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PROPERTY ASSESSMENT APPEAL BOARD 

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER 

  

PAAB Docket No. 2017-077-10257R 

Parcel No. 180/00926-812-000 

Kalvin Grabau Keele, 

 Appellant, 

vs. 

Polk County Board of Review, 

 Appellee. 

 

Introduction 

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

(PAAB) on April 11, 2018. Seth Moulton of Moulton Associates represented Kalvin 

Grabau Keele. Polk County Assistant Attorney Mark Taylor represented the Board of 

Review.  

Kalvin and Paige Grabau Keele own a residential property located at 2890 NW 

86th Place, Ankeny. The property’s January 1, 2017 assessment was set at $930,300, 

allocated as $169,600 in land value and $760,700 to building value. (Ex. A). 

Grabau Keele petitioned the Board of Review claiming the assessment was not 

equitable as compared to the assessments of other like property and the property was 

assessed for more than the value authorized by law under Iowa Code sections 

441.37(1)(a)(1)(a & b). The Board of Review modified the building value to $698,500, 

resulting in a total assessment of $868,100. Grabau Keele reasserted his claims to 

PAAB. 
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General Principles of Assessment Law 

PAAB has jurisdiction of this matter under Iowa Code sections 421.1A and 

441.37A (2017). PAAB is an agency and the provisions of the Administrative Procedure 

Act apply to it. Iowa Code § 17A.2(1). This appeal is a contested case.  

§ 441.37A(1)(b). PAAB considers only those grounds presented to or considered by the 

Board of Review, but determines anew all questions arising before the Board of Review 

related to the liability of the property to assessment or the assessed amount.  

§§ 441.37A(1)(a-b). New or additional evidence may be introduced, and 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 that the assessed value is correct.  

§ 441.37A(3)(a). However, the taxpayer has the burden of proof. § 441.21(3). This 

burden may be shifted; but even if it is not, the taxpayer may still prevail based on a 

preponderance of the evidence. Id.; Richards v. Hardin County Bd. of Review, 393 

N.W.2d 148, 151 (Iowa 1986). 

In Iowa, property is to be valued at its actual value. Iowa Code § 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. Sale prices of the property or comparable properties in normal transactions 

are to be considered in arriving at market value. Id. Conversely, sale prices of abnormal 

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

adjusted to eliminate the factors that distort market value, including but not limited to 

foreclosure or other forced sales. Id. If sales are not available to determine market value 

then “other factors,” such as income and/or cost, may be considered. § 441.21(2).  

Findings of Fact 

The subject property is one-and-one-half-story home built in 2015. It has 3959 

square feet of gross living area, a walk-out basement with 2225 living-quarter quality 

finish, multiple porches and patios, and a four-car attached garage. The site is 2.696 
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acres. The improvements are listed as a 1-05 grade (superior quality) in normal 

condition. (Ex. A).  

Moulton testified he has been a licensed Realtor for fifteen years. He asserts the 

only way to value the subject property is by the sales comparison approach, and he 

developed the analysis Keele relies on to support his claims. (Ex. 2). In Moulton’s 

opinion, it is reasonable to select sales that occurred more than a year ago because of 

the quality of the subject property. In this case, the sales occurred in 2015. The 

following table summarizes four properties Moulton analyzed to support Grabau Keele’s 

claims. (Exs. 2, C, E, G, I).  

Comparable 
Gross Living 

Area 
Basement 

Finish 
Year 
Built Sale Price  

Sale 
Date 

Adjusted 
Sale Price 

Subject 3959 2225 2015     

1 - 1331 NE 31st St 4730 1500 
2003 

$930,000 
Dec 
2015 $832,475 

2 - 2400 NW 75th Ave 3739 2500 
2002 

$700,000 
Dec 
2015 $726,125 

3 - 1802 SW State 3901 1654 
2007 

$650,000 
Nov 
2015 $752,975 

4 - 2613 NE Seneca 4512 2300 2006    

 
  All of the properties are located in Ankeny and have a 1+00 grade compared to 

the subject’s slightly superior grade of 1+05.  

Moulton adjusted the sales for differences in gross living area at $150 per square 

foot and basement finish at $25 per square foot. In his opinion, these are the “typical 

appraisal amounts” on a per-square-foot basis. He explained he arrived at an adjusted 

value of $150 per square foot for the gross living area by dividing the assessed building 

value of comparable properties by their gross living area. For example, Comparable 1 

has an assessed building value of $759,000 and gross living area of 4730 square feet 

indicating an assessed building value per square foot of roughly $160. (Ex. C). 

However, we note his calculation reflects the value of all of the improvements, including 

such things as the basement finish, garages, decks, patios, and pools.  

Moulton did not adjust the properties for differences in year built. In his opinion, 

the comparables are immaculate and could not be rebuilt for the same price they 

originally were, thus negating the need for an age adjustment.  
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Moulton testified Comparable 1 is one-and-a-one-half story home located on a 

golf course and has a pool in the back yard. In his opinion, this property has “nice finish” 

like the subject property. The cost sheet on for this property indicates a market value of 

$14,170 for the swimming pool and surrounding concrete patio. (Ex. D). The property 

record card indicates this property has 1550 square feet of basement finish, rather than 

the 1500 square feet Moulton reported. (Ex. C). 

Moulton testified Comparable 2 is located in the same school district within a half 

a mile of the subject property, and he believes it has a comparable location. We note its 

site is currently assessed for roughly $74,000 less than the subject site, and although it 

is in the Ankeny School District, it is not within the City limits. (Ex. E). Additionally, while 

Comparable 2’s garage is similar to the subject’s in overall size, it appears by the photo 

to be a three-car garage possibly with tandem or work area to the rear. (Ex. E). This 

would likely have a different market appeal than a true four-car garage like the subject 

property.   

Moulton described Comparable 3 as an immaculate show home for the Prairie 

Trail development. He adjusted Sale 3 upward $80,000 for it inferior site/location 

because it is not located on a cul-de-sac nor does it back to the woods like the subject 

property. In his opinion, the remaining sales have similar site appeal to the subject 

property because they back to golf courses, or they are acreage sites backing to woods. 

This property’s garage is nearly 500 square feet smaller than the subject’s garage; yet 

Moulton made no adjustment for this difference. (Ex. G).   

 Comparable 4 also has an in-ground pool that Moulton did not address in his 

analysis. Moreover, this property has not sold since 2006; instead Moulton adjusted its 

2017 assessed value. (Ex. I). Adjusting assessed values, rather than sale prices is not 

recognized appraisal methodology.  

 Lastly, Moulton asserts Grabau Keele’s property is assessed at a higher per-

square-foot rate than the other properties he submitted, specifically Comparable 4. The 

subject property has an assessed building value of $176.43 per square foot, whereas 

Comparable 4 has an assessed building value or $157.40 per square foot.  However, 

similar to his earlier analysis, the assessed building value includes basement finish, 
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garage space, and other amenities and therefore would not be an accurate method of 

comparison.   

Amy Rasmussen, Director of Litigation for the Polk County Assessor’s Office, 

testified for the Board of Review. She notes that looking at the cost sheets for the 

subject property and Comparable 4, the properties are actually assessed very similarly.  

(Ex. B & J). The following table summarizes the above grade costs for each property.  

  
Main 

Level SF 
Main 

Level Cost 
Second 
Level SF 

Second 
Level Cost 

Subject 2641 $103.44 1319 $82.70 

 2613 NE Seneca Dr 2931 $102.94 1581 $80.39 

 

When considering only the above grade finish, both properties are indeed similarly 

assessed. The differences Moulton observes are related to the differences in the other 

amenities previously mentioned.  Rasmussen explained it is expected for the subject’s 

main and second level areas to have a slightly higher cost per square foot because they 

are slightly smaller than the Seneca Drive property. We agree with Rasmussen and 

note it is not unusual for a larger property to have a lower value per square foot than a 

smaller property. See APPRAISAL INSTITUTE, THE APPRAISAL OF REAL ESTATE 31-32 

(14th ed. 2013). 

Regarding Moulton’s sales comparison analysis, Rasmussen believes an 

adjustment of $150 per square foot is high for differences in gross living area. Recently, 

she reviewed appraisals of $2--million and $1-million properties that were adjusted at 

$100 and $40 per square foot, respectively, for differences in gross living area. She 

explained an error in this adjustment, or any other adjustment, would affect the 

conclusions. She also indicated other adjustments to these sales are necessary 

including condition, quality of construction, and amenities such as fireplaces, decks, 

patios, porches, and garage utility. She stated that although Moulton adjusted 

Comparable 3 for its inferior site, she thinks there may be a need for site adjustments 

on Comparables 1 and 4 as well.   
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Finally, Rasmussen questioned whether Moulton’s use of 2015 sales was reliable 

to arrive at a conclusion of value for the January 1, 2017 assessment. She believes if 

they indeed would be reasonable, a time (market) adjustment may be warranted.  

Analysis & Conclusions of Law 

Grabau Keele asserts his property is inequitably assessed and over assessed.  

To prove inequity, a taxpayer may show that an assessor did not apply an 

assessing method uniformly to similarly situated or comparable properties. Eagle Food 

Centers v. Bd. of Review of the City of Davenport, 497 N.W.2d 860, 865 (Iowa 1993).  

Grabau Keele offered no evidence of the Assessor applying an assessment 

method in a non-uniform manner. 

Alternatively, a taxpayer may show the property is assessed higher 

proportionately than other like property using criteria set forth in Maxwell v. Shivers, 257 

Iowa 575, 133 N.W.2d 709 (Iowa 1965). The Maxwell test provides inequity exists 

when, after considering the actual (2016) and assessed (2017) values of comparable 

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

There are no 2016 sales in the record therefore the  Maxwell equity test cannot be 

developed.  

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. Boekeloo v. Bd. of 

Review of the City of Clinton, 529 N.W.2d 275, 277 (Iowa 1995). Grabau Keele offered 

an opinion of value completed by Seth Moulton. Moulton analyzed four properties, 

adjusting them for a few points of difference between them and the subject property. 

However, there are questions surrounding the validity of the adjustments and how they 

were determined. We find flaws with how Moulton arrived at his adjusted values of $150 

and $25 per square foot for gross living area and basement finish.  According to 

Rasmussen’s testimony, the gross living area adjustment appears to be higher than 

typically seen in the market place. We agree. This may be due to Moulton’s 

methodology of dividing the assessed building value by a properties’ gross living area. 
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This method would encompass more value than what would be attributed to the living 

area alone.  Although Moulton did not explain the basement finish adjustment, based on 

our experience, it appears to be on the low end for a home of this quality. Moreover, 

there were several elements of comparison for which Moulton did not make 

adjustments, such as market conditions (time), age, site size/appeal, and amenities. 

Failing to recognize age and time adjustments in this analysis, would likely result in an 

undervaluation of the subject property. Additionally, it seems illogical to rely on an 

assessed value to arrive at a market adjustment when the complaint is the assessment 

is incorrect. 

Lastly, one of the properties had not recently sold and the remaining properties 

transferred in 2015. The subject property is a high-quality, custom-built home, and we 

find it reasonable there may not be re-sales of nearly-new homes.  However, because it 

is not clear whether time adjustments are necessary for the 2015 sales, we decline to 

rely on them as indicative of the subject’s value as of January 1, 2017. Given all of the 

deficiencies noted in Moulton’s analysis, we decline to rely on his conclusions.  

 Viewing the record as a whole, we find Grabau Keele failed to show his property 

is inequitably assessed or over assessed.  

Order 

 PAAB HEREBY AFFIRMS the Polk County Board of Review’s action.  

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

Chapter 17A (2017).  

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.  
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Any judicial action challenging this Order shall be filed in the district court where 

the property is located within 20 days of the date of this Order and comply with the 

requirements of Iowa Code sections 441.38; 441.38B, 441.39; and Chapter 17A.  

 
 
______________________________ 
Karen Oberman, Presiding Office 
 
______________________________ 
Camille Valley, Board Member 
 

______________________________ 
Stewart Iverson, Board Chair 
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