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              MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 9, 2005
APPROVED

Location: 45 Chenell Drive
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G. Philip Blatsos, Commissioner, DRA (Absent)

Steve Hamilton
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Linda Kennedy, DRA

Dr. Colleen Brickley (Absent)



Guy Petell, DRA

Robert Estey




 

Barbara Reid, LGC

Joyce Fulweiler





Rick Vincent

Rep. Thomas Gillick




Sen. David Gottesman (Absent)





George Maglaras (Absent)

Dean Michener

Richard Rugg 

Guy Santagate (resigned)

Chair Ingalls officially called the September 9, 2005 Equalization Standards Board meeting to order at 9:20 am.

The first order of business was to note that Guy Petell of the DRA has been designated by Commissioner Blatsos to act and vote in his place at todays meeting.    

First on the agenda was to review and approve the minutes of the June 17, 2005 meeting.  Mr. Estey noted a grammatical error on page 4, the second paragraph to delete the word we, before the word were.  Mr. Estey asked to have a discussion on the minutes.  Page 4, first paragraph, Mr. Estey asked what were we trying to determine?  Mr. Boley said that the current procedures indicate that no time trending will be done.  We wanted to change it to allow DRA to be able to do it, not to say it has to be applied but mandated that we at least apply it and look at it.  If the town wants to do their own time trend we will consider that also.  We need to work on the wording, but wanted to get the ok on the concept and come back with specific wording in time for the public forums.  Rep. Gillick said that all we are doing is making this a permissible option and Chair Ingalls said it also implies that when leading with supplemental sales that it is going to be a situation where supplemental sales are required so you are going to have a smaller sample size and that’s the sort of situation that may lead directly to time trending.  Mr. Estey said we voted that this would be one of the items we will cover at the public forums.  Mr. Michener asked about the format of the forums.  Chair Ingalls noted that in the past ASB and ESB held separate forums then they decided to have joint forums where ASB and ESB would each make a presentation and would entertain questions at the end.  Chair Ingalls also noted that he was not sure if he would attend the forums and that a new Chair would be elected at the next ESB meeting.  Mr. Michener asked if the chairman coordinates the presentation, Chair Ingalls said that has been the way in the past, but anyone comfortable with speaking could also do it.  

Mr. Estey also noted that DRA would be there to answer any of the more technical questions.  Mr. Petell read the powers and duties of the board paragraph III.  The board shall annually determine, vote upon, and recommend to the department of revenue administration, the ratio study procedures for use in the forthcoming tax year.  Prior to the adoption of such recommendations, the board shall hold a series of at least 3 public forums annually throughout the state to receive general comment through verbal and written testimony on ratio study procedures.  Chair Ingalls noted that one of the ASB/ESB forums would be at the NHMA conference the 17th of November, at 1:00 p.m.  Another location was Lebanon.  

Chair Ingalls interrupted to introduce the assessors sitting with the members of the public nominated by NHIAAO as future members of the ESB board.  Steve Hamilton representing a community with a population over 5000, and Rick Vincent representing a town with a population less that 5000.  Chair Ingalls also mentioned that Rep. Patten was hoping to have a regular joint meeting before the public forums.  She suggested October 14, 2005, at 9 or 9:30 a.m. at 45 Chenell Drive.  As Chair Ingalls understands the scheduling process it will be the first week of October that Mr. Hamilton and Mr. Vincent will have been approved as board members by the Governor & Council.  If not Chair Ingalls said he would be at the meeting on the 14th.  

Chair Ingalls asked if there was further discussion on the June 17, 2005 minutes.  Rep. Gillick moved to approve the minutes with changes and Mr. Estey seconded the motion.  All were in favor of adopting the minutes as amended and the motion carries.  

Considering the forums again Chair Ingalls mentioned Comm. Blatsos’s idea of a teleconferencing situation at a technical college.  It may not be financially possible, but we are not sure yet and won’t rule it out.  A concern was to keep the forums as there were so the public could attend and ask questions.  

Next on the agenda was to review and further discuss time trending information provided by Bob Boley.  Chair Ingalls said that this is going to be ongoing and we just discussed it when reviewing the minutes.  He asked if anyone had any questions or comments.  There was no further discussion.  The next item on the agenda was discussion on representativeness of sales on ratio study, along with the weighted mean.  Chair Ingalls said he reviewed Mr. Roberge’s example that he gave at the last ESB meeting.  He thought it was a perfectly legitimate way of looking and weighting the weighted mean.  There are other means as well and he understands the DRA is open to any further additional information that a community may provide.  Mr. Boley reiterated that we have no problem looking at that and we have provisions now for towns to come to us to stratify by property type, and the criteria is that there must be at least a minimum of eight sales in each of the strata so we can calculate the different ratios and secondly that a confidence interval be calculated and the confidence intervals not overlap.  Enough sales to have reasonableness to it and secondly the confidence intervals overlap you cannot say one-way is any better than the other.  He took a look at Gary’s method.  There are some of those that do not have enough sales to really break it out.  We can look at this methodology but we have to make sure there is sufficient sales and that we get statistics on the confidence interval so we can evaluate the legitimacy of the changes.  We can come up with a thousand different statistics that vary by a 10th of a percent or 2 or 3 percent if the confidence interval are overlapping there is no basis for us to change our methodology and go to a different method.  If we adopt this, and he doesn’t know if the board has to adopt it specifically, we will look at any kind of alternative methods but keep in mind we will look at minimum standards as outlined.  Rep. Gillick asked assuming we have a minimum of 8 sales in a strata, what is a minimum time period.  Mr. Boley said that time period is still one year.  Chair Ingalls asked when you talk about stratification are you just referring to this type of stratification by price or property type or any type of stratification.  Mr. Boley said any type, the whole idea is we have a procedure in place endorsed by the ESB to use the weighted mean and so that’s the default if the choice is to go to some other statistic whether it’s a median or weighting by property type or weighting by value etc. it has to be a statistically sound method to do it and the evidence has to be clear that this method produces a different number than our default mechanisum so it requires a minimum number of sales within each strata and it requires an overlap of a confidence interval otherwise there is not a good reason to change to something else.  A discussion ensued.  

Mr. Estey suggested that we should write down that something be said about using the ASB rules for entertaining how we establish a strata or how many sales relates to it so we have some cohesiveness about strata or doing statistics. Mr. Estey stated that he does not think sales chasing is going to be an issue now with five-year cycles and revaluations.  Things to look at would be representiveness of sample and the sample itself, the proper time period, what sales do you pick, do you trend or not trend are the big issues.  Chair Ingalls said for example you could have a community 25% waterfront but only 2 properties sell, they sell at a high ratio but they are still not trimmed and they are going to affect the statistic and now you are going to get into a representativeness issue.  Chair Ingalls asked Mr. Boley in a situation like that would a community try to go back a year or so to try to get eight waterfront sales to try to create a strata for example for waterfront or a strata for mobile homes which he sees as the two most obvious residential strata.  Mr. Boley said he did not know and that he had to retract what he said previously he misspoke on the criteria now to do by strata we set at least 20 valid sales for each strata. Chair Ingalls agreed and said it was 8 that were used for confidence interval and both agreed that they might need to revisit that number.  It’s a trade off for making it take the sales of the town and make different variations on different strata of values etc. to come up with the best thing for my town and the fewer sales you put into that equation the easier it is going be to make that manipulation, because there are more variations that they can accomplish.  It’s a trade off between making that too easy or too difficult where it doesn’t mean anything.  Right now the criteria we have pretty much eliminates all except at most a half dozen communities.  A lot of communities do not have 30 commercial sales or thirty vacant sales.  It is a pretty tough criterion and maybe should be revisited.  Mr. Hamilton agrees completely with maintaining the standard practice now, but having read what Mr. Roberge presented there is a lot of merit in what he is saying.  In the future we should be looking towards stratification where it is possible He would suggest that we do not want be in a position to allow the municipalities to make up their own regiment of stratification and he would like the standard practice in the future move towards the department leading with information provided by the municipalities.  In the long term we would get a more accurate total value of the state by complete stratification where it is possible.  Mr. Boley mentioned that as towns get on a regular cycle due to revaluation at least every four to five years stratification will become less and less of an issue. 

Chair Ingalls mentioned that on page 3 of the minutes of June 17, 2005. Comm. Blatsos said, “From our advantage, DRA needs clear instructions”.  This is regarding exactly what we have been talking about and for what Mr. Hamilton just spoke about, to prevent what you may call monkeyed up stratification studies.  Chair Ingalls looked at extended stats figures and the 99 towns that had 50 or less sales, of those 99 towns 64 of them the weighted mean was lower statistic than the medium on an average of 4.42 from a high of 13 to a low of 2 tenth.  The other 35 he looked at where the medium was less the lower ratio than the weighted mean the average was 2.39 with a high of 9 and a low of .1.  As far as guidance goes he would suggest that at some point a comparison of those two statistics might alert the DRA to consider alternate ratios.  A discussion ensued.  They summed it up that it is never going to be perfect.  

The second side of the tape did not record the meeting.  The following minutes have been written from the abstract notes taken by the clerk. 

The board members discussed representativeness, and the need to discuss the minimum number of sales in a strata.

Chair Ingalls requested that Mr. Boley prepare information for the public forums.

Next on the agenda was to discuss the meeting dates for the public forums.  One will be at the Local Government Center in Manchester November 17, 2005 at 1 p.m.  The board members should check schedules so that at the joint October 14 meeting they can nail down the dates for the other two public forums.  Rep. Gillick said as he sits as an innocent layman that he has been hearing complaints from individual taxpayers of New Hampshire.  They do not know how the figures are arrived at on their tax bills.  Where in some communities the properties had not been reappraised in 18 years, the taxpayers are outraged at the size of their tax bill whether it is fair or not.  He asked if the purpose of the forum was for the average taxpayer of NH to understand that ASB, ESB and DRA make the whole process as fair and equitable as possible, and that we were all working together.  Chair Ingalls suggested if he wanted to that Rep. Gillick could speak on the subject at the public forums and then open it up to the general public for questions.  

The board discussed current assessment issues and issues to be presented at the forums such as:


Market influences (view tax)

Second homes to be primary residences


Increase in real estate values even in our northern towns


Current Use - 
Use the median to adjust current use values


Time trending


The use of the median ratio for purposes other than equalization


Equalization Manual wording change – pg. 57 sect. 7, as noted in June 17, 2005 minutes

Mr. Petell remarked on legislation currently being proposed to remove the requirement to equalize current use assessments annually.  The board and public members discussed the various reasons for and against this proposed legislation.

Next on the agenda was a discussion of new business.  The board questioned whether they had fulfilled the mandates of the Serrill Case.  


Implemented formation of the Equalization Standards Board


Large scale items


Some assessment 


Always some fluctuation

The rest of the minutes are from the taped meeting.

Ms. Fulweiler brought up the communities that join in assessment districts such as Sunapee, New London and Newport.  Three towns get together and pay one assessor.  Ms. Fulweiler said it would create incentives because larger districts get better sales.  Mr. Petell said in this case the review years are different so it is not a true assessing district.  Mr. Estey said that one of the advantages to the district is that he thinks they are going to be on the same card system, the same computer program on the three communities and the one assessor can take all the sales on Lake Sunapee and every town at 100% and annualize those sales.  They will have to find someway to adjust for the impact of the tax rate because the tax rate does affect value sometimes. The burden.  And he may or may not have to compensate for that.  It includes the same database and the advantage for that is he gets a bigger base for sales.  Putting everyone on the same page is going to be very difficult in this state.  Ms. Fulweiler said right now each municipality provides all its own services so until you can see more municipalities join together to pay for services jointly it’s not going to happen.    Mr. Estey said consistency and professionalism is very important instead of four different people coming in with different backgrounds and doing different things you have consistency there over time.  

As far as scheduling another meeting we will stay with Friday October 14, 2005 joint meeting at 45 Chenell.  

Rep. Gillick moved to adjourn the meeting and Mr. Estey Seconded the motion all were in favor and meeting was adjourned at 10:45

Respectfully submitted,

Mary Tomkiewicz, Administrative Clerk

New Hampshire Department of Revenue

57 Regional Drive

PO Box 487, 

Concord, NH 03301

Phone 271-2687 or 3397
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