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September 2, 2010

Elaine Davis, Chief Procurement Officer
Superior Court House

Officer of the County Commissioners
Purchasing Department

3195 Main Street, P.O. Box 427
Barnstable, MA 02630

Ms. Davis,

The Center for Governmental Research Inc. (CGR) is pleased to present the enclosed proposal in
response to the County of Bamnstable’s Request for Proposal (RFP) for a study and report on the
implications of regionalizing municipal assessing services.

A non-profit, independent research and consulting organization, CGR is one of the northeast’s
leading firms offering information management and implementation support to local
governments of all sizes in the areas of public finance, government management, economic
analysis and systems reorganization. Founded in 1915, we have conducted service evaluations,-
fiscal impact analysis, planning studies, consolidation feasibility reports and systems
reorganization work for governments and school districts of all sizes and in several states,
including New York, New Jersey, Ohio, Maine and Massachusetts. Evidencing this
distinguished reputation in studying and facilitating effective regional solutions, the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts recently approved CGR as one of only six organizations
certified to assist local governments in the technical, operational and governance aspects of
regional emergency communications solutions.

Of particular interest to the proposed study in Barnstable, CGR recently concluded four
countywide assessment feasibility studies for governments across the State of New York in
2008-09. We are confident that our experience and expertise will provide the County of
Barnstable with a solid, fact-based framework for making decisions about the future
administration of assessing services.

Please feel free to contact us at (585) 327-7082 or ssittig(@cer.org if you have any questions
about our proposal or wish to schedule an interview. We are grateful for your consideration, and
look forward to working with you.

Sinqare]y,

Jogeph Stefko, Ph.D. JScot‘t Sittig, M.P.P.

Director, Public Finance Senior Associate
1 South Washington Street, Suite 400 90 State Street, Suite 1436 info@cgr.arg
Rochester, NY 14614-1135 Albany, NY 12207-1752 WWW.CQr.org

585.325.6360 516.432.8428
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Reducing costs, streamlining local government and raising the quality of
services are challenges facing many local municipalities. The national,
regional and local economies have been stretched to the point that many
areas are exploring options to consolidate or share services, thus
improving efficiencies and potentially raising the expertise that is brought
to bear upon those services. The Cape Cod Commission is well positioned
to lead this effort in regards to assessment services as it pushes for
statewide standardized electronic assessor maps. Though a potentially
difficult transition for some, there may be substantial benefit to individual
towns and the region as a whole if assessment services are better
coordinated and standardized throughout the County.

In response to Barnstable County’s recent Request for Proposal (RFP),
CGR Inc. is pleased to present this proposal to complete a regional
assessment services study. The study outlined herein would provide the
County with an analysis of options for streamlining assessment services in
Barnstable, with the goal of achieving standardized electronic assessor
parcel maps for all localities; developing a common certification date; and
adopting common assessment protocols and standards across the County.

Barnstable County’s interest in streamlining assessment processes will
require both administrative and fiscal guidance. CGR’s expertise in
government management/reorganization and property tax issues make it
the ideal choice to review the current framework and develop an
evaluation of feasible alternatives for enhancing standardization,
consistency and cost effectiveness. Our unmatched experience in the
local government arena includes four state funded countywide assessment
projects from 2008-09 looking at substantially the same issues as are
being considered in Barnstable County.

DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES

CGR’s technical proposal is premised on the following goals, as set forth
in the County’s Request-for-Proposal (RFP):

1. Identifying impediments and solutions towards developing a
standardized system for capturing and storing electronic assessor
parcel maps for all municipalities within Barnstable County;

2. Achieving common policies and procedures modeled on the
Department of Revenue, Bureau of Local Assessments standards
and analyzing the benefit of applying these procedures on a
regional basis; and
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3. Identifying opportunities for consolidating local assessing
functions, by comparing multi-year costs and benefits between the
status quo and the potential opportunities.

Having conducted similar studies for many other municipalities, CGR
believes in the following guiding principles for a well functioning
coordinated assessment service:

1. Transparency: Is it simple enough for taxpayers to understand?
2. Equity: Does it treat every parcel the same way? and
3. Efficiency: Is it the lowest cost for a given level of service?

CGR’s analysis will produce an independent study of the current approach
to assessment, and a determination of the benefits that might be derived
from county-wide standardized data, policies and procedures, and
consolidation of local functions.

1. Baseline Analysis

Our analysis will begin with a review of Barnstable County’s existing
network of assessing units. In analyzing what currently exists, CGR will
identify the various practices, standards and approaches being used to
perform the assessment function across the County. The deliverable from
this first phase of the study will be a matrix of “What Exists?” in the
County’s current assessment framework for each providing entity:

e Who is providing assessment services?

e How are they budgeted, and what is their cost? What is the
administrative cost per parcel?

e What staffing levels are maintained? How many parcels per staff
member?

e What are the relative qualifications of staff in each assessing unit?

e What databases are in place to collect assessment, inventory and
valuation data, how long have they been maintained, and what is
their level of detail? How current are databases?

o What is the level of assessment?

e What are the current depreciation and exemption formulae?

o What is the reassessment cycle?
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e How do town charters govern assessment services?
e What is the certification date and billing cycle in each town?

e What are the current policies and procedures in place both locally
and regionally that guide the assessment functions in the County
(including current state laws and Department of Revenue, Bureau
of Local Assessments policies and procedures)?’

The primary method to collect this data will be a survey that is mailed to
each assessing unit in the County. The survey is a comprehensive
questionnaire that asks each unit the above questions in sufficient detail to
allow for analysis and comparison during the next phases of the study.

2. Engaging Stakeholders

It is imperative that key stakeholders in the County and its assessing units
be engaged in this process. Parallel to the “Baseline Analysis” outlined
above, CGR will meet with key stakeholders that would be affected by a
transition in assessment services. CGR envisions talking with-—at a
minimum—the following officials/offices, either in individual interviews
(county and state officials) or in focus groups (local government officials):

e Barnstable County: Representative from the Cape Cod
Commission, Representative of the Assembly of Delegates,
County Attorney, County Administrator, Director of Information
Technology

o Cities/Towns: Town Managers, Assessors and Key Assessment
Staff *

e State: Representatives from the Massachusetts Department of
Revenue, Bureau of Local Assessments

* CGR expects that the Cape Cod Commission will convene and facilitate
one or two sessions that include representatives of each of these offices.

3. Identifying Options

Based upon the baseline data and interviews, CGR will develop a
comprehensive list of possible alternatives and their cost and operational

! We will review existing laws and analyze them in comparison with current practices to
determine how current policies and procedures are being implemented. Any findings or
interpretations will be strictly the perspective of CGR and should not be construed as
legal opinions.
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impacts. CGR’s experience in managing projects of this nature suggests
that prior to in-depth fiscal analysis (Task 4), the full range of options
should be considered with the committee to determine which options are
viable. This often involves several iterative discussions that allow for
feedback from the committee. The discussions will result in a small
subset of options that will then be analyzed in more detail for fiscal and
operational impacts.

The deliverables for this task will include:

e identification of a preferred method for standardizing electronic
assessor data;

e identification of common assessing standards and comparison of
those standards with current practices; and

e identification of feasible opportunities for consolidation of
assessing functions within the County.

Cost/Benefit Analysis of Options

The viable options that emerge from Task 3 will be subjected to a more
rigorous benefit/cost analysis. Each option will be considered relative to
the status quo and any transition/implementation challenges likely to be
faced in restructuring the services. Options will be evaluated
quantitatively and qualitatively on the following bases:

o Projected costs (esp. staffing requirements);
e Level of coordination, transparency and complexity;
e Potential obstacles to implementation; and

o Effectiveness at achieving stated goals, common
database/information systems and assessing procedures

Final Report

The final report will identify necessary steps for implementation of the
proposed models, including cost estimates and an estimated
implementation timetable. The report will be written such that it can be
read and understood by the public should that be desired by the
Commission. Deliverables for this task will include:

e Final report outlining viable options, costs, benefits and
implementation strategies;




e Draft inter-municipal agreements that may be useful for potential
consolidation between assessing functions; and

e An outline of useful performance measurement benchmarks to
gauge future efficiencies and/or improvements in levels of service.

The County’s stated timeline for this engagement assumes a draft report
be presented to the Commission no later than December 15, 2010, with a
final report due two weeks later. In order to achieve that objective, data
and interviewees will need to be made available to CGR quickly after
project startup. CGR’s proposal and budget assume that the County (or a
designated project coordinator) will assist in 1) making all assessing units
aware of this study and engaging their participation, 2) scheduling
interviews with relevant local officials and 3) collecting data essential to
CGR’s analysis. Any delay in receiving data or scheduling interviews
may extend the project timeline.

ASSIGNED STAFF

CGR’s staff team brings considerable experience in municipal analysis
and issues relating to public sector efficiency. This project would be co-
directed by CGR’s Director of Public Finance, Dr. Joseph Stefko and
Senior Associate, Scott F. Sittig. Both Dr. Stefko and Mr. Sittig were
project team leaders for four separate county-wide assessment studies in
New York State between 2008-09. The projects were substantially the
same in scope with similar goals as those outlined in the current RFP.

The other primary staff member would likely be Research Associate Eric
Morris, whose technical experience in the improvement of local public
sector service delivery and administration will add significant value to the
project. CGR’s information technology staff would supplement the
project team as needed regarding IT issues. Brief backgrounds on each
assigned staff member are provided below.

Joseph Stefko, Ph.D.
Director of Public Finance
CGR Inc.

Joseph Stefko, Ph.D. is Director of Public Finance at the Center for
Governmental Research (CGR), working with clients on issues related to
budgeting, fiscal impact and government management. He has extensive
experience addressing municipal fiscal distress; analyzing local
government finances and services; and assessing the impact of state
policies on municipalities. His work focuses on projecting budgetary
needs and quantifying the cost of government, as well as on working
with municipalities to identify opportunities for efficiencies and
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determining their financial capacity for absorbing current and future cost
obligations. In addition, Dr. Stefko oversees CGR’s cutting edge, web-
based Govistics™ tool (www.govistics.com), which allows rapid access
to information on government spending by individual state and local
governments across the U.S.

Dr. Stefko rejoined CGR in March 2008 after spending nearly five years
with the Buffalo Fiscal Stability Authority (BFSA), the New York State
agency responsible for controlling and monitoring the financial
condition of the City of Buffalo, its dependent school district and other
critical city agencies with total annual spending of more than $1 billion.
He served as both Principal Analyst and Deputy Director of BFSA
before being named Acting Executive Director in 2007. Under BFSA’s
guidance, the City of Buffalo generated more than $230 million in
budgetary savings; experienced a four-fold increase in fund balance; and
earned multiple credit rating upgrades from Wall Street.

While at BFSA, Dr. Stefko helped direct all policy analysis, research
and budget review of the city and school district and developed
recommendations for board action on major fiscal items, including the
annual budget / financial plan and collective bargaining agreements. He
played a primary role in briefing the agency’s board on issues related to
the financial status of the city, and policy items with real or potential
fiscal impacts. As Acting Executive Director, he served as the
authority’s chief of staff..

Dr. Stefko worked for CGR twice earlier in his career. From 1998 to
2000, he was a Research Associate in the organization’s Economic
Analysis practice, and from 2002 to 2003 he served as a Senior Research
Associate within the Government Management Services area.

Dr. Stefko holds B.A., M.A. and Ph.D. degrees from the University at
Buffalo (SUNY), where he has taught Political Science and Urban and
Regional Planning as an adjunct faculty member. In fall 2010, he will
join the Department of Public Administration at SUNYY Brockport as an
adjunct faculty member.

Scott Sittig, M.P.P.
Senior Associate
CGR Inc.

Scott Sittig is a Senior Associate at the Center for Governmental
Research (CGR). He is involved in local government shared service and
consolidation studies, economic analysis, public finance, human
services, workforce development, and education research.




Currently he is involved in identifying service sharing and consolidation
options for several communities across New York State and New Jersey.
In addition, he is engaged in public education research and strategizing
for education reform of a local urban school district.

Other recent or current projects in which he has played a key research
role include: shared assessment and tax collection services for several
counties; potential village dissolutions; analysis of numbers and trends
in childcare subsidies with regard to income eligibility thresholds;
assessment of graduation rates and performance data for students in an
urban public school system; and a survey of communities across New
York’s Adirondack region about economic development and other
issues.

Mr. Sittig holds a B.S. in Business Administration and Sociology from
Roberts Wesleyan College and a Master of Public Policy degree from
the University of Chicago.

Eric Morris, MLA.
Research Associate
CGR Inc.

Eric Morris is a Research Assistant at the Center for Governmental
Research (CGR). He is involved with assisting research for economic
analysis, local government and community indicator projects. Mr.
Morris also assists with CGR marketing projects.

Currently he assists a number of projects, including a cost-benefit
analysis and economic impact assessment regarding large-scale
infrastructure improvements in the Rochester NY area; an assessment of
the statewide economic impact of private colleges and universities in
NYS; several shared service/consolidation studies for municipalities
across New York State; a county-wide highway shared service study; a
community profile of NY’s Mid-Hudson Valley region.

Prior to joining CGR in fall 2009, Mr. Morris was a Research Assistant
at the Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs where he
gained experience and perspective in both market economics and public

policy.

Mr. Morris holds a B.A. magna cum laude in Economics from Syracuse
University, and M.A. in Economics from the Maxwell School of
Citizenship and Public Affairs at Syracuse University.
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VENDOR INFORMATION:
ABoutT CGR

CGR Inc. (Center for Governmental Research) is one of the northeast’s
Jeading public sector management consulting firm, with an established
history and reputation for working with governments to improve service
delivery and meet their information needs. Headquartered in Rochester,
NY CGR was founded by George Eastman in 1915 as a nonprofit
organization which would serve the public interest through nonpartisan
research and management consulting. It has conducted management
studies for governments of all sizes in states like New York, New Jersey,
Ohio, Maine and Massachusetts.

By developing objective perspectives on issues facing communities, CGR
provides a unique professional resource empowering government,
business and nonprofit leaders to make informed decisions. CGR’s team
of government management and public finance experts seeks to integrate
facts and professional judgment into practical recommendations that lead
to improved effectiveness and efficiency.

CGR’s success is based on adherence to certain core principles when
preparing its studies. First, we conduct an impartial collection and
analysis of all data and facts required to develop a comprehensive,
informed set of recommendations. Second, we start each project with a
“clean slate,” without preconceived ideas of what solution(s) will best
address any problem. Third, we develop recommendations that are
tailored to the client’s needs, rather than using a “cookie cutter” approach.
We have found that while certain general management principles apply to
all organizations, each individual situation is unique. Fourth, we
supplement CGR’s in-house knowledge and experience with experts in
specialized fields, to ensure that our recommendations best meet the needs
of our clients. Finally, we focus on developing recommendations that are
realistic, practical and achievable, with an emphasis on implementation
that improves the value of our proposals to clients.

CGR has developed a tremendous body of work, much of which can
viewed through our website at www.cgr.org. In addition, CGR has
recently launched a website designed to track government spending in
local governments all across the country. The portal for this information
can be accessed at www.govistics.com and may be of interest to you as
you consider CGR’s experience to engage in this project.
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ATTACHMENTS

Resumes
Joseph Stefko, Ph.D.
Director of Public Finance

Expertise .
Public finance, municipal fiscal distress, budgeting, government
management and shared services/consolidation

Dr. Stefko directs CGR’s public finance practice, working with clients
on issues relating to budgeting, fiscal impact and government
management. He has extensive experience addressing municipal fiscal
distress; analyzing local government finance and services; and
assessing the impact of state policies on municipalities. His work has
focused on projecting budgetary needs and quantifying the cost of
government, as well as on working with municipalities to identify
opportunities for efficiencies and determining their financial capacity
for absorbing current and future cost obligations.

Experience

Current Projects

e Directing enhancements to the CGR Govistics tool
(www.govistics.com)

¢ Directing a consolidation study and implementation plan for the
Township and Borough of Chester NJ., including advising a joint
commission on potential benefits and liabilities of consolidating
into a single municipality

¢ Providing analytical guidance to the Chemung County (NY)
Financial Review Committee, quantifying the full cost of local
government services as a basis for identifying efficiency
enhancement opportunities

¢ Directing an ambulance service feasibility study, with
comprehensive assessment of the current structure, organization
and service delivery framework in North Hempstead NY, along
with options for enhancing service quality and capitalizing on cost
saving opportunities

Primary Research Areas
Budgetary review and analysis

Local government collaboration and shared services




e Municipal service delivery/departmental reorganization
e Economic impact

e Regional economic profiles

e Fiscal impact cost/benefit analysis for local land-use development

Education
¢ B.A. (Phi Beta Kappa, Magna Cum Laude) in Political Science

¢ M.A. in Political Science and Ph.D. in Political Science from the
University at Buffalo (SUNY), with concentrations in public
policy and subnational / urban government.

Background
Dr. Stefko rejoined CGR in March 2008 afier spending nearly five
years with the Buffalo Fiscal Stability Authority (BFSA), the State
agency tasked with monitoring the financial condition of the City of
Buffalo, its dependent school district and other critical City agencies.
He served as Principal Analyst and Deputy Director of BFSA before
being named Acting Executive Director in 2007. Under BFSA, the
City generated more than $230 million in budgetary savings,
experienced a four-fold increase in fund balance, and earned multiple
credit rating upgrades from Wall Street. While at BFSA, Dr. Stefko
helped direct all policy analysis, research and budget review of the
City and School District and developed recommendations for Board
action on major fiscal items, including the annual budget / financial
plan and collective bargaining agreements. He played a primary role
in briefing the BFSA Board on issues relating to the financial status of
the City, and policy items with real or potential fiscal impacts. In fall
2010, Dr. Stefko will join the Department of Public Administration at
SUNY Brockport as an adjunct faculty member. Previously he served
as an adjunct faculty member in the University of Buffalo’s
Departments of Political Science and Urban / Regional Planning.

Dr. Stefko was previously on CGR’s staff from 1998 to 2000 as
Research Associate, and from 2002 to 2003 as Senior Research
Associate.

Scott F. Sittig, M.P.P.
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Senior Associate

Expertise
Research in the areas of government management, consolidation
and shared services, economic analysis, public finance, human
services, workforce development, education
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EXperichice

Current Projects

e Research and analysis involving merging town and county highway
services for two counties in NYS

e Reseach and analysis of opportunities for towns and villages to share
services and/or consolidate (4 separate communities)

¢ Monitoring and reporting on school reform efforts for a large urban
school district

o Conducting economic impact analysis for state level transportation
infrastructure improvements and a large university expansion

Past Projects

¢ Analyzed centralized property tax administration program studies for
4 NYS counties—reviewing current assessment systems and
options for enhancing transparency, equity and efficiency

e Analysis involving the economic impact of a major university

= Survey of all communities in the NY Adirondack Park region on
economic development and other key issues Identification of
opportunities for a city and school district to share services in-areas
involving purchasing, maintenance, technology and facility usage

e Research and analysis involving the potential dissolution of several
villages across NYS

o Evaluation of service sharing options villages and towns

¢ Analysis of childcare subsidies — number and trends with regard to
income eligibility thresholds — for a study involving childcare
policy recommendations for a county

e Identification of opportunities to enhance service sharing across 3
communities for a NYS Commission on Local Government
Efficiency & Competitiveness-funded study

= Assessment of the flow of revenue and expenses across counties in
New York State

e Review of a city’s recycling program, and recommendations on how
best to meet state recycling mandates

o Identification of possible costs, approaches, hurdles and potential
partnerships involved in establishing a residential charter school

« Research and analysis involving a community’s worksite wellness
initiatives

¢ B.S. in Business Administration and Sociology from Roberts
Wesleyan College

¢ Master of Public Policy from the University of Chicago
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Background

Prior to joining CGR in early 2007, Mr. Sittig served as an
executive pastor, where he focused on strategic change. He was
previously executive director for a group of physicians serving the
poor and underserved, where he helped guide a strategic planning
process that led to creation of a state-licensed medical and
diagnostic treatment center. Other career experiences include
serving as a consultant to a major social service organization and
as vice president of finance and operations for a Chicago-based
mission, where he helped facilitate the organization’s expansion to
another state and overseas.

Eric Morris, M.A.
Research Associate

Expertise

Assisting with research in the areas of economic analysis,
community profiles, and local government projects.

Experience

e
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Assisting in the development of tools and approaches to estimate
the economic impact of New York Power Authority’s hydropower
allocations

Assisting in data collection and analysis for a project estimating the
economic impact of a major university

Compiling information to help evaluate service sharing options for
villages and towns

Analytic writing for a region’s community indicators study that
will help drive a strategic planning process designed to stimulate
community solutions to critical challenges

Assisting in the analysis of a community health foundation’s mini-
grant campaign aiming to increase the physical well being of area
youths

Compiling information to help evaluate service sharing options for
a county’s numerous local highway departments

Research involving the potential dissolution of a village

EFducation

=]

B.A. in Economics from Syracuse University

M.A. in Economics from the Maxwell School of Citizenship and
Public Affairs at Syracuse University
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Background _

Prior to joining CGR, Mr. Morris served as Research Assistant at the |
Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs where he gained
experience and perspective in both market economics and public policy.

Previous Projects & References

CGR is deeply experienced in the areas of property tax analysis and
government management/reorganization, and aspects of both will be
required for a successful evaluation and streamlining of the County’s
assessment processes. The following reference projects demonstrate our
breadth of experience in addressing government management and
reorganization generally, and assessment issues in particular. Each project
has the complete final report attached to the end of this section.

Albany County Centralized Property Tax and Tax
Collection Study

Albany County, N'Y worked with CGR to conduct a comprehensive
review of their county’s assessing and tax collection functions. Of
particular concern to them was how to better leverage the role of the
County in elevating the quality and accuracy of information available to
Jocal assessors and tax collectors. This included a comprehensive review
of data systems, data integration between local and County officials,
policies and procedures and timelines for conducting assessment and tax
collection.

Reference: John W. Rodat
Commissioner
Department of Management & Budget
County of Albany, New York
112 State Street, Suite 210
Albany, NY 12207-2021
(518) 447-5525
Chemung County Centralized FProperly Tax
Assessment Study

Chemung County, NY is among the leaders in New York at identifying
and implementing county level shared service and consolidation reform
efforts. Assessment is an area that remains decentralized in the County
with a wide variety of expertise and infrastructure capacity brought to bear
on the assessment function. CGR met with the local association of
assessors and examined the costs and impacts of realigning the assessment
functions throughout the County. In addition, CGR made
recommendations for how the County could play a more centralized role
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in assessment and thus raise the quality of service for all the towns in the
County.

Reference: Michael S. Krusen
Deputy County Executive
John H. Hazlett Building
203 Lake Street
PO Box 588
Elmira, NY 14902-0588
(607) 737-2031

Wayne County Centralized Property Tax
Assessment Study

Wayne County, NY was one of the first counties in the State of New York
to study whether assessing services could be coordinated at the County
level. Under the leadersthip of the County Director of Real Property
Services, the County engaged CGR to determine the impact of
transitioning assessing away from the local towns and merging the service
at the County level. CGR examined the cost and service impacts learning
that local assessors feel that local presence adds significance to their job
and their ability to fairly represent the people in each community. These
intangible aspects of assessing often create tension with the pragmatic
fiscal efficiencies that can be obtained.

Reference: Shirley A. Bement, IAO
Director of Real Property Services
County Building No. 4
16 William St.
Lyons, NY 14489
315-946-5916
315-946-5930 (Fax)
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Center for Governmentat Research

Collaborative
Property Tax
Administration in
Albany County

A Review of Assessment and
Tax Collection Options

April, 2009

Prepared for:
Albany County

Joseph Stefko, Ph.D.
Director, Public Finance

David S. Liebschutz, J.D., M.P.P.
Director, Strategic Planning & Analysis

Scott Sittig, M.P.P.
Senior Research Associate

1 South Washington Street
Suite 400

Rochester. NY 14614
585.325.6360

100 Stzie Street
Suite 330

Albary, NY 12207
518 432 G428

WWW.COr.ong
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Collaborative Property Tax
Administration in Albany
County

A Review of Assessment and Tax Collection
Options

April, 2009

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the fall of 2007, the State Office of Real Property Services (ORPS)
established the Centralized Property Tax Administration Program
(CPTAP) to encourage county and local municipal officials to study
reform opportunities for their local property tax systems. The CPTAP
program awarded counties two separate grants: one to study property
assessment practices and another to examine tax collection processes.
Albany County was awarded both grants.

Recognizing the natural connection and synergy between assessment and
tax collection, Albany County combined its grant studies into a single
effort. After a formal request-for-proposal process, the County engaged
the Center for Governmental Research (CGR Inc.) to complete its CPTAP
study.

The review completed by CGR and detailed in this report conforms to
analytical and reporting parameters established by the State Office of Real
Property Services. ORPS identified a series of specific assessment and tax
collection models to be analyzed and reported on in each county that
received a CPTAP grant. The study parameters can be viewed online via
the Office of Real Property Services website at:

http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/resources.cfim

Importantly, this review also goes beyond the scope of ORPS’ parameters
and considers the potential benefits of coordinating assessment- and tax-
related information in a central fashion, to enhance data accuracy,
accessibility and timeliness to all parties involved in assessment and
collections countywide.

ORPS has been consistent throughout the CPTAP process that the
program is not intended to force change. Moreover, County officials
leading this effort have repeatedly made it clear that they do not intend to
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force change. Rather, they are seeking opportunities for voluntary,
collaborative efforts to improve the quality and efficiency of the overall
system. Further, it is not the intent of the grant or this study to
recommend or promote specific operational details of one option or model
over other alternatives. This analysis and report intends to provide County
and local officials with a cost/benefit review of a series of models
identified by ORPS, both in delivering assessment services and enhancing
tax collection data and information.

Importantly, ORPS notes, “the intent of the program is for counties to
chart their own paths to reform. The program does not presuppose a one-
size fits all approach to such improvements. By analyzing the particulars
of their county, local officials are determining what will work best for
their taxpayers and the taxing jurisdictions alike.”

With the information contained in this report, County and local officials
will be well-positioned to make future decisions regarding Albany
County’s assessment and collections system. The intent of this report and
the information contained herein is, in the most basic sense, to empower
officials at the County and local level including mayors, supervisors, local
legislative boards, the County Executive and County Legislature, as well
as assessors and collectors to make decisions regarding the future of
property tax administration in the Albany County community.

Key Overall Finding

The most important finding in this report transcends both the assessment
and collections systems. The absence of formal linkages among data and
information platforms at every level of government — State, County and
local jurisdictions — creates a duplication of process that yields
inefficiency at best, and inaccuracy at worst in a process that should serve
as the foundation of the County’s property tax administration system. The
timeliness, sharing and accuracy of information are suboptimal precisely
because the same data are entered into different systems on different
hardware and software platforms, increasing the probability of error which
can then cascade through the system. A more coordinated approach to
linking data systems — whether through centralized information systems or
through data sharing among distributed databases — would enhance the
system’s accuracy, efficiency and usefulness.

Property Assessment

The first section of this report focuses on the assessment function in
Albany County. Its goal is to consider the impact and implications of
different assessment models that would uniformly affect every parcel in
the County and facilitate the following performance standards:
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1. acommon level of assessment for all assessing units;

2. acommon database of assessment, inventory, pictures and
valuation data for all the assessing units; and

3. consistent assessment administration standards (i.e. regular
reassessment cycles; timely verification, correction and transmittal
of sales data; and current and accurate inventory collection and
maintenance) for all assessing units.

According to ORPS, these standards would yield enhancements in the
following areas:

e Equity: A system that provides a mechanism for obtaining and
maintaining equitable assessments;

e Transparency: A system that is understandable to taxpayers; and

e Efficiency: A system that functions efficiently and consistently
across the county.

CGR collected data and interviewed key stakeholders in the community to
establish a baseline of operations in Albany County. Key findings
include:

e valuation practices and data collection standards vary by
jurisdiction;

e the transfer of information between the County and the local
assessors is conducted manually and inefficiently;

e only the City of Albany has a standard reassessment cycle, while
two assessing units in the County have never completed a
reassessment,

e the County has a small office of Real Property Tax Services and
has historically played a limited role in assessment;

e local assessors express some interest in sharing and possibly
centralizing information; and

e the County is very interested in enhancing the accuracy, timeliness
and accessibility of assessment data and information, provided cost
and ongoing maintenance issues can be adequately addressed.

CGR collected comprehensive data on baseline assessment operations in
Albany County. Using the baseline information, CGR considered the
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cost/benefit implications of four assessment options in comparison to the
status quo:

1. County-run assessment system;

2. County-coordinated assessment system;

3. Localized coordinated assessment systems; and

4. Municipalities contracting or collaborating with the County.

In addition to these four primary options, CGR also considered
intermediate options that would serve as preliminary steps towards
building a more robust County-wide assessment service, in particular the
enhancement of data and information systems.

The current assessment operation in Albany County costs approximately
$3,160,000 , which includes municipal and County budgets netted against
anticipated revenue. Relative to this baseline cost:

e the County-run option would cost approximately $2,850,000 per
year, incur one-time net transitional costs 0f$1,290,000 , and
require three separate public referenda;

e the County-coordinated assessment option would likely cost about
$2,710,000 annually, incur net transitional costs of $1,150,000 ,
and could be accomplished through action by local municipal
boards; and

e assuming the savings as modeled were realized, the County-run
transition would pay for itself in slightly more than four years and
the County-CAP transition would pay for itself in less than three
years.

These are not the only options to enhance countywide assessment
operations. Other ideas explored in this report include having the County
more actively involved in commercial appraisals, exemption services
and/or establishing common standards for all jurisdictions. But perhaps
the greatest and most achievable near-term opportunity to enhance the
system regards data and information. Real-time, centralized data has
many benefits that extend well beyond the assessment operation. The
ability to access data that are current, comprehensive and accurate would
be a significant resource for both the County and local assessing offices
countywide.
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Tax Collection

The property tax collection system in Albany County can be best
characterized as decentralized with each of 19 municipalities and 20
school districts responsible for the collection of taxes within their
boundaries. Many of these jurisdictions, particularly the larger ones, not
only collect taxes for their own purposes but may also collect taxes for
other entities.

Because of the decentralized nature of the current County tax collection
system, each jurisdiction, particularly the larger ones, has an office that is
staffed by a tax collector or its equivalent (i.e. receiver, treasurer, etc.),
most of whom are elected officials, and several full or part-time
employees. In addition to the local collection function, the County itself
provides both front-end service in this process (i.e. recording and
processing deeds and changes of ownership forms in the Clerk and Real
Property Tax Service Offices) and back-end delinquency collection and
foreclosure in the Finance Office.

While the current tax collection system clearly has gaps and is costly to
maintain, most local tax collection personnel maintain that the strongest
positive aspect of the current system is its ability to provide high levels of
customer service to individual property owners while maintaining accurate
records.

Notwithstanding the opinion of the local collectors, the system does have
its challenges, including:

1. Timeliness and Sharing of Information — While most
municipalities have relatively good internal systems (both human
and technological) to share information back and forth between
various offices within that locality (e.g. assessment, collection and
finance), the communication between ORPS, the County and the
municipalities is nor optimal both because of the number of
different systems, and the lag of information flow from one level
of government to the next.

2. Cost — Although the local tax collection function does result in a
high level of personal service, the fact remains that each
Jjurisdiction (and the County itself) has its own collection office
which sends out bills, collects taxes and maintains its own system.

3. Accuracy — Because information is largely entered at every level
of government into different systems and on different hardware
and software platforms, the probability of errors goes up. In
addition, information may not be accurate when it comes to the
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County from attorneys and others involved in real estate
transactions.

One of the solutions that have been considered in other counties in New
York is the full consolidation of the tax collection system into a county
function where all taxes would be collected at that level and then
disbursed to the localities. For a number of reasons, most notably the cost
of implementation, this solution would appear impractical for Albany
County to consider; however, the sharing of collection services or the use
of common database would be worth considering.

Sharing of services between municipalities could be along the lines of
what already exists where cities and towns do collection for school
districts, or it could be a broader sharing of services to encompass not only
sharing people but also software or hardware systems. The advantage of
this would be potential cost savings as well as continuity in staffing or
process.

An intermediate solution would be to have a centralized database, or data
sharing among distributed databases. This system would have the
potential to greatly simplify the current system and ally communications
among the taxing jurisdictions. The system would produce benefits such
as increased efficiencies and cooperation among local collection officials,
full integration from collection through management of delinquencies and
simplified data collection with automatically accessible data by
municipalities, schools and the County.

Whatever solution is proposed for improving the County’s current tax
collection system, there remains the challenge of how to implement any of
the solutions. Issues such as cost, timing, technology and local
participation are considerations that the County would need to address in
an implementation plan going forward. While none of these issues are
insurmountable in and of themselves, a careful and collaborative
implementation plan will need to be considered to make this a reality.

' From a technological perspective there are differences between centralized databases
and distributed databases that have been specified and configured to automatically share
data. For convenience, we refer to both types as “centralized”. However, we recognize
that the differences are not merely technical, but have organizational and financial
implications.
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INTRODUCTION

In the fall of 2007, the State Office of Real Property Services (ORPS)
established the Centralized Property Tax Administration Program
(CPTAP) to encourage county and local municipal officials to study
reform opportunities for their local real property assessment and tax
administration systems. According to ORPS, New York is one of only
three states that do not have a statewide uniform level of assessment.
Further, it is one of twelve states which do not have a statewide
requirement for how often reassessments must happen.

New York has 1,128 separate assessing units, compared to a national per
state median of 85 units. It is one of only seven states which have over
500 assessing jurisdictions. By contrast, thirty states have less than 100.
New York’s assessing picture is further complicated by nearly 700 school
districts and approximately 1,000 other special purpose districts (e.g. fire
and library districts) which can impose property taxes and are not
contiguous with the 1,128 assessing jurisdictions.

In an effort to explore reform opportunities, New York State created the
CPTAP grant program as a tool for counties to document their assessment
and tax administration systems and consider alternative models. ORPS
has been consistent throughout the CPTAP process that the program is not
intended to force change. Moreover, County officials leading this effort
have repeatedly made it clear that they do not intend to force change.
ORPS’ goal is to empower local authorities to develop assessment models
that uniformly affect every parcel within their respective counties, and
which result in the following performance standards:

I. acommon level of assessment for all assessing units;

2. acommon database of assessment, inventory, pictures and
valuation data for all the assessing units; and

3. consistent assessment administration standards (i.e. regular
reassessment cycles; timely verification, correction and transmittal
of sales data; and current and accurate inventory collection and
maintenance) for all assessing units.

Stated differently, ORPS’ goal is to enhance current assessment practices
statewide on the following standards:

e Equity: A system that provides a mechanism for obtaining and
maintaining equitable assessments;

e Transparency: A system that is understandable to taxpayers; and
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e [Efficiency: A system that functions efficiently and consistently
across each county.

The CPTAP program awarded counties two separate grants: one to study
property assessment practices, and another to examine tax collection
processes. Albany County was awarded both grants. Recognizing the
natural connection and synergy between assessment and tax collection,
Albany County combined its grant studies into a single effort. After a
formal request-for-proposal process, the County engaged the Center for
Governmental Research (CGR Inc.) to complete its CPTAP study.

This report documents CGR’s review of the property assessment and tax
collection systems in Albany County. There is a definite nexus between
the systems, both from a substantive and data perspective. What a
property owner pays in taxes depends in large part on his or her
assessment. Similarly, the ability to track and enforce property tax
payments depends in large part on effective collection mechanisms. To
the extent that data and information are compromised in one system, it
directly impacts the efficacy of the other. Errors on the front-end
(including errors in data provided by attorneys and others involved in real-
estate transactions) directly impact the back-end (I.e. tax foreclosure
process). Furthermore, the imperative for accurate, reliable data systems
is even greater in Albany County given the County’s role in guaranteeing
local levies and enforcing delinquencies.

This report examines the assessment and collection systems in turn,
beginning with assessment. To the extent that particular linkages between
the systems are relevant to the review, they are noted.

Key Overall Finding

The most important finding in this report transcends both the assessment
and collections systems. The absence of formal linkages among data and
information platforms at every level of government — State, County and
local jurisdictions — creates a duplication of process that yields
inefficiency at best, and inaccuracy at worst in a process that should serve
as the foundation of the County’s property tax administration system. The
timeliness, sharing and accuracy of information are suboptimal precisely
because the same data are entered into different systems on different
hardware and software platforms, increasing the probability of error which
can then cascade through the system. A more coordinated approach to
linking data systems — whether through centralized information systems or
through data sharing among distributed databases — would enhance the
system’s accuracy, efficiency and usefulness.
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THE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM IN
ALBANY COUNTY

In documenting the diversity in current assessment process, approach,
level and output throughout Albany County, this report establishes a
baseline foundation for making decisions going forward. While specific
reform options will no doubt require additional analysis and consideration
of detailed components, a full understanding of the baseline delivery of
assessment services is essential to beginning any change process.

The property tax assessment system in Albany County operates in a
largely decentralized fashion, with the County Real Property Tax Services
(RPTS) office providing minimally-required services to local assessors.
The County maintains a small office with the view that assessment and
property valuation is a matter of local jurisdiction. Municipalities have a
range of expertise and approaches. The smallest jurisdictions tend to have
part-time assessors while the larger jurisdictions have multiple staff and
command significant resources from their municipal budget.

Assessment valuation and data collection standards vary across the County
(including outside contractors), and the standards by which assessors serve
the public and conduct assessments also vary by individual. Further
complicating the situation in Albany County is the presence of three cities,
one village assessing unit and two three-person boards.

To document the current assessment system in Albany County, CGR
obtained data from several different sources. Primary data came from a
survey of all municipal assessors. CGR also obtained and analyzed sales
and parcel data from the County’s RPS V. 4 database. In addition to
surveys and data, CGR interviewed the following individuals:

e County Commissioner of Management and Budget;

e County Director of Real Property Tax Services (RPTS);

o Administrative Aide to the Director of RPTS;

County Business Analyst/Tech Implementation Specialist;

County Tax Records Manager;

County Assistant Attorney;

New York State Office of Real Property Services;

e Mayor of the City of Watervliet;

e Mayor of the City of Cohoes; and the

e Coordinator of the “Citrix User Group,” who serves as the
Director of Real Property Tax Services for Cattaraugus
County.
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In addition, CGR attended and facilitated a meeting of the County’s local
assessors group. The meeting provided an opportunity to discuss the
study, current practices and opportunities to improve the assessment
process for jurisdictions countywide.

The following sections detail current budgets and operations for all
assessing jurisdictions in Albany County. As noted below, a series of
tables are included in the appendix with detailed information on each
assessing unit in the County.

Structure and Staffing

Property assessment services in Albany County are divided between ten
towns, one village and three cities:

City of Albany

City of Cohoes

City of Watervliet
Town of Berne

Town of Bethlehem
Town of Coeymans
Town of Colonie
Town of Green Island®
Town of Guilderland
Town of Knox

Town of New Scotland
Town of Rensselaerville
Town of Westerlo
Village of Colonie

Only four of the assessing units report sharing either an assessor or some
assessing responsibilities:

e the Town of Coeymans’ assessor serves as a Director of RPTS for
neighboring Greene County;

e the Town of Colonie assessor provides assessment support to both
villages within the boundaries of the Town; and

? The Village and Town of Green Island are Co-Terminous. It was reported to CGR that
the Village provides the assessment service, and thus, CGR will refer to them as the
Village of Green Island throughout this report. Technically, NYS ORPS recognizes the
Town as the Assessing Unit.
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e the assessor in the Town of Westerlo also serves on the three-
person board for the Town of Rensselaerville.

Tables A-1 and A-2 in the appendix present staffing and other overview
information for each assessing unit.

Municipal Level

There are twelve individual assessors and two three-person boards
covering the fourteen assessing jurisdictions. Of the twelve individual
assessors, all are appointed. As detailed in Table A-2 of the appendix,
there are 52 total assessment personnel across the fourteen assessment
units (including the assessors). Not all are full-time — the 52 positions
translate into 37.5 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions. Each unit
averages 3.7 staff positions, or the equivalent of 2.7 FTE. The median
staffing level across all jurisdictions is 2.5 positions (1.0 FTE), revealing
the upward bias of the averages due to the two large municipalities.

Six assessors do not meet the State’s certification requirements to be an
assessor.” Two of these assessors are currently completing coursework
that will put them in compliance with the State Board of Real Property
Services within acceptable timeframes. Three others reported having no
certification and did not report on their intention to obtain the required
certifications. One assessor reported being certified through the Institute
of Assessing Officers, even though that assessor does not currently have
New York State certification. Six assessors in the county have received
State designation as “advanced”* and one as “professional”” through the
Institute of Assessing Officers (IAO) in New York State. Two assessors
are also State licensed real estate appraisers.

The average assessing unit in Albany County reported being open for 33
office hours per week, staffed by the assessor and/or one or more support
staff. According to survey responses, over 52 percent of office hours on
average are devoted to customer service issues.

The International Association of Assessing Officers (IAAO)® has
established benchmarks for average number of staff per parcel. For

? State Certified Assessor (SCA) is the minimal certification, requires training in a state
certified program and must be completed within three years of the first appointment.

* State Certified Assessor Advanced (SCAA) designation requires extra coursework
provided by NYS beyond the SCA certification.

> Professional designation (SCAP) requires coursework and passing a five-hour exam
administered by the IAO. Any NYS assessor can be a member of the IAO without
having the “professional” designation.
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jurisdictions that have systems supported by computers, the average
number of parcels per FTE employee is approximately 2,000. For those
without computer support, the average is roughly 1,800. Interviews with
assessors both from Albany County and elsewhere in New York State
revealed that, in many communities, it is not uncommon for the parcels-
per-FTE ratio to be 3,500 or more depending on the municipality and the
type of parcels involved.

Information gleaned from the surveys revealed the range in parcels per
FTE in Albany County was broad — the lowest parcels-per-FTE ratio was
1,143, while the highest was 5,220. It is important to note that this
disparity should be interpreted in terms of effort being expended by
assessors and staff, not necessarily in terms of actual parcels covered by
one FTE staff person. Six Albany County assessing jurisdictions have an
FTE staff person covering more than 2,500 parcels.” All other
jurisdictions that have ratios in excess of 2,500 parcels-per-FTE have less
than one FTE covering all the parcels. Again, this represents a level of
effort expended by these local assessors that exceeds the level of effort
expended by other jurisdictions with fewer parcels per FTE. The assessor
with a parcel ratio of 5,220 is likely not able to provide the same quality of
service as the assessor who is carrying a significantly lower parcel ratio.

County Level (RPTS)

The County operates a Real Property Tax Service office currently staffed
with 4.5 FTE personnel. In addition to the Director, there is one Senior
Tax Map Technician, one Administrative Aide, and two clerks (one FTE,
one part-time position). Tax map support is also provided to the RPTS
office by one employee in the Department of Economic Development and
Planning.

For 2009, the County budgeted $502,000 for its RPTS office. The cost for
the employee from Economic Development and Planning added another
$19,000. Netted against budgeted RPTS revenue of $46,000, the total cost
for assessment is approximately $475,000.

Some of the services the County provides in support of the assessment
function are as follows:

e tax mapping, provided most recently through an outside contractor
with support from Albany County’s Department of Economic
Development and Planning;

" The City of Albany, City of Cohoes, Town of Bethlehem, Town of Colonie, Village of
Colonie and Town of New Scotland all have FTE ratios in excess of 2,500.
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e processing of RP-5217 forms (when forwarded from the County
Clerk’s office), inputting of data and mailing to local
municipalities;

e capturing and recording deed information when forwarded from
the County Clerk’s office;

e informing local municipalities of changes in exemption
requirements; and

e facilitating the monthly assessors group forums.

Parcel Characteristics

Albany County contains 110,741 property parcels, over 76 percent of
which are classified as residential (see Table A). The County has a very
diverse geography and corresponding land use, ranging from open country
to densely populated urban districts. Vacant parcels are the second-largest
land use in Albany County at slightly over 12 percent.

Table A:
County Parcels by Property Class
Property Class Parcels %
Industrial 177 0.2%
Recreation & Entertainment 443 0.4%
Conservation and Public Parks 447 0.4%
Agricultural 471 0.4%
Public Services 1,105 1.0%
Community Services 1,331 1.2%
Commercial 8,154 7.4%
Vacant 14,006 12.6%
Residential 84,607 76.4%
Total 110,741 100.0%

Commercial class parcels are the third-most common property class in the
County with slightly more than seven percent of the total property class
designation. Together, commercial and industrial classifications account
for roughly 7.6 percent of all parcels in the County.

The Town of Colonie has the most total parcels in the County (31,132, or
27.3 percent of the total) when the Town and Village parcels are added
together. The Town of Colonie also contains the largest share of the
County’s residential properties (30.1 percent). The assessing unit for the
Village of Green Island oversees the fewest total parcels at 872 (0.8
percent of all County parcels) and the fewest residential parcels (577
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parcels or 0.8 percent). Table B highlights municipal parcel counts listing
the Town and Village of Colonie separately.

Table B:
County Parcels by Municipality
Town Parcels %
Village of Green Island 872 0.8%
Town of Knox 1,546 1.4%
Town of Rensselaerville 1,925 1.7%
Town of Berne 2,057 1.9%
Town of Westerlo 2,076 1.9%
City of Watervliet 2,827 2.6%
Town of Coeymans 3,062 2.8%
Village of Colonie 3,093 2.8%
Town of New Scotland 4273 3.9%
City of Cohoes 5,220 4.7%
Town of Guilderland 12,367 11.2%
Town of Bethlehem 13,165 11.9%
Town of Colonie 28,039 25.3%
City of Albany 30,219 27.3%
Total 110,741 100.0%

Graph A displays the percentage of total parcels per unit that are classified
as residential. The Village of Colonie has the highest percentage (Town
of Colonie considered separately from Village of Colonie); Rensselaerville
has the lowest concentration of residential parcels, even though the

Village of Green Island and Town of Knox have fewer residential parcels
overall.

1
1
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Budgets and State Aid

For the most recent year, Albany County’s local assessment functions
reported spending approximately $2,700,000.® This averaged out to
$180,000 per assessing unit, or roughly two percent of the typical
municipal budget. The median budget for assessment was $56,700 again
revealing the upward pull on the average due to the larger jurisdictions in
the County. Table A-3 in the appendix details the breakdown for each
jurisdiction.

The “cost per parcel” of local assessment functions ranges from $2.26 in
the least expensive municipality to $65.01 in the most expensive.” In
other words, the municipality with the highest cost-per-parcel ratio in the
County is paying almost 29 times more per parcel than the lowest cost
municipality. After removing both of those outliers in the data, the range
is $15.27 to $33.88. On average, the cost per parcel across all
municipalities (outliers included) is $24.24. The median value is $21.36.
Full details can be found in Table A-3 of the appendix.

Nine of the municipalities reported receiving State aid. However, the
most recent aid received by any municipality was in 2007. While the
surveys reported that three municipalities received annual aid as their
latest State aid, according to ORPS only the Town of Colonie has actually
received annual aid (and that was only for one year in 2001). In fact, no
municipality in the County is currently receiving annual aid. Eight of the
municipalities are either receiving triennial aid or received that type as
their most recent aid from the State. Five municipalities do not receive aid
from the State at all.

Aid amounts vary across the units, ranging from $0 to $147,150. Table
A-4 in the appendix contains detailed information on the most recent State
aid received by each of the assessing units.

Indicators of Assessment Equity and
Uniformity

Real Property Tax Law, Section 305, requires that assessing jurisdictions
treat all of their respective parcels the same by assessing all real property
at a uniform percentage of market value. The following statistical

¥ CGR could not verify if the budgets reported from the Towns of Berne and Guilderland
included fringe benefits. All other entities reported fringe benefits (if offered) with their
total assessment budget.

* The two extremes in the data represent the two villages currently providing assessment
services.
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measures illustrate how consistently assessors are treating parcels
throughout the County. Table A-4 in the appendix contains additional
detail on the measures discussed in this section.

Level of Assessment

The Level of Assessment (LOA) represents the percentage of full value at
which parcels within a particular community are assessed. An LOA of 25
percent would indicate assessments are one-quarter of full market value;
an LOA of 100 would indicate full market value assessments. Typically, a
LOA of 100 indicates that reassessments have kept parcel valuation data
current and accurate.

The current range for LOA across Albany County is 0.83 to 101.3. The
Town of Coeymans and the City of Albany each reported an LOA of 100
or more and were consistent with ORPS’ market analysis and assigned
equalization rate. The Town of Guilderland reported a LOA of 100 but
was not consistent with ORPS equalization rate of 79.62.'° All other
municipalities have adjusted their LOA to match ORPS’ market analysis
and assigned equalization rate.'' Overall, equalization rates in Albany
County range from 0.83 to 101.30.

Coefficient of Dispersion

The Coefficient of Dispersion (COD) is a common statistical measure of
uniformity (often called “horizontal” equity). According to ORPS, “the
COD measures the extent to which the assessment ratios from a given roll
exhibit dispersion around a midpoint. It is generally accepted that the
median assessment ratio best serves as the midpoint or central tendency
measure from which the average level of dispersion should be
calculated.”"?

The lower the COD, the more uniformity there is in assessments within
the jurisdiction. The Standard on Ratio Studies" produced by the IAAO
documents acceptable COD ratios among various parcel classifications.
According to the publication, newer and more homogenous residential
parcels should have a relationship between assessed value and market

'” ORPS allows municipalities to set their own LOA but requires that the LOA be within
5 percent of the equalization rate. Some municipalities do not abide by this requirement.
"' ORPS’ data are only as reliable as what is provided by the municipalities. Locations
that have not conducted regular reassessments may not be accurately representing their
equalized full value for the distribution of county and school taxes.

"2 Assessment Equity in New York: Results from the 2004 Market Value Survey, Office of
Real Property Services.

'3 Executive Board. (2007). Standard on Ratio Studies. Kansas City, MO: International
Association of Assessing Officers.

I TR T AT

Inform & Empower



11

e ot B D

value where the COD is between 5 and 10 percent. The COD ratio is
considered acceptable up to 15 percent for older, more heterogeneous
residential parcels. For other parcel classifications such as vacant and/or
seasonal land, acceptable ratios can range as high as 25 percent. The
general benchmark when all parcels are analyzed together is to have a
COD of less than 20 percent. (Note: As shown previously in Table A,
76.4 percent of Albany County properties are residential and 12.6 percent
are classified as vacant.)

Since COD statistics in Albany County were in some cases outdated or not
available for analysis, CGR enlisted ORPS’ support to calculate and
provide COD statistics for its review.'* The most comprehensive and
current statistics available were for residential CODs. Due to the
prevalence of residential parcels in the County, this section focuses on
residential CODs as an assessment of horizontal equity in the County.
Detail on CODs reported by municipalities and other equity statistical
information can be viewed in Table A-4 of the appendix.

Current CODs for residential parcels in Albany County’s municipalities
range from 9.170 to 35.700. Most of the data used by ORPS to calculate
these CODs dates to 2006, although in some cases they incorporate sales
data from 2008. This makes it difficult to reliably compare across
jurisdictions.

Notwithstanding the data’s limitations, six of the fourteen assessing units
exceed the 15 percent threshold defined by the IAAO. As might be
anticipated, the jurisdictions with higher Levels of Assessment represent
the lowest CODs, indicating greater uniformity within those jurisdictions
regarding assessed values. Graph B shows the general inverse
relationship between LOA and COD in Albany County. This graph is not
meant to imply causality between these two statistics, but is simply
illustrative of what CGR observed in Albany County. Again, caution is
warranted in reviewing these data because the LOAs are from 2008, while
some of the CODs date back to 2006.

" The NYS Office of Real Property Services provided a mixture of Sales and CAMA
COD’s based upon the most recent data available to them. Not all data represents the
same year.
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General Data Quality & Reassessment

The general quality of data in Albany County varies by jurisdiction. The
Town of Westerlo and Village of Colonie reported that they have no
record of doing a full data collection process and revaluation of parcels.
The Village of Green Island has not done a reassessment since the 1960s.
Any reassessment project for these three municipalities would require a
complete data collection project. Four other jurisdictions reported their
most recent reassessment work being at least ten years old. These four
jurisdictions would also likely require a full data collection and
verification process in order to conduct a reassessment. All other
assessing jurisdictions have done some reassessment work since 2001 and
may require less intensive data verification projects in order to conduct a
reassessment.

The City of Albany will conduct a reassessment in 2011 and is the only
assessing unit currently planning to conduct one. The remaining units
have not specified a date when they will conduct a reassessment project.
The Town of Colonie and City of Watervliet indicated that they need to
conduct a reassessment and would like to do so soon. The Town of
Bethlehem is monitoring its equalization rate to determine when it will
conduct a reassessment. Table A-4 in the appendlx details information
regarding reassessment.

Real Property Administration System
Type of System

According to information provided by local assessors and the County, all
but one of the assessing units in Albany County are using Real Property
System (RPS) v. 4 software. RPS is a collection of assessment, physical
inventory and valuation programs developed by ORPS that assist the
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assessment community in producing an equitable assessment roll. The
RPS application allows the assessor to keep assessment and inventory data
current and produce reports required by ORPS and State Real Property
Tax Law. The only municipality not using RPS uses a proprietary system
known as KVS Information Systems.

Assessors run RPS v. 4 on stand-alone machines in each local assessment
office. In total, the assessors reported that they paid $18,705 in annual
license and maintenance fees to the State for use of the RPS software.'”
Each local assessor backs-up data regularly at their local office, but they
only transmit a copy of this data 1-2 times per year to the County. Data
are typically transmitted by CD and uploaded into the County’s RPS
database when received. Local assessors are solely responsible for
transmitting their data and reports to ORPS.

The County does not use RPS v. 4 system as a primary database. The
RPTS office uses a parallel Access database that has several more years of
historical data. The Access database serves as the resource for keeping tax
maps up to date. Until recently, the County outsourced all tax mapping
responsibility to an outside vendor. That contract is currently under
review. Some additional tax mapping support is provided by a person in
Albany County’s Department of Economic Development and Planning,.

Meeting minimum hardware requirements is essential for RPS v. 4 to run
properly. According to ORPS, minimum requirements for stand-alone or
client/server computers running RPS v. 4 include a 3.2 GHz processor
with 1 GB of RAM.'® When GIS capabilities are used, ORPS
recommends 80 GB of storage capacity, a 17-inch monitor, external
storage for backup and MS Windows XP SP2.

Not all local jurisdictions in Albany County were able to provide data on
the stand-alone machines in their offices. For the twelve municipalities
that reported on their equipment, six meet the minimum RAM requirement
but none has a processor speed that meets the minimum requirement. The
minimum processor speed that was reported was a 1 GHz processor and
the minimum RAM reported was 504 MB (0.5 GB).

Four of the assessing units in the County noted that they do not use GIS in
support of their assessment function. Those that do use GIS vary in their
success. ORPS provides technical assistance to local assessors to enhance
their functional knowledge of how to incorporate GIS into data records

' The value of the license fee is based upon number of parcels.
8 hitp:www.orps.state.ny.us/rps/vd/rsconfig htm
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and management. In addition, ORPS serves as the primary IT support for
RPS to all of the assessing units upon request.

[.ogistics and Process

Local assessors are responsible for keeping their assessment rolls accurate
and up-to-date. Data to populate the local database comes from two
primary sources:

1. The Real Property Transfer Report recorded on quadruplicate form
RP-5217, supplemented by deed verification, and

2. Local data collection, verification and revaluation work.

The interface between Albany County and local assessors primarily occurs
with the first source, through the transmittal of the RP-5217 forms that
local assessors use to update their RPS database. A property transfer
triggers the filing of an RP-5217 form which is required by the County
Clerk to file a deed. Once the deed is recorded, the Clerk’s office
forwards the form and a copy of the deed to the County RPTS office.
Typically, the County Clerk’s office transfers these forms to RPTS within
one day of receipt. Approximately every two weeks RPTS also receives a
copy of the deed book from the Clerk’s office as well.

Once a copy of the deed and the RP-5217 form is received by the RPTS
office, the tax mapping vendor and RPTS personnel review the deed in
comparison to the Access database to assure the correct tax map numbers
are referenced and updated. The RP-5217 is consulted only in cases of
inconsistencies between the deed and the database. Changes are made as
necessary to the Access database. The Administrative Aide in the RPTS
office then sends the top copy of the RP-5217 to ORPS and batches the
remaining copies of the RP-5217s and sends them to the respective local
assessor no less than twice a month. Notice of change in tax escrow
accounts (Form RP-953) are also included in this batch mailing as they are
received by the County RPTS office.

Note: Refer to Figure 3 in the tax collection section later in the report for
a graphical presentation of the RP-5217 process, the flow of information
and the potential pitfalls with the current process.

The Clerk’s office does not provide quality review of the RP-5217, but
enters the data as provided on the form. If data are entered incorrectly by
attorneys during a real estate transaction, the error is likely not caught
until the form gets to the local assessor. Thus, in addition to data being
entered multiple times, incorrect data may be entered at every level before
an error is even noticed.
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The use of the Access database as a parallel to the RPS v. 4 software
creates double entry and accounts for the potential of error in the process.
RPS v. 4 is not updated at the County level but is left only for occasional
data uploads as information is backed up by local assessors. No
reconciliation is done between RPS v. 4 and the Access database and the
two systems do not “talk” to one another. All tax maps are kept current
using data from the Access database and the County is responsible for
assuring the accuracy of this data. Should changes be made by assessors
later in the process, changes would not be captured in the Access database.

Possible Alternative Models

As noted at the outset of this report, the State Office of Real Property
Services established a specific list of options to be analyzed and costed out
in each county’s CPTAP study. The following sections detail those four
primary options:

1. County-Run Assessing

2. County Coordinated Assessment Program (CAP)

3. Localized Coordinated Assessment Programs (CAP)

4. Municipalities contracting or collaborating with the County

Table A-7 in the appendix shows the detailed cost/revenue implications
for each of the models considered below.

CGR reiterates that it is not the intent of the CPTAP grant or this study to
recommend or promote specific operational details of one option or model
over other alternatives. Rather, this analysis intends to provide County
and local officials with a cost/benefit review of a series of models
identified by ORPS, both in delivering assessment services and enhancing
tax collection data and information. As ORPS notes, “the intent of the
program is for counties to chart their own paths to reform. The program
does not presuppose a one-size fits all approach to such improvements.

By analyzing the particulars of their county, local officials are determining
what will work best for their taxpayers and the taxing jurisdictions alike.”

Collaboration Incentives

In the context of reviewing alternative models, it is important to note the
availability of certain collaboration/consolidation incentives for
communities. The Office of Real Property Services provides State aid
(currently up to $7/parcel) to counties that consolidate their assessment
functions, share an assessor and achieve a common level of assessment.
Counties are also eligible to receive a separate $1/parcel in State aid if
agreements are reached to provide services under RPTL 1537. In addition

N
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to the available aid, counties are eligible for grant money up $2/parcel if
municipalities consolidate their services at the county level. This grant
money is reduced to $1/parcel if some but not all of the municipalities opt
to consolidate in this manner.'’

Besides the aid incentives related to consolidation, the Coordinated
Assessing Program (CAP) and or inter-municipal agreements potentially
reduce the number of assessment officials who need to be trained and
certified and reduce the number of individual equalization rates that need
to be computed by the State. One concern that was repeated several times
in CGR’s discussions with assessment officials across the State was that
fewer and fewer people are in the “pipeline” to become assessors. While
positions are currently filled in all assessing jurisdictions in Albany
County, the possibility exists that there will not be a sufficient number of
highly qualified individuals to fill future vacancies. Reducing the number
of posts would alleviate this concern.

County-Level Models

According to the State’s Commission on Local Government Efficiency
and Competitiveness, the primary benefits associated with a county-level
assessment model would be gains in efficiency and professionalism, along
with a more streamlined system for applying and maintaining equalization
rates across the state. This section projects the costs of transitioning to,
and operating, the County-run and County-coordinated assessing models
in Albany County.

Option 1: County-Run Assessing

Overview

County-run assessment places the responsibility for property assessment
solely with the county government. Only two counties in the State —
Nassau and Tompkins — operate under a fully County-run assessing
system. Under the model, local municipalities surrender their right to
conduct local assessments and appoint an assessor. As a result,
consolidating to a county model would require three public referenda.'®

Y State aid and grant numbers mentioned in this study are estimates and there is no
guarantee that such aid will be sustained in future budgets. State aid was reduced for
2008 by 2 percent.

'® Article IX, §1(h)(1) of the State Constitution provides that where a transfer of
functions to the county occurs, it must be approved by a majority of the votes cast in a
referendum. If there are cities in the county it must be approved by a majority of the
votes cast in the towns considered as a single unit and a majority in the cities as a single
unit.

Inform & Empower



17

A D R R S P R

Since Albany County contains three cities and one village'® assessing unit,
the referendum must pass by a majority vote of all eligible city voters (all
cities considered as one unit), by a vote of all eligible village voters (only
for village with an assessing unit), and then by all remaining voters in the
town jurisdictions combined (all towns considered as one unit — excluding
aforementioned eligible voters). This is commonly referred to as a “triple-
referendum”.

State Real Property Tax Law, Sections 1530 and 1540, requires that under
a county assessing system, the County’s Director of Real Property Tax
Services would be replaced by a Director of Assessment. The County
Legislature appoints the Director, either for a six-year term of office or
civil service appointment. All other employees in the department would
be civil service staff. By way of comparison, Tompkins County appointed
a civil service Director of Assessment that is not subject to six year term
limits.

Once the County became a single assessing unit, the State would calculate
a single equalization rate based upon the aggregate assessed value to
market value ratio of the entire County, and the County Legislature would
be responsible for setting the revaluation schedule. Once a full value
revaluation has been implemented, Real Property Tax Law authorizes the
County Legislature to direct an assessment of all property at a uniform
percentage of value.

Any municipality that applies the provisions of RPTL Article 19 regarding
homestead allocations would no longer be eligible to apply those
provisions to their municipality. The municipality would lose its status as
an assessing unit and could no longer use the provisions of Article 19. If
the County were to become an approved assessing unit, the municipality
would be a "portion" for purposes of Article 19 and would be able to use
homestead.

Transition Costs

A precondition to a fully county-run assessing model is uniform
assessment levels across the jurisdictions to be consolidated. There are
two ways for this to occur. Each method depends on when the last
reassessment was completed as well as the quality of the data at the time
reassessment is considered. The first method involves annual maintenance
and statistical analysis through sampling a portion of the database. This is
the method employed for jurisdictions that are part of an annual or

" The Village of Green Island technically provides the assessing service for the Town
and Village, but the State recognizes the assessing unit as the Town of Green Island. The
Village and Town of Green Island are co-terminous.
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triennial revaluation cycle. The second method involves an intensive data
collection and verification project to update the database and assure local
officials that the assessed valuations accurately reflect the market value of
parcels on record.

In Albany County, the Town of Coeymans and the City of Albany
currently have an LOA of 100 or more, indicating their data would likely
not require a data collection or verification project. The Towns of
Bethlehem and New Scotland reported a reassessment in 2006 and would
similarly not require a data collection project. The remaining jurisdictions
have LOAs ranging from 0.83 to 63.88. Each of these jurisdictions would
likely require a comprehensive data collection and verification process as
part of a formal reassessment.”’

The Town of Westerlo and the Villages of Colonie and Green Island will
likely require a higher level of investment to update their data than the
other jurisdictions requiring reassessment. QOutside contractor fees to
conduct a full data collection and verification process can range between
$40-$70 per parcel depending on complexity and scope of service.
Assuming an average cost of roughly $55 per parcel, full reassessment of
these three jurisdictions would produce a gross cost of nearly $330,000.
This would be partially offset by reassessment aid available to each
Jurisdiction up to $5/parcel ($30,000) producing a net aggregate
reassessment cost of approximately $300,000.

The remaining seven jurisdictions would likely not require as intensive a
data collection and verification process. The data in each of their
respective communities is reasonably recent. A reassessment project in
these communities would likely only cost in the range of $20-$50 per
parcel. At an average cost of $35/parcel, these seven municipalities could
expect to pay an aggregate cost of nearly$1,890,000 . This would be
offset by reassessment aid of slightly less than$270,000 . The aggregate
net cost for reassessment would be approximately$1,620,000 . Combined
with Westerlo and the Villages of Colonie and Green Island, net
reassessment costs would be$1,920,000 . Table C identifies the specific
reassessment costs for each jurisdiction.

**Since the City of Albany is scheduled to conduct a revaluation in 2011, CGR assumed
that the countywide revaluation could occur in 2011 with a possible transition as of the
2012 roll.
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Table C: Reassessment Cost by Municipality
Data Collection Cost to Aid Net Cost to
Parcels | Cost per Parcel Reassess Available | Reassess
Village of Green Island| 872 $55 $47,960 $4,360 $43,600
Town of Westerlo 2,076 $55 $114,180 $10,380 $103,800
Village of Colonie 3,093 $55 $170,115 $15,465 $154,650
Subtotal 6,041 332,255 330,205 $302,050
Town of Knox 1,546 $35 $54,110 $7,730 $46,380
Town of Rensselaerville| 1,925 $35 $67.375 $9,625 $57,750
Town of Berne 2,057 $35 $71,995 $10,285 $61,710
City of Watervliet 2,827 $35 $98,945 $14,135 584,810
City of Cohoes 5,220 $35 $182,700 $26,100 $156,600
Town of Guilderland | 12,367 $35 $432,845 $61,835 $371,010
Town of Colonie 28,039 $35 $981,365 $140,195 $841,170
Subtotal 53,981 $1,889,335 | $269,905 | $1,619,430
Total 60,022 $2,221,590 | $300,110 | $1,921,480
Rounded Total $2,220,000 | $300,000 | $1,920,000

In addition to reassessment, there would be operational transition costs
associated with relocating staff, establishing new offices, and buying
computers and related equipment. County officials cited as one significant
hurdle finding space to house a centralized real property services operation
in addition to parking for the added staff. The current municipal

‘assessment offices reported having approximately 13,000 square feet of

combined office space. The current County RPTS office is not large
enough to accommodate this or even a significant portion of this. County
officials did cite the possibility that renovations to the County Courthouse
may free up space at 112 State Street for the County Clerk and RPTS, but
the timeframe is at least three years away, and depending on
configuration, the space may still be limited.

The County could choose to rent additional space, in which case the only
up-front cost may be a security deposit. At $15/per square foot for 13,000
square feet, a two-month security deposit would cost roughly $33,000.
(CGR models the ongoing impact of renting under operational
considerations in the following section.) Alternatively, the County could
choose to purchase a building. CGR did not model this cost option.

Beyond space, the County would have to furnish the office. As itemized
in the next section, CGR models the addition of 41 new positions to
properly staff the centralized office. Based on this number, we model
$5,000 per new staff person, or $205,000 in additional cost for furniture
and equipment for a new office. In summary, the cost for space and
furniture in a transition to a County-run operation would be nearly
$240,000.
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As an incentive to transition to the County-run model, the State will pay
the County consolidation aid of $7/parcel for up to 20,000 parcels per
municipality.”’ The State has also provided incentives in the form of a
grant, from which the County could receive up to $2/parcel as part of the
transition.® Consolidation and grant money is estimated to be slightly less
than $869,000. When all potential costs and aid/grants are contemplated,
the net effect could be around $1,290,000 in up-front transition costs.

Operating Costs

Personnel

Operating costs of the County-run model would largely depend on the
parcels-per-FTE ratio assumed for the new County assessment office. As
noted previously, the general guideline is one FTE staff member per every
2,000 parcels, but the figure can reasonably range up to 3,500. Under
these assumptions, the staffing range in the county assessment office
would likely be between 33 and 57 FTEs.”

The County has no history of running a comprehensive centralized Real
Property Tax Services office, and thus it is difficult to estimate the precise
size and managerial scope requirements of the department. CGR has
chosen to model its assumptions based upon a combined staff size of 44.5
FTE positions in support of one Director (45.5 FTE total). At44.5 FTE
staff (not including the Director), the parcels-per-FTE ratio would be
2,560. The positions could include adding 30 appraisal staff, 10 clerical
staff and 1 more tax map technician. That would bring total clerical
positions to 12.5 FTE along with 2 FTE tax map technicians and 30 FTE
appraisal staff all under the supervision of one Director of Assessment.
Appraisers would be responsible in general terms for 3,800 parcels per
person with 12.5 FTE clerical positions to support them.

Based upon feedback from County officials, a review of the current
County RPTS budget, and CGR’s knowledge of other counties’
experience, we have modeled new appraisal positions at roughly $45,000
with a benefits package of approximately 37 percent of salary. Assuming
creation of 30 FTE positions at these rates, the total additional cost to the
County would be $1,849,500 .

*! ORPS notes that State aid is not available for wholly exempt parcels and parcels that
are not locally assessed, such as taxable state-owned land, special franchise parcels
and/or ceiling railroad parcels.

22 The grant providing the $2/parcel is subject to change according the new NYS Budget.
** These numbers are derived using the 110,741 parcels currently on record.
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Clerical and tax map staff could be added for a salary of approximately
$28,000 with a benefits package of 37 percent of salary. Using these
figures, eleven new FTE clerical/tax map technician positions would cost
the County an additional $421,960 .

Due to the size and complexity of the database in Albany County, CGR
estimates that two additional IT specialists would be hired to provide
technical assistance to the new RPTS office. CGR estimates that to find
qualified IT professionals, the positions would be salaried at $50,000 plus
37 percent benefits. In total, this would add another $137,000 to the
personnel costs.

The sum total of additional staff would cost the County $2,408,460 . CGR
also estimates that the current budget of $521,000 would need to increase
by 10 percent to cover salary adjustments for the new Director of
Assessment in addition to other overhead-related cost increases not
contemplated here.

Other Operational Considerations

The average rental rate for office space in the immediate vicinity of the
current County Office Building is approximately $15/per square foot per
month.>* Local municipalities reported that they are using approximately
13,000 square feet of space to provide their assessment services, including
record storage. Based upon these numbers, the County could expect to
pay close to $200,000 per year to rent space for an assessment office.

Other operational considerations include whether current revenue will
continue, potential annual aid, and costs associated with annual
reassessments. CGR has accounted for these numbers as follows:

e CGR reviewed the County RPTS budget and believes that under a
County-run model, all revenue currently being received and
applied to the RPTS budget would continue ($46,391).

e CGR models new revenue that would be available to the County
based on aid from the State for annual reassessments ($550,000).

e CGR assumes that there would be increased costs associated with
annual reassessments that would total roughly ten percent of the

* This is based upon CGR’s experience with renting space within the same vicinity of
the Albany County Office Building.
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current average cost per parcel for municipal budgets within the
County ($2.42 per parcel, or $270,000 annually).”

Total Operational Impact

As noted in the baseline review, CGR calculates that the current cost of
providing assessment services in Albany County is approximately
$3,160,000 . This includes municipal assessing jurisdictions and the
County, less County revenues. Comparatively, the operating costs of the
County-run model are estimated to cost $2,850,000 , producing a net
decrease of roughly $310,000 . To put this in context, if the County
realized these savings, the cost of transition to the County-run model
would pay for itself in slightly over four years.

Assessors were careful to caveat that it is difficult to say with certainty
what the cost of providing services at the municipal level is currently,
since many of the budgets are limited to what municipalities can afford,
not what they need. Thus, the decrease in cost associated with a County-
run model may be larger, but may also reflect a potential upgrade in the
quality of service that can be provided.

There are a variety of additional advantages of a County-run model:

e As all staff would be County employees, training and/or
educational credentials could be set to standardize quality and
professionalism;

e The County would operate on one assessment calendar and
conduct annual reassessments; and

e The County would be able to initiate a common standard of service
and work towards implementing a higher level of transparency
through web-based applications and reporting for County residents.

Implementation Path

There are three major steps that must occur in order to achieve this option.
The first two steps are the most significant and would have to precede the
third:

1. First, reassessments would be required in order to get all assessing
Jjurisdictions to a uniform level of assessment.

» Annual reassessments will generate increases in operational costs for printing,
processing and mailing notices, rolls, and bills. For planning purposes, CGR has
assumed that adding 10 percent of the average cost/parcel in the county would offset
these increases.
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2. Second, the Village of Colonie or all of the other assessing
jurisdictions® would have to pass local laws amending their
assessment calendars such that all calendars in the County would
be synchronized.

3. Third, three formal referenda would need to be developed — one for
the cities collectively, one for the Village of Colonie, and one for
the residents of all other towns in the County. Public hearings
would need to be held, notices filed, and the referenda officially
placed on ballots at designated times for public vote.

The timeline for coordination of reassessments would be crucial to allow
all units to achieve an LOA of 100 for the same assessment year.
Considering the City of Albany is not planning a reassessment until 2011,
the earliest that all units could be at the same level would be 2011. This is
likely too soon for each of the communities needing data collection
projects, particularly-Westerlo and the two villages, to pass the necessary
approvals in their respective municipalities to move forward with a
reassessment. The more likely scenario is that by the 2012 assessment
roll, each of the assessing jurisdictions currently needing data collection
and verification projects could complete that work and file updated rolls.
The City of Albany and any other municipality that updates prior to this
could maintain their data so that only minor adjustments would need to be
made for the 2012 roll. They could then all achieve an LOA of 100 on the
same assessment roll as the newly updated assessment units.

There are significant implementation challenges facing the County if it
chooses to pursue a County-run model. The inconsistency of local data
quality, the need for significant reassessment work, and the legal
hurdles of getting local laws and referenda approved suggest the
County-run model would be extremely difficult to implement.
Furthermore, the County would also have to make significant upgrades
in its own staff, managerial and information technology capacities to
adequately absorb assessment responsibilities from the local level.
County officials noted that current managerial capacity is already
limited, stretched thin with little flexibility to expand current
responsibilities. In this light, it is difficult to envision a seamless
transfer of assessment responsibilities in the current environment.

In sum, while the County-run model would appear to cost less on a
recurring basis, it would face significant implementation hurdles.
County decision makers will have to balance the long-term cost benefits

*8 Currently all assessing jurisdictions outside of the Village of Colonie share the same
assessment calendar.

Inform & Empower



CGR

B

against these clear implementation challenges to determine if the option
is viable.

Option 2: County-Coordinated Assessment
Program

Overview

Transitioning to a County-coordinated assessment program (CCAP)*’
consolidates the assessing function at the County level, but does not
eliminate municipal assessing jurisdictions. Each municipality would
surrender operation of their local assessment function and contract with
the County for all assessment services in accordance with RPTL §1537.

Unlike the County-run model, this option does nof require referenda but
can be formed by agreement between the County and each local governing
body. A CCAP agreement must be approved by majority vote of each
governing body at least 45 days before a taxable status date (usually
March 1). A copy of the agreement must be filed with the State Board of
Real Property Services (herein after referred to as the State Board) by the
taxable status date.

Most importantly, the CCAP model as prescribed by Real Property Tax
Law, Section 579, involves the following:

e A single appointed assessor other than the Director of RPTS,
appointed to hold the office in all individual assessing units, with
the appointment taking effect no later than 60 days after initiation
of the agreement;

e A common standard of assessment, whereby property is assessed at
a uniform percentage in all individual assessing units; and

e A synchronized assessment calendar, with all individual assessing
units operating on the same assessment calendar throughout the
term of the agreement.”®

A CCAP program can also be terminated at any time by at least 50 percent
of the participating assessing units agreeing to termination through the
adoption of local laws or resolutions. Alternatively, the County could
adopt a County law terminating the program. Both methods require
adoption of local laws by a majority of the governing body and must be

“ RPTL §579
%8 Currently all assessing jurisdictions outside of the Village of Colonie share the same
assessment calendar.
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filed with the State Board no less than 6 months prior to the taxable status
date of the first assessment roll to which it would apply.”

Regarding equalization rates, for any market value survey begun after the
first assessment roll conducted under a new CCAP, the State Board would
conduct a common market value survey including all the assessing units
participating in the program. The State Board would establish the same
equalization rate and apply it to all of the assessing units participating in
the CCAP.

Unlike the County-run model, if a municipality were to be part of a
County-coordinated assessing unit it could continue to use the homestead
tax provisions pursuant to RPTL Article 19.

Transition Costs

The transitional costs in a CCAP related to reassessment are likely very
similar to those of the County-run option and have been modeled the
same. The significant difference in transitional costs involves the
flexibility available in how the CCAP is staffed and where staff are
located. CGR has modeled that transitional costs would likely not include
the security deposit for rental of a new building, since staff could be
decentralized in existing locations. Thus, transition costs under this model
simply involve supplies, materials and equipment to support a new
operation. We have modeled those costs similar to the County-run option
at $5,000 per new employee considering that the County might buy-out
existing equipment or invest in new equipment to facilitate the assessment
process.

Since there are currently no local Coordinated Assessment Programs
(CAPs) in the County, all of the transition aid that is available under the
County-run model would still be available to the County and
municipalities in a CCAP transition.”® Further, an additional $1/parcel aid
incentive may also be received by the County pending the types of
services that were offered and agreed to by the municipalities.

One other difference in transition costs between the County-run model and
CCAP involves the level at which costs and aid would be fixed (i.e.
County versus municipal-level). Aid that flows into the County could be
used to offset the transitional costs incurred by municipalities and thus
reduce the impact. In sum, the model indicates that the County and

** Termination by any entity within 10 years of joining any CAP arrangement would
subject the terminating entity to a repayment of a prorated portion of the aid they
received for joining the CAP.

* State law dictates that municipalities that have already received consolidation aid
would not be eligible to receive it a second time under a new CAP agreement.
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municipalities in aggregate would incur a cost of more than $1,150,000 to
transition to a CCAP.

Operating Costs

Personnel

Ongoing operational costs are difficult to precisely quantify without
knowing the structure that would evolve as part of the intermunicipal
agreements between municipalities and the County. For cost estimation
purposes, CGR assumes that the County would hire a single assessor for
all participating municipalities to appoint as their assessor. This position
has been modeled at $60,000 plus 37 percent benefits. In addition, CGR
assumes that 40 FTE support positions would be added such that total new
staff would equal 45.5 FTE, similar to the County-run model. CGR
modeled the addition of 40 FTE support staff at $37,000 (plus 37 percent
benefits). CGR assumes that the additional IT support under the County-
run model would also be necessary in the CCAP model. Thus, the model
includes $137,000 for two professional IT support staff. Lastly, CGR
added 10 percent to the current County budget as well as the new staff
estimates to account for administrative overhead and potential salary
adjustments for current County staff. In sum, these additions total almost
$2,524,000 .

Other Operational Considerations

Other operational considerations include whether current revenue will
continue, potential annual aid, and costs associated with annual
reassessments. CGR has accounted for these numbers as follows:

e CGR reviewed the County RPTS budget and believes that under a
County CAP model, all revenue currently being received and
applied to the RPTS budget would continue ($46,391).

e CGR models new revenue that would be available to the County
because of aid from the State for annual reassessments ($550,000).

e CGR assumes that there would be increased costs associated with.
annual reassessments that would total roughly ten percent of the
current average cost per parcel for municipal budgets within the
County ($2.42 per parcel, or $270,000 annually).*’

1 See Footnote 25.
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Total Operational Impact

The sum total of personnel and operational considerations yields a CCAP
that costs almost $2,710,000 annually. This represents a nearly $450,000
savings over the current operation and a $140,000 decrease over the
County-run option. If the County were to realize these savings, the
transition to a CCAP would pay for itself in less than three years.

The primary difference in costs modeled with the CCAP versus the
County-run involves personnel. According to RPTL section 1537(4), the
newly appointed assessor for the consolidated units cannot be the current
Director of RPTS. The addition of a Director of Assessment changes the
staff composition to be added, and the corresponding salary and benefits
total is different. There are also unknowns for the intermunicipal
agreements and what additional responsibilities the County might assume
as part of those agreements. The specifics of the intermunicipal
agreements will ultimately dictate personnel costs.

implementation Path

The first step in implementation of this model involves town assessing
units agreeing to the plan through majority vote of their respective
governing bodies, and adopting an intermunicipal agreement for the
County to serve as the assessing unit for the municipality. Once an
assessor is appointed for the CCAP, assessing units would likely be
integrated in phases. To facilitate the process, it would make sense to
incorporate first those assessing units that are already at 100 percent level
of assessment. Remaining assessing units could be integrated thereafter,
subsequent to reassessment to bring them to 100 percent.

Similar to the County-run option, the CCAP would require that either the
Village of Colonie or all of the other municipalities who contract with the
County change their assessment calendar in order to have them
synchronized.

Among the other logistical issues to resolve in transitioning to a CCAP
would be synchronization of computer software across the units, and the
roles of local office staff. As part of drafting the intermunicipal
agreement, officials will also need to make decisions regarding the
following:

e timelines for filing the first assessment roll;

e locations and hours of local assessment offices;
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e whether mobile units could assist in serving local needs better than
local assessment offices;>>

e the extent to which responsibilities of current County staff would
change;

e the process for handling complex property valuation; and
e whether or not to institute a formal reassessment cycle.

The same implementation hurdles to a County-run option would also
likely apply to the County-coordinated option. Even without the
referendum requirement, local data quality and the need for
reassessment work would pose challenges. Moreover, the County would
again have to make upgrades in its own staff, managerial and
information technology capacities to adequately absorb assessment
responsibilities from the local level. County officials noted that current
managerial capacity is already limited, stretched thin with little
Sflexibility to expand current responsibilities.

In sum, while the County-coordinated option appears to cost less than
the baseline, and though the implementation challenges are fewer than
the County-run option, there remain significant issues for County
officials to weigh against the potential savings.

Local-Level Models

Aside from the County-run and CCAP models, there are other options
available to the County that may yield efficiency, equity, transparency and
standardization benefits. The two options presented in this section use
intermunicipal agreements between and among assessing units. However,
it is important to note their common goals: 1) A common level of
assessment at 100 percent across all assessing units, qualifying them for
State aid of up to $5/parcel, 2) A common reassessment cycle to ensure
more standardization across assessing units, and 3) A common process for
inventory and sales verification to ensure more reliability and accuracy
across assessing units,

# County officials could consider offering mobile units to service local towns in either a
County-run or County CAP model. These mobile units would go to different towns on
different days of the week and take applications and/or answer questions for local
taxpayers. This type of service may add cost for transportation, computer equipment and
potentially space depending on the arrangements worked out with town officials.
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There are a variety of possible permutations for these options. For
example, a localized coordinated assessment program (CAP) may be
implemented for two, three, four or more municipalities.*® Similarly, local
jurisdictions may contract with each other or the County for specific
services. In each case, actual costs and aid benefits will be driven by the
specifics of the agreement.

Option 3: Localized Coordinated Assessment
Programs (CAP)

Section 579 of the Real Property Tax Law allows two or more assessing
units located in the same county (or adjoining counties), having the same
level of assessment, and having the same assessor, to enter into an
agreement to become a Coordinated Assessment Program (CAP). Under
this arrangement, the State Board establishes identical equalization rates
for all of the assessing units in the CAP. In addition to yielding
standardization benefits, the CAP model can be particularly useful in
spreading assessment costs between or among jurisdictions. For example,
multiple assessing units in a CAP may be able to acquire professional
assessment services that would otherwise be cost prohibitive were they
acting separately. In addition, licensing fees for the RPS software can be
shared between municipalities thus reducing the cost.

According to ORPS, the membership size of a CAP can evolve during the
life of the agreement. On the one hand, it can be amended to add new
assessing units. On the other hand, assessing units can withdraw from the
program if the local law or resolution providing for the withdrawal is
approved by a majority vote of the unit’s governing body and filed with
the State Board at least six months before the taxable status date of the
first assessment roll to which it is to apply.**

The CAP model also may represent an opportunity for further
collaboration and efficiencies going forward. For example, a CAP (or
series of CAPs) may serve as a building block for bringing all assessing
units under agreement across the County in a way that enables consistent
levels of assessment and valuation standards.

* 1t is important to note that the ideas presented in Option Three are not contingent upon
all assessing jurisdictions adopting County-wide assessment standards consistent with
ORPS goals. However, the intent of this grant, and ORPS goal, is that all jurisdictions
have common standards and common LOAs. Thus, should local municipalities decide to
CAP without the County, the County should still consider adopting common assessment
standards as outlined in Option Four that would apply to all the assessing jurisdictions,
including the new CAP.

* Should a municipality withdraw within ten years of joining a CAP, they would be
subject to repay to NYS a prorated portion of the aid they received.
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Potential CAPs in Albany County

Albany County has no Coordinated Assessment Programs (CAPs) and, as
shown in Table A-1 in the appendix, has very few instances of
municipalities sharing assessors. Currently, the same assessor serving on
the Board in the Town of Rensselaerville also serves as the sole assessor
for the Town of Westerlo. The Town of Colonie provides assessment
support to the Village of Colonie, and the Town of Coeymans is served by
the current Director of Greene County RPTS.

Through interviews, CGR learned of several CAP opportunities in Albany
County. One CAP that has been discussed involves combining the cities
of Cohoes and Watervliet with the Village of Green Island. Mayors in
each city expressed interest in this possibility. Another potential CAP
might be combining certain “hill towns” like Berne, Knox, Rensselaerville
and Westerlo. The Towns of New Scotland, Bethlehem and Guilderland
may represent yet another potential CAP.

Cost Implications of a Sample CAP

Quantifying the true cost of a coordinated assessment program would
depend on a number of factors that are indeterminate at the present time.
Community size, parcel volume, valuation complexity and current costs
and staff size would all need to be included in a full analysis of a proposed
CAP:

In order to provide guidance to the County and its assessing units on how
to think through the cost analysis process, we present a hypothetical
example of a new CAP in Albany County. This example evaluates the
costs associated with combining the cities of Cohoes and Watervliet with
the Village of Green Island. The three municipalities represent 8,919
parcels, an FTE staff equivalent of 2.1 and total annual spending of
$240,739.

Shifting to a CAP agreement with a shared assessor could result in a staff
configuration of one FTE assessor, one FTE appraiser and 1.5 support
staff.> Were the assessor salaried at $50,000 plus 37 percent benefits, the
appraiser at $40,000 plus 37 percent benefits and the support staff
members at $28,000 with 37 percent benefits (for the full-time only), plus
a 20 percent allowance for office overhead, the total annual cost of the
CAP in this scenario would be $210,792. This represents an aggregate
savings of nearly $30,000 and yet an increase in staffing of 1.4 FTE.

In addition to cost savings and enhanced staffing, the real benefit to any
CAP is the added revenue brought into each municipality because of the

* The staff parcel ratio under this model would be 2,550 (8,919/3.5).
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aid that is available.”® In the case of City of Cohoes, aid in excess of
$62,500 would be available as part of this sample CAP. The City of
Watervliet could receive almost $34,000, and the Village of Green Island
would receive slightly more than $10,400. Among all of the communities,
more than $62,400 could be generated in consolidation aid and an
additional $44,500 in reassessment aid by creating this CAP agreement.

Dividing the total cost by the parcels involved yields a cost per parcel of
$23.63. The actual impact to each municipality would be part of a
negotiated agreement but would likely be favorable to most of the entities
listed due to lower costs and/or increases in annual aid. Each municipality
benefits from cost savings, enhanced staffing and regular reassessments
that could improve the level and quality of service provided to the
communities. Table D highlights the possible ongoing operational cost
and revenue implications to each participating municipality in this
potential CAP.

Table D:
Operational Impact for CAP of the City of Cohoes, City of Watervliet, and Village of Green Island
Difference
Current from

Current Average *Proposed Proposed ** Aid Proposed Current

Municipality | Parcels Budget | Cost/Parcel | Cost/Parcel Cost Available | Net Cost Budget
Cohoes 5220 $130,375 $24.98 $23.63 $123,349 $26,100 $97,249 (833,126)
Watervliet 2,827 $53.672 $18.99 $23.63 $66,802 814,135 852,667 (81,005)
Green Island 872 | $56,692 $65.01 $23 .63 $20,605 $4,360 316,245 ($40,447)
Total 8,919 | 5240,739 $26.99 $23.63 $210,756 §44,595 $166,161 (574,578)

* Proposed Cost/Parcel is based upon a CAP budget of $210,792 divided by $8,919 parcels,
** Aid available is based upon $5 parcel annual reassessment aid.

This arrangement would require that each municipality perform a
reassessment in order to come up to a common LOA of 100.*” Since both -
the City of Watervliet and the City of Cohoes have expressed interest in
doing a reassessment soon, and since the Village of Green Island needs to
conduct a reassessment, a CAP opportunity represents potential revenue to
offset the cost associated with these endeavors. Beyond that, the model in
Table D indicates that it would create recurring cost savings for the
assessment operation in these three municipalities.

CAFs Through Attrition

Finding new people interested in becoming professional or even part-time
assessors is proving increasingly difficult across the State.
Professionalizing these positions and creating salaried opportunities with
benefits may help to attract qualified, interested individuals. However,

* $5/parcel reassessment aid and $7/parcel consolidation aid is available to each
municipality as part of a CAP transition. _
*7 See Table C earlier in the report for details associated with reassessment for each

municipality in this CAP.
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CAP options represent another means for coping with fewer people.
Attrition of current assessors may represent opportunities to consider CAP
options across the County. Not only could it create efficiencies through
shared service arrangements, it would alleviate the necessity in some cases
of filling vacant positions. Over time, there would be better coordination
throughout the County, more municipalities would be leveraging aid
available to them through the State, and the County would be further along
in the process of centralizing services should it ever consider that as a
viable option.

Option 4: Municipalities Contract or Collaborate
With County

“Real Property Tax Law, Section 1537 allows an assessing unit to enter
into a joint services contract with the county to perform some or all of the
assessing function. Under Section 1537 agreements, assessing units
remain autonomous, each individually analyzed for equalization rates,
residential assessment ratios and reassessment aid.”** Additionally, the
town retains its appointing authority, even though the appointed assessor
would become a County employee.

As mentioned earlier in this report, Albany County Real Property Services
currently provides minimal services to municipalities in support of the
assessment function. There are no formal agreements between the
municipalities and the County. The options summarized below are
arrangements that could be formally considered as a way of expanding the
County’s facilitation role and enhancing consistency, standardization and
efficiency.

Commercial & Industrial Assessments

At present, each municipality’s assessing unit manages its own
assessments of commercial and industrial property. As might be expected,
the City of Albany handles the majority of these parcels; the Town of
Colonie has a significant share as well. These two municipalities share
over 70 percent of the total commercial and industrial parcels for the entire
County.

Primarily out of necessity, all municipalities provide this valuation service
as part of their assessment responsibility. However, not all assessors are
qualified to provide the service and many are simply uncomfortable with
it. This leads to a wide variation in valuation strategies and has the
potential to open municipalities up to costly legal challenges.

* Assessment Administration Analysis Report, New York State Association of County
Directors of Real Property Tax Services.
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Under a new model, the County could assume responsibility for all
commercial and industrial assessments. This would likely require hiring
someone at the County level with expertise in this sort of valuation and
appraisal technique. Alternatively, the job could be outsourced as is done
(or is being considered) in certain other counties.

As shown in Table E, there are 8,331 parcels in Albany County classified
as commercial or industrial. As a rough estimate of the cost of assessing
those properties, the table applies the average assessment budget per
parcel for each assessing unit (see Table A-3 in the appendix) to the
number of commercial/industrial parcels in each unit. Using this method,
municipalities in Albany County are spending roughly $192,600 to
maintain the assessments for these parcel classifications.

Table E: Commercial/Industrial Cost/Parcel
Assessing Jurisdiction |Comm/Indus |Budget/Parcel |Total Cost
City of Albany 3,880 $17.52 $67,993
City of Cohoes 548 $24.98 $13,687
City of Watervliet 305 $18.99 $5,791
Town of Berne 35 $17.02 $596
Town of Bethlehem 647 $22.00 $14,235
Town of Coeymans 177 $23.03 $4,077
Town of Colonie 1,760 $33.88 $59,634
Village of Green Island 139 $65.01 $9,037
Town of Guilderland 414 $29.68 $12,286
Town of Knox 16 $15.27 $244
Town of New Scotland 140 $22.15 $3,101
Town of Rensselaerville 30 $17.53 $526
Town of Westerlo 44 $20.71 $911
Village of Colonie 196 $2.26 $444
8,331 192,559

Were each of the municipalities to enter into an intermunicipal agreement
for the County to handle all commercial and industrial assessment, the
County could explore providing this service in one of two ways. As
mentioned, it could hire commercial appraisers to focus on these parcels
full-time. To keep the parcel ratio per FTE reasonable, the County would
likely have to hire 4 commercial appraisers. A starting salary for someone
with this expertise is likely $50,000. Four commercial staff at $50,000
plus 37 percent benefits yields a total personnel cost of $274,000.

It could be argued that the added cost is worth the investment to bring
these parcels under tighter scrutiny and professional oversight. However,
the City of Albany and Town of Colonie have more robust staff sizes
already. Thus, it is not likely that significant improvements would be
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made for the majority of the parcels by shifting the assessment operation
to the County.

Alternatively, outsourcing the commercial work is an option. In other
counties, estimates for this service have included an initial up-front cost to
clean the data and get it set-up, and then an ongoing maintenance fee. The
up-front cost could range from $50-$60 per parcel and the ongoing
maintenance fee would likely be approximately $5 per parcel. In total, a
transition would cost between $416,000 and $500,000, and ongoing
maintenance would be approximately $42,000 annually. Thus, a transition
of this sort would pay for itself in aggregate terms in less than three years
based upon the averages involved in this analysis. However, it may pay
for itself sooner if it served to reduce the number of businesses filing
grievances on their assessments.

Handling of Exemptions

Assessors in Albany County repeatedly expressed to CGR that certain
times of the year produce an overwhelming amount of paperwork as
exemptions need to be processed. The level of service provided to
accomplish this function is highly variable, with some assessors making
house calls to complete forms and obtain signatures, and others merely
processing paperwork through the mail.

In order to standardize the level of service in regards to exemptions, and in
order to alleviate some of the pressure on local assessors to process and
maintain these exemptions, one scenario that was discussed was to have
the County assume responsibility for receiving and processing all
exemptions. It is unknown at this time how many staff would be required
to fulfill the responsibility at the County level. Similarly, it is difficult to
quantify the actual cost incurred at the local level, especially given its
seasonality.

The primary benefit to this alternative would appear to be a
standardization of service across the County and a lightening of
responsibility on local assessors. This would allow local assessors more
time to focus on property valuation and making sure their assessment rolls
were clean, accurate and equitable. To facilitate the processing of
exemptions at the County level, the County may also be better positioned
to leverage technology to make paperwork available to the community.

While local assessors point to the burden placed on them by exemptions,
they also point out perceived disadvantages of shifting responsibility to the
County level. From the perspective of many local assessors in the smaller
Jurisdictions in the County, the primary downside would be the effect on
seniors in the community who have come to rely on personal service,
including home visitation by local assessors, in order to maintain their
exemptions. Centralizing exemption processing in the County seat of the
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City of Albany may inconvenience some residents in outlying parts of the
County who would prefer to handle their exemption processing in person.
Local assessors also point to the “personal touch” that they are able to
provide in processing exemptions. In their view, centralizing the function
at the County level may sacrifice that level of service and result in certain
residents losing exemptions.

Countywide Common Assessiment Standards

Although not a fee-for-service type of municipal contract, assessing units
in Albany County may agree to adopt countywide common assessment
standards. Common assessment standards make assessment more
transparent throughout the entire system and reduce inconsistencies and
complexity. In addition, common standards address equity concerns
system-wide by bringing all jurisdictions equal in areas like levels of
assessment, parcel data storage/format, assessment calendar and
reassessment schedules.

Synchronize Assessment Calendars

As stated in several of the preceding options, one of the inhibiting factors
to combining assessment operations across the County is the difference in
assessment calendars between the Village of Colonie and all other
assessing jurisdictions. Without initiating any other changes, the Village
of Colonie should consider whether synchronizing its assessment calendar
with the rest of the County would be advantageous. A consistent calendar
across all jurisdictions helps school districts in their planning and also
improves transparency in the system. While there may be no immediate
benefit to an individual jurisdiction, it could certainly pave the way for
future collaborative opportunities.

Common Revaluation Schedule

A significant step the County could take to improve equity and
transparency would be to facilitate a common revaluation schedule. Only
the City of Albany has any formal reassessment cycle.” The County
could play a role in facilitating a common cycle in the County within the
next ten years. Initially, it could set a goal of getting all units other than
the City of Albany through a revaluation and to a common level of
assessment in the next five years. Once that is achieved, each unit could
apply to be on the triennial aid program and work towards maintaining
their rolls on an annual basis. At the end of the next three years, each unit
would conduct another reassessment. By that point, each unit would be in
a position to apply to be on the six-year plan for an annual reassessment
cycle. If the City of Albany maintains its current cycle, it will reassess in

** The City of Albany current conducts quadrennial reassessments.
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2011, 2015 and 2019 putting it on schedule to be synchronized with the
rest of the municipalities. Thus, by 2019, every assessment unit could be
operating on an annual reassessment cycle. Importantly, shifting
jurisdictions to a one- or three-year cycle would avail communities of
State aid they are otherwise forgoing at the present time.

It may not be feasible to maintain an annual revaluation schedule for some
of the larger and more complex jurisdictions. This should not prevent the
County from actively encouraging all municipalities to consider some
regular revaluation schedule. Currently the triennial program may provide
the best alternative, considering that there is aid available for this program
and it would be less cumbersome than the requirements associated with
the annual plan.

Other Common Standards

Other standards could include agreements for a common level of
assessment and common practices for valuation of all parcels. Levels of
assessment that are consistently held at 100 can significantly improve
transparency and reduce complexity in the system. Transparency has the
benefit of increasing taxpayer understanding and confidence.

CGR observed that currently all assessing jurisdictions have different
valuation practices, and interviews with city and other municipal officials
reveal there remain some inconsistencies in the data among jurisdictions.
For instance, some data have been updated regularly and give a fair
representation of current property inventory, while other data bear no
resemblance to the inventory that exists today. Resolving these
inconsistencies and formally agreeing to value properties in the same
manner would improve equity and enhance taxpayer confidence in the
assessment system.

There may also be efficiencies gained through the adoption of Countywide
data collection standards. One example regards reassessments. To the
extent that outside vendors are used in the reassessment process, the
County purchasing department could play a more active role in bidding
out this service and screening for reputable, reliable contractors that could
service all jurisdictions equitably and efficiently. There may also be
economy of scale benefits in contract costs from using this approach.

Establishing a Centralized Database

There are other options available to enhance the capacity, effectiveness
and accuracy of the assessment system in Albany County. One of the
more significant opportunities would seem to regard data storage and
maintenance. From the beginning of this review, CGR was alerted to the
potential benefits of enhancing the flow, accuracy, standardization and
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accessibility of data and information as a primary improvement
opportunity.

As previously noted in this report, the RPS database in Albany County is
not a reliable tool in the tax mapping process, nor as a resource to County
officials and the public. Local assessors are primarily responsible for
maintaining a local database of RPS and sending backups to the County.
Those backups are provided no more than 1-2 times per year, meaning that
the information in the County is dated and obsolete almost as soon as it is
received from local assessors.

To accommodate for this deficiency, the RPTS office has developed a
secondary Access database as a resource for the tax mapping function and
also to house historical data that the current RPS system does not contain.
Each database (RPS and Access) contains unique records and the two
databases do not “communicate” with one another, nor are they reconciled
to each other. Data are manually entered or uploaded in both — by local
assessors for RPS, and by the County for Access — largely by reviewing
the RP-5217 property transfer forms and/or corresponding deeds. Local
municipalities do not have access to the County’s Access database, much
as the County does not have real-time access to the locals’ RPS system.

The absence of a formal linkage between the two systems creates a
duplication of process that yields at best, inefficiency and at worst,
inaccuracy in a system that should serve as the foundation of the
County’s property tax administration process.

One of the stated goals of the CPTAP program is the centralization of data
and information in a way that gives all stakeholders — those involved in
assessing, property transfers, tax collection, tax enforcement and the
handling of delinquencies — accurate, accessible and real-time data. In
fact, real-time, centralized data has many benefits that extend well beyond
the assessment operation. Many departments at the County level such as
Management/Budget (including 1T and RPTS), Finance (including tax
collection), and the Executive Office, as well as similar offices at the
municipal level (i.e. planning, code enforcement, law enforcement), rely
on the data that should be accurately contained in the RPS database.
Accessing data that are outdated and/or incorrect creates problems
systemwide.

Interviews with Albany County officials suggested that cost and required
maintenance effort are primary considerations in evaluating the merits of a
centralized County-hosted assessment database. Costs associated with the
transition to a County-managed database would consist of hardware and
personnel time. At a minimum, the County database would include parcel
information for nearly 111,000 records going back at least three years, as
well as GIS information and pictures of parcels. At least 60 user accounts
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would have to be created and managed regularly. The County currently
has one dedicated server to the RPS database and uses VMWare*® on all of
its servers to enhance their capacity. The County would have to add a
second server to handle the setup, but with some modification to existing
servers, the hardware may be configured to ORPS specifications and
reliably handle a centralized database.

The County does not currently have sufficient personnel to implement this
concept. Neither do they have the personnel to handle the ongoing
maintenance of the operation. Adding staff may address this problem, but
as modeled in the previous sections of this report, it is possible that two
positions would cost in excess of $130,000 (when benefits are included).

Assessment and Tax Collection: The Data Nexus

Centralizing the RPS database or enabling data sharing among distributed
databases would produce a significantly more efficient data interface
between the assessment and tax collection systems. Tax collectors rely on
the most recent and accurate data in the RPS system to update their data
for producing tax bills and collecting payments. When RPS is not
accurate, it creates inefficiencies in the process that undermine local
municipalities and ultimately the County’s ability to collect property taxes.
This also contributes to local officials not having access to foreclosure
status for properties that have been turned over to the County for
collection.

Balancing efficiency and accuracy against cost and personnel time is a
decision that the County is going to have to weigh as it decides the merits
of centralizing data. The advantages to the system across the entire
County are significant and could improve the entire process. However,
the cost to the County government, even if some of that cost was borne by
local municipalities, may be too significant to consider at this time.

Citrix Option

Consideration would also have to be given to how to access the data once
the centralized system was established. The County’s IT Director has
expressed a desire to move to more internet/intranet and thin-client
technology and has some reservations about current software and client
connectivity practices being promoted by ORPS. There are currently
twelve counties across the State that use Citrix software to connect
remotely fo a centralized database housing RPS v. 4. Citrix presents some
benefits in regards to load balancing for higher numbers of users and
larger databases, meaning sessions are more reliable and the data are more

40 i 7
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responsive to manipulation. However, Albany County has previously
used Citrix for other purposes and has experienced issues that make it
skeptical about employing Citrix in a centralized RPS system.

A statewide Citrix user group has been formed to help users in the twelve
counties address the concerns that Albany County (and others) have
experienced. CGR interviewed the current Director of Real Property Tax
Services in Cattaraugus County, currently serving as the leader for the user
group, and learned that the historical issue with RPS v. 4 involved its
being designed as a stand-alone system. When counties desired to
centralize the database, the software was initially incompatible. To
compound matters, Citrix presented other functional issues relating to its
printing interface.

The user group liaison noted that almost all of these issues with Citrix
have been resolved. She further commented that where there used to be
hundreds of “trouble-shooting” issues reported within the user group, now
there are fewer than ten per year. ORPS has invested significantly into
RPS v. 4 to make it a viable, networkable database solution, and currently
the Citrix interface is no longer the significant issue.

Ferminal Services Option

Other counties that provide centralized databases use Terminal Services
for users to connect. IT professionals from ORPS shared that Terminal
Services is an acceptable application for smaller numbers of individuals
with smaller numbers of database records. Once there are more than
twenty users, the functionality of Terminal Services begins to breakdown.

Replication

Implementing a countywide centralized database has inherent costs that
may be prohibitive in the short-term. In order to address the inefficiencies
and inaccuracies of decentralized data, some counties across the State”’
have employed a data transfer process known as replication”. In the most
basic sense, replication automates the current upload/reload process that
currently only happens 1-2 times per year. Rather than waiting for
municipalities to send manual backups, the County could employ
technology that would allow computers in local municipalities to “synch”

“! ORPS’ Central Region has the most counties using replication. Examples of current
counties using replication technology are: Jefferson, Lewis, Madison, Oswego, St.
Lawrence, and Schuyler.

2 http:/www orps.state.ny.us/rps/va/brochure/RPSV4_Web Help/Weblelp/RPSY4 Web Help.hum:
Additional information on this option can be found on this ORPS website by typing the
search word “replication.”
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data with the County’s database on a regular basis (over the Internet). The
County could also “push” data back out to local units if changes were
made at the County level. This would avoid the manual backup step, the
manual reload step and the timing delays involved in both. The transition
would be low-cost, relatively low maintenance, and would assure the
County of more accurate data throughout the year.

If the County were to implement replication, it could also consider moving
away from use of its Access database and rely on RPS exclusively. The
primary purpose for the Access database is to keep a larger file of
historical information than is currently maintained through RPS.** The
County also uses the Access database as the primary information source
for maintenance of tax maps. To accommodate the County’s desire for
more years of data in RPS, data beyond three-years of age could be
archived and kept in a separate storage arca on the network in an RPS
compatible file format. That data could be accessed as needed simply by
“switching” between the current and historical data file. In addition, RPS
has complete functionality to handle the tax mapping and any other
activity that is currently being managed in the Access database. Using the
RPS system exclusively would streamline data between the County and
municipalities and would render the current Access database obsolete over
time. Beginning to maintain data on the same platform would also
provide an opportunity to centralize data systems going forward.

Upload/Reload Regularity

If the County chooses neither the centralized database nor the replication
tool, then it could ask that data be backed up locally and sent to the
County on a more regular basis throughout the year (i.e. at least every
other month). Data that are current at least every two months would
facilitate a transition away from the current Access database and a
migration to using RPS data exclusively. While this is certainly a more
basic step than formally centralizing data through Citrix or replication, it
would at minimum represent an improvement over the current approach.

Other Options

Based upon its review and experience with other counties, CGR identified
the following other options to enhance the delivery of assessment services
Countywide.

** ORPS recommends that the RPS system runs optimally with no more than three-years
of historical records.
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Eliminate Three-Person Boards

Albany County has two municipalities that still operate under the
jurisdiction of a three-person board. In addition to being inefficient, this
arrangement is currently out of step with the majority of the rest of the
County (and other municipalities across the State). Most municipalities
have moved to an appointed assessor model. This increases accountability
and potentially professional standards. The municipalities that have three-
person boards could consider eliminating them in favor of an appointed
assessor.

Eliminate Village Assessing

The Village of Colonie should consider eliminating its assessing unit. The
Town of Colonie has a fully functional, well-organized and well resourced
assessment operation and could provide the service to the Village of
Colonie, especially considering the Town currently provides the service
for its own property tax-billing purposes.

Implementation Considerations

In addition to the implementation strategies discussed as part of the
options above, there are general guidelines that should be considered.
First, if any option for collaborative assessment is to work, efforts must be
directed toward building consensus among participants regarding the need
for assessment equity. This should not be construed as an obstacle, but an
issue to be deliberately addressed by leaders within each community. It is
not uncommon for public officials to have limited knowledge of the
intricacies and complexities of the property assessment process. This
creates both anxiety and even a lack of interest in making any changes.
Through working to better understand the process and sharing ideas for
how to collaborate, new ideas can emerge that will enhance the quality of
the assessment process.

Second, if Albany County and/or its assessing units desire to move
towards any of the options presented, individual jurisdictions should begin
taking steps to coordinate their reassessment plans. They should also
formally agree on a date by which all LOAs across the County will equal
100 percent.

Third, the new strategies are likely to be cost prohibitive if municipalities
do not take advantage of State aid available for conducting reassessments
and/or consolidations. Aid options should be considered as part of any
reform discussion. Factoring these incentives in, municipalities can
generate revenue, offset certain transition costs and reduce the overall cost
of the assessment function.
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Conclusions

The Centralized Property Tax Administration Program (CPTAP) began as
an effort to address the complexity and confusion inherent in New York
State’s property tax system. As one of only three states without a
statewide standard of assessing, and one of twelve without a mandated
reassessment cycle, New York contains an incredible diversity of
assessment levels, practices and approaches. From a financial standpoint,
the result is a system in which property owners may (or may not) be taxed
equitably simply as a result of where they live in a community. From a
public accessibility standpoint, the result is inordinately complicated, not
always easily accessible or transparent, and difficult to understand.

In that context, the CPTAP program was established to build a foundation
for charting reform. Importantly, ORPS notes that “the intent of the
program is for counties to chart their own paths to reform. The program
does not presuppose a one-size fits all approach to such improvements.

By analyzing the particulars of their county, local officials are determining
what will work best for their taxpayers and the taxing jurisdictions alike.”

The assessment system in Albany County is largely decentralized but
functional. There is a wide diversity of practices related to the assessment
process and a correspondingly high degree of disparity in the equity and
transparency of the system across all jurisdictions. The intent of this
report and the information contained herein is, in the most basic sense, fo
empower officials at the County and local level including mayors,
supervisors, local legislative boards, the County Executive and County
Legislature, as well as assessors and collectors to make decisions
regarding the future of property tax administration in the Albany County
community. While specific reform concepts will no doubt require
additional analysis and consideration of detailed components, this report
establishes a baseline foundation for making those decisions going
forward.
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THE TAX COLLECTION SYSTEM IN
ALBANY COUNTY

Current Profile

The property tax collection system in Albany County can be best
characterized as decentralized with each of the 19 municipalities and 20
school districts* responsible for the collection of taxes within its
boundaries. Many of these jurisdictions, particularly the larger ones, not
only collect taxes for their own purposes but may also collect taxes for
other entities. For example, in the Town of Bethlehem a typical January
property tax bill will have taxes collected for its own general fund, Albany
County’s general fund, the Bethlehem Town Highway fund (a separately
administered fund within the Town), three water and sewer districts, a
local ambulance corps, an emergency medical corps and a fire district. In
addition to these nine entities, the Town also collects taxes in September
to support the Bethlehem School District as well as three other districts.
This is a typical pattern across the County.

Since County taxes are initially collected by the local jurisdictions and
remitted to the County, the County’s primary role in the collection process
is to collect delinquent taxes after the local tax warrant has expired
(generally two to three months following the issuance of the bill —
November 1 for school taxes and April 1 for general property taxes). The
County makes jurisdictions “whole” by giving them the value of the
uncollected taxes when the tax rolls are turned over to them. In turn, the
County keeps any money collected, has the ability to foreclose on any
properties which continue to be delinquent after a period of three years,
and keeps the proceeds from the sale of the foreclosed property. This
includes any accrued interest and processing fees.

In addition to its role as a “collector of last resort,” the County also keeps
property tax records, which play an important role in keeping tax rolls up-
to-date and collecting taxes owed from new owners. As discussed in the
assessment section, the County Clerk’s Office is the first stop for
recording new ownership, as evidenced by the recording of the deed and
the filing the first part of the RP-5217 form. This four-part form is then
shared with the County Real Property Tax Service office before going to

* This includes three cities (Albany, Cohoes, and Watervliet), ten towns (Berne,
Bethlehem, Coeymans, Colonie, Green Island, Guilderland, Knox, New Scotland,
Rensselaerville, and Westerlo), six villages (Altamont, Colonie, Green Island, Menands,
Ravena, and Voorheesville) and twenty school districts. Many of the school districts
have their taxes collected for them by the larger “Class One” towns.
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the local town or city (and if applicable, village assessors) and tax
collectors to update their separately maintained assessment records and
produce tax bills. In addition to the local process, the form is also sent to
the State Office of Real Property Services to feed the calculation of
equalization rates statewide.

Because of the decentralized nature of the current County tax collection
system, each jurisdiction, particularly the larger ones, has an office that is
staffed by a tax collector or its equivalent (i.e. receiver, treasurer, etc.),
most of whom are elected officials, and several full or part-time
employees. Most have their own separate computer systems and software
packages, some of which utilize the statewide real property system
software (RPS v. 4) created by ORPS. The local collection offices are the
point of contact for most local residents, and there is generally no
interaction between the localities and the County regarding the updating of
property records unless there is problem with a parcel.

In order to better assess how well the current system is performing, CGR
conducted a survey of all jurisdictions, as well as interviews and meetings
with tax collection staff in several of the jurisdictions.

The following sections look first at the general process of tax collection,
then at the survey data; discuss the conclusions of the interviews with tax
collection staff; and conclude with observations about the state of the tax
collection process in the County and some possible improvements to it
going forward.

The Current Process of Tax Collection

Both the County and local jurisdictions play roles in the tax collection
process. The County is often involved on the front end of the process,
where the County Clerk and the Real Property Tax Service Agency handle
changes in legal ownership. The County’s Department of Management
and Budget and the tax enforcement office within the Division of Finance
is also involved on the back end of the process when delinquent taxes are
collected. The main players in the collections process, however, are the
local tax assessors and tax collectors who do the bulk of the work in the
tax collection process as illustrated below.

The normal current tax collection process in Albany County includes the
following steps:

1. Assessment

2. Budgeting

3. Printing and Mailing of Bills

4. Receipt of Funds

5. Collection of Delinquent Bills by the County (where applicable)
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6. Foreclosure by the County (where applicable)

While each jurisdiction largely follows these steps in this order, all of
them do things in a slightly different way or on a different timetable. The
following flowchart presents the general process graphically, with a
description of each step below.

Figure 1: Current Tax Collection Process
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Assessment

The process of tax collection within jurisdictions in the County actually
begins with the assessment of property within those jurisdictions. While
details on the assessment process are provided earlier in this report, a short
discussion of it is useful here as the valuation of property is key to the
generation of the tax bills and is the first step in the process of determining
how much to collect both globally and individually from taxpayers. Most
municipalities will look to a July 1 valuation date of the year prior to the
final tax roll in order to allow for the creation of a tentative tax roll and
property holder grievance process. For example, for FY 2010, which
begins on January 1, 2010 for most cities and towns, and on July 1, 2009
for school districts and villages, the valuation of property is due by July 1,
2008 and the final tax roll is done by July 1, 2009 (with a determination of
taxable status and a grievance process taking place during the intervening
12 months).
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Budgeting

At the same time as the assessment process is taking place, the local
jurisdictions are completing their budget process. This process is
necessary in order to finalize the tax bills and establish the millage rate for
property tax collection. As noted above, most municipalities are on a
calendar fiscal year, while villages and school districts are on a July 1
fiscal year. When the budget is approved by voters (as is the case in most
school districts) or a legislative body (such as the County Legislature, City
Council and Village or Town Boards), the total budget (minus any State
aid) is then divided into the assessed valuation to create a millage rate that
will then be applied to individual parcels to determine the tax bill.

FPrinting and Mailing of Bills

Once the assessor has done his or her job and the budget is approved, bills
can be generated for mailing to individual property owners or to a tax
service organization or bank, which escrows taxes on behalf of some
property owners. Many of the jurisdictions in Albany County get final
assessments and the budget figures through an integrated software system,
but several actually take information from one system like RPS to
generate bills and keep tax collection records on a separate system.

After the system has been programmed with the necessary information
from the assessment and budget processes, paper copies of the bills are
printed and sent out by the locality (often using a third-party mailing
house) the week before the tax period begins (September 1 for school
taxes and January | for property taxes), while electronic copies of the bills
are sent to the bank or tax service organization to update its tax escrow
accounts.

If the ownership of a parcel has changed hands after the deadline for the
mass mailing of bills, then the tax collector generates a bill manually
based on the transmission of information from the County Clerk’s Office
on the RP 5217 form received directly from the County or via the
assessor’s office.

Receipt of Funds

Once the bills are mailed or sent to the banks or tax service organizations,
taxes are then paid over the course of the next three months (they are due
at the end of the first month with interest levied on late bills paid in
months two and three) either by cash, check, electronic funds transfer or
credit card. Most bills are paid by mail or collected at the locality’s tax
collection office or through an escrow agent.
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Collection of Delinquent Bills by the County

Once the period of the tax warrant (normally three months) has expired,
any unpaid taxes are turned over to the County’s finance office to collect
them. As noted above, the County receives this list from each
municipality along with an electronic file for use in its own software
system (MUNIS). They also receive a tax roll, which is the legal
document the County uses to provide public information. This contains the
taxes that were paid to the municipality and taxes that are still unpaid and
will be collected by the county. Once these records are sent from the
municipality to the County, the County then pays localities the value of
the unpaid taxes owed to them (minus the County’s own share). Any back
taxes the County subsequently collects will then be kept by the County,
plus interest and any fees for publication of delinquent taxes. There is no
regular information flow about paid back taxes sent to the localities to
update their own records.

Foreclosure by the County

Any back taxes still not collected by the County after three years will
allow the County to begin a foreclosure action to make the property
eligible to be sold at a tax auction. This auction generally happens three
times a year and most foreclosed properties are sold within five years of
their original delinquency.”® (For more information on delinquency and
foreclosure statistics and a process overview, please consult Table B-4 in
the appendix).

Tax Collection Surveys
Survey Reponses

In order to document how diverse individual tax collection methods are in
Albany County, CGR conducted a study of tax collection methods in all
39 jurisdictions. We received replies from all 19 municipalities and 17 of
the 20 school districts.’®

The survey addressed tax collection methods in these jurisdictions along
several dimensions including:

1. Number of Parcels and Sharing of Services;

2. Staffing & Cost of Collection Services;

* 1t is important to note that a large majority of delinquent bills that the County takes
enforcement action on are paid in advance of foreclosure.

* As noted above, several of the school districts rely upon the larger cities and towns to
collect taxes for them, so there are 30 unique methods of collection in the County.
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3. Technology (including computer hardware and software used and
ability to access the Internet);

4. Payment Systems (e.g. use of checks, electronic payment, credit
cards).

Number of Parcels and Sharing of Collection
Services

The tax collection jurisdictions in Albany County vary significantly in size
(7.e. number of parcels). The City of Albany and Town of Colonie have
the largest number of parcels, each with over 30,000. The next largest, the
Towns of Bethlehem and Guilderland, have 13,200 and 12,500 parcels
respectively. The remaining municipalities have an average of about
2,000 per jurisdiction, with the range being from 330 to 5,800 parcels. All
municipalities collect their own taxes, but as noted above, a number of
them also collect taxes for school districts within their boundaries.*’ It
should be noted that five of the six villages (all but Colonie) do not assess
their own properties but do collect taxes on them. This makes the number
of parcels reported in the collection survey larger than reported in the
assessment survey noted above and reflects one of the issues about data
noted below.

7 First Class Towns in New York State, which are generally defined as any town over
10,000 in population are required to collect for school districts that fall within borders.
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Table F: County Parcels by Municipality
Parcels -
Approximate County
Parcels - Assessment
Jurisdiction Survey Database
Clty of Albany 31 325 30,219
City of Cohoes 5,800 5,220
City of Watervliet 2,800 2,827
Town of Berne 2,001 2,057
Town of Bethlehem 13,200 13,165
Town of Coeymans 2,975 3,062
Town of Colonie 31,000 28,039
Town of Green Island** 875 -
Town of Guilderland 12,500 12,367
Town of Knox 1,546 1,546
Town of New Scotland 4,276 4,273
Town of Rensselaerville 1,925 1,925
Town of Westerlo 2,075 2,076
Village e sal sl
Vlllage of Altamont 619 -
Village of Colonie 3,300 3,093
Village of Green Island 875 872
Village of Menands 1,153 -
Village of Ravena 1,103 --
Village of Voorheesville 1,100 -
Total 7 120,448 110,741
* Survey data was self reported by the jurisdiction, in some cases these numbers were rounded.
*#* The Town of Green Island and Village of Green Island share assessment but collect taxes
seperately. The Town only collects County taxes, while the Village collects only Village taxes.
‘tlurisdictions with no value listed in "County Assessment Database," have assessment done by
another municipality. Also, total tax collection parcels are higher because a parcel can be taxed by
kﬂ'e than one jurisdiction.

School districts also vary in size. Colonie collects on nearly 31,000
parcels for five school districts: Menands, Mohonassen, Niskayuna, North
Colonie and South Colonie. The Guilderland Central School District
relies on collectors in the three municipalities within its borders to collect
its school taxes. School/municipality collection sharing is also done in the
Bethlehem, Ravena-Coeymans-Selkirk and Schalmont school districts.
Among school districts that do their own collecting, Albany City is by far
the largest with over 30,000 parcels. Other school districts in Albany
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County range in size from 2,700 to 6,800 parcels, with the average district

collecting for 4,600 parcels.

“Table G: County Parcels by School District

Parcels -

Jurisdiction Survey*
Sehool Distrlet LT

Albany City School District 30,000
Berne-Knox-Westerlo CSD 4278
Bethlehem CSD** 980
Cairo Durham CSD 6,816
Cohoes City School Dist. 5,220
Duanesburg CSD 2,700
Greenville 6,200
Guilderland CSD 186
Mannsville/Watervliet 3,701
Menands 926
Mohonasen 305
Niskayuna 877
North Colonie 14,007
Ravena Coeymans Selkirk CSD) 3,980
South Colonie 14,728
Voorheesville CSD 3,425

in that total.

* Survey data was self reported by the jurisdiction, in some cases
these numbers were rounded.

**Bethelehem CSD number are only for parcels in New Scotland.
Note: Parcels not reported for Green [sland SD, Middleburgh SD,
and Schoharie SD. Schalmont SD parcels that fall in Albany
County are collected by the Town of Guilderland and are included

Table H:

Shared Tax Collection

Collector

Collects for:

Town of Guilderland

Guilderland SD
Town parcels in:
- Mohonasen SD
- Schalmont SD
- South Colonie SD

Town of Colonie

Town parcels in:
- Menands SD
- Mohonasen SD
- Niskayuna SD
- North Colonie SD
- South Colonie SD

Town of Bethlehem

Town parcels in:
- Bethlehem CSD
- Guilderland CSD
- Ravena-Coeymans-Selkirk CSD
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Staff & Cost of Collection Services

Because jurisdictions in Albany County are structured differently and
include cities, towns, villages and school districts, the responsibility of tax
collection is often housed in different departments. Most jurisdictions
have a designated, often elected, tax collector or receiver of taxes, while
others assign tax collection responsibilities to the director of finance,
treasurer, town clerk or a business manager (particularly in the case of a
school district). Often a person in this role is supported by a deputy or
assistant and in some cases a small staff.

Table I: Staff and Budget Data
Total Staff
Jurisdiction (FT & PT | Average
Type Employees) |Staff Size Total Budget Average Budget
City 13 4 $ 1,338,430.00 | §  446,143.33
Town 28 3 $ 450,050.00 | $ 45,005.00
Village 13 2 $§ 124,900.00 | § 20,816.67
School District 19 2 $  922,160.00 | $ 83,832.73
TOTAL 73 $ 2,835,540.00

Because tax collection is done twice a year for school and property taxes,
many jurisdictions also rely on part-time staff during the height of the
collection season, while others shift duties of existing personnel to cover
tax collection responsibility. This makes determining full-time staff
allocation over the course of the year difficult. In the case of smaller
jurisdictions, less than one full-time equivalent staff is dedicated to tax
collection. The City of Albany has the largest staff, with nine FTEs in the
treasury department involved in the tax collection process.

Since the cost of staffing tax collection services is the largest driver in
determining the cost of such services, it is difficult to make appropriate
comparisons across jurisdictions, as many of the tax and finance offices
have other functions in addition to collecting school and property taxes."
Nevertheless, the larger municipalities that do their own tax collection (the
cities and the towns) spend at least $100,000 on this function, with the
City of Albany spending over $1 million. In addition, Albany County
spends several hundred thousand dollars on its own property tax collection
work, including nearly $70,000 on maintaining its MUNIS software tax-
system module.

8

* For example, a number of these offices collect water and sewer bills and also oversee
finance and budget matters.

CGR
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Technology

Software

All of the reporting tax collecting jurisdictions use some type of
computerized database system to track information and payments. Over
half of jurisdictions in Albany County use one of five types of software:

e jTax Tax Collection System provided by Business Automated
Systems, Inc. (BAS)

e KYVS Tax Billing provided by KVS Systems, Inc.
e InfoTax
e TaxPro

e TB2000 provided by Capital Region BOCES

Table J: Tax Collection Software
Estimated
Number of |Number of | Percentage

Software Jurisdictions | Parcels of Parcels
Software Unique to Jurisdiction 10 71791 39%
TaxPro 1 31000 17%
TB2000 5 44104 24%
InfoTax 3 18236 10%
iTAX Tax Collection System 6 10347 6%
KVS Tax Billing ] 9486 5%
* This table assumes “double-counting” of parcels because several jurisdictions count the same parcel for
purposes of both school and property taxes.

Security

Nearly all jurisdictions rely on standard password protection either
through the software, operating system or both as a security measure for
tax collection information. Typically only the staff involved in tax
collection and technical support has access to the database and software.

Hardware

The majority of respondent jurisdictions reported housing their tax
collection database on a local server in the municipal or school district
office. Databases for those districts using the BOCES tax collection
services are housed on the BOCES server. Some smaller jurisdictions
only have the database on a local computer hard drive. Backup
procedures for the databases vary widely as well. About half of the
Jurisdictions have nightly backup based on existing server protocols.
Capital Region BOCES performs two backups per day which are stored
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offsite. The remaining jurisdictions use flash drives, external hard drives,
CD-RW or tape backups, typically on a nightly basis.

Jurisdictions typically have one to three computers used by tax collection
staff. The exception to this is the City of Albany, where thirteen
computers are configured to handle tax collection, each with a bar code
scanner. Albany also allocates two printers to tax collection, where other
jurisdictions use only one or share use of a printer with other departments.

Approximately 30 percent of jurisdictions use bar coding options in the
processing of data or payments, including the City of Albany. However,
the second largest jurisdiction, the Town of Colonie, does not. A slightly
higher percentage (35 percent) use some form of scanning in data or
payment processing, including the scanning of checks.

Table K: Bar Coding and Scanning

Yes | No Jurisdictions
Are bar coding | 9 | 21 [Used by: City of Albany, Town of Bethlehem,
options used in Town of Guilderland, Townof New Scotland,
the processing Albany City SD, Beme-Knox-Westerlo CSD,
of data or Duanesburg SD, Watervliet City SD,
payments? Voorheesville SD
Are scanning 10 | 20 |Used by: City of Albany, Town of Bethlehem,
options used in Town of Colonie (including parcels in
the processing Menands SD, Mohonasen SD, Niskayuna SD,
of data or N. Colonie SD, S. Colonie SD), Town of
payments? Guilderland, Town of New Scotland, Village

of Altamont, Albany City SD, Berne-Knox-
Westerlo CSD, Duanesburg SD, Watervliet
City SD, Voorheesville SD

Internet

Nearly 90 percent of responding jurisdictions have high-speed Internet in
the tax collection office, yet only about 30 percent make tax collection
information available to staff via Internet. All but two of the jurisdictions
allow tax collection staff to view individual parcel tax bills and payment
status on local computers. In terms of taxpayer accessibility, only five of
the reporting jurisdictions allow taxpayers to view their property tax bills
online: City of Albany, City of Cohoes, Town of Bethlehem, Town of
Guilderland and Cohoes Central School District.

Inform & Empower



CGR

Table L: Internet Accessibility

Yes | No Jurisdictions
Does the taxing | 26 | 4 |Available to all Jurisdictions EXCEPT: Town
jurisdiction have of Knox, Town of Rensselaerville, Town of
high speed Menands, and Guilderland CSD

internet access?

Is information 9 | 21 [Available to: City of Albany, City of Cohoes,
accessible to staff Town of Berne, Town of Coeymans, Town of
via the internet? Guilderland, Town of Westerlo, Village of

Ravena, Cohoes City SD, Watervliet City SD

Is information 4 | 26 |Available to: City of Albany, City of Cohoes,
accessible to Town of Bethlehem, Town of Guilderland,

property owners
via the internet?

Payments

Respondent jurisdictions typically collect taxes for a two-to-four month
window. For cities and towns, collection season falls during the first three
months of the year; village tax collection occurs during the summer from
June through October; and school districts collect from September through
October. There are exceptions to this. The City of Albany accepts tax
payments all year, while the Cities of Cohoes and Watervliet extend their
collection season through September.

Figure 2: County Tax Collection Schedule

Jm | Fep | Mar | Apr | May | hm Tul Aug | Sept | Oct | Nov | Dec | Wext Vear
Citr of Albauy ] !
Property Taxes
Catyy of Adbany
Schionl Taxes
City of Coboss*
Properiv & School Taxes
Citw of Watervhet
Praperty Taxes
City of Waterviet*™
School Taxes
Towns
Property Taxes

Villages
Properry Taxes

Schicol Districts

% Juzzzdiction Callecnon, no penalty Elag]  Junsdiciion collection wath interest

I cowt Collection

* Cohoes cellects property and school taces in rove mstallnsents.
** Graph 1epresents 2008-2099 oo installwent cullection schedule for Watervhet School Dustrict. District will change o 4 one iisstallmen
system i 20052010 with collecaon in September.

All tax collection jurisdictions allow property tax payments to be made by
check and most accept cash as well. Only five of the responding

SaTEieioe: TFRR TG BRI

Inform & Empoywer



CGR

65

jurisdictions accept credit card payments. Payments typically are accepted
via mail, in-person at the tax collection office or, in some of the larger
jurisdictions, by electronic payments.* Twenty of the responding
jurisdictions use banks to assist in payment processing, with most using
Key Bank.

Relatively few taxpayers use credit cards to pay for property taxes because
of the high cost to do so. The tax collecting jurisdictions are required by
law to collect the full taxable amount and thus any credit card convenience
fee (typically two or three percent) must be absorbed by the taxpayer.

This makes it less attractive than most retail credit card transactions where
the merchant generally absorbs the fee in return for getting paid
instantly.”

Table M: Accepted Forms of Payment

Yes | No Jurisdictions

Cash 28 | 2 |Accepted by all EXCEPT: Berne-Knox-
Westerlo CSD and Bethlehem CSD

Check 30 0

Money Order | 10 | 21 |Accepted by: City of Albany, Town of Green
Island, Town of Rensselaerville, Town of
Westerlo, Town of Bethlehem, Village of
Green Island, Village of Voorheesville,
Duanesburg CSD, Ravena-Coeymans-Selkirk
CSD, Voorheesville CSD

Electronic 2 | 28 |Accepted by: City of Cohoes and Town of
Funds Bethlehem
Transfer

Credit Card 5 | 25 |Accepted by: City of Albany, City of Cohoes,
City of Watervliet, Town of Colonie
(including parcels in Menands SD,
Mohonasen, Niskayuna, N. Colonie, and S.
Colonie), Town of Guilderland (including
parcels in Schalmont SD)

In addition to payments directly from property owners, tax payments are
also received from banks or tax service organizations for property taxes
that are escrowed, which is done in all jurisdictions.

** Electronic and credit card payments are done through third-party vendors such as
Official Payments or Municipal-Payments.

" 1t should be noted that only the Town of Guilderland uses the Discover Card, which
unlike other credit cards that have a flat percentage fee for all transactions, uses a sliding
scale that has a maximum convenience fee of $25 for transactions over $2,000.
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Views from the Municipalities

As noted previously, in addition to the general survey sent to all
Jurisdictions, CGR also conducted individual and group interviews with
tax collection officials to focus in on particular themes and to gain clarity
about the strengths and weaknesses in the current system.

Customer Service Focus

While the current tax collection system clearly has gaps and is costly to
maintain, most of the tax collection personnel that CGR interviewed
insisted that the strongest positive aspect of the current system is its ability
to provide high levels of customer service to individual property owners.
While this may reflect the fact that most of the larger localities have
elected tax collectors who are elected based on their performance in office,
the notion of local accountability does seems to bear this out.

Local collectors were concerned that a larger and more centralized system
would lose some of its customer focus and perhaps be less efficient.

Accuracy

Another theme that emerges from discussions with local tax collectors is
related to the first and involves the accuracy of tax records. The logic is
that the local tax collector (and assessor for that matter) has a greater
ability to maintain accurate records than the County would have in a larger
system, both because of accountability to the local residents and because
of the relatively smaller size of the database. In other words, if there were
a system that had all 111,000 parcels in it, there would be more mistakes
that would not be caught as easily.”’

*' That said, there is no inherent reason that a larger database would in fact be less
accurate than a smaller one, especially if the local officials are doing the data entry.
Moreover, errors that may lead to delinquencies become County problems later in the
process, meaning that the County has an equal stake in data accuracy.

s an e
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Challenges with Current Tax Collection
System

Notwithstanding the above arguments that the current tax collection
system is a good one because it delivers accurate information and is
responsive to local citizens, the system does have its challenges, which fit
into three basic categories:

1. Timeliness and Sharing of Information
2. Accuracy
3. Cost

Timeliness & Sharing of Information

While most municipalities have relatively good internal systems (both
human and technological) to share information back and forth between
various offices within that locality (e.g. assessment, collection and
finance), the communication between ORPS, the County and the
municipalities is not optimal both because of the number of different
systems and the lag of information flow from one level of government to
the next.

For example, according to the County’s Tax Record Manager, the
County’s tax collection system is a combination of electronic and manual
records and processes. The County receives a list of unpaid property tax
bills from each municipality at the end of their collection period. Along
with this paper list, the County also receives an electronic file that it uses
to import the delinquent taxes into the County’s own tax collection system
(MUNIS).”?

The County also receives a tax roll which is the legal document it uses to
provide public information. This contains the taxes that were paid to the
municipality and taxes that are still unpaid and will be pursued by the
County. Once the County begins collection, the municipalities do not
have a real-time way to check the tax-payment status of properties,
because they do not have a link to the County’s system. Thus the
municipalities have to call the County to check on the tax-payment status
of the delinquent parcels in their jurisdictions.

Accuracy

Because information is largely entered at every level of government into
different systems and on different hardware and software platforms, the

%2 These lists often contain the same information.
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probability of errors goes up.” For example, information from the RP-
5217 form is entered multiple times: at the County Real Property Tax
Service Office, at the municipal level or levels (if there are town and
village collectors) and at ORPS. Since this is a paper form with three
“carbons,” it becomes progressively harder to read as each copy is used,
especially with the lack of typewriters in most offices (7.e. it is most often
hand-written). A graphic depiction of the RP-5217 process is shown
below.

Figure 3: Form 5217 Process Flow - When Property Changes Ownership

(;::FSS Tax Payer

("]

w

]

8 T Tax Bills
a Counlty Real Local T e

= ounty Real ocal Tax

'E" County Clerk Property Tax 2y ek?:f:';?ﬂ“;:gn Collector updates
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of Finance
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‘betwaen assassor and lax caliecior
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Casf

Although the local tax collection function does result in a high level of
personal service, the fact is that each jurisdiction has its own collection
office which sends out bills, collects taxes and maintains its own system.
In fact, the school districts already piggy back onto the larger towns to do
their collection with little apparent loss of customer service. Furthermore,
the County maintains its own staff to handle delinquencies and
foreclosures which may duplicate the staff capacity of what already exists
in the localities. Finally, with each municipality staffing its own tax

*® Furthermore, it is also the case that error correction is not of primary interest to local
tax collectors after the collection is turned over to the County for collection, but it may be
of interest to other local officials who may have to deal with the fallout over the error.
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collection function, it may be more challenging to find good people, train
them and maintain institutional knowledge going forward. In interviews,
multiple tax collectors mentioned that they were struggling to maintain a

full staff in light of budget cuts, retirements and general fiscal constraints.

In addition to the cost of overlapping personnel, there is also a large cost
to maintaining individual computer systems and different software and
hardware platforms. These costs not only include the initial cost of
acquisition, but keeping both the hardware and software current and
training staff on its use as well as duplicating information entry.

A Worst Case Scenaric?

By way of the following vignette, the potential pitfall of the lack of a
shared database is illustrated.

John and Mabel Smith purchased their residence in the city of
Albany in late July 2006. At their property closing they were
informed that all current taxes were included in the costs and they
would receive the next tax bill in the mail.

The first tax bill they received was in January 2007 which was the
property tax bill from the Albany city treasurer. The Smiths went
ahead and paid this bill.

In June 2007 the Smiths received a delinquent tax notice from
Albany County which indicated that a tax was unpaid from the
year 2006. Mr. Smith, who remembered that the closing statement
indicated that 2006 taxes were paid at that time, gathered his
documents and called Albany County.

Upon calling Albany County Mr. Smith was informed that the
notice was for the unpaid school tax bill of September 2006. He
was confused and stated that when he purchased the property in
July 2006 he was told at that time he would receive his first tax bill
in the mail.

Albany County informed Mr. Smith that the school tax bill mailed

~ in September 2006 was sent to the former owner (who apparently
did not forward the bill to Mr. Smith). He was also told that this is
a common occurrence due to the closing taking place in the last
half of the calendar year whereby mailing addresses are not
usually updated.

After protesting with arguments such as “how can you pay a bill if

you do not receive one” and ‘“‘we are new in the area therefore
were not aware of the date tax bills are due,” the Smiths paid the

ST A N SR A T = o
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school tax bill that included an eleven percent late charge (one
percent for each month) and a five percent penalty.

As with many taxpayers in this situation, the Smiths felt that the
system failed them due to the fact they did not receive a bill.
Whether a unified collection system or common database shared
by all jurisdictions would be the only way to solve this problem is
subject to debate but it does raise the issue of how to deal with
such problems.

Potential Solutions
Full Conscolidation of the Tax Collection System

One of the solutions that have been considered in select other counties in
New York is the full consolidation of the tax collection system into a
county function where all taxes would be collected by the county and then
disbursed to the localities. Franklin and Cayuga Counties have had
consulting firms recommend this as a possible solution for their tax
collection systems.

While this solution may present attractive benefits in theory, the cost of
transitioning the collection function from the 19 municipalities and 20
school districts to Albany County would likely be prohibitively expensive
and unlikely to be absorbed by the County. In addition, there would likely
need to be voter approved changes in the law in every jurisdiction, another
hurdle that would be difficult to overcome, especially in the short run.

Finally, while there is much to recommend county-level services, it does
not seem to necessarily make sense to separate the revenue collecting
function from the local government itself. If New York were to abolish
home rule and consolidate all government functions at the County level, it
might make more sense to have a unified revenue function, but it is
unlikely to happen. While Franklin and Cayuga Counties are exploring
this option, they are both small counties with populations of less than a
third of Albany County’s and many fewer local governments.

Partial Consolidation or Shared Services

Another possible way to deal with the costliness and disconnectedness of
the current tax collection system in Albany County is to do some sort of
partial consolidation or sharing of services. There are several ways to
accomplish this, but they probably fall into the following categories:

Sharing of services between municipalities;

Sharing of software systems;

Joint purchasing of hardware or software or credit card services;
The County assuming some of the local functions.

AW
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Sharing of services between municipalities could be along the lines of
what already exists where cities and towns do collection for school
districts, or it could be a broader sharing of services to encompass not only
sharing people but also software or hardware systems. The advantage of
this would be potential cost savings as well as continuity in staffing or
process.

By purchasing common services or products, localities and the County
could share information and also take advantage of economies of scale.
For example, instead of having to charge taxpayers two or three percent to
use a credit card to pay their taxes, a deal could be negotiated with all the
collectors to reduce this price (and encourage more people to take
advantage of it). Similar savings could also be taken for common
software or hardware packages.

The County could also assume some local functions, especially in the
realm of property tax transfers with the RP-5217 form. If the County and
the local collectors’ computer systems were connected and the 5217
process were automated, then the localities would be able to access the
information and not have to load it into the system manually.

Currently, ORPS is conducting a pilot program in Dutchess County to
create a one-part electronic RP-5217 form. The pilot program uses
Adobe® software to create an electronic form with a dynamic barcode that
can be saved as a .pdf file and printed or transmitted electronically. From
the printed form, the user can scan the dynamic barcode and, through a
proprietary software system, the RP-5217 data is decoded and
automatically populates pre-determined data fields. Users can add any
notes and save these changes which updates the barcode. According to
one ORPS official, State law does not currently allow for electronic
signatures, so a physical copy of the form still exists. Beginning in April
2009, three title companies will begin testing the electronic forms. ORPS
plans to evaluate the effectiveness of the Dutchess County pilot program
in September.

Related to the sharing of information theme is the County’s role as
collector of delinquent taxes. As noted above, currently local collectors
do not have access to information about the collection of delinquent taxes
in their jurisdictions until the County provides it to them on a quarterly
basis. With a shared system the localities could potentially get access to
the County’s records (and vice-versa) in order to address questions and
maintain accurate records locally.

Centrafized Database

An intermediate solution to the problems of the fragmented tax collection
system currently in place would be to have a centralized database. This

TR AT
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would have the potential to greatly simplify the current system and ally
communications among the taxing jurisdictions. According to ORPS, a
centralized database system would have several benefits such as

1. Increased efficiencies and cooperation among local
collection officials.

2. Full integration from collection through management of
delinquencies.

3. Simplified data collection with automatically accessible
data by municipalities, schools and the County.
Furthermore, all of the charges on a given parcel would be
viewable by any user.

4. Accuracy would be improved through countywide error
checking and balancing.

5. Online access would reduce taxpayer confusion and the
number of inquiries to individual collectors or to the
County.

6. With a common software platform installed by the same
vendor countywide there may be less support required, as
the system can be used and understood in multiple
jurisdictions.

7. Training needs could be coordinated countywide.

Collection of installment payments (where permitted) is

simplified for collectors and taxpayers, yielding greater

collections. An improved rate of collection can impact

County budgets and lead to fewer foreclosures.

=

In other words, a centralized database would deal with the three major
challenges already identified: (1) timeliness, (2) accuracy and (3) cost.
However there remains the central issue of how to implement such a
solution.

Implementation Challenges

Whatever solution is proposed for improving the County’s current tax
collection system, there remains the challenge of how to implement any of
them.

First and foremost is the cost of any transition to a new system, whether it
is a full system run by the County, a shared database system or sharing of
some services. In addition to supporting the work of CGR in drafting this
analysis of the collection system with a grant of $25,000, there is an
additional $25,000 available from ORPS to defray implementation
expenses for those counties that opt to create a common tax collection
database (whether it is in any of the forms discussed above — full or partial
consolidation or a shared database). However generous these grants are, it
is unlikely that they will cover the full cost of the transition and the
County will have to determine whether the long-term benefits that flow to
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it (and the municipalities using the system) would be sufficiently large to
make an investment in any new system going forward.

Second is the issue of how the timing of any new system would work and
what the steps would be in transitioning from the current system to a new
one, especially one that might involve any new hardware, software or
training. While many of the municipalities are on similar calendars for
collection (e.g. activity peaks twice a year around the generation of bills in
August and December), there are other aspects of the timing that would
need to be examined closely before implementing any new system.

Third is the issue of how any system would work technologically.
Questions such as whether the system would be housed on a County server
and allow access to local collectors through a terminal, or over the Internet
via a personal computer, are beyond the scope of this report but need to be
carefully examined prior to embarking down any implementation path.

For example, given scarce IT resources at the County, it is not certain how
staff would be deployed to maintain the system.

Finally is the important issue of how to get participation from local tax
collectors who, although they have an imperfect system, maintain a system
that they largely are comfortable with.

Incentives to Spur a Collective Effort

The first argument for joining a centralized database effort is to realize
that the individual systems — particularly from a software and hardware
perspective — each local collection unit currently uses will eventually
become obsolete. A group replacement process or joint procurement may
save money in the long run.

Second, a centralized system may consolidate and reduce certain system
maintenance costs by spreading them across multiple jurisdictions.

Third, the potential advantages of a centralized information system go
beyond the local tax collectors. Other municipal officials would be in a
position to utilize the system. Supervisors and mayors have expressed
interest in having access to detailed parcel histories, delinquencies and tax
status for each property. They could serve as a good support group in the
centralization effort.

Fourth, while the individual collection processes may seem efficient in
isolation, when considered as part of an overall system, the data handoffs
between the various players in the system are intermittent, and often
inaccurate and out-of-date. From the County Clerk’s office and its
recording of deeds, to the RP-5217 process, to the generation of tax maps,
to recording a parcel’s current status, to current bills, to delinquencies and
enforcement, the County has a front-end and a back-end role. If
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municipalities participated with the County in a centralized information
system, local jurisdictions would have to do fewer corrections and would
have access to better data about the properties within their boundaries.
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APPENDIX

Assessment Section

Tabie A-1: Municipal Overview

Table A-2: Staffing, Certification and Office Hours
Table A-3: Budget and Parcel Overview

Table A-4: Indicators of Assessment Quality

Table A-5: Municipal Assessing IT Capacity

Table A-6: FTE Personnel Analysis

Table A-7: Comparative Cost Analysis of Options
Table A-8: Assessor Meeting Attendees

Tax Collection Secticn

Table B-1: Survey Responses: Municipalities

Table B-3: Tax Collector Survey Responses and
Meeting Attendees

Table B-4: Delinqguency & Foreclosure Statistics and
Frocess Qverview
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Table A-8
Assessors Who Participated in CGR
Facilitated Assessors Meeting

Albany Keith McDonald
Cohoes Tom Jacques
Berne Brian Crawford
Bethlehem Patricia McVee
Coeymans Laura VanValkenburg
Colonie Ronald Monfils
Guilderland John Macejka
Knox Russ Pokorney
Westerlo Peter Hotaling




Table B-1 (Survey Responses: Municipalities)

~ ghare "~ .| Parcels | Software: 1 Drtabese | B "'..;::gm | Maintonancarbu
G 28 Data | : : d] “Pp
cpllgc;tlfm? 7 ‘worrbd. !lnrpn B Csptm | ‘ppel?jl.::q_ﬂ
Management
Newword | el et N::;l‘:‘r:;"’ information MIS s
] il no 31325 $1,131,807 yes Syslm:usuunAS Tor AS400 Microsalt Microsoft Sry‘SlEmB(M{S) Depiﬂ!{lanl Iienﬁﬂn:mnl €56,180
Office Office Cily Hall
Treasurer,
. Local Serveral Depuly
City af Cohoes. 2 2 no 5300 $83,000 yes KVS KVS KVS KVS Cily Hall Treasuer, IT Manager $10,000
1T manager
Tcs
” . (Tolal Depuly Director | Deputy Director
City of Waterviiet 1 2 na 2800 yes Microsoft SQL Calleclion cs TCS Local Server of Finance of Finance 34,728
Solulions)
BAS
. (Business Tax Colleclor's
Town of Berne i 1 no 2001 $11,350 yes RiEakd BAS BAS BAS ps Tax Colieclor BAS $850
Syslem)
no slaff solaly Aclual coslin lax
dedicaled lo office was
tax collection $199,834. Fifty % ool Sunguard | Sunguard | Sunguard | o Tax
Town af Bethlehem | Approx 50% 325 no 13200 of the tetal (part yes Ee?hfenem Public Sector | Public Seclor| Public Seclor smer”"a Departmant | Town MIS Slaff %9 500
of work hrs that is spent on tax Software Soltware Software Staft
are spenl on processing) would
tax pracessing be $89.917
3 . tax Town Clerk's |Town Clerk, Tax|Town Giark, Tax
Town of Cocymans 4 3 no. 2975 $5,540 yes saL -ax colleclion) collection i-lax collection ofiice Callsctor Colleclor §740
g Tax Recewer, | T2% Recewer,
AFTE&3 Tax Pro & Local Area ' Deputy Tax
Tawn of Calonie PT no 31000+ yes Tax Pro Tax Pro Tax Pro RPS Network Dapuh{ Tax Receiver, MIS 31,000
Recaiver
Dep.
ITAX Tax ITAX Tax
1 FTE for Jan. 1FTE for Collection Collection
= “|dan, Fridays| Syslem from | Microsoft | System from | Sland Alone Town Tax Town Tax
e ok et bl l::::f;;:;r only fof Feb b L o yes Merosol 8QL | ", cinass saL Business | DesklopPC | Gollector Collactor e
& Mar Aulomation Aulomation
Syslems Syslems
Tawn of Guilderland 3 0 no 12500 $20,000 yes Alten Tunnell | Allen Tunn=! FEE8 o Local Server
arp Gorp. E
Tax Colleclor,
Town of Knox 2 1 no 1546 56,176 no BAS BAS BAS BAS Daputy Tax BAS 540
Collector
Town of New SCA-Software gt
Scotiand 3 1 no 4276 $50,000 est yes Consulling SCA SCA SCA Network Server| Town Clerk Town Clerk 1 $2,000
Seatlan Associales .
Plan Toal-
McKay
Town Clerk, Computer
P 2 028 no 1025 52,000 o MADOS: | MEbOd Local Server | Deputy Town | Assac. 5756
ensselaerville prom Promg! Clerk Town Clerk and
Depuly Town
Clark
Tawn of Westerlo 2 no 2075 yes BAS BAS Lotal Server Al staff All Staff
Guilderland Williamson Law|
i does Book Tax Refer to Reler o Refer lo
Village of Altamont 12 sesmentsand|  51° yes Program 5 » Village Office [Clerk, Treasurer|Glerk, Treasurer]
files Windows
Clerk, Deputy
Clerk,
Villnge of Colonic 4 4 no 3300 nol separale yes KVS KVS Kvs KVS Local Server Treasurer, Clerk
Daputy
Traasurar
iTAX Tax ITAX Tax Village Village
1FTElor | TFTEfor Collection Colleclion e i
Village of Green | June & July, |June & Joly Syslem f Microsolt | System f Treasurer, Treasurer,
! i no 875 $1.500 yes Microsoft SQL | System from ¥ oM | | geal Server Depuly Depuly 3340
Islnd asneeded | as needed Business saL Business - T T
Aug. -Oct Aug. Ocl. Aiib i Automation Treasurer, Tax reasurer, Tax
Folny iop Calieclot Callector
parl of Glerk 1-
Villoge of Menands 1 1 no 1153 Salary and Duties no Kvs KVS KVS KVS Local Server Cierk | Clerk | $2.000
approx. $1B,000
3102423 KVS Software-
Village of Ravenn 3 15 no 1103 | (combined in gen yes Wintiows KVS KVS KVE Lacal Server Clerks Clerks $880
budgel wilh clerks)
Village of yes, assessing Clerk Treasurer |Clerk Treasurer,|
BB e 2 2 |domety Townof| 1100 52,000 yes KvS KvS KVS KVS Local Server | Depuly Glerk | Deputy Clerk
aamnece New Scoliand Treasurer Treasurer




héioasible

Can Staf] View

Jirisdictian - - Staff Access Staff toputting Data| Usar Buppart| by Stafvia |  Property | oIV Tax Bils| - Paymant.. |y s acrgntady . WhatBank?  |Bar
: : e e P amte: | e | Andipamont [ Wathoas - | ERenAseeeidt i
12 - 12131
New Waorld cash, check, :
WIS Paricn), Al Treasuwrer Office | Systems, money order, | MF £:30 em - 5.00 pm
of Albany All Treasurer Office yes yes yes Cily Hall Key Bank yes yes
Parsonnel Mis credil card via
Personnal Depariment intamel Salurdays in January
9:00 am - 12:00 pm
check,
Treasurer, Depuly Traasurer, Dapul cashicheck al | March-Sept-Property; | via mail, some at cily
City of Cohoes Treasurer, Complroller, IT Tmas‘ o 4 Kvs yes yes yes HSBC, online, |March, June, Sepl.Dec hall, HSBC, internel HSBC Bank no no
lanager . credit cards in valerlsewar via citinel
Mar. 2003
" Diraclor of Finance, cash, check,
City of Watervliet Diecloe ot Fma".“' Depuly Direclor of | Systems Easl no no yes eredil card January - Seplember Tax Office Bank of America no na
Deputy Direclor of Finance F
inance {internel)
ona full paymant
BAS Business | delail listing of | (nofg plighed |
Town of Berne Tax Collector Only Tax Collector | Automalion yes no Iax rolis open lo] - J 111-3/31 lown hall, colleclsr’s: | i ons gank Na bl no
Services anyone | harmé SvBIENE;
e
» excepl for
o el aapdn®. | ax Desartment | M st & | no, but couts cash, check, and Town Hall,mal, | aulomaled bank
Town of Bethichew | 200 gﬂ'mpﬂn ”EHeg‘u sr:ﬂ software | be lhrough 3 yes yes aulomalic bank 12/31-3131 aulomaled bank | drafling, do nol use yas yas, OCR
y e vendor secure VPN drafls drafling bank—do our own
v pracassing
Town Glerk, Depuly | BAS Business
Tuwn of Caeymans T""‘SIC'E”“ Depuly Town | 1 in Glerk, 2PT | Automation yes no yes cash, check 1231 lown clerk’s ofice none no no
erk, 2 PT Clerks
Clerks Services
during calleclion
Cccs -
. periods sel by stalute
Tawnuf Colonie | ‘Some Restriclions Only | Al for processing | Jechnologies no no yes cash. ehieck. | iy ol tusiness| ofhee; in person; mai none no Chezk
& Coiorue MIS credil card scanning
hours and exlended
Dept
hours.
Business
Aulemalion
Tuwn of Green Istind|  Town Tax Coliector | Town Tax Callectar | Services Inc. ne no yee cashielinck, | sit-331 (Flidaps caly town office none no o
money order in Feb, Mar)
of Clifion Park,
NY
cash. check,
Receiver, Depuly Receiver, | Receiver, Depuly | Allen Tunnell - - - (D;:‘:L:“C': o, | Propery-Jan-Mar., | Town TaxOfice & |Chase Bankd Furst| . o -
Clerk Receiver, Clerk Corp ¥ ¥ i “| School-Sepl -Dec. Firsl Niagara Bank Niagara Bank ¥
aslercard,
Visa)
: Mailing address lar
Tax Collector, ] - bills, Knox Town Hall
Townof Ko | T8 Cmrf;;‘;:;ﬁ”“" Tex Deputy Tax BAS no ne yes cash, check SRS 1] on 3 Saturdays in Jan, Key Bank o no
Colleclor ! of by appainiment al
callector's home:
Toawn af New Tax Collector, Depuly Tax
] .
Scolland Colleclor all 3 psople SCA no no yes cash, check W -4an Town Hall none yes yes
Tawn of Town Clerk, Depuly Town | Town Clerkand | MokKar i ” - cash, check, S Renssalaervile Town — "
Rensselucryilly Clerk, Callector Depuly Town Clerk P ¥ money order Hall ne
Associales
" Clerk/Collector, cash, check, M,W.F Bam-5pm Town Clerk, Tax
Town of Westerla Clerk/Colleclor, Deputy Depul BAS yes no yes money order T. Th Spm-9om Collaclor's Office none no no
" Clark, Treasurar, Dapuly Cierk, Treasurer, . Bank scans
Village of Altamont lerk Depuly Clerk Williamson no no yes cash, check Daily 84 Village Office Key Bank no chotks
Clerk, Depuly Cierk, Clerk, Depuly Clerk,
Village uf Colonic Treasurer, Deputy Treasurer, Depuly ;V;Lr:: no no yes cash, check M_?Lfgran Vilage Hall & US Mail | 1S ';a:';'::a' o no no
Treasurer Treasurer ¥ S .
Business
S Mamly Tax Collector| Aulomation
V'""::I::gm" ?::::J:a::':énﬁ:;\:?‘ wilh oversight by | Services Inc no no yes ‘;f;‘e c:f::; &1-10/31 Village Office none ne no
- Village Treasurer |of Ciiftan Park, 4
NY
Village of Menonds | Clerk VClerk-Treasurer clerk | KVS no no yes cash, check 611-10i31 Village Hall Key Bank no no
o ; dunng business B:30-4
Vilage uf Raveny 3 glerks clerks Kvs yes no yes cash. check o MoF untl 1111 Village Office none no o
Clerk Treasurer,
Village of Clerk Treasurer, Depuly ' cash, check. 6/1-10130
Vaorhsesville Clerk Treasurer a:::::;“c’:m b ne: ne e money order 9 am-4 pm Pl Niagam e ne
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Bagkip

Cost of Licandlng.

night

hardware. Slandard

A ] Equlp.
Off sile slorage. 13 Desklops, 1
Daily off site slorage Locked, limiled server, 1 Scanner, 13
City of Alhany Supervisors syslem, Tape back up every| access lodatabase | New World, $75,000 | Handheld Scanners

passward pralocols

{barcode), 2 prinlers,
1 copiers

City of Cahoes

via lreasurer &
depuly lreasurer

backed up daily by IT
manager

users have log-ins
and passwords

KVS, $10000 yearly;
Citine!, 6250 yearly

2 compulers, 2
prinlers, 1 server

Nighlly Tape Backup.

Each Funclion has

separate secunty

3 Desklops, 1 Server,

downloads 10 town sarvar

10 town clerk who

colleclor. Town clerk
can only "read” files.

City of Watervlict real time Wicrosoft Sgkaramlemme el Faseaan NiA 1 Prnter
Prolecled.
only parsan who can 1 computer, 1
5 :;:“C\:!Zillm ::z: :z make changes lo monitor, 1
Tawn of Berne tax collector | & v. P¥|  systemis tax BAS, 5850 prinler/scanner { fax

machine, 1 server
(town's backup)

Town of Bethlehem

real-bme into he
sysiem

ncremental backup
perdormed nightly. Full
syslem save parformed
monihly.

5
li

7 desklop PC, 1 laser
printer, 3 OCR
readers, Tt d

ecurity
sls, user passwords

shared iSeries server,
1 shared Windows
2003 server

ysl
purchased in full

Tuwn of Coeymu

vilh direction by

" | town clerk ta staft

our lechnician backs up
program nrough server

pul in safe

BAS-740 3 desklaps, 2 printers

Automalic backup al nigh!

6 desklop compulers,

Services annually

Townof Colorie | RPCE¥EE | on o gy basis, Extemal tof pessword protected | TaxPro, $1000 | 2 prniers. 1 check
i Ispe scanner
SIS, o rasii BAS Tax Tax
can only he accessed| Collection Syslem. | 1 desklop PC and 1
Town uf Green Island ma‘ﬂ;"mltﬁ;:“s i ;E’:‘r‘l’a’s:‘::\:‘: by fown tax calleclor | $500 one lime prinler
licanse

Town of Guilderl

Receiver of Taxes
makes
adjusimenis per
|approved requesis
lo Ihe Assassor

Handied by DRJ Suppart
Services

Handled by DRJ
Suppori Services

3 desklops, 1 server,

Allen Tunnel Corp-
$2100 3 printers, 1 capier

s:':'mlt‘itfm 1 desklap, 1

Tuwn of Knox i DVD-RW. B GB Lexar BAS, B50 scanner/p pi

Eupporting . 1fax machine
papenwork
There are

procedures within 3 desklo
ps, 1 bar
Town of New ne program thal | The network is backed up dor. 3
Scotlond allow for changes. daily off site password protacled HOAS1ATE code feadar,
printers
This has securily
levels.
Town Clerkicollector, {5
Depuly town clerk and f
Tawn of McKay Compuler
sl 3 3
Rensscloeeville Counly Legislalure| goes lo server Associbes e Tha 1 desklop, 1 prinler
ony people thal can
see inle compuler
xlop, 1
Town of Westerlo | support from BAS soL Passwords L Dhskiop pniniscc]

Village of Altamont

update ownership
and mailing
address

floppy disk and willage
network backup syslem

Village of Colu

mic

stem

capiat

server, 3 desklop,
prnter, copier

1 server

sofiware i
iy § modificalions are | Crealas a backup fleand [can only be accessed |  BAS iTax Tax 1 server, 1 desklap
Village of Green moves il ta a lape drive by village reasurar, | Collection System,
made by Businass s v PC. 1 printer for tax
Istand Aulomalion which is backed up daily | depuly lreasurer, and 5500 one ime cafieciar
Services annually and mnvef D." premises lax colleclor license
" password prolected, 2 desklops, 1 printer,
Village of Menands Clerk | local server Wackap KVS, $2000 1 chpiat, ¥ sl
backup done every night on
= N . zip drive & jump drive and | stored in a fireprool X 2 !
Village of Ravens inpul by clerks s bR locked vaul KVS, 3648 2 desklops, 2 pnnlers
localion
lax billing-280, tax
. callection-90,
VVllllugc or" ) batkup lc"cdda:d 1o external password profected | database-165, NY 3 deskl‘m:;. '.:;nnlers.
"onrheesville G irve RPS-85, phone P!

suppar-1070




Table B-2 (Survey Responses: School Districts)

Ehei] Lpturs LIl el Lo e S s
Jurisdietlan . Stafl Access . Stafl Inpiitting Datal User Support Proparty - i paymeit | ‘whonAccepted? | Where Accepted? Bar Coding? 7
H Gt - i Rl Dwn-n 'm_‘;’_~ i B i i o . e :
Tax colleclor checks (by mail) Sepl 1- Nov 15 Key Bank
Tax Collector e NERIC no o yes checks/cash (at | (through February 28 | €0 Stale Strael NERIC yes yes
bank) for installments) Albany
Data Enlry, _
Berne-Knov-Westerlo| Tax Colleclorand 3work | Coordinalors, cag"gé:gg_'“ 5 i % P S PO Box in Albany — i -
stations Programmers Netie L Key Bank in Allamont ¥ b ¥
(NERIC)
Bethlchem CSD
(Town of New Tax Coleclor Tax Collector NiA no no no check an-1n P.OBox T.D. Banknorth no no
Scolland ONLY)
Cuiro Durham €D | Tax Collector, Treasurer | Tax Coliector Info-tax no ng yes cash, check 8/1-1031 Bank of Greene Co, | 5™ Cgf’”"e o no
Cohues City School Jaaliedoy
DisL. all business office (8) Treasurer, Deputy Info-tax yas yes yes cash, check 9/1-4130 HSBEC Bank {lozal) HSBC Bank no no
N Treasurer
. Tax Collector, Business Capital Region cash, check, ' Business Office of :
Dusneshurg CSD Nianager Tax Colieclor BOCES no no yes money order 9-3 M-F, Sept-Oct. MNBT for deposits yes yes
. National Bank of
Greenville 3 Business Office Stalf Tax Golleclor InfoFund no o yes all Sepl1- 06131 Iocal bank ; o no
Coxsackie
. 3 Senior Account Guilderiand C.S.D.
Guilderland €D Senior Accounl Clerk Clerk nfa no no yes cash, check 9/1-10/31 Districl Office 151 Niagara no no
J\\:‘V::I::llil:: 2 Business Office Stalf Tax Colieclor BOCES yes no yes cash, check July and January Business Office none yes yes
Ravens Cocymans | Management Confidenbial, | coperior | LIS systams no P es cash, ghack, 91-10/30 c.ffiﬁ'é?.‘l' B.:rl‘;;:im atinas Hank;of no no
Selkiek €SD secrelary v ¥ maney order b Coxsackie
Tax Collector, District
Treasurer, Assl Tax Collector, Asst cash, check, sepl & ocl, business District Offica
(1] Supi t for i far BOCES no no yes moné urda; days from 8:30 am-4.30| Voorneesville Cenltral Key Bank yes no
Businass, Secrelary to Business ¥ pm chool
Superintendent
i Tatal a';i(-' FTE.: ZBhae Farcels Budget HiSpeed | Somvare: s:r'ul o | somure: | ostavess | S ining
gk |- Coltection? | Covared intarnat? | ‘House Data 2%, | ReporiDats | | Location - e =g | ppart Cost
: e . ; pick - Data 3 g | Dt . System
N Capital Region
Alarg Gy Wbt 1 1 no 30000 $102,700 yes rHa0a0 182000 TB2000 TB2000 BOCES - NERIC NERIC $37,008
Actess
NERIC
BOCES 70320
' Capilal Region | Capilal Region | Capital Region | |neiuded in
BEsAOmEN o] (Golecion [ o 4278 517.780 yes TeRoow TB2000 782000 TB2000 BOCES - BOCES - BOCES - i il
50 Servlces:+ Access NERIC NERIC NERIC o
1PT Collection
Hethlchem CSD
(Town af New 3 05 ’::‘"I::F:’ 980 $8,500 yes Excel Excel Excel Excel Local Server | Tax Golleclor NIA NA
Scatland ONLY] ;
. . Info-tax info-tax info-tax Tax Golleclor, | Tax Collector,
Cairo Durham CSD 3 125 na 6816 $12 467 yes Lnams skt excel e | Loca sewver | T o e ot 5785
info-tar, info-tax Tar"r;:'f?f"' IT. Deputy
25 1 no 5220 $21.200 yes Infolax sty e telotax | Local Server | 7RIS Traasurer, 51,400
Treasurer
Dusneshrg G5 1 1 no 2700 $9,800 yes Te2000 TB2000 TB2000 TE2000 | Local Senver | Tax Gollector | [2MEI08Y $6.000
aordinalor
InfaTax InfoTax InfoTax InfoTax
- (provided by | (provided by | (provided by
Grecnville 1 025 no 6200 58,306 yes C‘upsr::r:'?:rdL?:x} Provded by | teioviaea By | (eiovided &7 | Local Server | Tax Coliector | Directorof IT 5795.00
Lo | i) L)
: 7 S Accounl | Crial Tech
Guilderiand CSD 1 05 no 186 §693,789 no Access/Excel | Access/Excel|  Access Access/Excel | Local Server Clatk Spacialist s0
e 0 3 no 3701 $12.580 yes TB2000 782000 | TB2000 | TB2000 |BOCES sewer| TaxColeclor |  BOCES 36,000
Ravens Cocymans yes, Town of = Tax Caolleclor, 1 Business
piinee s 1 075 s 3g80 517,000 yes UGIS System [ UCIS System UGIS System| UCIS System | Loca Server | "7 200N T RIS
el TB2000 TB2000 TB2000 TB2000 : Technology .
Vuorheesville CSD 1 025 na 3425 $16.580 yes Pt (Bo0cES) | (MocES) | (BocEs) | LocalSever | TaxGoector | (EERESH | 56500 (BOCES)




Jurisdiction

How ¢

Procesed

ol Licanalig.

Computsr-Ralated
o Eauip

TB2000, $37008

{usually lax coliector)

Albany City Schonl | communicated lo | 2 back ups daily, slored off | login and password
District NERIC site required Tickidag supsor | oo 2 PR, prinler
Tax colleclor ) Zeutgol
Berne-Knox-Westerla| communicates Back-up 2 limes daily, . Server, PC, printer,
changes lo slored off sile passwordisign on 6200031378 barcode reader, fax
BOCES lo be sereens
= mi
Bethichem CSD i
(Tawn of New Tax Colleclor NIA 1 desklop, 1 printer
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[ e & i
lax
Cniro Durhom CSD | collectar/treasurer lapes changed daily password protected info-tax, 785 1 desklop, 1 printer
enters
School x user 1D, password " 1 deskiop, 2 laplops,
Dist. manually on local sarver via lapes profecied info-tax, 1400 1 sarver, 3 prinlers
. R 41 1 desklop, 1 servar, 1
Dusnesburg CSD Tax Collector daily by Central Ofc Staff | server nn!@ung datais bar code reader, 1
locked in vaull

rinler/copier

1 dasklop, 1 shared
printer

Ravenn Coeymans
Selkirk CSD

by lax collector

provided by UCIS

besides lax colleclor,
1 stalf member has
access

Greenville avaryday by IT director g [ =
SR
— individually e
Guilderlund CSD efien weakiy backup lo server | password prolecled [ETEEEH T
Mannsvile/ Limited Access,
Wateritil Tax Callector BOCES - daily Paseword Prolecled NiA

Voorheesville CSD

BOCES

external lape slored off sile

limiled sccess by
password

TB2000, 36500

T desklop, 1 printer, 1
copler, 1 servar
3 Desklops, 2 Bar
Code readers, 1
Printer

2 desktops
1 desklop, 1 printer, 1

capiar, 1 bar code
reader




Table B-3 (Tax Collector Survey Responses and Meeting Attendees)

Tax Collector Participation

]

Surve

Meeting

e
City 3 2 67% 2 67%
Town 10 10 100% 5 50%
Village 6 6 100% 2 33%
School 20 16 80% 10 67%
Total 39 34 87% 19 49%

Attendees of Tax Collectors Meeting held February 11, 2009

Name

Jurisdiction

Chris DeWitt
Tax Collector

Albany City School District

Deborah Baron
Tax Collector

Voorheesville Central School District

Diane Dechenes
Tax Collector

Town of New Scotland

Linda Pasquali

Village of Voorheesville

Clerk/Treasurer

Kathy Haas Village of Colonie
Clerk/Treasurer

Frank Leak Village of Colonie
Mayor

Gerald O’Malley Town of Berne

Tax Collector

Michele Zilgme
Receiver of Taxes

Town of Colonie and following School Districts:
Menands, S. Colonie, N. Colonie, Niskayuna,
Mohonasen

Colleen Hytko
Treasurer

City of Cohoes

Adam Hotaling
Tax Collector

Cohoes City School District

Nancy Mendick
Receiver of Taxes

Town of Bethlehem

Cindy Vatalaro
Deputy Town Clerk

Town of Coeymans

Diane Millious
Town Clerk

Town of Coeymans

Betty Barnette
Treasurer

City of Albany

Norma Henness
Tax Collecior

Tewn of Knox and Town of New Scotland,
Guilderland School District

Shawn Conners
Applications Developer

Capital Region BOCES




Table B-4: Delinquency & Foreclosure Statistics and Process Overview
Data and Information provided by the Albany County Division of Finance

Table B-4: Actual Deliquency Statistics for
2003 and 2004, City of Albany Only
2003 2004
Bills Received* 6200 6100
Delinquency Notices Sent 3435 3804
Percent of Bills Received] 55% 62%
List of Delinquent Taxes 704 1229
Percent of Bills Received] 11% 20%
Sent to Title Search 313 454
Percent of Bills Received| 5% 7%
Petition and Notice of Foreclosure 221 297
Percent of Bills Received| 4% 5%

*Number received needs verification

Process Overview:

1.
2.

N

Yearly unpaid tax bills turned over to County for collection;

Delinquency Notices Mailed within 45 days of receipt of taxes—Installment Plan offered:
approximately 4,500 1% Class letters (*some properties in Albany City have unpaid School and
Property bills for any given lien year, Scheool re-levied onto Town bills thus only one bill is turned
over to the County);

List of Delinquent Taxes (LofDT) filed about 1 year later: approximately 2000 properties
(*some properties in Albany City have unpaid School and Property bills for any given lien year,
School re-levied onto Town bills thus only one bill is turned over to the County);

Yearly Notice of Arrears letters mailed by County for all lien years not in foreclosure —
approximately 5,000 1% Class letters (2003-2008 lien years mailed in November 2008)--returns
looked up in ACCURINT database, re-sent to any address that appears there (may not be
owner), address data not retained;

Electronic file sent to Localities for NOTICE OF ARREARS posting on January Tax bills—
December each year, contains all that have unpaid taxes (1964-2008, for instance);

If taxes are unpaid after 3 years, all unpaids by lien year are sent out to title search

Title Search is a paper intensive process—takes about 3-4 months to complete reviews and mail
notices (details below if needed). About 750-1,000 Properties countywide are sent notices in any
given year. Due to requirements of law (lien holders, certified and 1% Class mail, etc.) there are
about 7,500 pieces of mail generated,;

Anything left unpaid is foreclosed—County takes deed. The County has been averaging less
than 200 properties taken for any given lien year. The properties in the Towns tend to pay ata
higher rate than the City of Albany, where more distressed structures exist.

Title search sent to 3" party vendor—cost of $185 per search, added to tax bill. Hard copy of searches
are returned in about 3 months—nbroken up by City of Albany, City of Cohoes, City of Watervliet, Towns—
too much volume to do them all simultaneously

Review and verification process takes another 3 months:

Note from Foreclosure Unit:

First step is getting the searches back and checking them. They need to be checked for
accuracy making sure we have all the attachments, reference the correct parcels, etc. Typos in
address, parcel IDs, et. are caught at this stage. If not accurate, foreclosure can be challenged in



court and overturned. If lien holder is missed, their lien is not extinguished by County action,
clouding title. Accuracy is more important than speed. The envelopes received with the search,
2 for each address for owners and for lien holders/ judgment creditors/mortgage holders are
matched to the addresses identified in the search. This process takes on average 30 to 45
minutes per search but can take as long as 1 % hours depending on the size of the search and
number of envelopes. Extreme examples are 50+ envelopes for one search. Generally averages
to 15 per search.

Processing the Mailing begins once the review of searches is complete. A legal mailing date is set and
foreclosure documents printed containing that date. These are copied and collated, stapled to ensure
that identical copies of the forms are inserted as-is into the envelopes (1 set 1% Class, 1 set Certified by

law):

Excel spread sheet listing all the parcels is mail merged to the Tax Enforcement Statement so
the information for each parcel is shown on the bottom of the page. This merged document is
then attached to the Petition and Notice of Foreclosure as exhibit "A") This takes on average 3
hours. Sometimes names have to be changed under new owner and “also known as” a/k/a
designations.

The Tax Enforcement Statement for each parcel and its corresponding envelopes and labels are
collated. Staff count the envelopes and make that many copies of the Statement. Then labels
are placed on the Statement that correspond with the envelope address. After the labels are all
on, 2 copies are made, one for County files and one for the affidavit of mailing. Staple each Tax
Enforcement Statement to a copy of the Petition and Notice of Foreclosure and bundle it all up
with the envelopes and the certified slips and it is about ready to be stuffed. All this takes about
30 minutes on average for a parcel but could be an hour or so depending on how many
envelopes.

Tax Enforcement Statement and Petition and Notice of Foreclosure are matched fo the
corresponding envelope and the certified mail form/receipt is placed onto one of the envelopes.
This takes about 10 minutes a parcel on average and can take as fong as 30 depending on the
amount of envelopes.

FYl-envelopes are manually stuffed and sealed, matching the addresses on the certified mail
receipt, envelope and collated foreclosure paperwork. Given the legal proscribed form and
required affidavit of mailing, the County cannot outsource this to a mail house—not set up for
automated processing (inserts too large, certified mail recejpts on envelopes).

Whole mailing delivered to the County mailroom the day prior to mailing and metered with date on
Tax Statement. Finance staff deliver to the Post Office, then sign an affidavit of mailing stating
that the letters were handled as stated above and entered into the mail system on that date
(matches date on inserts—see merged Tax Enforcement/Petition and Notice above). Post Office
stamps the certified slips and returns them to the County.

Note: where both 1% Class and Certified mailing for any lienholder or owner are returned
undeliverable, the County is required to post the premises and/or business offices of the
lienholder. Additionally, the county is required to request forwarding address information from the
destination ZIP Code in writing. This would be the same PO that returned the mail as
undeliverable. A 3-6 month window apparently exists for forwarding-order-expired records before
the new address data is deleted. From a practical standpoint the county posts all unpaid
properties twice during this period to comply with the intent of the law. The returns for lien
holders are sorted separately to ensure that returns are processed in accordance with law.

Once 90-day Period of Redemption has ended, the county completes paperwork and submits judgment to
the Courts. Court review can take 30-90 days (longer in the event that the military attorney review has
not been received) and has taken up to a year. Judge signs judgment, County files deed. The County
took title to 38 properties in 2007, and approximately 190 in 2008.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

According to New York State’s Office of Real Property Services (ORPS),
New York is one of only three states nationwide without a statewide
uniform level of assessment. Furthermore, it is one of twelve states
without a statewide requirement for how often a reassessment must
happen. There are over 1100 assessing jurisdictions, 700 school districts
and 1000 other special purpose districts that are non-contiguous and serve
to make property assessment complicated and confusing to property
owners.

In the fall of 2007, ORPS established the Centralized Property Tax
Administration Program (CPTAP) to encourage county and local
municipal officials to study reform opportunities for their local property
tax systems. Chemung County was one of 51 counties to receive a
CPTAP grant to explore opportunities for collaborative assessment. Early
in 2009, the County engaged CGR Inc. (Center for Governmental
Research) to conduct its centralized property tax study.

The study completed by CGR and detailed in this report conforms to
analytical and reporting parameters established by the State Office of Real
Property Services. ORPS identified a series of specific assessment models
to be analyzed and reported on in each county that received a CPTAP
grant. The parameters for the collaborative assessment study can be
viewed online via the Office of Real Property Services website at

http://www.orps.state.nv.us/cptap/resources/CPTAPCollectionQutline.pdf.

ORPS’ officials have been clear throughout the process that the program is
not intended to force change towards a county-run assessment system.
Rather, its goal is to have authorities develop assessment models that
uniformly affect every parcel within respective counties, and which result
in the following performance standards:

1. acommon level of assessment for all assessing units within each
county;
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2. acommon database of assessment, inventory, pictures and
valuation data for all the assessing units within each county; and

3. consistent assessment administration standards (i.e. regular
reassessment cycles; timely verification, correction and transmittal
of sales data; and current and accurate inventory collection and
maintenance) for all assessing units within each county.

Working to better understand the process, sharing ideas for how to
collaborate and moving to a common standard throughout the County
could enhance current assessment practices and benefit taxpayers through:

® equity - A system that provides a mechanism for obtaining and
maintaining equitable assessments;

® fransparency - A system that is understandable to taxpayers; and

o ¢fficiency - A system that functions efficiently and consistently
across the County.

Importantly, ORPS notes, “the intent of the program is for counties to
chart their own paths to reform. The program does not presuppose a one-
size fits all approach to such improvements. By analyzing the particulars
of their county, local officials are determining what will work best for
their taxpayers and the taxing jurisdictions alike.”

Working within these guidelines, CGR collected data and interviewed key
stakeholders in the community to help establish a baseline of operations in
the County. Some key findings from within the Chemung County
assessment community are as follows:

e jurisdictions struggle with limited resources for staffing and
salaries for professional services;

® taxpayers express frustration regarding reassessments and property
tax administration;

e assessment valuation and data collection standards vary across the
County (including outside contractors);

e standards by which assessors serve the public and conduct
reassessments vary by individual;

e there is need for technology improvements and/or Internet access
for the more rural assessment offices;
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e public officials have a limited knowledge of the property
assessment process creating both anxiety and even a lack of
interest in actually making any changes;

e local assessors express concern that local budgets and staffing
patterns do not necessarily represent the workload that is required
to properly carry out the duties and functions of assessment;

e the County has taken significant steps towards adopting common
assessment standards and by 2010, eight out of 12 assessing units
will have an LOA of 100 percent due to reassessment projects;

e New York State aid is absolutely critical to helping local
municipalities upgrade their data and conduct reassessments; and

¢ New York State may need to adopt a mandatory statewide cycle
bill in order to achieve common levels of assessment across the
State.

Currently six towns in the County are in the annual reassessmeni program
and annually maintain assessments at full market value. The town of
Elmira will complete a reassessment project for the 2009 assessment roll
and the town of Veteran will complete a project for the 2010 assessment
roll. The towns of Ashland and Baldwin have not done a reassessment in
decades. The town of Erin and the City of Elmira completed
reassessments in 2002 and 1995, respectively.

The common level of assessment assumed for this report’s analysis is 100
percent of market value. To reach this benchmark, Ashland, Baldwin,
Erin and the City of Elmira would have to do complete reassessment
projects, while the aforementioned eight towns must update/maintain
assessments at full market value. Ashland, Baldwin, Erin and the City of
Elmira have current levels of assessment ranging from 2.02 to 92 percent
of full value.

In documenting the extent of diversity in current assessment process,
approach, level and output in Chemung County, this report establishes a
baseline foundation for making decisions going forward. While specific
reform concepts will no doubt require additional analysis and
consideration of detailed components, a full understanding of the baseline
delivery of assessment services is essential to beginning any change
process.

Using the baseline information, CGR considered the cost/benefit
implications of four assessment options in comparison to the status quo:

1. County-run assessment system;
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2. County-coordinated assessment system;
3. Localized coordinated assessment systems; and
4. Towns contracting with the County.

In addition to these four primary options, CGR also considered
intermediate options that would serve as preliminary steps towards
building a more robust County assessment operation.

Each option that CGR analyzed is comprised of two primary cost
considerations: Transition costs and operating costs. The current
assessment operation in Chemung County costs roughly $530,000, which
includes municipal and County budgets along with anticipated revenue.
Relative to this baseline aggregate cost:

o the County-run option would cost approximately $465,000. Thus,
a County-run operation would likely yield savings of close to
$65,000 in ongoing operational expense.

o one-time transitional costs would net to $427,000 to
transition into a County-run option.

o a County-run option requires two separate public referenda
and several other steps to synchronize assessment calendars
and upgrade LOAs to 100 across the County.

e the County CAP option would likely cost about $530,000 in
ongoing operations. Thus, while more expensive than the County-
run model, it is break-even compared to current operations with
some potential benefits in terms of implementation and future
efficiency.

© one-time transitional costs would net to $41,800 to
transition to a CCAP.

o the CCAP does not require referenda but could be
accomplished through action by local municipal boards.

o similar considerations to the County-run model include
synchronizing assessment calendars and achieving a LOA
of 100 across all jurisdictions.

e other models, including those just mentioned are detailed in Table
A-7 in the appendix and explained in detail in the report.

Other ideas that were explored involved the County being more actively
involved in commercial appraisals and exemption services, and
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establishing common assessment standards for all assessing jurisdictions.
The County could also be more proactive in establishing a synchronized
assessment calendar for all jurisdictions as well as a synchronized
reassessment schedule.

It is not the intent of the grant or this study to recommend, promote or
identify every operational detail of one option or model over other
alternatives. Rather, this analysis and report intends to provide County
and local officials with a cost/benefit analysis of a series of assessment
models identified by ORPS. With that information, County and local
officials will be well positioned to make future decisions regarding
Chemung County’s assessment system. The intent of this report and the
information contained herein is, in the most basic sense, fo empower real
property tax officials at the County and local level to make decisions
regarding the future of assessment administration in the Chemung County
community.
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INTRODUCTION

In the fall of 2007, New York State’s Office of Real Property Services
(ORPS) established the Centralized Property Tax Administration Program
(CPTAP) to encourage county and local municipal officials to study
reform opportunities for their local real property assessment and tax
administration systems. According to ORPS, New York is one of only
three states nationwide that does not have a statewide uniform level of
assessment. Further, it is one of twelve states which do not have a
statewide requirement for how often a reassessment must happen.

New York has 1,128 separate assessing units, compared to a national per
state median of 85 units. It is one of only seven states which have over
500 assessing jurisdictions. By contrast, thirty states have less than 100.
New York’s assessing picture is further complicated by nearly 700 school
districts and approximately 1,000 other special purpose districts (e.g. fire
and library districts) which can impose property taxes and are not
contiguous with the 1,128 assessing jurisdictions.

In an effort to explore reform opportunities, New York State created the
CPTAP grant program as a tool for counties to document their assessment
and tax administration systems and consider alternative models. ORPS
officials have been clear throughout the process that the program is not
intended to force change towards a county-run assessment system. Rather,
its goal is to have authorities develop assessment models that uniformly
affect every parcel within respective counties, and which result in the
following performance standards:

1. acommon level of assessment for all assessing units within each
county,

2. acommon database of assessment, inventory, pictures and
valuation data for all the assessing units within each county; and

3. consistent assessment administration standards (i.e. regular
reassessment cycles; timely verification, correction and transmittal
of sales data; and current and accurate inventory collection and
maintenance) for all assessing units within each county.

Stated differently, ORPS’ goal is to enhance current assessment practices
statewide on the following standards:

e equity - A system that provides a mechanism for obtaining and
maintaining equitable assessments;

e (ransparency - A system that is understandable to taxpayers; and
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e efficiency - A system that functions efficiently and consistently
across a county.

Only two counties in New York State, Nassau and Tompkins, operate
under a fully county-run assessing system. In all other counties, levels of
assessment (LOA) and reassessment schedules vary greatly from one
municipality to another. According to ORPS, the discrepancies are large.
By way of example, one county has an equalization rate range of 0.83 to
101.3, with some municipalities maintaining 100 percent assessments
while neighboring jurisdictions have not reassessed since the Civil War.
The resulting disparities create challenges for the State and counties, not to
mention confusion for taxpayers, particularly regarding apportionment of
school and county tax levies.

A report issued in the spring of 2008 by the New York State Commission
on Local Government Efficiency and Competitiveness highlighted this
fragmentation and the disparities in the system, and recommended that
assessment functions across the State be consolidated at the county level.
The transition to county-run assessment programs was acknowledged to
potentially cost more money in some locations, but the Commission
believed that a centralized system would be more efficient; make better
use of professional expertise; and enhance equity and transparency.

The foregoing is provided as context for this CPTAP study. It is not the
intent of the grant or this study to recommend or even promote one option
or model over other alternatives. Rather, this analysis and report intends
to provide County and local officials with a cost/benefit analysis of a
series of assessment models identified by ORPS. With that information,
County and local officials will be well positioned to make future decisions
regarding Chemung County’s assessment system.

THE EXISTING ASSESSMENT
SYSTEM IN CHEMUNG COUNTY

The property tax assessment system in Chemung County operates in a
decentralized fashion with the County Real Property Tax Services (RPTS)
Office providing required services to local assessors. Within the past year,
the County created the full-time position of Director of RPTS to replace a
part-time Director that was shared with Schuyler County. This new
staffing capacity creates new opportunities to provide some more services
at the County level that could not have been offered previously. In
addition, the County has facilitated for many years the use of a real-time
centralized Real Property Services database. Until recently, this database
was housed offsite and maintained by an independent contractor. As of
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February 2009, the database will be physically relocated in the County
office building and maintained by County staff.

In addition to these County actions, several local jurisdictions have taken
steps to consolidate their assessment functions. There is one Coordinated
Assessment Program (CAP) in the County, and there are many instances
of assessors sharing assessment responsibilities for multiple jurisdictions.
Further steps have been considered as local jurisdictions struggle with
limited resources and taxpayers express frustration regarding
reassessments and property tax administration.

Chemung County applied for the CPTAP grant to document its current
assessment system in order to provide a benchmark from which to
ascertain future opportunities for efficiency. Assessment valuation and
data collection standards vary across the County (including outside
contractors), and the standards by which assessors serve the public and
conduct assessments vary by individual. Complicating the situation in
Chemung County is the presence of the City of Elmira, which not only has
the most parcels, but also operates on a completely different assessment
calendar than the rest of the assessing jurisdictions.

To document the current assessment system in Chemung County, CGR
obtained data from several different sources. Primary data came from a
survey of all town assessors and town supervisors. CGR also obtained and
analyzed sales and parcel data for the entire County from ORPS, as well as
directly from the County RPTS office. During the process, CGR
interviewed the person then serving as the County RPTS Director, the
current County RPTS Deputy Director, the Deputy County Executive, the
County Planning Commissioner, the City of Elmira City Manager and
Assessor for the Town of Southport and City of Elmira. In addition, CGR
attended and facilitated a meeting of the County’s local assessors’ group
and the Rural Association of Mayors and Supervisors. These facilitated
meetings provided an opportunity to discuss the study, current practices
and opportunities to improve the assessment process for jurisdictions
countywide.

The following sections detail the current assessment budgets and
operations for all assessing jurisdictions in Chemung County. As noted
below, a series of tables are included in the appendix with detailed
information on each assessing unit in the County.

Structure and Staffing

Property assessment services in Chemung County are divided between
eleven towns and one city:

e City of Elmira

SRS A
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Town of Elmira
Town of Southport
Town of Chemung
Town of Catlin
Town of Van Etten
Town of Big Flats
Town of Horseheads
Town of Ashland
Town of Baldwin
Town of Erin
Town of Veteran

Several of the assessing jurisdictions have entered into collaborative
arrangements in recent years. Pursuant to sections 1537 and 1573 of the
Real Property Tax Services Law, in 2008 the Towns of Chemung and Van
Etten created a coordinated assessment program (CAP) with the Town of
Barton in Tioga County. While this is the only official CAP in the
County, 60 percent of the remaining units currently share an assessor with
at least one other town. Tables A-1 and A-2 in the appendix presents
staffing and other overview information for each assessing unit.

Municipal Leve!

There are eight individual assessors and no three-person boards covering
the twelve assessing jurisdictions. Of the eight individual assessors, all
are appointed to their position. As identified in Table A-2 of the
appendix, there are 22 total assessment staff persons across the twelve
assessment units (including the assessors). Not all are full-time, and the
22 positions translate into 11.3 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions. Each
unit averages 1.8 staff positions, or the equivalent of 0.9 FTE.

There is only one assessor who does not meet the State’s certification
requirements to be an assessor.' The assessor is in compliance with the
State Board of Real Property Services as she is in the training process
within official timelines to receive her certification. Five assessors in the
county have received state designation as “advanced”?; there is one
assessor designated as “professional””’ through the Institute of Assessing

' State Certified Assessor (SCA) is the minimal certification, requires training in a state
certified program and must be completed within three years of the first appointment.

? State Certified Assessor Advanced (SCAA) designation requires extra coursework
provided by NYS beyond the SCA certification.

* Professional designation (SCAP) requires coursework and passing a five-hour exam
administered by the IAO. Any NYS assessor can be a member of the IAO without
having the “professional” designation.
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Officers (1AO) in New York State. Two assessors are also state licensed
real estate appraisers.

The average assessing unit in Chemung County reported being open for 26
office hours per week, staffed by the assessor and/or one of the support
staff. According to assessment staff, over 59 percent of office hours on
average are devoted to customer service issues.

The International Association of Assessing Officers (IAAO)4 has
established benchmarks for average number of staff per parcel. For
jurisdictions that have systems supported by computers, the average
number of parcels per FTE employee is approximately 2,000. For those
without computer support, the average is roughly 1,800. Interviews with
assessors from both Chemung County and elsewhere in New York State
revealed that it is not uncommon for the parcels-per-FTE ratio to be 3,500
or more depending on the municipality and the type of parcels involved.

Information gleaned from the surveys revealed the range in parcels per
FTE was broad — the lowest parcels-per-FTE ratio was 1,460, while the
highest was 15,493. It is important to note that this disparity should be
interpreted in terms of effort being expended by assessors, not necessarily
in terms of actual parcels covered by one FTE staff person. Five
Chemung County assessing jurisdiction have a FTE staff person covering
more than 2,500 parcels’. All other jurisdictions that have ratios in excess
of 2,500 parcels-per-FTE have less than one FTE covering all the parcels.
Again, this represents a level of effort expended by these local assessors
that exceeds the level of effort expended by other jurisdictions with fewer
parcels per FTE.

Local assessors did express concern that local budgets and staffing
patterns do not necessarily represent the workload required to carry out the
duties and functions of assessment properly. The above figures seem to
underscore their observation. The assessor with a parcel ratio of 15,493 is
likely not able to provide the same quality of service as the assessor who is
carrying a parcel ratio significantly less than that.

County Level (RPTS)

The County operates a Real Property Tax Service office currently staffed
with three FTE individuals. For many years, the County shared a part-
time Director for this office with Schuyler County. As of 2008, the part-

* www.igao.ory
* The City of Elmira, Town of Big Flats, Town of Elmira, Town of Horseheads, and the
Town of Southport all have FTE ratios in excess of 2,500.
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time Director decided to work full-time in Schuyler County, creating a
vacancy for the part-time position in Chemung County. Chemung County
transitioned the part-time position to full-time and appointed an interim
Director of RPTS. As of the writing of this report, ORPS has determined
that the interim Director does not have sufficient credentials to fulfill the
role as a permanent Director, thus leaving the County in a position to
decide what to do with the current staff person as well as how to staff the
Director position. Discussions are under way and subject to change, but
preliminary thought is that the County will at least maintain the position as
a full-time position.

Two other staff persons (2 FTE) report to the Interim Director. One staff
person serves as the Deputy Director and provides clerical support for the
office, while the other staff person was recently hired to provide tax-
mapping services to all the local jurisdictions.

For 2009, the County has budgeted $243,000 for the RPTS office. After
revenues are subtracted, the RPTS office presents no net cost to County
residents (i e. revenues exceed budgeted costs by $161,000). In other
words, even with the new staff addition, the County RPTS office is
currently expected to generate net revenue for the County budget.

Some of the services that the County provides in support of the assessment
function are as follows:

e tax levy coordination and calculation of tax rates for County and
Town tax extensions;

e printing of tentative and final assessment rolls;

e printing and sending out disclosure notices at town’s request;

e data mailers at town’s request;

® processing and printing of tax rolls for the villages and the City
of Elmira;

e processing and printing of tax rolls and bills for the towns and
County;

e Board of Assessment Review (BAR) training;

e maintaining tax maps and printing new cards after map changes
for the County of Chemung and the County of Schuyler.

e assessor orientation and ongoing RPTL procedural guidance (in
conjunction with ORPS);

e printing of assessor annual reports;

e facilitating deed and sales transmittals to ORPS, updating the
name and address file of bank codes and adding new bank name
and address information.

e New York State RPS V4 ‘software’ updates and database
administrative updates;

A
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preparing agreements and invoices and providing GIS
information on CD to various clients.

providing reports to towns, villages, fire departments, school
districts, other County departments, businesses and the public;
processing applications for corrected tax bills; and

preparing letters of omitted taxes after exemption removal from
parcels.

preparing and mailing PILOT bills and receiving payment.
receiving escrow account data and distribute to assessors.
analyzing and trending data,

printing enhanced STAR renewal forms for the towns, city and
not-for-profits;

helping abstractors and property owners either in the office or on
the phone;

serving as member of the Agricultural Land and Farm Protection
Board.

Many of these services are provided pursuant to state statute.

Parcel Characteristics

Chemung County contains 39,496 property parcels, over seventy percent
of which are classified as residential (see Table A). Reflecting the
County’s rural character, the next highest classification is vacant land.
Commercial class parcels are the third most common property class in the
County with slightly more than five percent of the total property class
designation. Commercial and Industrial classifications combined account
for around 5.8 percent of all parcels in the County.

Table A:
County Parcels by Property Class
Property Class Parcels %
Recreation & Entertainment 108 0.3%
Industrial 185 0.5%
Wild, Conservation & Public Park 289 0.7%
Agricultural 347 0.9%
Public Services 521 1.3%
Community Service 527 1.3%
Commercial 2,107 | 5.3%
Vacant 6,899 | 17.5%
Residential 28,513 | 72.2%
Total 39,496 | 100.0%
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As shown in Table B, the City of Elmira has the most total parcels in the
County (9,745, or 24.7 percent of the total). The City of Elmira also
contains the largest percentage of residential properties (26.4 percent of all
County residential parcels). The Town of Baldwin has the fewest total
parcels at 550 (1.4 percent of all County parcels) and the fewest residential
parcels (318 parcels or 1.1 percent of the total residential parcels in the
County).

Table B:
County Parcels by Town
Town Parcels %

Town of Baldwin 550 1.4%

Town of Ashland 730 1.8%

Town of Van Etten 1,162 2.9%

Town of Erin 1,236 3.1%

Town of Catlin 1,396 3.5%

Town of Chemung 1,459 3.7%

Town of Veteran 1,817 4.6%

Town of Elmira 3,794 9.6%

Town of Big Flats 3,917 9.9%
Town of Southport 5,426 13.7%
Town of Horseheads 8,264 20.9%
City of Elmira 9,745 24.7%
Total 39,496 | 100.0%

Chart A below displays the percentage of total parcels per town that are
classified as residential. The Town of Horseheads and City of Elmira
have the highest percentage of total parcels classified as residential; Van
Etten has the lowest concentration of residential parcels.

Chart A: Residential Parcels by Town .
100% — -y T e e .

& ts3 e~ & &

& A a8 X SCAPN o >
N R &P L& K@K e
F TR Py

@ Residential ~ Non-Residéntial> 8

457 T T L T R, S S

inform & Empoveer



CGR

Vs SRR R SR AR AR SRR 2 LT

Budgets and State Aid

For the most recent year, Chemung County’s local assessment functions
reported spending approximately $760,000°. This averaged out to
$63,300 per assessing unit, or roughly two percent of the average
municipal budget. The median budget for assessment was $32,500,
revealing the upward pull on the average due to the larger jurisdictions in
the County. Table A-3 in the appendix details the breakdown for each
jurisdiction.

The “cost per parcel” of local assessment functions ranges from $9.21 in
the least expensive municipality to $27.55 in the most expensive. In other
words, the municipality with the highest cost-per-parcel ratio in the
County is paying almost 200 percent more than the lowest cost
municipality. On average, the cost per parcel across all towns in the
County is $19.24. The median value is $16.20. Full details on this
information can be found in Table A-3 of the appendix.

The municipalities receive state aid for a variety of reasons. Six of the
assessing units receive aid annually as pait of their enrollment in the six-
year reassessment plan. Only the Town of Erin and the CAP of Chemung
and Van Etten receive triennial state aid. Chemung and Van Etten also
receive aid for being a CAP. Three municipalities received some
maintenance aid back in 2004 and two municipalities received attainment
aid’ dating back to 1991. Aid amounts vary across the units, ranging from
$970 to $39,298. Table A-4 in the appendix contains detailed information
on the most recent state aid received by each of the assessing units.

Indicators of Assessment Equity and
Uniformity

Real Property Tax Law, Section 305, requires that assessing jurisdictions
treat all of their respective parcels the same by assessing all real property
at a uniform percentage of market value. The following statistical
measures illustrate how consistently assessors are treating parcels
throughout the County. (Note: Table A-4 in the appendix contains
additional detail on the measures discussed in this section.)

® CGR could not verify if the budget reported from the Town of Veteran included fringe
benefits. All other entities reported fringe benefits with their total assessment budget.
"http:/fwww.orps.state.nv.us/refpubs/2008report/section2 . htm#attainment. Reference
this publication for a complete explanation of Maintenance and Attainment Aid. Neither
classification currently exists under Real Property Tax Law.
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Coefficient of Dispersion

The Coefficient of Dispersion (COD) is a common statistical measure of
uniformity (often called “horizontal” equity). According to ORPS, “the
COD measures the extent to which the assessment ratios from a given roll
exhibit dispersion around a midpoint. It is generally accepted that the
median assessment ratio best serves as the midpoint or central tendency
measure from which the average level of dispersion should be
calculated.”®

The lower the COD, the more uniformity there is in assessments within
the jurisdiction. The Standard on Ratio Studies® produced by the IAAO
documents acceptable COD ratios among various parcel classifications.
According to the publication, newer, homogenous residential parcels
should have a relationship between assessed value and market value where
the COD is between 5 and 10 percent. The COD ratio is considered
acceptable up to 15 percent for older, more heterogeneous residential
parcels. For other parcel classifications such as vacant and/or seasonal
land, acceptable ratios can range as high as 25 percent. The general
benchmark when all parcels arc analyzed together is to have a COD of less
than 20 percent. As shown previously in Table A, 72.2 percent of
Chemung County properties are residential and 17.5 percent are classified
as vacant.

Current Sales CODs'? for Chemung County municipalities range from
4.053 t0 27.596. Four of the twelve assessing units exceed the 15 percent
threshold defined by the IAAO. The largest COD of the twelve assessing
units is almost seven times higher than the smallest. As might be
anticipated, the jurisdictions completing annual reassessments represent
the lowest sales CODs, indicating greater uniformity within those
Jurisdictions regarding assessed and market values.

The one anomaly in the data is the Town of Baldwin. While not having
done a reassessment in decades, it has a low COD. The probable
explanation for this is a low number of sales in the Town for the period on
which data was analyzed. Low sales volume significantly impacts the
accuracy of the statistical measures used to produce the sales COD
statistic.

& Assessment Equity in New York: Results from the 2004 Market Value Survey, Office of
Real Property Services.

? Executive Board. (2007). Standard on Ratio Studies. Kansas City, MO: International
Association of Assessing Officers.

1% Sales COD data provided by the N'YS Office of Real Property Services.
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Chart B: 2008 Coefficient of Dispersion
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Price Related Differential

Another measure of assessment uniformity is known as Price Related
Differential (PRD). According to ORPS, the PRD “is used to determine if
there is a bias on an assessment roll toward systematic over-assessment of
either high- or low-value properties in comparison to the average property.
In computing the PRD, the simple mean of the assessment ratios is divided
by the value-weighted mean ratio. If no bias exists, the two ratios should
be close to each other, and the PRD should be near 1.00.”"" PRDs that are
significantly greater (or less than) 1.00 show price-related bias — a
“progressivity” if higher-value properties are over-assessed and lower-
value ones under-assessed, or a “regressivity” if the opposite is true.

The IAAO standard for acceptable PRDs is 0.98 to 1.03. Values below
this range indicate progressivity; values above this range indicate
regressivity.

As observed by the sales numbers in Chart C below, several Chemung
County assessing units exhibit some level of bias relative to the acceptable
range. All units have values in excess of 1.0, ranging as high as 1.19.
Fifty percent of the assessing units are outside the acceptable IAAO range
using the sales PRD statistics. According to the IAAO, further statistical
analysis'? would have to be conducted to determine the validity of these
PRDs.

" Assessment Equity in New York: Results from the 2004 Market Value Survey, Office of
Real Property Services.

2 JAAO recommends either the Spearman Rank Test or a Correlation or Regression
analysis to determine the validity of the PRD calculations.
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Chart C: 2008 Price Related Differential
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L.evel of Assessment

The Level of Assessment (LOA) represents the percentage of full value at
which parcels within a particular community are assessed. A LOA of 25
percent would indicate assessments are one-quarter of full market value; a
LOA of 100 would indicate full market value assessments.

The current range for LOA across Chemung County is 2.02 to 100. The
six assessing units that are currently conducting annual reassessments
reported a LOA of 100 for 2008. Of the six assessing units that did not
have a LOA of 100, one is planning a reassessment in 2009 and the one
other in 2010. The four remaining units have not specified a date when
they will conduct a reassessment project.

General Data Quality

The general quality of data in Chemung County varies by jurisdiction.
The Supervisor for the Town of Ashland reported that they have never
done a reassessment and ORPS has no record of Baldwin ever completing
a reassessment. Consensus among peer assessors is that any reassessment
project for these two towns would require a complete data collection
project. The towns of Erin and Veteran have older data that need to be
updated. The Town of Elmira conducted a data collection project in 2008
and will complete a reassessment in 2009. The Town of Veteran is in the
process of completing a data collection project and expects to complete a
reassessment in 2010. The City of Elmira self-reports having relatively
good data, but it has not done a data verification process since the mid-
1990s. All the other assessing jurisdictions have moved into annual cycles
and are maintaining their data annually.
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Reassessiment

The towns of Big Flats, Catlin, Chemung, Horseheads, Southport and Van
Etten all participate in ORPS sponsored annual reassessment program. As
mentioned above, the Town of Elmira plans to conduct a reassessment
project in 2009 as part of an application process to move into a six-year
plan"’. The Town of Veteran will conduct a reassessment project in 2010.
The City of Elmira, Town of Erin, Town of Ashland and Town of Baldwin
did not specify when they anticipated conducting a reassessment project.
The assessor for Ashland and Baldwin expressed openness to the idea of
reassessment, but noted numerous hurdles that would have to be overcome
to make it officially happen. Table A-4 in the appendix details
information regarding reassessment.

Real Property Administration System
Type of System

According to information provided to CGR by local assessors and the
County, all assessing units in Chemung County are using Real Property
System (RPS) V4 software. RPS is a collection of assessment, physical
inventory and valuation programs that assist the assessment community in
producing an equitable assessment roll. The RPS application allows the
assessor to keep their assessment and inventory data current and produces
reports required by ORPS' Rules & Regulations and the New York State
Real Property Tax Law.

Local assessors access RPS through Terminal Services, which connects
them to a Countywide centralized database. In total, the County reported
that assessing units paid $12,960 in annual license and maintenance fees to
the State for use of the RPS software. It is interesting to note that license
fees for the towns in the CAP were substantially less than the other towns.
A CAP is considered as one unit and thus each participant pays a portion
of the license fee as opposed to other units that are charged for the full
value of the license fee.'*

For many years, the database was housed at the City of Elmira and the
data was accessed via Citrix technology. However, when personnel who
managed the software began to retire or move on, the expertise for the
system left with them. At that point, the County chose to outsource the
database to a company named Sewall. This relationship meant that all
data was physically relocated to servers owned by the County but housed

¥ Although the Town of Elmira has the option, they have not yet officially decided to go
into the Annual Reassessment Program.
" The value of the license fee is based upon number of parcels.
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in Atlanta. This has proven difficult for local assessors who complain of
terminal services sessions timing out, trouble with printing, and/or not
wanting to change their passwords so often. As of February 2009, the
County had made plans to address these problems by letting the contract
with Sewall expire and physically relocating the servers to County offices
in Chemung County.

According to ORPS, minimum requirements for stand-alone or
client/server computers running RPS V4 include a 3.2 GHz processor with
1 GB of RAM."> When GIS capabilities are used, they also recommend
80 GB of storage capacity, a 17-inch monitor, external storage for backup
and MS Windows XP SP2.

CGR was unable to obtain data on all the stand-alone machines in each
jurisdiction. For the seven towns that reported on their equipment, 4 out
of 7 machines meet the minimum RAM requirement, but none has a
processor speed that meets the minimum requirement. Due to the
transition, it is unknown at this time what the final configuration of the
County’s server(s) will look like.

All of the assessing units in the County use GIS in support of their
assessment function, though some with greater success than others. ORPS
provides technical assistance to the local assessors to enhance their
functional knowledge of how to incorporate GIS into data records and
management.

As noted earlier, the County and ORPS together provide IT support for
RPS to all of their assessing units upon request. The City of Elmira also
has in-house technicians that assist in resolving technical difficulties for
the assessor in the City.

Logistics

The presence of a real-time centralized database affords the County access
to current data to provide many of the services listed earlier. By May 1 of
each year, the County processes and prints the tentative assessment rolls
for all the towns. By July 1 of each year, it processes final assessment
rolls for the towns and the tentative assessment roll for the City. The
City’s final assessment roll is processed by August 10.

The County uses RPS data to produce tax bill extract files that are used to
print and mail tax bills for the towns as well as for reconciliation purposes
within the towns, villages and the City. Tax bill extract files for villages
and the City are usually sent to an outside vendor for processing and

" hitp://www.orps.state.ny.us/rps/vd/rpsconfig htm
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mailing, but occasionally the villages use the extract files to send out bills
on their own.

School district tax files are created in August and September and the
County sends the files to BOCES for all but three districts. For
Horseheads, Corning and Newfield School Districts, the County sends the
files directly to the district. All the school districts print their own tax
bills. The County does process an assessment roll for the Corning School
District and sends them the file while for Newfield they fax them an
assessment print. The County adds omitted taxes to the school, village
and County/town tax file as well as the school, village, sewer, and water
relevies. In addition, refuse and mowing charges are added to the tax files.

- The County also maintains an online presence with the help of SDG

Associates. SDG uses RPS data to populate the interface, which makes
the most current parcel information available to the public on the web. In
addition to parcel information, there are links to GIS and tax map
information as well as links to ORPS website for useful context on the
assessment process in NYS.

POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE MODELS

As noted at the outset of this report, the NYS Office of Real Property
Services established a specific list of options to be analyzed and cost out
in each county’s CPTAP study. The following sections detail those four
primary options:

1. County-run assessing

2. County Coordinated Assessment Program (CAP)

3. Localized Coordinated Assessment Programs (CAP)
4. Towns contracting with the County

Table A-7 in the appendix shows the detailed cost/revenue implications
for each of the models considered below.

Collaboration incentives

In the context of reviewing alternative models, it is important to note the
availability of certain collaboration/consolidation incentives for
communities. The Office of Real Property Services provides state aid
(currently up to $7/parcel) to groups of municipalities who consolidate
their assessment functions, share an assessor and achieve a common level
of assessment. Counties are also eligible to receive a separate $1/parcel in
state aid if agreements are reached to provide services under RPTL 1537.
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In addition to the aid available to municipalities, counties are eligible for
grant money up $2/parcel if municipalities consolidate their services at the
County level. This grant money is reduced to $1/parcel if some but not all
of the municipalities opt to consolidate in this manner. '®

Besides the obvious municipal cost benefits related to consolidation, the
Coordinated Assessing Program (CAP) and or inter-municipal agreements
potentially reduce the number of assessment officials who need to be
trained and certified and reduce the number of individual equalization
rates that need to be computed by the State. One concern that was
repeated several times in CGR’s discussions with assessment officials in
Chemung County was that fewer and fewer people are in the pipeline to
become assessors. While positions are currently filled in all assessing
jurisdictions in Chemung County, the possibility exists that there will not
be a sufficient number of highly qualified individuals to fill future
vacancies. Reducing the number of posts needed to be filled would
alleviate this concern.

COUNTY-LEVEL MODELS

According to the state’s Commission on Local Government Efficiency and
Competitiveness, the primary benefits associated with a county-level
assessment model would be gains in efficiency and professionalism, along
with a more streamlined system for applying and maintaining equalization
rates across the state. This section projects the costs of transitioning to,
and operating, the County-run and County-coordinated assessing models
in Chemung County.

Option 1: County-run Assessing
Cverview

County-run assessment places the responsibility for property assessment
solely with the county government. Since local municipalities would be
surrendering their right to conduct local assessments and appoint an
assessor, the consolidation to a county model would require a county-wide
referendum'’. Since Chemung County contains one city but has no

% State Aid and grant numbers mentioned in this study are estimates and there is no
guarantee that state aid will not be cut in future budgets. State Aid was reduced for year
2008 by 2 percent.

"7 Article IX, §1(h)(1) of the State Constitution provides that where a transfer of
functions to the county occurs, it must be approved by a majority of the votes cast in a
referendum. If there are cities in the county it must be approved by a majority of the
votes cast in the towns considered as a single unit and a majority in the cities as a single
unit.
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villages that provide assessment services, the referendum must pass by a
majority vote of all eligible city voters and separately by a vote of all
eligible town voters (a so-called double referendum).

State Real Property Tax Law, Sections 1530 and 1540, requires that under
a county assessing system, the county’s Director of Real Property Tax
Services would be replaced by a Director of Assessment. The County
Legislature appoints the Director, either for a six-year term of office or
civil service appointment. All other employees in the department would
be civil service staff. By way of comparison, Tompkins County (one of
two county-run models in the state) appointed a civil service Director of
Assessment that is not subject to six-year term limits.

Once a county became a single assessing unit, the state would calculate a
single equalization rate based upon the aggregate assessed value to market
value ratio of the entire county, and the county legislature would be
responsible for setting the revaluation schedule. Once a full value
revaluation has been implemented, Real Property Tax Law authorizes the
county legislature to direct an assessment of all property at a uniform
percentage of value.

Transition Costs

A precondition to a fully county-run assessing model is uniform
assessment levels across the jurisdictions to be consolidated. In Chemung
County, six assessment units are on an annual reassessment cycle and have
a LOA of 100 (Big Flats, Catlin, Chemung, Horseheads, Southport and
Van Etten), while the remaining six units range from 2.02 to 92.00. Of the
six units with a LOA of less than 100, the Town of Elmira anticipates
conducting a reassessment in 2009 and the Town of Veteran anticipates
conducting one in 2010."® The remaining four (City of Elmira, Towns of
Ashland, Baldwin and Erin) do not have a formal plan for reassessment. "

The most significant challenge for addressing a common level of
assessment will be upgrading the data in the Towns of Ashland and
Baldwin. Aside from the challenging political dynamics of encouraging
this process, there would also be a significant expenditure involved
relative to their respective town budgets. Outside contractor fees to
conduct a full data collection and verification process can range between
$40-$70 parcel depending on complexity and scope of service. Assuming
an average project cost of roughly $55 per parcel for Ashland and

¥ CGR did not include these two towns in our cost estimate for reassessment since they
are already planning to conduct a reassessment.

"For analysis, CGR assumed that the revaluation would occur in 2011 with a possible
transition as of 2012 roll.
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Baldwin, the full reassessment of these parcels would produce a gross cost
of $70,400. This would be offset by aid available to Ashland and Baldwin
of up to $5/parcel for the reassessment ($6,400) and then the aid available
to them due to consolidation ($8,960). In sum, the cost to these two
communities would net to just over $55,000.

The next challenge would be for the City of Elmira and Town of Erin to
schedule and conduct a reassessment. The data in each of their respective
communities is reasonably accurate and clean. A reassessment project in
these communities would likely only cost in the $20-$50 per parcel range.
At an average cost of $35/parcel, the City of Elmira could expect to spend
$341,000 for a complete reassessment and the Town of Erin could expect
to spend around $43,000. The net cost to the City of Elmira after aid was
applied would be $224,000 while in the Town of Erin the net cost would
be approximately $28,000. In total, gross reassessment costs for the towns
of Ashland, Baldwin, Erin and the City of Elmira would be close to
$455,000. When all potential aid is received by these jurisdictions, the
aggregate net cost would be $307,000.

In addition to reassessment, there would be operational transition costs
associated with relocating staff, establishing new offices, and buying
computers and related equipment. County officials cited that the biggest
hurdle would be finding space to house a centralized real property services
operation. The current assessment offices reported having approximately
5,700 square feet of combined office space among all their respective
units. The current County RPTS office is not large enough to
accommodate this or even a significant portion of this. One suggestion
that CGR considered was the purchase of a building for sale near current
County offices. The building is located at 200 Baldwin Street. It has first
floor access with over 8,000 square feet and is already configured for
office space, as it used to serve as the site for the Department of Labor. It
also has access to a parking lot with additional street parking available in
front of the building. The price for the building has recently been reduced
to $350,000. (A specification sheet provided by the realtor can be viewed
in the appendix after Table A-7).

Beyond space, the County would have to furnish the office with furniture
and equipment. As itemized in the next section (Operating Costs), CGR
models the addition of 13 new positions to properly staff the centralized
office. Based on this number, we model $3,000 per new staff person, or
$39,000 in additional cost for furniture and equipment for a new office.

In summary, building and office transition costs have been modeled at
$389,000 ($350,000 plus $39,000). CGR did not attempt to model a
financing plan for the purchase of the new building. Should the County
only provide a down payment rather than payment in full, the transition
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costs would not only be lower, but ongoing operational (future) costs
would increase to accommodate debt payments.

As mentioned above, each community conducting a reassessment will be
eligible for reassessment aid of up to $5/parcel (sum total of $61,305).
Each parcel would also be eligible for consolidation aid of $7/parcel and
the County may receive $2/parcel as part of the transition 2,

Reassessment, consolidation and grant money would total shghtly less
than $417,000. When all potential costs and aid are contemplated, the net
effect could be $427,000 in up-front transition costs.

Operating Costs

Personnel

Operating costs of the county-run model would largely depend on the
parcels-per-FTE ratio assumed for the new County assessment office. As
noted previously, the general guideline is one FTE staff member per every
2,000 parcels, but the figure can reasonably range up to 3,500. Under
these assumptions, the staffing range in the County assessment office
would likely be between 12 and 20 FTEs.?

The County has no history with running a comprehensive centralized Real
Property Tax Services Office and thus it is difficult to estimate the precise
size of the department. CGR has chosen to model our assumptions based
upon a combined staff size of 15 FTE positions in support of one Director
(16 FTE total). The positions would include nine appraisal staff along
with three more clerical positions and one additional tax map technician.
That would bring total clerical positions to four FTE along with two tax
map technicians and nine FTE appraisal staff all under the supervision of
one Director of Assessment. At fifteen FTE staff (not including the
Director); the parcels-per-FTE ratio would be 2,633. Appraisers would be
responsible in general terms for 4,400 parcels per person with four FTE
clerical positions to support them.

Based upon a review of current salaries for assessors and CGR’s
experience with other counties around the state, we have modeled new
appraisal positions at roughly $40,000 with a benefits package of
approximately 45 percent of salary. Assuming creation of nine FTE
positions at these rates, the total additional cost to the County would be
$522,000.

Clerical and tax map staff could be added for a salary of approximately
$28,000 with a benefits package of 45 percent of salary. Using these

2 The grant providing the $2/parcel is subject to change according the new NYS Budget.
2! These numbers are derived using the 39,496 parcels currently on record.

AN

TEmas SLEE « = O T

Laform & Fnpower



CC

~

I

R

b
i

figures, four new FTE clerical positions would cost the County an
additional $162,400.

The sum total of additional staff would cost the County $684,400. CGR
estimates that the current budget of $242,547 would need to increase by
10 percent to cover salary adjustments for the new Director of Assessment
in addition to other overhead-related cost increases.

Other Operational Considerations

Other operational considerations include whether current revenue will
continue, potential annual aid, and costs associated with annual
reassessments. CGR has accounted for these numbers as follows:

e CGR reviewed the County RPTS budget and believes that under a
County-run model, all revenue currently being received and
applied to the RPTS budget would continue ($403,500).

e CGR models new revenue that would be available to the County
because of aid from the state for annual reassessments ($197,000).

e CGR assumes that there would be increased costs associated with
annual reassessments that would total roughly fifteen percent of
the current average cost per parcel for municipal budgets within
the County ($2.89 per parcel, or $114,000 annually).*

Taotal Operational Impact

CGR calculates that the current cost of providing assessment services in
Chemung County is approximately $530,000. This includes municipal
assessing jurisdictions and the County, less County revenues and annual
aid to municipalities. Comparatively, the operating costs of the County-
run model are estimated to cost $465,000, producing a net decrease of
roughly $65,000.

Assessors were careful to caveat that it is difficult to say with certainty
what the cost of providing services at the municipal level is currently since
many of the budgets are limited to what municipalities can afford, not
what they need. Thus, the decrease in cost associated with a County-run

** Annual reassessments will generate increases in operational costs for printing,
processing and mailing notices, rolls, and bills. During interviews, CGR heard from
assessors that their current budgets may not accurately capture the “real” cost of doing
business as budgets are constrained. For planning purposes, CGR has assumed that
adding 15 percent of the average cost/parcel in the county would help offset these
increases.

*2 Currently all assessing jurisdictions outside of the City of Elmira share the same
assessment calendar.
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model may be larger, but may also reflect a potential upgrade in the
quality of service that can be provided.

There are a variety of additional advantages to consider under a County-
run model:

e as all staff would be county employees, training and/or educational
credentials could be set to standardize quality and professionalism;

e the County would operate on one assessment calendar and conduct
annual reassessments; and

e the County would be able to initiate a common standard of service
and work towards implementing a higher level of transparency
through web-based applications and reporting for County residents.

Implementation Path

Three major steps must occur in order to achieve this option. The first two
steps are the most significant and should precede the third.

1. First, reassessments would be required in order to get all assessing
jurisdictions to a uniform level of assessment.

2. Second, the City of Elmira or all of the other assessing
jurisdictions® would have to pass local laws amending their
assessment calendars such that all calendars in the County would
be synchronized.

3. Third, two formal referenda would need to be developed — one for
the City of Elmira and one for the residents of all other towns in
the County. Public hearings should be held, notices filed, and the
referenda officially placed on ballots at designated times for public
vote.

The timeline for coordination of reassessments is crucial to allow all units
to achieve a LOA of 100 for the same assessment year. Considering the
Town of Veteran is not planning a reassessment until 2010, the earliest
that all units could be at the same level would be 2010. This is likely too
soon for each of the communities needing data collection projects,
particularly Ashland and Baldwin, to pass the necessary approvals in their
respective municipalities to move forward with a reassessment. The more
likely scenario is that by the 2012 assessment roll, each of the assessing

2 Currently all assessing jurisdictions outside of the City of Elmira share the same
assessment calendar.
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jurisdictions currently needing data collection and verification projects
could complete that work and file updated rolls. The six units conducting
annual reassessments and the two units updating over the course of this
year and next could maintain their data so that only minor adjustments
would need to be made for the 2012 roll. They could then achieve a LOA
of 100 on the same roll as the newly updated assessment units.

During the transition, County officials should be educating themselves as
to the logistical implications of making this transition, including deciding
on assessment standards and when the first official public assessment roll
would be filed as a County-run operation.

The County would have to develop a new budget along with new position
descriptions, and decisions would have to be made regarding space
allocation. Supplies and equipment would have to be identified and
purchased, and new staff hired. Allowing sufficient time to work through
these details will make a significant difference in a successful
implementation.

Option 2: County Coordinated Assessimerit
Program (County CAP)
Overview

Transitioning to a county coordinated assessment program (CCAP)**
consolidates the assessing function at the county level, but does not
eliminate municipal assessing jurisdictions. Each municipality would
surrender operation of their local assessment function and contract with a
county for all assessment services in accordance with RPTL §1537.

Unlike the County-run model, this option does nof require referenda but
can be formed by agreement between a county and each local governing
body. A CCAP agreement must be approved by majority vote of each
governing body at least 45 days before a taxable status date (usually
March 1). A copy of the agreement must be filed with the State Board of
Real Property Services (herein after referred to as the State Board) by the
taxable status date.

Most importantly, the CCAP model as prescribed by Real Property Tax
Law, Section 579, involves the following:

® asingle appointed assessor other than the Director of RPTS,
appointed to hold the office in all individual assessing units, with

2 RPTL §579
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the appointment taking effect no later than 60 days after initiation
of the agreement;

e acommon standard of assessment, whereby property is assessed at
a uniform percentage in all individual assessing units; and

e asynchronized assessment calendar, with all individual assessing
units operating on the same assessment calendar throughout the
term of the agreement.25

A CCAP program can also be terminated at any time by at least 50 percent
of the participating assessing units agreeing to termination through the
adoption of local laws or resolutions. Alternatively, a county could adopt
a county law terminating the program. Both methods require adoption of
local laws by a majority of the governing body and must be filed with the
State Board no less than 6 months prior to the taxable status date of the
first assessment roll to which it would apply.*®

Regarding equalization rates, for any market value survey begun after the
first assessment roll conducted under a new CCAP, the State Board would
conduct a common market value survey including all the assessing units
participating in the program. The State Board would establish the same
equalization rate and apply it to all of the assessing units participating in
the CCAP.

Transition Costs

The transitional costs in a CCAP related to reassessment are likely very
similar to those of the County-run option and have been modeled the
same. The significant difference in transitional costs involves the
flexibility available in how the CCAP is staffed and where staff are
located. CGR has modeled transitional costs that would likely not include
the purchase of a new building since staff could be decentralized in
existing locations. Thus, transition costs under this model simply involve
supplies, materials and equipment to support a new operation.

Most of the transition aid that is available under the County-run model
would still be available to the County and municipalities, with the
exception that those in the current CAP (Chemung/Van Etten) would not

3 Currently, all town level assessing jurisdictions in Chemung County share the same
assessment calendar. The City of Elmira operates on a different calendar.

% Termination by any entity within 10 years of joining any CAP arrangement would
subject the terminating entity to a repayment of a prorated portion of the aid they
received for joining the CAP.
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be eligible to receive the consolidation incentive®’. In addition, an
additional $1/parcel aid incentive may also be received by the County
pending the types of services that were offered and agreed to by the
municipalities.

One other difference in transition costs between the County-run model and
CCAP approach involves the level at which costs and aid would be fixed
(i.e. County versus municipal-level). Aid that flows into the County could
be used to offset the transitional costs experienced by the municipalities
and thus reduce the impact. In sum, our model indicates that the County
and municipalities in aggregate would incur a cost of more than $41,800
to transition to a CCAP., |

Operating Costs

Personnel

Ongoing operational costs are hard to quantify precisely without knowing
the structure that would evolve as part of the intermunicipal agreements
between the towns and County. For cost estimation purposes, CGR
assumes that the County would hire a single assessor for all participating
municipalities to appoint as their assessor. This position has been
modeled at $50,000 plus 45 percent benefits. In addition, CGR assumes
that twelve FTE support positions would be added such that total new staff
would equal thirteen FTE, similar to the County-run model. CGR
modeled the addition of twelve FTE support staff at $35,000 (plus 45
percent benefits). Lastly, CGR added 10 percent to the current County
budget as well as the new staff estimates to account for administrative
overhead and potential salary adjustments for current County staff. In
sum, these additions total almost $774,000.

Qther Operational Considerations

Other operational considerations include whether current revenue will
continue, potential annual aid, and costs associated with annual
reassessments. CGR has accounted for these numbers as follows:

e CGR reviewed the County RPTS budget and believes that under a
County CAP model, all revenue currently being received and
applied to the RPTS budget would continue ($403,500).

¢ CGR models new revenue that would be available to the County
because of aid from the state for annual reassessments ($197,000).

*" State law dictates that municipalities that have already received consolidation aid
would not be eligible to receive it a second time under a new CAP agreement.
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e CGR assumes that there would be increased costs associated with
annual reassessments that would total roughly fifteen percent of
the current average cost per parcel for municipal budgets within
the County ($2.89 per parcel, or $114,000 annually).”*

Total Operational Impact

The sum total of the personnel and other operational considerations yields
a CCAP that costs slightly almost $530,000. This represents a nearly
break-even cost compared to the current operation and a $65,000 increase
over the County-run option.

The primary difference in costs modeled with the CCAP versus the
County-run is found in the personnel costs. According to RPTL section
1537(4), the newly appointed assessor for the consolidated units cannot be
the current Director of RPTS. The addition of an assessor changes the
staff composition to be added, and the corresponding salary and benefits
total is different. There are also unknowns for the intermunicipal
agreements and what requirements the towns might put upon the County
as part of those agreements.

The specifics of the intermunicipal agreements will ultimately dictate
personnel costs. For instance, reducing the number of additional support
staff by one would save an additional $56,000. If this same change was
combined with a lower benefits ratio of 35 percent, the combined savings
would be $104,000 making it nearly $40,000 less expensive than the
County-run option.

Implementation Path

The first step in implementation of this model involves town assessing
units agreeing to the plan through majority vote of their respective
governing bodies, and adopting an intermunicipal agreement for the
County to serve as assessing unit for the municipality. Once an assessor is
appointed for the CCAP, assessing units would likely be integrated in
phases. To facilitate the process, it makes sense to incorporate first those
assessing units that are already at 100 percent level of assessment.
Remaining assessing units could be integrated thereafter, subsequent to
reassessment to bring them to 100 percent.

Similar to the County-run option, the CCAP would require that either the
City of Elmira or all of the towns who contract with the County change
their assessment calendar in order to have them all synchronized. This
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would be a necessary first step before intermunicipal agreements were
signed to allow this option to take effect.

Among the other logistical issues to resolve in transitioning to a CCAP
would be synchronization of computer software across the units, and the
roles of local office staff. As part of drafting the intermunicipal
agreement, officials will need to make decisions regarding the following:

e timelines for filing the first assessment roll;

o locations and hours of local assessment offices;

e whether mobile units might serve local needs better than local
assessment offices (please reference the section on “Other
Options” later in the report for a more detailed discussion of
mobile units);

e the extent to which responsibilities of current County staff will
change;

e the process for handling complex property valuation; and

e whether to institute a formal reassessment cycle.

LocAL-LEVEL MODELS

Aside from the County-run and CCAP models, there are other options
available to the County that may yield efficiency, equity, transparency and
standardization benefits. The two options presented in this section use
intermunicipal agreements between and among assessing units. However,
it is important to note their common goals:

1) A common level of assessment at 100 percent across all assessing
units, qualifying them for state aid of up to $5/parcel;

2) A common reassessment cycle to ensure more standardization
across assessing units; and

3) A common process for inventory and sales verification to ensure
more reliability and accuracy across assessing units.

There are varieties of possible permutations for these options. For
example, a localized coordinated assessment program (CAP) may be
implemented for two, three, four or more municipalitieszg. Similarly,

¥ It is important to note that the ideas presented in Option Three are not contingent upon
all assessing jurisdictions adopting County-wide assessment standards consistent with
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local jurisdictions may contract with each other or the County for specific
services. In each case, actual costs and aid benefits will be driven by the
specifics of the agreement.

Option 3: Localized Coordinated
Assessment Programs (CAP)

Section 579 of the Real Property Tax Law allows two or more assessing
units located in the same county (or adjoining counties), having the same
level of assessment, and having the same assessor, to enter into an
agreement to become a Coordinated Assessment Program (CAP). Under
this arrangement, the State Board establishes identical equalization rates
for all of the assessing units in the CAP. In addition to yielding
standardization benefits, the CAP model can be particularly useful in
spreading assessment costs between or among jurisdictions. For example,
multiple assessing units in a CAP may be able to acquire professional
assessment services that would otherwise be cost prohibitive were they
acting separately. In addition, licensing fees for the RPS software can be
shared between municipalities thus reducing the cost.

According to ORPS, the membership size of a CAP can evolve during the
life of the agreement. The agreement can be amended to add new
assessing units. On the other hand, assessing units can withdraw from the
program if the local law or resolution providing for the withdrawal is
approved by a majority vote of the unit’s governing body and filed with
the State Board at least six months before the taxable status date of the
first assessment roll to which it is to apply.*

The CAP model also may represent an opportunity for further
collaboration and efficiencies going forward. For example, a CAP (or
series of CAPs) may serve as a building block for bringing all assessing
units under agreement across the County in a way that enables standard
levels of assessment and valuation standards. It may also facilitate more
local jurisdictions contracting with the County for particular assessment-
related services.

ORPS goals. However, the intent of this grant, and ORPS goal, is that all jurisdictions
have common standards and common LOAs. Thus, should local municipalities decide to
CAP without the County, the County should still consider adopting common assessment
standards as outlined in Option Four that would apply to all the assessing jurisdictions,
including the new CAP.

3% Should a municipality withdraw within ten years of joining a CAP, they would be
subject to repay to NY'S a prorated portion of the aid they received.
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Patential CAPs in Chemung County

Chemung County already has one CAP. As previously discussed, the
Towns of Chemung and Van Etten formed a CAP with the Town of
Barton in Tioga County. However, as also observed in Table A-1 in the
appendix, there are several instances of municipalities sharing assessors.
For instance, the same assessor serving the CAP also provides assessment
services for the Town of Catlin. The Towns of Ashland and Baldwin
share an assessor, and the Town of Southport and City of Elmira share an
aSSessor.

Several CAP possibilities exist in Chemung County. One CAP that has
been discussed is that of combining Southport, the Town of Elmira, Big
Flats, Horseheads and the City of Elmira. Both the City Manager of
Elmira and the assessor expressed interest in facilitating this idea. The
Town of Elmira is already considering a six-year plan and Big Flats,
Horseheads and Southport already abide by that plan. The City of Elmira
would have to amend its charter to modify its assessment calendar,
conduct a revaluation and then apply to be part of the six-year plan. There
is natural synergy with this CAP due to the proximity of the parcels
around the City of Elmira and their general similarities. These
municipalities represent 79 percent of the total parcels in the County and
the five largest municipalities in terms of total parcels per municipality.

Another natural CAP might be the addition of Catlin into the current CAP
of Chemung, Van Etten and Barton. Ashland and Baldwin represent
another potential opportunity for a CAP, especially as a means to helping
them achieve the longer-term goal of reassessing all parcels in the two
towns. Since Ashland and Baldwin share similar LOAs, have similar
parcel characteristics and share a common assessor, they are theoretically
nearly a CAP already. They would merely need to adopt the same LOA,
have their boards sign-off on creating a CAP, and apply to the state to
become a CAP. The benefit to this option is that they could receive the
state aid for consolidation and apply that towards the cost of a future
revaluation.

Cost Implications of a Sample CAP

Quantifying the true cost of a coordinated assessment program would
depend on a number of factors that are indeterminate at the present time.
Community size, parcel volume, valuation complexity and current costs
and staff size would all need to be included in a full analysis of a proposed
CAP.

In order to provide guidance to the County and its assessing units on how
to think through the cost analysis process, we present a hypothetical
example of a new CAP in Chemung County. This example assumes that

ORI e e P PSR P S T TS RV AET

Inforim & Empoirer



29

the largest five jurisdictions entered into a CAP, and considers the cost
implications of so doing.

At present, the City of Elmira and Town of Southport share an assessor
while the other three have appointed assessors. The five municipalities
represent 31,146 parcels, a FTE staff equivalent of 8.25, and total annual
spending of $630,096.

Shifting to a CAP agreement with a shared assessor could result in a staff
configuration of one (1) FTE assessor, three (3) FTE appraisers, and 4.5
support staff members. Were the assessor salaried at $50,000 plus 45
percent benefits, the appraisers at $40,000 plus 45 percent benefits and the
support staff members at $28,000 with 45 percent benefits, plus a 20
percent markup for office overhead, the total annual cost of the CAP in
this scenario would be $515,000. Dividing this total cost by the parcels
involved yields a cost per parcel of $16.54. The actual impact to each
municipality would be part of a negotiated agreement but would likely be
favorable to most of the entities listed due to lower costs and/or increases
in annual state aid.

The real benefit to any CAP is the added revenue brought into each
municipality because of the state aid that is available. ' In the case of Big
Flats, aid in excess of $47,000 would be available as part of the CAP
process. Horseheads could receive almost $99,000. Southport would
receive slightly more than $65,000 and the Town of Elmira would receive
more than $45,000. The City of Elmira would actually receive more than
$116,000. Among all of the communities, more than $218,000 could be
generated in consolidation aid and an additional $156,000 in reassessment
aid by creating this CAP agreement. Table C highlights the possible
ongoing operational cost and revenue implications to each participating
municipality in this CAP.

Table C:
Operational Impact for CAP of the City of Elmira & Towns of Southport, Big Flats, Elmira and Horseheads
Difference
Current Srom
Current Average * Proposed | Proposed | **Aid | Proposed | Current
Town Parcels | Budget | Cost/Parcel | Cost/Parcel Cost Available | Net Cost Budget
Town of Elmira 3,794 | $104,534 $27.55 $16.54 $62,734 | $18970 | $43,764 | (360,770)
Town of Big Flats | 3,917 584,168 $21.49 $16.54 $64,768 | $19,585 | $45,183 | ($38,985)
Town of Southport | 5426 | 390,000 $16.59 $16.54 $89,719 | $27,130 | $62,58% | ($27.411)
Town of Horseheads | 8,264 | $218,060 $26.39 $16.54 $136,645 | 341,320 | $95,325 | ($122,735)
City of Elmira 9,745 | $133,334 513.68 $16.54 $161,134 | $48,725 | $112,409 | ($20,925)
Total 31,146 | $630,096 $20.23 $16.54 $515,000 | $155,730 | $359,270 | ($270,826)

* Proposed Cost/Parcel is based upon a CAP budget of $515,000 divided by 31,146 parcels.
** Aid available is based upon $5/parcel annual reassessment aid,

*! $5/parcel reassessment aid and $7/parcel consolidation aid is available to each
municipality as part of a CAP transition.
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Unique to this arrangement would be the requirements placed upon the
City of Elmira. They would need to modify their City charter to adopt a
new assessment cycle. In addition, they would likely have to conduct a
formal reassessment in order to bring their LOA up to 100. As previously
noted, a reassessment for the City could cost in excess of $340,000 and
could be offset by reassessment and consolidation aid of around $116,000.

These hurdles notwithstanding, a CAP of the five largest municipalities
could create efficiencies in the process, utilize existing training and
certifications of assessors in a cost effective manner and transition over 70
percent of the parcels in the County to a common assessment calendar
with a common equalization rate.

Option 4: Towns Contract with County

“Real Property Tax Law, Section 1537 allows an assessing unit to enter
into a joint services contract with a county to perform some or all of the
assessing function. Under Section 1537 agreements, assessing units
remain autonomous, each individually analyzed for equalization rates,
residential assessment ratios and reassessment aid.”>* Additionally, the
town retains its appointing authority, even though the appointed assessor
would become a county employee.

As mentioned earlier in this report, Chemung County Real Property
Services currently provides minimal services to the municipalities in
support of the assessment function. There are no formal agreements
between the municipalities and the County. The other options
summarized below are arrangements that could be formally considered as
a way of expanding the County’s facilitation role and enhancing
consistency, standardization and efficiency.

Commercial & Industrial Assessments

At present, each town’s assessing unit manages its own assessments of
commercial and industrial property. As these parcels represent only a
small fraction of the total parcel count, and as Chemung County does not
have a high number of complex commercial and industrial properties,
local control of this function has worked reasonably well.

Under a new model, the County could assume responsibility for all
commercial and industrial assessments. This would likely require hiring
someone at the County level with expertise in this sort of valuation and

*? Assessment Administration Analysis Report, New York State Association of County
Directors of Real Property Tax Services.
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appraisal technique. Alternatively, the job could be outsourced as is done
(or being considered) in certain other counties.

As shown in Table D, there are 2,292 parcels in Chemung County
classified as commercial or industrial. As a rough estimate of the cost of
assessing those properties, the table applies the average assessment budget
per parcel for each assessing unit (see Table A-3 in the appendix) to the
number of commercial/industrial parcels in each unit. Using this method,
municipalities in Chemung County are spending roughly $37,084 to
maintain the assessments for these parcel classifications.

Table D: Commerical & Industrial
Assessment Cost by Town

Comm & |Budget Per| Total
Municipality Indus Parcels Parcel Cost
Town of Baldwin 2 $10.36 $21
Town of Erin 17 $9.21 $157
Town of Van Etten 31 $12.65 $392
Town of Catlin 29 $15.81 $458
Town of Ashland 32 $14.85 $475
Town of Veteran 34 $17.61 $599
Town of Chemung 39 $22.62 $882
Town of Elmira 104 $15.00 $1,560
Town of Southport 185 $16.59 $3,069
Town of Big Flats 189 $17.91 $3,386
Town of Horseheads 608 $19.91 $12,103
City of Elmira 1,022 $13.68 $13,983
Total 2,292 $37,084

Were each of the municipalities to enter into an inter-municipal agreement
for the County to handle all commercial and industrial assessment, the
County could explore providing this service in one of two ways. As
mentioned, they could hire a commercial appraiser to focus on these
parcels full-time. The parcel ratio per FTE would be good, but the cost
would likely far exceed what is currently being spent on average, as a
starting salary for someone with this expertise is likely $50,000.

Alternatively, outsourcing the commercial work is an option. In other
counties, estimates for this service include an initial up-front cost to clean
up the data and get it set up, and then an ongoing maintenance fee. The
up-front cost could range from $50-$60 per parcel and the ongoing
maintenance fee would likely be approximately $5 per parcel. In total, a
transition would cost between $114,000 and $138,000, and ongoing
maintenance would be approximately $11,500 annually. Thus, a transition
of this sort would pay for itself in aggregate terms in roughly five years
based upon the averages involved in this analysis. However, it may pay
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for itself sooner if it helped businesses to stop filing grievances on their
assessments.

Handliing of Exemptions

Assessors in Chemung County repeatedly expressed to CGR that certain
times of the year produce an overwhelming amount of paperwork, as
exemptions need to be processed. The level of service provided to
accomplish this function is highly variable, with some assessors making
house calls to complete forms and obtain signatures, and others merely
processing paperwork through the mail.

In order to standardize the level of service in regards to exemptions, and in
order to alleviate some of the pressure on local assessors to process and
maintain these exemptions, one scenario that was discussed was to have
the County assume responsibility for receiving and processing all
exemptions. It is unknown at this time how many staff would be required
to fulfill the responsibility at the County level. Similarly, it is difficult to
quantify the actual cost incurred at the local level, especially given its
seasonality.

The primary benefit to this alternative would appear to be a
standardization of service across the County and a lightening of
responsibility on local assessors. This would allow local assessors more
time to focus on property valuation and making sure their assessment rolls
were clean, accurate and equitable. To facilitate the processing of
exemptions at the County level, the County may also be better positioned
to leverage technology to make paperwork available to the community.

While local assessors point to the burden placed on them by exemptions,
they also point out perceived disadvantages of shifting responsibility to the
County level. From the perspective of many local assessors in the County,
the primary downside would be the effect on seniors in the community
who have come to rely on personal service, including home visitation, in
order to maintain their exemptions. Centralizing exemption processing in
the County seat of the City of Elmira may inconvenience some residents in
outlying parts of the County who would prefer to handle their exemption
processing in person. Local assessors also point to the “personal touch”
that they are able to provide in processing exemptions. In their view,
centralizing the function at the County level may sacrifice that level of
service and result in certain residents losing exemptions.

g FEEp ey s g ad oy 0 ey pay YTl Ty ey G o g s e
(countywide Common Assessment Standards

Although not a fee-for-service type of municipal contract, assessing units
in Chemung County may agree to adopt countywide common assessment
standards. Common assessment standards make assessment more
transparent throughout the entire system and reduce inconsistencies and
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complexity. In addition, common standards address equity concerns
system-wide by bringing all jurisdictions equal in areas like levels of
assessment, parcel data storage/format, assessment calendar and
reassessment schedules.

Synchronize Assessment Calendars

As stated in several of the options above, one of the inhibiting factors to
combining assessment operations across the County is the difference in
assessment calendars between the City of Elmira and all other assessing
jurisdictions. Without initiating any other changes, either the City of
Elmira or the other assessing jurisdictions should consider whether
synchronizing assessment calendars would be advantageous. A consistent
calendar across all jurisdictions helps school districts in their planning and
also improves transparency in the system. While there may be no
immediate benefit to an individual jurisdiction, it could certainly pave the
way for future collaborative opportunities.

Common Revaluation Schedule

A significant step the County could take to improve equity and
transparency would be to facilitate a common revaluation schedule. Half
(50 percent) of the assessment jurisdictions operate on an annual
reassessment cycle. The County could help the remaining six units
achieve this within the next 10 years. Initially, it could set a goal of
getting all non-annual units through a revaluation and to a common level
of assessment in the next five years. Once that is achieved, each unit
could apply to be on the triennial aid program and work towards
maintaining their rolls on an annual basis. At the end of the next three
years, each unit would conduct another reassessment. By that point, each
unit should be in a position to apply to be on the six-year plan for an
annual reassessment cycle. Thus, by 2019, every remaining assessment
unit could be operating on an annual reassessment cycle.

Other Common Standards

Other standards could include agreements for a common level of
assessment and common practices for valuation of all parcels. Levels of
assessment that are consistently held at 100 can significantly improve
transparency and reduce complexity in the system. Transparency has the
benefit of increasing taxpayer understanding and confidence.

CGR observed that currently all assessing jurisdictions have different
valuation practices, and interviews with city and other municipal officials
reveal there remain some inconsistencies in the data among jurisdictions.
For instance, some data have been updated regularly and gives a fair
representation of current property inventory, while other data bear no
resemblance to the inventory that exists today. Resolving these
inconsistencies and formally agreeing to value properties in the same
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manner will improve equity and enhance taxpayer confidence in the
assessment system.

There may also be efficiencies gained through the adoption of countywide
data collection standards. One example regards reassessments. To the
extent that outside vendors are used in the reassessment process, the
County purchasing department could play a more active role in bidding
out this service and screening for reputable, reliable contractors that could
service all jurisdictions equitably and efficiently. There may also be
economy of scale benefits in contract costs from using this approach.

OTHER OPTIONS
City CAP

CGR briefly explored the option of creating a City CAP similar to a
County CAP. Conversations with the City Manager for the City of Elmira
indicated that this option would likely only be viable if the City were to be
held harmless financially. After analyzing the cost of running a County-
run and county CAP system, CGR determined that a City CAP is unlikely
to hold the City harmless and thus would not be a viable option to pursue.

Beyond the cost to the City, several other issues make this option a
challenge. First, the County is required by statute to provide certain
services. There would be little to no cost savings involved in centralizing
services within the City of Elmira since the County would continue to
provide certain services. Second, under current statute, the state aid
available to municipalities who CAP with the County would not be
available under a CAP agreement with the City. Third, there would likely
have to be State legislative changes for the City to provide assessment
services through intermunicipal agreements with other assessing
jurisdictions.

Mobile Units

Under either a County-run or County CAP model, County officials could
consider offering mobile units to service local towns. These mobile units
would go to different towns on different days of the week and take
applications and/or answer questions for local taxpayers. This type of
service may add cost for transportation, computer equipment and
potentially space depending on the arrangements worked out with town
officials. The added cost for this service could range from $10,000 -
$20,000 annually.

L R T P B S U DT I e P st

,!"Jf,i{()f Hi e B a1paosre



CGR

L95

Privatizing Assessment

CGR briefly researched the possibility of privatizing the assessment
operation for Chemung County. The only viable model for completely
privatizing assessment that we found is in the province of Ontario,
Canada. In 1998, the Government of Ontario transferred responsibility for
property assessment from the Ministry of Finance to what is now known
as the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC), a non-share
capital, non-profit corporation with its own board of directors.

The organization is held accountable to the public through a 15-member
board. Eight of the board members are municipal representatives, five
members represent property tax payers, and two members represent
provincial interests. The Minister of Finance appoints all members of the
board.

In addition to administering a province-wide property assessment system
based on current value assessment, it provides municipalities a range of
other services, including preparation of annual assessment rolls used by
municipalities to calculate property taxes. More detail can be found by
looking at their website at www.mpac.ca.

A strong concern was expressed by the assessors of Chemung County (and
reiterated by ORPS) regarding the quality of outside contractors and the
variability that exists in the standards that they apply to the work they are
contracted for. Should the County consider finding further detail about
privatizing assessment, it should pay careful attention to the quality of the
service providers and the complexity of the work that would be involved.
In addition, ORPS and the NYS Board would have to provide counsel on
the parameters involved in holding outside contractors accountable and
meeting all state mandated requirements.

Create CAPS through Attrition

Finding new people interested in becoming professional or even part-time
assessors is increasingly difficult across the state. Professionalizing these
positions and creating salaried opportunities with benefits may help to
attract interested individuals. However, another means to cope with fewer
people is to create coordinated programs between municipalities as current
assessors retire. Not only could it create efficiencies through shared
service arrangements, it would alleviate the necessity in some cases of
trying to fill vacant positions. Over time, there would be better
coordination throughout the County, more municipalities would be
partaking in aid available to them through the state, and the County would
be further along in the process of centralizing services should it ever
consider that as a viable option.
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IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS

In addition to the implementation strategies discussed as part of the
options above, there are general guidelines that should be considered.
First, if any option for collaborative assessment is to work, efforts must be
directed toward building consensus among participants regarding the need
for assessment equity. This should not be construed as an obstacle, but an
issue to be deliberately addressed by leaders within each community. It is
clear to CGR through our interviews in Chemung County and in other
counties that most public officials have a limited knowledge of the
property assessment process. This creates both anxiety and even a lack of
interest in actually making any changes. Through working to better
understand the process and then sharing ideas for how to collaborate, new
ideas will emerge that will enhance the quality of the assessment process.

Second, if Chemung County and/or its assessing units desire to move
towards any of the options presented, individual jurisdictions should begin
taking steps to coordinate their reassessment plans. They should also
formally agree on a date by which all LOAs across the County will equal
100 percent. The State could assist in this process by considering the
adoption of a mandatory three or four-year cycle bill. The bill would have
the effect of synchronizing the assessment calendars across the State while
continuing to provide incentives through state aid to conduct reassessment
projects annually. In addition, a mandatory cycle bill would eventually
raise the statewide equalization rate to 100 percent.

Third, the new strategies are likely to be cost prohibitive if municipalities
do not take advantage of state aid available for conducting reassessments
and/or consolidations. Aid options should be considered as part of any
reform discussion. Factoring these incentives in, municipalities can
generate revenue, offset certain transition costs and reduce the overall cost
of the assessment function.

CONCLUSION

The Centralized Property Tax Administration Program (CPTAP) began as
an effort to address the complexity and confusion inherent in New York
State’s property tax system. As one of only three states without a
statewide standard of assessing, and one of twelve without a mandated
reassessment cycle, New York contains an incredible diversity of
assessment levels, practices and approaches. From a financial standpoint,
the result is a system in which property owners may (or may not) be taxed
equitably simply because of where they live in a community. From a
public accessibility standpoint, the result is inordinately complicated, not
always easily accessible or transparent, and difficult to understand.
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In that context, the CPTAP program was established to build a foundation
for charting reform. Importantly, ORPS notes, “the intent of the program
is for counties to chart their own paths to reform. The program does not
presuppose a one-size fits all approach to such improvements. By
analyzing the particulars of their county, local officials are determining
what will work best for their taxpayers and the taxing jurisdictions alike.”

The assessment system in Chemung County is largely decentralized but
functional. The presence of a centralized database represents a significant
commitment to a well run system that is cost effective and efficient. The
intent of this report and the information contained herein is, in the most
basic sense, to empower real property tax officials at the County and local
level to build on this foundation and make decisions regarding the future
of assessment administration in the Chemung County community. While
specific reform concepts will no doubt require additional analysis and
consideration of detailed components, this report establishes a baseline
foundation for making those decisions going forward.

L R R T T e == = IEETH P I AL M R SR LT

fiform & Lmpower



38

R N T R O PR

APPENDIX

Table A-1: Municipal Overview

TFable A-2: Staffing, Certification and Office Hours
Table A-3: Budget and Parcel Overview

Table A-4: Indicators of Assessment Quality
Fable A-5: Municfpaf Assessing IT Capacity

Table A-6: FTE Personnel Analysis

Table A-7: Comparative Cost Analysis of Options

Realtor Specification Sheet for 200 Baldwin
Street
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Seuthern Realty, Inc.

FOR SALE OR LEASE

200 Baldwin Street
Elmira, New York

$499.990 $350,000

= §,330sf

= Handicap Accessible

* Downtown Elmira

* Business District

* Well maintained.

» Free standing professional office space

For More Information Contact:

Georgia Y. Revmolds

1020 Center Street. Suite 4

Horseheads, New York 14843

Phone: 607-737-3233 * Fax: 607-732-4667
E-Iufail: greynolds/idvimisine com
Website: www yumisine com

Brokers Protected
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A Review of Property Tax
Assessment Options for
Wayne County

February, 2009

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the fall of 2007, New York State’s Office of Real Property Services
(ORPS) established the Centralized Property Tax Administration Program
(CPTAP) to encourage county and local municipal officials to study
reform opportunities for their local real property assessment and tax
administration systems. Wayne County was one of 51 counties to receive
a CPTAP grant to explore opportunities for collaborative assessment.
Following a Request-for-Proposal process in the summer of 2008, the
County engaged CGR Inc. (Center for Governmental Research) to conduct
its centralized property tax study.

The study completed by CGR and detailed in this report conforms to
analytical and reporting parameters established by the State Office of Real
Property Services. ORPS identified a series of specific assessment models
to be analyzed and reported on in each county that received a CPTAP
grant. The parameters for the collaborative assessment study can be
viewed online via the Office of Real Property Services website at

http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/resources/CPTAPCollectionOutline.pdf,

Using information collected from all of Wayne County’s town assessors
and town supervisors, interviews with county and local assessment
officials, and sales/parcel data provided by the County and ORPS, CGR
considered the implications of four assessment options in comparison to
the status quo:

1. County-run assessment system;

2. County-coordinated assessment system;

3. Localized coordinated assessment systems; and
4. Towns contracting with the County.

The intent of this report and the information contained herein is, in the
most basic sense, fo empower real property tax officials at the County and
local level to make decisions regarding the future administration of

A T T T e = .
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property tax in the Wayne County community. While specific reform
concepts will no doubt require additional analysis and consideration of
detailed components, a full understanding of the baseline delivery of
assessment services is essential to beginning any change process. In
documenting the extent of diversity in current assessment process,
approach, level and output in Wayne County, this report establishes a
baseline foundation for making those decisions going forward.
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INTRODUCTION

In the fall of 2007, New York State’s Office of Real Property Services
(ORPS) established the Centralized Property Tax Administration Program
(CPTAP) to encourage county and local municipal officials to study
reform opportunities for their local real property assessment and tax
administration systems. According to ORPS, New York is one of only
three states nationwide that does not have a statewide uniform level of
assessment. Further, it is one of twelve states which do not have a
statewide requirement for how often a reassessment must happen.

New York has 1,128 separate assessing units, compared to a national
median of 85 units. It is one of only seven states which have over 500
assessing jurisdictions. By contrast, thirty states have less than 100. New
York’s assessing picture is further complicated by nearly 700 school
districts and approximately 1,000 other special purpose districts (e.g. fire
and library districts) which can impose property taxes and are not
contiguous with the 1,128 assessing jurisdictions.

In an effort to explore reform opportunities, New York State created the
CPTAP grant program as a tool for counties to document their assessment
and tax administration systems and consider alternative models. ORPS
officials have been clear throughout the process that the program is not
intended to force change towards a county run assessment system. Rather,
its goal is assessment models that uniformly affect every parcel within
respective counties, and which result in the following performance
standards:

1. acommon leve] of assessment for all assessing units within each
county;

2. acommon database of assessment, inventory, pictures and
valuation data for all the assessing units within each county; and

3. consistent assessment administration standards (i.e. regular
reassessment cycles; timely verification, correction and transmittal
of sales data; and current and accurate inventory collection and
maintenance) for all assessing units within each county.

Stated differently, ORPS’ goal is to enhance current assessment practices
statewide on the following standards:

® Equity: A system that provides a mechanism for obtaining and
maintaining equitable assessments;

e Transparency: A system that is understandable to taxpayers; and
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o Efficiency: A system that functions efficiently and consistently
across the county.

Only two counties in New York State, Nassau and Tompkins, operate
under a fully county-run assessing system. In all other counties, levels of
assessment (LOA) and reassessment schedules vary greatly from one
municipality to another. According to ORPS, the discrepancies are large.
By way of example, one county has an equalization rate range of 0.83 to
101.3, with some municipalities maintaining 100 percent assessments
while neighboring jurisdictions have not reassessed since the Civil War.
The resulting disparities create challenges for the State and counties, not to
mention confusion for taxpayers, particularly regarding apportionment of
school and county tax levies.

A report issued in the spring of 2008 by the New York State Commission
on Local Government Efficiency and Competitiveness highlighted this
fragmentation and the disparities in the system, and recommended that
assessment functions across the State be consolidated at the county level.
The transition to county-run assessment programs was acknowledged to
potentially cost more money in some locations, but the Commission
believed that a centralized system would be more efficient; make better
use of professional expertise; and enhance equity and transparency.

However, the foregoing is provided as context for the CPTAP study. It is
not the intent of this study to recommend or even promote one option or
model over other alternatives. Rather, this analysis and report intends to
provide county and local officials with a cost/benefit analysis of a series of
assessment models identified by ORPS. With that information, county
and local officials will be well positioned to make future decisions
regarding Wayne County’s assessment system.

THE EXISTING ASSESSMENT
SYSTEM IN WAYNE COUNTY

The property tax assessment system in Wayne County is not functionally
“broken.” Interviews with local assessors and with County officials
revealed that the system operates well and there are very few complaints
in terms of functionality. The oldest revaluation is from 2004 and while
the County does not have a real-time centralized database, regular backups
are provided by local units and provide the County with relatively accurate
and current information throughout the year. In addition, the County
offers many services to local jurisdictions, and local assessors collaborate
with one another on a regular basis, including when they need help with
valuation.
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If a well-functioning system were the only criteria by which an evaluation
of the current system should be made, then Wayne County need not make
any drastic changes. However, the goals of this study are not only to
examine how the system currently functions, but also to analyze the
equity, transparency and efficiency of the current system. In this regard,
the Wayne County assessment system does show some variability that
breeds inequity. Not only are assessment valuation standards variable
across the County, the standards by which assessors serve the public and

~ conduct assessments also vary by individual.

To document the current assessment system in Wayne County, CGR
obtained data from several different sources. Data came from a survey of
all town assessors as well as each town supervisor. CGR also obtained
and analyzed sales and parcel data for the entire County from ORPS, as
well as directly from the County. During the process, CGR also
interviewed the County Real Property Tax Services Director, the County
Administrator, the County Attorney, and the County Information
Technology Director. In addition, CGR attended and facilitated a meeting
of the County’s local assessors” group, which provided an opportunity to
discuss the study, current practices and opportunities with local assessors
from jurisdictions countywide.

The following sections detail the current assessment budgets and
operations for all assessing jurisdictions in Wayne County. As noted
below, a series of tables are included in the appendix with detailed
information on each assessing unit in the County.

Structure and Staffing

Wayne County is divided into fifteen municipal assessing units, each of
which has boundaries contiguous with a town in the County. Those units
are:

e Arcadia

e Butler

e (alen

e Huron

e Jyons

e Macedon
e Marion

e Ontario

e Palmyra
e Rose

e Savannah
e Sodus

e Walworth
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e  Williamson
e  Wolcott

There are currently no coordinated assessment programs (CAPs) among
Wayne County’s assessing units, and none of the units obtain contractual
services from the county pursuant to Section 1537 of the Real Property
Tax Law. Tables 1 and 2 in the appendix present staffing and other
overview information for each assessing unit.

Municipal Level

There are eleven individual assessors and two three-person boards
covering the fifteen assessing units. Of the eleven with individual
assessors, eight are appointed and three are elected. The Towns of Butler,
Galen and Rose have hired the same assessor. The assessor for the Town
of Savannah also serves as assessor for three assessing units outside of
Wayne County.

As identified in Table 2 of the appendix, there are 32 total assessment
staff persons in the fifteen assessment units (including the assessors). This
translates into 19 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions. Each unit averages
two staff positions, or the equivalent of 1.3 FTEs.

All but one assessor is at least minimally certified to be an assessor.! Four
assessors have received state designation as “advanced”” and two
assessors are certified as “professionals” through the Institute of Assessing
Officers (IAQO) in New York State.?

The Town of Huron assessing board is comprised of three individuals who
are all nearing retirement. One board member is one course shy of full
certification as an assessor and, as of the writing of this report, intends to
complete that final course. The Town of Rose assessor position was
temporarily being filled by the Town of Lyons assessor, but Rose recently
permanently filled the slot for 2009 by hiring the assessor who also serves
the Towns of Butler and Galen.

The average assessing unit in Wayne County is open for 30 office hours
per week, staffed by the assessor and/or one of the support staff.

! State Certified Assessor (SCA) is the minimal certification and requires training in a
state certified program.

* State Certified Assessor Advanced (SCAA) designation requires extra coursework
provided by NYS beyond the SCA certification.

? Professional designation (SCAP) requires coursework and passing a five-hour exam
administered by the IAQ. Any NYS assessor can be a member of the IAQ without
having the “professional” designation.
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According to assessment staff, over 80 percent of office hours on average
are devoted to customer service issues.

The International Association of Assessing Officers (IAAOQ)* has
established benchmarks for average number of staff per parcel. For
jurisdictions that have systems supported by computers, the average
number of parcels per FTE employee is approximately 2,000. For those
without computer support, the average is roughly 1,800. Interviews with
assessors both from Wayne County and elsewhere in New York State
revealed that, in many communities, it is not uncommon for the parcels-
per-F'TE ratio to be 3,500 or more depending on the town and the type of
parcels involved.

Information gleaned from the surveys and subsequently verified by the
Wayne County Director of Real Property Tax Services revealed the
number of full time equivalent staff for each town in Wayne County. The
range in parcels per FTE was broad — the lowest parcels-per-FTE ratio was
1,517, while the highest was 5,268. It is important to note that this
disparity should be interpreted in terms of effort being expended by
assessors, not necessarily in terms of actual parcels covered by one FTE
staff person. Only one Wayne County town has an FTE staff person
covering more than 3,000 parcels. All other towns that have ratios in
excess of 3,000 parcels-per-FTE have less than one FTE covering all the
parcels. Again, this represents a level of effort expended by these town
assessors that exceeds the level of effort expended by other towns with
fewer parcels per FTE.

County Level (RPTS)

The County operates a Real Property Tax Service (RPTS) office, headed
by the Director of Real Property Tax Services. There are six staff persons
that report to the Director. Two staff persons are assigned to support
assessing; two staff persons are devoted to tax mapping; and two staff
provide clerical support for the office. In 2009, the County budgeted
$730,000 for the RPTS office. After revenues are subtracted, the net cost
to County residents was anticipated to be $648,500. Some of the services
that the County provides in support of the assessment function are as
follows:

e Data mailers (in fall and winter)
e Full disclosure of assessment change notices

e Tax enforcement
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e Tax levy coordination and calculation of tax rate
e Processing of tax rolls and bills

e Board of Assessment Review (BAR) training

e Tax map preparation

e Assessor orientation

e Printing of tentative and final assessment rolls

e RPS software tech support (coordinates upgrades and training)
e Printing of assessor annual reports

e Advice with complex commercial appraisals

o Sales transmittals

e State level information updates

Many of these services are provided pursuant to state statute.

Parcel Characteristics

Wayne County contains 43,316 property parcels, the majority of which are
classified as residential (see Table A). Reflecting the County’s rural
character, the next highest classification is vacant land. Agricultural is the
third most common property class in the County with almost six percent of
the total property class designation. Commercial and Industrial
classifications account for less than five percent of all parcels in the
County.

Table A:
County Parcels by Property Class
Property Class Parcels %
Recreation & Entertainment 137 0.3%
Industrial 186 0.4%
Wild & Public Lands 228 0.5%
Community Service 561 1.3%
Public Services 743 1.7%
Commercial 1,876 4.3%
Agricultural 2,953 5.9%
Vacant Land 6,145 14.2%
Residential 30,887 | 71.3%
Total 43,316 | 100.0%

As shown in Table B, the Town of Arcadia has the most total parcels in
the County (5,557, or 12.8 percent of the total). Arcadia also contains the
largest percentage of residential properties (13.4 percent of all county

R T R T e R TR S R Zreezzonan S ==

/ﬁ'{,’vi:"f?.’ ¢ LMY



residential parcels). Savannah has the fewest parcels at 1,000 (2.3 percent
of all county parcels).

Table B:
Parcel Analysis

Town Total % Residential %
Savannah 1,000 2.3% 543 1.8%
Butler 1,096 2.5% 620 2.0%
Rose 1,330 3.1% 841 2.7%
Marion 2,107 4.9% 1,525 4.9%
Huron 2,172 5.0% 1,439 4.7%
Galen 2326 | 5.4% 1,446 4.7%
Lyons 2,563 5.9% 1,724 5.6%
Wolcott 2,671 6.2% 1,743 5.6%

Palmyra 3,034 7.0% 2,237 7.2%
Williamson | 3,161 7.3% 2,319 7.5%
Macedon 3,679 8.5% 2,866 9.3%
Walworth 3,795 8.8% 3,066 9.9%
Ontario 4,091 9.4% 3,307 10.7%
Sodus 4,734 10.9% 3,080 10.0%
Arcadia 5,557 12.8% 4,131 13.4%
Total 43,316 | 100.0% 30,887 100.0%

Wayne County Parcel Analysis
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Fesidential 8 Non-Fesidential

The above graphic displays the percentage of total parcels per town that
are classified as residential. The towns of Walworth and Ontario have the
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highest percentage of total parcels classified as residential; Savannah has
the lowest concentration of residential parcels.

Early in the study, CGR received feedback that Wayne County’s parcel
“mix” is quite diverse as one moves throughout the County. The parcel
analysis supports this anecdotal observation. CGR reviewed the six
eastern towns” versus the six western towns® to compare the percentage of
parcels that are classified as residential. The six eastern towns have a
residential parcel percentage of 63 percent, versus 77 percent in the six
western towns. Further, the eastern towns have a higher percentage of
total parcels classified as agricultural (41 percent) compared to the western
towns (31 percent).

CGR also conducted an analysis to determine the assessed value of
property along the lake’ as compared to towns in the southern® part of the
county. The analysis revealed that the towns in the southern part of the
county have a total assessed value that is roughly 92 percent of the total
assessed value of the property along the lake.

Budgets and State Aid

For the most recent year, Wayne County’s local assessment functions
report spending approximately $773,000. This averages out to $51,500
per assessing unit, or roughly 3.4 percent of the average town budget.
Table 3 in the appendix details the breakdown for each Town.

The “cost per parcel” of local assessment functions ranges from $11.41 in
the least expensive town to $26.57 in the most expensive. In other words,
the town with the highest cost-per-parcel ratio in the County is paying 133
percent more than the lowest cost town. Full details on this information
can be found in Table 3 of the appendix.

State aid varies across the assessing units. Two thirds of the units receive
triennial state aid; the others receive annual aid. Aid amounts vary across
the units, ranging from $4,500 to $26,545. Table 4 in the appendix
contains detailed information on state aid received by each of the
assessing units.)

* Eastern towns: Huron, Wolcott, Rose, Butler, Galen, Savannah

® Western towns: Ontario, Williamson, Walworth, Marion, Macedon, Palmyra
" Lakefront towns: Ontario, Williamson, Sodus, Huron, Wolcott

¥ Southern towns: Macedon, Palmyra, Arcadia, Lyons, Galen, Savannah
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Indicators of Assessment Equity and
Uniformity

Real Property Tax Law, Section 305, requires that assessing jurisdictions
treat all parcels the same by assessing all real property at a uniform
percentage of market value. The following statistical measures illustrate
how consistently assessors are treating parcels throughout the County.
(Note: Table 4 in the appendix contains additional detail on the measures
discussed in this section.)

Coefficient of Dispersion

The Coefficient of Dispersion (COD) is a common statistical measure of
uniformity (often called “horizontal” equity). According to ORPS, “the
COD measures the extent to which the assessment ratios from a given roll
exhibit dispersion around a midpoint. It is generally accepted that the
median assessment ratio best serves as the midpoint or central tendency
measure from which the average level of dispersion should be
calculated.”’

The lower the COD, the more uniformity there is in assessments within
the jurisdiction. According to the IAAO, residential parcels should have a
relationship between assessed value and market value where the COD is
between 5 and 15 percent. For counties with more rural parcels and
parcels classified as vacant, an acceptable ratio can be as high as 25
percent. The general benchmark for all parcels analyzed together is
roughly 20 percent. As shown previously in Table A, 71 percent of
Wayne County properties are residential and 14 percent are classified as
vacant.

Current CAMA CODs'? for Wayne County towns range from 6.89 to
18.56. Five of the fifteen assessing units exceed the 15-percent threshold
defined by the IAAO. The largest COD of the fifteen assessing units is
2.7 times higher than the smallest. Sales ratio COD’s range from 2.44 —
15.39.

® Assessment Equity in New York: Results Jfrom the 2004 Market Value Survey, Office of
Real Property Services.

' Computer Assisted Mass Appraisal (CAMA) COD. Both CAMA and Sales COD data
were provided by the NYS Office of Real Property Services.
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Level of Assessment

The Level of Assessment (LOA) represents the percentage of full value at
which parcels within a particular community are assessed. An LOA of 25
percent would indicate assessments are one-quarter of full market value;
an LOA of 100 would indicate full market value assessments.

The current range of LOA across Wayne County is 84 to 100. Two-thirds
of assessing units have an LOA of 100 for their most recent reporting
period. Of the five assessing units that did not have an LOA of 100, four
are planning a reassessment in the next 3 to 5 years.

Price Related Differential

Another measure of assessment uniformity is known as Price Related
Differential (PRD). According to ORPS, the PRD “is used to determine if
there is a bias on an assessment roll toward systematic over-assessment of
either high- or low-value properties in comparison to the average property.
In computing the PRD, the simple mean of the assessment ratios is divided
by the value-weighted mean ratio. If no bias exists, the two ratios should
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be close to each other, and the PRD should be near 1.00."'"" PRDs that are
significantly greater (or less than) 1.00 show price-related bias — a
“progressivity” if higher-value properties are over-assessed and lower-
value ones under-assessed, or a “regressivity” if the opposite is true.

The JAAO standard for acceptable PRDs is 0.98 to 1.03. Values below
this range indicate progressivity; values above this range indicate
regressivity.

As observed in Chart C below, no Wayne County assessing units exhibit
bias relative to the acceptable range. Sales related PRD’s exhibit a similar
lack of bias and range 1.00 — 1.06. According to the IAAO, further
statistical analysis'> would have to be conducted to determine the validity
of these PRDs.

i

Chart C - 2008 CAMA PRDs
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Sales Data Quality

During the course of its analysis and interviews, CGR did not learn of any
obvious discrepancies or observe any specific weaknesses regarding the
quality of the data kept by the assessing units within Wayne County.
However, there are opportunities to enhance the way data and information
are stored, as outlined in the following section.

"' Assessment Equity in New York: Results Jrom the 2004 Market Value Survey, Office of
Real Property Services.

' JAAO recommends either the Spearman Rank Test or a Correlation or Regression
analysis to determine the validity of the PRD calculations.
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Reassessment

Most assessments within Wayne County are fairly recent. The oldest
reassessment in the County was done in 2004. Three towns fall into this
category. All others reported more recent reassessments. Regarding
future reassessment plans, four units report having no current plans for
reassessments in the immediate future. Eleven units noted that they have a
plan for future reassessment, with two having submitted a plan to the state
to be on a six-year reassessment cycle. Four of the towns used a
contractor for their last reassessment.

Table 4 in the appendix details information regarding reassessment.

Real Property Administration System
Type of System

According to information provided to CGR by local assessors and the
County, all assessing units in Wayne County are using Real Property
System (RPS) V4 software to track and report their assessment activities.
Each town retains its own data on its own equipment. Backups are
performed on the local machines regularly, and backup files are sent by
the assessing units to the County approximately six times per year to
enable the County to maintain a relatively current master file.

All but two assessing units in the County use GIS in support of their
assessment function. One of the units not using GIS indicated that it was
moving in that direction and would institute the use of GIS software.

Regarding actual computer equipment in the assessing units, CGR was
unable to obtain data on all the machines in town. For those towns that
reported on their equipment, the machines were generally newer and
capable of supporting the data and software requirements associated with
RPS V4.

As noted earlier, the County provides IT support to all of its assessing
units upon request. In addition, two towns indicated that they used an
outside source for technical support of their equipment.

Logistics

The County processes all assessment rolls and tax bills. The typical
process involves local assessors sending a backup copy of their data to the
County, off of which the County produces the required assessment rolls
and bills.

One complication with this process is that the County does not have access
to real time data at all points throughout the year. Backups come from
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local assessors on a bi-monthly basis, and concerns were expressed to
CGR about this issue. First, there have been instances when mistakes
were made and multiple files had to be created and sent, causing confusion
at the County level and increasing the chance for error. Second, because
the data is not real time, the County is limited in the support it can provide
centrally in valuation and data verification throughout the year. Thirdly,
no centralized real time source exists for valuation benchmarking if an
assessor wants to compare values outside of their immediate jurisdiction.
While neighboring assessors are generally accommodating in providing
such assistance, common real time data would enhance the process.

PosSIBLE ALTERNATIVE MODELS

As noted at the outset of this report, the NYS Office of Real Property
Services established a specific list of options to be analyzed and costed out
in each county’s CPTAP study. The following sections detail those four
primary options:

1. County-Run Assessing

2. County Coordinated Assessment Program (CAP)

3. Localized Coordinated Assessment Programs (CAP)
4. Towns Contracting with County

Table 7 in the appendix shows the detailed cost/revenue implications for
each of the models considered below.

Collaboration Incentives

In the context of reviewing alternative models, it is important to note the
availability of certain collaboration/consolidation incentives for
communities. The Office of Real Property Services provides state aid
(currently up to $7/parcel) to groups of municipalities who consolidate
their assessment functions, share an assessor and achieve a common level
of assessment. In addition to the aid available to municipalities, counties
are eligible for up $2/parcel if municipalities consolidate their services at
the county level. This aid is reduced to $1/parcel if some but not all of the
municipalities opt to consolidate in this manner.

Besides the obvious municipal cost benefits related to consolidation, the
Coordinated Assessing Program (CAP) and or inter-municipal agreements
potentially reduce the number of assessment officials who need to be
trained and certified and reduce the number of individual equalization
rates that need to be computed by the State. One concern that was
repeated several times was that fewer and fewer people are in the pipeline
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to become assessors. While positions are currently filled in all
municipalities in Wayne County, the possibility exists that there will not
be highly qualified individuals in the future to fill vacant posts. Reducing
the number of posts needed to be filled addresses this future concern.

COUNTY-LEVEL MODELS

According to the state’s Commission on Local Government Efficiency and
Competitiveness, the primary benefits associated with a county-level
assessment model would be gains in efficiency and professionalism, along
with a more streamlined system for applying and maintaining
equalizations rates across the state. This section projects the costs of
transitioning to, and operating, the county-run and county-coordinated
assessing models in Wayne County. It also explores opportunities for
intermunicipal sharing of services as alternatives to a truly county-run
system.

Option 1: County-Run Assessing

County-run assessment places the responsibility for property assessment
solely with the county government. Since local municipalities would be
surrendering their right to conduct local assessments, the consolidation to
a county model would require a county-wide referendum'>. Since there
are no cities in Wayne County and none of the villages are assessing units,
the referendum must pass by a simple majority vote of all county voters.

State Real Property Tax Law, Sections 1530 and 1540, requires that under
a county assessing system, the county’s Director of Real Property Tax
Services would be replaced by a Director of Assessment. The Board of
Supervisors appoints the Director, either for a six-year term of office or
civil service appointment. All other employees in the department would
be civil service staff. By way of comparison, Tompkins County (one of
two county-run models in the state) appointed a civil service Director of
Assessment that is not subject to six year term limits.

Once the county became a single assessing unit, the state would calculate
a single equalization rate based upon the aggregate assessed value to
market value ratio of the entire county, and the County Board of
Supervisors would be responsible for setting the revaluation schedule.
Once a full value revaluation has been implemented, Real Property Tax

3 Article IX, §1(h)(1) of the State Constitution provides that where a transfer of
functions to the county occurs, it must be approved by a majority of the votes cast in a
referendum.
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Law authorizes the Board of Supervisors to direct an assessment of all
property at a uniform percentage of value.

Transition Costs

A precondition to a fully county-run assessing model is uniform
assessment levels across the jurisdictions to be consolidated. In Wayne
County, six assessment units currently have levels of assessment below
100 (Savannah, Butler, Huron, Galen, Williamson and Wolcott). Bringing
those units to a common level of assessment with the remaining units
would require a more comprehensive reassessment of 12,426 parcels'*. In
addition, as of 2011, the towns of Arcadia and Marion may also require a
more comprehensive reassessment in order to be at an LOA of 100. These
towns represent 7,664 parcels. Assuming an average reassessment cost of
roughly $25 per parcel, the full reassessment of these properties would
produce a gross cost of $502,000.

After consultation with county officials, there was concern that the annual
reassessments conducted by the remaining assessing jurisdictions might
not lend to a uniform centralized database. To address this concern,
county officials anticipate needing to conduct a full data verification
project for the remaining assessing jurisdictions in the county. This would
affect the remaining 23,246 parcels in the county and assuming the same
$25 per parcel cost would add additional cost of $580,700. Total cost for
reassessment is anticipated to be approximately $1,083,000."

In addition to reassessment, there would be operational transition costs
associated with relocating staff, establishing new offices, and buying
computers and related equipment. Space needs exist for personnel and file
storage and logistics would have to be addressed for both as details are
finalized regarding the transition. While it is challenging to precisely
calculate this cost, County officials provided CGR with an estimate that
this could be as much as $405,000. The primary cost is $400,000
dedicated to purchasing and/or renovating space in order to relocate
county department personnel in anticipation of adding staff to the RPTS
office. $5,000 has been allocated for the purchase of a new computer
server dedicated to running Real Property Services software.

It is likely that a portion of the transition costs would be offset by state aid.
Reassessment aid of $5/parcel would be available, bringing the net cost for

"“For analysis, CGR assumed that this transition would occur as of 2011,

¥ Estimates for transition costs related to reassessment were provided by Wayne County

officials. CGR’s research of ORPS guidelines suggests that the transition to an equalized
level of assessment of 100 may not require parcels currently updating their data annually

(23,246) to conduct a formal reassessment thus reducing the transition cost by $580,700.
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reassessment to roughly $20/parcel. In addition, each town would be
eligible for consolidation aid of $7/parcel. The county would also receive
$2/parcel as part of the transition. When all potential aid is contemplated,
the net effect could be $881,000 in up-front transition costs. Were less
comprehensive reassessments conducted for current annual and triennial
state aid recipients, the actual transitional cost could be lowered by over
$550,000."°

Operating Costs

Operating costs of the county-run model would largely depend on the
parcels-per-FTE ratio assumed for the new county assessment office. As
noted previously, the general guideline is one FTE staff member per every
2,000 parcels, but the figure can reasonably range up to 3,500. Under
these assumptions, the staffing range in the county assessment office
would likely be between 12 and 22 FTEs. According to County officials,
there are currently two staff persons already dedicated to assessment at the
county level. Therefore, between 10 and 20 new staff would have to be
added to the county operation to adequately meet the needs of the new
department.

For cost estimation purposes, CGR has assumed thirteen additional
positions, which would bring the size of total dedicated assessment staff to
15."7 At fifteen dedicated staff, the parcels-per-FTE ratio (applied to
dedicated assessment staff only) would be 2,887. Including all department
staff in the ratio (i.e. including clerical and administrative staff) brings the
ratio to 2,280.

Based upon conversations with Wayne County, new positions would
likely be added within a salary range of $35,000 to $45,000 with a benefits
package of approximately 35 percent of salary. Assuming creation of
thirteen FTE positions at $45,000, the total additional cost to the County
would be $790,000. In other words, compared to the current local
assessment expenditure of $773,000, the operating costs of the county-run
model would produce a net increase of $17,000.

In addition to the increase in assessment staff, Wayne County anticipates
hiring a part-time attorney to handle tax certiorari cases. This position

'® See Footnote #15.

'" CGR assumed total staff of 15 (out of a projected range of 12 to 22 FTEs) for two
reasons. First, the County’s Real Property Tax Director advised that required staff size
would almost certainly be less than the mid-point of the projected range. Secondly, the
projected figure is still much more conservative than Tompkins County’s county-run
model, as Tompkins has parcel-per-FTE ratios of 3,833 for dedicated assessment staff
only, and 2,465 for all department staff.
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would likely be added for roughly $40,000. An additional $30,000 would
be added in anticipation of needing independent appraisals associated with
the certiorari cases. Another $5,000 would be built into the budget for
anticipated costs associated with human resources. $20,000 is built into
the anticipated budget to cover a potential raise for the current position of
Director of RPTS. $20,000 is also built into the budget to accommodate
potential space issues for housing new employees. State aid would
increase due to all parcels being annually reassessed in the county

- bringing additional annual revenue of over $216,000. In summary, under

the county-run model the community would spend roughly $45,000 more
than the current system in Wayne County.

It is important to note that lowering the assumed number of new staff
below thirteen, or assuming a lower average salary, would actually make
the per parcel cost of the county-run model lower than the status quo. By
way of example, assuming just one fewer staff member and an average
salary of $40,000 instead of $45,000 would reduce the cost from $790,000
to $648,000. Under those assumptions, the county-run model would
actually save $97,000 over the current system.

There are a variety of additional advantages to consider under a county-
run model:

e As all staff would be county employees, training and/or
educational credentials could be set to standardize quality and
professionalism;

* One centralized database would enable greater flexibility when
conducting revaluations, as the County would not be constrained
by municipal boundaries;

e The County’s IT department could help maintain this database
with minimal effort and thus supply all assessors with real time,
countywide valuation data; and

e The County would be able to initiate a common standard of service
and also work towards implementing a higher level of transparency
through web-based applications and reporting for county residents.

Implementation Path

As mentioned above, two major steps must occur in order to achieve this
option. Both steps should occur relatively simultaneous in regards to
planning. First, reassessment would be required for those towns whose
levels of assessment are below 100. Second, a formal referendum would
need to be developed, with necessary public hearirigs and notices, and
officially placed on a ballot at some designated time for public vote.

i 2 3 & P P
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While both of these steps are occurring, public officials should be
educating themselves as to the logistical implications of making this
transition, including deciding on assessment standards and when the first
official public roll'® would be filed as the new entity.

Budgets will have to be developed along with position descriptions, space
allocation and supplies and equipment identified, and new staff will have
to be hired. There are many details to be worked out and allowing
sufficient time to work through these details will make a tremendous
difference in a successful implementation.

Option 2: County Coordinated Assessment
Program (County CAP)

Transitioning to a county coordinated assessment program (CCAP)"
consolidates the assessing function at the county level, but does not
eliminate municipal assessing jurisdictions. Each municipality would
surrender operation of their local assessment function and contract with
the county for all assessment services in accordance with RPTL §1537.

Unlike the county-run model, this option does rot require a referendum
but can be formed by agreement between the county and each governing
body. A CCAP agreement must be approved by majority vote of each
governing body at least 45 days before a taxable status date (usually
March 1). A copy of the agreement must be filed with the State Board by
the taxable status date.

Most importantly, the CCAP model as prescribed by Real Property Tax
Law, Section 579, involves the following:

o A single appointed assessor, appointed to hold the office in all
individual assessing units, with the appointment taking effect no
later than 60 days after initiation of the agreement.

e A common standard of assessment, whereby property is assessed at
a uniform percentage in all individual assessing units.

e A synchronized assessment calendar, with all individual assessing
units operating on the same assessment calendar throughout the
term of the agreement.

" CGR’s analytical assumptions are based upon presenting the first official roll in 2011.
' RPTL §579
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A CCAP program can also be terminated at any time by at least 50 percent
of the participating assessing units agreeing to termination through the
adoption of local laws or resolutions. If the county is involved, then the
county could adopt a county law terminating the program. Both methods
require adoption of local laws by a majority of the governing body and
must be filed with the State board no less than 6 months prior to the
taxable status date of the first assessment role to which it would apply.

Regarding equalization rates, for any market value survey commenced
after the first assessment roll conducted under a new CCAP, the state
board shall conduct a common market value survey including all the
assessing units participating in the program. The state board shall
establish the same equalization rate to be applied to all of the assessing
units participating in the CCAP.

Cost Estimate

The transitional costs associated with this option are likely very similar to
those of the county-run option, with one exception. Because local
Jurisdictions would be maintaining their assessment function and simply
agreeing that the county would fulfill it, this likely changes the space
needs at the county level. Under this scenario, CGR has modeled that
there would be no additional space needs (saving $400,000 in transition
costs off the county-run model), as existing localities would remain as
sites for support staff under the County’s direction. However, all the
transition aid that is available under the county run model would still be
available to the County and towns and thus make the transition even less
costly should this assumption about location and space needs hold true.
Beyond transitional cost savings for space needs, the primary difference in
transition costs between the county-run model and CCAP approach
involves at which level the costs and aid would be fixed (i.e. county versus
town-level). In sum, our model indicates that it might cost the county and
towns close to $438,000 to transition to a CCAP.%°

Ongoing operational costs are hard to quantify with precision absent
knowing the structure that would evolve as part of the intermunicipal
agreements between the towns and County. For cost estimation purposes,
CGR assumes that one new FTE assessor position would be added with a
$50,000 salary (plus 35 percent benefits). The position would become a
county employee and would serve as the single appointed assessor for all
towns in Wayne County. In addition, CGR assumes that one FTE support

%% As per the previous section, over $550,000 could be saved if less comprehensive
reassessments were conducted on 23,246 parcels to achieve an LOA of 100. This would
translate into potential aggregate net revenue to the County and Towns of $112,000 as
part of the transition to a CCAP.
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position would be located in each assessing jurisdiction. (Note: At
present, Wayne County’s local assessing units average 1.3 FTEs per unit —
including the assessor. Under a CCAP, it is likely that the assessing units
would retain some staff support at the local level. In many cases,
assessing units would likely be in a position to use less than a full FTE
position, but CGR opted to include the more conservative assumption for
the purposes of analysis.) CGR modeled the addition of fifteen FTE
support staff at $35,000 (plus 35 percent benefits). Lastly, for this model
to account for all the potential costs, CGR added in 20 percent for
overhead. In sum, these additions total $931,500 and represent an increase
of nearly $30,000 over the status quo.

Again, note that the assumptions used in the analysis — especially
those regarding staff levels in the local jurisdictions — will ultimately
determine final costs. In fact, the CCAP model analyzed above would
be “break even” — that is, equivalent in cost to the status quo — if 0.95
FTE support staff were assumed in each assessing unit (14.5 FTE in
total), instead of a full FTE.

impiemeniation Path
The first step in implementation of this model involves town assessing
units agreeing to the plan through majority vote of their respective
governing bodies, adopting an intermunicipal agreement for the County to
serve as assessor for the town. Once an assessor was appointed for the
CCAP, assessing units would likely be integrated in phases. To facilitate
the process, it makes sense to incorporate first those assessing units that
are already at 100 percent level of assessment. Remaining assessing units

could be integrated thereafter, subsequent to reassessment to bring them to
100 percent.

Among the logistical issues to resolve in transitioning to a CCAP would
be synchronization of computer software across the units, and the roles
and size of local office staff. As part of drafting the intermunicipal
agreement, officials will also need to make decisions regarding timelines
for filing the first assessment roll; locations and hours of local assessment
offices; the extent to which responsibilities of current County staff will
change; development and maintenance of a common, countywide
database; process for handling complex property valuation; and whether or
not to institute a formal reassessment cycle.

LocAL-LEVEL MODELS

Aside from the county-run and CCAP models, there are other options
available to the County that may yield efficiency, equity, transparency and
standardization benefits. The two options presented in this section use
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intermunicipal agreements between and among assessing units. Their
respective implementation and operational costs are presented in Table 7
in the appendix. However, it is important to note their common goals: 1)
A common level of assessment at 100 percent across more assessing units,
qualifying them for state aid of $5/parcel, 2) A common reassessment
cycle to ensure more standardization across assessing units, 3) A common
process for inventory and sales verification to ensure more reliability and
accuracy across assessing units, and 4) a shared, centralized database that
ensures comprehensive, accessible and real time information.

There are a variety of possible permutations for these options. For
example, a localized coordinated assessment program (CAP) may be
implemented for two, three, four or more towns. Similarly, local
jurisdictions may contract with each other or the County for specific
services. In each case, actual costs and aid benefits will be driven by the
specifics of the agreement.

Option 3: Localized Coordinated
Assessment Programs (CAP)

Section 579 of the Real Property Tax Law allows two or more assessing
units located in the same county (or adjoining counties), having the same
level of assessment, and having the same assessor, to enter into an
agreement to become a Coordinated Assessment Program (CAP). Under
this arrangement in which all participating municipalities are considered
one assessing unit, the state board establishes identical equalization rates
for all of the assessing units in the CAP. In addition to yielding
standardization benefits, the CAP model can be particularly useful in
spreading assessment costs between or among jurisdictions. For example,
multiple assessing units in a CAP may be able to acquire professional
assessment services that would otherwise be cost prohibitive were they
acting separately.

According to ORPS, the membership size of a CAP can evolve during the
life of the agreement. The agreement can be amended to add new
assessing units. On the other hand, assessing units can withdraw from the
program provided that the local law or resolution providing for the
withdrawal is approved by a majority vote of the unit’s governing body
and filed with the state board at least six months before the taxable status
date of the first assessment roll to which it is to apply.

The CAP model also may represent an opportunity for further
collaboration and efficiencies going forward. For example, a CAP (or
series of CAPs) may serve as a building block for bringing all assessing
units under agreement across the County in a way that enables standard
levels of assessment and valuation standards. It may also facilitate more
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local jurisdictions contracting with the County for particular assessment-
related services.

Potential CAPs in Wayne County

During the course of this study, it was brought to CGR’s attention that
Wayne County has several potential opportunities for CAPs. For example,
the Town of Huron has a three-person elected assessor board, all of whom
are nearing retirement. The Town of Wolcott also has a three person
elected board. Were Huron and Wolcott to disband their boards in favor
of an appointed assessor, a CAP may represent an opportunity for
collaboration. Towns’ COD, PRD and last reassessment are extremely
comparable; both appear to have similar valuation practices; and both are
lakefront towns.

Another example is the towns of Rose, Butler and Galen. Currently they
all share the services of the same assessor without a formal CAP
agreement. The Towns of Butler and Galen have shared the same assessor
for a number of years while the town of Rose just recently hired the
Assessor that covers these two assessing units. This represents an
informal CAP and could be considered for a formal CAP should the
municipalities want to take advantage of the State Aid that is available to
them.

Another possibility for inclusion in a CAP with Rose, Butler and Galen is
the Town of Savannah, where 1,000 parcels are served by an assessor that
also serves three municipalities outside of Wayne County. The
similarities among the parcels in these towns suggest they may be a good
candidate for a CAP agreement.

Cost Implications of a Sample CAP

Quantifying the true cost of a coordinated assessment program would
depend on a number of factors that are indeterminate at the present time.
Community size, parcel volume, valuation complexity and current costs
and staff size would all need to be included in a full analysis of a proposed
CAP.

In order to provide guidance to the County and its assessing units on how
to think through the cost analysis process, we present a hypothetical
example of a new CAP in Wayne County. This example assumes that
Huron and Wolcott opted to enter a CAP, and considers the cost
implications of so doing.

At present, both Huron and Wolcott have three-member assessment
boards. Between them, they have 4,483 parcels, an FTE staff equivalent
of 2.5, and total annual spending of $85,632. Shifting to a CAP agreement
with a shared assessor would likely result in one FTE assessor and, very
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conservatively, one FTE support staff member. Were the assessor salaried
at $45,000 and the support staff member at $25,000, plus benefits and 20
percent office overhead, the total annual cost of the CAP in this scenario
would be $113,400. (Note: Applying the parcels-per-FTE ratio of another
existing assessment collaborative in the County, involving Butler and
Galen, would suggest the support staff member position could likely be
something less than a full-time equivalent.)

Again, as noted Option 2, the final structure of any localized CAP will
dictate eventual cost/savings levels. The CAP discussed in the above
example is not necessarily more costly than the current approach.
Assuming a $40,000 salary for the assessor and a part-time support
staff member without benefits, the structure can essentially be cost-
neutral to the status quo.

Option 4: Towns Contract With County

“Real Property Tax Law, Section 1537 allows an assessing unit to enter
into a joint services contract with the county to perform some or all of the
assessing function. Under Section 1537 agreements, assessing units
remain autonomous, each individually analyzed for equalization rates,
residential assessment ratios and reassessment and aid.”*' Additionally,
the town retains its appointing authority.

As mentioned earlier in this report, Wayne County Real Property Services
already provides many services to the municipalities in support of the
assessment function. While none of these services has been formalized
into an intermunicipal agreement, the system has adapted to the service
model and is functioning well. The other options considered below are
arrangements that could be formally considered as a way of expanding the
County’s facilitation role and enhancing consistency, standardization and
efficiency.

Commercial & Industrial Assessments

At present, each town’s assessing unit manages its own assessments of
commercial and industrial property. As these parcels represent only a
small fraction of the total parcel count and as Wayne County does not
have a high incidence of complex commercial and industrial property,
local control of this function has worked reasonably well.

Under a new model, the County could assume responsibility for all
commercial and industrial assessments. The current County Real Property

' Assessment Administration Analysis Report, New York State Association of County
Directors of Real Property Tax Services.
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Tax Director does have experience with these assessments and could
oversee this transition fairly seamlessly.

Table C:
Commercial and Industrial Analysis
Commercial | Industrial | Combined | Budget/Parcel Cost
Arcadia 322 31 353 $15.03 $5,304
Butler 23 10 33 $26.57 $877
Galen 108 15 123 $15.58 $1,916
Huron 28 2 . 30 $21.47 $644
Lyons 174 8 182 $19.12 $3,480
Macedon 144 27 171 $20.66 $3,532
Marion 67 11 78 $17.66 $1,378
Ontario 189 16 205 $22.82 $4.679
Palmyra 182 13 195 $25.12 $4,897
Rose 38 4 42 $13.69 $575
Savannah 40 1 4] $16.99 $697
Sodus 244 20 264 $11.41 $3,011
Walworth 49 4 53 $18.01 $954
Williamson 128 12 140 $15.61 $2,186
Wolcott 140 12 152 $14.60 $2,219
Total 1,876 186 2,062 $36,350

As shown in Table C, there are 2,062 parcels in Wayne County classified
as commercial or industrial. As a rough estimate of the cost of assessing
those properties, the table applies the average assessment budget per
parcel for each assessing unit (see Table 3 in the appendix) to the number
of commercial/industrial parcels in each unit. Using this method,
municipalities in Wayne County are spending roughly $36,350 to maintain
the assessments for these parcel classifications.

Were each of the municipalities to enter into an inter-municipal agreement
for the County to handle all commercial and industrial assessment, the
County would likely hire one position to cover this responsibility full time.
This position would likely be hired at a slightly higher wage scale to
attract someone with these qualifications and expertise. Thus, CGR
estimates that a new position would cost the County roughly $50,000 in
salary plus benefits at 35 percent, for a total investment of $67,500. This
represents an increase in cost to the County as a whole of roughly
$30,000.

Another, potentially more cost-effective option may be for the County to
explore contracting out this service. A private vendor may be able to offer
a competitive price and bring even more expertise and consistency to the
process of assessing commercial and industrial properties.
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Handling of Exemptions

Assessors in Wayne County repeatedly expressed to CGR that certain
times of the year produce an overwhelming amount of paperwork as
exemptions need to be processed. The level of service provided to
accomplish this function is highly variable with some assessors making
house calls to complete forms and obtain signatures, and others merely
processing paperwork through the mail.

In order to standardize the level of service in regards to exemptions, and in
order to alleviate some of the pressure on local assessors to process and
maintain these exemptions, one scenario that was discussed was to have
the County assume responsibility for receiving and processing all
exemptions. It is unknown at this time how many staff would be required
to fulfill the responsibility at the County level. Similarly, it is difficult to
quantify the actual cost incurred at the local level, especially given its
seasonality.

The primary benefit to this alternative would appear to be a
standardization of service across the County and a lightening of
responsibility on local assessors. This would allow local assessors more
time to focus on property valuation. To facilitate the processing of
exemptions at the County level, the County may also be better positioned
to leverage technology to make paperwork available to the community.

While local assessors point to the burden placed on them by exemptions,
they also point out perceived disadvantages of shifting responsibility to the
County level. From the perspective of many local assessors in the County,
the primary downside would be the effect on seniors in the community
who have come to rely on personal service, including home visitation, in
order to maintain their exemptions. Centralizing exemption in the County
seat of the Village of Lyons may inconvenience some residents in outlying
parts of the County who would prefer to handle their exemption
processing in person. Local assessors also point to the “personal touch”
that they are able to provide in processing exemptions. In their view,
centralizing the function at the County level may sacrifice that level of
service and result in certain residents losing exemptions.

Countywide Common Assessment Standards

Although not a fee-for-service type of municipal contract, assessing units
in Wayne County may agree to adopt countywide common assessment
standards. These standards may include a common revaluation schedule, a
common level of assessment and common practices for valuation of all
parcels. Common assessment standards would make assessment more
transparent throughout the entire system and reduce inconsistencies and
complexity. In addition, common standards would address equity
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concerns system wide by bringing all jurisdictions equal in areas like
levels of assessment, parcel data storage/format and reassessment
schedules.

There may also be efficiencies gained through the adoption of countywide
standards. One example regards reassessments. To the extent that outside
vendors are used in the reassessment process, synchronized reassessment
schedules would allow for a joint bidding covering multiple (or all)
jurisdictions.

IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS

In addition to the implementation strategies discussed as part of the
options above, there are general guidelines that should be considered.
First, if any option for collaborative assessment is to work, efforts must be
directed toward building consensus among participants regarding the need
for assessment equity. This should not be construed as an obstacle, but an
issue to be deliberately addressed by leaders within each community.

Second, if Wayne County and/or its assessing units desire to move
towards any of the options presented, individual jurisdictions should begin
taking steps to coordinate their reassessment plans. They should also
formally agree on a date by which all LOAs across the County will equal
100 percent. There is state aid available to conduct these reassessments;
each municipality not currently at 100 percent should consider when they
will get there, devise a plan for the reassessment and apply for the aid
once it is done.

Third, the new strategies are likely to be cost prohibitive if municipalities
do not take advantage of state aid available for conducting reassessments
and/or consolidations. Aid options should be considered as part of any
reform discussion. Factoring these incentives in, municipalities can
generate revenue, offset certain transition costs and reduce the overall cost
of the assessment function.

CONCLUSION

The Centralized Property Tax Administration Program (CPTAP) began as
an effort to address the complexity and confusion inherent in New York
State’s property tax system. As one of only three states without a
statewide standard of assessing, and one of twelve without a mandated
reassessment cycle, New York contains an incredible diversity of
assessment levels, practices and approaches. From a financial standpoint,
the result is a system in which property owners may be taxed equitably or
not simply as a result of where they live in a community. From a public
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accessibility standpoint, the result is inordinately complicated, not always
easily accessible or transparent, and difficult to understand.

In that context, the CPTAP program was established to build a foundation
for charting reform. Importantly, ORPS notes that “the intent of the
program is for counties to chart their own paths to reform. The program
does not presuppose a one-size fits all approach to such improvements.

By analyzing the particulars of their county, local officials are determining
what will work best for their taxpayers and the taxing jurisdictions alike.”

The assessment system in Wayne County is not “broken.” But not unlike
communities across the state, it does contain a diversity of assessment
levels, reassessment schedules and horizontal equity. The intent of this
report and the information contained herein is, in the most basic sense, 7o
empower real property tax officials at the County and local level to make
decisions regarding the future administration of property tax in the Wayne
County community. While specific reform concepts will no doubt require
additional analysis and consideration of detailed components, this report
establishes a baseline foundation for making those decisions going
forward.
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APPENDIX

Table 1: Municipal Overview

Table 2: Staffing, Certification and Office Hours

Table 3: Budget and Parcel Overview

Table 4: Indicators of Assessment Quality

Table &: Municipal Assessing IT Capacity
 Table 6: FTE Personnel Analysis

Table 7: Comparative Cost Analysis of Options
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ATTACHMENT B

CERTIFICATE

Pursuant to Massachusetts General Law (MGL) Chapter 62C, Section 494, I certify under the penalties of
perjury that I, to the best of my knowledge and belief, have filed all state tax returns and paid all state
taxes required under the law.

In accordance with MGL Chapter 30B, Section 10, I certify under the penalties of perjury that this
bid/proposal has been made and submitted in good faith and without collusion or fraud with any other
person. As used in this certificate, the word “person” shall mean any natural person, business,
partnership, corporation, union, committee, club or other legal organization, entity or group of
individuals. :

Company: Center for Governmental Research, Inc.

Address: 1 South Washington Street, Suite 400

Rochester, NY 14614 |

Signature of Individual Signing Q%f(ﬁ

Bid, or Corporate Officer: AL P e
Kejt Gardher, President and CEO
(585) 327-7054

Telephone Number:

Social Security Number or

Federal Identification Number: 16-0754774

Date: 9/1/2010

Any person or corporation which fails to execute this document will be considered a non-responsive
bidder and will be rejected pursuant to MGL Chapter 30B.

CERTIFICATE MUST BE SIGNED AND
SUBMITTED WITH BID OR PROPOSAL
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