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DECISION OF THE KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH 
BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 

Appellant: 

Hearing Date: 

Parcel No.: 

Appeal No.: 

Tax Year: 
Assessed Value Appealed: 

Reason for Appeal: 

Decision of BOE 
Regarding Value: 

Terry Lee Woodhead 

May 25,2011 

139-050-45 

2011-309 

2011 
Parcel No.: 
Raw Land: 
Improvements: 
Real Property Total: 

139-050-45 
$ 126,700 
$ 25,300 
$ 152,000 

Excessive, Unequal and Improper Valuation 

Parcel No.: 139-050-45 
Raw Land: $ 86,100 
Improvements: $ 39,600 
Real Property Total: $ 125,700 

The Board of Equalization ("BOE") of the Kenai Peninsula Borough ("KPB") was convened 
on May 25, 2011, to hear an appeal by Terry Lee Woodhead regarding the 2011 assessed 
valuation of Assessor's Parcel No. 139-050-45. 

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 appeal form 
stated "My property is excessively valued in comparison to similar properties nearby." Mr. 
Woodhead provided the Borough's notices for two parcels, parcel no. 139-10-057 and 139-
05-026 as comparables. 
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KPB ASSESSORS' ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

The Assessor began by reading the description and analysis of the property into the record as 
provide on pages 7 through 9 of the evidence. The subject parcel was located between mile 
124 and 125 ofthe Sterling Highway. Improvements consisted of two manufactured homes, 
additions and a driveway. The Assessor stated that the Appellant did not contest the 
improvement values. An inspection of the property resulted in the original manufactured 
home being deleted from the roles due to its age and condition. However, new decks and a 
bathhouse were added. The other manufactured home changed in value due to a correction 
in the year built and a correction regarding the addition. 

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 of the base rate. The Assessor argued that his valuation and base rate were 
supported by ratio studies presented in the evidence on pages 15 and 16. 

The Assessor explained with regard to the comparable presented by Mr. Woodhead parcel 
no. 139-100-57 was a 1.53 acre parcel adjacent to the subject. The parcel was incorrectly 
assessed as not having access, power or a view, and the Assessor argued therefore it could 
not be used as a comparable. The Assessor stated that the other comparable, parcel 139-050-
26, was a 122 acre parcel of which 32 acres were bluff property and the other 91.5 acres 
were considered residual. The Assessor explained that while this parcel was valued using 
the same model, the price per acre differed due to its size and amount of residual acreage. 

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? 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 

Mr. Belluomini moved to uphold the Assessor's reduced assessment. The Motion received a 
second and the following findings were made: 

1 AS 29.45.110. 
2 AS 29.45.110. 
3 KPB 5.12.060(P); AS 29.45.210(b). 
4 KPB 5.12.060(P); AS 29.45.210(b). 
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1. The Appellant did not provide sufficient evidence to prove excessive, unequal or 
improper valuation. 

2. The Assessor's recent land study supported the Assessor's recommended value for 
the land portion of the property. 

3. Ratio studies of manufactured homes supported the improvement value. 
4. The property was inspected and due consideration was given to the residual land. 
5. The Assessor addressed the Appellant's concerns regarding the perceived inequity in 

price per acre of neighboring parcels by explaining that the base rate was impacted by 
size and the usable portion 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 ~I 3. -I I 

ATTEST: 

';5 ~ 
, ~~LI.JL£~ 
WiJ3lankenship, MMC 
Borough Clerk 
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