ILLINOIS PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD

APPELLANT: Peter Vole-VIP Holding Co.
DOCKET NO.: 10-02680.001-R-2
PARCEL NO.: 06-34-100-033

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Peter Vole-VIP Holding Co., the appellant, the Lake County Board
of Review; and School Dist. No. 46, intervenor, by attorney Alan
M. Mullins of Scariano, Himes and Petrarca, Chicago, lllinois.

Based on the fTacts 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 1is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND:  $15,532
IMPR.: $0
TOTAL: $15,532

Subject only to the State multiplier as applicable.

ANALYSIS

The subject property consists of a vacant parcel containing
approximately 507,474 square feet or 11.65 acres of land. The
property is located in Avon Township, Lake County.

The appellant filed the appeal contending both assessment equity
and overvaluation as the bases of the appeal. In support of this
argument the appellant provided information on three comparables.
Comparables #1 and #2 were described as being vacant tracts with
871,200 and 1,481,040 square foot of land area, respectively.
Comparable #1 sold in June 2008 for a price of $310,000 or $.36
per square foot of land area, rounded. Comparable #2 sold 1in
January 2011 for a price of $337,500 or $.23 per square foot of
land area, rounded. Comparable #3 had 429,937 square feet of
land area and the listing described the property as having a
3,556 square foot home that was gutted, a two bedroom apartment,
a barn and garage(s). This property sold in May 2008 for a price
of $475,000 or $1.10 per square foot of land area, rounded,
including the i1mprovements. The appellant indicated these
comparables had land assessments ranging from $562 to $230,679.
The listing for comparable #1 iIndicated this parcel®s use was
agricultural and the assessment appears to reflect a farmland
assessment. Comparable #2 and comparable #3 have Iland
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assessments of $.16 and $.24 per square foot of land area,
respectively.

On the appeal form the appellant indicated the subject property
had a land assessment of $257,546 or $.51 per square foot of land
area, rounded. The assessment reflects a market value of
$772,714, as depicted on the subject®"s property record card.
However, the appellant also submitted a copy of the final
decision issued by the Lake County Board of Review establishing a
land assessment of $15,532 or $.03 per square foot of land area,
rounded. The subject®™s property record card indicated the
subject®s land was receiving an open space assessment as provided
by section 10-155 or the Property Tax Code. (35 ILCS 200/10-
155). Based on this evidence the appellant requested the
subject®s land assessment be reduced to $10,489.

The board of review submitted i1ts "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal™ wherein the subject®"s assessment of $15,532 was
disclosed. The board or review submitted a copy of the subject"s
property record card disclosing the subject land was receiving an
open space assessment based on a unit value of $4,000 per acre or
$.09 per square foot of land area, rounded. The property record
card further disclosed the subject property had an indicated full
market value, after equalization, of $734,078 or $1.45 per square
foot of land area. Applying the statutory level of assessment to
this estimate of market value would result iIn an assessment of
$244,668 or $.48 per square foot of land area, rounded.

In 1ts written response the board of review noted the subject”s
2010 assessment reflects a base value of $734,078, however, the
property was assessed at a reduced open space assessment of
$15,532. It further asserted appellant®s comparables #1 and #2
are significantly larger than the subject property. The board of
review also stated appellant®s comparable #3 had a similar sized
parcel but the sales price reflects a house that was gutted but
not remodeled. The board of review was of the opinion the
appellant®™s comparables do not represent a reasonable estimate of
the subject®s market value as of January 1, 2010.

In support of the assessment the board of review submitted four
vacant land sales that it described as being located in the same
general market area. The comparables ranged in size from 827,640
to 1,742,400 square feet of land area or from 19 to 40 acres.
The sales occurred in October 2009 and June 2011 for prices
ranging from $961,064 to $2,023,291 or for $1.16 and $1.62 per
square fToot of land area. The property record cards for these
properties indicated each was receiving an agricultural
assessment with land assessments ranging from $1,698 to $5,139.
Based on this evidence the board of review requested the
subject™s open space land assessment be confirmed.

The 1i1ntervening school district adopted the board of review"s
evidence and presented no separate argument.
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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
finds the evidence In the record does not support a reduction iIn
the subject™s assessment.

The appellant contends in part the market value of the subject
property is not accurately reflected in i1ts assessed valuation.
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/lllinois v. Illinois Property Tax
Appeal Board, 331 I1I1l1._App.3d 1038 (3™ Dist. 2002). Proof of
market value may consist of an appraisal of the subject property,
a recent sale, comparable sales or construction costs. (86
111 _Admin.Code 81910.65(c)). The Board finds the appellant did
not meet this burden of proof and a reduction in the subject"s
assessment is not warranted on this basis.

Initially, the Board finds the subject property is being given
the preferential open space land assessment which equates to
$4,000 per acre or approximately $.09 per square foot of land
area, rounded. The appellant did not present any sales data that
challenged the open space valuation and assessment of the subject
property. The Board gives no weight to the appellant®s
comparable #3 due to the fact the sale of this property included
improvements. The six remaining vacant land sales iIn the record
had prices that ranged from $.23 to $1.62 per square foot of land
area. The subject®s open space land assessment reflects a market
value below this range. Furthermore, the subject"s dual
assessment reflects a full value of $1.45 per square foot of land
area, which i1s also within the range established by the sales
submitted by the parties. Based on this record the Board finds
the subject property is not overvalued.

The appellant also contends assessment i1nequity 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 Vv. Property Tax Appeal Board, 131 1I111.2d 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 is
not warranted on this basis.

The subject®™s open space assessment reflects a unit assessment of
$.03 per square foot of land area, rounded. Of the seven
comparables in the record, TfTive appeared to be classified as
agricultural land and were receiving farm values, a dissimilar
classification than the subject property. Eliminating these fTive
comparables leaves two comparables provided by the appellant in
support of an assessment inequity argument. The Board finds that
two comparables are insufficient to demonstrate assessment
inequity by clear and convincing evidence. Additionally, the
Board finds these two remaining comparables had land assessments
of $.16 and $.24 per square foot of land area, each of which is

3 ofF 6



Docket No: 10-02680.001-R-2

above the subject®s open space land assessment on a square foot
basis.

Based on this record the Board finds a change in the subject"s
land assessment is not justified.
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This 1s a final administrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which i1s 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.

dogtre EA

Chairman
Member Member
Mo Hhhiw
Member Member
DISSENTING:

CERTIFICATI1ION

As Clerk of the I1llinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the Kkeeper
of the Records thereof, 1 do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, Tull and complete Final Administrative Decision of the
I1linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date- October 19, 2012

ﬂm (atpillans

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

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

"IT the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision lowering the
assessment of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
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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.
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