PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Richard M & Monica L. Marsh
DOCKET NO : 05-01111.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 04-11-100-005

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Richard M & Mnica L. Mirsh, the appellants; and the MHenry
County Board of Revi ew.

The subject property consists of a 1.56-acre parcel inproved with
a 15-year-old, one-story style nmsonry dwelling that contains
1,967 square feet of living area. Features of the subject
include central air-conditioning, a 624 square foot attached
garage, a full unfinished basenent and a 1,950 square foot pole
bar n.

The appellants appeared before the Property Tax Appeal Board
claimng overvaluation as the basis of the appeal. The
appel l ants subm tted evi dence contending the subject had suffered
significant value |oss because of several defects in its
construction, resulting in the loss of use of two of the hone's
bat hroons and premature deterioration of a pole barn. The
appel lants testified two of the hone's three bathroons had faulty
pl umbing or leaks and that the lower wood framng on the pole
barn had rotted because ordinary |lunber, rather than rot-treated
| umber, had been used in its construction.

Regardi ng the bat hroomissue, the appellants testified one of the
bat hroons had a crack in the bathtub surface that had all owed
water to seep through the sub-floor, the floor joists and into
the basenent. The appellants submtted a statenent from a
contractor indicating they had paid $6,350 in March 2006 for
repairs associated with this |eaking bathroom Regardi ng the
second bathroom in a hall, the appellants testified that,
unbeknownst to them when the house was being built in 1990, the
wat er supply piping had been installed in an outside wall. They
stated this was a violation of building codes and that at sone

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

LAND: $ 16, 452
IMPR : $ 80, 997
TOTAL: $ 97, 499

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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point, water in the pipes froze, damaging the walls. As a result
of this, it was necessary for the water supply pipes to the
bathtub to be cut and capped in the basenent, rendering the
bat ht ub unusabl e until new piping could be installed with a nore
appropriate routing. The toilet and lavatory in this bathroom
remai ned usabl e. The appellants testified they were told by a
pl unmbi ng contractor that sone bricks would have to be renpbved at
a corner of the dwelling's exterior walls to facilitate permanent
repairs, since access to the piping from the inside was
i mpossi bl e. The appellants then searched for a nasonry
contractor who could take out and replace the renoved bricks with
mat chi ng new bricks after the plunbing repairs were conpleted. A
masonry contractor was finally l|ocated, but the appellants have
thus far been unable to find any brick to match the rest of the
dwel ling's exterior and have been unwilling to have the hone's
appearance marred by using bricks that do not natch. For this
reason, the work has not yet been done. The appellants estinate
the cost to repair and replace the water supply piping in the
hal | bathroom will cost $6,446.15, wth masonry work to renove
and replace bricks at $300, for a total of $6,746.15.

Regarding the pole barn, the appellants submtted docunentation
indicating they had paid $8,250 in April 2007 for repairs which
i nvol ved trenching, replacenent of the existing gradeboard and
nmetal wth appropriate materials for ground contact and a
weat hered door stop. The appellants submtted no appraisal,
conpar abl e sal es or other nmarket evidence to denonstrate that the
cost to cure the bathroom and pole barn problenms equated to a
corresponding loss in the subject's market value. Based on this
evi dence, the appellants requested the subject's total assessnent
be reduced to $92,396 and its inprovenent assessnent be reduced
to $75, 944.

The board of review submitted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's total assessnent of $97,449 was
di scl osed. The subject has an estimted narket value of
$292,552, as reflected by its assessment and MHenry County's
2005 three-year nedian | evel of assessnents of 33.31%

In support of the subject's inprovenent assessnent, the board of

review submtted information on one conparable property. The
conparable was described as a 29 year-old, one-story brick
dwelling that contains 1,196 square feet of [living area.

Features of the conparable include central air-conditioning, one
fireplace, a full basenent that is partially finished and a 2.5-

car garage. The conparable has an inprovenent assessnent of
$63, 015 or $52.69 per square foot. The board of review submitted
no appraisal, conparable sales or other nmarket evidence in

support of the subject's estinmated nmarket val ue. Based on this
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evidence the board of review requested the subject's total
assessnent be confirned.

During the hearing, the board of reviews representative called
the township assessor as a Wwtness. The assessor testified she
was aware of the bathroom problens the subject was experiencing
and that she had reduced the subject's 2004 assessnent by $3, 333,
reflecting an estimted market value |oss of about $10,000, to
account for the bathroom problens the subject had incurred. She
further testified the barn was not assessed at all for 2005 or
2006. \When she becane aware of the bat hroom probl ens, she nade a
visit to the subject in an attenpt to inspect it, but was denied
the opportunity to actually view the bathroons. She also
testified she decided not to assess the pole barn to keep the
subj ect's assessnent down so as to accommodate the appellants'
| oss of use of the bathroons. The witness then testified the
subject's 2004 assessnent, including the reduction for the
bat hroom situation, was carried forward to 2005 with just the
2005 township nultiplier added to the 2004 assessnent.

In cross exam nation, the appellants asked the w tness how she
could prove the barn was not being assessed when the subject's
tax bill referred to "buildings". The appellants contend the
plural use of the word building indicates the barn is included in
the subject's assessnent for 2005. At this point, the Hearing
Oficer ordered the township assessor to submt the subject's
property record card to the Property Tax Appeal Board within 10
days of the hearing, with a copy to the appellants. The assessor
conplied with this order and the subject's property record card
was received by the Board on April 10, 2008. Although a draw ng
of the subject's inprovenents attached to the property record
card does show the barn, the property record card itself makes no
mention of the barn, nor does it indicate an assessnent for any
i nprovenents other than the subject dwelling, the attached garage
and two porches. Thus, the subject's property record card and
drawi ng appear to corroborate the townshi p assessor's testinony.

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 Property Tax
Appeal Board further finds no reduction in the subject property's
assessnent is warranted. The appellants argued overval uati on as

a basis of the appeal. Wien market value is the basis of the
appeal, the value nust be proved by a preponderance of the
evi dence. National City Bank of Mchigan/lllinois v. lllinois
Property Tax Appeal Board, 331 IIl.App.3d 1038 (3" Dist. 2002).

After analyzing the market evidence submtted, the Board finds
t he appellants have failed to overcone this burden.
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The Board finds the appellants contend the subject's market val ue
has been dimnished due to damage to two of the subject
dwelling's bathroons and a pole barn. The board of review
submtted no nmarket evidence in support of the subject's
estimated nmarket value of $292,552 as reflected by its
assessnent . The appellants submtted no appraisal or other
mar ket evidence to denonstrate specific market value | oss
associated with the bathroom or pole barn danmage. However, the
appellants did submt statenents from contractors regarding
repair work done on one bathroom and the barn. One st at enent
from a contractor indicated the appellants paid $6,350.00 in
March 2006 for repairs associated with the | eaking bathroom As
of the subject's January 1, 2005 assessnent date, the appellants
had not yet nade repairs to the other bathroom because they had
been unable to |ocate matching brick to allow for access to this
bat hroomi s plunmbing from outside the dwelling. The appell ants
submtted an estimate for repairs to this bathroom that totaled
$6, 746. 15. The appellants testified the toilet and lavatory in
the bathroom are currently usable and that only the bathtub is

unusabl e. The appellants submtted no narket evidence to
denonstrate this cost to repair the bathtub equated to |oss of
use of the bathroom The Board finds the township assessor

testified she was aware of the bathroom probl ens. However, her
attenpt to inspect the dwelling was refused. The Board further
finds the assessor testified she had reduced the subject's 2004
assessment by $3,333, reflecting an estimted market value |o0ss
of about $10,000, to account for the bathroom problens the
subj ect had incurred. The witness then testified the subject's

2004 assessnent, including the reduction for the bathroom
situation, was carried forward to 2005 wth just the 2005
township nultiplier added to the 2004 assessnent. Consi deri ng

the appellants' failure to submt an appraisal or denonstrate
specific market value loss attributable to |oss of use of the
bat hroons, or that the cost to cure these problens equal ed any
such value loss, the Board finds this reduction by the assessor
was reasonable. Therefore, the Board finds no further reduction
in the subject's assessnent is warranted to account for the
remai ni ng bat hroom probl ens.

Regarding the pole barn, the appellants also submtted
docunentation indicating they had paid $8,250 in April 2007 for
repairs which involved trenching, replacenent of the existing
gradeboard and netal wth appropriate materials for ground
contact and a weathered door stop. The appellants submtted no
appraisal or narket evidence to denobnstrate that this $8,250
repair cost equates to a loss in value attributable to the rotted
gradeboard and door stop. The Board further finds the township
assessor testified the barn was not assessed at all for 2005 or
2006. The appell ants questioned this testinony and, subsequent
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to the hearing, the township assessor submtted to the Property
Tax Appeal Board the subject's property record card, as ordered
by the Hearing Oficer, with a copy sent to the appellants as
well. A review of the property record card, to which a draw ng
of the subject inprovenents was attached depicting the barn, does
not indicate any assessnment of the barn, as testified to by the
assessor. Based on this evidence and testinony, the Board finds
no reduction in the subject's assessnent is warranted for the
barn damage, as this structure was not assessed at all for the
i nstant assessnent year.

In conclusion, the Board finds the appellants have failed to neet
their burden of proving overvaluation by a preponderance of the
evidence and the subject's assessnent as determ ned 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 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.

L

Chai r man
> A %ﬁ@(%
Menber Menber
Menber 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

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

Date: June 27, 2008

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 TION 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 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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