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Excessive and Unequal Valuation 

Parcel No.: 139-050-44 
Raw Land: $ 82,300 
Improvements: $ 21,600 
Real Property Total: $ 103,900 

The Board of Equalization ("BOE") of the Kenai Peninsula Borough ("KPB") was convened 
on May 25, 2011, to hear an appeal by Robert Woodhead regarding the 2011 assessed 
valuation of Assessor's Parcel No. 139-050-44. 

Board members Betty Glick (Chair), Barbara Belluomini, Billy Joe Creary, Ray Tauriainen 
and Donna Miller were present, constituting a quorum. Appellant was not present for the 
hearing. KPB Appraisal Manager Denis Mueller and Lead Appraiser Paul Knight testified 
on behalf of the Assessor's Office. 

APPELLANT'S ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

The Appellant did not present any testimony at the hearing. Mr. Woodhead's written 
evidence explained that he was concerned that his land value as assessed increased 181% 
from the prior year. He presented two comparables parcels that had recently sold. The 
comparables had a much lower base rate per acre than his property. One of the comparables 
had gone down in value from the previous year while his increased exponentially. The letter 
explained that Mr. Woodhead believed his land value should be assessed at $69,000. The 
letter concluded that the improvement value of the parcel was not contested. 
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Mr. Woodhead included in his evidence information regarding the comparable properties. 
Mr. Woodhead also included a letter dated March 15, 2011, which stated in part that there 
was no justification for the increase as market and economic conditions had not changed 
favorably. He further indicated that he did not believe he could sell his property for the 
assessed valuation. The letter explained that adjacent parcels were owned by other family 
members and the per acre value on their various parcels were not equal, though in Mr. 
Woodhead's opinion he stated they should be. 

KPB ASSESSORS' ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

The Assessor began by reading the description and analysis of the property into the record as 
provide on pages 24 though 26 of the evidence. The subject parcel was located between 
mile 124 and 125 ofthe Sterling Highway. On April20, 2011 an exterior inspection was 
done on the property and adjustments were made to the improvement value accordingly. 
The adjustment to the improvements was primarily due to the addition of a well and change 
from a crib type septic to a standard septic system. As noted in the Appellant's letter it did 
not appear the improvement value was contested. 

The Assessor explained for the land value, neighborhood 350 was converted to the new 
CAMA system for 2011. The subject property was reconciled on a base rate of$40,000 per 
acre. The subject parcel was estimated to have 50 percent residual land which was valued at 
10 percent ofthe base rate. The Assessor argued that his valuation and base rate was 
supported by ratio studies presented in the evidence on pages 30 through 32. 

The Assessor explained that comparable# 131-070-84, as presented by Mr. Woodhead was 
valued using the same model, but that an adjustment was made based on a determination 
that 4. 7 acres of the total 6.21 was residual. The greater percentage of residual resulted in a 
reduced cost per acre total. The Assessor further explained that the second comparable was 
under assessed originally because it was incorrectly valued as not having access, power or a 
view. Therefore the Assessor concluded it could not be compared to the subject property 
until the appropriate adjustments were made. 

DECISION 

Alaska law requires that property be assessed at its full and true value as of January 1 of the 
assessment year. 1 The full and true value is the estimated price that the property would 
bring in an open market and under the then prevailing market conditions in a sale between a 
willing seller and a willing buyer both conversant with· the property and with prevailing 
general price levels. 2 

The burden of proof is on the Appellant.3 The only grounds for the Board to adjust the 
assessment are proof of unequal, excessive, improper, or under valuation, based on facts 
proven at the appeal hearing. 4 

1 AS29.45.110. 
2 AS 29.45.110. 
3 KPB 5.12.060(P); AS 29.45.210(b). 
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Mr. Tauriainen moved to uphold the Assessor's assessment. The Motion received a second 
and the following findings were made: 

1. The Appellant did not provide sufficient evidence to prove excessive, unequal or 
improper valuation. 

2. A recent inspection lowered the value of the manufactured home, decks and sheds. 
3. A well previously not recorded was added to the property. 
4. The septic system was changed from a crib system to a regular septic and the value 

changed accordingly. 
5. Sales ratio studies supported the assessed value. 
6. Due consideration was given to the residual land value. 
7. The Assessor's office addressed the two comprables supplied by the Appellant; one 

was good information and was supported by the ratio study, while the second 
comparable was assessed improperly. 

8. The Assessor addressed the Appellant's concerns regarding inequity in the price per 
acre of neighboring parcels by explaining that the base rate was impacted by the size 
and usable acreage of each parcel. 

Motion passed with 5 "yes" votes. 

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO APPEAL 

In accordance with Alaska Rules of Procedure and KPB 5.12.060(S), the Appellants and the 
Assessor have thirty (30) days from the date of this decision to file an appeal with the 
Superior Court of the State of Alaska at Kenai. 

Dated: _ _.9'----· ·_--'--1__..:3::....__·-_._l_._l __ _ 

ATTEST: 
' 

~~·13Lu.J~ 
'\Q?l;i Blankenship, MMC 

Borough Clerk 

4 KPB 5.12.060(P); AS 29.45.210(b). 
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