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PROPERTY ASSESSMENT APPEAL BOARD  

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER 

 
PAAB Docket No. 2022-091-10004R  

Parcel No. 07000100690 

 
Mark Matlage, 

Appellant, 

vs. 

Warren County Board of Review, 

Appellee. 
 

Introduction 

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

(PAAB) on September 27, 2022. Mark Matlage was self-represented. Chief Deputy 

Assessor Tim Konrad represented the Warren County Board of Review. 

Mark and Jackie Matlage own an agriculturally classified property located at 4293 

Nevada Street, Prole. Its January 1, 2022, assessment was set at $447,100 allocated 

as $24,000 in land value, $423,000 in dwelling value, and $100 in improvement value. 

(Ex. A). 

Matlage petitioned the Board of Review contending the assessment was not 

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

Iowa Code § 441.37(1)(a)(1)(a) (2022). The Board of Review denied the appeal. 

Matlage then appealed to PAAB re-asserting his property is inequitably 

assessed. § 441.37(1)(a)(1)(a). 
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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 home built in 2019. It has 2076 square feet 

of gross living area, 1550 square feet of living-quarters quality basement finish, three-

and-a-half bathrooms, a wet bar, a gas fireplace, geo-thermal heating,1 an open porch, 

a partially covered deck, and a two-car attached garage. The improvements are listed 

in normal condition with a 2-10 Grade (high quality). The site is 24.56 acres. (Ex. A).  

The subject property is classified as agricultural real estate. Therefore, the land 

and agricultural buildings are to be assessed based on their productivity and earning 

capacity while the subject’s dwelling is to be assessed at market value. § 441.21(1)(b, 

e); Iowa Admin. Code R. 701-71.  

Matlage challenges only the assessed value of his dwelling and contends it is 

inequitable when compared to the assessed dwelling values of other properties in his 

                                                
1 The geo-thermal heating is included in the assessed value but is exempt and its value 
removed when calculating the property’s taxable value. (Ex. A, p. 5).  
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area. 

Matlage has been a lender for 43 years with duties that include reviewing 

appraisals. He was trained in using the Marshall and Swift Cost service but did not use 

the manual in valuing his property. 

Matlage compared the assessed dwelling value of five properties that are 

located close to his property. (Ex. 1). He noted the properties are located in St. Marys 

and St. Charles and explained they are all within the Martensdale-St. Mary or Interstate 

35 School Districts. He asserts this one factor makes them more comparable than the 

Board of Review’s comparables that are located in the Indianola School District. 

Matlage’s five comparables are summarized in the following table. (Ex. 1). 

Comparable Sale Year 
Built 

Gross Living 
Area (SF) 

Basement 
Finish Baths 

2022 Dwelling  
Assessment 

(DAV) 
DAV/SF Adjusted 

DAV 

Subject 2019 2076 1550 SF 3.5 $423,000 $203.76 NA 
A – 4455 Nevada St 2000 1940 0 2.5 $295,700 $152.42 $332,430 
B – 4552 Nevada St 1995 2002 1600 SF 3.5 $323,500 $161.59 $353,720 
C – 3845 G50 Hwy 2005 2761 0 2.5 $332,200 $120.32 $269,021 
D – 15774 R45 Hwy 2001 1556 1300 SF 2.5 $273,000 $211.44 $345,643 
E – 5100 Quincy St 2014 3383 30 LF 3.5 $510,400 $150.87 $323,808 

 
All of the properties Matlage selected appear to be rural acreages. Three are 

classified agricultural like the subject. However, two – Comparables A and D – are 

classified residential. Because the “dwelling” value of residential classified properties 

includes outbuildings, we would typically not use residentially classified properties in the 

manner employed by Matlage without extracting the value of the outbuildings. In 

particular, Comparable A has a 2112-square-foot steel utility building with a 256-square-

foot lean-to built in 2020. The record contains no information about the steel utility 

building’s value and Matlage has made no attempt to extract it from the dwelling value 

used in his analysis. Relying on these properties may result in misleading conclusions.  

Starting with the comparables’ assessed dwelling values, Matlage then adjusted 

for size, bedrooms, basement area, garages, and for the subject’s heat pump. Matlage 

explained the comparables had an average adjusted value of $324,924, but suggested 

removing Comparable D, which he identified as an outlier. Relying on the other four 

comparables he calculated an average adjusted value of $338,900.  



4  

When adjusting for size differences, Matlage used a rate based on the total 

dwelling assessment per-square-foot. We note the total dwelling assessment would 

include the basement area and basement finish, garage area, and all other dwelling 

improvements such as the heat pump, plumbing fixtures, porches, patios, etc. As a 

result, the size adjustments would likely be overstated. For instance, Matlage’s size 

adjustment to Comparable A is $20,730 for 136 square feet. That is a very large 

adjustment for a relatively small difference in size. We also recognize Comparable E is 

a much larger, two-story dwelling. Because of its larger size and two-story design, 

typically appraisal methodology would suggest it should have a lower per-square-foot 

value, all else being equal. Additionally, Matlage testified that cost of construction 

differences were used for his bedroom and heat pump adjustments. 

The subject was the most recently constructed, but Matlage made no adjustment 

for age differences. In his opinion, “Recent sales in Warren County have shown no 

depreciating deduction for values of well-conditioned homes.” (Ex. 1). He provides no 

factual support for that claim. We also have no evidence to support Matlage’s 

conclusion these properties are in a similar condition as the subject. We note that in 

arriving at the assessed values used as the basis for Matlage’s analysis, the assessor 

applied physical depreciation based on age and condition. 2020 IOWA REAL PROPERTY 

APPRAISAL MANUAL, 7-3, 7-105 to 7-106 available at 

https://paab.iowa.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2020/01/7residentialsection.pdf. 

Thus, if Matlage was trying to apply a methodology consistent with that of the assessor, 

adjustments should have been made based upon differences in age and condition.  

Two other significant problems exist with Matlage’s analysis. Although he makes 

an adjustment for basement area, he makes no adjustment for basement finish. The 

subject has 1550 square feet of basement finish and some of the comparables have no, 

or very little, basement finish.  Lastly, the subject has more bathrooms/plumbing fixtures 

than the majority of comparables yet Matlage makes no adjustments for those 

differences.  

The premise of Matlage’s approach is to adjust assessed values in attempt to 

show inequity. Although he uses assessed values as a starting point, he picks and 

chooses how he adjusts those values. Sometimes, as in the case of size, his 
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adjustments are based on the assessments. Other times his adjustments are based on 

unsupported “market data.” In the case of bedrooms, the adjustment is based on 

Matlage’s own cost to construct his dwelling. And, notably, he failed to adjust for other 

differences at all.  

We have no faith that Matlage’s analysis results in a reliable indication of the 

subject’s market value, or at a correct and equitable assessed value. Ultimately, the 

subject was the most recently constructed and is largely superior to the other properties 

in size, basement finish, and other features. As a result, we would expect it to have a 

higher dwelling value.  

Maltage also believes his value is supported by an American Family Insurance 

policy that insured the dwelling for $338,083.58. He explained this insured amount was 

from the 2019 policy. He testified the dwelling is now insured by a different company for 

an amount over $400,000.  

The Board of Review submitted four properties that sold in 2021 and sorted them 

based on the 2022 assessed value per square-foot, the sale price per square-foot, and 

the assessed value-to-sale price ratio. (Ex. D). This data shows the subject’s 2022 

assessed value per square-foot is at the low end of the range for the comparables. The 

Board of Review believes this supports the assessment.  

We note the subject is classified agricultural and its land assessment is based on 

productivity and not at market value. Conversely, the Board of Review’s comparables 

are classified residential and include land assessment values at market value. The 

Board of Review’s comparables are summarized in the following table with a focus on 

comparing their dwelling values. (Ex. D). 
 

Comparable Year 
Built Grade 

Gross 
Living 
Area 

(GLA) 

Base
ment 
Finish 

Baths Sale 
Date 

Sale 
Price 

Dwelling 
Assessed 

Value (DAV) 
ADV/GLA 

Subject 2019 2-10 2076 1550 3.5 NA NA $423,000 $203.76 
1 - 7617 Onyz 2020 3+05 1704 0 2.5 1/2021 $360,348 $258,700 $151.82 
2 - 3699 G50 2020 3+10 1799 1459 3 5/2021 $550,000 $343,900 $191.16 
3 - 12578 Ford Trl N 2013 2-10 2139 1261 3 11/2021 $540,000 $398,200 $186.16 
4 - 14761 73rd Ave 2010 3+10 1439 1200 3 7/2021 $605,000 $339,200 $235.72 

  

All of the properties are one-story frame dwellings like the subject. Location differences 
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aside, these dwellings appear to be more similar to the subject than Matlage’s 

comparables in terms of age, basement finish, and other amenities. But still, the subject 

is one of the largest properties with the most basement finish and additional bathrooms. 

We note the subject has a higher quality grade than Comparables 1, 2, or 4, 

which would explain its higher dwelling assessed value. The subject’s larger size would 

somewhat offset grade differences because larger properties typically have a lower per 

unit value. Comparable 1 has the lowest unit price but this is likely due, in part, to its 

lack of basement finish. The subject’s assessed dwelling value per-square-foot is within 

the range of the comparables. The subject’s assessed dwelling value per-square-foot is 

well supported based on a sale price less assessed land value per-square-foot of the 

comparables.  

Using the Board of Review’s comparables, Matlage calculated an average 

dwelling assessed value per-square-foot of $191.14. Multiplying the subject’s gross 

living area by this value he arrived at $396,806 for his dwelling. He then relied on an 

Iowa Housing Statistics Study prepared by the Iowa Association of Realtors. Matlage 

explained the study reported a 15.7% increase in values from 2019 to 2021. However, 

instead of adjusting the value to 2022 (the assessment date at question), Matlage 

adjusts backwards to 2019 and asserts a dwelling value of $356,589. He requests 

PAAB modify his assessment to that value. Not only is the averaging of assessed 

values an unrecognized method for demonstrating inequity, but using a reported 

average percentage change to adjust that value to 2019 results in an irrelevant 

indication of value in this appeal of the subject’s 2022 assessment. 

 

Analysis & Conclusions of Law 

Matlage contends the subject property is inequitably assessed as provided under 

Iowa Code section 441.37(1)(a)(1)(a). He bears the burden of proof. § 441.21(3). 

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.” 

The term “taxing district” in section 441.37(1)(a)(1)(a) refers to the assessing 

jurisdiction. Maytag v. Partridge, 210 N.W.2d 584, 594-95 (Iowa 1973). In this case, that 



7  

would mean like property in Warren County.  

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). 

Matlage provided five properties he considered comparable in support of his 

claim.2  He focused on differences in assessed dwelling values between the subject and 

these comparables. However, these properties and the subject have various points of 

difference (age, size, basement finish, etc.) that would contribute to the variance in 

assessed dwelling values. Matlage has not identified inconsistency in the assessment 

methodology applied to the subject and these comparables. Ultimately, the subject was 

superior to the properties offered as comparables in various ways and thus we would 

expect that to be reflected in a higher assessment.  

Alternatively, to prove inequity, 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 (2021 sales) and assessed (2022) values of similar 

properties, the subject property is assessed at a higher proportion of its actual value. Id. 

None of Matlage’s comparables were 2021 sales. However, the Board of Review did 

submit four 2021 sales with a sales ratio between 0.67 and 0.91. 

Ultimately, the Maxwell analysis cannot be completed as an assessment/sale 

price ratio also needs to be developed for the subject property. The subject property did 

not recently sell, nor did Matlage offer evidence of its January 1, 2022 market value that 

complies with Iowa Code section 441.21. A ratio for similar properties, as well as the 

actual value of the subject property, is required in order to determine if the subject 

                                                
2 The subject is classified agricultural. Several of the comparables were classified residential. 
Typically, it is best to compare properties with the same assessment classification due to 
differences in valuation requirements. For instance, Iowa law specifies agricultural land and 
buildings are not assessed at their market value. § 441.21(1)(e); Iowa Admin. Code R. 701-
71.3(2). The differing classifications make an equity comparison difficult; particularly when Iowa 
case law suggests that an equity comparison should focus on total values. White v. Bd. of 
Review of Polk Cnty., 244 N.W.2d 765, 769 (Iowa 1976); Deere Mfg. Co. v. Zeiner, 78 N.W.2d 
527, 531 (Iowa 1956). 
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property is assessed at a higher proportion of its actual value.  

In a somewhat convoluted fashion Matlage attempted to show either the subject’s 

market value or its correct, equitable assessment through adjustments made to other 

properties’ assessments. Regardless of what Matlage was attempting to show, we do 

not find his analysis reliable. We question the methodology of applying “market” 

adjustments to assessed values in an attempt to show inequity. We also find the 

“market” adjustments were unsupported and unreliable, particularly his adjustment for 

size. Lastly, Matlage failed to account for any differences in age, basement finish, or 

other amenities.  

Matlage also attempted to estimate a value using an average assessed dwelling 

value per-square-foot from the Board of Review’s comparables. For an unknown 

reason, Matlage then adjusted his estimated value backwards to 2019; resulting in a 

value that has no relevance to this 2022 appeal. Regardless, averaging the assessed 

values of other properties and applying the resulting value to the subject is not a 

recognized method of demonstrating inequity; particularly when the properties used to 

develop the average are inferior. Even though we believe the Board of Review’s 

comparables are more similar to the subject than Matlage’s comparables, the subject is 

still superior to the Board of Review’s comparables in size, basement finish, bathroom 

counts, and grade (quality of construction).  

To be fair, PAAB recognizes conducting an equity analysis on an agricultural 

dwelling can be a difficult task because of the productivity valuation methodology 

applied to agricultural land and buildings. For the same reason, attempting to estimate 

the market value of a dwelling on agricultural land can be equally as challenging due to 

the necessity of extracting the agricultural land and building values from the sale price. 

Sympathetic as we are to those realities, we find Matlage’s attempts at doing so were 

not successful.  

Viewing the record as a whole, we find Matlage failed to prove the subject 

property’s assessed value is inequitable as compared with the assessments of other like 

properties. 
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Order 

PAAB HEREBY AFFIRMS the Warren 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. 

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. 
 

 
 
 
______________________________ 
Dennis Loll, Board Member 
 
 
______________________________ 
Elizabeth Goodman, Board Member 
 
 
______________________________ 
Karen Oberman, Board Member 
 
 
 
Copies to: 
 

Mark Matlage 
4293 Nevada Street 
Prole, IA 50241 
 
Warren County Board of Review by eFile 
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