PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: James Auffenberg, Jr.
DOCKET NO.: 05-02349.001-C 3
PARCEL NO.: 03-25.0-326-001

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Janes Auffenberg, Jr., the appellant, by attorney Garrett C
Reuter of Geensfelder, Henker & Gale, P.C., Belleville; the St.
G air County Board of Review, and the intervenors, Central School
Dist. No. 104 and Community College Dist. No. 522 by attorney
Sean Cronin of Becker, Paulson, Hoerner & Thonpson, P.C
Bel l eville.

The subj ect property consists of a 5.53 acre parcel inproved with
an 8,160 square foot autonobile showoom constructed in 1993 and
an 11,520 service center also constructed in 1993. The property
is located in O Fallon, Caseyville Township, St. Cdair County.

At the scheduled hearing the appellant's attorney appeared and
informed the Property Tax Appeal Board that he had failed to
provide a court reporter as required by section 16-190 of the
Property Tax Code (35 ILCS 200/16-190) and section 1910.98(a) of
the rules of Property Tax Appeal Board (86 [I1Il.Adm n.Code
1910.98(a)) . Due to the relative sinplistic nature of the
evi dence and the argunents, the Property Tax Appeal Board agreed
to proceed and nake an electronic recording of the hearing and
i ssue a decision on the nerits.

The appellant contends assessnent inequity as the basis of the

appeal . In support of this argunment the appellant presented an
anal ysis of four car dealership assessnents. The appel | ant
provi ded the parcel nunber, building size, |ot size, assessnent
and assessnent per square foot on the subject and four car dealer
assessnents. As foundation for the data the appellant submtted
copies of the property record cards associated wth each
property. The analysis indicated the building areas on the
conparabl es ranged in size from 15,984 to 29, 345 square feet and

(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 St. Cair County Board of Review
is warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 550, 622
IMPR: $ 615,506
TOTAL: $ 1,166, 128

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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| and areas ranged in size from 4.19 to 6.53' acres. These sanme
conparables had total assessnents ranging from $860,371 to
$1, 429,554 or from $35.79 to $53.83 per square foot of building
area, |and included. The appellant indicated the subject had a
total assessnent of $1,100,536 or $53.68 per square foot of
bui |l ding area, |and included. Based on this data the appell ant
requested the subject's land assessnent be reduced to $166, 667
and the inprovenent assessnent be reduced to $567,028 for a total
revi sed assessment of $733,695 or $35.79 per square foot of
buil ding area, |and incl uded.

The board of review submitted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " disclosing the subject property had an equalized tota
assessment of $1,166,128. The subject property had an equalized
| and assessnment of $550,622 or $99,570 per acre and an equali zed
i mprovenent assessnment of $615,506 or $31.28 per square foot of
bui | di ng area.

To denonstrate the subject's |and was being equitably assessed
the board of review presented the equalized | and assessnents on
four conparables located along the sanme street as the subject.
The conparables ranged in size from .98 to 4.92 acres and had
| and assessnents ranging $117,870 to $409,544 or from $83,241 to
$122,727 per acre. The board of review argued the subject's |and
assessnent was within the range established by the conparables;
therefore, a reduction in the subject's |and assessnent was not
justified.

To denonstrate the subject inprovnents were equitably assessed
the board of review used three of the conparables submtted by
the appellant. The property record cards submtted by the board
of review disclosed the conparables were constructed from 1997 to
2000 and had total building areas that ranged in size from 16, 735
to 28,069 square feet. These conparables had equalized
i mprovenent assessnents that ranged from $649,669 to $906, 967 or
from $29.81 to $38.82 per square foot of building area. The
board of review argued the subject's inprovenent assessnent of
$615,506 or $31.28 per square foot of building area was wel
W thin the range of the conparables and equitabl e.

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 the appeal. The Board further
finds a reduction in the subject's assessnment is not supported by
the evidence in this record.

The appellant contends wunequal treatnent in the subject's
assessnent as the basis of the appeal. Taxpayers who object to
an assessnment on the basis of lack of uniformty bear the burden

! Auffenberg Hyundai is composed of two parcels, 03-25.0-330-006 & 007, having
a conbi ned area of 6.53 acres.
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of proving the disparity of assessnment valuations by clear and
convi nci ng evidence. Kankakee County Board of Review v. Property
Tax Appeal Board, 131 II1l.2d 1 (1989). After an analysis of the
assessnment data, the Board finds the appellant has not nmet this
bur den.

Wth respect to the | and assessnent the Property Tax Appeal Board
finds that board of review submtted assessnment information on
four | and conparabl es denonstrating the subject's | and assessnent
was equitable. The four |and conparables were |ocated al ong the
same street as the subject and ranged in size from .98 to 4.92
acres. These conparabl es had equalized | and assessnents ranging
from $117,870 to $409,544 or from $83,241 to $122,727 per acre.
The subj ect property had an equalized | and assessnent of $550, 622
or $99,570 per acre, which is within the range established by the
conparables on a per acre basis and is well supported by this
dat a.

The Board also finds the analysis presented by the board of
revi ew denonstrated the assessnent of the subject inprovenents is

equi t abl e. The board of review used three of the four
conpar abl es submtted by the appellant but isolated the equalized
i nprovenent assessnents for these properties. The conparabl es

were constructed from 1997 to 2000 and had total building areas
that ranged in size from 16,735 to 28,069 square feet. These
conpar abl es had equalized inprovenent assessnents ranging from
$649, 669 to $906,967 or from $29.81 to $38.82 per square foot of
bui |l di ng area. The subject's equalized inprovenent assessnent
$615, 506 or $31.28 per square foot of building area is within the
range established by the conparables on a per square foot basis
and is equitable.

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
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.

For these reasons the Property Tax Appeal Board finds the
appel l ant did not denponstrate with clear and convincing evidence

that the subject property was not being uniformy assessed.
Based on this record the Property Tax Appeal Board finds the

assessnent of the subject property as established by the board of
review is correct and no reduction is 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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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

@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
complaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
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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 BQARD 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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