PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Hugo Brandstetter
DOCKET NO.: 03-24951.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 14-29-306-019-0000

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board (PTAB)
are Hugo Brandstetter, the appellant, by attorney David Bass of
the law firm of Thonpson Coburn Fagel Haber, of Chicago, and the
Cook County Board of Review (board).

The subject property consists of two, two and one half-story,
frame construction, multi-famly, residential properties wth
full unfinished basenents, containing six units and a two-story,
frame construction, coach house with a full unfinished basenent.
Respectively, the properties were built in 1892 and 1897. The
| ot size for the inprovenents contains 6,220 square feet and the
living areas contain 7,399 square feet total. The subject is
zoned R3, Cener al Resi denti al . The appel | ant cont ends
overvaluation in the subject's assessnent as the basis of the
appeal. The subject is located in Lake View Townshi p.

The appellant submitted a brief in support of the requested
reduction in assessed val ue. The appellant also submtted an
apprai sal of the subject property authored by George Stanas,
II'linois General Real Estate Appraiser, and reviewed by Gary
Petersen, Menber of the Appraisal Institute (MAI), also an
I[1linois General Real Estate Appraiser. Both are enployed by the
Pet erson Appraisal Goup and Gary Petersen is its president. The
appraisal has an effective date of January 1, 2003. In the
appraisal, all three approached to value were anal yzed: the cost
approach; the inconme capitalization approach; and the sales
conpari son approach. After reconciling all three approaches, the
apprai sal concluded an opinion of value for the subject's of
$800, 000 as of the lien date.

On the basis of this evidence, the appellant requested a
reduction in the total assessnent to $70,320, or, 1in the

(Continued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnent of the
property as established by the Cook County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 23, 856
| MPR. $ 57,184
TOTAL: $ 81, 040

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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alternative, no nore than $80, 000, based upon the medi an | evel of
assessment.

The board of review submtted "Board of Review Notes on Appeal”
wherein the subject's total assessment of  $127, 999, was
di scl osed. In addition, assessment data and descriptions on
eight properties were presented. They are each two-story,
resi dences of frane, masonry, or frame and masonry construction
| ocated in the sane area as the subject and ranging in age from
94 to 115 years. The board of review separated the subject
i nprovenment into two separate inprovenents, one containing 2,132
square feet of living area and one containing 2,016 square feet
of living area. Respectively, inprovenent sizes for the four
conpar abl es suggested for each subject inprovenent range from
2,100 to 2,530 square feet of living area and from 2,019 to 2, 587
square feet of living area for the other inprovenent. These
suggest ed conparabl e properties contain full unfinished basenents
and anmenities simlar to the subject.

The properties have inprovenent assessnents that range from
$12.44 to $17.06 per square foot of living area, while the board
of review represents that subject is assessed at $12.36 and
$13.45 per square foot of living area. On the basis of this
evi dence, the board requested confirmation of the subject's
assessnent.

After reviewng the record and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal. The Board further
finds that a reduction in the assessnent of the subject property
is warranted based on the evidence contained in the record.

When overvaluation is clained the appellant has the burden of
proving the value of the property by a preponderance of the

evi dence. National Cty Bank of Mchigan/lllinois v. Property Tax
Appeal Board, 331 IIl.App.3d 1038 (3% Dist. 2002); Wnnebago
County Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 313
I11.App.3d 179, 728 N E 2d 1256 (2" Dist. 2000). Proof of

mar ket val ue may consist of an appraisal, a recent arms length
sale of the subject property, recent sales of conparable
properties, or recent construction costs of the subject property.
86 111.Adm Code 81910. 65(c)).

The first issue is the subject's correct square footage of |iving
ar ea. While the board's evidence indicates that the subject's
square footage is 4,148, the appellant's appraisal indicates a
square footage of 7,399. Since the taxpayer's evidence is a full
apprai sal wherein the appraiser personally exam ned the subject
property and nade neasurenents, while the board of review did
not, the PTAB hereby finds that the subject's correct square
footage of living area is 7,399.
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Mor eover, the taxpayer's argunment in this case is based upon the

subject's correct market val ue. The board of review did not
present any evidence that the subject's current assessed value is
reflective of the subject's narket val ue. Rat her, the board

presented an equity argunment that is not relevant to the
appel l ant's overval uati on argunent. The PTAB gives the board of
review s argunent little weight.

In this appeal, the best evidence of the subject's correct market
value is the appellant's appraisal. It is well-witten, clear,
conci se, and persuasive. |t proves beyond a preponderance of the
evidence that the subject's market value as of the lien date is
$800, 000. Since the three-year nedian |evel of assessnment for
class 2 residential properties, such as the subject, is 10.13% of
the subject's correct market value, the total correct assessnent
for the subject is $81,040. Since the subject's current
assessnent is $127,999, the subject is over assessed.

Therefore, based on a review of the record, the Property Tax
Appeal Board finds that the appellant has supported the
contention of over valuation in the assessnment process and a

reduction in the assessnent of the subject property is warranted.
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This is a final admnistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the Grcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

I LCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.

L

Chai r man

> A M%%

Menber Menber
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DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

I[Ilinois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: June 27, 2008

@ﬁmﬂ&@

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE
Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:

"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
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conplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’' s deci sion, appeal the assessnment for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MIJST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLCOSED DECI SION I N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of vyour County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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