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 PROPERTY ASSESSMENT APPEAL BOARD 

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER 

  

PAAB Docket No. 2022-025-10026R 

Parcel No. 12-13-477-013 

 

John and Deborah Johnson, 

 Appellant, 

vs. 

Dallas County Board of Review, 

 Appellee. 

Introduction 

The appeal came on for written consideration before the Property Assessment 

Appeal Board (PAAB) on September 30, 2022. John and Deborah Johnson are self-

represented and asked the appeal proceed without a hearing. Dallas County Assessor 

Steve Helm represents the Board of Review.  

The John H. and Deborah L. Johnson Revocable Living Trust owns a residential 

property located at 14419 Oakwood Drive, Urbandale, Iowa. The property’s January 1, 

2022, assessment was set at $468,820, allocated as $65,000 in land value and 

$403,820 in improvement value. (Ex. A).  

The Johnsons petitioned the Board of Review claiming their assessment is not 

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

(Ex. C.) Iowa Code § 441.37(1)(a)(1)(a). The Board of Review denied the petition. (Ex. 

B).   

The Johnsons then appealed to PAAB reasserting their claim of inequity.  

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. 

701-115.2(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).  

Findings of Fact 

The subject property is a 0.26-acre site improved with a two-story home built in 

2006. It has 2787 square feet of gross living area, a full walk-out basement with 1080 

square feet of living-quarter quality finish, a deck, a patio, and a three-car attached 

garage. The home is listed in normal condition with a 2+00 grade (high quality). (Ex. A).  

The Johnsons petitioned the Board of Review asserting their assessment 

increased at a higher rate than other properties located on their cul-de-sac. (Ex. C & 1). 

The Johnsons acknowledged there have been increases in market values of real 

property, but question why their property increased at a rate higher than their neighbors. 

(Ex. C). The Johnsons assert several properties on their cul-de-sac saw much lower 

increases in their assessments, in the range of 3-8.5% whereas their property increased 

more than 10%. (Ex. 2).  

They listed those properties, some of their features, and their assessment 

increases. (Ex. 1). They also provided additional properties in a summary of their 

                                            
1 Formerly 701-126.2(2-4). 
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argument. (Ex. 2). Table 1 lists all of the properties the Johnsons identified in the appeal 

to PAAB.2  

 

TABLE 1 

Property Exhibit 

14409 Oakwood E 

14431 Oakwood F 

14423 Oakwood I 

4638 144th Street H 

14414 Oakwood G 

14418 Oakwood 3 

14309 Oakwood 4 

14302 Oakwood 5 

14308 Oakwood 6 

 

The Board of Review noted that several of these properties are one-story homes 

compared to the subject’s two-story design. (Exs. D; E-H). We agree that 14409, 14431, 

and 14414 Oakwood as well as 4638 14th Street are one-story homes and therefore not 

reasonably comparable, in this instance, to the subject property. (Exs. E-H). 

Johnsons’ remaining two-story properties are summarized in table 2. 

 

TABLE 2 

Address 
Year 
Built 

Gross Living 
Area (SF) 

Basement 
Finish 

2021 
Assessed 

Value 

2022 
Assessed 

Value 
Rate of 

Increase 
2022 

AV/SF 

Subject 2006 2787 1080 $425,450 $468,820 10.19% $168.22 

1 - 14423 Oakwood Dr 2010 2162 1140 $419,450 $453,110 8.02% $209.58 

2 - 14418 Oakwood Dr 2006 2957 1075 $542,670 $590,320 8.78% $199.63 

3 - 14309 Oakwood Dr 2014 2330 715 $433,520 $455,030 4.96% $195.29 

4 - 14302 Oakwood Dr 2010 2506 900 $358,260 $385,050 7.48% $153.65 

5 - 14308 Oakwood Dr 2015 2348 760 $431,080 $443,750 2.94% $188.99 

 

                                            
2 In order to give full consideration to the Johnsons’ claims, we take judicial notice of the 
property record cards for 14418, 14309, 14302, and 14308 Oakwood Drive. The properties’ 
record cards will be labeled as Exhibits following Table 1 and entered into the record. 
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All of the properties vary in age, size, quality, and amount of basement finish. All 

but Comparable 2 are smaller homes than the subject property. When considering 

economies of scale, smaller homes will typically have a higher value per square foot. 

However, despite Comparable 2 being larger than the subject, it has a higher assessed 

value per square foot. The only property with a lower assessed value per square foot is 

Comparable 4, which also has the lowest quality (grade factor), less basement finish 

than the subject, and does not have a walk-out lower level.   

The base price of the basement finish for the subject and Comparables 1 and 2 

is $34 per square foot. Additionally, these properties have walk-out basements priced at 

$100 per lineal foot, adding $7300, $5600, and $4000 respectively to their assessed 

base price. Comparables 3, 4, and 5 lack a walk-out lower level like the subject 

property, and the basement finish component of each property has a lower base price of 

$27.75 per square foot. These differences are one example of contributory factors that 

result in varying assessments.  

Although the subject’s year-over-year percentage increase sets the upper end of 

the range, its 2022 assessed value per square foot is at the lower end of the range.  

We note that 4638 144th Street is the only recent sale in the record. (Ex. H). 

Though it is not comparable to the subject property because it is a ranch, it sold in May 

2020 for $442,900, and had a 2021 assessed value of $450,080. This indicates an 

assessed-value-to-sale-price ratio of 1.02. A ratio over 1.00 suggests a property is 

assessed for more than its market value.  

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 
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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. 

The Johnsons claim 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).  

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). The 

Johnsons submitted nine properties and compared year-over-year rate of increase of 

these properties to their own. Simply comparing assessments, or the rate of increase, of 

other properties to the subject is not sufficient to prevail in an equity claim under Iowa 

law. We find no evidence that the Assessor applied an assessment method in a non-

uniform manner.  

Looking at the properties on an assessed value per square foot, the subject 

property is at the low end of the range. This is due, in part, to it being at the one of the 

largest in size (gross living area). The largest property the Johnsons’ offered, located at 

14418 Oakwood Drive, has an assessed value per square foot of $199.63, compared to 

their assessed value per square foot of $168.22.  

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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Only one of the properties the Johnsons submitted recently sold and it indicates 

a ratio of 1.02. As previously noted, however, we found this property was not 

comparable because it is a ranch whereas the subject is a two-story home. A ratio less 

than 1.00 suggests the property is assessed for less than its market value; a ratio 

greater than 1.00 suggests that it is assessed for more than its market value. In this 

case, that property appears to be assessed for just slightly more than its market value. 

Nevertheless, “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).   

Based on the foregoing, the Johnsons have failed to show inequity in the 

assessment under either Eagle Foods or Maxwell. Viewing the record as a whole, we 

find the Johnsons have failed to prove their claim.  

Order 

 PAAB HEREBY AFFIRMS the Dallas 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 

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

action.  
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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 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Dennis Loll, Board Member 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Elizabeth Goodman, Board Member 
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