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 PROPERTY ASSESSMENT APPEAL BOARD 

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER 

  

PAAB Docket No. 2022-017-10035R 

Parcel Nos. 07-22-155-014-00 & 07-22-155-015-00 

 

Robert G. and Katherine L.W. Hendrickson, 

 Appellant, 

vs. 

Cerro Gordo County Board of Review, 

 Appellee. 

Introduction 

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

(PAAB) on September 29, 2022. Robert Hendrickson is self-represented. Cerro Gordo 

Assistant County Attorney Steven Tynan represents the Board of Review.  

Robert G. and Katherine L.W. Hendrickson own two adjacent residential parcels 

located at 16184 245th Street, Mason City, Iowa. The January 1, 2022, assessment of 

each parcel is summarized in the following table. (Exs. A & E). 

Parcel 
Assessed 

Land Value 

Assessed 
Improvement 

Value 

Total  
Assessed 

Value 

07-22-155-015-00 $33,630 $229,480 $263,110 

07-22-155-014-00 $10,510 $0 $10,510 

 

The Hendricksons petitioned the Board of Review claiming their assessments 

were not equitable as compared with assessments of other like property in the taxing 

jurisdiction and that there was an error in the assessments. (Ex. D). Iowa Code § 

441.37(1)(a)(1)(a & d). The Board of Review denied the petitions. (Ex. E).  

The Hendricksons then appealed to PAAB checking the box for an error claim 

but writing “our land went up considerably more, where our comparable did not go up at 
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all in the last 5 years including 2022.” Prior to the hearing, the parties agreed the claims 

before PAAB are that the properties are inequitably assessed, and also that the subject 

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

& b). 

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. 

701-115.2(2-4).1 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).  

  

                                            
1 Formerly R. 701-126.2(2-4). 
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Findings of Fact 

Modified from Exhibit C, an aerial photograph of the subject parcels with their 

associated assessed land values is below.  

 

The subject property consists of two adjoining parcels being used as a residential 

homestead. The first parcel (07-22-155-015-00) consists of two lots – lots 6 and 7. 

Hereinafter referred to as the “Parcel A,” this is a 0.875-acre site improved with a two-

story home. The dwelling was built in 1979, has 2771 square feet of gross living area, a 

full unfinished basement, an open porch, and a two-car attached garage. The home is 

listed in normal condition with a 3-10 grade (good quality). There is also a small shed on 

Parcel A. Parcel A has a 20% economic obsolescence applied to the assessed site 

value. (Ex. A).  

Parcel A 

Land Value = $33,630 

Parcel B 

Land Value = $10,510 
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The second parcel (07-22-155-014-00) consists of one lot – lot 3. Hereinafter 

referred to as the “Parcel B,” this is a 0.438-acre unimproved site. Parcel B has a 50% 

topography obsolescence applied to the assessed site value. (Ex. B).   

County Assessor Dana Shipley testified for the Board of Review; she joined the 

Cerro Gordo Assessor’s Office in October 2021. She explained the 20% economic 

obsolescence adjustment to Parcel A’s land value accounts for its over-size lot. The 

topography adjustment to Parcel B has nothing to do with topography, but rather the 

adjustment was made to reflect this parcel being unimproved and lacking any utilities.  

Robert Hendrickson testified about his ownership of the subject properties and 

the history of their subdivision and combining for assessment purposes. The 

Hendricksons purchased the subject properties in November 2014. The properties 

consist of three legally described lots.2 During their ownership, they had the lots 

combined for assessment purposes in approximately 2015. Then in approximately 

2020, the lots were again split because Hendrickson was contemplating building a 

garage. Hendrickson testified that each time he questioned the Assessor’s office 

regarding how these changes might affect his taxes.3 (Ex. A, p. 6; Ex. B. p. 2; Ex. C). 

He asserts that despite being told multiple times that these changes would have 

no impact, the assessed value of his site has increased as a result of the 2020-21 split. 

Parcel A’s land value went from $21,100 in 2021 to $33,630 in 2022. Parcel B’s land 

value actually decreased from $10,540 in 2021 to $10,510 in 2022. 

Hendrickson also expressed his frustrations about not being able to get 

information on his assessment going back ten years, noting the property record cards 

only goes back to 2020-2021. (Ex. A, p. 5; Ex. B, p. 2). We note the reason the current 

property record card histories begin at 2020-2021 is because that is roughly when the 

parcels were again split for assessment purposes. Previous assessments would be 

                                            
2 Parcel A is described as: Lots 6 & 7 Bowers Acres. Parcel B is described as: Lot 3 Bowers 
Acres. See aerial photograph. (Exs. A & B; Ex. C, p. 1).  
 
3 Throughout his testimony, Hendrickson referred to the “taxes” on his property rather than his 
assessment. While PAAB recognizes assessments affect a property owner’s taxes, our 
jurisdiction lies in determining if the assessment is correct.  
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reflected under old parcel numbers or records thereof. Given this history, it is 

understandable the assessment records may appear disjointed and confusing.   

Hendrickson believes the correct market value for his site is $10,500 for a single 

“Lot,” noting he has three lots; in his opinion the total subject site should have a value of 

approximately $30,000. It appears Hendrickson may misunderstand the distinction 

between a legal description and assessment parcels. The Assessor values the 

assessment parcel, not a legally described parcel. Just because Hendrickson owns 

three legal parcels, does not mean each of those parcels has the exact same market 

value. Put differently, we would expect Parcel A’s land value to be greater than Parcel B 

because Parcel A is superior to Parcel B. Parcel B is inferior to Parcel A because Parcel 

B presently lacks utilities and would reasonably have a lower market value. Therefore, 

in this case, simply multiplying the value of Parcel B by the three legally described lots 

does not equate to the total market value of the combined parcels.   

 In support of his position that his parcels are inequitably assessed, Hendrickson 

compares the combined site size of Parcel A and Parcel B to a property located at 1030 

Meadow Lake Road (Ex. 1). The following table summarizes this property compared to 

the combined subject parcels. 

Address 
Year 
Built 

Gross Living 
Area (SF) 

Total  
Site Size 
(Acres) 

Site 
Assessed 

Value 

Improvement 
Assessed 

Value 

Total 
Assessed 

Value 
Total 

AV/SF 

Combined Subject Parcels 1979 2771 1.31 $44,140 $229,480 $273,620 $98.74 

A - 1030 Meadow Lake Dr 1970 2252 1.31 $38,300 $222,920 $261,220 $115.99 

 

He offered Comparable A because he believes it offers similar improvements to 

the subject property. He believes his comparable must have the same improvements 

even though his focus at hearing was on the assessed site value. Shipley also noted 

Hendrickson’s “biggest concern” at the Board of Review was also the value of his land. 

(Ex. C, p. 4). Hendrickson believes it is inequitable for his 1.31 total site size to have an 

assessed value higher than Comparable A, which has the same site size but situated in 

a superior location. He testified that his property is situated on a truck route, whereas 

1030 Meadow Lake Drive is in a development with a private setting and a pond. (See 

aerial photograph Ex. C, p. 3). He also noted the comparable may have a septic 
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whereas his property is on city sewer services. Shipley agreed Comparable A is a 

superior location to the subject property. However, Shipley also noted it is in a different 

map area.  

Comparable A has not recently sold. Comparable A’s improvements offer some 

similarities to the subject in age and design, but it has less gross living area, basement 

finish, a larger garage, and a slightly superior grade (quality) and condition compared to 

the subject property. Like the Board of Review, which found this comparable to be 

similar (Ex. C, p. 3), we also find the properties to be reasonably similar and 

comparable. However, the aforementioned differences explain the variation in assessed 

values and the corresponding assessed values per square foot. Considering the total 

assessed value of the two properties, the subject has a lower assessed value per 

square foot, which is to be expected since it is a larger property with some inferior 

features compared to Comparable A.  

The Board of Review submitted five properties, summarized in the following 

table, that it believes demonstrates the subject site is equitably assessed. (Ex. C, p. 4). 

Address 

Lot 
Dimensions 

(Ft x Ft) 

Lot 
Size 

(Acres) 

Front 
Foot 
Rate 

Effective 
Lot Size 

Adjustment 

Assessed 
Site 

Value 

Subject - 16184 245th St 279' X 205' 1.31 $200  35% $44,140 

1 - 16394 245th St 305' X 205' 1.44 $200  35% $44,800 

2 - 16268 245th St 220' X 205' 1.03 $200  30% $34,800 

3 - 16251 245th St 220' X 188' 0.95 $200  30% $34,190 

4 - 16305 245th St 203' X 188' 0.88 $200  25% $33,800 

5 - 16355 245th St 203' X 188' 0.88 $200  25% $33,800 

 

The Board of Review notes, the average assessed site value per acre of the 

comparable properties is $35,233, which is higher than the subject’s assessed value per 

acre of $33,695. (Ex. C, p. 4).  

Hendrickson was critical of the Board of Review’s comparable properties. He 

focuses on the properties’ improvements as well as their land size. He thinks they are 

not comparable to his property and his Comparable A is more so. He noted that 

Comparable 1 is a newer and significantly superior home with a finished shop and a 

second outbuilding. He also believes Comparable 3, 4, and 5 are not relevant because 
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they are one-story homes on smaller sites than the total site size of Parcel A and Parcel 

B. He testified that he believes all of the Board of Review’s properties are over 

assessed. 

He also thinks the Board of Review is looking at his 0.88 acres when examining 

other properties. However, the Board of Review has repeatedly indicated his property is 

being valued as a unit for a total of 1.31 acres.  

Despite Hendrickson’s criticisms, the Board of Review did not submit these 

properties asserting their improvements are similar to the subject property’s. Rather, the 

Board of Review’s purpose was to demonstrate that similarly situated sites were being 

assessed in an equitable and uniform manner. (Ex. C, p. 4). This data demonstrates 

that land in the same area are being treated in a uniform manner, with a $200 front foot 

rate and effective lot size adjustments.4 

Shipley explained the Assessor’s Office considered valuing Parcels A and B as a 

single unit since they are used in conjunction. Ultimately, whether valued as a single 

parcel or two parcels, she wanted to ensure the total value of the site reflected equity 

with other similarly sized sites. The Assessor’s Summary notes that Hendrickson’s land 

increased in 2022 because it was discovered that their property was undervalued in 

comparison with other parcels in Bower’s Acres. (Ex. C). The increase was to make 

their property equitable with other larger parcels. (Ex. C).  Additionally, we note some 

changes in value in 2022 may be attributable to the fact the County converted to and 

applied the 2020 IOWA REAL PROPERTY APPRAISAL MANUAL, whereas old assessments 

would have been based on the 2008 Manual. (Ex. A, p. 5). 

Shipley further explained that Hendrickson’s Comparable A is valued on a per-

acre and excess-land rate, compared to the subject and the Board of Review’s 

comparables that are valued on a per-front-foot method. Shipley testified that land rates 

in Cerro Gordo were established in 2018 as part of a residential re-appraisal project. 

Because she was not employed by the County at that time, Shipley was unable to 

provide a background as to why the subject’s neighborhood was valued on a front-foot 

                                            
4 Front foot valuation is a method used to value “residential properties with uniform lot sizes. 
Manual 2-6 available at https://tax.iowa.gov/sites/default/files/2020-01/Land%20Valuation.pdf. 
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basis rather than a per-acre basis similar to Comparable A’s neighborhood. Shipley 

testified land rates are to be re-evaluated for the 2023 assessment.  

Analysis & Conclusions of Law 

The Hendricksons appealed to PAAB asserting their 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). The Hendricksons bear the burden of proof. § 441.21(3). 

Hendrickson’s primary focus was on the assessed value of his land. The issue is 

exacerbated because Hendrickson believes his assessment increased because he split 

a single 1.31-acre parcel into two smaller assessment parcels. In PAAB’s experience, 

when valuing adjacent parcels operating as a unit, assessment jurisdictions would likely 

have similar or very nominal differences in total value whether there are multiple parcels 

or a single parcel. Furthermore, Iowa Courts have concluded the “ultimate issue…[is] 

whether the total values affixed by the assessment roll were excessive or inequitable.” 

Deere Manufacturing Co. v. Zeiner, 78 N.W.2d 527, 530 (Iowa 1965); White v. Bd. of 

Review of Dallas County, 244 N.W.2d 756 (Iowa 1976) (emphasis added). Thus, our 

ultimate focus is on whether the subject parcel’s total assessments are excessive. 

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). 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 (2021) and assessed (2022) 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 

(2021) and current year assessments (2022) of the subject property and comparable 

properties. 
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Hendrickson submitted one comparable property that was admitted into 

evidence. He believes this property is similar both in its improvements and land and 

demonstrates his land value is assessed at a higher rate. The property did not recently 

sell, so no Maxwell analysis can be completed. Although Hendrickson’s Comparable A 

bears some similarity the age and size of the improvements, it is located in a different 

development and map area, and its land is assessed on a first-acre basis. In this case, 

the weight of the evidence shows location effects the land values. 

The Board of Review submitted five properties located along the same street as 

the subject property demonstrating a uniform method of assessment on a front-foot 

basis. With a change-over in leadership in the Assessor’s Office just prior to the January 

1, 2022 assessment, the Board of Review was unable to explain why the two areas are 

assessed using different methods but it did indicate a land re-valuation is scheduled for 

the 2023 assessment year. However, the record demonstrates properties located in 

immediate proximity to the subject property and within the same map area are assessed 

in a similar manner.  

Even though Henrickson found a property of similar size to his that was assessed 

for less and using a different method, Iowa law requires more than one comparable in 

order to prevail on an inequity claim. Maxwell 133 N.W.2d at 712; Miller v. Property 

Assessment Appeal Bd., 2019 WL 3714977 *3-4 (Iowa Ct. App. 2019). Henrickson’s 

property and the most similarly situated properties – those located on his street – 

appear to be valued on the same $200-per-front-foot method. Therefore, we conclude 

Henrickson has failed to prove inequity in his 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 v. Floyd Cnt. Bd. of 

Review, 759 N.W.2d 775,780 (citation omitted). “‘Market value’ is defined as the fair and 

reasonable exchange in the year in which the property is listed and valued between a 

willing buyer and a willing seller, neither being under any compulsion to buy or sell and 

each being familiar with all the facts relating to the particular property.” Id. The sales 

comparison method is the preferred method for valuing property under Iowa law. 
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Compiano, 771 N.W.2d at 398; Soifer, 759 N.W.2d at 779; Heritage Cablevision v. Bd. 

of Review of Mason City, 457 N.W.2d 594,597 (Iowa 1990). “Sale prices of the property 

or comparable properties 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.” § 441.21(1)(b). 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. Id. 

Ultimately, the Hendricksons did not submit any evidence of the subject 

property’s fair market value as of January 1, 2022, that complies with Iowa Code section 

441.21. 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.  

The Hendricksons’ assertion that the $10,500 assessed land value of Parcel B 

should be multiplied by three to arrive at a total value for the combined parcels is not 

reasonable or reliable. Parcel B is an inferior site, lacking any improvements or utilities. 

Whereas Parcel A is an improved site with utilities. It is not reasonable to take the value 

of that inferior site and apply it to Parcel A.  

Viewing the record as a whole, we find the Hendricksons failed to prove their 

property’s assessment is inequitable or that it is assessed for more than authorized by 

law.  

Order 

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

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

Chapter 17A (2022).  

 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 
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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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