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Parcel No.: 139-050-46 
Raw Land: $ 95,400 
Improvements: $ 69,800 
Real Property Total: $ 165,200 

Excessive and Unequal Valuation 

Parcel No.: 139-050-46 
Raw Land: $ 81,000 
Improvements: $ 55,800 
Real Property Total: $ 136,800 

The Board of Equalization ("BOE") of the Kenai Peninsula Borough ("KPB") was convened on 
May 25, 2011, to hear an appeal by Dale Woodhead regarding the 2011 assessed valuation of 
Assessor's Parcel No. 139-050-46. 

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 provided the 
Borough's notices for two parcels, parcel no. 139-10-057 and 139-05-026 as comprables. He 
also submitted a letter to the Assessing Department dated 3/30/11, that stated he found the land 
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value increase from 201 0 to 2011, a 173 percent increase, to be "unbelievable" given the market 
conditions. His letter stated he did not understand why adjacent properties owned by family 
members had a different per acre value. He also stated that his assessment was unequal as 
compared to the two comprables he presented. 

KPB ASSESSORS' ARGUMENT & EVIDENCE 

The Assessor began by reading the Assessor's description ofthe property and analysis into the 
record as provided on pages 9 and 1 0 in the evidence. The Assessor explained that for 2011 the 
neighborhood including the subject property was comprehensively revalued using the new 
CAMA system. The subject property was reconciled on a base rate of $40,000 per acre. 
Residual land was valued at 10 percent of the base rate. The Subject parcel was estimated to 
have 50 percent residual land. 

The Assessor argued that ratios studies presented in the evidence supported the new land values. 
Pages 18 through 20 of the evidence show the data used to develop the base rate. He explained 
that while listings were not used to calculate the base rate, they were reviewed as a gauge to 
ensure assessments were at market value. The Assessor then reviewed nearby listings in a new 
subdivision on Meade Street with lots listed at $59,000 but assessed at $29,000. The Assessor 
explained that these lots had a reduced valuation to account for a lack of power and road access. 
The Assessor explained that the Appellant had used a lot on the Sterling Highway and Meade 

Street as a comparable, but that the Assessing Department had made an error in the value for the 
comparable for 2011 not giving the parcel value for power, access and the view it had. Another 
comparable used by the Appellant was a 122 acre parcel, which the Assessor argued could not 
be compared to a six acre parcel on a per acre basis due to economies of scale. 

The Assessor stated that the property was inspected in March 2011. Based on the inspection, 
adjustments to the value were made to account for the construction type and percent complete. 
The improvement value was lowered to $55,800 and the land value was lowered by $14,400. 

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 AS 29.45.110. 
2 AS 29.45.110. 
3 KPB 5.12.060(P); AS 29.45.210(b). 
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Ms. Belluomini 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 comprehensive sales ratio study of both vacant and improved land supported the 
valuation. 

3. Although the improvement value was not contested, the Assessor made adjustments 
in good faith based on an inspection. 

4. The different base rates of neighboring properties were addressed by the assessor. ~ 
price per acre difference was based on actual parcel sizes. 
5. The 120 acre parcel used as a comparable by the Appellant could not be compared to 

a six acre 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/ 

ATTEST: 

' 

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