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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND THE FACTS

The brief of Appellant Board of Education of the Huber Heights City School District
(“BOE”) sets forth what the BOE characterizes as three propositions of law. It should be noted at
the outset that Huber Heights ABG, LLC (“Huber ABG”) does not take issue with the propositions
of law set forth by the BOE; in fact, those propositions support Huber ABG’s position. The BOE’s
arguments fail because each hinges on the failed premise that the testimony and documents Huber
ABG presented at the Montgomery County Board of Revision (“BOR”) hearing lacked sufficient
competence, credibility and probative value. The reality is that the evidence Huber ABG presented
was so competent, credible and probative, that it created a rebuttable presumption that $550,000.00
was the true value of the Property on January 1, 2013.

Undisputed evidence shows that Huber ABG purchased the property located at 7611 Old
Troy Pike in Huber Heights, Ohio {*“Property™), for $550,000.00 in an arm’s length transaction on
June 25, 2012, (Testimony of Matthew Rentschler (“Rentschler Testimony™), at BOR Hearing
3:15, 5:20, 7:52; see also Appendix A). That same year, Huber ABG spent approximately
$200,000 to fit the Property for its occupant at the time.! (Rentschler Testimony, at BOR Hearing
3:23). Huber AGB challenged the valuation of the Property for the 2012 taxable year and the
parties agreed to value the Property at $850,000.00. (Rentschler Testimony, at BOR Hearing
7:52). The approximately thirteen acre parcel where the Property was located was split in 2013 to
permit the seller to retain ownership of a portion of the parcel not sold to Huber ABG. The split
resulted in a small parcel that retained original parcel number P70 04005 0056 and a new parcel
created for the 11.496 acre Property purchased by Huber ABG. (Rentschler Testimony, at BOR

Hearing 2:45). The Property containing the building was assigned a new parcel number, P70

! The BOE’s brief improperly claims the record is devoid of evidence regarding the specific changes made to the
property after the sale. (Merit Brief of BOE, p.9 fn2)



04005 0140, and the auditor assigned the new, now smaller parcel, a tax value of $2,199,700,
representing an increase of more than two hundred fifty percent over the tax valuation of the
Property prior to the split.

Huber ABG challenged the 2013 valuation, submitted evidence regarding its purchase of
the Property and Matthew Rentschler, an employee at the time, testified at the Board of Revision
(“BOR”) hearing on behalf of Huber ABG to the facts laid out above. (Rentschler Testimony, at
BOR Hearing 3:15, 5:20, 7:52). Mr. Rentschler was the only witness who testified at the hearing.
The BOE presented no evidence to support the auditor’s value (or any other value for that matter).
Rather, the BOE simply argued the complaint should be dismissed on the basis that Huber ABG
filed two complaints within a three year period. After weighing the evidence before it, the BOR
determined the value of Huber ABG’s Property on January 1, 2013 was $1,282,740 “based on
location and condition as testified to.” (BOR Decision).

The BOE subsequently filed an appeal with the Ohio Board of Tax Appeals (“BTA*). Both
the BOE and Huber ABG filed waivers of their right to a hearing, indicating their intent to rest on
the existing record from the BOR (Appellant BOE’s Waiver of hearing, filed July 10, 2015)—the
entitety of which was available through the BTA’s online docket. The parties submitted
simultaneous briefs and there was no dispute amongst the parties that the BOR’s $1,282,740.00
valuation could not be replicated. The issue before the BTA was, therefore, what the true value of
the Property was on January 1, 2013 based upon the evidence.

Because the BOE offered no evidence at any stage to support any valuation, the only
evidence in the record was the evidence submitted by Huber ABG. By law, the BTA had an
independent duty to evaluate that evidence and, to the extent it determined the evidence to be

competent, credible and probative, render a decision as to the value of the Property. The BTA



relied on the evidence in the record regarding Huber ABG’s purchase of the Property and
determined the value of the Property to be $550,000.00. (BTA’s Decision and Order, filed July
23, 2015). The BOE subsequently filed this appeal, arguing the evidence relied upon was not
competent, credible or probative. Notably, however, the BOE presented no evidence of its own to
challenge the credibility, competence or probative value of Huber ABG’s evidence. As a result,
the BOE is left with the meritless position that Huber ABG’s evidence, on its face, lacked
competence, credibility or probative value or should be stricken from the record. The argument
that certain evidence should be stricken from the record is addressed below in an abundance of
caution, but should be quickly disregarded as the BOE failed to make this argument at any stage
in the proceedings prior to now.

The BTA’s Decision and Order should be affirmed because the BOE fails to demonstrate
that BTA erred in exercising its independent duty to determine the value of the Property, let alone
abused its discretion by relying on evidence in the record on which the BOE expressly rested its

case,



LAW AND ARGUMENT
L INTRODUCTION

Huber ABG presented competent credible evidence that the fair market value of the
Property on January 1, 2013 was $550,000.00. Huber ABG is in agreement with the BOE that no
evidence exists in the record to support the BOR’s initial $1,282,740.00 valuation. (Merit Brief
of Appellant BOE, p.4-5). Accordingly, the BTA properly rejected that valuation and exercised
its independent duty to evaluate and weigh the evidence in the record. The BTA determined that,
based on competent, credible, and probative evidence in the record, the true value of the Property
on the January 1, 2013 lien date was $550,000.00. The BOE takes issue with the BTA’s
independent evaluation, specifically the weight and credibility the BTA attributed to the evidence
in the record. However, nothing in the BOE’s brief demonstrates (or even argues) that the BTA
abused its discretion in doing so. As a result, the BTA’s Decision and Order should be affirmed.

IL STANDARD OF REVIEW

This Court has routinely held that the overall standard of review from a decision of the
BTA is whether it is “reasonable and lawful.” Columbus City School Dist. Bd. of Edn. v. Zaino,
90 Ohio St.3d 496, 497, 2001 Ohio 5, 739 N.E.2d 783 (2001); Global Knowledge Training, LLC
v. Levin, 127 Ohio St.3d 34, 2010-Ohio-4411, 936 N.E.2d 463, 2010 Ohio LEXIS 2262 (2010);
Gesler v. Worthington Income Tax Bd. of Appeals, 138 Ohio St.3d 76, 2013-Ohio-4986, q 10, 3
N.E.3d 1177; Bd. of Edn. v. Franklin Cty. Bd. of Revision, 10th Dist. No. 12AP-682, 2013-Ohio-
4504, 1 8. However, this Court has noted more specifically that “[t]he BTA’s findings of fact are
to be affirmed where the record contains reliable and probative evidence, and the BTA’s

determination of the credibility of witnesses and its weighing of the evidence are subject to a

highly deferential abuse-of-discretion review on appeal.” Worthington City Schools Bd. of Edn.

v. Franklin Cty. Bd. of Revision, 129 Ohio St.3d 3, 2011-Ohio-2316, 7 18, 949 N.E.2d 986



(emphasis added) (citing Olentangy Local Schools Bd. of Edn. v. Delaware Cty. Bd. of Revision,
125 Ohio St.3d 103, 2010-Ohio-1040, § 15, 926 N.E.2d 302 and Satullo v. Wilkins, 111 Ohio St.3d
399, 2006-Ohio-5856, 7 14, 856 N.E.2d 954); see also, Am. Natl. Can Co. v. T racy, 72 Ohio St.
3d 150, 152, 1995 Ohio 42, 648 N.E.2d 483 (1995). “The term ‘abuse of discretion’ connotes
more than an error of law or judgment; it implies that the [decision maker’s] attitude is
unreasonable, arbitrary or unconscionable.” Blakemore v. Blakemore, 5 Ohio St.3d 217, 450
N.E.2d 1140, 1983 Ohio LEXIS 754, 5 Ohio B. Rep. 481 (1983).

The BTA in no way abused its discretion by relying on documents and testimony in the
record that the Property was purchased for $550,000.00 in an arm’s length transaction just six
months prior to January 1, 2013. Accordingly, the BTA’s Decision and Order was reasonable and
lawful and should be affirmed.

III. BURDEN OF PROOF

“When cases are appealed from a board of revision to the BTA, the burden of proof is on
the appellant, [in this case the BOE], to prove its right to an increase [in] or decrease from the
value determined by the board of revision.” Columbus City School Dist. Bd, of Edn. v. Franklin
Cty. Bd. of Revision, 90 Ohio St.3d 564, 566 (2001). See also, Shinkle v. Ashtabula Ct. Bd of
Revision, 135 Ohio St.3d 227, 2013-Ohio-397; Sapina v. Cuyahoga Cty. Bd. of Revision, 136 Ohio
St.3d 188, 2013-Ohio-3028, 9 26, 992 N.E.2d 1117 “To prevail on appeal, the appellant must
present competent and probative evidence supporting the value the appellant asserts.” Bd, of Educ.
of the Columbus City Schs v. Franklin County Bd. of Revision, 2014-Ohio-4360, 119, 20 N.E.3d
1086, 2014 Ohio App. LEXIS 4266 (2014) (internal citations omitted).

Despite bearing the burden of proof at the BTA level, the BOE chose to present no evidence

regarding the value of the Property and to rest on the record from the original BOR hearing, In



the absence of any evidence from the auditor or the BOE, Huber ABG presented the only
competent, credible, and probative evidence of the Property’s true value. Contrary to what the
BOE suggests, Huber ABG in no way failed to meet its initial burden of presenting competent,
credible and probative evidence of value. Rather, the BOR failed to properly weigh and consider
that evidence. It cannot be said that the BTA gbused its discretion by correcting the BOR’s
mistake and determining that the true value of the Property on January 1, 2013 was consistent with
the $550,000.00 sale price from June 25, 2012. As a result, the Decision and Order of the BTA
should be affirmed.

IV. HUBER ABG PRESENTED COMPETENT, CREDIBLE AND PROBATIVE
EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT THE BTA’S $550,000.00 VALUATION.

The BTA unquestionably has an independent duty to weigh the evidence and determine
value when reviewing board of revision decisions. Vandalia-Butler City Sch. Bd. Of Educ. V.
Montgomery County Bd. of Revision, 130 Ohio St.3d 291, 2011-Ohio-5078, 958 N.E.2d 131.
Being an independent duty, the law is clear that the BTA is not bound by the values advocated or
arguments set forth by the parties. Sapina, 2013-Ohio-3028  26. Ohio law has, however, long
recognized that an owner of either real or personal property is, by virtue of such ownership,
competent to testify as to the market value of the property. Smith v. Padgett, 32 Ohio St.3d 344,
347, 513 N.E.2d 737 (1987).

It is undeniable that evidence existed that the Property was purchased by Huber ABG on
June 25, 2012 for $550,000.00. At the initial BOR hearing, Mr. Rentschler testified on behalf of
Huber ABG that the Property at issue was purchased for $550,000.00 in June of 2012—just six
months prior to the valuation date at issue. (Rentschler Testimony, at BOR Hearing 3:15, 5:20,
7:52). In addition, the settlement statement from Huber ABG’s purchase of the Property

demonstrated that Huber ABG purchased the Property at issue from Muriel Litt, et al., on June 25,



2012 for $550,000.00. (Appendix A). Because the BOE cannot argue in good faith that no
evidence exists regarding the sale, the BOE attempts to argue that this evidence was somehow not
credible, competent or probative on its face or should be stricken from the record.

Ohio law is clear that “the best evidence of ‘true value in money’ of real property is an
actual, recent sale of the property in an arm’s length transaction.” Conalco v. Bd of Revision, 50
Ohio St. 2d 129 (1977); See also, Worthington City Schs. Bd. of Educ., 2011-Ohio-2316. This
Court recently reaffirmed that position, indicating “[t]he only way a party can show that a sale
price is not representative of value is to show that the sale was either not recent or not an arm’s
length transaction.” HIN, LLC v. Cuyahoga Cty. Bd. of Revision, 138 Ohio St.3d 223, 2014-Ohio-
523, Y14. Furthermore, the burden rests with the opponent of a reported sale price, in this case the
BOE, to demonstrate why a sale does not reflect a given property’s value. Cincinnati Bd of Edn.
V. Hamilton Cty. Bd. of Revision, 78 Ohio St.3d 325, 327.

A. Huber ABG’s June 25, 2012 purchase of the Property was an arm’s length
transaction.

The BOE improperly attempts to shift the burden, arguing Huber ABG failed to prove the
sale was arm’s length in nature. As acknowledged in the BOE’s brief, “the submission of basic
sale documentation, such as deed and conveyance fee statement, gives rise to a rebuttable
presumption that the sale is arm’s length and indicative of value.” (Appellant BOE’s Brief, p- 8)
(citing FirstCal Indus. 2 Acquisitions, LLC v. Franklin County Bd. of Revision, 125 Ohio St.3d
485, 2010 Ohio 1921). Presumably, this is so because such evidence is considered inherently
credible, competent and probative of value.

Once the sale price was entered into evidence (Rentschler Testimony, at BOR Hearing
3:15, 5:20, 7:52; Appendix A), the burden was on the BOE to present evidence rebutting the arm’s

length nature of the sale. As previously noted, the BOE failed to produce any evidence at any



stage. As a result, the BTA determination that the $550,000 sale price was arm’s length in nature
and reflective of the true value of the property was not an abuse of discretion.

B. Huber ABG’s June 25, 2012 purchase of the Property was sufficiently recent to
the January 1, 2013 tax lien date.

The BTA noted that Ohio Courts have refrained from setting forth a bright line test to
establish whether the sale of a property is sufficiently close to a tax lien date to be presumed to
accurately reflect its value. New Winchester Gardens, Ltd. V. Franklin Cty. Bd. of Revision, 80
Ohio St.3d 36, 44 (1997) overruled in part on other grounds Cummins Property Servs.., LLC v.
Franklin Ciy. Bd. of Revision, 117 Ohio St.3d 516, 2008-Ohio-1473 (indicating that the question
of recency varies from case to case and involves factors such as changes in the market). In
evaluating the evidence, the BTA considered whether the parcel split that occurred after the sale
or the approximately $200,000 in changes made to the Property rebutted the presumption of
recency and determined they did not. (Decision and Order, p.3). Accordingly, the BTA held the
June 25, 2012 sale was sufficiently recent.

The BOE would have this Court believe the BTA ignored or failed to consider testimony
about the changes made to the property. However, exactly the opposite is true. The BTA directly
addressed the testimony in the record that approximately $200,000 in changes were made,
indicating that “although the cost of repairs was considerable as compared to the sale price, no
evidence [was] offered to show that these changes substantially changed the property.” (BTA
Decision and Order, p.4). In further support of its decision, the BTA noted that the BTA has
routinely rejected dollar-for-dollar deductions for repairs since this Court’s holdings in
Throckmorton v. Hamilton Cty. Bd. of Revision, 75 Ohio St.3d 227 (1996) and Hotel Statler v.

Cuyahoga Cty. Bd. of Revision, 79 Ohio St.3d 299,



In addition, the BOE argues, for the first time, that it disputes that the Property was
transferred from Muriel Litt, et al., to Huber Heights ABG, LLC on June 25, 2012 for $550,000.00.
If the evidence presented by Huber ABG was somehow inaccurate, the BOE had an opportunity
to rebut this evidence by presenting its own evidence. Instead, the BOE asks this Court to rule that
the BTA gbused its discretion by not assuming that: (1) the changes increased the value of the
property, and (2) the BOE disputed the terms of the sale as evidenced in the record. The BOE
must take responsibility for its decision to rest on the record and its own failure to present evidence
sufficient to meet its burden of proof.

The BOE’s mere disagreement with the BTA’s analysis fails to in any way demonstrate an
abuse of discretion on the part of the BTA. As a result, this Court should affirm the BTA’s
Decision and Order,

V. THE BOE WAIVED ANY ARGUMENT THAT EVIDENCE SHOULD BE
STRICKEN FROM THE RECORD.

The BOE cannot raise arguments here that it failed to make to the BTA (or the BOR). As
previously noted, Huber ABG’s submission of basic sale documentation, such as the settiement
statements attached in Appendix A, creates a rebuttable presumption that the June 25, 2012 sale is
arm’s length in nature, sufficiently recent, and indicative of the true value of the Property. In an
effort to get around the fact that the BOE presented no evidence to rebut said presumptions, the
BOE argues, for the very first time in its merit brief to this Court, that the settlement statements
should be stricken from the record. The law is well-settled that a litigant’s failure to raise an issue
before the trial court waives a litigant’s right to raise that issue on appeal. Stores Realty Co. v.
Cleveland (1975), 41 Ohio St.2d 41, 43, 322 N.E.2d 629. Ordinarily, errors which arise during
the course of a trial, which are not brought to the attention of the court by objection or otherwise,

are waived and may not be raised upon appeal. Jd. Thus, the BOE cannot raise new issues or legal



theories for the first time here in this Court.

The BOE unquestionably had the opportunity to object to the presentation of these
documents at the BOR hearing. However, even if you take the BOE at its word that copies “of
[the settlement statement and the BOR’s 2012 tax appeal determination were] never provided to
the BOE,...were not discussed at the BOR hearing, and...[were] never admitted into evidence”
(Appellant BOE’s Brief, p.8), it certainly had the opportunity to brief the issue to the BTA and did
not. Furthermore, even if this Court accepts the BOE’s argument that it was unaware such
documents were placed into the record at the BOR level, it is disingenuous to argue the BTA erred
by considering them, when the BOE filed a waiver with the BTA explicitly stating that it
“consent[ed] to the instant appeal being decided upon the existing record” (Appellant BOE’s
Waiver of hearing, filed July 10, 2015)—the entirety of which was available online at the time of
such filing and which record clearly and unambiguously labeled the documents at issue
“EvidencePresented.” (See Board of Tax Appeals Docket, 2013.0829 Evidence.pdf).

The BTA cannot possibly have erred by considering documents that the BOE explicitly
consented to it considering. At minimum, the BOE was required to raise this issue with the BTA
and did not. As a result, it waived any argument it may have had regarding striking evidence in
the record. Regardless, even if this Court were to ignore the documents in the record, there was
testimony—separate and apart from the challenged documents—regarding the sale of the Property.

As aresult, this Court should affirm the BTA’s Decision and Order.

10



CONCLUSION

The BOE’s arguments all rest on the failed premise that the evidence presented by Huber
ABG at that BOR hearing lacked competence, credibility or probative value. The BOE attempts
to claim the only evidence presented by Huber ABG was that relating to the 2012 valuation. The
reality, however, is that Huber ABG presented testimony about its June 25, 2012 purchase of the
Property and the settlement statements associated with that purchase. This evidence is so
competent, credible and probative that the law presumes the value of the Property is consistent
with the sale price evidenced therein.

The BOE cannot point to any evidence that the BTA failed to consider, nor can it point to
any evidence it presented to rebut what is contained in the record. As a result, the BTA propetly
exercised its independent duty to consider all the competent, credible and probative evidence and
determined that: (1) Huber ABG’s purchase of the Property was arm’s length in nature; (2) Huber
ABG’s purchase of the Property was sufficiently recent to the January 1, 2013 tax lien date; and
(3) the true value of the Property was consistent with the June 25, 2012 sale price of $550,000.00.
This Court should, therefore, affirm the Ohio Board of Tax Appeals July 23, 2015 Decision and
Order.

Respectfully submitted,

CRITCHFIELD, CRITCHFIELD &

JOHNSTON, LTD.

By: /s/ Sarah B. Baker
Peggy J. Schmitz (S. Ct. #0023932)
Sarah B. Baker (8. Ct. #0085447)
225 North Market Street
Wooster, Ohio 44691

Phone: (330) 264-4444

Fax: (330) 263-9278

Email: schmitz{@cci.com ;
sarahbaker@ccj.com

Counsel for Huber Heights, ABG, LLC
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KAllison@RichGillisLawGroup.com

Counsel for Appellant Board of Education of the Huber Heights City School District

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PROSECUTOR

MATHIAS HECK JR., Montgomery County Prosecuting Attorney
ADAM LAUGLE, Montgomery County Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
R. LYNN NOTHSTINE Assistant Prosecuting Attorney

P.O. Box 972

301 West Third Street, 5% Floor

Dayton, Ohio 45422

HeckM@mcohio.org

LaugleA@mcohio.org

Counsel for Appeliee Montgomery County Board of Revision

OHIO ATTORNEY GENERAL
MIKE DEWINE

30 East Broad Street, 17% Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Counsel for Ohio Tax Commissioner

/s/ Sarah B. Baker
Sarah B. Baker
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Chicago Title Company, LLC
1 8. Main St Suite 330
Dayton, DH 45402
Phone: (937)223-8378

SELLER'S STATEMENT
SETTLEMENT DATE:: Jume 28, 2012 ORDER NO.:

PURCHASER:

38120363

HUBER HEIGHTS ABG, LLC. A
MISSOURI LIMITED LIABILITY
COMPANY

4216 Dewitt Aveane

Mattoon, IL $1938

SELLER: MURIEL LITT

MURIEL LITT AND KAREN LITT LIPPES,
SUCCESSOR TRUSTEES TO SOLOMON S,
LITT, TRUSTEE OF THE SOLOMON S. LITT
DECLARATON OF LIVING TRUST DATED
DECEMBER 20, 1991

JEFFREY ROSENBERG
. -- - - STEVENROSENBERG

DAVID DYBVIG, TRUSTEE OF THE
MARTHA MEYER REVOCABLE TRUST
UNDER AGREEMENT DATED DECEMBER
29, 2008

PROPERTY: 7611 OLD TROY PIKE

HUBER HEIGHTS, OH 45424
$550,000.00

Sales Price
Relmbursements/Credits

Less: Charges and Deduetions
Proceeds to David Dybvig, Trustos of the Martha Meyer Trust ... .. ... . e s s o $119,611,38
Proceeds to Muriel Litt and Karen Litt Lippes, Successor Trusteas to

Solomon § Litt Trust . _ . S e i s e, $159,961.24
Proceods to Mupiel Liet .. . _ s . $78,761.50
Proceeds to Jeffrey Rosenberg ......

Proceeds to Stoven P e s oo e ot
Decd Preparation to William H. Frapwell, Attomey Atlaw .. .. ...

Transfer Fee for parcel to Clty of Huber Heights to Montgomery
Survey Fee to Choice One Engincering .

e $394655.68
e e $1,650.00

e 30.50
Cress e 322500

Filing Fees (Estimated) - Doeds %o Hubes Heighis ABG, Doed ... .. oo

to City of Huber Heighrs, Affidavit of Facts (Re: old leases),

Primed at: 06/25/2012 (10:49 am)
CS8-Individan! Rev. 5/23/)2
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File No: 38120363

e e 3100.00

Filing of REA - estimaed . e o oo
Advance Filing of Affidavit and Morigage Relcase -
Legal fees 1o Dinsmore & Shohl ... . ... ... .
Title Comparry Fees to Chicago Title Company, L1LC. .
Closing Fee.. . . s . S
TitleExam _ ... ..o
CourierFee... .. .. ..

Closing Protecion el - o rom Lt Trus Prosess 7" ™"

Closing Protection Scller Paid from M. Litt Proceeds .. . ...

Cloging Protection Seller - Paid from S. Rosenberg Proceeds D
Closing Protection Seller - Paid from J, Rosenberg Procesds ..

Title Insurance to Chicago Title Company, LLC.

Owner's Leashold BASIC ... v oo oo o

Al7 Access & EntryOwmers . ... . .. .. . .

ALTA 19 Contiguny-MultiplePa .. . .. . _ ™ =

ALTA 25 Same us Survey .

OH 101.ISurvey Del - Owmes's. . ... .. """ 70T

ALTA 17.1 Access & Entry-Indir .

June 2012 Tax Instaliment to Montgomery County Treasurey ... ... ... """ 77"

Escrow for 2012 Taxes to Chicago Title Compaay, LLC. . ...
Escrow Fee to Chicgo Title to hold Tax Escrow- $50.00 will Le split
equally by buyer and sefler. Fea wiil be collected waen tax escrow is

Totai Charges and Deductions . .

Net Amount Due To Selfer.............. ... . . .

Bt tnp aRAmES e 4 s e e greas

e 8168.00

- $5,517.50
CEees m: @ o 320000
$300.00
- ..550.00
e $100.00
. P i 1 1)
- e v $50.00
e o 350,00

e e 31,512.50
e e 31,6250
- . 37500
- $25.00
oo 35000

$26,51097

. ..

Seller understands the Closing or Escrow Agent has assembled this information repregenting the transaction from the best information available
from other sources and cannot guarsntee the acouraoy thereof. The lender involved miy be furnished a copy of this statement,

Seller understands that tax and insurance prorations and reserves weze based on figures for the preceding year or supplied by others or estimates
for the current year, and in the event of any change for current year, all necessary adjustments must be made between Purchaser and Seller

direcily.

The undarsigned hereby suthorizes Chicago Title Company, LLC to make expeadituze and disbursements a2 shown above and approves same
for payment. The undersigned also acknowledges receipt of Loan Fundy, if spplicable, in the amount shown above and 4 receipt of a copy of
this Statement.

Printed at: 06/25/2G12 (10:49 am) Page2

CSS-Individual Rev. 3/23/12




Jun. 23 2012 4:31AM  RANDY BOGANI ALLSTATE No. 7683 P 10/15

Escrow Agent: Selleys:

ChhgoMCmpm,LLCa/l’Q_— y

By: (M/ - @7 ' =

Tite: MURIEL Y CO- TOQ SOLOMON 8. LITT,

68 TO SOLOMON §

MON S, LT DECLARATION OF LIVING
TRUST DATED BRCEMBER 20, 1991
TETFE 3Y ROSENDERG
S en—

DAVID DYBVIG, TRUSTEE OF THE MARTHA MEYER REVOCABLE
TRUST UNDER AGREEMENT DATED DECEMBER 29, 2003

Page ]
CSSeIndividual Roy, 52912




Chicago TWie Company, LLC

I 5. Main 5t Swite 330
Dayton, OH 45402
Phoos: (937) 2230378
PURCHASER'S STATEMENT
SETTLEMENT DATE:: Jume 25, 2012 ORDER NO.: 30130363
PURCHASER: HUBER BHRIGHTS ARG, LLC, A SELLER: MURIEL LITT
MISIOUR! LIMITID LIABILITY
i
enue MURIEYL LITT AND
Matteon, I, 61938 wcmnum:smm
LITT, TRUSTEE OF THE SOLOMONS, LITT 1
DECLARATON OF LIVING TRUST DATRD
DECEMBER 20, 1991
JEFFREY ROGENBERG
STEVEN ROSENRERG ’
DAVID DYRVIG, TRUSTEE nrm
MARTHAMEYER REVOTABLE TN
A mmmm
PROPERTY: 611 OLD TROY FIKE
HUBER HEIGHTS, OH 4544
Purehase Price. . 3550,800.00
Pus:
Commission to BEYEREST GROUP $11,000.00
Translor Pes to Moutgomery County Auditor . $0.50
Survey Pes to Choics One Enginseriag £224.00
Flllag . $100.00
Filing of REA - estimated — $100.00
Title Company Fyss to Chicago Tiis Comgany, LLLC SE25.00
Cloing Fea... £200.00
TieBwsm...... — o —— $300.00
Tide Comnitnant .. _ . $50.00
Courler Fee... $20.00
Closing Protection » Buyex. . $15.00
Tile Insurance to Chicage Tiile Company, L1C — $1,512.50
Owner's! Leaschold Basic v - 51,162.50
A17 Access & Botry Owoco $75.00
ALTA 19 Coaniguity-Mukiple Pa. $25.00
ALTA 25 Same a1 Survey... $75.00
OH 100.182rmy Nonl - (wner's $50.00
ALTA 17.1 Access & Entry-Indiz. —" e $125.00
Escraw for 2012 Texae to Chi-agn Title Company, LLC e $23,256.30
Escrow Fer to Chicago Title t> bold T Escrow - ~$50.00 wil be
split oqumily by buyer snd sefles. This foo will be collpoted when tax
cacrow ks disborsed. .. o £$0.00
$0.00
Printod st: 06/22/2012 (D4:43 pm) Page ]
CSS-Iadividus! Rev, $/23112




File No: 38120363

"Latal Chargas 53658130
Grom Ameunt Due from Purchaser. 350648150

Lass; Credits
$0.00
Eameet Deposit $35,000.00
Total Crodils. 52500080
BalanceDue Frag) Prrehaser. SSSLASL30

mmmm«mmhmﬁmmmmmumhm
avafiable from other sourras ar ¢! c7o* grarantce the socuracy thersof, The Jaader ivolved may be fireished 8 copy of this siatement

Purcheser understands Dt tax ané inturancs prorations and resorves wre basad on figiros for the preceding yesr or supplied by others or
mm&ghmmyn.mdhmmﬂwmﬁrmmmdmﬂm‘ ewst be made betwoon Purchaser and
! U.

The undersizrad bereby authorizes Chicago Title Company, LLC to make expenditure sad disbursemants as shown sbove snd spproves same
:rhw Toe undecsigned alao acknowledges sosipt of Loaa Funds, if applicabls, in the amount shown above and a receipt of a copy of

Eecrow Ageat: Tushaser

lef/hl)ecg.ml-w %'; ]

o U Wl

Name; L &{

Title:

Priated at: 06/22/2012 (04:43 pem) Page 2
€S- ndividosl Rev. 5/23/12




File No: 38120363
Escrow Agent; Seller:

Chicago Title Company, LLC

N Cﬂ,.,,_\( %M MURJEL LITT

Name: . MUAEL LITT, SUCCESSOR CO-TRUSTEE TO SOLOMON §, LITT,
Title: TRUSTEE OF THE SOLOMON S. LITT DECLARATION OF LIVING
TRUST DATED DECEMBER 20, 199]

KAREN LITT LIPPES, SUCCESSOR CO-TRUSTEE TO SOLOMON S,
LITT, TRUSTEE OF THE SOQLOMON S. LITT DECLARATION OF
LIVING TRUST DATED DECEMBER 20, 1991

JEFFREY ROSENBERG

STEVEN ROSENBERG

e i A S e

-
Ny

DAVID DYBVIG, TRUSTEE OF THE MARTHA MEYER REVOCABLE
TRUST UNDER AGREEMENT DATED DECEMBER 29, 2603

Printed at: 06/25/2¢12 (10:4% am) Page3
CSS-Individual Rev. 5/23/12




