PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: M chael and Li nda Bal dwi n
DOCKET NO.: 05-02360.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 17-08.0-205-012

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
M chael and Linda Baldwin, the appellants, and the St. dair
County Board of Review.

The subject property consists of a one-story single-famly
masonry dwelling that was built in 2004 and contains 2,633 square
feet of Iliving area. Amrenities include a full, partially
finished basenent; central air conditioning; one fireplace; a
swi mm ng pool; a 2,336 square foot shed; and a 1,372 square foot
attached masonry garage.

The appellants submtted evidence before the Property Tax Appeal
Board claimng both overvaluation and unequal treatnment in the

assessnent process as the bases of the appeal. |In support of the
inequity claim the appellants submitted property record cards
and a spreadsheet detailing four suggested conparabl es. The

conpar abl es consist of a two-story and three, one-story single-
famly masonry or frame and masonry dwellings that were built
from 1999 to 2003. The dwellings range in size from 2,068 to
2,381 square feet of living area. Features include full
unfini shed basenents, central air conditioning, one fireplace,
and garages ranging in size from 872 to 1,224 square feet.
Conmparables 1, 3, and 4 have swimi ng pools. After application
of the 2005 Prairie Du Long Township equalization factor of
1. 0598, the conparabl es have inprovenent assessnents ranging from
$59,335 to $75,556 or from $26.75 to $36.53 per square foot of

living area. The subject property has an inprovenent assessment
of $89, 185 or $33.87 per square foot of living area.

The appellants also clained the subject property is overval ued
based on its construction costs. The appellants' appeal petition
i ndicates the subject's 5.43 acres was purchased for $4,500 in

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

LAND: $ 17, 865
IMPR.:  $ 89, 185
TOTAL: $ 107, 050

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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2002 and the inprovenents were erected in 2004 for a cost of
$195, 000. The appeal petition also indicated the appellants
acted as the general contractor for a fee of $10,000. Thus, the
appel lants contend the total cost of the project was $209, 500.
The appellants submtted no docunentary evidence in support of
this claim Based on this evidence, the appellants requested a
reduction in the subject property's assessnent.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's assessnment of $107,050 was
di scl osed. The subject's assessnent reflects an estimted market
val ue of $320, 701 using St. Cair County's 2005 three year nedi an
| evel of assessnents of 33.38%

In support of the subject's assessnment, the board of review
subm tted property record cards and a spreadsheet detailing four
suggest ed conparables located in close proximty to the subject.
One conparable was also wutilized by the appellants. The
conpar abl es consist of one-story nasonry or franme and nasonry
single-famly dwellings that were built from 2001 to 2003.
Features include full unfini shed basenents, centr al air
conditioning, one or two fireplaces, and garages ranging in size
from600 to 1,224 square feet. Conparables 1 and 2 have sw mi ng
pool s. After application of the 2005 Prairie Du Long Township
equal i zation factor of 1.0598, the conparables have inprovenent
assessments ranging from $75,556 to $92,271 or from $33.57 to
$36. 53 per square foot of living area. The subject property has
an i nprovenent assessnent of $89, 185 or $33.87 per square foot of
living area.

The subject's property record card submtted by the board of
review depicts the cost approach to value utilized in the mass
apprai sal system The cost approach estinmated the subject's fair
mar ket value to be $336, 641. Based on this evidence, the board
of review requested confirmation of the subject property's
assessnent .

After reviewing 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 no reduction in the subject property’s
assessnent i s warranted.

The appellants first argued unequal treatnent in the assessment
process. The Illinois Supreme Court has held that taxpayers who
object to an assessnent on the basis of lack of uniformty bear
the burden of proving the disparity of assessnent valuations by
cl ear and convincing evi dence. Kankakee County Board of Review
v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 131 Ill1.2d 1 (1989). The evidence
must denonstrate a consistent pattern of assessnment inequities
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W thin the assessnent jurisdiction. After an analysis of the
assessnent data, the Board finds the appellants have not overcone
thi s burden.

The parties submtted seven suggested assessnent conparables for
the Board' s consideration. The Board gave di m nished weight on
the appellants' conparable 4 due to its dissimlar design when
conpared to the subject. The Board finds the renaining six
conparables to be nost simlar to the subject in age, size,
style, location and anenities. They have inprovenment assessnents
ranging from $59,335 to $92,271 or from $26.75 to $36.53 per
square foot of living area. The subject property, which is newer
in age, contains nore anenities, and is one of the |argest
dwel lings contained in this record, has an inprovenent assessnent
of $89, 185 or $33.87 per square foot of living area. The subject
property's inprovenent assessnent falls wthin the range
established by the nost simlar assessnent conparabl es contai ned

in the record. After considering adjustnments to these
conparables for differences when conpared to the subject, the
Board finds +the subject's inprovenent assessnent is well

supported. Therefore, no reduction is warranted.

The constitutional provision for wuniformty of taxation and
valuation does not require mathemati cal equality. The
requirenment 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
establishing the nethod of assessing real property in its general
operation. A practical uniformty, rather than an absol ute one,
is the test. Apex Motor Fuel Co. v. Barrett, 20 IIl.2d 395
(1960). Al t hough the conparables disclosed that properties
located in the sane 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 the
foregoi ng reasons, the Board finds that the appellants have not
proven by clear and convincing evidence that the subject property
IS inequitably assessed.

The appellants also argued the subject property is overval ued.
Wen nmarket value is the basis of the appeal, the val ue nust be
proved by a preponderance of the evidence. Wnnebago County Board
of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 313 I[Il. App. 3d 179

183, 728 N.E.2d 1256 (2nd Dist. 2000). After an analysis of the
evidence, the Board finds the appellants have not net this
bur den.

The appellants contend the total cost to purchase the subject's
land and construct the inprovenents was $209,500 including a
$10, 000 general contractor fee. The Board gave this argunent no
wei ght. The Board finds the appellants submtted no docunentary
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evidence in support the purported construction cost. The
Property Tax Appeal Board further finds the best evidence of the
subject's market value is the detailed cost approach to value
contained on the its property record card of $336, 641. The
subject's assessnent reflects an estimated market value of
$320, 701, which is less than the value contained on its property
record card. Therefore, no reduction is warranted.

Based on this analysis, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds the
appel l ants have not denonstrated a lack of wuniformty in the
subject's assessment by <clear and convincing evidence or
overval uation by a preponderance of the evidence. Therefore, the
Board finds the subject's assessnent as established 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.
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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: December 7, 2007

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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