MINUTES OF THE

EQUALIZATION STANDARDS BOARD

Approved as Written

	DATE: April 9, 2007
	TIME: 1:00 p.m.

	LOCATION: Training Room, 57 Regional Drive, Concord NH

	BOARD MEMBERS:
	

	Senator Betsi DeVries – Absent
	Senator John Gallus - Absent

	Representative Peyton Hinkle - Absent
	Representative Peter Schmidt

	G. Philip Blatsos, Commissioner
	Colleen Brickley, Public Member - Absent

	Joyce Fulweiler, Public Member
	Stephan Hamilton, NHAAO

	George Maglaras, NH Assoc. of Counties – Absent
	Dean Michener, NH School Boards Assoc.

	Richard Rugg, Public Member
	Kathryn Temchack, LGC

	Richard Vincent, NHAAO
	

	
	

	MEMBERS of the PUBLIC:

	Bob Boley, NHDRA
	Barbara Reid, NHMA

	Linda Kennedy, NHDRA
	Guy Petell, NHDRA

	
	


Chair Hamilton opened the meeting and welcomed all in attendance for coming and board members to complete introductions.

Approve Minutes

Ms. Temchack motioned to approve the March 12, 2007 minutes as written.  Commissioner Blatsos seconded the motion.  All approved.

Review of Improved/Changed EQ Statistics

Mr. Boley reviewed the remaining three W&D task items and stated he did not have anything specific prepared but he could review and discuss the information without additional documentation.  Mr. Boley stated the use of 20 minimum sales has worked well. The DRA has found it to be an adequate sample with reasonable results and all final ratios are being accepted with no appeals on ratios over the last three years.  The DRA hasn’t investigated further to determine if a higher sample size is needed.  W&D looked at the national information and determined they might not be appropriate for New Hampshire because of the high number of small towns and that 20 were adequate.  

Mr. Boley stated in regards to random sampling, at the time of the report the DRA didn’t have computerized submissions of sales information and one of the concerns was that it would take too much time with the data entry of the sales.  Currently the DRA has approximately 90% of sales submitted by municipalities electronically and it is no longer such a big concern.  The random sampling would be used when there is an excessive number of one type of sales.  The ESB may decide the DRA should take action on either recommendation.

Commissioner Blatsos asked if it would be possible to look at the statistics from municipalities with 20 or less sales and approximately 30 sales to determine what type of impact 20 of less sales might have on the statistics, versus municipalities with a higher number of sales.  Mr. Boley indicated it could be done and the ESB could review the weighted mean, median, COD, PRD, and Commissioner Blatsos asked for the weighted COD.

Ms. Temchack asked when the recommendation refers to the minimum and preferred sizes did it have anything to do with the kinds of properties being in the sample in relation to the mix of the sales properties being used or is that not a question.  If 50% of the municipal properties are Condos but 90% of the sales represented are condos and the remaining 10% is residential to see what is going on with the property types besides condos.  Ms. Kennedy stated that is not anything the DRA has ever looked at and doesn’t go that in depth for the study.  It isn’t done with the larger communities, such as Manchester or Concord with a high number of sales and might not be possible with municipalities with a much smaller sample size.  In addition she isn’t sure how the IAAO would look at that.  Ms. Kennedy stated the DRA has taken out sales, on a random basis, when an over representation of one property type is found during the study; it is rare but if it is clear that one property class is dominant some are taken out and are equalized differently.  Where municipalities are completing revaluations more frequently over the last five years it isn’t showing to be such an issue and it is bringing values closer together.

Ms. Temchack asked if municipalities have to ask or if it is done automatically.  Ms. Kennedy stated over the past five or six years some have asked and it is taken into consideration.

Mr. Boley stated there have been cases when a small municipality has gone through a large sub-division with many sales, and some of the sales have been removed.  There are parts of the 2b recommendation that could be improved upon and the ESB might want to discuss specific guidelines or procedures for the DRA in how to remove sales.

Chair Hamilton asked how which sales are determined to stay in the sample and those that are removed.  Ms. Kennedy stated years ago with paper filing a random sample meant picking only five sales; 1, 2, 3, 4, 5.  Her fear with going to a truly random sample might be eliminating sales that want to be kept like the commercial sales.  Municipalities would have to indicate the property types in order to keep the wanted sale types and EQ could then complete a random sample of the remaining sales, or a specific property type.  The municipality though would have to indicate where the majority of sales are.

Chair Hamilton asked how the quantity of over represented sales is chosen.  Ms. Kennedy stated the sales closest to April 1 are chosen and those furthest away are removed.  If the filing is electronic it is not as difficult to do because the majority of work has already been completed.  

Representative Schmidt stated one of the concerns of the ASB is the process being arbitrary, and maybe the current process is good, but is there a way to show it is a good way and track how it is done.  He agrees with Mr. Boley about determining a methodology and reviewing the process.  Representative Schmidt asked if a comparison has been made with the random sample and what happens with the possible inclusion of outliers with the sample.  Ms. Kennedy stated it would be labor intensive for the municipalities to provide the property type information and it might not provide any real benefit.  In the small towns all sales are needed and the software can help with the calculation on the confidence intervals.  Mr. Boley stated he liked the suggestion and the DRA could come up with some possible procedures on how to deal with the situation.  If a new sub-division is found to make up a higher portion of the total sales, additional information can be requested of the municipality to determine what the number of parcels in the sub-division are, how that number relates to the total number of parcels and pull a sample size based on that.  The DRA can try a couple of options to see if the number falls within the same tolerance level.  The most recent sales and a random sample could be run to see how the statistics compare.  

Commissioner Blatsos stated there are two issues under review.  One is the sample size; and the second is the representativeness of the sample size.  The representativeness of the sample size and isn’t what W&D dealt with.  Looking at what percentage of the property class type versus the sale type is bringing the DRA and the EQ process to the next level.  The original request from W&D may not even need to be addressed now, because of the amount of electronic filing.

Ms. Temchack stated the ESB should be looking at the over representativeness and the under representativeness of a property type.

Chair Hamilton stated discussion in 2006 asked for municipalities to submit their specific property data electronically when their MS-1 was submitted and if that wouldn’t help with the representativeness issue.   Ms. Kennedy asked if the data would be given and then DRA would match the information to the sales.  Chair Hamilton replied it would list 80% to 85% of the data elements, similar to the Assessment Review process.  Commissioner Blatsos stated there are assessing software companies already looking at integration with the Real Data sales information and it may be work for the future.

Ms. Temchack asked in cases of under representation, if the DRA had ever looked at sales outside the existing dates of six month before and after April 1.  Ms. Kennedy stated the DRA has never gone back.  Ms. Temchack asked if there would be a benefit to go back and look at older sales.  

Chair Hamilton stated he agreed but there were two concerns.  One part is what happens with the over and under representativeness of candidate sales.  The second is what happens with no representativeness, which is the next level of where the ESB might be looking at.  Chair Hamilton stated true stratification might be the next level but isn’t sure how close the ESB is to that.

Commissioner Blatsos stated it might be the goal for the ESB to look at and get the equalization group ready for it and make suggestions on how it is done; determining what are the over and under represented sales.

Representative Hinkle asked how commercial property type sales are reported.  Ms. Temchack replied they are currently all lumped together, with the exception of apartment buildings.

Mr. Petell stated there would need to be an identification of strata’s.  Mr. Boley stated the ESB could do something similar to the ASB that is using three broad strata’s.   There are not enough vacant and commercial sales and maybe the excess properties need to be culled and it all comes back to representativeness.  

Chair Hamilton stated the goal of the ESB is to improve the accuracy and changes might not impact 90% of municipalities but it may apply to the 10% of municipalities that make up 40% to 50% of the total sales.  

Discussion took place of how additional comparables could be located and used for under represented sales, what group would be responsible for completing the appraisals on the underrepresented property types, and how the process might be completed.  

Discussion took place about previous issues found with over or under representation.  Ms. Kennedy stated there were a large number of mobile home sales in the 1990’s that caused very high ratios, but with more municipalities keeping their values current and completing revaluations it isn’t as big a problem being seen currently.

Chair Hamilton stated the over and under represented sample size would be reviewed at the next meeting and the ESB would review if they should look at true stratification for the future.

Time Trending Ratio Changes and Equalization Time Period Changes

Mr. Boley reported information wasn’t available as the ratio process was just completed.  Mr. Boley asked for clarification on what data is being requested by the ESB.  

Chair Hamilton stated the ESB wanted to see how the 2006 ratios might change if the sales from twelve months prior to April 1 were time trended and used versus the sales six months before and after April 1, as currently done.  

Mr. Boley would contact Real Data for the needed changes and stated it doesn’t appear there should be a problem with the request.  Chair Hamilton asked specifically for three to four towns that were varying years away from their last revaluation.  

Discussion took place about the reason for the request and it was indicated the request was based on the Commissioners request to review if the April 1 appraisal date might be moved to help in the review of the sales data from a revaluation to determine if there are problems with the revaluation.

Ms. Reid stated the tax rate setting and billing process should be considered in the review of the appraisal date being moved as it might change the time frame for sending out tax bills.  

Chair Hamilton stated it would be looked at separately.  There would be a review of what might happen if the EQ year is changed and then look at moving the lien date.  

Ms. Temchack asked to see some of the BTLA decisions and what they feel about the time period and revaluation issues and see the number of communities not completing informal hearings.  It may just be a public relation issue versus a time or money issue.  Mr. Petell stated a rough count of how many hearings have not been held could be determined but it would not include why they didn’t hold them.  Mr. Boley stated in many cases it wasn’t part of the contract.

Ms. Temchack stated it wasn’t worth the time or money Concord would have had to spend because people just were showing up to informal hearings and it hasn’t yet been an issue.  Mr. Rugg stated Greenland didn’t hold any informal hearings, but did offer taxpayers the ability to come in and talk about their concerns.  Taxpayers were told they could bring in comparable properties if they felt their value was too high for review with him, as the assessor.  Ms. Fulweiler stated Northfield set a time period for taxpayers to review and discuss their property information.

Commissioner Blatsos felt those examples showed an informal hearing process, just in a different format.  The problem is the revaluation companies, as there is a time issue with getting the work completed.  

Chair Hamilton stated there are a number of revaluation problems that could have been solved with informal hearings but there were also revaluations with no problems that didn’t have hearings.  The problem is you can’t tell the difference at the beginning of the project which revaluation is going to have a problem and that is what the DRA is saying; they need more time to determine where the problems are going to be.

Representative Schmidt stated it is great to have the information on the web, and for the average person it can help.  However, there are many people, including the elderly, who aren’t computer literate and end up suffering in silence and just pay their tax bill.  There should be a good faith effort to reach out to those who may be overwhelmed by the process.

Mr. Rugg stated Greenland made a PC available.  Ms. Temchack felt those who are intimidated wouldn’t reach out regardless of the process or outreach.  Ms. Temchack felt it is a responsibility of and an attempt should be made by the assessor to let taxpayers know about their exemption and credit options available to them.  Representative Schmidt stated it is not to place fault but to address and determine is that the best that can be done.

Chair Hamilton stated there are many revaluations that are missing some type of informal hearing process for the taxpayers.  Commissioner Blatsos stated it might be good to look at how the statistics will change with the using of a different sales time frame.  Chair Hamilton felt it might be easier for the equalization process to change the time period than to change the lien date.

2006 ESB Annual Legislative Report

A handout, prepared by Mr. Boley, listing the actions taken by the ESB during 2006 was reviewed.  It included the EQ Manual changes on sales chasing and alternate ratio requests; assigning staff to assist with the equalization portion of the ASB Assessing Reference Manual; a review of the 42 data elements that would be beneficial for the DRA to collect; review the list of 9 recommendation to improve the EQ process; a review of the W&D recommendation to identify property that contribute over 20% of value to a municipality, which utility properties only were identified and that are revalued annually; and a recommendation supporting the concept of inter-municipal assessing agreements.

After discussion it was determined the fall forum dates, the fact there were no objections to the proposed EQ Manual changes, and the number of attendees; and that the ESB voted to adopt the 2006 EQ Manual changes would be added to the statement.  It was also stated a copy of the ESB 2006 fall forum presentation would be attached to the report.

New Business

Mr. Petell distributed median ratio information explaining the improvement in statistics over the last five years with an increase in revaluations and the ASB guidelines for Assessment Review.  

General discussion took place about the statistics.  Chair Hamilton stated improvements are being made to make assessing better.  Commissioner Blatsos stated the DRA has not taken one municipality to the BTLA for corrective action because of bad statistics in the past couple of years.

Discussion took place about the actions of the municipalities with high COD’s and it was stated the majority of those municipalities are planning corrective action.  Mr. Michener asked if there were sanctions for those municipalities who are not falling within the guidelines.  Commissioner Blatsos stated plans are being reviewed for those municipalities to make sure there is corrective action taking place.  Mr. Petell stated there is better education for municipalities and they understand the process better.  The Assessment Review process is also helping to keep municipalities moving in the right direction.

Ms. Fulweiler stated it is great to see the DRA start offering mini-course again to help with municipal education.

Next Meeting Agenda

Review possible impact of statistics with sales of 20 or less versus more; over and under represented sample sizes for possible true stratification determination; and time trending sales forward from twelve months prior to April 1 for municipalities that are one, two, three, and four years away from a revaluation to determine the changes in statistics.

Adjournment

Mr. Rugg motioned to adjourn at 3:37 p.m.  Representative Schmidt seconded the motion.  All approved.

	Next Meetings:  May 14 and June 11, 2007 @ 1:00 p.m. at 57 Regional Drive, Concord NH

	

	Respectfully Submitted, Dawn Wirkkala, Clerk

	NH Dept of Revenue Admin. - Property Appraisal Division

	

	Documentation relative to the Equalization Standards Board may be requested or reviewed by:

	Telephone: (603) 271-2687

Facsimile: (603) 271-1161

Web: www.nh.gov/revenue
	In person at 57 Regional Drive

In writing to: NH Dept of Revenue Admin.

Equalization Standards Board

PO Box 487

Concord, NH 03302-0487
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