PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Wes Pal ner
DOCKET NO.: 05-01361.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 14-22-307-008

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Wes Pal ner, the appellant, by attorney Edward Larkin of Larkin &
Larkin, in Park Ridge, and the Lake County Board of Review.

The subject property consists of a 16 year-old, two-story style
Waterford Model brick and frame dwelling that contains 2,320
square feet of living area. Features of the hone include central
air-conditioning, one fireplace, a 462 square foot garage and a
partial unfinished basenent.

Through his attorney, the appellant 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 appellant submtted a grid analysis of three conparable
properties |ocated on the subject's street and bl ock. The

conpar abl es consist of two-story style frame or brick and frane
dwel lings that are 16 years old and range in size from 2,551 to
2,928 square feet of living area. Features of the conparables
i nclude central air-conditioning, garages that contain 420 or 440
square feet of building area and full or partial unfinished
basenents. Two conparables have a fireplace. These properties
have i nprovenent assessnents rangi ng from $106, 492 to $120, 157 or
from $41.01 to $41.75 per square foot of living area. The
subj ect has an inprovenent assessnment of $101,093 or $43.57 per
square foot of living area. Based on this evidence, the
appel l ant requested the subject's inprovenent assessnent be
reduced to $80, 000 or $34.48 per square foot of living area.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's total assessnent of $132,279 was
di scl osed. In support of the subject's inprovenent assessnent,
the board of review submtted the subject's property record card,
as well as photographs, property record cards and a grid anal ysis

(Conti nued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds no change in the assessnment of the
property as established by the Lake County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 31, 186
IMPR: $ 101,093
TOTAL: $ 132,279

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.

PTAB/ MRT/ 4/ 15/ 08

1 of 5



DOCKET NO.: 05-01361.001-R-1

of three conparable properties. The board of review also
submtted property record cards and photographs of t he
appellant's conparables, a letter prepared by the township
assessor and a list of 40 Waterford nodel homes in the subject's
subdi vi sion which depicted these properties' estimted nmarket
val ues for land, inprovenents and total. The board of review s
conpar abl es consist of two-story style frame or brick and frame
dwellings that are 16 years old and contain 2,320 square feet of
living area |ike the subject. Features of the conparables
include central air-conditioning, one fireplace, 462 square foot
garages and partial basenents, one of which is finished. These
properties have inprovenent assessnents ranging from $99,546 to
$103,419 or from $42.91 to $44.58 per square foot of |iving area.
The assessor's letter indicated the nmedian i nprovenent assessnent
for all the Waterford Mdel hones in the subject's subdivision
was approxinmately $43.75 per square foot, with the subject's
i nprovenent assessnment at $43.57 per square foot. Based on this
evidence the board of review requested the subject's total
assessnent be confirned.

During the hearing, the board of review called the deputy
township assessor as a wtness. The wtness testified the
conparabl es subnitted by the appellant, while |ocated near the
subj ect, are nevertheless exanples of a different nodel hone.
The board of review s conparables are Waterford Mdel Hones |ike
the subject.

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 1llinois
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 IIl.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 appellant has not overcome this burden.

The Board finds the parties submtted six conparables for its
consideration. The Board finds all the conparables were | ocated
in the subject's subdivision and were simlar to the subject in
many respects, but the conparables submitted by the board of

review were identical to the subject in design, age, living area,
basenent area and garage size. Two of the appellant's
conparables were larger in living area when conpared to the

subject and were given less weight in the Board' s analysis for
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this reason. The nost representative conparables in the record
had i nprovenent assessnents ranging from $41.75 to $44.58 per
square foot of living area. The subject's inprovenent assessnent
of $43.57 per square foot of living area falls within this range.

The Board further finds the list of 40 Waterford Mdel hones in
the subject's subdivision that was submtted by the board of
review indicates their inprovenent assessnents range from
approxi mately $43.05 to $49.97 per square feet of living area

with the subject's inprovenent assessnent of $43.57 per square
foot falling below the nedian inprovenent assessnment of $43.76
per square foot. The Board finds the evidence and testinony in
the record denonstrates the subject is equitably assessed.

The constitutional provision for wuniformty of taxation and
val uation does not require mathemati cal equality. The
requirement is satisfied if the intent is evident to adjust the
burden with a reasonable degree of uniformty and if such is the
ef fect 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 I1l1.2d 395
(1960). Al though the conparables presented by the parties
di sclosed 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.

In conclusion, the Board finds the appellant failed to establish
unequal treatnment in the assessnent process by clear and
convincing evidence and the subject property's assessnent as
establ i shed by the board of review is correct.
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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.
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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: April 25, 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 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 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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