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

  

PAAB Docket No. 2021-077-00004M 

Parcel No. 181/00553-133-002 

 

Fine Living, LLC, 
 Appellant, 

vs. 

Polk County Board of Review, 
 Appellee. 

Introduction 

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

(PAAB) on April 12, 2022. Owner Goran Balac represented Fine Living, LLC. Assistant 

Polk County Attorney Mark Taylor represented the Board of Review.  

Fine Living Residential Housing Cooperative II Inc. (Fine Living) owns a 

residentially classified apartment building located at 511 NW 5th Street, Ankeny, Iowa. 

Its January 1, 2021, assessment was set at $1,110,000, allocated as $139,000 in land 

value and $971,000 in building value. (Ex. B).  

Fine Living 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. Iowa Code § 441.37(1)(a)(1)(a) (2021). (Ex. C.) The Board of Review modified 

the assessment to $1,080,000 by lowering the building value to $941,000.  

Fine Living then appealed to PAAB reasserting its equity 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 
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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 an 18-unit multi-story, multi-family residential property 

built in 1973. It has 13,460 square-feet of gross building area and 11,000 square feet of 

concrete paving. The improvements are listed in normal condition with a 4+00 grade 

(average quality). The site is 1.042 acres. (Ex. A).  

Goran Balac, an owner of Fine Living, testified on its behalf. Balac explained the 

subject apartment complex consists of 17 one-bedroom units and 1 efficiency unit; each 

unit has an allocated size of 748 square feet.  

Fine Living submitted five comparable properties, summarized in the following 

table. (Exs. 1-5). It compared the assessed values of these properties to its own on a 

per unit and per square foot basis. Fine Living believes the fact the subject’s per unit 

assessed value is higher than the comparables shows its assessment is inequitable.  

Address 

Gross 
Building 

Area 
(SF) 

Number 
of Units 

Average 
Unit Size 

(SF) 

2021 Assessed 
Value AV/SF AV/Unit 

Subject 13,460 18 748 $1,080,000 $80.24 $60,000 
1 - 1218 SE Belmont Dr 11,193 12 933 $683,000 $61.02 $56,917 
2 - 401 NE Trilein Dr 14,196 18 789 $1,060,000 $74.67 $58,889 
3 - 901 SE Oralabor Dr 21,168 24 882 $1,330,000 $62.83 $55,416 
4 - 701 NE 5th St 14,196 18 789 $1,000,000 $70.44 $55,556 
5 - 307 NE Trilein Dr 11,241 12 937 $699,000 $62.18 $58,250 
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All of the buildings were built between 1972 and 1978 and, thus, are of similar 

age as the subject. They all have similar quality of construction grade as the subject. All, 

but for Comparable 3, are listed in normal condition.  

The subject has the largest site, which contributes to higher land value. As 

shown in the table below, calculating a per unit cost based only on assessed 

improvement value demonstrates the subject’s improvements have a similar value per 

unit compared to other properties. The subject has a per unit assessment of $52,278. 

Conversely, Comparables 2 and 4, each with identical number of units,1 have per unit 

assessments of $52,889 and $50,861.  

Address 

Gross 
Building 

Area 
(SF) 

Number 
of Units 

Site 
Size 

(acres) 

2021 Assessed 
Building/Improvement 

Value 
AV/SF AV/Unit 

Subject 13,460 18 1.042 $941,000 $69.91 $52,278 
1 - 1218 SE Belmont Dr 11,193 12 0.596 $612,800 $54.75 $51,067 
2 - 401 NE Trilein Dr 14,196 18 0.918 $952,000 $67.06 $52,889 
3 - 901 SE Oralabor Dr 21,168 24 1.02 $1,037,000 $48.99 $43,208 
4 - 701 NE 5th St 14,196 18 0.717 $915,500 $64.49 $50,861 
5 - 307 NE Trilein Dr 11,241 12 0.603 $628,700 $55.93 $52,392 

 

Comparable 1 sold in June 2021 for $4,860,000 as part of a multi-parcel 

transaction. (Ex. 1). Without more details on the other properties that were involved in 

this transaction, or how the sale price was allocated to Comparable 1, we cannot rely on 

this transaction for an equity analysis.  

Comparable 2 and Comparable 4 sold in February 2020 for $3,375,000 as part of 

a multi-parcel transaction that included three total parcels. (Exs. 2 & 4). As with 

Comparable 1, with no additional information about the allocation of the sale price we 

cannot rely on it for an equity analysis.  

Comparable 3 and Comparable 5 have not recently sold. (Exs. 3 & 5).  

                                            
1 We’re using the properties with identical number of units because unit price can vary based on the 
number of units sold. “Unit costs vary with size. All else being equal, unit costs decrease as building 
areas increase. This reflects the fact that plumbing, heating units, elevators, doors, windows and similar 
building components do not usually cost proportionately more in a larger building than in a smaller one 
and that other efficiencies and economies of scale may be realized.” THE APPRAISAL INSTITUTE, THE 
APPRAISAL OF REAL ESTATE 547 (15th ed. 2020). 
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Balac asserts the majority of his comparable properties are, or are likely, two-

bedroom units that would demand a higher rent than what he can receive. Additionally, 

he noted Comparable 2, 3, and 5 have garages which would also increase the income 

potential compared to the subject property.  

The Board of Review was critical of Fine Living’s comparables because they are 

not located in the same neighborhood pocket as the subject property. (Exs. 1-5, & F). 

Balac does not believe this is a reasonable criticism. In his opinion, they are not located 

very far from the subject property and he believes they would directly compete with his 

property. Chief Deputy Assessor Bryon Tack testified for the Board of Review. Tack 

noted the subject property is adjacent to a lake, a public park, and a school. (Ex. G). 

Conversely, none of Fine Living’s comparable properties have similar nearby amenities. 

(Ex. F). 

Tack explained that after Fine Living petitioned to the Board of Review, an 

appraiser analysis was completed by the Assessor’s office indicating it was over 

assessed based on recent sales. (Ex. D).  

The Board of Review submitted the seven comparable sales the appraiser 

analyzed. (Ex. E). After adjustments, the sales indicated a market value for the subject 

property of $1,080,000 (rounded).  

The Board of Review also submitted an aerial of the subject property, as well as 

two additional parcels located to the east that are also owned by Fine Living. (Ex. H). 

Tack testified the two adjacent apartment buildings are assessed at roughly $63,000 

and $62,000 per unit, compared to the subject of this appeal which is assessed at 

$60,000 per unit.  

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 
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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. 

Fine Living 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). Fine Living submitted five properties and compared the assessed 

values of these properties to its own on a per unit and per square foot basis. Simply 

comparing assessments of other properties to the subject is not sufficient to prevail in 

an equity claim. 

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).  

Based on the evidence, it seems that the disparity in Fine Living’s per unit and 

per square foot calculations were due, in part, to differences in site sizes and land 

values. Although Iowa law requires that inequity must be shown to a property as whole, 

focusing only the building and improvement values demonstrates the subject’s per unit 

values are similar to other apartment complexes with identical number of units. 

Separate from just comparing assessments, Fine Living did not point to any 

methodology that is being non-uniformly applied. Therefore, we find Fine Living has not 

shown the Assessor applied an assessing method in a non-uniform manner.  

Alternatively, a taxpayer may demonstrate inequity by showing 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 
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prior year sales (2020) and current year assessments (2021) of the subject property and 

comparable properties.  

Two of Fine Living’s comparable properties have not recently sold; three of his 

comparables that have recently sold were part of multi-parcel transactions. The record 

is not complete on the multi-parcel transactions and we are unable to rely on them. 

Without this evidence, an assessment-to-sale-price ratio analysis cannot be developed, 

and the Maxwell equity analysis cannot be completed. Based on the foregoing, Fine 

Living has failed to show inequity in the assessment under either Eagle Foods or 

Maxwell. 

Fine Living believes most of the comparables have two-bedroom units while the 

subject has one-bedroom units. It argued properties with two-bedroom units would be 

able to rent those units for more than it could rent its one-bedroom units. Thus, Fine 

Living questions why its property generally has a similar (or even higher) per unit 

assessment than the comparables.  

We agree with the assertion that a property with greater income potential and 

market value should have a correspondingly higher assessment. But we find there is 

insufficient evidence supporting a conclusion of inequitable treatment in this case. First, 

the evidence of the comparables’ unit mixes is minimal. Only Comparable 2 has its unit 

mix noted on its property record card. Balac’s belief that other properties consist of 

mostly two-bedroom units is conjecture and not supported by evidence. Second, Fine 

Living is essentially asserting the comparables have a greater income potential and 

market value, and therefore its property should not be similarly assessed on a per unit 

basis. Along with the absence of actual evidence about their unit mix, there is also no 

evidence of the comparables’ income or market values.  

Viewing the record as a whole, we find Fine Living has failed to prove its claim.  

Order 

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

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

Chapter 17A (2021).  
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 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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Goran Balac for Fine Living LLC by eFile 
 
Polk County Board of Review by eFile 
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