PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Harry Liu and Wendy Zhao
DOCKET NO.: 05-27410.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 05-29-316-059-0000

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Harry Liu and Wendy Zhao, the appellants, and the Cook County
Board of Review.

The subject property consists of a 50-year-old, two-story,
single-famly dwelling of frane and masonry construction
containing 1,953 square feet of living area and situated on an
11, 625 square foot parcel. Features of the hone include two and
one-hal f bathroons, air-conditioning, a fireplace and a two-car
attached garage. The subject is built on slab and | ocated in New
Trier Townshi p, Cook County.

The appellant, Harry Liu, appeared before the Property Tax Appeal
Board argui ng unequal treatnent in the assessnent process of the
subject as the basis of the appeal. In support of this claim
the appellants submitted assessnent data and descriptive
information on five properties suggested as conparable to the
subj ect . The appellants also submitted a two-page letter,
phot ogr aphs and Cook County Assessor's Internet Database sheets
for the subject and the suggested conparables, a copy of the
board of review s decision as well as other information.

Based on the appellants’ docunents, the five suggested
conparabl es consist of two-story, single-famly dwellings of
frame, masonry or frame and masonry construction |located within
the North Shore communities of dencoe, WIlnette or Northfield
At hearing, the appellant indicated the suggested conparables are
| ocated within a distance of three to four nmles fromthe subject
with only one of the conparables having the sane nei ghborhood

code as the subject. The inprovenents range in size from 1, 238
to 3,215 square feet of living area and range in age from 21 to
62 years. The conparables contain from one to three full

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

LAND: $ 24,180
IMPR : $ 48, 324
TOTAL: $ 72,504

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.

PTAB/ r f d5458
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bat hroons, a finished or unfinished basenment and a one-car or
t wo- car attached gar age. Four conpar abl es contain air-
conditioning and four conparables have a fireplace. The
i nprovenent assessnents for the appellants' conparables two
through five range from $9.51 to $22. 44 per square foot of living
ar ea. The five suggested |and conparables range in size from
8,063 to 15,682 square feet and have |and assessnents ranging
from$0.84 to $2. 44 per square foot.

At hearing, the appellant argued that the subject is |ocated on
Lake Avenue in WIlnette, a busy and noisy four-lane road, and
suggested that the subject should be assessed |ess than those
properties located on quite and |less congested residential
streets. Mdreover, the appellant argued that anong all the class
2-07 properties |ocated on Lake Avenue in Wlnette, the subject's
assessed val ue is the highest.

Al so, the appellants provided a one-page copy of the Cook County
Assessor's O fice: Property Search results for 2005 which
i ndi cated the Property Index Nunber, street address, class code,
nei ghborhood code and total assessed value for 20 properties,
including the subject, located within WInette. The total
assessed values ranged from $55,659 to $116,061, the subject's
assessnent was |isted as $76, 511.

In addition, the appellant asserted that his conparable one
contains 3,000 square feet of living area, not 1,350 as suggested
by the subject's property printout and provi ded photographs. The
appel | ant argued that his conparable one is nmuch |arger and nore
val uabl e than the subject, however, the total assessed val ue of
this property is 27% | ower than the subject.

Based on the evidence submtted, the appellants suggested that
considering their various argunents, the subject's total
assessnment shoul d be reduced to between $38, 000 and $55, 659.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " disclosing the subject's total assessnent of $72,504,
with $48, 324 or $24.74 per square foot of |iving area apportioned
to the inprovenent and $24,180 or $2.08 per square foot
apportioned to the land. |In support of the assessnent, the board
subm tted property characteristic printouts and descriptive data
on three properties suggested as conparable to the subject. The
suggest ed conparables are inproved with two-story, single-famly
dwellings of frane and masonry construction wth the sane
nei ghbor hood code as the subject. The inprovenents range in size
from 1,925 to 1,981 square feet of living area and range in age
from 52 to 54 years. The conparables contain two and one-half
bat hroons, a finished or unfinished basenent, one or two
fireplaces and a two-car attached garage. One conparabl e has
air-conditioning. The inprovenent assessnents range from $26. 13
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to $26.79 per square foot of |iving area. The three suggested
| and conparables range in size from 10,360 to 12,800 square feet
and have | and assessnents ranging from $2.04 to $2.16 per square
f oot .

At hearing, the board' s representative stated that the board of
review s conparables are simlar to the subject in size, design,
age, anenities and l|ocation and indicated that the board of
review would rest on the witten evidence subm ssions. Based on
the evidence presented, the board of review requested
confirmation of the subject's assessnent.

In rebuttal, the appellants argued that the board of reviews
conparables are located on quite residential streets, whereas,

the subject is located on busy Lake Avenue in Wlnette. The
appel l ants provided a nmap indicating the |location of the board's
three conparables in relation to the subject. The appellants

suggested that the market value of these properties is nmuch
greater than the subject's narket value and suggested the
subj ect's assessnent be reduced by 40%

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 this appeal. The appellants’
argunment was unequal treatnment in the assessnment process. The
[I'linois Suprene 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 clear and
convi nci ng evidence. Kankakee County Board of Review V. Property
Tax Appeal Board, 131 IIl.2d 1 (1989). The evidence nust
denmonstrate a consistent pattern of assessnment inequities within
the assessnent jurisdiction. After an analysis of the assessnent
data, the Board finds the appellants have not overconme this
bur den.

Regarding the inprovenent, the Board finds the board of reviews
conparables to be the nost simlar properties to the subject in
the record. These three properties are simlar to the subject in
i nprovenment  size, anenities, age and location and have
i mprovenent assessments ranging from $26.13 to $26.79 per square
foot of living area. The subject's per square foot inprovenent
assessment of $24.74 falls below the range established by these
properties. The Board finds the appellants' conparables |ess
simlar to the subject in inprovenent size in that three of the
properties are significantly smaller or larger than the subject
and the two remaining conparables, although simlar to the
subject in inprovenment size, are |located outside the subject's
nei ghbor hood code. In addition, the record disclosed that the
appel l ants' conparable two enjoys a Hone |nprovenent Exenption.
After considering adjustnments and the differences in both
parties' suggested conparables when conpared to the subject, the
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Board finds the subject's per square foot inprovenent assessnent
is supported by the nobst simlar properties contained in the
record.

Regarding the land, the Board also finds the board of reviews
conparables to be the nost simlar properties to the subject in
size and | ocati on. The three parcels range in size from 10, 360
to 12,800 square feet and have |and assessnments ranging from
$2.04 to $2.16 per square foot. The subject's per square foot
| and assessnent of $2.08 falls within the range established by
these properti es.

At hearing, the appellant argued that the subject is |ocated on
Lake Avenue in WIlnmette, a busy and noisy four-lane road, and
suggested that the subject should be assessed |ess than those
parcels |located on quite and |ess congested residential streets.
Moreover, the appellant argued that anong all the class 2-07
properties |ocated on Lake Avenue in WIlnette, the subject's
assessed value is the highest. The Board finds this argunent
unper suasi ve. The Board further finds the appellants failed to
provi de any conparable properties situated on Lake Avenue or
ot her busy and noisy streets near the subject, in support of this
claim In fact, the appellants provided conparables | ocated
three to four mles fromthe subject and |ocated within various
North Shore comunities. Although, the appellants indicated that
the nost inportant factor relating to real estate is |ocation,
they chose to use properties located outside the subject's
nei ghborhood code and located mles from the subject. In
addition, the appellants argued that anong all the class 2-07
properties |ocated on Lake Avenue in WIlnette, the subject's
assessed value is the highest, however, the appellants did not
provi de any evidence is support of this claim

Next, the appellants argued that their conparable one contains
3,000 square feet of living area, not 1,350 as suggested by the
subject's property printout and provided photographs of the
property. The appellants argued that their conparable one is
much |arger and nore valuable than the subject, however, the
total assessed value of this property is 27% lower than the

subj ect . The Board finds this argunent is wthout nerit.
First, the Board finds this is not a conparable property based on
either it's 1,350 or 3,000 square feet of living area; second,

notw t hst andi ng the photographs provided, this property's exact
square footage remains in question and thirdly, although the
appellants claimed this property to be nore valuable than the
subj ect, no substantive evidence regardi ng val ue was provi ded.

Finally, the appellants argued that the board of reviews
conparables are located on quite residential streets, whereas,
the subject is located on busy Lake Avenue in Wlnette. The
appel l ants provided a map indicating the location of the board' s
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three conparables in relation to the subject. The appellants
suggested that the market value of these properties is nuch
greater than the subject's market value and suggested the
subj ect's assessnent be reduced by 40% The Board finds this
argunent unpersuasive in that the appellants failed to provide
any evidence or market data in support of this claim I n
concl usi on, the appellants failed to provide any substantive
evi dence suggesting how market values vary between properties
| ocated on Lake Avenue as conpared to properties located within
qui et residential areas.

As a result of this analysis, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds
the appellant has failed to adequately denonstrate that the
subj ect property was inequitably assessed by clear and convi nci ng
evidence and a reduction in the subject's assessnent is not
war r ant ed.
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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.

L

Chai r man
Member Menber
Member Menber
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: April 1, 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
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conplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment 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 MJUST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLCOSED 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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