpayer compels the Jlocal tax board to
review the property in question and respond to the taxpayer's complaint
informally by telephone or mail with a second tax notice. If this

3A de novo hearing is a new hearing contemplating an entire trial in the
same manner in which it was originally heard, with a review of the
previous hearing. The court hears the matter as a court of original
and not appellate jurisdiction.

4An Illinois taxpayer outside of Cook County must prove constructive
fraud to wir. ,'n appeal filed in court but has a lesser burden of proof
if he files an administrative appeal. Constructive fraud exists where

conduct, though not actually fraudulent, has all the legal effects of
fraud.



Representative Jenkins
Hay 9, 1986
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second consideration does not resolve the taxpayer's complaint, the
appeal is. heard by the Georgia Board of Equalization.

Access to Tax Assessor's Records and Formulae

Tne twenty-one states surveyed permit different degrees of public ac-
cess to the tax assessors' records and formulae. Fifteen states gua-
rantee that a citizen shall, upon reouest, have virtually total access
to information collected by the tax assessor. Some states allow the
assessor to limit a taxpayer's access to those records which are reason-
ably relevant to the taxpayer's appeal.5

The Oregon Department of Revenue has conducted a public education pro-
gram to inform taxpayers of the procedures for appealing tax assess-
ments. Oregon also distributes to interested taxpayers copies of
guidelines and other transmittals from the state department of revenue
to county assessors. Oregon taxpayers are encouraged to meet in person
with a tax assessor for a detailed explanation of the tax assessment
procedure. Maine recently provided for completely open tax records
by passing a measure (effective July 1) to allow public examination of

real estate transactions with a declaration of value. In Maryland, the
tax assessor's principal document, the "Cost Manual", is available to
the public in all libraries. In addition, copies of the state's assess-

ment p, edures are available in public libraries because these proced-
ures are departmental regulations rather than statutes.

Of the states which do not allow unconditional access to the tax asses-
sor's records, the following restrictions apply:

e In Colorado, declarations of personal property filed by other
persons are confidential. Some sources for data are also pro-
tected from public disclosure.

In llevada, neighborhood or comparable nrnnpr+v
sented UDon a taxnaver's reouest. hu-

5Sone tax officials cautioned that citizen access is limited, despite
open records laws, by the record keeping procedures. In Illinois,
according to a lawyer with the State Appeals Board, the information
system is imprecise; it includes data from 14,(100 township assessors
and several hundred local tax boards. In South Carolina, a state
property tax officer stated that the ~computer-assisted appraisal
system might be difficult for citizens to understand without a direct
explanation from the assessor.



Representative Jenkins

May 9, 1986

Page Four
other persons' property records only at the discretion of the
assessor if the inspection is necessary for an appeal.

e Massachusettls open records law permits public access to all tax
records except for listings of a third party's tangible personal
property and applications for abatement.

e ldaho has a confidentiality policy established by the State Tax
Commission which restricts assessors from releasing information
which they have received in confidence. The clerk of the Idaho
Board o* Appeals is sending a copy of the Tax Commission's guide-
lines which | will forward upon request.

o New Mexico does not permit inspection of other persons' property
records.

* * * *
| hope this information is useful. [f we can be of further assistance,
please let us know.

NP



Property taxpayers should keep track of CSHB518 in the
final days of the Legislature, which is scheduled to adjourn

* Monday. If the bill doesn’t pass this session, there should be a
v'strong push foritsintroduction and passage nextyear.
-exCommittee Substitute for House Bill 518 is described as a

housekeeping tax measure which does a lot of little things.
But one amendment to the bill does a lot for local taxpayers.
That amendment puts the burden of proof on the tax assessor
in proving the-value of the property in the event a taxpayer
appeals his assessment. Under current law, unhappy
taxpayers are often required to hire independent assessors
and lawyerstoprove a property assessment is too high. T '

Supporters of the amendment call it pro-people. "Rep.
Marco Pignalberi, R-Anchorage, said, “1’m going to get more
satisfaction out of pushing the green button on this one than
perhaps any other vote we’ve taken thisyear.” =

The amendment was authored by Rep. Roger Jenkins,
R-Anchorage. And therein lies the problem. The amendment
is sponsored by minority members of the House, meaning
that it could be .easily lost in the last-minute push for
adjournment. - -

. *One majority member of the House, Rep. Pat Pourchot*

D-Anchorage, has reservations about the amendr.”nt. He’s
afraid that assessors’ offices would be flooded with appeals if
the measure becomes law. - Ve \
’For us, that’s all the more reason to pass the law. If
property assessments are that out of whack, if assessing
departments have so little public confidence, it’s time for
assessors to justify their actions. H > e

CSHB518 passed the House Monday with the amendment.
It’ll come up for a reconsideration vote before it goes to the
Senate. Ifthe Senate doesn’t acton it, then it dies. . t

The Senate should act. If it doesn’t, the taxpayers should
react by demanding action next year. The best way to do that
is to ask the candidates on their stand in upcoming elections.
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238 QU3uS D mpgtmp © Dy News reporter
*] wowe .. 0 1 ? Sd~o » Anchorage property owners appealed their tax
o \9; )<) A A i%% (Q assessments in record numbers this year — as many
% " W cw « % <y WDZ'\ d as 7,000, according to city officials.
%S “ oS 0 *% q W=, Most property owners interviewed said they filed
» < a g“ g, J@ 31%3 %?e % cD mppeals because tax appraisals were going up when
% IJ(; re (OCR CRE mthe local real estate market was going down.
ﬁgf m ST3 das o o Jim Warren said he filed an appeal Wednesday
627 g 8 * Prrgs because his condominium was assessed at 570,500,
(¢ b ) -3 *? cD . . N
but in this market 1 would be very lucky to get
- ¢ 3 $60,000. >
ro'\é* 3,9 ’@ggj P Stephanie Gunderson had a similar complaint.
ns3 ¢ A 3 «é%— C‘LlCJ p C “Ours went up $17,000 since last year and we
«JH"re”o rorecO‘ L. N _ _ _
Er ; 2<<d haven®t done a damn thing to it Except for a little
-ﬂq 0 paint,” she said.
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Winner, 1976 Pulitzer Prize Gold Medal for Public Service

Gerald E. Grllly , Howard Weaver
Publisher .IManaging Editor *'
/ Suzan Nightingale
m} . Editorial Page Editor

Katherine Fanning, Editor and Publisher 1971 to 1983
Lawrence Fanning, Editor and Publisher 1967 to 1971

Alaska’'s Only Morning Newspaper « Founded In 1946 by Norman C. Broan
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y.DAVID POSTMAN 0 ahead V\flth the wholesale

Ba| Bws reporter ra sa pﬁlrd; ec us
a|s msre ort not oo

nchorage ff|0|a|s sa
the ﬁave ?oung | q
errors In ne C|ey X T Is
errors which have little effect
onﬁ]roprertg tax assessments.
ndings co me rom a

S

%vaé/s ums?eWhJ%ervaWJeg roa%
rage of 18 percent

The study cantra-
dlcts a re ort b?;v aynatlonal

appLaisal expe ho est |ma
88 ercent. of Anchora

record %ontamed SIqHI{IC nt
errors. The exger S F rg
P|ece 0 grop rty should b

e Wﬁteageobngfmsso'&'aaﬁegf
Assessin Icers relie
on |nterV|e S With city asses-

ver checke

gn fh
g%e{ : lﬁﬁeeziwg@havﬂ% )
said | the

Eg%&h wojll%1 Scost about

har A |
d|rected %lse?a&e ¥ m%
to see

neces
ssess ag[ Weber said
he was the error rate
agbel&y% ercen e w
unsure it city o? ?3

iclals wou

the re-apprais- ror

atcom er0| ertg

alsKums pRN?]I

rto InSPQCt 0mes
alSer saw was ¢

8a:j§ Po wﬁa t was recorged

the city tax computer,
e sa% % rc% t of the

records tontained atqeast one
error, but the errors were nof
5|g fican

en t%e were c?rre ted
Pro ert revaue
com
nt or n in-
aﬁe in vauat|on o those
i) Semg'smne'ege rmf

It Wou S%[SZ%I'[%lw ﬁl

s assesse

OV\-L{WE?“ sal

Percent COI]%IdEH'[ ofe hlf ind-
ra%es &l)%?mgg e actua er[)or

tween zero a e\evrc%rnet
% n?%%p apert
owners a e|r
E&ﬁ% %‘sss o
eale getrP
IS agprpprm ”r]r? iomes at
erc arket valye, not

ecause of an appralsmg er-
PR e fetis o
{ e et
B e
put o



CHI'CHK-E4C.I EMI FRSTIH

*

APP.2i.im

for the rest of their school career
because we hive alternative pro-
%rams com ,etm% for class space.

feel it is time that the District
face up to the facts that:

—Alternative programs do
cost additional dollarS and that
translates into providing private
education at public expense.

—Basic educational needs
should have priority over paren-
tal desire for “alternative
programs.

Lynn B. Schutte

Second floor ok,

elevator disliked
To_The Editor; %*

CORRECTION PLEASEf 1
wish to take you to task tor the
heidbne you placed over my
"Letter to the Edjtor" in your
ApnJ 17th paPer. 1hasc no_prob-
emwiih the tact that the library
s to be located on the second
loor of a building.

My concern is with the fan
hat“a small elevator has been
Iesq,nated as the mam access to
he Tibrary. To me. that means
hat | am' expected to use that
~levator when 1am arriving or
departing the library.

1feel that the stairs should be
the main access for the reasons
outlined in my previous letter.

Anné R. Mitchell

Tax assessments

bring shock wave

To The Editor:
A wave of shock and deep
concern was registered by
residents of Chugiak and Peters
Creek when their "green cards"
;tax assessments) were mailed a
ew weeks ago. A meeting was
called by ared real estate business
Eeome atthe Bella Vista in Peters
reek and Phil Weber, head of
the -Anchora?e Municipality
Assessor’s Office was invited to
be Fresem. It was obvious that all
of the people preseot were upset
by the inconsistencies of the
evaluations for both business ang

residential properties and voiced
Ehmdr "anPlﬁj iny t%ad—u

)

—

sach law be Iegwlated to make
this illegil in order to protcci our
property owners.

Because Mayor Tony Knowes
wants more and more money for
am AJl-Amcrica City, let fhese
aaooics come from honestly
appraised land as is dictated by
law—that  properties  be
evaluated on a fair market value
and not by a contrived mistake.

loria Oberg

Army engineers*
should hire
To Thej

Col,

Eni

udgets could not hand\e surgh >

drastic increases at a time when |

there is not a healthy real-csute L
market and_property values are |1

on the decline. . .
Mr. Weber admitted thar there f
had been mistakes made In the |
Peters Creek area but also made
it clear that he welcomed apPeals
from those who felt  their
assessments were in error.
However, Mr. Weber stated thar i
in the event that the appeal pro* |

cess not be finalircd when taxes I

come due in June (and it mav »
well not be, with over JWO
appeals already made), the first |
one-half of the\%/ment must be |
pud on the, WRONG assess-
ment. otherwise severe penalties
will be imposed.

, M¥ question is as to the legal-
ity of demanding pa¥ment on an
enoncous assessment, If. indeed,
there have been mistakes in
entering information on the com-
puters, someone should be held
accountable for this gross
|n}\usuce to our pegple. |f it is
LAW that our municipality can
tax on unjust assessments and
demand payment before a true
and legal ‘assessment can be
made, fhen it is imperative that
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The Municipality of Anchorage will
immediately reappraise 62 parcels of
land in Peters Creek.

Mayor Tony Knowles has directed
the municipality's property appraisal
division to reappraise the commercial
parcels the city feels were "mistakenly
.appraised” earlier this year.

Municipal officials estimate the new
property values will be 30 percent to 50
percent lower than the original apprai-
sals.

As of the close of work Wednesday,
the final appeal date for 1956 valua-
tions, the city had received 6,300
appeals, said Assessor Phil Weber. He
said some additional appeals would
;probably arrive in the mail.

Approximately 6 percent of the

.Jappeals were from the Peters Creek

‘area.
Last year his office recorded 3,500
appeals. Weber said the increased

number of appeals this year is the re-'

suit of a change in accounting methods.

Creek

p a

In 19S5 the appraiser's office allowed
one appeal case number for a group of
parcels, ar.d this year each parcel had
to be appealed individually.

The Peters Creek reappraisals will

. be the only blanket adjustment to be

made on 1986 property values In the
municipality, said chief fiscal officer
Barbara Steckel. Individual adjust-
ments throughout Anchorage will still
be made on a case-by-case basis.

Knowles said he directed the reap-
praisal effort "after consultation with
and encouragement from Assembly-
men Gerry O'Connor and Fred Dyson"
and after more hard data on compara-
ble sales was made available to the
property appraisal division.

In mid-March some Peters Creek
property owners received the 1986 mu-
nicipal appraisals increasing the value
of their properties by more than 1,000
percent.

Knowles said the reappraisal will
take abodt three weeks. The affected
property otoners will then receive a
new green card with a new valuation

rcels to

for the parcel. Owners will have an ad-
ditional 30 days from that time to
appeal the new appraisal figure. Prop-
erty owners will not have to pay taxes
based on the mistaken appraisal, only
on the new appraised value, he added.

Initial 1956 valuations were based on
the few comparison sales available at
the time of the appraisal, Steckel said.

"Because much of Peters Creek had
been zoned unrestricted, our municipal
appraisers had a limited number of
similarly zoned sales to use as compa-
risons," she said.

The 62 parcels to be reappraised are
located in five commercially zoned
areas, including:

« Intersection of North Birchwood
Loop Road and the Glenn Highway.

¢ Intersection of the OId Glenn
Highway and Skyline Drive.

« Fronting the Old Glenn Highway
just south of the Bending Birch Drive
intersection.

« Just north and south of Old Glenn
Highway and Bonanza Drive intersec- ¢
tion. r

. 's~ky, .l. V-, o -

" 0 > il o b

Thursday, April 17,19R6, The Anchorage Times
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Municipal properly assessments are expected to increase this year by atotal
of about Sl billion; assessment notices have been sent to property owners
and about 6,300 individuals have appealed, according to municipal officials.
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M unicipal Government

of attorney general. — A

; 13 type initiative if enacted as
iwould directly conflict with
>0of this section to levy taxes as

§ 29.53.060

required to repay general obligation bonds
and. as such, would be void. 1978 Op. Atty
Gen.. No. 26.

NOTES TO DECISIONS

ng legislative history of this

,— See North Slope Borough V.
JStroleum Corp., Sup. Ct. Op. No.
mNoa.3460,3513,3659), 585 P.2d
ywm.
*94, SLA 1977, relating to
iand local taxation does not
Alaska Const, art Il, § 13
iwqgnirw every bill to be confined to
. North Slope Borough v. Sohio

i Corp., Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1750
Rat 3460,3513, 3659), 585 P.2d 534

{0 pay for municipal

This section and AS

authorize taxes to pay for

_Ibonds, independent of the limi-

f*TAS 29.53.045 or 29.53.050, and

of whether the bonds are in

iardefault is pending. North Slope

. Sohio Petroleum Corp., Sup.

gSfcM*. 1750 (File Nos. 3460, 3513,
»P-2d 534(1978).

Im*dion. literally read, does not

“ AS 2053045 and 29.53.050

®Th'3 section applies only to

-IM-aang. The limitations of AS

Jvi  29.53.050 apply to

| T*\W*uex. Merely because thev

%29.53.060. Full and true value

do not also curb taxes to pay for bonds does
not render them nullities. North Slope
Borough v. Sohio Petroleum Corp., Sup.
Ct. Op. No. 1750 (File Nos. 3460, 3513,
36591, 585 P.2d 534 (1978).

Alaska Statute 29.53.045 governs tax-
ation of AS 43.56.010 — 43.56.210 prop-
erty. — The first sentence of this section
acts to suspend the limitations imposed by
AS 29.53.045 but not the language which
authorizes taxation of AS 43.56.010 —
43.56.210 property. North Slope Borough
v. Sohio Petroleum Corp.. Sup. Ct. Op. No.
17501File Nos. 3460,3513.3659), 585 P.2d
534 (1978).

The second sentence of this section does
contain independent authorizing lan-
guage, "[tlaxes... may be levied." but
may not be construed as a grant to tax AS
43.56.010 — 43.56.210 property indepen-
dent of the authority of AS 29.53.045(a) (as
distinct from its limitations) because AS
43.56.030 and -43.56.0l0lb) provide that
municipalities may tax AS 43.56.010 —
43.56.210 property only under AS
29.53.045. North Slope Borough v. Sohio
Petroleum Corp., Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1750
(File Nos. 3460, 3513, 3659), 585 P.2d 534
(1978).

(@) The assessor shall assess

"at its full and true value as of January Lof the assessment
gttrT* 3HProve™'n 1% section and AS 2953.030r29.53035

M anc*true va‘e 3
Attwould bring in'an open market and under t

itions in a sale between awilling seller and a wil

estlmatﬁd rice which the
e then Prevamng

ing buyer

|ntt. <\év!t_h. the property and with prevailing general price

lent of business inventories maK be based on the average

A®*thod of assessment rather than t

e value existing on Jan-

jnethod used to assess business inventories sha?l be pre-

borough assembly.

Cate °f cessation of business during the tax year, the

. Xprovide for reassessment of business inventories using
J*Bionthly method ofassessment for the tax year rather than
“nJanuary 1of the tax year, and for reduction and

- enacting an ordinance ‘authorized by this section,

/7

AY

N7

*re



§ 29.53.060

the assembly may prescribe procedures, restrictions, andi
assessing or reassessing business inventories and of remi

Alaska Statutes

_refunding taxes. §]§ 2ch 118 SLA 1972 am § 45¢h 53SLa v
/N ~8 1chrdb-SDCIO /) .
V . iJ.O. 1 f ej.bfrr, 1
| v Legislative history reports. — For of registered or certified

report on ch. 53. SLA 1973 (CSHB 382),

see 1973 House Journal, pp. 793. 885.
Opinions of attorney general. —

Valuation of boats and vessels on the basis

than full and true value does™?”
application of the full and true
boatsandvessels. 19620p.Atf
18, decided under former, aimiUNi

NOTES TO DECISIONS

The equal protection clause docs not
compel the adoption of an iron rule of
equal taxation. Hoblit v. Greater
Anchorage Area Borough, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
636 (File No. 12141. 473 P.2d 630 (1970).
decided under former, similar law.

The equal protection clause does not pro-
hibit inequality in taxation which is not
shown to be the result of an intentional or
systematic undervaluation of some but not
all of the taxed property in a single class.
Hoblit v. Greater Anchorage Area Bor-
ough. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 636 (File No. 12141
473 P.2d 63011970), decided under former,
similar law.

And it does not forbid differences in
tax burdens founded upon substantial
and reasonable differences between the
objects taxed. Hoblit v. Greater Anchorage
Area Borough, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 636 (File
No. 12141. 473 P.2d 630 (1970), decided
under former, similar law.

A borough has discretion to
appraise by whatever recognized
method of valuation it chooses, so long
as there is no fraud or clear adoption of a
fundamentally wrong principle of valu-
ation. Hoblit v. Greater Anchorage Area
Borough. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 636 (File No.
1214), 473 P.2d 630 (1970), decided under
former, similar law.

Income from property is not sole
standard of value. — Although the
income from property may be a legitimate
factor to consider in fixing value for tax
purposes, it is not the sole standard to
apply. Twentieth Century Inv. Co. v. City
of Juneau. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 42 (File No,
42), 359 P.2d 783 (1961), decided under
former, similar law.

Computing reconstruction cost and
depreciation of dissimilnr buildings. —
Where two buildings are dissimilar in size,
age, and basic construction, it would be
entirely reasonable for the assessor to use
different factors in computing

re-onstruction cost and depreciatwf
thus achieve substantial equality”™*
equivalence. Hoblit v. Greater 1-
Area Borough. Sup. Ct Op. No

No. 1214). 473 P.2d 630 (1970i,
under former, similar law.

Differences in construction
between given structures are obrvj*
tinclions sufficient to wanrant the
ence in treatment accorded by
assessor. and to nullify the charge
actions were arbitrary and resulted”®
lack of uniformity. Hoblit v
Anchorage Area Borough. Suo. Cl. 0>
636 «File No. 12141, 473 P.2d 6301Ifp
decided under former, similar law.

Assessor is empowered to redwe*
sessments in Inter years where
results of disasters have reduced
value. Hoblit v. Greater Anchorage tmJ*?
Borough. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 636 (Filel
12141.473 P.2d 630(1970), decided!
former, similar law.

The borough nssessor had thei
to grant earthquake decrer
Hoblit v. Greater Anchorage Are*
ough. Sup. Cl. Op. No. 636 (File No.

473 P.2d 630 (1970), decided under
similar law.

Property was not entitled ta
earthquake decrement for tax [
sessment purposes where there wee
absence of evidence indicating that
market value was reduced. Hoblit
Greater Anchorage Area Borough, Shfc
Cl. Op. No. 636 (File No. 1214), 473PJi
I630 119701. decided under former,
aw.

Statutory deadlines are directo»y.*i
Statutory deadlines for assessment
taxes, setting of mill levy, nnd mailiagtf
tax statements should be construed
directory, and a city's failure to meet*
statutory deadlines does not autoroebatfm
invalidate its decisions. City of Yakut**;
Rvman, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 2581 (File
6033. 6099). 654 P.2d 785 (1982).

136
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§ 29.53.090 A laska Statutes

5
(€)  An assessor may examine a person on oath. Upon
p1e9r7szo)n shall appear for examination by the assessor. (5 o'T:!J

NCTES TO DECISIONS

Tax assessments as evidence in con- was no indication that t}*
demnation proceedings. — A former, intended to make tax
similar provision did not furnish the basis  facie evidence of value in
for the admissibility of tax assessments as  proceedings. State v. 45.621
evidence in condemnation proceedings.  Land, Sup. Ct. %) No. 641 IFW
Given the limited purpose of the act, there 475 P.2d 553 (1970).

Sec. 2953090. Statement. A person who fails to file a
required by ordinance or who knowmgl;r makes a false a
statement required by a tax ordinance relative to the amount, 1
kind or value of property subject to taxation with intentto
taxation, is guilty of a misdemeanor. Upon conviction, the r-tni #
punlshable%/ a fine of not more than S500, or by imprisonment ) A
more than d%s, or by hoth, together with costs of prosecutio*
ch 118 SLA 1972)

Sec. 205309, Reevaluation. A systematic  yeevatuationygfl
taxable real and personal property undertaken bY the zsmmshy
whether of specific areas in which redl property is located o ro fir A
classes of real or Rersonal property to be assessed, shall be mac
in accordance with a resolution or other act of the assembly i
a systematic reevaluation of all taxable property withiii the
over the shortest period of time practicable, as determined by5 *
assemblsy and fixed in the resolution or other act of the assembly tti
ch 118SLA 1972) J

Sec. 2953100, Assessment roll, (a) The assessor shall re
annual assessment roll. The roll contains

1) a description of all taxable property;

2) thi assessed value of all taxable property;

(3) the names and_ addresses of persons with property su
assessment and taxation,

(b) The assessor may list real property %y any description that!
be made certain. Real property Is assessed to the owner of:
shown in the records ofthe district recorder, who shall at least
provide the assessor a CQFV of each recorded change.-of 0
showing the name and mailing address ofthe owner and the
mailing address of the partr recording the change of ownership,
persons having an interest in the ﬁroperty may be listed on thil
sessment records with the owner. The person in‘whose name p
is listed as owner is conclusively presumed to be the legal 0
record. If the property owner is unknown, the property may be

138



Municipal Government

§ 2953105

awn owner.” An assessment is not invalidated by a mistake,
lor error in the name of the owner, if the gropert i correctly

L'§ 2¢ch 118 SLA 1972 am § 1ch 204

LA 1976)

S.* NOTES TO DECISIONS

A .

??I\( Bjuna of owner does not
Btn. — A lien of an as
jb-valid against the property
Jffa«fror in the name of the owner
lifta property is correctly described,
personal liability may be

lay Inst tlie true owner of record.
IQrbo, 163 F. Supp. 38 (D.

, decided under former, sim-

SS?V: i
Mm on people, acting
ALfctUative. — Since a munic-

legislative capacity, is

I references. — 71 Am. Jur.
Local Taxation, 8 731 to

if. o, Municipal  gagporatiars.
Taxation, § 454 et sea.
SeSSRB—*

prohibited from enacting a limitation on
taxes to pay bonds, then the people, acting
through the initiative, in their legislative
capacity, are similarly precluded. Whitson
v. Anchorage, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 2050 tFile
Nos. 4254, 4267). 608 P.2d 759 (1980).

Quoted in City <f Yakutat v. Ryman.
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 2581 (File Nos. 6033,
6099), 654 P.2d 785 (1982).

Stated in Alaccom. Inc. v. North Slope
Borough. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 2622 (File Nos.
6037, 6090), 659 P.2d 1175 11983).

Provisions as to approval of expendi-
tures. 91 ALR 1511.

Delegating to others matters relating to
computation of tax, 107 ALR 1482.

Taxation records, (a) Municipal records dealing
valuation or taxation may be inspected by the State

* designee.

5SJ*Bmnicipnlity's assessment and valuation has been done by a
records concerning the municipality’s valuation
shall be made available to the State Assessor or a

(8 1ch 14SLA 1989

Errors in taxation procedures, (a) If a muni"-
notice from the State Assessor that major errors have
W 3 assessment, valuation or taxation procedures, the
correct its procedures before the beginning of the
~or * an appeal under (b? of this section.

A ipality may appeal a notice from the State Assessor that
» error in assessment, valuation or taxation proce-
*0 appeal with the commissioner of community and

Athin 30 days after receipt of notice of error.

a’er consu”ing with the Alaska Association
shall render a decision within 60 days after the
dnder %b) of this section. If the commissioner deter-

error

as been made in assessment, valuation or

Ihe commissioner shall notify the municipality of
139



§ 29.53.110 A laska Statutes

changes that must be made and the municipality shall correct it
dures before the .be%lnnlng of the next fiscal year.

(d) Iferrorsin its assessment, valuation or taxation procedu
resulted in a loss of revenue to the state, the municipal®
reimburse the state for the amount of revenues lost. 8 5 & §y

Sec. 2953110, Assessment notice, (a) The assessor shall
every person named in the assessment roll a notice of asses*,
showing the assessed value ofthe person’s property. On eachn”*
printed-a brief summary of the dates when taxes are payable
quentand subject to penalty and interest, and the dates when
of equalization will sit. o _

(%) Sufficient assessment notice is given if mailed by first clac*
30 days hefore the equalization hearings. If the address is not
to the assessor, the noice mﬁ[y be addressed to the person at the
office nearest the 1E)gr%)erty. otice is effective on the date of maj
(8 2¢ch 118 SLA 1972

NOTES TO DECISIONS

Where in 1971 city made no attempt  after the statutory deadline, theie
to comply with statutory requirements  substantial compliance with such—t . =
regarding assessment of taxes, setting of ments. and the 1974 tax was invalid rwic
mill levy, and mailing of tax statements, of Yakulat v Rvman. Sup. Ct. Op
in that assessment notices and tax 2581 iKile Nos. 6033. 60991. 654
statements were not provided and there jjog2>. .mmjfcg
were no equalization hearings. and where Cited in Alascom. Inc. v. North
the city did not set the 1974 levy until  Borough. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 2622 (File)
September 1975, and tax statements were  6037. 6090i. 659 P.2d 1175 (19331
not mailed until October 1975. 15 months

Sec. 2953120 Corrections, (a) A person receiving an assessm*@®'
notice shall advise the assessor oferrors oromissionsinthea
of the person’s proRerty. The assessor may correct errors or omiseoar
in the roll before the Board of equalization hearing.

() If errors found in the preparation of the assessment roll
adjusted, the assessor shall mail a corrected notice allowing 3dayt
appeal to the hoard. (§ 2ch 118 SLA 1972)

Sec. 2953130. Appeals, (a) A person whose name appears on
assessment roll or an‘agent or assigns ofthat person may appeal to Ut
board of equalization for relief from an alleged error in"valuation
adjusted by the assessor to the taxpayers’ satisfaction.

gb) The appellant shall, within 30 days from the date ofma_ilin/g
notice ofassessment, submit to the assessor a written appeal specify
grounds in the form which the board may require. Otherwise, the
?fappeall ceases unless the board finds that the taxpayer was

0 comply.
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The assessor shall notify appellants by mail ofthe time and place
aring.

he : yx
The assessor shall prepare for use by the hoard/d"sttmmary-Gf

ent data relating to each assessment which is appealed.7

A city may appeal an assessment to the hoard of equalization in
emanner as a taxpayer. Within five days after receipt of the
the assessor shall nofify the person whose property assessment
appealed by the city. (§ 2ch 118 SLA 1972

NOTES TO DECISIONS

"may contest valuation. — Quoted in Winegardner v. Greater

* former, similar provision a Anchorage Area Borough, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
rcould contest valuation before a 1133 (File No. 2086), 534 P.2d 54L.11975).
[rf trustees meeting as a board of Cited in Alascom. Inc. v. North Slope
Yakutat & S. Ry. v. Citv of Borough. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 2622 iFiie Nos.

wi .16 Alaska 18,227 F2d 9 19l 6037. 6090). 659 P.2d 1175 11983).

205313, Board of equalization, The assembly sits as a
equalization for the purpose of hearing any appeal from deter-
ofthe boro_ugh assessor, or it may delegate t |s_aut,hor|tK to
*Ppomtedb it Tor that purpose. The board ofequalization shall
ofat least that number of members of the assembly over and
-he number required for a quorum to transact business. The
Tgoverned in its proceedings }(such procedures consistent with
rules of administrative law and the laws governing
bon proceedings as may be adopted by ordinance, including
limited to quorum and voting requiréments. The assembly
ordinance adopt rules for the membership and conduct of the
2¢h 118SLA 1972

attorney general. — When the borough assembly sits as an
assembly functions asa  administrative body, whether as a board of
n or adjustment, it acts  equalization or adjustment, the weighted

WM @*ive ot a leislative. vote may not be used. 1965 Op. Attly Gen.,
f— lly (?en., No. g’de(:lded No. 7. decided under former, similar law.
Lh»lar law.
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§ 2953140

A laska Statutes §

b) The appEtlaot bears the burden of proof/xf
~(c) The'only gz_rounds for adjustment is proofofunequal,
|mproPe,r valuation based on facts which are stated in a vai;
appeal timely filed or proved at the hearing. o
&) The board shall certify its actions to the assessor within

days.

e) The assessor shall enter the changes and certify the ﬁn,t'1

sessment roll by June 1

: ({2 An appellant may appeal to the superior court for, and iac
0

, trial de novo of the boards action.
demand ajury trial. (8§ 2ch 118 SLA 19

ither party to the aprYT
72)9 y P 1

NOTES TO DECISIONS

Scope of review, — The superior court
will not substitute its judgment for the
judgment of those upon whom the law
confers the authority and duly to assess
and levy taxes. The superior court is con
cermed with nothing less than fraud or the
clear adoption of a fundamentally wrong
principle of evaluation. Twentieth Cen-
tury Inv. Co. v. Cilv of Juneau. Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 42 (File No. 42). 359 P.2d 783
(1961). decided under former, similar law.

When valuation or assessment
violates due process. — The valuation
and assessment of property for taxes does
not contravene the due process clause of
the 14th amendment unless it is plainly
demonstrated that there is involved, not
the exercise of the taxing power, but the
exertion of a different and forbidden
power, such as the confiscation of property.
Such a demonstration is not made simply
by showing overvaluation; there must be
something which, in legal effect, is equiv-
alent toan intention or fraudulent purpose
to place an excessive valuation on prop-
erty, and thus violate fundamental prin-
ciples that safeguard the taxpayer's
property rights. Twentieth Century Inv.
Co. v. Citv of Juneau. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 42
(File No. 42). 359 P.2d 783 (19611, decided
under former, similar law.

Broad reading of subsection (c) held
unconstitutional. — A bread reading of
subsection icl to implicitly permit the jun-
to set the valuation of property by finding
that the valuation set by the assessor is
"excessive" or "improper"” is violative of
the doctrine of separation of powers, while
a more limited reading of subsection Ic) is
constitutionally permissible. Winegardner
v. Greater Anchorage Area Borough. Sup.
Ct. Op. No. 1133 (File No. 20861, 534 P.2d
541 (1975).

Subsection (0 delegates to »
power previously held excluilrTjn
the borough assembly. Winkgaria " i
Greater Anchorage Area Borough
Ct. Op. No. 1133 (File No. 2085i, 534
541H975).

There is no constitutiona' right
trial by jury to determine propw
assessments. Winegardner V.

orage Are rough. Sup .

/ﬁgg(ﬁle E %%Z P.2d &fl(fTrSeJa

Proceedings to levy and collect Uu«
not suits at common law. Wtnegardawt-/"**
Greater Anchorage Area I
Ct. Op. No. 1133 (File No. 2086103 PJE£
541(19751.

Rights conferred by subsectio* ifc”
are not procedural within the
of Appellate Rule 45. Wint-gardn*
Greater Anchorage Area Borough. ftflKa
Ct. Op. No. 1133 (File No. 2086), 534 FMSE
541 (1975). Ffid

Thus, powers reserved by
Const.,, art. IV, 81 and IS
encroached on. — The right to
review of municipal tax assessment*
not encroach upon the judicial
reserved to the courts by Alaska ComCx
at. IV, & 1 and 15, Winegardntr t.J
Greater Anchorage Area Borough. S*li
Cl. Op. No. 1133 (File No. 2080), 54
541 (19751 £j|

Subsection (D does not violato A#,-
constitutional principle of separstlW
of powers. Winegardner V.
Anchorage Area Borough. Sup. CL OfxN*.’
1133 (File No. 20S6), 534 P.2d 541

Proceeding on appeal is not
proceeding. — Subsection if) speaiirf®
"appeal to the superior court" and gir
indication that this proceeding,
though authorized as de novo and by
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uea a new proceeding,

ner v. Greater Anchorage Area

,Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1133 i®ile No.
,534 P.2d 541 (19751.

¢h review resembles original

ag. — De novo jury trial does

judicial review beyond the limited

~ “i i usociated with a classic appeal: and

tunder subsection if) the jury may

| some of the findings of a board of

ilion without regard to the prior

ngs, the review resembles an

proceeding. Winegardner V.

Anchorage Area Borough. Sup.

LO*. No. 1133 (File No. 2086). 534 P.2d

»right to fresh assessment of taxes

(sfpeaL — Subsection if) creates a

Fi right to have the judgment of a

rwh*tituted for that of the borough

sitting as its own board of

4 ~»uon. The right, however, is not to

" WMwent of taxes of the property.

NEr v. Greater Anchorage Area

'_E£?7?***e Suo Ct. Op. No. 1133 iFile No.
P2d 541(1975).

IP ~oes n°l purport to autho-

formulation of general tax

~ I1*e courts to perform, with

N * Jury' on™ [”e traditionally

.- 'ntax cases ofdetermining in

|,utances whether policy to be

;@]I g\tﬁassessment of taxes havs
o apP~el- V\ﬁﬁegtech!F(:'lr

,,» ~rhorage Area Borough. Sup.

Ct. Op. No. 1133 (File No. 2086). 534 P.2d
541 (1975).

Contention that board cannot be
administrative agency because its
decisions are subject to judicial review
under subsection (f) held without
merit — See Winegardner v. Greater
Anchorage Area Borough. Sup. Ct. Op. No.
1133 (File No. 2086), 534 P.2d 541 (1975).

Where in 1974 city made no attempt
to comply with statutory requirements
regarding assessment of taxes, setting of
mill levy, and mailing of tax statements,
in that assessment notices and tax
statements were not provided and there
were no equalization hearings, and where
the city did not set the 1974 levy until
September 1975. and tax statements were
not mailed until October 1975. 15 months
after the statutory leadline, there was no
substantial compliance with such require-
ments. and the 1974 tax was invalid. City
of Yakutat v. Rvman, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
2581 (File Nos. 6033, 6099). 654 P.2d 785
(1982).

Stated in State v. Lundgren Pac.
Constr. Co.. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 19801File No.
3888). 603 P.2d 889(1979).

Cited in Alascom. Inc. v. North Slope
Borough, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 2622 iFile Nos.
6037,6090). 659 P.2d 1175 (1983); d of
Equalization v. Alaska Native Bhd. & Sis-
terhood, Camp No. 14. Sup. Ct. Op. No.
2655 iFile Nos. 6453. 6492, 6565. 6605>,
662 P.2d 437 (1983).

2053150 Supplementary assessment rolls. The assessor
, prcPerty omitted from the assessment roll on a supple-
Vi-JZS!™T7 ro® using ‘the procedures set out in this chapter for the

tpp T*rol!- 2ch 1185LA 1972

NOTES TO DECISIONS

°m'ssion3 from as-

10 “Hvalidate al

Mi i~r*°n ?fproPert> from an

irtftHhwg, ' rOuyh error ofjudgmenl

E " M iifcS!"2a a,e31tpds'ths
arllend to the oper-

«fr*fSr r0d®&iirev ciivof
9,h C'fE 1929).

NMa > N i~ * fefTntr- ="milar low.

requiring
N® 51 r *<ANSurcs eeofor the
-« OFhStE*

rr review *if as-

sessment rather than time as of which a
supplemental assessment roll must be pre-
pared. Alascom. Inc. v. North Slope Bor-
ough. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 2622 iFile Nos.
6037, 60901, 659 P.2d 1175 119831

Effect of AS 29532000 — AS
29.53.200, concerning the validity of
certified assessment and tax rolls, is
designed to prevent wholesale invalida-
tion of a year's taxes because of errors or
omissions affecting only one taxpayer, and
not to render irrelevant the requirement of
a supplemental roll. Alascom. Inc. v.
North Slope Borough, Sup. Ct. Op. No.



§2945180 Alaska Statutes Supplement S 2945200

30 days before the equalization hearings. If the address is not known
to the assessor, the notice may be addressed to the person at the post
office nearest the property. Notice is effective on the date of mailing.
(§ 12ch 74sLA ]885)

Sec. 2945180 Corrections, (a) A person receiving an assessment
notice shall advise the assessor of errors or omissions in the
assessment of the person’s property. The assessor may correct errors
or omissions in the roll before the board ofeciuallzatlon hearing.

(b) If errors found in the preparation of the assessment roll are
adjusted, the assessor shall mail a corrected notice allowing 30 days
for appeal to the board ofequalization. (§ 12ch 74SLA 1955)

Sec. 2945190 Appeal, (a) A person whose name appears on the
assessment roll or the agent or assigns of that person may appeal to
the board of equalization for relir-. from an alleged error in valuation
not adjusted by the assessor to the taxpayer® satisfaction.

fb) The appellant shall, within 30 days after the date of mailing of
notice of assessment, submit to the assessor a written appeal
specifying grounds in the form that the board of equalization may
require. Otherwise, the right of appeal ceases unless the board of
equalization finds that the taxpayer was unable to comply.

(c) The assessor shall notify an appellant by mail of the time and
place of hearing. o

(d) The assessor shall prepare for use by the board of equalization a
summarv~bf assessment data relating fo each assessment that is
appealed.

E)e) A city in a borough may appeal an assessment to the borough
board of equalization in the same manner as a taxpayer. Within five
days after receipt of the appeal, the assessor shall noiify theﬁ)erson
\év{]/(_)\sel%))perty assessment Is being appealed by the city. (§ 12¢h 74

Sec. 945200, Board of equalization, fa) The governing body
sits as a board of equalization for the purposé of hedring an appedl
from a de.ermination of the assessor, qr it may delegate this authority
to one or more hoards appointed by it. An &ppoirited board ma¥ be
composed of not less than three persons, who may be members of the
ghovermng body, municipal residents, or a combination of members of

e_governing body and residents. The governing body shall by
ordinance establish the qualifications for membership. _

The hoard ofequalization is governed in.its proceedings Lv rules
adopted by, ordinance that are consistent with general fules of
administrative procedure. The board may alter an assessment of a lot
only pursuant to an appeal filed as to the particular lot.
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§ 29.45.100 M unicipal Government § 29.45.110

~Sec. 2945100, No limitations on taxes tooggy bonds. The
limitations provided for in AS 2945080 — 2945090 do not apply to
taxes levied or Bledged to pay or secure the payment of the principal
and interest on bonds. Taxes to pay or secure the payment of principal
and interest on bonds may be levied without limitation as to rate or
amount, regardless of whether the bonds are in default or in danger of
default. § 12ch 74SLA 1985)

Sec. 2945103 Taxation records, (a) Municipal records dealing
with assessment, valuation or taxation may be inspected by the State
Assessor or a designee. .

(b) Ifamunicipality’s assessment and valuation has been done by a
private contractor, records concern_ln%the municipality’s valuation
and assessment shall be made available to the State Assessor or a
designee on request. (§ 12ch 74SLA 1985)

Sec. 2945105, Error 'n taxation procedures, (a) If a munici-
Bahty receives a notice from the State Assessor that major errors have
een found in its assessment, valuation or taxation procedures, the
municipality shall correct its procedures before the beginning of the
next fiscal year or file an appeal under (b) of this section.
~ (b) Amunicipality may appeal a notice from the State Assessor that
it has made a major error in assessment, valuation or taxation
procedures by filing an appeal with the commissioner within 30 days
after receipt of notice oferror. o o

(c) The commissioner, after consulting with the Alaska Association
of Assessing Officers, shall render a decision within 60 days after the
receipt of a request under (b) of this section. If the commissioner
determines that a major error has been made in assessment, valuation
or taxation procedures the commissioner shall notify the municipality
of changes that must be made and the municipality shall correct its
procedures before the beginning ofthe next fiscal year.

(d) If errors in its assessment, valuation or taxation procedures
have resulted in a loss of revenue to the state, the municipality shall
reimburse the state for the amount of revenues lost. (§ 12ch 74 S1.A

Sec. 2945110 Full and true value, (a) The assessor shall assess
property at its full and true value as ofJanua%lof the assessment
yrear, except as provided. in this section, AS 2945.060, and 2945230,

he full and true value s the estimated Prlce 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 WI||InP buyer hoth
conversant with the property and with prevailing general price levels.
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§ 29.45.120 Alaska Statutes Supplement 8§ 29.45.130

(b) Assessment ofbusiness inventories may be based on the average
monthly method of assessment rather than the value _EXIS'[IH? on
January 1 The method used to assess business inventories shall be
prescribed by the governm([{ body. _

(c) In the case of cessation of business during the tax year, the
municipality may provide for reassessment of business inventories
using the average monthly method of assessment for the tax year
rather than the value existing on January 1of the tax year, and for
reduction and refund oftaxes. In enacting an ordinance authorized by
this section, the municipality may prescribe procedures, restrictions,
and conditions of assessing or reassessing business inventories and of
remitting or refunding taxes. (§ 12ch 74SLA 1985)

Sec. 2945120 Returns, (2) The municipality may require each
person having ownership or control of or an interest in property to
submit a return in the form prescribed by the assessor, based on
Phropehrty \t/alues existing on January 1, except as otherwise provided in

i chapter.

(b) The assessor may, by written notice, require a person to provide
additional information within 30days. (§ 12ch 74SLA 1985)

Sec. 2945130. Independent investigation, (a) The assessor is
not bound to accept a return as correct. The assessor maY make an
independent investigation ofpropertf returned or of taxable property
on which no return has been filed. In either case, the assessor may
make the assessor’s own valuation of the taxable property and this
valuation is prima facie evidence ofthe value ofthe property.

(b) For investigation, the assessor or the assessor's agent may enter
a premise during reasonable hours and may examine property on the
premise. The assessor or the assessor’s agent may examine all
property records involved. A person shall, on request, furnish to the
assessor or the assessor’s agent every facility and assistance for the
investigation. The assessor may seek a court order to compel entry
and production of records needed for assessment purposes.

(c) An assessor may examine a person on oath. On request, the
person shall submit to examination at a reasonable time and place
selected by the assessor. (§ 12ch 74SLA 1989
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(98%%20{\]355 105 MUNICIPAL WAY, SUITE 301

JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF THE ALASKA MUNICIPAL LEAGUE
OPPOSING HOUSE BILL 37 AND SENATE BILL 77
AND URGING THE LEGISLATURE TO RETAIN THE PRESENT
BURDEN OF PROOF IN REAL PROPERTY ASSESSMENT PROCEDURE.

WHEREAS, in judicial proceedings, the burden of proof is on the person

who petitions for relief or files the complaint, and

WHEREAS, the same system is used in most, if not all, jurisdictions

that levy property taxes, and

WHEREAS, this system has proved to be a fair and adequate means of

dealing with challenges to assessments of real property, and

WHEREAS, the judicial c.,, stem has dealt with appeals to court of
assessments and assessments procedures and has approved the burden of proof
being places on the property owner to show inequity, and has recognized the

appropriateness of such public policy, and

WHEREAS, shifting the burden of p oof to the municipality w ill induce
many property owners to file appeals where there is no basis for an appeal
as the property owner has no burden to show anything and nothing to lose,
and

WHEREAS, the increase in frivolous appeals w ill unnecessarily increase
the cost of assessing procedures and could overwhelm Boards of

Equalization, and

WHEREAS, the statutory bases for an adjustment of an assessment
(unequal, excessive, improper, or under evaluation)-are not elements that
the assessor would ever prove in an hearing; and

WHEREAS, if the burden of proof in assessment appeals is shifted to
the assessor, a persuasive argument can be made that a similar shift should
be made for the state assessment of o il and gas properties and for numerous
other appeals of state administrative decisions;

MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES



Municipality of Anchorage

MEMORANDUM
DATE: February 2, 1987
T0: Barbara Steckel, Chief Fiscal OMfider ,
FROM:

Phil Weber, Municipal Assessor

SUBJECT: Appeal Information and Statistics

This memorandum and attachments contain information to be provided to
Representatives Collins and Zawacki as a result of the hearing on HB 37 held
January 28, 1987.

Attachment A contains appeal statistics for 1986. Unfortunately, statistics for
1985 in this detail are not available because the CAMA Appeal Tracking and
Information Module was not installed in 1985. The data is divided into two
parts. The first part is for the period of April 16, 1986 through October 24,
1986. This portion shows the results of the administrative review process.
Board of Equalization (BOE) decisions and Pre-Board of Equalization (PRE-BOE)
resolutions were combined as a single statistic during this time frame. The
second part of the data is for the period October 25, 1986 through January 26,
1987. Administrative review data is not shown since the administrative review
portion of the appeal process ended August 15, 1986. Beginning October 25,
1986, the BOE and PRE-E3E data were accounted for separately.

I believe the format fo.* the data is self explanatory; however, definitions of
"No Change", "Increase" ana "Decrease" are found as the second page to Attach—
ment A.

Attachment B is a summary of the appeal process used by the Municipality of
Anchorage. | have taken®"the Appeal Process Sumnary frrm the package prepared
last week and expanded it to provide seme additional information in order to
clarify the process.

Attachment C is a typical residential appeal packet prepared by the staff for
presentation to the BOE. Hand written notes have been added to aid the reader
in understanding some of the information provided. The example is scheduled for
hearing on February 11, 1987.

Attachment D is a typical commercial appeal packet prepared by the Appraisal
staff for presentation to the BOE. It contains two sections, one for the land
value and one for the building value. An appeal involving only vacant land
would have only the land portion of the packet prepared. As with the residen—
tial appeal in Attachment C, notes have been added for explanation purposes.
This appeal is scheduled to be heard by the BOE February 19, 1987.

If additional questions exist with respect to the information provided, please
call me at 264-6595 or 264-6697.



ATTACHMENT A

MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
APPEAL DATA AS OF JAN 26, 1987

DATA FROM APRIL 16, 1986 TO OCTOBER 24, 1986

ORIGINAL FINAL TOTAL (INCREASE)
NR APPEALS VALUE VALUE OR DECREASE
ADMIN REVIEW NO CHANGE 780 *140,292,300 ¥140,292,300 0
ADMIN REVIEW DECREASE 5425 *1,700,215,500 *1 ,376,556,000 ¥*323,659,500
BOE/PRE-BOE NO CHANGE 198 *30,532,900 *30,532,900 *0
BOE/PRE-BOE DECREASE 251 *19,453,300 *15,740,100 *3,713,200

DATA FROM OCTOBER 25, 1986 TO JANUARY 26, 1987

BOE NO CHANGE 226 *78,110,100 *78,110,100 *0
BOE INCREASE 26 *4,973,800 *5,484,700 (*510,900)
BOE DECREASE 289 *30,516,300 66,301,300 *14,752,500
PRE-BOE NO CHANGE 78 *30,276,300 *30,276,300 0
PRE-BOE INCREASE 3 *351,000 *507,500 (*156,500)
PRE-BOE DECREASE 417 ¥122,477,200 *93,434,200 *29,043,000

TOTALS FOR APRIL 16, 1986 TO JANUARY 26, 1987

7693 *2,207,198,700 *1 837,235,400 *370,500,800
APPEALS REMAINING TO BE
HEARD BY THE BOARD OF
EQUALIZATION 307

THESE ARE SCHEDULED FROM JANUARY Z'8, 1987 THROUGH
FEBRUARY 28, 1987 AT THREE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
MEETINGS PER WEEK.



DEFINITION OF TERMS

"No Change" means that the original appealed assessed value was maintained and
either the property owner accepted the explanation provided as a result of the
administrative review process or the Board of Equalization denied the appeal
after hearing the case of both the staff and the property owner.

"Increase" means that the property owner rejected the original administrative
review decision and requested a BOE hearing. As a result of gathering informa—
tion for the case presentation, the Appraisal staff found additional information
on the property which would justify an increase in the assessed value. The case
was heard by the BOE and the recommendation was upheld or the property owner
agreed to the increase before the BOE hearing.

"Decrease" means that either tne appraisal staff or the BOE found justification
in the information submitted by the property cwner to warrant a decrease in the
assessed valuation.



APPEAL PROCESS

AS 29.45 places the burden of proof on the property cwner when appealing an
assessed alue. This is not to prevent the submission of legitimate appeals.
Rather it is designed to prevent non substantive appeals frcm being submitted.

The period in which an owner can appeal an assessed value is limited to the
first 30 days after assessment notices are mailed. Appeals submitted after that
time v/ill not be acted upon unless the Board of Equalization determines that the
property owner was unable to meet the filing deadline. The purpose of this is
to allow the appeals to be resolved and then allow the appraisal staff to begin
gathering and analyzing data for the next year"s assessment.

Property owners can provide a lot of assistance to the appraisal staff when
filing an appeal by providing as much information as possible as to why they
believe the property assessment is in error. The more information that is made
available the better chance that the appeal can be resolved early in the pro—
cess. Information which is valuable includes comparable sales in the area of
the appealed property, data base errors, detriments to the property such as
access, traffic, inccmplete structure, lack of sewer or water, drainage or
septic problems, etc.

The appeal process occurs in two steps which are discussed below.
Administrative Review

The filing of an appeal begins the appeal process. A single form is used to
simplify the filing procedures for the owner. It also provides a brief history
of the appeal. Appeals, which may be submitted in person or by mail, are filed
with the Municipal Clerk who logs them in, assigns an appeal number and forwards
them to the Appraisal staff to begin the Administrative Review.

The administrative review is the informal portion of the process. The majority
of the appeals filed are resolved during the administrative review. The ap—
praisal staff researches the reasons provided by the property owner to determine
if the assessed value will be affected. Time permitting, a physical review of
the property is accomplished to verify the data base for the property. Once the
research is conpleted, a decision on the value is made and mailed by the Ap—
praisal staff to the owner who then has an additional 30 days in which to accept
or reject the decision. If no response is received from the owner within this
30 days, it is assumed that the owner agrees with the decision. When the owner
does not agree with the decision, the bottom portion of the Administrative
Review and Appeal Form is signed by the owner and resubmitted to the Municipal
Clerk. A formal appeal has now been filed.

The Formal Appeal

After receipt of a request for formal hearing, the Municipal Clerk forwards the
appeal to the Appraisal staff. At this time preparations begin for presentation
to the BOE.

The preparations may involve another physical look at the property, additional
discussions with the property owner to obtain additional information as to why



the individual believes the property is over assessed, and more in depth re—
search of Municipal data.

If additional information is provided or found which warrants a reduction in the
assessed value, the property owner is contacted by telephone to discuss the new
value. If the property owner agrees to the new value, a PRE-BOE Adjustment Form
is completed. The form documents the date of the conversation with the owner
and the decision reached. A copy of the form is mailed by the Appraisal staff
to the owner. The form, showing the decision and agreement, is then presented
to the BOE for concurrence under a "consent agenda"™ format. The property owner
has the option of retracting the agreement anytime up to the approval of the
agreement by the BOE. If the owner decides to retract the agreement, the appeal
is prepared for a formal hearing before the BOE. In 1986 the retraction option
was exercised in about six out of 680 PRE-BOE agreements.

If the owner does not agree to the value decision or if no evidence was found to
warrant a value reduction, the appeal is prepared for BOE hearing. AS 29.45
requires a packet, prepared by the Assessor, be presented to the BOE. The
contents of the packet are not specified in the statute. Normally, the packet
contains a brief summary about the property, comparable sales used in the
valuation of the property, cost or incane information and any information
submitted by the appellant with the original filing.

A group of 20-25 appeal packets are given to the Municipal Clerk at the same
time by the Appraisal staff with a recommended date for the BOE hearing. The
Clerk prints the needed number of copies, mails a copy of each packet to the
respective owners about two weeks prior to the scheduled hearing date. This
provides the owner the opportunity to analyze the appeal packet information and
prepare a rebuttal to the staff"s position. Any rebuttal or additional informa—
tion to be presented by the owner is not made available to the staff for analy—
sis until the owner begins testimony at the hearing. As much as possible, like
properties of the same owner are scheduled at the same time.

At any time during the process the owner may elect to withdraw the appeal and
accept the latest value decision of the staff, be that decision an increase,
decrease or no change in the value.

At the BOE hearing the owner and appraisal staff are placed under oath. The
owner testifies first. The BOE members will normally question the owner regard—
ing the testimony or on other matters regarding the property.

The Appraisal staff then presents its testimony which is usually in the form of
additional details about the summary information in the appeal packet. The BOE
members will question the staff about the applicability and validity of sales
used for comparables, what considerations were given to any influence factors
and to what degree, depreciation and functional utility considerations, bench
marks used as a basis for land valuations, Municipal ordinances regarding
zoning, construction or septic issues, rationale for capitalization, expense and
rental data used in incane approaches, policy regarding assessment procedures,
and other issues which may have been presented by the owner during his/her
testimony.

The owner 1is then given an opportunity to rebut comments made by the Appraisal
staff during its testimony and to ask questions, through the BOE Chair, of the



Appraisal staff. The Appraisal staff is not provided an opportunity for further
testimony unless questions are asked by the owner or the BOE members.

After the final rebuttal by the owner, the hearing is closed, the BOE discusses
the testimony and reaches a decision regarding the appeal. After the BOE
decision, the owner has the opportunity to request, in writing, that the hearing
be reopened by the BOE. To reopen an appeal hearing requires a majority vote by
the BOE. The property owner, as well as the Municipality, also has the option
to appeal the BOE decision to superior court.
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Materials attached or enclosed:
IST Administrative Review and Appeal Form and attachments if any.
B Comp Sheet. (Sheet showing sales of comparable properties.) D Notused.(See ICS sheet.)

O Inventory Contents Sheet. ONot used. (See comp sheet.)
S ’ Map of subject.
0 New photo of subject.

Additional materials available at Board of Equalization hearing:

E  Property Record Card (including old photos if any, and drawing).
S ' Map or maps showing location of comps (ie., 6ales of comparable properties).
Valuation Register (showing assessed value of every parcel.)

Inventory verified:
1 No. Inventory not an issue.
Yes:

0 By interior inspection.

£3 By exterior inspection: 1 Not re-measured.
13 Re-Measured.

1 By conversation with apptellant or representative.

Comments regarding inventory: g At/~N,

Lk e ACWYTIU.  2xX.7\ux

-g=*x, C.Bftgf£-cTgQ

Assessor®s recommendation to Board of Equalization:

- . . . C-
Land: [M*No change from AdministrativeReview Decision:....... $ *% X
* 1 EUchangeto: . $
Improvements: P~Tno change from AdministrativeReview Decision:....... $ i 0 e
m . D CR AN QT s $
Total Value Recommended : oot e et ieecaeceecaaen cmeannn ? 1 N s 00
Appraisal method used: 0 - Market (CAMA); 1 Cost(CAMIA);
1 Income; 1 Specific sales comparisons.

(In all cases market valutof land is used.)

Reasons for recommendation: Z ;r.<s.4- o f Co paa.A

ANBM~ArrT-CP &>y ghpp.-ci-Tr O T

B JO s .$ . X - u .Ag—g—A

Prepared by (Appraiser) Dale Reviewed by



GAS460-01 ANCHORAGE AK. RESIDENTIAL REVIEW

SUBJECT aPr 1 COMP t COMP 5
WNRWH RMMNHH RMNMVM
It 050-501-06-000 050-531-12-000 081-011-05-000 050-611-02-000
PROP ADDR  40505010600085 050 4 0810110500084 0506110200084
“ HC/RBGP-------- I9F1007005 - i@ﬂﬁ@fbﬁ%— I9H007005— T9HO0070D5
ZONING R6 R6 RIO R6
SIZE (ACRES) 0.68 1.00 3.00
DWELLING i ffo*
TiviNcufrrr- —r — r
STORY HEIGHT i 1.5 1.5 n- -
STYLE r OTHER OTHER OTHER PICUjULS us.

'?Fﬂ'lmEH" V\ HT§§77 H?SES?SS H?EI(DM/M 'F'il(za?stmT-
BX"E HF AD TOT7 00108 e A 2% es  QAGATH FrFun. Ff=/fAl? AbAWirtlFAu FMUAFS SUCH ASuru.LrY£J0>V

BS/G BS/GHH BS/G A BS/G /H AN TOT ' TOTA. F/xrulteSfpuil. 3at HAS Tn&a rud nu”ms,
"PHY57IHT~CCRIT 'AVERAGE---------- AVERAGE----- "AVERAGE-- "AVERAGE-
SF LIV AREA 1,364 1.244 1,416
1ST FLOOR 1,364 1.244 1,056
ZND FLOOR 0“ 0 0 /65£~cAzeS / 4e,ipAlC aS S A S edo APO
SITFnJOR 0 o = u T 6/fS- Fiszes> rkrruuh-Tek ,
1/2 STORY 0 0 480 0
ATTIC AREA 0 0 0 624
TOT BSHT SF 1,092 960 0
TIFTBGIfTS
RECROOM
k GARAGETF(ps 002/ DFG 520/
| CARPptfT/ | 7/ 0 Q A A Z e Uy suL AAF D6 E & (U E W P<svE}
- ATPTSKTOP7rS7EZ 0,0/170----- "0,070/0 j;0/171 "0707170" e e e e
OPEN PORCH 112 0 0 0 ’ TR Gevberern e ’ ) .o
ENCL PORCH 0 0 c 0
HOOD DECK 369 52 510 814
COSrOATA-- . .
VA BASE COST 1,800 79,500 92,500 fi/ A-tg- Gti/j&mQ*) op /-tente p
\oJ CIO
A oo A CbCAL ea"A m~/D |//|ch |rr//vVL/rA Atsd PCéteeO ,
i 79.,500° m el 61U -0 FEFCECr-
PEr Gooo-trdcpeeuAruj® 1.00 1.00 1.00 N
5 oo 98200 79,500 116.600 Gaadicj/hlc oAsat-estnchJ Gl unary, , tJL
P>7TOV OBY « 8AJ L &I IcPiCu Anoft 0 3,800
3¢ 5l®ibss sLoG tr tr
TOT LND 38,300 21‘400 38,200 63,200 )U e & s r - as u s e a / /= P/ tofel/ tryY cm /j v oo j - a ¢ t
TOT |HP 98'200 79'500 120’400 129'530 P/z o p e P cy / n A & s e m * . C o s r pp t pop P e r
Q ' TOT csT 136,500 100,900 158,600 1°2,730 T/EL rzvo
VALUATIOfT
sl date- crtounhc,pare 09/85 10/84 09/84 Trul FApPjKSTeh Auif pliyctr o A e 4y te ozt
SALE PR 125,000 151,000 177,000 e e u s s e
MRA EST 141,6510 122,795 A 163,304 174,601 pp/ TA e/lt"AJce" jed pyfe p,tc}AEL£37{~ rd TTter
"ADIT5ACE 1437856 (Jj 129734E(3r "@ 1447050
IIESIECXATOR 63 66 w f86> UfJ 6TTSO rrF\'AE— APSu.S7T~/VtEdJT/SA
IIGTO ESTIHATE J 39.tjfi7js> 1 C710A F rteo
RAREETESTIHAT- ~AT.917.400
r PREVIOUS VALUE 1Ja,700 *  —-r (reayn pnons G o P iant At - \lacues JA)25t> [Ju/HSsSeA 7E|_CS UI POU] 6000.
( FIELD CONTROL ) TME/ACEJ. TTtfzsnd o uvr tf/ A UnoO N jE> 77/e- ' LOuJc'™
XF/UidaL Y £ AP . AOedAbe- THE& ragft=" into t-P Ir-s / ee pPemss; A
MOy RE R R 'Pi  WERPem g5 Aae
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ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW AND APPEAL FORM

‘pomplele tho form down to th-j heavy line. Remove the botlom copv for your records and deliveMhMorrr~o 632 \W6ih.

Floor, or mail to: Municipal Clerk. Box 196650, Anchorage. Ak 99519-6650. no taler than the USOB3BI5S5E51ES daw vy
indicated on your Notice of Value. If you deliver them in person the bottom copy will be time-date stamped for you. The
assessor's office will review your appeal and mail you a copy cf the decision via certified tetter. Upon receipt please
complete block 5 and return the copy to the Municipal Clerk inthe envelope provided.

Please ate back of form for further guidelines. FPP*M e
1) | request a review of the value shown in item 2 below for assessor's Book _  J150Q .Page, 50) Lot .06.
Property address (or legal description, mile, etc.): Glacier View Hgts. Blk B Lot 10
Owner's name (as listed on valuation roll) Bujmpll, Sfy&rt M Parnpla P
Owner's Mailing address: — P.O. Box 772841 /"teamboat_SspPrings, orado 80477
Hayphnnp- (303) 879-2281 Evening phone HOTT 879-6294
A im t/i Value lane Bag. Teui
2) (from Nance ol Value) 38,300 109.500 147,800
Ownersetwnate
ofvalue 28,300 93,381 121,681

Owner's reason for estimate of value (including inventory corrections, sales of comparable properties, and property
income statements, Happropriate). I protest the Assessor's valuation based on the

attached Market Analysis.

7T™NFr apPppPe?rc f o & m wu /774

"_2T o o0 t i o T

See attached Q
3) I heretfffirm thaj~h”orelgjming informpestion” trne and correct and | have read and understand the guidelines on the back.

ignil Rrfram({/dr.ami tromxqral

; j C
i M roind J
Adchvti (O fromarf 1T0) Shaded area for oraum only a(<rararn(i d ane)
(1 Assessor’s From le ft. ~0Z > 7v 7, fa
Co To lo L /oo0Q /u 2. 200
X “on
Assessor's reasonford e rision -------------------——-- —
m T frrry
S**«ocn»a u
D sut * r_ at, j-

5) Appellant’s Response: Hthe copy of this form received via certified mail is not returned within 30 days, your rights to appeal
will be terminated in accordance with Alaska Statutes.

/T T *» ACCEFT the Assessor's decision in Block 4 above and hereby withdraw my appeal.,j ~ 2 [

/ Q /DO NOT ACCEPT the Assessor’s decision and desire to have my appeal presented to the Board of Equalization.

melo*-.- t
AJAN oMo Enonrd aat ba*. s nnr

A ol EoualizaDorVt TE? Bg Tan
V. J ~CQecmon

fcBC RV, S ntrsAar DnntMd'



ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW AND APPEAL FORM

iJomplefe the form down to the heavy line. Remove the bottom copy for your records and deliver the form to 632 W. 6th. 4th
0/ Floor, or mail to: Municipal Clerk. Box 196650, Anchorage, Ak 99519-6650, no later than the ISffffffO fl1SInf£ IW -data
0 L

indicated on your Notico of Value.

assessor's office will review your appeal and mail you a copy of the decision via certified letter

If you deliver them in person the bottom copy will be time-date stamped lor yjM

. Upon recei(Tplease
complete block 5 and return the copy to the Municipal Clerk inthe envelope provided

Please see back of form for further guidelines.

Appeal #
1) | request a review of the value shown in item 2 below for assessor's Book 050 __Page 501 Lot
Property address (or legal description, mile, etc.): 61lacier View Hqts. Blk B, L t 10
Owner's hame (as listed on valuation roll) fL%'D
Owner's Mailing address: — (LO_._Box_7Z72.841 "Steamboat Springs, fe|$ BCf477~
Dayphniw

(303) 879-2281

Fvflningphnne  (303) 879-6294
riseli Lard BKig. To*
V) (tom WO%CGOW ”e 38.300 109.500 147,800
Owner", gsomate
ofvalue 28,300 93,381

121,681

Owner's reason for estimate of value (including inventory corrections, sales of comparable ptoperties, and property
income statements, rfappropriate). I protest the Assessor's valuation

attached Market Analysis.

based on the

3)Ihen oregyiing information is true and correct and | have read and understand the guidelines on the back

POV mmm TXIVirt frampxal)
At (i tmn frontanflee) Pliaw(oitVrtlraByinu m |
1 ASSESSOr"s <Ham

Torf . TV "7,
(£E~3=n
To oo o o e /H2”~ 300
Assessor's reason forde<ss<on n —
N\
Trf-fL -~
CM*mud
5) Appellant's Response: i

If the copy of this form received via certified mail is not returned within 30 days, your rights to appeal
will be terminated in accordance with Alaska Statutes.

(@D 1ACCEPT the Assessor's decision in Block 4 above and hereby withdraw my appeal

I 1 1DO NOT ACCEPT the Assessor's decision and desire to have my appeal presented to the Board of Equalization

Wr»dhnm G‘M]tfud\/lyt Daaugmd Prilrrm>
Board l EauaiiaDorVi *
%egsl%n ﬂL )

Bog. Tour

suncmT CartiBl (ChwrranarGar* ofBeard]”

awMm«fiwr  C

Seo attached ~



GUIDELINES TO MARKET VALUE

PnEPAfIEUFO* TirthT

PNEPARU)DY *°ai £>AtOb)

MATT >0,

RECENT SALES

feimwCOb U> -TVXLT A

'AO ™viuvaH
KkU SVTPDOM bit.

HOVES AVAILABLE NOW

OHVI UtbA UUOfI.
Mu»i lAturioM u t.

twaiicrT PKOfi&cry»
NAtl WVe,Ttt bE.

EXPIRED LISTINGS

>1
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1952.

1453
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bQ.
FT
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txs
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19ft ,003
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Hfc.000
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1Aft,000

\*S,000

1A0.000

st
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C'Po paE
UKT Sa0
Ib Kb
Gy Iijb*
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DATE  DAYSON
LISTEO MARKET
DM6 DAYSON
exp. MAREH
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broOCLitc cost.
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‘oftboc>  WONCIVEE WIOb 41552
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THIS SHOAS QURRENT LISTINGS, PBWINGS, & SOLDS THAT CCPARE MOST
CLOSELY WITH THE BURNELL HOVE

PLEASE NOTE THERE IS ONLY ONE RECENT SALE.

ccpeeFTY TYRE?

1

AREA*"S* ? 100
FNTER ADDITIONAL SEARCH PARAMETERS CHIT "RETURN®" WHEN DDHE>
* DP-3*
" STH«E+
G*P«E-t-
LTZ*40000+
:CiF«1400-1€00
LP*1£0000-160000
* ZLL«H

% a4

SEARCH IHO ACTIVE LISTINGS®

LISTING ADDRESS” AREA PRICE OFFC DR DTH GARSC-FT LDT
- NS*00364 NHN SAMPSON DP 100 £145*000 34£ 3 £.5 £153? D £ DEF
- -851££57 NHH URSA MAJOR CI 100 £143,000 1187 3 £ £ 151£ C D DEF
SEARCHING PENDING LISTINGS
LISTING ADDRESS AREA PRICE OFFC DR DTH GAR SC"-FT LDT UTLT".
«RENDS3600365 NHH SAMPSDH DR 100 £139,900 34£ £ 1545 D D DEF
RENDS8514037 D1RCHUOOD LP 100 £153.000 558 £ 153S C D I&F
i
SEARCHING SOLD LISTINGS
listing ADDRESS AREA PRICE DATE MT DR DTH SO-FT LOT UTLT".
««S50:730 140 TULWAR 100 £1£7<000 1£veosss 63 £ 1453 D D DEF
«84v37725 L10D3 SAMPSON ESTAT 100 £133,000 1ll/°£6784 63 3 £ 1446 D D DEF
“*500313 NHH cLoVEPLEAF-PE 100 £134,000 03/1?7-"85 s It 1414 ¢ D DEF
e*404£0£ L8D£ FoxHILL supp. 100 £150,000 07731734 I1cT 3 £.5 1600 D D I'EF

rr:A complete



THIS SIM 1HE MARKET STATISTICS CRAVIE TCR 1UH AIO 1EIMIH WWM)

ROAD 8 EKLUITIA

TIE TOP HALF OF THE PAGE SHOAS WHAT IS CURRENTLY LISTED.
THE BOTTCAH HALF SHOAS WHAT HAS SOLD IN THE LAST SIX MONTHS,
PLEASE NOTE WEE CONTINUE TO HAVE A 150 DAY MARKET TIME.

FUNCTION? STS
ONLINE MARKET STATISTICS

FNTER AREA NUMBER: 100

MARKET STATISTICS FOR EAGLE RIVER
ftPEA 100 AS DF 3/13/86 AT 01:.01

ACTIVE LISTINGS

PPOP. TYPE BR ¢ ACTIVE AVG LP AVG MT
RESIDENTIAL ALL 524 1144.801 130 DAYS
2 OR LESS ?3 *114,050 HO pavs
. N3_359~/L__ ;.S144» 099" ““ 130 DAYS'™
4 89 *172,847 143 DAYS
5 OP MORE 3 *145,133 199 DAYS
rPNBO/COOP ALL 11 *91,163 249 DAYS
1 1 *69,900 191 DAYS
2 9 *88,877 259 DAYS
. 3 1 *133,000 212 DAYS
IDTS & ACRES ALL 163 *213,028 164 DAYS
INCOME 1 ALL 40 *236,285 108 DAYS
COMMERCIAL ALL 24 *694,375 169 DAYS
BUS OPPOFTUN ALL 12 *143,666 5? DAYS
1 EASE ALL 16 *1,354 230 DAYS
§
LISTINGS THAT WENT OFF MARKET BETWEEN 9/13/85 AND 3/13/86:
PROP. . BP - AVG LP AVG SP AVG MT RVG LP *E.'F
TYPE | SOLD SOLD SOLD SOLD SOLD HOT SOLD
RESIDENTIAL ALL 279 38* * 132,805 *125, 582 121 DAYS *145,440 41*
£ DR LE?a 61 46* *113. 355 *113, 276 104 DAYS S117,450 40*
1 <162 _135{ MI* *133,659- .~+.125,593-132 DAYS' *  5.704 41
4 53 40* , o-j 3154*471 *139, 946 113 DAYS *173,359 42~
5 OR MORE 3 37* «2L *165, 483 *160, 650 36 DAYS 3196,880 v. .
CDNDD/CpOP ALL 1 . *79, 999 *79,999 546 DAYS *81,930 64*
1 0 O+ 'so *0 0 DAYS *59.950 0~
2 1 7* *79, 999 *79,999 546 DAYS *83,816 69*
lor: + ACRES ALL 18 11=* *55, 843 *44,000 167 DAYS *163,316 75*
INCOME ALL 5 13* *160, 375 4146, 750 132 DAYS *243.525 62*
rn:.r--pciAL ALL 2 22+ *1,333,000 *1,333, 000 197 DAYS *776,£35 44~
by. opportun ALL 1 6* *390, 000 *313,977 258 DAYS *224+857 80%*
1EASE | ALL 0 0* *0 SO 0 DAYS 1977 Ao
FUNCTION?

CM* alftfc e&SivXiiT6Y 1ST NATL MW fi.
copy 2/14 J -
P A £~



PS hkm JAMP®OH I'R li1ST.: 100 L 004:65 CItttM :*

7 AR Rt el Y o T

Pl TOT. . FT.1 1545+- HEAT  BAL T.
brv PH. 1ST FL*  END FL: GFA
GAFAGe CAFFOFT ~ FOSS. B S2ND
1" ITCH. £ GAP HEGO
BDPMC.: fff"lCe: fvp :ts:iiovp

bsmt .* peffig FEC "VEH. PARKING:

UTIL. : X gacl:

FAM.RN. utE.s . heck: X CF PT. GF:ID:MM 1560

BATH: X HELLS WD "TVE: DRAFES  EL.:CHUGIAC -

SUP: X PSPSL.: X VIEW JR.SGFUEMIMG R
X SEPTIC: FENCE: X DISH U  HI.SCHUGIAI

nur.EF *V MM SCLGSEP PH.:
scGALJSAMPSOM EST L5E3 S1GN-YES
tWSL.R:: k- ~:38 1.5* BONUS TO SO FOR FFO.LRG UT

iENNhIPE .OAF CAPS «HAF™TIMODD ENT. VAULTED!"CATH CEIL: W/
“mm EFESTOFV UMDMI . SUHFEM LR*TFmCT LIGHTIMG»JACUZZIL
SEP *MUP in M/BP. 6 PAMEL POOF"S,GP0.XCH-NO,<£. SLED

—=mo-

LA:VIRGINIA F. AL P. TO SHOM:VAC/LB PH. :694-9133 |
10:PE*MAX .. EAGLE RIVER MBR- 342 OL- EP£410 FH.*694-4200 ||i|
L-U5S, ooo s-158,000 PEMD>>>(FjQi YET CLOSED)
AppPt BIFCHMOOD LP S BIST. :100 L= 85 14097 COMM:-*
rFMT BTHS YR.BLT. LOT SI7E ZONING STYLE TAXES™
£5 84 54,450 UMR 2 STY ASSI-ITS:
w1 Ll TOT. SQ. FT.: 1532 HEAT BﬂT Wi'.i i
LIV_.RM. 1ST FL: 2MP FL* GFA . - «C"Vyn
PIN. J 6ARAGE/CARPORT POSS. BMT gND.: e * +T
KITCH. . - L
3 BPRMS.* FRPLCE™ PVP ST.JX OV--P ' T P}
UTIL.: X GAS: BSMT. : REFRIG  PEC VEH. PARKING:
FAM.RM.I UTR. : X DECK: X CPPT. GRIP:MM954
£ BATH: X WELL: X HP STVE: PRAPES EL . :BIF"CHUOOP
*.5 SMR: X PSPSL.: X VIEW JR.tGRUEMIMG E

| X SEPTIC:  FF.MCE: PISH U  HI.:CHUGIAF

NMMER:PON LYONS PH. ZNHR

LEGAL:TRACT A BIRCHWDODS
TfCL.Ra /> GORGEOUS HOME W/SPA .. MT VIEW. JUST

OFF PAVEMENT HEAR HI SCHOOL. *2.5 S.0.

e whestithts TR o BHRRE:A0ES

rr>— —rma—

< L-5124,000  §-S129,000  SOLD»>

Bt e g R0 0 LY
S -

v:.T7L

PH..688-24£6

WW@\&K%{)@

1& «i-an.»r r. rnm 70 3HOM* CFsLB PH..694-4229 -
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THESE PROPERTIES ARE CURRENTLY LISTED.

" ISTING NUMEEP<S>?

8600864>851£257»8600865«8514fV ,8502930

L-i1145*000 S- » >
fifl'P. NHN ?AMPSOH LP LIST.:100 00864
F=m: BTHS VP.FLT. 1lot size zoning style taxes:
3 2.5 86 41343 P6 TR1 ASSMTS:
1 2: TDT. SC. FT.. 1589+- HEAT DAL 1ST.
LIV.PM. 1ST FL: 2ND FL: GFA PMT.
DIN.: GAPAGE "CAPPOPT PDSS. pAaL 2ND.:
KITCH. £ GAP NEGO PMT.
X £ DDFMS'.: XFPPLCE:XXFVD ST..X OWP B, -
o UTIL . X GAS: DSMT.: PEFPIG PEC VEH. RAF! IMG:
FAM.F-M.: WTP.. X DECK": X CPPT. GRID:MM 1560
¢ X X DATH: X WELL: WD STVE: DRAPES EL.:CHUG IAI
.5 DTH SNR: XDSPSL.: XVIEW JP..GPUEMIMG
X SEPTIC: FENCE: XDISH W  HI. :CHUGIAK
O-"NEP: UNDISCLOSED PH.:
LEGAL:SAMPSON EST L6E3 SIGN-YES,XCH-NO

IMSL.Pa 19 ":38 1.5* BONUS TO SD FOP FPO.GREAT FAMI—
LY wm .UNIQUE BUT FUNCTIONAL FL PLAN_BTFL WOODSTDVE®
FP INSERT.CUST EUROPEAN STYLE CABS™ IN KITt.DIN AREA.
LPG WOODED LDT.DOW WNDWS,SKYLIGHTS,GDO. 42.5* SO

LAZVIRGINIA K. AL P. TO SHOW:VAC/LB PH.:694-9183
LO:PE/MAX OF EAGLE PIVEP MBP« 342  OL« EP2411 PH.:694-4200

L-"i 148* 000 » >
nun UPSA major CIP LIST.: 100 L““85 12257
B~ S-YR.BLT. LDT SIZE ZONING STYLE TAXES:7. 05
2 1985 46968 CCFr'S  LOG ASSMTS:
- 18 TOT. sci FT.: 1512 HEAT Al 1ST.:
LIV.PM. 1ST FL: 2ND Ft.: GAS .
DIN. : GARAGE " CARRORT FOSS: . IND.:
, ITCH. 2 GAPAGE .
BPRMS. : *FRPLCEs PVD ST.:X OV-R .
gHALF_M:/| X \%\%: BE%E N RCEPFPEI_IG vEH. FAFI IMG:
. - . - - - 10: i
§'  BATH: X WELL: WD STVE: DRAPES E‘IﬁEl—WGF&F

SWF= X DSPSL.:  VIEW ﬁR.:%ME\WG
X SEPTIC: FENCE: X DISH W |’ |

r*-NEP: SPECIAL K CONST FH..

LEGAL-EEAP Fh LI3
tm ;1 /: NEW LOG HOME IN ALL LOG SUBDIVISION.

P:: :
r..ifrps- WILL CONSIDER OFFERS. CARPETING WILL EE
:"-:tALLED. OWNERS ARE LICENSED R.E. AGENTS. BRIG-50-*
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L ATTACH 2

0 1986 Land Appeal Response Appeal#
aSZ5a
Name C a& w : Co~J W . Parcel IpT o ftq - /~-L ~S
. U Ljind Improvsmonts Total
0 j.nj51f3 00
0
s J X & i e ¢C ¢ 1’43’)-ICC
£ £ 1 Zone Use Size
Topography Access Utilities Road @™ \ 0-Cne-CL>
level [ ] hily Eaood Q"] RR front 1 privetrwater Q  septic Q paved Q curb & gutter
I Isloped O other [ pooi' I seasonal i~ oomm water 173 sewer 1 allweather 3 culdesac
N 1 .
ofH [~ publicwater 1 dirt
C‘Slf Other characterist ir/wn
-
MESeA tyl W dijtoiinajM- A FE 0qW / 1.37 nApjerfri- PHu Jts*
= location “otJcfluuicV:.. CQA.nrviin gfl.. s~u AOfIfILI0 *Ac i .
~Ntwog. \n__Qons)...3 Yrlnn  “PiPKQIHI
Comments ~-p@:TARIJL Lasy VWi-QPR'tfi-fIL, ATX fll AAdnLj~s—= ~r@jejrvv rm XiY-)
sy g e Liasriniyns-. = UAMTALbN-Fa., tf/iorm A~ ULrinsn®m/1."
- t\pin S $jiTdt rl . MAijISIA. LACAortr> “€ 1
02
cJ . . . . .
0 Nb "u”N r*d*s ryuY\JLEM/v~> dOLi.IQvg/tK nQtAMT. Ta,umi/L una-iu”
mvS ®bljpv .rrrYLTMvid”® O a Gjlijl. J}acrrQ_Jk >te__I-1-%(o.
S J J
10
0
- £8)

/Av mltiCeLeA™P //J LAIQb

(% Appellant Uhas M hasnot_. provided facts io support raducthn invalue. / t/ A-Lu t?
°10

G
V.0 531Z"S
£
Recommend the current assessed value be retained: *
2 Recommend that the assessed value be adjusted JofifQbWing rgqy?ns
£ . .. . .
o A>T W ajeclLL. \a, rft'rc. vlio fiYXOmjiovr® . Ouri't, KrrVmojxIA
zk meek SL figjLx>n->. i
(0; ___________ s ou o o r\aii urwigjiini3-A iQtrli-. cx U Ihi
o wood c/rx -s4fvfl- /Vrnc Ir\dnrmc UQU|HA
o -

Ci"LQTKifc Krurl\tNr>Q)~ [Jer>AC\o~DC rj nr>f/iL(i™ rrQ
la.aa pen v,Abki/rtm(K <h”b
> 1(1.ro-truikK f a(

H a”™ 71— p e JM ot T77

Date mnrrw#
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ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW AND APPEAL FORM

Complete the form down to th« heavy line. Remove the bottom copy for your records and deliveMhetojEMc"632J2f
Floor, or mail to: Municipal Clerk, Box 196650, Anchorage, Ak 99515-6650, no later than the
indicated on ylour Notice of \ele. V you deSver them in person the bottom copy will be time-dale stamped for you.
assessor's office will review your appeal and mal you a copy of the decision via certified letter. Upon receot please
complete block 5and return the copy to the Municipal Cierk inthe envelope provided. Aol I
Please see back of form for further guidelines. PP

1) | request a review of the value shown initem2 below forassessor's Book Paoe L1/ Tsrrr

Froperty address (or legal description, mile, etc.): Bancroft Addn ! Tr 2A

Owner's name (as Estedon valuation roll) Calais Co Inc S
26Q0 ,Denali St Suite SQO.Ancb M 32SQ2

Owner's Mailing address:
Day phone:. ,277-6125 Evening phone
Autuoi'iVilot UM Tan *
2) (toMuecca ot Valua) 3,003,600 ** 1,300,600 4,304,300
OoWiKme
of Vet

Owner's reason forestimate of value (including inventory corrections, sales of comparable properties, and property

income statements, ifappropriate).

We will file exact sppeal values after we have received the computer printouts on tha
above listed property shoving cost and comparable data since that information is not

available to us prior to filing an appeal.

Setenacted M. |

;affjrm that the foregoing information is true and correct and Ihave read and understand the guidelines on the back.
__Stephen W. Noey

a Jyc/.y '
na<)
Shaded iiw forw m xift u» only @
um
A » Assessor's  From Tota
A S Decision 5. 002 (e0%
- T<=1 ,q0- on 1.606 1 /£*</. | lg J) H A-
m Assessor's reason fordecision 1 —
3LAFf i/?2f. "> GJ OlJii i_ /fta Irti/véd .
;\NC i1 2 i ? JLE"<&Li2"NE- /f.CV
S*«*aacted Q
2 9 1988
[wmcwmd

5)Appellant's Response: Hthe copy of this form received via certified mail is not retikneid \etrtft3Q days, your rghino appeal

will be terminated in accordance with Alaska Statutes.
JULS5 01S86

IACCEPT the Assessor's decision in Block 4 above and hereby withdraw my appeal.

[
E H d6 nOT ACCEPT the Assessor's decision and desire to have my appeal prejfenltffitoihc DoanJef Fqginfiration.

Appvd. By .
/
J amﬁmiaﬁt7 S7sery/- o , Niwi
" Boarod Fousdnijoot o »0» o m
kko ]1
a
rut Umsr B5WB TSB5S?y0BrofSggr . BKmS-r

-J

*e". 4*001 ftev?'KiF~n|
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ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW AND APPEAL FORM
Complete the form down to the heavy line. Remove the bottom copy.(or your records and deliver the form to 632 W 6'h. Ofc
Floor, or mail to: Municipal Clerk, Box 196650, Anchorage, Ak 99519-6650, no later than the jJA v/

\ Indicated on P/.Ul” Notice of \ele.  Kyou delver them in person the bottom copy will be time-date stamped for you.
fice will review your appeal and mal you a copy of the decision via certified letter. Upon receipt pleas'?

<UK

assessor's o
complete block 5and return the copy to the Municipal Clerk inthe envelope provided.
Please aee back of form for further guidelines. appexix €>3730
do9 Pace Tott t

D I requesta review of the value shown in item2 below forassessor”s Book
" Property address (or lecal description, mile, etc.): _Bancroft Addn <1 Tr 2A

Owner®s name (as Bsted on valuation roll) Calais Co inc A
Owner*®s Mailing address: ---------——--—-—————- 2EQQ Denali St..Sulte 6QQ...Anch AK 99503

Day phone:. -277-6125 Evening phone
Taut

iNttoTt Lard
(#mkbocaﬁfa) 3,003,600 1,300,600 4,304,200
Osaw” i **txeia
ohatLr
Owner"s reason forestimate of value (induding inventory corrections, sales of comparable properties, and property

income statements, itappropriate). i
W will file exact appeal values after we have received the computer printouts on tha

above Hated property showing cost and comparable data since that information is not

2

available to ub prior to filing an appeal.

Saaasacrttd Q

3) lhereby affirmthat the foregoing information istrue and correctand lhave read and understand the guidelines on the back.
Stephen W. Noey

hM ra* @Wtowtmm Mm D)

Mow @mtn BemMm el
Shaded ar— ftx m«*aaaor*s um only

mZ D Q 3 £ M -

(us ’)Padaion
I O 3. 403, \yu:
tAsSessdXreasoniordecision ;. * V.0
\ Vaa:-— - I V.
rl =:.J i i ; f 2 -V «Y
-’ __U_ — "o, o’o.-V\km -
< r.w

5) Appellant™* Res:fonse > H the copy of thisform received viacertifiedmail isnot returnedwithin 30 days, your rightstoappeal
will be terminate 1 inaccordance withAlaska Statutes.

IACCEPT theAssessor®s decision inBlock 4 above and hereby withdrawmy appeal.

[
f~I 1PO NOT ACCEPT theAssessor"s decisionand desire to have my appeal presented tothe Board of Equaization.
fegWmaomroriinnM tyl't 5ma35” ffi
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Other Buildings Root Adds A Deduct* Condition  Building Cost

BUILDING VALUE CALCULATION OPERATIONS AND PROCEDURES BUILDING AREA CALCULATION
Performed By Date Square Feet— Ground Are*

Length



GAS260C
ANCH-6AS240C-Q2

MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAOE DATE 09/18/84 PACE NO. 18
PROPERTY APPRAISAL DIVISION
COEWERICAIVINDUSTRIAL VALUATION

ACCT EG. 009172150000184 01/02 ADDRERSS  40091721500005 BUM NAVE
ZONE B3 SALE
CUSS >C4 LAND USE jYQle NBHD 04-EOQO 0 LIV UNITS
COST APPROACH
LAND COMPUTATIONS
CALP S3 FT LAND VALUES MODEL
01 01 hm W J»1 Bfig-10 1 100* NORM Y/Y AV NO 83.83 0 271,3*0 NORM —e NORM 91 244,940
3,237 TOTAL SO. FT. IEXCLUOINB PARKINS) AVERAGES *3.83 FCR 271,340 TOTAL RCN (PER BUILOINS)
Co#r v>ioi>/8e*L UNADJ. TOT. 244.940
Tp TH&ze AB& U/J - %ET BLD RCNLO 2>z(141é28
N N N . .
cvK™nuiru)” aozrZ, IDENT. UNITS 1
TOTAL RCNLD 244.940 74.29
ACCOUsSJS. r=0&
t-cofJOfA lc~ otecu.*c**ttrr ECON. FACTOR X 1.00
’ - TOTAL RCNLO 244.940 74.7N9
YARD IMPR./SECONDARY RLDG.
LINE STB CD DESCRIPTION DIMENSIONS UNIT Of MEAS  UNIT COST EST. RCN / 6000 RCNLO « UNITS TOT RCNLO
701 PA1  PAVINS-ASPHALT PARK. 34500 a 34500 SOFT 3 7.J3 > 440380 3 79X m 447700 X la 447700

- TOTAL YARD IMPR/SECOHOARY BUM a 447,700
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GAS700 MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
ANCH-GAS700-01 PROPERTY APPRAISAL DIVISION

fiuiubfgt

09/18/06 PAGE

PARCEL ID 009-172-15-000 FOR TAX YEAR 86 TAX DISTRICT 005 |IHAP ROUTING CARD 01 OF 02
otfiER calAis co inc "uraarsmeRoFriDmrr SITE-ACER"
2600 DENALI STREET TR 2A
SUITE 600 CENSUS TAZ GRID
CONDO - PLAT 840221 HRA 000000 ZONING 83
Tr™ TTNcH AK 99503-0600" "REF 009-172-01-000 10709784 I1--—-—---- APPRAISED VALUES--------—---
CHG ON 07/10/85 AD 09/20/84 -IOTES NEH PUT SEE OLD 8 201 LAND BLDG TOTAL
DEED REF / / CURR 3,003,600 1,477,900 4,481,500
COMMENTS LAND S 270,331
VALUATION HISTORY
jbdA D - V\:I/.985 J.,J51»80% 356,20ﬁ)r 2,108,000
1900 0 0

PROPERTY FACTORS

LANO USE /21( ) CLASS C LSHLD RECHECK INSPECTION/PERMITS

LIV UNIX/ 000  NEIGHBORHOOD 04EOQ(T TYPE
commonA)\rea 1030 L
grade/1) TOPO ty-zpuAUC UJtfeL J~PuBUC L
HELL SITE N-NO WETLANDS ~ wvuoa/c TTSCm JZ ___ . S
STREET  (1tfj ACCESS p/?—vgrg&u‘]f cuiZib & 6 uYR=e- A
DRAINAGE 2 TRAFFIC N A
LOCATION J PARKING /KGH- A
101XO ) other features------------------ a

YARD IMPROVEMENTS AND SECONDARY BLD63 ,.<09 LN CODE FV MEAS 1 HEAS 2 GTY A

TYPE F/V SIZE GTY PC FU YR 260 1.
1. PA1 00034500 01 3 3 82 2.
17 37
3. 4.
4. 5.
5. 6.
17
TOTAL YARD IHPR AND SEC BLDG VALUE 6.
"6UILDIWS® INFORMATION *” BLKi " 61 YEAR 1W2 UNITS 000 STRCD 321 COST HOC C IDEM™ 01
INT/EXT DATA 1 2 3 4 5 - 6 7 8
SECTION SECT 1 SECT SECT SECT SECT SECT SECT SECT
LEVELS 01 TO 01 TO TO - TO TO TO TO TO
"SIZE----—--- 17237
PERIMETER 0268 - A
USE CODE oM&tL zecrio/J
HALL HGT io /512)£-D//U9 "3e/X£Xj/0//V0 a/J £1Z£- d/C
gth;TCT?EEE n rl 1JirtlWHAV SrZiAcTue-Fo fO(L evAm”or
INT FIN 100 ItffiEG SToey & 6 C / L D .
HEPQFTlTlONS 2 fruoA7~ rsc *3 “ecno/Js
irar i 11
Ik=F1£~ /P CSjJsmiicnQtJ
AIRCONO 1 : . > A
PLUMBING 5 UEt: d+fid.A<-78&#/SnCS.
SPRINKLER 00 OJcr/Ze: AU -
“Condition- - r
FUNCTIONAL

[

LAND INFORMATION

"slzF PftiCfe INFL
X
X

270,331 27 -06

BLDG NAVE

PARCEL TIEBACK



0 Tt-te#-//JP/emA-no*) Po/2-

O uiloialdbé & < 2 -
GAS700 MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 09/09/86 PAGE
ANCH-GAS700-01 PROPERTY APPRAISAL DIVISION
PARCEL ID 009-172-15-000 FOR TAX YEAR 86  TAX DISTRICT 005 (MAP ROUTING > CARD 02 OF 02
WIEFEtTAEXircOIFKT TEdnWICROFrAGDFr “"STTE=0TDJT
2600 DENALI STREET TR 2A
SUITE 600 CENSUS TAZ GRID
CONDO PLAT 840221 HRA 000000 ZONING 85
T-S-2"ANCH --------- AK 99503-0000 "REF 009-172-01-000" TO70978T e APPHAISEITVAUDES"
CHG ON 07/10/85 AD 09/20/84 NOTES NEH PLAT SEE OLD « 201 LAND BLDS TOTAL
DEED REF / 7 CURR 5,003,600 1,477,800 4,481,400
COMNMENTS LAND S 270,551
VALUATION HISTORY
1985 1,751,800 356,200 2,108,000
1934" 0
1900 0
PROPERTY FACTORS
LAND USE 321( ) CLASS C LSHLD RECHECK INSPECTION/PERMITS LAND INFORMATION
LIV UN 0 T~ I5Fi55RT8X5GMME o "TYPE" “SIZE" PRICE INFL
i BER LU/TT/- ST /1Ze& ¢ ! .
GRADE' 2) TOPO 4 L X
UTILITIES 4 7 smtellL ooDes. savhe S 1 00
HELL SITE N HEtLAWDS S
STREET 15  ACCESS A
DRAINAGE 2 TRAFFIC A
LOCATION 4 PARKING 23 A
OTHERTEATURIrS—--————————- T
YARD IMPROVEMENTS ANO SECON%Y BLOGS LM CODE FVHEAS 1 MEAS 2 GTYA
TYPE F/V SIZE GTY PC FU YR /! 1. 1 SSI 11330 1 010
1. PAl 00062500 01 3 3 85 2. 1 CF1 268 1
2. PCI 00000862 "DT T 3 85" TTT -Fz¢ 1ST ﬁ)]r
5. LT5 00000000 05 3 3 85 4. 1 FI1 0 01
4. CP8 00000525 01 3 5 85 5.
5. 6. BLDG NAVE
6. 7.
TOTAL YARD 1HPR AND SEC BLDG VALUE 8.

"BUILDING INFORMATION- BLDG 02 YEAR 1955 QNITS~00r~SniC0 "321 COST DO~(=T""IDENr 0l----------————-coo—

INT/EXT DATA 1 2 3 a4 5 6 7 6
SECTION SECT 1 SECT SECT SECT SECT SECT SECT SECT PARCEL TIE BACK
LEVELS 01 TO 01 TO TO TO TO TO TO TO

"BTZE----——-————- H73E3Y)--- - ——————————————————————————— e -
PERIMETER 0488

USE CODE 031

HALL HGT 18

HALL CODE 55"

CONST TYPE 1

INT FIN 100

PARTITIONS 2

HEATING "

AIRCONO [

PLUMBING 2

SPRINKLER 00

""CONDITION------mmmmmmmmm r

FUNCTIONAL 3
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GAS260C MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE DATE 09/18/86 PAGE NO. 19
ANCH-GAS260C-02 PROPERTY APPRAISAL DIVISION
COLMERICAL/INOUSTRIAL VALUATION
ACCT NO. 009172150000286 02/02 ADDRESS ~ 40091721500085 BLDG NAVE
ZONE B3 ° SALE
CLASS « C4 LAND USE - 321  WHO 04-E00 0 LIV UNITS
COST APPROACH Co st s/ kze? -
MM
3 U IL D iti(j
IMPROVEHENTS
LINE COOE DESCRIPTION HEAS-1 HEAS-2 ID UNIT RCN
1 ssI NET SPRINKLER 011330 000001 1 19830
1 CF1 COOLER-CHILLER 000268 000001 1 2320
1 CF2 COOLER-FREEZER 000052 000001 1 570
1 FlI FIREPUCE 000000 000000 S 3500 o
BLOG 02 BLT 1985 1 UNITS  GRADE Ce 321 RESTAURANT %
SF. O.F. PHYS..
SEC  LEVELS SIZE PERIH USE-GP HALLS HT CT IF/C PTNS H/A PLB SPK  COST 1,000 RCN COND. F.U. GOOO RCNLD
1 0101 11*330 488 031 M* 18 1 100/C NRMY/Y AV NO  85.03 26 989,390 NORM -- NORM 98 969,600
11,330 TOTAL SQ. FT. (EXCLUDING PARKING) AVERAGES 87.32 FOR 989,390 TOTAL RCN (PER BUILDING)
UNADJ. TOT. 969,600
COST MOO. X 1.08
2 SO )i TOT. BLD RCNLD 1.047.170
72/€ EU/LD/AJS 1f/hs >Q))/770/) JOT_BID RN 1
i'in/ P - r'YW&JTs As sAtnoA TOTAL RCNLD 1.047.170  92.42
/yiip/P-djg ECON. FACTOR X 1.00
& EZ-dulAn TOTAL RCNLD 1,047,170  92.42
I
YARD IMPR./SECONDARY BLOG.
LINE STR CD DESCRIPTION DIMENSIONS UNIT OF MEAS UNIT COST  EST. RcN V. Gooo RCNLO « UNITS TOT RCNLD
701  PAL  PAVING-ASPHALT PARK 62500 62500 SQFT 3 1.75 m *109380 a 94/C m *102820 X 1 m *102820
702 PCI  PAVING CONCRETE - AV 862 862 SQFT 3 320 m *2760 3 94/ - *2500 X 1 - *2590
705 LTS LGHT, MER-POLE S BRK EACH a 960.00 m *960 a 9/ - *910 X 5 m *4550
704  CP8 CANOPY RF-AVERAGE 525 525 SQFT 8  12.60 m *6620 a 95/ m *6290 X 2 > *6290
TOTAL YARD IM’R/SECONDARY BLDG m 116,250

COST SUMMARY






101
102
103
104
105
106
107
201
211
212
301
314
315
316
318
319
321
323
325
323
327
328
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
341
342
343
344
345
347
348
349
351
352
353
354
355
356
361
362
363
364
365
366

Commercial Code G lossary
Main Building Structure Type
Residential 1 Family

Residential 2 Family
Residential 3 Family

Residential 4 Family ,
Mixed Resid/Cannercial

Condcminiun/ (Camon Ele) A b%r
Condominium/(Fee Sirrple) m/7°C

Residence on Apartment Land
Apartments-Garden
Apartments High Rise
Residence on Catmercial land
Hotel/Motel High Rise
Hotel/Motel Lew Rise
Nursing Home
Boarding-Rooming House
Mixed Residential/Commercial
Restaurant

Food Stand

Fast Food

Ice House

Bar/Lounge
Night-Club/Dinner Theater -
Auto Dealer

Auto Service Garage

Service Station-Full

Service Station-Self

Truck Stop

Car Wash- Manual

Car Wash- Automatic

.Parking Garage/Deck

Regional Shopping Mall/Center

Community Stopping Center

Neighborhood Stopping Center

Strip Shopping Center

Discount Department Stores

Supermarket

Convenience Food Marker

Medical Office Building

Bank

Savings Institution

Office Building Low Rise (1 to 4 stories)
Office Building High Rise (5 stories and more)
Office Ccndaniium

Retail Condominium

Funeral Home

Veterinary Clinic

Legitimate Theater

Motion Picture Theater

Cinana/Theater

Radio/TV/Moticn Picture Studio

R_fe /(\1 t/)

tt/ P

[2/-CEET 1

Page
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367 Social/Fraternal Hall

368 Hangar

369 Day Core Center

371 Downtown Rcw Type

373 Retail Single Occupancy
374 Retail Multi-Occupancy
381 Bowling Alley

382 Skating Rink

383 Health Spa

384 Swimming-Indoor Pool

385 Tennis Club-Indoor

386 Racquet Club Indoor

387 Country Club

388 Club House

389 Country Club with course
391 Cold Storage Facility

392 Lurcher Storage

395 Truck Terminal

396 Mini Warehouse

397 Office/Warehouse

398 Warehouse

399 Prefab Warehouse

401 Manufacturing/"Processing
405 Research and Development
610 Recreational /Health

611 Library

612 School

613 Colleges and University
620 Religious

630 Auditorium

640 Hospitals

660 Police/Fire Stations

670 Correctional

680 Cultural Facilities

690 Rail/Bus/Air Terminal

710 Telephone Equipment Building
715 Telephone Service Garage Facility
720 Radio/TV Transmitter Building



00
01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
21
22
23
24

M ain Buildiivg E xterior W all M aterial

None

Brick

Frame

Concrete Block

Brick and Block

Tile

Frame or Brick on Wbod
Metal, light

Metal, sandwich

Concrete, Load Bearing
Concrete, Non-Load Bearing
Glass and Steel

Glass and Mascnry

Enclosure

Concrete Tilt-up

Solar Glass/Steel

Corrugated Asbhestor

Frame or Brick on Wood, Estimated
Glass and MasGnry, Estimated
Glass and Masonry, Estimated
Metal, Light .



Interior by Use Code

011 Apartment

012
013
021
025
026
027
031
032
033
034
035
036
037
038
041
042
043
044
045
046
047
048
049
050
051
052
053
054
055
056
057
058
061
062
063
064
070
071
072
073
074
075
081
082
083
084
085
086
088
ugo
091

Hotel

Dormitory

Motel

Dwelling Caiversion-Office/Sale
Excelling Ccxiversicn-Restaurant
Dwelling Conversion
Restaurant

Department Store

Discount Store/Market

Retail Store

Tavern/Bar

Bar Lounge

Retail Store

Retail Store

Mini-Warehouse

Hangar

Manufacturing

Light Manufacturing
Warehouse

Auto Showroom/Office

Auto Parts/Service

Tennis Club

Racquet Ball Court

Ice Skating Rink
Bank/Savings Institution3
Medical Center

Offices

Nursing Hates

School

Hospital

Library

Funeral Heme
Auditorium/Theater

Cinema

Religious Instiution
Social/Fraternal Hall
Service Station with bays
Service Stolen without bays
Service sta-_ conversion/ Retail
Service station conversion/ Storage
Car Wash Manual

Car Wash Automatic
Multi-Use Apartments
Multi-Use Office

Multi-Use Sales

Multi-Use Storage

Enclosure

Support Area

Multi Use RR/Locker

Parking Garage

Unfinished Rejsidential Basement

Page 4



095 Covered Mall
100 Food Franchise
990 Parking Garage Upper Level



*q

Heating

None

Hot Air

Hot Water
Unit Heaters
Electric
Heat Purrp
Solar

OO~ WN L O

Partitions

0 None

1 Below Normal
2 Normal

3 Above Normal

Physical Condition
1 Poor

2 Fair

3 Normal

4 Good

5 Rehabilitated

Interior Codes

Air Conditioning
0 None
1 Central
2 Unit

Plumbing
0 None
1 Minimum
2 Adequate
3 Good

Functional Utility
0 None
1 Poor
2 Fair
3 Normal
4 Good

Page
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Submitted by: Chairman of .the Assembly
at the request of the
Mayor

Prepared by: Finance Department

For reading: February 3, 1987

, ALASKA
NO 87- 33
A RESOLUTION 77 PERTAINING TO CHANGES IN ALASKA

STATUTE 29.45

WHEREAS, HB 37 and SB 777~Bach an act relating to certain municipal
property tax procedures, have been introduced in the Alaska Legislature
and,

WHEREAS, HB 37 and SB 77 directly affect the Municipality of Anchorage,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Municipality of Anchorage Assembly
that;

1. The Assembly strongly opposes both HB 37 and SB 77. Alaska
Statute 29.45 already places the responsibility on the assessor
to maintain fair and equitable assessments. |In addition, Alaska
Statute 29,45 requires a Bunmary of assessment data be provided
to tlie Board of Equalization which details information justifying
the assessor®s reasons for the assessments being appealed.
Placing the total burden of proof upon the assessor would result
in the submission of appeals which would have no basis and would
hinder the assessor®s ability to provide quality resolution of
other substantive appeals.

2. " The Assembly strongly urges that no change be made to the
current Alaska Statute 29.45 regarding the burden of proof.

PASSED AND APPROVED this 3rd day of February 1987>



vmM

HOUSE COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS HB 37 - Municipal Property Tax Procedures
Official Bu*w «m
DO YOU WANT
NAME ADDRESS PHONE REPRESENTING TO TESTIFY ?

TherMi?.



COMMITTEE: Subject of meeting: (fi)

HOUSE COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS HB 37 - Municipal Property Tax Procedures
DATE: January 28, 1987
Official Biurin#M

DO YOU WANT
NAME ADDRESS PHONE REPRESENTING TO TESTIFY?



THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION AND THE ASSESSOR NEED SPECIFIC INFORMATION AS
TO WHY THE VALUE 1S EXCESSIVE IN ORDER TO PROPERLY EVALUATE THE MERITS
OF YOUR APPEAL. FAILURE TO DO SO MAY JEOPARDIZE THE OUTCOME OF THE
APPEAL.

IF YOUR APPEAL IS REFERRED ON TO THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION. THE BURDEN
OF PROOF TO PROVE THAT THE ASSESSOR"S VALUE IS EXCESSIVE RESTS WITH THE
APPELLANT WHO MUST CONVINCE THE BOARD BY CLEAR AND CONVINCINC EVIDENCE
THAT THE APPRAISAL WAS UNEQUAL, EXCESSIVE OR IMPROPER.

THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION CONSISTS OF THE KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH
ASSEMBLY. IT IS WITHIN THEIR POWER TO RAISE APPRAISED VALUE AS WELL AS
TO LOWER IT. BEAR IN MIND THAT THEY ARE CONCERNED ONLY WITH FACTS
CONCERNING VALUE, NOT THE AMOUNT OF INCREASES OR THE TAXES YOU PAY.

WHAT CAN YOU DO TO BETTER PRESENT YOUR CASE?

1 Submit any recent appraisals on your property.

2. Confirm sales and listings In your area.

3. Photograph the physical Items under protesc.

4. Secure engineer estimates when protesting physical land
features such as wetland, poor sub-soils, no access, etc.

5. Secure a written opinion of value from a realtor or
appraiser.

6. Submit two (2) years of complete property income data.

PLEASE COMPLETE ALL AREAS ON THIS FORM AND BE SURE TO SICN IT AND
PROVIDE AN ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER.

THE FOLLOWING IS TAKEN FROM THE KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH RESOLUTION 30-34
CONCERNING THE HEARING PROCEDURES OF THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION:

"GUIDELINES AND PROCEDURE FOR PROCEEDINGS OF THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION:

NO APPEAL MAY BE HEARD IN WHICH THE APPELLANT HAS NOT COMPLIED
WITH THE BOROUGH CODE OF ORDINANCES.

ANY MATERIALS OR TRUE COPIES OF EVIDENCE SUBMITTED BY EITHER
PARTY TO THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION SHALL BE PROVIDED TO THE
OPPOSING PARTY.

THE ASSESSOR OR HIS DESIGNEE IS CALLED BY THE PRESIDING OFFICER

TO IDENTIFY THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, SUBMIT CERTAIN KNOWN FACTS TO

FAMILIARIZE THE BOARD WITH THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, AND PRESENT HIS
DEFENSE OF THE ASSESSED VALUE. IF THE ASSESSOR HAS A RECOMMEN—
DATION TO CHANCE THE EXISTING VALUE, HE MAY PRESENT THE SAME AT

ANY TIME DURING THE HEARING.

AT THE CONCLUSION OF THE ASSESSOR"S CASE, THE APPELLANT SHALL
PRESENT ITS CASE. THE APPELLANT MAY BE REPRESENTED BY COUNSEL,
AGENT OR OTHER REPRESENTATIVE. TO OVERTURN AN ASSESSMENT, THE
APPELLANT MUST PRODUCE SUFFICIENT PROOF WHICH SHOWS THAT THE

VALUATION APPEALED FROM IS UNEQUAL, EXCESSIVE OR OTHERWISE
IMPROPER.

AT THE CONCLUSION OF THE APPELLANT®S CASE, THE ASSESSOR MAY
PRESENT REBUTTAL EVIDENCE.

IF THE ASSESSOR PRESENTS ANY REBUTTAL EVIDENCE, THE APPELLANT
MAY REBUT THAT EVIDENCE.

DOTH THE ASSESSOR AND THE APPELLANT MAY ASK QUESTIONS BUT
MUST DO SO THROUCH THE PRESIDING OFFICER OR HEARINC OFFICER.

WHEN THE APPELLANT AND THE ASSESSOR HAVE COMPLETED THEIR
PRESENTATIONS, THE PRESIDING OFFICER OR THE HEARINC OFFICER
SHALL CLOSE THE HEARING AND NO FURTHER EVIDENCE SHALL BE
OFFERED OR CONSIDERED. THE BOARD SHALL THEN DELIBERATE AND
DECIDE THE APPEAL OR IT MAY DEFER DECISION UNTIL A TIME NOT

LATER THAN ONE DAY FOLLOWING THE LAST DAY SCHEDULED FOR
HEARINC APPEALS."



KENAI PENINSULA EOP.OUCH
ASSESSING DEPARTMENT
P. 0. BOX 850
Soldotna, AK 99669

APPLICATION FOR REVIEW OF REAL PROPERTY APPRAISAL
(Application cust be filed by  April 30. 1986 )

Please print or type answers to all questions!
Please see Instructions on reverse side before completing appeal!

DATE ACCOUNT NUM3ER
OWNER
LEGAL: Lot Block Subdivision

Address of Property

APPRAISED VALUE IS ... ... .... LAND S BLDC &
APPRAISED VALUE SHOULD BE . . LAND $ BLDG $ _
HOW MUCH WAS PAID FOR THE PROPERTY? . ... oo $

DATE PROPERTY PURCHASED (Year)_  HAVE YOU OFFERED PROPERTY FOR SALE?

IF SO, HOW MUCH DID YOU ASK? $ WHEN MO YEAR

THE REVIEW APPRAISER AND EOARD OF EQUALIZATION NEED TO KNOW WHY YOU FEEL YOUR PROP—
ERTY IS APPRAISED AT MORE THAN ITS FAIR MARKET VALE. PLEASE EXPLAIN YCUR REASONS
AND OFFER SALES AND/OR LISTINGS OF PROPERTY SIMILAR TO YOURS.

(If additional space is required, please attach excra sheets to this form)

DID YOU TALK WITH A STAFF APPRAISER CONCERNING THIS APPEAL AT THE TIME OF
FILING

Signature of Person Filing Appeal, if other Appellant3 Signature
than Property Owner

Address Address
City State Zip City State  Zip
Hone Phone No. Business Phone No. Home Phone No. Business Phone No.

STATE LAW REQUIRES THAT PROPERTY BE ASSESSED AT ITS FULL AND TRUE VALUE WHICH IS THE

ESTIMATED PRICE THE PROPERTY WOULD BRING IN AN OPEN MARKET TRANSACTION, UNDER THE
THEN PREVAILING MARKET CONDITIONS.



THE OOARD OF EQUALIZATION ANO THE ASSESSOR NEED SPECIFIC INFORMATION ASTOWHY THEVALUE ISEXCESSIVE
INORDER TO PROPERLY EVALUATE THE MERITS OF YOUR APPEAL. FAILURETO DO SO MA YJEOPARDIZE THEOUTCOME
OF THE APPEAL.

IFYOUR APPEAL IS REFERED ON TO THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION. THE BURDEN OF PROOF TO PROVE THAT THE
ASSESSOR S VALUE IS EXCESSIVE RESTS WITH THE APPELLANT. WHO MUST CONVINCE THE BOARO BY CLEAR ANO
CONVINCING EVIDENCE THAT THE APPRAISAL VMS UNEQUAL. EXCESSIVE. OR IMPROPER.

THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION CONSISTS OF KNOWLEDGEABLE PEOPLE INREAL ESTATE SUCH AS FEE APPRAISERS.
REALTORS. DEVELOPERS. PROPERTY MANAGERS. ETC. ITISWITHINTHEIRPOWER TO RAISEAPPRAISES VALUE ASWELL
ASTO LOWER IT.BEAR INMINO THAT THEY ARE CONCERNED ONLY WITH FACTS CONCERNING VALLENOT THEAMOUNT
OF INCREASES OR THE TAXES YOU PAY.

WHAT CAN YOU DO TO BETTER PRESENT YOUR CASE?

1 SUBMIT ANY RECENT APPRAISALS ON YOUR PROPERTY.

2.CONFIRM SALES AND LISTINGS INYOUR AREA.

3.PHOTOGRAPH THE PHYSICAL ITEMS UNDER PROTEST.

4. SECURE ENGINEER ESTIMATES WHEN PROTESTING PHYSICAL LAND FEATURES SUCH AS WET LAND. POOR
SUB-SOILS. NO ACCESS. ETC.

.SECURE AWRITTEN OPINION OF VALUE FROM A REALTOR OR APPRAISER.

6. SUBMIT 2 YEARS OF COMPLETE PROPERTY INCOME DATA.

o

PLEASECOMPLETE ALLAREAS ON THISFORM AND BE SURE TO SIGN ITAND PROVIDE AN ADDRESSAND PHONE NUMBER .

THE FOLLOWING IS TAKEN FROM THE MUNICIPAL ORDINANCE CONCERNING THE HEARING PROCEDURES OF THE
BOARD OF EQUALIZATION.

HEARINGS. PROCEDURES

COUNSEL. ALL PARTIES MAY BE REPRESENTED BY COUNSEL DURING HEARINGS BEFORE THE BOARD IN THE
COURSE OF ITSPROCEEDINGS.

RULES OF EVIDENCE. THE BOARD SHALL NOT BERESTRICTEDBY THE FORMAL RULES OFEVIDENCE IRRELEVANT
TO THE ISSUES APPEALED HEARSAY EVIDENCE MAY BE CONSIDERED PROVIDED THERE ARE ADEQUATE GUA —
RANTEES OF ITSTRUSTWORTHINESS AND THAT ITISMORE PROBATIVE ON THE POINT FORWHICH ITISOFFERED
THAN ANY OTHER EVIDENCE WHICH THE PROPONENT CAN PROCURE BY REASONABLE EFFORTS.

ORDER OF PRESENTATION THE APPELLANT SHALL PRESENT HISARGUMENT FIRSTANO MAY SE QUESTIONED
OR EXAMINED BY THE BO ARD OR THE ASSESSOR FOLLOWING THE APPELLANT. THE ASSESSOR SHALL PRESENT
THE MUNICIPALITY*S ARGUMENT AND MUST SUBMIT TO THE EXAMINATION AND QUESTIONS BY THE APPEL —
LANT THE APPELLANT MAY. AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CHAIRMAN. MAKE REBUTTAL PRESENTATIONS
DIRECTED SOLELY TO THE ISSUES RAISED BY THE ASSESSOR THE MUNICIPAL ATTORNEY MAY OUESTION THE
APPELLANT OR THE ASSESSOR ON MATTERS RELATING TO THE APPEAL.

WITNESSES AND EXHIBITS. THE APPELLANT AND THE MUNICIPALITY MAY OFFER THE ORAL TESTIMONY OF
WITNESSES DURING THE HEARING. PROVIDED. HOWEVER. WHERE EITHER THE APPELLANT OR THE ASSESSOR
SEEKS TO INTROOUCE AN AFFIDAVIT INLIEUOF ORAL TESTIMONY. SUCH AFIDAVIT SHALL SE SUBMITTED TO
THE OPPOSING SIDE NO LATER THAN 72 HOURS BEFORE THE HEARING ALL TESTIMONY BEFORE THE BOARD
SHALL BE UNDER OATH DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE AND EXHIBITS MAY BE PRESENTED BY BOTH PARTIES
DURING THE HEARING.

DECISIONS ATTHE CONCLUSION OF THE HEARING THE BOARD SHALL DETERMINE V/HETHER THE ASSESSMENT
IS PROPER. THE ONLY GROUNOS FOR ADJUSTMENET ARE PROOF OF UNEQUAL. EXCESSIVE OR IMPROPER-
VALUATION BASED ON FACTS STATED INTHE WRITTEN APPEALOR PROVED AT THE HEARING THE BOARD SHALL
ISSUE FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW CLEARLY STATING THE GROUNDS UPON WHICH THE
BOARD RELIED INREACHING ITS DECISION.

FURTHER APPEALS. ANY APPEAL FROM A OECISION OF THE BOARD SHALL BE MADE TO THE SUPERIOR COURT
NO APPEAL FROM THE BOARD TO THE SUPERIOR COURT MAY BE TAKEN UNLESS THE ACTION ISFILED AND THE
MUNICIPAL ATTORNEY ISSERVED WITH NOTICE OF SUCH APPEAL WITHIN 30 DAYS FOLLOWING THE BOARD S
DECISION. (AO 49-75am AO 78-69).

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION ISTAKEN FROM ALASKA STATUTES TITLE 29 CHAPTER 53.

FULLAND TRUE VALUE ISTHE ESTIMATED PRICEV7HICHTHE PROPERTY WOULD BRINGINANCPEN MARKET AND
UNDER THE THEN PREVAILING MARKET CONDITIONS INA SALE BETWEEN A WILLING SELLER AND A WILLING
BUYER. BOTH CONVERSANT WITH THE PROPERTY ANO THE PREVAILING GENERAL PRICE LEVELS

IFAN APPELLANT FAILSTO APPEAR. THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION MAY PROCEED WITH THE HEARING INHISABSENCE

44-009(11/79) back



S,
IDENT. NO. MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
(vF , FINANCE DEPARTMENT
PROPERTY APPRAISAL DIVISION

APPLICATION FOR REVIEW OF REAL PROPERTY APPRAISAL

(APPLICATION MUST BE FILED B Y

PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE ANSWERS TO ALL QUESTIONS"™
PLEASE SEE INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIOE BEFORE COMPLETING APPEAL"

DATE ACCOUNTNUMBER

OWNER

LEGAL: LOT BLOCK SUBDIVISION

ADDRESSOF PROPERTY

APPRAISEO VALUE IS ... LANDS BLOGS

APPRAISED VALUE SHOULD BE ........... LAND S BLDG S

HOW MUCH WAS PAID FOR THE PROPERT Y 2 Lo ie e eeeiee e e eeeaeenas S
DATE PROPERTY PURCHASED (Year) HAVE YOU OFFERED THE PROPERTY FOR SALE
IFSO HOY/MUCH DID YOU ASK? S WHEN MO YEAR

THE REVIEW APPRAISER AND BOARD OF EQUALIZATION NEED TO KNOW WHY YOU FEEL THAT YO"JR PROPERTY IS
APPRAISED AT MORE THAN ITS FAIR MARKET VALUE. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR REASONS AND OFFER SALES AND OR
LISTINGS OF PROPERTY SIMILAR TO YOURS

(IFADDITIONAL SPACE ISREQUIRED. PLEASE ATTACH EXTRA SHEETS TO THIS FORM )

DID YOU TALK WITH A STAFF APPRAISER CONCERNING THIS APPEAL AT THE TIME OF FILING.

SIGNATURE Of PERSON FILING APPEAL If OThER Than PROPERTY OWNER appellant s Signature

AODRESS ADORESS

CITY STATE e cImy STATE JIP
HUME PHONE NO businessphone NO HUME PhONE no OUMNESS PHONE NO

STATE LAW REQUIRES THAT PROPERTY BE ASSESSED AT ITS FULL AND TRUE VALUE WHICH ISTHE ESTIMATED PRICE
THE PROPERTY WOULO BRING IN AN OPEN MARKET TRANSACTION. UNDER THE THEN PREVAILING MARKET
CONDITIONS.

PLEASE RETURN FORM TO: pPORASSESSOR SUSEONLY

MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
PROPERTY APPRAISAL DIVISION CASE NO
630 WEST 6TH AVENUE
POUCH 6-650
ANCHORAGE . ALASKA 99502

ESSSsmr* -



How to usa tills formnm

A This form requires you to identify your property end yourself (or your rgrfiij end state and

sisn your proposed valuation. Mo rYaryies <o » “tr mweniorv or i .=l n bm wiing;; mour
-t -iKn 2 »wrh reneest You may attacn other cccuments t ncip the assessor more
acaurately determine V2.te. You must fik this iorm not later than the firal date for filimg
iraicatca on your notice of value. “Otherwise, the rigit cf appeal ceases unless the 3oard of

Scuai ization finds that the taxpayerwas unable tocomply." (AS 29.45.190.b)

Completion of this form ensures a written decision from the assessor"s office, and ensures

your right to appeal t the Beard of Equalization if you are not satisfied with the assessor’s
decision.

3. The Assessor®s Olfice will review your appeal, and mail to you, by ocertified mail, copy 2 ol this
formwith the Assessor"s Decisionwritten inBlock 4.

C. Upon receipt of Assessor’ Decision, please complete Block 5. This block provides you with the
cation of eilther accepting the Assessor®s Decision or continuing your appeal on to the Board of
Equalization. PI"™"f° rprim h? form, inthe pr.vp“rpo crcvH?2J. within30 riiv-.

D. [IFthe form is not returned within 20 days, your rigits to appeni wiil be terminated iIn accordance
whn Alaska Statutes.

2. Tha Municipal Clerks office wiil inform you cf the time end cacs v.r.en your appeal wiii be
hoard cv the Beard of Equalization.

u.ASIU LAV/ STATES:

A. "THE APPELLANT BEARS THE BURDEN CF PROOF. The mnlv  .wnrrfc £r
od*"!SrrrPr mx "<“-assmart are c~cf ~f unem?!. wmgcodw/-"v imT rmr. Tt ™eenor ™I°val on based on
f,ct hat are stated in a valid written acneal or proven at the appeal hearing. If a valuation is
found lobe too low, the board of equalizationmay raise the assessment." (AS 29.45.210b)

B. “The assessor shall assess property at its full and true value as of January 1 of the assessment
year.... The full and true value Is the estimated price that the properly would bring in an open
market and under the then prevailing market conditions in a sale between a wilting seller and a

willing buyer both conversant with th$ property and with the prevailing general price lewis.”
(AS 29.45.110a)

C. '"If an aopellant fails O appear, the Eoard of Equalization irtdy proceed with the hearina in
the absence of the gppellant." (AS 29.45.210a)

D. An appellant or the assessor may appeal a determination of the Board of Equalization to the
superior court. Appeals are heard on the record established at the hearing before the Bo.imr: cf

<"nualization. Appeals to the superior court must be filed within 30 days folloving the Board®s
decision. (AS29.45.210d and AMC 12_.G5.05GG)

ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL CODE:

The code requires payment of taxes on the dates shown on the tax hills. You must pay the tax billed
oven though an appeal s dill outstanding. When the appeal is decided, @ there Is a change In

assessed value you wil receive a refund or a supplementary hill for the ci::orer:co iIn taxes.
; AMC 12.05.050)



ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW AND APPEAL FORM

Complete the form down to the heavy line. Remove the bottom copy (or your records and deliver the fOfm to 63? W s>h. 4th

Floor, or mail to: Municipal Clerk, Box 196650, Anchorage, Ak 99519-6650, no later than the ldate
indicated on your Notice ol Value. ICyou deliver them in person the bottom copy will be time-date stamped (or you. The
assessor"s office will review your appeal and mail you a copy of the decision via certified letter. Upon receo: olease

complete block 5 and return the copy to the Municipal Clerk inthe envelope provided.

PInase see back of form for further guidelines. Appeal U

D I request a review of the value shown in item2 below forassessor®s Book -Page. LOt
Property address (or legal description, mile, etc.):
Owner*s name (as listedon valuation roll)
Owner*s Mailing address:

Day phone: Evening phone

land
Assessor SValue Bug. Total

2) (from Notice ol Value)

Owner*s estimate
of value

Owner s reason forestimate of value (including inventory corrections, sales of comparable properties, and property
income statements, ifappropriate).

Seearacned T
3 lhereby affimthat the foregoing information istrue and correct and lhave read and understand the guidelineson the cack.

Signature @ owner oraunorued ag«nt Datos gnod Prim rumo (it Oitteronl Horn Horn « t)
Aooiass(itOtfereffllromitem»i aoove) , Phones (itdatotera Ifom item » l acove)
Shaded area for assessor's use onlv
tiCQ.
Lard Q Total R
~l Assessor 3 From ]
o
Decision V, o\
To
o
Assessor*s reason forderision v
*o -
e «l r-r «"m ;]
-- \J
L3 >1
Date tocorvoo Decisionmade 0/ Dato Apprcwoa oy Date OatenaiM

5) Appellant®s Response: [IFthe copy of this form received viacertified mail is not returnedwirthin 30 days, your rights to appeal
will be terminated inaccordance with Alaska Statutes.

EH IACCEPT the Assessor"s decision inBlock 4 above and hereby withdraw my appeal .

EH IDO NOT ACCEPT the Assessor"s decision and desire tohave my appeal presented to the Board of Equalization.

S gnat'jiear owrur or auinomeo «*)ont OaJosqned Pont namo

Uoaro oi fccuaurat.on s -and acj.- <Dai

Decision

UJCb rdce>vuo Dale H*ar<J Cortif-xJ (Cnaunun or Clock cf Board) Dale mac«ied
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DON TRACY & ASSOCTIATES

< P.0. Box 870503. Wasilla, Alaska (907) 376-5943

/HFCItA ¥ HS 37

g) /3B 37

January 27, 19£7

Keinrick Springer, Chairman

Community and Regional Affairs Committee
Eox V

Juneau, Alaska 99S11

Reference HE 37
Dear Mr. Springer:

For the past four or five years | have acted as chairman of the Board
of Equalization for the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. During this time
I have observed that e large percentage of the applicants base their
appeal on purely emotional grounds ie: taxes are too high; services
are too little, etc.

I believe that burdening the assessors with additional work to further
prove the work that they have done in the normal course of the assessment
process would only increase local costs unnecessarily, and encourage
frivolous and unreasonable appeals to the Board of Equalization. I
would urge you and your committee not to support House Bill 37.

If 1 can be of further assistance, please feel free to contact me at
376-5943-

Sincerely,

Annraiser

DGT:jrs

REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS « CONSULTANTS « MARKET ANALYSTS



ALASKA ASSOCIATION OF ASSESSING OFFICERS

January 26, 19f

PCSITION STATBVENT
SUBJECT: HB37 - An act relating to municipal property tax prooedures

It may surprise you that provisions of this bill do not affect or ohange life
for any assessor of this state, nor effect what we do nor what is expected of
us.

Section 1:

Access to publio documents is a given public right in current provisions of
AS09.25.110 and 120. In fact, some municipalities support staff trained to
teach citizens to access assessment data on public terminals, and provide data
to computer services who market access to public data.  Rxoept for certain
data regarding location of personal property or other information prohibited
by local code, there are no restrictions on data access except for  Attorney
General opinions regarding age and income of senior oitizens, disabled
veterans or those participatory to the Farm Use Assessment program.

Section 2:

A change in responsibility for burden of proof in Appellant hearings of Board
of Equalizations does not change the fact that "an appraisal is, preparation
of detense of value."

Our ooncern is that reversal of the burden of proof presents bad lav in view
of Alaska Supreme Court decision, re. ABC Board vs Decker 1985 and requires
the Assessor to prove a negative statement. This is a ooncept certainly
against the grain of accepted appellant rules and can affect other forms of
appeal hearings.  These, however, are legal concerns better addressed by
others. The most onerous effect of the bill is the fiscal impact on local
communities in the form of administrative costs to prepare to hear a nearly
unlimited number of appeals.

Protected is the fact that every taxpayer has the right to question and
protest the value placed on property per AS29.135.190 Appeal. My thousands
of revisions to value are mede during this period based on cause. Some
municipalities may have resisted this practice, however, that Is not the
intent of the right to protest nor correct action of a municipal assessor.
For instance, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough adjusted 3500 values for cause
during the 1986 protest period and presented 12 appeals to the Board of
Equalization. That is a very low percentage of appeal in view of nearly
60,000 parcels. This is shared as a form of proof that the present system



The Board of Equalization Bay be the governing body, or appointees seleoted
for their expertise in Batters of wvalue. In either oase they are near
volunteers of either political or professional persuasion. The burden that
this bill really shifts is to the Bonrd of Equalization. In one ooeKunity
these professionals are hearing neauiy 6 thousand appeals. This is a
tremendous responsibility and one for which they are not reasonably
compensated. Opening the floodgate to unsupported and frivolous appeals filed
out of frustration rather than reason is not logical nor fair to board members
who are char(qed with orderin(]} value change based on findings and faot

(AS29A 5.200(b). This is a real burden to place upon those who voluntarily
serve the community.

Although not readily apparent, this burden of proof change has nost effeot on
the property owner. Bwvery year there are those who file for hearing without
argument or unwilling to attend hearings. This creates a responsibility for
proper hearing whether or not they attend or present arguments. In
municipalities the presentation of absent appellant’s arguments falls to the
assessor; the appeals mujt be heard as required by AS29.$5.190. Without
presentation of argument to support adjustment of value, these appeals are
meaningless, time consuming and expensive in staff time to eonduot. The cost
of these falne-start appeals is borne by the public, not only in presentation
but in research, verification, and preparation of required documentation by
the assessor for the Board of Equalization. It is patently unfair not to
inform the appellant of the quasi-Judicial operation of the Board in appeal
hearings in face of the requirement, that the Assessor is trained to present
an appraisal based on the concept that it is a defense of value.

The wise assessor or fee appraiser will not attempt to defend a value whioh is
subject to question based on fact. It is ethically and professionally not
acceptable. For the aunicipal assessor there is a considerable bodiy of law in
Alaska Statute Title 29 which is exemplary compared to other states. That s
the reason the Alaska Association of Assessing Officers speaks out against an
issue tha' affects Board of Equalization and publio more than it affects
members of our profession. We feel this lEroposal is a knee-jerk to local
situations (not the rule) which will kick other than the assessor.  Our
approach to appellant hearings is unchanged in any way, as the responsibility
for professionally d.efending a value is unchanged and the requirement of board
action based on findings and fact is unchanged.

W sense that the intent in changing the burden of proof is an attempt to
change advantage in hearings. Because of the quasi-Judicial nature of the
Board of Equalization and fact assessors throughout the State are trained
professionals, the burden of proof really does fall to the appellant. To deny
this will not give advantage to anyone. W are impatient that some local
issues are so seriously affecting State-wide policy and suggest that the
impetus for these proposals result from local situations more appropriately
being delegated to local municipalities to correct.

Please do not recommend passage of HB37 or; amend to delete Section 2.

Gary/A. Lewis
President



ALASKA ASSOCIATION OF ASSESSING OFFICERS

January 21, 1987 g J | H | V | g

Mike Worley, State Assessor

Dept, of Comm. 4 Peg. Affairs

Div. of Municipal & Reg. Asst. - MtfAD
P. 0. Box BH

Juneau, AK. 99811

Dear Mike:
SUBJECT: HB 37

Attached are two very hastily prepared pieces of corres—
pondence concerning the question of burden of proof in
appellant hearings to the Board of Equalization that were
prepared in response to HB 518 last Spring. The position of
the Alaska Assn. of Assessing Officers has not changed.

As to the second provision of HB 37, you will find position
on page 3 of 4 of these attachments. That position has
likewise not changed.

Lewis

ys

Enclosures

cc: AAAO Board Members
Scott Burgess, AML



Matanuska-Susitna Borough

BOX B. PALMER, ALASKA 99645 o PHONE 745-9687
BOROUGH ATTORNEYS OFFICE

May 8, 1986

Senator Edna DeVries
Alaska State Legislature
P. 0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mr. Scott Burgess, Director
Alaska Municipal League

103 Municipal Way

Juneau, Alaska 99801

SUBJECT: HB 518, Amendment to AS 29.45.010

Representative Jenkins has proposed an amendment to existing
AS 29.45.210. That statute presently places the burden of proof

in appeals to the municipalboard ofequalization on the
appellant. The operative languageof that statuteprovides:
"The appellant bears the burden of proof."” The Jenkins amendment

substantially modifies the traditional allocation of the burden
of proof to the taxpayer and places it upon the municipal
assessor.

A Board of Equalization 1is a quasi-judicial administrative
entity and may be likened to a court deciding a dispute between
two parties. In traditional court proceedings the moving party
(the party requesting action) bears the burden of establishing
all material facts supporting entitlement to the requested

action. The same rules applies and must continue to apply to
Board of Equalization appeals. The purpose of placing the burden
of proof on the appellant is fundamental. First, the party

appealing is 1in the best position to assemble material facts and
evidence to present to the board 1in support of his or her

position. Second, allocating the burden of proof to the assessor
requires the assessor to prove the assessment 1is not wunequal,
excessive, improper, or under valued. This means the assessor

must prove a negative, a requirement generally disfavored in the
law.

The Alaska Supreme Court recently ruled that an applicant
for a liquor license bears the burden of proving that a municipal
protest of the 1issuance of such a license 1is reasonable. The
court held:



HB 518, Amendment to AS 29.45.010
May 8, 1986
Page Two

"Ordinarily the party seeking a change in the
status quo has the burden of proof...

An applicant. . . must sustain the burden of
proving every material fact necessary to entitle him to
the privilege he seeks."”

State ABC Board v. Decker, 700 P.2d 483 (Alaska 1985).

In addition Representative Pourchot®"s substitute amendment,
deleting the burden of proof language from the statute must not
be incorporated in the bill.

In the absence of language clearly allocating the burden of
proof in equalization appeals the parties before the board will
be wunsure who bears the burden of proof. In addition the
deletion of language previously contained 1in a statute presents
the opportunity for taxpayers to argue the intent of +Fﬂ
legislature in deleting the burden of proof language 1is to pl«
the burden on the assessor.

For the foregoing reasons the amendments to AS 29.45.210
proposed by Representatives Jenkins and Pourchot must not be
incorporated in HB 518.

Sincerely, t

Michael Gatti
.ttorney

MG: Jr
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ALASKA ASSOCIATION OF ASSEﬁoil&TC?NOSEKTEMﬁ\ﬁS

FROM: Alaska Association of Assessing Officers

TO: AWML - Scott Burgess
Senator Edna DeVries

ES18.Insndmsnfc ia AS 29-J5.Q3Q M as29.45.060

Tire—Adraaka__Assoelation of Assessing Officers has no objection to orij
HB518. The peFsgira®—finoperty exemption applicationJ®or*uueehoXdTMjrniture
and personal property owned bv~~otKgrrs—than, thg--heatf~olr~a~~household in order to
clarify language relatedj£jlie--3COpr'oFtheexe™® Likewise
we support_"i*pep--"efinrtion of the Farm Ose Assessment program as~

jr than exemotion qf property tax.

miESII. HB5.1.8 SECOND AMENDMENT

The Jenkins Amendment to HB518 passed by the House on May 2, 1986
substantially alters existing AS29.45.210(b) by reallocating the burden of
proof to require the assessor to prove a valuation of property is proper. The
reallocation of the burden of proof, as proposed b?/_ Rep. Jenkins, deviates
from accepted principles of assessment and equalization as well as the
commonly recognized legal principle that the appellant in a Board of
Equalization proceeding Is the party objecting to the assessment who should
bear the burden of proof.

Definition of the Burden of Proof provides the Board of Equalization basis to
find fact on frivolous and unfounded appeals and sets administrative procedure
clearlﬁ in the mind of all participants. Without this appellant rule, boards
would be inundated with emotional, ability to pay, and percent increase based
pleas for which they are neither equipped or prepared to reach equitable
decision. A completely one sided argument due to Assessor preparedness vs an
i Il prepared property owner would be indeed overwhelming, even in cases where
the property owner has valid proof at his disposal.

In the hearing process the Assessor is not affected one way or another. The
Assessor is obligated professionally and by ordinance to present a defense of
value based on reason, judgement, equity, and uniformity supported by
evidence. These obligations are taken very seriously in maintaining fairness
to all property owners regardless of uninformed conceptions of our profession.

m&C.TjL HB518 .THIRD AMENDVENT
The provisions of the Amendment providing public access to Assessment methods,

records or means we believe 1s currently law per AS09.25.110 and 120,
Inspection and Copies of Public Records.



From Alaska Assn. of Assessing Officers Page 2.

With the exception of confidential personal property location and particulars,
age verification records of Senior Citizens, inoorae verification of Farm
Applicants, and information provided with request of confidence, there is no
record or document related to the assessment of property not available for
public inspection at reasonable hours.

SUBJECT; f-QUJiCHOT .SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT

The Association may not objeot to the substitution removing entirely the first

sentence of A829.45.210(b; with assurance that all parties oan agree to the

compromise.  However, there are compelling legal considerations contained in

accom#)anfylng POM from Michael Gatti, Deputy Borough Attorney and Gary Lewis on
0

behal the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.
At this point our members are reluctant to gamble on the passage of HB518 in
its current amended form end InmliimmiTi i~ nuti | Mi

tret

fi//otoed "fe

A*xf )n "fr ce,

9r



BILL SHEFFIELD>GOVERNOR

DEPT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS O POUCHB
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

PHONE: (907) 465-4700

0O 949 E 36TH AVENUE, SUITE 400
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99508
PHONE: (907) 563-1073

January 26, 1987
POSITION PAPER

RE: House Bill 37

SPONSOR: Representative Taylor

Program Effects of Bill

Section 1 of the bill simply underscores the rights of access
to public 1information pursuant to the Freedom of Information
Act. Its adoption would have no effect on municipal government.

Section 2 of the bill attempts to shift the "burden of proof"”
from the appellant to the assessor in appeals of municipal

assessments to the Board of Equalization. This amendment
presumably would require the assessor to prove the appellant®s
estimate of assessed value wrong. If the assessor were wunable

to do so, the Board would be obligated by law, to find in favor
of the appellant.

Comments

The Department strongly opposes the passage of House Bill
37. IfT the language 1in Section 2 of the bill were adopted into
law, we believe the municipal board of equalization appeal
process would be wunnecessarily disrupted, the State would be
adopting a double-standard within statutes which would
disadvantage municipalities, and the State would be providing a
catalyst for the deterioration of property tax bases in
municipalities throughout Alaska. In support of our position,
we offer the following comments:

1. The language in Section 2 1is unnecessary, would disrupt
the appeal process, and be counterproductive.

21-P1UL



House

Bill 37

January 26, 1987

Page

2

It is our understanding this language has been

introduced to resolve certainproblems perceived to
exist within the appeal process in the Municipality of
Anchorage. We do not believe the language would be
effective 1in accomplishing 1its objective 1if 1t were
adopted. The correct way to resolve those problems 1is

for the State Assessor to investigate the City"s
municipal appeal process under the authority given
that office by AS 29.45.105 (attached) and work with
the Municipality to adopt policies or ordinances
necessary to correct any problems which might exist
there. In fact, the Office of the State Assessor is
in the process of doing so at this time.

The language in Section 2 of the bill would confuse
and disrupt the appeal process by 1introducing language
in statutes which would be contradictory and
misleading. Shifting the burden of proof from the
appellant to the assessor in the first sentence under
AS 29.45.210(b) appears to create contradictions with
the second sentence under that same subsection. We do
not think it likely the assessor will provide "proof
of unequal, excessive, 1improper, or undervaluation.”

Therefore, that burden would continue to fall on the

appellant. The second sentence goes on to say the
proof must be "stated 1in a valid written appeal or
proven at the appeal hearing." Clearly, that
statement refers to the appellant and not the
assessor. In addition, the proposed amendment is
inconsistent with AS 29.45.190 (attached). The entire

appeal process described wunder that section requires
the appellant to provide grounds which will trigger
the formal appeal and, presumably, facts which will
prove the assessment 1incorrect.

We believe the adoption of the language 1in Section 2
of the bill would actually mislead property owners
into believing they could appeal their assessments
without providing proof or evidence to support their
case. Clearly, that is not consistent with the
statutes cited above.

The language in Section 2 would <create a double—
standard in law and would disadvantage municipalities.-



House

Bill 37

January 26, 1987

Page

3

Currently, AS 43.56.130(e) (attached), which describes

the appeal process for the oil and gas industry,
places the burden of proof on the appellant. If the
language under Section 2 were adopted, the oil and gas
community could correctly argue that State law
provided an advantage in the appeal process for
commercial and industrial property assessed by
municipalities, and a disadvantage to oil and gas
property assessed by the State. We think it would be

likely the oil and gas industry would press for
legislation which would similarly amend AS 43.56 to
impose the burden of proof on the State in questions
of oil and gas property valuation.

The adoption of Section 2 would provide a catalyst for
the deterioration of the municipal tax base.

The shift of the burden of proof offered 1in Section 2
attempts to benefit the average taxpayer by requiring
the municipal assessor to prove his case before the

Board of Equalization. The fact is, boards of
equalization across the State already require the
assessor to do so. In our exposure to assessment

appeals, we have seen only rare, 1isolated cases where
a board of equalization did not give the benefit of

the doubt to the appellant. Those cases almost
exclusively involved appeals by large corporations or
owners of large, valuable commercial or industrial

properties.

Since the average property owner 1is already given the
benefit of the doubt by boards of equalization, the
proposed amendment 1in Section 2 would do nothing to
benefit that party. The property owners who would
receive the real benefit of such a change would be the
owners of 1income producing properties.



House

January

Page

4

Bill 37

26, 1987

Many small municipalities in Alaska rely heavily on
the property tax revenues collected from one or two
large commercial facilities (canneries, pulp mills,

etc.) on their assessment rolls. The owners of
those larger and more valuable properties have the
most to gain from a property tax vreduction. They

also have ready access to professionals such as
appraisers, attorneys, etc., who could successfully
argue questions of assessment before boards of
equalization 1in smaller communities. The ~courts,
of course, would be required under the suggested
burden of proof <change to find in favor of the
appellant if he could present a case establishing
substantial doubt as to the validity of the
municipality”"s assessed value. Larger companies
would be in a much stronger position to obtain
reductions in assessed values than the average
taxpayer. We believe it 1is likely that smaller
municipalities would see their property tax bases
deteriorate if the language in Section 2 were

adopted. This deterioration would come at a time
when communities are already concerned about
diminishing state-shared revenues and are

attempting to broaden municipal tax bases wherever
possible to generate more revenues locally.

In summary, we believe the amendment suggested 1in Section

HB 37 would be counterproductive and could provide
economically dangerous avenue for deterioration of the municipal
property tax base. We encourage the Legislature not to adopt

this bill.



§ 29.45.100 Municipal Government § 29.45.110

Sec. 29.45.100. No limitations on taxes to pay bonds. The
limitations provided for in AS 29.45.0S0 — 29.45.090 do not apply to
taxes levied or pledged to pay or secure the payment of the principal
and interest on bonds. Taxes to pay or secure the payment of principal
and interest on bonds may be levied without limitation as to rate or
amount, regardless of whether the bonds are in default or in danger of
default. (8 12 ch 74 SLA 1985)

Sec. 29.45.103. Taxation records, (a) Municipal records dealing
with assessment, valuation or taxation may be inspected by the State
Assessor or a designee.

(b) Ifamunicipality’s assessment and valuation has been done by a
private contractor, records concerning the municipality’s valuation
and assessment shall be made available to the State Assessor or a
designee on request. (§ 12ch 74 SLA 1985)

Sec. 29.45.105. Errors in taxation procedures, la) If a munici-
pality receives a notice from the State Assessor that major errors have
been found in its assessment, valuation or taxation procedures, the
municipality shall correct its procedures before the beginning of the
next fiscal year or file an appeal under Ib) of this section.

(b) A municipality may appeal a notice from the State Assessor that
it has made a major error in assessment, valuation or taxation
procedures by filing an appeal with the commissioner within 30 days
after receipt of notice oferror.

() The commissioner, after consulting with the Alaska Association
of Assessing Officers, shall render a decision within 60 days after the
receipt of a request under (b) of this section. If the commissioner
determines that a major error has been made in assessment, valuation
or taxation procedures the commissioner shall notify the municipality
of changes that must be made and the municipality shall correct its
procedures before the beginning of the next fiscal year.

id) If errors in its assessment, valuation or taxation procedures
have resulted in a loss of revenue to the state, the municipality shall

reimburse the state for the amount of revenues lost. I8 12 ch 74 S1,A
1985)

Sec. 29.45.110. Full and true value, (a) The assessoi shall assess
property at its full and true value as of January 1 of the assessment
year, except as provided in this section, AS 29.45.060, and 29.45.230.
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.



§ 29.45.1S0 Alaska Statutes Supplement § 29.45.200

30 days before the equalization hearings. If the address is not known
to the assessor, the notice may be addressed to the person at the post
office nearest the property. Notice is effective on the date of mailing.
I8 i2 ch 74 SLA 1985)

Sec. 29.45.180. Corrections, (a) A person receiving an assessment
notice shall advise the assessor of errors or omissions in the
assessment of the person’s property. The assessor may correct errors
or omissions in the roll before the board of equalization hearing.

(b)  If errors found in the preparation of the assessment roll are
adjusted, the assessor shall mail a corrected notice allowing 30 days
for appeal to the board of equalization. (8 12 ch 74 SLA 1985)

Sec. 29.45.190. Appeal, (a) A person whose name appears on the
assessment roll or the agent or assigns of that person may appeal to
the board of equalization for relief from an alleged error in valuation
not adjusted by the assessor to the taxpayer's satisfaction.

(b) The appellant shall, within 30 days after the date of mailing of
notice of assessment, submit to the assessor a written appeal
specifying grounds in the form that the board of equalization may
require. Otherwise, the right of appeal ceases unless the board of
equalization finds that the taxpayer was unable to comply.

(c) The assessor shall notify an appellant by mail of the time and
place of hearing.

(d) The assessor shall prepare for use by the board of equalization a
summary of assessment data relating to each assessment that is
appealed.

(e) A city in a borough may appeal an assessment to the borough
board of equalization in the same manner as a taxpayer. Within five
days after receipt of the appeal, the assessor shall notify the person
whose property assessment is being appealed by the city. (§ 12 ch 74
SLA 1985)

Sec. 29.45.200. Board of equalization, (a) The governing body
sits as a board of equalization for the purpose of hearing an appeal
from a determination of the assessor, or it may delegate this authority
to one or more boards appointed by it. An appointed board may be
composed of not less than three persons, who may be members of the
governing body, municipal residents, or a combination of members of
the governing body and residents. The governing body shall by
ordinance establish the qualifications for membership.

Ib) The board of equalization is governed in its proceedings by rules
adopted by ordinance that are consistent with general rules of
administrative procedure. The board may alter an assessment of a lot
only pursuant to an appeal filed as to the particular lot.

-107 -



843.56.135 Alaska Statutes 843.56.190

(c) The board shall provide by regulation for notices of hearings to
interested persons and municipalities.

(d) If an appellant fails to appear at the hearing, the board may
proceed with the hearing in the absence of the appellant.

(e) The appellant bears the burden of proof at the hearing.

(f) The only grounds for adjustment of assessed value is proof of
unequal, excessive or improper valuation or valuation not determined
in accordance with the standards set out in this chapter, based on facts
stated in a written appeal timely filed ur proved at the hearing.

(g) The board shall certify its determinations to the department
within seven days of the hearing.

(h) [Repealed, § 5¢h 107 SLA 1976

(i) An owner or municipality may appeal to the superior court for,
and is entitled to, trial de novo of the board’s action. (8 1ch 1FSSLA
1973; am § 5 ch 107 SLA 1976)

Sec. 43.56.135. Certification. No later than June 1 of each year,
the department shall certify the final assessment roll and mail to the
owner ofthe taxable property or an authorized agent a statement ofthe
amount of tax due. (§ 4 ch 107 SLA 1976)

Sec. 43.56.140. Supplementary assessment rolls. The depart-
ment shall include property omitted from the assessment roll on a
supplementary roll, using the procedures set out in this chapter for the
original roll. (8 1ch 1 FSSLA 1973)

Sec. 43.56.150. Collection and deposit, (a) The tax levied by AS
43.56.010(a) is payable to the department on or before June 30 of the
taxable year.

(b) The department may provide for voluntary prepayment and for
payment by installments.

(c) The tax levied under AS 43.56.010(a), interest and penalties
collected with respect to this levy shall be deposited in the general
fund. (8 1ch 1 FSSLA 1973; am 8 3 ch 107 SLA 1976)

Sec. 43.56.160. Interest and penalty. When the tax levied by AS
43.56.010(a) becomes delinquent, a penalty of 10 per cent shall be
added. Interest on the delinquent taxes, exclusive of penalty, shall be
assessed at a rate of eight per cent a year. (8§ 1ch 1 FSSLA 1973)

Sec. 4356.170. Lien for tax. [Repealed, § 4 ch 94 SLA 1976. For
current law, see AS 43.10.035]]

Sec. 43.56.180. Remedy. The remedy of distraint of property set
outin AS 43.20.270 applies to the tax levied by AS 43.56.010(a). How -
ever, only property subject to the tax may be distrained. (8 1 ch 1
FSSLA 1973)

Sec. 4356.190. Penalties. BRepealed, § 46 ch 113 SLA 1980. For
current law, see AS 43.05.290]
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DEPT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS

O
MUNICIPAL & REGIONAL ASSISTANCE DIVISION
O
February 5, 1987
O
Report to House Community and Regional -
Affairs Committee
From: Mike Worley -
Office of the State Assessor
Department of Community and Regional Affairs
O
Authority Contacted: Mr. Vern Walton
Title: Director, California State Board of Equalization

Telephone Number: (916) 445-4982 or 4984

STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

P.O. BOX BH
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-2110
PHONE: (907) 465-4750

949 E. 36 TH AVENUE, SUITE 400
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99508-4302
PHONE: (907) 561-8588

P.O. BOX 348
BETHEL, ALASKA 995590348
PHONE: (907) 543-3475

PO. BOX 41
NOME. ALASKA 99782-0041
PHONE: (907) 443-5457

P.O. BOX 280
KOTZEBUE, ALASKA 997520280
PHONE: (907) 442-3875

1514 CUSHMAN STREET, ROOM 210
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701-8288
PHONE: (907) 452-7128

PO BOX 10041
DILLINGHAM, ALASKA 995780041
PHONE: (907) 842-2245

Mr. Walton explained that under California law the county assessor

bears the burden of proof only if the property under
owner-occupied single-family dwelling. In all other
burden of proof falls on the appellant. He said the
been on the books for about ten years.

Mr. Walton was wunable to estimate any 1impacts the

burden of proof had caused in the appeal process because
The operation

13 was adopted 1in California at about the same time.

appeal 1is an
appeals, the

statute had

shift of the

Proposition

of Proposition 13 dramatically changed both assessment activities

and the appeal process throughout the State.

Under Proposition 13, the county assessor revalues property only if

it is conveyed to another party. At the time of conveyance, the
selling price of the property, under California law, 1is required to
be made public. When the assessor appraises the property, both he
and the owner know the amount of the sale. For that reason, the
resulting assessed value of the property is normally the same as, or
extremely close to, the actual selling price. According to
Mr. Walton, appeals to the Board are almost nonexistent for that
reason.

In California it 1is illegal to appeal an assessed value based on

unequal valuation. Obviously, since an assessment
changed when the property sells, Proposition 13
assessment inequities between and among properties.

can only Dbe
created vast
The Board of

Equalization <cannot change assessment inequities <created by that

initiative and, therefore, cannot consider appeals

inequitable valuations.

21-PALH
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In the regulations promulgated by the State Board of Equalization,
which set out the procedures for hearing appeals, the burden of
proof 1is described as the first obligation to produce evidence in
support of the party®"s position. Once that burden has been met, the
burden of producing evidence shifts back and forth from the
appellant to the assessor through the remainder of the hearing.

The statute and regulations described here are 1in the mail to us at
this time. When they arrive, we will provide copies of them for the
information of the committee.
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IN THE HOUSE
CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 37 (
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to certain municipal property tax

procedures; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 29.45.010 1is amended by adding a new subsection to
read:

(d) AlIl municipal bodies shall make procedures, restrictions,
conditions, formulas, or other methods used to assess a property tax
available to the public on request under vreasonable rules during
regular business hours.

* Sec. 2. AS 29.45.110 1is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(d) To assist the assessor indetermining the full and true
value of property, a municipality may by ordinance require that Tfull
consideration be stated on every document that conveys an interest 1in
real property located within the municipality.

* Sec 3. AS 29.45.210(b) 1is amended to read:

(b) The assessor bears the burden of proof in an appeal 1involv—

ing an owner-occupied single-family dwelling. Otherwise the appellant
bears the burden of proof. The only grounds for adjustment of assess—
ment are proof of wunequal, excessive, improper, or under valuation
oasea on that are stated in a /alia wij.Li.en eppeei or proven at
the appeal hearing, If a valuation is found to be too low, the board

of equalization may raise the assessment.

* Sec. 4. This Act takes effect January 1, 1988.

-1- CSHB 37¢( )





