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Chair Anderson opened the meeting at 10:25 a.m.  After the board members and members of the public introduced themselves Chair Anderson welcomed all to the ESB meeting. 

First order of business on the agenda was to approve the ESB minutes of October 19, 2005.  Rep. Gillick made a motion to approve the October 19th minutes, and Mr. Vincent seconded the motion.  Mr. Hamilton noted the words to recommend in the first sentence on page 2, paragraph 2, should be deleted.  The same correction is to be made in the first sentence, 9th paragraph.  Since there was no other recommended corrections Chair Anderson moved to accept the minutes as amended.  All approved.

Item #2 on the agenda was to review any comments coming out of the public hearings.  Mr. Hamilton was able to attend all the public hearings and said that the public forums were very well attended.  He said that Mr. Boley prepared and gave his presentation to explain the changes in equalization on two occasions and that Mr. Hamilton presented it on another.  He noted that there were no public comments.  Chair Anderson on behalf of the ESB thanked Mr. Boley and Mr. Hamilton.    

Mr. Hamilton moved to adopt the suggested changes to the Equalization Manual as outlined on the handout, section 7(b) and 7(d), 308 (5) and 3.05.05 (b)(1).  Rep. Gillick seconded the motion.  There being no further discussion Chair Anderson took a vote to accept the recommended changes to the Equalization Manual.  All approved.

Item #3 on the agenda was to review several of the recommendations contained in the Wasserstein and Davis Report.  Mr. Boley noted that Wasserstein and Davis, were the experts that the State hired for the Sirrell v. the State of NH. Case.  Mr. Boley mentioned the two handouts picked up at the beginning of the ESB meeting, one being the October 5, 2001 Recommendations, a summary of the 19 recommendations made by Wasserstein and Davis in their report to the State, the other handout titled, the May 2002 Public Forums ESB Recommendations Regarding EQ Procedures, is a breakdown of those 19 recommendations made by Wasserstein and Davis in three categories.  Mr. Boley went through all the recommendations. The first part recommended changes already approved by ESB.  

 #1 - use of weighted mean (aggregate) ratio shall be used as the primary ratio to be used in equalization. 

#2 - where the indirect equalization shall be applied to a municipality whenever the 90% confidence interval does not contain 100%(1.00) and the indirect equalization adjustment factor shall be developed and applied.  

#3 - DRA shall follow-up and re-evaluate all sales initially excluded from ratio studies for municipalities that do not have a minimum of 20 valid sales in the initial study time frame.  Any time a town has less than 20 sales, DRA goes back and reexamines all those sales that have been eliminated such as current use sales and takes a second look.  

#4 - The DRA report back to ESB on the segregation of data reported on the MS-1 for purposes of stratifying ratios by property class where sufficient samples exist.  DRA looked into this and not all towns have the capability to break down their data to match the stratification that we look at, however those towns and cities that are large enough to have sufficient sales for us to look at can break down the ratio study by strata.  The smaller towns don’t have the sales so it does not seem to be an issue at this time.

Rep. Gillick asked if these 4 recommended changes were in practice at this time and Mr. Boley said they were approved by ESB back in 2002 and have been used since that time.

The second part, 5 recommendations had been put into practice by DRA before the W&D Recommendations were completed.

#5 - The use of the trim factor.  We use a trim factor of 3 and have for some time.

#6 - Ratio study measurement process should focus on confidence intervals along with point estimates.  All basic statistical data, cod, weighted mean, median, and prd all have confidence intervals calculated and are shown on the equalization reports sent to the towns.  #7 - When indirect equalization is required, the equalization adjustment factor shall be 100% (1.00) divided by the point estimate.  This is the procedure DRA has had in place for some time in deriving the equalization factor.

#8 – Sample size of at least 8 ratios shall be required for computing confidence interval for the purpose of indirect equalization however DRA shall attempt to include at least 20 sales in each municipality’s ratio study.  If less that 20 valid sales exist in the initial study time frame, the DRA shall include additional prior sales going backwards in six-month increments until the 20 are reached, or until the sales span a 2 ½ year time frame.  That has been in practice for some time.  

#9 – The ratio study for indirect equalization shall not be stratified on the basis of assessed valuation or sales price.  This is not something we have done to this point in time.  The stratification that we have done has been on the basis of property types and not values.

Those first 9 are currently in effect.

The third section is Recommendations for future consideration.  These we want to talk about as to what to address and may be some things to consider.

#10 – The Equalization Standards Board shall continue to investigate the need for further requirements on minimum and preferred sample sizes, (W&D Recommendation #`7).

Mr. Boley said we use 8 as a minimum number we have to have to calculate statistics, 20 is the minimum number we attempt to have for any towns if we can get that many sales by going back 2 ½ years.  As far as preferred sample size it has always been our practice to use all the sales we possibly can to get the best possible results.  There may not be any need for the board to look into this at this time.

Chair Anderson suggested everyone try to prioritize the following recommendations as Mr. Boley discusses them and then the board would discuss and prioritize them. Mr. Boley also noted that DRA will be aware of these recommendations when we are working through the equalization ratio study each year and if DRA finds something that falls into any of these categories DRA will bring it back to the ESB for discussion. 

#11 – The ESB and DRA shall encourage the formation of cooperative assessment districts that would enable small towns to increase the number of sales available for ratio study analysis, as well as improve the quality and efficiency of mass appraisal administration in general, (W&D Recommendation #`10).  Mr. Boley said that this is a commendable goal but it has not happened as yet and may be something to talk about in the future.   After several questions and answers it was determined to be an important recommendation for further discussion.  Chair noted that we would not come to any conclusion on these recommendations today, ESB would just prioritize them today.

#12 The ESB may investigate in future years the use of a 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.  And the Equalization Standards Board may investigate in future years the possibility and feasibility of random sampling of large numbers of candidate sales that provides for representative sampling based upon property characteristics,  (W&D Recommendation #`11 & 15).  Mr. Boley said ESB could look into this.  DRA uses all sales available to us in every municipality.  One of the problems with random sampling, even in larger communities we have so many sales there is no guarantee that those sales are representative of the town.  Does not seem to be an upside to reducing the number of sales.  This is not a problem to be looked at especially since things have improved in DRA with the ratio study and use of electronic filings.   

#13 The ESB endorses the DRA’s practice of generally not using supplemental appraisals in their ratio study samples.  The ESB shall consider recommending legislation to amend RSA 21-J:9-a, III, (W&D Recommendation #`12).  Mr. Boley said RSA 21-J: 9-a, III is legislation that allows DRA to use supplemental appraisals to increase their basis for ratio study.  It has been DRA’s practice not to use appraisals and to only use sales and think that is a good practice.  This may not be necessary to include, but does not have to be removed from the States Statutes either.

#14The ESB shall investigate criteria to be used in testing for sales chasing, (W&D Recommendation #`16).  Mr. Boley said we could spend a lot of time on this recommendation.  

Ms. Reid said ASB has the responsibility to come up with a definition for sales chasing and once defined how does ESB find a way to test to see if it is occurring.   

#15. The ESB may investigate the need for time trending of sales prices, (W&D Recommendation #`17).  Mr. Boley said this was done by ESB this last year, with the changes the board just voted on earlier today.  We recognize the need for time trending for use of supplemental sales and acknowledge that the council, provide evidence of time trending in any case.  He feels this recommendation has been addressed.

#16 The ESB may investigate the indentification of the 10 largest taxpayers in each town or city for the purpose of determining if any should be evaluated individually for indirect equalization, due to their significant contribution to the overall valuation of the town or city, (W & D Recommendation #18).  Mr. Boley said he did not think this has been an issue this far, but it could be with a small town that has a single property that has a significant portion of the tax base and that property sells.  If we use the weighted mean that sale will dictate the ratio for that entire town.  We probably have some discretion if this happens. But this is something for ESB to discuss as to how to deal with these issues should they arrive.  On the other side of the coin, even if it does not sell if there seem to be some evidence brought to light that the assessment is significantly different from the rest of the town, what should be done in this case.  It does or can have an impact.    

#17 The DRA should further 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).  Right now as part of assessment review process we do get a copy of their database and have access to all the information in that database.  Mr. Boley does not think it is DRA’s role to take database and tell town what to do.  Mr. Hamilton suggested standard codes for property descriptions.  Mr. Boley said Real Data could do that but again cost would come into play.  

Mr. Rugg asked for three recommendations from DRA.  Mr. Boley suggested #14, #16 & #17  

Mr. Boley said #14 would be at the top.  Chair Anderson asked for any other recommendations to be placed on this list and Ms. Fulweiler suggested reviewing #11.

Item #4 on the agenda was to plot the Board’s course of action for the upcoming year.  After some discussion Chair Anderson suggested the board prioritize the 4 recommendations as to importance.   Mr. Hamilton moved to establish Recommendation #14 as priority #1.  Ms. Fulweiler seconded the motion no discussion all approved.  Ms. Fulweiler moved to make Recommendation #17 priority #2.  Rep. Gillick seconded the motion.  No discussion all approved.  Mr. Hamilton moved to establish Recommendation #16 as priority #3.  Ms. Fulweiler seconded the motion.  No discussion all approved.  Rep. Gillick moved to make #11 as priority #4 by default.  Mr. Vincent seconded the motion.  No discussion all approved

Chair Anderson said the next task is to determine when we meet next to begin a more in depth discussion on the four Recommendations.  The next meeting will be Monday, January 23, 2006, at 1:00 p.m.  The following meetings will be March 6, 2006, April 3, 2006, May 1, 2006 and June 5, 2006 all on Mondays at 1:00 p.m. and to try to end by 3:00 p.m. but no later than 4 p.m.  

Chair Anderson would like the web updated with the board membership and also the minutes, even the unapproved draft minutes are to be posted.  

Ms. Reid said it was mentioned in the last minutes that ESB was making a recommendation to the Current Use Board about the use of the median ratio for current use and wanted to know if it was addressed to the CUB.  They have a public forum Friday and Mr. Boley will remind Mr. Petell who is a member of CUB that ESB recommends the median.

Rep. Gillick asked about Roman numeral 4 under powers and duties of the board it says the board on or before December 1st of each year shall report its finding and recommendations for proposed legislation.  Chair Anderson said with the timing of legislature the window of opportunity to submit legislation for this current session was in the middle of September. The window of opportunity has gone by, the next window will be in November or December of next year.

Chair Anderson thanked everyone for coming.   Rep. Gillick moved to adjourn and all in favor the meeting was adjourned.    

	Respectfully Submitted by Mary Tomkiewicz, Clerk

	Property Appraisal Divisions, NHDRA
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