PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Frank Karkazis

DOCKET NO.: 04-20825.001-C1 and 04-20825.002-C-1
05-20385. 001-C-1 and 05-20385.002-C1
06-20332. 001-C-1 and 06-20332.002-C-1

PARCEL NO.: 11-30-122-036 and 11-30-122-037

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board

(hereinafter PTAB) are Frank Karkazis, the appellant, by attorney
Scott Shudnow with the law firm of Shudnow & Shudnow in Chicago

and the Cook County Board of Review.

The subject property consists of two parcels of land totaling
4,900 square feet and inproved wth a 33-year old, three-story,
masonry  construct ed, commer ci al bui | di ng. The i nprovenent
contains 6,149 square feet of rentable area. The appellant, via
counsel, argued that the nmarket value of the subject property is
not accurately reflected in the property's assessed val uation as
the basis of this appeal.

The PTAB finds that these appeals are within the sane assessnent
triennial, involve conmmon issues of l|aw and fact and a
consol idation of the appeals would not prejudice the rights of
the parties. Therefore, under the Oficial Rules of the Property
Tax Appeal Board, Section 1910.78, the PTAB, w thout objection
fromthe parties, consolidates the above appeal s.

(Continued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnment of the
property as established by the Cook County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: See Page 4
| MPR. . See Page 4
TOTAL: See Page 4

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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Docket No. 04-20825.001-C1 et al.

In support of the market value argunment, the appellant subnmtted
an appraisal of the subject property with an effective date of
January 1, 2004. The appraiser used the three traditional
approaches to value to arrive at narket value of $280,000. The
apprai ser determned that the highest and best use to be its
current use.

In the cost approach to value, the appraiser reviewed the sales
of three conparables to determne a value for the land of $16.00
per square foot or $80,000, rounded. Using the Marshal
Val uation Conputerized Cost Service, the appraiser estimted a
repl acement cost new for the inprovenent of $610,962. The
appraiser estimated indirect costs at 3% and entrepreneurial
incentive at 10% for a final replacenent cost of $692,220. The
apprai ser then determ ned depreciation fromall causes at 70% for
a val ue of $207,554 for the inprovenent. The depreciated val ue of
the site inprovenents of $2,650 and value of the land was than
added in for a final value under the cost approach of $290, 000,
rounded.

In the incone approach, the appraiser reviewed the rent of four
conpar abl e properti es and established a range of $12.00 to $20.00
per square foot of building area. After adjustnents, the
apprai ser determ ned a potential gross incone for the subject of
$18.00 per square foot of building area or $110,682. The
apprai ser than applied a 10% vacancy & collection factor for an
effective gross incone (EA) from all sources of $99, 614
Expenses were then estimated at $43,953 and $5, 067 was deducted
for leasing conm ssions, tenant inprovenents and reserves for
repl acenent for a net operating i nconme of $49,020. Using the band
of investnments, mnmarket analysis and published sources, the
apprai ser applied a |oaded capitalization rate of 18.25% for a
total val ue based on the inconme approach of $280, 000, rounded.

Under the sales conparison approach to value, the appraiser
exam ned four suggested conparables located in the subject's
mar ket . The conparables consist of a one or two-story, nmasonry
comrercial building. The conparables range in age from 33 to 84
years, with one age unknown, and in size from 3,440 to 18, 000
square feet of net rentable area. The properties sold from Apri
2002 to August 2003 for prices ranging from $180,000 to $575, 000
or from $31.94 to $63.16 per square foot of building area. The
apprai ser nade several adjustnents to the conparables. Based on
this, the appraiser determ ned the subject property's val ue using
t he sal es conpari son approach to be $280, 000 rounded.

In reconciling the approaches to value, the appraiser gave
primary weight on the incone approach and secondary, but anple

2 of 6



Docket No. 04-20825.001-C1 et al.

consi deration was given to the sales conparison approach for a
final value for the subject as of January 1, 2004 of $280, 000.

The appellant submtted rebuttal evidence arguing that the board
of review s evidence is not sufficient and does not refute the
appellant's appraisal. At hearing, the appellant's attorney,
Scott Shudnow, argued that the appraisal was the best evidence of
the subject's mnmarket value and that the board of reviews
conparables were flawed. M. Shudnow argued that there was no
apprai sal submtted by the board of review and that the sales
conparabl es submitted were not adjusted for differences between
them and the subject property. M. Shudnow then argued the flaws
of each suggested conparable submitted by the board of review

The board of review submtted "Board of Review Notes on Appeal”
wherein the subject's total assessnent was $115,662. The
subject's assessnent reflects a nmarket value of $304,374 using
the I evel of assessnent of 38% for Class 5A property as contai ned
in the Cook County Real Property Assessnment Cl assification
Ordi nance. The board also submitted raw sale information for a
total of nine properties suggested as conparable to the subject.

These conparables are all | ocated within the subject's market and
are inproved wth one to three-story, nmasonry, comerci al
bui | di ngs. These buildings range in age from 42 to 96 years,

with two ages unknown, and in size from 5,544 to 8,700 square
feet of rentable area. The conparables sold from March 2002 to
Novenber 2004 for prices ranging from $355, 000 to $1, 150,500 or
from $43.51 to $74.07 per square foot of rentable area. As a
result of its analysis, the board requested confirmation of the
subject's assessnment. At hearing, the board of reviews
representative rested on the evidence subnmtted.

After considering the evidence and review ng the testinony, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal.

When overvaluation is clained the appellant has the burden of
proving the value of the property by a preponderance of the
evi dence. National City Bank of Mchigan/lllinois v. Illinois
Property Tax Appeal Board, 331I11.App.3d 1038 (3'® Dist. 2002);
W nnebago County Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board,
313 111.App.3d 179 (2" Dist. 2000). Proof of market value may
consist of an appraisal, a recent arnmis length sale of the
subj ect property, recent sales of conparable properties, or
recent construction costs of the subject property. 86
[1l.Adm n. Code 1910.65(c). Having considered the evidence
presented, the PTAB concludes that the evidence indicates a
reduction i s warranted.
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Docket No. 04-20825.001-C1 et al.

In determining the fair market value of the subject property,
PTAB finds the best evidence to be the appellant's appraisal.
appel lant's appraiser utilized the three traditional
to value in determning the subject's market
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DOCKET # PI N LAND | MVPROVEMENT TOTAL
04-20825.001-C-1 11-30-122-036 $11,172 $42, 028 $53, 200
04-20825.002-C-1 11-30-122-037 $11,172 $42, 028 $53, 200
05-20385.001-C-1 11-30-122-036 $11,172 $42, 028 $53, 200
05-20385.002-C-1 11-30-122-037 $11,172 $42, 028 $53, 200
06-20332.001-C-1 11-30-122-036 $11,172 $42, 028 $53, 200
06-20332. 002-C-1 11-30-122-037 $11,172 $42, 028 $53, 200
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Docket No. 04-20825.001-C1 et al.

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.
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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

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

Date: April 25, 2008

@;ﬁmﬂa@

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
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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