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The major issue being addressed is first given in bold, followed by the various recommendations and suggestions which were made by the membership related to that issue. Additional recommendations appear at the end of the report.  The items listed below have not been prioritized by the advisory group.  County office comments on recommendations and suggestions are provided as well.
(1)
Evidence submitted by Township Assessors is often not provided to the appellant before the hearing, or only a day or two before the hearing. This does not allow the appellant time to develop a response. Additionally, Assessors bring evidence directly to the hearing and do not provide it to the BOR and appellant before the hearing. 

· Seek legislative authority for a Board of Review so that they can require Township Assessors to submit assessment appeal case evidence to taxpayers/appellants five (5) days prior to a scheduled hearing.

(Legislative change)

County Office Comments:  The Board of Review supports this recommendation and believes this should be a key priority.  Yet, an alternative would be to provide the statutory authority whereby a Board of Review can require all parties (assessor and appellant) to submit evidence to the Board a certain number of days prior to hearing. In addition, evidence submitted after the initial filing should be limited to the basis of the original appeal (market value, uniform treatment, contention of law).
· e-file software should automatically notify appellant when the assessor’s evidence has been submitted and allow the appellant to immediately view that evidence. Conversely, the assessor should be notified automatically by e-mail when the appellant evidence is submitted. 
County Office Comments:  The Board of Review believes their assessor evidence application will be in place for 2010, yet it is unlikely that all appellants will provide the necessary e-mail to make this solution 100% effective.  The Board of Review is optimistic that this effort will become the standard for the sharing of information amongst the appellant and the assessor; along with being the mode for the assessor to submit their evidence efficiently to the Board of Review. 
(2)
Appellants make use of the on-line tool to find comparables, yet they are often rejected as comparables by the BOR. 

The on-line tool clearly states that it can be used to find “comparable properties”, when, in fact, they are not comparable. Suggested changes to the on-line tools are listed below.

· The website language needs to be clarified to indicate that the properties produced by the search tool are “possible/potential/candidate” comparables which may be suitable or may not be suitable for a comparable. In any case, they are not all to be considered true comparables.  The user must then hand select those which are, in fact, comparable to the subject property. The BOR rules clearly point out that; “Comparables should be located near the subject and/or in the same neighborhood. They should be similar in style (e.g., ranch, 2-story, split-level, etc.), construction (e.g., brick, frame, with or without a basement, etc.), age, size (e.g., square footage of lot and buildings), quality and condition to the subject.” Language of this nature needs to be added to the online tool for the user to see clearly. 
For example, it has been suggested that the County put a disclaimer (or pop-up) on the web for the comparable search program advising users that the search result list contains “potential comparable properties”.  The “pop up” can also serve to remind all parties to an assessment appeal case (taxpayer and appellants) that further verification steps should be taken to determine the best comparable properties; which means the properties closest to the subject in terms of overall property characteristics.

County Office Comments:  The CCAO currently is developing a program change that will expand taxpayer ability to choose comparable properties, which will be very beneficial in cases involving the “market value” of a parcel.  This change will involve incorporating distance from the subject options, increasing taxpayer ability to make comparisons, yet taxpayers will still need to seek the most comparable properties. It is important to remember that this comparable program is used by taxpayers, assessors and their staff and the CCAO/Board of Review staff.  The changes that are implemented in this application come from all of the constituencies involved in the assessment appeal process.
· The automatic search criteria must be made tighter and/or allow user determined criteria in order to yield valid results.

· Properties which are receiving preferential assessments should be so noted to avoid confusion when selecting comparables. (developer’s land, land stewardship land, model homes, open space, woodland assessments, etc.) 

County Office Comments:  The Board of Review asked for this program change as a result of concerns they raised out of their 2009 hearings. 

· The use of handwritten grid sheets for the presentation of comparables is problematic as they often contain errors. Remove the “blank” online form and encourage people to use the online tool to populate the data.

County Office Comments:  The County offices believe that access to a non-computer generated form is essential to meet the needs of those Lake County residents that either do not have personal computers or are not “computer-savvy”.  Eliminating this form would disenfranchise some taxpayers.  

(3)
The 15-minute time limit for a hearing is a concern in that it sometimes does not allow for a full, fair and deliberate hearing. Perceptions of unfairness may result.

· Develop and publish on the BOR website a “suggested framework” for the 15-minute hearing to be used as an aid for the appellant in presenting a case before the BOR. 
County Office Comments:  Board of Review rules and procedures currently provide a “framework” for the hearing timeframe.
· Hosting seminars/workshops/talks on how to appeal based on the already BOR defined bases of;

1) incorrect assessor data

2) recent sale of a subject property

3) fair cash value

4) equity

5) matters of law

County Office Comments:  The CCAO currently conducts these types of efforts across Lake County.

· Defining/listing the major components of building a case for each of the 5 bases for appeal, and listing the required documentation/evidence.

County Office Comments:  The Board of Review rules of procedure do describe each type of case and the evidence needed. 

· Provide the option of having hearings in the evening, after normal work hours.

County Office Comments:  County offices want to point out that there is a fiscal impact to this suggestion.
· Have a video available on the web, or at Assessors’ offices, that would show a sample/typical hearing. Used as an educational tool for appellant.
County Office Comments:  At present the State’s Attorney’s Office has reservations about this idea.

(4)
There is a concern about the consistency in hearing decisions made by Alternate BOR Members compared with the three primary BOR members. 

· Provide consistent training for all alternate members.

· Provide detailed rules/practices for the management of hearings to alternate members.

County Office Comments:  The Board of Review currently conducts meetings with the additional members it utilizes before the appeal hearings start each year and also holds a recap meeting after hearings are complete.  In addition, every two weeks during the hearing season, the Board sets aside time to allow for conversations with additional members to clarify Board policy on assessment issues.

(5)
When a subdivision/neighborhood is covered by more than one Assessor, problems can arise due to inconsistent approaches in assessing properties in the same neighborhood. 

· Promote more consistency in the assessment methods and processes used by assessors in different townships. 

· Encourage the assessors to work closely together, particularly on shared neighborhoods/subdivisions.
County Office Comments:  The County offices have encouraged this practice.
(6)
On some occasions, the appellant leaves the hearing with the understanding that a decision has been made and specific action will be taken by the BOR. Yet, sometimes that action is never taken. The appellant has no “evidence/supporting document” to demonstrate that a decision was, in fact made, and action promised.

· Some type of written document of the BOR decision, and action to be taken should be given to the appellant before leaving the hearing.

County Office Comments:  The Board of Review has not found this to be an issue.  When a rare clerical error occurs, resulting in decision not being properly handled, the Board has rectified that mistake.

(7)  
There is concern that asking an appellant questions about an appraisal submitted with their appeal is unfair. 

· BOR Rules should be updated regarding the use of an appraisal at a hearing. Since the BOR may have questions concerning the appraisal, the appellant is strongly encouraged to have the appraiser present at the hearing to answer any questions if the appellant is going to use an appraisal in their appeal.

County Office Comments:  The Board of Review does not require the presence of the appraiser at a hearing, as that would involve an additional and unnecessary cost.  The primary question that the Board of Review would ask in a hearing context regards the purpose of the appraisal (refinancing, the appeal or another reason), which seems to be a very fair question.  When filing an appeal it is important for a taxpayer to know whether the document they submit as evidence is appropriate and accurate; along with being able to answer basic questions on the submission.  Yet, in properties that have significant value at stake, it is a very good idea to have the appraiser available for the hearing, even if that is by telephone.

Additional Recommendations:
· Appellants should be strongly encouraged/required to see the assessor first before filing an appeal.

County Office Comments:  This message is conveyed in all Board of Review and CCAO materials; along with being encouraged by all CCAO staff in their taxpayer encounters.

· Make sure that taxpayers are aware they can change their “appearance type” for their hearing (i.e. in person, letter, or phone) and the timeframe in which such a change can be requested.
County Office Comments:  For the past two decades the option to change your hearing appearance has always been an option that the County offices have provided even as late as the day of a hearing. 

· Make sure BOR members are reviewing the files prior to the hearings.

County Office Comments:  The Board of Review members generally review cases prior to a hearing; and often Board staff has reviewed cases in advance on behalf of the Board.
· Change language on BR form to read “recommendation” rather than “request” and include language that the request must be approved by the BOR.
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