PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Mel vin Schwart z
DOCKET NO : 05-01957.001-R-1
PARCEL NO. : 06-10-01-377-022

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Melvin Schwartz, the appellant, and the Stephenson County Board
of Revi ew.

The subject property is a 15,000 square foot site inproved with a
one-story ranch style frame dwelling containing 2,236 square feet
of living area that was built in 1999. Features include two full
baths with one half-bath, a full unfinished basenent, centra
air conditioning, a fireplace and a 792 square foot garage.

The appellant submtted evidence before the Property Tax Appeal
Board claimng overvaluation and wunequal treatment 1in the
assessnent process as the bases of the appeal. In support of
these clainms, the appellant submtted a grid analysis detailing
four conparable properties, a nmap and photographs. The proximty
of location of the conparables to the subject was not disclosed.
The conparabl es consist of one-story frane dwellings built from
1987 to 1995. The conparables were situated on sites ranging
from 15,000 to 23,522 square feet of land area. The honmes have
central air conditioning and bat hroons ranging fromone full bath
with one half-bath to two full baths with one half-bath. The
honmes have full basenents wth three having sonme finished
basenent area. They have garages ranging from 480 to 648 square
feet of building area. Two of the conparables have a firepl ace.
The homes range in size from1,216 to 1,920 square feet of l|iving
ar ea. The conparables had |and assessnents ranging from $4, 000
to $8,000 or from $0.17 to $0.53 per square foot of |and area.
The conparabl es had i nprovenent assessnents ranging from $46, 063
to $51,940 or from $26.75 to $37.88 per square foot of Iliving
ar ea. The subject has an inprovenent assessnent of $28.76 per
square foot of living area and a |and assessnent of $0.33 per
square foot of land area.

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

LAND: $ 5, 000
IMPR :  $ 59, 313
TOTAL: $ 64, 313

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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Sales information regarding the sane conparables depict the
conparables sold from Cctober 2003 to August 2005 for prices
ranging from $155,000 to $193,000 or from $95.31 to $134.05 per
square foot of |living area, including |and. The appel | ant
submtted the board of reviews final decision letter which
depicts the subject had a total assessnent of $64,313, which
reflects an estinmated market value of approximtely $193, 364
using the 2005 three-year nedian |evel of assessnents for
St ephenson  County of 33.26% as determined by the Illinois
Department of Revenue. Based on this evidence, 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 assessnment of $64,313 was
di scl osed. In support of the subject's assessnent, the board of
review submtted a brief, a photograph, a map of conparable | and
assessnents, a spreadsheet of |and assessnents, conparable |Iot
sales information, a grid of conparable sales and property record
cards. The board of review initially argues the subject's |and
was valued using the site value nethod, wth the subject's
imediate vicinity having a $5,000 site val ue. The board of
review submtted six vacant land sales. The lot sales range in
size from0.34 to 0.45 acres and sold fromJuly 2004 to January
2006 for prices ranging from $13,000 to $19,900 or from $0.85 to
$1.44 per square foot of |and area. The board of review also
subm tted assessnent data for fourteen lots located in close
proximty to the subject. Al of these conparable lots are the
sane size as the subject and are described as a "wooded interior
lot." Each of these |lot conparables had a $5,000 |and
assessnent, simlar to the subject.

In further support of the subject's inprovenent assessnent, the
board of review submtted a grid analysis detailing five
conpar abl e sal es. The conparables are described as one-story
ranch style dwellings of frame construction built from 1995 to
2004. The properties contain from 1,568 to 2,423 square feet of
living area. Features include central air conditioning and
attached gar ages. Proximty of location to the subject was not
di scl osed, but a map submtted by the board of review depicts the
properties to be in close proximty to the subject, with one
property | ocated on the opposite side of a |lake. The hones sold
from August 2003 to Novenber 2005 for prices ranging from
$175, 000 to $290, 000 or from $86.89 to $139. 29 per square foot of
living area, including |and. The same conparables had
i mprovenent assessnents ranging from $49,024 to $84,533 or from
$26.56 to $40.60 per square foot of living area. Based on this
evi dence, the board of review requested confirmation of its
assessment .

In rebuttal, the appellant argued that hones closer to the | ake
have a higher value. However, no further evidence was submtted
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to support this claim In addition, the appellant argues three
of four honmes have sold for under $100,000 within the last six
years. Again, no further evidence was submtted to support this
claim Finally, the appellant argues that |lots having
i nprovenents appreciate at a nuch slower rate than vacant |ots.
No additional data was submtted to support this argunent.

After considering the evidence, the Board finds that it has
jurisdiction over the parties and the subject natter of this
appeal . The appellant contends assessnent inequity as one basis
of the appeal. The 1llinois Suprene Court has held that
t axpayers who object to an assessnment on the basis of lack of
uniformty bear the burden of proving the disparity of
assessnents by clear and convincing evidence. Kankakee County
Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 131 1Il.2d 1
(1989). The evidence nust denonstrate a consistent pattern of
assessnment inequities within the assessnent jurisdiction. After
an anal ysis of the assessnent data, the Board finds the appell ant
has not overcone this burden

The Board finds the parties submtted ni ne assessnent conpar abl es
for consideration. The Board notes it is unable to determ ne the
proximty of location of the appellant's conparables when
conpared to the subject. The Board placed |ess weight on the
appel lant's conparables 2, 3 and 4, and the board of reviews
conparables 4 and 5, because of their dissimlar basenent area,
size, design, location and/or age when conpared to the subject.
The Board finds the appellant's conparable nunber 1 and the board
of review s conparables 1, 2 and 3 were generally simlar to the
subj ect . These properties have inprovenent assessnments ranging
from $26.56 to $27.61 per square foot of living area and support
the subject's inprovenent assessnent of $26.53 per square foot of
living area, which is |l ess than the range established by the nost
simlar conparables contained in this record. Therefore, the
Board finds the subject's inprovenent assessnent is supported and
no reduction in the subject's inprovenent assessnment is warranted

on this basis. Further the board of review submitted |and
assessnents that were identical to the subject in size and
interior |ocation. These |and conparables were in close

proximty to the subject and had identical |and assessnents of
$5, 000. Therefore the Board finds the appellant failed to show
by clear and convincing evidence that the subject's |[|and
assessnent was inequitable. The evidence presented clearly
established that land in the subject's imedi ate nei ghborhood is
assessed based on site method with the subject's imrediate area
having a $5,000 per site value. This evidence was not
sufficiently refuted by the appellant.

The constitutional provision for wuniformty of taxation and
val uation does not require mathematical equality. A practica
uniformty, rather than an absolute one, is the test. Apex Mtor
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Fuel Co. v. Barrett, 20 IIl.2d 395 (1960). Al t hough the

conparabl es presented by the parties disclosed that properties
| ocated in the sanme area are not assessed at identical |evels,
all that the constitution requires is a practical uniformty,
whi ch appears to exist on the basis of the evidence presented by
both parties.

The appel | ant al so argued overval uati on as a basis of the appeal.
Wien narket value is the basis of the appeal, the val ue nust be
proved by a preponderance of the evidence. W nnebago County
Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 313 II1l.App.3d 179,
183, 728 N. E. 2" 1256 (2" Dist. 2000). The Board finds the
appel lant submtted four recent sale conparables that occurred
from Cctober 2003 to August 2005 for prices ranging from $102. 17
to $134.05 per square foot of living area, including land. The
board of review submtted five sales conparables that sold from
COct ober 2003 to November 2005 for prices ranging from $86.89 to
$139. 29 per square foot of living area, including |and. The nost
simlar conparables, as stated above, sold from Cctober 2003 to
Novenber 2005 for prices ranging from $86.89 to $96. 99 per square
foot of living area, including |land. The subject's assessnent
reflects an estimated market value of approximately $86.48 per
square foot of living area, including |and, using the 2005 three-
year nedian |evel of assessnents for Stephenson County of 33.26%

as determned by the Illinois Departnent of Revenue, which is
less than the nost simlar sales conparables contained in this
record. These nost simlar conparables support the subject's

assessment and a reduction on this basis is not warranted.

Based on this analysis, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds the
appel lant has not denonstrated a lack of wuniformty in the
subj ect's assessnent by clear and convincing evidence. Further
with regards to the appellant's overval uati on argunent, the Board
finds the appellant failed to prove by a preponderance of the
evi dence the subject's assessnment was incorrect.
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This is a final adm nistrative 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 CATI1 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: May 30, 2008

D (atenillo-:

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
conplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
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subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer nmay, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’ s decision, 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 WTH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECI SION | 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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