PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Brian & Araceli Aten
DOCKET NO : 05-01528.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 01-26-424-008

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Brian and Araceli Aten, the appellants; and the DeKalb County
Board of Review.

The subject property is inproved with a two-story single famly
dwel ling of frame and vinyl exterior construction. Feat ures of
the hone include a fireplace, central air conditioning, a full

unfini shed basenent, and a three-car attached garage. The
dwel ling was constructed in 2004. The inprovenents are | ocated
on a .24 acre parcel in Kirkland, Franklin Township, DeKalb
County.

The appellants appeared before the Property Tax Appeal Board
contendi ng assessnment inequity as the basis of the appeal. In
support of this argunent the appellants presented assessnent data
on four conparables |ocated in the subject's subdivision. The
conpar abl es were inproved with two-story dwellings constructed by
the sanme builder that constructed the subject dwelling. Ms.

Aten testified that the descriptive information on the
conparables was provided in conversations with the township
assessor. The conparable dwellings had frane or franme and brick
exterior construction and were built from 2003 to 2004.
According to the appellants the conparables ranged in size from

2,610 to 3,160 square feet of |living area. Each of the
conparables had a full basenent, central air conditioning, a
fireplace and a 2.5 or a 3-car attached garage. These

conpar abl es had total assessnents ranging from $72,021 to $76, 206
and inprovenent assessnents that ranged from $61,786 to $64, 777
or from $20.28 to $24.52 per square foot of living area. The
appel lants indicated they were unable to obtain property record
cards on the conparabl es. They further indicated the sizes of
the conparables were based on information provided by the
townshi p assessor and fromthe builder. They also indicated the

(Conti nued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnent of the
property as established by the DeKalb County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 9, 358
IMPR : $ 64, 062
TOTAL: $ 73,420

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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size of the dwelling was 2,600 square feet based on infornmation
provi ded by the builder and the subject's nodel nunber.

Under cross-exam nation the appellants testified they did not

nmeasure the subject property or the conparables. They al so
testified that the subject property was purchased from the
builder in Septenmber 2004 for a price of $236,064. The

appel lants testified the subject was |isted on the open market by
the builder with an asking price of approximtely $239,000. The
appel lants also indicated in their analysis the conparables were
purchased from Septenber 2003 to June 2004 for prices ranging
from $228,207 to $243,869. Ms. Aten testified the information
regarding the sales prices was obtained from data mai ntai ned by
the county. The appellants also identified the photographs of
the subject property and the conparables that they submtted.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal” wherein its final assessment of the subject totaling
$76, 350 was discl osed. The subject property had an inprovenent
assessnent of $66,992 and a | and assessnent of $9, 358.

To denonstrate the subject was equitably assessed the board of
review submitted assessnent data and descriptions on three
conparables, with its conparable nunber 1 being the sanme property
as the appellants' conparable nunber 3. The board of review
provided the property record cards for the subject and the
conpar abl es. The subject's property record card indicated the
dwelling contained a footprint of 1,368 square feet. After
deducting the integral garage area on the ground |evel the board
of review indicated the subject dwelling had 2,356 square feet of
total living area.

The conparables were inproved wth two-story dwellings
constructed by the same buil der as the subject and |located in the
subj ect's subdi vi si on. The dwellings were constructed in 2003

and 2004 and, according to the board of review s analysis, ranged
in size from 1,960 to 2,352 square feet of living area. Each of
the conparabl es had a basenent and central air conditioning. Two
of the conparables had a fireplace. Two of the conparables had a
three-car attached garage and one conparable had a two-car

attached garage. The board of review indicated the third
conparable had a partial assessnment in 2005 but the board of
review used the property's full assessnent in its analysis.

These conparabl es had total assessments that ranged from $66, 624
to $80,144 and inprovenent assessnents that ranged from $57, 166
to $69,530 or from $26.27 to $30.28 per square foot of living

ar ea. The board of review calculated the subject had an
i nprovenent assessnent of $28.43 per square foot of living area
using 2,356 as the size of the subject. The board of review s

evidence also indicated the conparables sold from Decenber 2003
to Novenber 2004 for prices ranging from $199, 871 to $251, 577.
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The supervisor of assessnents appeared on behalf of the board of
review s representative and testified that she had not neasured
the subject or the conparables. The board of review utilized the
si ze of the conparables as reflected on the property record card.
The supervisor of assessnents testified the size of the subject
and the conparables was determ ned by the township assessor who
was not present at the hearing. The board of review requested
the subject property's assessnent be confirned.

After hearing the testinony and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter to the appeal.

The appellants contend assessnent inequity as the basis of the
appeal. The Illinois Suprenme Court has held that taxpayers who
object to an assessnment on the basis of lack of uniformty bear
the burden of proving the disparity of assessnments by clear and
convi nci ng evidence. Kankakee County Board of Review v. Property
Tax Appeal Board, 131 IIl.2d 1 (1989). The evidence nust
denonstrate a consistent pattern of assessnment inequities within
the assessnent jurisdiction. After an analysis of the assessnent
data the Board finds a reduction is warranted.

The Board finds that there is a dispute with respect to the size
of the subject with the appellants contending the dwelling
contains 2,600 square feet while the board of review contends the
subj ect has 2,356 square feet. The appellants testified they did
not neasure the dwelling but their estimate of size was based on
information provided by the builder and the subject's nodel
nunber (2600). The board of review submtted the subject's
property record card containing a sketch and dinensions of the
dwelling but the preparer of the docunent was not present to
testify. Furthernore, the supervisor of assessnments who was
present on behalf of the board of review had not neasured the
subj ect dwel ling. Based on this record the Board finds neither
party truly established the actual size of the subject dwelling
whi ch precludes it from anal yzi ng the conparabl es and the subj ect
on a square foot basis to determ ne whether the subject property
was bei ng assessed inequitably.

The Board finds, however, the appellants and the board of review
provi ded sales information on four conparables that had simlar

sales prices as the subject. These conparables sold from
Sept ember 2003 to June 2004 for prices ranging from $228,207 to
$243, 869. These properties had total assessnents ranging from
$72,021 to $76, 206. The subject property was purchased in
Sept enber 2004 for a price of $236,064 and had a total assessment
of $76, 350, which was above the range of those properties that
had simlar or greater market values than the subject property
based on their sales. The two conparables with sales prices nost
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simlar to the subject's sales price, appellants' conparables 1
and 2, had total assessnents of $73,353 and $73, 487, both | ower
than the subject's total assessnent. Based on this evidence the
Board finds a reduction in the subject's assessnent is warranted.

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

Date: December 7, 2007

. Cutrillon:

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE
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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 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 your County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.

5 of 5



