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PROPERTY ASSESSMENT APPEAL BOARD 

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER 

  

PAAB Docket No. 2020-038-00167C 

Parcel No. 8916-31-226-901 

 

BTWI Wireless Internet, 

 Appellant, 

vs. 

Grundy County Board of Review, 

 Appellee. 

 

Introduction 

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

(PAAB) on February 3, 2021. BTWI Wireless Internet (BTWI) was represented by 

Managing Member Jeff Leerhoff. Grundy County Attorney Erika Allen represented the 

Board of Review.  

BTWI owns a self-supporting, communications tower near Fern, Iowa. The 

property’s January 1, 2020, assessment was set at $39,360. (Ex. A). 

BTWI petitioned the Board of Review contending the property’s assessed value 

was for more than the value authorized by law. Iowa Code § 441.37(1)(a)(1)(b). The 

Board of Review denied the petition. (Ex. B). 

BTWI then appealed to PAAB reasserting its claim. 

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 
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appellant following the provisions of section 441.37A(1)(b) and Iowa Admin. Code Rule 

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. Id.; see also 

Hy-Vee, Inc. v. Employment Appeal Bd., 710 N.W.2d 1, 3 (Iowa 2005). There is no 

presumption that 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 original property record card lists the subject as a 100-foot tower, in normal 

condition with average-quality construction (grade 4+00). It lists a year built of 2019 and 

adjusts 2% physical depreciation. (Ex. F). A note on the property record card states, 

“estimated that the tower is 25+ years old.”  

Leerhoff testified on behalf of BTWI and described the tower as a very light-duty 

tower. It is a used 120-foot light load Rohn SSV light-duty self-supported tower. (Ex. 1). 

The tower was acquired from a cement company in Ames, Iowa. Leerhoff drove past 

the tower and noticed it was not being used. He contacted the cement company and 

offered to remove the tower and was able to obtain it for free. Additionally, he explained 

the process of moving and reconstructing the tower at its new location. The tower 

requires a thicker and more expensive foundation than most because it is self-

supported. Leerhoff testified he believes the tower is actually 35+ years old rather than 

25+ years previously estimated. He explained the prior owner had the tower for 

approximately 20 years and believed they also acquired the tower used. 

BTWI asserts the Board of Review’s cost estimates and assessed value are too 

high. It submitted both actual cost receipts and replacement cost estimates in support of 

its belief. (Exs. 4-7). BTWI’s estimated replacement cost new is summarized in the 

following table. (Ex. 4). 
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Item 
New Cost Depreciation Functional 

Obsolescence Net Value 

New tower – Hill Radio $9,158.50 50%  $4,579.25 

Digging hole for concrete base $425.00   $425.00 

Concrete & rebar base $2,897.70  50% $1,448.85 

Crane rental for erecting tower $455.00   $455.00 

Labor to erect tower $375.00   $375.00 

Equipment mounted to tower (4 antennas & 3 
dishes) 

$985.07  50% 
$492.54 

Cat5e cable $112.20  50% $56.10 

Labor to install equipment and cable $350.00   $350.00 

     

Totals $14,758.47   $8,181.74 

 

Hill Radio, an equipment retailer, gave quotes for matching new equipment 

including the tower, antennas, dishes, and Cat5e cable. Additionally, BTWI submitted 

supply and labor costs needed for delivery and construction of the tower. These 

estimates show an identical tower would potentially have a replacement cost new of 

$14,758. Based on the evidence BTWI submitted, we cannot determine whether all 

taxes; hard costs (such as contractor profit); or other soft costs have been included. See 

Manual 3-2 & 6-131, available at https://paab.iowa.gov/2008-iowa-real-property-

appraisal-manual.  BTWI asserts the tower should receive 50% depreciation because of 

its age; and further asserts the concrete foundation, antennas, dishes, and cable should 

receive 50% obsolescence. These adjustments result in a net value estimate of $8,182. 

Leerhoff gave no evidence supporting a 50% depreciation. The concrete foundation is 

only one-year old and was constructed specifically for the tower and no evidence in the 

record indicates it is not functional. Leerhoff asserts it has lost 50% of its value because 

it has no other use. However, the concrete foundation is functional for its current use.  

  

Grundy County Assessor John Freese appeared at hearing on behalf of the 

Board of Review. He testified comparable sales are not available to value the subject 

and the cost approach is therefore appropriate to value the tower; BTWI agrees.  

Freese explained he did not know the tower was used when the original 

assessed value was calculated. After Freese became aware of this fact, he offered to 

correct the age, but his recommendation was rejected by the Board of Review. 
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Additionally, he asserts BTWI did not submit the cost estimates at the Board of Review, 

and he was not knowledgeable of the replacement cost figures before the PAAB appeal. 

He stated he is required to rely on the IOWA REAL PROPERTY APPRAISAL MANUAL even if 

the actual cost is less than indicated by the MANUAL. Freese now believes the age 

should be changed to 25 years and the grade lowered to below-average 5+00. After 

adjusting the costs for depreciation and obsolescence, a final assessed value of 

$19,930 would be indicated. The Board of Review submitted an amended property 

record card reflecting these changes. (Ex. G).  

Freese believes that actual costs cannot be used for assessment purposes and 

they often do not agree with the MANUAL. Freese testified if the costs supplied by BTWI 

were used, it would make the assessed value of other towers in the county inequitable 

since their value is based on the MANUAL.  

Leerhoff disagrees with Freese’s depiction of the MANUAL and pointed out 

direction given to the assessor on the page valuing Towers. The MANUAL 6-131 states 

“Whenever possible actual construction costs including materials, delivery, labor, taxes, 

permits, etc. should be gathered to assist the assessor/appraiser in developing a 

replacement cost. [...] Actual cost can vary significantly.”(Ex. C-2). We note the MANUAL 

also states “Local assessment jurisdictions are expected to conduct studies of local 

construction cost and adjust the appropriate schedule to reflect local cost”. p. 1-2. 

Leerhoff also disagreed with Freese’s testimony that relying on BTWI’s estimates would 

create inequity in the County. Leerhoff pointed out that Freese testified BTWI’s two 

towers were the first two broadband towers built in the county, and describing other 

towers since built as being dissimilar. Further, Leerhoff noted his proposed value is not 

based on his actual costs, but replacement costs.  

Analysis & Conclusions of Law 

BTWI contends the subject property’s assessed value is for more than authorized 

by law. § 441.37(1)(a)(1)(b). 

In an appeal alleging the property is assessed for more than the value authorized 

by law under Iowa Code section 441.37(1)(a)(1)(b), the taxpayer must show: 1) the 
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assessment is excessive and 2) the subject property’s correct value. Soifer v. Floyd 

Cnty. Bd. of Review, 759 N.W.2d 775, 780 (Iowa 2009) (citation omitted). Sales prices 

of the property or comparable properties in normal transactions are to be considered in 

arriving at market value. § 441.21(1)(b). Sale prices of property in abnormal 

transactions not reflecting market value shall not be taken into account or shall be 

adjusted to account for market distortion. Id.  

If sales cannot readily establish market value, “then the assessor may determine 

the value of the property using the other uniform and recognized appraisal methods,” 

such as income and/or cost. § 441.21(2). “A party cannot move to other-factors 

valuation unless a showing is made that the market value of the property cannot be 

readily established through market transactions.” Wellmark, Inc. v. Polk Cnty. Bd. of 

Review, 875 N.W.2d 677, 682 (Iowa 2016). Where PAAB is convinced comparable 

sales do not exist or cannot readily determine market value, then other factors may be 

used. § 441.21(2); Compiano, 771 N.W.2d at 398 (citing Soifer, 759 N.W.2d at 782); 

Carlon Co. v. Bd. of Review of City of Clinton, 572 N.W.2d 146, 150 (Iowa 1997).  

In this case, both parties agree a limited number of sales make the development 

of a reliable sales comparison approach impossible. Both parties also agree that the 

cost approach is the best method for valuing the subject property. 

The Board of Review further agrees the current assessed value exceeds the 

value allowed by law. Therefore, we conclude our only remaining task is to determine 

the subject’s correct value. Compiano, 771 N.W.2d at 397 (indicating that when the 

grounds of protest have been established, the next task is to determine the property’s 

value or correct assessment). 

The various estimates of the tower’s value are summarized in the table below. 

(Exs. B, F, G, 4). 

Description Assessed Value 

Corrected PRC – BOR Proposal $19,930 

BTWI – Replacement Cost New $14,758 

BTWI – Proposed Value “As Is” $8,182 

 
The Board of Review asserts the fair value should be $19,930. We note this is 

still greater than the BTWI’s estimated replacement cost new. 
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BTWI submitted replacement cost estimates from a single retailer and also the 

actual receipts from accessory items used for installation including labor and delivery. 

PAAB notes the replacement cost estimates supplied by BTWI include many items 

necessary for the tower construction, but may lack taxes as well as some other hard 

and/or soft costs. Conversely, the Board of Review’s revised valuation still relies solely 

on the values set forth in the Manual with no regard to actual local costs, despite the 

Manual’s direction to develop them. Based on BTWI's evidence, these values may be 

higher than local actual costs. 

For these reasons, we conclude the most appropriate evidence of value for the 

subject property falls within the range of the cost analyses provided by the Board of 

Review and BTWI. Giving equal weight to both approaches, the total value for the 

subject property should be $14,056. The Assessor’s Office may determine it is best to 

modify the property’s assessment to this value by applying additional obsolescence. 

Viewing the record as a whole, we find BTWI has demonstrated its property is 

over assessed and the correct value of the property as of January 1, 2020, is $14,056. 

Order 

 PAAB HEREBY MODIFIES the Grundy County Board of Review’s action and 

orders the subject property’s January 1, 2020, assessment be set at $14,056. 

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

Chapter 17A.  

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. 
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