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 PROPERTY ASSESSMENT APPEAL BOARD 
FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER 

  

PAAB Docket No. 2020-077-00253C 

Parcel No. 291-00445-503-000 

 

CSM Clive, LLC, 
 Appellant, 

vs. 

Polk County Board of Review, 
 Appellee. 

Introduction 

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

(PAAB) on January 21, 2022. Zachary Ellington, a tax representative with Ryan, 

represented CSM Clive, LLC. Assistant Polk County Attorney Mark Taylor represented 

the Board of Review.  

CSM Clive, LLC (CSM) owns a commercial property located at 1350 NW 118th 

Street, Clive. Its January 1, 2020 assessment was set at $6,000,000, allocated as 

$1,150,000 in land value and $4,850,000 in improvement value. (Exs. A & B).  

CSM petitioned the Board of Review contending its property’s assessment is  

more than the value authorized by law. Iowa Code § 441.37(1)(a)(1)(b). (Ex. C).  

CSM then appealed to PAAB re-asserting its overassessment 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 

appellant following the provisions of section 441.37A(1)(b) and Iowa Admin. Code R. 
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701-126.2(2-4). New or additional evidence may be introduced. Id. PAAB considers the 

record as a whole and all of the evidence regardless of who introduced it. § 

441.37A(3)(a); see also Hy-vee, Inc. v. Employment Appeal Bd., 710 N.W.2d 1, 3 (Iowa 

2005). There is no presumption the assessed value is correct, but the taxpayer has the 

burden of proof. §§ 441.21(3); 441.37A(3)(a). The burden may be shifted; but even if it 

is not, the taxpayer may still prevail based on a preponderance of the evidence. Id.; 

Compiano v. Bd. of Review of Polk Cnty., 771 N.W.2d 392, 396 (Iowa 2009) (citation 

omitted).  

Findings of Fact 

The subject property is a 104-unit, three-story hotel operating as a Country Inn 

and Suites. It was built in 1997. It has 64,623 square feet of gross building area and two 

elevators. The improvements are listed in normal condition. The main portion of the 

hotel has a 4+10 Grade (average quality) and the pool area has a 4+00 Grade (average 

quality). The Assessor has applied 27% physical depreciation to the subject 

improvements. The site is 2.861 acres and also improved with 35,000 square feet of 

concrete paving. (Ex. A). 

CSM asserts the property has been struggling for years and is in worse financial 

condition after the Covid Pandemic. The Board of Review disputed this claim, and 

pointed out CSM’s appraisal shows the subject outperformed a competitive set of other 

upper-midscale hotels in occupancy and revenue per room in 2018 and 2019. (Ex. 1, p. 

29). 

Two appraisals were offered for consideration. CSM submitted an appraisal 

completed by John VanSanten, Lauren Trilling, and Adam Cline of Stout, Chicago, 

Illinois. (Trilling Appraisal; Ex. 1). The Board of Review submitted an appraisal by 

Patrick Bodenhamer of Rally Appraisal, West Des Moines, Iowa. Trilling and 

Bodenhamer testified at hearing and are qualified to appraise the property. The 

following table sets forth the appraisers’ conclusions. Trilling amended her conclusions 

at the hearing; the table reflects the amendment.  
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Appraiser Cost Sales Income Reconciled 
Value 

Trilling Not Applicable $4,400,000 $4,400,000 $4,400,000 
Bodenhamer $6,045,000 $5,770,000 $5,820,000 $5,800,000 

 

Trilling appraisal  
Trilling did not use the definition of market value from Iowa law, instead relying 

on the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act (FIRREA) 

definition. She believes the change in definition had no effect on her value opinion, but 

admitted she was not familiar with the Iowa definition. We note the Board of Review’s 

expert used the same definition as Trilling. She further explained a market analysis was 

completed and reported in her appraisal, but agreed the analysis and reporting 

regarding the Covid Pandemic was not relevant to a January 1, 2020 assessment. 

Trilling developed the sales comparison and income approaches to value. In her 

opinion, the cost approach was not considered a reliable indicator of value and is not an 

approach that would be considered by investors. (Ex. 1, p. 48).  

Trilling estimated a value of $1,000,000 for the subject’s furniture, fixtures, and 

equipment (FF&E). (Ex. 1, p. 68). Her conclusion was based on a replacement cost new 

of $15,322 per room; depreciated 40% for physical wear. She obtained the FF&E 

replacement costs from a 2020 publication of HVS1 U.S. HOTEL DEVELOPMENT COST 

SURVEY. She estimated the personal property to have a useful life of 10 years and 

described the items as being in average condition with a number of items being recently 

replaced. She explained no extensive remodels have taken place since the original 

construction but a cosmetic remodel was completed in 2017.  

Describing the general condition of the property, Trilling explained the parking lot 

and roof are in fair condition. The roof is leaking and needs replacement. The parking 

lot needs repairs. The windows are original and many are leaking. (Ex. 1, pp. 40-41). 

 

 

                                            
1 HVS (Hotel Valuation Service) is a recognized source of data and information for the hotel valuation 
industry. 



 

4 

 

Sales Comparison Approach 

Trilling relied on four sales in support of her sales comparison approach, which 

are summarized in the following table. (Ex. 1, p. 73). The table reflects the data Trilling 

reported for each property.  

Address Hotel Flag 
Year 
Built Sale Price 

# of 
Rooms SP/Room 

Adjusted 
SP/Room 

Subject – 1350 Northwest 118th St, Clive Country Inn 1997   104    
S1 – 8711 Plum Dr, Urbandale Microtel Inn 2000 $2,350,000 76 $30,921 $32,629 
S2 – 4755 Merle Hay Rd, Des Moines Econo Lodge 1985 $2,900,000 146 $19,863 $21,211 
S3 – 1600 Northwest 114th St, Clive Days Inn 1989 $2,950,000 131 $22,519 $23,015 
S4 – 251 SE Gateway Dr, Grimes Americinn 2000 $2,900,000 54 $53,704 $52,447 

 

The Board of Review submitted evidence indicating that, according to HVS, the 

comparables are classified as economy or midscale hotels compared to the subject 

property’s classification as an upper-midscale hotel. (Ex. F). The Board of Review 

asserts, that because the comparables are in a lower-class hotel category they would 

not be the best comparables for the subject. Additionally, the sales would have a lower 

price per room than the subject as a result of their hotel category. Trilling acknowledged 

the comparables were lower-class properties, or identified as such, on the HVS report, 

but asserts the sales are the only ones available for comparison from the Des Moines 

metro market. She did not research outside of the Des Moines metro market because 

she asserts it would be a different market and not applicable.  

Trilling was unaware that the $2,350,000 sale price she reported for Comparable 

S1 excluded $875,000 in FF&E. The Board of Review asserts the total sale price of 

Comparable S1 was $3,225,000. (Ex. I).  

The Declaration of Value for Comparable S2 also indicated no personal property 

was included in the sale price. (Ex. J).  

Regarding Comparable S3, Trilling testified she was unaware the actual sale 

price was $3,150,000, and was also coded as a “bad sale” on the property record card. 

(Ex. K). The comments on the Declaration of Value indicate the sale was a 1031 

Exchange. Trilling’s report does not adjust for conditions of the sale. Again, the sale 

price Trilling relied on was after the allocated personal property was deducted from the 
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total sale price. Additionally, county records indicate a construction permit was taken out 

for a remodel after its purchase, even though Trilling showed no expenditures after the 

sale and made no condition adjustment. Failing to account for this could also result in 

an undervaluation. For the above reasons, we find the sale is not normal and the 

property is not comparable to the subject and we give it no further consideration.  

The Declaration of Value for Comparable S4 indicated no personal property was 

included in the sale price. (Ex. L). Trilling explained her data source for the sale led her 

to believe personal property was included. The Board of Review pointed to evidence 

showing the subject has superior occupancy, ADR, and RevPAR when compared to 

Sale 4. We note the map on Ex. 1, p. 72 misidentifies the location of Sale 4.  

Despite the sale prices only representing real estate value, Trilling later deducted 

her estimated value of FF&E and intangibles to form her final value by the sales 

comparison approach. This would result in a “double dip” reduction and artificially 

lowering her value conclusion. 

At hearing, Trilling testified she was changing the indicated value of the sales 

comparison approach from $4,100,000 to $4,400,000. She gave no specific changes 

being made to the approach other than the final reconciled value, and explained the 

change was due to corrections made to the income approach. Trilling testified the sales 

comparison approach was completed only as a check of reasonableness of the income 

approach. She noted the revised income approach valuation would be at the high end of 

the range indicated by the sales comparison approach. 

 

Income Approach 

Trilling asserts the income approach should be the primary method of valuation 

for the subject property. In her income approach she relied on the 2018 and 2019 

operating history as well as the 2020 HOST Study.2 (Ex. 1, pp. 51-61). Trilling asserts 

                                            
2 The HOST Study is a hotel operations statistics survey that provides in-depth data analysis to the hotel 
industry. Trilling relied on the East North Central Region Summary. The Board of Review pointed out that 
the subject property is actually located in the West North Central Region. (Ex. E, p. 8). Trilling agreed the 
designation of East North Central throughout the report was incorrect, but was unsure whether or not the 
data reported and used in the report was also incorrect.  
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she relied heavily on the property’s historical data, but used the HOST Study to support 

the historical information. She concluded stabilized occupancy of 73.0%, an average 

daily rate (ADR) of $92.80, and a revenue per available room (RevPAR) of $67.74. 

Trilling shows calculations she made to support her estimated RevPAR and 

ultimately her total revenue for the property after adding in other revenue. She explains 

other income is earned from the sale of food and beverages. (Ex. 1, pp. 53-55). Trilling 

reports a total revenue of $2,622,608 and net operating income (NOI) of $684,840 after 

expenses. (Ex. 1, p. 66). The NOI represents 26.1% of the property’s total revenue. This 

is less than the subject’s NOI of 28.5% and 29.9% reported for 2019 and 2018. 

However, she believes her opinion of the NOI is in line with historical data for the 

property after excluding real estate tax expense but including reserves for replacement. 

In determining a capitalization rate, Trilling analyzed market sales, investor 

surveys, and the Band of Investments Technique. Trilling reported the capitalization rate 

of four sales that closed between June 2016 and August 2018, which ranged between 

9.0% and 15.0%. Trilling agreed sales 1 and 2 were in inferior markets when compared 

to the subject, sale 2 was a non-franchised hotel, and sale 4 occurred three-and-a-half 

years prior to the report’s date of value. We note Exhibit H also indicates sale 3 sold at 

a discount due to a motivated seller.  

According to the PwC Real Estate Investor Survey, national limited-service 

lodging had an investor survey average capitalization rate of 10.57%, and Midwest 

Hotel – Second Tier had a reported average capitalization rate of 8.7%. (Ex. 1, p. 63).  

Trilling concluded a range of capitalization rates between 8.82% and 13.46% 

from her developed Band of Investment Technique. 

Trilling selected an overall capitalization rate of 10.0% and, in her report, 

adjusted it to 13.14% after loading for real estate taxes. Trilling testified an error was 

made in adjusting the tax rate and the correct loaded capitalization rate should have 

been 12.47%. She explained the change to the capitalization rate altered her final 

opinion of market value for the going-concern from $5,200,000 to $5,500,000. 

Trilling arrived at a market value of the real property after capitalizing the NOI 

and adjusting for personal property and intangible assets. She estimated total 
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replacement cost new for furniture of almost $1,600,000 then depreciated the assets by 

40% to conclude an FF&E value of $1,000,000. The intangible assets estimate was 

based on the 2020 HVS U.S. Hotel Development Cost Survey and determined to be 

worth $100,000. (Ex. 1, p. 69). Deducting these values from the going-concern value 

results in an opinion of the real property market value as of the assessment date of 

$4,400,000. The report states most consideration is given to the income approach in 

reconciling to a final opinion of value. 

 

Bodenhamer Appraisal 
Bodenhamer testified his office is relatively close to the subject and he is familiar 

with the area. Like Trilling, he used the FIRREA definition of market value. (Ex. D, p. 

32). He developed all three approaches to value. 

Bodenhamer requested, received, and analyzed the income and expense data 

regarding the subject property for years 2017, 2018, and 2019. He testified the subject 

fared better than its competition for ADR and occupancy rates when compared with 

nearby competing hotels after analyzing the STAR Report. (Ex. D, p. 59). Bodenhamer 

testified the subject property is in an area that would be used for the service industry 

and its highest and best use is as improved. 

 

Cost Approach 

Admitting it was the least applicable to the subject, Bodenhamer still developed 

the cost approach to value. He analyzed and adjusted four recent land sales from West 

Des Moines and Urbandale, and concluded an opinion of $1,245,000 (rounded) for the 

subject property’s site value. (Ex. D, pp. 64-72).  

Bodenhamer observed the subject property’s improvements appear to have been 

adequately maintained over the years and noted its effective age is slightly less than its 

actual age. He reported the subject property does not appear to suffer from any 

measurable functional or external obsolescence. Relying on MARSHALL AND SWIFT 

VALUATION SERVICE, Bodenhamer estimated the subject property’s replacement cost 

new (RCN). (Ex. D, p. 73). He arrived at an estimated RCN of $9,598,386 for the 
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improvements. Bodenhamer opined a 20-year effective age and an economic life of 40 

years for the subject property’s improvements. Relying on the age/life method, 

Bodenhamer determined the accrued physical depreciation was 50% (20/40). He 

arrived at a total RCN less depreciation of $4,799,193 for the buildings and site 

improvements. After adding the $1,245,000 site value, he concluded a total value of 

$6,045,000 (rounded) for the value of the subject property’s real estate. 

Bodenhamer estimated the value of FF&E at $780,000. He explains he had data 

regarding three new construction hotels in his office files with FF&E between $12,500 

and $20,000 per room and an average cost new of $14,474. He estimated a cost new 

for the subject of $15,000. He estimated a life cycle for the FF&E between 7 and 10 

years, and believes the subject’s FF&E is approximately 50% depreciated suggesting it 

had a market value of $780,000. He further reported two of his comparable sales, 

Comparables B3 and B6, had allocated FF&E of $4,638 and $9,638 per room, 

respectively. He believes this gives further market support for his estimation of the 

subject property’s FF&E. (Ex. D, p. 81).  

 

Sales Comparison Approach 

Bodenhamer considered six sales in his sales comparison approach. The six 

sales are summarized in the table below. 

Address Hotel Flag 
Year 
Built Sale Price 

# of 
Rooms SP/Room 

Adjusted 
SP/Room 

Subject – 1350 Northwest 118th St, Clive Country Inn 1997   104    
B1 – 120 E 55th St, Davenport Residence Inn 1996 $5,050,000 78 $64,744 $64,744 
B2 – 140 E 55th St, Davenport Country Inn 1996 $3,390,000 62 $54,677 $60,145 
B3 – 1315 Associates Dr, Dubuque Country Inn 2000 $3,120,000 69 $45,217 $58,916 
B4 – 8300 Northwest Blvd, Davenport Comfort Inn 2006 $4,720,000 76 $62,105 $62,105 
B5 – 5321 Fleur Dr, Des Moines Quality Inn 1990 $3,475,000 55 $63,182 $63,182 
B6 – 3320 Southgate Ct SW, Cedar Rapids Holiday Inn Exp 1997 $5,250,000 83 $63,253 $63,253 

 

Sale prices per room ranged from $45,217 to $63,253. Bodenhamer stated he 

verified the sale prices, and whether FF&E was included in the sale price, with the 

parties to the transaction and by checking the declarations of value. He testified all of 



 

9 

 

his reported sale prices included FF&E, which he deducts for later to conclude a value 

for the real estate alone.  

When asked about differences in classes of hotels, Bodenhamer explained that 

higher class properties have more amenities, increased costs, and higher income. 

Although he attempts to bracket all facets of the property being appraised, he stated the 

class of the property is very important.  

Bodenhamer testified the comparables are similar in class to the subject with 

similar performance. Although five of the sales are located outside of the Des Moines 

metro market, he believes they are located in markets with similar financial 

performance. He believes they are the best comparables available because of being 

similar class hotels. He asserts selection of comparables based on proximity rather than 

class is less reliable because of the difficulty in adjusting for differences in class and 

performance. Trilling appeared to agree and testified it is virtually impossible to support 

an adjustment for differences in class of hotel.  

Comparable B1 sold as part of a large portfolio that had been foreclosed upon 

but still sets the upper end of the range. (Ex. D, p. 83). Comparable B2 was a Country 

Inn & Suites and was part of the same foreclosed portfolio, but reported to be slightly 

dated. (Ex. D, p. 84). Regarding these sales, Bodenhamer’s report recognizes they sold 

at auction from a bank, “but were reported to have adequate interest to include as arm’s 

length transactions and are a good representation of the fee simple valuation.” (Ex. D, 

p. 80).  

Comparable B3 is a Country Inn & Suites located in Dubuque. (Ex. D, p. 85). 

Bodenhamer believed occupancy data indicated that is an inferior market to the subject 

and he adjusted it upward for location.  

Comparable B3 was also subject to a $1 million property improvement plan and 

therefore he made an upward condition adjustment. This sale set the floor for the 

adjusted sale price per unit of all of the comparables.  

Comparable B4 is a Comfort Inn & Suites located in Davenport with similar 

occupancy and ADR as the subject. The buyer intended to spend roughly $300,000 on 

property improvements and renovations. (Ex. D, p. 86).  
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Comparable B5 is a lower class of hotel, but located in the Des Moines 

metropolitan area across from the airport. (Ex. D, p. 87).  

Comparable B6 is a Holiday Inn Express located off the interstate in Cedar 

Rapids.  (Ex. D, p. 88).  

Bodenhamer testified no adjustments were made to Comparables 1, 4, 5, and 6 

and therefore gave them most consideration. Based on this analysis, Bodenhamer 

concluded a market value of $5,770,000 after deducting $780,000 for FF&E. He did not 

make a separate or additional adjustment for intangible value.  

CSM questioned Bodenhamer about differences in size between the subject and 

comparables. We note that all of the comparables have less units than the subject and 

Bodenhamer did not adjust for that fact. Typically, a property with more units will have a 

lower per unit value based on the law of decreasing returns.3 Bodenhamer responded 

that he was not able to bracket the upper end of the range. Nonetheless, he did not feel 

an adjustment was warranted based on the performance of the property. His report 

states, “the subject’s occupancy rate is supported and no functional obsolescence is 

observed by the subject’s size. This size of hotel is also typical in the market area.” (Ex. 

D, p. 80).  

CSM also raised concerns with Bodenhamer’s use of sales outside the Des 

Moines metropolitan area. In Bodenhamer’s opinion, a potential buyer is more 

interested in the class of hotel than geographic location, as long as there is comparable 

financial performance.  

 

Income Approach 

Bodenhamer estimated the revenue and expenses based on the past three-year 

income and expense history. Like Trilling, he relied on the HVS report as a check for 

reasonableness of the historical data. He concluded an occupancy rate at 72.5%, an 

                                            
3 “Unit costs vary with size. All else being equal, unit costs decrease as building areas increase. This 
reflects the fact that plumbing, heating units, elevators, doors, windows and similar building components 
do not usually cost proportionately more in a larger building than in a smaller one and that other 
efficiencies and economies of scale may be realized.” THE APPRAISAL INSTITUTE, THE APPRAISAL OF REAL 
ESTATE 547 (5th ed. 2020).  
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ADR of $93, and the RevPAR at $67.43. (Ex. D, p. 91). From this, he estimated a 

stabilized income for the property of $2,602,453.  

For the most part, the income and expense information was consistent with the 

historical data and Trilling’s appraisal. The one area of difference was the payroll and 

manager expense. Bodenhamer asserts the subject property’s historical data pertaining 

to this expense is artificially high, and believes it may be a result of income tax 

decisions. He reported historically, this expense was shown to be 23.04%, 24.4%, and 

26.12% for 2017, 2018, and 2019, respectively. He explained his office database 

indicated a range of 13.0% and 28.4% for this expense category, with an average of 

18.8%. After more in-depth analysis, he believes 19.6% of the historical data was 

actually attributable to payroll expenses, and he projected 19% for this expense. CSM 

was critical of his change and believes he should have relied on the historical 

information. Bodenhamer disagreed and asserts more typical expenses should be relied 

upon and explained his reasoning. Although not reported in his appraisal, he also 

analyzed a gross income multiplier for the subject which was consistent with his final 

conclusion of value. He believes this gives additional support for his estimated 

expenses. Bodenhamer concluded a NOI of $840,841. (Ex. 1, p. 91) 

He reported market extracted overall capitalization rates between 9.41% and 

11.79% based on twelve market sales; with an average of 10.36%. The same twelve 

comparables had capitalization rates loaded for taxes ranging from 11.05% to 13.97%.  

Bodenhamer developed a capitalization rate estimate based on the Band of 

Investments Technique and investor surveys. A summary of his capitalization rate 

results is in the table below. (Ex. D, p. 99). 

Source Low High Average 
Market Extraction 9.41% 11.79% 10.36% 
RealtyRates.com 5.61% 16.02% 10.40% 
RERC 7.50% 11.00% 8.80% 
Band of Investment   9.96% 
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Based on the above range of rates, Bodenhamer concluded an overall 

capitalization rate for the subject property of 10.0%. After loading the rate for real estate 

taxes, it was adjusted to 12.74%.  

Bodenhamer reconciled to a value by the income approach of $5,820,000 

(rounded) after deducting the allocated $780,000 for personal property. 

Bodenhamer’s final reconciled value was $5,800,000 after relying on the sales 

and income approaches. He believes both approaches should be considered in valuing 

the subject property. 

Analysis & Conclusions of Law 

CSM asserts its property is assessed for more than the value authorized by law. 

Iowa Code § 441.37(1)(a)(1)(b). CSM submitted Trilling’s appraisal that concludes a 

value below the current assessment. The Board of Review submitted the Bodenhamer 

appraisal that also concluded a value below the assessed value, but higher than the 

Trilling appraisal. 

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 

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). The burden of 

proof is upon the taxpayer, who “must establish a ground for protest by a 

preponderance of the evidence. Compiano v. Bd. of Review of Polk Cnty., 771 N.W.2d 

392, 396 (Iowa 2009). But when the taxpayer “offers competent evidence that the 

market value of the property is different than the market value determined by the 

assessor, the burden of proof thereafter shall be upon the officials or persons seeking to 

uphold such valuation.” Iowa Code § 441.21(3). To be competent evidence, it must 

“comply with the statutory scheme for property valuation for tax assessment purposes.” 

Soifer , 759 N.W.2d at 782.  

In Iowa, property is to be valued at its actual value. § 441.21(1)(a). Actual value 

is the property’s fair and reasonable market value. § 441.21(1)(b). Market value 

essentially is defined as the value established in an arm’s-length sale of the property. Id. 
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Sale prices of the property or comparable properties in normal transactions are to be 

considered in arriving at market value. Id. “In arriving at market value, sale prices of 

property in abnormal transactions not reflecting market value shall not be taken into 

account, or shall be adjusted to eliminate the effect of factors which distort market 

value, including but not limited to sales to immediate family of the seller, foreclosure or 

other forced sales, contract sales, discounted purchase transactions or purchase of 

adjoining land or other land to be operated as a unit.” Id.  

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). “In a tax assessment appeal, the party 

relying on the “other factors’ approach has the burden of persuading the fact finder that 

the fair market value of the property cannot be readily established by the comparable 

sales approach.” Carlon Co. v. Bd. of Review of City of Clinton, 572 N.W.2d 146, 150 

(Iowa 1997) (citing Bartlett & Co. Grain v. Bd. of Review, 253 N.W.2d 86, 89 (Iowa 

1977)). 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). 

The first step in this process is determining if comparable sales exist. Soifer, 759 

N.W.2d at 783. “Whether other property is sufficiently similar and its sale sufficiently 

normal to be considered on the question of value is left to the sound discretion of the 

trial court.” Id. at 782 (citing Bartlett & Co. Grain Co. v. Bd. of Review of Sioux City, 253 

N.W.2d 86, 88 (Iowa 1977)). Similar does not mean identical and properties may be 

considered similar even if they possess various points of difference. Id. (other citations 

omitted). “Factors that bear on the competency of evidence of other sales include, with 

respect to the property, its ‘[s]ize, use, location and character,” and, with respect to the 

sale, its nature and timing. Id. (other citations omitted). Sale prices must be adjusted “to 

account for differences between the comparable property and the assessed property to 
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the extent any differences would distort the market value of the assessed property in the 

absence of such adjustments”. Id. (other citations omitted). 

The appraisers’ conclusions of value are as follows:  

Appraiser Cost Sales Income Reconciled 
Value 

Trilling Not Applicable $4,400,000 $4,400,000 $4,400,000 
Bodenhamer $6,045,000 $5,770,000 $5,820,000 $5,800,000 

 

But for Bodenhamer’s cost approach, all of the approaches indicate the subject’s 

assessment is excessive. The Board of Review asks PAAB to rely on Bodenhamer’s 

appraisal and impliedly agrees the subject’s assessment is excessive. Therefore, we 

conclude our only remaining task is to determine the property’s correct value. 

Compiano, 771 N.W.2d at 397 (“[T]he court makes its independent determination of the 

value based on all the evidence.”). This requires us to determine which appraisal we 

find most persuasive.  

 

A. Sales Comparison Approach Analysis 

Trilling developed the sales comparison and income approaches to value the 

subject property. While she developed the sales comparison approach, we note she 

gave most weight to the income approach and altered her opinion of value from the 

sales approach based on her concluded income approach. She testified the sales 

comparison approach was only developed as a check of reasonableness and gave it no 

consideration. As will be discussed, we find her sales comparison approach significantly 

undervalues the subject property and thus brings into question the reliability of her 

income approach as well.  

First, we find that Trilling’s final conclusions of value cannot be relied upon. The 

evidence demonstrates she used sale prices that did not include personal property or 

intangible assets. However, she then deducted $1.1 million in her sales comparison 

approach for personal property and intangible assets. This is clear double-dipping and 

results in an artificially low conclusion of value. Removing that adjustment indicates the 

market value of the real property by her sales comparison approach would be 
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$5,500,000. Even though we are able to somewhat correct Trilling’s error by removing 

the adjustment, it is a significant error that, in certain respects, impairs the credibility of 

the entirety of the report.  

One positive of Trilling’s report is the use of sales in the same market area as the 

subject. We previously concluded Sale 3 cannot be considered because it was a 1031 

exchange and post-sale renovations were to occur. Trilling did not account for this in her 

report.  

Aside from being located in the same market area, however, the remaining sales 

are generally not similar to the subject. The evidence demonstrated they are all lower-

class hotels with inferior amenities. Trilling’s report did not use any similarly-classed or 

higher-classed properties in an attempt to bracket the subject. Use of all lower-class 

hotels would have a tendency to undervalue the subject. See West Des Moines Hotel 

Associates, LLC v. Dallas Cnty. Bd. of Review, 2022 WL 108955 *8 (Iowa Ct. App. 

2022) (finding taxpayer’s appraiser failed to account for value of Marriott franchise, 

noting the franchise had value, and “[t]his is an appropriate consideration in the 

valuation process.”). Of all of Trilling’s sales, Comparable S4 is most similar in 

amenities and its sales price tends to support Bodenhamer’s conclusions.  

The Board of Review submitted the Bodenhamer appraisal. Bodenhamer relied 

on six sales. Five sales were located outside of the Des Moines metro area, but he 

asserted they were most similar in hotel class and had similar financial performance to 

the subject. Additionally, we found Bodenhamer to be more knowledgeable of his sales 

than Trilling.  

Based on the foregoing, we find the Bodenhamer appraisal offers the most 

persuasive evidence of the property’s fair market value under the sales comparison 

approach.  

 

B. Income Approach Analysis 

Although the sales comparison approach is the preferred valuation approach 

under Iowa law and the parties have offered a total of ten hotel property sales, their 

experts maintain market participants would consider the income approach and therefore 
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gave the income approach weight in their final value conclusions. With the utmost 

respect to the appraisers’ professional judgements, the legislative directives in section 

441.21 control our analysis. See La Posada Group LLC v. Pottawattamie Cnty. Bd. of 

Review, 2021 WL 5913614 *8-9 (Iowa Ct. App. 2021) (finding no error in district court’s 

decision to limit consideration to sales comparison approach even though “both experts 

testified the income-capitalization approach was the best indicator of value for a hotel.”).  

The appraisers’ income approaches are summarized below:  

  Trilling Bodenhamer 
Total Revenue $2,622,608 $2,602,453  
Total Expenses $1,937,766 $1,761,612  
Net Operating Income $684,842 $840,841  
Loaded Cap Rate 12.47% 12.74% 
Going Concern Value $5,491,917 $6,600,008  
    Less Personal Property $1,000,000 $780,000  
    Less Intangible Value $100,000 $0  

Final Conclusion of Real Estate Value 
(Rounded) $4,400,000 $5,820,000 

 

With regards to the income approaches from the appraisal reports, we find the 

conclusions are generally similar and mostly based on actual income and expense 

reports provided to the appraisers. We find adequate support was provided to show the 

subject’s actual income was consistent with the market, and the appraisers came to 

similar conclusions regarding total revenue. After Trilling orally amended her report, 

they also used similar capitalization rates.  

The biggest difference in the approaches are the expense estimates. The 

expense estimates are also generally based on the actuals provided to the appraisers. It 

is somewhat difficult to compare the expenses because each appraiser used different 

expense categories, but testimony indicated disagreement about payroll and 

management expenses. While Trilling testified the actual expenses were most reliable 

and consistent with the market data; Bodenhamer disagreed and found one expense to 

be overstated. He analyzed in detail the expenses listed for Payroll and Manager and 

found a lower amount to be more consistent with market data contained in his office 
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files. Additionally, while not included in his appraisal report, he described other 

methodology he utilized in support of his assertions regarding the subject property’s 

expenses. Bodenhamer described analyzing the subject property’s market value based 

on a Gross Income Multiplier and asserts it supports his final value conclusion. He 

believes this adds additional support for his estimated expenses.  

Having reviewed and compared the income approaches, the Trilling report 

typically projects expenses based on historical actuals even when market data indicates 

the actual expenses may be excessive. With the exception of the payroll and 

management expenses, Bodenhamer did not provide market expense data but his other 

expenses generally are similar to the historical actuals.  

In this case, we find there is sufficient and reliable evidence of sales and 

therefore focus on that approach. However, the inclusion of the income approaches – 

especially considering the income-producing potential of the property – is nonetheless 

useful in this case. Heritage Cablevision v. Bd. of Review of City of Mason City, 457 

N.W.2d 594, 598 (Iowa 1990) (“The advantage of using multiple appraisal techniques 

lies primarily in those instances where the differing techniques lead to similar 

conclusions concerning market value and therefore tend to support each other.”). While 

we may not ultimately give the income approach weight due to the statutory directives of 

section 441.21, the approach itself can illuminate issues surrounding a property’s value 

and, perhaps, lend support to an expert’s sales comparison approach.  

Trilling developed the sales comparison approach as a check of reasonableness 

for the income approach. We concluded that Trilling’s sales comparison approach 

drastically undervalued the subject due to duplication of adjustments for personal 

property and intangible assets. Removing that duplication now demonstrates that 

Trilling’s income approach is not reasonable. The deviation in the approaches tends to 

validate Bodenhamer’s belief that the subject’s actual payroll and management 

expenses exceed the market.  

Conversely, Bodenhamer’s approaches support each other. His sales approach 

considered properties that are more similar to the subject than those used by Trilling. 

His income approach lends support to his sales comparison approach conclusion.  
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Viewing the record as a whole, we find the property’s assessment is excessive.  

We find the Bodenhamer appraisal is the most competent and reliable indication of the 

subject property’s market value as of January 1, 2020. We modify to his conclusion by 

the sales comparison approach.  

Order 

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

the subject property’s January 1, 2020, assessment be set at $5,770,000.  

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

Chapter 17A (2020).  

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 (2020).  
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Dennis Loll, Board Member 
 
 
______________________________ 
Elizabeth Goodman, Board Member 
 
 
______________________________ 
Karen Oberman, Board Member 
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Copies to: 

Zachary Homyk for CSM Clive LLC by efile 
 
Polk County Board of Review by efile 
 
Polk County Auditor 
111 Court Ave 
Des Moines, IA  50309 
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