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Civic Center Hotel Co. v. Board of Re-
view, 451 N.W.2d 489 (Iowa 1990)TTTT

We TTT therefore affirm the district
court’s conclusion that [Iowa Rule of
Civil Procedure] 1.402 is inapplicable to
the amendment of assessment protests
filed outside the statutory time period of
section 441.37.

Id. at *3 (footnote and citation omitted);
cf. Wade Farms, Inc. v. City of Weldon,
419 N.W.2d 718, 723 (Iowa 1988) (declining
to apply rules of civil procedure to chapter
472 condemnation appeals, which have a
different statutory deadline).  We should
reach the same result here.

The Ohio Supreme Court enforced a
property-assessment appeal deadline in
Austin Co. v. Cuyahoga County Board of
Revision, 46 Ohio St.3d 192, 546 N.E.2d
404, 406–07 (1989) (per curiam).  There,
the state supreme court held that the tax-
payer’s obligation to file a timely notice of
appeal with the county review board was
not excused by the appellate board’s dock-
eting letter.  Id. The court rejected the
taxpayer’s substantial compliance argu-
ment because the requisite notice had an
essential purpose and was jurisdictional.
Id. at 406.  The court observed the notice
of appeal ‘‘gives more information than
does the [appellate board]’s docketing let-
ter,’’ including the taxpayer’s ‘‘current
claim of fair market value,’’ information
that ‘‘could lead to settlement of the appeal
prior to the [appellate board]’s hearing.’’
Id. at 406–07.  Accordingly, the court con-
cluded ‘‘good reasons exist for the statuto-
ry design requiring [the taxpayer] to file a
timely notice of appeal with the board of
revision.’’  Id. at 407.  Similarly, good rea-
sons exist for requiring Iowa taxpayers to
state the grounds for their protest by the
filing deadline.  This allows the board to
prepare to meet the protest on schedule.
The filing deadline is undermined if it can
be satisfied by a cover letter stating no
ground for the protest to be supplemented

weeks later after the board dismisses the
initial, deficient filing as occurred here.

Lawyers take chances by waiting until
the last day to file if something goes
wrong.  Mistakes have consequences.  It
is unfortunate when a deadline is missed
through a clerical error.  But our legisla-
ture made a choice in section 441.37 to
allow relief only for the assessor’s clerical
error, not the taxpayer’s.  See Iowa Code
§ 441.37(2).  The majority effectively re-
writes the statute to add a savings clause
for the taxpayer’s clerical error.  That is
not our court’s role.

I would affirm the court of appeals, re-
verse the district court, and affirm the
Board of Review’s decision to deny relief.

MANSFIELD and ZAGER, JJ., join
this dissent.
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Background:  Married lesbian couple
sought judicial review of decision by Iowa
Department of Public Health (IDPH) de-
nying couple’s request for issuance of a
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birth certificate naming nonbirthing
spouse as the parent of a child born to the
couple while married. The District Court,
Polk County, 2012 WL 28078, Eliza J.
Ovrom, J., ordered IDPH to issue birth
certificate listing both spouses as parents.
IDPH appealed and filed a motion to stay
district court’s ruling, which was denied as
to present case but granted for other birth
certificates the IDPH might issue while
IDPH’s appeal was pending.

Holdings:  The Supreme Court, Wiggins,
J., held that:

(1) presumption of parentage statute,
which expressly referred to a mother,
father, and husband, did not require
IDPH to list nonbirthing spouse as the
second parent on birth certificate of
child born to other spouse during lesbi-
an marriage; and

(2) presumption of parentage statute vio-
lated equal protection under Iowa con-
stitution as applied to a married lesbi-
an couple to whom a child is born
during the marriage.

Affirmed as modified.

Mansfield, J., concurred specially with an
opinion in which Waterman, J., joined.

1. Administrative Law and Procedure
O5

 Health O380
The Iowa Department of Public

Health (IDPH) is an agency governed by
the Iowa Administrative Procedure Act
(IAPA) for purposes of judicial review of
IDPH’s actions.  I.C.A. § 17A.19(10).

2. Administrative Law and Procedure
O435

If the legislature clearly vested the
agency with the authority to interpret the
statute at issue, reviewing court reverses
the agency’s decision only when agency’s
interpretation is irrational, illogical, or

wholly unjustifiable; however, if the legis-
lature did not clearly vest the agency with
such authority, reviewing court reverses
the agency decision if it relies on an erro-
neous interpretation of the law.  I.C.A.
§ 17A.19(10), (11)(b).

3. Administrative Law and Procedure
O431

To determine the breadth of the agen-
cy’s vested authority, as necessary for de-
termining the deference owed to agency’s
interpretation of a statute, reviewing court
carefully considers the specific language
the agency has interpreted as well as the
specific duties and authority given to the
agency with respect to enforcing particular
statutes.  I.C.A. §§ 17A.19(10), (11)(b).

4. Administrative Law and Procedure
O430, 431

Even though the legislature may ex-
plicitly vest the authority to interpret an
entire statutory scheme with an agency,
the fact that an agency has been granted
rule making authority does not give an
agency the authority to interpret all statu-
tory language, in context of determining
deference owed to agency’s decision on
judicial review.  I.C.A. § 17A.19(10),
(11)(b).

5. Administrative Law and Procedure
O430

On judicial review of an agency deci-
sion interpreting a statute, the Supreme
Court uses standards set forth in the Iowa
Administrative Procedure Act (IAPA) to
determine if it reaches the same results as
the district court regarding whether an
agency has clearly vested authority to in-
terpret the statute.  I.C.A. § 17A.19(10).

6. Administrative Law and Procedure
O438(27)

 Health O397
Legislature did not clearly vest Iowa

Department of Public Health (IDPH) with
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the authority to interpret the presumption
of parentage provision of birth certificate
statute, which requires the name of the
husband to be entered on birth certificate
as the father of the child if mother is
married at time of conception, birth, or at
any time between conception and birth,
and, therefore, IDPH’s interpretation of
that provision in denying lesbian married
couple’s request for issuance of a birth
certificate naming nonbirthing spouse as
the parent of a child born to the couple
while married would be accorded no defer-
ence by the Supreme Court on judicial
review.  I.C.A. §§ 17A.19(10), (11)(b),
144.2, 144.3, 144.5, 144.13(2).

7. Administrative Law and Procedure
O783

Reviewing court gives the agency no
deference regarding the constitutionality
of a statute or administrative rule; deter-
mining whether a statute or administrative
rule offends the state or federal constitu-
tion is a task entirely within the province
of the judiciary, and, thus, court reviews
agency action involving constitutional is-
sues de novo.  I.C.A. § 17A.19(10)(a).

8. Health O397
Statutory presumption of parentage

under birth certificate statute, which re-
quires the name of the husband to be
entered on birth certificate as the father of
the child if mother is married at time of
conception, birth, or at any time between
conception and birth, is rebuttable under
the preponderance standard by clear,
strong and satisfactory evidence.  I.C.A.
§ 144.13(2).

9. Health O397
Party challenging the presumption of

parentage under birth certificate statute,
which requires the name of the husband to
be entered on birth certificate as the fa-
ther of the child if mother is married at
time of conception, birth, or at any time

between conception and birth, must dem-
onstrate a parental relationship with the
child.  I.C.A. § 144.13(2).

10. Statutes O1130

Under codified rule of statutory con-
struction providing that words of one gen-
der include the other genders, when a
statute refers to only one gender and the
gender referenced is masculine, the statute
is extended to include females; when the
statute refers to only one gender and the
gender referenced is feminine, scope of
statute is not extended to include males;
and when the statute employs both mascu-
line and feminine words, the codified rule
of construction does not apply.  I.C.A.
§ 4.1(17).

11. Health O397

Presumption of parentage provision of
birth certificate statute, which requires the
name of the husband to be entered on
birth certificate as the father of the child if
mother is married at time of conception,
birth, or at any time between conception
and birth, did not require Iowa Depart-
ment of Public Health (IDPH) to list non-
birthing spouse as the second parent on
birth certificate of child born to other
spouse during lesbian marriage; because
provision, which expressly referred to a
mother, father, and husband, used both
masculine and feminine words, codified
rule of construction providing that words
of one gender include the other genders
was inapplicable.  I.C.A. §§ 4.1(17),
144.13(2).

12. Appeal and Error O170(2)

The Supreme Court could consider
constitutional grounds for affirming dis-
trict court’s decision ordering Iowa De-
partment of Public Health (IDPH) to list
nonbirthing spouse as the second parent
on birth certificate of child born to other
spouse during lesbian marriage, though
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district court did not decide case on consti-
tutional grounds but on erroneous ground
that presumption-of-parentage provision of
birth certificate statute, which requires the
name of the husband to be entered on
birth certificate as the father of the child if
mother is married at time of conception,
birth, or at any time between conception
and birth, required that result, where
spouses made the constitutional challenges
in district court.  I.C.A. § 144.13(2).

13. Constitutional Law O3041
The equal protection guarantee under

Iowa constitution requires that laws treat
all those who are similarly situated with
respect to the purposes of the law alike.
Const. Art. 1, §§ 1, 6.

14. Constitutional Law O924
Married lesbian couple was similarly

situated to married opposite-sex couples,
as required for bringing equal protection
challenge under Iowa constitution to pre-
sumption of parentage provision of birth
certificate statute, which requires the
name of the husband to be entered on
birth certificate as the father of the child if
mother is married at time of conception,
birth, or at any time between conception
and birth, as interpreted not to require
Iowa Department of Public Health (IDPH)
to issue a birth certificate naming non-
birthing spouse as the parent of a child
born to lesbian couple while married; lesbi-
an couple was in a legally recognized mar-
riage, and married lesbian couples re-
quired accurate records of their child’s
birth just as their opposite-sex counter-
parts did.  Const. Art. 1, §§ 1, 6; I.C.A.
§ 144.13(2).

15. Constitutional Law O3437
Presumption of parentage provision of

birth certificate statute, which requires the
name of the husband to be entered on
birth certificate as the father of the child if
mother is married at time of conception,

birth, or at any time between conception
and birth, as interpreted not to allow mar-
ried lesbian couples to have nonbirthing
spouse’s name on birth certificate when
other spouse gave birth to a child con-
ceived through artificial insemination using
an anonymous sperm donor, differentiated
implicitly between married opposite-sex
couples and married lesbian couples on
basis of sexual orientation, and was there-
fore subject to a heightened level of scruti-
ny, requiring state to show the statutory
classification was substantially related to
an important government objective, in con-
text of equal protection challenge asserted
under Iowa constitution.  Const. Art. 1,
§§ 1, 6; I.C.A. § 144.13(2).

16. Constitutional Law O3437
 Health O358

In equal protection context, presump-
tion of parentage provision of birth certifi-
cate statute, which requires the name of
the husband to be entered on birth certifi-
cate as the father of the child if mother is
married at time of conception, birth, or at
any time between conception and birth, as
interpreted not to allow married lesbian
couples to have nonbirthing spouse’s name
on birth certificate when other spouse gave
birth to child conceived through artificial
insemination using an anonymous sperm
donor, was not substantially related to a
governmental purpose of achieving accura-
cy of birth certificates; birth certificates
for children conceived by opposite-sex cou-
ple using anonymous sperm donor listed
male spouse, not sperm donor, as father,
and adoption proceeding by which a mar-
ried lesbian couple could list nonbirthing
spouse as parent on birth certificate did
not result in greater accuracy than a pre-
sumption of parentage.  Const. Art. 1,
§§ 1, 6; I.C.A. § 144.13(2).

17. Constitutional Law O3437
 Health O358

In equal protection context, presump-
tion of parentage provision of birth certifi-
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cate statute, which requires the name of
the husband to be entered on birth certifi-
cate as the father of the child if mother is
married at time of conception, birth, or at
any time between conception and birth, as
interpreted not to allow married lesbian
couples to have nonbirthing spouse’s name
on birth certificate when other spouse
gave birth to child conceived through arti-
ficial insemination using an anonymous
sperm donor, was not substantially related
to asserted governmental purpose of ad-
ministrative efficiency and effectiveness;
presumption of parentage would not be re-
butted in such cases so as to require reis-
suance of birth certificate, and listing non-
birthing spouse on birth certificate was
more efficient than listing only the birth-
ing spouse and then later, after an adop-
tion was complete, reissuing certificate to
list both spouses.  Const. Art. 1, §§ 1, 6;
I.C.A. § 144.13(2).

18. Constitutional Law O3437

 Health O358

In equal protection context, presump-
tion of parentage provision of birth certifi-
cate statute, which requires the name of
the husband to be entered on birth certifi-
cate as the father of the child if mother is
married at time of conception, birth, or at
any time between conception and birth, as
interpreted not to allow married lesbian
couples to have nonbirthing spouse’s name
on birth certificate when other spouse gave
birth to child conceived through artificial
insemination using an anonymous sperm
donor, was not substantially related to as-
serted governmental purpose of establish-
ing paternity to ensure financial support of
child and the fundamental legal rights of
the father; it was just as important to
establish financial responsibility for a child
born to married lesbian couple and the
legal rights of nonbirthing spouse as it was
in the case of married opposite-sex cou-

ples.  Const. Art. 1, §§ 1, 6; I.C.A.
§ 144.13(2).

19. Constitutional Law O3437

 Health O358

Presumption of parentage provision of
birth certificate statute, which requires the
name of the husband to be entered on
birth certificate as the father of the child if
mother is married at time of conception,
birth, or at any time between conception
and birth, violated equal protection under
the Iowa constitution as applied to married
lesbian couples as basis for refusing to list
nonbirthing spouse on birth certificate of
child born during marriage and conceived
through artificial insemination using an
anonymous sperm donor.  Const. Art. 1,
§§ 1, 6; I.C.A. § 144.13(2).

20. Statutes O1535(27)

Proper remedy, after presumption of
parentage provision of birth certificate
statute, which requires the name of the
husband to be entered on birth certificate
as the father of the child if mother is
married at time of conception, birth, or at
any time between conception and birth,
was determined to violate equal protection
under Iowa constitution as applied to mar-
ried lesbian couples by not allowing the
listing of nonbirthing spouse on birth cer-
tificate of child born during marriage and
conceived through artificial insemination
using an anonymous sperm donor, was to
preserve the statute as it applied to mar-
ried opposite-sex couples and require the
Iowa Department of Public Health (IDPH)
to apply the statutory presumption of par-
entage to married lesbian couples.  Const.
Art. 1, §§ 1, 6; I.C.A. § 144.13(2).

21. Statutes O1533

The Supreme Court is obligated to
preserve as much of a statute as possible,
within constitutional restraints.
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22. Appeal and Error O1178(1)

 Health O397

District court, which ordered Iowa
Department of Public Health (IDPH) to
issue birth certificate naming nonbirthing
spouse as parent of child born to married
lesbian couple, but stayed its ruling as to
any other birth certificates the IDPH
might issue to married lesbian couples
pending appeal of that order, would be
ordered to lift that stay on remand; Su-
preme Court’s ruling that presumption of
parentage provision of birth certificate
statute, which requires the name of the
husband to be entered on birth certificate
as the father of the child if mother is
married at time of conception, birth, or at
any time between conception and birth,
violated equal protection as applied to
married lesbian couples alleviated any ad-
ministrative problems that could have
arisen if IDPH had issued other birth cer-
tificates in accordance with the order in
present case and that order had been sub-
sequently reversed on appeal.  Const. Art.
1, §§ 1, 6; I.C.A. § 144.13(2).

West Codenotes

Unconstitutional as Applied

I.C.A. § 144.13(2)

Thomas J. Miller, Attorney General, Jul-
ie F. Pottorff, Deputy Attorney General,
and Heather L. Adams, Assistant Attorney
General, for appellant.

Camilla B. Taylor and Kenneth D. Up-
ton, Jr., Chicago, Illinois, and Sharon K.
Malheiro of Davis, Brown, Koehn, Shors &
Roberts, P.C., Des Moines, for appellees.

Timm W. Reid, Des Moines, and Byron
J. Babione, Scottsdale, Arizona, for amicus
curiae Iowa Family Policy Center.

Lance W. Lange and Nicole N. Nayima
of Faegre Baker Daniels LLP, Des
Moines, and Michael A. Ponto, of Faegre
Baker Daniels LLP, Minneapolis, Minne-
sota, for amicus curiae National Associa-
tion of Social Workers, Iowa Chapter.

Amanda C. Goad, New York, New York,
and Randall C. Wilson of ACLU of Iowa
Foundation, Inc., Des Moines, for amici
curiae American Civil Liberties Union
Foundation and American Civil Liberties
Union of Iowa.

Catherine C. Dietz–Kilen and Earl B.
Kavanaugh of Harrison & Dietz–Kilen,
P.L.C., Des Moines, and Shannon P. Min-
ter, Catherine P. Sakimura, and Angela K.
Perone, San Francisco, California, for ami-
ci curiae professors of law.

WIGGINS, Justice.

In this appeal, we must decide whether
Iowa Code section 144.13(2) (2011) re-
quires the Iowa Department of Public
Health to list as a parent on a child’s birth
certificate the nonbirthing spouse in a les-
bian marriage when the child was born to
one of the spouses during the couple’s
marriage.  The district court interpreted
the statute to require the Department to
issue a birth certificate listing the spouse
as the child’s parent.  The district court
also stayed its ruling as to any other birth
certificates the Department may issue to
married lesbian couples pending the ap-
peal of the district court’s ruling.

On appeal, we conclude that we cannot
interpret the statute in the same manner
as the district court.  However, we do find
section 144.13(2) as applied to married les-
bian couples violates the equal protection
clauses found in article I, sections 1 and 6
of the Iowa Constitution.  Accordingly, the
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Department must presumptively list on a
child’s birth certificate the nonbirthing
spouse in a lesbian marriage when the
child was born to one of the spouses dur-
ing their marriage.  Consequently, we af-
firm the judgment of the district court
ordering the Department to issue a birth
certificate naming both spouses as parents.
Therefore, we remand the case to the dis-
trict court, order the district court to lift
the stay, and order the district court to
remand the case to the Department for
issuance of a birth certificate also listing
the nonbirthing spouse as the child’s par-
ent.

I. Background Facts and Proceed-
ings.

A. The Gartner Family.  Melissa and
Heather Gartner are a lesbian couple.
They have been in a loving, committed
relationship since December 2003.  On
March 18, 2006, they participated in a
commitment ceremony with family and
friends.

The couple dreamed of the day they
would become parents.  Acting on that
desire, they began planning their family.
The couple agreed Heather would serve as
the biological mother, but both would act
as equal parents to their children.  Melissa
decided to stay home to be the children’s
primary caregiver, while Heather worked
outside the home.

Heather conceived their first child by
anonymous donor insemination.  Melissa
participated in every step of Heather’s
pregnancy, which included choosing the
anonymous sperm donor.  Melissa was
present for the birth of the couple’s first
child.

Because Melissa and Heather were not
legally married at the time of the first
child’s birth, the couple went through for-
mal adoption procedures to ensure Melis-
sa’s name was on the child’s birth certifi-

cate.  The Gartners successfully navigated
the adoption process after both Melissa
and Heather underwent background
checks for criminal misconduct and sexual
abuse.  Heather characterized the adop-
tion process as expensive, intrusive, and
laborious.  Once the couple finalized the
adoption, the Department issued the
child’s birth certificate, which named both
Heather and Melissa as parents.

Two years later, in April 2009, we decid-
ed Varnum v. Brien, 763 N.W.2d 862
(Iowa 2009), which held Iowa’s Defense of
Marriage Act unconstitutional.  Thereaf-
ter, the state began solemnizing same-sex
marriages.  Melissa and Heather Gartner
subsequently married in Des Moines on
June 13.  Heather was approximately six
months pregnant with the couple’s second
child, Mackenzie Jean Gartner, at the time
of their marriage.

Three months later, on September 19,
Heather gave birth to Mackenzie.  Heath-
er conceived Mackenzie using the same
anonymous donor as for their first child.

B. The Birth Certificate.  The day
after Mackenzie’s birth, Heather and Mel-
issa completed a form at the hospital to
obtain Mackenzie’s birth certificate.  The
Department provided the form.  On the
form, the Gartners indicated that both
Heather and Melissa are Mackenzie’s par-
ents and that they are legally married.

The Department issued Mackenzie’s
birth certificate on approximately Novem-
ber 19.  The certificate only listed Heather
as Mackenzie’s parent.  The space for the
second parent’s name was blank.

C. Proceedings. After receiving Mac-
kenzie’s birth certificate naming only
Heather, the Gartners sent a letter to the
Department requesting a birth certificate
recognizing both Heather and Melissa as
Mackenzie’s parents.  The Department de-
nied the request.  The Department re-
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fused to place the name of the nonbirthing
spouse in a lesbian marriage on the birth
certificate without the spouse first adopt-
ing the child, pursuant to Iowa Code sec-
tion 144.23(1).  The Department indicated:
‘‘The system for registration of births in
Iowa currently recognizes the biological
and ‘gendered’ roles of ‘mother’ and ‘fa-
ther,’ grounded in the biological fact that a
child has one biological mother and one
biological fatherTTTT’’

The Gartners then filed a mandamus
action in the district court.  The Depart-
ment moved to dismiss for lack of subject
matter jurisdiction.  After various mo-
tions, amendments, and refilings, the dis-
trict court dismissed the Gartners’ manda-
mus action without prejudice for lack of
jurisdiction.  The district court determined
the Iowa Administrative Procedure Act
(IAPA) provided the Gartners with the
exclusive means for obtaining review of the
Department’s decision.

Accordingly, the Gartners brought this
subsequent action for judicial review under
the IAPA. The district court ordered the
Department to issue Mackenzie a birth
certificate naming Melissa as a legal par-
ent.  The district court found under the
presumption of parentage, the Department
erred in not naming Melissa on Mac-
kenzie’s birth certificate.  However, the
district court did not reach the constitu-
tional issues, focusing instead on the De-
partment’s interpretation of section
144.13(2).

The Department timely filed its notice of
appeal and a motion to stay the district
court’s ruling.  The district court denied
the stay as to the Gartners, but granted it
for other birth certificates the Department
may issue while the appeal of the district
court’s ruling in this case is pending.
Thus, the district court required the De-
partment to issue the Gartners a birth
certificate listing both spouses as parents,

but did not require the Department to
extend the same practice to other married
lesbian couples.

II. Issues.

We must decide if we can interpret Iowa
Code section 144.13(2), otherwise known as
Iowa’s presumption of parentage statute,
to require the Department to list as a
parent on a child’s birth certificate the
nonbirthing lesbian spouse, when the other
spouse conceived the child during the mar-
riage using an anonymous sperm donor.
If we cannot adopt such an interpretation
of the statute, we then must determine
whether the Department’s refusal to list
the nonbirthing lesbian spouse on the
child’s birth certificate violates the equal
protection clauses in article I, sections 1
and 6 of the Iowa Constitution or the due
process clause in article I, section 9 of the
Iowa Constitution.

III. Standard of Review.

[1] A. Statutory Interpretation.  An
individual adversely affected by adminis-
trative agency action is entitled to judicial
review.  Iowa Code § 17A.19(1).  Iowa
Code section 17A.19(10) of the IAPA gov-
erns judicial review of agency decisions.
NextEra Energy Res. LLC v. Iowa Utils.
Bd., 815 N.W.2d 30, 36 (Iowa 2012).  The
Department is an agency governed by the
IAPA. See, e.g., Birchansky Real Estate,
L.C. v. Iowa Dep’t of Pub. Health, 737
N.W.2d 134, 138 (Iowa 2007) (applying the
IAPA when analyzing the Department’s
interpretation of a statute);  Greenwood
Manor v. Iowa Dep’t of Pub. Health, 641
N.W.2d 823, 828, 833–35 (Iowa 2002) (re-
viewing action by a division of the Depart-
ment under the IAPA).

The agency action at issue here is the
Department’s interpretation of the pre-
sumption of parentage in Iowa Code
section 144.13(2).  Specifically, the De-
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partment interpreted section 144.13(2),
containing the terms husband, father,
and paternity, to apply only to a male
spouse in an opposite-sex marriage, not
a female spouse in a lesbian marriage.

[2] The deference we give to the De-
partment’s decision depends upon the leg-
islative grant of authority to the agency.
If the legislature ‘‘clearly vested the agen-
cy with the authority to interpret the stat-
ute at issue,’’ we reverse the Department’s
decision only when its interpretation is
‘‘irrational, illogical, or wholly unjustifia-
ble.’’  NextEra, 815 N.W.2d at 36–37 (cita-
tion and internal quotation marks omitted).
However, if the legislature did not clearly
vest the agency with such authority, we
reverse the agency decision if it relies on
an erroneous interpretation of the law.
Id. at 37.

[3, 4] To determine the breadth of the
agency’s vested authority, we carefully
consider ‘‘ ‘the specific language the agen-
cy has interpreted as well as the specific
duties and authority given to the agency
with respect to enforcing particular stat-
utes.’ ’’ Id. (quoting Renda v. Iowa Civil
Rights Comm’n, 784 N.W.2d 8, 13 (Iowa
2010)).  We recognize that even though
‘‘[t]he legislature may explicitly vest the
authority to interpret an entire statutory
scheme with an agency[,] TTT the fact that
an agency has been granted rule making
authority does not ‘give[ ] an agency the
authority to interpret all statutory lan-
guage.’ ’’ Evercom Sys., Inc. v. Iowa Utils.
Bd., 805 N.W.2d 758, 762 (Iowa 2011)
(quoting Renda, 784 N.W.2d at 13).
‘‘ ‘[B]road articulations of an agency’s au-
thority, or lack of authority, should be
avoided in the absence of an express grant
of broad interpretive authority.’ ’’ Next-
Era, 815 N.W.2d at 37 (quoting Renda, 784
N.W.2d at 14).  The agency’s own belief
that the legislature vested it with interpre-

tive authority is irrelevant.  Iowa Code
§ 17A.19(11)(a).

[5] There are specific standards to as-
sist us in determining the scope of the
agency’s interpretive authority.  These
standards are found in Iowa Code section
17A.19(10), subsections (a) through (n).
We use these standards to see if we reach
the same result as the district court re-
garding whether the agency has clearly
vested authority to interpret the statute.
Renda, 784 N.W.2d at 10.

The validity of agency action under
these standards turns on the type of action
taken.  There are at least three types of
agency action:  (1) contested case hearings,
(2) rulemaking, and (3) the catchall catego-
ry of other agency action.  Jew v. Univ. of
Iowa, 398 N.W.2d 861, 864 (Iowa 1987).
Here, the parties do not dispute that this
action falls within the other agency action
category.

[6] After examining the Code, we find
the legislature did not clearly vest the
Department with the authority to interpret
section 144.13(2).  To reach this conclu-
sion, we first recognize, in accordance with
the district court’s decision, that the legis-
lature did not expressly authorize the De-
partment to interpret section 144.13(2).  A
review of the language the Department
has interpreted and its legislative grant of
authority leads us to this result.

The Department’s primary responsibili-
ty is to record vital events occurring within
the state.  See Iowa Code §§ 144.2, .5. The
Department describes its role as custodian
of vital statistics.  The Code grants the
Department the power to ‘‘adopt, amend,
and repeal rules for the purpose of carry-
ing out the provisions of [the Vital Statis-
tics Code], in accordance with chapter
17A.’’ Id. § 144.3. Nonetheless, rulemaking
power does not give the Department the
authority to interpret all statutory lan-
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guage.  NextEra, 815 N.W.2d at 37.  Ac-
cordingly, to find the Department had the
authority to interpret the statutory terms
at issue, including paternity, father, and
husband, would be overreaching because
these terms are not exclusively within the
expertise of the Department.  Instead, the
legislature utilized these terms throughout
the Iowa Code. For instance, the term
‘‘paternity’’ appears in statutes that the
Department has no role in enforcing.  See,
e.g., Iowa Code § 252A.3 (defining liability
for the support of dependents);  id. ch.
600B (detailing how to establish paternity
and calculate child support).

Finally, the Department contends the
appropriate standard of review is for cor-
rection of errors at law.  By so arguing,
the Department concedes the legislature
did not instill in the agency the authority
to interpret the presumption of parentage
statute.  Thus, we agree with the district
court and accord no deference to the De-
partment’s interpretation of the statute
when deciding whether the Department
breached the abovementioned standards.
Id. § 17A.19(11)(b ) (‘‘[T]he [reviewing]
court TTT [s]hould not give any deference
to the view of the agency with respect to
particular matters that have not been vest-
ed by a provision of law in the discretion of
the agency.’’).  Accordingly, our task is to
determine whether the Department erro-
neously interpreted the presumption of
parentage.

[7] B. Constitutional Issues.  We
can grant relief from administrative pro-
ceedings if the agency’s action is ‘‘[u]ncon-
stitutional on its face or as applied or is
based upon a provision of law that is un-
constitutional on its face or as applied.’’
Id. § 17A.19(10)(a).  The court gives the
agency no deference regarding the consti-
tutionality of the statute or administrative
rule.  NextEra, 815 N.W.2d at 44.  Deter-
mining whether a statute or administrative

rule offends the state or federal constitu-
tion is a task ‘‘entirely within the province
of the judiciaryTTTT’’ Id. Thus, we review
agency action involving constitutional is-
sues de novo.  Id.

IV. Iowa’s Presumption of Parent-
age Statute.

Iowa’s Vital Statistics Code requires fil-
ing a certificate of birth with the Depart-
ment within seven days of a live birth
occurring in the state.  Iowa Code
§ 144.13(1)(a ).  The state uses the birth
certificate to establish the fact a birth oc-
curred, as well as to identify the child for
immunization purposes.  Id.
§ 144.13(1)(a ), (d).

[8, 9] For purposes of preparing a
birth certificate, the Code includes a pre-
sumption of parentage.  See id.
§ 144.13(2).  The legislature articulated
the following procedure for preparing a
child’s birth certificate, based upon the
presumption of parentage:

If the mother was married at the time of
conception, birth, or at any time during
the period between conception and birth,
the name of the husband shall be en-
tered on the certificate as the father of
the child unless paternity has been de-
termined otherwise by a court of compe-
tent jurisdiction, in which case the name
of the father as determined by the court
shall be entered by the department.

Id. The statute is rebuttable under the
preponderance standard ‘‘by clear, strong
and satisfactory evidence.’’  In re Mar-
riage of Schneckloth, 320 N.W.2d 535, 536
(Iowa 1982).  The challenging party must
also demonstrate a parental relationship
with the child.  Huisman v. Miedema, 644
N.W.2d 321, 325 (Iowa 2002).  Here, re-
butting the presumption is a nonissue, be-
cause Heather conceived Mackenzie using
an anonymous sperm donor.
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The presumption of parentage is a fun-
damental legal construct originating in
common law.  Michael H. v. Gerald D.,
491 U.S. 110, 124, 109 S.Ct. 2333, 2343, 105
L.Ed.2d 91, 107 (1989).  A New York court
described the presumption’s development
as follows:

At common law, parentage derived from
two events, a child’s birth to its ‘‘moth-
er,’’ and the mother’s marriage to a man.
Children born out-of-wedlock had only
one legal parent, their birth mother.
Recognizing the many advantages that
flowed to children from having two par-
ents, legislatures enacted filiation or pa-

ternity proceedings to confer legal par-
entage on non-marital biological/genetic
fathers, a status which carries support
and other obligations.  Similarly, adop-
tion statutes established legal parentage
for married couples who were biologi-
cal/genetic strangers to a child.

In re Adoption of Sebastian, 25 Misc.3d
567, 879 N.Y.S.2d 677, 679 (2009) (footnote
and internal citations omitted).

Legislatures across the nation have
adopted statutes codifying a presumption
of parentage in order to address several
key social policies.1  Specifically, ‘‘the pre-

1. Numerous states have codified their pre-
sumption of parentage.  Certain characteris-
tics allow us to classify these provisions into
three separate categories.

First, there are statutes using traditional,
gendered terms (such as husband, wife, man,
woman, father, and mother), without refer-
encing the parent as natural or biological.
See Ala.Code § 26–17–204(a)(1) (LexisNexis
2012) (‘‘A man is presumed to be the father of
a child if TTT he and the mother of the child
are married to each other and the child is
born during the marriageTTTT’’);  Alaska Stat.
§ 18.50.160(d) (2012) (‘‘If the mother was
married at conception, during the pregnancy,
or at birth, the name of the husband shall be
entered on the certificate as the father of the
childTTTT’’);  Ariz.Rev.Stat. Ann. § 25–
814(A)(1) (2012) (‘‘A man is presumed to be
the father of the child if TTT [h]e and the
mother of the child were married at any time
in the ten months immediately preceding the
birthTTTT’’);  Cal. Fam.Code § 7540 (West
2013) (‘‘[T]he child of a wife cohabiting with
her husband, who is not impotent or sterile, is
conclusively presumed to be a child of the
marriage.’’);  Del.Code Ann. tit. 13, § 8–
204(a )(1) (West 2012) (‘‘A man is presumed
to be the father of a child if TTT [h]e and the
mother of the child are married to each other
and the child is born during the mar-
riageTTTT’’);  Fla. Stat. Ann. § 382.013(2)(a )
(West 2013) (‘‘If the mother is married at the
time of birth, the name of the husband shall
be entered on the birth certificate as the fa-
ther of the child, unless paternity has been
determined otherwise by a court of competent
jurisdiction.’’);  Kan. Stat. Ann. § 23–
2208(a )(1) (West 2012) (‘‘A man is presumed

to be the father of a child if TTT [t]he man and
the child’s mother are, or have been, married
to each other and the child is born during the
marriageTTTT’’);  Ky.Rev.Stat. Ann. § 406.011
(West 2012) (‘‘A child born during lawful
wedlock, or within ten (10) months thereafter,
is presumed to be the child of the husband
and wife.’’);  La. Civ.Code Ann. art. 185
(2012) (‘‘The husband of the mother is pre-
sumed to be the father of a child born during
the marriage or within three hundred days
from the date of the termination of the mar-
riage.’’);  Md.Code Ann., Fam. Law § 5–
1027(c )(1) (LexisNexis 2012) (‘‘There is a re-
buttable presumption that the child is the
legitimate child of the man to whom its moth-
er was married at the time of conception.’’);
Mass. Gen. Laws Ann. ch. 209C, § 6(a )(1)
(West 2013) (‘‘[A] man is presumed to be the
father of a child TTT if TTT he is or has been
married to the mother and the child was born
during the marriage, or within three hundred
days after the marriage was terminated by
death, annulment or divorceTTTT’’);  N.M.
Stat. Ann. § 40–11A–204(A)(1) (2012) (‘‘A
man is presumed to be the father of a child if
TTT he and the mother of the child are mar-
ried to each other and the child is born dur-
ing the marriageTTTT’’);  N.C. Gen.Stat. § 49–
12.1 (2011) (allowing a putative father to
overcome the ‘‘presumption of legitimacy’’
that the father is the man to whom the child’s
mother is married);  N.D. Cent.Code Ann.
§ 14–20–10(1)(a) (West 2011) (‘‘A man is pre-
sumed to be the father of a child if TTT [h]e
and the mother of the child are married to
each other and the child is born during the
marriage.’’);  Okla. Stat. Ann. tit. 10, § 7700–
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204(A)(1) (West 2013) (‘‘A man is presumed to
be the father of a child if TTT [h]e and the
mother of the child are married to each other
and the child is born during the mar-
riageTTTT’’);  Or.Rev.Stat. Ann.
§ 109.070(1)(a ) (West 2012) (‘‘A man is re-
buttably presumed to be the father of a child
born to a woman if he and the woman were
married to each other at the time of the
child’s birthTTTT’’);  R.I. Gen. Laws Ann.
§ 23–3–10(d )(1) (West 2012) (‘‘If the mother
was married either at the time of conception
or birth, the name of the husband shall be
entered on the certificate as the father of the
childTTTT’’);  S.D. Codified Laws § 25–8–57
(2012) (‘‘Any child born in wedlock, or born
within ten months after dissolution of the
marriage, is presumed legitimate to that mar-
riageTTTT’’);  Tenn.Code Ann. § 36–2–
304(a )(1) (2012) (‘‘A man is rebuttably pre-
sumed to be the father of a child if TTT [t]he
man and the child’s mother are married or
have been married to each other and the child
is born during the marriageTTTT’’);  Tex. Fam.
Code Ann. § 160.204(a )(1) (West 2012) (‘‘A
man is presumed to be the father of a child if
TTT he is married to the mother of the child
and the child is born during the mar-
riageTTTT’’);  Wyo. Stat. Ann. § 14–2–
504(a )(i) (2011) (‘‘A man is presumed to be
the father of a child if TTT [h]e and the mother
of the child are married to each other and the
child is born during the marriageTTTT’’).

Second, there are code provisions applying
the presumption only when the presumed
parent shares a genetic connection with the
child.  These statutes refer to those eligible to
be the presumed parent as the ‘‘natural’’ or
‘‘biological’’ parent.  See Colo.Rev.Stat. § 19–
4–105(1)(a) (2012) (‘‘A man is presumed to be
the natural father of a child if TTT [h]e and the
child’s natural mother are or have been mar-
ried to each other and the child is born dur-
ing the marriageTTTT’’);  Haw.Rev.Stat.
§ 584–4(a )(1) (2007) (‘‘A man is presumed to
be the natural father of a child if TTT [h]e and
the child’s natural mother are or have been
married to each other and the child is born
during the marriageTTTT’’);  750 Ill. Comp.
Stat. Ann. 45/5(a )(1) (West 2012) (‘‘A man is
presumed to be the natural father of a child if
TTT he and the child’s natural mother are or
have been married to each other TTT and the
child is born or conceived during such mar-
riageTTTT’’);  Ind.Code Ann. § 31–14–7–
1(1)(A) (LexisNexis 2012) (‘‘A man is pre-
sumed to be a child’s biological father if TTT

the TTT man and the child’s biological mother
are or have been married to each otherTTTT’’);

Mich. Comp. Laws Ann. § 700.2114(1)(a )
(West 2012) (‘‘If a child is born or conceived
during a marriage, both spouses are pre-
sumed to be the natural parents of the child
for purposes of intestate succession.  A child
conceived by a married woman with the con-
sent of her husband following utilization of
assisted reproductive technology is consid-
ered as their child for purposes of intestate
succession.  Consent of the husband is pre-
sumed unless the contrary is shown by clear
and convincing evidence.  If a man and a
woman participated in a marriage ceremony
in apparent compliance with the law before
the birth of a child, even though the attempt-
ed marriage may be void, the child is pre-
sumed to be their child for purposes of intes-
tate succession.’’);  Minn.Stat. Ann.
§ 257.55(1)(a ) (West 2013) (‘‘A man is pre-
sumed to be the biological father of a child if
TTT he and the child’s biological mother are
or have been married to each other and the
child is born during the marriageTTTT’’);  Mo.
Ann. Stat. § 210.822.1(1) (West 2013) (‘‘A
man shall be presumed to be the natural
father of a child if TTT [h]e and the child’s
natural mother are or have been married to
each other and the child is born during the
marriageTTTT’’);  Mont.Code Ann. § 40–6–
105(1)(a ) (2011) (‘‘A person is presumed to
be the natural father of a child if TTT the
person and the child’s natural mother are or
have been married to each other and the child
is born during the marriageTTTT’’);  Nev.Rev.
Stat. § 126.051(1)(a ) (2011) (‘‘A man is pre-
sumed to be the natural father of a child if TTT

[h]e and the child’s natural mother are or
have been married to each other and the child
is born during the marriageTTTT’’);  N.J. Stat.
Ann. § 9:17–43(a )(1)  (West 2012) (‘‘A man is
presumed to be the biological father of a child
if TTT [h]e and the child’s biological mother
are or have been married to each other and
the child is born during the marriageTTTT’’);
Ohio Rev.Code Ann. § 3111.03(A)(1) (Lexis-
Nexis 2012) (‘‘A man is presumed to be the
natural father of a child [if] TTT [t]he man and
the child’s mother are or have been married
to each other, and the child is born during the
marriageTTTT’’);  Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 15,
§ 308(4) (2012) (‘‘A person alleged to be a
parent shall be rebuttably presumed to be the
natural parent of a child if TTT the child is
born while the husband and wife are legally
married to each other.’’);  Wis. Stat. Ann.
§ 891.41(1)(a ) (West 2012) (‘‘A man is pre-
sumed to be the natural father of a child if TTT

[h]e and the child’s natural mother are or
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sumption protected the legitimacy of chil-
dren, which in turn entitled them to the
financial support, inheritance rights, and
filiation obligations of their parents.’’  Di-
ane S. Kaplan, Why Truth Is Not a De-
fense in Paternity Actions, 10 Tex. J.
Women & L. 69, 70 (2000) [hereinafter
Kaplan].  It thwarted the possibility that
children would become wards of the state
and promoted familial stability by prevent-
ing ‘‘a third-party putative father from in-
sinuating himself onto an intact family by
claiming to have sired one of the family’s
children.’’  Id. at 70–71;  see also Michael
H., 491 U.S. at 125, 109 S.Ct. at 2343, 105
L.Ed.2d at 107.  Moreover, at a time when
‘‘genetic origins were more a matter of
suspicion than science,’’ the presumption
served judicial efficiency by curtailing de-
bates between parents as to the biological
nature of their parent-child relationship.
Kaplan, 10 Tex. J. Women & L. at 71.

Based on these social policies, ‘‘ten
states and the District of Columbia have
extended (or are set to extend) the ‘mari-
tal’ parentage presumption to same-sex
couples in the formalized relationship of

marriage, civil union, or domestic partner-
ship.’’  Nancy D. Polikoff, A Mother
Should Not Have to Adopt Her Own
Child:  Parentage Laws for Children of
Lesbian Couples in the Twenty–First Cen-
tury, 5 Stan. J. C.R. & C.L., 201, 247
(2009).

Specific to Iowa, our court long ago ar-
ticulated the principal bases for presuming
a child born in wedlock is the legitimate
issue of the marital spouses:

‘‘This rule is founded on decency, mo-
rality, and public policy.  By that rule,
the child is protected in his inheritance
and safeguarded against future humilia-
tion and shame.  Likewise, under the
rule, the family relationship is kept sa-
cred and the peace and harmony thereof
preserved.  No one, by incompetent evi-
dence, can malign the virtue of the
mother, and no one, by such evidence,
can interrupt the harmony of the family
relationship and undermine the sanctity
of the home.’’

Heath v. Heath, 222 Iowa 660, 661, 269
N.W. 761, 761 (Iowa 1936) (quoting Craven
v. Selway, 216 Iowa 505, 508, 246 N.W.

have been married to each other and the child
is conceived or born after marriage and be-
fore the granting of a decree of legal separa-
tion, annulment or divorce between the par-
ties.’’).

Finally, there are statutes that apply or
could apply in a gender-neutral manner or to
same-sex spouses.  See Ark.Code Ann. § 28–
9–209(a )(2) (2011) (‘‘A child born or con-
ceived during a marriage is presumed to be
the legitimate child of both spousesTTTT’’);
D.C.Code § 16–909(a–1)(1) (2012) (‘‘There
shall be a presumption that a woman is the
mother of a child if she and the child’s moth-
er are or have been married, or in a domestic
partnership, at the time of either conception
or birth, or between conception or birth, and
the child is born during the marriage or do-
mestic partnershipTTTT’’);  Ga.Code Ann.
§ 19–7–20(a ) (West 2012) (‘‘All children born
in wedlock or within the usual period of ges-
tation thereafter are legitimate.’’);  Neb.Rev.
Stat. § 42–377 (2012) (‘‘Children born to the

parties, or to the wife, in a marriage relation-
ship TTT shall be legitimateTTTT’’);  N.Y. Dom.
Rel. Law § 24(1) (McKinney 2013) (‘‘A child
heretofore or hereafter born of parents who
prior or subsequent to the birth of such child
shall have entered into a civil or religious
marriage, or shall have consummated a com-
mon-law marriage where such marriage is
recognized as valid, in the manner authorized
by the law of the place where such marriage
takes place, is the legitimate child of both
birth parents notwithstanding that such mar-
riage is void or voidable or has been or shall
hereafter be annulled or judicially declared
void.’’);  Wash. Rev.Code Ann.
§ 26.26.116(1)(a ) (West 2013) (‘‘In the con-
text of a marriage or a domestic partnership,
a person is presumed to be the parent of a
child if TTT [t]he person and the mother or
father of the child are married to each other
or in a domestic partnership with each other
and the child is born during the marriage or
domestic partnershipTTTT’’).
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821, 823 (Iowa 1933), overruled on other
grounds by In re Marriage of Schneckloth,
320 N.W.2d at 537)).  Taking these policies
individually, we recognize the strong stig-
ma accompanying illegitimacy.2  The pre-
sumption counteracts the stigma by pro-
tecting the integrity of the marital family,
even when a biological connection is not
present.  The presumption in Iowa even
protects the child if the parents’ marriage
later terminates.  Iowa Code § 598.31.
Specifically, the legitimacy statute located
in the dissolution chapter of the Iowa Code
indicates:

Children born to the parties, or to the
wife, in a marriage relationship which
may be terminated or annulled pursuant
to the provisions of this chapter shall be
legitimate as to both parties, unless the
court shall decree otherwise according
to the proof.

Id. (emphasis added).

Finally, the presumption in Iowa func-
tions to ensure a child’s right to financial
support against a spouse’s claim of not
being a biological parent.  See Iowa Code
§ 252A.3(4).  The child support statute
provides:

A child or children born of parents who,
at any time prior or subsequent to the
birth of such child, have entered into a
civil or religious marriage ceremony,
shall be deemed the legitimate child or
children of both parents, regardless of
the validity of such marriage.

Id. (emphasis added).

In Iowa, the presumption applies broad-
ly, legitimizing children born during mar-
riages formally solemnized, as well as
those satisfying the requirements for com-
mon law marriage, pursuant to Iowa Code

section 595.18.  See Estate of Hawk v.
Lain, 329 N.W.2d 660, 663 (Iowa 1983).

V. Statutory Interpretation of Iowa
Code Section 144.13(2).

The district court interpreted section
144.13(2) to require the Department to list
Melissa as Mackenzie’s second parent on
the birth certificate.  We do not agree the
statute can be interpreted in this way.

When construing a statute, we have stat-
ed:

The goal of statutory construction is to
determine legislative intent.  We deter-
mine legislative intent from the words
chosen by the legislature, not what it
should or might have said.  Absent a
statutory definition or an established
meaning in the law, words in the statute
are given their ordinary and common
meaning by considering the context
within which they are used.  Under the
guise of construction, an interpreting
body may not extend, enlarge or other-
wise change the meaning of a statute.

Auen v. Alcoholic Beverages Div., 679
N.W.2d 586, 590 (Iowa 2004) (internal cita-
tions omitted).

A specific rule of construction found in
Iowa Code section 4.1 applies to statutes
containing gendered terms and assists us
in ascertaining the legislature’s intent.
Section 4.1 provides:  ‘‘Words of one gen-
der include the other genders.’’  Iowa
Code § 4.1(17).  This is not, however, a
blanket rule applicable to all types of stat-
utes.  Instead, courts construing statutes
can only utilize this rule when the statute
uses a specific type of gendered language.

2. The Iowa Code chapter dealing with pater-
nity and the obligation for support prohibits
reference to illegitimacy, except in birth rec-
ords and certificates or in judicial records
where paternity is in dispute.  See Iowa Code

§ 600B.35. The statute specifically states,
‘‘[T]he term biological shall be deemed equiv-
alent to the term illegitimate when referring
to parentage or birth out of wedlock.’’  Id.
(emphasis added).
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[10] When the statute refers to only
one gender and the gender referenced is
masculine, section 4.1(17) extends the stat-
ute to include females.  The Henry County
District Court observed this legal truth in
an early decision concerning whether it
should admit Arabella Mansfield to the
Iowa bar.  At that time, the Iowa statute
regulating the bar admission of attorneys
referred to only ‘‘white male person[s].’’
Iowa Code § 2700 (1860).  The court re-
lied on a prior version of section 4.1(17)3

and found ‘‘not only by the language of the
law itself, but by the demands and necessi-
ties of the present time and occasion,’’ that
masculine terms include feminine words.
Mary L. Clark, The Founding of the
Washington College of Law:  The First
Law School Established by Women for
Women, 47 Am. U.L.Rev. 613, 622 n. 45
(1998).  As a result, Mansfield became the
first woman to secure a state law license in
the United States.  Richard, Lord Acton &
Patricia Nassif Acton, To Go Free:  A
Treasury of Iowa’s Legal Heritage, 132
(Iowa State Univ. Press 1995).  Since then,
we have applied the rule in various other
contexts.4  Thus, when a statute employs a
masculine term, we will construe the scope
of the statute to include the corresponding
feminine term.

However, when the statute refers to
only one gender and the gender referenced
is feminine, section 4.1(17) does not extend
the scope of the statute to include males.
Young v. O’Keefe, 246 Iowa 1182, 1188, 69
N.W.2d 534, 537 (1955).  There, the court
found that a husband could not recover
under a pension statute, because the court

could not enlarge the term ‘‘widow,’’ as it
referred to the surviving spouse who was
eligible for survivor benefits, to include
‘‘widowers.’’  Id. at 1186–89, 69 N.W.2d at
537–38 (‘‘Nowhere TTT do we find any stat-
ute or authority permitting substitution of
the masculine for the feminine.’’).

Finally, when the statute employs both
masculine and feminine words, section
4.1(17) does not apply.  Cf. State ex rel.
Mitchell v. McChesney, 190 Iowa 731, 733–
34, 180 N.W. 857, 858 (1921).  Reading
such a statute in a gender-neutral manner
‘‘would destroy or change’’ the plain and
unambiguous language, and would ‘‘nul-
lif[y] the intent of the Legislature.’’  Id. at
734, 180 N.W. at 858.

[11] Iowa’s presumption of parentage
statute expressly uses both masculine and
feminine words by referring to a mother,
father, and husband.  See Iowa Code
§ 144.13(2).  Accordingly, section 4.1(17)
does not apply.  If we applied the rule and
imposed a gender-neutral interpretation of
the presumption, we would destroy the
legislature’s intent to unambiguously dif-
ferentiate between the roles assigned to
the two sexes.  Only a male can be a
husband or father.  Only a female can be a
wife or mother.  The legislature used plain
and unambiguous language to convey its
intent.  Thus, we cannot nullify the intent
of the legislature by finding otherwise
through statutory construction.

Finally, the district court relied on our
decision in Varnum to compel its statutory
construction analysis.  At the time of en-

3. Iowa Code § 29.3 (1860).

4. See, e.g., State v. Clark, 180 Iowa 477, 483,
163 N.W. 250, 253 (1917) (finding a jury
instruction on the credibility of witnesses,
which referred to ‘‘him,’’ did not single the
defendant out from the minor female, an al-
leged rape victim, because the masculine

term also included females);  Haerther v.
Mohr, 114 Iowa 636, 636–37, 87 N.W. 692,
692 (1901) (recognizing a life insurance poli-
cy designating the deceased husband’s benefi-
ciaries as ‘‘his executors, administrators, or
assigns’’ also included those of his wife (em-
phasis added)).
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actment, the legislature made a conscious
choice to use the word ‘‘husband.’’  It
could have chosen to use spouse or other
such language, but it did not.5  Varnum
was decided thirty-nine years after the
legislature enacted section 144.13(2).  See
1970 Iowa Acts ch. 1081, § 14.  Hence, it
is doubtful the legislature considered
same-sex marriages when it enacted sec-
tion 144.13(2).  Husband was an unambig-
uous term at the time of passing section
144.13(2).  Therefore, we cannot use the
rules of statutory construction to extend,
enlarge, or otherwise change the plain
meaning of section 144.13(2).

Accordingly, we proceed to the second
step of our analysis and determine wheth-
er the constitutional guarantees of equal
protection and due process require apply-
ing the presumption of parentage to lesbi-
an married couples.

VI. Constitutional Analysis.

[12] At the district court and on ap-
peal, the Gartners raised numerous consti-
tutional arguments as to why section
144.13(2) is unconstitutional, facially and as
applied.  Although the district court did
not decide the case on constitutional
grounds, we can consider these grounds on
appeal to affirm the trial court’s judgment,
because the Gartners made the constitu-
tional challenges below.  See Fencl v. City
of Harpers Ferry, 620 N.W.2d 808, 811–12
(Iowa 2000) (‘‘[W]e may still affirm if there
is an alternative ground, raised in the dis-
trict court and urged on appeal, that can
support the court’s decision.’’);  Chauf-
feurs, Teamsters & Helpers, Local Union
No. 238 v. Iowa Civil Rights Comm’n, 394
N.W.2d 375, 378 (Iowa 1986) (indicating we
may decide issues on appeal not reached
by the district court when they have been
raised in the district court and ‘‘fully

briefed and argued’’ by the parties on ap-
peal).

Although the parties have argued and
briefed numerous constitutional issues in
both courts, we can dispose of this appeal
under the equal protection clauses of our
Iowa Constitution.  Thus, we need not ad-
dress the due process claim.

The first clause in article I, section 1
states:  ‘‘All men and women are, by na-
ture, free and equalTTTT’’ Iowa Const. art.
I, § 1. In an early case, we determined
that this section of the Iowa Constitution
guaranteed an African–American woman
equal accommodations.  Coger v. Nw. Un-
ion Packet Co., 37 Iowa 145, 155–56 (1873).
In Coger, we said:

These rights and privileges rest upon
the equality of all before the law, the
very foundation principle of our govern-
ment.  If the negro must submit to dif-
ferent treatment, to accommodations in-
ferior to those given to the white man,
when transported by public carriers, he
is deprived of the benefits of this very
principle of equality.  His contract with
a carrier would not secure him the same
privileges and the same rights that a
like contract, made with the same party
by his white fellow citizen, would bestow
upon the latter.

Id. at 153–54.
We have also used article I, section 6 to

determine if a statute violates equal pro-
tection guarantees under the state consti-
tution.  See, e.g., Varnum, 763 N.W.2d at
878, 907 (holding Iowa’s Defense of Mar-
riage Act violates the equal protection
clause of article I, section 6 of the Iowa
Constitution);  Bierkamp v. Rogers, 293
N.W.2d 577, 585 (Iowa 1980) (holding the
guest statute violates the equal protection
clause of article I, section 6 of the Iowa
Constitution).  Article I, section 6 pro-

5. Footnote one cites the variations of this statute in our sister states.
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vides:  ‘‘All laws of a general nature shall
have a uniform operation;  the general as-
sembly shall not grant to any citizen, or
class of citizens, privileges or immunities,
which, upon the same terms shall not
equally belong to all citizens.’’  Iowa
Const. art. I, § 6.

We recently applied an equal protection
analysis in Varnum, 763 N.W.2d at 878–
906.  There, we said that when conducting
an equal protection analysis under the
Iowa Constitution, the first step is to de-
termine if the ‘‘laws treat all those who are
similarly situated with respect to the pur-
poses of the law alike.’’  Id. at 883.  Thus,
our threshold inquiry is whether the Gart-
ners are similarly situated to married op-
posite-sex couples for the purposes of ap-
plying the presumption of parentage.  If
they are, we proceed to the second step
and decide which level of constitutional
scrutiny to apply when conducting our re-
view of the challenged statute.  Id. at 879–
80.

[13] A. Similarly Situated Analysis.
Under the Iowa Constitution, ‘‘the equal
protection guarantee requires that laws
treat all those who are similarly situated
with respect to the purposes of the law
alike.’’  Id. at 883.  Here, the Department
is responsible for ‘‘install[ing], main-
tain[ing], and operat[ing] the system of
vital statistics throughout the state.’’
Iowa Code § 144.2. Vital statistics are the
‘‘records of births, deaths, fetal deaths,
adoptions, marriages, dissolutions, annul-
ments, and data related thereto.’’  Id.
§ 144.1(15).  The state uses birth certifi-
cates to establish the fact a birth occurred,
as well as to identify a child for immuniza-
tion purposes.  Id. § 144.13(1)(a ), (d).
The state also uses a birth certificate to
verify a person’s identity and date of birth.
See, e.g., Iowa Admin. Code r. 761–
601.5(1)(b ) (2009) (identifying a birth cer-
tificate as one of the documents persons

applying for a new driver’s license or no-
noperator’s identification card may provide
to verify their identity and birthdate).
The federal government recognizes the fol-
lowing purposes for birth certificates:  (1)
to maintain population statistics, (2) to con-
firm a child’s identity, and (3) to ensure
access to federal benefits and programs.
See Dean Spade, Documenting Gender, 59
Hastings L.J. 731, 764–67 (2008) (discuss-
ing the federal government’s use of birth
certificates).

[14] Thus, with respect to the subject
and purposes of Iowa’s marriage laws, we
find the Gartners similarly situated to
married opposite-sex couples.  The Gart-
ners are in a legally recognized marriage,
just like opposite-sex couples.  The official
recognition of their child as part of their
family provides a basis for identifying and
verifying the birth of their child, just as it
does for opposite-sex couples.  Additional-
ly, married lesbian couples require accu-
rate records of their child’s birth, as do
their opposite-sex counterparts.  The dis-
tinction for this purpose between married
opposite-sex couples and married lesbian
couples does not exist and cannot defeat an
equal protection analysis.  Therefore, with
respect to the government’s purpose of
identifying a child as part of their family
and providing a basis for verifying the
birth of a child, married lesbian couples
are similarly situated to spouses and par-
ents in an opposite-sex marriage.

B. Classification Analysis.  The
Gartners argue the refusal of the Depart-
ment to list both of the spouses in a lesbi-
an marriage on the birth certificate of a
child born during marriage classifies a per-
son based on sex and sexual orientation
under the Iowa Constitution.  The Depart-
ment contends the refusal only classifies
individuals based on sex.  Nonetheless, the
Department concedes that even if we clas-
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sify the refusal on sex, an intermediate
level of scrutiny applies.

In Varnum, we rejected the argument
that the Defense of Marriage Act classified
individuals based on sex and analyzed the
classification based on sexual orientation.
763 N.W.2d at 885.  The legislature’s pur-
poseful use of ‘‘husband’’ in section
144.13(2) does not allow married lesbian
couples to have the nonbirthing spouse’s
name on the birth certificate when one of
the spouses in that relationship gives birth
to the child.  Therefore, as in Varnum, the
refusal to list the nonbirthing lesbian
spouse on the child’s birth certificate ‘‘dif-
ferentiates implicitly on the basis of sexual
orientation.’’  Id.

[15] C. Application of Judicial
Scrutiny.  Under Varnum, a sexual-orien-
tation-based classification is subject to a
heightened level of scrutiny under the
Iowa Constitution.  Id. at 896.  Neither
the Gartners nor the Department asks us
to overturn Varnum, which requires the
state to allow same-sex couples to marry.
Therefore, it would be inappropriate for
this court to revisit the Varnum decision.
Instead, our task is to measure the De-
partment’s classification against the
heightened-level-of-scrutiny standard.

Heightened scrutiny requires the State
to show the statutory classification is sub-
stantially related to an important govern-
mental objective.  Id. Accordingly, we
must evaluate whether the governmental
objectives proffered by the State are im-
portant and whether the statutory classifi-
cation substantially relates to those objec-
tives.  Id. at 897.

Our construction of the statute is the
same as the Department’s.  The plain lan-
guage of the statute requires the Depart-
ment to put a husband’s name on the birth
certificate if a married opposite-sex couple
has a child born during the marriage and if
the couple used an anonymous sperm do-

nor to conceive the child.  Thus, the stat-
ute treats married lesbian couples who
conceive through artificial insemination us-
ing an anonymous sperm donor differently
than married opposite-sex couples who
conceive a child in the same manner.  We
must analyze this differential treatment to
determine if it is substantially related to
an important governmental objective.

In the Department’s response to the
Gartners’ request for admissions, the State
admitted Iowa Code section 144.13(2) re-
quires the Department to put a male’s
name on a child’s birth certificate if a
married opposite-sex couple has a child
born during the marriage and if the couple
utilized an anonymous sperm donor to con-
ceive the child.  However, this is not true
if paternity has been determined otherwise
by a court of competent jurisdiction.

The Department enumerates three ob-
jectives supporting section 144.13(2)’s dif-
fering treatment of married, lesbian and
opposite-sex couples.  Specifically, the De-
partment argues the government has an
interest in the accuracy of birth certifi-
cates, the efficiency and effectiveness of
government administration, and the deter-
mination of paternity.

[16] First, we understand that ensur-
ing the accuracy of birth records for iden-
tification of biological parents is a laudable
goal.  However, the present system does
not always accurately identify the biologi-
cal father.  When a married opposite-sex
couple conceives a child using an anony-
mous sperm donor, the child’s birth certifi-
cate reflects the male spouse as the father,
not the biological father who donated the
sperm.  In that situation, the Department
is not aware the couple conceived the child
by an anonymous sperm donor.

Furthermore, the Department claims
that the only way a married lesbian couple,
who uses an anonymous sperm donor to
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conceive the child, can list the nonbirthing
spouse as the parent on the birth certifi-
cate is to go through an adoption proceed-
ing.  This will not make the birth certifi-
cate any more accurate than applying the
presumption of parentage for married les-
bian couples, because the birth certificate
still will not identify the biological father.
The birth records of this state do not
contain a statistical database listing the
children conceived using anonymous sperm
donors. Thus, the classification is not sub-
stantially related to the asserted govern-
mental purpose of accuracy.

[17] The Department next asserts the
refusal to apply the presumption of par-
entage to nonbirthing spouses in lesbian
marriages serves administrative efficiency
and effectiveness.  The Department ar-
gues that it takes valuable resources to
reissue a birth certificate when a challeng-
er successfully rebuts the presumption of
parentage.  However, when couples use an
anonymous sperm donor, there will be no
rebuttal of paternity.  Moreover, even
when couples conceive without using an
anonymous sperm donor, there is no show-
ing in the record that the presumption of
paternity in opposite-sex marriages is re-
butted in a significant number of births.

The Department concedes its interest in
administrative efficiency and effectiveness
is present when the Department puts the
father on the birth certificate of a child
born during the marriage of an opposite-
sex couple.  This efficiency is lost if the
law is not applied equally to married lesbi-
an couples.  It is more efficient for the
Department to list, presumptively, the
nonbirthing spouse as the parent on the
birth certificate when the child is born,
rather than to require the Department to
issue a birth certificate with only one
spouse’s name on the certificate and then
later, after an adoption is complete, reissue
the certificate.  These realities demon-

strate that the disparate treatment of mar-
ried lesbian couples is less effective and
efficient, and that some other unarticulat-
ed reason, such as stereotype or prejudice,
may explain the real objective of the State.

[18] The third proffered reason for the
Department’s action is the government’s
interest in establishing paternity to ensure
financial support of the child and the fun-
damental legal rights of the father.  When
a lesbian couple is married, it is just as
important to establish who is financially
responsible for the child and the legal
rights of the nonbirthing spouse.  As we
said in Varnum:

[Same-sex couples] are in committed and
loving relationships, many raising fami-
lies, just like heterosexual couples.
Moreover, official recognition of their
status provides an institutional basis for
defining their fundamental relational
rights and responsibilities, just as it
does for heterosexual couples.  Society
benefits, for example, from providing
same-sex couples a stable framework
within which to raise their children and
the power to make health care and end-
of-life decisions for loved ones, just as it
does when that framework is provided
for opposite-sex couples.

Id. at 883.  It is important for our laws to
recognize that married lesbian couples who
have children enjoy the same benefits and
burdens as married opposite-sex couples
who have children.  By naming the non-
birthing spouse on the birth certificate of a
married lesbian couple’s child, the child is
ensured support from that parent and the
parent establishes fundamental legal
rights at the moment of birth.  Therefore,
the only explanation for not listing the
nonbirthing lesbian spouse on the birth
certificate is stereotype or prejudice.  The
exclusion of the nonbirthing spouse on the
birth certificate of a child born to a mar-
ried lesbian couple is not substantially re-
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lated to the objective of establishing par-
entage.

[19] Thus, section 144.13(2) fails to
comport with the guarantees of equal pro-
tection under article I, sections 1 and 6 of
the Iowa Constitution.  The Department
has been unable to identify a constitution-
ally adequate justification for refusing to
list on a child’s birth certificate the non-
birthing spouse in a lesbian marriage,
when the child was conceived using an
anonymous sperm donor and was born to
the other spouse during the marriage.
Thus, the language in section 144.13(2)
limiting the requirement to ‘‘the name of
the husband’’ on the birth certificate is
unconstitutional as applied to married les-
bian couples who have a child born to them
during marriage.

VII. Remedy.

[20, 21] We find the presumption of
parentage statute violates equal protection
under the Iowa Constitution as applied to
married lesbian couples.  However, we are
not required to strike down the statute
because our obligation is to preserve as
much of a statute as possible, within con-
stitutional restraints.  See Racing Ass’n of
Cent. Iowa v. Fitzgerald, 648 N.W.2d 555,
563 (Iowa 2002), rev’d on other grounds,
539 U.S. 103, 123 S.Ct. 2156, 156 L.Ed.2d
97 (2003).  Accordingly, instead of striking
section 144.13(2) from the Code, we will
preserve it as to married opposite-sex cou-
ples and require the Department to apply
the statute to married lesbian couples.
Therefore, we affirm the district court and
order the Department to issue a birth
certificate naming Melissa Gartner as the
parent of the child, Mackenzie Jean Gart-
ner.

VIII. District Court’s Stay Order.

[22] The Department asked the dis-
trict court to stay the enforcement of its

order pending this appeal.  The district
court would not stay its order as applied to
the Gartners, but did grant the stay as to
other birth certificates the Department
may issue pending the appeal of the dis-
trict court’s ruling.  The district court’s
rationale in issuing this stay was that ad-
ministrative problems would arise if the
Department issued birth certificates to
other married lesbian couples and we sub-
sequently reversed the district court’s de-
cision.  These administrative problems no
longer exist because of our holding that
section 144.13(2) presumptively listing only
‘‘the name of the husband’’ on the birth
certificate is unconstitutional as applied to
married lesbian couples who have a child
born to them during marriage.  Accord-
ingly, on remand, we order the district
court to lift the stay.

IX. Disposition.

We affirm the judgment of the district
court ordering the Department to issue a
birth certificate naming Melissa Gartner
as the parent of the child, Mackenzie Jean
Gartner, because section 144.13(2) with its
limited application allowing for only ‘‘the
name of the husband’’ to appear on the
birth certificate is unconstitutional as ap-
plied to a married lesbian couple who has a
child born to them during their marriage.
We also order on remand that the district
court lift the stay as to other married
lesbian couples.

Therefore, we remand the case to the
district court to lift the stay.  On remand,
we instruct the district court to enter an
order under 17A.19(10), remanding this
case to the Department and ordering it to
issue a birth certificate naming Melissa
Gartner as the parent of the child, Mac-
kenzie Jean Gartner.

AFFIRMED AS MODIFIED.
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All justices concur except MANSFIELD
and WATERMAN, JJ., who specially
concur and ZAGER, J., who takes no part.

MANSFIELD, Justice (concurring spe-
cially).

The Iowa Department of Public Health
accepts the decision in Varnum v. Brien,
763 N.W.2d 862 (Iowa 2009), for purposes
of this appeal.  I agree that if Varnum is
the law, then Iowa Code section 144.13(2)
cannot be constitutionally applied to deny
Melissa Gartner’s request to be listed as
parent on the birth certificate of the child
delivered by her same-sex spouse.  Ac-
cordingly, I concur in the judgment in this
case.

WATERMAN, J., joins this special
concurrence.
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IOWA SUPREME COURT ATTORNEY
DISCIPLINARY BOARD,

Complainant,

v.

Rodney Howard POWELL,
Respondent.

No. 12–1516.
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Background:  The Attorney Disciplinary
Board charged attorney with multiple vio-
lations of rules of professional conduct
stemming from multiple trust fund infrac-
tions. A division of the Grievance Com-
mission found attorney violated rules and
recommended that he receive public repri-
mand.

Holding:  On review, the Supreme Court,
Cady, C.J., held that suspension of attor-
ney’s license to practice law for a period of
three months was appropriate sanction.

Suspension ordered.

Wiggins, J., filed dissenting opinion.

1. Attorney and Client O57

The Supreme Court reviews attorney
disciplinary proceedings de novo.

2. Attorney and Client O53(2)

Attorney Disciplinary Board must
prove disciplinary violations by a convinc-
ing preponderance of the evidence.

3. Attorney and Client O57

The Supreme Court gives respectful
consideration to the findings and recom-
mendations of the Grievance Commission
in attorney disciplinary proceedings, but
the Court is not bound by them.

4. Attorney and Client O59.5(1, 3)

While the Supreme Court strives to
achieve consistency in the discipline of
lawyers who violate rules of professional
conduct, the sanction to result in each indi-
vidual case must rest on its individual cir-
cumstances.

5. Attorney and Client O59.5(6),
59.13(4)

Suspension of attorney’s license to
practice law for a period of three months
was appropriate sanction for his repeated
misconduct in improperly removing client
funds from a trust account and failing to
deposit advance fees into the trust ac-
count; attorney engaged in conduct that
displayed contempt for rules governing
trust accounts and placed client funds at
risk, and his conduct also diminished the
honor and integrity of legal profession.
I.C.A. Rule 45.7.


