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Petersburg Borough 
 

Meeting Agenda 

Board of Equalization 
 

12 South Nordic Drive 
Petersburg, AK 99833 

 

Tuesday, April 14, 2026 12:00 PM Assembly Chambers 

 

Zoom Information 
When: April 14, 2026 12:00 PM Alaska 
Topic: Board of Equalization 

https://petersburgak-
gov.zoom.us/j/87055325476?pwd=oIJMBdJnT5d5ktGwBTgJwu5uCM6g3o.1 

Passcode: 793860 

Join via audio: (720) 707-2699 or (253) 215-8782 
Webinar ID: 870 5532 5476 
Passcode: 793860 

1. Call to Order / Roll Call 

2. Board of Equalization Hearings 

A. Borough Contract Assessors Appraisal Company of Alaska -  Martins Onskulis 

The Borough's Contract Assessors, Appraisal Company of Alaska, will provide 
information to the Board of Equalization regarding the property valuation process for 
Petersburg. 
This year 28 appeals were filed from 24 appellants. 16 appeals have been resolved 
and withdrawn.  

BOE Guidelines are attached to this agenda item. 

3. Appeals 
 

A. Kowalske, Thomas - Parcel 01-031-596: Appeal #2026-04 

Appeal Hearing Process (A-D are provided 3 minutes each to speak): 

A. Appellant Thomas Kowalske appeal paperwork is attached.  
B. Assessor Onskulis’ appeal write up is attached. 
C. Appellant rebuttal 
D. Assessor rebuttal 
E. Questions from the Board of Equalization 
F. Board of Equalization’s Decision – Must be based on facts presented at the 
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BOE and a reason given.  The Appellant bears the burden of proof based on 
salient facts. 

B. Moyer, Cynthia - Parcel 03-244-180: Appeal #2026-08 

Appeal Hearing Process (A-D are provided 3 minutes each to speak): 

A. Appellant Cynthia Moyer appeal paperwork is attached. 
B. Assessor Onskulis’ appeal write up is attached. 
C. Appellant rebuttal 
D. Assessor rebuttal 
E. Questions from the Board of Equalization 
F. Board of Equalization’s Decision – Must be based on facts presented at the 
BOE and a reason given.  The Appellant bears the burden of proof based on 
salient facts. 

C. Wright, Andy - Parcel 01-031-566: Appeal #2026-14 

Appeal Hearing Process (A-D are provided 3 minutes each to speak): 

A. Appellant Andy Wright appeal paperwork is attached.  
B. Assessor Onskulis’ appeal write up is attached. 
C. Appellant rebuttal 
D. Assessor rebuttal 
E. Questions from the Board of Equalization 
F. Board of Equalization’s Decision – Must be based on facts presented at the 
BOE and a reason given.  The Appellant bears the burden of proof based on 
salient facts. 

D. Vandervest, Shannon- Parcel 02-131-010: Appeal #2026-15 

Appeal Hearing Process (A-D are provided 3 minutes each to speak): 

A. Appellant Shannon Vandervest appeal paperwork is attached. 
B. Assessor Onskulis’ appeal write up is attached. 
C. Appellant rebuttal 
D. Assessor rebuttal 
E. Questions from the Board of Equalization 
F. Board of Equalization’s Decision – Must be based on facts presented at the 
BOE and a reason given.  The Appellant bears the burden of proof based on 
salient facts. 

E. Hinde, Ben - Parcel 01-006-224: Appeal #2026-17 

Appeal Hearing Process (A-D are provided 3 minutes each to speak): 

A. Appellant Ben Hinde appeal paperwork is attached.  
B. Assessor Onskulis’ appeal write up is attached. 
C. Appellant rebuttal 
D. Assessor rebuttal 
E. Questions from the Board of Equalization 
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F.  Board of Equalization’s Decision – Must be based on facts presented at 
the BOE and a reason given.  The Appellant bears the burden of proof based 
on salient facts. 

F. Murgas, John - Parcel 02-082-135: Appeal #2026-21 

Appeal Hearing Process (A-D are provided 3 minutes each to speak): 

A. Appellant John Murgas appeal paperwork is attached.  
B. Assessor Onskulis’ appeal write up is attached. 
C. Appellant rebuttal 
D. Assessor rebuttal 
E. Questions from the Board of Equalization 
F. Board of Equalization’s Decision – Must be based on facts presented at the 
BOE and a reason given.  The Appellant bears the burden of proof based on 
salient facts. 

G. Murgas, John - Parcel 02-082-130: Appeal #2026-22 

Appeal Hearing Process (A-D are provided 3 minutes each to speak): 

A. Appellant John Murgas appeal paperwork is attached.  
B. Assessor Onskulis’ appeal write up is attached. 
C. Appellant rebuttal 
D. Assessor rebuttal 
E. Questions from the Board of Equalization 
F. Board of Equalization’s Decision – Must be based on facts presented at the 
BOE and a reason given.  The Appellant bears the burden of proof based on 
salient facts. 

 

H. Murgas, John - Parcel 02-082-125: Appeal #2026-23 

Appeal Hearing Process (A-D are provided 3 minutes each to speak): 

A. Appellant John Murgas appeal paperwork is attached.  
B. Assessor Onskulis’ appeal write up is attached. 
C. Appellant rebuttal 
D. Assessor rebuttal 
E. Questions from the Board of Equalization 
F. Board of Equalization’s Decision – Must be based on facts presented at the 
BOE and a reason given.  The Appellant bears the burden of proof based on 
salient facts. 

I. Tyson, Jackie or Heimdahl, Dennis - Parcel 02-082-070: Appeal #2026-24 

Appeal Hearing Process (A-D are provided 3 minutes each to speak): 

A. Appellant Jackie Tyson or Dennis Heimdahl appeal paperwork is 
attached.  
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B. Assessor Onskulis’ appeal write up is attached. 
C. Appellant rebuttal 
D. Assessor rebuttal 
E. Questions from the Board of Equalization 
F. Board of Equalization’s Decision – Must be based on facts presented at the 
BOE and a reason given.  The Appellant bears the burden of proof based on 
salient facts. 

J. Tyson, Jackie or Heimdahl, Dennis - Parcel 02-082-075: Appeal #2026-25 

Appeal Hearing Process (A-D are provided 3 minutes each to speak): 

A. Appellant Jackie Tyson or Dennis Heimdahl appeal paperwork is 
attached.  
B. Assessor Onskulis’ appeal write up is attached. 
C. Appellant rebuttal 
D. Assessor rebuttal 
E. Questions from the Board of Equalization 
F. Board of Equalization’s Decision – Must be based on facts presented at the 
BOE and a reason given.  The Appellant bears the burden of proof based on 
salient facts. 

 

K. Tyson, Jackie or Heimdahl, Dennis - Parcel 02-082-200: Appeal #2026-26 

Appeal Hearing Process (A-D are provided 3 minutes each to speak): 

A. Appellant Jackie Tyson or Dennis Heimdahl appeal paperwork is 
attached.  
B. Assessor Onskulis’ appeal write up is attached. 
C. Appellant rebuttal 
D. Assessor rebuttal 
E. Questions from the Board of Equalization 
F. Board of Equalization’s Decision – Must be based on facts presented at the 
BOE and a reason given.  The Appellant bears the burden of proof based on 
salient facts. 

 

L. Susort, Martin - Parcel 01-031-235: Appeal #2026-27 

Appeal Hearing Process (A-D are provided 3 minutes each to speak): 

A. Appellant Martin Susort appeal paperwork is attached.  
B. Assessor Onskulis’ appeal write up is attached. 
C. Appellant rebuttal 
D. Assessor rebuttal 
E. Questions from the Board of Equalization 
F. Board of Equalization’s Decision – Must be based on facts presented at the 
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BOE and a reason given.  The Appellant bears the burden of proof based on 
salient facts. 

4. Adjourn 
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GUIDELINES FOR BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FINDINGS 

 

I.  GROUNDS FOR ADJUSTMENT OF ASSESSMENT 

Under PMC Section 4.24.220(C) “The only grounds for adjustment of an assessment are proof of  

unequal, excessive, improper or under valuation based on facts that are stated in a valid written 

appeal or proven at the hearing.” 

KEY: It is the appellant’s burden to establish one of the following grounds for adjustment: 

EXCESSIVE – To show that an assessment is excessive, the Appellant must demonstrate that 

the assessment is more than simply overvalued. It must be grossly disproportionate when 

compared to other assessments, or there must be evidence of an intentional or fraudulent purpose 

to assign an excessive value. 

UNEQUAL – To show that an assessment is unequal, the Appellant must demonstrate that there 

are other properties within the same class and that there is no reasonable basis to justify 

differences in valuation. 

IMPROPER – To show that an assessment is improper, it must be demonstrated that the 

assessor used an improper method of valuation, amounting to fraud or a clear adoption of an 

incorrect valuation principle. 

UNDERVALUED – Rare, but it does occur from time to time. 

KEY: The following are not grounds for adjustment: 

 My taxes are too high 

 The value of my property changed too much in one year 

 I cannot afford the taxes assessed.  

II. THE BOARD MUST BASE ITS DECISION ON THE EVIDENCE 

The Board may only base its decision on evidence presented in writing or via sworn testimony. 

DO NOT rely on personal knowledge. However, you may pose questions to elicit helpful 

testimony/evidence. 

III. THE BOARD MUST ISSUE FINDINGS ON THE RECORD 

Under PMC Section 4.24.230 the board shall enter in the appeal record its decision upon appeals 

brought before it, and shall certify to the same. A motion should be made stating the specific 

evidence relied upon, such as an error in sf calculation, comparable properties, evidence of 

property damage not captured by the assessor, etc.  

Examples:  

“Move to uphold the assessment because the appellant has failed to meet their burden of 

establishing the assessment is unequal, excessive, or improper based upon the evidence presented 

including the following [Discuss Specific Evidence Presented]” 

Or  
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GUIDELINES FOR BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FINDINGS 

 

“Move to adjust the valuation to $  _________________ because the appellant has met their burden 

by establishing the assessment is [Choose one or more (1) unequal , or (2) excessive,  or (3) 

improper] based upon the evidence presented including the following [Discuss Specific Evidence 

Presented]” 
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Appeal 2026-04 

 
Thomas Kowalske 

Parcel #01-031-596 
125 Cornelius Rd
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BOE Appeal Review for 125 Cornelius Rd 

 

To: 2026 Board of Equalization 
From:  Michael C. Renfro, Assessor 
   Martins Onskulis, Assessor 
Re: 125 Cornelius Rd 

 
Purpose of Report 

• Validation of the 2026 assessed value of the subject property as determined through the 
mass appraisal process and supported by sales ratio studies, in compliance with Alaska 
Statutes requiring assessment at full and true value.  

 
Introduction 

• The subject property is located at 125 Cornelius Rd  

• Land Size: 15,000 SF  

• Building Size: 2,741 SF with 700 SF attached garage  

• Land Value: $62,600  

• Building Value: $245,600  

• Total Assessed Value: $308,200  

• Valuation is based on comparable property sales, lot size, and location.  

This report provides a comprehensive review of the assessed value and addresses concerns raised 
by the property owner. 
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Legal and Assessment Standard 

Under Alaska law (AS 29.45.110), property must be assessed at its full and true value, defined as 
the estimated market value as of January 1. 

• Market value is based on a willing buyer and willing seller  

• It reflects actual market behavior, not hypothetical or speculative impacts  

• Assessments must be applied uniformly and equitably across similar properties  

 
Overview of Valuation Process 

Property valuations in Petersburg are developed using a mass appraisal approach that considers: 

• Property characteristics  

• Location and neighborhood influences  

• Market trends  

• Verified comparable sales  

This methodology follows accepted appraisal standards and ensures consistency across similarly 
situated properties. 

 
Utilization of Sales Data 

Sales of comparable properties within the local market are the primary basis for valuation. 

• Sales reflect actual buyer and seller behavior  

• Adjustments are made for differences in size, location, and characteristics  

• Market evidence must be local and relevant  

This ensures assessed values reflect real-world transactions rather than theoretical assumptions. 

 
Validation Through Sales Ratio Studies 

All assessed values are tested using sales ratio studies to ensure accuracy and equity. 

• Current ratios are in the low 80% range of market value  

• This indicates assessments are conservative relative to market  

• The State of Alaska expects assessments to be near 100% of market value  

This confirms that assessed values are not excessive and, if anything, are below full market 
value. 
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Burden of Proof for Adjustments 

For an adjustment to be warranted, there must be: 

• Credible, market-supported evidence  

• Comparable sales demonstrating a measurable impact  

General concerns, opinions, or studies from other regions do not meet this standard unless 
supported by local market data. 

 
Concern Raised by Property Owner 

• The property owner asserts that the construction of a new cell tower has reduced property 
value.  

 
Analysis of Cell Tower Impact 

1. Lack of Local Market Evidence 

The property owner provided studies from outside Alaska suggesting potential impacts. 
However: 

• No known studies exist specific to Alaska markets  

• No verified sales in Petersburg indicate reduced values due to tower proximity  

2. Existing Towers in Petersburg 

Petersburg already has multiple towers: 

• Airport Subdivision  

• Behind the school  

• Hungerford Hill Road  

There have been numerous sales and listings near these locations without evidence of value 
reduction. In many cases, development continues in these areas. 

3. Market Behavior Near Towers 

Recent sales and listings include: 

• 109 Odin St (listed): $45,000 (assessed at $26,700)  

• 119 Mill Rd (sold): $80,000 (assessed at $63,600)  

• 121 Arness Heights (sold): $120,000 (assessed at $94,000)  

These transactions demonstrate that properties near towers: 

• Continue to sell  
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• Sell at prices consistent with the broader market  

• Do not show measurable discounts attributable to tower proximity  

4. Broader Market Experience 

Across multiple Alaska communities where we perform assessments, we have: 

• Not observed consistent value impacts from cell towers  

• Consulted with appraisers and real estate professionals  

• Found no market-supported basis for adjustments  

 
Market Trends and Subject Property 

• Purchase price (1/29/2021): $275,000  

• Current assessed value: $308,200  

Market appreciation trends indicate: 

• ~6% annually → approx. $368,000  

• ~8% annually → approx. $404,000  

This suggests the current assessment is well below estimated market value. 

 
Assessment Level and Hypothetical Impact 

With assessments at approximately 80% of market value: 

• There is already a built-in 20% margin below market  

Even if one assumes a theoretical reduction (e.g., 10–20% as cited in external studies): 

• The assessed value would still fall within a reasonable market range  

This further supports that the current assessment is not excessive. 

 
Timing of the Tower Construction 

• The tower was completed in late November  

• No post-construction sales data exists to measure any potential impact  

Without sales occurring after completion: 

• There is no measurable evidence of any change in value  

• Any claimed impact remains speculative  
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Mass Appraisal Consistency 

It is important to note: 

• All properties are valued using the same methodology  

• No adjustments are made for factors unless supported by market data  

• Making unsupported adjustments for one property would create inequity across the tax 
roll  

 
Conclusion 

While concerns regarding cell towers are acknowledged, there is: 

• No verified local market evidence of value reduction  

• No sales indicating buyer resistance or price discounts  

• Strong evidence that properties near towers sell at typical market levels  

• Clear indication that assessed values are already below market  

The subject property’s assessed value is: 

• Supported by market data  

• Consistent with similar properties  

• Below estimated market value  

Valuation decisions must be based on demonstrated market behavior, not speculation or studies 
from dissimilar markets. 

Recommendation: No change to the assessed value. 
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Subject Property 
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Cell Tower Location 
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Sales Location 

 

Valuation Map 

 

 
 

45

Item 3A.



Listings 
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions  
This mass appraisal is subject to the following extraordinary assumptions (EA) and general 
assumptions and limiting conditions as follows:  
EA-1 it is assumed that the properties ownership valued is correctly identified and held in fee 
simple interest unless stated otherwise.    
EA-2 it is assumed that the land areas and dimensions are as stated in the records.    
EA-3 it is assumed that the conditions of the properties areas as described in the various records 
based on the limitations of the inspections and observable features.    
General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions:  

1. It is assumed the data, maps, and descriptive data are accurate and correct. Photos, 
sketches, maps, and drawings in this appraisal report are for visualizing the property 
only and are not to be relied upon for any other use. They may not be to scale.   

2. The valuation is based on information and data from sources believed reliable, correct 
and accurately reported. No responsibility is assumed for false data provided by 
others.  

3. No responsibility is assumed for building permits, zone changes, engineering or any 
other services or duty connected with legally utilizing the subject property.  

4. This appraisal was made on the premise that there are no encumbrances prohibiting 
utilization of the property under the appraiser’s estimate of the highest and best use.  

5. It is assumed the title to the property is marketable. No investigation to this fact has 
been made by the appraiser.  

6. No responsibility is assumed for matters of law or legal interpretation.  
7. It is assumed no conditions existed that were undiscoverable through normal diligent 

investigation which would affect the use and value of the property.   
8. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which may 

or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. The 
appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of substances such 
as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation or other potentially hazardous 
materials may affect the value of the property. The value estimate is predicated on the 
assumption that there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss 
in value beyond what is estimated herein. No responsibility is assumed for any such 
conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.  

9. The value estimate is made subject to the purpose, date and definition of value.  
10. The appraisal is to be considered in its entirety, the use of only a portion thereof will 

render the appraisal invalid.  

Extraordinary Assumption  
An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be false, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions.  Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise 
uncertain information about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; 
or about conditions external to the property such as market conditions or trends; or about the 
integrity of data used in an analysis. 
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Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Petersburg Appeal Review
16 messages

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Wed, Mar 18, 2026 at 9:13 AM
To: kowalsketom@gmail.com

Thomas,

Thank you for discussing your appeal with me. From an assessment standpoint, our analysis must be based on market
data. In this case, while I understand your concern regarding the proximity of a cell tower, we have not identified sufficient
market evidence to support an adjustment to the assessed value. Specifically, we have not seen any verified sales
indicating that properties sell for less due to the presence of a nearby cell tower. In Petersburg - there are properties near
existing towers—such as in the Airport Subdivision and behind the high school—that are in close proximity to residential
homes. We have not received any indication through sales or appeals that buyers paid less due to those towers.

Across the communities we work in, we have not observed a consistent impact on property values related to nearby
towers. For example, in Unalaska, the Haystack Hill subdivision includes some of the most expensive homes in the
community, despite having multiple cell tower leases located on the hill (approximately seven). In other communities such
as Yakutat and Cordova, additional towers are often viewed positively due to limited cell coverage. I also know of
situations in Haines where property owners have been interested in towers companies building towers on their land to
improve service/and pay them a lease on the land.

We have seen increasing public discussion and, in some cases, opposition to new towers. For example, in Wrangell, a
tower constructed near mile 3 in proximity to residential homes was approved without much issue (at least I am not aware
that they had any issues), while a later proposal near mile 12.8 faced more public opposition due to concerns about visual
impact, light, and potential effects on property values, and was ultimately not approved. Similar discussions are occurring
in other communities as well. However, these concerns are not necessarily reflected in actual market transactions. A key
factor is that many property owners now rely on alternatives such as Starlink or other internet-based services, which
reduces reliance on traditional cell infrastructure. In some areas where towers are proposed, existing service are good
enough or people simply do not need cell service. From an appraisal perspective, value must be supported by market
evidence. While it is possible that a tower located immediately adjacent to a property or significantly impacting a view
could influence value, we have not observed sufficient data to quantify such an impact in this case.

In summary, we have not identified market-supported evidence indicating that the nearby cell tower has resulted in a
reduction in value for your property. If additional data becomes available demonstrating a measurable impact, we would
certainly consider it. At this time, however, no adjustment is supported. If you would like to pursue the matter further, you
may wish to present your concerns to the Board of Equalization. The Board may consider the issue from a broader
perspective, and it can also be a good opportunity to communicate your concerns to the Assembly regarding the presence
and placement of cell towers.

I do understand your concern. If I were in a similar situation, I would feel the same way. In assessment work, we are
required to rely on market data when making adjustments, and at this time, we do not have data that supports a value
change due to the presence of the cell tower.

Thank you,
Martins

--
Martins Onskulis, MBA
Appraisal Company of Alaska

405 W. 27th Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99503

907.334.6312 (Office)
907.793.7713 (c)
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Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com> Wed, Mar 25, 2026 at 11:45 AM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Thanks, Martins. If there is nothing further we can do here, then I'll take this up with the board of
equalization. 
Tom

From: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2026 9:13 AM
To: kowalsketom@gmail.com <kowalsketom@gmail.com>
Subject: Petersburg Appeal Review
[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Wed, Mar 25, 2026 at 11:59 AM
To: Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com>

Tom,

Thank you for your reply. Unfortunately, I don’t have any data to support an adjustment, I think the BOE would be the
appropriate next step.

I have another appeal from Mill Rd, and I’ll be recommending the same approach.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]

Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com> Wed, Mar 25, 2026 at 1:17 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

I have some supporting documents if you are interested. There are about a dozen leters from realtors and one from an
appraisal company showing property value reductions in sales and studies. 

Do I need to submit these before the Board of Equalization? Or can I just bring copeys woth me? Thanks!
[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Wed, Mar 25, 2026 at 2:34 PM
To: Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com>

Tom,

That would be great if you could send that information. I may be missing something, and it would be helpful to review it.

Thank you,
Martins

Martins Onskulis, MBA
Appraisal Company of Alaska

405 W. 27th Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99503

907.334.6312 (Office)
907.793.7713 (c)
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[Quoted text hidden]

Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com> Wed, Mar 25, 2026 at 5:12 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Here you go. Thanks, Martins! 

From: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2026 2:34 PM
To: Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Petersburg Appeal Review
 
[Quoted text hidden]

3 attachments

Exhibit 62c.pdf
532K

Real Estate Leters on Property Value 2.pdf
1672K

Real Estate Leters on Property Value 3.pdf
1014K

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Thu, Mar 26, 2026 at 8:28 AM
To: Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com>

Tom,

Thank you for sending these. Have you had a chance to speak with any local realtors to get their perspective?

[Quoted text hidden]

Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com> Fri, Mar 27, 2026 at 1:09 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Hi Martins,
I am trying to get their perspective, but one local relator said on record during two public meetings that
towers will reduce property values, but I cant remember how much. I am waiting for them to call me back
to get specifics. 

From: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2026 8:28 AM
[Quoted text hidden]
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Fri, Mar 27, 2026 at 1:13 PM
To: Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com>
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Tom, 

I also left a voicemail yesterday. And also reached out to the appraiser that does some work in town. Will let you know
when I hear back from them. 

Have a great weekend.

- Martins

Martins Onskulis, MBA
Appraisal Company of Alaska

405 W. 27th Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99503

907.334.6312 (Office)
907.793.7713 (c)
[Quoted text hidden]

Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com> Fri, Mar 27, 2026 at 1:16 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Sounds good, and I'll share what I find out as well. Thank you for you attention on this, Martins. Have a
great weekend as well.

From: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2026 1:13 PM
[Quoted text hidden]
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Thu, Apr 2, 2026 at 8:11 AM
To: Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com>

Tom,

I spoke with a local realtor and an appraiser who regularly works in Petersburg. They both confirmed what I mentioned
earlier—that we would need market data to demonstrate any measurable impact.

They also noted that most buyers are not particularly concerned with cell towers or similar infrastructure. Buyers tend to
focus primarily on the home itself—if they like the house, they are generally willing to proceed.

If you would like to move forward with the Board of Equalization hearing, please let me know and I can notify the city.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]

Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com> Fri, Apr 3, 2026 at 6:30 AM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Thanks, Martins. I have testimony from a local realator that said there will be a devaluation yo nearby property when a
new tower is put up. The other realator told me that a tower will decrease the number of people that would buy a house
near a tower. So I would like to take this matter to the BOE. Thanks for your help.
Tom
[Quoted text hidden]
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Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Fri, Apr 3, 2026 at 7:06 AM
To: Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com>

Tom,

Thank you for the update. Have a good weekend.

- Martins
[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Fri, Apr 3, 2026 at 9:23 AM
To: Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com>

Tom,

Do you mind sharing which realtors you spoke with? I’d like to see what information they are using and whether there may
be any sales I’m missing.

Thanks very much,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]

Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com> Fri, Apr 3, 2026 at 11:27 AM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Hi, Martins. Sara with Petersburg Properties made multible public statements, once in the local paper and the second
time was during a public assembly meeting in December, and a third time during a planning meeting shorty after. I was
there in person for both meetings. Then on March, 27, at approximately 2:30 pm, Bennett with Anchore Properties told me
via phone conversation: "although there are no figures to suggest that property sales are effected by proximity to towers in
Petersburg, the pool of people interested in buying a house next to a tower would be smaller than it would if there were no
tower."

Also, the tower by my house is unusual due to the fact that the owner: Tlingit & Haida (TH), does not have insurance and
clams sovereign immunity. If it where built by a normal telecommunications company, they would be insured and held
responsible for any damages. A normal company would have also been very hesitant in building a tower in this localtion
based on the public push back as well. So, this is not a typical situation. Treating this situation as typical falls short of
reality.

Additionally, asthetic value ranks very high for folks that live in the breathtaking viewsheds in Petersburg, especially for
folks that live outside the business area of downtiwn. Anything that takes away from this value, decreases property value
and is justification for a higher decrease in property tax for folks with interrupted veiwsheds. 

We need to wrap this query up. Asking for responses through email more than twice is borderline harassment. I'm am
more than happy to prove my case at the BOE at this point. In fact, I feel that it is time to move this conversation to a new
audience. Thank you for understanding.
Tom   

[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Fri, Apr 3, 2026 at 1:19 PM
To: Tom Kowalske <kowalsketom@gmail.com>

Tom,

Thanks for your reply. Have a good weekend.

- Martins
[Quoted text hidden]
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Lot: 0.41 acre(s) Area: 2G - Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area
Utilities: Water Available, Electricity Available View Description: Mountain(s)
Water: Public Zoning: RES - Residential (Unofficial)

Lot Dimensions: 17905.0

Lot Description / Level, Many Trees View / Yes

Property Details

Additional Features

Date printed: 4/3/2026

109 Odin Lane, Petersburg, AK 99833 (MLS # 25-10636)

$45,000
0 Beds, 0 Bath
Home size: n/a
Lot size: 17,860 sqft
Year Built: 0

Garage Spaces: n/a
Tract: n/a

Community: 2G - Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area
County: n/a
Total Parking: n/a
Last updated: 8/16/2025

Listing Office: Petersburg Properties, LLC

Great residential lot up on a sunny plateau close to town. Over 17,000 s/f flat lot ready for
your build. Rough in roadway to the corner of the lot.

The listing content relating to real estate for sale on this web site comes in part from the IDX Program of Alaska Multiple Listing Service, Inc. (AK MLS). Real
estate listings held by brokerage firms other than Petersburg Properties LLC are marked with either the listing brokerage’s logo or the AK MLS logo and

information about them includes the name of the listing brokerage

All information is deemed reliable but is not guaranteed and should be independently verified for accuracy.

Copyright 2026 Alaska Multiple Listing Service, Inc. All rights reserved

Sarah Holmgrain
Petersburg Properties LLC

Office: 907-518-0639
spholmgrain@gmail.com
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Appeal 2026-08 

Cynthia Moyer 
Parcel #03-244-180 

Lot 18, Duncal Canal
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Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Petersburg Appeal Review
7 messages

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Sun, Mar 22, 2026 at 7:28 AM
To: cfuglvog@ymail.com

Cynthia,

Thank you for discussing your appeal with me a few days ago. We have made adjustments to reflect the damage to the
windows, deck, and some foundation issues. We also considered that the cabin is dry.

The building value was adjusted using a table that accounts for individual components of the structure, with percentage
adjustments applied based on that schedule. The land value appears consistent with other lots in the immediate vicinity.

The adjusted values are as follows:
Land: $39,100
Building: $60,600
Total: $99,700

Please let me know if you agree or disagree with the adjustment, or if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Martins

--
Martins Onskulis, MBA
Appraisal Company of Alaska

405 W. 27th Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99503

907.334.6312 (Office)
907.793.7713 (c)

Cynthia Fuglvog <cfuglvog@ymail.com> Tue, Mar 24, 2026 at 10:19 AM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

I disagree with the building value. As I stated before in writing in my appeal, and then again, in our
discussion, I disagree with the building value. The building being dry is not the real issue.  The
issue is the damage from the trees falling causing foundation instability, and the main large
windows of the building having lost their seal due to the tree damage and foundation instability.
Until I can find and afford help to secure the foundation and replace the windows the building has
not much value to it. It can certainly not garner interest in the $100,000.00 range in its condition.

Cynthia Moyer

[Quoted text hidden]

Virus-free.www.avg.com

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Wed, Mar 25, 2026 at 6:29 AM
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To: Cynthia Fuglvog <cfuglvog@ymail.com>

Cynthia,

Thank you for your reply. Do you happen to have any photos of the damage or anything similar that you could share?
That would help me better evaluate the situation.

We do have a photo from 2023, and at that time there did not appear to be any damage.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Thu, Apr 2, 2026 at 8:46 AM
To: Cynthia Fuglvog <cfuglvog@ymail.com>

Cynthia,

I wanted to follow up on my previous email. Please let me know if you have additional information for me to review or if
you have any questions.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Tue, Apr 7, 2026 at 11:30 AM
To: Cynthia Fuglvog <cfuglvog@ymail.com>

Cynthia,

I wanted to follow up on my previous email.

The borough is required to publish a list of unresolved appeals and schedule them for the BOE. This does not mean we
can’t continue working toward a resolution before the hearing.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Also, for your information, we will be conducting remote property inspections this summer. If there is anything specific you
would like us to review, I can add your property to the list for a closer look.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]

Cynthia Fuglvog <cfuglvog@ymail.com> Tue, Apr 7, 2026 at 1:09 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

You did not take good photos if you did not see the failing of the buildings foundation, the broken
window seals, the damaged deck rail, the back deck has rotted off, the lack of outhouse which was
taken out by trees. 

Driving by in a skiff or using a drone does not show the details of a structure.

[Quoted text hidden]
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Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Tue, Apr 7, 2026 at 1:42 PM
To: Cynthia Fuglvog <cfuglvog@ymail.com>

Cynthia,

Thank you for your reply.

We do not enter private property or go underneath buildings unless the owner is present and invites us to review the
property in more detail. Our inspections are typically conducted from the street or, in this case, from the beach.

Below is a photo we took in the summer of 2023. As mentioned, we will doing remote properties this summer, and with
your permission, we would be happy to take a closer look at the property.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]
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Appeal 2026-14 

 
Andy Wright 

Parcel #01-031-566 
237 Mitkof Hwy
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BOE Appeal Review for 237 Mitkoff Hwy 

 

To: 2026 Board of Equalization 
From:  Michael C. Renfro, Assessor 
   Martins Onskulis, Assessor 
Re: 237 Mitkoff Hwy 

 
Purpose of Report 

• Validation of the 2026 assessed value of the subject property as determined through the 
mass appraisal process and supported by sales ratio studies, in compliance with Alaska 
Statutes requiring assessment at full and true value.  

 
Introduction 

• The subject property is located at 237 Mitkoff Hwy 

• Land Size: 30,647 SF  

• Building Size: 2,838 SF with Shed; Carport 

• Land Value: $77,800 
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• Building Value: $295,400  

• Total Assessed Value: $373,200  

• Valuation is based on comparable property sales, lot size, and location.  

This report provides a comprehensive review of the assessed value and addresses concerns raised 
by the property owner. 

 
Legal and Assessment Standard 

Under Alaska law (AS 29.45.110), property must be assessed at its full and true value, defined as 
the estimated market value as of January 1. 

• Market value is based on a willing buyer and willing seller  

• It reflects actual market behavior, not hypothetical or speculative impacts  

• Assessments must be applied uniformly and equitably across similar properties  

 
Overview of Valuation Process 

Property valuations in Petersburg are developed using a mass appraisal approach that considers: 

• Property characteristics  

• Location and neighborhood influences  

• Market trends  

• Verified comparable sales  

This methodology follows accepted appraisal standards and ensures consistency across similarly 
situated properties. 

 
Utilization of Sales Data 

Sales of comparable properties within the local market are the primary basis for valuation. 

• Sales reflect actual buyer and seller behavior  

• Adjustments are made for differences in size, location, and characteristics  

• Market evidence must be local and relevant  

This ensures assessed values reflect real-world transactions rather than theoretical assumptions. 

 
Validation Through Sales Ratio Studies 

All assessed values are tested using sales ratio studies to ensure accuracy and equity. 
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• Current ratios are in the low 80% range of market value  

• This indicates assessments are conservative relative to market  

• The State of Alaska expects assessments to be near 100% of market value  

This confirms that assessed values are not excessive and, if anything, are below full market 
value. 

 
Burden of Proof for Adjustments 

For an adjustment to be warranted, there must be: 

• Credible, market-supported evidence  

• Comparable sales demonstrating a measurable impact  

General concerns, opinions, or studies from other regions do not meet this standard unless 
supported by local market data. 

 
Concern Raised by Property Owner 

• The property owner asserts that the construction of a new cell tower has reduced property 
value.  

 
Analysis of Cell Tower Impact 

1. Lack of Local Market Evidence 

The property owner provided studies from outside Alaska suggesting potential impacts. 
However: 

• No known studies exist specific to Alaska markets  

• No verified sales in Petersburg indicate reduced values due to tower proximity  

2. Existing Towers in Petersburg 

Petersburg already has multiple towers: 

• Airport Subdivision  

• Behind the school  

• Hungerford Hill Road  

There have been numerous sales and listings near these locations without evidence of value 
reduction. In many cases, development continues in these areas. 

3. Market Behavior Near Towers 
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Recent sales and listings include: 

• 109 Odin St (listed): $45,000 (assessed at $26,700)  

• 119 Mill Rd (sold): $80,000 (assessed at $63,600)  

• 121 Arness Heights (sold): $120,000 (assessed at $94,000)  

These transactions demonstrate that properties near towers: 

• Continue to sell  

• Sell at prices consistent with the broader market  

• Do not show measurable discounts attributable to tower proximity  

4. Broader Market Experience 

Across multiple Alaska communities where we perform assessments, we have: 

• Not observed consistent value impacts from cell towers  

• Consulted with appraisers and real estate professionals  

• Found no market-supported basis for adjustments  

 
Timing of the Tower Construction 

• The tower was completed in late November  

• No post-construction sales data exists to measure any potential impact  

Without sales occurring after completion: 

• There is no measurable evidence of any change in value  

• Any claimed impact remains speculative  

 
Mass Appraisal Consistency 

It is important to note: 

• All properties are valued using the same methodology  

• No adjustments are made for factors unless supported by market data  

• Making unsupported adjustments for one property would create inequity across the tax 
roll  

 
Conclusion 

While concerns regarding cell towers are acknowledged, there is: 
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• No verified local market evidence of value reduction  

• No sales indicating buyer resistance or price discounts  

• Strong evidence that properties near towers sell at typical market levels  

• Clear indication that assessed values are already below market  

The subject property’s assessed value is: 

• Supported by market data  

• Consistent with similar properties  

• Below estimated market value  

Valuation decisions must be based on demonstrated market behavior, not speculation or studies 
from dissimilar markets. 

Recommendation: No change to the assessed value. 

 

Subject Property 
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Cell Tower Location 
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Sales Location 

 

Valuation Map 
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Listings 
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions  
This mass appraisal is subject to the following extraordinary assumptions (EA) and general 
assumptions and limiting conditions as follows:  
EA-1 it is assumed that the properties ownership valued is correctly identified and held in fee 
simple interest unless stated otherwise.    
EA-2 it is assumed that the land areas and dimensions are as stated in the records.    
EA-3 it is assumed that the conditions of the properties areas as described in the various records 
based on the limitations of the inspections and observable features.    
General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions:  

1. It is assumed the data, maps, and descriptive data are accurate and correct. Photos, 
sketches, maps, and drawings in this appraisal report are for visualizing the property 
only and are not to be relied upon for any other use. They may not be to scale.   

2. The valuation is based on information and data from sources believed reliable, correct 
and accurately reported. No responsibility is assumed for false data provided by 
others.  

3. No responsibility is assumed for building permits, zone changes, engineering or any 
other services or duty connected with legally utilizing the subject property.  

4. This appraisal was made on the premise that there are no encumbrances prohibiting 
utilization of the property under the appraiser’s estimate of the highest and best use.  

5. It is assumed the title to the property is marketable. No investigation to this fact has 
been made by the appraiser.  

6. No responsibility is assumed for matters of law or legal interpretation.  
7. It is assumed no conditions existed that were undiscoverable through normal diligent 

investigation which would affect the use and value of the property.   
8. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which may 

or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. The 
appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of substances such 
as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation or other potentially hazardous 
materials may affect the value of the property. The value estimate is predicated on the 
assumption that there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss 
in value beyond what is estimated herein. No responsibility is assumed for any such 
conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.  

9. The value estimate is made subject to the purpose, date and definition of value.  
10. The appraisal is to be considered in its entirety, the use of only a portion thereof will 

render the appraisal invalid.  

Extraordinary Assumption  
An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be false, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions.  Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise 
uncertain information about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; 
or about conditions external to the property such as market conditions or trends; or about the 
integrity of data used in an analysis. 
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Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Petersburg Appeal Review
3 messages

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Mon, Mar 30, 2026 at 8:27 AM
To: fv_windfall@yahoo.com
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Andy,

I’ve reached out to a local realtor as well as a few appraisers who travel to Petersburg to gather more information on cell
towers and property values. From an assessment standpoint, our analysis must be based on market data. In this case, I
understand your concern regarding the proximity of a cell tower, we have not identified sufficient market evidence to
support an adjustment to the assessed value. We have not seen any verified sales indicating that properties sell for less
due to the presence of a nearby cell tower. In Petersburg - there are properties near existing towers—such as in the
Airport Subdivision and behind the high school—that are in close proximity to residential homes. We have not received
any indication through sales or appeals that buyers paid less due to those towers.

Across the communities we work in, we have not observed a consistent impact on property values related to nearby
towers. For example, in Unalaska, the Haystack Hill subdivision includes some of the most expensive homes in the
community, despite having multiple cell tower leases located on the hill (approximately seven). In other communities such
as Yakutat and Cordova, additional towers are often viewed positively due to limited cell coverage. I also know of
situations in Haines where property owners have been interested in towers companies building towers on their land to
improve service/and pay them a lease on the land.

We have seen increasing public discussion and, in lots of cases, opposition to new towers. For example, in Wrangell, a
tower constructed near mile 3 in proximity to residential homes was approved without much issue (at least I am not aware
that they had any issues), while a later proposal near mile 12.8 faced more public opposition due to concerns about visual
impact, light, and potential effects on property values, and was ultimately not approved. Similar discussions are occurring
in other communities as well. These concerns are not necessarily reflected in actual market transactions. A key factor is
that many property owners now rely on alternatives such as Starlink or other internet-based services, which reduces
reliance on traditional cell infrastructure. In some areas where towers are proposed, existing service are good enough or
people simply do not need cell service. From an appraisal perspective, value must be supported by market evidence.
While it is possible that a tower located immediately adjacent to a property or significantly impacting a view could
influence value, we have not observed sufficient data to quantify such an impact in this case.

In summary, we have not identified market-supported evidence indicating that the nearby cell tower has resulted in a
reduction in value for your property. If additional data becomes available - after talking to appraisers/real estate agents
demonstrating a measurable impact, we would certainly consider it. At this time, however, no adjustment is supported. If
you would like to pursue the matter further, you may wish to present your concerns to the Board of Equalization. The
Board may consider the issue from a broader perspective, and it can also be a good opportunity to communicate your
concerns to the Assembly regarding the presence and placement of cell towers.

I do understand your concern. If I were in a similar situation, I would feel the same way. In assessment work, we are
required to rely on market data when making adjustments, and at this time, we do not have data that supports a value
change due to the presence of the cell tower.

Thank you,
Martins

--
Martins Onskulis, MBA
Appraisal Company of Alaska

405 W. 27th Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99503

907.334.6312 (Office)
907.793.7713 (c)

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Thu, Apr 2, 2026 at 10:39 AM
To: fv_windfall@yahoo.com

Andrew,

I spoke with a local realtor and an appraiser who regularly works in Petersburg. They both confirmed what I mentioned
earlier—that we would need market data to demonstrate any measurable impact.
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They also noted that most buyers are not particularly concerned with cell towers or similar infrastructure. Buyers tend to
focus primarily on the home itself—if they like the house, they are generally willing to proceed.

If you would like to move forward with the Board of Equalization hearing, please let me know and I can notify the city.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Tue, Apr 7, 2026 at 11:35 AM
To: fv_windfall@yahoo.com

Andrew,

I wanted to follow up on my previous email.

The borough is required to publish a list of unresolved appeals and schedule them for the BOE. That said, this does not
mean we can’t continue working toward a resolution before the hearing.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]
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Appeal 2026-15 

 
Shannon Vandervest 
Parcel #02-131-010 

Lot 14, Rocky Rd
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Shannon Vandervest: Parcel Number 02-131-010 Lot size 238273 SF (5.47 acres) Outside SA1, Mitkof 
Highway corridor, Petersburg Borough, Alaska 

PROPERTY TAX APPEAL – ADDENDUM  
Shannon Vandervest 

Zone: Outside SA1, Mitkof Highway corridor, Petersburg Borough, Alaska​
Size: 5.47 acres (238,273 sq ft)​
Access: Driveway connects to Papkes Landing and then to Mitkof Highway 
system 
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Shannon Vandervest: Parcel Number 02-131-010 Lot size 238273 SF (5.47 acres) Outside SA1, Mitkof 
Highway corridor, Petersburg Borough, Alaska 

 

PURPOSE OF THIS ADDENDUM 

This addendum is submitted to clarify and strengthen the original property tax appeal. 

It explains: 

●​ How similar properties are grouped in the local market 
●​ How larger parcels are typically valued 
●​ How shoreline conditions affect real-world usability and market value 

This document does not replace the original appeal. It is intended to supplement and 
clarify it. 

 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION (FROM ORIGINAL APPEAL) 

As previously stated: 

●​ Some undeveloped land that is not easily usable in its current condition.  I would 
like to add that there are 2 drainage run offs from the upper muskeg and in one 
area a significant slope 

●​ There is about 300 feet of mudflat exposed at low tide 
●​ Above the mudflats is beach grass and rock 
●​ The property has functional road access through Papkes Landing and the Mitkof 

Highway system 

In simple terms: 

The property has road access, but limited usable waterfront access. 

 

HOW LAND IS GROUPED IN THE MARKET 

Land in this area does not sell at one fixed price. Instead, it falls into different categories 
based on usefulness and access. 
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Shannon Vandervest: Parcel Number 02-131-010 Lot size 238273 SF (5.47 acres) Outside SA1, Mitkof 
Highway corridor, Petersburg Borough, Alaska 

PREMIUM WATERFRONT PROPERTIES (NOT 
COMPARABLE) 

These properties generally: 

●​ Have direct, usable water access 
●​ Do not have significant tidal or mudflat limitations 
●​ Can support docks or boating use 

These represent the highest-value properties and are not similar to the subject parcel. 

 

IMPAIRED OR LIMITED WATERFRONT PROPERTIES 
(MORE SIMILAR) 

Some properties in the region have: 

●​ Tidal influence 
●​ Mudflats or limited shoreline usability 
●​ Reduced practical access to water frontage 

These are used only to show how shoreline limitations affect value. They are not exact 
matches but provide useful market context. 

 

LARGER ACREAGE PROPERTIES (MOST RELEVANT 
FOR SIZE COMPARISON) 

Larger parcels along Mitkof Highway typically: 

●​ Sell for less per acre than small waterfront lots 
●​ Show wide variation in value depending on land quality and usability 
●​ Demonstrate how parcel size influences market pricing 
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Shannon Vandervest: Parcel Number 02-131-010 Lot size 238273 SF (5.47 acres) Outside SA1, Mitkof 
Highway corridor, Petersburg Borough, Alaska 

MAIN MARKET PRINCIPLE 

There is no single fixed price per acre in this area. 

Instead, land values vary widely based on: 

●​ Access 
●​ Shoreline usability 
●​ Overall land conditions 

Similar properties can sell for very different prices depending on these factors. 

 

WHY THIS MATTERS FOR THIS PROPERTY 

This property: 

●​ Has road access (a positive feature) 
●​ Has limited usable shoreline due to mudflats 
●​ Is over 5 acres in size 

Because of these factors, it aligns more closely with larger acreage valuation 
patterns, rather than premium waterfront pricing. 

 

REQUESTED VALUE RANGE 

Based on comparable market behavior and property characteristics: 

$90,000 to $130,000 

SUMMARY 

This property has road access, but limited usable shoreline. 

It should be valued based on acreage land characteristics (including the 300 ft mudflats) 
rather than premium waterfront assumptions. 
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Shannon Vandervest: Parcel Number 02-131-010 Lot size 238273 SF (5.47 acres) Outside SA1, Mitkof 
Highway corridor, Petersburg Borough, Alaska 

Comparable Land Assessment Values 
 
Parcel ID: 02131320 
Square Footage: 233,046 
Appraisal Value: $74,600. 
$/Sq Ft: .32 
Tidal mudflats 
 
 
Parcel ID: 02132150 
Square Footage: 225,641 
Appraisal Value: $72,200 
$/Sq Ft: .32 
This has road access and tidal mudflats 
 
Parcel ID: 02132120 
Square Footage: 208,217 
Appraisal Value: $77,000 
$/Sq Ft: .37 
This has road access and tidal mudflats 
 
My Appraisal 
Parcel ID: 2131010 
Square Footage: 238,273 
Appraisal Value: $246,900 
$/Sq Ft: .84 
This has road access, tidal mudflats, unusable land with a slope on part of 
it and two muskeg drainages running through and is a larger piece of 
property 
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BOE Appeal Review for Rocky Rd 

 

To:  2026 Board of Equalization 
From: Michael C. Renfro, Assessor 
   Martins Onskulis, Assessor 
Re:  02-131-010 

 
Purpose of Report 

• Validation of the 2026 assessed value of the subject property as determined through the 
mass appraisal process and supported by sales ratio studies, in compliance with Alaska 
Statutes requiring assessment at full and true value.  
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Introduction 

• The subject property is located at Papkes Landing  

• Land Size: 238,273 SF – 5.46 AC 

• Building: $39,600 

• Land Value: $246,900 ($2.03/SF) Proposed adjusted value $199,200 ($.84/SF) 

• Total Assessed Value: $286,500 / $238,800 

• Valuation is based on comparable property sales, lot size, and location.  

This report provides a comprehensive review of the assessed value and addresses concerns raised 
by the property owner. 

 
Legal and Assessment Standard 

Under Alaska law (AS 29.45.110), property must be assessed at its full and true value, defined as 
market value as of January 1. 

• Market value reflects a willing buyer and willing seller  

• It must be based on observable market behavior  

• It cannot be based on speculative or hypothetical conditions  

• Assessments must be applied uniformly and equitably  

 
Overview of Valuation Process 

Property valuations in Petersburg are developed using a mass appraisal approach considering: 

• Property characteristics  

• Location and neighborhood influences  

• Market trends  

• Verified comparable sales  

This ensures consistency and equity across similarly situated properties. 

 
Utilization of Sales Data 

Sales of comparable properties are the primary basis for valuation. 

• Sales reflect actual buyer behavior  

• Adjustments are made for differences in size, location, and features  
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• Only local, relevant market data is considered  

This ensures valuations are grounded in real transactions rather than assumptions. 

 
Validation Through Sales Ratio Studies 

• Current assessment levels are in the low 80% range of market value  

• This indicates assessments are conservative relative to market  

• The State of Alaska expects assessments to be near 100% of market value  

 
Burden of Proof for Adjustments 

Adjustments require: 

• Credible, market-supported evidence  

• Comparable sales demonstrating measurable impact  

 
Concern Raised by Property Owner 

• High land value, see appeal. 

 
Market Data – Comparable Sales 

Parcel ID(s) Sale Date Sale Price Size (SF) Price/SF Notes 
02-131-200 8/4/2021 $102,000 124,581 $0.82 No access 
02-131-210 7/27/2021 $80,000 190,357 $0.42 No access 
02-227-280 2/16/2024 $165,000 194,278 $0.85 No access 
01-174-225 & 01-174-226 1/1/2022 $125,000 54,450 $2.30  

01-173-073 7/29/2022 $172,000 27,007 $6.37  

02-133-160 9/29/2022 $125,000 127,631 $0.98  

02-082-315 2022 $130,000 43,560 $2.98  

01-174-050 5/1/2023 $250,000 158,461 $1.58  

01-174-220 1/27/2023 $115,000 53,579 $2.15  

02-040-090 6/9/2023 $168,000 150,718 $1.11 No access 
01-173-018 7/30/2024 $165,000 70,345 $2.35  

01-020-220 9/30/2024 $185,000 61,942 $2.99  

02-082-025 8/9/2024 $192,500 43,560 $4.42  
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Market Indication 

These sales support the subject’s value of $.84/SF, which falls well within the observed market 
range—particularly when considering access and site characteristics. 

 
Mass Appraisal Consistency 

• All properties are valued using the same methodology  

• Adjustments are only made when supported by market data  

• Unsupported adjustments would create inequity across the tax roll  

 
Conclusion 

While the property owner’s concerns are acknowledged: 

• Recommended adjusting the value due to the size of the lot; other factors.. 

• The subject’s assessed value is supported by comparable sales  

• The assessment is consistent with similar properties  

Valuation must be based on demonstrated market behavior, not speculation about potential future 
conditions. 

 
Recommendation 

Adjust assessed value to $199,200 for land and total of $238,800 
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Subject Property 
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Sales Location 
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Valuation Map 
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions  
This mass appraisal is subject to the following extraordinary assumptions (EA) and general 
assumptions and limiting conditions as follows:  
EA-1 it is assumed that the properties ownership valued is correctly identified and held in fee 
simple interest unless stated otherwise.    
EA-2 it is assumed that the land areas and dimensions are as stated in the records.    
EA-3 it is assumed that the conditions of the properties areas as described in the various records 
based on the limitations of the inspections and observable features.    
General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions:  

1. It is assumed the data, maps, and descriptive data are accurate and correct. Photos, 
sketches, maps, and drawings in this appraisal report are for visualizing the property 
only and are not to be relied upon for any other use. They may not be to scale.   

2. The valuation is based on information and data from sources believed reliable, correct 
and accurately reported. No responsibility is assumed for false data provided by 
others.  

3. No responsibility is assumed for building permits, zone changes, engineering or any 
other services or duty connected with legally utilizing the subject property.  

4. This appraisal was made on the premise that there are no encumbrances prohibiting 
utilization of the property under the appraiser’s estimate of the highest and best use.  

5. It is assumed the title to the property is marketable. No investigation to this fact has 
been made by the appraiser.  

6. No responsibility is assumed for matters of law or legal interpretation.  
7. It is assumed no conditions existed that were undiscoverable through normal diligent 

investigation which would affect the use and value of the property.   
8. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which may 

or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. The 
appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of substances such 
as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation or other potentially hazardous 
materials may affect the value of the property. The value estimate is predicated on the 
assumption that there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss 
in value beyond what is estimated herein. No responsibility is assumed for any such 
conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.  

9. The value estimate is made subject to the purpose, date and definition of value.  
10. The appraisal is to be considered in its entirety, the use of only a portion thereof will 

render the appraisal invalid.  

Extraordinary Assumption  
An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be false, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions.  Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise 
uncertain information about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; 
or about conditions external to the property such as market conditions or trends; or about the 
integrity of data used in an analysis. 
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Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Petersburg Property Appeal
9 messages

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>
To: Shannon Vandervest <slvandervest@gmail.com>
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Shannon,

Thank you for taking the time to discuss your appeal with me the other day.

I have reviewed your appeal and double-checked the relevant sales. After a review we recommend a slight adjustment to account for the larger lot size, as price per square foot typically decre
also adjusted for some unusable areas and the irregular shape of the lot. The adjusted per-square-foot value is shown on the map below and is well supported by available sales. As mentione
strong comparable sales of similar-sized lots, but larger lots without access are selling at a slightly higher price per square foot than your property.

The increase this year is more significant because the property appears to have been undervalued in prior years. As part of the broader review of this area, some properties saw larger adjustm

The adjusted values are as follows:

Land: $199,200
Building: $39,600
Total: $238,800

Please let me know if you agree or disagree with these values, or if you need any additional information.

Thank you,
Martins

--
Martins Onskulis, MBA
Appraisal Company of Alaska

405 W. 27th Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99503

907.334.6312 (Office)
907.793.7713 (c)

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Tue, Apr 7, 2026 at 11:36 AM
To: Shannon Vandervest <slvandervest@gmail.com>

Shannon,

I wanted to follow up on my previous email.

The borough is required to publish a list of unresolved appeals and schedule them for the BOE. That said, this does not mean we can’t continue working toward a resolution before the
hearing.
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Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]

Shannon Vandervest <slvandervest@gmail.com> Tue, Apr 7, 2026 at 6:24 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Martin,
I do not agree that my property is worth $199,000.00. I am busy researching and am finding that my property should be valued below the 150,000.00 that I calculated it to be in my
appeal.  I will try to find time to submit proof tomorrow to back up my reasoning.  Thank you for your time,  Shannon 
[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Wed, Apr 8, 2026 at 10:25 AM
To: Shannon Vandervest <slvandervest@gmail.com>

Shannon,

Thank you for the update. Please let me know if you need any additional information from me. 

- Martins
[Quoted text hidden]

Shannon Vandervest <slvandervest@gmail.com> Wed, Apr 8, 2026 at 1:06 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Martins,
I have attached an addendum to my appeals for you.  I am finding that the typical price range for impaired waterfront acreage, which is the most direct comparison to mine, runs between
$7,000-$13,000 per acre.  The true usable waterfront of less than 1 acre runs anywhere from $150,000-$400,000. per parcel and the larger acreage on Mitkof Highway typically ranges
between $3,500 -$10,000 per acre.  The attached addendum supports that the market value for my property ranges between $90,000-$130,000.
This is below the $150,000 that I thought it was worth before researching.
Thanks again for your time and consideration,
Shannon
[Quoted text hidden]

addendum land appreaisal 2026.pdf
76K

Shannon Vandervest <slvandervest@gmail.com> Wed, Apr 8, 2026 at 1:13 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

I meant to add 
There is undeveloped land that is not easily usable in its current condition.  I would like to add that there are 2 drainage run offs from the upper 
muskeg and in one area a significant slope

[Quoted text hidden]

Shannon Vandervest <slvandervest@gmail.com> Wed, Apr 8, 2026 at 5:31 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

[Quoted text hidden]

Comparable Land Assessment Values.pdf
46K

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Thu, Apr 9, 2026 at 8:27 AM
To: Shannon Vandervest <slvandervest@gmail.com>

Shannon,

Thank you very much for the additional information—I really appreciate it. I’ll review everything today and will aim to get back to you by the end of the day.

Thanks again for working through this with me.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Thu, Ap
To: Shannon Vandervest <slvandervest@gmail.com>

Shannon,

Thank you again for putting together the file and all the additional research—I really appreciate the time and effort you put into it.

I agree with many of the points you raised, especially that these factors do impact value and that your property has been valued at a lower per acre/SF rate compared to smaller parcels. I also
mudflats play a role. It does seem, though, that many properties starting around Mile 8 have similar conditions. While mudflats can have a big impact on more remote properties (especially tho
accessible at high tide), their impact here is a bit harder to quantify. Some of the Mile 12 properties also have significant mudflats and have sold for less, but those tend to have other challenge
steep topography.

I took a close look at the comparable properties you provided. One did not have access, and the other two around Mile 12 seem more comparable, although they also appear to have some to
limitations.

I also spent some time reviewing additional sales to see if there was room for further adjustment. In some cases, even though properties technically have highway access, buyers still have to 
to make them usable (for example, improving access to the water or creating a buildable site), which effectively increases their overall cost.
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Your property has access from two sides, and the adjoining lots are valued close to $90,000. Based on that, it’s difficult for me to support a value in the $90,000–$130,000 range. For additiona
seen non-waterfront lots in Papkes (just over an acre) selling for around $1...$1.20 per SF.

The flower farm sale at $173,500 is definitely an outlier and not something we rely on for setting values, but it does show that buyers are sometimes willing to pay higher amounts depending o

Also, parcels 02-131-200 and 02-131-210 sold a few years ago for $102,000 and $80,000, respectively, and did not have access at the time.

You have a really nice property, and I believe the adjustment to $0.84/SF is a fair and reasonable outcome. I understand it’s a noticeable change in one year, but it does appear the property w
previously, and even with this adjustment, it is still below many comparable sales.

Parcel ID Sale Date Sale Price Size (SF) Price/SF
02-131-200 8/4/2021 $102,000 124,581 $0.82
02-131-210 7/27/2021 $80,000 190,357 $0.42
02-227-280 2/16/2024 $165,000 194,278 $0.85 No access

Here are some waterfront sales:
Sales Date Sales Price Size $ Per SF

01-174-225 & 01-174-226 1/1/2022
 $                          
125,000 54450  $                                        2.30

01-173-073 7/29/2022
 $                          
172,000 27007  $                                        6.37

02-133-160 9/29/2022
 $                          
125,000 127631  $                                        0.98

01-174-050 5/1/2023
 $                          
250,000 158461  $                                        1.58

01-174-220 1/27/2023
 $                          
115,000 53579  $                                        2.15

02-040-090 6/9/2023
 $                          
168,000 150718  $                                        1.11 No 

01-173-018
7/30/2024

 $                          
165,000 70345  $                                        2.35

01-020-220
9/30/2024

 $                          
185,000 61942  $                                        2.99

02-082-025 8/9/2024
 $                          
192,500 43560  $                                        4.42

Unfortunately, I cannot support additional adjustments. If you would like, I can let the city know that you wish to attend the BOE on Tuesday.

Thank you again,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]
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Appeal 2026-17 

 
Ben Hinde 

Parcel #01-006-224 
507 Fram St
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BOE Appeal Review for 507 Fram St 

 

To:  2026 Board of Equalization 
From: Michael C. Renfro, Assessor 
   Martins Onskulis, Assessor 
Re:  01-006-224 

 
Purpose of Report 

• Validation of the 2026 assessed value of the subject property as determined through the 
mass appraisal process and supported by sales ratio studies, in compliance with Alaska 
Statutes requiring assessment at full and true value.  

 
Introduction 

• The subject property is located at 507 Fram St 

• Land Size: 6,180 SF 

• Building: $220,800 

• Land Value: $55,500 ($8.98/SF)  

• Total Assessed Value: $276,300 
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• Valuation is based on comparable property sales, lot size, and location.  

This report provides a comprehensive review of the assessed value and addresses concerns raised 
by the property owner. 

 
Legal and Assessment Standard 

Under Alaska law (AS 29.45.110), property must be assessed at its full and true value, defined as 
market value as of January 1. 

• Market value reflects a willing buyer and willing seller  

• It must be based on observable market behavior  

• It cannot be based on speculative or hypothetical conditions  

• Assessments must be applied uniformly and equitably  

 
Overview of Valuation Process 

Property valuations in Petersburg are developed using a mass appraisal approach considering: 

• Property characteristics  

• Location and neighborhood influences  

• Market trends  

• Verified comparable sales  

This ensures consistency and equity across similarly situated properties. 

 
Utilization of Sales Data 

Sales of comparable properties are the primary basis for valuation. 

• Sales reflect actual buyer behavior  

• Adjustments are made for differences in size, location, and features  

• Only local, relevant market data is considered  

This ensures valuations are grounded in real transactions rather than assumptions. 

 
Validation Through Sales Ratio Studies 

• Current assessment levels are in the low 80% range of market value  

• This indicates assessments are conservative relative to market  
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• The State of Alaska expects assessments to be near 100% of market value  

 
Burden of Proof for Adjustments 

Adjustments require: 

• Credible, market-supported evidence  

• Comparable sales demonstrating measurable impact  

 
Concern Raised by Property Owner 

• All Land value should be valued at the same rate per SF. 

 
Mass Appraisal Consistency 

• All properties are valued using the same methodology  

• Adjustments are only made when supported by market data  

• Unsupported adjustments would create inequity across the tax roll  

 
Conclusion 

There is a limited number of recent sales of smaller, typical townsite lots. Due to this constraint, 
improved property sales were also utilized to extract contributory land values. This approach 
provides additional support for understanding how the market values typical homesites in areas 
where vacant land sales alone are insufficient. 

The analysis of both vacant and improved sales indicates a consistent market pattern: smaller lots 
tend to sell at a higher price per square foot, while larger parcels sell for a higher total value but 
at a lower unit rate. This reflects the principle of diminishing marginal utility, where the initial 
portion of land required for a homesite carries the highest value, and additional land contributes 
less value on a per-square-foot basis. 

Based on this market behavior, a site value model was developed that applies a base value to a 
typical homesite size, with additional land valued at a reduced rate. This approach is consistent 
with standard appraisal practices and reflects how buyers and sellers interact in the marketplace. 

The model was tested against current property sales, including both vacant and improved 
properties, and was found to perform well in aligning assessed values with observed market data. 
In comparison, applying a single uniform price per square foot across all lot sizes did not 
produce results consistent with market behavior, as it tends to overvalue larger parcels and 
undervalue smaller parcels. 

The subject property was reviewed using this methodology and appears to be assessed 
consistently with other comparable properties in the same class and location. Based on the 
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available market data and the performance of the valuation model, the current assessed value is 
supported. 

 
Recommendation 

No Change 

Subject Property 
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Valuation Map 
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions  
This mass appraisal is subject to the following extraordinary assumptions (EA) and general 
assumptions and limiting conditions as follows:  
EA-1 it is assumed that the properties ownership valued is correctly identified and held in fee 
simple interest unless stated otherwise.    
EA-2 it is assumed that the land areas and dimensions are as stated in the records.    
EA-3 it is assumed that the conditions of the properties areas as described in the various records 
based on the limitations of the inspections and observable features.    
General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions:  

1. It is assumed the data, maps, and descriptive data are accurate and correct. Photos, 
sketches, maps, and drawings in this appraisal report are for visualizing the property 
only and are not to be relied upon for any other use. They may not be to scale.   

2. The valuation is based on information and data from sources believed reliable, correct 
and accurately reported. No responsibility is assumed for false data provided by 
others.  

3. No responsibility is assumed for building permits, zone changes, engineering or any 
other services or duty connected with legally utilizing the subject property.  

4. This appraisal was made on the premise that there are no encumbrances prohibiting 
utilization of the property under the appraiser’s estimate of the highest and best use.  

5. It is assumed the title to the property is marketable. No investigation to this fact has 
been made by the appraiser.  

6. No responsibility is assumed for matters of law or legal interpretation.  
7. It is assumed no conditions existed that were undiscoverable through normal diligent 

investigation which would affect the use and value of the property.   
8. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which may 

or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. The 
appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of substances such 
as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation or other potentially hazardous 
materials may affect the value of the property. The value estimate is predicated on the 
assumption that there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss 
in value beyond what is estimated herein. No responsibility is assumed for any such 
conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.  

9. The value estimate is made subject to the purpose, date and definition of value.  
10. The appraisal is to be considered in its entirety, the use of only a portion thereof will 

render the appraisal invalid.  

Extraordinary Assumption  
An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be false, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions.  Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise 
uncertain information about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; 
or about conditions external to the property such as market conditions or trends; or about the 
integrity of data used in an analysis. 
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Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Petersburg Appeal
8 messages

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Thu, Apr 2, 2026 at 12:38 PM
To: ben@alaskabroker.com

Ben,

Thank you for taking the time to discuss your appeal with me the other day. As mentioned, we recently revalued most land in the area. Some properties—particularly smaller lots—saw
larger increases, as they had been undervalued in prior years. Larger lots generally saw less change, as they were already closer to market value. We updated the model to reflect a
more typical site value approach. Most homes in the area are situated on lots of approximately 5,000 SF, so a base value was applied to that typical site size. Any additional land beyond
that is valued as excess or surplus land at a discounted rate. For example, a 6,000 SF lot is valued at approximately $55,000, while a 10,000 SF lot is valued at about $70,000. There are
relatively few 6,000 SF lots in the townsite, but I did identify one that is assessed at a similar rate to your property (see attached).

After reviewing your property, it appears it has been assessed consistently with other lots in the immediate vicinity using this same methodology. Based on this, I recommend no change
to the assessed value. Please let me know if you agree or disagree with this conclusion, or if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Martins

--
Martins Onskulis, MBA
Appraisal Company of Alaska

405 W. 27th Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99503

907.334.6312 (Office)
907.793.7713 (c)

ben@alaskabroker.com <ben@alaskabroker.com> Thu, Apr 2, 2026 at 12:51 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Martins, 

I disagree.

I don’t feel you have really broken down the model to a simple metric.  Price per square ft is a much simpler conversation to have.  

My larger lot is assessed at a lower square footage price per square foot than my smaller lot which is connected.  You are saying if convince my neighbor to sell his lot to me and then
consolidate the (2) lots into one, the raw land will then be decreased in assessed vale by the square foot down to $7.00. 

I buy more land and the assed value goes down???

Best regards,
Ben Hinde

ALASKAN QUOTA & PERMITS LLC
PO Box 109, Petersburg, AK 99833
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Local Phone No. (907)772-4000
Fax No. (866)472-8781 
alaskabroker.com

On Apr 2, 2026, at 12:38 PM, Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> wrote:

Ben,

Thank you for taking the time to discuss your appeal with me the other day. As mentioned, we recently revalued most land in the area. Some properties—particularly smaller
lots—saw larger increases, as they had been undervalued in prior years. Larger lots generally saw less change, as they were already closer to market value. We updated
the model to reflect a more typical site value approach. Most homes in the area are situated on lots of approximately 5,000 SF, so a base value was applied to that typical
site size. Any additional land beyond that is valued as excess or surplus land at a discounted rate. For example, a 6,000 SF lot is valued at approximately $55,000, while a
10,000 SF lot is valued at about $70,000. There are relatively few 6,000 SF lots in the townsite, but I did identify one that is assessed at a similar rate to your property (see
attached).

After reviewing your property, it appears it has been assessed consistently with other lots in the immediate vicinity using this same methodology. Based on this, I
recommend no change to the assessed value. Please let me know if you agree or disagree with this conclusion, or if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> M
To: "ben@alaskabroker.com" <ben@alaskabroker.com>

Ben,

Thank you for your email, and I apologize for the delay in getting back to you.

In general, as lot size increases, the value per square foot (or per acre) tends to decrease. While larger parcels have a higher total value, buyers typically do not pay the same rate for addition
considered a typical homesite. For example, the initial portion of land needed for a home has the highest utility and value. Additional land—especially in larger parcels—often has less practica
assigns a lower value per square foot to that excess land. This is reflected in actual sales data. Smaller lots tend to sell at a higher price per square foot, while larger parcels sell for more over
rate. For instance, in the townsite, I’m aware of a 5,000 SF lot that sold for $100,000 (about $20/SF). Applying that same rate to a larger lot would not be realistic—for example, a 10,000 SF lo
at $200,000, which would be more in line with a waterfront property.

While there are limited examples in the townsite showing how value changes with size, we do see this pattern clearly in other areas. For example, on Sandy Beach Road, an 11,100 SF waterf
$195,000 (about $17.56/SF), while a 38,803 SF lot sold for $290,000 (about $7.47/SF), both around the same time period.

I’ve also attached a map showing land values for adjoining lots near your property (highlighted with red dots).

I hope this provides a clearer explanation than my previous email. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Martins
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[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Tue, Apr 7, 2026 at 11:38 AM
To: "ben@alaskabroker.com" <ben@alaskabroker.com>

Ben,

I wanted to follow up on my previous email.

The borough is required to publish a list of unresolved appeals and schedule them for the BOE. That said, this does not mean we can’t continue working toward a resolution before the
hearing.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]

ben@alaskabroker.com <ben@alaskabroker.com> Tue, Apr 7, 2026 at 12:25 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Martins, 

I am still of the same opinion.  

I do not agree that my smaller lot at 507 Fram should be 21.71% more valuable by unit of measurement ($ per Square ft) than 501 Fram.

I am looking to continue with the appeal.

Best regards,
Ben Hinde

ALASKAN QUOTA & PERMITS LLC
PO Box 109, Petersburg, AK 99833

Local Phone No. (907)772-4000
Fax No. (866)472-8781 
alaskabroker.com
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On Apr 7, 2026, at 11:38 AM, Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> wrote:

Ben,

I wanted to follow up on my previous email.

The borough is required to publish a list of unresolved appeals and schedule them for the BOE. That said, this does not mean we can’t continue working toward a resolution
before the hearing.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Martins

On Mon, Apr 6, 2026 at 9:13 AM Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> wrote:

Ben,

Thank you for your email, and I apologize for the delay in getting back to you.

In general, as lot size increases, the value per square foot (or per acre) tends to decrease. While larger parcels have a higher total value, buyers typically do not pay the
same rate for additional land beyond what is considered a typical homesite. For example, the initial portion of land needed for a home has the highest utility and value.
Additional land—especially in larger parcels—often has less practical use, so the market assigns a lower value per square foot to that excess land. This is reflected in
actual sales data. Smaller lots tend to sell at a higher price per square foot, while larger parcels sell for more overall but at a lower unit rate. For instance, in the townsite,
I’m aware of a 5,000 SF lot that sold for $100,000 (about $20/SF). Applying that same rate to a larger lot would not be realistic—for example, a 10,000 SF lot would then
be valued at $200,000, which would be more in line with a waterfront property.

While there are limited examples in the townsite showing how value changes with size, we do see this pattern clearly in other areas. For example, on Sandy Beach Road,
an 11,100 SF waterfront lot sold for $195,000 (about $17.56/SF), while a 38,803 SF lot sold for $290,000 (about $7.47/SF), both around the same time period.

I’ve also attached a map showing land values for adjoining lots near your property (highlighted with red dots).

I hope this provides a clearer explanation than my previous email. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Martins

<image.png>

[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Wed, Apr 8, 2026 at 12:10 PM
To: "ben@alaskabroker.com" <ben@alaskabroker.com>

Ben,

Thank you for your reply.

The same principle applies to many things—for example, a 1,000 SF home will typically have a higher cost per SF than a 5,000 SF home, both in terms of construction and sale price.
The same concept applies to land: a 1-acre parcel will generally have a higher per-acre (or per SF) value than a 100-acre parcel.

If you would like to proceed with the BOE, please let me know and I’ll inform the City.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]

ben@alaskabroker.com <ben@alaskabroker.com> Wed, Apr 8, 2026 at 1:51 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Martin, 

No need to try and over explain. 

The dance of constantly increasing values on property for justification of increasing revenue for the manicipality is not new to me.  Year after year the methodology of targeting specific
areas for increases is as unfortunate as INFLATION.  

I still don’t agree with your reasoning / decision to increase the property value at 507 Fram

Good day
[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Thu, Apr 9, 2026 at 8:26 AM
To: "ben@alaskabroker.com" <ben@alaskabroker.com>
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Ben,

Thank you for your reply—I appreciate it. Please let me know if you would like to move forward with the BOE or what next steps you’d prefer to take. The Borough Clerk is currently
working on the meeting agenda, and we’re reaching out to a few property owners we haven’t heard back from yet.

Feel free to reach out if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Martins

[Quoted text hidden]
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Appeal 2026-21 

 
John Murgas 

Parcel #02-082-135 
Lot 13, Ted Smith Sub, 

Papkes Landing 
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BOE Appeal Review for 02-082-135 

 

To:  2026 Board of Equalization 
From: Michael C. Renfro, Assessor 
   Martins Onskulis, Assessor 
Re:  02-082-135 

 
Purpose of Report 

• Validation of the 2026 assessed value of the subject property as determined through the 
mass appraisal process and supported by sales ratio studies, in compliance with Alaska 
Statutes requiring assessment at full and true value.  

 
Introduction 

• The subject property is located at Papkes Landing  

• Land Size: 43,560 SF  

• Building: None  

• Land Value: $48,600 ($1.12/SF)  

• Total Assessed Value: $48,600  

• Valuation is based on comparable property sales, lot size, and location.  

This report provides a comprehensive review of the assessed value and addresses concerns raised 
by the property owner. 
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Legal and Assessment Standard 

Under Alaska law (AS 29.45.110), property must be assessed at its full and true value, defined as 
market value as of January 1. 

• Market value reflects a willing buyer and willing seller  

• It must be based on observable market behavior  

• It cannot be based on speculative or hypothetical conditions  

• Assessments must be applied uniformly and equitably  

 
Overview of Valuation Process 

Property valuations in Petersburg are developed using a mass appraisal approach considering: 

• Property characteristics  

• Location and neighborhood influences  

• Market trends  

• Verified comparable sales  

This ensures consistency and equity across similarly situated properties. 

 
Utilization of Sales Data 

Sales of comparable properties are the primary basis for valuation. 

• Sales reflect actual buyer behavior  

• Adjustments are made for differences in size, location, and features  

• Only local, relevant market data is considered  

This ensures valuations are grounded in real transactions rather than assumptions. 

 
Validation Through Sales Ratio Studies 

• Current assessment levels are in the low 80% range of market value  

• This indicates assessments are conservative relative to market  

• The State of Alaska expects assessments to be near 100% of market value  

 
Burden of Proof for Adjustments 
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Adjustments require: 

• Credible, market-supported evidence  

• Comparable sales demonstrating measurable impact  

General concerns or studies from other regions do not meet this standard without supporting 
local data. 

 
Concern Raised by Property Owner 

• The property owner asserts that a proposed (not yet constructed) cell tower is reducing 
the value of the property.  

 
Analysis of Cell Tower Impact 

1. Proposed vs. Existing Condition 

The tower referenced by the property owner is proposed and not yet constructed. 

• Market value must reflect conditions as they exist on the assessment date  

• Potential future impacts are speculative and cannot be measured  

• Without a completed structure, there is no physical or market-based influence to analyze  

 
2. Lack of Local Market Evidence 

• No studies specific to Alaska markets have been identified  

• No verified sales in Petersburg indicate reduced values due to proximity to cell towers  

 
3. Existing Towers in Petersburg 

Petersburg currently has multiple existing towers: 

• Airport Subdivision  

• Behind the school  

• Hungerford Hill Road  

There have been numerous sales and listings near these locations with no measurable impact on 
value. 

 
4. Market Behavior Near Towers 

Recent sales and listings demonstrate typical market behavior: 
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• 109 Odin St (listed): $45,000 (assessed at $26,700)  

• 119 Mill Rd (sold): $80,000 (assessed at $63,600)  

• 121 Arness Heights (sold): $120,000 (assessed at $94,000)  

These indicate: 

• Properties continue to sell normally  

• No consistent price discount is observed  

• Buyers are not avoiding these locations  

 
5. Broader Market Experience 

Across multiple Alaska communities: 

• No consistent impact from cell towers has been observed  

• Consultation with appraisers and real estate professionals confirms lack of supporting 
data  

• Market behavior remains consistent regardless of tower presence  

 
Market Data – Comparable Sales 

Parcel Sale Price Size (SF) $/SF Year 

02-131-050 $45,000 64,164 $0.70 2021 

02-083-350 $50,000 41,382 $1.20 2021 

02-083-256 $50,000 44,257 $1.12 2024 

02-083-205 $70,000 53,492 $1.30 2023 

02-083-104 $40,000 45,259 $0.88 2021 

02-082-120 $173,500 23,993 $7.23 2025 

02-082-030 $90,000 86,249 $1.04 2022 

02-081-420 $107,500 93,157 $1.15 2023 

02-081-415 $48,000 66,847 $0.71 2021 

02-081-400 $96,000 71,070 $1.35 2023 
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These sales support the subject’s value of $1.12/SF, which falls well within the observed market 
range. 

 
Mass Appraisal Consistency 

• All properties are valued using the same methodology  

• Adjustments are only made when supported by market data  

• Unsupported adjustments would create inequity across the tax roll  

 
Conclusion 

While the property owner’s concerns are acknowledged: 

• The tower is not yet constructed  

• No measurable market evidence exists indicating value impact  

• Existing tower locations show no reduction in property values  

• The subject’s assessed value is supported by comparable sales  

• The assessment is consistent with similar properties  

Valuation must be based on demonstrated market behavior, not speculation about potential future 
conditions. 

 
Recommendation 

No change to the assessed value. 
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Subject Property 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

118

Item 3F.



Cell Tower Location 
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Proposed Cell Tower Site 
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Sales Location 
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Valuation Map 

 

 
 
Assumptions and Limiting Conditions  
This mass appraisal is subject to the following extraordinary assumptions (EA) and general 
assumptions and limiting conditions as follows:  
EA-1 it is assumed that the properties ownership valued is correctly identified and held in fee 
simple interest unless stated otherwise.    
EA-2 it is assumed that the land areas and dimensions are as stated in the records.    
EA-3 it is assumed that the conditions of the properties areas as described in the various records 
based on the limitations of the inspections and observable features.    
General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions:  

1. It is assumed the data, maps, and descriptive data are accurate and correct. Photos, 
sketches, maps, and drawings in this appraisal report are for visualizing the property 
only and are not to be relied upon for any other use. They may not be to scale.   

2. The valuation is based on information and data from sources believed reliable, correct 
and accurately reported. No responsibility is assumed for false data provided by 
others.  

3. No responsibility is assumed for building permits, zone changes, engineering or any 
other services or duty connected with legally utilizing the subject property.  
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4. This appraisal was made on the premise that there are no encumbrances prohibiting 
utilization of the property under the appraiser’s estimate of the highest and best use.  

5. It is assumed the title to the property is marketable. No investigation to this fact has 
been made by the appraiser.  

6. No responsibility is assumed for matters of law or legal interpretation.  
7. It is assumed no conditions existed that were undiscoverable through normal diligent 

investigation which would affect the use and value of the property.   
8. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which may 

or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. The 
appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of substances such 
as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation or other potentially hazardous 
materials may affect the value of the property. The value estimate is predicated on the 
assumption that there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss 
in value beyond what is estimated herein. No responsibility is assumed for any such 
conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.  

9. The value estimate is made subject to the purpose, date and definition of value.  
10. The appraisal is to be considered in its entirety, the use of only a portion thereof will 

render the appraisal invalid.  

Extraordinary Assumption  
An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be false, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions.  Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise 
uncertain information about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; 
or about conditions external to the property such as market conditions or trends; or about the 
integrity of data used in an analysis. 
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Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Petersburg Appeal Review
3 messages

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Thu, Apr 2, 2026 at 1:20 PM
To: "johnmurgas@aptalaska.net" <johnmurgas@aptalaska.net>

John,

Thank you for returning my call.

I reached out to a local realtor and several appraisers who regularly work in Petersburg. They confirmed that there is
currently no market data supporting the conclusion that property values have been affected by nearby cell towers. From
an assessment standpoint, our analysis must be based on verified market evidence. While I understand your concerns
regarding the proximity of a cell tower, we have not identified sufficient data to support an adjustment to the assessed
value. Specifically, we have not seen any verified sales indicating that properties sell for less due to the presence of a
nearby tower.

In Petersburg, there are properties located near existing towers—such as in the Airport Subdivision and behind the high
school—that are in close proximity to residential homes. Based on available sales and appeal data, there is no indication
that buyers have paid less for those properties due to tower proximity.

Across other communities we work in, we have not observed a consistent impact on property values related to nearby
towers. For example, in Unalaska, the Haystack Hill subdivision includes some of the highest-valued homes in the
community despite having multiple cell tower leases in the area. In communities such as Yakutat and Cordova, additional
towers are often viewed positively due to limited cell coverage. In Haines, there have also been instances where property
owners have expressed interest in hosting towers to improve service and generate lease income.

We have seen increased public discussion and, in some cases, opposition to new tower development. For example, in
Wrangell, one tower near Mile 3 was constructed without significant concern, while a later proposal near Mile 12.8 faced
opposition related to visual impacts, lighting, and potential effects on property values and was ultimately not approved.
However, these types of concerns are not necessarily reflected in actual market transactions.

From an appraisal perspective, value conclusions must be supported by market evidence. While it is possible that a tower
located immediately adjacent to a property or significantly impacting a view could affect value, we have not observed
sufficient data to quantify such an impact in this case.

In summary, we have not identified market-supported evidence indicating that the nearby (proposed) cell tower has
resulted in a reduction in value for your property.

If you would like to proceed with a Board of Equalization hearing, please let me know and I can notify the city.

Thank you,
Martins

--
Martins Onskulis, MBA
Appraisal Company of Alaska

405 W. 27th Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99503

907.334.6312 (Office)
907.793.7713 (c)

John Murgas <johnmurgas@aptalaska.net> Sun, Apr 5, 2026 at 3:49 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>
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Yes, I would like to proceed with the BOE.
[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Mon, Apr 6, 2026 at 5:20 AM
To: John Murgas <johnmurgas@aptalaska.net>

John,

Thank you for your reply. I'll inform the city. 

- Martins
[Quoted text hidden]
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Appeal 2026-22 

 
John Murgas 

Parcel #02-082-130 
Tract F, Murgas Sub, 

Papkes Landing 
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BOE Appeal Review for 02-082-130 

 

To:  2026 Board of Equalization 
From: Michael C. Renfro, Assessor 
   Martins Onskulis, Assessor 
Re:  02-082-130 

 
Purpose of Report 

• Validation of the 2026 assessed value of the subject property as determined through the 
mass appraisal process and supported by sales ratio studies, in compliance with Alaska 
Statutes requiring assessment at full and true value.  

 
Introduction 

• The subject property is located at Papkes Landing  

• Land Size: 34,950 SF  

• Building: $170,400 - 2,176 SF; Garage Built in 640 SF  

• Land Value: $41,400 ($1.18/SF)  

• Total Assessed Value: $211,800  

• Valuation is based on comparable property sales, lot size, and location.  
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This report provides a comprehensive review of the assessed value and addresses concerns raised 
by the property owner. 

 
Legal and Assessment Standard 

Under Alaska law (AS 29.45.110), property must be assessed at its full and true value, defined as 
market value as of January 1. 

• Market value reflects a willing buyer and willing seller  

• It must be based on observable market behavior  

• It cannot be based on speculative or hypothetical conditions  

• Assessments must be applied uniformly and equitably  

 
Overview of Valuation Process 

Property valuations in Petersburg are developed using a mass appraisal approach considering: 

• Property characteristics  

• Location and neighborhood influences  

• Market trends  

• Verified comparable sales  

This ensures consistency and equity across similarly situated properties. 

 
Utilization of Sales Data 

Sales of comparable properties are the primary basis for valuation. 

• Sales reflect actual buyer behavior  

• Adjustments are made for differences in size, location, and features  

• Only local, relevant market data is considered  

This ensures valuations are grounded in real transactions rather than assumptions. 

 
Validation Through Sales Ratio Studies 

• Current assessment levels are in the low 80% range of market value  

• This indicates assessments are conservative relative to market  

• The State of Alaska expects assessments to be near 100% of market value  
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Burden of Proof for Adjustments 

Adjustments require: 

• Credible, market-supported evidence  

• Comparable sales demonstrating measurable impact  

General concerns or studies from other regions do not meet this standard without supporting 
local data. 

 
Concern Raised by Property Owner 

• The property owner asserts that a proposed (not yet constructed) cell tower is reducing 
the value of the property.  

 
Analysis of Cell Tower Impact 

1. Proposed vs. Existing Condition 

The tower referenced by the property owner is proposed and not yet constructed. 

• Market value must reflect conditions as they exist on the assessment date  

• Potential future impacts are speculative and cannot be measured  

• Without a completed structure, there is no physical or market-based influence to analyze  

 
2. Lack of Local Market Evidence 

• No studies specific to Alaska markets have been identified  

• No verified sales in Petersburg indicate reduced values due to proximity to cell towers  

 
3. Existing Towers in Petersburg 

Petersburg currently has multiple existing towers: 

• Airport Subdivision  

• Behind the school  

• Hungerford Hill Road  

There have been numerous sales and listings near these locations with no measurable impact on 
value. 
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4. Market Behavior Near Towers 

Recent sales and listings demonstrate typical market behavior: 

• 109 Odin St (listed): $45,000 (assessed at $26,700)  

• 119 Mill Rd (sold): $80,000 (assessed at $63,600)  

• 121 Arness Heights (sold): $120,000 (assessed at $94,000)  

These indicate: 

• Properties continue to sell normally  

• No consistent price discount is observed  

• Buyers are not avoiding these locations  

 
5. Broader Market Experience 

Across multiple Alaska communities: 

• No consistent impact from cell towers has been observed  

• Consultation with appraisers and real estate professionals confirms lack of supporting 
data  

• Market behavior remains consistent regardless of tower presence  

 
Market Data – Comparable Sales 

Parcel Sale Price Size (SF) $/SF Year 

02-131-050 $45,000 64,164 $0.70 2021 

02-083-350 $50,000 41,382 $1.20 2021 

02-083-256 $50,000 44,257 $1.12 2024 

02-083-205 $70,000 53,492 $1.30 2023 

02-083-104 $40,000 45,259 $0.88 2021 

02-082-120 $173,500 23,993 $7.23 2025 

02-082-030 $90,000 86,249 $1.04 2022 

02-081-420 $107,500 93,157 $1.15 2023 
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Parcel Sale Price Size (SF) $/SF Year 

02-081-415 $48,000 66,847 $0.71 2021 

02-081-400 $96,000 71,070 $1.35 2023 

These sales support the subject’s value of $1.18/SF, which falls well within the observed market 
range. 

Residential Sales 

The following residential sales were reviewed to provide additional context on market activity in 
the area: 

• Sale #1 – 02-082-335 
Sold for $405,300 on 4/1/2024  

o 1,568 SF living area  

o 448 SF storage  

• Sale #2 – 02-082-340 
Sold for $439,000 on 8/27/2025  

o 1,690 SF living area  

o 750 SF attached garage  

• Sale #3 – 02-083-146 
Sold for $369,000 on 11/27/2024 
(Previously sold for $236,400 on 6/24/2019)  

o 1,928 SF living area  

o 504 SF carport 

 
Mass Appraisal Consistency 

• All properties are valued using the same methodology  

• Adjustments are only made when supported by market data  

• Unsupported adjustments would create inequity across the tax roll  

 
Conclusion 

While the property owner’s concerns are acknowledged: 

• The tower is not yet constructed  

• No measurable market evidence exists indicating value impact  
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• Existing tower locations show no reduction in property values  

• The subject’s assessed value is supported by comparable sales  

• The assessment is consistent with similar properties  

Valuation must be based on demonstrated market behavior, not speculation about potential future 
conditions. 

 
Recommendation 

No change to the assessed value. 

Subject Property 
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Sale #1 

 
 

Sale #2 
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Sale #3 
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Cell Tower Location 
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Proposed Cell Tower Site 
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Sales Location 
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Valuation Map 

 

 
 
Assumptions and Limiting Conditions  
This mass appraisal is subject to the following extraordinary assumptions (EA) and general 
assumptions and limiting conditions as follows:  
EA-1 it is assumed that the properties ownership valued is correctly identified and held in fee 
simple interest unless stated otherwise.    
EA-2 it is assumed that the land areas and dimensions are as stated in the records.    
EA-3 it is assumed that the conditions of the properties areas as described in the various records 
based on the limitations of the inspections and observable features.    
General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions:  

1. It is assumed the data, maps, and descriptive data are accurate and correct. Photos, 
sketches, maps, and drawings in this appraisal report are for visualizing the property 
only and are not to be relied upon for any other use. They may not be to scale.   

2. The valuation is based on information and data from sources believed reliable, correct 
and accurately reported. No responsibility is assumed for false data provided by 
others.  
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3. No responsibility is assumed for building permits, zone changes, engineering or any 
other services or duty connected with legally utilizing the subject property.  

4. This appraisal was made on the premise that there are no encumbrances prohibiting 
utilization of the property under the appraiser’s estimate of the highest and best use.  

5. It is assumed the title to the property is marketable. No investigation to this fact has 
been made by the appraiser.  

6. No responsibility is assumed for matters of law or legal interpretation.  
7. It is assumed no conditions existed that were undiscoverable through normal diligent 

investigation which would affect the use and value of the property.   
8. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which may 

or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. The 
appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of substances such 
as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation or other potentially hazardous 
materials may affect the value of the property. The value estimate is predicated on the 
assumption that there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss 
in value beyond what is estimated herein. No responsibility is assumed for any such 
conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.  

9. The value estimate is made subject to the purpose, date and definition of value.  
10. The appraisal is to be considered in its entirety, the use of only a portion thereof will 

render the appraisal invalid.  

Extraordinary Assumption  
An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be false, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions.  Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise 
uncertain information about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; 
or about conditions external to the property such as market conditions or trends; or about the 
integrity of data used in an analysis. 
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Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Petersburg Appeal Review
3 messages

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Thu, Apr 2, 2026 at 1:20 PM
To: "johnmurgas@aptalaska.net" <johnmurgas@aptalaska.net>

John,

Thank you for returning my call.

I reached out to a local realtor and several appraisers who regularly work in Petersburg. They confirmed that there is
currently no market data supporting the conclusion that property values have been affected by nearby cell towers. From
an assessment standpoint, our analysis must be based on verified market evidence. While I understand your concerns
regarding the proximity of a cell tower, we have not identified sufficient data to support an adjustment to the assessed
value. Specifically, we have not seen any verified sales indicating that properties sell for less due to the presence of a
nearby tower.

In Petersburg, there are properties located near existing towers—such as in the Airport Subdivision and behind the high
school—that are in close proximity to residential homes. Based on available sales and appeal data, there is no indication
that buyers have paid less for those properties due to tower proximity.

Across other communities we work in, we have not observed a consistent impact on property values related to nearby
towers. For example, in Unalaska, the Haystack Hill subdivision includes some of the highest-valued homes in the
community despite having multiple cell tower leases in the area. In communities such as Yakutat and Cordova, additional
towers are often viewed positively due to limited cell coverage. In Haines, there have also been instances where property
owners have expressed interest in hosting towers to improve service and generate lease income.

We have seen increased public discussion and, in some cases, opposition to new tower development. For example, in
Wrangell, one tower near Mile 3 was constructed without significant concern, while a later proposal near Mile 12.8 faced
opposition related to visual impacts, lighting, and potential effects on property values and was ultimately not approved.
However, these types of concerns are not necessarily reflected in actual market transactions.

From an appraisal perspective, value conclusions must be supported by market evidence. While it is possible that a tower
located immediately adjacent to a property or significantly impacting a view could affect value, we have not observed
sufficient data to quantify such an impact in this case.

In summary, we have not identified market-supported evidence indicating that the nearby (proposed) cell tower has
resulted in a reduction in value for your property.

If you would like to proceed with a Board of Equalization hearing, please let me know and I can notify the city.

Thank you,
Martins

--
Martins Onskulis, MBA
Appraisal Company of Alaska

405 W. 27th Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99503

907.334.6312 (Office)
907.793.7713 (c)

John Murgas <johnmurgas@aptalaska.net> Sun, Apr 5, 2026 at 3:49 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>
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Yes, I would like to proceed with the BOE.
[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Mon, Apr 6, 2026 at 5:20 AM
To: John Murgas <johnmurgas@aptalaska.net>

John,

Thank you for your reply. I'll inform the city. 

- Martins
[Quoted text hidden]
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Appeal 2026-23 

 
John Murgas 

Parcel #02-082-125 
Murgas Tract 

Papkes Landing 
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BOE Appeal Review for 02-082-125 

 

To:  2026 Board of Equalization 
From: Michael C. Renfro, Assessor 
   Martins Onskulis, Assessor 
Re:  02-082-125 

 
Purpose of Report 

• Validation of the 2026 assessed value of the subject property as determined through the 
mass appraisal process and supported by sales ratio studies, in compliance with Alaska 
Statutes requiring assessment at full and true value.  

 
Introduction 

• The subject property is located at Papkes Landing  

• Land Size: 35,414 SF  

• Building: None  

• Land Value: $41,800 ($1.18/SF)  
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• Total Assessed Value: $41,800  

• Valuation is based on comparable property sales, lot size, and location.  

This report provides a comprehensive review of the assessed value and addresses concerns raised 
by the property owner. 

 
Legal and Assessment Standard 

Under Alaska law (AS 29.45.110), property must be assessed at its full and true value, defined as 
market value as of January 1. 

• Market value reflects a willing buyer and willing seller  

• It must be based on observable market behavior  

• It cannot be based on speculative or hypothetical conditions  

• Assessments must be applied uniformly and equitably  

 
Overview of Valuation Process 

Property valuations in Petersburg are developed using a mass appraisal approach considering: 

• Property characteristics  

• Location and neighborhood influences  

• Market trends  

• Verified comparable sales  

This ensures consistency and equity across similarly situated properties. 

 
Utilization of Sales Data 

Sales of comparable properties are the primary basis for valuation. 

• Sales reflect actual buyer behavior  

• Adjustments are made for differences in size, location, and features  

• Only local, relevant market data is considered  

This ensures valuations are grounded in real transactions rather than assumptions. 

 
Validation Through Sales Ratio Studies 

• Current assessment levels are in the low 80% range of market value  
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• This indicates assessments are conservative relative to market  

• The State of Alaska expects assessments to be near 100% of market value  

 
Burden of Proof for Adjustments 

Adjustments require: 

• Credible, market-supported evidence  

• Comparable sales demonstrating measurable impact  

General concerns or studies from other regions do not meet this standard without supporting 
local data. 

 
Concern Raised by Property Owner 

• The property owner asserts that a proposed (not yet constructed) cell tower is reducing 
the value of the property.  

 
Analysis of Cell Tower Impact 

1. Proposed vs. Existing Condition 

The tower referenced by the property owner is proposed and not yet constructed. 

• Market value must reflect conditions as they exist on the assessment date  

• Potential future impacts are speculative and cannot be measured  

• Without a completed structure, there is no physical or market-based influence to analyze  

 
2. Lack of Local Market Evidence 

• No studies specific to Alaska markets have been identified  

• No verified sales in Petersburg indicate reduced values due to proximity to cell towers  

 
3. Existing Towers in Petersburg 

Petersburg currently has multiple existing towers: 

• Airport Subdivision  

• Behind the school  

• Hungerford Hill Road  
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There have been numerous sales and listings near these locations with no measurable impact on 
value. 

 
4. Market Behavior Near Towers 

Recent sales and listings demonstrate typical market behavior: 

• 109 Odin St (listed): $45,000 (assessed at $26,700)  

• 119 Mill Rd (sold): $80,000 (assessed at $63,600)  

• 121 Arness Heights (sold): $120,000 (assessed at $94,000)  

These indicate: 

• Properties continue to sell normally  

• No consistent price discount is observed  

• Buyers are not avoiding these locations  

 
5. Broader Market Experience 

Across multiple Alaska communities: 

• No consistent impact from cell towers has been observed  

• Consultation with appraisers and real estate professionals confirms lack of supporting 
data  

• Market behavior remains consistent regardless of tower presence  

 
Market Data – Comparable Sales 

Parcel Sale Price Size (SF) $/SF Year 

02-131-050 $45,000 64,164 $0.70 2021 

02-083-350 $50,000 41,382 $1.20 2021 

02-083-256 $50,000 44,257 $1.12 2024 

02-083-205 $70,000 53,492 $1.30 2023 

02-083-104 $40,000 45,259 $0.88 2021 

02-082-120 $173,500 23,993 $7.23 2025 
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Parcel Sale Price Size (SF) $/SF Year 

02-082-030 $90,000 86,249 $1.04 2022 

02-081-420 $107,500 93,157 $1.15 2023 

02-081-415 $48,000 66,847 $0.71 2021 

02-081-400 $96,000 71,070 $1.35 2023 

These sales support the subject’s value of $1.18/SF, which falls well within the observed market 
range. 

 
Mass Appraisal Consistency 

• All properties are valued using the same methodology  

• Adjustments are only made when supported by market data  

• Unsupported adjustments would create inequity across the tax roll  

 
Conclusion 

While the property owner’s concerns are acknowledged: 

• The tower is not yet constructed  

• No measurable market evidence exists indicating value impact  

• Existing tower locations show no reduction in property values  

• The subject’s assessed value is supported by comparable sales  

• The assessment is consistent with similar properties  

Valuation must be based on demonstrated market behavior, not speculation about potential future 
conditions. 

 
Recommendation 

No change to the assessed value. 
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Subject Property 
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Cell Tower Location 
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Proposed Cell Tower Site 
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Sales Location 
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Valuation Map 

 

 
 
Assumptions and Limiting Conditions  
This mass appraisal is subject to the following extraordinary assumptions (EA) and general 
assumptions and limiting conditions as follows:  
EA-1 it is assumed that the properties ownership valued is correctly identified and held in fee 
simple interest unless stated otherwise.    
EA-2 it is assumed that the land areas and dimensions are as stated in the records.    
EA-3 it is assumed that the conditions of the properties areas as described in the various records 
based on the limitations of the inspections and observable features.    
General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions:  

1. It is assumed the data, maps, and descriptive data are accurate and correct. Photos, 
sketches, maps, and drawings in this appraisal report are for visualizing the property 
only and are not to be relied upon for any other use. They may not be to scale.   

2. The valuation is based on information and data from sources believed reliable, correct 
and accurately reported. No responsibility is assumed for false data provided by 
others.  

3. No responsibility is assumed for building permits, zone changes, engineering or any 
other services or duty connected with legally utilizing the subject property.  

4. This appraisal was made on the premise that there are no encumbrances prohibiting 
utilization of the property under the appraiser’s estimate of the highest and best use.  
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5. It is assumed the title to the property is marketable. No investigation to this fact has 
been made by the appraiser.  

6. No responsibility is assumed for matters of law or legal interpretation.  
7. It is assumed no conditions existed that were undiscoverable through normal diligent 

investigation which would affect the use and value of the property.   
8. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which may 

or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. The 
appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of substances such 
as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation or other potentially hazardous 
materials may affect the value of the property. The value estimate is predicated on the 
assumption that there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss 
in value beyond what is estimated herein. No responsibility is assumed for any such 
conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.  

9. The value estimate is made subject to the purpose, date and definition of value.  
10. The appraisal is to be considered in its entirety, the use of only a portion thereof will 

render the appraisal invalid.  

Extraordinary Assumption  
An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be false, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions.  Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise 
uncertain information about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; 
or about conditions external to the property such as market conditions or trends; or about the 
integrity of data used in an analysis. 
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Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>

Petersburg Appeal Review
3 messages

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Thu, Apr 2, 2026 at 1:20 PM
To: "johnmurgas@aptalaska.net" <johnmurgas@aptalaska.net>

John,

Thank you for returning my call.

I reached out to a local realtor and several appraisers who regularly work in Petersburg. They confirmed that there is
currently no market data supporting the conclusion that property values have been affected by nearby cell towers. From
an assessment standpoint, our analysis must be based on verified market evidence. While I understand your concerns
regarding the proximity of a cell tower, we have not identified sufficient data to support an adjustment to the assessed
value. Specifically, we have not seen any verified sales indicating that properties sell for less due to the presence of a
nearby tower.

In Petersburg, there are properties located near existing towers—such as in the Airport Subdivision and behind the high
school—that are in close proximity to residential homes. Based on available sales and appeal data, there is no indication
that buyers have paid less for those properties due to tower proximity.

Across other communities we work in, we have not observed a consistent impact on property values related to nearby
towers. For example, in Unalaska, the Haystack Hill subdivision includes some of the highest-valued homes in the
community despite having multiple cell tower leases in the area. In communities such as Yakutat and Cordova, additional
towers are often viewed positively due to limited cell coverage. In Haines, there have also been instances where property
owners have expressed interest in hosting towers to improve service and generate lease income.

We have seen increased public discussion and, in some cases, opposition to new tower development. For example, in
Wrangell, one tower near Mile 3 was constructed without significant concern, while a later proposal near Mile 12.8 faced
opposition related to visual impacts, lighting, and potential effects on property values and was ultimately not approved.
However, these types of concerns are not necessarily reflected in actual market transactions.

From an appraisal perspective, value conclusions must be supported by market evidence. While it is possible that a tower
located immediately adjacent to a property or significantly impacting a view could affect value, we have not observed
sufficient data to quantify such an impact in this case.

In summary, we have not identified market-supported evidence indicating that the nearby (proposed) cell tower has
resulted in a reduction in value for your property.

If you would like to proceed with a Board of Equalization hearing, please let me know and I can notify the city.

Thank you,
Martins

--
Martins Onskulis, MBA
Appraisal Company of Alaska

405 W. 27th Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99503

907.334.6312 (Office)
907.793.7713 (c)

John Murgas <johnmurgas@aptalaska.net> Sun, Apr 5, 2026 at 3:49 PM
To: Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com>
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Yes, I would like to proceed with the BOE.
[Quoted text hidden]

Martins Onskulis <monskulis@appraisalalaska.com> Mon, Apr 6, 2026 at 5:20 AM
To: John Murgas <johnmurgas@aptalaska.net>

John,

Thank you for your reply. I'll inform the city. 

- Martins
[Quoted text hidden]
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Appeal 2026-24 

 
Jackie Tyson 

Dennis Heimdahl 
Parcel #02-082-070 
200 Papkes Landing
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BOE Appeal Review for 200 Papkes Landing 

 

To:  2026 Board of Equalization 
From: Michael C. Renfro, Assessor 
   Martins Onskulis, Assessor 
Re:  200 Papkes Landing 

 
Purpose of Report 

• Validation of the 2026 assessed value of the subject property as determined through the 
mass appraisal process and supported by sales ratio studies, in compliance with Alaska 
Statutes requiring assessment at full and true value.  

 
Introduction 

• The subject property is located at Papkes Landing  

• Land Size: 70,480 SF  

• Building: $249,700 – 1962 SF with Shop 390 SF and Carport 800 SF 

• Land Value: $69,000 ($.98/SF) – Proposed Adjustment $62,100 ($.88/SF) 

• Total Assessed Value: $318,700 – Proposed Adjustment $311,800 

• Valuation is based on comparable property sales, lot size, and location.  

This report provides a comprehensive review of the assessed value and addresses concerns raised 
by the property owner. 
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Legal and Assessment Standard 

Under Alaska law (AS 29.45.110), property must be assessed at its full and true value, defined as 
market value as of January 1. 

• Market value reflects a willing buyer and willing seller  

• It must be based on observable market behavior  

• It cannot be based on speculative or hypothetical conditions  

• Assessments must be applied uniformly and equitably  

 
Overview of Valuation Process 

Property valuations in Petersburg are developed using a mass appraisal approach considering: 

• Property characteristics  

• Location and neighborhood influences  

• Market trends  

• Verified comparable sales  

This ensures consistency and equity across similarly situated properties. 

 
Utilization of Sales Data 

Sales of comparable properties are the primary basis for valuation. 

• Sales reflect actual buyer behavior  

• Adjustments are made for differences in size, location, and features  

• Only local, relevant market data is considered  

This ensures valuations are grounded in real transactions rather than assumptions. 

 
Validation Through Sales Ratio Studies 

• Current assessment levels are in the low 80% range of market value  

• This indicates assessments are conservative relative to market  

• The State of Alaska expects assessments to be near 100% of market value  

 
Burden of Proof for Adjustments 
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Adjustments require: 

• Credible, market-supported evidence  

• Comparable sales demonstrating measurable impact  

General concerns or studies from other regions do not meet this standard without supporting 
local data. 

 
Concern Raised by Property Owner 

• Main concern is land value increase. 

 
Market Data – Comparable Sales 

Parcel Sale Price Size (SF) $/SF Year 

02-131-050 $45,000 64,164 $0.70 2021 

02-083-350 $50,000 41,382 $1.20 2021 

02-083-256 $50,000 44,257 $1.12 2024 

02-083-205 $70,000 53,492 $1.30 2023 

02-083-104 $40,000 45,259 $0.88 2021 

02-082-120 $173,500 23,993 $7.23 2025 

02-082-030 $90,000 86,249 $1.04 2022 

02-081-420 $107,500 93,157 $1.15 2023 

02-081-415 $48,000 66,847 $0.71 2021 

02-081-400 $96,000 71,070 $1.35 2023 

These sales support the subject’s value of $.88/SF, which falls well within the observed market 
range. 

 
Mass Appraisal Consistency 

• All properties are valued using the same methodology  

• Adjustments are only made when supported by market data  

• Unsupported adjustments would create inequity across the tax roll  
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Conclusion 

While the property owner’s concerns are acknowledged: 

• Recommended adjusting land value to reflect soil conditions 

• The subject’s assessed value is supported by comparable sales  

• The assessment is consistent with similar properties  

 
Recommendation 

Recommended adjusting land value to reflect soil conditions 
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Subject Property 
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Sales Location 
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Valuation Map (adjusted value would be $.88/SF) 
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions  
This mass appraisal is subject to the following extraordinary assumptions (EA) and general 
assumptions and limiting conditions as follows:  
EA-1 it is assumed that the properties ownership valued is correctly identified and held in fee 
simple interest unless stated otherwise.    
EA-2 it is assumed that the land areas and dimensions are as stated in the records.    
EA-3 it is assumed that the conditions of the properties areas as described in the various records 
based on the limitations of the inspections and observable features.    
General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions:  

1. It is assumed the data, maps, and descriptive data are accurate and correct. Photos, 
sketches, maps, and drawings in this appraisal report are for visualizing the property 
only and are not to be relied upon for any other use. They may not be to scale.   

2. The valuation is based on information and data from sources believed reliable, correct 
and accurately reported. No responsibility is assumed for false data provided by 
others.  

3. No responsibility is assumed for building permits, zone changes, engineering or any 
other services or duty connected with legally utilizing the subject property.  

4. This appraisal was made on the premise that there are no encumbrances prohibiting 
utilization of the property under the appraiser’s estimate of the highest and best use.  

5. It is assumed the title to the property is marketable. No investigation to this fact has 
been made by the appraiser.  

6. No responsibility is assumed for matters of law or legal interpretation.  
7. It is assumed no conditions existed that were undiscoverable through normal diligent 

investigation which would affect the use and value of the property.   
8. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which may 

or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. The 
appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of substances such 
as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation or other potentially hazardous 
materials may affect the value of the property. The value estimate is predicated on the 
assumption that there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss 
in value beyond what is estimated herein. No responsibility is assumed for any such 
conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.  

9. The value estimate is made subject to the purpose, date and definition of value.  
10. The appraisal is to be considered in its entirety, the use of only a portion thereof will 

render the appraisal invalid.  

Extraordinary Assumption  
An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be false, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions.  Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise 
uncertain information about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; 
or about conditions external to the property such as market conditions or trends; or about the 
integrity of data used in an analysis. 
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Appeal 2026-25 

 
Jackie Tyson 

Dennis Heimdahl 
Parcel #02-082-075 

105 Rory Rd
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BOE Appeal Review for 105 Rory Rd 

 

To:  2026 Board of Equalization 
From: Michael C. Renfro, Assessor 
   Martins Onskulis, Assessor 
Re:  02-082-075 

 
Purpose of Report 

• Validation of the 2026 assessed value of the subject property as determined through the 
mass appraisal process and supported by sales ratio studies, in compliance with Alaska 
Statutes requiring assessment at full and true value.  

 
Introduction 

• The subject property is located at Papkes Landing  

• Land Size: 49,005 SF  

• Building: None  

• Land Value: $53,000 ($1.08/SF) Proposed land value $42,400 ($.86/SF) 

• Total Assessed Value: $53,000  

• Valuation is based on comparable property sales, lot size, and location.  

This report provides a comprehensive review of the assessed value and addresses concerns raised 
by the property owner. 
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Legal and Assessment Standard 

Under Alaska law (AS 29.45.110), property must be assessed at its full and true value, defined as 
market value as of January 1. 

• Market value reflects a willing buyer and willing seller  

• It must be based on observable market behavior  

• It cannot be based on speculative or hypothetical conditions  

• Assessments must be applied uniformly and equitably  

 
Overview of Valuation Process 

Property valuations in Petersburg are developed using a mass appraisal approach considering: 

• Property characteristics  

• Location and neighborhood influences  

• Market trends  

• Verified comparable sales  

This ensures consistency and equity across similarly situated properties. 

 
Utilization of Sales Data 

Sales of comparable properties are the primary basis for valuation. 

• Sales reflect actual buyer behavior  

• Adjustments are made for differences in size, location, and features  

• Only local, relevant market data is considered  

This ensures valuations are grounded in real transactions rather than assumptions. 

 
Validation Through Sales Ratio Studies 

• Current assessment levels are in the low 80% range of market value  

• This indicates assessments are conservative relative to market  

• The State of Alaska expects assessments to be near 100% of market value  

 
Burden of Proof for Adjustments 
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Adjustments require: 

• Credible, market-supported evidence  

• Comparable sales demonstrating measurable impact  

General concerns or studies from other regions do not meet this standard without supporting 
local data. 

 
Concern Raised by Property Owner 

• Land value is too high due to soil condition 

 
Market Data – Comparable Sales 

Parcel Sale Price Size (SF) $/SF Year 

02-131-050 $45,000 64,164 $0.70 2021 

02-083-350 $50,000 41,382 $1.20 2021 

02-083-256 $50,000 44,257 $1.12 2024 

02-083-205 $70,000 53,492 $1.30 2023 

02-083-104 $40,000 45,259 $0.88 2021 

02-082-120 $173,500 23,993 $7.23 2025 

02-082-030 $90,000 86,249 $1.04 2022 

02-081-420 $107,500 93,157 $1.15 2023 

02-081-415 $48,000 66,847 $0.71 2021 

02-081-400 $96,000 71,070 $1.35 2023 

These sales support the subject’s value of $.86/SF, which falls well within the observed market 
range. 

 
Mass Appraisal Consistency 

• All properties are valued using the same methodology  

• Adjustments are only made when supported by market data  

• Unsupported adjustments would create inequity across the tax roll  
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Conclusion 

While the property owner’s concerns are acknowledged: 

• Recommended adjusting land values 

• The subject’s assessed value is supported by comparable sales  

• The assessment is consistent with similar properties  

Valuation must be based on demonstrated market behavior, not speculation about potential future 
conditions. 

 
Recommendation 

Adjust Land Value to $42,400. 

Subject Property 
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Sales Location 
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Valuation Map 
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions  
This mass appraisal is subject to the following extraordinary assumptions (EA) and general 
assumptions and limiting conditions as follows:  
EA-1 it is assumed that the properties ownership valued is correctly identified and held in fee 
simple interest unless stated otherwise.    
EA-2 it is assumed that the land areas and dimensions are as stated in the records.    
EA-3 it is assumed that the conditions of the properties areas as described in the various records 
based on the limitations of the inspections and observable features.    
General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions:  

1. It is assumed the data, maps, and descriptive data are accurate and correct. Photos, 
sketches, maps, and drawings in this appraisal report are for visualizing the property 
only and are not to be relied upon for any other use. They may not be to scale.   

2. The valuation is based on information and data from sources believed reliable, correct 
and accurately reported. No responsibility is assumed for false data provided by 
others.  

3. No responsibility is assumed for building permits, zone changes, engineering or any 
other services or duty connected with legally utilizing the subject property.  

4. This appraisal was made on the premise that there are no encumbrances prohibiting 
utilization of the property under the appraiser’s estimate of the highest and best use.  

5. It is assumed the title to the property is marketable. No investigation to this fact has 
been made by the appraiser.  

6. No responsibility is assumed for matters of law or legal interpretation.  
7. It is assumed no conditions existed that were undiscoverable through normal diligent 

investigation which would affect the use and value of the property.   
8. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which may 

or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. The 
appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of substances such 
as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation or other potentially hazardous 
materials may affect the value of the property. The value estimate is predicated on the 
assumption that there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss 
in value beyond what is estimated herein. No responsibility is assumed for any such 
conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.  

9. The value estimate is made subject to the purpose, date and definition of value.  
10. The appraisal is to be considered in its entirety, the use of only a portion thereof will 

render the appraisal invalid.  

Extraordinary Assumption  
An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be false, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions.  Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise 
uncertain information about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; 
or about conditions external to the property such as market conditions or trends; or about the 
integrity of data used in an analysis. 
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Appeal 2026-26 

 
Jackie Tyson 

Dennis Heimdahl 
Parcel #02-082-200 

28  Halvoy Ln
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BOE Appeal Review for 28 Halvoy Ln 

 

To:  2026 Board of Equalization 
From: Michael C. Renfro, Assessor 
   Martins Onskulis, Assessor 
Re:  02-082-200 

 
Purpose of Report 

• Validation of the 2026 assessed value of the subject property as determined through the 
mass appraisal process and supported by sales ratio studies, in compliance with Alaska 
Statutes requiring assessment at full and true value.  

 
Introduction 

• The subject property is located at Papkes Landing  

• Land Size: 40,946 SF  

• Building: None  

• Land Value: $104,800 ($2.56/SF) Proposed adjusted value $83,800 ($2.05/SF) 

• Total Assessed Value: $104,800  
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• Valuation is based on comparable property sales, lot size, and location.  

This report provides a comprehensive review of the assessed value and addresses concerns raised 
by the property owner. 

 
Legal and Assessment Standard 

Under Alaska law (AS 29.45.110), property must be assessed at its full and true value, defined as 
market value as of January 1. 

• Market value reflects a willing buyer and willing seller  

• It must be based on observable market behavior  

• It cannot be based on speculative or hypothetical conditions  

• Assessments must be applied uniformly and equitably  

 
Overview of Valuation Process 

Property valuations in Petersburg are developed using a mass appraisal approach considering: 

• Property characteristics  

• Location and neighborhood influences  

• Market trends  

• Verified comparable sales  

This ensures consistency and equity across similarly situated properties. 

 
Utilization of Sales Data 

Sales of comparable properties are the primary basis for valuation. 

• Sales reflect actual buyer behavior  

• Adjustments are made for differences in size, location, and features  

• Only local, relevant market data is considered  

This ensures valuations are grounded in real transactions rather than assumptions. 

 
Validation Through Sales Ratio Studies 

• Current assessment levels are in the low 80% range of market value  

• This indicates assessments are conservative relative to market  
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• The State of Alaska expects assessments to be near 100% of market value  

 
Burden of Proof for Adjustments 

Adjustments require: 

• Credible, market-supported evidence  

• Comparable sales demonstrating measurable impact  

General concerns or studies from other regions do not meet this standard without supporting 
local data. 

 
Concern Raised by Property Owner 

• High land value, no access. 

 
Market Data – Comparable Sales 

Category Parcel ID Sale Price Size (SF) $/SF Date 

Access 02-082-025 $192,500 43,560 $4.42 2024 

Needs Access 01-174-220 $115,000 53,579 $2.15 2023 

Needs Access 01-173-018 $165,000 70,345 $2.35 2024 

Access 01-173-073 $172,000 27,007 $6.37 2022 

Needs Access 01-174-225 $125,000 53,579 $2.33 2022 

 
Market Indication 

These sales support the subject’s value of $2.05/SF, which falls well within the observed market 
range—particularly when considering access and site characteristics. 

 
Mass Appraisal Consistency 

• All properties are valued using the same methodology  

• Adjustments are only made when supported by market data  

• Unsupported adjustments would create inequity across the tax roll  
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Conclusion 

While the property owner’s concerns are acknowledged: 

• Recommended adjusting the value due to lack of developed access. 

• The subject’s assessed value is supported by comparable sales  

• The assessment is consistent with similar properties  

Valuation must be based on demonstrated market behavior, not speculation about potential future 
conditions. 

 
Recommendation 

Adjust assessed value to $83,800 

Subject Property 
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Sales Location 
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Valuation Map 
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions  
This mass appraisal is subject to the following extraordinary assumptions (EA) and general 
assumptions and limiting conditions as follows:  
EA-1 it is assumed that the properties ownership valued is correctly identified and held in fee 
simple interest unless stated otherwise.    
EA-2 it is assumed that the land areas and dimensions are as stated in the records.    
EA-3 it is assumed that the conditions of the properties areas as described in the various records 
based on the limitations of the inspections and observable features.    
General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions:  

1. It is assumed the data, maps, and descriptive data are accurate and correct. Photos, 
sketches, maps, and drawings in this appraisal report are for visualizing the property 
only and are not to be relied upon for any other use. They may not be to scale.   

2. The valuation is based on information and data from sources believed reliable, correct 
and accurately reported. No responsibility is assumed for false data provided by 
others.  

3. No responsibility is assumed for building permits, zone changes, engineering or any 
other services or duty connected with legally utilizing the subject property.  

4. This appraisal was made on the premise that there are no encumbrances prohibiting 
utilization of the property under the appraiser’s estimate of the highest and best use.  

5. It is assumed the title to the property is marketable. No investigation to this fact has 
been made by the appraiser.  

6. No responsibility is assumed for matters of law or legal interpretation.  
7. It is assumed no conditions existed that were undiscoverable through normal diligent 

investigation which would affect the use and value of the property.   
8. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which may 

or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. The 
appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of substances such 
as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation or other potentially hazardous 
materials may affect the value of the property. The value estimate is predicated on the 
assumption that there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss 
in value beyond what is estimated herein. No responsibility is assumed for any such 
conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.  

9. The value estimate is made subject to the purpose, date and definition of value.  
10. The appraisal is to be considered in its entirety, the use of only a portion thereof will 

render the appraisal invalid.  

Extraordinary Assumption  
An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be false, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions.  Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise 
uncertain information about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; 
or about conditions external to the property such as market conditions or trends; or about the 
integrity of data used in an analysis. 
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From: Martins Onskulis
To: Anna Caulum
Subject: Additional Information
Date: Thursday, April 9, 2026 9:53:01 PM
Attachments: image.png

External Email! Use Caution

Anna,

I was working on Shannon’s appeal and came across another sale in Papkes that we should include
with Jackie’s waterfront lot. We can add this to the back of her appeal. Thank you.

-- 
Martins Onskulis, MBA 
Appraisal Company of Alaska 
405 W. 27th Ave.Anchorage, 
AK 99503

907.334.6312 (Office)

907.793.7713 (c)
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Appeal 2026-27 

 
Martin Susort 

Parcel #01-031-235 
136 Kings Row Rd
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BOE Appeal Review for 136 Kings Row 

 

To: 2026 Board of Equalization 
From:  Michael C. Renfro, Assessor 
   Martins Onskulis, Assessor 
Re: 136 Kings Row 

 
Purpose of Report 

• Validation of the 2026 assessed value of the subject property as determined through the 
mass appraisal process and supported by sales ratio studies, in compliance with Alaska 
Statutes requiring assessment at full and true value.  

 
Introduction 

• The subject property is located at 136 Kings Row 

• Land Size: 8,641 SF  
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• Building Size: 2,135 SF with 576 SF detached garage  

• Land Value: $36,600  

• Building Value: $194,400  

• Total Assessed Value: $231,000  

• Valuation is based on comparable property sales, lot size, and location.  

This report provides a comprehensive review of the assessed value and addresses concerns raised 
by the property owner. 

 
Legal and Assessment Standard 

Under Alaska law (AS 29.45.110), property must be assessed at its full and true value, defined as 
the estimated market value as of January 1. 

• Market value is based on a willing buyer and willing seller  

• It reflects actual market behavior, not hypothetical or speculative impacts  

• Assessments must be applied uniformly and equitably across similar properties  

 
Overview of Valuation Process 

Property valuations in Petersburg are developed using a mass appraisal approach that considers: 

• Property characteristics  

• Location and neighborhood influences  

• Market trends  

• Verified comparable sales  

This methodology follows accepted appraisal standards and ensures consistency across similarly 
situated properties. 

 
Utilization of Sales Data 

Sales of comparable properties within the local market are the primary basis for valuation. 

• Sales reflect actual buyer and seller behavior  

• Adjustments are made for differences in size, location, and characteristics  

• Market evidence must be local and relevant  

This ensures assessed values reflect real-world transactions rather than theoretical assumptions. 
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Validation Through Sales Ratio Studies 

All assessed values are tested using sales ratio studies to ensure accuracy and equity. 

• Current ratios are in the low 80% range of market value  

• This indicates assessments are conservative relative to market  

• The State of Alaska expects assessments to be near 100% of market value  

This confirms that assessed values are not excessive and, if anything, are below full market 
value. 

 
Burden of Proof for Adjustments 

For an adjustment to be warranted, there must be: 

• Credible, market-supported evidence  

• Comparable sales demonstrating a measurable impact  

General concerns, opinions, or studies from other regions do not meet this standard unless 
supported by local market data. 

 
Concern Raised by Property Owner 

• The property owner asserts that the construction of a new cell tower has reduced property 
value.  

 
Analysis of Cell Tower Impact 

1. Lack of Local Market Evidence 

The property owner provided studies from outside Alaska suggesting potential impacts. 
However: 

• No known studies exist specific to Alaska markets  

• No verified sales in Petersburg indicate reduced values due to tower proximity  

2. Existing Towers in Petersburg 

Petersburg already has multiple towers: 

• Airport Subdivision  

• Behind the school  

• Hungerford Hill Road  
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There have been numerous sales and listings near these locations without evidence of value 
reduction. In many cases, development continues in these areas. 

3. Market Behavior Near Towers 

Recent sales and listings include: 

• 109 Odin St (listed): $45,000 (assessed at $26,700)  

• 119 Mill Rd (sold): $80,000 (assessed at $63,600)  

• 121 Arness Heights (sold): $120,000 (assessed at $94,000)  

These transactions demonstrate that properties near towers: 

• Continue to sell  

• Sell at prices consistent with the broader market  

• Do not show measurable discounts attributable to tower proximity  

4. Broader Market Experience 

Across multiple Alaska communities where we perform assessments, we have: 

• Not observed consistent value impacts from cell towers  

• Consulted with appraisers and real estate professionals  

• Found no market-supported basis for adjustments  

 
Timing of the Tower Construction 

• The tower was completed in late November  

• No post-construction sales data exists to measure any potential impact  

Without sales occurring after completion: 

• There is no measurable evidence of any change in value  

• Any claimed impact remains speculative  

 
Mass Appraisal Consistency 

It is important to note: 

• All properties are valued using the same methodology  

• No adjustments are made for factors unless supported by market data  

• Making unsupported adjustments for one property would create inequity across the tax 
roll  

198

Item 3L.



 
Conclusion 

While concerns regarding cell towers are acknowledged, there is: 

• No verified local market evidence of value reduction  

• No sales indicating buyer resistance or price discounts  

• Strong evidence that properties near towers sell at typical market levels  

• Clear indication that assessed values are already below market  

The subject property’s assessed value is: 

• Supported by market data  

• Consistent with similar properties  

• Below estimated market value  

Valuation decisions must be based on demonstrated market behavior, not speculation or studies 
from dissimilar markets. 

Recommendation: No change to the assessed value. 

 

Subject Property 
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Cell Tower Location 
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Sales Location 

 

Valuation Map 
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Listings 
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions  
This mass appraisal is subject to the following extraordinary assumptions (EA) and general 
assumptions and limiting conditions as follows:  
EA-1 it is assumed that the properties ownership valued is correctly identified and held in fee 
simple interest unless stated otherwise.    
EA-2 it is assumed that the land areas and dimensions are as stated in the records.    
EA-3 it is assumed that the conditions of the properties areas as described in the various records 
based on the limitations of the inspections and observable features.    
General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions:  

1. It is assumed the data, maps, and descriptive data are accurate and correct. Photos, 
sketches, maps, and drawings in this appraisal report are for visualizing the property 
only and are not to be relied upon for any other use. They may not be to scale.   

2. The valuation is based on information and data from sources believed reliable, correct 
and accurately reported. No responsibility is assumed for false data provided by 
others.  

3. No responsibility is assumed for building permits, zone changes, engineering or any 
other services or duty connected with legally utilizing the subject property.  

4. This appraisal was made on the premise that there are no encumbrances prohibiting 
utilization of the property under the appraiser’s estimate of the highest and best use.  

5. It is assumed the title to the property is marketable. No investigation to this fact has 
been made by the appraiser.  

6. No responsibility is assumed for matters of law or legal interpretation.  
7. It is assumed no conditions existed that were undiscoverable through normal diligent 

investigation which would affect the use and value of the property.   
8. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which may 

or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. The 
appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of substances such 
as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation or other potentially hazardous 
materials may affect the value of the property. The value estimate is predicated on the 
assumption that there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss 
in value beyond what is estimated herein. No responsibility is assumed for any such 
conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.  

9. The value estimate is made subject to the purpose, date and definition of value.  
10. The appraisal is to be considered in its entirety, the use of only a portion thereof will 

render the appraisal invalid.  

Extraordinary Assumption  
An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be false, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions.  Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise 
uncertain information about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; 
or about conditions external to the property such as market conditions or trends; or about the 
integrity of data used in an analysis. 
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