
   

Page 1 of 1 

 

Mayor 
John K. Handeland  

Manager 
Glenn Steckman  

Clerk 
Bryant Hammond 

 

Nome City Council 
Jerald Brown 

Doug Johnson 
Mark Johnson 

Adam Martinson 
 Scot Henderson 

M. Sigvanna Tapqaq                                             

102 Division St. ▪ P.O. Box 281 
Nome, Alaska 99762 

Phone (907) 443-6663 
Fax (907) 443-5345 

 

                       
 
  

NOME CITY COUNCIL 
BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 

WEDNESDAY, MAY 4, 2022 @ 5:30 PM 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS IN CITY HALL 

 
PLEASE NOTE: The Board of Equalization will start on May 4, but will continue to May 5 & 6 only if 
necessary. 
I. ROLL CALL 

 
II. HEARING OF APPELLANTS 

a. 001.023.09 Tweet   Page 2 
b. 001.052.05 Tweet   Page 4 
c. 001.411.23 Bockman  Page 6 
d. 001.011.04 – 5 Sparks  Page 12 
e. 198.2.183A Hubert   Page 15  
f. 001.221.05A NSHC   Page 19  
g. 001.201.05 NSHC    Page 135 
h. 001.131.01A NSHC   Page 263 
i. 001.115.01 NSHC   Page 398 
j. 001.241.54 NSHC   Page 524 
k. 001.211.03A NSHC   Page 656 

 
III. ADJOURNMENT 
17.20.050 Appeals. 
(a) Any alleged error in valuation not adjusted by the assessor to the taxpayer’s satisfaction may be 
appealed to the board of equalization in accordance with the procedures set forth in Alaska Statutes. 
 
17.20.060 Board of equalization. 
The city council shall sit as a board of equalization for the purpose of hearing any appeal from 
determinations of the assessor. Except as otherwise provided in this chapter the board shall be 
governed in its proceedings by the general rules of city council business regarding quorum and voting 
requirements, and by the general rules of administrative law applicable in the state of Alaska. (Ord. 
O-93-6-6 § 1 (part), 1994) 
 
17.20.070 Hearing. 
(a) The appellant shall bear the burden of proof of an alleged error in an exemption determination. 
The only grounds for adjustment is proof based on facts which are stated in a valid written appeal 
timely filed or proved at the hearing. 

 



From: Bryant Hammond
To: Kristine Kienberger; Brad Soske; Jeremy Jacobson
Subject: FW: 001.023.09 Tax Assessment Appeal
Date: Monday, April 25, 2022 5:15:39 AM

Please print and put in the folder
 

From: Bill Tweet <cessna23cb@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, April 24, 2022 8:00 PM
To: Bryant Hammond <BHammond@nomealaska.org>
Subject: 001.023.09 Tax Assessment Appeal
 
04/24/2022 To whom it may concern, I am writing to appeal the 2022 property assessment of our rental property, parcel number 001.023.09, Lot 9A, Block 74A, 1006 East 4th Avenue.  The owner of rec

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.
sophospsmartbannerend

04/24/2022
 
To whom it may concern,
 
I am writing to appeal the 2022 property assessment of our rental property, parcel number
001.023.09, Lot 9A, Block 74A, 1006 East 4th Avenue.  The owner of record is Misty
Leccese (Tweet).
 
The 2022 assessment shows a total value of $122,900, with improvements making up
$84,400 of that.  This represents an overall increase of 10%, and an increase in the
improvements of 15%.  I contend that the assessment should be no higher than the 2020
assessment of $111,900, of which $73,400 was improvements.  
 
I base my assertion on the following:

1.     I have made no significant improvements to the property since the last assessment.
2.     The 2020 assessment was already a similarly significant increase over previous

assessments.
3.     This property is used as a rental, and the common council has recognized that the

lack of affordable rentals is a problem in Nome.
4.     Increasing the assessment will force us to raise rent to our tenants.
5.     This increase will be compounded by increased fuel cost.
6.     The increased fuel costs will result in increased sales tax revenue for the city.
7.     Raising property assessments disincentivizes investment in improvements to

properties.
8.     Raising property assessments increases costs and disincentivizes investments in

rental properties.
9.     The common council has considered tax incentives on new rental units.  This is a

tacit admission that the current tax structure is harmful to property owners.
10.  Enacting tax incentives for new rental construction favors new constructors over

long-time landlords.
11.  Assessment based taxes are inequitable, as people pay vastly different amounts for

the exact same services.
12.  The current tax regime places the burden of proof on the property owner, while

clearly it belongs upon the city.
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13.  The appeal is arduous and many people simply will not have the time or energy to
appeal.

 
While I recognize that a full-scale tax system overhaul is beyond the scope of this appeal, I
ask that the assessment be kept at the 2020 level.
 
Thank you,

Bill Tweet
For Misty Leccese Tweet
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From: Bryant Hammond
To: Kristine Kienberger; Brad Soske; Jeremy Jacobson
Subject: FW: 001.052.05 Assessment Appeal 2022
Date: Monday, April 25, 2022 5:15:18 AM

Please print and put in the folder
 

From: Bill Tweet <cessna23cb@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, April 24, 2022 8:02 PM
To: Bryant Hammond <BHammond@nomealaska.org>
Subject: 001.052.05 Assessment Appeal 2022
 
04/24/2022 To whom it may concern, I am writing to appeal the 2022 assessment of my home.  The property in question is tax parcel 001.052.05, with a legal description of Block 12, Lot 21, and a p

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.
sophospsmartbannerend

04/24/2022
 
To whom it may concern,
 
I am writing to appeal the 2022 assessment of my home.  The property in question is tax
parcel 001.052.05, with a legal description of Block 12, Lot 21, and a physical address of
910 East Front Street.  The owners of record are Misty and William Tweet.  
 
I would like to preface my appeal by stating that I do not dispute that property values are
increasing, I dispute the magnitude of the increase, as well as the City of Nome’s current
tax regime.
 
For background, my wife and I purchased this property in November, 2019.  At that time,
the assessed value to the improvements to the property of $193,500.  The assessed value
of the property and it’s improvements weighed heavily on our decision to purchase the
property. By April, 2020, the assessed value of the improvements had increased to
$232,200.   This represents an increase of 20%. This increase was based on public records
of the purchase price of the property, and failed to take into account any external
motivations of either the buyer or the seller.  I began to appeal the increase, however,
conversations with the assessor proved fruitless, and in the interest of time, I dropped that
appeal. In retrospect, that was a mistake.
 
While I fully understand that the city reassesses the property values regularly, I was
shocked to see a similar percentage increase only two years later.  In March, 2022, the
improvement value had increased to $267,000.  This represents a further increase of 15%
since 2020 (or a 38% increase since purchasing in November, 2019).  I wish all my
investments would perform similarly.  I recognize that property values have increased,
however I find it absurd to think that the value of the improvements (which have had only
minimal maintenance, and those required by the purchase appraisal) have truly increased
by 38% in less than 2.5 years.  
 
In my 2020 appeal, I detailed to the assessor several facts regarding the condition of the
improvements, but these facts clearly fell on deaf ears.  In the interest of time, I will simply
state that the building had extensive deferred maintenance, as well as a very dated interior
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and below average “quality of construction” (as stated by the appraiser). 

While I assume that property values in Nome have generally risen by 15% (based on the
increase in assessment), I request that the assessment of this property remain at 2020
levels for the following reasons:

1.     No significant improvements nor repairs have been made to the property, other than
those required by original appraisal, which was used as supporting evidence for the
2020 increase

2.     The property is a duplex, and while the owners have absorbed the previous tax
increase, we will be forced to pass the additional cost on to the tenants, further
exacerbating the high cost of rentals in Nome.  

3.     While it is common practice to tax property based on assessment, the very model is
not flawed, but broken.  Under this scheme, property owners are taxed not on how
they value a property, but how buyers of homes with certain similar features
(regardless of the condition of the property) might value it.  

4.     As noted earlier, the existing assessment when we purchased the property was a
factor in our purchase.  It could be argued that we relied, to our detriment that the
value would increase at a more normal rate, and not increase at a rate of 1.3% per
month. While this would not likely hold up in court, this tax scheme opens the city up
for nuisance litigation

5.     The burden of proof is placed on the property owner, who then has to argue his or
her case against a real estate professional who specializes in such cases.  If the city
wishes to increase assessments, logic and ethics clearly dictate that the burden of
proof should fall upon the city.

6.     The appeal process is arduous and time consuming.  Once again, it should be up to
the city and the assessor to prove that each property has increased not only in
market value, but in value to the property owner.

7.     Increasing property assessments disincentivize investment in properties and the
community in general

8.     While the city faces increased costs, due to increased fuel and inflation, so do the
individuals and property owners.  If the city wishes to increase assessments across
the board, they should match that by an equal mill rate reduction.

9.     The current tax system is inherently inequitable, forcing citizens to pay vastly
different amounts for the same services.

 
While I hope that these justifications will cause you to reconsider the increase in this
particular assessment, I truly hope that it will spur the city to revisit their overall tax scheme.
 
Thank you,
 
Bill Tweet
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