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ertodically over the last 20 years, prevalent

practices and issues in ratio studies have
been explored by comparing U.S. states, Cana-
dian provinces and territories, and a few local
Jurisdictions in terms of frequency of studies,
standards used to evaluate results, and final
use of results. Surveys were conducted in

1989, 1992, 1994, 1997, and 2003, and

altered for the 2008 survey, and methods used
for detecting sales chasing.

Note that the 1999 version of the IAAO
Standard on Ratio Studies was used as the
basts for comparison, because when the survey
was conducted in the spring of 2008, the 2007
version of the standard had not been sufficiently
exposed for broad adoption by jurisdictions.

the resulls veported by Dornfest (1993, 1995,
1997) and Dornfest and Thompson (2004).
The latest survey was conducted by the [AAO
Technical Standards Committee in 2008.
This article discusses responses and some
trends since 1989, focusing on the most recent
changes, and presents tables showing key find-
ings, tabulated responses and the individual
responses from each jurisdiction, questions

Introduction

Historically, little written material was
available to provide a basis for standard-
ization of ratio studies. By the late 1970s,
TAAO was providing guidance through
materials, including the Improving Real
Property Assessment textbook. Shortly
thereafter, the first IAAO Standard on
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Ratio Studies was published in 1980. By
1990, the IAAO Property Appraisal and
Assessment Administration text and an
updated Standard on Ratio Studies were
available and in wide circulation. These
materials have been updated, and there
is now a 2007 version of the Standard on
Ratio Studies and a 1999 textbook, Mass
Appraisal of Real Property.

Although these materials present
many unified themes for ratio study prac-
tices, disparities in use and terminology
still exist, thus making interpretation of
survey responses somewhat subjective.
Reports on previous ratio study survey
results (Dornfest 1993, 1995, and 1997;
Dornfest and Thompson 2004) noted
a great deal of confusion about ratio
study terminology, techniques, stan-
dards, and use. A certain amount of
this is probably unavoidable, resulting
from longstanding practices and local
statutory guidelines, both of which are
difficult to change. The committee
attempted to address this problem by
personal follow-up contacts with many
of the participants in the survey.

In addition to exploring U.S. state
and Canadian provincial and territo-
rial practices, this survey, because of its
continuing nature, makes it possible to
report on the incorporation of profes-
sionally accepted best practices. Results
from this latest survey show a continua-
tion of trends noted in 2003. However,
while prior ratio study surveys indicated
an increasing number of jurisdictions
were adopting major points addressed in
the TAAO Standard on Ratio Studies, this
trend was not apparent when results were
compared with those from 2003.

The intent of this analysis is to contin-
ue to search for clarification of technical
issues by exploring and reviewing state,
provincial, and territorial level ratio study
practices throughout the United States
and Canada. Responses are interpreted
in an attempt to provide meaningful
comparisons with previous surveys.

Hawaii and Delaware are unique in
that they do not provide state oversight

for local assessments. Responses for
these states were from local jurisdictions
and were either compiled into composite
views that incorporate the prevailing
practices or reported separately.

Survey Development and Organization
The 2008 survey is the first to be con-
ducted by the Technical Standards
Committee. Prior surveys in the series
were conducted by Alan Dornfest, AAS,
of the Idaho State Tax Commission, along
with staff from his office. Prior to 1989,
surveys on ratio studies were conducted
by Robert Gloudemans when he was
employed by the Arizona Department of
Revenue. It is expected that Web tools,
which were used for the first time in 2008,
will enable the committee to conduct this
survey more frequently in the future.

The committee reviewed the format
and verbiage used in the 2003 survey.
Some of the questions were reordered to
better reflect real and personal property
distinctions, but the majority of ques-
tions were rewritten. The committee
attempted to retain the theme of each
topic while adding clarity. Although
many prior questions were retained
to permit longitudinal comparisons, a
few areas needed clarification or are of
greater importance today and therefore
were updated or expanded. After ini-
tial development, the draft survey was
reviewed by Tim Wooten of the Texas
Comptroller’s Office.

The current survey was conducted as
an online survey over the Web by using
the Zoomerang® survey tool. Although
this greatly facilitated completion, short-
ened turnaround time, and broadened
participation, design limitations in some
instances restricted answers for a few
questions, which then required addi-
tional follow-up for clarification.

An invitation to participate in the
survey, along with a printable PDF ver-
sion of the 104-question survey, was
sent via e-mail to designated contacts
in the states, provinces, and territories.
Respondents were asked to pre-answer
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the survey questions on a printed version
and then go to a link to the JAAO Web
site to complete it in one sitting. A text
version of the online survey, showing
the original questions in their entirety,
is provided in Appendix A.

Responses were received from every
Canadian province; the Northwest
Territory of Canada (the territories of
Nunavut and Yukon do not conduct
ratio studies); all U.S. states; the of Co-
lumbia; and two counties within Hawaii
(the counties of Hawaii and Honolulu).
Some of the responses did not fit neatly
into a particular category and may be
shown more than once in the tabulation
of responses. This is particularly true
when responses for different categories
of property are expected to vary, as in co-
efficient of dispersion (COD) standards
for residential, commercial, vacant land,
and other types of property. For this rea-
son, the tabulations do not always add to
the total number of responses.

Survey Limitations

After reviewing responses and clarify-
ing feedback, the committee noted the
following limitations that can affectinter-
pretation of trends among surveys.

¢ In many cases, the theme of the
questions was the same or simi-
lar; however, the entire survey
was rewritten, and therefore the
answers may not exactly corre-
spond. Questions that have been

substantively altered for the 2008
survey are shown in table 1.

Because the survey did not pro-
vide a definition of the terms
base year and reliability, there
were various interpretations.
Therefore, for consistency in
interpreting responses, the fol-
lowing definitions were used:

— Base year means assessments
are uniform as of any year
or date prior to the current
year (2008). Cyclic assess-
ment systems (e.g., all prop-
erty reassessed once every
five years with no interim
adjustment) that tend to be
uniform statewide or those
in which some jurisdictions
make interim adjustments
were not considered to be
base year assessments.

— Reliability means use of con-
fidence intervals and similar
statistics for testing appraisal
level and compliance with
standards. States and prov-
inces indicating they judge
reliability by use of frequen-
cy distributions, coefficient
of dispersion (COD), coef-
ficient of variation (COV),
and similar statistics were
not included as using reli-
ability statistics.

Table 1. Questions from the 2003 survey substantively altered for the 2008 survey

2003 Question 2008 Question

Number Number Summary of Change
7,7b 11-13 [ Q1Tisnewin 2008.In 2003, Q7 asked if audits of appraisal procedures were done for any class
or category of property.
In 2008, Q12 asked about such audits with respect to local assessment practices in general.
Q13 was more vague in 2003.

16 63 In 2003, the question asked whether any nonagricultural properties were appraised at current
market value. In 2008, the question was whether local jurisdictions annually valued categories
of property other than agricultural or timberland at current market value. The issue is whether
respondents interpret the terms appraised and valued as synonymous.
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* Responses have been categorized

to indicate state-mandated or state-
wide-implemented procedures to
the extent possible. In some cases it
is possible to differentiate between
these two possibilities. For example,
if a state’s laws permit ordering
adjustments to locally determined
assessments but the state has not
utilized this provision, that can be
discerned from the answers. How-
ever, in the case of reassessment
and reappraisal cycles, states have
been categorized based on statu-
tory requirements when there are
multiple local systems in use (i.e.,
current market value, base years,
regular cycles, and the like).

* The survey questions were re-

ordered in 2008 to better group
questions related to real versus
personal property. This re-ordering
may have resulted in respondents
assuming that certain questions
related only to real property, when
the questions could relate to real
or personal property. (See, for ex-
ample, question 12 [Appendix A]
regarding procedural audits.)

Questions about reliability and con-
fidence intervals were not divided
into direct and indirect equaliza-
tion uses. This diminishes the ac-
curacy of responses to this set of
questions when states or provinces
used point estimates for one type of
equalization but not for another.

Some questions were expanded
to allow additional choices. This
shifted the tabulated numeric re-
sponses so they may not be directly
comparable with previous survey
results. (e.g., Appendix B, 2008
question number 8)

Responses from U.S. States and
Canadian Provinces and Territories

New or expanded areas explored with the

2008 survey were as follows:

32

¢ Use of adjustments to sale prices
distinguished between authority
and actual use

e Authority to order reappraisals
or to order adjustments to locally
determined assessments indicated
how often such actions had been
taken in the past three years

e Measures of level used for direct
equalization distinguished from
measures of level used for indirect
equalization

¢ Use oflower limit of COD as indica-
tor of possible sales chasing

¢ Use of specific outlier trimming
procedures identified

® Specific actions taken if level stan-
dards are based on confidence
intervals, but point estimates con-
tinue to be out of compliance for
several years

¢ Existence of nonstatutory require-
ments to test for sales chasing

* Use of specific techniques to detect
sales chasing

* Use of expanded procedural audits.

In addition, the following questions were
deleted because the topics were considered
to be of limited interest or importance:

e Whether a 90% or a 95% level of
confidence was used

¢ Sample stratification issues

* Legal penalties for failure to dis-
close correct sales information.

Table 2 is a summary of key findings for
U.S. and Canadian responses to major survey
issues. Major ratio study practices and trends
in states since 1989 can be compared in this
table. Trends in Canadian provinces and ter-
ritories are discernable beginning in 1994.
Because of the larger number of Canadian
respondents since 1997, comparison with pre-
vious provincial surveys may be misleading.

Appendix B presents more detailed tabula-
tions of U.S. and Canadian responses. This
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Table 2. Key findings

Numbers of Responses Numbers of Responses

UNITED STATES

CANADA

2003 | 2008 MR (1989 (1992 (1994 (1997, 2003 2008 (1994 (1997, 2003 2008

Q# | Q# [Topic Total Responses >

2 3 [ Annual ratio study

3 4| Conducted by state/province/territory

4 5 |Only sales used in ratio studies

5a | 94 |Personal property ratio study

6a | 100 |Intangible personal property exemption

7 | 12 |Procedural auditsin lieu of ratio study
nfa | 11 |Procedural audits used

8a | 16 |Fulldisclosure of sale prices

Sales Price Adjustments:

9 26 | Time 1B [14f15 (1821 4] 9] 4] 6

9 | 26 | Financing 3110161161511 ] 3] 8] 5] 4

9 26 | Personal property 2812 31132126130 6] 9] 4] 7

Equalization Adjustments (Authority):
11c | 30 | Orderreappraisal 2120121311302 2] 1] 1] 0
12 [ 34 | Trendby category wlw[nlu[slw][ 12110
12¢ | 34 | Givelocal officials a grace period to comply 201121 312 o0f2f1]0
12d | 34 | Other ml4f0fn2]6]3]10]0
13a | 48 |Uniformity Standards for COD/COV: 24 1261321343840 2] 8] 9] 8] ()
133 | 48 | MorestringentthanthelAAO1999standard | 3 | 1] 6| 1| 5] 6| 1] 1| 4] 2
132 | 48 | LessstringentthanthelAAD 1999 standard |18 | 9 [ 21 [ 23 [21 11 ] 3] 6] 3| O
133 | 48 | Nostandard B120 181173113 2]3]3]3
132 | 48 | IAA0 1999 standard for one or more types B3 516
13b | 55 |Vertical Equity Standards for PRD: mlws|l2|127 2] 4|6] 6
13b | 57 | IAAOstandard: PRD=09810 1.03 2018|217 232 2|5]5
13b | 57 | PRDstandard of ranges different from IAAQ 34541 1] 1|1
13b | 57 | Nostandard 513481541765
14a | 35 |lesting Assessment Level:
T4a | 35 | Statutory £10% 710115166 1] 41 1] 3
T4a | 35 | Statutory +5% 6| 5] 516|642 2] 2]°2
16 70 | Assessment (Residential) 100% of MV- MIl127 (171212312616 6] 8|9
Notes

(a) 1994 Canadian survey response rate was 7/12 or 58%.
1997 Canadian survey response rate was 11/12 or 92%.
2003 Canadian survey response rate was 12/13 or 92%.
2008 Canadian survey response rate was 11/13 or 85%.

1989 U.S. survey response rate was 48/5
1992 U.S. survey response rate was 47/5
1994 U.5. survey response rate was 46/5
1997 U.S. survey response rate was 51/5
2003 U.S. survey response rate was 51/5
2008 U.S. survey response rate was 51/5

or 94%.
or 92%.
or 90%.

(b) Two Hawaiian respondents were counted once in some instances and twice in others where applicable.
(c) Includes Colorado and Mississippi which contract out study

(d) The 2008 total reflects addition of Delaware, loss of disclosure in South Caroling, and proper classification of Nevada.

(e) Results correspond to questions 48—52 in 2008 survey.
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table allows comparison among responses
from the 1994, 1997, and 2003 surveys.

From these tables, it appears that the
typical ratio study program includes the
following features:

¢ An annual ratio study of real
property is conducted by the
state, province, or territory.

® Sales or a mix of sales and ap-
praisals of real property is used
to develop the ratio study.

® There is statutory authority re-
quiring disclosure of sale prices
to administrative jurisdictions
by means of mandatory disclo-
sure and transfer fees.

® Adjustments to sale prices are
made primarily for personal
property included in the sale
price and, secondarily, for fi-
nancing and time.

e U.S. ratio study results are used
primarily to equalize funding,
advise local officials of assess-
ment conditions, and deter-
mine the need for reappraisal

— Secondary uses are adjusting
locally determined values,
equalizing assessments of
centrally assessed properties,
and approving tax rolls.

Canadian results are used pri-
marily in an advisory capacity.

¢ Level and uniformity standards
are used for gauging perfor-
mance or compliance; these
are often similar to IAAO ratio
study standards.

® Results are calculated on the
basis of samples for which there
is generally no predetermined
minimum size.

® Reliability is tested frequently,
and, in some cases, confidence
intervals are used to determine
compliance with standards or
other requirements.

Detailed responses received from each
U.S. state are found in appendix C and
from each Canadian province or terri-
tory in appendix D . These tables provide
a complete rendition of the responses,
except where it became evident from
the responses that the wording of a few
questions may have caused confusion.
In these few instances, the responses are
judged as not meaningful and are not
reported in the tables.

Detailed counts from the newly ex-
panded questions about methods used
to detect sales chasing are provided in
appendix E.

Recent Trends—United States
Within the limitations already noted,
the questions in the 2008 survey and
the respondents are similar to those
in previous ratio study surveys. While
respecting the constraints and other
concerns noted, it is often possible to
compare changes in U.S. ratio study
practices over time.

General Trends
The number of states performing an-
nual ratio studies increased from 41
in 2003 to 44 in 2008. Although many
states combine sales and appraisals, there
appears to be a continuing tendency to-
ward the use of sales only. This tendency
may be related to resources needed for
high-quality appraisals that are USPAP-
compliant, a requirement that had not
been specified in IAAO standards prior
to 1999. Only California still bases its ra-
tio study exclusively on appraisals. In this
state, the close ties between sale price
and assessed value reduce the applicabil-
ity of traditional sales-based studies.
While the number of states performing
personal property ratio studies increased
from six to ten from 1989 to 1992, this in-
dicator has been steadily decreasing. Only
six states are performing ratio studies on
personal property in 2008, and these stud-
ies are based solely on appraisals.
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Alarge number of states are now con-
ducting procedure audits. Because of the
rewording of this series of questions, it
appears that very few states conduct such
audits in lieu of ratio studies, but more
states are using procedural audits of local
assessment practices.

Such studies typically are performed
to provide information about selected
property categories for which there is
little market activity or when use value
and other constraints not directly related
to the market are in place. The results
of procedural audits can be used to de-
termine compliance.

Disclosure of Sale Price

There are three means of disclosure: full
mandatory sale price disclosure, transfer
fees, and mandatory recordation of any
transfer instrument. Seven states do not
have any means of disclosure as state-
wide policy: Alaska, Idaho, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Missouri, Texas, and Utah.
However, the limitation is not as severe
in Missouri because several major local
jurisdictions have full disclosure, so only
parts of the state are without sale price
disclosure requirements.

Many states have transfer taxes based
on sale price; some of these states also
have full disclosure. Since 2003, Dela-
ware has gained disclosure requirements
and has been added to this list. Nevada
and South Carolina lost disclosure re-
quirements but retained transfer taxes
related to sale price.

Disclosure typically occurs when a
sale price statement is filed as deeds are
processed. More states indicated that
disclosed sale prices are confidential;
this number increased from five in 2003
to nine in 2008.

Intangible Property

The number of states reporting intan-
gibles as exempt continued to increase.
There were 25 states reporting such a
statutory exemption in 1994, 32 in 1997,
37 in 2003, and 40 in 2008. Appendix B

delineates the number of states exempt-
ing various specific intangibles.

Adjustments to Sales Prices

An increasing number of states are ad-
justing sale prices, particularly for time,
personal property, and intangibles.

As in 1997 and 2003, three states
still use overall adjustments. Of these,
only two, Florida and Arizona, make
significant overall adjustments and the
substance of these has not changed
for many years. Washington makes a
nominal 1% adjustment for personal
property presumed to be included in
each sale price.

Use of Ratio Studies
The ratio study has traditionally been
used in an advise and assist role. In
2008, there was a small reduction in
the number of states using ratio studies
for advisory purposes and a significant
reduction in the number using ratio
studies to assist mass appraisal programs.
The number of states indicating other
major uses tended to decrease slightly.

Twenty states can order adjustments
to locally determined assessed values.
There was some increase in the number
of these that can order adjustments by
class or category of property. However,
only 16 actually issued any adjustment
orders during the last three years. Previ-
ous surveys showed the number of states
that would apply trends to individual
categories of property has varied consid-
erably over time.

The pattern of states indicating use of
a grace period before ordering adjust-
ments has fluctuated since 1994.

Of the 28 states that have authority to
use ratio studies to order reappraisal, only
20 actually did so in the last three years.

Uniformity Standards

The number of states adopting unifor-
mity standards has leveled since 2003. All
but 12 states now have such standards. As
in 2003, 23 states have established stan-
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dards similar to those recommended by
the 1999 IAAO Standard on Ratio Studies.
General uniformity standards are based
predominantly on COD.

The number of states that have devel-
oped price-related differential (PRD)
standards has continued to increase,
with 27 states using these standards in
2008. It is noteworthy that the number
of states using the specific guidelines in
the TAAO Standard on Ratio Studies has
continued to increase, with 23 states us-
ing this standard in 2008.

Thirty states can initiate action on the
basis of poor uniformity. The most typi-
cal action is ordering reappraisal, which
can be done in 23 of these states.

Twenty-one states test the reliability of
the COD. Fourteen test the reliability
of the PRD. Eleven states take reliabili-
ty into account when making decisions
or determining compliance with unifor-
mity standards.

Level Standards

Alevel standard is defined as some range
of acceptability around the statutorily
required assessment ratio. Such ranges
can be provided by statute but more
frequently are established by adminis-
trative or oversight agency authority.
Many states have established ranges of
this type, but the number of states with
no allowable variance standard for assess-
ment level has decreased slightly, to 15 in
2008. The IAAO Standard on Ratio Studies
recommends +10% for direct equaliza-
tion of locally determined values and
+5% for indirect equalization of funding
distributions. The number of states using
the +10% parameter remained at 16,
while the number using +5% decreased
to 4 in 2008.

Reliability

Employing the principles of statistical
sampling error, ratio studies tend to be
more reliable when large, uniform sam-
ples are used and less reliable when these
conditions are not met. The number of
states testing reliability and using this

information for compliance purposes ap-
pears to have decreased in 2008. However,
there was considerable confusion about
this concept, and it is not clear whether
long-term comparisons are valid.

The 2008 survey examined two spe-
cial situations in which lower levels of
confidence or point estimates might be
appropriate, as described in the IAAO
Standard on Ratio Studies. In the first
scenario, the survey asked whether a de-
cision based on reliability statistics could
be based on point estimates or lower
levels of confidence given longstanding
noncomplying point estimates. Three
states indicated they would lower levels
of confidence in this situation. No state
currently using confidence intervals
would substitute point estimates. For
the second scenario, the survey asked
whether the response would change if
the COD also showed poor uniformity.
In this case, 3 states would use lower
levels of confidence, but 20 states would
substitute point estimates. The 1999
Standard on Ratio Studies recommends
such lower degrees of confidence “when
independent samples show long-term
appraisal inequity as evidenced by poor
level and uniformity statistics for at least
three consecutive years....”

Market Value

While it appears the number of states
appraising non-agricultural property at
current market value has increased, with
32 states reporting this system for 2008,
this question was reworded; hence, com-
parison with responses in previous surveys
is questionable. Some states appraise non-
agricultural property at current market
value, but have fractional assessment
ratios to determine taxable value. This dis-
tinction must be taken into account when
comparing 2003 with 2008 responses.
For example, for residential property, 26
states appraise at market value and do
not use fractional assessment ratios below
100%. Some states set market value as an
appraisal goal but restrict the meaning of
this term somewhat by establishing base
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years. Typically, a base year represents
the point in time when an assessment
is frozen or subject to limited increases.
The number of states using a base year
decreased slightly, to 10 in 2008.

The number of states adjusting values
during interim years between reappraisals
decreased from 14 to 6. States with uni-
form assessment cycles (e.g., all property
is assessed at market value once every four
years) in which appraisals are to reflect
100% of market value when property
reaches its reassessment time in the cycle
were included as assessing at 100% of mar-
ket value. In such cyclic systems, this will
not be true of all property each year.

Measures of Assessment Level
States typically compute three measures
of level: the mean, the median, and the
weighted mean. Although these statistics
are computed by similar numbers of states,
either the median or weighted mean pre-
dominates for equalization purposes.
The 2008 survey further differentiated
between statistics used for direct and
indirect equalization. The median is the
dominant statistic used for direct equal-
ization, with 25 states using this measure,
while the weighted mean is used by a
few more states than the median for
indirect equalization (15 states versus 12
states, respectively). The 1999 Standard
on Ratio Studies differentiates between
direct (parcels) and indirect (funding)
equalization, suggesting that the median
is more appropriate for the former and
the weighted mean for the latter.

Outliers

The number of states identifying outliers
was similar in 2003 and 2008. In 2008, the
survey was expanded to explore methods
of outlier identification. Despite consid-
erable treatment of this subject in the
Standard on Ratio Studies, no particular
method prevails in practice.

Sales Chasing

In 2008, 27 states reviewed samples to
determine whether sales chasing was

distorting results. This question was
expanded in 2008 to enable states to
indicate which technique was most often
used to identify potential sales chasing.
The most commonly used technique is
comparison of average value changes
on sold and unsold parcels. Nebraska
establishes a lower limit on the COD as
a possible indicator of sales chasing. A
detailed report of the preferred tech-
niques states use to detect sales chasing
is presented in appendix E.

Sample Size and Representativeness
Uncertainty continues about the mini-
mum sample size standard that should be
used to evaluate assessment performance
based on aratio study. There is consider-
able variance among jurisdictions and no
significant change from 2003 to 2008.
The number of states testing samples
for representativeness decreased from 32
in 2003 to 21 in 2008. Stratification ques-
tions were deleted for the 2008 survey.

Legal Action

Fewer states indicated that a ratio study
could result in outside legal action. Al-
though 37 states in 2003 indicated this
could occur, only 28 states indicated this
was a possibility in 2008.

Recent Trends—Canada

The 2008 survey includes responses
from all Canadian provinces and the
Northwest Territories. Except for the
Yukon Territory, which did not respond
in 2008, the same provinces and ter-
ritories responded as in 2003. There
were fewer responding in 1994, making
comparisons with that year difficult. In
a few cases, significant trends are appar-
ent and are stated. In other cases, the
general nature of Canadian ratio studies
is discussed and some comparison with
U.S. practices is offered.

General

The number of provinces or territories
performing annual ratio studies has re-
mained unchanged at eight since 2003.
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However, in an increasing number of
provinces or territories, the ratio study is
performed at the provincial or territorial
level, rather than by local jurisdictions.

Asin 2003, only one province, Alberta,
adds appraisals to sales samples. In 2003,
Northwest Territories indicated it relied
strictly on appraisals for its ratio study.
This jurisdiction has now switched to us-
ing sales only, so there no longer are any
Canadian provinces or territories using
appraisals only.

Personal property is exempt in all but
two provinces. None of the provinces per-
forms personal property ratio studies.

Procedural audits are used by six prov-
inces, but they substitute for ratio studies
only in the Northwest Territories.

Disclosure of Sale Price

All 11 of the responding jurisdictions
have full disclosure as well as transfer
fees. In 2003, all but the Yukon Territory,
which did not respond in 2008, had full
disclosure.

Intangible Property

The number of provinces and territories
reporting a statutory exemption for
intangible personal property decreased
from six in 2003 to three in 2008.

Adjustments to Sales Prices
Adjustments for time, personal property,
and financing are the most common
and appear at about the same relative
frequency as in the United States. No
Canadian jurisdiction makes overall
adjustments at this time.

Use of Ratio Studies

The predominant use of ratio studies is
as a tool to advise local jurisdictions or
to assist mass appraisal programs. Only
one province (New Brunswick) uses its
ratio study to adjust locally determined
values, and in two provinces, it can be
used to equalize funding. No province
uses the study to order reappraisal,
although Saskatchewan indicated this
use in 2003. As has been the case since

1997, none uses the study to adjust utility
(centrally assessed) values. Regardless of
authority, no province has actually or-
dered adjustments to locally determined
values or ordered reappraisal in the past
three years.

Standards—Level and Uniformity

Use of uniformity standards is similar to
that reported in 2003, with eight prov-
inces using such standards. Most of the
reporting provinces use standards similar
to those found in the IAAO Standard on
Ratio Studies.

Six provinces continue to report use
of PRD standards, and five of these cite
the range found in the IAAO Standard
on Ratio Studies.

Five provinces can initiate action based
on uniformity. This number is down
from seven reporting such a possibility
in both 1997 and 2003.

The number of provinces using allow-
able variance ranges for assessment level
grew from five in 2003 to eight in 2008.
Three of these provinces use a £10%
range for this purpose, while only one
used this range in 2003. Two continue
to use a tighter +5% range.

Reliability

In five provinces, confidence intervals
are computed and could influence a
determination of compliance with assess-
ment level standards. Five provinces can
review level measures or use additional
information to make decisions if the
COD indicates poor uniformity. In the
Northwest Territories, compliance could
be based on point estimates if attainment
has been based only on confidence in-
tervals for several years.

The number of provinces testing the
reliability of the COD and PRD increased
from four and two in 2003 to five and
four, respectively, in 2008.

Market Value

Although full value assessment had been
more prevalent in Canada than in the
United States, the number of provinces
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reporting annually updated current resi-
dential market value decreased from 2003
to 2008 (from eight in 2003 to four in
2008). During the same period, the num-
ber reporting use of base years increased
(six in 2008 versus five in 2003).

Measures of Assessment Level
Canadian use of the various measures of
assessment level is similar to that in the
United States. However, no Canadian
province uses the weighted mean for
equalization, while two used this statistic
in 2003. Five provinces test normality of
the data distribution.

Outliers

Seven provinces test for outliers; this is
a decrease from nine in 2003. Two prov-
inces place limits on the number of sales
that can be trimmed.

Sales Chasing

No province has statutes requiring testing
for sales chasing. Two provinces (Alberta
and Newfoundland) use the comparison
of average value change technique to
test for sales chasing. Additional details
on sales-chasing detection methods are
provided in appendix E.

Sample Size and Representativeness
Sample size quotas are used only by Prince
Edward Island Province. Minimum sample
size requirements generally are similar to
those in the United States. Four provinces
test samples for representativeness.

Legal Action
Only in Alberta can legal action be taken
as a result of ratio studies.

Conclusions

Ratio studies remain critical ways for
measuring, evaluating, and working
toward the improvement of assessment
practices in most places. A degree of
order in the development and use of

these studies has been brought about
by the use and availability of the IAAO

Standard on Ratio Studies. However, aside
from isolated instances, there does not
appear to be any clear continuing trend
for states and provinces to adopt more
features of this IAAO standard.

The report on the 2003 ratio study sur-
vey indicated that a growing number of
states and provinces were basing assess-
ment level compliance on confidence
intervals and suggested that a major
change in practice related to this issue
was emerging. However, such a trend is
not supported by the results of the 2008
survey, which shows similar or dimin-
ishing numbers of jurisdictions using
reliability tests in such decision making.
Even more troubling, inconsistencies
among answers to multiple questions
on this subject lead this committee to
conclude that the degree of understand-
ing of statistical reliability measures is
deficient. We now believe that previous
conclusions on trends of use of such sta-
tistics may have been dubious at best. As
a corollary in support of this conclusion,
few states and provinces or territories
appear to have responded to the rec-
ommendation first found in the 1999
Standard on Ratio Studies to lower the level
of confidence when long-term inequities
are apparent. The lack of response in this
area suggests a lack of understanding of
the underlying statistical measures.

On a more positive note, many states
and some provinces are using the meth-
ods outlined in the IAAO standard for
identifying outliers and for detecting
sales chasing. Even the observed versus
expected distribution of ratios test, first
introduced in the 1999 standard, is being
used and is the method of first choice
by six states. In future surveys, follow-up
questions could explore issues of resolu-
tion once sales chasing is identified.

The 1999 IAAO Standard on Ratio Stud-
ies continues the tradition of providing
valuable guidance and assistance and is
widely cited and used. Itis hoped this sur-
vey will provide focus for U.S. states and
for Canadian provinces and territories
attempting to evaluate their ratio study
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systems and work toward internationally
recognized guidelines. It is also hoped
states will use the survey results as an
impetus to become more knowledgeable
about technical aspects of ratio studies
they have notyet incorporated into their
practices.

Avuthors Note

The survey questionnaire and the de-
tailed compilations of survey results
found in the appendix are available
online at the JAAO Web site, www.iaao.
org, in the Topics of Interest area.
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Appendix A. 2008 Ratio Study Practices Questionnaire

Q1: Enter your full contact information. Name/Title /Jurisdiction/Agency name/
Country/E-mail address/Phone

Q2: What is your jurisdiction type? [ State agency [ Provincial agency
O Territory O Local O Other, describe (50 char. limit):

Q3: How often is your jurisdiction required to conduct ratio studies? Indicate if
annual or explain other variations.

Q4: Who conducts your ratio study? (check all that apply) [ State/province/terri-
tory officials [ Local officials [] Contracted service provider (university or private
company) [ Other, specify (50 char. limit):

Q5: Which of the following does your real property ratio study include? [ Sales
only 0O Independent appraisals only [1 Both sales and independent appraisals

Q6: If you use both sales and independent appraisals, can they be combined in
order to study one type or category of property? [1 No [ Yes, comments (50
char. limit):

Q7: If sales are used in the ratio study, which jurisdiction performs the sample selec-
tion? [J State or province [ Local O Both [ Other, specify (50 char. limit):

Q8: Which jurisdiction conducts the sales validation (screening)? [ State/provin-
cial agency 0 Local O Contracted service provider U Other, specify (50 char.
limit):

Q09: If the state/provincial agency does NOT conduct the sales validation, does the
agency perform an audit of the sales validation process? Yes/No

Q10: If an audit of sales is performed by the oversight agency, briefly summarize
your audit policy:

Q11: Does your agency perform procedural audits of local assessment procedures/
practices? Yes/No

Q12: If your agency performs a procedural audit of local assessment procedures/
practices, is the audit used INSTEAD OF a ratio study? Yes/No Additional com-
ment:

Q13: If your agency performs a procedural audit of local assessment procedures/
practices, is it used IN ADDITION TO ratio study information? Yes/No

Q14: If your agency performs a procedural audit of local assessment procedures/
practices, is it used SOLELY to advise or assist local appraisal offices? Yes/No Ad-
ditional comment:

Q15: Can equalization or a reappraisal be ordered as a result of such audits?
(1 No [ Yes, describe authorized actions (50 char. limit):

Q16: Regarding sales price disclosure: Does your jurisdiction have a law requir-
ing disclosure of real estate sales prices to assessment officials? [ Yes, disclosure
made to state/province/territory officials [ Yes, disclosure made to local assessors
[ Yes, disclosure made to both [ No

Q17: When does the sale price disclosure occur? [1 During deed recording
LI Other (e.g., 30 days or other statutory period)
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Appendix A. 2008 Ratio Study Practices Questionnaire (continued)

Q18: Is a method in place to track a disclosure document for every recorded
sale? Yes/No

Q19: If a method is in place to track a disclosure document for every recorded
sale, describe the method:

Q20: What type of disclosure document is used? [] Sale price statement [ Com-
prehensive questionnaire [J Both [0 Other, describe (50 char. limit):

Q21: What office is responsible for initially accepting the disclosure document?
0 Recorder/registrar [1Local assessor U State office [ Other, describe (50 char.
limit):

Q22: Are disclosed sale prices confidential? Yes/No Explain:

Q23:Is a value-related fee charged (e.g., transfer tax, deed stamp) for real property
transfers? [] No 0 Yes, provide the rate(s) (50 char. limit):

Q24: Does your jurisdiction have a law making recordation/registration mandatory
for real property transfers? Yes/No

Q25: Regarding sales price adjustments: Which of the following adjustments to
sale price do you have authority to implement in your ratio studies? (check all that
apply) [ No authority to implement adjustments [1 Time [J Financing [] Per-
sonal property [ Closing costs []Brokerage fees [ Intangible personal property
0 Delinquent taxes [1 Other, describe (50 char. limit):

Q26: Which of the following adjustments to sale price do you actually use in your
ratio studies? (check all that apply) [0 Time [ Financing [ Personal property
O Closing costs [ Brokerage fees [ Intangible personal property [ Delinquent
taxes [ Other, describe (50 char. limit):

Q27: Are blanket or global adjustments made to sales prices prior to computing
ratios? (For example, some jurisdictions adjust all prices down by 1% in an attempt
to adjust for personal property that is difficult to isolate sale by sale; others might
adjust all sales by 10% for financing considerations.) Yes/No

Q28: If blanket or global adjustments are made to sale prices prior to computing
ratios, describe the types of adjustments and indicate the maximum percentage
adjustment generally permitted by this procedure:

Q29: Are there any court cases in your jurisdiction affirming or disallowing these
blanket or global adjustments? [1 No [ Yes, provide citation (50 char. limit):

Q30: How is your ratio study used? (check all that apply) [] To order adjustments
to locally determined assessed values [ To equalize state or provincial funding of
local jurisdictions [1To order local jurisdictions to reappraise [ To advise provin-
cial, state, or local jurisdictions of assessment conditions [] To assist mass appraisal
programs L[] To approve tax assessment roll [ To adjust or equalize centrally de-
termined assessed values (such as utilities) [ Other, describe (50 char. limit):

Q31: Do you or another oversight agency have authority to order adjustments to,
or a reappraisal of, locally determined values? Yes/No

Q32: How many local jurisdictions have been issued orders to ADJUST values in
the past three years? (50 char. limit)

Q33: How many local jurisdictions have been issued orders to REAPPRAISE values
in the past three years? (50 char. limit)
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Q34: If you order adjustments to locally determined assessed or appraised values,
which of the following procedures are used? (check all that apply) [ Order local
officials to apply trending factors to individual classes or categories of property
O Trend all types of property equally, based on a jurisdiction-wide adjustment
factor O Give local officials a compliance grace period to apply indicated factors
0 Give local officials a grace period to recalibrate mass appraisal models [ Other,
describe (50 char. limit):

Q35: Do you have an appraisal level standard that allows some variance from your
statutorily required appraisal level? [1 Yes, 0.90-1.10 [0 No [ Yes, other level
standard (describe variance):

Q36: If yes to Q35, is the appraisal level variance set by statute? [] Yes [J No
[J If no, describe (50 char. limit):

Q37: If you use your ratio study to test appraisal level compliance, are allowances
made for sample reliability using statistical tests, such as confidence intervals?
OYes O No [ Not applicable—appraisal level compliance is not tested

Q38: If you use your ratio study to test appraisal level compliance, describe the
reliability tests used:

Q39: Check each measure of level that you calculate and indicate if it is used for
direct and/or indirect equalization. [J ARITHMETIC MEAN [ Used for direct
equalization [ Used for indirect equalization; O MEDIAN [ Used for direct
equalization O Used for indirect equalization; 0 WEIGHTED MEAN [ Used
for direct equalization [0 Used for indirect equalization; [ GEOMETRIC MEAN
0 Used for direct equalization 0 Used for indirect equalization [J OTHER 0O
Used for direct equalization [ Used for indirect equalization O If other measure
of level, specify (50 char. limit):

Q40: Do you test the distribution of ratios to see if it is statistically normal? Yes/
No

Q41: If you test the distribution of ratios to see if it is statistically normal, how does
this determination affect the measure(s) of level used for testing compliance or
equalization? Describe:

Q42: Have you incorporated portions of the IAAO Standard on Ratio Studies in your
statutes or rules and regulations? Yes/No

Q43: When testing reliability for level of appraisal, which of the following is used
to determine statistical compliance with standards for appraisal level? [1 Point es-
timates [ Confidence intervals [1 Both point estimates and confidence intervals

Q44: Hypothetical situation: There is a legal requirement for appraisals to fall be-
tween 90 and 110% of market value as measured by the ratio study sample median.
An equalization order could be issued if the requirement is not met. A study sample
has a median ratio of 85%, and has a 95% confidence interval that falls in the range
of 76 to 94%. Would your agency rule this result to be in compliance with statutory
appraisal level requirements? []Yes, the confidence interval overlaps the threshold
for compliance. [ No, only the point estimates are used to make inferences about
compliance. [J No, the confidence interval fails to overlap 100%.
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Appendix A. 2008 Ratio Study Practices Questionnaire (continued)

Q45: Hypothetical (cont.): If the confidence interval overlaps the threshold for
compliance and the situation (median ratio point estimate is out of compliance)
continues for several years, which actions would your agency take? (check all that
apply) O Lower the level of confidence and reevaluate [ Base the compliance

decision on point estimates [ Continue to find the jurisdiction in compliance
O Other

Q46: If you checked “Other” in Q45, describe here:

Q47: Hypothetical (cont.): How would your response differ if the sample COD (or
other measure of uniformity) also showed very poor uniformity? (check all that
apply) [ No influence on decisions regarding level of confidence [ Lower the
level of confidence [ Use the point estimate only to evaluate level [ Review level
measures from previous years [] Use additional information, such as sample size,
to make a final determination about level compliance

Q48: Regarding assessment uniformity: Do you have specific standards or re-
quirements for assessment uniformity as measured by the COD (coefficient of
dispersion)? (These may be statutory or procedural, but in either case would be
used to find jurisdictions in or out of compliance.) Yes/No

Q49: For improved residential property (single-family homes, condominiums,
manufactured housing, 2—4 family units), if you have specific standards or require-
ments for assessment uniformity as measured by the COD, enter any differences
from the following standards. (50 char. limit in each field) COD 10.0 or less for
very large jurisdictions/densely populated/newer properties/active markets; COD
15.0 or less for large to mid-sized jurisdictions/older and newer properties/less
active markets; COD 20.0 or less for rural or small jurisdictions/older properties/
depressed market areas. Some other standard/requirement, specify:

Q50: For income-producing properties (commercial, industrial, apartments), if you
have specific standards or requirements for assessment uniformity as measured
by the COD, enter any differences from the following standards. (50 char. limit
in each field) COD 15.0 or less for very large jurisdictions/densely populated/
newer properties/active markets; COD 20.0 or less for large to mid-sized jurisdic-
tions/slower development/less active markets; COD 25.0 or less for rural or small
jurisdictions/older properties/depressed market areas. Some other standard/
requirement, specify:

Q51: For residential vacant land, if you have specific standards or requirements
for assessment uniformity as measured by the COD, enter any differences from
the following standards. (50 char. limit in each field) COD 15.0 or less for very
large jurisdictions/rapid development/active markets; COD 20.0 or less for large
to mid-sized jurisdictions/slower development/less active markets; COD 25.0 or
less for rural or small jurisdictions/little development/depressed markets; Some
other standard/requirement, specify:

Q52: For other vacant land (non-agricultural), if you have specific standards or
requirements for assessment uniformity as measured by the COD, enter any differ-
ences from the following standards. (50 char. limit in each field) COD 20.0 or less
for very large jurisdictions/rapid development/active markets; COD 25.0 or less for
large to mid-sized jurisdictions/slower development/less active markets; COD 30.0
or less for rural or small jurisdictions/little development/depressed markets. Some
other standard/requirement, specify:
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Q53: If you do not use the COD, what uniformity measure is used? []No uniformity
measure is used [ Other, describe measure and standard (50 char. limit):

Qb54: Has a lower limit on the COD been established as an indicator of possible sales
chasing? [ No [ Yes, describe lower limit that you use (50 char. limit):

Q55: Do you have standards for price-related bias (vertical inequity) as measured
by the PRD (price-related differential) or other statistical tests? Yes/No

Q56: If, in addition to or as an alternative to the PRD, you use another statistical
test for price-related bias (vertical inequity), describe:

Q57: If you have standards for price-related bias (vertical inequity), which do you
use? [1PRD 0.98-1.03 [ Other, describe (50 char. limit):

Q58: Can your agency initiate any action as a result of assessment uniformity (e.g.,
COD, PRD, etc.) conditions? Yes/No

Q59: What actions can your agency initiate as a result of assessment uniformity
conditions? (check all that apply) [] Order areappraisal []Withhold funding (e.g.,
revenue sharing) [ Other

Q60: If you answered “Other” to Q59, describe what actions your agency can initi-
ate:

Q61: Do you calculate reliability measures, such as confidence intervals, on unifor-
mity statistics around the: [1 COD [ PRD [ Both [ Neither

Q62: If you initiate action as a result of assessment uniformity conditions, what
indicator is action dependent upon? [] Point estimates [] Confidence intervals
L1 Not applicable [ Other, describe (50 char. limit):

Q63: Are local jurisdictions required to annually value categories of property (other
than agricultural or timberland) at 100% of current market value (full cash value)?
Yes/No

Q64: Is property that is not required to be appraised during a given year required
to have its value updated during the interim year or years? Yes/No

Q65: Is property appraised at a uniform base year (e.g., 2001)? [ No [ Yes, indi-
cate most recent base year used (50 char. limit):

Q66: Describe property classes associated with the base year:
Q67: Describe how your appraisal and valuation update cycles work:

Q68: Is there a uniform fractional assessment ratio for each category of property
in every local assessment jurisdiction? [J Yes, but ratios may differ by category
O No, they can be established by each local jurisdiction [ Other, every category
of real property is required to be at 100%

Q69: If there is a uniform fractional assessment ratio for each category of property,
how are the rates set? [ Statute [ Constitution

Q70: For residential properties, is the required assessment ratio set at 100% of
market value? []Yes [ No, enter your assessment ratio (50 char. limit):

Q71: For farmland, ranchland, and timberland, is the required assessment ratio set at
100% of market value? [ Yes [ No, enter your ratio percentage (50 char. limit):

Q72: For commercial property, is the required assessment ratio set at 100% of
market value? [ Yes [ No, enter your ratio percentage (50 char. limit):
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Appendix A. 2008 Ratio Study Practices Questionnaire (continued)

Q73: For industrial property, is the required assessment ratio set at 100% of market
value? [ Yes [ No, enter your ratio percentage (50 char. limit):

Q74: For public utilities, is the required assessment ratio set at 100% of market
value? [Yes [ No, enter your ratio percentage (50 char. limit):

Q75: For railroads, is the required assessment ratio set at 100% of market value?
O Yes O No, enter your ratio percentage (50 char. limit):

Q76: For other real property types, is the required assessment ratio set at 100% of
market value? Yes/No

Q77: For personal property (chattel [tangible PP]), is the statutorily set and/or
mandated (ordinance, regulations, etc.) assessment ratio 100% of market value?
O Yes [ No, enter your ratio percentage (50 char. limit):

Q78: How is farmland/ranchland assessed in relation to market value? [1 100%
of productivity value or legislated value 0 100% of market value [0 Other % of
productivity/legislated value (50 char. limit):

Q79: How is timberland assessed in relation to market value? [1100% of productiv-
ity value or legislated value 1 100% of market value [1 Other % of productivity/
legislated value (50 char. limit):

Q80: Regarding sample size, what is the smallest sample you will use to evaluate any
category of property? [ Less than 5 observations [15 to 9 observations [110 to
19 observations [ 20 to 30 observations [1 More than 30 observations [ Other,
describe (50 char. limit):

Q81: Do you establish sample size quotas or goals (e.g., 3% of parcels in a category
or a number based on a statistical sample size formula)? Yes/No

Q82: If you establish sample size quotas or goals, describe how they are estab-
lished:

Q83: Do you identify and trim outlier ratios? Yes/No

Q84: If outliers are trimmed, what procedure do you use? (check all that apply)
O 1.5 * interquartile range [1 3.0 * interquartile range [ Beyond 2 standard
deviations [ Fixed symmetric points (e.g., remove ratios < .50 or > 1.50) [ Fixed
asymmetric points (e.g., remove ratios <.30 or >2.00) [1Good judgment [JOther,
describe (50 char. limit):

Q85: Is there a limit on the maximum percentage of sales that can be trimmed out
of a sample? (e.g., 20%) [ No [ Yes, indicate percentage (50 char. limit):

Q86: Do you attempt to determine sample representativeness? Yes/No

Q87: If you attempt to determine sample representativeness, what is your proce-
dure? Describe:

Q88: Do you have statutory requirements to check for sales chasing?
UYes [ No [ Nonstatutory requirement

Q89: Do you test for sales chasing? Yes/No

Q90: If you test for sales chasing, what techniques do you use? (check all that apply
in order of use: 1 = Not used; 2 = First choice ... 7= Sixth choice) Comparison
of average value changes; Comparison of average unit values; Split sample tech-
nique; Comparison of observed vs. expected distribution of ratios; Mass appraisal
techniques; Other
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Q91: If you test for sales chasing and you said “Other” for techniques used, describe
the technique(s):

Q92: Can a taxing district or third party initiate legal action as a result of your ratio
study? Yes/No

Q93: Are business or commercial machinery and equipment considered taxable
personal property? Yes/No

Q94: If business or commercial machinery and equipment are considered taxable
personal property, is a ratio study conducted for this personal property? Yes/No

Q95: If aratio study is conducted for commercial machinery and equipment, which
of the following does the study use? [ Sales only [1 Appraisals only [ Both sales
and appraisals

Q96: If you use both sales and appraisals for your personal property ratio study,
do you combine them in studying one type or category (e.g., vehicles, machinery)
of property? Yes/No

Q97: If you use appraisals for your personal property ratio study, what appraisal
technique(s) do you use? (check all that apply) [ Depreciation or economic life
tables [ Iowa curves [ Other

Q98: If you use other personal property ratio study appraisal techniques, list the
techniques:

Q99: Describe how the results of your personal property ratio study are used:

Q100: Do you have a statutory exemption for intangible personal property?
Yes/No

Q101: If you have a statutory exemption for intangible personal property, which types
of property would receive this exemption? (check all that apply) [J Capital stock
0 Bonds O Deposits [ Contracts and contract rights O Copyrights [J Goodwill
O Customer lists [J Custom computer programs [ Licenses [J Patents [ Rights-
of-way 0 Trademarks [ Trade secrets [J Other, specify (50 char. limit):

Q102: Please provide comments about your ratio study practices that were not
covered by this survey:

Q103: Please share any comments you may have about this survey:

Q104: Your time and expertise in completing this survey are greatly appreciated
and the JAAO Technical Standards Committee thanks you. Would you like a copy
(Adobe Acrobat PDF format) of the final report sent to your e-mail address?
OYes O No [ Enter alternate e-mail address here if preferred:
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Appendix B. Tabulation of comparable responses

Key to cell shading is located on page 55.
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1904 | 1997 | 2003 | 2008 UNITED STATES CANADA
Queston|Queston|QuestonQueston | umbesoffepones | _Mambersf pesporses |
Number | Number | Number | Number Topic Response 1994 1997 2003 2008 1994 1997 2003 2008 QI
2 2 2 3 |Frequency of ratio studies [Annual EEI A AT 7 6| 81 810@
1 per 2 years 5142121010 0f0
1 per 3 years T10)1 0111 1 1
1 per 4 years 5171111754 2|2
Other 5171713101110
3 3 3 4 | Who does study? State or Province/ 26129 (38146 3] 7170
Teritory
Local only 417171710131 11010
(ontractedtoothers | 14 |14 [ 4| 2 1| 4 2| 11@©
Both state and local nfafnfafnali [nalnalnal 0
Other 2022100} 1310
4 4 4 5 |What does study include? |Sales only 01283125358 87110
Appraisals only 51412117010 10
Both sales and 2025241191 2] 3] 1 1
appraisals
43 43 43 6 |Ifboth, combined? Yes 0 1
4b 4b 4b 7 |Whosselects samples? | State or Province/ 6| 7
Territory
Local 14 512
Both 0
Private contractor 1
4 4c 4c 8 |Whovalidates sales? State or Province/ 315
Territory
303
Both 1 1
(ontracted and other 0 1 1
9 | Audit of sales validation? 23 3
5 5 5 93 [Personal property (PP) | Yes 37 140 [40 139 3 6] 3| 2
taxable?
5a 5a 5a 94 PP ratio study conducted? | Yes 98 76| 0] 0] 0] 0
5b 5b 5b 95 |ForPPratio study, doyou |Sales only - 0
use sales, appraisals, or
both? Appraisals only 71817
Both sales and 71010
appraisals
5¢ 96 | PP ratio study: if both,
combine?
5¢ 5¢ 5d 99 [How is PP ratio study
used?
5e 97 PP appraisal techniques | Depreciation or
economic life tables
lowa curves
Other




1994 | 1997 | 2003 | 2008 UNITED STATES CANADA
Question | Question | Question | Question
Number | Number | Number | Number Topic Response
6 100 |Intangible personal
property
8 6 6a 100 | Statutory exemption? Yes 532 (37 (4| 3] 4] 6] 3
No 711591124 4)6] 8
6h 107 |Exemptintangible (apital stock 32 33 31
personal property Bonds 3313 301
Deposits 33 |30 311
Contracts and contract 34 (30 301
rights
Copyrights 35 | 31 31
Goodwill 30 |28 311
Customer lists 34129 311
Custom computer 29 130 301
programs
Licenses 34 130 3 1
Patents 35130 3 1
Rights-of-way 212 211
Trademarks 35 | 31 301
Trade secrets 3129 311
Other 6| 2 1710
6 7 7 12 |Procedural auditin lieu of | Yes "Wl 17 12122 3]3 1
fatio study? No nfa|nafnal30 |nalnalnal s
7a n/a 11 [Procedural auditonany [ Yes 32 E- 6
category? No 19 5
14 |Is procedural audit Yes 14 4
advisory? No 17 1
7c 7h 13 |ls procedural audit in Yes 2512 |26 41 5] 4
addition to ratio studies? [ No p)
7b 7c 15 | Gn equalization or Yes Ml p15(121 25 4] 4
Ejﬂﬂgig? e ordered No nfafnfafnfalie [nalnalnal 2
8 16 |Disclosure
8a 8a 16 |Legal requirement? Yes
7a 8a 8a 16 |Disclosure made to: State or Province/
Territory only
Local assessors only 2| 2
Both 512
8b 17 |Disclosure occurs when? | At deed recording 35133 1111
Within statutory time 411 010
period
QOther 3] 2 0] 0
8¢ 18 | Are documents tracked? | Yes 31129 8 [ M
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Appendix B. Tabulation of comparable responses (continued)

1992 | 1997 | 2003 | 2008 UNITED STATES CANADA
Question | Question | Question | Question
Number | Number | Number | Number Topic Response
8d 20 |Type of disclosure Sale price statement 17 110 015
document? Comprehensive 7110 of o
questionaire
Both 719 113
Other 81 7 0] 3
7a 8a 8e 22 |Isdisclosure confidential? | Yes 96| 5] 9] 3] 4] 4] 2
No - 9129|417 8] 9
7h 8h 8f 23 |Value-related fee? Yes 30 [36 (3435 ] 511010 N
7c 8¢ 89 24 |Mandatory recordation? | Yes 812512027 5] 810110
8q nfa |Ifyes, recordation occurs at | State or Province/ 10 | n/a 6 | n/a
what jurisdictional level? | Territory
Local 14 | n/a T 1n/a
Both 3 | n/a 0 [n/a
8h nfa |Legal penalties for Yes 35 | nfa 9 [ n/a
falsifying? No 8 | nfa 2 |nfa
_No element of disclosure? 342710 0]0]0
9 9 9 26 | Verifed sales prices Yes 33 (34 (32114 6] 9] 9] 8
adjusted?
Adjust for: Time M1 (2149 4] 6
Financing 16116115 |MN 3181 5| 4
Personal property 31322630 6] 9] 4] 7
(losing costs 05| 2]6] 0] 1 1 1
Brokerage fees T1410f2]0 0] 1 1
Intangibles 511 fmqpwef 3 1| 313
Other 71414710 2]3]°2
10 10 10 27 |Blanket or global Yes 8333 1]10]10]0
adjustments? No 36 |45 147 149 6110121
10a 10a 10a 28 [Describe adjustments.
100 100 100 29 [Court cases? Yes 111
11 11 11 30 [Purposes of ratio study? | Order adjustments 212712612034 2] 1
Equalize funding 0 (33 {8 1] 3] 2] 2
Order reappraisal 2133028 2(1f1]0
Advise local BB B9 7957
jurisdictions
Assist mass appraisal 31 Z- 91 4
Adjust or equalize BL1BI19 11710101 0]f0
centrally assessed
property
Approve tax roll ofoy]sfnBypofof 3]3
32 |How many states issued 16 0
orders to adjust?

Key to cell shading is located on page 55.
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1994 | 1997 | 2003 | 2008 UNITED STATES CANADA
Question | Question | Question | Question mm
Number | Number | Number | Number Topic Response 1994 | 1997 2003 2008 1994 1997 2003 2008 LN
33 |How many states issued 20 0
orders to reappraise?
12 12 12 34 |Adjustment procedures?  [Ordertrendbyclass/ [ 11 |14 |13 116 ) 1| 2| 1| 0
category
Trend jurisdiction-wide|] 5 | 3 | 3| 7 1 [ 1| 0] O
Grace period 20321021110
Other myl41mw0]n216)]3f0f0
13 13 13 48 | Assessment uniformity _
13a 13a 13a 48 |Statute/standard for COD/ | Yes 32 (34 (384 2]8] 9] 8
v No sl B[l 2]3]3]3
13a 48 | Comparison to IAAQ IAAO 1999 standard B3 516
standard More stringent 6 1 [sfel 1] 1] 4]2
Less stringent N1 (21316 3]0
13b 13b 13b | 55/57 |Price-related bias/PRD | Yes M8 21272 46]|°¢6
standard? No (34|85 4f7]6]5
IAAO standard 811211723122 5]5
0.98-1.03
13c 13c 13¢ | 58/59/ |Initiate action re: Yes 30 (34 (3430 4] 7] 7|5
60  |uniformity?
If s, which actions? Order reappraisal B3 413
Withhold funding 91 5 010
Other action 10111 3001
13d 61 |Ifyes, reliability measures? | COD 412 415
PRD 12|14 2| 4
Both (added into -:I
above totals)
13e 62 |Action dependent upon: | Point estimates 17 112 41 2
Confidence intervals 8 | 1 0] 1
14 14 14 35 [Testing assessment level: _
14a T4a T4a 35 |Allowable variance? Yes BM #3751 7]5]8
No BB 1711512417 3]06
Variance permitted: +10% M6l 14113
+5% 5161641221220
Other A7 91172 11| 2
14b 14b 14b 36 |Ifyes, variance set by Yes B89 0] 1|32
statute? No 7w [ 3]13]2]6
Ifno, legal authority? Administrative rule 8| 7 1 0
Other 7 (M 05
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Appendix B. Tabulation of comparable responses (continued)

Key to cell shading is located on page 55.
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1992 | 1997 | 2003 | 2008 UNITED STATES CANADA
Question | Question | Question | Question
Number | Number | Number | Number Topic Response
14e 14d 14d 39 [Measures of level: Arithmetic mean
Galculate Median
Weighted (aggregate) | 35 |40 |39 |32 | 4 6| 7| 3
mean
Geometric mean 41215160 2]1 0
Other 4111216101001
Measures of level: Arithmetic mean S51nmn 7180 2]1 1
Equalization Median 19333037 ]of4]2]2
Weighted (aggregate) | 19 | 21 |19 | 25| 1| 3| 2] 0
mean
(Geometric mean 113 T10
Other 0] 2 0] 1
39 | Measures of level: Direct | Arithmetic mean 9 1
equalization Median % 0
Weighted (aggregate) 10 0
mean
(Geometric mean 1 0
Other 1 0
39 [ Measures of level: Indirect | Arithmetic mean 9 1
equalization Median I 1
Weighted (aggregate) 15 0
mean
(Geometric mean 2 0
Other 1 0
14e 14e 40 [Test for statistical Yes 1B113]16 41 4|5
normality?
14c 15 15 43 [Testing reliability
14c 37 | Allowance made for Yes
sample reliability tests [ No
for appraisal level N/A—level 3
compliance? compliance not tested
14d 15a 15a 43 |Whatis compliance based | Point estimates only 2
upon? (onfidence intervals 6| 3
Both nfa| 2
15b nfa |lfyes, which test? 95% confidence level 4 | n/a
90% confidence level 2 | n/a
Other confidence level 0 |n/a
14d 15b 15¢ 44 Isasample meanratio | Yes, confidence 2| 4
of 85%, with a 95% interval overlaps
confidence interval (C) [ No, only point 51 2
between 75 and 94%, in | estimates used
compliance? No, Cl fails to overlap 1
100%

Journal of Property Tax Assessment & Administration ® Volume 6, Issue 2




1904 | 1997 | 2003 | 2008 UNITED STATES CANADA
Question |Question | Question | Question
Number | Number | Number | Number Topic Response 1994 1997 2003 2008 1994 1997 2003 2008 MG
45 |If Cloverlaps, but the Lower confidence level 3 2
median continues to and reevaluate
be outof compliance [ Base the compliance 0 1
for several years, what [ decision on point
actions? estimates
Continue to find in 6 2
compliance
Other 6 2
15¢ 15d 47 |Revise if COD showed poor | No change 3 (16| 7 1101 2
uniformity? May lower level of 2|3 0] 1
confidence
May use point 312 0] 1
estimate only
May review level 7110 0] 5
measures
May use additional 16 | 17 05
information
15 16 16 63 |Residential property Yes 71212332 6 8] 4]
appraised annually at
100% of current market
value?
15a 16a 16a | 64/65 |Propertyappraisedasofa |Yes 5113113 (10 51 5] 6
constant base year?
T6b Are property values Yes 1811416 5015713
updated during an interim
year?
16b 68 | Canlocal jurisdictions Yes 10 ] 16 00
establish different
assessment ratios?
15b 16¢ 16c | 70—77 |Statutorily set ratios Residential @ 100% 9
of MV
Farmland @ 100% 4
of MV
Commercial @ 100% 9
of MV
Industrial @ 100% 9
of MV
Utilities @ 100% 9
of MV
Railroads @ 100% 2
of MV
Personal property @ 1
100% of MV
17 17 17 80  [Ratio study samples
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Appendix B. Tabulation of comparable responses (continued)

1994 | 1997 | 2003 | 2008 UNITED STATES CANADA
Question | Question | Question | Question mm
Number | Number | Number | Number Topic Response 1994 | 1997 2003 2008 1994 1997 2003 2008 LN

17a 17a nfa |Stratification Range of values 1118 |na 4 | nfa
(Geographic 20 |16 | n/a 9 | n/a
neighborhood
School district 41 8 |na 1 | nfa
City (Municipality) 1 n/a 4 | n/a
County nfa 2 | n/a
Other factors 12 | n/a 4 | nfa
16a 17b 17b 80 [Smallest sample Less than 5 4181711012 3|1
5t9 7181101021 1]3
101019 31410006121 3]2
201030 91157103 1] 2
Greater than 30 4311060 1|20
Other 9169923 71]2
17¢ 17¢ 81 |Samplesize quotas or Yes IMmj20(310f2]1 1
goals?
17d 17d 83 |Doyouidentify outlier | Yes 26 13535 61 9] 7
ratios?
84 |Method of outlier 1.5 * interquartile 5 2
identification? range
3.0 * interquartile 4 1
range
Beyond 2 standard 6 2
deviations
Fixed symmetric pts. 4 1
<Sor>15
Fixed symmetric pts. 6 1
<3or>20
Good judgment 10 5
17e 17e nfa |lfoutliers, what action -:-:
taken?
17f 17f 86 |Determine Yes 20132 |20 41 5] 4
representativeness?
172 If yes, which apply? Stratify by geographic 21121 | n/a 71 4 |nha
area
Stratify by property most| 29 | n/a 51 4 |nha
class
Stratify by value range 11176 |n/a 51 3 |na
Other - 6 | n/a - 2 | n/a
179 87 |Fixed trim points remove | Yes 161 9 312
outliers?
17h 85 [Limit on trimmed sales? | Yes 1015 300
18 18 88 | Statutes for sales chasing? | No, nonstatutory nfa| 12 na| 0
Yes 01 3 T1 01|
89 |Test for sales chasing? Yes 27 5
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1994 | 1997 | 2003 | 2008 UNITED STATES CANADA
Question | Question | Question | Question
Number | Number | Number | Number Topic Response
90 |Procedure for sales (ompare average 20 310
chasing? value changes
(ompare average unit 6 3
values
Split sample technique 5 3
Compare observed vs. 14 4
expected distributions
Mass appraisal 17 3
techniques
42 |Incorporate IAAO Yes 33 5
standards in statutes or
rules? No 16 6
17 19 19 92 |Legal action re: ratio Yes 30 13237128 1] 4 311
study?
Legend
= These questions are changed from previous surveys
= These questions are new to that year survey

- = Question was not asked on survey or responses were not tabulated in those years

Notes

(a) Two Hawaiian respondents were counted once in some instances and twice in others where applicable.

(b) Includes District of Columbia and the two Hawaiian local respondents; does not include local respondent from Delaware which does not conduct ratio studies
(c) ForU.S., the contracted totals are also included in the state count.

(d) The 2008 total reflects addition of Delaware and loss of disclosure in South Carolina and the corrected classification for Nevada.
The U.S. total for 1997 was revised to reflect an error in tabulating Oregon’s response, which should have been counted as a “Yes.”
The U.S. total for 2003 includes the addition of Pennsylvania and effective July 2003, New Mexico.

(e) Allowable variance: Not shown are responses to the 1992 survey, which total 19 “No” UL.S. answers to this portion of the question.
(f) A+ 5% variance: Not shown are responses to the 1985 survey, which totaled 7 U.S. responses to this portion of the question.

(g) 2003 Question 16, Assessments = 100% of MV: U.S. responses were edited so that “Yes” count reflects only those jurisdictions whose assessment level equals 100% of
current (2002 or 2003) market value for all residential properties.

(h) Question 18, Sales chasing: The 1997 responses to this question were not compiled for either U.S. or Canada.
(i) See appendix £ for most popular choices of sales-chasing techniques.
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Appendix C. United States 2008 Survey Results

Question No. > Q3 4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q11 012
How often | Who Doesyour | Ifyour study [Who \Who If state does not [ Do you perform |5 the
doesyour  [conducts |study includes | performs the fconducts ~ |conductthe | procedural audits | procedural
jurisdiction  |yourratio  [include sales | both, sales sample [the sales | validation, does | of local assessment | audit used
conduct ratio | study? or appraisals | do you selection? |validation | the state audit | procedures/ instead of a
State Abbreviation | studies? or both? combine? (screening)? | the process? | practices? ratio study?
Alabama AL annually state sales both state no
Alaska AK annually | local only sales local local yes yes no
Arizona A annually state sales both both yes no
Arkansas AR annually state both yes state local yes yes no
(alifornia CA other state appraisals nfa n/a n/a no
Colorado Q) annually | state/con both yes local local yes yes no
Connecticut a annually state sales state state no
Delaware DE none n/a n/a n/a nfa no no
District of Columbia DC annually | local only sales local local no no
Florida FL annually state both yes state local yes yes no
Georgia GA annually state both yes state state no
Hawaii, County of HICO annually | local only sales local local no no
Hawaii-Honolulu Cty. | HNCO annually | local only sales local local no yes no
Idaho D annually state sales both ocal no no
Illinais IL annually state sales state state no
Indiana IN annually | local only sales local local no no
lowa IA annually state both yes state both no no
Kansas KS annually state sales state state yes no
Kentucky KY annually state both yes both local yes yes no
Louisiana LA annually state both yes state state no
Maine ME annually both both yes state state no
Maryland MD annually state sales state both yes yes no
Massachusetts MA every3yrs. | both both yes both local yes yes no
Michigan MI annually | local only both yes local both yes yes no
Minnesota MN annually both sales both both yes yes no
Mississippi MS every 4yrs. | both/con sales both/con both yes yes no
Missouri MO every 2yrs. | state both yes both local yes yes no
Montana MT other state sales state state yes no
Nebraska NE annually state sales local local yes yes no
Nevada NV annually state both state local yes yes no
New Hampshire NH annually state sales state state yes no
New Jersey NJ annually both sales state state yes no
New Mexico NM annually state sales state local no yes no
New York NY annually state both yes state both no yes yes
North Carolina NC annually both sales both local yes yes no
North Dakota ND annually both both yes both local no no
Ohio OH every0.5yr | state sales state state no
Oklahoma 0K annually state sales state state yes no
Oregon OR annually | local only sales local local yes yes no
Pennsylvania PA annually state both state state yes no
Rhode Island RI annually state sales both state no
South Carolina SC annually state sales local local no yes no
South Dakota D annually state sales both yes no
Tennessee N every2yrs. | state sales both local yes yes no
Texas TX annually state both yes state state yes no
Utah Ut annually both sales both both yes yes no
Vermont T annually state both yes both local yes no
Virginia VA annually both sales both state no
Washington WA annually state both yes state local yes yes no
West Virginia WY annually state sales state ocal yes yes no
Wisconsin Wi annually both both yes both both yes yes yes
Wyoming WY annually both sales local local yes yes no
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Question No. > Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 018 020 021
Is the procedural | Is the procedural | Can equalization |Doyou |lsdisclosure |Is disclosure |Isa method in Fordisclosure, | What office is
auditusedin  |auditusedsolely [orreappraisalbe [havea  |madeto  [made place to track doyou use asale | responsible for
addition to to advise or assist | ordered as a result | disclosure | state orlocal | during deed |a disclosure price statement, [ initially accepting
ratio study the local appraisal |of procedural law? orboth?  [recording? | document for every | questionnaire, or | the disclosure

State information? ] offices? audits? recorded sale? both? document?
AL no
AK yes yes yes no
A yes both yes no both recorder
AR no no yes no
(A yes state yes both recorder
© yes no yes yes local yes yes questionnaire recorder
a yes both yes yes statement recorder
DE yes local yes no statement recorder
DC yes local yes yes statement recorder
FL yes no no yes both yes no other recorder
GA yes both yes yes other recorder
HIC0 yes yes statement state
HNCO yes yes no yes local yes yes recorder
D no
IL yes both yes no questionnaire recorder
IN yes both yes no questionnaire assessor
1A yes both yes yes statement recorder
KS yes no yes both yes yes questionnaire recorder
KY yes no yes local yes yes other county clerk
LA no
ME yes both yes yes questionnaire recorder
MD yes no no yes state yes yes other state
MA yes no yes yes both yes yes other recorder
M yes no yes yes both no no other assessor
MN yes yes yes yes both yes yes questionnaire | - county auditor
MS yes yes yes no no
MO yes yes no no
MT yes yes state yes yes both recorder
NE yes no yes yes both yes yes both recorder
NV yes no no no
NH no yes no yes both yes yes other recorder
NJ yes yes yes both yes yes statement recorder
NM yes yes yes yes local no no statement assessor
NY no no no yes both yes yes questionnaire recorder
NC yes yes no no
ND yes both yes yes both recorder
OH yes both no yes other assessor
0K yes no yes no
OR yes no yes yes both yes yes statement recorder
PA yes no no yes both yes yes questionnaire recorder
RI no
SC no yes no no
D yes local yes yes questionnaire recorder
N yes no no no
TX no yes no no
ut yes yes no no
VT yes state yes yes questionnaire recorder
VA yes state yes yes statement recorder
WA yes no no yes both yes yes statement recorder
Wv yes yes yes state yes yes recorder
Wi yes no no yes both yes yes other recorder
WY yes yes no yes local yes yes both recorder
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Appendix C. United States 2008 Survey Resulls (continued)

QuestionNo.>[ Q22 023 024 Q25
Are disclosed | Do youhave [Doyouhave |Doyouhave | TIME? | FINANCING? | PERSONAL | CLOSING | BROKERAGE | INTANGIBLE |  OTHER?
saleprices  |atransfer  [amandatory |authority to PROPERTY? | COSTS? FEES? PERSONAL
confidential? |taxordeed [recordation |adjust sale PROPERTY?
stamp? law? prices? If
State yes, for:
AL yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
AK no no yes yes yes yes
AL no no yes yes yes
AR yes no yes yes yes yes yes
(A yes yes no no
© no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
a no yes yes no
DE no yes no yes
DC yes yes yes yes
FL no yes no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
GA no yes no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
HICO no yes no yes
HNCO no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
D no no yes yes yes
IL no yes yes yes yes yes
IN no no yes yes yes yes yes
1A no yes no yes yes
KS yes no no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
KY no no yes yes
LA yes yes
ME no yes no no
MD no yes yes yes
MA no yes yes yes yes
MI yes yes no yes yes yes yes yes
MN no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
MS no no no no
MO no no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
MT yes no yes yes yes
NE no yes no yes yes yes yes yes
NV yes yes no
NH yes yes no yes yes yes
NJ no yes yes no
NM yes no yes no
NY no yes yes yes yes yes yes
NC yes yes yes yes
ND yes no no yes yes
OH no yes yes yes yes yes yes
0K yes yes yes yes
OR no no yes yes yes yes yes yes
PA no yes yes no
RI yes yes yes yes yes yes
SC yes no no
D no yes no yes yes yes yes
N yes no no
X no no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
ur no no yes yes yes yes yes
VT no yes yes yes yes yes
VA no yes yes no
WA no yes yes yes yes
WV no yes no
Wi no yes yes yes yes yes
WY yes no no yes yes yes yes yes
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Question No. > 026 Q27
Do you make TIME? FINANCING? | PERSONAL (LOSING BROKERAGE | INTANGIBLE OTHER? | Do you make
adjustments PROPERTY? (0STS? FEES? PERSONAL blanket or global
t0 sales prices? PROPERTY? adjustments to
Ifyes, doyou sales prices?

State adjust for:

AL yes yes yes yes no
AK yes yes yes yes yes no
AZ yes yes yes yes
AR yes yes yes no
(A no no
Q) yes yes yes yes yes no
a no no
DE n/a no
DC no no
FL yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
GA yes yes yes yes yes no
HI (O yes yes no
HN (O no no
D yes yes yes no
IL yes yes yes no
IN yes yes yes yes no
A yes yes no
KS yes yes yes yes yes yes yes no
KY yes yes no
LA yes yes no
ME no no
MD no no
MA yes yes no
M yes yes yes yes no
MN yes yes yes yes yes yes no
MS no no
MO yes yes yes yes yes yes yes no
MT yes yes no
NE yes yes no
NV no no
NH yes yes yes no
NJ no no
NM no no
NY yes yes yes yes no
NC yes yes no
ND yes yes no
OH yes yes no
0K yes yes no
OR yes yes yes yes yes no
PA no yes
Rl no no
SC no no
M) yes yes yes yes no
N no no
X yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes no
ut yes yes yes yes no
VT yes yes yes no
VA no no
WA yes yes no
WV no no
Wi yes yes yes no
WY yes yes yes yes yes no

Journal of Property Tax Assessment & Administration ® Volume 6, Issue 2 59




Appendix C. United States 2008 Survey Resulls (continued)

Question No. > Q30 031
I your ratio study | ls your ratio Is your ratio Isyourratiostudy |Isyourratio  |Isyourratio  |ls your ratio study { Do you have authority
used to order studyusedto | study used used to advise state |study used to  |study usedto Jused to adjustor | to order adjustments to,
adjustmentsto  [equalizestate  |toorderlocal  [orlocal jurisdictions |assistmass | approvetax  |equalize centrally | or reappraisal of, locally
locally determined |funding of local  |jurisdictions to | of assessment appraisal assessment | determined determined values?

State assessed values? | jurisdictions? reappraise? conditions? programs? roll? assessed values?

AL yes yes yes yes yes yes
AK yes yes yes yes
AZ yes yes yes yes yes yes
AR yes yes yes yes yes
(A no
© yes yes yes
a yes yes no
DE no
DC yes no
FL yes yes yes yes yes yes
GA yes yes yes no
HIC0 yes yes yes
HNCO yes yes no
D yes yes yes yes
IL yes yes yes yes
IN yes yes yes yes yes yes
1A yes yes yes yes yes
KS yes yes yes yes
KY yes yes yes yes
LA yes yes yes
ME yes yes yes yes yes
MD yes yes no
MA yes yes yes
MI yes yes yes yes yes
MN yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
MS yes yes yes yes yes
MO yes yes yes yes yes
MT yes yes no
NE yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
NV yes yes yes
NH yes yes yes
NJ yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
NM yes yes yes yes
NY yes yes no
NC yes yes yes no
ND yes yes yes yes
OH yes yes yes yes
0K yes yes yes yes yes yes
OR yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
PA yes yes no
Rl yes yes yes no
SC yes no
D yes yes yes
N yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
X yes no
utr yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
VT yes yes yes yes yes
VA yes yes no
WA yes yes yes no
Wv yes yes yes
Wi yes yes yes yes yes
WY yes yes yes yes
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Question No. > Q32 Q33 Q34
How many local How many local Do you order local Do you trend all types of | Do you give local officials | Do you give local
jurisdictions have been | jurisdictions have officials to apply trending | property equally, based | a compliance grace officials a grace period
issued orders to adjust | beenissued ordersto | factors to individual onajurisdiction-wide | period to apply indicated | to recalibrate mass
valuesin the past three | reappraise values inthe | classes of property? adjustment factor? factors? appraisal models?
State years? past three years?
AL 67 37 yes yes
AK 0 1 yes yes yes
AL 2 0 yes yes
AR 4 4 yes yes
(A
© 1 1 yes yes
a
DE
DC
FL 0 0 yes
GA
HICO n/a n/a
HN (O
D 1 0 yes yes yes
IL 0 0 yes
IN 0 21 yes
A 77 0 yes
KS 0 0 yes
KY 0 0
LA 0 7
ME 0 0
MD
MA 0 1
M 0 25 yes
MN 350 0 yes yes yes yes
MS 0 6
MO 23 23 yes yes yes
MT
NE 30 2
NV 0 0 yes
NH 0 4
NJ 150 150 yes yes yes yes
NM 0 1 yes yes yes yes
NY
NC
ND 10 3 yes
OH 1 88 yes
0K 3 6 yes
OR 0 0 yes yes yes
PA
Rl
SC
D 0 0 yes
N 12 0 yes
TX
ut 5 2 yes yes
VT 0 126
VA
WA
Wy 0 0
Wi 0 5
WY 1 0 yes
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Appendix C. United States 2008 Survey Resulls (continued)

Question No. > Q35 Q36 Q37 Q39
Whatisyour | Doyou have anappraisal | Ifyes, isthe [ Are allowances made forsample | Doyou calculate |Is the arithmetic |l the arithmetic
appraisal level |level standard thatallows | appraisal level | reliability using statistical tests, |the ARITHMETIC | mean used mean used
standard? some variance fromyour | variance set by | such as confidence intervals? | MEAN as measure | for direct forindirect
statutorily required appraisal | statute? of a level? equalization? | equalization?

State level?

AL 0.98-1.02 yes no no

AK 0.90-1.10 yes no no yes

AZ 0.74-0.90 yes yes yes

AR 0.90-1.10 yes yes yes yes

(A no n/a yes yes

© 0.95-1.10 yes no no

a no n/a nfa yes yes

DE no n/a no

DC no n/a no yes

FL yes no yes yes

GA 0.90-1.10 yes yes yes

HI(0 0.90-1.10 yes no n/a yes yes yes

HNCO 0.90-1.10 yes yes no yes

D 0.90-1.10 yes no yes yes

IL no n/a no yes yes

IN 0.90-1.10 yes yes no

1A 0.95-1.05 yes yes no yes yes

KS 0.90-1.10 yes no yes yes

KY 0.90-1.10 yes no yes

LA 0.90-1.10 yes yes no

ME 0.70-1.10 yes yes no

MD no n/a no yes

MA 0.90-1.10 yes no no yes

M 0.49-0.50 yes no no

MN 0.90-1.05 yes yes no yes

MS 0.75-1.25 yes yes no yes yes

MO 0.90-1.10 yes no yes yes

MT 0.90-1.10 yes no yes yes yes

NE 0.92-1.00 yes yes yes yes yes yes

NV 0.32-0.36 yes yes no

NH no n/a yes yes yes

NJ yes no yes yes yes

NM 0.85-1.00 yes no n/a yes

NY no n/a yes

NC no n/a no

ND 0.95-1.05 yes no no yes

OH 0.90-1.10 yes no no yes yes

0K 0.11-135 yes no no yes

OR 0.95-1.05 yes yes no yes yes

PA no n/a no yes yes

RI no n/a nfa yes yes

SC 0.80-1.05 yes yes no yes

D 0.85-1.00 yes yes no yes

N no n/a no yes

X no n/a n/a

ur 0.90-1.10 yes yes yes yes yes

VT 0.80-1.00 yes yes no

VA no n/a no yes

WA no n/a no

Wv 0.90-1.10 yes no no

Wi yes yes no yes yes

WY 0.95-1.05 yes no no
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Question No. > Q39 (continued) Q40
Do you Is the Is the Do you calculate | Is the Is the Do you calculate | Is the Is the Do you test the
clculate | medianused | median used | the WEIGHTED |weighted  |weighted | the GEOMETRIC | geometric | geometric | distribution of
the MEDIAN [for direct  [forindirect | MEAN as meanused |meanused | MEAN as meanused |meanused |ratios to see
asmeasure | equalization? | equalization? | measure ofa | for direct forindirect  [measureofa  [fordirect  |forindirect | ifitis statistically

State of a level? level? equalization? | equalization? | level? equalization? | equalization? | normal?

AL yes no
AK yes yes yes no
AL yes yes no
AR yes yes no
(A no
@ yes yes yes yes no
a yes yes yes yes yes
DE no
DC yes yes yes no
FL yes yes yes
GA yes yes yes no
HICO yes yes yes yes yes yes no
HNCO yes yes no
D yes yes yes yes yes yes
IL yes yes yes
IN yes yes yes no
1A yes yes yes no
KS yes yes yes yes
KY yes yes
LA yes yes
ME yes yes no
MD yes yes no
MA yes yes yes no
M no
MN yes yes yes yes no
MS yes yes yes yes no
MO yes yes yes yes no
MT yes yes yes yes yes
NE yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
NV yes yes yes no
NH yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
NJ yes yes yes yes yes
NM yes yes no
NY yes no
NC yes yes no
ND yes yes no
OH yes yes yes yes no
0K yes yes yes yes no
OR yes yes yes yes yes yes no
PA yes yes yes
RI yes yes yes yes no
SC yes yes
D yes yes yes yes
N yes yes yes no
X yes yes no
ur yes yes yes
VT yes yes no
VA yes yes no
WA yes yes yes no
Wv yes yes yes yes no
Wi yes yes yes yes
WY yes yes
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Appendix C. United States 2008 Survey Resulls (continued)

Question No. > Q42 Q43 Q44 Q45

Are portions of the | When testing Hypothetical: Legal requirement to fall between 90and | Hypothetical (cont.): If the I overlaps but the median
IAAO Standard on | reliability for level of | 110%. If a sample has a median ratio of 85%, with a 95% | continues out of compliance for several years, what
Ratio Studiesin | appraisal, whichis | confidence interval (Cl) that falls in the range of 76 to 94%, | action would you take? Lower the (I and reevaluate; Base
your statutesor | used to determine | would your agency rule this result to be in compliance with | compliance decision on the point estimate; Continue to

State rules? compliance? statutory appraisal level requirements? find in compliance; Other (check all that apply)

AL yes No, only point estimate used

AK yes point estimate No, only point estimate used other

Al no both No, only point estimate used

AR yes both Yes, the Cl overlaps continue to find in compliance

(A point estimate No, only point estimate used

© yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

a yes

DE no No, Clfails to overlap 100%

DC yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

FL both No, (I fails to overlap 100%

GA yes confidence interval Yes, the (| overlaps

HICO yes point estimate

HNCO no point estimate No, only point estimate used

D yes confidence interval Yes, the Cl overlaps lower level of confidence

IL yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

IN yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

IA yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

KS yes both Yes, the (I overlaps continue to find in compliance

KY yes confidence interval Yes, the Cl overlaps lower level of confidence

LA point estimate No, only point estimate used

ME no No, only point estimate used

MD no point estimate No, only point estimate used

MA yes No, only point estimate used

M no point estimate No, only point estimate used

MN yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

MS no point estimate No, only point estimate used other

MO yes both Yes, the Cl overlaps continue to find in compliance

MT yes both Yes, the (| overlaps

NE yes both Yes, the (I overlaps other

NV no point estimate No, only point estimate used continue to find in compliance

NH no both Yes, the Cl overlaps continue to find in compliance

NJ yes both Yes, the Cl overlaps other

NM yes lower level of confidence

NY yes both No, (I fails to overlap 100%

NC yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

ND no point estimate No, only point estimate used

OH yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

0K yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

OR yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

PA no confidence interval No, (I fails to overlap 100% other

RI no

SC no confidence interval No, only point estimate used

D yes continue to find in compliance

N yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

X yes confidence interval Yes, the (I overlaps other

ur yes both No, (I fails to overlap 100%

VT yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

VA no point estimate No, only point estimate used

WA no

Wy yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

Wi yes point estimate No, only point estimate used

WY no point estimate No, only point estimate used
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Question No. > 047 Q48
Hypothetical (cont.): How would your response differ if the sample COD (or other Do you have speific Is your (0D standard the
measure of uniformity) also showed very poor uniformity? No change; May lower level of | standards or requirements | same or less stringent or more
confidence; May use point estimate (PE) only to evaluate level; May review previous years'  |for assessment uniformity as | stringent than the IAAO 1999
level measures; May use additional information, e.g., sample size measured by the COD? standard?
State
AL yes same
AK may use yes same
AL may use PE yes less
AR may use yes less
(A no n/a
© may use PE yes same
a yes same
DE no n/a
DC may use PE yes same
FL may lower may use PE may use yes same
GA may use PE may review yes same
HICO may use PE yes less
HN O may use PE may review may use yes more
D no change yes less
IL may use yes less
IN may use yes same
1A may use PE yes less
KS no change yes less
KY may review may use yes less
LA may use PE yes same
ME may use yes same
MD no n/a
MA yes same
M may use yes less
MN may lower may use PE may review may use yes same
MS no change yes same
MO may use PE yes less
MT may use yes same
NE may review no same
NV no change no nfa
NH no change yes same
NJ may use PE may review may use yes more
NM may review may use yes more
NY may use yes more
NC may use PE yes more
ND may use PE may use no n/a
OH may use no n/a
0K may use PE yes same
OR may use PE yes same
PA may review yes same
Rl no n/a
SC may lower yes more
) no change yes less
N may use PE no n/a
TX may use no n/a
ut may review yes same
VT may use PE yes same
VA no change no n/a
WA may use no n/a
WV may use PE yes same
Wi may use PE no n/a
WY may review yes same
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Appendix C. United States 2008 Survey Resulls (continued)

Question No. > Q53 Q54 Q55 Q57 Q58 Q59

Ifyou do not Has a lower limit on the | Do you have standards | If you have standards | Can your agency | What actions can your agency initiate as a
use the COD, (0D been established as | for price-related bias as | for price-related bias, | initiate any result of assessment uniformity conditions?
what uniformity | an indicator of possible | measured by the PRD or | which doyou use? |action asaresult | Order reappraisal; Withhold funding; Other
measure s used? | sales chasing? other statistical tests? of assessment

State uniformity?

AL no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reappraisal

AK no yes 0.98-1.03 yes other

Al no no yes other

AR no no yes order reappraisal | withhold

(A n/a no no

© no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reappraisal

a no yes 0.98-1.03 no

DE none no no no

DC no yes 0.98-1.03 no

FL no yes 0.98-1.03 yes other

GA no yes 0.95-1.10 no

HIC0 no yes 0.98-1.03 yes other

HNCO no yes 0.98-1.03 no

D no yes 0.98-1.03 no

IL no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reappraisal

IN no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reappraisal other

1A no yes 0.90-1.10 yes order reappraisal

KS no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reappraisal | withhold | ~ other

KY no no yes order reappraisal

LA no no yes order reappraisal

ME no no yes order reappraisal

MD n/a no yes other

MA no no yes order reappraisal

M no yes 0.95-1.05 yes order reappraisal

MN no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reappraisal

MS no yes 092-1.08 yes order reappraisal [ withhold

MO no yes 0.98-1.03 no

MT no yes 0.98-1.03 yes other

NE yes yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reappraisal

NV v nfa no no

NH no no yes order reappraisal other

NJ no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reappraisal

NM no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reappraisal [ withhold

NY no yes 0.98-1.03 no

NC no no no

ND none nfa no yes order reappraisal

OH n/a yes 0.98-1.03 no

oK no no no

OR no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reappraisal [ withhold

PA no no no

RI none no no no

SC no no no

D no no no

N none n/a no no

TX none n/a no no

ut no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reappraisal

VT no no yes order reappraisal

VA none nfa no no

WA none nfa no no

Wy no no yes other

Wi none n/a no no

WY no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reappraisal other
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Question No. > Q61 062 063 064 Q65
Do you calculate reliability | If you initiate actionas | Are you required Is property not required | Is property appraised | If yes, indicate most
measures on uniformity  [a result of assessment | to annually value to be appraised during | at a uniform base year | recent base year used.
statistics around the COD, [ uniformity conditions, | categories of property at |a given yearrequired to | (e.g,, 2001)?
PRD, both, neither? whatindicator is action | 100% of current market | have its value updated
State dependent upon? value? in interim years?
AL neither yes
AK neither point estimate yes yes
Al [} confidence interval yes
AR 0D confidence interval no no no
CA no no
© (0D point estimate yes
a neither nfa no no no
DE no no yes 1987
DC neither n/a yes
FL neither other yes
GA neither n/a yes
HICO both confidence interval yes
HNCO neither nfa yes
D (0D nfa yes
IL both point estimate no yes no
IN neither point estimate yes
1A both confidence interval yes
KS both confidence interval yes
KY (0D no no no
LA neither point estimate no no yes 2007
ME (0D nfa no no no
MD neither n/a no no no
MA neither n/a yes
Mi neither nfa no yes yes
MN both confidence interval yes
MS yes yes
MO neither n/a no no yes 2007
MT both n/a no no yes 2002
NE both point estimate yes
NV (0D nfa no yes no
NH both confidence interval yes
NJ both confidence interval yes
NM neither n/a yes
NY neither n/a no no no
NC neither confidence interval no no yes
ND neither point estimate yes
OH neither no yes no
oK neither other yes
OR neither point estimate yes
PA both point estimate yes
Rl neither no no yes
SC neither point estimate yes
D neither n/a yes
N neither n/a no no yes
X neither n/a yes
ut neither point estimate yes
VT neither n/a yes
VA both n/a yes
WA neither yes
Wv (0D point estimate no yes yes
Wi both point estimate no no yes
WY both confidence interval yes
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Appendix C. United States 2008 Survey Resulls (continued)

Question No. >

Q68

069

Q70

Is there a uniform fractional assessment ratio for

Ifthere is a uniform fractional

For residential properties, is the

fno, whatis your

each category of property in every local assessment | assessment ratio for each category | required assessment ratio setat | assessment ratio

jurisdiction? of property, how are the rates set? | 100% of market value?
State
AL Yes, but ratios may differ by category constitution no 10%
AK Qther, required to be at 100% yes
Al Yes, but ratios may differ by category statute no 10%
AR Other, required to be at 100% no 20%
(A Other, required to be at 100% no
© Yes, butratios may differ by category constitution no 7.96%
a Yes, but ratios may differ by category statute no 70%
DE No, established by each locality no 60%
DC Other, required to be at 100% yes
FL Other, required to be at 100% no
GA Yes, but ratios may differ by category statute no 40%
HICO Other, required to be at 100%
HNCO No, established by each locality yes
D Other, required to be at 100% yes
IL No, established by each locality no 33.33%
IN Other, required to be at 100% yes
IA Other, required to be at 100% no 45%
KS Yes, but ratios may differ by category constitution no 11.5%
KY Other, required to be at 100% yes
LA Yes, but ratios may differ by category various no 10%
ME No, established by each locality yes
MD Other, required to be at 100% yes
MA Other, required to be at 100% yes
M Other, required to be at 100% no 50%
MN Other, required to be at 100% no varies
MS Yes, but ratios may differ by category statute no 10%—15%
MO Yes, but ratios may differ by category statute no 19%
MT Yes, but ratios may differ by category statute no
NE Yes, but ratios may differ by category statute yes
NV Other, required to be at 100% no 35%
NH Other, required to be at 100% yes
NJ Other, required to be at 100% yes
NM Other, required to be at 100% yes
NY No, established by each locality various no varies
NC Qther, required to be at 100% yes
ND Qther, required to be at 100% yes
OH Other, required to be at 100% yes
0K Other, required to be at 100% no 119%-13.5%
OR Yes, but ratios may differ by category constitution no
PA No, established by each locality yes
RI QOther, required to be at 100% yes
SC Yes, but ratios may differ by category constitution no 4%
D Other, required to be at 100% yes
N Yes, but ratios may differ by category statute no 25%
X Other, required to be at 100% yes
Ut Other, required to be at 100% yes
VT Other, required to be at 100% yes
VA Other, required to be at 100% yes
WA Other, required to be at 100% yes
Wy Other, required to be at 100% yes
Wi Yes, but ratios may differ by category statute yes
WY Yes, but ratios may differ by category statute no 9.5%
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Question No. > Q71 Q72 Q73 Q74

For farmland, ranchland, |Ifno, whatis | For commercial [f no, what Forindustrial property, | If no, whatis | For public utilities,  ]If no, whatis
and timberland, isthe | your farmland | property, is the is your is the required your industrial | is the required your public
required assessment ratio | ratio? required assessment | commercial | assessmentratio set | ratio? assessmentratio set | utility ratio?
set at 100% of market ratio set at 100% of | ratio? at 100% of market at 100% of market

State value? market value? value? value?

AL no 10% no 20% no 20% no 30%

AK no yes yes yes

AZ no 16% no 23% no 23% no 23%

AR no 20% no 20% no 20% no 20%

(A no

© no 29% no 29% no 29% no 29%

a no 70% no 70% no 70% no 70%

DE no 60% no 60% no 60% no 60%

DC no yes yes yes

FL no yes yes yes

GA no 40% no 40% no 40% no

HIC0 yes yes yes yes

HNCO yes yes yes yes

D no yes yes yes

IL no 33.33% no 33.33% no 3333% no 33.33%

IN no yes yes yes

1A no yes yes yes

KS no 30% no 25% no 25% no 30%

KY no yes yes yes

LA no no 15% no 15%

ME no no no no

MD no yes yes yes

MA no yes yes yes

M no 50% no 50% no 50% no 50%

MN no yes yes yes

MS no 15% no 15% no 15% no 30%

MO no 12% no 32% no 32% no 32%

MT no no no no

NE no 75% yes yes yes

NV no 35% no 35% no 35% no 35%

NH no yes yes yes

NJ no yes yes yes

NM no yes yes yes

NY no varies no varies no varies no varies

NC no yes yes yes

ND no yes yes yes

OH no yes yes yes

0K no 11%-13.5% no 11%-13.5% no 11%-13.5% no 12%-23%

OR no no no no

PA yes yes yes yes

RI no yes yes yes

SC no no 6% no 10.5% no 10.5%

D yes yes yes yes

N no 25% no 40% no 40% no 55%

TX no yes yes yes

ut no yes yes yes

VT no yes yes yes

VA yes yes yes yes

WA no yes yes yes

Wv no yes yes yes

Wi no yes yes no

WY no no 9.5% no 11.5% no 11.5%
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Appendix C. United States 2008 Survey Resulls (continued)

Question No. > Q75 Q76 Q77 078

For railroads, Ifno, whatis | For other real property, is | For personal property, |If no, whatis your | For farmland, do you For farmland, do you
isthe required  [yourrailroad | the required assessment  |is the required personal property |assess at 100% of assess at some other %
assessment ratio | ratio? ratio set at 1009 of assessmentratio set | ratio? productivity or legislated | of productivity value or
set at 100% of market value? at 100% of market value? legislated value?

State market value? value?

AL no 20% no no 20% no 10%

AK yes yes yes

AZ no 21% no no 23% yes 16%

AR no 20% no no 20% no 20%

(A

] no 29% no no 29% yes

a no 70% no

DE no 60% no no

DC yes yes no

FL yes yes yes yes

GA no no no 40% no 40%

HICO no yes yes

HNCO no yes no

D yes yes yes yes

IL no 3333% no yes

IN yes yes yes yes

1A yes yes no yes

KS no 25% no no 30% no 30%

KY yes yes yes

LA no yes

ME no no no yes

MD yes yes yes yes

MA yes yes yes

MI no 50% no no 50% no 509% market value

MN yes yes yes yes

MS no 30% no no 15% yes

MO no 32% no no 33.33% no 12% market value

MT no no no 3.00% yes

NE yes yes no no 75% market value

NV no 35% no no no 35% taxable value

NH yes yes no varies

NJ yes yes yes yes

NM yes yes no yes

NY no varies no yes

NC yes yes yes yes

ND yes yes no yes

OH yes yes no yes

oK no 11.84% no no 10%—15% no 11%-13.5%

OR no no yes yes

PA yes yes yes

Rl yes yes no yes

SC no 9.5% no no 10.5% yes

D yes yes no

N no 55% no no 30% no 25%

X yes yes yes yes

Ut yes yes yes yes

VT yes yes yes yes

VA yes yes yes

WA yes yes yes yes

Wy yes yes no 60%

Wi no yes yes yes

WY no no yes yes
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Question No. > 079 Q80 Q81 Q83 Q85
For timberland, do For timberland, do you | Regarding sample size, | Do you establish sample | Do you identify and trim |Is there a limit on the
you assess at 100% of | assess at some other % | what s the smallest size quotas or goals? | outlier ratios? maximum % of sales
productivity value or [ of productivity value or | sample you will use to that can be trimmed out
legislated value? legislated value? evaluate any category of of asample?

State property?

AL 10% yes no

AK yes less than 5 no yes no

AZ no 23% 201030 no yes no

AR no 20% more than 30 no yes no

(A yes yes

© 30 ormore no yes no

T less than 5 no no

DE no no

DC 201030 no no

FL yes 201030 yes yes no

GA no 40% 101019 no yes no

HICO yes 5t09 no yes no

HN (O 5109 no no

D yes 519 no yes no

IL yes 201030 no yes no

IN yes 519 no no

1A yes 2% or 10 yes no

KS no 30% less than 5 yes yes 20%

KY 201030 no yes no

LA yes no yes no

ME yes 101019 no yes no

MD yes no set limit no yes no

MA 5ormore yes no

M no 509% market value 101019 no yes no

MN yes 5109 no yes 5%

MS no 15% 5109 no

MO yes more than 30 no no

MT yes 201030 no yes no

NE no 75% market value no set limit no no

NV no 35% taxable value 5t09 yes no

NH varies 5t09 yes yes no

NJ yes less than 5 no no

NM more than 30 no yes no

NY yes less than 5 no yes no

NC yes more than 30 yes no

ND 300r 10% yes no

OH yes 201030 no yes no

0K no 11%-13.5% 101019 yes yes

OR varies no yes no

PA more than 30 yes yes 15%

Rl yes less than 5 no yes no

SC yes less than 5 no yes no

D 101019 no no

N no 25% market value less than 5 no yes no

TX yes 519 yes yes

ut yes 101019 no no

VT yes less than 5 no yes no

VA 5109 no yes no

WA yes 5109 no yes 5%

Wy 3 no yes

Wi less than 5 no yes no

WY yes varies no yes 5%
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Appendix C. United States 2008 Survey Resulls (continued)

Question No. > 086 088 Q89 092 Q93
Do you attempt to Do you have statutory requirements | Do you test for sales (ana taxing districtor third | Is commercial machinery
determine sample to check for sales chasing? Note if you | chasing? party initiate legal action as | and equipment considered
representativeness? have a nonstatutory requirement. aresultof yourratio study? | taxable personal property?

State

AL yes no yes no yes
AK no no no no yes
AZ no no no yes yes
AR no nonstatutory yes yes yes
(A no no yes
© no nonstatutory yes no yes
a no no no yes yes
DE no no no no
DC no no no no no
FL yes no yes yes yes
GA yes no yes yes yes
HICO no no yes no no
HN O yes no yes no no
D yes nonstatutory yes no yes
IL no no no yes no
IN no nonstatutory no yes yes
1A no no no yes no
KS yes no no no yes
KY yes nonstatutory no no yes
LA yes no yes yes
ME yes no yes yes yes
MD no no no no yes
MA no no no yes
M yes nonstatutory yes yes yes
MN yes yes yes yes no
MS no no yes no yes
MO no no yes no yes
MT no no yes no yes
NE yes no yes yes yes
NV yes no no no yes
NH no no no no no
NJ no no no yes yes
NM no no yes no yes
NY no no yes yes no
NC no yes yes yes yes
ND no no no no no
OH no no yes yes no
OK no no no no no
OR yes nonstatutory no yes no
PA yes nonstatutory yes yes yes
Rl no no no yes yes
5C no no no yes yes
D no nonstatutory yes yes no
N yes nonstatutory yes yes yes
X yes yes yes yes yes
ut no no yes yes yes
VT no no no yes yes
VA yes no no yes yes
WA yes no no no yes
Wy no nonstatutory yes yes
Wi yes no yes yes yes
WY yes nonstatutory yes yes yes
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Question No. >

Q94

Q95

Q97

Q100

Is a ratio study conducted for personal
property?

Does the ratio study for personal
property use sales, appraisals, or both?

Foryour appraisals, what techniques
do you use: Depreciation or economic
|ife tables; lowa curves; Other?

Do you have a statutory exemption for
intangible personal property?

State

AL no yes
AK no yes
AL no no
AR yes appraisals tables yes
(A yes appraisals yes
Q) yes appraisals table; curves yes
a no no
DE yes
DC no
FL no yes
GA no yes
HICO no
HN (O no
D no yes
IL yes
IN no yes
1A yes
KS no no
KY no yes
LA no no
ME no yes
MD no yes
MA no yes
MI no yes
MN yes
MS no no
MO no yes
MT no yes
NE no yes
NV yes appraisals tables yes
NH yes
NJ no no
NM no yes
NY yes
NC no yes
ND yes
OH yes
0K no yes
OR yes
PA no no
RI no yes
SC no yes
D yes
N no yes
X yes appraisals other yes
ut no no
VT no yes
VA no no
WA yes appraisals tables yes
Wv no yes
Wi no yes
WY no yes
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Appendix C. United States 2008 Survey Resulls (continued)

Question No. > Q101
CAPITAL | BONDS [DEPOSITS|CONTRACTS|COPYRIGHTS|GOODWILL{CUSTOMER| CUSTOM  [LICENSES | PATENTS | RIGHTS- [TRADEMARKS| TRADE | OTHER
STOCK | EXEMPT?[EXEMPT?|  AND | EXEMPT? | EXEMPT? | LISTS | COMPUTER [ EXEMPT? | EXEMPT? | OF-WAY |  EXEMPT? | SECRETS |EXEMPT?
EXEMPT? CONTRACT EXEMPT? | PROGRAMS EXEMPT? EXEMPT?
RIGHTS EXEMPT?

State EXEMPT?

AL

AK yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

Al

AR yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

CA

© yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

a

DE yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

DC

FL yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

GA yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

HIC0

HN (O

D yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

IL yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

IN yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

IA yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

KS

KY

LA

ME

MD yes yes yes

MA yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

MI

MN yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

MS

MO

MT yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

NE yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

NV yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

NH yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

NJ

NM yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

NY yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

NC yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

ND yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

OH yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

OK yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

OR yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

PA

Rl yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

SC yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

D yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

N yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

X yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

ut

VT

VA

WA yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

Wv yes yes

Wi yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

WY yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
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Appendix D. Canadian 2008 Survey Results

QuestonNo.>[ Q3 04 Q5 Q6 07 08 Q9 on
How often | Who Does your study | If your study | Who Who conducts the sales | If province does | Do you perform
doesyour  |conducts |includesales  |includes performs | validation (screening)?  [notconduct | procedural audits
jurisdiction | yourratio | or appraisals or | both, do you | the sales the validation, | of local assessment
conduct ratio | study? both? combine? | sample does it audit the | procedures/
Province/Territory Abbreviation | studies? selection? process? practices?
Alberta AB annually | province both yes local local yes yes
British Columbia BC annually | province sales n/a province province yes
Manitoba MB annually | province sales n/a province local yes yes
New Brunswick NB annually | province sales n/a province nfa yes yes
Newfoundland NL every3yrs. | province sales nfa province province no
Northwest Territories NT every4yrs. | contracted sales nfa contractor | contracted service provider no yes
Nova Scotia NS annually | province sales nfa province province no
Ontario ON every 4yrs. | province sales nfa province province yes
Prince Edward Island PEI annually | province sales n/a province province no
Quebec Qc annually | province sales n/a local local no no
Saskatchewan K annually | province sales n/a both both no no
Question No. > Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 Q20
Is the procedural [Is the procedural |Is the procedural | Can equalization |Doyou |lsdisclosure  |Is disclosure |Is a method in For disclosure,
audit used audit used in auditused solely |orreappraisal be [havea [madeto made place to track doyou use asale
instead of a ratio | addition to to advise or ordered as a result | disclosure | province or | during deed | a disclosure price statement,
Province/ study? ratio study assistthe local | of procedural law? local orboth? |recording? | document for every | questionnaire,
Territory information? appraisal offices? | audits? recorded sale? or hoth?
AB no yes yes yes yes both yes yes statement
BC no no yes yes yes province yes yes both
MB no yes yes yes yes province yes yes statement
NB no yes no yes yes ocal yes yes other
NL yes province yes yes other
NT yes no yes no yes teritory yes yes statement
NS yes local yes yes statement
ON no yes no yes province yes yes both
PEI yes province yes yes other
Qc yes province yes yes statement
K yes both yes yes both
Question No. > 021 022 023 024 Q25
Whatofficeis ~ [Aredisclosed|Doyou ~ |Doyou  |Doyouhave| TIME? | FINANCING? | PERSONAL | CLOSING | BROKERAGE | INTANGIBLE | OTHER?
responsible for | sale prices | havea havea  Jauthority to PROPERTY? | COSTS? | FEES? | PERSONAL
initially accepting | confidential? | transfer | mandatory [adjust sale PROPERTY?
Province/ the disclosure tax or deed | recordation |prices? If
Territory document? stamp?  |law? yes, for:
AB recorder no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
BC recorder no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
MB recorder yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
NB recorder yes yes yes no
NL recorder no yes yes yes yes yes yes
NT recorder no yes yes no
NS recorder yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
ON recorder no yes yes yes
PEI recorder no yes no yes yes
QC recorder no yes yes yes yes yes yes
5K recorder no yes yes no
Journal of Property Tax Assessment & Administration ® Volume 6, Issue 2 75




Appendix D. Canadian 2008 Survey Resulls (continued)

Question No. > Q26 Q27
Do you make TIME? FINANCING? | PERSONAL (LOSING BROKERAGE | INTANGIBLE OTHER? | Do you make
adjustments PROPERTY? (0STS? FEES? PERSONAL blanket or global
to sales prices? PROPERTY? adjustments to

Province/ Ifyes, do you sales prices?

Territory adjust for:

AB yes yes yes yes yes no
BC yes yes yes yes yes no
MB yes yes yes yes yes yes yes no
NB no
NL yes yes yes no
NT no
NS yes yes yes no
ON yes yes yes no
PEI yes yes no
Qc yes yes yes yes no
5K no

Question No. > Q30 Q31
IS your ratio study |Is your ratio Isyourratio  |Is yourratio study used | Is yourratio | Is your ratio Is yourratio study | Do you have authority
used to order study used to studyused  [toadvise provincial or | study used to [study usedto | used toadjustor | to order adjustments to,
adjustmentsto  |equalize provindial | to orderlocal ~ [local jurisdictionsof ~ |assistmass  [approvetax  |equalize centrally |or reappraisal of, locally

Province/ locally determined | funding of local | jurisdictions to [assessment conditions?|appraisal | assessment roll? | determined determined values?

Territory assessed values?  |jurisdictions? reappraise? programs? assessed values?

AB yes yes
BC yes yes yes
MB yes yes yes
NB yes yes yes no
NL yes yes
NT yes no
NS yes no
ON yes no
PEI yes yes no
Qc yes no
K yes yes no

Question No. > 032 033 Q35 Q36 Q37
How many local How many local What is your Do you have an appraisal Ifyes, is the Are allowances made for
jurisdictions have been | jurisdictions have appraisal level level standard that allows appraisal level | sample reliability using
issued orders toadjust | beenissued ordersto | standard? some variance from your variance setby | statistical tests, such as

Province/ valuesin the past three | reappraise values in the statutorily required appraisal | statute? confidence intervals?

Territory years? past three years? level?

AB 0 0 0.95-1.05 yes yes no
BC 0 0 0.90-1.10 yes yes yes
MB 0 0 0.90-1.10 yes yes yes
NB no n/a n/a
NL 0 0 0.90-1.10 yes yes yes
NT no n/a no
NS 0.90-1.10 yes yes no
ON no n/a n/a
PEI 1.00 no yes yes
Qc 0.95-1.05 yes yes yes
5K 0.98-1.02 yes yes no
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Question No. > 39
Do you calculate | Is the arithmetic | Is the Doyou Isthe median | Isthe median | Do you calculate | Is the weighted | Is the weighted
the ARITHMETIC | mean used arithmetic | calculate the | used for direct | used for theWEIGHTED | mean used mean used
MEAN as for direct meanused | MEDIANas | equalization? | indirect MEAN as for direct for indirect
Province/ measure of a equalization? | forindirect | measure of a equalization? | measure of a equalization? | equalization?
Territory level? equalization? | level? level?
AB yes yes
BC yes
MB yes yes yes
NB
NL yes yes yes
NT yes yes
NS yes yes yes
ON
PEI yes yes
Qc yes yes
K yes
Question No. > Q39 (continued) Q40 042 43
Doyou calculate | Isthe geometric | Is the geometric | Do you test the distribution | Have you incorporated When testing reliability
the GEOMETRIC mean used mean used of ratios to see if it is portions of the IAAO Standard | for level of appraisal,
MEAN as measure | for direct forindirect statistically normal? on Ratio Studies in your which is used to determine
Province/ of a level? equalization? equalization? statutes or rules? compliance?
Territory
AB no yes point estimate
BC yes no both
MB yes no both
NB no yes point estimate
NL no yes confidence interval
NT no no
NS yes no
ON yes yes
PH yes no confidence interval
QC yes yes confidence interval
5K no no

Question No. >

044

Q45

Hypothetical: Legal requirement to fall between 90 and 110%. If a sample
has a median ratio of 85%, with a 95% confidence interval (C1) that falls
inthe range of 76 to 94%, would your agency rule this result to be in

Hypothetical (cont.): If the Cl overlaps but the median continues out of
compliance for several years, what action would you take? Lower the Cl and
reevaluate; Base compliance decision on the point estimate (PE); Continue to

Province/ compliance with statutory appraisal level requirements? find in compliance; Other (check all that apply)
Territory
AB No, only point estimate used
BC Yes, the confidence interval overlaps
MB No, confidence interval fails to overlap 100%
NB No, only point estimate used
NL Yes, the confidence interval overlaps other
NT lower
NS Yes, the confidence interval overlaps
ON continue
PEI Yes, the confidence interval overlaps lower PE continue other
QC Yes, the confidence interval overlaps
SK
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Appendix D. Canadian 2008 Survey Resulls (continued)

Question No. > 047 048 Q53
Hypothetical (cont.): How would your response differ if the sample COD (or Do you have specific Is your COD standard the | If you do not use
other measure of uniformity) also showed very poor uniformity? No change; | standards or requirements | same orless stringent or | the COD, what
May lower level of confidence; May use point estimate only to evaluate level; | for assessment uniformity | more stringent than the | uniformity measure

Province/ May review previous years'level measures; May use additional information, asmeasured by the COD? | IAAO 1999 standard? | is used?

Territory e.q., sample size

AB may use yes same
BC may lower yes same
MB may use yes same
NB may use yes same
NL may use yes same
NT no change no n/a N0 measure
NS may use yes more
ON no change yes more
PEI may review may use yes same
QC may use PE no n/a
5K no n/a no measure

Question No. > 054 Q55 Q57 058 059 061
Has a lower limit Do you have standards | If you have (an your agency | What actions can your agency Do you calculate reliability
on the COD been for price-related bias | standards for initiate any initiate as a result of assessment measures on uniformity
established as an as measured by the price-related actionasaresult | uniformity conditions? Order statistics around the COD,

Province/ indicator of possible | PRD or other statistical | bias, whichdo | ofassessment | reappraisal; Withhold funding; PRD, both, neither?

Territory sales chasing? tests? you use? uniformity? QOther

AB no no yes other neither
BC no yes 0.98-1.03 no both
MB no yes 0.98-1.03 no both
NB no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reap. neither
NL no yes 0.98-1.03 yes order reap. both
NT n/a no no neither
NS no yes 0.95-1.05 no neither
ON no yes 0.98-1.03 yes (0D
PEI no no yes order reap. both
QC n/a no no neither
K n/a no no neither

Question No. > Q62 Q63 Q64 Q65 Q68
Ifyou initiate actionas | Are local jurisdictions | Is property not required | Is property Ifyes, indicate most | Is there a uniform fractional
aresultof assessment | required toannually | to be appraised during | appraised at a recent base year assessment ratio for each
uniformity conditions, | value categories of | agiven year required to | uniform base year | used. category of property in every local

Province/ what indicator is action | property at 100% of | have its value updated | (e.g,, 2001)? assessment jurisdiction?

Territory dependent upon? current market value? | in interim years?

AB n/a yes Other, required to be at 100%
BC no no yes 2007 Other, required to be at 100%
MB nfa no yes yes 2003 Other, required to be at 100%
NB point estimate yes Other, required to be at 100%
NL confidence interval yes Other, required to be at 100%
NT no no yes 2007 No, established by each locality
NS yes Other, required to be at 100%
ON confidence interval no yes yes 2005 Other, required to be at 100%
PEI confidence interval no yes yes 1979 No, established by each locality
Qc point estimate no no no No, established by each locality
SK n/a no no yes 2002 Other, required to be at 100%
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Question No. > Q70 071 072 Q73
For residential [fno,what | For farmland, ranchland, | If no,what | For commercial [fno, what | Forindustrial [f no, what
properties, is the is your and timberland, isthe | is your property, is the is your property, is the is your
required assessment | assessment | required assessment farmland | required assessment | commercial | required assessment | industrial
Province/ ratio set at 100% of | ratio ratio set at 100% of ratio? ratio setat 100% of | ratio? ratio set at 100% of | ratio?
Territory market value? market value? market value? market value?
AB yes no yes yes
BC yes no yes yes
MB yes yes yes yes
NB yes no yes yes
NL yes yes yes yes
NT yes no yes yes
NS yes yes yes yes
ON yes no yes yes
PEHI no no no no
Qc yes yes yes yes
K
Question No. > 074 Q75 Q76 Q77
For public utilities, Ifno, whatis | Forrailroads, is the required | If no, what | For other real property, is | For personal property, is [f no, what
is the required your public | assessment ratio set at is your the required assessment | the required assessment is your
assessmentratio setat | utility ratio? | 100% of market value? railroad | ratio setat 100% of ratio set at 100% of market | personal
Province/ 1009 of market value? ratio? market value? value? property
Territory ratio?
AB yes yes yes no
BC yes yes yes no
MB yes yes yes yes
NB yes yes yes no
NL yes yes yes no
NT yes yes yes no
NS yes yes yes no
ON yes yes yes no
PEI no no no no
Qc yes yes yes
SK
Question No. > Q78 Q79 Q80 081 Q83
For farmland, do Forfarmland, do you | Fortimberland, do | For timberland, do you | Regarding sample size, | Do you Doyou
you assess at 100% | assessat some other | you assessat 100% | assess at some other | what is the smallest establish identify and
of productivity % of productivity of productivity value | % of productivity value | sample you will use to samplesize | trim outlier
Province/ value or legislated | value or legislated or legislated value? | orlegislated value? evaluate any category of | quotas or ratios?
Territory value? value? property? qoals?
AB no requlated rates 15 no no
BC yes yes 201030 no yes
MB 519 no yes
NB no $100/acre less than 5 no yes
NL 101019 no yes
NT yes yes 101019 no yes
NS 519 no no
ON yes yes 5109 no yes
PEI no flat rates no flatrate flexible yes yes
Qc 201030 no no
K no productivity no pasture no no
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Appendix D. Canadian 2008 Survey Resulls (continued)

Question No. > Q86 Q88 Q89 092 Q93 094
Do you attempt to Do you have statutory Do you test for | Can a taxing district or Are business or commercial | Is a ratio study
determine sample requirements to check for sales | sales chasing? | third party initiate legal | machinery and equipment | conducted
representativeness? chasing? Note if you have a actionasaresultof your | considered taxable personal | for personal

Province/ nonstatutory requirement. ratio study? property? property?

Territory

AB no no yes yes yes no
BC yes no yes no no
MB yes no yes no no
NB no no no no no
NL no no yes no no
NT yes no no no no
NS no no no no no
ON no no yes no no
PEI yes no no no no
Qc no no no no no
K no no no no yes no

Question No. > 0100 Q101
Do you have a statutory exemption | CAPITALSTOCK | BONDS EXEMPT? DEPOSITS CONTRACTS COPYRIGHTS GOODWILL
forintangible personal property? EXEMPT? EXEMPT? AND CONTRACT EXEMPT? EXEMPT?

RIGHTS EXEMPT?

Province/

Territory

AB yes
BC

MB

NB

NL

NT yes yes yes yes yes yes
NS

ON yes
PEI

Qc

SK

Question No. > Q101 (continued)

CUSTOMER LISTS CUSTOM LICENSES PATENTS RIGHTS-OF-WAY |  TRADEMARKS | TRADE SECRETS | OTHER EXEMPT?
EXEMPT? COMPUTER EXEMPT? EXEMPT? EXEMPT? EXEMPT? EXEMPT?
PROGRAMS
Province/ EXEMPT?
Territory
AB
BC
MB
NB
NL
NT yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
NS
ON
PEI
Qc
K
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Appendix E. Techniques used to detect sales chasing:
United States and Canada, 2008

Not Used First Choice | Second Choice | Third Choice | Fourth Choice

US. | Canada | US. | Canada | U.S. | Canada | U.S. | Canada | U.S. | Canada
Comparison of average value changes 3 2 13 2 7 0 0 0 0 1
Comparison of observed vs. expected distribution ratios 6 0 6 0 0 3 7 1 1 0
Use of mass appraisal techniques 8 1 3 1 2 1 3 1 1 0
Comparison of average unit values 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 0 0
Use of split sample technique 9 1 1 1 4 2 0 0 0 0
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