EQUALIZATION STANDARDS BOARD                                                          MEETING

              MINUTES OF JUNE 17, 2005
Approved w/ changes

Location: 57 Regional Drive






Board Members:





Members of the Public:

William Ingalls, Chair 




Bob Boley, DRA

Sen. Robert Flanders (absent)



Diane Frechette, DRA

Rep. Eric Anderson





Gary Roberge, Avitar

Sen. David Gottesman 




Judy Silva, NHMA 

Rep. Thomas Gillick







G. Philip Blatsos, Commissioner, DRA 




Dr. Colleen Brickley (Absent)





Robert Estey

Joyce Fulweiler

George Maglaras (absent)

Dean Michener

Richard Rugg 

Guy Santagate (resigned)

Chair Ingalls officially called the ESB meeting to order on June 17, 2005 at 9:23 am.

First on the agenda was to review the minutes of both the March 4, 2005 ESB minutes and the May 13, 2005 ASB/ESB joint minutes.  There are no official minutes for the April 8, 2005 meeting because we did not have a quorum.  Mr. Michener questioned the second paragraph on page two of the joint minutes.  Mr. Estey said that motion was not the intent of what he meant to say.  Chair Ingalls said using the weighted mean for equalizing assessment equity is a confusion of two terms.  What Mr. Estey thought he said was “Mr. Estey motioned that both the Assessing and Equalization Standards Boards have a rule indicating that the weighted mean ratio would be used for purposes of equalization.  And that the median ratio would be used for matters of assessment equity and equalizing current land use.”  

Mr. Roberge from Avitar recommended that when the ratio study is completed that ESB require in the DRA letter that goes to the towns notifying them of their weighted mean ratio that the median ratio also be included.  Mr. Boley said the DRA letter should be clear that the equalized assessed valuation is based on the weighted mean.  DRA will review the letter and add the median ratio if it can be done without confusion.       

Rep. Gillick made a motion to accept the May 13, 2005 minutes as amended.  Rep. Anderson seconded the motion.  No further discussion all were in favor of adopting the minutes as amended, motion carried.  

Rep. Gillick moved to open for discussion adopting the March 4th minutes.  Mr. Estey seconded the motion.  Rep. Gillick noted that the last paragraph on page 1 should be corrected to read Rep. Gillick not Sen. Gillick.  Rep. Anderson also suggested deleting the sentence on page 2  “It was noted that Rep. Anderson and Comm. Blatsos arrived.” it appears to be out of sequence.  All were in favor of accepting the minutes as amended and the motion carries.     

There was a short discussion of the ESB letterhead.  Chair Ingalls mentioned that he thought ESB should have it’s own letterhead.  Letterhead was handed out for the boards review.  Comm. Blatsos asked if the board wanted to keep just the state seal and take away the NH Department of Revenue Administration seal since the board was trying to separate themselves from the DRA as an independent board.    

The discussion of letterhead was interrupted so that Gary Roberge could give his presentation on the “Weighted Mean Ratio Analysis as Computed by DRA”.  Mr. Roberge said he was here as Gary Roberge from Avitar and not as a member of ASB.  He also said that he was not here to suggest the weighted mean should not be used.  His concern was we are calling an aggregate mean a weighted mean and we are not making any attempt to do a weighting and in communities that have less than 75 sales unless you are certain that the sales sample set is a very good representation of the town, the aggregate mean can produce very inaccurate results.  He did this on 50 towns and changed the software so that approximately 105 towns in the state will be able to provide this information to the DRA.  There is language in ESB manual that says this information can be brought to the DRA for review.  He said we are calling this a weighted mean and it does not do any weighting. He understands it is difficult for the department to weight without the information needed to weight.  What he has done is to show what an aggregate mean did and what a weighted mean did weighted in two different methods.  Because the aggregate mean seems to place a lot more weight on the dollar value difference as opposed to the percent difference he decided to weight them based on the dollar makeup of the town. So he chose dollar ranges within the community and then determined the number of parcels within each category.  The last page does the same analysis based on the dollars in each category.  This is easy for him because he has the entire towns data, and he understands the state cannot do this.  Wants the board to know if we are going to call it a weighted mean we should have some means of weighting it or determining the sales samples is similar and representative of the community.         

In this case it isn’t and when you weight it makes a good six points difference, which is approximately 18 million dollars.  He is providing this to all the towns and will be available to them this year so they can provide both reports, one weighted by parcel count and dollar range and one weighted by dollars and dollar range to see if sample set is truly representative of the community.  Mr. Estey said that all he has read on equalization the weighted mean as we use it is in fact a weighted mean.  You can call it aggregate but it is weighted because you weigh it by each samples weight.  Technically weighted mean is ok. Mr. Roberge said he not weighting the ratio, he is weighting the representation.  He adjusted the ratio by weighting the representation, assessment and sales price.  

A discussion ensued as to exactly how he derived the figures on the handout.  Mr. Estey said what this is trying to do is address the issue of a non-representative sample.  It is a valid way of weighing.  Chair Ingalls said it was a valid way to present it to the department.  Mr. Boley said there is a valid point about the representativeness in ratio studied.  The IAAO Standards say you are not dealing with random sampling, you are dealing with sales and have no control over the representativeness but there are means to address it.   If you go to the IAAO Standards it indicates weighting by the number of parcels is inappropriate for indirect equalization and the correct way is to break down by the value percentage as Mr. Roberge has done in the second column second sheet.  Mr. Roberge said the smaller the sample set the larger the impact one sale can have.  The problem is in towns with 50 or fewer sales.  Comm. Blatsos said from our advantage, DRA needs clear instructions.  Mr. Roberge said this is what started in one town the median was 99 and the weighted mean was 88.  If the 88 are real they would bite the bullet but if not real it had a big impact for the school district. 

Mr. Estey said ESB opened the door for communities to come up with other methods.  Economically the state would not want to get into all the things this board has to address and the board has to address the representativeness of a sample.  

Chair Ingalls asked the clerk to have Mr. Roberge’s analysis scanned and pdf to all members of the board.

The board continued with the discussion on letterhead and Chair Ingalls said we would take the DRA from around the “Old Man” as we want to make sure that ESB remove any inference of influence from the DRA and that ESB is a separate board.  Comm. Blatsos suggested that he could take a simple ESB down the side of the “Old Man with no circle.  Mr. Estey made a motion to proceed with the letterhead adding ESB and the “Old Man”. Rep Gillick seconded the motion all were in favor, and the motion carries.
Next on the agenda was the insertion of median and weighted mean definitions in the equalization manual, and how they are to be applied.  Chair Ingalls said that at the last meeting it was best to put them in the manual and not as a Rule or Statute.  Mr. Estey said the definition of weighted mean would stand as is and then add a sentence after that would say that the weighted mean is the generally accepted method to be used in equalization.  Chair Ingalls said there are 2 sections of the manual where this should go, under the definitions in the front of the manual and on page 57section 7 add a third paragraph under the first paragraph.  After some discussion it was determined to add; The median is the generally preferred measure of central tendency for assessment equity, monitoring appraisal performance, and determining reappraisal priorities, or evaluating the need for a reappraisal.  

Rep. Gillick moved to place the above paragraph on page 57 of the equalization manual Section 7 under letter (b) as the second paragraph of three. Mr. Estey seconded the motion. All in favor the motion carries.

It also goes in the definition section in the front of the manual.

Will not reference current use as it is up to the current use board

A change on page 57, the first paragraph under (d) Weighted Mean (a.k.a. Aggregate) Ratio

Add the word been - “The weighted mean ratio is the average of a sample of ratios where proportional weights have been assigned to the sales prices.

Mr. Boley suggested the paragraph read The weighted mean is the generally preferred measure of central tendency for computing the total aggregate value of a jurisdiction for indirect equalization.
Chair Ingalls entertained a motion to adopt the above sentence that Mr. Boley read to be placed in the equalization manual under (d) weighted mean (a.k.a. Aggregate) Ratio on page 57 between the two existing paragraphs.  Mr. Estey seconded the motion all in favor motion carries.  

Mr. Boley suggested a change to equalization manual supplemental sales section 3.08 (5) on page 36, regarding “time-trending” which was discussed at the joint meeting.  He suggested discussion today and consider it at a later date.  The manual says no time trending will be done unless a municipality can provide documentation to support time trending.  What Mr. Boley is suggesting is when leading with supplemental sales The DRA shall prepare a time-trend analysis based solely on the sales data of each individual ratio.  Should a municipality want an alternate time trend to be considered, the municipality must provide documentation to support the alternate time trend.  The DRA will consider both its own time trending and that of the municipality (if provided) to determine whether time trending will be applied.    

It does not require the time trending to be applied, but does require we consider it.

Mr. Estey said right now it is left up to the municipality to bring forward whether or not it thinks   there ought to be a time trending for the supplemental sales that were added.  If we add supplemental sales we should be proactive in considering a time trend sale and up to the community to either agree or repute it by its own statistics.  #1 it makes sense if you don’t time trend sales and include it as it stands and #2 it is a change that would have to go through a public hearing.  Mr. Estey suggested discussing it right now.  Chair Ingalls said it would be a rewriting of #5.  Mr. Boley said DRA has already spoken with Real Data and that next year there will be a program in place that will automatically do the calculations for time trending.  

Chair Ingalls entertained a motion to put this in our recommendations for 2005 replacing 3.08 (5) with the example presented by Mr. Boley.  Rep. Gillick so moved and Mr. Estey seconded the motion.   This will be included in the public forums this fall.

Ms. Fulweiler asked if the dates had been set for the fall public forums.  Chair Ingalls said the dates had not been set, that one public forum would be at the NHMA Conference, one in Littleton and one out west.  Those will be scheduled in September, as there may be some personnel changes by then.  Chair Ingalls asked if all were in favor of the motion all were in favor and the motion carries.  Mr. Estey suggested there be a presentation at the fall public forums by someone that was familiar with the time trending.

Mr. Estey also mentioned that our public hearing would meet after September and that he and our chair would probably not continue after their term expires in September.  They do know that there is no one at the Assessors Association that is volunteering to serve on the board.  They are meeting July 7 to nominate someone.   We do not have a vice chairman and one should be in place if and when Chair Ingalls leaves.  Ms. Fulweiler said she hoped they would reconsider.  Rep. Anderson said normally the board member would continue to serve until an appointment has been made.  Chair Ingalls said that might be a possibility.  Chair Ingalls and Mr. Estey both feel that it is healthy to have other assessors get involved in the process to get another perspective.  Rep. Gillick said important for continuity.  Mr. Michener asked what happens at public forums.  There was a short discussion as to what to expect such as giving definitions and answering questions etc.

Chair Ingalls asked if there was any old or new business today.  

Ms. Fulweiler asked a question about Mr. Roberge’s presentation after a short explanation by Mr. Estey, she asked what we would do about this presentation.  Mr. Estey said the presentation was something that was done and a way to try to make a representative sample of my community from a non-representative sample and it is a classic case to take to DRA in that community where it is a problem and then the DRA can then either accept it or reject it.  As a board we have done our job.  We have said lets open up this appeal period where someone can come in and do a presentation with DRA and DRA can agree disagree make changes etc.  Mr. Estey also said that someday as a board they will have to address the issue of representation.  As soon as the issue is addressed you talk about money, DRA for extra personnel to be able to make a community representative and time efforts on the town’s part be able to produce the information.  The board has dealt with it as best it can by allowing the DRA to accept something other than what was calculated.  This is what was calculated if you don’t accept it come on in and we will discuss it.  Chair Ingalls said as long as we keep moving forward, what we will see is further refinement of the Equalization process and how to deal with the number 1 problem, sample size.  Mr. Estey said the towns are doing revals every 5 years and will be more up to date with less information missed.  The biggest problem was the change of median to weighted mean.  It was a major change and it changed a lot of communities.  Now it has been done and the consistency from year to year should not cause it to fluctuate that much and it is time to fix some of the real problems such as representation and also the two ratios that we didn’t have to deal with before.  Equalization ratio was used for everything and now we realize there is more than one ratio and they have different meanings in different places.  The two boards, ASB & ESB saying what the two ratios are used for is important. Then the Assessors Office will know when to use them and then the courts and the board understand what we are doing.  BTLA understand the issues and superior court will see it stated in the manual. It is important to have it in writing.

Mr Boley passed out handouts.  Exhibit D and Exhibit E are time trend analysis.  At the joint meeting he passed out analysis on time trending from April to April and was asked what the difference would be to time trend from Oct. to Oct.  Compare D to E and you can see differences.  On D all towns that have gone through a recent revaluation in 2003 and did not do any updating in 2004. In this case the assessed valuation has not changed.  E is a breakdown of towns that have not done a revaluation since some time in the 1990s.  Interesting that the results of D (the analysis on second page) the COD was improved with time trending.  Those that had not had recent revaluations did not improve as much.  Once everyone is in the cycle of revaluation it may be more appropriate to time trend.

The other handout is regarding the Wasserstein and Davis report.  In the report they list all the different statistics and explanations that come out of the ratio report.  One is the weighted coefficient of dispersion and Mr. Boley has included the weighted COD verses the regular COD.  

Next meeting will be Friday, September 9, 2005 at 9:00 am

Chair Ingalls thanked everyone for coming and the meeting was closed.

Respectfully submitted,

Mary Tomkiewicz, Administrative Clerk

Community Services Division, NHDRA

57 Regional Drive

Concord, NH 03301

Phone 271-2687 or 3397
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