PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Thonmas & Bar bara Dean
DOCKET NO : 06-02118.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 08-08-02-102-024

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Thomas & Barbara Dean, the appellants, and the Multrie County
Board of Review, by Appointed Special Prosecutor Christopher E.
Sherer of Gffin, Wnning, Cohen & Bodewes,P.C., in Springfield

The subject property consists of a 33 year-old, one-story style
frame dwelling that contains 1,735 square feet of living area.
Features of the hone include central air-conditioning, one
fireplace, a 546 square foot attached garage and a two-car
det ached garage which the appellants referred to as a shed.

Appel  ant Thonmas Dean appeared before the Property Tax Appeal
Board claimng unequal treatnent in the assessnent process
regarding the subject's land and inprovenents and overval uation
as the bases of the appeal. In support of the land inequity
argunent, the appellants submtted data on one conparable that
contains approximately 1.0 acre of |and area. Thi s conparabl e
had a land assessnent of $3,060 or $3,060 per acre. The
appel l ants' docunentation referred to several other properties by
the names of their owners, but failed to submt discernible |and
assessnent data for these conparables. The subject has a |and
assessnent of $3,483 or $2,619 per acre.

Regarding the inprovenent inequity contention, the appellants
submitted inprovenent information on the sanme conparable used to
support the land inequity argunent. The conparable consists of a
two-story frame and stone dwelling that is 37 years old and
contains 3,148 square feet of living area. The conparabl e was
reported to have central air-conditioning, two fireplaces and a
528 square foot garage. This property was reported to have an
i mprovenent assessnent of $40, 740 or $12.94 per square foot. The
subj ect has an inprovenent assessnent of $33,428 or $19.27 per
square foot. As stated above, the appellants' docunentation

(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 Moultrie County Board of Reviewis
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 3, 483
IMPR : $ 33,428
TOTAL: $ 36, 911

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.

PTAB/ MRT/ 4/ 15/ 08
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referred to several other properties by the names of their
owners, but no descriptive information or assessnent data on the

properties was provided.

In support of the overvaluation contention, the appellants
submtted sales information on the sane conparable used to

support the inequity argunent. The conparable was reported to
have sold in May 2005 for $125,000 or $39.71 per square foot of
living area including |[and. Based on this evidence, the

appel l ants requested the subject's total assessnent be reduced to
$30,400, its land assessnment be reduced to $2,500 and its
i mprovenent assessnment be reduced to $27,900 or $16.08 per square
foot of living area.

During the hearing, appellant Thomas Dean testified that the
conparables wused in the board of reviews appraisal of the
subject were superior in quality and |location when conpared to
the subject. The appellants submtted no credible narket

evi dence to denonstrate how t hese supposed superior features and
| ocations inpact the subject's market value. The appellant also
testified that the board of review s equity conparabl es had paved
streets and smaller lots and were superior to the subject in
nunerous ways. He again submtted no evidence denobnstrating how
these differences inpact the subject's market value or

assessnent. The appel |l ant opined the subject should have a 40%
downward adjustnent to reflect 1its inferior location when
conpared to the board of review s conparables. He provided no
evidentiary basis for this adjustnent. The appellant further

testified the subject's neighborhood is blighted, a new jail

approximately % mle fromthe subject has negatively inpacted the
subj ect's val ue, noise from passing freight trains dimnished the
subject's value, and that commercial zoning, lack of street

lighting, presence in a tax increnment financing district and
flooding streets during heavy rains detract from the subject's
val ue. The appellants submitted no evidence to denobnstrate how
any of these factors inpact the subject's val ue.

The appellant attenpted to discuss the additional conparables to
which he referred in the narrative letter acconpanying the
appel l ants' petition. The Hearing Oficer ordered the appellants
to conplete a grid analysis of these conparables and submt it to
the Property Tax Appeal Board within 15 days of the hearing. The
appel lants conplied with this order and submtted a nodified grid
anal ysi s, photographs, property record cards and sone copies of
real estate transfer declarations on four additional properties
to which they referred by owners' nanes in their original
evi dentiary subm ssi on.

The suppl enental data on these conparables indicated they consi st
of two dwellings, one of which was reported to be a two-story
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masonry hone and one a franme honme whose design information was
not provided; and two, one-story frame or franme and steel
bui | di ngs, one of which is used to operate a wel ding shop and one
of which was described as a forner dwelling converted into a shop
for building race cars. The conparables were reported to be
situated on lots ranging from 1.0 acre to 1.5 acres. No | and
assessnent data for these properties was provided. The two
dwellings were reported to be 79 and 98 years old and contain
1,240 and 1,768 square feet of living area, with central air-
condi tioning, and garages that contain 440 square feet. The age
of the welding shop was not reported, but the appellants
indicated it contains 3,828 square feet. The race car shop was
reported to be 30 years old and to contain 1,344 square feet of
buil ding area. No 2006 inprovenent assessnent data was submtted
on any of these conparabl es.

The appel l ants reported these additional conparables sold between
Cct ober 2004 and Decenber 2007 for prices ranging from $28,500 to
$109,000 or from $11.76 to $61.65 per square foot of living or
bui |l di ng area including | and.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's total assessnent of $36,911 was
di scl osed. The subject has an estinmated narket value of $110,512
or $63.70 per square foot of living area including |and, as
reflected by its assessnent and Muultrie County's 2006 three-year
medi an | evel of assessnents of 33.40%

In support of the subject's |and assessnent, the board of review
submtted information on four conparables located 1.8 mles to
5.5 mles fromthe subject. The conparables range in size from
0.22 acre to 0.95 acre and have |and assessnents ranging from
$2,816 to $3,410 or from $3, 227 to $12, 800 per acre.

In support of the subject's inprovenent assessnent, the board of
review submtted inprovenent information on the sane four
conpar abl es used to support the subject's |and assessnent. The
conparables were described as one-story franme dwellings that
range in age from 27 to 38 years and range in size from1,503 to
1,842 square feet of living area. Features of the conparables
include central air-conditioning and garages that contain from
418 to 616 square feet of building area. Two conparabl es have a
fireplace. These properties have inprovenent assessnents rangi ng
from $29, 362 to $39,122 or from $19.54 to $21.24 per square foot
of living area.

In support of the subject's estimted nmarket value, the board of
review submtted an appraisal of the subject property prepared by
Davi d DeRocchi of Roby & Associates, Inc. The appraiser was
present at the hearing and testified regardi ng the nethodol ogy he
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used to prepare the report. The appraiser prepared only a sales
conpari son approach in estimating a value for the subject of
$121,500 as of the report's effective date of January 1, 2006.

In the sales conparison approach, the appraiser examned five
conparabl es that are located 0.51 to 1.33 mles fromthe subject.
The conparabl es are situated on lots ranging in size fromO0.22 to
0.30 acre and consist of one-story brick or franme dwellings that
range in age from 11 to 36 years and range in size from 1,427 to
1,938 square feet of living area. Features of the conparables
include central air-conditioning, two-car attached garages and
various patios and decks. Three conparables have a fireplace.
These properties sold between February and Decenber 2005 for
prices ranging from $108, 000 to $133,000 or from $68.11 to $87. 60

per square foot of living area including |and. The apprai ser
adjusted the conparables for location, |lot size, exterior
construction, living area, lack of fireplace and |ack of shed or
extra garage. After adjustnments, the conparables had adjusted

sales prices ranging from $112,175 to $135,350 or from $63.64 to
$90. 71 per square foot of living area including |and.

In the comments section of the report, the appraiser noted the
subject's mxed use neighborhood and zoning, but opined that
while these factors could influence nmarketing tinme, they would
not necessarily have a significant adverse affect on val ue.

During the hearing, the board of reviews representative
guestioned the appraiser regarding his qualifications and
experience. The appraiser responded he had been an appraiser for
23 years, had attended approximately 100 cl asses and sem nars and
had perforned around 10,000 appraisals. The board of review
tendered the appraiser as an expert Wwtness. The witness
testified he exam ned conparable sales that were simlar to the
subject in design, living area, construction and features and
were as close to the subject in location as he could find. In
response to a question from the Hearing Oficer regarding the
subject's location, the witness testified he adjusted all the
conparables downward 5% for their superior |ocations when
conpared to the subject.

During cross examnation, appellant Thomas Dean asked the
apprai ser why he didn't consider the appellants' conparable sale
1 in his analysis. The appraiser responded that the appellants’
conparable 1 was a two-story dwelling containing 3,148 square
feet of living area and was thus dissimlar in design and |iving
area when conpared to the subject.

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 Property Tax
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Appeal Board further finds that a reduction in the subject's
assessnent is not warranted.

The appellants' first argunent was unequal treatnment in the
assessnent process. The Illinois Supreme Court has held that
taxpayers who object to an assessnent on the basis of l|ack of
uniformty bear the burden of proving the disparity of assessnent

val uations by clear and convincing evidence. Kankakee County
Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 131 Ill.2d 1
(1989). The evidence nust denonstrate a consistent pattern of

assessnent inequities within the assessnent jurisdiction. After
an analysis of the assessnment data, the Board finds the
appel | ants have not overcone this burden.

As to the land inequity argunment, the Board finds the parties
submtted five usable conparables. The appellants submtted
l[imted information on four additional conparables upon order by
the Hearing Oficer, but submtted no Iand assessnents to
facilitate their conparison to the subject. Therefore, the Board
gave no weight to the additional conparables. The one usable
| and conparable submtted by the appellants, along with the four
conparables submtted by the board of review, had |[|and
assessments ranging from $3,060 to $12,800 per acre. The
subject's land assessment of $2,619 per acre falls below the
range of all the usable conparables in the record.

As to the inprovenent inequity argunent, the parties submtted
informati on on five usable conparables. The appellants submtted
sone descriptive data on four additional conparables as ordered
by the Hearing Oficer, but no i nprovenent assessnent information
for these properties was provided. Therefore, the Board gave no
wei ght to the appellants' additional conparables. Regarding the
five usable inprovenent assessnent conparables, the Board gave
little weight to the appellants' conparable 1 because it differed
in design and living area when conpared to the subject. The four
equity conparables submtted by the board of review were simlar
to the subject in design, exterior construction, age, size and
features and had inprovenent assessnents ranging from $19.54 to
$21. 24 per square foot of living area. The subject's inprovenent
assessnent of $19.27 per square foot of living area falls bel ow
this range.

The constitutional provision for wuniformty of taxation and

val uati on 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
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.
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The appellants also argued overvaluation as a basis of the
appeal . \When market value is the basis of the appeal, the value
nmust be proved by a preponderance of the evidence. National Cty
Bank of Mchigan/lllinois v. Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board,
331 I11.App.3d 1038 (3’ Dist. 2002). After analyzing the market
evi dence submitted, the Board finds the appellants have failed to
overcone this burden.

Regarding the overvaluation argunent, the Board finds the
appellants submitted sales information on a total of five

conpar abl es. The Board gave little weight to the appellants’
conparable 1 because it differed in design and living area when
conpared to the subject. The Board gave no weight to the

appel l ants' conparable 2 because it is a welding shop, not a
dwel ling, nor to conparable 4 because it was described as a
dwel ling converted into a shop to build race cars. The Board
further gave less weight to the appellants' conparables 3 and 5
because they were considerably ol der than the subject. The Board
finds the board of review submtted an appraisal of the subject
wi th an estimated market value of $121,500 as of January 1, 2006.
The apprai ser was present at the hearing and provided testinony
regarding the five conparable sales used in his report. The
Board finds the conparables were all one-story dwellings |like the
subject and were simlar to it in living area and nost anenities.
The appraiser adjusted the conparables for differences when
conpared to the subject, such as location, |ot size, exterior
construction, living area, lack of fireplace and |ack of shed or
extra garage. The Board finds the appraiser adequately supported
his value conclusion and data analysis with credible testinony
and reasonabl e responses to questions fromthe board of review s
representative, the appellant and the Hearing Oficer. The Board
notes the subject's assessnent reflects an estimated market val ue
of $110,512, which is $10,988 less than the appraiser's estinmate
of the subject's market value. However, the board of review did
not request an increase in the subject's assessnment comensurate
wi th the higher market val ue as determ ned by the appraiser.

In conclusion, the Board finds the appellants have failed to
prove inequity by clear and convincing evidence or overval uation
by a preponderance of the evidence and the subject's assessnent
as determ ned by the board of review is correct and no reduction
i's 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.

L

Chai r man

Menber Menber

Menber 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 conmplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[I'linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: May 30, 2008

D (atenillo-:

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
conplaints 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 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 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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