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Appeal from a judgnment (denomi nated order) of the Suprene Court,
Onondaga County (Hugh A. Glbert, J.), entered January 15, 2016 in a
CPLR article 78 proceeding. The judgnment denied the petition.

It is hereby ORDERED that the judgnent so appealed fromis
unani mously affirmed w t hout costs.

Menorandum In this CPLR article 78 proceedi ng chall enging a
determ nati on nade by a hearing officer in a small clains assessnent
revi ew (SCAR) proceeding (see RPTL 736 [2]), we conclude that Suprene
Court properly denied the petition. Judicial review of the
determ nation of a hearing officer in a SCAR proceeding is limted to
ascertai ning whet her the determ nation has a rational basis (see
Matter of Dodge v Krul, 99 AD3d 1218, 1218; Matter of Garth v
Assessors of Town of Perinton, 87 AD3d 1306, 1307). Here, the
evi dence presented at the SCAR hearing, including the evidence of
conpar abl e sal es and assessnents, provided a rational basis for the
Hearing Oficer’'s determ nation that petitioners had failed to neet
their burden of denonstrating that respondent’s assessnent of their
property was unequal or excessive (see Garth, 87 AD3d at 1307; Matter
of Montgomery v Board of Assessnment Review of Town of Union, 30 AD3d
747, 749).
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