MINUTES OF THE

EQUALIZATION STANDARDS BOARD

Approved as Written

	DATE: March 12, 2007
	TIME: 1:00 p.m.

	LOCATION: Training Room, 57 Regional Drive, Concord NH

	BOARD MEMBERS:
	

	Senator Betsi DeVries
	Senator John Gallus – Absent

	Representative Peyton Hinkle
	Representative Peter Schmidt – Absent

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

	Joyce Fulweiler, Public Member - Absent
	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:

	Barbara Reid, NHMA
	Robert Boley, NHDRA

	Linda Kennedy, NHDRA
	

	
	


Mr. Hamilton welcomed and thanked everyone for attending the meeting.  Introduction of board members was also completed.  Mr. Hamilton stated the board would need to vote for a new chair as the previous chair, Representative Eric Anderson, had not been reappointed to the board.

Nomination of Chair

Senator DeVries motioned to nominate Steve Hamilton as chair of the Equalization Standards Board.  Mr. Vincent seconded the motion.  

Senator DeVries motioned to close the nominations.  Mr. Vincent seconded the motion.  

Mr. Hamilton called the vote for both motions.  All board members approved.  Chair Hamilton thanked board members for their support.

Approve Minutes

Ms. Temchack motioned to approve the October 23, 2006 minutes as written.  Mr. Rugg seconded the motion.  All approved.

2006 Equalization Standards Manual Changes

Senator DeVries motioned to discuss the 2006 changes to the Equalization Standards Manual.  Mr. Vincent seconded the motion.

Chair Hamilton reviewed the changes to the Equalization Manual, stating all changes had been brought to the public during the 2006 Fall ASB/ESB Public Forums.  

The proposed changes are as follows: bold text indicates new language and the strikethrough indicates deleted text.

Section 3.10 (e)
To evaluate a request from a municipality for an alternate ratio other than the weighted mean as described in 3.10 (b) above, the documentation required will be reviewed by the Director of the Property Appraisal Division of DRA, along with the Division’s Equalization Supervisor, Property Tax Advisor, and Monitoring Supervisor for the area where the municipality is located.

Section 3.05.04.1
Determination of assessment to be used

a) The current year’s assessment shall be used as a default unless the department determines, based on the criteria below, that the prior year’s assessment should be used.

b) Assessors are required to provide the local assessed values for each sale property in the sampling for the prior year and the current year.  If the assessment has changed, an explanation for the change is required.

Section 3.05.04.1
c) If the assessment has changed, an explanation for the change is required.
Exception: If a municipality conducted a full revaluation or full statistical update as defined by Administrative Rule Rev. 601.16 Asb 301.10 for the current year, only the current year’s assessment is required no explanation is required.

Chair Hamilton stated only a couple of questions from the forums were received and those were based on the relationship between equalization and view assessments.

Representative Hinkle asked if there were enough market samples to show a difference in values between properties with the view assessment and those without.  Commissioner Blatsos stated information was distributed to the Assessing Standard Board during their February meeting.  The Commissioner explained based on information gathered during the 2006 equalization study properties with view assessments fell into line with other property assessments.  Copies of the data were distributed to the attending Equalization board members.

Senator DeVries asked for a simplified explanation of the survey.  Commissioner Blatsos explained that although appraising is subjective the equalization study provides an objective test to assessments used.  The view survey allowed for towns that separated out the view assessment to list the information and the DRA could then make a comparison with the COD and the median ratio.  

Senator DeVries asked if applying the view assessment showed disproportionate assessing values.  Commissioner Blatsos replied the use of a view factor is not showing disproportionate values.  There weren’t a high number of records but enough to show the statistics are good and next year should provide even more records.  Currently, some municipalities do not separate out the view assessment with their assessing.

Representative Hinkle asked if sale properties are reviewed for actual comparable views.  Commissioner Blatsos stated it is hard to compare views between properties and the DRA is looking at the statistical data only, what properties are sold for and a comparison of the ratios.  The study is showing people with views are not paying proportionally more than those without and values being used are good.

Chair Hamilton stated the discussion was good, especially for the new members.  Assessing will never be perfect but the equalization procedure can help in determining imperfections.  All factors dealing with value are and should be used when determining values for properties.

Chair Hamilton called the motion to adopt the changes.  All approved.

Prioritize Remaining Wasserstein and Davis Equalization Recommendations

Chair Hamilton gave a brief explanation of the Wasserstein and Davis report, stating it was generated from the original Sirrell case.

Mr. Boley reviewed the original recommendations from Wasserstein and Davis, stating there were originally 17 recommendations.  Mr. Boley explained five were implemented by the DRA after the first review of the report, four additional changes were recommend and adopted by the ESB in 2001, one more was adopted by the ESB in 2005, and in 2006 three additional recommendations were reviewed, leaving the final three as the lowest priority of the original recommendations.

Ms. Temchack stated the board had reviewed and voted on the priority of the list during the October 2006 meeting.  Chair Hamilton and the board reviewed the minutes and determined the ESB would review the remaining three items in two separate categories.  Mr. Boley stated it wasn’t part of the agenda in October and board members wanted to make sure all board members knew about the discussion prior to making a final decision on the remaining items.  

Priority one would be for the ESB to look at Item 1 The Equalization Standards Board should continue to investigate the need for further requirements on minimum and preferred sample sizes and the first part of Item 2 The Equalization Standards Board should investigate in future years the use of random sampling of ratios to reduce the number of samples in a study where an excessive number of candidate sales exist in a given jurisdiction.

Priority two would be for the ESB to look at the second half of Item 2 The Equalization Standards Board should investigate in future years the possibility and feasibility of random sampling of large numbers of candidate sales that provides for representative sampling based on property characteristics and Item 3 The Equalization Standards Board endorses the Department of Revenue Administration’s practice of generally not using supplemental appraisals in their ratio study samples.  The Equalization Standards Board should consider recommending legislation to amend RSA 21-J:9-a, III.

Commissioner Blatsos stated the data is much different today than it was when the report was first written and suggested a presentation from Mr. Boley on the data sets in order for the board to make an informed decision.  There are alternatives available today that were not available before and may change the way the ESB addresses the remaining three items.  

Representative Hinkle asked with the amount of data currently available is the sample data size as important.  Commissioner Blatsos stated no, but there are more tools available to look at the data.  For example time trending is now available when it wasn’t before.  

Senator DeVries asked for a definition of candidate sale.  Chair Hamilton explained out of the pool of potential sales, the sales are verified to be either included or excluded from the equalization study.  

Chair Hamilton asked board members how they should proceed.  Mr. Rugg suggested having the presentation.

Chair Hamilton stated he would like to have three meetings, one per month between April and June, taking July and August off for the summer, and reconvene in September prior to the 2007 Public Forums.  Chair Hamilton stated there are relatively few decisions to make with the remaining Wasserstein and Davis recommendations.  

Chair Hamilton asked if the DRA would have any changes to the Equalization Manual.  Ms. Kennedy stated the DRA probably wouldn’t have any changes for the manual.  

Ms. Temchack stated she agreed with the presentation but was still unsure as to how the board should address the three remaining items, based on the Commissioner’s discussion.  Will the presentation show the board doesn’t have to worry about a minimum or preferred sample sizes, removing sales; that items are no longer issues or items no longer need to be addressed.

Commissioner Blatsos stated it is both.  When work was completed manually sample sizes were mandatory; now that a lot of assessing is completed electronically the sample sizes may no longer be an issue.  The sample size has been adopted based on IAAO standards but there is no policy about the number of sales.

Chair Hamilton offered a compromise by having a presentation from the DRA during the April meeting and review potential changes with the remaining three items at the May and June meetings.  Chair Hamilton asked to readopt the remaining Wasserstein and Davis items in the priority as suggested.

Ms. Temchack motioned to adopt the priority of the remaining Wasserstein and Davis items as Item 1 with Item 2a and Item 2b with Item 3.  Senator DeVries seconded the motion.  All approved. 

Senator DeVries asked if the board determined changes are needed for the manual does the board need to develop and vote on the changes prior to the public forums and does the current three month schedule allow for a formal vote.  Chair Hamilton stated there is sufficient time.  The board would vote to adopt changes as proposed and bring the suggestions out to the forums with a formal vote by the board after completion of the fall forums.

New Issues

Chair Hamilton asked if Representative Anderson had completed the ESB 2006 Annual Legislative Report.  It was determined the report had not been completed and Commissioner Blatsos stated Mr. Boley could summarize what the board did based on the approved 2006 minutes, for board review at the next meeting.  Chair Hamilton asked to have the report emailed to members prior to the next meeting for review, as it would be added to the next meeting agenda.

Commissioner Blatsos stated the ASB has been looking at the option of changing the assessing date of April 1 to possibly December 31 and reviewed the current sales period the DRA uses, which is six months before and after April 1.  Commissioner Blatsos reviewed how information is currently handled during the revaluation time period and how it relates to the equalization sales period and some of the problems the timing has been creating.  There is not enough time during some revaluations for the assessors to hold informal hearings, to get the revaluation summary for the DRA for review, and document revaluation results for possible BTLA revaluation reviews with the existing time frame.  Currently there are 40 out of 50 states that are using the December 31 assessing date.  Commissioner Blatsos and Mr. Boley stated time trending would be used with the new date, in the same fashion as it has currently been used in 57 towns.  Commissioner Blatsos asked board members to think about what a date change would mean.

Discussion took place about the pros and cons of an assessment date change, including what the actual assessing date might be; when annual inventories by taxpayers might be filed; if the problems of a few municipalities should make changes for all towns; what happened with the municipalities that had adverse reactions with the existing timelines; the difficulties of getting the handful of revaluation companies being able to get the work completed and filed with the DRA; how long existing states have used the December 31 date; the benefits to taxpayers who file income and expense data on their commercial property; what the changes would have to be for municipality staffing and how filing paperwork with the DRA on the MS1 for receiving tax rates would be affected; if other dates would be better than December 31; how time trending would be applied; and what the BTLA is requesting of the DRA from revaluation monitoring.

Chair Hamilton stated the ESB might not have a big part in the process of date changes.  A date change would affect many of the tax laws because they are linked to the April 1 date but maybe the board can look at changing the range of dates that are used during the equalization process.  It was determined a presentation from the DRA would be given providing data examples of what municipal ratios are with the existing process and what they would be using a time trended process using April 1 to April 1.  It was agreed at least four to five large, medium, and small municipalities who are one year, two year, and four years away from the revaluation would be looked at to see what the changes would be with the ratio. The presentation would be attempted for the April meeting with a fall back date to the May meeting.

Chair Hamilton stated there are sales a municipality might not be able to use in the revaluation process, in comparison to the equalization process, because of the timing issue.  One of the ways the honesty and validity of a revaluation is tested is with the equalization process.  Having a stop date might make it easier for the DRA to identify sales chasing.

Senator DeVries asked what would happen with looking retroactively at sales when prices decrease versus increase over the past 12 months.  Commissioner Blatsos stated the market appears to be stabilized with lower values but the hope is that the prices will increase; if the market continues to drop there could be other problems, in addition to assessing, that would have to be addressed by municipalities.

Board members agreed to think about what a change could mean and what the ESB can do to make the revaluation process easier.  Ms. Temchack asked to have a presentation of how many revaluations were completed by a revaluation company versus an in-house assessor over the past four and five years.  Ms. Temchack felt the biggest part of the problem might be a public relation problem versus a revaluation problem.

Mr. Boley reviewed the information regarding the view survey, the used coding, and how it was applied.  Mr. Rugg asked for an explanation of the ratio and median.  Mr. Boley explained the ASB guidelines require ratios to fall between 90% and 110% and statistic consistent between property strata.  The COD guideline is based on the national IAAO guideline of under 20.  The existing view survey shows the view assessments were applied consistently.

Mr. Rugg motioned to send thank you letters to the Representatives who were not reappointed to the ESB, for their previous service.  Ms. Temchack seconded the motion.  All approved.  Chair Hamilton and Senator DeVries asked to have letters for all previous legislative members.

Next Meeting Agenda

DRA presentations on improved and changed statistics during the equalization process in relation to the existing Wasserstein and David recommendation that need to be reviewed, a review of how municipal ratios would change if time trended sales from 12 months prior to April 1 were used versus the existing six month before and after in relation to a different assessment date.  Discussion would continue regarding a possible time change in the equalization period, and reviewing the 2006 Annual Legislative Report.

Adjournment

Mr. Rugg motioned to adjourn at 2:32 p.m.  Mr. Vincent seconded the motion.  All approved.

	Next Meeting:  Monday, April 9, 2007 @ 1:00 p.m. 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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