PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Robert Sti ner
DOCKET NO : 06-00748.001-F-1
PARCEL NO.: 10-02-27-200-010

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Robert Stiner, the appellant; and the Macon County Board of
Revi ew.

The subject property consists of a 4.3-acre parcel which the
appellant clains is conposed of 3.0 acres of tillable ground, a
1.0-acre honmesite and a 0.3-acre pond. The site is inproved with
a 7 year-old, one-story style frame and brick dwelling that
contains 2,164 square feet of living area. Features of the hone
include central air-conditioning and a two-car attached garage.
The appellant's petition indicated farm buil dings were present on
the parcel, but no description of any farm buildings was
provi ded.

In his rebuttal to the board of reviews response to his
petition, the appellant contends the 0.3-acre pond had been
classified and assessed as honesite acreage for 2006. He clains
this pond is used to collect water runoff fromthe farm and and

"is in no way used for the honesite". He also submtted an
aerial photograph depicting the subject property and showi ng how
the pond overflows at tines. The appellant contends the pond

should be classified and assessed as farm and. The appellant's
evidence further disclosed the subject property had been the
subj ect of an appeal to the Property Tax Appeal Board in 2004
under Docket No. 04-00448.001-F-1 and in 2005 under Docket No.
05- 00730. 001- F- 1. In its decision regarding the 2004 appeal
under Docket No. 04-00448.001-F-1, the Board reduced the
subj ect's assessnment to $44,354. In the 2005 appeal under Docket
No. 05-00730.001-F-1, the parties reached an agreenment that
resulted in a reduction in the subject's total assessnment to
$45, 429. Referencing this decision, the appellant contends the
subj ect's 2006 assessnent should reflect the application of an
equalization factor of 1.016 for Maroa Township for only the
subject's honesite (not including the pond) and the dwelling.

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

PARCEL NO. FARMLAND HOVESI TE RESI DENCE OUTBUI LDI NG TOTAL
10- 02- 27- 200- 010 $668 $6, 108 $37, 870 $3, 550 $48, 196

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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DOCKET NO.: 06-00748.001-F-1

The appellant submtted nothing to docunent this equalization
factor. The "Macon County Notice of Final Decision on Assessed
Value by Board of Review' for the subject property that was
submtted by the appellant, and from which he appealed to the
Property Tax Appeal Board, disclosed that the land or |ot
assessment is $6,108, the farm land assessnent is $668, the
bui | di ng assessnent is $37,870 and the farm buil ding assessnent
is $3,550. Based on this evidence, the appellant requested the
subject's 2006 total assessnent be reduced to $45,733, the
homesite assessnment be reduced to $3,719 and the inprovenent
assessnent be reduced to $37, 796. The appellant requested no
change in the farm and or farm buil di ngs assessnents.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's total assessnent of $48,196 was

di scl osed. In support of the subject's assessnent, the board of
review submtted a letter, property record cards for the subject
and four conparables, as well as Real Estate Transfer
Decl arations detailing sales of seven additional conparables. 1In
the letter, the board of review stated the 2006 assessnent year
i nvol ved inplementation of Bulletin 810. "This included review

of all honesite and acreage throughout the county. This was the
reason that the assessment of the honesite on this parcel was
changed." The subject's property record card does not designate
a specific amount of acreage devoted to the honesite, but only
acknow edges the parcel contains 4.3 acres.

The conparables' property record cards describe properties that
range in size from 7.64 to 50.0 acres with one-acre honesites.
The honesites or |ots have |and assessnents of $6,108, identical
to the subject.

The transfer declarations detail sales of parcels ranging in size
from approximately 1/4 acre to 1.5 acres in size. Regar di ng
these parcels, the board of reviews letter further indicated
that "Honesite acreage was assessed as other residential
properties based on site." The conparables sold between February
2005 and Novenber 2006 for prices ranging from $16,200 to
$68, 000.

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 Board further
finds the 0.3-acre pond on the subject parcel is not entitled to
classification and assessnent as farm and, and a reduction in the
subj ect's assessnent on that basis is not warranted.

The Board finds the appellant clained the pond is used to coll ect
water runoff from the farmand and "is in no way used for the
honesite". The appellant submtted no evidence to support his
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claim that the pond is being used solely for farm ng purposes.
The only evidence submtted by the appellant depicts occasiona
flooding. The Board finds Section 1-60 of the Property Tax Code
(35 ILCS 200/ 1-60) defines "farni in part as:

Any property used solely for the growi ng and harvesting
of crops; for the feeding, breeding and nanagenent of
livestock; for dairying or for any other agricultural
or horticultural use or conbination thereof; including,
but not limted to hay, grain, fruit, truck or
vegetable crops, floriculture, rnmushroom grow ng, plant
or tree nurseries, orchards, forestry, sod farm ng and
greenhouses; the Kkeeping, raising and feeding of
livestock or poultry, including dairying, poultry,
swi ne, sheep, beef cattle, ponies or horses, fur
farm ng, bees, fish and wildlife farm ng.

Further, the Board finds nothing in this record substantiates the
appellant's claim that the pond is wused solely for farmng
purposes or to support farmng activities. The Board also finds
Section 10-110 of the Property Tax Code provides as foll ows:

Farm and. The equalized assessed value of a farm as
defined in Section 1-60 and if used as a farm for the
preceding two years, except tracts subject to
assessnent under Section 10-45, shall be determ ned as
described in Sections 10-115 through 10-140... (35 ILCS
200/ 10-110)

Based on these statutory provisions, the Property Tax Appeal
Board finds no evidence in the record that the pond was used for
farm ng purposes for 2004 or 2005, the two years prior to the
i nstant appeal, or for 2006. Therefore, the pond is not entitled
to classification and assessnment as farnl and. Hence, it should
be assessed as residential |and, as appears to have been done for
the subject parcel and the conparables submtted by the board of
revi ew. The honesites or lots of these conparables have |and
assessments of $6,108, identical to the subject. Therefore, the
Board finds the subject is being uniformy classified and
assessed when conpared to simlar neighboring properties.

The Board finds the appellant also contends that a 2006 Maroa
Townshi p equalization factor of 1.016 should be applied only to
the subject's honesite and residence. This is the basis for the
appel lant's request that the subject's inprovenents be assessed
at $37,796, rather than $37,870, as indicated on the final
deci sion issued by the Macon County Board of Review. However

the Property Tax Appeal Board finds neither the appellant nor the
board of review submtted a copy of any official notification of
this purported equalization factor. Therefore, the Board finds
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the appellant has not net his burden of proving any error in the
application of the equalization factor.

Based on the foregoing analysis, the Property Tax Appeal Board
finds the subject's classification and assessnment as determ ned
by the board of reviewis correct and no reduction is warranted.

This is a final adm nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the Crcuit 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.

Chai r man

Menmber Menber

Menmber Menber
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

IIlinois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: May 30, 2008

A Castillan:

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board
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| 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
conmplaints 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 WTH 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 assessnment 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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