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 PROPERTY ASSESSMENT APPEAL BOARD 

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER 

  

PAAB Docket No. 2021-040-00091R 

Parcel No.40862505176005 

 

Richard Wayne Frost, 

 Appellant, 

vs. 

Hamilton County Board of Review, 

 Appellee. 

Introduction 

The appeal came on for hearing before the Property Assessment Appeal Board 

(PAAB) on December 3, 2021. Richard Frost was self-represented. Attorney Brett Ryan 

represented the Board of Review.  

Richard and Shirley Frost own a residential property located at 980 Iowa Street, 

Stanhope, Iowa. Its January 1, 2021, assessment was set at $171,920, allocated as 

$10,400 in land value and $161,520 in dwelling value. (Ex. A & B).  

Frost petitioned the Board of Review claiming the property’s assessment was not 

equitable as compared with the assessments of other like property in the taxing district 

and there was an error in the assessment. Iowa Code § 441.37(1)(a)(1)(a & d) (2021). 

(Ex. C.) The Board of Review denied the petition.  

Frost then appealed to PAAB claiming his property’s assessment is not equitable 

as compared with assessments of other like property in the taxing district. (Appeal & Ex. 

D). 

General Principles of Assessment Law 

PAAB has jurisdiction of this matter under Iowa Code sections 421.1A and 

441.37A. PAAB is an agency and the provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act 
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apply. § 17A.2(1). This appeal is a contested case. § 441.37A(1)(b). PAAB may 

consider any grounds under Iowa Code section 441.37(1)(a) properly raised by the 

appellant following the provisions of section 441.37A(1)(b) and Iowa Admin. Code R. 

701-126.2(2-4). New or additional evidence may be introduced. Id. PAAB considers the 

record as a whole and all of the evidence regardless of who introduced it.  

§ 441.37A(3)(a); see also Hy-Vee, Inc. v. Employment Appeal Bd., 710 N.W.2d 1, 3 

(Iowa 2005). There is no presumption the assessed value is correct, but the taxpayer 

has the burden of proof. §§ 441.21(3); 441.37A(3)(a). The burden may be shifted; but 

even if it is not, the taxpayer may still prevail based on a preponderance of the 

evidence. Id.; Compiano v. Bd. of Review of Polk Cnty., 771 N.W.2d 392, 396 (Iowa 

2009) (citation omitted).  

Findings of Fact 

The subject property is a one-story home built in 1978. It has 1874 square feet of 

gross living area, a full basement with 500 square feet of average quality finish, a three 

seasons porch, two wood decks, a concrete patio, and a two-car attached garage. The 

improvements are listed in normal condition with a 3+00 grade (good quality). The 

improvements have 41% physical depreciation applied to the assessed value. The site 

is 0.344 acres. (Ex. A).  

Frost described Stanhope as a small community of only 200 people with few 

amenities or services to justify his property’s value. He described his property as aging 

and deteriorating and no improvements have been made to it. He noted the basement 

floods in heavy rainfall and the windows are old and in need of replacement. (The 

subject property is used as a rental property. Frost purchased it in 2003 for $138,500.  

Frost asserts there are properties in town with much lower assessments but have 

had significant improvements, unlike his property. (Appeal). The record contains 

information about five comparable properties Frost referenced in either his Petition to 

the Board of Review or Appeal to PAAB. The comparables are summarized in the 

following table. (Exs. F-J, Appeal).  
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Address 
Year 
Built Grade Condition 

Gross 
Living Area 

(SF) 

2021 
Assessed 

Value 

Assessor 
Adjusted 

Value 

Subject  1978 3 Normal 1874 $171,920 NA 

1 – 945 Iowa Street 1969 3-5 
Above 
Normal 1444 $139,100 NA 

2 – 950 Iowa Street 1978 3 
Above 
Normal 1482 $133,360 $144,302 

3 – 965 Iowa Street 1972 3-5 
Above 
Normal 1480 $124,880 $134,616 

4 -- 995 Iowa Street 1979 4+10 Normal 1204 $100,320 $203,418 

5 – 400 Grace Street 1965 3-5 Good 1496 $112,490 NA 

 

None of the comparables have recently sold. The subject is the largest of the 

properties, by approximately 400 square feet, and has the most porches and decks. 

Most notable is its 432-square-foot three-seasons porch off of the back of the garage, 

which none of the comparable possess. This amenity adds approximately $16,200 to 

the assessment and accounts for the largest difference between the subject property 

and others. The subject property and only Comparables 1, 4 and 5 have basement 

finish. In sum, all of these features account for the largest differences in assessed 

values. The subject is also one of the newer homes, which would impact the amount of 

depreciation applied to the assessment. We note that Comparables 4 and 5 are split 

level homes, which may impact their appeal in the market. Specifically, Comparable 5 

receives a 10% external obsolescence in the assessment. (Ex. G).  

 Hamilton County Assessor Kevin Bahrenfuss testified he utilized a Vanguard 

software program to perform a comparability analysis of three of the properties. (Ex. F). 

The analysis compared the cost of components of the properties Frost identified to the 

components of the subject. In Bahrenfuss’ opinion, the properties were not comparable, 

and he would not use them as comparable properties, even if they had recently sold 

because he believes they all required large adjustments to make them similar to the 

subject. We note the adjustments are based on cost as opposed to market adjustments. 

In general, we do not believe all of these adjustments would necessarily equal what the 

market would recognize. Moreover, with the exception of the split-level properties 
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(Comparables 4 and 5), all visually appear similar to the subject though they have 

points of difference. 

Analysis & Conclusions of Law 

In Iowa, property is to be valued at its actual value. § 441.21(1)(a). Actual value 

is the property’s fair and reasonable market value. § 441.21(1)(b). Market value 

essentially is defined as the value established in an arm’s-length sale of the property. Id.  

“Sale prices of the property or comparable property in normal transactions reflecting 

market value, and the probable availability or unavailability of persons interested in 

purchasing the property, shall be taken into consideration in arriving at its market value.” 

Id.  

Frost claims that the subject property’s assessment is not equitable as compared 

with the assessments of other like property in the taxing district. § 441.37(1)(a)(1)(a).  

Under section 441.37(1)(a)(1)(a), a taxpayer may claim that their “assessment is 

not equitable as compared with assessments of other like property in the taxing district.” 

To prove inequity, a taxpayer may show an assessor did not apply an assessing 

method uniformly to similarly situated or comparable properties. Eagle Food Centers v. 

Bd. of Review of the City of Davenport, 497 N.W.2d 860, 865 (Iowa 1993). Frost offered 

five properties that bear some similarities to the subject property, but are assessed 

substantially less than the subject. As noted above, the cause of this differential is the 

variance in size, features, and age of the properties. As a result, we find Frost has not 

demonstrated inequity in his assessment under Eagle Food Centers.  

Alternatively, a taxpayer may show the property is assessed higher 

proportionately than other like properties using criteria set forth in Maxwell v. Shivers, 

133 N.W.2d 709, 711 (Iowa 1965). The Maxwell test provides inequity exists when, after 

considering the actual (2020) and assessed (2021) values of similar properties, the 

subject property is assessed at a higher proportion of its actual value. Id. This is 

commonly done through an assessment/sales ratio analysis comparing prior year sales 

(2020) and current year assessments (2021) of the subject property and comparable 

properties. Frost submitted five properties, but none have recently sold. 
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 In addition to showing the ratios of comparable properties, Frost must show the 

subject’s actual value. Frost did not submit any other evidence of the subject property’s 

fair market value as of January 1, 2021. Typically, this evidence is a competent 

appraisal or comparative market analysis or, at a minimum, recent sales of comparable 

properties adjusted for differences between them and the subject property. Because of 

the lack of the foregoing required evidence, an assessment-to-sale-price ratio analysis 

could not be developed. As a result, the Maxwell equity analysis cannot be completed 

either and his claim must fail. 

Viewing the record as a whole, we find Frost has failed to prove his claim.  

Order 

 PAAB HEREBY AFFIRMS the Hamilton County Board of Review’s action.  

This Order shall be considered final agency action for the purposes of Iowa Code 

Chapter 17A (2021).  

 Any application for reconsideration or rehearing shall be filed with PAAB within 

20 days of the date of this Order and comply with the requirements of PAAB 

administrative rules. Such application will stay the period for filing a judicial review 

action.  

Any judicial action challenging this Order shall be filed in the district court where 

the property is located within 30 days of the date of this Order and comply with the 

requirements of Iowa Code section 441.37B and Chapter 17A.  

 
 
________________________________ 
Elizabeth Goodman, Board Member 

 
 
______________________________ 
Karen Oberman, Board Member 
 
 
______________________________ 
Dennis Loll, Board Member 
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