PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: M chael Cozzi
DOCKET NO.: 05-00641.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 15-33-108-020

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
M chael Cozzi, the appellant, by attorney David C. Dunkin of
Arnstein & Lehr LLP, in Chicago, and the Lake County Board of
Revi ew.

The subj ect property is described as a split level style dwelling
of frame construction built in 1984 that contains 2,208 square
feet of living area. Features of the hone include central air-
conditioning, one fireplace, an attached 460 square foot garage
and a partial unfinished basenent.

The appell ant, through counsel, appeared before the Property Tax
Appeal Board claimng unequal treatnent in the assessnent process

as the basis of the appeal. In support of this argunent, the
appel lant submtted a grid analysis of five conparable properties
located in close proximty to the subject. The conparabl es

consist of frame or brick and franme dwellings that were built
from 1979 to 1980 and contain 2,424 square feet of living area.

The conparabl es have features that include one fireplace, garages
that contain 462 square feet of building area and partial

unfi ni shed basenent s. These properties have i nprovenent
assessnents ranging from $96,515 to $99,289 or from $39.82 to
$40.96 per square foot of living area. Based on this evidence

the appellant requested the subject's inprovenent assessnent be
reduced to $87,922 or $39.82 per square foot of living area.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein its final assessnment of the subject totaling
$116, 377 was discl osed. The subject has an inprovenent
assessment of $99,452 or $45.04 per square foot of living area.
To denonstrate the subject property is being equitably assessed
the board of review submtted information on six conparable

(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 Lake County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 16, 925
IMPR :  $ 99, 452
TOTAL: $ 116, 377

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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properties. The conparables were located in the sane
nei ghborhood code, as assigned by the |ocal assessor, as the
subj ect. The properties were inproved with one-story or two-

story single famly dwellings of frame exterior construction that
ranged in size from 1,886 to 2,664 square feet of living area.
The dwellings were built in 1984 or 1985. Five of the
conparables had a partial unfinished basenment and five had at
| east one fireplace. Each hone had central air conditioning and
an attached 460 square foot garage. These conparables had total
assessnments ranging from $110,588 to $127,118 and i nprovenent
assessnents ranging from $97,268 to $111,597 or from $41.89 to
$54.19 per square foot of living area. The assessor was not
present to testify regarding the conparable properties and the
board of review s representative had not viewed the conparables
submitted as evi dence.

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 the appeal. The Board further
finds the evidence in the record does not support a reduction in
the subject's assessnent.

The appellant argued assessment inequity as the basis of the
appeal . Taxpayers who object to an assessnent on the basis of
lack of uniformty bear the burden of proving the disparity of
assessnments by clear and convincing evidence. Kankakee County
Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 131 I1ll.2d 1
(1989). The evidence nust denonstrate a consistent pattern of
assessnent inequities within the assessnent jurisdiction. After
an anal ysis of the assessnment data the Board finds a reduction is
not warranted.

The record contains eleven assessnent conparables submitted by
the parties. The Board finds little distinction between the part
one-story, part two-story or split-level designs, and therefore
consider all of the conparables submtted by the parties to be
generally simlar to the subject property in design. The Board
finds the board of review s conparable one is very simlar to the
subj ect, however, the Board finds this conparable is inferior to
the subject in that it does not have a basenent as does the
subj ect. The Board gave |less weight to the board of reviews
conpar abl es one through three and conparables five and six due to
their differences fromthe subject in size and/or basenent. The
Board finds the best evidence contained in the record are the
appellant's five equity conparabl es and conparable four submtted
by the board of review These conparables were generally nore
simlar to the subject in size and nost other features. These
si x conparabl es had inprovenent assessnents ranging from $39. 82
to $45.72 per square foot of living area. The subject property
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has an inprovenent assessnment of $45.04 per square foot of l|iving
area, which is within the range established by the six nost
sim | ar conparabl es.

The <constitutional provision for wuniformty of taxation and
val uation does not require mat hemati cal equality. The
requirenment 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 enacted by the General Assenbl y
establ i shing the nmethod of assessing real property in its general
operation. A practical uniformty, rather than an absol ute one,
is the test. Apex Mdtor Fuel Co. v. Barrett, 20 111.2d 395
(1960). Al though the conparables presented by the parties
di scl osed that properties located in the same area are not
assessed at identical levels, all that the constitution requires
is a practical uniformty, which appears to exist on the basis of
t he evi dence.

In conclusion, the Board finds the appellant failed to establish
unequal treatnment in the assessnent process by clear and
convincing evidence and the subject's inprovenent assessnment as
est abli shed by the board of reviewis correct.

3 0of 5



Docket No. 05-00641.001-R-1

This is a final adm nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the CGrcuit 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
> A %ﬁ@(%
Menmber Menber
Menmber Menber
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'linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: Decenmber 7, 2007

D ot

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE

Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:
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"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 adjournnent 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 MJST FILE A
PETI TI ON AND EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED 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 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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