
 
FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION 

ILLINOIS PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD 
 

 
 

PTAB/smw/3-10   
 
 

APPELLANT: Robert Ritacca 
DOCKET NO.: 07-02682.001-R-1 
PARCEL NO.: 07-05-403-001   
 
 

 
The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are 
Robert Ritacca, the appellant, by attorney Robert P. Ritacca of 
the Law Offices of Robert P. Ritacca, Waukegan, Illinois; and the 
Lake County Board of Review. 
 
Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax 
Appeal Board hereby finds no change in the assessment of the 
property as established by the Lake County Board of Review is 
warranted.  The correct assessed valuation of the property is: 
 

LAND: $70,888 
IMPR.: $205,975 
TOTAL: $276,863 

 
Subject only to the State multiplier as applicable. 
 

 
ANALYSIS 

 
The subject property consists of a two-story single family 
dwelling that contains 4,337 square feet of living area.  The 
subject dwelling has wood siding exterior construction and is 
approximately 20 years old.  Features of the home included a 
2,211 square foot basement with 2,000 square feet of finished 
living area, central air conditioning, two fireplaces and a three 
car attached garage with approximately 800 square feet.  The 
property is located in Wadsworth, Warren Township, Lake County. 
 
The appellant contends both assessment inequity and overvaluation 
as the basis of the appeal.  In support of the inequity argument 
the appellant submitted descriptions and assessment information 
on three comparables.1

                     
1 The board of review submitted descriptions of the appellant's comparables 
which was utilized by the Property Tax Appeal Board. 

  The comparables are improved with two-
story dwellings that range in size from 4,310 to 4,970 square 
feet of living area.  The homes were of brick or a combination of 
brick and wood siding construction and were built from 1987 to 
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1991.  Each comparable has a basement with one being partially 
finished, each comparable has central air conditioning, the 
comparables have one or two fireplaces and each comparable has an 
attached garage that ranges in size from 792 to 1,432 square feet 
of building area.  The comparables have improvement assessments 
ranging from $222,312 to $245,284 or from $49.35 to $51.58 per 
square foot of living area.  The subject has an improvement 
assessment of $205,975 or $47.49 per square foot of living area.   
 
In the equity analysis the appellant indicated the subject parcel 
had .95 acres, which equates to 41,382 square feet, and the 
comparable have parcels ranging in size from 91,099 to 96,102 
square feet of land area.  The comparables have land assessments 
ranging from $46,224 to $48,762 while the subject has a land 
assessment of $70,888. 
 
In support of the market value argument the appellant submitted 
an appraisal estimating the subject property had a market value 
of $740,000 as of February 9, 2008.  The appraisal was prepared 
by Scott Reicin, a State of Illinois Certified Residential Real 
Estate Appraiser.  The report indicates the Lender/Client was 
Sunrise Financial, Inc. and the appraisal was prepared for Jason 
Siegel.  The purpose of the appraisal was to provide the 
lender/client with an accurate and adequately supported opinion 
of the market value of the subject property and is to be used for 
refinancing.   
 
The appraiser reported the subject property had a 5.22 acre site 
and stated there were no apparent adverse easements or 
encroachments that negatively effect the property value.  In 
estimating the market value of the subject property the appraiser 
developed both the cost and sales comparison approaches to value. 
 
Under the cost approach the appraiser estimated the subject 
property had a site value of $200,000, which equates to 
approximately $38,314 per acre or $.88 per square foot.  The 
appraiser indicated in the report that due to limited land 
availability land values are typically between 20-30% and is 
market accepted. 
 
In estimating the replacement cost new of the improvements the 
appraiser used the Marshall and Swift Cost Manual.  The appraiser 
estimated the replacement cost new to be $615,650.  The appraiser 
estimated physical depreciation to be 12% of replacement cost new 
or $73,878 using a total economic life of 60 years and an 
estimated remaining economic life of 53 years.  The depreciated 
cost of the improvements was estimated to be $541,722.  Adding 
the land value and $40,000 for the site improvements the 
appraiser estimated the subject property had an indicated value 
under the cost approach of $781,772. 
 
Under the sales comparison approach the appraiser used three 
comparable sales.  The appraiser indicated the data source for 
the sales was the Multiple Listing Service and provided the MLS 
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listing numbers as the verification source.  The comparable sales 
were described as being composed of two-story dwellings that the 
appraiser described as ranging in size from 4,328 to 4,686 square 
feet of living area.  The dwellings ranged in age from 1 to 21 
years old and had land sizes of 2.22 or 2.50 acres.  Each 
comparable has a full basement with two being finished, each 
comparable has central air conditioning, each comparable has two 
fireplaces and each has a three-car attached garage.  The 
comparables sold from February 2007 to November 2007 for prices 
ranging from $725,000 to $745,000 or from $155.78 to $172.13 per 
square foot of living area, land included.  After making 
adjustments to the comparables for land size and features, the 
appraiser determined the comparables had adjusted prices ranging 
from $737,150 to $752,350.  The appraiser estimated the subject 
had an indicated value under the sales comparison approach of 
$740,000. 
 
In reconciling the two approaches to value the appraiser gave 
most weight to the sales comparison approach and estimated the 
subject property had a market value of $740,000 as of February 9, 
2008. 
 
Based on this evidence the appellant requested the subject's land 
assessment be reduced to $46,000 and the improvement assessment 
be reduced to $175,000 resulting in a total assessment of 
$221,000. 
 
The board of review submitted its "Board of Review Notes on 
Appeal" wherein its final assessment of the subject totaling 
$276,863 reflecting a market value of approximately $873,672 or 
$191.53 per square foot of living area.  The subject has a land 
assessment of $70,888 and an improvement assessment of $205,975 
or $47.49 per square foot of living area. 
 
In describing the subject property the board of review stated the 
subject parcel has 220,962 square feet or 5.07 acres, not .95 
acres as indicated by the appellant.  In support of the size of 
the subject parcel the board of review submitted a copy of the 
subject's property record card, plat map and an aerial photo of 
the subject property.  The board also disagreed with the 
appellant's appraiser's land adjustments.  The board of review 
provided information on three land comparables located in the 
subject's neighborhood that ranged in size from 92,423 to 200,794 
square feet.  These three parcels sold from October 2005 to 
August 2008, with comparable #2 selling twice, for prices ranging 
from $315,000 to $450,000 or from $1.56 to $4.25 per square foot 
of land area.  The board of review argued, based on this data, 
the appraiser's site adjustments of $.22 to $.25 per square foot 
of land area was too low.  The subject's land assessment reflects 
a market value of $212,685 or $.96 per square foot. 
 
The board of review also argued the appraiser's $50 per square 
foot adjustment for gross living area was too low in light of the 
subject's per square foot cost new of $110.00 per square foot as 
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reflected in the cost approach.  The board of review also 
questioned the appraiser's selection of comparable sale #3, which 
is located in a different township 3 miles from the subject 
property. 
 
To demonstrate the subject's assessment was reflective of market 
value the board of review submitted three comparables improved 
with a 1.5-story dwelling and two, two-story dwellings ranging in 
size from 3,576 to 4,415 square feet of living area.  The 
dwellings were constructed in 1987 and 1994 and located on 
parcels ranging in size from 89,414 to 277,833 square feet.  Each 
comparable has a basement with two being partially finished, each 
comparable has central air conditioning, each of the comparables 
has 2 or 3 fireplaces and each has an attached garage ranging in 
size from 840 to 1,230 square feet.  These properties sold from 
October 2005 to May 2006 for prices ranging from $685,000 to 
$1,150,000 or from $191.55 to $303.59 per square foot of living 
area.  The board argued the subject's assessment reflects a 
market value of $830,672 or $191.53 per square foot of living 
area is slightly below the range established by the comparables.   
 
The board of review also submitted information on three 
comparables to demonstrate the subject was equitably assessed.  
The comparables are improved with 1.5-story dwellings ranging in 
size from 4,048 to 4,539 square feet of living area.  The 
dwellings were constructed in 1992 to 1996 and were located on 
parcels ranging in size from 130,877 to 252,767 square feet.  
Each comparable has a basement with two being partially finished, 
each comparable has central air conditioning, each of the 
comparables has 1 or 2 fireplaces and each has an attached garage 
ranging in size from 759 to 874 square feet.  The comparables 
have improvement assessments ranging from $199,681 to $253,592 or 
from $49.33 to $55.87 per square foot of living area.  The 
subject has an improvement assessment of $205,975 or $47.49 per 
square foot of living area.  The comparables have land 
assessments ranging from $66,317 to $72,501 or from $.29 to $.51 
per square foot of land area.  The subject has a land assessment 
of $70,888 or $.32 per square foot of land area. 
 
As rebuttal, the board of review also submitted an analysis of 
the comparables sales used in the appellant's appraisal.  The 
board of review submitted copies of the property record cards for 
the comparable sales.  The board of review indicated the 
comparables ranged in size from 4,054 to 4,412 square feet and 
had sales prices ranging from $165.46 to $183.77 per square foot 
of living area, land included. 
 
Based on this evidence, the board of review requested 
confirmation of the subject's assessment. 
 
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 the appeal.  The Board further 
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finds the evidence the record does not support a reduction in the 
assessment of the subject property.  
 
The appellant argued in part assessment inequity as the basis of 
the appeal.  Taxpayers who object to an assessment on the basis 
of lack of uniformity bear the burden of proving the disparity of 
assessments by clear and convincing evidence.  Kankakee County 
Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 131 Ill.2d 1 
(1989).  The evidence must demonstrate a consistent pattern of 
assessment inequities within the assessment jurisdiction.  After 
an analysis of the assessment data the Board finds a reduction in 
the subject's assessment is not warranted on this basis. 
 
The parties submitted descriptions and assessment information on 
six comparables to support their respective positions concerning 
this aspect of the appeal.  The Board finds the comparables were 
improved with dwellings that were similar to the subject in most 
respects such as age, style, size and features.  These properties 
had improvement assessments ranging from $199,681 to $253,592 or 
from $49.33 to $55.87 per square foot of living area.  The 
subject has an improvement assessment of $205,975 or $47.49 per 
square foot of living area, which is below the range established 
by the comparables on a per square foot basis.  After considering 
adjustments and the differences in both parties' comparables when 
compared to the subject, the Board finds the subject's 
improvement assessment is equitable and a reduction in the 
subject's assessment is not warranted. 
 
With respect to the subject's land assessment, the Board first 
finds the best evidence of the subject's land size was provided 
by the board of review.  Based on this record the Board finds the 
subject parcel has 220,962 square feet or 5.07 acres.  The Board 
further finds the board of review submitted comparables that had 
the most similar land area as compared to the subject parcel.  
The board of review provided three comparables that had parcels 
ranging in size from 130,877 to 252,767 square feet.  The 
comparables have land assessments ranging from $66,317 to $72,501 
or from $.29 to $.51 per square foot of land area.  The subject 
has a land assessment of $70,888 or $.32 per square foot of land 
area, which is within the range established by the comparables.  
The Board finds this evidence demonstrates the subject land is 
equitably assessed. 
 
The appellant also argued overvaluation as an alternative basis 
to grant a reduction in the subject's assessment.  When market 
value is the basis of the appeal the value of the property must 
be proved by a preponderance of the evidence.  National City Bank 
of Michigan/Illinois v. Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board, 331 
Ill.App.3d 1038 (3rd Dist. 2002).  After reviewing the comparable 
sales in the record the Board finds a reduction in the subject's 
assessment is not justified on this basis. 
 
In support of the market value argument the appellant submitted 
an appraisal.  The Board gives little weight to the conclusion of 
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value contained in the report.  First, the Board finds the 
appraisal was prepared for a lending institution for refinancing 
purposes and not prepared to challenge the assessment of the 
subject property, which tends to undermine the value estimate 
reported in the appraisal.  Second, the appraisal has an 
effective date more than a year after the assessment date at 
issue, which also undermines the value conclusion in the report 
as it relates to the January 1, 2007 assessment date at issue.   
 
In reviewing the appraisal the Board finds the estimated land 
value contained in the cost approach of the appraisal is 
undermined by the land sales submitted by the board of review.  
The appraiser estimated the subject had a site value of $200,000 
or approximately $.91 per square foot of land area.  The board of 
review submitted three comparable land sales located in the 
subject's neighborhood that ranged in size from 92,423 to 200,794 
square feet.  These three parcels sold from October 2005 to 
August 2008, with comparable #2 selling twice, for prices ranging 
from $315,000 to $450,000 or from $1.56 to $4.25 per square foot 
of land area.  The Board finds these sales demonstrate the 
appraiser undervalued the subject land, which in turn resulted in 
an estimated value under the cost approach that was too low.   
 
The appraiser also developed a sales comparison approach to value 
using three comparable sales.  First, the Board finds the best 
evidence of the size of the comparables was provided by the board 
of review through the submission of the property record cards.  
Second, the Board finds, based on the land sales submitted by the 
board of review, that the appraiser did not adequately adjusted 
the sales to account for their smaller land areas.  Third, the 
Board finds that the appraiser's sale #3 was not representative 
of the subject due to its age and location.  As a result the 
Board finds that the appraiser's conclusion of value under the 
sales comparison approach is not persuasive. 
 
The Board finds the sales submitted by the board of review and 
the sales #1 and #2 in the appellant's appraisal demonstrate the 
subject's assessment is reflective of its market value.  These 
five sales were located in the subject's neighborhood and were 
similar to the subject with the exception that the appraiser's 
comparables #1 and #2 and board of review comparable #1 and much 
smaller land areas than the subject property.  The comparables 
were improved with 1.5-story and 2-story dwellings that ranged in 
size from 3,576 to 4,415 square feet of living area.  The 
dwellings were constructed from 1987 to 1994 and had similar 
features as the subject property.  These properties sold from 
October 2005 to October 2007 for prices ranging from $685,000 to 
$1,150,000 or from $165.46 to $303.59 per square foot of living 
area.  Four of the comparables had prices ranging from $165.46 to 
$197.06 per square foot of living area.  The subject's total 
assessment of $276,863 reflects a market value of approximately 
$873,672 or $191.53 per square foot of living area, which is 
within the range established by the best comparable sales in the 
record.  After considering the fact that the subject property is 
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superior to three of these comparables in land area, the Board 
finds this data demonstrates the subject's assessment is 
reflective of the property's market value. 
 
In conclusion, based on this record, the Board finds the 
assessment of the subject property as established by the board of 
review is correct and no reduction in the assessment is 
justified. 
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IMPORTANT NOTICE 

 
Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part: 

 

This is a final administrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal 
Board which is subject to review in the Circuit Court or Appellate 
Court under the provisions of the Administrative Review Law (735 
ILCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code. 

 

 

 

  

 Chairman   

 

 

 

  

Member  Member   

 

 

 

  

Member  Member   

DISSENTING: 
 

  
  

 
C E R T I F I C A T I O N 

 
As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper 
of the Records thereof, I do hereby certify that the foregoing is a 
true, full and complete Final Administrative Decision of the 
Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above 
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office. 
 

 

Date: March 23, 2010   

 

 

   

 Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board  
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"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision lowering the 
assessment of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing 
complaints with the Board of Review or after adjournment of the 
session of the Board of Review at which assessments for the 
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30 
days after the date of written notice of the Property Tax Appeal 
Board’s decision, appeal the assessment for the subsequent year 
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board." 
 
In order to comply with the above provision, YOU MUST FILE A 
PETITION AND EVIDENCE WITH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD WITHIN 
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECISION IN ORDER TO APPEAL 
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR. 
 

Based upon the issuance of a lowered assessment 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 
paid property taxes. 
 


