PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Nancy C. d ovack
DOCKET NO. : 05-00519. 001-R- 1
PARCEL NO. : 16- 05- 35- 402- 003- 0000

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Nancy C. d ovack, the appellant; and the WII County Board of
Revi ew.

The subject property consists of a one and three-quarter story
frame and brick dwelling containing 3,590 square feet of |iving

area that was built in 2000. Features include an unfinished
basenent, central air conditioning, a fireplace, and an 814
square foot attached garage. The dwelling is situated on

approxi mately one acre of | and.

The appellant appeared before the Property Tax Appeal Board
claimng both overvaluation and wunequal treatnent in the
assessnent process as the bases of the appeal. The subject's
| and assessnent was not contested. In support of these clains,
the appellant submitted a grid analysis detailing four suggested
conpar abl es. In addition, the appellant indicated the subject
lot was purchased in 1999 for $70,000 and the dwelling was
constructed for $250,000 in 2000 for a total cost of $320,000 or
$89. 13 per square foot of Iliving area including |and. No
evidentiary docunentation in support of the reported construction
was submtted

The conparables submtted by the appellant are | ocated over one
mle and in different subdivisions than the subject. The
conpar abl es are described as two-story brick dwellings that were
built from 1990 to 2004. The conparables are reported to be
situated on one-acre |lots. The conparables have unfinished
basenents, central air conditioning one or two fireplaces and
garages ranging in size from504 to 700 square feet. Conparable
4 has a l|large deck and gazebo. The dwellings are reported to
range in size from 3,549 to 4,500 square feet of Iliving area.
They sold between 1999 and 2005 for prices ranging from $299, 500

(Conti nued on Next Page)
Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds no change in the assessnent of the

property as established by the WII County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 27,107
IMPR.: $ 157,542
TOTAL: $ 184, 649

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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to $715,000 or from $79.32 to $158.89 per square foot of living
area including I|and. The conparables have inprovenent
assessnents ranging from $95,100 to $130,056 or from $25.19 to
$33.81 per square foot of living area. The subject property has
an inprovement assessnent of $157,542 or $43.88 per square foot
of living area.

The appellant contends all properties |located in the subject's
subdi vi si on are over assessed. Thus, the appellant testified she

chose to wutilize conparables from nearby subdivisions. No
evidence to support this claim was submtted. The appel | ant
further argued many hones that are for sale from the subject's
subdivision remain unsold due to higher property taxes. The

appel l ant argued the subject's assessed value has doubl ed over
the last four years, with the 2005 assessnent 40% hi gher than the
2004 assessnent. The appellant argued that according to the
Chicago Tribune, sale prices of existing hones in Homer den
increased by an average of 3.5% per year over the last five
years. As a result, the appellant contends the subject's
assessnent should have increased by 17.5% over the past five
years, not 80% The appellant also argued nmany hones from the
subject's subdivision enjoy nore deluxe anenities than the
subj ect . The appellant also testified the subject dwelling is
the only one and three-quarter story dwelling in the subdivision.
Based on this evidence, the appellant requested a reduction in
the subject's assessnent.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal" wherein the subject's assessment of $184,649 was
di scl osed. The subject's assessnent reflects an estimated narket
value of $555,335 or $154.69 per square foot of living area
including land using WII County's 2005 three-year nedian |eve

of assessnents of 33.25% The board of review first argued the
appellant's conparables are not located in the subject's
subdi vi si on and should be given little or no weight.

In support of the subject's assessnent, the board of review
subm tted an assessnent analysis of four suggested conparables
| ocated in close proximty within the subject's subdivision. The
conparables consist of two-story brick or brick and frane
dwel lings that were built in 2001 or 2002. Features incl ude
unfini shed basenents, central air conditioning, one fireplace,
and garages ranging in size from 660 to 1,258 square feet.
Conpar abl e 3 has a swi mm ng pool and deck. The dwellings range in
size from 3,557 to 3,750 square feet of living area and have
i nprovenment assessnments ranging from $155, 606 to $167, 326 or from
$43.29 to $44.69 per square foot of living area. The board of
revi ew argued the subject's inprovenent assessnment of $157,542 or
$43. 88 per square foot of living area is equitable and supported
by its assessnent conparabl es.
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To denonstrate the subject's assessnent is reflective of its fair
mar ket value, the board of review provided a list of 12, two-
story dwellings fromthe subject's subdivision. These properties
range in size from 3,274 to 4,448 square feet of living area with

garages ranging in size from 660 to 1,222 square feet. Thi s
analysis did not disclose the conparables’ age, exterior
constrtuction, or features. They sold from Septenber 2002 to

March 2006 for prices ranging from $540,000 to $780,000 or from
$156. 61 to $187.02 per square foot of living area including |and.
Based on this evidence, the board of review requested
confirmation of the subject's assessnent.

Under questioning fromthe hearing officer, the board of reviews
representative indicated the conparabl es sal es have sim |l ar ages,
exterior construction, and features as the subject.

After hearing the testinony 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 no reduction in the subject's assessnent is warranted.

The appellant first argued unequal treatnent in the assessnent
process. The Illinois Suprenme Court has held that taxpayers who
object to an assessnent on the basis of lack of uniformty bear
the burden of proving the disparity of assessnent valuations by
cl ear and convi ncing evi dence. Kankakee County Board of Review

v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 131 IIl.2d 1 (1989). The evidence
must denonstrate a consistent pattern of assessnment inequities
wWithin the assessnent jurisdiction. After an analysis of the

assessnent data, the Board finds the appellant has not overcone
thi s burden.

The parties submitted eight assessnent conparables for the
Board's consideration. The Property Tax Appeal Board placed |ess
wei ght on all four conparables submtted by the appellant due to

their di st ant | ocation when conpared to the subject.
Furt her nor e, t he conpar abl es are | ocat ed in di fferent
subdi vi sions than the subject. |In this context, the Board finds

the appellant failed to submt any credible evidence that
establ i shed properties located in these different subdivisions
share simlar market values as the subject, which further

detracts from the appellant's argunent the subject's entire
subdivision is over assessed. In addition, the Board finds

conparable 3 is considerably larger in size than the subject and
conparable 4 is considerably ol der than the subject.

The Property tax Appeal Board finds the remaining four
conparables submtted by the board of review to be nost
representative of the subject in terns of age, |ocation, size,
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design and anenities. These conparables have inprovenent
assessnments ranging from $155,606 to $167,326 or from $43.29 to
$44. 69 per square foot of living area. The subject property has
an inprovenent assessment of $157,542 or $43.88 per square foot
of living area. After considering adjustnments to these
conparables for differences when conpared to the subject, the
Board finds the subject's inprovenent assessnent falls at the
| oner end of the range established by the nost simlar assessnent
conparabl es contained in this record on a proportionate basis.
Therefore, the Board finds the subject's inprovenent assessnent
is well supported and a no reduction warranted.

The constitutional provision for wuniformty of taxation and

val uati on does not require mathematical equality. A practica
uniformty, rather than an absolute one, is the test. Apex Mdtor
Fuel Co. v. Barrett, 20 Ill.2d 395 (1960). When an appeal is

based on assessnment inequity, the appellant has the burden to
show the subject property is inequitably assessed by clear and
convi nci ng evidence. Proof of an assessnent inequity should
consist of nore than a sinple showi ng of assessed val ues of the
subj ect and conparabl es together with their physical, |ocational,
and jurisdictional simlarities. There should also be narket
value considerations, if such credible evidence exists. The
suprene court in Apex Mtor Fuel Co. v. Barrett, 20 Il1.2d 395,
169 N E. 2d 769, discussed the constitutional requirenent of
uniformty. The court stated that "[u]lniformty in taxation, as
required by the constitution, inplies equality in the burden of
taxation." (Apex Motor Fuel, 20 IIl.2d at 401) The court in
Apex Motor Fuel further stated:

"the rule of uniformty ... prohibits the taxation of
one kind of property within the taxing district at one
value while the same kind of property in the same
district for taxation purposes is valued at either a
grossly less value or a grossly higher value.
[citation.]

Wthin this constitutional I|imtation, however, the
CGeneral Assenbly has the power to determ ne the nethod
by which property nay be valued for tax purposes. The
constitutional provision for uniformty does [not] cal

for mathematical equality. The requirenent is
satisfied if the intent is evident to adjust the burden
with a reasonable degree of uniformty and if such is
the effect of the statute in its general operation. A
practical uniformty, rather than an absolute one, is
the test.[citation.]" Apex Mtor Fuel, 20 I1ll.2d at
401.
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In this context, the Suprene Court stated in Kankakee County that
the cornerstone of uniform assessnents is the fair cash val ue of
the property in question. According to the court, uniformty is
achi eved only when all property with simlar fair cash value is
assessed at a consistent |level. Kankakee County Board of Review,
131 I1l1.2d at 21. Al t hough the conparables presented by the
parties disclosed that properties located in the sane area are
not assessed at identical levels, all that the constitution
requires is a practical uniformty, which appears to exist on the
basi s of the evidence.

The appellant also argued the subject property is overval ued.
Wen market value is the basis of the appeal, the val ue nust be
proved by a preponderance of the evidence. W nnebago County Board

of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 313 I1Il. App. 3d 179
183, 728 N.E.2d 1256 (2nd Dist. 2000). After an analysis of the
evidence, the Board finds the appellant has not overcone this
burden and no reduction is warranted.

The parties submtted 16 suggested conparable sales to support
their respective positions regarding the subject's fair market
val ue. Again, the Board gave | ess weight on all four conparables
submtted by the appellant due to their distant |ocations in
di fferent subdivisions when conpared to the subject. In
addition, the Board finds conparable 3 is considerably larger in
si ze than the subject and conparable 4 is considerably ol der than
the subject. Furthernore, conparables 1 and 4 sold in 1999 and
2001 and are not considered indicative of the subject's fair
mar ket value as of its January 1, 2005 assessnent date. Li ke
wi se, the Board places little weight on two suggested conparabl e
sales submtted by the board of review due to their 2002 and 2003
sal es dates. Finally, three additional conparable sales
submtted by the board of review are considerably larger than the
subj ect and received dimni shed weight in Board's final analysis.

The Board finds seven conparable sales submtted by the board of
review to be nost representative when conpared to the subject in
age, location, size, design, and anenities. These two-story
conparables are |ocated in the subject's subdivision and range in
size from 3,274 to 3,930 square feet of living area. They sold
for prices ranging from $540,000 to $735,000 or from $156.61 to
$187.02 per square foot of living area including Iand. The
subject's assessnent reflects an estimated market value of
$555,335 or $154.69 per square foot of living area including
land, which falls at the lower end of the sales prices
established by the nost simlar conparable sales and bel ow the
range on a per square foot basis.

In addition, the board gave no wight to the reported
construction cost of $320,000 for the subject property offered by
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the appellant. No docunentation to support the construction cost
was submtted. More inportantly, the purported construction cost
is from 1999 and 2000, which is not considered reflective of fair
mar ket value as of the January 1, 2005 assessnent data at issue
in this appeal. This finding is further supported by the
af orenmentioned nost simlar conparables sales contained in this
record.

Based on this analysis, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds the
appellant has not denponstrated a lack of wuniformty in the
subject's assessment by <clear and convincing evidence or
overval uation by a preponderance of the evidence. Therefore, the
Board finds the subject's assessnent as established by the board
of reviewis correct and no reduction 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.

Chai r man
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Menber Menber

Menber Menber
DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI1 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: COctober 26, 2007

@;ﬁmﬂa@

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
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
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days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’ s decision, appeal the assessnent 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 W TH 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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