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 PROPERTY ASSESSMENT APPEAL BOARD 
FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER 

  

PAAB Docket No. 2021-077-10116R 

Parcel No. 060/00712-884-000 

 

Daniel Rasmussen, 
 Appellant, 

vs. 

Polk County Board of Review, 
 Appellee. 

Introduction 

The appeal came on for written consideration before the Property Assessment 

Appeal Board (PAAB) on December 3, 2021. Daniel Rasmussen is self-represented and 

asked that the appeal proceed without a hearing. Assistant Polk County Attorney 

Dominic Anania represents the Board of Review.  

Daniel and Sheila Rasmussen own a residential property located at 5221 Village 

Run Avenue, Unit 1602, Des Moines, Iowa. Its January 1, 2021, assessment was set at 

$246,100, allocated as $14,100 in land value and $232,000 in building value. (Exs. A & 

B).  

Rasmussen petitioned the Board of Review claiming the property is assessed for 

more than the value authorized by law. Iowa Code § 441.37(1)(a)(1)(b) (2021). (Ex. C). 

The Board of Review modified the assessment because it “does not reflect the value 

authorized by law;” it was reduced to a total value of $226,300 by lowering the building 

value to $212,200. (Ex. B).  

Rasmussen then appealed to PAAB checking the box for a claim that his 

property’s assessment is not equitable. (Appeal from Board of Review Action).  

§ 441.37(1)(a)(1)(a). We also find Rasmussen’s appeal reasserts his overassessment 

claim. Similar to the arguments Rasmussen made to the Board of Review, his plain 
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statement on the PAAB appeal and his November 2021 letter to PAAB reference a 

separate condo unit the evidence demonstrates recently sold.1 Moreover, his letter 

states his belief that the “assessment is still too high.” (November 2021 Letter). 

Accordingly, PAAB will consider both an equity and overassessment claim.  

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 

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 townhome built in 2004. It has 1432 square 

feet of gross living area, a full walk-out basement with 900 square feet of living-quarter-

quality finish, a deck, two-and-a-half bathrooms, a patio, and a two-car attached garage. 

The improvements are listed in normal condition with a 3+05 grade (good quality). (Ex. 

A).  

Rasmussen purchased the subject property in February 2019 for $211,000. (Ex. 

A & November 2021 Letter). At the time he purchased the property, its assessment was 

$184,100 and it was raised to $217,400 for the 2019 assessment. While he did not 

                                            
1 Rasmussen also cited this sale in his protest to the Board of Review. 
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appeal his 2019 assessment, he chose to appeal the 2021 assessment because of the 

increase. 

Rasmussen asserts his property is “almost identical” to a property located at 

5221 Village Run Avenue, Unit 2001. (Appeal; Exs. 5 & F). Despite these properties 

being the same, he notes they have different assessments. Rasmussen also submitted 

two additional properties on Village Run Avenue; all three of his comparables are 

summarized in the following table. (Exs. 3-5 & D-F, & November 2021 Letter).  

 

All of Rasmussen’s comparable units are one-story, walk-out homes; and all 

have a similar condition rating and grade as the subject property. The subject property 

was built in 2004, whereas Units 1702 and 1802 were built in 2003 and have the same 

physical depreciation of 8% applied to their assessments. (Exs. A, D, & E). Unit 2001 

was built in 2001 and has 10% physical depreciation applied to its assessment. (Exs. 

F). 

The cost reports for the subject property and Unit 2001 demonstrate they have 

been assessed at a total replacement cost new (RCN) of approximately $292,000. (Exs. 

A & F). Because Units 1702 and 1802 have a different amount and quality of basement 

finish, they have an RCN of $275,930. (Exs. D & E). All else being equal, the higher 

quality basement finish adds just over $16,000 to the RCN of the subject property and 

Unit 2001. 

Despite Units 1702 and 1802 having lower quality basement finish resulting in  

lower RCNs compared to the subject property and Unit 2001, they are both assessed 

                                            
2 Rasmussen reports this property sold in July 2019 for $208,000. (November 2021 Letter). There is no 
other evidence in the record confirming the sale date or sale price. 

5221 Village Run 
Ave UNIT # 

Gross 
Living 
Area 
(SF) 

Basement 
Finish 

(SF)/Quality 

Sale 
Date 

Sale 
Price RCN Depreciation 

% 

BOR  
Add’l 

Adjustment 

2021 
Assessed 

Value 

Subject - #1602 1432 900 LQ Feb-18 $211,000 $292,192 8% 7.2% $226,300  
1 - #1702 1432 1000 Avg Jul-192  $208,000 $275,930 8% None $229,900  
2 - #1802 1432 1000 Avg     $275,930 8% None $229,900  
3 - #2001 1432 900 LQ Jun-20 $217,000 $292,730 10% 10.4% $217,000  
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higher than either of these properties. The distinction is that the subject property and 

Unit 2001 both petitioned to the Board of Review and received modifications to their 

2021 assessed values. (Exs. A & F). The Board of Review adjusted the subject property 

downward roughly 7% or 0.929 (rounded). (Ex. A). Likewise, it adjusted Unit 2001 

downward roughly 10% or 0.906. (Ex. F).  

We note the record suggests the June 2020 sale price of Unit 2001 was a normal 

transaction. (Ex. 5). Ramussen ultimately believes the subject, along with Units 1702 

and 1802, should be assessed for $215,000. He arrives at this figure by considering 

Unit 2001’s sales price and the fact it sold with a new roof, whereas the other units have 

not had their roofs replaced.   

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. “In arriving at market value, sale prices of property in abnormal transactions not 

reflecting market value shall not be taken into account, or shall be adjusted to eliminate 

the effect of factors which distort market value, including but not limited to sales to 

immediate family of the seller, foreclosure or other forced sales, contract sales, 

discounted purchase transactions or purchase of adjoining land or other land to be 

operated as a unit.” Id. 

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

compared with the assessments of other like property in the taxing district and that it is 

assessed for more than the value authorized by law. § 441.37(1)(a)(1)(a & b).  

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.; 
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Compiano v. Bd. of Review of Polk Cnty., 771 N.W.2d 392, 396 (Iowa 2009) (citation 

omitted). When the taxpayer “offers competent evidence that the market value of the 

property is different than the market value determined by the assessor, the burden of 

proof thereafter shall be upon the officials or persons seeking to uphold such valuation.” 

Iowa Code § 441.21(3). To be competent evidence, it must “comply with the statutory 

scheme for property valuation for tax assessment purposes.” Soifer v. Floyd Cnty. Bd. 

of Review, 759 N.W.2d 775, 782 (Iowa 2009) (citations omitted). 

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.” 

“It is well established that the showing of only one other comparable property in the area 

or district is not sufficient to afford relief, the rule being that an assessment is not 

discriminatory unless it stands out above the general level.” Maxwell v. Shivers, 133 

N.W.2d 709,712 (Iowa 1965). See Crary v. Bd. of Review of Boone, 286 N.W. 428 

(Iowa 1939). “Were the rule otherwise an isolated instance of underassessment might 

result in a general reduction for all similar properties.” Crary, 286 N.W. at 430. See 

Miller v. Property Assessment Appeal Bd., 2019 WL 3714977 (Iowa Ct. App. Aug. 7, 

2019). 

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). Rasmussen 

offered three properties in his subdivision that are substantially similar to the subject 

property. Two of these properties are assessed for more than the subject due, in part, to 

the fact that those properties are not receiving the additional adjustments that are 

applied to Units 2001 and the subject. Although these facts may indicate a potential 

claim of inequity by those property owners, they do little to aid Rasmussen’s argument. 

Effectively here, there is only one comparable which supports Rasmussen’s inequity 

claim under Eagle Food Centers and, as a matter of law, the claim must therefore fail.  

An alternative means of demonstrating inequity is to show the property is 

assessed higher proportionately than other like properties using criteria set forth in 

Maxwell, 133 N.W.2d at 711. The Maxwell test provides inequity exists when, after 
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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.  

Only one of these properties – Unit 2001 - recently sold. Again, one comparable 

is not sufficient to prevail on an inequity claim. As a result, we find Ramussen’s inequity 

claim fails and we turn to Rasmussen’s claim of over assessment.  

In an appeal alleging the property is assessed for more than the value authorized 

by law under section 441.37(1)(a)(1)(b), the taxpayer must show: 1) the assessment is 

excessive and 2) the subject property’s correct value. Soifer, 759 N.W.2d at 780 

(citation omitted). In support of his claim that the subject property is over assessed, 

Rasmussen identified one recent comparable sale, that is nearly identical to the subject 

property. It sold in a normal transaction in June 2020 for $217,000. Because the 

comparable is substantially similar to the subject property, we find its sale price alone 

reasonably reflects the subject’s January 1, 2021 market value. We find this evidence  

demonstrates the subject’s assessment is excessive and shifts the burden of proof to 

the Board of Review. The Board of Review has offered no other evidence supporting 

the subject’s current assessment. As a result, we adjust the subject’s assessment 

accordingly.  

Because there appears to be some inequities in the assessments resulting from 

Board of Review actions, the Assessor’s Office may wish to review this area to ensure 

similar properties are uniformly assessed for future assessment cycles. Such a review 

could result in changes to all assessments in the area, including the subject property.  

Viewing the record as a whole, we find Rasmussen’s property is over assessed.  

Order 

 PAAB HEREBY MODIFIES the Polk County Board of Review’s action to a total 

value for the subject property of $217,000.  
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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.  

 
 
______________________________ 
Karen Oberman, Board Member 
 
 
________________________________ 
Elizabeth Goodman, Board Member 
 
 
______________________________ 
Dennis Loll, Board Member 
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Daniel Rasmussen 
5221 Village Run Avenue, Unit 1602 
Des Moines, Iowa 50317 
 
Polk County Board of Review by eFile 
 
Polk County Auditor 
111 Court Ave 
Des Moines, IA  50309 
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