PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Hoo Nam Yoon
DOCKET NO.: 04-27788.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 06-20-208-018-1018

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board
(hereinafter PTAB) are Hoo Nam Yoon, the appellant, and the Cook
County Board of Revi ew.

The subject property consists of a condomniumunit in a nulti-
bui | di ng condom ni um conpl ex. The appellant argued that there
was unequal treatnment in the assessnent process of the |land and
the inprovenent as the basis of the appeal.

In support of this argunent, the appellant submtted assessnent
data and limted descriptions of the subject property and five
suggested conparable condom nium units. Black and white
phot ographs of the subject property and these suggested
conpar abl es were al so included as well as a copy of the first and
second anendnents to the condom nium declaration and a list of
the percentage of ownership allocated to the condom nium units.
The data of the five suggested conparable units reflects that
these properties are located within the subject's condom nium
conplex and are the sanme nodel as the subject. The suggested
conparables all have a percentage of ownership allocation of
. 30839% and have an inprovenent assessnent of $10,817. Based on

(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: $ 4,591
IMPR : $ 10, 817
TOTAL: $ 15, 408

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.

Final adm nistrative decisions of the Property Tax Appeal Board
are subject to review in the GCrcuit Court or Appellate Court
under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735 |ILCS
5/ 3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.
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this analysis, the appellant requested a reduction in the
i nprovenent's assessnent.

The board of review submtted "Board of Review Notes on Appeal"

wherein the subject's inprovenent assessnent was $12,386 and the
total assessnment was $18,102. The subject's assessnent reflects
a market value of $113,138 using the |evel of assessment of 16%
for Class 2 property as contained in the Cook County Real

Property Assessnment Classification Odinance. The board also
submtted a portion of the property characteristic printout for

the subject property and a Ilist of properties wthin the
subj ect's condom nium conplex with the sale date and purchase
price. The list of sales has hand witten notes on it. In
addition the board of review submtted a nenorandum from
El i zabeth Shine, an analyst with the board of review Thi s
menor andum shows that 19 sales were reviewed to arrive at a sale
price of $3,513,950 and that $47,500 was subtracted for personal

property. The adjusted sale price for all 19 properties was
$3, 466, 450 which in noted to be 5.33% of the total units sold in
the conpl ex. Based on this percentage, Ms. Shine arrived at a
value for the entire condom nium conplex of $65,034, 145. The

menor andum t hen notes that the value of the subject under appeal
is $249,705 or 13.87% of the building. As a result of its
anal ysis, the board requested confirmation of the subject's
assessnent.

At hearing, the appellant, M. Hoo Nam Yoon-Patzmann, testified
the suggested conparables are all the exact nodel as the subject
with the sane square feet of living area and the sane percentage
of ownershi p, however, they are assessed | ess than the subject.

In response to questions M. Yoon-Patzmann testified she
purchased the property in Septenber 2003 for $165,000 and sold
the property in June 2005 for $194,000. M. Yoon-Patzmann stated
the subject is a townhouse structure, but the ownership is as a
condom ni um ownership. She testified there were approxi mately 300
units in the conpl ex.

Ms. Yoon-Patzmann testified that the subject property and the

suggest ed conparables are all "Ashfield" nodel townhouses within
the conpl ex. She stated that these properties all have a
percentage of ownership of .3084% as l|listed by the condom nium
associ ati on. Ms. Yoon-Patzmann testified that one of the

docunments presented in her case is a list of the percentage of
ownership for all the units within her condom nium conpl ex and
that this docunment was given to her by the Hanover Township
Assessor's O fice.

Ms. Yoon-Patzmann testified that she discovered in 2004 that

there was an error in the subject's property identification

nunber. Ms. Yoon-Patzmann presented a Certificate of Error for

the year 2004, but this docunent did not change the value or
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indicate what the error was and, therefore, was not submitted
into evidence. Ms. Yoon-Pat zmann argued that when the PIN was
corrected for the subject property an incorrect percentage of
owner shi p was placed on the subject property based on a different
fi el dst one condom ni um conpl ex.

The board of review s representative, Matt Panush, testified that
the board of review reviewed sales of units within the subject's
conpl ex, subtracted personal property from the sale price,
di vided the adjusted sale prices by the percentage of ownership
for those properties to arrive at a value for the whole
condom ni um conpl ex. He testified the board of review uses the
mar ket val ue of the whole conplex to arrive at an assessed val ue
for a condom niumunit based on the percentage of ownership. M.
Panush argued that the percentage of ownership for the subject is
. 38396% based on what the Cook County Assessor's Ofice. M .
Panush testified that the board of review is unable to correct
the percentage of ownership, but this nust be presented to the
Cook County Assessor's Ofice.

After considering the testinony and reviewing the record, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal.

Appel lants who object to an assessnent on the basis of |ack of
uniformty bear the burden of proving the disparity of assessnent

val uations by clear and convincing evidence. Kankakee County
Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 131 Ill. 2d 1, 544
N.E.2d 762 (1989). The evidence nust denonstrate a consistent
pattern  of assessnent inequities wthin the assessnent
jurisdiction. Proof of assessnment inequity should include
assessnent data and docunentation establishing the physical,
| ocational, and jurisdictional simlarities of the suggested

conparables to the subject property. Property Tax Appeal Board
Rul e 1910.65(b). Mathematical equality in the assessnment process
is not required. A practical uniformty, rather than an absol ute
one is the test. Apex Mtor Fuel Co. v. Barrett, 20 Ill. 2d 395,
169 N E. 2d 769 (1960). Having considered the evidence presented,
the PTAB concludes that the appellant has met this burden and
that a reduction is warranted.

The PTAB finds that the appellant submtted evidence to show t hat
the percentage of ownership for the subject property is .3084%
The appellant testified that all the suggested conparables are
the sanme nodel as the subject and contain the exact square
footage and percentage  of ownership allocation. The
docunentation and testinony submitted establishes that the
townshi p assessor retains the percentage of ownership for all the
properties wthin the subject's conpl ex. The  suggested
conpar abl es, which are the sane nodel as the subject, all have a
percent age of ownership of .3084% this is also what is |isted on
the property characteristic printouts for these properties. In
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addition, the PTAB finds credible the appellant's testinony that
the subject's PIN was incorrect and that when the assessor's
office corrected this error, the office incorrectly listed the
per cent age of ownership. Therefore, the PTAB finds that the
correct percentage of ownership should be applied to the subject
property and it should be assessed equitably with the suggested
conpar abl es that are the sane nodel, contain the sane square feet
of living area, and are assessed | ess than the subject property.
As a result of this analysis, the PTAB further finds that the
appel l ant has adequately denonstrated that the subject was
i nequi tably assessed by clear and convincing evidence and that a
reduction i s warranted.
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This is a final adm nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal

Board are subject to reviewin the Crcuit 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.
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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

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

Date: Septenber 28, 2007

@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
complaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
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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 assessment for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE WTH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECI SION | 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 your County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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