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EQUALIZATION SUMMARY
This report presents a summary of the 2007 Equalization process and is divided into the following four sections: 

1.  
Modified Assessed Valuation: as reported by each municipality on the 2007 Summary of Inventory of Valuation;

2.
Sales-Assessment Ratio Process: includes sales and statistical information directly related to this process;

3.  
Equalization Process: summarizes the equalization process including a municipal assessment, the equalization survey and utilities; 
4.
Assessment Review: summarizes the recommended statistical guidelines for assessment review and the procedures for this process; and

SECTION 1: MODIFIED ASSESSED VALUATION
Municipal Modified Assessed Valuation Comparison:
The following table shows the change in the total modified assessed valuation for the state between 2006 and 2007.  The modified assessed valuation increased 3.09% over the previous year.  This increase is the result of revaluations, partial revaluations, updates and new construction of all types.

	MUNICIPAL MODIFIED ASSESSED VALUATION

As reported on the 2007 Summary Inventory of Valuation

	
	2007
	2006
	% Change

	* Modified Assessed Valuation of Land, Buildings and Manufactured Housing Not Including Utility Value
	158,250,024,669
	153,534,111,474
	+ 3%

	* Current Use Value & Conservation        Restriction Assessment, Discretionary Easements, & Discretionary Preservation Easements
	291,421,241
	296,135,499
	- 2%

	* Modified Assessed Valuation of Utilities
	5,138,029,392
	4,937,679,017
	- 1%

	** Total Modified Assessed Valuation


	163,679,475,302
	158,767,925,990
	+ 3.09%


*These three sections add up to the gross valuation as reported on the MS-1. The total modified assessed valuation was adjusted to include the retained captured assessed value of the tax increment finance districts in Antrim, Claremont, Concord, Derry, Enfield, Hooksett, Nashua, Newmarket, Pembroke, Peterborough and Swanzey which were either formed or issued bonds after April 29, 1999, in accordance with RSA 162-K.

** Mature wood and timber value of $ 18,157 is included in this figure; only one town assesses this at this time.

	FULL VALUE TAX RATES

Calculation:  Gross Property Taxes / Total Equalized Value

	
	2007
	2006
	% DIFFERENCE

	Lowest Full Value Tax Rate
	$ 3.49
	$    .97
	+  259.79%

	Highest Full Value Tax Rate
	$31.93
	$29.84
	+      7.00%

	State Avg. Full Value Tax Rate
	$15.94
	$15.32
	+     4.05%

	Net Tax Commitment
	$2,741,870,447
	$2,630,455,983
	+    4.24%


The equalization staff has prepared a worksheet showing the equalized municipal, county and local school rates for each municipality.

SECTION 2: THE SALES-ASSESSMENT RATIO PROCESS
A sales-assessment ratio study is conducted for each municipality in the state.  As part of the sales-assessment ratio study, the following statistics are calculated for the overall sample as well as individual strata:

1.  
Measures of assessment levels

· Mean ratio

· Median ratio

· Weighted mean ratio

2.  
Measures of assessment equity

· Coefficient of dispersion

· Price-related differentials

· Standard deviation and coefficient of variation

· Median average deviation

3.         Measures of reliability

·  Confidence levels for all measures of assessment level & equity

 
 4.  
Informational items

· Average sale and market price

· Lowest and highest ratio and sale price

The weighted mean ratio for the overall sample was used to equalize the modified local assessed values for all municipalities as part of the “equalization process.”

	
SALES TABLE

	
	2007
	2006
	#

Difference
	%

Difference

	Number of PA-34’s processed  (10/1 – 9/30)
	38,546
	44,489
	-5,943
	-13.4%

	Number of transactions from RDC
	32,952
	36,874
	-3,922
	-15.4%

	Number of valid sales
	21,144
	25,502
	-4,358
	-17.1%

	Number of trimmed sales
	302
	425
	-  123
	-28.9%

	Number of transactions used (not disqualified)
	20,842
	25,077
	-4,235
	-16.9%

	Percentage of transactions used
	63.2%
	68.0%
	
	- 7%

	Total sales verified with PA-34 form 
	28,633
	32,924
	-4,291
	-13.0%

	% of total # of transactions verified by PA-34 form
	87%
	89%
	
	-  2.0%


(1) DRA total # of sales verified, figure also includes Supplemental Sales verified

(2) Actual # of transactions reviewed: 34,317; 32,952 were 2007 sales only, Supplemental sales and sales moved from one municipality to another account for difference

Number of PA-34’s Processed:  The number of PA-34’s that were received and processed by the equalization staff.  The PA-34 is an essential part of the ratio study.  It serves to verify and amend sales information provided by the vendor and the municipality.  There are no exceptions in RSA 74:18, which requires the grantee of each real estate transaction to file a PA-34.  Thus, this number includes transactions that sold for $0 – <$4,000, which is the minimum value on which the transfer tax is assessed.  Approximately 17% of the forms filed are less than $4,000 and are not used in the ratio studies.  The $0-<$4,000 includes utility easements, gifts, some family sales and trusts, etc.  This number also includes duplicate forms that were filed.

Number of Transactions: The number of transactions provided by Real Data Corp., Inc. to the Department of Revenue Administration for sales that occurred between October 1, 2006 and September 30, 2007.  The Department of Revenue Administration included every sale in the overall sampling versus a random sampling.  A random sampling selects a limited number of sales from all available sales prior to the sales screening process to include in the study.

Number of valid sales:  The number of valid sales. The sales screening process removed sales that are considered not arm’s length and/or did not sell for market value.

Number of trimmed sales:  The number of sales trimmed (removed) from the ratio studies as outliers.  The DRA uses a 3.0 extended trim as prescribed by I.A.A.O. Standard B.1.  

Number of transactions used: The actual number of sales used to calculate the various equalization statistics.  

Total sales verified with Form PA-34: The number of sales for which a Form PA-34, Inventory of Property Transfer was received.

Pre-printed PA-34’s:  Pre-printed PA-34’s are sent to non-filers and late filers in order to have the highest verification ratio possible.  In 2007, 9,560  pre-printed PA-34’s were mailed. 

Supplemental Sales

Supplemental sales were added to any municipality’s ratio study for which there were less than 20 valid sales.  The supplemental sales were from within the prior two equalization years in six-month increments until there were at least 20 sales.  Supplemental sales were added in 56 incorporated municipalities and the 25 unincorporated places.

	TOWNS W/SUPPLEMENTAL SALES  - * 2007 AR

	TOWN
	# OF 2007

SALES
	# OF

SUPP. SALES
	TOTAL #

SALES USED
	TIME TREND

ACCEPT/REJECT
	COMMENTS

	Acworth
	17
	7
	24
	Reject
	

	Albany
	10
	20
	27
	Reject
	

	Bath
	13
	11
	24
	Reject
	

	Bennington
	17
	24
	41
	Reject
	

	Benton
	4
	10
	14
	Reject
	

	Bridgewater
	20
	14
	34
	Accept
	

	Brookfield
	3
	19
	22
	Reject
	Used 1.00, ’05 Reval

	Chatham
	6
	5
	11
	Reject
	Used 1.00

	Clarksville
	7
	14
	21
	Reject
	

	Columbia
	19
	13
	32
	Accept
	

	Cornish
	10
	11
	21
	Reject
	

	Croydon  **
	8
	17
	25
	Reject
	

	Dorchester
	17
	8
	25
	Reject
	

	Dublin
	16
	11
	29
	Reject
	Update

	Dummer
	10
	11
	21
	Reject 
	

	Easton
	8
	14
	22
	Reject
	

	Eaton
	3
	11
	14
	Reject
	’06 Reval

	Ellsworth
	3
	4
	7
	Reject  
	

	Errol
	11
	16
	27
	Reject
	

	Francestown
	18
	6
	24
	Accept 
	

	Gilsum
	6
	16
	22
	Reject
	

	Goshen            
	14
	12
	26
	Accept
	

	Greenfield
	20
	17
	37
	Reject
	Used 1.00; (19 sales & 1 trim w/o supp) see notes

	Groton
	17
	6
	23
	Reject
	Update

	Hale’s Location
	4
	13
	17
	Accept
	

	Harrisville
	13
	9
	22
	Accept
	’06 Update

	Hart’s Location
	7
	5
	12
	Reject
	’05 Reval

	Hebron
	17
	9
	26
	Reject
	’06 Update

	Jefferson
	16
	11
	27
	Reject
	Used 1.00

	Landaff
	8
	13
	21
	Reject
	’06 Reval

	Langdon
	6
	20
	26
	Reject
	Used 1.00 ’06 Update

	Lyman
	10
	13
	23
	Reject
	Used 1.00

	Lyme
	13
	18
	31
	Reject
	

	Lyndeborough
	6
	33
	39
	Reject
	

	Marlow
	9
	14
	23
	Reject
	

	Monroe
	14
	6
	20
	Reject
	

	Nelson
	5
	13
	18
	Accept
	

	Newfields
	16
	15
	31
	Reject
	

	Newington
	10
	11
	21
	Reject
	’06 Update

	Orange
	3
	16
	19
	Reject
	Used 1.00, ’05 Reval

	Piermont
	18
	10
	28
	Accept
	’06 Reval

	Randolph
	4
	12
	16
	Reject 
	

	Roxbury
	2
	6
	8
	Accept
	

	Rumney
	17
	16
	33
	Reject
	’06 Update

	Salisbury
	17
	9
	26
	Reject
	

	Sharon
	6
	10
	16
	Reject
	

	Shelburne
	2
	8
	10
	Accept
	Manually Time Trended

	South Hampton
	5
	18
	23
	Accept
	’06 Update

	Stark
	6
	15
	21
	Reject
	

	Stratford
	15
	9
	24
	Reject
	’06 Update

	Sullivan
	16
	5
	21
	Reject
	’07 Update

	Sugar Hill
	12
	8
	20
	Reject
	Used 1.00, High COD

	Surry
	8
	12
	20
	Reject
	

	Temple
	13
	12
	25
	Reject
	

	Uninc. Tns-Coos
	6
	11
	17
	Reject
	

	Warren
	9
	15
	24
	Reject 
	’06 Update

	Westmoreland
	16
	8
	24
	Accept
	’06 Update

	Windsor
	3
	11
	14
	Accept
	


*  Confidence intervals cannot be calculated due to small sample

Time Trended Ratio Studies 

The DRA utilized software this year, which calculated a time trend factor for all ratio studies that included supplemental sales.  These studies included sales prior to October 1, 2006.  The software also determined whether to accept or reject the time trending based on the reliability of the statistics and significance of change in statistics.  If there was no significant statistical change or the time trend factor was statistically unreliable, the study was not time trended.  The table below shows the results of the time-trended studies.  

	2006 TIME TRENDED RATIO STUDIES

	TOWN
	<

20

SALES
	TN

REQ.
	WGT MN

W/O TT
	WGT MN

W/ TT
	COD

W/O TT
	COD

W/TT
	TT

FACTOR
	TT STUDY

USED

Y/N
	COMMENTS

	Acworth
	*
	
	88.5
	
	
	
	
	N
	

	Albany
	*
	
	97.7
	
	16.4
	
	
	N
	Used 1.00

	Bath
	*
	
	102.2
	
	14.0
	
	
	N
	

	Bennington
	*
	
	86.5
	
	8.6
	
	
	N
	

	Benton
	*
	
	58.6
	
	38.0
	
	
	N
	

	Bridgewater
	*
	
	91.0
	85.7
	9.4
	10.0
	 14.52%
	Y
	

	Brookfield
	*
	
	100.4
	
	9.9
	
	
	N
	

	Chatham
	*
	
	91.8
	
	22.2
	
	
	N
	Used 1.00

	Clarksville
	*
	
	89.8
	
	16.6
	
	
	N
	

	Columbia
	*
	
	99.1
	109.4
	18.6
	16.7
	- 37.5%
	Y
	

	Cornish
	*
	
	89.0
	
	10.6
	
	
	N
	

	Croydon
	*
	
	73.0
	
	16.0
	
	
	N
	

	Dorchester
	*
	
	75.1
	
	13.1
	
	
	N
	

	Dublin
	
	
	100.2
	
	9.7
	
	
	N
	Update

	Dummer
	*
	
	95.7
	
	7.0
	
	
	N
	Update

	Easton
	*
	
	87.4
	
	11.8
	
	
	N
	

	Eaton
	*
	
	101.4
	
	5.9
	
	
	N
	Used 1.00, ’06 Reval 

	Ellsworth
	*
	
	106.1
	
	16.2
	
	
	N
	

	Errol
	*
	
	70.2
	
	34.0
	
	
	N   
	

	Francestown
	*
	
	78.5
	80.6
	16.0
	14.7
	- 19.05%
	Y
	

	Gilsum
	*
	
	80.9
	
	16.4
	
	
	N
	

	Goshen
	*
	
	92.5
	85.6
	18.2
	17.8
	+23.24%
	Y
	

	Greenfield
	
	
	97.9
	
	11.9
	
	
	N
	Used 1.00

	Groton
	*
	
	94.6
	
	11.2
	
	
	N
	Update

	Hale’s Location
	*
	
	93.5
	83.8
	8.3
	6.9
	+ 10.56%
	Y
	

	Harrisville
	*
	
	87.6
	81.6
	13.4
	13.0
	+ 20.95%
	Y
	’06 Reval

	Hart’s Location
	*
	   
	87.3
	
	24.2
	
	
	N
	Used 1.00, 05 reval

	Hebron
	
	
	95.4
	
	10.2
	
	
	N
	’06 Reval

	Jefferson
	*
	
	102.9
	
	18.6
	
	
	N
	Used 1.00 06 reval

	Landaff
	*
	
	83.2
	
	26.0
	
	
	N
	

	Langdon
	*
	 
	100.3
	
	12.0
	
	
	N
	Used 1.00, ’06 Reval

	Livermore
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lyman
	*
	
	93.2
	
	27.9
	
	
	N
	Used 1.00

	Lyme
	* 
	
	94.2
	
	7.3
	
	
	N
	

	Lyndeborough
	*
	
	96.7
	
	7.2
	
	
	N 
	

	Marlow
	*
	
	91.6
	
	26.6
	
	
	N
	

	Monroe
	*
	
	58.3
	
	25.5
	
	
	N
	

	Nelson
	*
	
	98.3
	120.1
	20.5
	13.2
	-30.6
	Y
	’06 Reval

	Newfields
	
	
	79.7
	
	10.7
	
	
	N
	

	Newington
	*
	
	85.2
	
	9.8
	
	
	N
	’06 Update

	Orange
	*
	
	94.7
	
	17.0
	
	
	N
	Used 1.00, ’05 Reval

	Piermont
	*
	
	89.1
	85.0
	12.9
	12.7
	+ 14.75%
	Y
	’06 Update

	Randolph
	*
	
	88.7
	
	23.6
	
	
	N
	

	Roxbury
	*
	
	96.5
	88.1
	8.4
	4.2
	+ 9.07
	Y
	

	Rumney
	*
	
	94.2
	
	13.2
	
	
	N
	

	Salisbury
	*
	
	76.7
	
	16.8
	
	
	N
	

	Sharon
	*
	
	83.5
	
	16.3
	
	
	N
	

	Shelburne   
	*
	
	98.4
	95.2
	11.4
	8.2
	* 
	Y
	Manually Time Trended-’06 Update

	South Hampton
	*
	
	92.7
	108.6
	12.3
	11.3
	- 19.34
	Y
	’06 Update

	Stark
	*
	
	91.2
	
	10.7
	
	
	N
	

	Stratford
	*
	
	92.1
	
	18.9
	
	
	N
	’06 Update

	Sugar Hill
	*
	
	97.7
	
	23.4
	
	
	N
	Used 1.00

	Sullivan
	*
	
	83.8
	
	12.6
	
	
	N
	

	Surry
	*
	
	97.0
	
	10.8
	
	
	N
	Used 1.00, ’07 Update

	Temple
	*
	
	89.6
	
	8.8
	
	
	N
	

	Uninc. Tns.-Coos
	*
	
	74.2
	
	42.9
	
	
	N
	

	Warren
	*
	
	93.0
	
	14.0
	
	
	N
	’06 Update

	Westmoreland
	*
	
	102.9
	104.6
	8.8
	8.8
	- 12.57%
	Y
	’06 Update

	Windsor
	*
	
	82.0
	101.2
	23.0
	16.3
	- 27.41
	Y
	Used 1.00


Electronic Access & Filing

This year 201 municipalities filed the required assessment information for approximately 31,563   sales electronically.  These sales represent 92% of the 34,317 sales we reviewed this year.   

Electronic filing includes coding the sale properties for stratification purposes and providing codes and comments regarding the inclusion/exclusion of the sale in the ratio study.   

Electronic filing has been a great improvement and provides a time savings in the three following areas:

The benefits of electronic filing for a municipality include:

(
Time:  Insert the required assessment and sales information throughout the year versus doing it all in November.

(
Accuracy and thoroughness: Municipalities have more time to review the sales data, ensure that the information provided is accurate, and provide more useful information about the sale. 

(
Printing a ratio study at any time throughout the year:  Municipalities can know on a periodic basis what their ratios and other pertinent statistics are.

(
Assessment:  Municipalities have an opportunity to use the ratio studies throughout their assessment process rather than just a measure of the assessments for the prior year.

The field staff of the Property Appraisal Division continues to actively inform and encourage municipalities to take advantage of this process.  They provide hands-on training to municipal officials and in many instances review the information prior to filing their assessment information with the DRA.

The following table indicates the ranges of the 2006 and 2007 assessment ratios by the stated increments and the number of municipalities within each range.

	EQUALIZATION RATIO TABLE

	RANGE
	2007             # OF TOWNS
	2006

# OF TOWNS
	RANGE
	2007

# OF TOWNS
	2006

# OF TOWNS

	140+
	0
	0
	90 – 94
	44
	37

	130 – 139
	0
	0
	80 – 89
	64
	52

	120 – 129
	1
	0
	70 – 79
	18
	32

	110 - 119
	0
	1
	60 – 69
	1
	10

	106 - 109
	5
	0
	50 – 59
	3
	2

	101 - 105
	9
	4
	40 – 49
	0
	1

	100
	65
	67
	30 – 39
	0
	0

	95 – 99
	27
	31
	
	
	


* The 23 unincorporated places in Coos County are counted as 1.  The unincorporated places of Livermore (Grafton County) and Hale’s Location (Carroll County) are counted separately. 

The weighted mean ratio was used to equalize each municipality’s modified assessed values of land and buildings.  Current use, conservation restriction assessment and utility values are equalized using a different formula.   

Between 1998 and 2006, New Hampshire’s real estate market values increased at a fast and furious pace with market values doubling and tripling within a few short years. The results were double-digit decreases in the ratios for municipalities that do not perform revaluations.  Ratios for municipalities that are not updated drop lower as values increases and vice versa.  This year, however, the ratios decreased by a much lower percentage, reflected almost no change or even increased.  This is a result of the declining real estate market in New Hampshire.

The increased revaluation activity in New Hampshire resulted in the number of municipalities with ratios below 70% decreasing from 13 in 2006 to 4 in 2007.  Further, 3 of these 4 are conducting revaluations, partial revaluations or updates for 2008.  

There are 18 municipalities with ratios between 70 and 79%.  Of those, 13 have indicated they will be conducting revaluations or updates in 2008 or 2009.

The following table indicates the ranges of the 2006 and 2007 coefficients of dispersion by the stated increments and the number of municipalities within each range.

	C.O.D. TABLE

	C.O.D.
	GUIDELINES
	2007

# OF TOWNS
	% OF ST

TOTAL
	2006

# OF TOWNS
	% OF ST

TOTAL

	0 - 5.99
	Excellent Equity
	11
	4.6%
	24
	10.1%

	6.00 – 10.99
	Good Equity
	87
	36.7%
	91
	38.4%

	11.00 - 15.99
	Above Average Equity
	85
	35.9%
	79
	32.5%

	16.00 - 20.00
	Average Equity
	31
	13.1%
	20
	8.4%

	20.01 – 25.99
	Unacceptable Equity
	11
	4.6%
	17
	6.7%

	26.00 – 30.99
	Unacceptable Equity
	6
	2.5%
	4
	1.7%

	31.00 – 35.99
	Unacceptable Equity
	1
	< 1%
	1
	< 1%

	36.00 – 40.99
	Unacceptable Equity
	1
	< 1%
	1
	< 1%

	41.00 – 45.99
	Unacceptable Equity
	1
	< 1%
	0
	0

	N/A
	Insufficient Sales (<8)
	3
	1%
	1
	< 1%


*  N/A: Ellsworth, Hart’s Location, Livermore & Roxbury

* The 23 unincorporated towns in Coos County had a COD of 42.90 are counted as one and are included in that number.  The unincorporated places of Livermore (Grafton County) and Hale’s Location (Carroll County) are counted separately.

    When reviewing CODs for municipalities with small samples, be aware that one or two sales can have a significant impact on the overall COD.  Before making judgments, the sales should be reviewed to determine whether a high COD is the result of an assessment problem or one-several sales distorting the statistics.

 To date, approximately 12 of the 20 municipalities with a COD over 20.00 have indicated to the DRA that they will be conducting a revaluation, either full, partial, cyclical or update, in 2008.  Another three municipalities have contracted for reassessment work in 2009. This number is increasing as more municipalities contract for revaluation work.

Even though approximately 8.4% of the municipalities had a C.O.D. over 20.0, the equalized value for these municipalities represents only 1.99 % of the state’s total equalized value.

The total equalized valuations based on COD’s is as follows: 

Percent of Total

Total Equalized Value

Equalized Value
Towns w/C.O.D.’s  >20.01

$ 170,163,997,833

98.01%  
   





Towns w/C.O.D.’s  <20.00            
$     3,460,017,557
      1.99 %


2007 TOTAL EQUALIZED

    

VALUE INC. UTILITIES 
 $  173,624,015,390

The following table indicates the ranges of the 2007 price related differentials by the stated increments.  A price related differential measures vertical equity; whether higher priced properties are assessed higher or lower than lower priced properties.

A price related differential >1.00 indicates assessment regressivity; low-value properties are being assessed at higher percentages of market value than high-value properties.  A price related differential <1.00 indicates assessment progressivity; low-value properties are being assessed at smaller percentages than high-value properties. 

The I.A.A.O. standard for price related differentials is .98 - 1.03 regardless of the property type.

	PRICE RELATED DIFFERENTIAL TABLE

	P.R.D.
	2007

# OF TOWNS
	2006

# OF TOWNS
	DIFFERENCE

	<.  90
	0
	0
	- 1

	.90 - .94
	2
	4
	-  2

	.95 - .97
	3
	7
	-  1

	.98 - 1.00
	71
	96
	+ 8

	1.01 - 1.03
	108
	99
	+ 6

	1.04 - 1.06
	37
	19
	   0

	1.07 - 1.10
	10
	7
	-  7

	1.11 - 1.22
	3
	5
	-  2

	1.23 >
	0
	0
	+  1

	N/A (<8 sales)
	3
	1
	-  2


* N/A:  Ellsworth, Livermore and Roxbury

* The 23 unincorporated places in Coos County are counted as 1.  The unincorporated places of Livermore (Grafton County) and Hale’s Location (Carroll County) are counted separately. 


For 2007, the P.R.D. for approximately 76% of the municipalities’ was between .98 – 1.03.  The P.R.D. was below .98 for approximately 2% of the municipalities and above 1.03 for approximately 21% of the municipalities.

	STATE AVERAGE RATIO & C.O.D. TABLE

	
	2007
	2006
	
	2007
	2006

	State Mean (Avg) Ratio
	92.21
	90.2
	State Mode Ratio
	100.00
	100.00

	State Median Ratio
	93.9
	93.5
	State Mean C.O.D.
	12.81
	11.9

	State Weighted Mean Ratio*
	94.27
	91.67
	State Median C.O.D.
	12.10
	11.2


* Weighted Mean Ratio = Total modified assessed valuation / total equalized assessed valuation.  (163,679,475,302,/173,624,015,390)                   

* Coos County Uninc. Towns counted as 1 for calculation of above statistics

SECTION 3: THE EQUALIZATION PROCESS
Municipal Assessment Update for Tax Year 2007
Since the 2006 survey, a total of 31 municipalities conducted full revaluations, partial revaluations, or statistical updates.  In addition, approximately 113 municipalities are engaged in some phase of a cyclical revaluation.  The graph below illustrates the dramatic impact the use of cyclical revaluations has had on the revaluation process in recent years.
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 Since 2002 all municipalities have completed either a full revaluation or statistical update.  Many of the municipalities that had revaluations and updates between 2002 and 2006 are scheduling revaluations and updates for 2008 and 2009.

For purposes of this summary, revaluation, partial revaluation and update are defined in accordance with our administrative rules as follows: 

Rev. 601.11 “Full revaluation” means a complete measure, listing and valuation of all taxable and non-taxable properties in a municipality with or without use of, or access to, existing or prior appraisal data.

Rev. 601.21 “Partial revaluation” means a valuation of:

(a) A specified portion of a municipality or any individual property or properties using a full data collection effort completed with or without use of or access to existing or prior appraisal data; or

(b) A specified portion of a municipality using less than a complete data collection effort.

Rev. 601.24 “Statistical Update” means to maintain proportionality by analyzing market sales throughout the entire municipality to identify and implement needed value changes to the affected areas or classes of property.

Rev 601.08  “Cyclical revaluation” means the process of performing a full revaluation utilizing a systematic measure and listing of all properties over 3, 4 or 5 years and full statistical update, analyses and ratio studies as prescribed in Rev 602.06 and Rev 602.07, performed in the year that new market values are applied.

	2007 FULL REVALUATIONS

	Belmont
	Ctr. Harbor
	Hudson
	

	Bow
	Gorham
	
	

	Carroll
	Hillsborough
	
	


	2007 UPDATES

	Alexandria
	Dummer
	Groton
	Nashua

	Alton
	Exeter
	Hinsdale
	Newport

	Barrington
	Farmington
	Hollis
	Pittsburg

	Bartlett
	Fitzwilliam
	Hooksett
	Surry

	Berlin
	Franklin
	Laconia
	Unity

	Boscawen
	Freedom
	Merrimack 
	Walpole

	Concord
	Gilford
	Middleton
	Wentworth

	Dublin
	Goffstown
	Moultonborough
	


	2007 PARTIAL REVALUATIONS & OTHER

	Atkinson
	All pool values adjusted

	Claremont
	Land curve readjustment

	Deerfield
	Update of Freese’s Pond and vacant land

	Dover
	Commercial, apartments, some residential neighborhoods

	Landaff
	View update – BTLA ordered

	Epping
	Manufactured housing update

	Nottingham
	WTRF & WTRA update

	Rye
	Vision computer conversion

	Wakefield
	Remapped entire town (caused many acreage & assessment changes)

	
	


Total Equalized Value Calculation

The weighted mean was used based upon the recommendation of the Equalization Standards Board. 

The Equalization Standards Board guidelines for equalizing a municipality’s assessed values are as follows:

· If a municipality’s weighted mean ratio with a 90% confidence level straddled 1.00, a ratio of 1.00 would be used to adjust the municipality’s modified local assessed valuation.

· If a municipality’s weighted mean ratio with a 90% confidence level did not straddle 1.00, the point estimate calculated to a tenth of 1% would be used to adjust the municipality’s modified local assessed valuation.

· If there were insufficient sales and it was determined that the weighted mean ratio did not accurately reflect the level of assessment in a municipality, another ratio could be used upon approval of the Director of Property Appraisal.

	TOWNS EQUALIZED W/ 1.00

RATHER THAN WGT.MEAN POINT AVERAGE

	 TOWN
	AR
	RATIO USED
	WTD. MEAN
	CON. INT.

LOW
	CON. INT.

HIGH
	MEDIAN
	COMMENTS

	Albany
	2010
	1.00
	97.7
	92.7
	104.2
	94.9
	’05 Reval

	Auburn
	2008
	1.00
	101.1
	98.6
	103.9
	100.8
	’06 Reval

	Barrington
	2011
	1.00
	101.8
	99.5
	104.0
	101.8
	’06 Update

	Bartlett
	2009
	1.00
	99.2
	97.2
	101.3
	100.0
	Update

	Bath
	2011
	1.00
	102.2
	95.9
	108.8
	105.1
	06 Reval 

	Belmont
	2011
	1.00
	99.9
	99.1
	100.8
	100.0
	Reval

	Boscawen
	2008
	1.00
	102.8
	98.6
	107.2
	103.5
	Update

	Bradford
	2010
	1.00
	97.7
	93.4
	101.9
	97.9
	’05 Reval, Used 1.00 in 06 

	Bristol
	2011
	1.00
	98.7
	95.6
	102.0
	99.1
	’06 Reval

	Brookfield
	2010
	1.00
	100.4
	96.4
	104.8
	99.0
	’05 reval, used 1.00 in 05 & 06

	Canaan
	2009
	1.00
	96.8
	92.5
	101.0
	99.6
	’06 Reval      

	Canterbury
	2011
	1.00
	102.8
	99.2
	106.6
	105.3
	’06 Reval

	Carroll
	2012
	1.00
	99.0
	97.3
	100.8
	99.7
	Reval 

	Chatham
	2009
	1.00
	91.8
	77.4
	104.7
	91.1
	

	Ctr. Harbor
	2008
	1.00
	100.7
	98.0
	107.2
	99.9
	Reval

	Danbury
	2011
	1.00
	102.6
	98.5
	107.8
	99.7
	’06 Reval  

	Danville
	2011
	1.00
	96.2
	87.3
	103.0
	102.2
	’05 Reval

	Deering
	2010
	1.00
	99.1
	94.8
	104.0
	99.6
	

	Derry
	2010
	1.00
	99.8
	98.6
	100.9
	100.0
	’06 Reval

	Dublin
	2009
	1.00
	100.2
	95.6
	105.2
	100.1
	Update

	Eaton
	2011
	1.00
	101.4
	99.0
	104.8
	100.2
	’06 Reval

	Epsom
	2010
	1.00
	100.5
	97.4
	103.7
	102.3
	’05 Reval

	Franconia
	2011
	1.00
	96.9
	90.0
	107.3
	101.7
	’06 Reval

	Freedom
	2008
	1.00
	99.5
	95.9
	106.1
	96.7
	Update

	Gorham
	2009
	1.00
	95.8
	90.0
	102.4
	100.6
	Reval  

	Grafton
	2010
	1.00
	101.4
	95.1
	111.5
	103.3
	’06 Reval

	Grantham
	2011
	1.00
	102.0
	99.3
	104.7
	101.9
	Used 1.00  ‘ 05 & 06

	Greenfield
	2009
	1.00
	97.9
	94.7
	101.3
	94.5
	’06 Reval

	Hancock
	2009
	1.00
	97.6
	91.7
	104.4
	98.9
	06 Reval

	Hart’s Location
	2010
	1.00
	89.4
	77.5
	105.6
	101.5
	’05 Reval

	Hopkinton
	2009
	1.00
	101.8
	99.3
	104.4
	101.2
	

	Jefferson
	2011
	1.00
	102.9
	96.3
	112.6
	97.8
	Used 1.00 06 ’06 Reval

	Langdon
	2011
	1.00
	100.3
	96.4
	103.9
	101.1
	’06 Reval

	Lempster
	2010
	1.00
	92.8
	81.9
	103.4
	102.3
	’06 Reval

	Lyman
	2008
	1.00
	93.2
	87.6
	100.0
	90.9
	’05 reval

	Madbury
	2008
	1.00
	102.9
	98.2
	107.9
	106.0
	’05 reval

	Mason
	2008
	1.00
	102.9
	97.2
	110.5
	99.0
	

	Merrimack
	2011
	1.00
	97.2
	91.8
	100.9
	100.9
	

	Middleton
	2008
	1.00
	101.7
	93.1
	108.1
	107.5
	Update

	Milford
	2011
	1.00
	100.2
	98.5
	101.8
	100.0
	’06 Reval

	Nashua
	2010
	1.00
	99.2
	97.9
	100.5
	99.7
	

	Northumberland
	2008
	1.00
	94.9
	89.4
	100.1
	95.8
	’06 reval 

	Northwood
	2010
	1.00
	100.5
	97.7
	103.7
	101.0
	

	Nottingham
	2011
	1.00
	98.9
	97.2
	100.6
	98.3
	WTRF Update 

	Orange
	2010
	1.00
	94.7
	88.9
	100.8
	91.1
	’05 Reval

	Orford
	2010
	1.00
	94.2
	85.7
	101.8
	98.1
	’05 Reval 

	Pittsfield
	2010
	1.00
	95.8
	91.2
	100.1
	100.1
	’06 Reval 

	Raymond
	2011
	1.00
	101.4
	99.1
	103.2
	102.0
	’06 Reval 

	Rollinsford
	2010
	1.00
	102.6
	97.9
	107.1
	107.8
	’05 Reval

	Salem
	2011
	1.00
	101.3
	98.6
	103.8
	102.7
	’06 reval 

	Shelburne
	2011
	1.00
	95.2
	86.1
	102.5
	100.6
	’06 Reval

	Stoddard
	2009
	1.00
	97.8
	93.6
	102.0
	100.0
	’06 Reval

	Strafford
	2009
	1.00
	98.5
	96.0
	101.1
	98.9
	 

	Sugar Hill
	2011
	1.00
	97.7
	89.9
	106.2
	96.2
	’06 Update  

	Surry
	2009
	1.00
	97.0
	93.5
	100.6
	97.8
	Update

	Unity
	2009
	1.00
	107.4
	99.5
	117.8
	108.3
	

	Walpole
	2011
	1.00
	97.0
	93.7
	100.5
	100.1
	Update

	Warner
	2010
	1.00
	96.2
	92.4
	100.2
	96.2
	’05 Update

	Washington
	2011
	1.00
	98.2
	94.9
	101.8
	100.3
	Used 1.00 ’05 & ‘06

	Waterville Valley
	2008
	1.00
	96.5
	92.7
	100.2
	96.5
	’06 Reval

	Weare
	2011
	1.00
	101.1
	99.0
	103.5
	101.0
	’06 Reval

	Wilton
	2008
	1.00
	100.3
	98.1
	102.7
	99.4
	  

	Windham
	2010
	1.00
	98.8
	97.5
	100.0
	98.8
	

	Windsor
	2011
	1.00
	101.2
	92.3
	112.1
	106.7
	TT


	TOWNS W/GREATER THAN 10% DIFFERENCE

BETWEEN WGTD MEAN & MEDIAN

	TOWN
	WGTD MEAN
	MEDIAN
	DIFFERENCE

(WM/MED)
	COMMENTS

	Benton
	58.6
	50.7
	+15.58%
	High cod & prd, 

	Uninc. Towns
	74.2
	52.9
	+40 %
	Cod 42.9, PRD .93

	Wilmot
	86.8
	98.1
	-11.5%
	High prd; 


2007 Equalization Survey
The equalized values computed for each municipality are presented in the Equalization Survey as follows: 

1.  
Total equalized valuation including equalized utility and railroad values that will be used to:

· Apportion county taxes for tax year 2008; and

· Apportion 2008 local school taxes for cooperative school districts.

2.  
Total equalized valuation not including equalized utility and railroad values, which will be used to apportion state education property tax for the tax year beginning April 1, 2009 (fiscal year 2010).

3. 
Base Valuation for Debt Limits Report – see “Amended Equalization Formula” section below for more details.

4. Comparison of Effective Tax Rates - The full value tax rate for each municipality was ranked from lowest to highest. 

Five-Year Trend

The following table shows the five-year trend for equalized values.  The disparity in the increase of total equalized valuation including utilities and the total equalized valuation not including utilities is the result of utilities not increasing at the rate of all other properties in the state.

	TOTAL EQUALIZED VALUATION

5-YEAR TREND

	
	Total Equalized Valuation

Including Utilities & RR
	Total Equalized Valuation Not Including Utilities & RR

	2003
	131,148,359,953
	127,989,064,502

	2004
	147,483,614,960
	144,467,301,480

	2005
	165,222,644,146
	162,083,218,036

	2006
	173,176,615,444
	169,931,343,189

	2007
	173,624,015,390
	170,101,185,341

	% Difference ’06-‘07
	             +      .25%
	                  +      .09%

	% Difference ’03-‘07
	             + 32.39%
	+ 32.90%


Notification of “Total Equalized Valuations”

Notification of the “total equalized valuations including and not including utilities and railroad monies” was mailed on April 25, 2008, along  with an informational handout explaining the equalization process.

Appeals of “Total Equalized Valuations”
RSA 71-B:5 II provides the N.H. Board of Tax and Land Appeals with the authority to hear any appeals relating to equalized valuation.  No municipality appealed their 2007 total equalized valuation.  

SECTION 4: ASSESSMENT REVIEW
RSA 21-J:11-a requires the commissioner of the Department of Revenue Administration report the degree to which assessments of a municipality achieve substantial compliance with applicable statutes and rules.  Further, RSA 21-J:11-a lists five areas that may be considered in the process. 

The N.H. Assessing Standards Board has recommended the following statistical guidelines for municipalities to meet during the year of review:

	PROPOSED ASB RECOMMENDED STATISTICAL GUIDELINES

	
	MEDIAN RATIO
	C.O.D.
	P.R.D.

	Overall

	.90 - 1.10 with a

90% confidence level
	<20.0

No confidence levels
	.98 – 1.03

	Strata


	Within 5% of the overall median point estimate.
	No

Guideline Proposed
	No

Guideline Proposed


The 2007 ratio studies included the statistics for the three strata recommended by the Assessing Standards Board.  A graph summarizing the statistics and whether the municipality met the guidelines was included with the ratio studies.  
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