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SUMMARY

The Iowa Supreme Court reviewed consolidated appeals challenging the assessed value and equity of
a McDonald’s restaurant property in Floyd County. The court held that the taxpayers presented
competent evidence from two disinterested witnesses, shifting the burden to the Board of Review, but
concluded that the Board’s evidence—particularly franchise-to-franchise comparable sales—was more
persuasive. The court vacated the court of appeals’ decision and affirmed the district court’s
determination that the assessment was not excessive or inequitable.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the taxpayers introduced competent evidence from two disinterested witnesses that the
property's market value was less than the assessor's valuation, thereby shifting the burden of proof to the
Board of Review.

2. Whether nonfranchise restaurant properties were sufficiently comparable to a fast-food franchise
property to support competent expert valuation testimony.

3. Whether the Board's use of franchise-to-franchise sales improperly included prohibited goodwill,
business value, or other intangible value in the property's taxable value.

4. Whether the Board sustained its burden to prove that the $352,990 assessment was not excessive.

5. Whether the taxpayers proved that the assessment was inequitable compared with assessments of similar
properties in the taxing district.

HOLDINGS

1. The taxpayers introduced competent evidence from two disinterested witnesses because their
comparable properties were sufficiently similar to the subject property and their testimony complied
with the statutory valuation scheme. Comparable properties need not be identical; differences generally
affect the weight of the evidence rather than its admissibility.

2. The Board's appraiser properly relied on sales of properties used for fast-food franchises and sold to
buyers who continued that use. The evidence did not establish that the valuation improperly included
prohibited goodwill, business value, or special value to the present owner.

3. The Board sustained its burden to prove that the $352,990 assessment was not excessive. The Board's
appraiser's $381,000 valuation, the county assessor's valuation, and the Department of Revenue and
Finance's nearly identical $353,390 valuation supported the assessment, while the taxpayers' valuations
were less persuasive.

4. The taxpayers failed to prove that their property was assessed at a higher proportion of actual value than
similar properties in the taxing district, and therefore failed to establish that the assessment was
inequitable.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because other properties need not be identical to qualify as comparable, we think it follows that the use of
other properties need not be identical.” (785)

“It would be contrary to legislative intent to allow a taxpayer to circumvent the statutory scheme by
voluntarily eliminating buyers who would use the property in the same manner, thereby artificially reducing



the potential sales price of the property.” (789)

“We vacate the decision of the court of appeals reducing the assessed value of the Soifers' property. We affirm
the judgment of the district court finding the actual value of the subject property was the assessed value of
$352,990 set by the Board.” (793)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The case concerned a McDonald's fast-food restaurant in Charles City, Iowa, with the real estate owned by
Franchise Realty Interstate Corp. and leased to Sam and Barbara Soifer, who were responsible for the property
taxes. The property had been assessed at $352,990 for 2003, 2004, and 2005; the taxpayers contended its actual
value was substantially lower and that the assessment was inequitable compared with similar property. The
property was located near a former commercial route affected by a new interstate bypass, had experienced
flooding, and nevertheless remained a viable fast-food establishment. The taxpayers' experts valued it at
$230,000 and between $193,000 and $217,500, while the Board's appraiser valued it at $381,000.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Board of Review upheld assessments of $352,990 for the subject McDonald's property. The district court,
reviewing the appeals in equity and de novo, concluded the assessment was neither excessive nor inequitable
and upheld it. The court of appeals conducted a de novo review, reduced the assessment to $230,000, and
reversed the district court. The Supreme Court of Iowa vacated the court of appeals decision and affirmed the
district court judgment.
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