PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: LSS Limted Partnership

DOCKET NO.: 04-26311.001-1-1
05-27406. 001-1-1

PARCEL NO.: 08-21-202-047

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board
(hereinafter PTAB) are LSS Limted Partnership, the appellant, by
attorney Robert Marsico with the law firm of Crane and Norcross
in Chicago and the Cook County Board of Review.

The subject property consists of a 14,000 square foot parcel of
| and containing a 36-year old, one-story, mnmasonry constructed

industrial building with 4,467 square feet of building area. The
appel l ant, via counsel, argued that there was unequal treatnent
in the assessnment process of the inprovenent as the basis for
this appeal .

As a procedural matter, the PTAB finds that these appeals are

within the same assessnent triennial, involve comobn issues of
law and fact and a consolidation 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 consolidated the above appeals w thout objection.

(Conti nued 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:

DOCKET _# PI N LAND | MPROVEMENT TOTAL
04-26311.001-1-1 08-21-202-047 $21,420 $53,604 $75, 024
05-27406.001-1-1 08-21-202-047 $21,420 $53,604 $75, 024

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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In support of the equity argunment, the appellant submtted
assessnent data and descriptions of three properties suggested as
conparable to the subject. Col ored photographs of the subject
and these properties and a brief from the appellant's attorney
were also submitted. The data reflects that the properties are
| ocated within one mle of the subject and are inproved with a

one-story, masonry constructed industrial bui | di ng. The
i nprovenents range: in age from 35 to 37 years; in size from
4,467 to 5,938 square feet of living area; and in inprovenent

assessments from $10.34 to $12.92 per square foot of living area
with one property receiving a reduction in 2005. Based upon this
anal ysis, the appellant requested a reduction in the subject's
i mprovenment assessnent.

At hearing, the appellant's attorney, Robert Marsico, argued that
the suggested conparables submtted by the appellant are simlar
to the subject with two of the properties having the sanme square
feet of building area as the subject.

The board of review submtted "Board of Review Notes on Appeal "
wherein the subject's inprovenent assessnent was $70,080 or
$15.69 per square foot of building area. The board also
submtted black and white photographs and wunadjusted sale
information for a total of 10 properties suggested as conparable
to the subject. These conparables are all located within the
subject's market and are inproved with a one-story, masonry or
concrete construction, wth three construction types unknown,
single-tenant industrial building. These buildings range in age
from?24 to 33 years with the ages of three properties unknown and
in size from 4,467 to 6,390 square feet of building area. The
conmparabl es sold from April 2001 to June 2006 for prices ranging
from $261,000 to $475,000 or from $50.19 to $95.00 per square
foot of building area. The Conps printouts submtted as evidence
for 2004 note that the information provided is not guaranteed as
accurate or reliable. As a result of its analysis, the board
requested confirmation of the subject's assessnent.

In rebuttal, the appellant submitted the property characteristic
printouts for the 2004 suggested conparables submtted by the
board of review The docunments show these properties had
i mprovenent assessnents from $13.48 to $20.29 per square foot of
building area. M. Marsico argued that the sale prices are not
i ndi cative of where the assessnent is set by the assessor for
these properties. He also argued that the sales information
provided by the board for many of the conparables is past the
lien dates at issue, too old of a sale or the property was not on
the market at the time of sale and should not be considered
reliable.
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After considering the evidence and reviewing the testinony, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal.

Appel l ants who object to an assessnment on the basis of |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 IIl. 2d 1, 544
N.E.2d 762 (1989). The evidence nust denonstrate a consistent
pattern  of assessnent inequities wthin the assessnent
jurisdiction. Proof of assessnent inequity should include
assessnent data and docunentation establishing the physical,
| ocational, and jurisdictional simlarities of the suggested

conparables to the subject property. Property Tax Appeal Board
Rul e 1910.65(b). Mathematical equality in the assessnent process
is not required. A practical uniformty, rather than an absol ute
one is the test. Apex Mdtor Fuel Co. v. Barrett, 20 Ill. 2d 395,
169 N E. 2d 769 (1960). Having considered the evidence presented,
the PTAB concludes that the appellant has net this burden and
that a reduction is warranted.

The appellant presented assessnent data on a total of three
equity conparables. In addition, the assessnment information for
four of the board' s conparables was provided. The PTAB finds the
appellant's conparables #1 and #2 and the board of reviews
conpar abl es #3 (#3 for the 2004 evidence) are the nost simlar to

the subject. These three conparables contain a one-story,
masonry, industrial building located within one mle of the
subj ect. The inprovenents are simlar in age and contain the

sane square feet of building area as the subject, 4,467. Their
i mprovenent assessnents range from $11.09 to $14.48 per square
foot of building area. In conparison, the subject's inprovenent
assessnent of $15.69 per square foot of building area falls above
the range established by these conparables. The PTAB accorded no
weight to the board of review s sales evidence as the issue at
hand is equity.

As a result of this analysis, the PTAB further finds that the
appel | ant has adequately denonstrated that the subject's
i nprovenent was inequitably assessed by clear and convincing
evi dence and that a reduction is warranted.
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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 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: COctober 26, 2007

Costaniblanc

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 assessnment 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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