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Chair Anderson opened the meeting at 1:10 p.m.  Chair Anderson welcomed ESB’s new member Kathryn Temchack to the board, and also welcomed back Rep. Gillick.  The board members and members of the public introduced themselves.  

Next on the agenda Chair Anderson asked for a motion to accept the March 20, 2006 second draft minutes presented at the meeting negating the draft minutes previously emailed.  Mr. Hamilton made a motion to accept the March 20th minutes, and Mr. Vincent seconded the motion.  There was no discussion Chair Anderson moved to accept the minutes as written.  Six approved with one abstention.   

Next on the agenda was to revisit and discuss and/or clarify any issues regarding “Sales Chasing that was discussed at our meeting on March 20.  Mr. Boley had a handout for the recommended proposed language change to the EQ Manual for 2006 Ratio Studies 3.05.04. 

3.05.04 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 shall 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.
(c) An explanation is required for all changes between the prior year and current year, except in the case where a full revaluation as defined in Administrative Rule ASB.301.10 was conducted for the current year.

Exception:  If a municipality conducted a full revaluation as defined by Administrative Rule Rev. 601.16, only the current year’s assessment is required.  The DRA cannot use the prior year’s values for municipalities who have conducted full revaluations.
After some discussion by the board and members of the public it was suggested to add to (c) after “except in the case where a full revaluation” or a full statistical update “as defined in Administrative Rule---”.  Rep. Gillick suggested better wording for clarification in paragraph (c).    Comm. Blatsos suggested DRA leave it the way it was and say no explanation is required if you are doing a revaluation as defined in Rev Rule 601.16, only the current year’s assessment is required except---.   Chair Anderson asked for a motion that the recommended proposed language change to the EQ Manual for 2006 Ratio Studies 3.05.04 (c) was discussed and that Mr. Boley and DRA would rework the wording to help clarify and incorporate some of the suggestions made by the board.  Rep. Gillick so moved.  Mr. Vincent seconded the motion.  Mr. Boley asked for clarification, was it the board’s request to keep (c) as an exception and rework the exception?  Chair Anderson said it was the boards understanding that DRA was to dwell on the exception.  No further discussion all in favor.

The next item Chair Anderson said was to briefly discuss the ESB contribution to the assessing manual.  He asked to recognize that Mr. Boley has begun a draft for the ESB Assessing Manual.  This draft is primarily for the committee members that are working with the Assessing Standards Board.  Chair Anderson asked if any other members had suggestions to the preliminary draft? There were no suggestions at this time.  Chair Anderson gave the names of the sub committee members, Steve Hamilton, Dick Rugg and Rick Vincent, per Rep. Gillick’s request.  They are working on the ESB contribution to the ASB Assessing Manual with the help of Mr. Bob Boley who is a member of both committees providing the interface between ESB & ASB.

The next item was to initiate the discussion on ESB’s Priority #2 – “The DRA should investigate a program to collect and abstract the valuation and other assessment information from each city and town on an annual basis.  This file would serve as the foundation for developing ratios and could be utilized for other analytical purposes (W&D Recommendation #19).”  Chair Anderson called upon Mr. Boley.  Mr. Boley said when this recommendation first came forward, DRA was not sure how to go about implementing this and it seemed pretty overwhelming, but as we have gone through the assessment review process, in order to do a random sampling of parcels for that review we have been getting access to databases from every town that has gone through the assessment review process and there has not been a single town that refused to provide that information.  It seems pretty accessible and a lot of uses DRA can make of that information.  Mr. McSorley who heads the assessment review process gave a quick overview of how DRA collects that information and manipulates it.  He said databases are pretty much the same; they just collect information and relate certain information to others.  The problem is the difference in format used.  We have four major CAMA software programs and a few smaller companies and also an equal number of tax administration billing software.  The problem was figuring out the all the different databases and what information, and how, to extract that information from them.  There are a number of ways to extract the information.  Avitar Co. wrote into the software a utility for DRA to use, which is easy to download and you can choose from a menu and send the database by email, floppy drive or compact disc.  All different methods that we use can capture the information a number of different ways.  It would be a short step to get this information once we know what fields and kind of information we need to extract from the systems then we can design ways to extract that information from the different systems.  Mr. Hamilton asked if it could be made part of the MS1file, where the town is reporting what the values are for the municipalities anyway and make it a requirement that DRA get a digital copy of the database to support it?  Mr. Boley said that was something to check into.  We do an analysis as part of the ratio study that breaks down the sales by property types.  We have some basics property types.  Being able to access the database, there would be a lot of analysis DRA could use such as a problem with a town over all ratios.  We could go in and do breakdowns by neighborhoods, by style of homes, by representative ness, neighborhoods or property types.  Mr. Petell said DRA could download data that could cover all our needs at one time.  We could build queries to remove that information.  There was a discussion of how to gain data, where to keep data, when to gather data, standardize data, cost of data, and why DRA needs the data.  Mr. Petell said the conversation started with sales chasing and one of the things that additional data would give DRA base information to fall back on. Once we get the new information DRA can go back in previous year.  If values are being changed this will allow DRA to go back and see which ones changed and why.  Mr. Hamilton said that the board has an obligation, the Sirrell decision pointed out a number of short comings in the entire process to which the answer by the state have been very positive.  There have been changes in equalization and managing assessing systems, and reporting to the state have been very positive changes.  The boards obligation is to eliminate the question about how assessing happens.  It is an opportunity to further support the values that we all would use and rely on to make sure we are all paying our fair share of the burden.  All of those numbers that go into the calculation of tax rates are all critical, and they all affect us each and every one of us.  In order to be fully reliable and to answer the question without doubt we as the state have to know how those numbers came about and what they represent.  Mr. Hamilton suggested looking at information that has been taken through assessment review process and see if the department can develop pilot studies from that material to see how they can best use the data.  

Mr. Boley said that we are looking for some input from ESB, as it ties in with sales chasing. If a town is misrepresenting their data so as to manipulate the ratio and their equalized assessed value their share of county taxes and state education is wrong and that affects everybody and that is an equalization issue.  The suggestion was made to look at the data we have and the databases and go back to the ratio studies and see what we have and what we do not have.  Is this an ASB or ESB responsibility?  The two blur together on some of these issues.  Certainly what ever is done that affects the ratio and affects equalization between communities is an ESB issue on the other hand now as part of ASB guidelines for assessment review they are using data from the equalization study.  He is not sure if it is up to ASB to direct what data is collected in the ratio study; that may be an ESB responsibility.  This needs a lot of discussion and should be taken on the road at the public forums.  The reason we are here is this is W & D recommendation and we are following through on the recommendations.  Comm. Blatsos said that ASB referred sales chasing to ESB to get the base work then it would go back to ASB to see how to deal with it.  ESB is detection and ASB is how to deal with it.  He thought Ms. Temchack’s questions were great what do you want, why do you want it and what are you going to do with it?  Mr. Hamilton said they are all valid reasons to try to move forward.  Statewide tax and county tax are relying on this.  Rep. Gillick as a member of the board wants to be satisfied that the ratio set for 2006 are based upon the best information that DRA has.  Can DRA tell us what the top five items are needed to know to improve the process?  ESB is moving forward in trying to reach our perfect goal which is being able to say that we are totally satisfied that every piece of property in NH has been valued at fair market value on a five year basis and there are no question needed to be asked about it.  Mr. Vincent said it should be cost efficient.  Mr. Petell said just download from the system and only takes a short time.  Mr. McSorley said the DRA has 15 people assigned to the field and every town in the state is covered by one of these people.  They go out to the towns on a regular basis.  If they have a down time DRA could download for the town.  It could be streamlined so that it wouldn’t be time consuming.  Mr. Rugg said it was all public information and if a town office burns down then the state would have the information for the towns.  Comm. Blatsos mentioned looking into safeguards for not marketing the database.  DRA may want to go to legislature for safeguards. 

Chair Anderson asked what would we like DRA to do between now and our next meeting and to decide if we want to go on to the next issue?  Mr. Hamilton said there is value in continuing conversation in the next meeting for everyone to get their thoughts together as to what they heard today but also could DRA clarify the items of interest of data elements that might be most helpful. He also said having a single comprehensive database is a really good idea probably starting with the information that is collected on the assessment review.  Mr. Hamilton moved to request DRA to provide further information on the data elements that would be requested and the procedures that they would envision putting in place and report back to ESB at the next meeting.  Comm. Blatsos seconded the motion.   Ms. Temchack amended the motion and added that they provide the data elements requested and then show ESB how they are going to use those data elements to improve or answer the questions they have about sales chasing or what ever the issues are.  Comm. Blatsos consolidated and said a) Identify the data elements b) Identify the need for the data elements and c) Bring them back to ESB.  Mr. Hamilton modified his motion to reflect that change and seconded by Comm. Blatsos.  Rep. Gillick said that all this discussion we are going through is to try and make the equalization process as perfect as we can make it and would like that incorporated into the motion.  The goal of all this is to try to make the process better.  An amendment to the motion and was seconded by Mr. Hamilton.  All in favor   

Chair thanked everyone for their coming and their participation of members of the board and the support of the DRA staff.

Next meeting the board will revisit the whole issue we talked about today with new information provided by DRA staff, and to begin to review Issue #3 which is identifying large value parcels and jurisdictions.  Ms. Kennedy said EQ is finishing up 2006 Equalization and will be able to give the board some of the values and some of the state of the state of equalization at the next meeting.

Rep. Gillick moved to adjourn all in favor    

	Respectfully Submitted by Mary Tomkiewicz, Clerk

	Property Appraisal Divisions, NHDRA
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