PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Hecht Property Linmted Partnership #3
DOCKET NO.: 05-02509.001-R-1 and 05-02509.002-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 11-26-016-001 and 11-26-016-003

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Hecht Property Limted Partnership #3, the appellant; and the
Ef fi ngham County Board of Review

The subject property consists of two | akefront parcels. Par ce
11-26-016-001 is inproved with a one and one-hal f-story brick and
frame dwelling, built in 2003, that contains 1,761 square feet of
living area. Features of the hone include <central air-
conditioning, two fireplaces, a 600 square foot garage, a full
unfini shed basenent, a swim deck and a boat house w th dock.
Parcel 11-26-016-003 is inproved with a boat dock only.

The appellant, in the person of Colleen Nuxoll, president of
Hecht Property Limted Partnership #3, appeared before the
Property Tax Appeal Board claimng the board of review had
erroneously assessed parcel 11-26-016-001 as having two boat
docks. The appellant contested neither the | and assessnents for
either parcel, nor the dwelling assessnment on parcel 11-26-026-
001. The appellant further did not contest the actual boat dock
assessed val ues, only the inproper assessnent for two boat docks
on the sane parcel. The appellant's evidence clained a letter
was received fromthe Effingham County Assessor's office on April
10, 2006 indicating a "residential addition" had been nmade to
parcel 11-26-26-001, wth a corresponding increase in the
i mprovenment assessnment of $3, 500. When Nuxoll called the
assessor's office for an explanation, she was told that a roof
had been added to the boat dock. Nuxoll explained that the boat
dock which had had a roof added to it was actually on parcel 11-
26-016-003 and that the boat dock on parcel 11-26-016-001 had
been rebuilt in 2003-2004 and included a roof at the tinme of its

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

DOCKET _NO. PROPERTY NO. LAND | MPR. TOTAL
05-02509. 001-R-1 11-26-016-001 $ 12,740 $ 82,000 $ 94,740
05-02509. 002-R-1 11-26-016-003 $ 8,790 $ 3,500 $ 12,290

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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constructi on. The appellant was told the situation would be
rectified in a few weeks. A hearing before the Effingham County
Board of Review resulted in no change in the subject's
assessnent . The appellant also submtted property record cards
and phot ographs of boat docks on several other properties, as
well as a grid analysis of two conparable properties with boat
docks. The property record cards listed only the full val ues of
the boat docks ranging from $17,650 to $76, 750. No sizes or
features of the boat docks were included on the property record
cards. Based on this evidence, the appellant requested the
i mprovenment assessnment for parcel 11-26-016-001 be reduced by
$3,500 to $82,000, to account for one boat dock only.

During the hearing, Nuxoll testified regarding the facts stated
above. She reiterated that parcel 11-26-016-003 for sonme years
had only a boat slip and that a roof had indeed been added in
2004. However, the boat dock on parcel 11-26-016-001 had a roof
built when it was constructed new in 2003-2004. She testified
the property record cards for the two subject parcels indicate
that for 2005, par cel 11-26-016-003 correctly shows an
i nprovenent assessnent of $3,500 for the boat dock to which a
roof was added in 2004. Nuxol I further testified that when the
board of review added the correct boat dock assessnent to parce

11-26-016-003, it failed to renove the sane $3,500 boat dock
assessnent from parcel 11-26-016-001, such that the Ilatter
parcel's inprovenent assessnent included assessnents for two boat
docks. The appellant contends this clearly shows the board of
review failed to renmove the second boat dock assessnment from
parcel 11-26-016-001"s inprovenent assessnent at the tinme it
added this sane amount to parcel 11-26-016-003"s i nprovenent
assessnent to account for the boat dock with new roof that
properly bel onged on the latter parcel.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's total assessnent of $110,530 for
both parcels was disclosed. In support of the subject's
assessnent, the board of review submtted property record cards
for both subject parcels, as well as property record cards and
phot ographs for several conparable properties |ocated near the
subject. In the coiments section of the property record card for
subj ect par cel 11-26-016- 003, notations indicate that an
assessnent for a boat dock was added for 2005 and that a building
permt for erection of a roof on this dock was issued in 2004.
The board of review contends this accurately reflects the
i nproved boat dock on the parcel for the instant assessnent year.
Regarding the property record card for parcel 11-26-016-001, the
comments section includes notations including "' 05 reval ued boat

dock apparently inproved since |ast review'. Just above this
notation is another comment indicating "'05 pick up roof for boat
dock”. The board of review contends that, notw thstandi ng these
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notations, the property record cards for both parcels 11-26-016-
001 and 11-26-016-003 properly indicate the appropriate boat
docks. Based on this evidence the board of review requested the
subject's total assessnent be confirned.

During the hearing, the board of reviews representative
testified that the property record card for parcel 11-26-016-001
shows an initial inprovenent assessnent of $82,210, which was
increased to $85,500 to reflect application of a 4% township
equal i zation factor. The representative testified it is nerely
coi ncidental that the increased assessnent for parcel 11-26-016-
001 to reflect the township factor approxinmates the $3,500
assessnent for the boat dock added to parcel 11-26-016-003.
Regardi ng parcel 11-26-019-001, the representative testified the
word "factor" appears next to the lots, buildings and total
assessnment figures for 2005 on the property record card. He
clainmed this notation supports the board of review s contention
that the increased inprovenent assessnent for 2005 for parcel 11-
26-016- 001 from $82,210 to $85,500 reflects only the application
of a 4% township equalization factor, but does not erroneously
include the assessnent for the second boat dock which properly
bel ongs with parcel 11-026-016-003. When questioned by the
hearing officer as to whether any additional evidence in the form
of notes by assessing officials was available to support the
board of reviews contention, the representative testified he
relied on information given to him by his staff. No
docunentation to support this statement was provided at the
heari ng.

In rebuttal testinony, the appellant testified the property
record card for parcel 11-26-016-001 clearly includes in its
coments section several incorrect statenments regarding the two
boat docks in question. The appellant testified the card shows
no notations indicating that a reduction in the parcel's
i nprovenment assessnent had been nade to conpensate for the
renoval of the assessnent for the second boat dock, which bel ongs
on parcel 11-26-016-003.

After hearing the testinony and reviewing the record, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds it has jurisdiction over the

parties and the subject matter of this appeal. The Board finds a
reduction in the inprovenent assessnent for parcel 11-26-016-001
is warranted. The record includes property record cards for

parcels 11-26-016-001 and 11-26-016-003. The property record
card and associ ated assessnent for parcel 11-26-016-003 appear to
properly reflect a boat dock with a roof added in 2004. The
appel lant did not dispute the inprovenent assessnent of $3,500
for this boat dock. Therefore, the Board finds the assessnment of
parcel 11-26-016-003 is correct.
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Regardi ng parcel 11-26-016-001, the Board finds the evidence and
testinony revealed that the board of review had erroneously
i ncl uded assessnents for both boat docks on this parcel as
documented by notations in the comments section of the parcel's
property record card. Notw thstanding testinony by the board of
review s representative that the assessnent for the second boat
dock was renoved from parcel 11-26-016-001's assessnent
si mul taneous with the application of a 4% township equalization
factor, the Board finds the board of reviews contention is
unsupported. The Board finds no notation on the property record
card for this parcel that the second boat dock's assessment was
renoved for 2005. The board of review s representative testified
he was told by staff nenbers that the assessnent was adjusted,
but the record includes no evidence that such adjustnent took
pl ace. Therefore, the Board finds a reduction in the subject's
assessnent for parcel 11-26-016-001 is warranted to account for
the erroneous assessnent of two boat docks on this sane parcel.
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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: 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 assessnment 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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