PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Kennet h Nei nan
DOCKET NO.: 05-01080.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 16-29-314-007

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Kenneth Neinman, the appellant; and the Lake County Board of
Revi ew.

The subj ect property consists of a one-story style franme dwelling

that is 55 years old and contains 1,156 square feet of living
ar ea. Features of the hone include one full bath and a 252
square foot attached garage. The subject is located in the
G avey subdivision in Deerfield, Illinois.

The appellant appeared before the Property Tax Appeal Board
cl aim ng unequal treatnent in the assessnent process as the basis
of the appeal. In support of this argunment, the appellant
submtted a grid analysis of three conparable properties |ocated
in close proximty to the subject. The conparabl es consist of
one-story frame dwellings that range from55 to 59 years old and
range in size from874 to 1,094 square feet of living area. The
conpar abl es have features that include central air-conditioning,
one full bath, full basenents and garages ranging from 231 to 360
square feet of building area. These properties have inprovenent
assessnments ranging from $40,153 to $44,286 or from $40.48 to
$48.18 per square foot of living area. The subject has an
i mprovenent assessnent of $51,244 or $44.32 per square foot of
living area.

The appellant argued that the subject property is in teardown
condition and should have a reduced assessnent based on the

i nprovenment being untenable. The appellant testified that the
subj ect property does have utilities, however they have not
worked. In addition, the appellant clained the teardown cost to

denmolish the structure was approxi mately $15,000. The appell ant
al so argued that the assessnent for the subject property included

(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: $ 44,246
IMPR. :  $ 51, 244
TOTAL: $ 95, 490

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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a basenment that the subject does not have. The appel |l ant
testified that all of his conparables are in teardown condition
sanme as the subject. He acknow edged the subject has a sunroom

however, the sunroomis in disrepair and not able to be used.

During cross-exam nation, the appellant admtted that a tenant
occupi ed the subject in 2004. The appellant testified that he

could not recall if the subject was occupied in 2005; however, he
testified that if the property was used at all in 2005, its use
woul d have been mnimal. The appell ant acknow edged that the

utilities to the subject were available, however they were not
used. The appellant admtted that no restrictions were placed on
the property which prohibited the property from being occupied in
2005. Further, the appellant testified that the conparables he
used, while in teardown condition, were occupied. Based on this
evi dence, 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 total assessnent of $95,490 was
di sclosed. In support of the subject's inprovenent assessnent,
the board of review submitted a letter from the Wst Deerfield
Townshi p Assessor, a grid analysis detailing three conparable
properties, property record cards, a 2005 cost cal cul ati on sheet,
"MLS" listing sheets and a letter fromthe Village of Deerfield
indicating that water and sewer service for the subject were
active for the 2005 assessnent year in question. The M.S listing
sheets show the subject was offered for sale with an asking price
of $459,900 with the appellant being depicted as the listing
agent . In addition, the listing sheets describe the subject as
being a cute starter home that needs light "TLC' or a great tear
down. The M.S listing sheets further describe the subject as a
cute freshly updated honme having central air conditioning with a
bi g sunroom

The conparables submtted by the board of review are |ocated on
the same street as the subject and in the sane nei ghborhood code
as the subject, as assigned by the local assessor. The hones
consi st of one-story franme dwellings built in 1950 or 1951. Each
hone contains one full bath with one home having an extra half-
bath. Two of the honmes have an attached garage of approxi mately
240 square feet. The conparables ranged in size from 1,042 to
1,206 square feet of living area. These properties had
i nprovenent assessnents ranging from $42,113 to $51,077 or from
$40.42 to $42.35 per square foot of living area. Based on this
evidence the board of review requested the subject's total
assessment be confirned.

During cross-exam nation, the board of reviews representative
admtted that he had not personally viewed the conparable
properties submtted into evidence. The board of reviews
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representative is a |icensed appraiser. The representative's
know edge of the evidence submtted was derived from his
conversations wth the Township Assessor. The w tness
acknow edged that he had no independent know edge whether the
evidence submtted was correct. The representative testified
that the property record cards submtted into evidence were
prepared in the ordinary course of business. The w tness further
testified that during his conversations wth the Township
Assessor, no changes were requested by the Assessor to correct

the evidence. The witness was unable to determ ne whether an
adj ustment had been nade to the subject's assessnent because the
utilities were turned off. The subject's property record card

was corrected to reflect the subject as not having a basenent.
The board of review adopted the evidence submtted by the
Townshi p Assessor's Ofice as its own.

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 Property Tax
Appeal Board further finds that a reduction in the subject's
assessnent is not warranted. The appellant's argunent was
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
di sparity of assessnment valuations by clear and convincing
evi dence. Kankakee County Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal

Board, 131 I1ll.2d 1 (1989). The evidence nust denonstrate a
consi stent pattern of assessnent inequities wthin the assessnent
jurisdiction. After an analysis of the assessnent data, the
Board finds the appell ant has not overcone this burden.

The Board finds the parties submtted six conparables for its
consi derati on. The Board finds the best evidence of the
conparabl e properties' characteristics submtted into evidence
were the property record cards. The Board finds the appellant's
conpar abl es each contained a full basenment and air-conditioning,
whi ch the subject did not have and were given reduced weight in

the Board's analysis. The board of review s conparables were
simlar to the subject in age, size, style, exterior construction
and nost other features. These conparables had inprovenent

assessments ranging from $40.42 to $48.18 per square foot of
living area. After considering adjustnments to the nost simlar
conparables for differences when conpared to the subject, the

subj ect's inprovenent assessnent of $44.33 is supported by the
evidence. Therefore, no reduction in the subject's assessnent is
war r ant ed.

The constitutional provision for wuniformty of taxation and
val uation does not require mathemati 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
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effect of the statute enacted by the General Assenbl y
establishing the nethod of assessing real property in its general
operation. A practical uniformty, rather than an absol ute one,
is the test. Apex Motor Fuel Co. v. Barrett, 20 IIl.2d 395
(1960). Al though the conparables presented by the parties
di scl osed that properties located in the sanme 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.

The appellant failed to present nmarket derived data to support
his contention that the subject's value was dimnished because
the property remained primarily vacant during the 2005 assessnent
year. The evidence depicted that utilities were avail abl e during
the assessnent year, even though they may not have been used, and
persons may have rented the property during the assessnent year.
The Board finds that an inprovenent, even though it may be vacant
during the assessnent year, still has value and should be
assessed accordingly. The appellant did not establish by clear
and convincing evidence that the subject's assessnment was
incorrect or the property's value was dimnished because the

property was vacant or untenable. The MS listing sheets
submtted by the board of review contradict the appellant's
testinony as to the condition and value of the property. The

appel lant testified there were no legal restrictions which would
have prevented him from renting the property out to other
per sons. The appellant provided no docunentary evidence to
support the contention that the subject was in teardown condition
or supporting docunentation regarding the estimted $15,000
denmolition fee. |In fact, the board of review s evidence, the M.S
listing sheets, depict the appellant as the listing agent and
describe the subject as being in better condition than the
appel l ant would have this Board believe. Therefore, the Board
placed little weight on these argunments presented by the
appel l ant wi t hout supporting evidence to substantiate sane.

The appellant refuted the board of review representative's |ack
of personal know edge concerning the assessnent information,
however, the appellant did not sufficiently establish that the
information contained in the property record cards, which were
prepared in the ordinary course of business was incorrect.

In conclusion, the Board finds the appellant has established
unequal treatnment in the assessnent process by clear and
convincing evidence based on the nost simlar conparables
contained in this record, therefore the Board finds the subject’'s
i nprovenment assessnent as established by the board of review is
correct and a reduction is not warranted.
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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.
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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: Decenber 7, 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
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conplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournment 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 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 IN 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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