CAYUGA COUNTY ASSESSMENT

STUDY SUMMARY

By Cayuga County Office of Real Property

We have completed the initial phase of the Cayuga County assessment grant study that included meetings and communications
with all towns, villages and the City of Auburn. These meetings provided the platform for open discussion of the available options
for improving assessment services. This is a executive summary of the study. These 5 regional meetings were well attended by
the majority of our municipalities with constructive participation. All appreciated the effort to meet locally to enable open discussion
about the current assessment situation and improvement options. Packages were handed out to everyone attending that
contained the description of different assessing options, costs and goals that needed to be considered in order to improve services
and thus fulfill grant requirements. The presentation of the available options, presented by Jeff Lowe of NYSORPS and Alan
Kozlowski, Director of Cayuga County RPS, were understood and acknowledged by all. Any move to implement or further explore
options will require additional cooperative review and agreement. This study is the basis for continued improved assessment
services. The full details are included in the report which is available for viewing online at http://co.cayuga.ny.us/realproperty/.
Share your comments about this study online at http://co.cayuga.ny.us/realproperty/comments2.html

Current Assessment Structure

Cayuga County has 24 municipal assessing units, consisting
of 23 towns and 1 city. The City of Auburn and twenty towns
have one appointed assessor each. There are six assessors
that assess for more than one town in the county. In
addition, one Coordinated Assessment Program exists
covering two towns (Ira and Victory). There are currently
39,423 parcels in Cayuga County.

Two towns in Cayuga County (Fleming & Sennett) have 3-
member boards of assessors that are elected. Thus, the
task of determining the assessment of all property in
Cayuga County NY is now being accomplished with 30 local
municipal assessor positions. However, because we have
individuals that are hired as assessors for multiple towns,
the task of 30 assessor positions are actually being
accomplished by 17 different individual assessors.

The current assessing scenario in Cayuga County consists
of an experienced group of assessors with varying levels of
training in their field. All sole assessors have met the
minimum educational standards set by NYS Office of Real
Property Services with some having advanced training. All
municipalities and assessors have scheduled office hours.

The Cayuga County RPS employs an office of six
individuals. In addition to the Director, there are two clerical
staff and three tax mapping staff. The county office
employed five full time staff in 1976 and has employed six
since 1999.

Current Assessment Administration Cost

The following chart lists the actual costs for the 2007 year and
the 2008 budgeted amounts from Cayuga County municipal
documents. All current assessment administration costs used
throughout this study were derived from verified actual or
budgeted documentation including Cayuga County RPS and
town costs. Any service cost projections were based on those
costs and researched to be as accurate and unbiased as
possible to give a realistic basis for comparison.

Actual 2007 Budgeted 2008
Personnel $725,041 $743,004
Equipment $9,740 $8,431
Expenses $200,088 $179,343
Fringes $206,186 $227,936
Revenue $61,339 $66,318
Total Cost $1,079,716 $1,092,396

The total current cost is $1,092,396 or $27.71/parcel .

Indicators of Assessment Equity

NYS reimburses municipalities that opt to re-assess on
either an annual or triennial re-assessment schedule at $5
per parcel. The only known towns that receive this
reimbursement in this county are Ira, Throop, Sterling and
Victory. Out of the remaining 22 municipalities, according to
NYSORPS, eight municipalities * are planning to perform a
reassessment for the 2009 Assessment Roll Year.

Based upon the 2008 Final Assessment Rolls ALL towns
have had their level of assessment accepted by the state as
the equalization rate, thereby allowing for the accurate
calculation of real property tax exemptions.

o 2008 2008 LOA of Latest
Municipality various
Eq. Rate Reassessment
property types

Auburn 95.00 95.00 2006
Aurelius 92.50 92.50 2006
Brutus 97.00 97.00 2007
Cato 88.00 88.00 2005
Conquest 81.00 81.00 2003
Fleming 41.52 41.52 N/A
Genoa * 74.00 74.00 2009
Ira * 100.00 100.00 2009
Ledyard * 63.00 63.00 2009
Locke 89.00 89.00 2005
Mentz 71.97 71.97 1997
Montezuma 92.00 92.00 2004
Moravia 60.00 60.00 1992
Niles 78.00 78.00 2005
Owasco 81.75 81.75 2004
Scipio * 88.00 88.00 2009
Sempronius 32.00 32.00 1981
Sennett * 79.00 79.00 2009
Springport 89.99 89.99 2005
Sterling 100.00 100.00 2008
Summerhill * 65.00 65.00 2009
Throop 100.00 100.00 2008
Venice * 76.00 76.00 2009
Victory * 100.00 100.00 2009

New York State has no Real Property Tax Law that dictates a
reassessment schedule. As a result, the municipalities in our
county are at different stages in their re-assessment schedule
with some towns having no schedule at all. This can create
inequities within the county. The state has addressed this but
no known legislation exists at this time.

County’s Assessment Administration Cost Comparative

County Parcels
Columbia 35,593
Lewis . 23,649
Tompkins 34,510
Cortland 37,142
Jefferson 57,049
Cayuga 39,423

Cost/Parcel Cost/Capita
$34.60 $19.88
$28.13 $25.13
$29.47 $10.07
$25.95 $11.99
$29.78 $15.17
$27.71 $13.33

* Tompkins County currently has countywide assessment



COST OPTIONS CONSIDERED

Countywide Department of Assessment

The following chart shows an estimated budget for a 12.5 person
countywide assessing unit. This 12.5 person budget assumes that
all work will be done in house. This includes all data collection,
property valuation and tax bill production work. A Countywide
Department of Assessment would apply a single level of
assessment and a single reappraisal cycle to all properties in
Cayuga County.

RPS Division Personnel
RPTS Director $651,148
Clerical Staff (2) Expenses
Tax Map Technician (3) $258,831

Appraisal Division Fringe Benefits
Assessment Staff (6.5) $325,574

Revenue
$190,470

This analysis does not include any available aid programs that are
present for Quality Assessing including the Triennial Assessment
Aid or the Annual Assessment Aid.

The total countywide assessment department’s budget is
estimated to be $1,045,083 or $26.51/parcel.

Coordinated Assessment Program

The Coordinated Assessment Program (CAP) allows for two or
more municipalities to share an assessor under a formal
agreement but yet retain their status as an assessing unit. This
agreement allows the municipalities to apply and receive an
initial grant for up to $7/parcel.

RPS Division Personnel
RPTS Director $428,823
Real Prop Info Specialist
Clerical Staff (2) Expenses

$206,837

Tax Map Technician (3)
Eringe Benefits

Appraisal Division $115,584
Valuation Specialist (1)
Real Property Assessor (4) Revenue
Real Property Info Specialist $190,470

CAP Unit Cost
$1,050,408

Total budget for all towns forming a Coordinated Assessment
Program — $1,616,180 or $41/parcel.

Optional County Services Agreements
(RPTL 1537)

Section 1537 of the Real Property Tax Laws allows an
assessing unit and a county to enter into an agreement
for appraisal services, exemptions service, or
assessment services. This is considered an agreement
for the provision of a ‘joint service’ for the purposes of
article five-g of the general municipal law. Under this tax
law the county would not have the power to perform any
of the above duties in the absence of the agreement.

RPS Division Personnel
RPTS Director $651,148
Real Prop Info Specialist Expenses
Clerical Staff(2) _p—$258 831
Tax Map Technician (3) ’

Fringe Benefits
$325,574

Appraisal Division Revenue
Real Property Assessor (5) $190 470

Total budget for all towns assigning the assessment
function to the county — $1,045,083 or $26.51/parcel

Current Structure with additional
consolidation and inter-municipal
agreement.
Transitioning to more uniform assessment services has
been evolving through the implementation of combining
towns with similar physical characteristics, following
basic school district borders, and by adopting common
assessors and policies for revaluation.

RPS Division Personnel
RPTS Director $651,148
Clerical Staff (2) Expenses
Tax Map Technician (3) _525%1

Appraisal Division Fringe Benefits
Assessment Staff (6.5) $325,472

Revenue
$190,470

Total budget for current system with fewer assessors
covering entire county while also contracting with the
County for related services $1,045,730 or
$26.51/parcel.

Below are summarized comments from all municipalities after reviewing the above data/options:

Comments from most every municipal group seemed to add to each previous meetings consensus that a uniform level of
assessment (100%) across all municipalities was the correct goal, and again how to achieve it given the politics, cost, and
economic climate, was the major question at hand. Two groups of the five agreed that achieving full value and maintenance
should be mandated and financially supported by the state as a reward/penalty compliance program. Other groups were not
generally in favor of state mandated anything. The spread sheet of the economics with all the backup data was a major point of
discussion, several commented that it might be understated because of our long distance county.

All are very wary about eroding the personal communication and service present within each community. Local presence of
staff would need to be addressed if county run or county contracting were to be a consideration. Several towns are funding local
assessor clerks as their component of high local service at a lower cost than a certified assessor. This also provides a path for

developing future assessors.

One question that was addressed was that Cayuga County municipalities could on their own develop a local law/inter-
municipal agreement to mandate a full value assessment program; the real practical issue is how would it be enforced? One
favorable backup or transition vehicle was that county contracting of services seemed to be a possible strategy as we are
engaged in that now. No real comments or support were offered concerning a total county run assessing platform.

One strong suggestion from the town supervisor group was that we need to address achieving a more user friendly less
maintenance hungry V4 system. It is expensive to run because of its high tech proprietary nature and it limits access and adds
cost at the assessor and county level. Another strongly supported concept is county wide internet broadband access allowing for
full utilization of programs like property information, building permit, emergency management services, etc..

Cayuga County Office of Real Property Services, 160 Genesee Street, 5" Floor, Auburn, NY 13021

(315)253-1270 realproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us

January 2009
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I. Executive Summary

The New York State Office of Real Property Services extended an offer to
local municipalities to study centralized assessing in the fall of 2007. The
purpose of the study was to consider whether consolidation of assessment
services would be beneficial to municipalities and to tax payers in general.

Compared to almost all other states, New York's property tax system is
complex and confusing, particularly for taxpayers. New York is one of only 3
states that does not have a statewide standard of assessing. It is one of 12
states that does not mandate a reassessment cycle. Meanwhile, it has
nearly 700 school districts that criss-cross 1,128 assessing units (compared
to a national median of 85 assessing units).

The intent of the grant is to determine if consolidation of assessment
services would benefit tax payers by providing more equity, transparency
and efficiency.

The goal of the study is to improve the performance of New York’s real
property tax system. This may be achieved by studying various options one
of which must include a system of assessing that applies common standards
to every parcel in the county. In addition, at least one other option of
assessing must be studied.

Common standards must result in a common level of assessment® with a
common reassessment cycle. There must be common inventory and sales
verification practices.

In addition to the common standards option, this study will consider 4
other options including the current system, a single county wide CAP?,
inter-municipal caps and municipal contracts with the county.

The study includes a comparative analysis of current and projected costs
in personnel, equipment, and services/supplies for one or more of the
options as compared to the present system. The option(s) studied will use
the staffing requirements as if the system were operating under the
standards of the International Association of Assessing Officers.

! The Level of Assessment (LOA) is simply the percentage of full value at which properties are assessed within a
community. For instance, an LOA of 50% would indicate that assessments are at half of the market value; an LOA
of 100% represents a community that is assessing at full value.

% RP579 Two or more assessing units, except villages, within the same county or adjoining counties may
establish a coordinated assessment program, without referendum, by entering into an agreement meeting the
criteria



The study will include an analysis of the pathway and timetable for
migrating from the current assessment system to an alternative system,
and give specific suggestions for easing the transition functionally,
financially, and legislatively.

It is important for the reader to understand the fundamentals of the
Real Property Tax System. Property owners are taxed based upon the value
of their real property. This is why it is absolutely essential that assessments
are kept current and accurate each and every year. In fact, the Real
Property Tax Law (RPTL 305) requires assessments within each assessing
unit to be maintained at a “uniform percentage of market value.”

Definition - RPTL 8305 Standard of Assessment

"All real property in each assessing unit shall be assessed at a uniform percentage of value..."

Value is defined as "market value" May assess at any percentage of full value (a/k/a "Level of
Assessment", or LOA) Assessors sign an oath each year that all assessments are uniform This
would include County Assessing Units

II. Existing System

Cayuga County has 24 municipal assessing units, consisting of 23 towns
and 1 city. The City of Auburn and twenty towns have one appointed
Assessor each.

Two towns in Cayuga County (Fleming and Sennett) have 3-member
boards of Assessors that are elected. Thus, the task of determining the
assessment of all property in Cayuga County NY is now being accomplished
with 30 local municipal Assessor positions. However, because we have
individuals that are hired as Assessors for multiple towns, the task of 30
Assessor positions are actually being accomplished by 18 different
individual assessors.

NYS requires each appointed Assessor to complete a basic training
program after they are appointed. Additional continuing education is
required each year following the basic certification.

The current assessing scenario in Cayuga County consists of a diverse
group of assessors that have varying levels of training in their field. All sole
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assessors have met the minimum educational standards that are set by NYS
Office of Real Property Services with some having advanced training.

In the towns that have elected assessors, the required coursework is less
than that of sole assessors and there is no continuing education
requirement. In NYS, only 20% of all municipalities continue to have elected
assessors. See fig A-1

A local Assessor Association exists that meets regularly, however, only
approximately half of the assessors attend the meetings. The function of
the organization is to discuss current trends in real property, offer advice to
members in real property issues and hear from people trained in specialty
areas that have an impact on assessing. (i.e. the State Office of Real
Property, local attorneys and appraisers).

The assessors and the county office of Real Property Services utilize
software developed by the NYS Office of Real Property Services. The
software is complex and updated often. Due to the complexity of the
software, some assessors prefer that the county do all data entry into this
database with the assessor given the ability to view the data only. Other
assessors in the county have a good understanding of the software and do
their own data entry. The current ratio of those municipalities having “full
control” and those requiring the county do their data entry is 50%. Because
the state software requires the use of local programmers and county real
property staff, the towns are charged back a portion of these salaries.



Fig A-1 Assessment Offices

Municipality Professional Assessment Number of Assessor
Designation Staff Number | Hours Sched. | Type

City of Auburn | Appraisal Lic. |3 40 hrs weekly | appointed
Aurelius 1 16 hrs weekly | appointed
Brutus 2 40 hrs weekly | appointed
Cato 2 3 hrs weekly appointed
Conquest 1 4 hrs weekly appointed
Fleming 3 3 hrs weekly 3 person elec.
Genoa 1 1 hrs weekly appointed
Ira 1 18 hrs weekly | appointed
Ledyard 1 1 hr weekly appointed
Locke 1 20 hrs weekly | appointed
Mentz 1 unknown appointed
Montezuma 1 3 hrs weekly appointed
Moravia 1 16 hrs weekly | appointed
Niles 1 4 hrs weekly appointed
Owasco Appraisal Lic 2 40 hrs weekly | appointed
Scipio 1 3 hours appointed
Sempronius 1 unknown appointed
Sennett 3 8 hrs weekly 3 person elec.
Springport Appraisal Lic. |1 16 hrs weekly | appointed
Sterling 2 16 hrs weekly | appointed
Summerhill 1 2 hrs weekly appointed
Throop 1 3 hrs weekly appointed
Venice 1 1 hr weekly appointed
Victory 1 18 hrs weekly | appointed

There are six assessors that assess for more than one town in the
county. In addition, one Coordinated Assessment Program exists covering
two towns (Ira and Victory). A CAP is a system where two or more
municipalities agree to share one assessor and split costs. The towns that
participate in this program maintain the same level of assessment and re-
assessment schedule. See Fig. A-2




A) Existing CAPS

Fig A-2
Municipality | Assessor Name CAP Multi-town | County Full control
particip | Assessor Contract or county
ation data maint.
Auburn Sue Chandler No No No Full
Aurelius Linda Wright No Yes No Full
Brutus Pam Kelly No No No Full
Cato Larry Fitts No Yes No County
Conquest Roger Baldwin No Yes No Full
Fleming 3 person board No No No County
Genoa Heather Garner No Yes No County
Ira Roger Baldwin Yes Yes No Full
Ledyard Heather Garner No Yes No County
Locke Larry Fitts No Yes No County
Mentz Kay Dougherty No No No County
Montezuma | Bob White No No No Full
Moravia Linda Wright No Yes No Full
Niles Dan Stanford No No No County
Owasco Kim Stone-Gridley No Yes No County
Scipio Scott Snyder No No No County
Sempronius | Heather Garner No No No County
Sennett 3 person board No No No County
Springport | Kim Stone-Gridley No Yes No County
Sterling Heather Garner No Yes No Full
Summerhill | Heather Garner No Yes No County
Throop Heather Garner No Yes No County
Venice Heather Garner No Yes No County
Victory Roger Baldwin Yes Yes No Full

NYS reimburses municipalities that opt to re-assess on either an
annual or triennial re-assessment schedule at S5 per parcel. Based on the
2008 assessment roll, the only known towns that receive this
reimbursement are Ira, Victory, Sterling and Throop. This aid offsets the
current structure to the towns as shown in Fig A-3 below.




Fig A-3

2007 Costto Town Schedule

Assessor |Clerk BAR Fringe Office |Office |Travel |Legal |Data Town Misc. Reval
Municipality |Salary Salary |Salary |Benefits |Supl. |[Equip. | Exp. Fees |Proc.Fee |Chg.Back | Fees |totals Fees
Auburn 161,440 67,348] 6,510 2,550 237,848.00
Aurelius 17,443 600 600 633 888.65 3,671.31 737]| 24,572.96
Brutus 10,815 6,125 275 460 309 826.68 4,075.25 22,885.93] 20,400
Cato 14,500 602.00 4,152.53 19,254.53
Conquest 15,262 700 397.47 3,061.88 19,421.35
Fleming 15,450 6,000 500] 1,500 500 963.99 3,474.60[21,250f 49,638.59
Genoa 12,950 1,000 1,000 639.16 3,365.71| 2,000 20,954.87
Ira * 5,562 710 431.55 2,788.33 9,491.88
Ledyard 23,440 754.73 3,142.67 27,337.40
Locke 7,500 500 307.94 2,404.31 10,712.25
Mentz 10,000 225 500 342.29 3,091.73 14,159.02
Montezuma 3,400 500 150 217 100 272.75 2,132.09 6,771.84
Moravia 13,390 208 568 571.03 3,594.03 51| 18,382.06] 8,000
Niles 15,600 895.88 3,283.17 19,779.05
Owasco 21,415 15,000 100 1,000 500 1,714.41 4,902.25 44,631.66
Scipio 10,000 479.07 2,837.07 13,316.14
Sempronius 4,000 300 232.48 2,070.62 6,603.10
Sennett 21,949 1,268.24 4,069.99/16,000f 43,287.23
Springport 10,824 757.16 3,339.37 43,287.23
Sterling 29,300 9,633 8,760| 1,200| 3,379] 1,200 487.20 5,624.08 59,583.28
Summerhill 6,200| 1,236 600 500 249.81 2,174.24 10,960.05| 5,000
Throop 4,500 150 310 477.15 2,823.02 50 8,310.17
Venice 10,000 333 334 333 338.10 2,302.45 13,640.55
Victory * 5,562 709 291.93 2,233.34 8,796.27
Total 450,502] 23,719 875 91,108]15,230| 7,131 7,302 500] 14,189.67| 74,614.04]40,088]|725,258.30] 33,400

* Ira and Victory participate in a CAP program.

New York State has no Real Property Tax Law that dictates a
reassessment schedule. As a result, the municipalities in our county are at
different stages in their re-assessment schedule with some towns having no
schedule at all. This can create inequities within the county. The state has
addressed this but no known legislation exists at this time.

It is important for the reader to understand the fundamentals of the
Real Property Tax System. Property owners are taxed based upon their
perceived wealth which is demonstrated by the value of their real property.
This is why it is absolutely essential that assessments are kept current and
accurate each and every year. In fact, the Real Property Tax Law (RPTL 305)
requires assessments within each assessing unit to be maintained at a
“uniform percentage of market value.”

Definition - RPTL 8305 Standard of Assessment

"All real property in each assessing unit shall be assessed at a uniform percentage of value..."

Value is defined as "market value" May assess at any percentage of full value (a/k/a "Level of

Assessment", or LOA) Assessors sign an oath each year that all assessments are uniform This

would include County Assessing Units
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B) Characteristics of Municipalities

The various municipalities in the county are either “full control” or elect to
have the county enter their data including property transfers,
splits/merges, exemptions, etc. Full control towns enter and maintain all
their own data. (See Fig A-2).

County control municipalities are responsible for the following tasks:
-value properties at a uniform percentage of value

-prepare and submit an annual report

-attend required continuing education

-mail notices of change in assessment

-filing of a tentative and final assessment roll

-attend Board of Review Hearings

-posting of public notices

-consultations with tax payers regarding values and exemptions

-challenging equalization rate changes if necessary

Full Control towns have the above responsibilities plus the following:
-process exemptions

-enter property transfers

-enter splits/merges of parcels

Where municipality data is maintained by the county, the aforementioned
tasks are done at the County Office of Real Property Services.

Office hours that assessors are available varies greatly by municipality (see
fig A-1). Availability is affected by whether there exists an assessment
clerk. Office hour availability includes that of the assessment clerk where
they exist.
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D). Indicators of assessment equity.

Several factors are considered in determining whether assessments
are equitable. One of the elements of fairness is the residential assessment
ratio. This is the relationship between what a parcel is valued at compared
to a recent sale of the same parcel. The nearer to 100%, the more equitable
the assessments are considered to be. Another indicator of equity is the
sales ratio study. This study looks at a representative sample of the
municipality and compares sale price to assessed value. After calculating
the ratios, one of the measures of central tendency should be used against
the sample to calculate the ratio. Measures of central tendency are mean,
median and/or a weighted mean. Assessors that maintain equitable
assessment rolls use these and other studies to determine fairness.

Of course even the best studies are not reliable if the inventory is not
accurate. Those towns that have not had recent assessments may have
outdated inventory. Even those that have had reassessments in the last 5
years may have inventory that is not reliable. Inventory may be an area
where the towns might consider contracting with the county.

One area of concern is the reliability of sales data. NYS requires that
property transfers be recorded on form RP5217. When transfers do not
indicate sales concessions, the recorded sale price is generally the gross
sale price. This practice has the potential to inflate assessed values if the
assessor is not able to properly verify the sale.

Both the assessor and NYS develop their own level of assessment
based on studies. In an ideal situation, the assessor and the State ORPS
arrive at the same level of assessment. If not in agreement, the assessor
can challenge the state with a formal complaint. See fig. A-4 below



Fig. A-4
2008 LOA of
Municipality 2008 various Latest
Eg. Rate property Reassessment
types

Auburn 95.00 95.00 2006
Aurelius 92.50 92.50 2006
Brutus 97.00 97.00 2007
Cato 88.00 88.00 2005
Conquest 81.00 81.00 2003
Fleming 41.52 41.52 N/A

Genoa * 74.00 74.00 2009
Ira * 100.00 100.00 2009
Ledyard * 63.00 63.00 2009
Locke 89.00 89.00 2005
Mentz 71.97 71.97 1997
Montezuma 92.00 92.00 2004
Moravia 60.00 60.00 1992
Niles 78.00 78.00 2005
Owasco 81.75 81.75 2004
Scipio * 88.00 88.00 2009
Sempronius 32.00 32.00 1981
Sennett * 79.00 79.00 2009
Springport 89.99 89.99 2005
Sterling 100.00 100.00 2008
Summerhill * 65.00 65.00 2009
Throop 100.00 100.00 2008
Venice * 76.00 76.00 2009
Victory * 100.00 100.00 2009

*towns going through re-evaluations in 2009

E.) Administration

The county and each of the full control municipalities maintain
assessment data with RPS software developed by the NYS Office of Real

Property Services.

12

1) The Cayuga County Data Processing Dept. has the following tasks

relative to assessment functions:

-maintenance and back up of RPS

-upgrades of RPS
-printing of tentative and final assessment rolls

-printing of tax bills for the county, city and most school districts
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-replication assistance to full control assessors

-software installation and maintenance for full control assessors

2) The County Office of Real Property Services consists of 6
employees with the following duties:
A) County Director
Alan Kozlowski NYS Certified General Appraiser

-oversees office staff

-consults with the public regarding assessment
standards.

-confers with county legislature at legislative meetings

-consults with assessors and supervisors at the town
level

-maintains continuing education

-attends seminars

-approves purchases, payroll and department budget
-approves grants and acts as project leader in same
-compiles annual report

-training local Boards of Assessment Review

-new assessor orientation

-oversight of tax foreclosure process

The Cayuga County Real Property Director is a NYS Certified
General Appraiser registered with the NYS Dept. of Licensing
Services.
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B) Supervising Tax Map Technician

Bernard Corcoran

-acts in place of the County Director when so directed

-supervises technical and clerical staff

-supervises and participates in tax mapping changes

-supervises and participates in the review of deed
descriptions

-Assists director in developing policies, procedure and
budgetary data

-supervises and participates in the planning and
utilization of a networked, county wide GIS.

-supervises and participates in providing products to the
public

-supervises and participates in resolving complex parcel
boundary anomalies with assessors, attorneys and

others.

-Building footprints



C) Senior GIS/Tax Map Technician
Glen Seamans

-preparing, interpreting, digitizing and maintenance of
tax maps.

-updating GIS software and related components

-printing tax maps and other mapping products for
the public

-participates in tax map changes due to splits and
merges of parcels

-maintenance of property record cards

-limited scanning of documents
-consultation with assessors, attorneys and the public

-update GIS shape files

-update ImageMate online data and images

15
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D) Supervising Real Property Tax Service Specialist

Tammy Morehouse

-Supervises and participates in preparation of tentative
rolls, assessment rolls, tax rolls and tax bills.

-Supervises corrections on tax rolls and assessment rolls
-Supervises and trains subordinate staff

-Consults with local assessors regarding real property tax
law, exemption administration and RPS use issues.

-Consults with the general public regarding real property
tax law, exemption administration and grievance issues.

-Computes mortgage tax apportionment and sales tax
apportionment

-Calculates county tax rates and prepares complex
spreadsheets

-Reviews town budgets, calculates town tax rates and
special district rates

-Balances assessment rolls
-Oversees preparation of assessor annual report

- Consults with local assessors, Boards of Assessment
review and the public regarding real property tax law

-Prepares advanced spreadsheets to county director and
State ORPS.

-Prepares custom reports for the public
-Prepares yearly department budget

-Prepares and maintains payroll

-Maintains personnel records

-Utilizes MUNIS financial software for purchasing

-Maintains inventory of fixed assets
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-Prepares annual report to NYS ORPS

E) Real Property Tax Service Specialist

Eva Taylor-Sholes NYS Certified Appraiser
-Coordinates preparation and organization of tentative,
assessment and tax rolls

-Enters transfer data into state Salesnet and RPS
software including splits/merges of property

-Answers phone calls and confers with general public
related to real property issues

-Processes corrections to the tax roll with resolutions as
needed

-Consults with general public, attorneys and assessors
regarding real property tax law

-Maintains bank code data base and makes changes
where necessary

-Maintains tax bill mailing addresses and makes changes
where necessary

-Distributes transfer documents and assessor annual
reports to town assessors and State ORPS

-Prepares sales and property analysis reports

-Balances cash register
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F) Tax Map Technician
Jean Miller

-Makes changes in tax mapping system where needed

-Creates tax maps for the public and assessors

-Responsible for plotting map changes based on deeds,
wills, surveys and court petitions using CAD and GIS

-Provides GIS support to other county departments,
assessors and the public

-Performs database address updates and compares RPS
database with 911 access database.

-Assists in files extraction to internet sources

-Consults with public regarding property lines

The Cayuga County Office of Real Property Services (CC-ORPS) has
demonstrated a continuing commitment to records management and
convenient records access by the public. In 1999, they implemented an
automated procedure to publish real estate sales reports in an HTML web-
ready format. A companion version of this same website distributes images
of deed and survey map records to local officials. A complete set of current
town assessment rolls, tax rates and tax maps are also made available on
their website. Assessment data for Cayuga County, contained within the
NYS RPS database, is searchable on the Internet with results made available
24-7 with their ImageMate OnLine application.

In 2008, CC-ORPS installed a dual-processor web-server in their
office. This server hardware is now publishing files and applications to the
Internet with a robust VIOS 20/20 fiber connection. In addition, they
purchased to a copy of ESRI ArcGIS-Server software and three Cayuga
County employees participated in related software training. Recently,
Cayuga County published an interactive GIS mapping application with this
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software and Internet server to assist Assessors and property owners with
interpreting exemption values for agricultural land.

The Cayuga County ORPS has applied for a grant to study
implementation of building permit software that could be used between
both the towns and the county. This would serve to better track housing
starts.

lll) Models Being Studied

For this study we will consider 5 options. The first option will include
the current structure modified to provide equitable assessments to all
parcels. This would be accomplished through a countywide re-evaluation of
all parcels which would create a single level of assessment for all parcels in
the county. The second option will consist of a complete county run
assessment unit that would have the responsibility to value every parcel in
the county. The third option would consist of an existing CAP with the
addition of a second CAP of the city of Auburn and all surrounding towns.
The fourth option would take into consideration the fact that all towns
would be CAP’ed with other towns thereby reducing the number of
assessors needed. The fifth option would have all of the towns contracting
with the county for assessment services. This option would cost the same
as the county run option but would not require a referendum. See Figs A-5
and A-6 for an analysis of the costs of each of these options.



Cayuga County Sample County Assessment Model Cost/Aid Comparison

Figure A-5 _ Single Assessing Unit Models _ Multiple Assessing Unit Models
Option # 1 Option #2 Option #3 Option #4 Option #5
Current Structure County-Run County CAP Current Structure All Munis contract
o that is in place - Assessing w/additional w/County under
~ modified to provide consolidation & Inter- |RPTL 1537
equitable municipal agreement
assessments to all
Start-up Costs: properties.
Establish Equitable assessments at a common level throughout the
County [Reassess 13 of 23 Towns - 17,404 parcels @ $40 & 1 city -
9,203 @$20] (Town Cost) 880,220 880,220 880,220 880,220 880,220
5 5
Available State Aid for reassessment [38,094 parcels @ $5] (Town Aid) (190,470) (190,470) (190,470) (190,470) (190,470)
State Consolidation Aid [38,094 parcels @ $7 - one time payment, (2
Caps) 0 0 (266,658) Varies 0
State Consolidation Aid for County Run Assessing, RPTL 1573, 39,423
parcels @ $7 0 (275,961) 0 0 0
State Aid for County Run Assessing Referendum Approval, 39423 parcels
@ $2 [http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/applications.cfm] 0 (78,846) 0 0 0
State Consolidation Aid for County providing services, RPTL 1573,
39,423 parcels @ $1 0 0 (39,423) 0 (39,423)
State Aid IF County Managed County wide CAP, 39,423 parcels @ $2
[http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/applications.cfm] 0 0 (78,846) 0 (78,846)
Total One Time Start-up Costs: mwm@_ﬂmo wwm_._wm_.w wON_._me @W@.NMO mNH_N_.mH
Operational Costs:
City/Town/Village Assessment Dept. Costs 725,258 0 298,682 6 Varies 0
County Real Property Tax Dept Costs 320,472 1,123,230 320,472 320,472 1,123,230 !
2
Cost of a County Consolidated Assessing Unit (CAP) 0 0 1,050,408 0 0
4 4
Additional cost of annually maintaining assessments at a common Level
of Assessment throughout the County. 130,096 112,323 137,088 130,096 112,323
5 5
State Aid for Annual Reassessment [38,094 parcels @ $5] (190,470) (190,470) (190,470) (190,470) (190,470)
Current Annual Operating Costs: H_Om_.m_ﬂwO H_._Om_.m_ﬂmwO H_._Om_.m_ﬂmwO H_Ohm_ﬂwO H_Ohm_ﬂwo
Total Annual Operational Cost of Option: 985,356 1,045,083 1,616,180 Varies 1,045,083
Total Annual Savings: 60,374 647 (570,450) Varies 647

Notes:

1 Cost of County Dept estimated by adding 12.5 staff @ $35,000/yr plus 50% fringe benefits [$656,250] to the current budget of $320,472 + 15% additional expense.
2 Estimated $27/parcel(19,305) based upon similar costs in our County and other counties.

3

Estimated $3/parcel for 39,423 parcels + 10% for additional expenses

4 Partially built into staffing cost estimate; 10% added for additional expenses

5
6

Reassessment Aid based upon Roll Sections 1, 3,5, 6 & 7 only.
Cost of Towns not estimated to participate in a cag




Figure A-6
Town/Village

Auburn City

Aurelius

Cayuga
Brutus

Weedsport
Cato

Cato in Cato

Meridian
Conquest
Fleming
Genoa
Ira

Catoin Ira
Ledyard

Aurora
Locke
Mentz

Port Byron
Montezuma
Moravia

Moravia vig
Niles
Owasco
Scipio
Sempronius
Sennett
Springport

Union Springs
Sterling

Fair Haven
Summerhill
Throop
Venice
Victory

Totals

RS8 Towns at
2008 Parcel Parcel 100% at end
Eg Rate Count County of 2009
95.00 9,203 368
92.50 1,250 50
92.50 285 29
97.00 1,025 34
97.00 732 39
88.00 1,517 17
88.00 133 16
88.00 144 8
81.00 1,178 29
41.52 1,413 30
74.00 1,356 44 X
100.00 1,100 19 X
100.00 146 16 X
63.00 962 31 X
63.00 263 31 X
89.00 890 19
71.97 686 21
71.97 508 36
92.00 731 46
60.00 880 17
60.00 590 45
78.00 1,300 22
81.75 2,103 42
88.00 1,050 28 X
32.00 707 22
79.00 1,828 50 X
89.99 811 14
89.99 521 28
100.00 1,739 51 X
100.00 809 35 X
65.00 754 25 X
100.00 1,036 16 X
76.00 832 29 X
100.00 941 22 X
39,423 1329

At end of 2009 13 towns will already be at 100% = 12,816 parcels
13 towns & City of Auburn will have to be brounght to 100% = 26,607 parcels

Total parcel countof RS 1, 3, 5, 6, & 7 = 38,094

Ira
Victory
Auburn
Aurelius
Fleming
Owasco
Sennett
Throop

Startup Costs

Auburn
Aurelius
Brutus

Cato
Conquest
Fleming
Locke
Mentz
Montezuma
Moravia
Niles
Owasco
Sempronius
Springport

1246
941
9203
1535
1413
2103
1828
1036
19,305

9203
1535
1757
1794
1178
1413
890
1194
731
1470
1300
2103
707
1332
26607

21
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1) Current Structure but with common equalization rate and
common reassessment cycle.

a. All towns and the city of Auburn would be required to have
a common level of assessment and reassessment schedule.

b. Start up costs include the cost to value parcels in all towns
that have not been reassessed.

c. These costs are partially offset by reassessment aid from
the state.

d. In addition, there is a cost to annually maintain assessments
which is also partially offset by state aid monies.

e. This plan saves the most taxpayer money but does not
consider the current assessor availability issues and
performance standards.

f. This option may require valuation assistance from the state
ORPS.

To maintain the current structure but with a common level of
assessment and common reassessment cycle, each of the towns and the
city would need to agree to maintain these cycles. This plan would most
likely require a Real Property Tax Law that would require a reassessment
cycle of, most likely, every three years. If not required by law, this plan is
not likely to be carried out.

Most towns in Cayuga County do not adhere to any common
reassessment cycle with 4 towns that have not been reassessed in over 7
years and one which has not been revalued in over 20 years. The cost to
reassess these towns is, in some cases, cost prohibitive. Even with the state
providing some funds to update assessments, without a state law, some
towns would not comply. See town letters in appendix.

In addition, this system does not take into consideration
performance issues that would still exist under this plan. Two towns in the
county still employ a 3 person elected board of assessors. Elected assessors
are not required to complete continuing education. This can affect the
quality of assessments. Also, because Cayuga County is almost 54 miles
long, the assessors that cover towns in both the north and south ends of
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the county have difficulty maintaining hours that meet the needs of the
taxpayers, even when their performance is otherwise good.

2) County Run Assessing Fig A-7

a. There are 8 villages in Cayuga County that use the same
assessor as their respective town. This assures that each
parcel will have the same assessment for town purposes.

b. Countywide assessing is based on a referendum being
passed by a majority of county residents. Assuming the
referendum passed, the soonest the county could be able
to attain all parcels at a uniform assessment would be 2010.

c. The first assessment roll could then be filed in 2011.

d. The first tax roll at a uniform value would be 2012.

This option requires a referendum passed by a majority vote.
Assuming that this would happen, the county would be charged with
complete oversight of all assessing functions in the county. The Citizen
newspaper ran a column on this issue and a corresponding survey. The
survey results indicated that 61% of survey respondents favored the county
run program. (See appendix) The response from town officials was
generally in favor of maintaining the status quo but with a willingness to
consider options other than a complete county run program. Since the
survey was open to the general public and the town responses were the
opinions of town officials only, it would appear that there is a viable chance
that voters would approve this referendum if offered.

With county run assessing, all parcels in the county would need to be
reassessed on the same schedule to share the same level of assessment.
State Aid for this option is S7 per parcel of Consolidation Aid plus $2 per
parcel referendum aid plus S5 per parcel re-assessment aid. The
reimbursement of these expenses under this option are greater than those
in the previous option, however, the cost of paying the additional staffing
at the county level is higher than what currently exists at the town level.
See Fig A-7.
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Cayuga County Assessment Models Cost Savings and Aid Comparisons Single Assessing
Unit Model
Figure A-7 Option # 1 Option #2
Current Structure County-Run
that is in place - Assessing
modified to provide
equitable
assessments to all
Start-up Costs: properties.
Establish Equitable assessments at a common level throughout the
County [Reassess 13 of 23 Towns - 17,404 parcels @ $40 & 1 city - 9,203
@$20] (Town Cost) 880,220 880,220
5 5
Available State Aid for reassessment [38,094 parcels @ $5] (Town Aid) (190,470) (190,470)
State Consolidation Aid [19,305 parcels @ $7 - one time payment, (2
Caps) 0 0
State Consolidation Aid for County Run Assessing, RPTL 1573, 39,423
parcels @ $7 0 (275,961)
State Aid for County Run Assessing Referendum Approval, 39423 parcels
@ $2 [http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/applications.cfm] 0 (78,846)
State Consolidation Aid for County providing services, RPTL 1573, 39,423
parcels @ $1 0 0
State Aid IF County Managed County wide CAP, 39,423 parcels @ $2
[http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/applications.cfm] 0 0
Total One Time Start-up Costs: 689,750 334,943
Operational Costs:
City/Town/Village Assessment Dept. Costs 725,258 0
1
County Real Property Tax Dept Costs 320,472 1,123,230
Cost of a County Consolidated Assessing Unit (CAP) 0 0
3 4
Additional cost of annually maintaining assessments at a common Level of
Assessment throughout the County. 130,096 112,323
5
State Aid for Annual Reassessment [38,094 parcels @ $5] (190,470) (190,470)
Current Annual Operating Costs: 1,045,730 1,045,730
Total Annual Operational Cost of Option: 985,356 1,045,083
Total Annual Savings: 60,374 647

Notes:

1 Cost of County Dept estimated by adding 12.5 staff @ $35,000/yr plus 50% fringe benefits [$656,250] to the current budget of $320,472 + 15% additional expense.
2 Estimated $27/parcel(19,305) based upon similar costs in our County and other counties.

3 Estimated $3/parcel for 39,423 parcels + 10% for additional expenses
4 Partially built into staffing cost estimate; 10% added for additional expenses
5 Reassessment Aid based upon Roll Sections 1, 3,5, 6 & 7 only.
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3) County CAP

Coordinated Assessment Programs are defined as two or more
assessing units that enter into an agreement where there is one
common level of assessment and a shared reassessment schedule.

a) A Countywide CAP is proposed in this model.

b) Municipalities form agreement

c) This must be filed with the State ORPS 45 days before
taxable status date.

d) CAP would require the same level of assessment and
valuation staff as well as same assessment calendar.

New York State Real Property Tax Law 579 allows two or more
assessing units to establish a coordinated assessment program by adopting
identical local laws without referendum. Municipalities enter into an
agreement to maintain a common level of assessment, assessment
calendar and reassessment schedule. The same assessor must be used
throughout the CAP.

Ira and Victory currently have a successful CAP in place with one
assessor that is very knowledgeable, is responsive to tax payers and
maintains data on a daily basis. This model might benefit from the inclusion
of the remaining municipalities in the county.

The city of Auburn would need to adopt the same assessment
calendar as the towns, which is one month earlier under the current
calendar. The city is currently considering this option which makes this
scenario more reasonable to institute.

New York State provides a one time payment of S7 per parcel for a
10 year CAP commitment.

The assessment staff, under this option, would be lead by Alan
Kozlowski with additional valuation staff serving under him.

The implementation of this option, assuming that the towns are
willing, would hinge primarily upon the city of Auburn adopting the same
assessment calendar as the towns. After this is completed a formal
agreement would need to be made at least 45 days prior to the taxable
status date of the first assessment roll. See Fig A-8



Cayuga County Sample County Assessment Model Cost/Aid Comparison

Single Assessing

Unit Model
Figure A-8 Option # 1 Option #3
Current Structure County CAP
that is in place -
modified to provide
equitable
assessments to all
Start-up Costs: properties.
Establish Equitable assessments at a common level throughout the County
[Reassess 13 of 23 Towns - 17,404 parcels @ $40 & 1 city - 9,203 @$20]
(Town Cost) 880,220 880,220
5
Available State Aid for reassessment [38,094 parcels @ $5] (Town Aid) (190,470) (190,470)
State Consolidation Aid [38,904 parcels @ $7 - one time payment, (2 Caps) 0 (266,658) 7
State Consolidation Aid for County Run Assessing, RPTL 1573, 39,423
parcels @ $7 0 0
State Aid for County Run Assessing Referendum Approval, 39423 parcels
@ $2 [http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/applications.cfm] 0 0
State Consolidation Aid for County providing services, RPTL 1573, 39,423
parcels @ $1 0 (39,423)
State Aid IF County Managed County wide CAP, 39,423 parcels @ $2
[http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/applications.cfm] 0 (78,846)
Total One Time Start-up Costs: 689,750 304,823
Operational Costs:
City/Town/Village Assessment Dept. Costs 725,258 298,682 6
County Real Property Tax Dept Costs 320,472 320,472 !
Cost of a County Consolidated Assessing Unit (CAP) 0 1,050,408 2
4
Additional cost of annually maintaining assessments at a common Level of
Assessment throughout the County. 130,096 137,088
5
State Aid for Annual Reassessment [38,094 parcels @ $5] (190,470) (190,470)
Current Annual Operating Costs: 1,045,730 1,045,730
Total Annual Operational Cost of Option: 985,356 1,616,180
Total Annual Savings: 60,374 (570,450)

Notes:

1 Cost of County Dept estimated by adding 12.5 staff @ $35,000/yr plus 50% fringe benefits [$656,250] to the current budget of $320,472 + 15% additional expense.

2 Estimated $27/parcel(38,904) based upon similar costs in our County and other counties.

3 Estimated $3/parcel for 39,423 parcels + 10% for additional expenses

4 Partially built into staffing cost estimate; 10% added for additional expenses

5 Reassessment Aid based upon Roll Sections 1, 3,5, 6 & 7 only.

26
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4) Current Structure with additional consolidation and inter-
municipal agreements

Under this option there would be additional CAPs beyond those that
currently exist. Perhaps it would include the current Ira/Victory CAP plus
Aurelius, Springport and Ledyard as an additional CAP and a four town CAP
of Locke, Moravia, Sempronius and Summerhill.

The purpose of creating these CAPS is twofold. First, it would result in
a common level of assessment; second, it would result in common
performance standards. The main objective of any assessment roll is
fairness. The method to attain fairness is to have a recent and complete
inventory, have verified sales to use in valuation, produce a common level
of assessment across municipal lines and to maintain this level. When CAPS
are made with towns of similar characteristics, sales in one town should be
able to be used in the other towns. This produces are larger pool of sales
from which to value property.

This plan has the most variability as many hybrids are possible within
the model. Costs would depend upon how many towns could be CAP’ed
together. If these towns were CAP’ed together, there would be fewer
assessors and other costs associated with maintaining an equitable
assessment roll. See Fig A-9



Cayuga County Sample County Assessment Model Cost/Aid Comparison Multiple Assessing
Unit Model
Figure A-9 Option # 1 Option #4
Current Structure Current Structure
that is in place - w/additional
modified to provide consolidation & Inter-
equitable municipal agreement
assessments to all
Start-up Costs: properties.
Establish Equitable assessments at a common level throughout the County
[Reassess 13 of 23 Towns - 17,404 parcels @ $40 & 1 city - 9,203 @$20]
(Town Cost) 880,220 880,220
5 5
Available State Aid for reassessment [38,094 parcels @ $5] (Town Aid) (190,470) (190,470)
State Consolidation Aid [19,305 parcels @ $7 - one time payment, (2 Caps) 0 Varies
State Consolidation Aid for County Run Assessing, RPTL 1573, 39,423
parcels @ $7 0 0
State Aid for County Run Assessing Referendum Approval, 39423 parcels
@ $2 [http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/applications.cfm] 0 0
State Consolidation Aid for County providing services, RPTL 1573, 39,423
parcels @ $1 0 0
State Aid IF County Managed County wide CAP, 39,423 parcels @ $2
[http://lwww.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/applications.cfm] 0 0
Total One Time Start-up Costs: 689,750 689,750
Operational Costs:
City/Town/Village Assessment Dept. Costs 725,258 Varies
County Real Property Tax Dept Costs 320,472 320,472
Cost of a County Consolidated Assessing Unit (CAP) 0 0
3 3
Additional cost of annually maintaining assessments at a common Level of
Assessment throughout the County. 130,096 130,096
5 5
State Aid for Annual Reassessment [38,094 parcels @ $5] (190,470) (190,470)
Current Annual Operating Costs: 1,045,730 1,045,730
Total Annual Operational Cost of Option: 985,356 Varies
Total Annual Savings: 60,374 Varies

Notes:

1 Cost of County Dept estimated by adding 12.5 staff @ $35,000/yr plus 50% fringe benefits [$656,250] to the current budget of $320,472 + 15% additional expense.
2 Estimated $27/parcel(19,305) based upon similar costs in our County and other counties.

3 Estimated $3/parcel for 39,423 parcels + 10% for additional expenses

4 Partially built into staffing cost estimate; 10% added for additional expenses

5 Reassessment Aid based upon Roll Sections 1, 3,5, 6 & 7 only.
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5) All Municipalities contract with the county under RPTL 1537

RPTL 1537 allows for assessing units to contract with the county to
provide various services. Services include, but are not limited to,
assessment services, exemption services and inventory services. This
requires a formal agreement between the county and municipalities.

For the purposes of this study, it was assumed that the towns would
contract with the county for assessment services. The costs in the model
spreadsheet take this assumption into account. With the county providing
assessment services, the entire county would have one level of assessment
with the same re-assessment cycle.

Municipalities would have the ability to contract with the county for
services that local assessors may not have the technical expertise or
equipment to do on their own. Fig A-10
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Cayuga County Sample County Assessment Model Cost/Aid Comparison Multiple Assessing
Unit Model
Figure A-10 Option # 1 Option #5
Current Structure All Municipalities
that is in place - contract with the
modified to provide county under RPTL
equitable 1537
assessments to all
Start-up Costs: properties.
Establish Equitable assessments at a common level throughout the County
[Reassess 13 of 23 Towns - 17,404 parcels @ $40 & 1 city - 9,203 @$20]
(Town Cost) 880,220 880,220
5 5
Available State Aid for reassessment [38,094 parcels @ $5] (Town Aid) (190,470) (190,470)
State Consolidation Aid [19,305 parcels @ $7 - one time payment, (2 Caps) 0 0
State Consolidation Aid for County Run Assessing, RPTL 1573, 39,423
parcels @ $7 0 0
State Aid for County Run Assessing Referendum Approval, 39423 parcels
@ $2 [http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/applications.cfm] 0 0
State Consolidation Aid for County providing services, RPTL 1573, 39,423
parcels @ $1 0 (39,423)
State Aid IF County Managed County wide CAP, 39,423 parcels @ $2
[http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/applications.cfm] 0 (78,846)
Total One Time Start-up Costs: 689,750 571,481
Operational Costs:
City/Town/Village Assessment Dept. Costs 725,258 0
County Real Property Tax Dept Costs 320,472 1,123,230 1
Cost of a County Consolidated Assessing Unit (CAP) 0 0
3 4
Additional cost of annually maintaining assessments at a common Level of
Assessment throughout the County. 130,096 112,323
5 5
State Aid for Annual Reassessment [38,094 parcels @ $5] (190,470) (190,470)
Current Annual Operating Costs: 1,045,730 1,045,730
Total Annual Operational Cost of Option: 985,356 1,045,083
Total Annual Savings: 60,374 647

Notes:

1 Cost of County Dept estimated by adding 12.5 staff @ $35,000/yr plus 50% fringe benefits [$656,250] to the current budget of $320,472 + 15% additional expense.
2 Estimated $27/parcel(19,305) based upon similar costs in our County and other counties.

3 Estimated $3/parcel for 39,423 parcels + 10% for additional expenses

4 Partially built into staffing cost estimate; 10% added for additional expenses

5 Reassessment Aid based upon Roll Sections 1, 3,5, 6 & 7 only.
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IV. Implementation Path

Implementation of option #1 would require the least amount of
planning as there would be no staff changes at the town or county level.
This option would require a timetable for reassessing each town at the
same time, thereby attaining a common level of assessment. With the state
providing aid for reassessments, the start -up cost is partially offset by state
aid. This option saves the most taxpayer money provided that the state
continues to provide funding aid.

This is the most cost efficient method but may not be the best choice
given performance issues. Cost is not the only factor in choosing an
assessment system that serves the taxpayer. The assessor must be available
for consultation with tax payers and be able to stay up to date with the RPS
software.

Implementation of option #2 requires passage of a referendum. This
is the largest obstacle toward implementation of this plan. Before the
referendum could be placed on local ballots, it would need to be approved
by the county legislature.

Following approval by taxpayers, the entire county would need to be
reassessed. This would most likely be done by hiring out to a private entity
as the county has over 39,000 parcels that would need to be valued at the
same time. Staffing of the county office could be accomplished while
valuations are being done. Hiring out the valuations would also free up the
current county Real Property staff to make alterations to existing space and
orient the new staff. This transitional period would also allow time for
public relations.

The reimbursement of these expenses under this option are greater
than those in the previous option, however, the cost of paying the
additional staffing level at the county level is higher than what currently
exists at the town level.

The implementation of option #3, assuming that the towns are
willing, would hinge primarily upon the city of Auburn adopting the same
assessment calendar as the towns. After this is completed a formal
agreement would need to be made at least 45 days prior to the taxable
status date of the first assessment roll. A re-assessment would need to be
performed across the entire assessing unit.
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Option #4 implementation would depend upon inter-municipal
agreements between the various towns listed. The agreement would need
to address what the re-assessment schedule should be and how many
support staff would be needed. A re-assessment would need to be
performed across the entire assessing units.

The implementation of option #5 would require contract agreements
with the various municipalities. Under this option the county would
perform all valuation functions county wide. No assessor’s would exist at
the town level. Exemption services would be maintained at the local level
by clerks. The lead assessor would be Al Kozlowski, the current County
Director of Real Property Services.

V. Analysis and Recommendations

1) Please refer to Fig. A-5. Various options have been considered in
this study. The most cost efficient method is to maintain the current
structure except to ensure that all properties are assessed at the same
level. This plan would save tax payers $60,374 annually.

The next most cost efficient method is the creation of a County CAP
which would save approximately $11,640 annually.

County wide assessing and county contract assessing would each
save $647 annually.

The Current Structure model with consolidation has unpredictable
savings because it depends on many options that are available.

2) Cost is not the only consideration in selection of all the various
models. In order to be fair, assessment rolls should be maintained by
professional assessors that keep up to date on assessment issues and
valuation protocol. Accurate property inventory is tantamount to equitable
assessments. If an assessor must define value of an unknown building, they
are at a distinct disadvantage. Equity among parcels can only exist where
inventory is up to date. Also, assessors must be able to properly verify
sales. Sales data that is incorrectly recorded on transfer forms can and does
have a direct impact on property values. The reliance on unverified sales
can promote over valuation of property. Another thought to keep in mind
is the relationship between the tax payer and the assessor at the local level.
There is a lot to be gained in having an assessor with a personal working
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knowledge of the terrain and the idiosyncrasies that would effect the
assessment. The general consensus was that a local assessor is far more
reassuring to the taxpayer, whom ultimately this study is meant to benefit.

3) Recommended Implementation and estimated time line

In order for the taxpayers and the municipalities to obtain the most
benefit of a collaborative assessment program, everyone involved must be
in agreement about the need for a change and also agree on the end result.
In our discussions with the towns it was almost unanimous that the most
beneficial goal was that of assessing uniformly at 100% and maintaining
that value. This was perceived as the basis for fairness and equity
throughout Cayuga County. Several towns expressed that they may benefit
from forming a CAP with other like towns. There were some municipalities
however that felt there was not a town with enough similar features to
make that option worthwhile for them and they actually felt this could hurt
their municipality. Many of the municipalities in Cayuga County felt that
relinquishing their assessing functions to the county would cause too much
of a loss of the personal interaction between the taxpayer and assessor at
the town level and a loss of local knowledge that realistically does play a
part in fair assessments.

In looking at all the discussions and feedback from the municipalities,
the most beneficial and feasible option to implement would be Multiple
assessing unit, option # 4. Under this option we feel that at least two more
CAPs would be implemented. Possibly the current CAP of Ira and Victory
expanded to include Conquest and Cato, creating one four-town cap in the
northern part of the county. Another CAP that would be beneficial would
be the towns of Summerhill, Sempronius, Moravia and Locke, which have
comparable towns. A couple of these towns felt forming a CAP would help
them increase revenue from state aid and, in fact, fair and consistent
assessment practices. This they felt would help in standing up to larger
corporations that sue the townships over their assessments. We estimate
that these caps could be formed and in place by the 2011 assessment roll.

In Cayuga County, the City of Auburn is centrally located. Several of
the towns that surround the city of Auburn have similar characteristics to
the city. These towns felt that forming a CAP with the city may be
detrimental to their residential sites, but that the city assessor’s experience
in dealing with commercial properties could be a very useful tool to the
local assessor in the smaller towns which also have a considerable amount
of commercial sites. In summary, these towns, (Aurelius, Sennett, Fleming
and Owasco) felt that they may like to contract with the city for services
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relating to valuation and data collection. If an agreement can be made in
this respect, we also believe it could be in place for the 2011 assessment
roll.

In summary we feel that is would be feasible for Cayuga County to
formulate more CAPs and to also have inter-municipality agreements that
would result in more equitable assessments across the county. We also
feel that after a trial run with the two new caps and, provided it is a positive
experience for each municipality, that the other towns in the County of
Cayuga may change their opinion and agree to form caps. The goal being
for the whole county to consist of five caps in the future, with the towns
surrounding the City of Auburn contracting with the city for services by the
year 2014.
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CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P. Kozlowski, Director Director's Phone 315 253-1297
160 Genesee Street - 5ih Floor E-Mail reclproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Avbum, NY 13021 Fax 315253-1517

March 24, 2008

The Cayuga County Real Property Service has been awarded a Centralized
Property Tax Administration Program grant for $50,000 from NYS to be used to
evaluate improved assessment functions. There are few strings attached other than we
need to realistically consider how to do a better job and report back to you and the county
legislature. Just like almost every other county in NY, it is the individual municipalities
responsibility to provide valuation for tax purposes however there is considerable
difference in assessment administration. This results in inequities between taxpayers,
municipalities and school districts.

In terms of structure, various models are available to improve equity, transparency
and efficiency. county-run assessing systems; municipal-run systems where
communities contract with the county for key support services such as appraisal;
municipal-run systems where communities contract among themselves to treat all parcels
identically; as well as various hybrids of these and possibly additional options.

Given this, Cayuga County would like to share these grant funds with each
municipality so you can better define your present system, educate at least your officals
as to what else might be considered and then recommend as a community what might be
some improvements. Enclosed in this package is some additional information to help
your thought process.

Perhaps you see no need to change or join assessment services, perhaps your system
is strong enough to offer assessment services to others. We appreciate any additional
ideas that you might have and thank you in advance for your consideration in filling out
the attached surveys, the results will be available on a WEB site open to your
municipality. The results of a preliminary survey from late last year are also attached.

We would appreciate bringing this issue up at your next meeting and perhaps appoint, _
a spokesperson to form a response team. We will need to hear from you at least
preliminarily as soon as practical as the summary needs to be presented {o vack you,and
the legislature in September for us to be awarded the full $50,000. Many counties are
simply hiring consultants to do this study, we’d like to think we can reach a more realistic
conclusion and keep the $50,000 in Cayuga County. Thanks.

Respectfully,

Alan Kozlowski
Director, Real Property Services



CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P. Kozlowski, Director Director's Phone 315 253-1297
160 Genesee Street - 5th Floor E-Mail reciproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Aubum, NY 13021 Fax 315253-1517

October 15, 2008

Town Assessors:

The State of New York has supported through a grant, the study with all stake holder
groups of municipalities, for improved assessment opportunities as part of building a
overall summary for our county area. It seems reasonable to assemble local meetings that
would result in productive exploration of the issues. Along that line Sterling, Victory, Ira,
Conquest and Cato have formed a discussion group and will meet on October 23rd in Ira.
The City of Auburn with the adjacent towns of Owasco, Fleming, Aurelius, Throop
and Sennett by virture of this request letter will be asked to set up another. Montezuma,
Mentz and Brutus the third. Springport Ledyard, Scipio, Venice and Genoa the forth.
Niles Moravia, Sempronius, Locke and Summerhill rounds out this first round table. The
goal is to engage in objective research leading upto but not requiring improved
assessment practices and develop a report summarizing those findings to the full
county. If you would agree to a meeting within your group area in this regard please
confirm by return email and some possible dates in October if possible and I will
coordinate and attend as a start. Board members, assessors or others can be included at
your option, There certainly will be additional communications or meetings as the initial
set dictates such. If you would like to discuss any aspects my direct line is 253-1297.
Thanks for your consideration.

Alan Kozlowski
Director Real Property



CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P. Kozlowski, Director ' Director's Phone 315 253-1297
160 Genesee Street - 5th Floor E-Mail redlproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Auburm, NY 13021 Fox 315253-1517

November 21, 2008
To all Cayuga County municipalities:

The assessment grant study meetings with all towns, villages and the City of Auburn
were well attended by the majority of our municipalities with constructive participation.
All appreciated the effort to meet locally to enable open discussion about the current
assessment situation and improvement options. Packages were handed out to everyone
attending that contained the state description of different assessing options and goals that
needed to be considered in order to fulfill grant requirements. The presentation by myself
and Jeff Lowe of the grant required options were understood and acknowledged.

Each municipality needs to continue to review the data set and issues within their
mumclpahty and among themselves, especlally within school district areas. We agreed at
the supervisors meeting November 20™ that the county would summarize the grant
meeting discussions and send this out as a starting point for municipal feed back. The
final goal is to report to the Legislature with findings and/or recommendation by the
January legislative meeting. No changes are required but at the minimum we are better
informed.

This note is your municipal start point so that each could organize
their point of view and organize individual and/or collaborative
comments. The following are topics drawn for these 6 meetings
for your further consideration:

Comments from most every group seemed to add to each previous meetings consensus
that a uniform level of assessment (100%) across all municipalities was the correct goal,
and again how to achieve it given the politics, cost, and economic climate, was a major
question at hand.

Two groups of the five agreed that achieving full value and maintenance should be
mandated and financially supported by the state as a reward/penalty

compliance program. Other groups were not generally in favor of state mandated
anything, ' : :

The spread sheet of the economics with ail the backup data was also useﬁ.ll but it might
be understated because of our long distance county.



Two groups of the five agreed that achieving full value and maintenance should be
mandated and financially supported by the state as a reward/penalty

compliance program. Other groups were not generally in favor of state mandated
anything.

The spread sheet of the economics with all the backup data was also useful but it might
be understated because of our long distance county.

All are very wary about eroding the personnel communication and service within each
community and local presence of staff would need to be addressed if county run or
county contracting were to be a consideration. Several towns are funding local assessor
clerks as their component of high local service at a lower cost than a certified assessor.
This also provides a path for developing future assessors.

One question that was addressed was that Cayuga County municipalities could on their
own develop a local law/intermunicipal agreement to mandate a full value assessment
program; the real practical issue is how would it be enforced?

One possible backup or transition vehicle was that county contracting of services seemed
asa posssble strategy as we are engaged in that now. No real comments or support were
offered concerning a county run assessing platform.

One strong suggestion from the town supervisor group was that we need to address
achieving a more user friendly less maintenance hungry V4 system. It is expensive to run
because of its high tech proprietary nature and it limits access and ads cost at the assessor
and county level.

Another strongly supported concept is county wide internet broadband access that we
could fund with the Government Efficiency Grant Program allowing for full utilization of
programs like property information, building permit, emergency management, etc.
services. Support from all municipalities would be needed.

Please add any other topics, ideas or concepts. Please respond before the end of
December and ask if you need any help or information.
Sincerely,

Alan Kozlowski
315-253-1297



CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

- Alan P. Kozlowski, Direclor Director's Phone 315 253-12%7
160 Genesee Street - 5th Floor ) E-Mail realproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Auburm, NY 13021 Fax 315253-1517

December 29, 2008
To all Cayuga County municipalities:

Back in November we sent this message hoping to gather at least a
sense of direction for improving assessments and cutting related expense.
Attached are the two responses received to date. Tax bills are going out
this week, remember the old adage about the two things you can count on
being death and taxes? Most people will not expect you to do much about
death but they will appreciate your efforts in regard to taxes Please
respond with a short note, email or whatever by Janruary 15" as we are
planning to present our report to the legislature at their meeting on a
J a n r u a r v 2 7 t h

The assessment grant study meetings with all towns, villages and the City of Auburn
were well attended by the majority of our municipalities with constructive participation.
All appreciated the effort to meet locally to enable open discussion about the current
assessment situation and improvement options. Packages were handed out to everyone
attending that contained the state description of different assessing options and goals that
needed to be considered in order to fulfill grant requirements. The presentation by myself
and Jeff Lowe of the grant required options were understood and acknowledged.

~ Each municipality needs to continue to review the data set and issues within their
mummpahty and among themselves, especially within school district areas. We agreed at
the supervisors meeting November 20 that the county would summarize the grant
meeting discussions and send this out as a starting point for municipal feed back. The
final goal is to report to the Legislature with findings and/or recommendation by the
January legislative meeting. No changes are required but at the minimum we are better
informed.

‘This note is your municipal start point so that each could organize
their point of view and organize individual and/or collaborative
comments. The following are topics drawn for these 6 meetings
for your further consideration:

Comments from most every group seemed to add to each previous meetings consensus

that a uniform level of assessment (100%) across all municipalities was the correct goal
and again how to achieve it given the politics, cost, and economic climate, was a major

question at hand.



All are very wary about eroding the personnel communication and service within each
community and local presence of staff would need to be addressed if county run or
county contracting were to be a consideration. Several towns are funding local assessor
clerks as their component of high local service at a lower cost than a certified assessor.
This also provides a path for developing future assessors.

One question that was addressed was that Cayuga County municipalities could on their
own develop a local law/intermunicipal agreement to mandate a full value assessment
program; the real practical issue is how would it be enforced?

One possible backup or transition vehicle was that county contracting of services seemed
as a possible strategy as we are engaged in that now. No real comments or support were
offered concerning a county run assessing platform.

One strong suggestion from the town supervisor group was that we need to address
achieving a more user friendly less maintenance hungry V4 system. It is expensive to run
because of its high tech proprietary nature and it limits access and ads cost at the assessor
and county level.

Another strongly supported concept is county wide internet broadband access that we
could fund with the Government Efficiency Grant Program allowing for full utilization of
programs like property information, building permit, emergency management, etc.
services. Support from all municipalities would be needed.

Please add any other topics, ideas or concepts. Please respond before the end of
December and ask if you need any help or information.
Sincerely,

Alan Kozlowski
315-253-1297
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Al Kozlowski

From:
To:.

Cc:
Sent:
Subject:

“Tammy Morehouse” <tmore@cayugacounty.us>

"Bob Shaw" <owasco1@centralny.twcbe.com>; "Carl Lincoln (Cato Mayor)”
<villageofcato@yahoo.com>; "Charles Knapp” <¢_knapp@iwgbus.com>; "Conquest Clerk”
<conquestclerk@tds.net>; "David Sikora (Sennett Super)" <sensuper@centralny.twchc.com>;
"Edward lde" <IMC@idemachine.com>; "Edward Trufant" <usmayor@verizon.net>; "Fleming
Assessor” <flemingassessor@adelphia.net>; "Gary Mulvaney (Moravia Village Mayor)"
<moraviavillage@cayuganet.org>; "Ira Clerk” <ira_clerk@hotmail.com>; "Jean James (Locke
Super.)” <jjames@sccc.internet.com=>; "Jean Saroodis-weedvig" <vweedsport@weedsport.com>;
"Jeff Lowe" <Jeffrey.Lowe@orps.state.ny.us>; "John Corcoran - Locke" <scorcor-
I@scccinternet,com>; "John Grover” <venice_clerk@hughes.net>; "Keith Batman (Scipio Super)”
<batman@cayuga-cc.edu>; "Kevin Grish (Village of Cayuga)" <cayugavill@verizon.net>; "Ledyard
Supervisor” <ledyard@ligcomputer.com>; "Lezli Parsons™ <assessmentclerk@tweny.rr.com>;
"Lucille Craine (Victory Super)" <victorytownclerk@frontiemet.net>; _
<mchapman154@frontiernet.net>; "Moravia Clerk" <moraviatown@scccinternet.com>: "Pete
Marshall” <Pete.marshall@stottanddavis.com=>; "Rick Slagle (Niles Super)"
<nilessupervisor@hughes.net>; "Roger Baldwin" <ribcode@cnymail.com>; "Ronald Wilson (PB
Mayor)" <pbtreas@hotmail.com>; "Scott Saroodis (Montezuma Super.)"
<scott.saroodis@plantpioneer.com>; "Thomas Gunderson (Aurora Mayor)” <tomg@wells edu>;
"Town" <springport@csdsl.net>; "Town" <tsterling@twcny.rr.com>; "Town of Brutus"
<townofbrutus@verizon.net>; "William McVea (Fair Haven Mayor)" <wmcvea@frontiernet.net>; .
“William Tarby (Throop Super)" <superisortarby@roadrunner.com>

"Al Kozlowski" <akozlows@cayugacounty.us>

Friday, November 14, 2008 1:06 PM

FW: Assessment study draft analysis

From: Al Kozlowski [mailto:akoziows@co.cayuga.ny.us]
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2008 12:16 PM

To: Tammy Morehouse

Subject: Re: Assessment study draft analysis

Another good discussion last night in Moravia. Niles Supervisor, Vil. of Moravia mayor , Town of Moravia
Supervisor, and Locke represented. Some concerns aired: costs, school district responsibility, complexity of
valuation in lake front towns, succession of assessors etc. Niles has gone ahead with a on line building permit
package and a Assessor Clerk position. Will move discussion forward with respective town boards and other

towns.

Brutus, Montezuma, Menfz meeting Monday at 6 PM, | believe at Brutus townhall. Venice, Ledyard, Scipio,
Genoa, Springport, are meeting Wednesday at Venice. :

Alan Kozlowski

1/26/2009
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CITY OF AUBURN

Focused on being Office of the Clty Manager
The Best Small City in New York Stare Lt. Col. Mark R. Palesh, USAF (Ret.)
City Manager

December 31, 2008

Alan Kozlowski, Director
Office of Real Property Services
160 Genesee St.

Auburn, NY 13021

Re: Countywide Assessing
Dear Mr. Kozlowski:

As representatives for the City of Auburn, Mayor Michael Quill, City Manager Mark
Palesh and Assessor Susan Chandler, attended the recent meeting, at the Auburn City
Hall, to discuss the possibilities of countywide assessing, and requesting a State grant for
such investigation.

The City does see the need and supports a collaborative approach to assessment
administration, but the best results can only be accomplished if all communities
participate. The City, as well as most of the surrounding towns we have talked to, would
like to maintain some level of local control regarding assessment and exemption
administration, and feel that if the assessors are qualified, knowledgeable, and
professional, no one can do a better job of providing equitable assessments.

Since all of Cayuga County is on the State RPS computer program, we would all benefit
by coordinating our efforts to establish uniform models with some adjustments for
different market areas. We would also benefit from using the same assessment valuation
calendar. This is especially important to towns and cities that share the same school
districts. Coordinating these two things, as well as keeping inventory and sales data
correct and up to date, would insure a more equitable distribution of the tax burden.

We look forward to working with the County in pursuing any assessment alternatives and

enhancements that provide for a more equitable process for its citizens. Please keep us
informed as to your endeavors. Thank you.

Sincerely: cc:  Michael Quill, Mayor

W% ,i Sue Chandler, Assessor

Mark R. Palesh

Memorial City Hall » 24 South Street * Aubuen, New York 13021-3885
(315) 255-4146 * Fax (315) 255-4735 * E-mail: mpalesh@ci.auburn.ny.us * www.ci.auburn.ny.us



Town Of Cato

Charles Ray, Supervisor
11320 Short Cut Road :
Cato, New York 13033

December 30, 2008

Cayuga County Real Property Services
Mr. Alan Kozlowski, Director

160 Genesee Street- 5 Floor

Auburn, New York 13021

Re: Countywide Assessing

Dear Alan,

After attending the meeting that was held at the Ira municipal building
regarding going to countywide assessing, The Cato Town Board discussed

the options and strongly feels that it would be best to keep the towns in
control of the assessing and their Assessors. ,

The Town Board of Cato feels that its important that all the towns maintain
a 100% equalization rate, and would like to see the state of New York '
mandate that they do so.

We would like to thank Mr.Kozlowski for the chance to review the options
of assessing and for passing our decision along.

Sincerely, /

Char . Superviéor .




Town of Conquest Port Byron N 13140

January 6, 2009

Alan' Kozlowski Director
Cayuga County Real Property

Dear Mr. KozloWski:

Thanks for the time and-getting my input on how to improve assessing across Cayuga County. . | think
if anything the meetings got everyone talking and | can say it has heiped Conquest understand some of
the problems across the county. We have even had our assessor and Jeff Lowe from the state come in
at our last town board meeting to discuss it even further. So if anything it's being talked about. We have
come along way at least understanding how the process is supposed to work. Conquest will be voting
on a revaluation project at our next meeting. Your spread sheets and- data became a valuable tool
when discussing with my board how Conquest compares to like towris in the county. One thing we
were going to consider was doing the same thing Victory-and Ira does now annuat revaluation. But after
discussing it with Jeff Lowe | don't think it will fly because you still have to do revaluation every five
years in order to stay in the program. The only benefit is getting some kind of money back from the
state to help offset the cost. But { still believe the towns can to it cheaper than the county. Conquest is
in favor of keeping at the town level. One example of this would be the elections. Al though it was
mandated by the state that the county take over the elections. We took something that the towns did
very cheaply and accurately for many many years and tripled the annual cost for Conquest and | am
sure all Cayuga County towns. | will recommend we do keep it at the town level and use the county as
an information highway for our town assessor and town board. Some of the data coming from real
property has come along way in helping Conquest make a good educated decision something we have
lacked in the past. In closing | would say the state of New York has done a very good job in resent
years at equalizing the rate and it does even the playing field from town to town. If anything most towns
are hurt by not being at 100%. -

Sincerely,

Charles Knapp

Town of Conquest Supenvisor



Town of Ira

2487 West Main Street
Cato, New York 13033
James Lunkenheimer, Supervisor Board Members:
Jill Campbell, Clerk Roy Campbell
Lawrence Wallace
Rick Wilson

James Edelstein

December 10, 2008

To Cayuga County Real Property Services:

This is in concern of the information our town has received about countywide assessing.

The Ira Town Supervisor, and assessor, attended a meeting, at the Town of Ira municipal
building, for a presentation about countywide assessing presented by Alan Kozlowski,
Director. The Supervisor also attended a question and answer meeting at the County
Supervisors meeting. Information from these meetings was then discussed at the
November and December regular Town Board meetings.

The Town Board of Ira has strong feelings about taking assessing out of the hands of
local government. In 2003 Ira did a reassessment, and established a 100% equalization
rate. We joined into a CAPS program with the Town of Victory, with who we share an
assessor. The Board members feel this has worked very well, and wish to continue with
the same program. The members also felt it would be very beneficial if the entire state of
New York was at a 100% equalization rate. We realize the state has to mandate this,
maybe they could offer an incentive for those who do, or penalties for those who don’t.

In closing 1 would like to thank the Real Property Services for the chance to review some
options, and express opinions concerning countywide assessing.

Sincerely,

%ﬁ o Lo eiien

James Lunkenheimer, Supervisor



TOWN OF LOCKE

Box 238 Locke, NY 13092

Alan P, Kozlowski, Director

Cayuga County Real Property Services
160 Genesee Street - 5% Floor
Auburn, New York 13021

Dear Al

At the meeting of the Locke Town Board on January 8, 2009, there was discussion on the
meetings held to improve assessments and cut expenses.

It is the consensus of the Locke Town Council that we are happy with our present assessment
program but we are willing to look into sharing assessors in the future.

Thank you for looking into this and we will look forward to further information.

Sincerely,

)

Aean James
~ Supervisor



Al Kozlowski

From: "Saroodis, Scolt" <Scott.Saroodis@ptantpioneer.com>

To:

"Al Kozlowski" <akozliows@co.cayuga.ny.us>

Sent: Sunday, Januaty 25, 2009 11:30 AM
Subject: RE: letter dated 10-24-08 RPTS Centralized Assessment study]

Hi, Alan

| wanted to let you know that the Town of Montezuma Town Board discussed the County wide assessment and
for now decided to stay with our local Town Assessor.We as a town board feel it is vital to keep assessments up
to date to keep everything on a level playing field. The minutes will record our decision on this matter dated
January 20 2009.

Thank you, Scott Saroodis
Town of Montezuma Supervisor

From: Al Kozlowski [mailto:akozlows@co.cayuga.ny.us]
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2008 4:05 PM

To: pete.marshall@stottanddavis.com

Ce: Saroodis, Scott; townofbrutus@verizon.net
Subject: Re: letter dated 10-24-08 RPTS Centralized Assessment study]

Sorry Pete, just trying to move this along and had a senior moment | guess, appreciate the help. The 10th
is the only day | can't do. Thanks.

Alan Kozlowski

— Original Message —-

From: Bernie Corcoran

To: akozlows@co.cayuga.ny.us ; tmorehouse@co.cayuga.ny.us

Sent: Friday, October 31, 2008 3.58 PM

Subject: [Fwd: letter dated 10-24-08 RPTS Centralized Assessment study]

--—---- Original Message --------
Subject:letter dated 10-24-08 RPTS Centralized Assessment study
Date:Fri, 31 Oct 2008 15:24:11 -0400
From:Pete Marshall <pete.marshall@stottanddavis.com>
To:<realproperty(@co.cayuga.ny.us>, <scott.sarocodis@plantpioneer.com>, .
<townofbrutus(@verizon.net> '
CC:'Mentz Town Clerk' <townofmentz(@tds.net>

Al, Scott, and Jim, ,
| am in receipt of your letter dated 10-24-08 addressed to Jack O’Neil. Seeing as we are between Brutus
and Montezuma, we would be glad to host a meeting at our town offices if it makes sense for

everyone. Our board room is available the evenings of November 12“‘, 1_3“‘, or 19™. We could meet at

another room In our facility any time the week of the 10" - 14% oron Monday the 17t
Let me know what times are good for the rest of you, or if you would like to meet at another facility,
that would be fine also. :

1/26/2009



Al Kozlowski

From: "Tammy Morehouse” <tmore@cayugacounty.us>
To: "Al Kozlowski" <akozlows@cayugacounty.us>
Sent: Tuesday, December 30, 2008 3,05 PM

Subject: FW: Centralized Tz Administration Grant Study

From: John Klink {mailto:owascosupervisor@centralny.twcbc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 30, 2008 2:52 PM .

To: tmore@cayugacounty.us

Subject: Centralized Tz Administration Grant Study

Al, _

The Town of Owasco leans toward the concept of "grouping” similar Towns together for the purpose of
assessment. At our mesting with Al, the City and the donut towns, that appeared to be the best grouping for
Owasco. At that meeting, the representative from Fleming made it very clear that they had no intention of virtually
ever doing a Re-Val. So although we endorse the concept of the central part of the Cayuga County/Donut Towns
doing a Re-Val at the same time, obviously all the towns would have to join togsther with the City.

Just a thought. At our Lakeside Supervisors mesting, it was brought up that another possible "grouping" might be
Lakeside Towns. Property on the Lake has the same effect on the assessments for the Towns of Owasco, Niles,
Moravia, Venice, Scipio, and Fleming. :

In conclusion, the Town would like to go to a three-year cyclic revaluation program (triennial revaluation) along
with all other Towns and/or the City. 100% equalization rate would be a goal for all municipalities in Cayuga
County, in fact the entire state.

If1 had a wish list, property would be assesed in three different catagories: residential, lakeside and agriculture.
Thank you to Real Property Service led by Al Kozlowski for inviting us to the meeting concerning county-wide
assessments. The Owasco Town Board appreciates your efforts as we move (slowly) in that direction.

_ John Klink,Supervisor

1/26/2009



Town of Scipio
3507 State Route 34 P.O.Box 71
Scipio Center, NY 13147
phone (315) 364-5740  fax (315) 364-6802
email: scipio@cayuganet.org

To: Al Kozlowski

From: Keith Batman
Supervisor

Re: County wide assessment

Date: 21 January 2009

The Town of Scipio Board has discussed on several occasions issues associated
with a joint assessment approach. Woe question the benefits of a County wide
approach but remain interested in investigation of ideas that would increase parity
across towns, particularly in common taxing authorities like school districts, while
maintaining or reducing costs. The Town is on a three year reassessment cycle and
supports attempts to maintain 100% equalization.

Communication and local control is of course a critical concern with assessment and
in fact with most issues in local government and 1 encourage that in all deliberations
and in the search for external funding support for research and other uses that
communication and local control remain of central focus.

Your efforts are much appreciated and 1 and the Board look forward to continuing to
work with you,



e
/
TOM of Town Supervisor
: Joan Kelley
S ter[t % 1290 State Ree. 1044 Phone (315) 947-6104
Sterling, New York 13156 7 Fax (315) 947-5119

January 2, 2009

Alan Kozlowski, Director

Cayuga County Real Property Services
160 Genesee Street — 5 Floor

Auburn NY 13021

Dear Mr. Kozlowksi:

As you are aware, | attended the meeting on October 23, 2008 at the Town of Ira’s
Municipal Building to participate in a study to look at options for improving assessment
services in Cayuga County. I shared the thoughts and ideas with my town board
members.

At the Town of Sterling’s 11/17/08 town board meeting, the board members discussed at
great length possible ways to improve the assessment process. The board feels strongly
that municipalities should strive for a uniform level of assessment (100%) and that it be a
NYS mandate offering incentives to those municipalities who are at 100% by doing
annual revaluations. The board also recommends cooperation of towns within regions
which might not fall within county lines because school districts often fall in different
towns or counties. The board absolutely does not support the county taking control of the
assessment process. The board members believe that county-wide internet access is
critical for maximum utilization of programs.

Please feel free to contact me if you would like more information.

spectfully,

own Supervisor



Al Kozlowski

From: "Bill Tarby" <supervisortarby@roadrunner.com>
To: "Al Kozlowski" <akoziows@co.cayuga.ny.us>
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2008 3.50 PM

Subject: Re: Grant Study User Group Mesting

Al

Throop wasn't present because I worked late, Mike Vitale had other issues,
and the rest of the board already had things going on.

I'm sorry, but [ have met with Jeff Lowe. He was involved with our reval.
Why doesn't all the other Towns go to 100% like us, then we will join in.
Threes allot that need to be worked out. A house in Throop and one on
Owasso lake are day and night. '

Hope to meet next time.

Bill

——- Original Message -----

From: "Al Kozlowski" <akozlows@co.cayuga.ny.us>

To: <Jeff. Bartholomew(@orps.state.ny.us>

Cc: <2008leg@cayugacounty.us>; <Jeffrey Lowe(@orps.state.ny .us>;
<tsterlin@tweny.rr.com>; "Bill Tarby" <supervisortarby@roadrunner.com>;
"Town of Fleming Supervisor" <flemingsupervisor@adelphia.net>;
<imc@idemachine.com>; <owascosupervisor@centralny twebe.com>;
<sensuper(@centralny.twcbc.com>

Sent; Thursday, October 23, 2008 3:04 PM

Subject: Grant Study User Group Meeting

> The communications with the City and adjacent towns went pretty well last
> night, the leadership effort toward assessment improvement was well

> received. The presentation by Jeff L. and myself of the grant required

> options were generally understood and acknowledged. The discussion was
> that '

> a uniform level of assessment (100%) across municipalities was the correct
> goal, how to achieve it given the politics, cost, economic climate, was

> explored. Each group (of which only Throop was not represented) was to

> review these issues within their municipality, and wanted to meet again

> after the round robin of county wide group meetings with a consolidated

> total county meeting to help define likely options that best fit Cayuga

> Counties municipalities toward achieving and maintenance of full value.

> One

> undercurrent was that county contracting of services seemed as a possible
> transition strategy. The spread sheet of the economics with all the

> backup

> data was also very useful.

>

> Alan Kozlowski

1/26/2009
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Tammy Morehouse

From: Bill Tarby [supervisortarby@roadrunner.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, December 03, 2008 5:11 PM
To: Tammy Morehouse

Subject: Re: 2008 Grant - reply from Bill Tarby

Al

Lets really save the taxpayers some money, and get rid of all the legislators. We should have a board of
supervisors, mayors, ect. to run the county.

No wages, insurance, and who knows the tawns, villages, and the city better then the people who were elected to
run them?

| know it will never happen. Keep me informed.
Thanks,
Bill Tarby

----- Criginal Message —---

From: Tammy Morehouse

To: William Tarby (Throop Super)

Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2008 1:25 PM
Subject: FW: 2008 Grant - reply from Bill Tarby

Bill,

The grant discussion has been reasonably successful in learning and communicating on how we
might coordinate and improve assessment services, not just within your town but among towns especially within
school districts. What surrounding municipalities do effects equalization rates and can impact your taxpayers
significantly so we need good management across the board. in most municipalities it's a case of improving
your process and capabilities within tight budgets. Other options were at least talked about.

As you point out Throop has moved forward aggressively just in the last few years to acquire good inventory,
achieve 100% and set a course to stay there. Not everyone is in that position and your situation is subject
to pressure/change if the current economics prevail. Using this opportunity to tatk about what your individual
towns are doing and what others are accomplishing to improve service and reduce cost. I'li drop off some
packages that were at the sessions describing the programs and budget outlines for these options.

There are some tools that should be well received by town management and especially your
taxpayers. One example would be a building permit package custom built to fit each municipality, like _
Throop. We are in the process of building such a package on our existing system with the cooperation of some
municipalities as pilots. There are commercial packages being purchased in our county now so there is a
need. We can work together and build one based on the same data that you do assessing with. The advantage
is that we already have info on every parcel and where it sits in relation to your zoning efc. so that any
tandowner could view reasonable detail as to the building permit process as it relates to their property. Also
both applications and ingpections can flow through municipalities to each stakeholder like assessors (for
accurate updating annual assessments), code enforcement, highway etc. to provide very good taxpayer

1/26/2009
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service, fulfilling town requirements while acquiring a comprehensive status of your community.
We'd be glad to meef with you and/or your board about any of these things, I'm sure Jeff Lowe would be too,
thanks for the reply it keeps the focus on real issues and answers.

Alan Kozlowski

From: Tammy Morehouse

To: Al Kozlowski

Sent: Monday, November 24, 2008 8:14 AM
Subject: 2008 Grant - reply from Bill Tarby

----- Original Message-——-

From: Bill Tarby [mailto:supervisortarby@roadrunner.com]
Sent: Saturday, November 22, 2008 10:37 AM

To: Tammy Morehouse

Subject: Re: 2008 countywide assess grant draft letter.doc

Tqmmy,

The Town to Throop just did a.complete reval. We spent $30,000 on this project. How will this work for us?
We are not infavor of spending anymore money, or applying for any grant money with the other Towns or City.
We are at 100% now, and will do annual reval with our assessor to make sure we stay there.

| don't know how we will benefit when we are already 100%
Maybe you or Jeff could meet with me.

Let me know,
Bill Tarby Supervisor Town of Throop

----- Original Message ---—

From: Tammy Morehouse : .

To: Bob Shaw ; Bob White ; Carl Lincoln (Cato Mayor) ; Charles Knapp ; Charlie Knapp ; Conquest Clerk ;
David Sikora (Sennett Super) ; Edward lde ; Edward Trufant ; Fleming Assessor ; Gary Mulvaney (Moravia
Village Mayor) ; Ira Clerk ; Jean James {Locke Super.) ; Jean Saroodis-weedvig ; Jeff Lowe ; John Corcoran
- Locke ; John Grover ; Kay Dougherty ; Keith Batman (Scipio Super) ; Kevin Grish (Village of Cayuga) ;
Ledyard Supervisor ; Lezli Parsons ; Lucille Craine (Victory Super) ; mchapman154@frontiernet.net ;
Moravia Clerk ; Pam Keligy ; Pete Marshall ; Rick Slagle {(Niles Super) ; Roger Baldwin ; Ronald Wilson (FB

Mayor) ; Scott Saroodis (Montezuma Super.) ; Thomas Gunderson {Aurora Mayor) ; Town ; Town of
Sterling ; Town of Brutus ; William McVea (Fair Haven Mayar) ; William Tarbey (throop Super)

Cc: Al Kozlowski .
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2008 2:05 PM
Subject: FW: 2008 countywide assess grant draft letter.doc

1/26/2009



Town of Venice

John C. Grover, Supervisor
3656 McAllister Road
Genoa, New York 13071

January 12, 2009

Office of Real Property Services
Mr. Alan Kozlowski, Director
160 Genesee Street

Auburn, New York

Dear Alan,

At the Town of Venice Board meeting on December 11, 2009, the Board Members discussed
the Assessment Grant and how it would affect the Town of Venice.

The Board Members feel that at the present time we would not benefit by a change in the
assessment process. We are in a process of a reval right now to bring us up to 100% assessment. We
also have the same assessor as the other towns in our school district so we feel we have equality
within the district.

In short we are happy with the system right now and feel there is no need to change it at this
time.

Sincerely,

QL/L

John Grover
Supervisor, Town of Venice



TOWN OF VICTORY

1323 Town Barn Road
Red Creek, NY 13143
315-626-6462
Fax 315-626-6747

December 11, 2008

Office of Real Property Services
Mr. Alan Kozlowski, Director

160 Genesee St.

Auburn, N.Y. 13021

Dear Alan:

At the regular.Town Board meeting on December 8, 2008, the
Board Members discussed the Assessment Grant and the possibilities

that could be obtained from it.

After the discussion the Town Board Members feel we should stay
as we are with the assessing program that we are in and also that the
State ORPS should see that all towns and villages are at a 100% equalization

rate.

We are in a CAP Program with the Town of Ira since 2003 and have
maintained a 100% equalization rate since that time and we are satisfied
with it. '

Yours truly,

£ i, .

Lucille Craine :
Supervisor, Town of Victory

TDD 1-800-622-1220 or 711
The Town of Victory is an Equal Opportunity Provider )
Comptaints of discrimination should be sent to: USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Washington, D.C. 20250-9410
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CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES
Alan P, Kozlowski, Director Director's Phone 315 253-1297
160 Genesee Street - 6th Floor E-Mail rediproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Aprm, NY 13021 ) T Fax 315253-1517

November 2, 2007

Mr. Edward Ide

Town of Aurelius Supervisor
1241 W. Genesee St. Rd
Auburn, NY 13021

As per your association request I will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29%
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.,

Town of .

Bureldys | Tentative
2006 % 2007 § 2008

Staff: . Kwal Y r  smecl (457 ) TAPE). W%

Assessor 7‘5‘/‘}?’/@(@&_‘{0@) /&3 /Y g0 /'76/?/3 L7 /805 57

Assessor Clerk ~~ : — — _

Assescons Coptw Bpard & do. I L0030 o7y £ 0. 50

Supplies / 3{7”6’,6 g | - oo v

Telephone 395 TS | ZE A a/ 7372.02

Mileage — — ~

Insurance . — o —

Outside Contractor Fees  (vps (IR £3.0. .00 — —

Legal Fees Y 2SS ol —_— T

Office Expense _ AAAEF A58, 7 /dé 3. o

Computer (*"ri N¥er //G. 70 RELET

Other Efmpf OMerFhan (oot _— (029, 77

(oo, ;;; Zj < 2/ 3;;{9‘;2 g IT418.40  Za/54 00
_ ?%_, (an/yS ﬁlf"f 076 .
Alan P.gowski, Director / E cel! Fhone v 1"“?

1ses Por rown
J’*’arpase?y

Cayuga County Office of Real Property
160 Genesee St. 5™ Floor
Auburn, NY 13021
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CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P. Kozlowski, Direcior Direcior's Phone 315 253-1297
160 Genesee Street - 6th Floor E-Mail realproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Auburn, NY 13021 Fax 315 253-1517

November 2, 2007 A

Me—Pawi-Polmer Je o ey
Town of Locke Supervisor

203 StateRemte3t— rBox 23§
Locke, NY 13092

As per your association request [ will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29"
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of
. Tentative

2006 $ 2007 § 2008 §

Staff:
Assessor [foe 7500 . T DO,
,Assessor Clerk e po—

Supplies /] 8O- 500, Soo.
Telephone

Mileage

Insurance

Outside Contractor Fees
Legal Fees

Office Expense
Computer

Other

Amlowski, Director

\

Cayuga County Office of Real Property
160 Genesee St. 5" Floor
Auburn, NY 13021



CAYUGA COUNTY REAL

PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P. Kozlowski, Director
160 Genesee Street - 6th Floor
Auburn, NY 13021

November 2, 2007

Director's Phone 315 253-1297
E-mail realproperty@co.cayuga.ny .us
Fax 315253-1517

Ri o Voo nov g @yl

Mr. James Hotaling

Town of Brutus Supervisor
9021 N. Seneca St.
Weedsport, NY 13166

As per your association request 1 will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29"
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of

Brutus Tentative

2006 § 2007 § 2008 $

Staff: :
ASSEesSor 10500 10815 13500
Assessor Clerk 5775 6125 -
Board of Assessment 220 275 275
Supplies 1495 460.45 31001
Telephone . - -
Mileage 342.41 308.94 700
Insurance - - - -
Outside Contractor Fees 11,100° 20,4002 -
Legal Fees - - -
Office Expense - - -
Computer - - -
Other - - -

1

amount available in budget for 2008

2

260 . ,

Aflagi IE%JZ:IOJ\;V%EE lill%g O(I)n of Town during 2006-2007

-

C%ﬂty Office of Real Property

160 Genesee St. 5™ Floor
Auburn, NY 13021



CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P. Koziowskl, Director Director's Phone  315253-1297
160 Genesee Sireet - 6th Floor £-Mail realproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Auburn, NY 13021 Fax 315253-1517
November 2, 2007 {
Mr Charles Ra ¢ T £
o QUi
Town Supervisor 9 po e
11320 Short Cut Rd

Cato, NY 13033

As per your association request I will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29"
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

T will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of%
: Tentative
e

2006 $ 2007 % 2008 %

Staff:
Assessor }L!-‘Sd) ] Ll-_,% EANe.&)
Assessor Clerk ™~

‘ \ ™ —
Supplies } \ )
Telephone ( / (
Mileage N /MNP _ . m N7
Insurance / o )' Dw /- OQD,
Qutside Contractor Fees ( {
Legal Fees j \
Office Expense | ] /
Computer / / N
Other 7 -

~

Alan P. Kozlo Director

Cayuga County Office of Real Property
160 Genesee St. 5 Floor
Auburn, NY 13021
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CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P, Kozlowski, Director
160 Genesee Street - éth Floor
Auburn, NY 13021

November 2, 2007

Mr. James Young

Town of Fleming Supervisor
2433 Dublin Rd

Auburn, NY 13021

Director's Phonhe
E-Mait reqiproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Fax 315253-1517

315 253-1297

As per your association request [ will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29™
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items

and provide for comparison to new options.

" I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some

additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of .
: Flepinag
J

Tentative
2068 2007 $ 2008 §

Staff: bud gt budglt Puddet
Assessor (#5000 eacin) —T 5,000, 00 5,950, 0D 15,4930, 60
Assessor Clerk . GO0, (D b, 0CO, HD boan_oo
Supplies
Telephone
Mileage
Insurance
Outside Contractor Fees 20,7150, 6D <0, 150 0 S0, 1D 60
Legal Fees
Office Expense
Computer {500.60 1500, 00 |S00. 00
Other, mcludses Supphies 50 . 2500, 00 I500. 00

Ofuee ELPENSE, ) %b;\n'{r\cl
Eing  nale q%{ .

Alan P. Kozlowski, Director

L4

Ce?yﬁmty Office of Real Property

160 Genesee St. 5% Floor
Auburn, NY 13021

oo
54,



CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P, Koziowski, Director Director's Phone 315 253-1297
160 Genesee Street - éth Floor E-Mail realproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Auburn, NY 13021 Fax 315 253-1517

November 2, 2007

Mr. Stuart Underwood
Town of Genoa Supervisor
1000 Bartnick Rd

Genoa, NY 13071

As per your association request I will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29"
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service coss. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of ™
:_&Vt/m_/ A’Cl ual- Tentative

2006 § 2007 § 2008 $
Staff: 2
Assessor F13.379 412,950 E 2 aso
Assessor Clerk ’ Netint. ASSt (R ;R/)o
Supplies 232330D.20 | P4oco & Soo0
Telephone
Mileage ,Y Q/L. T 1\
insurance .
Qutside Contractor Fees | h’.-;, Couers r-?.h'. mar, [}
Legal Fees
Office Expense f?'acv\e. . WIZ(e,a.qe.— Vl{a:.(\‘u.g_
Computer
Other O e 30.:.‘0'0(::,3

ot
Alan P. Kozlowski, Director %\tk_

Cayuga County Office of Real Prope
160 Genesee St. 5™ Floor
Auburn, NY 13021

el



CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P, Kozlowski, Director Director's Phone 315 253-1297
160 Genesee Street - éth Floor E-Mail realiproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Auburn, NY 13021 fax 315253-1517

November 2, 2007

Mr. Jack O'Neil

Town of Mentz Supervisor
PO Box 798

Port Byron, NY 13140

As per your association request I will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29™
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

1 will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of
: Tentative

2006 $ 2007 $ 2008 $

Staff:

Assessor 10.000 |0, 000 !O,CDO
Assessor Clerk 225 225 ‘225

Supplies 329 500 560

Telephone

Mileage

insurance

QOutside Contractor Fees

Legal Fees

Office Expense

Computer

Other

-

Alan P. Kozlowski, Director

Cayuga County Office of Real Property
160 Genesee St. 5™ Floor
Auburn, NY 13021
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NOV - 52007
TOWN U e 0
CAYUGA COUNTY L PROPERTY SERVICES
Alan P, Koztowski, Director o Director's Phone 315 253-1297
160 Genesee Sireet - 6th Floor E-Mdail realproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us

Aubuin, NY 13021 Fax 315 253-1517

November 2, 2007

Mr. Douglas Buchanan
Town of Owasco Supervisor
2 Bristol Ave.

Auburn, NY 13021

As per your association request I will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 20"
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

" Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of

OIS LD ' - Tentative
2006 % 2007 § 2008 $

Staff:

Assessor = [% 599 R *“{ of a a1

Assessor Clerk — - C_),J [ & Le

Supplies R /0D. 00 % 100.00 ¢ 100.00

Telephone \ . ]

Mileage \3‘11400 K/,, boOO %000

Insurance . i 15,000 15,000 13, 000

Qutside Contractor Fees

Legal Fees s DD C 12Y2]d) LDOD

Office Expense ) i

Computer

Other

. ™~

Al;ﬂ&zﬁ)wski, Director

Cayuga County Office of Real Property
160 Genesee St. 5™ Floor
Auburn, NY 13021
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CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES
A'on P, Kodowai, DRector racior s Phone. . 813 0501397

160 Ganasos Sredt - 6T Aoor £MON GIDIope Y BICO.CONgaty.
AUDUM, NY 13021 fox 318 2831817 .

November 2, 2007

M. Gery Herfield
Town Supervisor
2870 Jugg 8t.
Moravia, NY 13118

A3 per your association fequast [ will be presenting e pro‘s and cons information
program on county wide or county assesament services in goneral at the November 29°
meeting of the town supervisors associntion. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county servios coms. [f
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and pravide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, bonafits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know {f you have arean you would like to have some

additional research or emphasis on.

Pleasa fill in the following chart and returp it to me 8t your sarliest convenlence.

Town of ’

:_°wl1 /MQ! Q.IJ_' !Q_, Yentative v

atatt 20068 2018 i B

. [ moan 13334000 13, 5902 W Sea Beboror
All ¥ A0_A- LA
R W

2 iy A= A w ﬁcu%uf
TE-L 2o Cortnital
e 20 .

Alan P. Kozlowski, Disector . W pr el Sl
CnyugnCotmtyOﬂ&caofRulPropeny }ZC-CM o GE | ?ﬁm

160 Genesee 5t. 5* Floor
M—cu. A 3 ?th/

Aubizm, NY 13021
e 077

ol & ¥ o000 .00
OF% ¢ /5, 00000
04? e /s’: oo, &l

———

RS 00 0D
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TOWN OF MONTEZUMA

CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alon P. Kodowskl, Dikeclor Dlreclor's none 315 2531297
160 Genesee Slireet ~ §th Floor E-Mali realproperty@co.cayugo.ny.us
Aubum, NY 13021 Fox 3152531517

November 2, 2007

M. Scott Saroodis

Town of Montezuma Supervisor
7585 Fosterville Rd

Port Byron, NY 13140

As per your association request I will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29"
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. 1f
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all jtems
and provide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, iming, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if ydu have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of

S eytr zemA Tentative
2006 $ 2007 $ 2008 $

Staff: .

Assegsor Lilp & eX L <

Assessor Clerk ‘oo vﬁ') 2 h—?

Supplies [ 5w { Ser AT

Telephone 4% & Y ¥

Mileage [ oc A= e

Insurance

Outside Contractor Fees

Legal Fees - i

Office Expense L te 2 es zeo

Computer — /L7 S

Other

»

j&ozlowski, Director.

Cayuga County Office of Real Property
160 Genesee St. 5" Floor
Aubum, NY 13021

gl



CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P. Kozlowskl, Director Director's Phone 315 253-1297
160 Genesee Street - 6th Floor E-Mdil rediproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Auburn, NY 13021 Fax 315253-1517 '

November 2, 2007

Mr. James Lunkenheimer
Town of Ira Supervisor
2487 W. Main St

Cato, NY 13033

As per your association request 1 will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Townof [~
. ——T Tentative

2006 § 2007 § 2008 $

Staff:
AsSSessor
Assessor Clerk

Supplies ™~
Telephone

Mileage

Insurance

Outside Contractor Fees
Legal Fees

Office Expense
Computer

Other

Alan P. Kozlowski, Director A ,(/ul ,(,j é‘7, Q’LI. | :_.r Ve ol)r)ﬂyﬂj_ oty e

Cayuga County Office of Real Property i

160 Genesee St. 5" Floor . / M / s’
Auburn, NY 13021 '



CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P, Kozlowski, Direclor Director's Phone 315 253-1297
160 Genesee Street - éth floor E-Mail realproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Auburn, NY 13021 Fax 315 253-1517

November 2, 2007

Mr. Kevin Cqurt « \
Town Supervisor M
2332 Atwood Rd Qw“’T ,

Moravia, NY 13118 L Re

As per your association request I will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29"
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town O%
: Q\nﬂ{ TERAMY Tentative

2006 % 2007 $ 2008 $
Staff:

Assessor [R50 Heeo YSew
Assessor Clerk ;

Supplies a| 500 {00
Telephone

Mileage

Insurance

QOutside Confractor Fees

Legal Fees

Office Expense

Computer

Other

Aiamski, Director

Cayuga County Office of Real Property
160 Genesee St. 5™ Floor
Auburn, NY 13021



CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P. Koziowski, Director
140 Genesee Street - 61h Floor
Aubuyrin, NY 1302)

November 2, 2007

Mr. David Sikora

Town of Sennett Supervisor
6931 Cherry Street Rd.
Auburn, NY 13021

As per your association request I will be presenting a pro’s and cons infoymation
program on county wide or county assessment services in general al the November 201
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important 10
berter define the prescnt cost and/or budget 1o towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options. ,

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and refurn it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of . ,,.“ ‘
: SENNETT A Tentative

2006 5 2007 $ . 20088 4
Staff-

AsSESS0r ﬁf’ 9‘?7 {'{{ 4.7‘/? f"?f "}/‘5’9 >

Agsessor Clerk !

Supplies
Telephone
Mileage
Ingurance _
Outside Contractor Fees - Y 4O S o0 ) 77 W
Legal Fees ”
Office Expense
Computer
Other

st RebRAwE TEvw WIOE-
mozlowski, D.i..recmr | . ﬂ; 2177 y/g//)/( Wﬂ/(f{ 7 /ﬁ’;/’ﬂm/ﬁ

Cayuga County Office of Real Property
160 Genesee St. 5™ Floor
Aubum, NY 13021

T8/18 39vd 113NN3S 40 NMDL BELLESTSTE 9687 Le0Z/LB/1T



CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

fe

Alan P. Kozigwski, Dlrector Director's Phone 315 253-1297
160 Genesee Street - 6th Floor k-Mail reclproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Auburn, NY 13021 . fax 3152531517 .

November 2, 2007

Ms. Joan Kelley

Town of Sterling Supervisor
1290 State Route 104A
Sterling, NY 13156

As per your association request I will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29"
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

I'will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you: would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of .
: S'I'EJ/ ’I N Tentative
2006 % 2007 & ’ 2008 8§

Ry YV RSV Y

Staff: "
Assessor >lay 2R3 500 ,,_q, 2300 | A3,9490
Assessor Clerk_ 1942 v {10k q 935 9033

Supplies oD HJJAQ_O___L_AQO__

Telephone ) T10 L TA0 120
Milcage 45 my 00 /A00 A%;f_o_g
Insurance i Lo b Pee

Outside Contractor Fees (@) o 8

Legal Fees f ) 1 o

Office Expense [oYe) 500 500
Computer YS () o 297 X 70 ()

Other - CAM evQ 3 ACLSStries OO0 | UOO 800

-

Alan P Kozlowski, Director

Cayuga County Office of Real Property
160 Genesee St. 5" Floor
Aubumn. NY 13021



CAYUGA COUNTY

REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P. Kozlowski, Director
160 Genesee Street - 6th Floor
Auburn, NY 13021

November 2, 2007

Ms. Kathy Irving

Town of Summerhill Supervisor
13606 State Route 90

Locke, NY 13062

Direclor's Phone 315 253-12%97
E-Mail realproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Fax 315253-1517

As per your association request [ will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29"
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some

additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of

R YO = Wl W | Tentative
2006 § 2007 $ 2008 ¢

Staff:

Assessor 3090 = bdOO — TEHO =

Assessor Clerk 3L = ( 2346 — (273 =

Supplies G52 % o % 1ROG =

Telephone

Mileage

Insurance

Outside Confractor Fees

Legal Fees

Office Expense ]

Computer — E guw pwent Soo ¥ L00 = 2000 *

Other — ?wo?. Dﬂe_l:o-h\. Sooo 7300 =

—

Alan P. Kozlowski, Director

Cayuga County Office of Real Property

160 Genesee St. 5™ Floor
Auburn, NY 13021
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CAYUGA COUNTY

e

PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P. Kozlowski, Director
160 Genesee Street - 61h Floor
Autsurn, NY 13021

Director’s Phone 315 253-1297
E-Mdail realproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Fax 315253-1517

November 2, 2007

Mr. William Tarby
Town Supervisor
7471 Robinson Rd. {
Auburn, NY 13021 2w FﬁQﬂ'b’T\ AAUAS b

As per your association request I will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29"
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town
. /(//p Tentative
' 2006 § 2007 § 2008 §
Staff: N — 5
Assessor <17 ~sp /0 S8
Assessor Clerk ’ ] "7
PR S ’i o iy
Supplies [ /58 Ky?
Telephone '29—— n - . v Yo
Mileage L0 V/ B~
Insurance =~ ‘Q— - i l‘;)-'m bl
Outside Contractor Fees . D' )AL
Legal Fees ' V‘-f;i “6’1— i v/vﬁ '[(/n
Office Expense ?ﬂr 5{ M W
Computer ‘ﬁ-L 64 %
Other »L X
- =

A@SKL Director

Cayuga County Office of Real Property
160 Genesee St. 5™ Floor
Auburn, NY 13021
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CAYUGA COUNTY REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P, Kozlowski, Director Director's Phone 315 253-12%7
160 Genesee Street - éth Floor E-Mdil reciproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Auburn, NY 13021 Fax 315253-1517

November 2, 2007

Mr. John Grover

Town Supervisor ‘
3656 McAllister Rd e uws
Genoa, NY 13071 2 W Red 2

As per your association request I will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some
additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of \/@n \Co

Tentative

2006 3 2007 $ 2008 ¢
Staff:
Assessor 94™ [6, otd J6.5s0
Assessor Clerk ! i Y
Supplies 7
Telephone ? ], ove /602 2 0
Mileage ’ ! ‘
insurance ™
Outside Contractor Fees
Legal Fees
Office Expense
Computer
Other '/D} 200 QCoq[

%sm, Director

Cayuga County Office of Real Property
160 Genesee St. 5™ Floor
Auburn, NY 13021



CAYUGA COUNTY

PROPERTY SERVICES

Alan P. Kozlowski, Director
160 Genesee Street - éth Floor
Auburn, NY 13021

November 2, 2007

Ms. Lucille Craine

Town of Victory Supervisor
1323 Town Barn Rd.

Red Creek, NY 13143

Director's Phone 315 253-1297
E-Mailt realproperty@co.cayuga.ny.us
Fax 315 253-1517

As per your association request I will be presenting a pro’s and cons information
program on county wide or county assessment services in general at the November 29
meeting of the town supervisors association. As a base point it would be important to
better define the present cost and/or budget to towns and present county service costs. If
you could please return this copy with requested information that should cover all items
and provide for comparison to new options.

I will cover: methods, benefits, negatives, timing, costs, and an overview of the
procedure to change. Let me know if you have areas you would like to have some

additional research or emphasis on.

Please fill in the following chart and return it to me at your earliest convenience.

Town of "

: IZJ%/ “ Tentative
V4 2006 § 2007 § 2008 §

Staff:

Assessor L/ Je0.09 rrr i G0 eO

Assessor Clerk — _ A5 D, s

Supplies . [ 2l G e? J (7 20 2415 00

Telephone \

Mileage \

Insurance \

Outside Contractor Fees /

Legal Fees

Office Expense /

Computer , ., / ,

Other St sl //,4!9 52, G 73 Gy

Alan P, Koglowski, Director

Cayuga County Office of Real Property

160 Genesee St. 5% Floor
Aubumn, NY 13021




Town response to assessing
structure survey




5{aafrv08 To: Eveo _
From'. Town of FAurelius
Questionnaire Faang o pages
Please review the attached chart and confirm the complete costs
related to assessing property in your municipality. Revise any
incorrect figures and add the cost of any missing items. Feel free

to add other columns or line items to the chart for any additional
expenses that your assessing unit incurs,

When did your municipality last conduct a re-valuation of

assessments? R OO Lo

When you last conducted a municipal-wide reassessment, did you

hire an outside contractor/consultant and what was the cost? _is 000

What is your municipa:ities’ revaluation cycle, if any? owver 3 yr period
hgs‘:s&! d!d Vi G

Are there assessment support services, such as inventory data
collections, appraisals and consolidated assessing programs that
your municipality would consider contracting with the county to
provide? Date. CDlle_g_.ho.:‘\ merttuned yeas by

wmp\dem 1445 cund #0905 - fart of Assessor's Jolo
Would your municipality consider forming a CAP (Consolidated
Assessing Program) with other assessing units from within Cayuga
County? __no_
If yes, what other municipalities do you consider as sharing similar
characteristics of property values and assessment administrative
tasks?

Do taxpayer and/or officials within your municipality support
countywide assessing? __no

What other recommendations for consolidation of assessment
services would you like to see
implemented? r{/j\-




How do you feel about yearly or trienniel reassessments to keep
equalization rates at . .
100%?__support *ricamel but oue asscssor s considering
Arnued gace the Stole will Poy 4500 per poseel

How readily available is your assessor to the taxpayer?_cail phone.
7 doys o weel Monday - Sunday Bam- 10w O Houls

If given the choice, which would you chose of the following: Mondasy + Thursdiy

e LA L
- A -,

s e TP

é-?lz_gle assessing unit for each town (as assessing is don"é"m\“D

-combining the townships into 3 or 4 different assessing CAPS

-County wide assessing units

-a combination of countywide and single assessing units
(an example would be still appointing an assessor to assess,
but the county maintains data collection)

Do you feel consistency and uniformity in assessing is critical to
keeping assessments fair? ye s

Are there any aspects of single assessing units that you feel would
be lost if a switch was made to a more consolidated assessing unit?
O Poblic Availapilty to Mssessor of town locadion
Lpoor posvidg ar County)
© Publd Puailebiliby o Asscesor o) foun o eutvn fvr
Csfmp"““;" P\)fpasg-‘

& Ou cosesser rales hovse alls as Needed

Ane) makes phone al\s b remiAd Senors o Cile. STA

s e ' A T Assessor
& Surzhvs 16 tontent wrn Wﬂb o own ~As



Questionnaire

- Please review the attached chart and confirm the complete costs
related to assessing property in your mummpahty Revise any
incorrect figures and add the cost of any missing items. Feel free
to add other columns or line items to the chart for any additional
expenses that your assessing unit incurs.

When did your municipality last conduct a re-valuation of -

. -assessments?
When you last conducted a municipal-wide rcassessment did you
hire an outside contractor/consultant and what was the cost? jg
What is your municipalities’ revaluation cycle, if any?

Are there assessment support services, such as inventory data

collections, appraisals and consolidated assessing programs that
your municipality would cons1der conh'actmg with the county to
provide?

Would your municipality consider forming a CAP (Consolidated

- Assessing Program) with other assessmg units from within Cayuga
County?
TIfyes, what other municipalities do you consider as sharing similar
characteristics of property values and assessment administrative
tasks?

Do taxpayer and/or officials within your town support countywxde
assessing? (\D Q10O ax Wh2 AL

¢ o)A Oun “Touwn Asaidaast
What- other recommendations for consohdatlon of assessment '
sefvices would yoy hketo gee 1 oot e
implemented? “SAAML O848

Ond VehNal posSler




How do you feel about yearly or trienniel reassessments to keep

‘equalization rates at
100%? *MW sl bt ol ey
'5;—'5_\?],!5!440. | )

How readily available is your sés or to the taxpa er?\ﬂ\L QAD-D-W
d y ! __ YE %@z P’ Yy : S, |
wﬂ u

- Ifgiven the chbice, ol you chose of the following:

< -single assessing unit for each town (as assessing is done novD

-combining the townships into 3 or 4 different assessing CAPS

" -County wide assessing units

-a combination of ¢ountywide and single assessing units
(an example would be still appointing an assessor to assess,
~ but the county maintains data collection)

Do.you feel consistency and uniformity in assessing is critical to
keeping assessments fair? - '

Are there any aspects of single assessing units that you feel would
. be lost if a switch was made to a more consolidated assessing unit?

W ), VAL dutsd
’1}-\-. o noar WM EE pel’red 'Tmm\u'u%gmwﬂﬂn&aomw ‘



Questionnaire

Please review the attached chart and confirm the complete costs
related to assessing property in your mumc:pallty Revise any
incorrect figures and add the cost of any missing items. Feel free
to add other columns or line items to the chart for any additional
expenses that your assessing unit incurs.

When did your municipality last conduct a re-valuation of
assessments? pr =)

When you last conducted a municipal-wide reassessment, did you

hire an outside contractor/consultant and what was the cost? /X SO
What is your municipalities’ revaluation cycle, if any?

_&wa_ﬁ_‘/ﬁa &3
Are there assessment support services, such as mventory data
ﬁ collections, appraisals and consolidated assessing programs that

your municipality would consider contracting w1th the county to
- provide?

)‘ Would your municipality consider forming a CAP (Consolidated
Assessing Program) with other assessing units from within Cayuga
County?
If yes, what othef'municipalities do you consider as sharing similar

- characteristics of property values and assessment administrative
tasks?

Do taxpayer and/or officials within your town support countywide

assessing? _/ﬁgn,_u

)What other recommendations for consolidation of assessment
services would you like to see
implemented? SeFf7 o ave. sy ﬂ-m 1x




How do you feel about yearly or trienniel reassessments to keep
. equalization rates at

_— 100%?__¥ j Edirigl . i STV

How readily available is your asSessor to the taxpayer? [gqnl . \%
o [4bles
If glven the choice, which would you chose of the following: |

-single assessing unit for each town (as assessing is done now)
-corﬁbixﬁng the tov_\_mships into 3 or 4 different assessing CAPS
-County wide assessing units |
-a combmatlon of countywide and single assessﬁg units

(an example would be still appointing an assessor to assess,

but the county maintains data collection)

. Do you feel consistency and uniformity in assessmg is critical to

keeping assessments falr?qfﬁau

Are there any aspects of single assessing units that you feel would
be lost if a switch was made to a more consolidated assessing unit?

/ Kvwr..,l@&-%i Olé L‘*Cl—/rf'ar
bite vieed Ja Kuees tohak

“L wostT e>™qcieat L Ceos

E3Nechiwe proce ss - Lecad oV

C..oaut‘% a



F(\enh ns
Questionnaire

Please review the attached chart and confirm the complete costs
related to assessing property in your municipality Revise any
incorrect figures and add the cost of any missing items. Feel free
to add other columns or line items to the chart for any additional

| expenses that your assessing unit incurs.

When did your municipality last conduct a re-valuation of
assessments? (230 2

When you last conducted a municipal-wide reassessment, did you
hire an outside contractor/consultant and what was the cost? ¥

What is your municipalities’ rcvaluatlon cycle, if any?
Mo~

Are there assessment support services;: such as mventory data
collectlons, #ppraisals and consolidated assessing programs that
your. mumclpallty would con31der contractmg w1th the county to
provide? Ao

Would your municipality consider forming a CAP (Consolidated
Assessing Program) with other assessing units from within Cayuga
County? AO

If yes, what other municipalities do you consider as sharing similar

characteristics of property values and assessment admnnstratlve
tasks? | -

Do taxpayer and/or officials W1th1n your town support countyw1de
assessing? AJO

| What other recommendatlons for consolldatlon of assessment |

1mplemented?




How do you feel about yearly or trienniel reassessments to keep

equalization rates at
100%2: suly € County + Selodl-Pist'S Cowered]
Fheir. B ubgets mub TAK Levy \/mlv |

How readlly available is your assessor to the taxpayer? wlﬂk[ Y Aff’"‘L

If given the cho:ce which would you chose of the following:
-single 'assessmg unit for each town (as assessing is done now)
-combining the townships into Jord different assessing CAPS
»County wide assessing units |
-a combination of countywide and single assessing units
(an example would be still appointing an assessor to assess,

but the county maintains data collectlon) — More. arfo, /J [oase

Do you feel consistency and umfonmty in assessing 1s critical to

. keeping assessments fair? s pmv!— o 4!

Are there any aspects of smgle assessmg units that you feel would
~ be lost if a switch was made to a more consolidated assessing unit?

Loeat /@ouu@a,c. o youre Touwnd MM

g g "7“7




Questionnaire

Please review the attached chart and confirm the complete costs
related to assessing property in your mummpahty Revise any
incorrect figures and add the cost of any missing items. Feel free
to add other columns or line items to the chart for any addmonal
expenses that your assessing unit incurs.

When did your municipality last conduct a re-valuation of
assessments? 206
When you last concfucted a mumclpal-mde reassessment did you
hire an outside contractor/consultant and what was the cost? 20 20,000
What 1 your municipalities’ revaluation cycle, 1f any?

3 years

| Are there assessment support services, such.as inventory data..

collections, appraisals and.consolidated assessing programs that
your, mumcxpahty would, qonsxder contractmg with the county to
provtde? perheps T

.l\‘_ i

Would your municipality consider formmg a CAP (Consohdated
Assessmg Program) with other assessing umts from within Cayuga
County? 1d_consider
If yes, what other municipalities do you consider as sharing similar
characteristics of property values and assessment administrative
tasks? -

Do taxpayer and/or officials within your town support countywide

assessmg? more information needed; cost, safe guards to ensure equity,
T degree of Tocal control, if any .

,,,,,,,,,

DA B O

lmplemented? issues are perceieed t“airness cdst, consistenty




How do you feel about yearly or trienniel reassessments to keep

equalization rates at
100%? supporft it

How readily available is your assessor to the taxpayer?  availanle

If given the choice, which would you chose of the following:
any of these are possible

-single assessing unit for each town (as assessing is done now)
7combining the townships into 3 or 4 different assessing CAPS
-Coﬁnty wide assessing units
-a combination of countywide and single assessing units

(an example would be still appointing an assessor to assess,

but the county maintains data collection)

Do you feel consi'stency'and uniformity in assessing is critical to
keeping assessments fair? yes

Are there any aspects of single assessing units that you feel would
be lost if a switch was made to a more consolidated assessing unit?

flexibility and responsiveness



Questionnaire

Please review the attached chart and confirm the complete costs
related to assessing property in your municipality. Revise any
incorrect figures and add the cost of any missing items. Feel free
to add other columns or line items to the chart for any additional
expenses that your assessing unit incurs.

When did your municipality last conduct a re-valuation of
assessments? 2006
When you last conducted a municipal-wide reassessment, did you
hire an outside contractor/consultant and what was the cost? 20,000
What is your municipalities’ revaluation cycle, if any?

3 years

Are there assessment support services, such as inventory data
collections, appraisals and consolidated assessing programs that
your municipality would con31der contracting with the county to
provide? perhaps

Would your municipality consider forming a CAP (Consolidated
Assessing Program) with other assessing units from within Cayuga
COU-HW? would consider

If yes, what other municipalities do you consider as sharing similar
characteristics of property values and assessment administrative
tasks?

Do taxpayer and/or officials within your town support countywide
aSSGSSing? more information needed: cost, safe guards to ensure equity,

degree of local control, if any
What other recommendations for consohdatlon of assessment

services would you like to see |
implemented? issues are perceived fairness, cost, consistency




How do you feel about yearly or trienniel reassessments to keep

equalization rates at .
100%? support it

How readily available is your assessor to the taxpayer?  availahla

If given the choice, which would you chose of the following:
any of these are possible

-single assessing unit for each town (as assessing is done now)
-combining the townships into 3 or 4 different assessing CAPS
-County wide assessing units
-a combination of countywide and single assessing units

(an example would be still appointing an assessor to assess,

but the county maintains data collection)

Do you feel consistency and uniformity in assessing is critical to
keeping assessments fair? Yes

Are there any aspects of single assessing units that you feel would
be lost if a switch was made to a more consolidated assessing unit?

flexibility and responsiveness



TOWN OF BRUTUS

Phone: 315-834-9398
FAX: 315-834-9381
E-Mail: townofbrutus@verizon.net

9021 North Seneca Street
P.O. Box 720
Weedsport, New York 13166

TGD 1-800-622-1220
The Town of Brutus is an Equal Opportunity Lender, Provider, Employer
Complaints of discrimination should be sent to: USDA, Director, Offlce of Civil Rights, Washington, D.C. 20250-9410

April 15, 2008

Mr. Alan Kozlowski

Office of Real Property Services
County Office Bldg., 5th Floor
160 Genesee Street

Auburn, New York 13021

Re: Centralized Property Tax Administration Program Grant
Dear Alan:

Enclosed is the Town’s response to the recent survey forwarded by your office.
Please let me know if there is anything else the Town can do to assist in this matter. We

applaud your efforts to keep the $50,000 in Cayuga County. Thank you for your attention
in this matter.

Sincerely yours,

AN oo

Mary Kae Brentlinger
Town Clerk

Enclosure



Questionnaire

Please review the attached chart and confirm the complete costs
related to assessing property in your municipality. Revise any
incorrect figures and add the cost of any missing items. Feel free
to add other columns or line items to the chart for any additional
expenses that your assessing unit incurs.

When did your municipality last conduct a re-valuation of
assessments? X007 -

When you last conducted a municipal-wide reassessment, did you
hire an outside contractor/consultant and what was the cost?
What is your municipalities’ revaluation cycle, if any?

Are there assessment support services, such as inventory data

collections, appraisals and consolidated assessing programs that
your municipality would consider contracting with the county to
provide?

Would your municipality consider forming a CAP {(Consolidated
Assessing Program) with other assessing units from within Cayuga
County?
If yes, what other municipalities do you consider as sharing similar
characteristics of property values and assessment administrative
tasks?

Do taxpayer and/or officials within your town support countywide

assessing? [\ \QU0ALer Whe RIA-SoNal AVt 4y Thte
VERERE /‘Lm Sun T own A densts,

What other recommendations for consolidation of assessment

services would yoy like to see

implemem Qpoetial L0 et
Qund Mt 000Slene ] Quplosd.




How do you feel about yearly or trienniel reassessments to keep

equalization rates at _

100%? W el be gl ey
25 udla,w . ‘

How readily available is your assessor to the taxpayer‘?\ﬁ\l QALRLDE
Ol ' umirs oo v Al

40 W G g
If given the choice, w i Would you chose of the following:

-single assessing unit for each town (as assessing is done no@

-combining the townships into 3 or 4 different assessing CAPS

-County wide assessing units

-a combination of countywide and single assessing units
(an example would be still appointing an assessor to assess,
but the county maintains data collection)

Do you feel consistency and uniformity in assessing 1s critical to
keeping assessments fair? '

Are there any aspects of single assessing units that you feel would
be lost if a switch was made to a more consolidated assessing unit?




TOWN OF LOCKE

Locke, New York 13092

Alan Kozlowski, Director
Real Property Services

160 Genesee Street - 5™ Floor
Auburn, New York 13021

At the April 10 meeting of the Locke Town Board, we discussed the items in your questionnaire
at length. Fran Mitchell, our County Legislator, also attended this meeting and joined in our
discussion.

We are not opposed to a countywide assessment system. One of our members recently moved
from Tompkins County and was pleased with the assessment program there; however, they had a
“rocky” start until they regrouped.

One of the advantages discussed was if we were challenged by a large corporation, such as
Verizon, we do not have the resources to pay attorneys to fight the challenge. We also felt that it
may result in a more even assessment.

We would be very interested in a cost analysis comparing our present expenditures for our
assessor and our re-evaluations with that projected to be levied by the county on our taxpayers for

this purpose.

We'll look forward to a further up-date on your progress in evaluating a county program.




How do you feel about yearly or trienniel reassessments to keep
equalization rates at

_— 100%? T/"{_l’iMngL IO

How readily available is your assessor to the taxpayer? g.eao. \c,v\

o it | 4
If given the choice, which would you chose of the following:

smgle assessing unit for each town (as assessing is done now)
-combining the townships into 3 or 4 different assessing CAPS
-County wide assessing units
-a combination of countywide and single assessing units

(an example would be still appointing an assessor to assess,

but the county maintains data collection)

Do you feel consistency and uniformity in assessing is critical to
keeping assessments fair?i?,w

Are there any aspects of single assessing units that you feel would
be lost if a switch was made to a more consolidated assessing unit?
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Questionnaire

Please review the attached chart and confirm the complete costs
related to assessing property in your municipality. Revise any
incorrect figures and add the cost of any missing items. Feel free
to add other columns or line items to the chart for any additional
expenses that your assessing unit incurs.

When did your municipality Iast conduct a re-valuation of
assessments? £ 0O

When you last conducted a municipal-wide reassessment, did you

hire an outside contractor/consultant and what was the cost? /& $ O
What is your municipalities’ revaluation cycle, if any?

Apesox 5 \fea S

Are there assessment support services, such as inventory data
ﬂ collections, appraisals and consolidated assessing programs that
your municipality would consider contracting with the county to

provide? {/d,, 2.g)

ﬂ Would your municipality consider forming a CAP (Consolidated
Assessing Program) with other assessing units from within Cayuga
County? A4 04/
If yes, what othed municipalities do you consider as sharing similar
characteristics of property values and assessment administrative
tasks?

Do taxpayer and/or officials within your town support countywide

assessing? %M

. _~)What other recommendations for consolidation of assessment
services would you like to see .
implemented?  SeFf Tl sve s AR
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Al Kozlowski

From: "Tammy Morehouse” <tmore@cayugacounty.us>
To: <2008leg@cayugacounty.us> '
Cc: "Al Kozlowski" <akozlows@cayugacounty.us>

Sent: - Tuesday, October 14, 2008 10:00 AM
Subject: Assessment Grant Study

The State of New York has supported through a grant, the study with all stake holder groups of
municipalities, for improved assessment opportunities as part of building a overall summary for our county
area. It seems reasonable to assemble local meetings that would result in productive exploration of the issues.
Along that line Sterling, Victory, Ira, Conquest and Cato have formed a discussion group and will meet on October
23rdin Ira. :

The City of Auburn with the adjacent towns of Owasco, Fleming, Aurelius, Throop and Sennett by virture of
this request letter will be asked to set up another. Montezuma, Mentz and Brutus the third. Springport Ledyard,
Scipio, Venice and Genoa the forth. Niles Moravia, Sempronius, Locke and Summerhill rounds out this first round
table. The goal is to engage in objective research leading upto but not requiring improved assessment practices
and develop a report summarizing those findings to the full county. If you would agree to a meeting within your
group area in this regard please confirm by return email and some possible dates in October if possible and 1 will
coordinate and attend as a start. Board members, assessors or others can be included at your aption. There
certainly will be additional communications or meetings as the initial set dictates such. If you would like to discuss
any aspects my direct line is 253-1297. Thanks for your consideration.

Alan Kozlowski
Director Real Property

1/26/2009



Cayuga County
Reassessment Activity

Annual Reassessment
No

o 'Yes
Reassessment Activity
More than 7 yrs
12003

I 2004

I 2005

I 2006

I 2007

B 2009

Moravia |Semproniu
0550




2008 Cayuga County
Elected vs Appointed Assessors

C.AP.
059902
Elected vs Appointed Assessor

I Appointed




2008 Cayuga County
Shared Assessors and Parcel Count

C.AP.

059902
Shared Assessors
Bl Not Shared
Roger Baldwin

B Larry Fitts
Bl Heather Garner

Bl Kim Gridley
Linda Wright

1535 )
Aurelius
0520

1470
Moravia



N .
pas— -

J

SUGGESTED OUTLINE
Centrahzed Property Tax Administration Program — Assessment Study

The study must review at least one form of assessing that aﬂ‘ects every parcel in the
county and results in the following performance standards: '
o A common level of assessment for all towns in the County
o . A common database of assessment, inventory and valuation data
s Consistent assessment administration standards (a regular reassessment cycle;
" timely verification, correction and transmittal of sales data; and current and
accurate inventory collecuon and maintenance, etc) '

. There are several opttons but each is intended to result in a system that provides more -

equitable assessments, is understandable to the taxpayers, and performs in an efficient and
consistent manner:
o County-run assessing. (the county assumes the assessing furiction)
 Municipal-run assessing (with or without county partnsrshlp)

Development of the study should involve key stakeholders that would be affected bya
transition to some form of countywide assessing:
o County level: executive, legislative, legal and ﬁnancnal leaders, data processmg and
real property department heads, etc.
» City/Town level: executive and legislative leaders, assessors, etc.
e - The New York State Office of Real Property Services

I Executive Summary
1) Intent and scope of study
a) County-wide performance standards
(i) Commeon LOA (cyclical or annual reassessment)
(ii) Common database
(1:1)Assessment adxmmstrauon standards
2) Narrative summary of existing system status, mcludmg
2) Assessing unit:
(i) Assessment offices and any collaboration
(ii) Municipal characteristics (costs, property types, etc.)
~ (iii)Indicators of assessment eqmty
b) County:
(i) Roles and responsibilities :
'(if) Budgetary demands (cost of stafﬁng and overhead)
(iii)Charge backs/State aid o
3) Brief explanations of opuon(s) included in study
a) The County as the assessing unit, and/or :
b) The Cities/Towns as the assessing units. (thh ar without county mvolvement) and
. ¢) Intermediate options of collaborative assessmg and common standards @if any)
4) Implementation Path
a) Should include a disclaimer that the study is not intended to 1denufy every
operational detail of the opuon(s) described, and that any move to 1mp1ement or-
further explore optlons will require additional speclﬂcs
b) Summary of steps in process

May 22, 2008 ' ' '  Pagelof5
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5) Comparative analys:s of optlon(s) relative to each other (if more than one) and the
present system
— ~ 6) Overview of relevant Real Property Tax Law provisions (e. g §305, §579, §1537,

»
e

§1573) and definitions (e.g., reassessment vs. reappraisal, §13537 services).

i Existing System |
- 1) Assessing Units

a)

b)

d)

Assessment offices (Appendlx A—l)

(i) How many assessing units?

(i) How many assessors?

(III)HOW many 3 person boards? '
(iv)How many assessors have professional de51gnat10ns?

'(v) What is the total number of assessment office staff by mumczpahty?

(a) What do they do? -

(b) Are there any pending retirements or succession issues to be considered?.
(vi)What are the current office hours for customer service?

- (&) What services are provided?
Exxstmg collaboration (Appendix A-2)
(i) How many CAPS and how many mumcxpahtles per CAP?
(ii) How many assessors work in multiple municipalities?
(iil)Do any mumclpalmes contract with the County for assessment semces?
Municipal characteristics (Appendix A-3)

_ (1) What is the total budget for assessment function per mummpahty? What is the

- percent of the municipal budget?
(ii) Are there any additional costs for contractor assistance for reassessments‘?
(iii)How many parcels per municipality?
(iv)How many residential parcels? What is the percent of res1dent1al parcels'?
(v) What is the budget per parcel?

JIndicators of agsessment equity (Appendix A-4)

(i) What is the latest equalization rate per mumclpahty?

(if) Latest level of assessment (LOA) for various property types (if dlfferent)

(iii)What is the latest overall COD per municipality? '

(iv)What is the latest residential COD per mummpahty'?

(v) When was the last reassessment project?

(vi)What reassessment projects are currently planned?

(vii) Are contractors used to conduct any reassessment projects?

(vii) -~ What type of state aid (i.e., annual, triennial) do you have for the most
current roll?

~ (ix)What is the current inventory/sales venﬁcatxon quality?

(x) Level at which the assessing unit complies with the desired performance
standards- w1th respect to equity and assessment adnumstrauon (ow, medmm
high)? ‘

Real property administration system (Appendxx A-5)

(i) What type of system is used to maintain assessment administration, sales and
inventory data (RPS, other)? What type of system is used to perform market
analysis and valuation (RPS, none, other)? What is the annual fee/license
amount for the assessment administration system?

- (ii) Who processes reports to ORPS, assessment and tax rolls, vatuation, etc.

(County/Muni/Contractor/State)?

. May22,2008 , | - ' Page2of 5



(iii)Where is the physicat location of the database (County/Muni/Contractor) and
how is it maintained (ongmallbackups/copy)?

(iv)What is the communications speed and capacity (to the Internet and/or &

_ remote database, if applicable)? .

-(v) What is the extent/use of GIS?

(w]Who provides IT support for the assessment administration system
(County/Muni/Contractor/State)? Is it adequate?

f) What would be an estimate of the cost of the existing system if the 1nd1v1dua!
assessing units/CAPs complied with the desired performance standards with
respect to equity and assessment administration?

'2) County RPTS
a) What is the number of office staff at the County RPTS?
(1) Whatdo they do? _
(ii) What services are provided? (including IT semces)
(ii1)What are the associated costs?’ ' '
b) How many municipalities contract with the county for appraisal and/or assessment
services? ' _

HI Model(s) Being Studied (at least one of the follomng)
1). If County-mun Assessing
) [Are there any villages that do their own assessmg in the county?
(i) How many (include those that use the town roll and update it)?
. (i) What approach will be used to ensure that each parcel in the county has only
one assessment?] -

b) When would a referendum be held?

©) When would the first Gounty assessment roll be filed?

d) Where will the assessment office(s) be physically located, and what are the office
hours? ‘

¢) What number of County staff will be required? What wﬂl the staff do? What are
the costs? :

f) When will a common, county-mde database be created?
(i) What type of assessment administration system will be used (RPS, other)?
(i) How will a common database be maintained? :
(iti)Amount of annual fee/license for system?

g) How wil! the valuation of complex (describe type) properties be performed

" {county/muni/State)? How will the valuation of utlhty propemes be performed
{County/Muni/Contractor/State)? -

h) Who will perform CAMA (computer-assisted mass appraxsal) analysis and -
processing for pon-complex properties (County/Muni/Contractor/State)?

i) What would the planned reassessment cycle be (Note: 4 county assessing unit is
subject to the uniformity requirement of Real Property Tax Law§305)? o

i) What types of the following actions at the State level would be beneficial or
critical to implementing this model?
(i) Increased State Aid for consolidation, reassessment, county services
(i) Reassessment cycle law
(iii)Development of common standards -
(iv)ORPS’ enforcement of common standards
(v) CAMA valuation processing by ORPS with local analysis and input

May 22,2008 | | - Pago3 of 5



. (vi)Advisory appraisals of complex properties by ORPS
© ' (vii) Advisory appraisals of utility properties by ORPS

2) If City/Town-run Assessing - _ : :
a) What additional changes (if any) in assessing unit structure (e.g., CAPs) are
_ anticipated? e o ' - _ |

b) What structural or contractual actions causes all of the assessing units to operate
like one cohesive unit [could include, but not limited to, contracts with the county
for assessment services (§1537), coordinated assessment programs (§579), inter- -
municipal agreements, shared services], and have the same reassessment cycle and
level of assessment? o - . ‘

¢) When would this go into effect? _

d) [Are there any villages that do their own assessing in the county?

(i) How many (include those that use the town roll and update it)?
(if) What approach will be used to ensure that each parcel in the county has only
: * one assessment?] _ o L

e) If applicable, which assessing units would need county services? ,

(i) For those assessing units needing county services, specifically which services
would be provided by the county to those local assessing units? ,

- f) [if applicable, what number of County staff will be required? What will the staff

 do? What are the costs?] . o : :

g) When will a common, county-wide database be created? Where will it reside?

(i) What type of assessment administration system will be used (RPS, other)?
(ii) How will a common database be maintained? '
(iii)Amount of annual fee/license for system? - o

h) Where will the office(s) physicaily be located, and what are the office hours?

i) Will the assessor in each assessing unit have a professional designation?

j) How will the valuation of complex (describe type) propetties be performed
(county/muni/State)? How will the valuation of utility properties be performed
(County/Muni/Contractor/State)? o -7

k) Who will perform CAMA (computer-assisted mass appraisal) modeling for non-
complex properties (County/Muni/Contractor/State)? S

I) What would the planned reassessment cycle be (Note: A coordinated assessment
program is subject to the uniformity requirement of Real Property T ax Law§305)?

m) What types of the following actions at the State level would be beneficial or

~ critical to implementing this model? S
(i) Increased State Aid for consolidation, reassessment, county services
(i) Reassessment cycle law o |

- (iii)Development of common standards
(iv)ORPS’ enforcement of common standards
(v) CAMA valuation processing by ORPS with local analysis and input
(vi)Advisary appraisals of complex properties by ORPS
~ (vil) . Advisory appraisals of utility properties by ORPS

o X

IV Implementation Path
- 1) IfCounty-run Assessing
a) Summary of requirements
. (i) Local law and referendum .
). , (i) Common LOA st time of formation (requires reassessment)

*
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b) Summery/Timeframe of steps in process :

_ (i) Educational workshops to officials (county and local)
(ii) Public information campaign to taxpayers o
(iii)Local 1aw and referendum . '

(iv)County-wide reassessment .
(v) Formation of county assessing unit
¢) Summary of possible intermediary steps
(i) Local reassessments/state aid
(ii) CAP formation/state aid '
d) Impact on County o
(i) Roles and responsibilities
(i) Conflicts .
(jii)Budgetary demands (cost of staffing and overhead)
(iv)Income available (current/poteftial) '
* {a) Consolidation aid
(b) Reassessment aid

2) If City/Town-un Agsessing
" a) Implementation summary : o ‘
(i) Assessing units operate as one cohesive unit via various paths, such as, but not
limited to: ' , S
(a) Contract with County for assessment services (§ 1537), and/or
(b) Coordinated assessment programs (§579), and/or ‘
(c) Other inter-municipal agreements, and/or '
(d) Shared services : SR
(ii) Assessing units appoint County employee as assessor, if applicable
b) Summary/Timeframe of steps in process . .
(i) Bducational workshops to officials (county and lockl)
 (ii) Public information camipaign to taxpayers - :
(iif)County-wide reassessment -
¢) Summary of possible intermediary steps
(i) Local reassessments/state aid
(ii) CAP formation/state aid
d) Impact on County, if county involvement
(i) Roles and responsibilities o _ o
" (ii) Conflicts (e.g., assessment and tax responsibilities in same office, civil
service issues) - : -
~ (ili)Budgetary demands (IT issues, cost of staffing and overhead at local level and
county level, if applicable) - '
e) Income Availability
(i) Consolidation aid
(ii) Reassessment aid
(iii)Charge backs (if County)

V Comparative Analysis of Option(s) relative to each other (if more than one) and the
_ present system ‘ :
1) Cost comparison
2) Performance comparison
3) State aid comparison

May 22,2008 , ' PageSof 5
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An Overview of the Assessing Study Grants

Presently the real property tax in New York is under a great deal of scrutiny. Taxpayers
are questioning the overall level of taxation, they are often confused by the administrative
complexity of the tax, and they often feel the tax is regressive and inequitable. It is
important that all government entities that deal with the property tax keep these issues in
mind, and try t6 administer the tax in as fair and understandable a manner as possible.

Many of the issues encountered in New York are products of the way our real property
tax system is structured. The following describes some of the conditions that make our
system difficult to administer and understand. '

-

Each assessing jurisdiction has the discretion to determine the percentage
of market value that will be used to determine assessments. This
percentage can, and frequently does, change from year to year within a
given assessing jurisdiction. This model is not typical of the practices -
found in most States around the Country. A more common scenario in
other States is that there is one common statutory percentage of value

that must be attained by all assessing jurisdictions. Often this standard is

100% of market value, but it may vary State by State.

There is no clearly defined cyclical requirement for reassessment. In
most other States there is a defined reassessment cycle that is
understood. This may vary from as frequently as one year intervals to a
period up to six years or more. -

The boundaries of our taxing jurisdictions frequently do not align with
the boundaries of the assessing jurisdictions. Again this is not the norm
throughout other states. While the boundaries of the assessing and -
taxing jurisdictions align in our state for the purposes of city and town
tax levies, this is not typically the case for our school and county taxes.
Yet, school and county taxes are usually the most significant portions of
the overall property tax on a parcel. Since the taxing jurisdiction and
assessing jurisdiction boundaries do not align, and since there is no
common statutory percentage of value between the assessing
jurisdictions, we need the State of New York to introduce equalization
rates into the process when taxes are apportioned, This adds a whole
new level of complication, confusion, frustration and distrust to the real
property tax system. :

Lastly there are many issues associated with the ¢apacity of the real
property system to adequately perform the way it is intended. Presently
there are many competent assessment professionals at all levels of
government. However, a look at the demographics shows that many of
these professionals will leave the workforce in the upcoming years.
There does not appear to be a sufficient pool of skilled officials waiting



to take over as the present assessment professidnals leave. There will be
serious attrition issues in the near future that need to be addressed at this
time.

Given the conditions described above, and coupled with local governments struggling to
make ends meet without increasing the real property tax burden, it is easy to see that
creative solutions to these problems are needed. Now is an ideal time for local
governments to take a look at the assessment administration system in their communities,
and figure out how best to address these issues going forward. To this end, in 2007 the
State of New York introduced a program that provided grant money to counties for
assessment improvement. The grants consist of two $25,000 payments. The first
$25,000 is paid to the county upon a commitment to prepare a study, and the second
$25,000 is paid upon receipt of the study by the county legislative body.

In order to successfully meet the minimum requirements, the study must examine at least
one mode! of assessing that ensures that all parcels within the county are treated as if they
are within one common assessing jurisdiction. This means that all parcels throughout the
county would be assessed using the same level of assessment and consistent valuation
processes. However, this does not mean that the county must take over the assessment
function from the local municipalities. Instead, there are meny models of assessing
structure that can accomplish the minimum requirement. Some examples would be:

- Transfer of the assessment ﬁmctlon from the cltxes and towns to the county
(County Run Assessing)

- Keep the assessing function at the city and town level and set up agreements
between the local governments to all use the same level of assessment on the
assessment rolls (Municipal Run Assessing)

- - Keep the assessing function at the city and town level and set up agreements
between the local governments and the county for the county to provide
valuation services on behalf of the cities and towns (County Assisted
Municipal Run Assessing)

There roay be other appropriate strategies, beyond those indicated above, that will meet
the needs of the county and local governments. The use of Coordinated Assessment

- Programs (CAPs) may be an optxon that helps accomplish the desired goal.

~ 'The studies should evaluate the existing assessment structure and practlccs within the

county. They should lay out one or more options to attain the minimum requirement of a
model that ensures that ali parcels within the county are assessed at the same level of
assessment, as if they were all within one assessing unit. Studies should also identify the
specific steps, resources and timeframes necessary to move from the existing conditions
to the desired state, The studies should provide enough information so as to be
meaningful to the County Legislative body and other loca! decision makers as they
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consider what future action is necessary to achieve a common level of assessment and
other desirable performance standards.

s i
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As the function of property tax and assessment administration has grown increasingly complex, .
many Jurisdictions, especially smaller ones, have had difficulty both in finding qualified persons to
sofve as assessor and in paylng adequate salaries for the job. Various options are now available for
more efficient assessment administration in regard to cost efficiencies, new technology, valuation
expertise, and changing from part-ime to full-time assessors. Such options include:

¢ Formation of a coordinated assessing program (CAP) in which two or more towns/cities
coordinate their assessing function,

¢ Croeation of a county coordinated assessing program (aiso known as county-asslsted
municipal-run assessing") in which two or more towns/cities coordinate their assessing
function and contract with the county for all assessment services,

« Formation, by voter approval, of a countywide assessing unit (also known as "county—run
assessing”),

« Establishment of a consolidated assessing unit in which two or more towns/cities combine

. their assessing functions,

« Sharing an assessor by more than one city/town,

+ Replacement of thne-member boards of elected assessors wtth one appointed or elected
assessor,

° CQntractIng with the county to provide some assessment services.

Each of these options is dlscu_ssed in greater detail below.

Coordinated Assessing

For a coordinated assessing program (CAP), at least two cities and towns must retain their

assessing unit status, but agree to share a sing!e assessor. For each city and town in a coordinated
assessment program:

the assessor prepares a separate assessment roll,

the local law must specify the same percentage of value for assessments
the same assessment calendar is used,

there are separate assessment appeal proceedings,

identical equalization rates are established,

separate equalization rate challenges can be filed,

separate and different tax rates wiil be used for each local government in a school district or
within a county.

se v GO

7 \v) Approximatehj 62 CAPs comprised of 141 municlpalities are currently in place statewide.

+ http:/fwrww. orps.state.ny.us/pamphleﬂmuniopﬁons.htm . 9/30/2008
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County Coordinated Assessing

This option provides functional consolidation of assessing tasks at the county level without
sliminating municipal assessing units. Individual cities and towns (or a group of cities and towns) can
enter into a coordinated program with a county where the county provides all assessment services
(including having a county employee act as a local assessor). Coordinated Assessing does not
require a referendum (compared to county-fun assessing below), but rather the agresment of the
municipalities and the county. Under the terms of such contract, the involved municipaliies would
coordinate thelr assessing functions and contract with the county for all assessment services.

County—Run Asgessing

This option involves complets consolidation of the assessment function at the county level, with
elimination of municipal assessing units and assessment rolis. A county—wide referendum is
required. In counties with no cities, a simple majority vote would be necessary. Otherwise, majorities
would be essential for the residents of all of the towns (jointly considered), and the residents of any
cities (jointly considerad). . . :

At present, there are two county assassing units in the state: Tompkins County and Nassau County.

Consolidated Assessin_g

For a consolidated assessing unit, two or more cities and towns must consolidate into one new
assessing unit. !n addition, for all cities and towns within a new consolidated assessing unit:

a single assessor is appointed,

one assessment roll is prepared, _

all assessments are at the same uniform percentage of value,

a single equalization rate is established, '

shared school districts and county tex levy will use a common tax rate,
reassessments will be conducted at the same time, :
there is a single board of assessment review.

Sharing an Assessor |

The most common arrangement now being used by municipalities to reduce costs and improve
agsessment administration Is the sharing of the same assessor by more than one town or city. This
permits assessing units to pool their resources to hire a qualified assessor and pay that person
adequately to do a professional job.

| Approximately half of the state's nearly 1,000 towns and cities share an assessor.

Sole Assessor

Towns and cities with three—member boards of assessors have the option of adopting a local law to
replace such boards with one appointed assessor, The local law may be subject to a referendum,
Currently, 86 percent of the State's municipalities smploy a sole appointed assessor.

As with the appointed assessor option, towns and cities with elected three—member boards of _

1ssessors have the option of adopting a local law to replace such boards with one elected assessor.
fhe local law may be subject to a referendum. The term of office for the sole elected assessor is six
years — with the present term having begun January 1, 2006. Sole elected assessors are required to

s http://www.orps.state.ny.us/pamphl Et/munioptions.ht:n

Page 2 of 5

9/30/2008



C

Municipal Options for More Efficient Assessment Administraﬁo@

mest the same continuing education requirements as a sole appointed assessor. (more information)

County Services for Towns and Cities

Towns and cities can now contract with their county Office of Real Property Tax Services (RPTS) for
all, or some, assessing services. Such an agreement between the county and a city or town would
allow the county RPTS to perform one or more of the. foliowing:

® appraisal services,

¢ examption services,

¢ assessment services, or
¢ all of the above.

Counties providing such services are sligible for a one-time payrment of up to $1 per parcsl. in order
to be eligible to recsive this ald, the county and the assessing unit(s) must enter into an agreament
regarding the provlslon_ of specified services in accordance with Ssction 1537 of the RPTL.

For more information

Other Collaborative Approaches

Many assessing units have adopted additional assessment administration options that may serve to
meet the needs of communities. Among these options are:

¢ Elimination of the villags assessing function, with the village adopting the town assessment
roll. Approximately 70 percent of the state’s 554 villages have shifted the responsibllities of
assessing to their respective towns.

¢ Appeintment of an assessor (potentially an assessor from another municipality) under an
agreement to train a replacement within a specified timeframe.

* Appointment of an "acting assessor” who must mest qualifications for permanent appointment
within six months. - _

* Entering into a CAP with municipalities already in a GAP. No municipal referendum is
required. '

Available Grants/State Aid Programs

Centralized Pro .e Tax Admipistration Pr m — The State Office of ReaI'Property Services
(ORPS) administers this grant program, which provides $25,000 to study improved assessing in all

municipalities in the county, An additional $25,000 is awarded following presentation of the study to -

the County Legisiature or Board of Supervisors,

The goal of the pfogmm is to achleve common treatment (including a common level of
assessment/equalization rate) for all parcels in a county, which wili benefit taxpayers through
improved equity, transparency and efficiency.

Consolidation Incentive Aid - Also administered by ORPS, this aid program is available for
municipalities/counties that enter into one of the following: :

¢ acoordinated assessing program
* & county coordinated assessing program
o county-run assessing. .

The aid consists of a one-time payment of $7 per parcel (maximum $140,000 per each

« hitp:/Awww.orps.state. ny.us/pamphlet/munioptions.htm
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municipality). ' A ‘ .

Aid for Quality Assessing — "Triennial Ald" of up to $5 per parcel (maximum $500,000 per
assessing unit) is available for reassessments conducted at 100 percent of market value by a single
municipality, group of municipalities or a county. Assessing units that commit to maintaining
assessments at 100 percent over a six—year period are eligible or Annual Aid of up to $5 per parcel
each year (again, capped at $500,000 annualily).

Local Govemment Efficiency Grant Program &' - Four grants administered by the Department of
State are available to study and/or implement projects that promote shared services, cooperative
agreements, consolidations, mergers and dissolutions. High priority non-competitive grants are

_ available for ptanning transition to countywide shered services or the transfer of local functions to the
county, as well as multi~county or regional services. Depending on the grant type, grant maximums
vary from $25,000 to as much as $400,000 per municipality.

Where to Advertise for Assessors

ORPS malntains a list of certified candidates for assessors who meet the State Board's minimum
qualification standards for sole appointed assessor. For a copy of this list, please call ORPS'
- Educational Services unit at (518) 474-1764 or send e-mail to edservices@orps.state.ny.us.

As & sarvice to the assessment community, the New York State Assessors’ Association @ provides
free assessment related job openings on their website and in their semi-monthly Assessors' Bulletin.
You can reach the Association by phone: (845) 344-0292. Ads can be faxed dimctly to (845) 343-
8238, or emalled to §M@nygsse§sgr com.

Depending on the scope of your saarch. the Internationat Association of Assessing Officers

(AAQ) ™ also provides online job postings, as well as printing such ads in their publications. There
is a fee for such postings. The IAAO can be reached at (31 2) 819-6100.

In addition, you may wish to advsrtiée in local newspapers. Local boards of realtors or other
organizations also may provide a forum for advertising in their publications.

For More Information
Please contact the ORPS regional office in your area. The telephone numbers are:

Albany (518) 486-4403
Batavia (585) 3434363
Hauppauge (631) 952-3650
Newburgh (845) 567-2648
Ray Brock (518) 891-1780
Syracuse  (315) 471-2347

Last Modified on: 09/22/2008 11:22:27

 Privacy and Security Notice | Disclaimer | Copyright | Gontact Us
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 2007-08 Centralized Property Tax Administration Program

. Questions énd Answers

Note: The énswer for question #33 was revised for clarity on January 17,

2008

» Q12 Does the fact that towns may have received State Aid for a
Coordinated Assessment Program (CAP) without county involvement

preclude the County from receiving the $2 per parcel for a County
CAP with all cities and towns? _

A1: No. The grant program is independant of the éxhting’Shté Aid -
programs, and previous aid payments will not affect county eligibility for per

. parcel grants.

'Qé: " We have received a request for clarification of tl'ie_ amount of aid

to be received for forming a county-wide CAP,

A2 The county can receive a CPTAP grant of $2 per parcel for forming a
County CAP with the participation of all cities and towns in the County, If
there is not full participation, the County can receive a grant of $1 per
parcel. These grants are independent of the oxisting State Aid program.
Those cities and towns that have not previously received Consolidation
Incentive Aid would receive $7 per parcel in Consolidation Incentive Aid
when the CAP is implemented, up to $140,000 or 20,000 parcels per
municipality, : : o - .

' Q3: There are currently three-CAPs in a County. Will the those
- towns already in a CAP have to pay to get out of their individual CAPs

and into the county CAP? Does this affect the amount of aid feceived
by the county? - S o ,

A3: Whena CAP reorganizes, those cities and towns that continue to
participate in @ CAP are not liable for repayment of State Aid. Howsver,
they are not sligible for any additional Consolidation Incentive Aid. As
stated in A2, the County can receive a grant of one or two dollars
depending on participation of the cities and towns,

Q4: The grant documentation for County Tax Collection Information

 Initiatives talks about a centralized software system and database. It

also mentions a county database to provide officials of municipalities
with access to tax payment status. Does this mean that the program -
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developed must include one software system used byali
_ Mmunicipalities and administered by the county, or doas it just require
. that there be a database, accessibie to all, which includes all the paid
and unpaid information for school, village and town and county
~ faxes? Asked another way, does the grant require all municipalities to
use the same software for the collaction of taxes or Just that the
county maintain an accessible database of all paid and unpaid taxes
for schools, villages and town?

A4: The second grant payment for tax coliection only requires that the

database be accessible to all municipaliies, not that the same software be
used by ail municipalities. -

Q5: Woulda referendum for cdunty assessing require only a simple
majority on a county-wide basis? : '

' Q6: at Present, a town uses the homestead provisions of Article 19.

. Would the town be able to continue to use Homestead if the county
moves to county-wide assessing? _ :

A6: No. The townis losing Its status as an assessing unit and can no

~ longer use the provisions of Article 19. if the county were to hecome an -

" approved assessing unit the town would be a "portion” for purposes of
Article 19 and would be able to use homestead. If the town were to be part
of a county coordinated assessing unit (CAP} it could continus to use

homestead,

Q7: Assuming county-wide asseséing, could a county as a local

government take advantage of RPTL 523-a to form administrative
hearing paneis fo grievance purposes each year as deemed
Necessary? N . '

A7: Yes. The provisions of section 523-a allowing administrative hearing

panels for grievances is avallable to every assessing unit. The assessment
review commission provisions of section 523-b are only available to Nassay

County

Q8: Doesa county have to c_hdose between applying for $2.00 per
- parcel for all cities and towns in a county coordinated assessing unit
and $1.00 per parcel If not afl assessing units participate?

A8: No. A single application |s made for the grant, Paymeﬁt will be

g http://www.orps.State.ny.us/cptap/cptapFaqs.cfm ' | - 9/30/2008



- calculated based on the participation of the: municipalities.

Q9: Canthe County Législature entertain a referendum to astablish

county assessing without the formal involvement of its cities and
towns? :

' A9; The'County Legislature does not require any formal approval by its

cities or towns to propose bocqmlng & county assessing unit.

Q10: For the 2007-2008 Centralized Property Tax Administration

Program fund distribution - can the first $25,000 be used to pay a
consuitant to help prepare a single plan addressing both options

~ {County Assessing or Coordinated Assessing’)?_

~A10: Yes. The county can use the grant to hire a consultant to study the

Implementation of county assessing and county coordinated assessing for

* all municipatities wi_thin the county, .

Q11: Cana county receive a grant to study increased county

“involvement that is less than centralization of the assessment

function at the county level, such as seqtion 1537 contracts with less

than all municipalities?

A1 No: A grant application must entsit g study of complete

~ ¢entralization of the assessment function at the county level.

Q12: Does the consolidation of services have to occur by 2008 to be

eligible to receive the grant? Or will a plan with a future (ex.

- 2009/2010) completion date qualify?

A12: Grant funds are available on a fiscal year basis. The first payment
for both studies is available upon submission of an application. The second
payment for centralized assessment is avallable upon submission of the
study to the county legislative body. The second payment for centralized
coliection Is available upon submission to ORPS of a contract for
centralized collection, Neither second payment requires implementation.
The $1/$2 grants are funded out of the 2007-2008 hudget. Future payments
are contingent on future appropriations. _ -

Q18 I towns contract with the county for assessment services, -

who appoints the assessors (who will now be county employees)?

A13: Section 1537(4) places the appointment function with the ass-esslng

© unit, not the county.

Q14: s a single town contracting with the county for assessing

‘services considered a CAP? in addition to the county receiving
$1/parcel for handling that town's assessing function, is the town
entitled to receive $7/parcel for forming this type of CAP?

A CAP must consist of at least two assessing units. Thus a bounty

s http://“fww.orps.state. ny.us/cptap/cptépFaqs.cfm
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A14: A CAP must consist of at jeast two assessing units. Thus a county

contract with a single city or town is not a GAP. We realize that
contradictory information has been given and we apologize for any

confusion. B

Q15: Is it always the town that is entitled to the $7/parce! aid? I\'Iever,

‘the county?

A15: Aidis payable to the 6onsﬁtuént municipelity in a CAP, We read this
to mean the constituent assessing units. Thus payment is made to the
town. - - :

Q16: To dissolve an intermunicipal CAP, towns must file a

resojution by September 1 of the year preceding the dissolution. Are
there any restrictions/deadtines if a fown wants the county to stop
performing their assessing function? )

A16: There are no similar deadiines for city or town to withdraw from
an agresment with the county. '

Q12: 15 there a template (sample) for counties that want todoa

study? Will there be a foﬁnal_applicat_ion_?

A17: Therels no sample or application form. The _apfaﬁcation s & written

assessment must contain, at a minimum, an analysis of those factors
mentioned in the Request for Applications and the County Assessing .
Worksheet. The study for centralized collection must contain, at a minimum,
an analysis of those factors mentioned in the Request for Application. The
award letters for these grants will contain information concerning
applications for the second grant payments. o .

Q18: 15 the grant for the study only eligible if the study is for county
assessing? In other words, if the study is determining the efficiency of
towns fomming an agreement with the county to perfonn their

assessing function, would that satisfy the grant requirements?

A18: The study is for the implsmentation of the centralization of the

- assessment functon at the county level. The real property tax .

administration information used to study implementing a county CAP ora

Q19: May a county that did not submit an infistive to the

Commission on Local Government Efficiency and (:ompeﬂtiv‘eness

apply for a Centralized ‘Property Tax Administraﬂpn Program grant?

A19: Yes. Grants are available to all counties that are not currently -
county assessing units.

s http://www. orps.state.ny.us/cptap/cptapFaqs.cfm . ‘ ' 9/30/2008
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Q20: For ;iurposos of i_:letsrmining Participation in a county CAP for

the $1/$2 grant, will an assessing unit that has a stand-alone §1537 -
contract with the county, as opposad to a CAP, be considered a CAP. _

A20:; Yes, so long as the cbntra_d proVides for the county to provide
assessment services.

Q21: To receive the second $25,000 payment for the county

assessing initiative, is the study required to include a
recommendation that centralized assessing be implemented?

A21: The study must contain an objective statement and summary of the

steps necessary for the implementation of centralized assessing. The

expectation of the State Is that the respective county legislatures will be the

appropriate interpreters of these facts. The plan itself should not contain a

;actuaggcommendaﬁon. although potential benefits or drawbacks may be
oscribed. -

- Q22: Woulda county wishing to assﬁmg tax collection for a very
limited number of municipalities as a pilot project still have to hold a -

county-wide referendum to allow this to happen?

A22: The triple referendum provisions do not apply to the conduct of a

' study. If centralized collection Is to occur on less than a county-wide lavel, it

would have to be done in the context of existing law, i.e,, the collector or
receiver would still have o be a resident of the municipality but the "back o
office” work could be done at the county level, Similarly, if collection is

centralized at the county leve! without the referendum to amend the charter,

the coliectors/receivers would continue to be municipal residents although

the county could centralize all back office work,

Q23: What is the timeline required and any desired milestones in

each grant program for conducting the study and implementing the
tax collection database and/or a county-wide assessment program?

A23: The first grant payment for either type only requires an application
within the timeframe in the Request for Applications. The second grant
payments are contingent upon proof of presentation of the assassment
study to the county legislative body or submission of a contract for
contralization of the collection function. . : '

Q24: When does the contract period begin and end for creation of -
the tax collection datghase?_ '

A24: This is totally within the discretion of the county and the vendor.
Payment of the second collection grant is contingent upon submission of
the contract for installing the database. o '

| Q25: For county-wi&e tax collection, are there any re_quifements

concerning where taxes are physically collected!rece_lved (i.e., must
this occur in each municipality)? Co : '

. http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/cptapFaqs.cfm ' 9/30/2008



A Nt i e
.

—“.\'\
i
—

[V

..... v L AN Pagebot 17

A25: Absentan amendment to the county charter, collection must take

~ place at the Mmunicipal feve|, l.e., in each participating city, town ang ylltage.

Q26: Are there any provisions for counties éxperiencing a lot of

. growth (i.e., additionai grant monies or aid based on the creation of

parcels not yet in existqnce)?

- A26; The $1/2 per parcel Qraﬁts are measured against the latest final

roll. They do not reflect anticipated growth,

Q27: Ka county moves to county-wide assessing or a county

coardinated assessment program, do participating municipalities that

_still have three person hoards of assessors have to vote to gotoa

sole assessor before joining?

elective assessors (S579[11[c). Therefore, the elscted boards would have

. to be replaced with a sole assessor prior to entering a county CAP. The

referendum for county assessing necessarily abolishes al| municipal
85808307 positions In the county, whether slactive or appointive.

Q28: 1see that the application must be in by December 31, 2007,

but | don't see a last day to submit for the second $25,000. Is there
one? ' :

A28;: we expect that final payments will be requested in calendar year
2008 and that paymentin full_ will be made before the end of that calendar

Q29: What are the differences betwean County Assessing ang .
County Coord inated Assessing?

030: Régardlng general application submission for the County

: Assésslng Initiative, the letter of application must inclyde the number

of special taxing districts, including school districts, What exactly is
meant by "special taxing districts"? is this regarding the number of
speclal districts (e.g. fire, tight, water, sewer, efc.), or something else?

AZ0: The information requested is for special districts that inipose

Special assessments or special ad valorem levies.

Q31: Do we need a special grant writer to write oyr letter of
application for the 2007-2008 Centralized Property Tax Administration

' http://www.or-ps.-state.ny.us/cﬁtap/cptapFaqs.éﬁn _ - . | 9/30/2008
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Program?

~A31: No. How the letter of application is prepared is at the.discretion of

each applicant, provided it mentions all of the required information and is
signed by the County Executive. ' '

Q32: 1am trying to get some information on how other counties are
attempting to administer the Centralized Property Tax Administration

~ Program. Do you know i they are planning on processing information

in-house or have opted to use an outside vendor? Can you tell us
what vendors they may have contacted? ' o :

A32: We are aware that some counties are discussing hiring vendors.

However, it would be inappropriate for QRPS to pravide the names of
vendors as this could be interpreted as endorsing these vendors,

Q33: Whatifa county receives the initial $25,000 payment and

- hever moves forward with the study? Also, what if the study is

prepared but no further steps are taken to submit the study to the
county legislature (as in County Assessing) or execute a contract to
Create the database (as in County Tax Collection)?

A33: Each CPTAP grant shouid be approached as one $50,000 project
rather than two $25,000 projects. For each award, specific milestones
must be met for @ county to have fulfilled its obligation to the State and in
turn retain the monies awarded. ORPS feserves the right to review each

study performed in order to ensure that it was done comprehensively and in

good faith, ~

Q34: Does the application Jetter for countywide tax collection have

1o include all the school districts in the county and the amount of

parcels?

Ag4: The letter of application for the County Tex Collection option

requires the numher of real property parcels in the county broken down by
assessing unit, but does not require any mention of school districts or any
other special taxing districts. The latter is only required for the County
Assessing option, _

Q35: Wil a town who has contracted for years with the county for
assessment services be eligible for the $1/$2 aid now that other towns
are jumping on board to contract with the cdunty, thus creating a
CAP? What about the $7 of consolidation aid in this same instance?

A35: Existing §1537 agreements would have to be reconstituted as
CAPs with county participation in order to qualify for the standard $7 per
parcel State aid, assuming the CAP otherwise qualifies. In regard to the $1/
$2 aid in this situation, plsase see Q&A #20 for more information,

Q362 In regard to disbursement of the total $50,000 grant for -

assessing, are there limitations on how the money is to be spe_nf? Are.

~all funds to be spent by the Real Property Tax Services Agency or can

7 nhttp://www.oms.staté.ny.us/cptap/cptapFaqs.cﬁn | . ' 9/30/2008



the funds go into the general fund balance? Do any "excess” funds

have to be sent back to the state?

A36: The first $25,000 payment will be made to provide for the
preparation of the study. There is no requirsment that the study be
prepared by a county agency or by an outside vendor, it Is simply asked
that each applicant prepare a fair and comprehensive study encompassing
the factors mentioned in the Request for Applications and the County -
Assessing Worksheet. Grant money would be subject to the normal auditing
and accounting processes of the county as required by the Office ofthe
State Comptrolier, however there Is no provision for paying back any funds
not expended in the study. The second $25,000 payment is made upon -
submission of the report to the county legistative body. There would be no.
"oxcess” funds in this process., - ' R

Q37: It several municijnlit!es contract with the County for all

assessment services, do those contracts enable the county to appoint
an Assessor for those municipalities rather than having each
individual municipality appoint an Assessor? '

A3 RPTL 1537(4) specifically retains in the assessing unit the right 6f
appointment of the assessor under an agreement for the county to perform
all functions. : o

Q38: Must the centralized assessment Study analyze
implementation of a county assessing unit, l.e., moving the

assessment authority from the cities and towns to the county through
alocal law? . ‘ _

A38: The study cannot begin with the assumption that county-wide
implementation is impossible or that county-wide implementation will not be
pursued. The focus of the assessing study can be sither the implementation
of a county assessing unit, such as currently exists in Tompkins County, or
a centralized county coordinated assessment program established through
existing provisions of iaw such as CAPs and section 1537 contracts. The
study can address possible intermediate or altemative steps short of full

~_implementation. This may in fact be a necessary component of a county

coordinated program that does not envision a counly assessing unit. The
intermediate or alternative steps should be oriented toward achieving
performance characteristics that would presumably he characteristics of
fully functioning county-wide program (e.g. - Common equalization rates of .
100 across the entire county, centralized date at the countly lsvel, consistent

~ standards countywide for inventory and sales processing, and assessing

units that meet certain size requirements or involve contracts with the
county.) I : :

Q39: If an assessment study is prepared but not submitted to the
county legislative body, must the initial $25,000 grant be repaid?

A39: No. Atthough the two grant payments are seen as two parts of
single initiative, fallure to present the study to the county legislative body
will not affect the initial payment. Failure to prepare the study after
recelving the $25,000 payment may result in ORPS seeking retum of the
initial payment. '

-lihtxp://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/cptapFaqs.cfm , - 7 £ 9/30/2008



Q4o:' is the Qrant available for a study of county-wide coordinated
SN _ - assessment programs? ) :

A40: Yes. So long as the study Is county-wide it can be for

implementation of a county assessing unit or a county-wide systerﬁ that
consists of coordinated assessment programs with county assistance, 1537
contracts for assessment or appraisal or some combination of the two.

Q41: Do grant payments go fq the county?

A41: Yes. These are grants for the county. The existing aid programs
remain in place and those payments are made as currently provided b
statute, e.g., CAP aid goes to the constituent assessing units. :

Q42: ithe gmnf funds are available on a fiscal year basis, when
does the second part of the grants have to be performed? '

Aq2: Answ State budget is adopted for every fiscal year. An allocafion

for CPTAP payments has been included in the Budget Recommendation for -
the 2008-09 fiscal year. ‘ : , '

_Q43.' Are thé_re guidelinés available for the content of the study and
the hiring of a consultant? ' o , :

~ A43: No. The RFA contains the requirements for the study. ORPS
- cannot recommend contractors or provide a list. We suggest that interested
parties contact other counties for information on refaining a contractor.

I

Q44: Can the study for implementation of a county-wide collection
database center on improvements to an existing system?

. A44: Yes, so long as the focus of the study is a county-wide system as
described in the RFA, : : . ' :

Q45: is the second payment for collection available if the _
centralized database is created and implemented in-house?

A45: The RFA provides that the second payment is made upon - _
submission of an executed contract between the county and the technology
contractor who will create the database. The RFA clearly envisionad the
development being done outside the county gavernment. However, if the
- county is able to develop and implement the databese in-house, a formal -
contract to develop the system would not be necessary. An internai service
“agresment within the county would be sufficient. Payment up to $25,000
would be available to offset documented software, squipment and other -
costs directly necessary to develop and implement the database.

. o Q46: if municipalities in a couhty attain a common LOA for one
L i _ _ ' year, but the study does not address how to maintain a common LOA
in subsequent years, is that acceptable? I

tl_ittp:/lwww. orps.state.ny.us/cptap/cptapFags.cfm o o 9/30/2008
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A46: Yes, the key word is “study”. The preliminary purpose is to identify
how to get te a common LOA. Itis implicit In the study that a common
LOA would continue in the future; however, fallure to address maintenance
of a common LOA in subsequent years would not invalidats the study.

Qq7: if municipalities in a county have an igmment to maintain a
common LOA, does that mean annual reassessment?

A47: No. Thereis no requirement that all parcels within the county be
part of the "Annual Reassessment Prqgram" as it Is defined for the purpose .

county. -
Q48: Cana county study splitting ihe county into three (3) sub-

regions, with each having separate LOA's and separate reassessment
cycles? . : Lo

Ag48: Yes, the county can study this, as long as this is not the sole focus
ofthe study. ‘ o :

Q49: It a county -enters into §1537 agreements with municipalities to

provide assessment services, does that mean those municipalities
must assess at a common LOA? : : '

- A49: For §1537 agreements'genenjllly. the answer‘is' no - each town Is

its own assessing unit. However, any §1537 agreements created to
promote the goals of the study would need to be structured oensurea

_ common LOA. :

Q50: ita county enters into §1537 agreements with municipalities
to provide appraisal services, does that mean those munlicipalities
must have common valuation practices? For example, could one town
seok assistance to value new construction only in one yeat, and do a

ol reval in the second year, while another municipality only wants the -

county to provide appraisals of new construction and has no’
reassessment plans? : _

' Q51: Hta study is nemf submitted to ihe- legislative.body. do any )

grant monip_s need to be returned?

* A51: No, not the first $25,000. The second $25,000 would not be paid.

"http:IIWWW.orps.state.'ny.us/cptap/cpt’apFéqs.cﬁn o , _ | . 9/30/2008
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Q52: Who in ORPS should receive the completed studies? -

A52: Completed studies should go to Chris Hayes of our Fiscal Services

Unit in Albany.

Q53: Is there a reasonable expectation of how much money should

- be spant on the study?

A53: No.

054: Is there an sxpecution of how the county may spend any
money they mceivo in excess of the study costs?

- As54: No.

Q55: Studies do not require a recommendation relative to action
that should be taken. Does that mean that the studies can not

recommend one solutmn over another?

A55: Weare oonoemed about recommendations saying that the studied

solutions may not be viable. We feel the studies should lay out the options

~ and let the County Legisiative body evaluate the information and proceed

accordingly. Assurning the study is well-prepared, it should include enough

. ieaningful information to allow the County Legislative body to decide the

course of action, without specific recommendations. However, if the County
Legislative body specifically asks for a recommendatlon, then it would be
appropriate to provide it at that time.

056' If during the tax collaction study phase, a taxing junsdlctlon
does not want to cooperate and will not supply tax and payment

- history necessary to update the county-wide centralized database, can
" the county stiil receive the second payment to continue to lmplement

the centralized database?

' A56. No. the county would not be eligible for the second payment
~ -because they would not be mplemenhng a database that meets a!t the

raquirements of the study.

057. Can the county phase-in the type of mformation available on
the centralized database and still qualify for the second payment? For
example, first year make the county information available, second
year make the town information available, third year make the school

- Information available, and fourth year make the village infonnation

available. S

A57' Yes, what you are describing is tho timaframe for implementatton of-

what is presumably a diatabase that meols the mmimum requirements of

-the grant

Q58: What type of turnaround can_wé_' expect from ORPS to review

' shitp:/fwww. orps.state.ny.us/cptap/cptapFags.cfm
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our draft grant sfudias? These will need immediate attention so grant
studieslcan be presented to county legistative bodies according to
schedule, - '

A58: Counties may share their studies with their ORPS liaison prior to
presentations to ensure that requirements are met and to facifitate the
production of comprehensive and meaningfut studies. ORPS RCSD will do
an informal review of the study, and report back to counties as soon as
possible. Counties should ensure their ORPS liaisons are aware of

. -schedules for grant study presentations, and provide ORPS at feast 10
days for review and comment,. =

'Q59: if a county decides to go to county assessing, and dissolve ail

CAPS in the county, would municipalitles in the county's CAPS have
to return any state aid monies? : '

A59: No, we would not make municipalities In the county retumn any CAP
aid monies. -

Q60: Can an assessing unit village retain its assessing unit status
and yet still meet a common standard_ definition? .

standard suffice? or - : .
‘b, Would adopting the town roll suffice, while still retaining its
assessing unit status? . '

a. Would simpiy cﬁangihg the valuation date to the municipal

A60: Since any proposed model Is expected to simulate the _
characteristics of a fully functioning county-wide program {refer to Question
38), it presumes that villages would cease being assessing units so that
each parcel would have only one assessment: the suggested outline asks

how this outcomnse wilt be achieved.

Q61: Who will do the final review of the submitted studies?

- A61: Review would be performed by regiona staff when the study Is still
in draft form, and offer advice for meeting minimum requirements and
suggested improvements. ORPS reserves the right to review each study
petformed in order to ensure that it was done comprehensively and in good
falth. A more thorough review may occur in the future. ~

Q62: In regard to a common reassessment cycle, does that mean all
parcels need to be reassessed at the same time or can groups of

- parcels be reassessed at different times? Do all parcels have to be
reassessed at 100% of value? ' :

A62: Since the study requirement is for all parcals to be treated as if they
are in the same assessing unit, alf parcels would have to be reassessed at
' the same time. Presently, state aid would only be received if the
} o reassgssment is implemented at 100% but RPTL 305 allows for a Leve! of
: . Assessment of other than 100%. S

* http:/fwrww.orps.state.ny us/cptap/cptapFags.cfm : o ' 9/30/2008
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Please refer to Questions 47 and 48 for further clarification. -

Q63: Inregardto a corhpmhensive study, allowing for a

- comparison of costs and/or staffing between existing systems and
proposed models, how do civil service regulations impact this
analysis? T :

‘Specifically, in a county-run model, do CSEA members in the affected
municipalities have first rights for the new County positions? '

It s0, do they get paid at their pra-existing levels?

A63: The County Civil Service office would likely have the answer

{conceivably some aspects of this question {e.g., salary ranges) would vary

from county to county). It is suggested that the grant writer include this need

for clarification and/or law changes in the report under "wants and neads" to
. successfully implement County-run model, - : '

Q64 Can the State Legisiature faqilitate'ihe move to county-wide
assaessing? o _

. AG4: Any legislative changes-that you think would help faciiitato
. @ssessment improvement should be included in your study.

Q65: Allgrant applicants received a letter from ORPS Fiscal that
stated a deadline for study completion. In order to give counties more
time to do meaningful studies, ORPS neads to issue formal
communication removing those "deadlines”.

Ab65: We expéct final payments will be requésted in calendar year 2008

- and payment in full would be made before the end of the fiscal year (March

31). If they go beyond March 31, 2009, there is no assurance the money
will be there for payment. Studies should be completed so that paymsnt can
be made within the fiscal year. ‘ S o

Q66: Can all be notified when a new ! updated CPTAP Grant
resource is added to the web-site? : A

~ A66: A message will be sent via ListServ whenever a resource has been
“added to the CPTAP Grant Resources web page. If you are not currently
listed as a member of the ListServ, please let your ORPS Kaisor know and
they will add your name to the list. Additionally, please chack the CPTAP
Grant Resources web page on a regular basis as itis updated frequently.

o Q67: Wny does a cross-county CAP have to dissolve for purposes
of these studies? - - ) .

A67: ifallthe municipalities in a county can'perform the same despite
the cross-county CAP, the CAP should not have to disband. -

i an am_;lir;nnt for the Tax Collection DR Grant doas nat comnlnté

f hftp://_'www.ofps.state.ny.us/cptap/cptapF_'aqs.cfm :

9/30/2008
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Q068: it an applicant for the Tax Collection DB Grant does not

complete a study for the implementation of a county-level database,
do they have to return the initial $285, 000 they received? ,

A68: For each award, specific milestones must be met for a county to

fulfill its obligation to the State and keep the monies awarded. ORPS
reserves the right to review all studies to ensure they were done

* comprehensively and in good faith. The monies were advanced to prepare

a study. It is reasonable to expactfa study is not completed, that monies

- received would have to be returned.

Q69: 1t a centralized county database is implemented, and the
second $25,000 payment is made to the county, and then a town pulls
out after six months (political reasons, etc.), what happens with the
money? Does it have to be returned?

A69: The second payment Is based on submission by the county to
ORPS of an executed contract for establishing a database for alt parcels. If
that has been achieved and then someone pulis out aterwards, no refund
is necessary. -

Q70: Could a county collect taxes from a taxpayer and credit the
town, Instead of making taxpayers pay at the municipal level? There
are times when taxpayers come to the county to try to pay their bill.
What are the Iegalmes to this? ' o ‘

: A7o. Absent an' amendment to the county charter, collection must take

place at the municipal level. Aternatively, there is an option for the town to-
appoint an official to act as the deputy collector/ receiver. By an inter- -

~ municipal agreement they could each appoint the same county official to act

as deputy. Under this scenario, taxes could be payable both at the town

‘level and the county level. You can pursue additional ideas in your study.

Q71: Are ther any requirements for the centralized county database

when school districts cross county boundaries?

A71: The schaol district would have to report status of the portion in the -

. county to the common database.

Qr2: ifthere is in agreément amony all muliicipalitins in a county

and an outside vendor (with no county involvement) to study / . .
implement a countywide tax collection database, would this sufﬁclent
for the grant payment under the RFA? ‘

Ar2:; The study must include a plan for managing thls data at the county
level. Up to $25,000 will be provided to defray the cost of implementation
upon submission by the county to ORPS of an executed contract between -

- the county and the technology contractor who will create the database,

Q73. Are there presently any countles that have a countywlde tax
collaction database?

 http://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/cptapFaqs.cfm
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A73: This question is being posed to Listserv subscribers for theirinpit. -

Q74: Are multiple tax collection databases acceptable - because of -
the number of parcels in some counties? ' '

- A74: There needs to be one database.

Q75: Specific to the "countywide tax col}éction database”, is thers
any requirement that it be more than a "tax history" database?

A75: No, though there is nothing to prevent a county from choosing to
make It more than just that, ) _

Q76: How current does the tax collection database need to be?

Does the database need to be real-time? lf the database is not an on-
line collection system, does the database have to show the actual date

'paid? Specifically, taxes are paid during the collection period and

when the tax is turned over to the county, the county posts them all as A

~ paid as of a given date - the actual date they were paid is not captured.

If the database is not real-time, is thére a minimum time interval at
which it must be kept current? ' :

_A76: ~This should be determined by the study (presumably by the needs
of officials and staff who would utilize the database). There is an
expactation that to be of value to the taxing jurisdiction, the database would
be current. _ : : :

Q77: Doss the county need to manage the school tax collection;

‘could a county tax collaction web-site just provide a link to the school -

tax collection webpage? _ o

A77: The tax collection database must provide the taxable status of every
parcel in the county. As such, it must be one centralized system available at

the county level which allows universal access to individual parcel databy
all taxing jurisdictions. Having to fink to an external source of information for

one texing jurisdiction is contrary to the goal of a unified databass. The

" design of the system should allow for upload of information from the school

tax collection system, not merely a link to that information.

Q78: One Iargé municipality in a county makes it cost prohibitive to
get the whole county on one database. Can wa offer more grant
money in those instances?

A78: Not as these grants are currently written, as grants were never

intended to pay for the full cost of the contract. Your studies shouid include
changes that would be required to get to the desired result. - .

(79: Can one county buy a system/service from another county?

A79: There is nothing to prehibit this.

: http://ww.orps.state'.ny ,uslqptap/cptapFaqs.cfm " 9/30/2008
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Q80: Can thera be legislative change to allow electronic

- billing/payment? .

A80: ifthis would help with consolidation and efficiency, ask for itin your
studies. T

QB_i: Why doesn't ORPS get the studies?

A81: The initial grant paymoht of $25,000 _présumes that a study will be

done, Counties may share their studies with their ORPS laison prior to.

- presentations to ensure that requirements are met and to facilitate the

production of comprehensive and meaningful studies. ORPS RCSD will do
an informal review of the study, and report back to counties as soon as

* possible. Counties should provide ORPS st least 10 days for review and

comment, ORPS reserves the right to review sach finalized study
performed In order to ensure that it was done comprehensively and in good
faith. A more thorough review may occur in the future.

Q82: My interpretation of the centralized database grant is that all

tax collections should be Included in the centralized database, town,

school, village, city. One administrator that | talked to said that it was
not necessary to include schools...one reason Is that schools overlap

‘counties, Should all taxing jurisdictions be included?

" A82: Yes, all taxing jurisdictions should be inciuded in the database.

This includes schools. In the case where school district boundaries overlap
counties, at a minimum the portion of the schoo! district in the county_

conducting the study must be included in the database.

Q83: Ifthe contract between the county and the vendor includes

‘Individual costs to the towns in order to implement the county-wide

database, does the county need individual contracts with each town
specifyirig_ the costs to each? ' ‘ '

383; Questions concerning financlal arrangements between the county
“and its cities and towns should be addressed to the representatives of

those municipalities, not ORPS. : :

Q84: Does the tax collactionAdatabase have to made available to the

public?

A84: No, the database must allow access for all taxing jurisdictions in

the county. However, tax payment information is generally considered %o be
public, - N '

Q85: It the completed study is sent to our Board of Legislators and-
then referred to a committee, and that committee places the document

on the agenda and discusses it, does that meet the requirement for
the second $25,000? o .

A85: Yes. If the legisiature sen_ds it to committes it necessarily has been

s http:/forww, orps.sta_fe.ny.us/cptap/cbtapFaqs.cfm |
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submitted to the legislature. That's all that's needed.

Q86: If amember of the Board of Legislators submits the study to
the full Board of Legislators as a piece of communication which goes

into the agenda and all Board of Legis!ators receive a copy, does that

meet the requirement for the second $25,0007

A86: Yes.

Q87: It an individual County Director reads a final draft of their

study written by the contractor and is satisfied with it's completeness
and doesn't want the study reviewed by the State before their
presentation, can the State refuse to give the county their second
325 000 once they receive it with a ‘copy of the Legislative Mmutes?

A87. No, the State can not refuse to pay the second $25,000 just

because the State did nat receive a copy of the study for review prior to
presentation to the County Legis!ative Body. Howsver, we would like to
work in partnership with the group preparing the study, and for the sake of
ensuring that the study meets the requirements and provides meaningful
information to the County Legislative Body, we belleve it would be beneficial
to all parties involved to have the State look over the draft study. But either
way, itis nota requirernent that the State Iook over the study prior to
submissnon

- Q88: Many of the County Directors have said that the language in

the Grant stataed that the Studies had to be "received” by their
Legistative body and so stated in the minutes of the meeting where

* that occumred. They have said that their Legisiative body would not be
- inclined to sit through a half-hour or more presentation of what the

Study contains. Some other counties have said that no-one presents -
these types of Studies to the full legislative bedy, but instead they are
received or presented to the respective committes on the Board and
then later mentioned by them to the full Legislative Body. (My -
understandmg was that it had to be presented by the contractor)

A88: itisnota requlr,eme’nt of the grant, that there ba_an actual

presentation at the time the study is received by the Legislative body. So
the second $25,000 will not be withheld if no presentation occurs. As for the
answer regarding the question of the presentationto a committea pleass

| “refer to Q&A numbers 85 and 86 ahove

Last Modified on: 08/291'2008 09:01:00 AM
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Cayuga County Office of Real Property WebGIS /‘ Permitting
_ Scope of Work

Introduction

Cayuga County has developed 2 system for capturing and disseminating tax parcel and sales
information through its Real Property Department for purposes of meeting the specific needs
of county departments and public information requests. Currently the Real Property office
maintains tax maps in AutoCAD software and assessment/inventory data in the NYSORPS
RPS Version 4 software, Third party software and custom applications have been acquired,
developed and deployed for purposes of serving this data to the public. ESRI ArcGIS Desktop
and Server software, PAR Aglands application, SDG ImageMate, and Apex software are used

 for data collection, indexing, manipulation, and analysis.

PAR proposes to complement the County’s improvements in real property tax administration
by augmenting the existing ESRI ArcGIS Server platform to create a public real property web
based service. The primary objective of this project will be to promote the integration and use
of digital parcel and permitting data among multiple levels of Town and County Government.

Cayuga County will host the system developed under this effort utilizing existing hardware and -

software. The current ArcGIS Server platform supports the addition of GIS and web service
capabilities to daily operations for purposes of assisting various departments- and local
governments with repeatable analysis that will enable staff to perform their jobs with increased
levels of efficiency. ' :

The two primary additional tasks to be performed under this project are described below:
Task 1- Cayuga County Real Property Online, RPO
Develop a web based query and data i'etrieval 100} for access to ESRI GIS datasets and RPS

assessment information. The application interface will provide access to locate and view land
records and parcel data with street level photos and sales data similar to that shown in Figure 1.

A procedure will be developed for adding images based on the image import utility within the
RPS Version 4 sofiware. Functionality to be developed will include the following capabilities:

Layer Display Toggle Pan Tool

Zoom Tool | Print Map

Measure Tool _ ~ Identify Feature

View Image Tool Interactive Feature Selection
Display Attributes of Selected Features ~ Select by Attribute Query
Zoom to Selected Feature(s) Proximity (buffer) Tool
Download Selected Records Pernﬁi Tool

Online Help  Online Metadata

Parcel Search Query - Comparable Property Query

S
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Figure 1. Example of similar web based Real Property GIS developed for Franklin County, NY

Task 2-- Web Based Permitting

This application will use information from a selected pi\rcei in the RPO application to pre-fill a
subset of fields on a standardized building permit application, (Reference Figure 2). Fields to
be populated using the RPS information include:

Municipality Name

Property Owner’s Name

Property Owner Mailing Address
Property Location Address
Existing Property Use (Class Cade)

e ¢ ¢ ® 9@
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« Zoning Tax Map Number
« Lot Size or Acreage

« Map (Plot) Diagram

The GIS map extents will be used to plot the current RPO map in the plot diagram area on
page 2 of the building permit application. Users will then be presented with a web form that

offers the option to either enter the remaining items electronically or print the document for
manual completion. '
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Figure 2, Example building permit application form
Cost Estimate:

Task 1 - Cayuga County Real Property Online, RPO: $22,000 (inclusive of labor hours,
materials, and travel to Auburn)

J




Task 2 — Web Based Permitting: $25,500 (inclusive of labor hours, materials, and travel to
Auburn) _ :

* Total: $47,500 NTE, (additional labor hours optional — based upon request from the County)

Deliverables and Schedule ‘ : :
1. Web-based Real Property information application utilizing ArcGIS Server web ADF
- technology. o
- 2. Web-based building permit report generator plug-in. :
3. On-site installation and administrative training (three people, one day)

On going maintenance and support for these applications and the Ag-Lands application will be
addressed pursuant to the eéxisting professional services agreement for GIS services between
PAR government and Cayuga County. :

Tt is estimated that the term of this effort will be approximately 6 months from notice to
proceed. '
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staffinglAAOV2.xs - Typical Staffing 10f2 ' 7/15/2008

A. From IAAO "Assessment Practices” (1991), page 9
B. From 1AAO "Property Appraisal and Assessment Administration Practices” (1990), page 421
C. From 1AAQ "Property Appraisai and Assessmennt Administration Practices” (1980), page 422

A, (Assessment Practices] B.(Table 2) .

No. of FTE Ratio ratio total | appraisal] mean total mean total
Parcels Range, used staff staff | ratio staff ratio staff
1,000 1:1,000-1,500% 1,500 0.7 0.2 1,800 0.6 2,000 0.5
1,500 1:1,000 - 1,500} 1,500 1.0 03 1,800 0.8 2,000 0.8
2,000 1:4,000-1,500| 1,500 1.3 0.4 1,800 1.4 2,000 1.0
2,500 1:1,000 - 1,500{ 1,500 1.7 0.5 1,800 14 2,000 13
3,000 1:1,000 - 1,500 1,500 2.0 0.6 1,800 1.7 2,000 1.5
3,500 1:1,000 - 1,500 1,500 23 0.7 1,800 1.9 2,000 1.8
4,000 1:1,000 - 1,500 1,500 27 08 1,800 2.2 2,000 2.0
4,500 1:1,000- 1,500 1,500 3.0 0.9 1,800 25 2,000 23
5,000 1:1,000- 1,500} - 1,500 33 1.0 2,200 23 2,500 20
8,000 1:1,000 - 1,500] 1,500 4.0 1.2 2,200 27 | 2,500 2.4
7.000 1:1,000 - 1,500 1,500 4.7 1.4 2,200 32 2,500 2.8
8,000 1:1,000-1,500} 1,500 53 16 . 2,200 3.6 2,500 3.2
9,000 1:1,000-1,500] 1,500 6.0 1.8 2,200 4.1 2,500 3.6
10,000 1:2,500 | 2,500 40 2.0 2,200 4.5 2,500 - 4.0
11,000 1:2,500 2,500 44 2.2 2,200 5.0 2,500 44
12,000 1.2,500 2,500 48 2.4 2,200 55 2,500 48
13,000 1:2,500 2500 52 26 2,200 5.9 2,500 52
14,000 |  1:2,500 2,500 58 28 2,200 6.4 2,500 56
15,000 1:2,500 2,500 6.0 3.0 2,200 6.8 2,500 6.0
16,000 1:2,500 2,500 6.4 3.2 2,200 7.3 2,500 6.4
17,000 1:2,500 2,500 6.8 3.4 2,200 1.7 2,500 6.8
18,000 1:2,500 2,500 7.2 36 | 2200 8.2 2500 - 72
19,000 1:2,500 2,500 78 3.8 2,200 8.6 2,500 7.6
20,000 {1:3,000-3,500| 3,000 6.7 4.0 3,100 6.5 3,200 63
21,000 ]1:3,000-3,500] 3,000 7.0 42 3,100 6.8 3,200 8.6
22,000 |1:3,000-3,500{ 3,000 7.3 4.4 3,100 71 3,200 6.9
23,000 1:3,000 - 3,500 3,000 7.7 46 3,100 74 | 3,200 1.2
24000 |1:3,000-3,5001 3,000 8.0 4.8 3100 . 77 3,200 7.5

- 25,000 1:3,000 - 3,500{ 3,000 . 8.3 50 3,100 8.1 3,200 78
26,000 |1:3,000-3,500{ 3,000 8.7 52 3,100 8.4 3,200 8.1
27,000 |1:3,000-3,500} 3,000 9.0 5.4 3,100 8.7 3,200 8.4
28,000 |14:3,000-3,500{ 3,000 9.3 58 3,100 9.0 3,200 88
29,000 1:3,000 - 3,500 3,000 9.7 58 - 3,100 9.4 3,200 9.1
30,000 |1:3,000-3,500}! 3,000 10.0 6.0 3,100 9.7 3,200 9.4
31,000 §1:3,000-3,500] 3,000 103 6.2 3,100 10.0 3,200 9.7
32,000 |1:3,000-3,500]| 3,000 10.7 6.4 3,100 103 3,200 10.0
33,000 |[1:3,000-3,500] 3,000 11.0 6.6 3,100 10.6 3,200 10.3
34,000 {1:3,000-3,500| 3,000 11.3 6.8 3,100 1.0 13,200 10.6
35,000 |1:3,000-3,500] 3,000 "7 7.0 3,100 11.3 3,200 109
36,000 |1:3,000-3,500{ 3,000 12.0 7.2 3,100 11.6 3,200 11.3
37,000 1:3,000 - 3,500} 3,000 12.3 74 3,100 11.9 3,200 11.6
38,000 1:3,000-3,500| 3,000 12,7 7.6 3,100 123 3,200 11.9
39,000 |1:3,000-3,500{ 3,000 13.0 78 3,100 1286 3,200 12.2
40,000 |1:3,000-3,500] 3,000 133 8.0 3,100 12.9 3,200 12.5
41,000 |1:3,000-3,500¢ 3,000 13.7 82 1 3100 13.2 3,200 12.8
42,000 {1:3,000-3,500] 3,000 14.0 84 3,100 13.5 3,200 13.1
43,000 1:3,000- 3,500 3,000 14.3 - 86 3,100 139 3,200 134
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staffingiAAOv2.xIs - Typical Staffing

20f2 7/15/2008
A. From JIAAQ "Assessment Practices” (1991), page 9
B. From IAAQ "Property Appraisal and Assessment Administration Practices” (1990), page 421
C. From IAAQ "Property Appra:sal and Assessment Administration Practices"” (1990), page 422
A ent P B. (Table 2) C. (Table 31
No. of FTE Ratio ratio total | appraisal| mean total mean ~total
Parcels Range used staff | staff ratio ~  staff ratio staff
44,000 | 1:3,000-3,500] 3,000 147 8.8 3,100 14.2 3,200 13.8
45,000 [1:3,000-3,500| 32,000 15.0 9.0 3,100 14.5 3,200 141
46,000 |1:3,000-3,500{ 3,000 156.3 9.2 3,100 148 3,200 14.4
47,000 |1:3,000-3,500f 3,000 15.7 9.4 3,100 15.2 3,200 14.7
-48,000 }1:3,000-3,500] 3,000 18.0 96 3,100 15.5 3,200 15.0
49,000 }1:3,000-3,5001 3,000 18.3 9.8 3,100 168 3,200 15.3
50,000 | 1:3,000-3,500| 3,000 16.7 10.0 3,100 16.1. 3,200 158
55,000 |1:3,000-3,500| 3,000 183 11.0 3,100 17.7 3,200 17.2
60,000 |}1:3,000-3,500( 3,000 @ 20.0 120 | 3,100 19.4. 3,200 18.8
65,000 |1:3,000-3,500] 3,000 217 -13.0. 3,100 21.0 3,200 203
70,000 1:3,000-3,500| 3,000 23.3 14.0 3,100 228 3,200 21.9
75,000 |1:3,000-3,500] 3,000 250 15.0 3,100 24.2 3,200 234
80,000 |1:3,000-3,500( 3,000 26.7 16.0 3,100 258 3200 - 250
85,000 |]1:3,000-3500f 3,000 - 283 170 3,100 274 3,200 268
90,000 }1:3,000-3,500] 3,000 30.0 18.0 3,100 29.0 3,200 28.1
95,000 {1:3,000-3,500]| 3,000 3.7 19.0 3100 306 | 3,200 29.7
100,000 |1:3,000-3,500} 3,000 333 20.0 3100 - 323 3,200 31.3

B. From IAAO "Property Appraisai and Assessment Administration Practices” (1990), page 421

Table 2
Type of local
govemment
County
Municipality
Township
Total

Parcels per Employee
Parcels per employee (rounded)
Mean Median
3,100} 2,600
2,200 2,100
1,800 1.600
2,400 2,100

C. From IAAO "Property Appraisal and Assessment Admmlstratlon Practices" (1990), page 422
Average Number of Parcels per Employee (agencies having computer assistance)
Parcels per employee (rounded)

Table 3
Type of local
govemment
County
Municipality
Township
Total

Mean
3,200
2,500
2,000
2,700
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Summary of State Aid for Real Property Tax Administration Improvement

s Paid to municipality

Annually maintain assessments at 100% of
matket value _
Annually conduct systematic analysis of all
locally assessed properties

Annually revise assessments where necessary to
maintain assessment level at 100% of market
value

Implement a program to physically inspect and
re-appraise each property a least once evety 6
years L

s RPTL §1573
Triennial Aid Up to $5/parcel, in year Assessing unit must conduct a reassessment
of reassessment. which includes reinspection and reappraisal of
Paid to municipality all parcels : _
o Aid payment is available once every 3 years
Aid program scheduled to sunset after
completion of 2011 assessment rolls
_ RPTL $1573
Consolidation ~ Up to $7/parcel, one-time 2 or more assessing units can assess at a
Incentive Aid payment uniform percentage and merge assessment
' Paid to participating functions by combining to form a:
municipalities o Consolidated Assessing Unit (RPTL
Maximum of $140,000 §1602) ora
per municipality ' o Coordinated Assessment Program
Requires lo.year (CAP ~-RPTL §579) either
commitment o with direct county involvement
Pro-rated pay back if an where assessing units enter into
assessing unit reverts to agreement w/county pursuant to
before end of 10-year assessment services o
- period o without direct county involvement
o County Assessing Unit
RPTL §1573 ' ,
County Aid Up to $1/parcel, one-time Co. provides assessment services to
payment municipalities: data collection, sales
Paid to county verification, assessment, appraisal, exemption or

any other assessment related services

County may provide any one ora combination
of those services :

County and assessing units must enter into
agreements according to RPTL §1537

RPTL §1573 :




Assessor Questionnaire

Municipality:

_' 0 you have a professional designation:

Reval Schedule: (Circle One)  Annual Triennial Other

How many hours per week do you spend at your job?

If your municipality conducts triennial revaluations, about how many extra hours do you spend per week during
that process?

How many informal hearings were conducted during the last reval? Were hearings conducted evenings and
weekends? : ' '

Norma! Qffice Hours:

Please list additional staff in the assessors office by title and number of hours per week:

Do you have street level photos of all properties?
Are the photos taken on some schedule?
‘Do you routinely request income and expense statements?:

Do you use contractors to assist with revaluations? - YES NO
Data Coliection? _ YES : NO
Commercial appraisals? - ‘ YES NO

How many squate feet of Office space does your office use?

* If stored outside of your office how many square feet of space is used for records retention?

Technology:
How many computers are currently used in your office?

" Are the computers stand alone PC’s or networked?

What other software tools do you use? : -
EXCEL ACCESS APEX

WORD LOTUS ~ RPS-Separate
AMI-PRO SDG . Mobite Home File

"*i‘-er:

s




Brisfly describe any internal automated documents ydu use: (for example mobile home worksheets, sales
verification, exemption information.)

Are you satisfied with the services that the Real Property Tax office currently provides?

Are there other services you would like the county to provide?

Describe the working relationship between the assessors office and other municipal offices. Are you called
upon for assistance or information by the Planning, Zoning, Water or Sewer Departments, Tax Collection,
?Fown Board etc. ' -

Do you provide services for the ﬁxpayers beyond what is legally required? For example, exemption renewal
reminders etc. ‘

On average how many office visits do you get per week? During the period January through May? Describe
"~ the reasons for the visits;_ ' :

J
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. Town Supervisor, City Manager Questionnaire

. Please answer the following questions for the 2007 budget year, using actual costs where available.
-Municipality: ' :
“oard of Assessment Review: _
Are BAR members paid salary or hourly? 2007 expenditure:
Does the municipality pay for training attendance, time and/or mileage?
Are any costs for Legal Services incurred by the BAR?

Assessment Office:
Assessor Salary:
Fringe Benefits:

Other Assessment Personnel: Please list by title:
Salary: , -
Fringe Benefits:
Mileage Expenses.
Postage Expenses:
Legal and Appraisal Services expense for Certiorari actions:
Other: ‘ '

Software expenses: For each software used in the Assessor’s Office: (Don’t include software that comes

installed on a new PC, such as word processor and spreadsheet software) ‘
Software: , ' Software:
Purchase Price: ' Purchase Price:
Annual License fee: - Annual License fee:
‘\nnual Maintenance fee: Annual Maintenance fee:

Equipment expenses:
Copter:
Telephone:
Computers:.
Scanner:
Printer:
Digital Camera:

Training expenses:
Overnight Conferences:
Mileage and Day Training:
Memberships and Dues:

Contractor expenses (Including county revaluation support):
Revaluation Support: :
Document Processing:
Data Collection:
Commercial Appraisals:

Please provide the name and contact telephone number of the person completing this form:

b}

Thank You
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Requirements for Study

Minimum _»mnc_qu.m:ﬁm
" Viable Options for Studies
Presenting the Study
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O_u._.>1 Study Grant Goal

@ _3v<o<m the nm_._qo_._jm:om Qﬂ Zm<< <o:m
real property tax m<m63

* Equity

* Every property across the state treated similarly
* Transparency
- * Truly c:amﬂmﬂm:amc_m to the taxpayer

¢ mEo_m:o<
* Lowest system cost for a given level of service

9 st costfor gen v )

June 2008 Assessing Grant Workshop 3
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CPTAP Study Grant — Assessing

e What must vs. what can be mEa_m%

* Must study at least one system of assessing
that applies common standards to every
parcel in the county |

* Can study any other assessing
_308<m3m2m e.g.,
* Affecting less than all parcels in oo::a\

® Specific issues / _3_u3<m3m2m affecting

/ - communities | \

June 2008 | Assessing Grant Workshop | 4
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What are common standards?

" e All parcels in the County are treated as if
they are all in the same assessing unit
®* Common LOA |
* Common qmmmmmmmsma o<o_m

* Common _:<m=.8€ and sales <m:=om=o:
practices |

* Each parcel has only one assessment
* Most likely a common database

N

June 2008 . Assessing Grant Workshop | 5



N

/

\_._oi do you achieve common

standards?

-
: ;
R "
-

e This may be accomplished with
“structural” changes to the assessing
units : | |

® County assessing unit (Tompkins model)

* Requires referenda — majority vote within each
assessing unit type, considered as a unit (town
and/or city and/or village) |

® County wide “CAP” |

* All city/town assessing units form a single

“coordinated assessment program” (RPTL §579)

/

June 2008 Assessing m_.m,a Workshop 6
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How do you achieve common
standards?

¢ This may be mooo:_u__m:ma with
“contractual” agreements Umgmm:

government entities

* Between the county and municipalities
* Coordinated assessment programs (RPTL mmqmv
® Optional county services :»_..v._._. §1537)

* Between municipalities
* Coordinated assessment Eom_.mam (RPTL mm.\.mv
* Other inter-municipal agreements

-

June 2008 - Assessing Grant Workshop 7
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Relevant RPTL, definitions, etc.

e A summary of RPTL and definitions
relevant to study options is available
* “RPTL Summary & Definitions.ppt”

e For links to complete RPTL and other
information, please visit ORPS’ website
~ ® “hitp://www.orps.state.ny.us/”

June 2008 _ >mmom_mm_=u Grant Workshop 8
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\<_NU_0 O_oe.o:m for >mmmmm.:m
m::o».o: m:a_ m»:a__mm

o County-run >mmmmm_:u — the no::q controls
:.m assessing function |

e Municipal-run Assessing — the Bcs_o_nm_;_mm
control the mmmmmm_so function |

e “Hybrid” or “Partnership” — 3::8_3_ run
assessing with some roles by the county in
/ ~ partnership with the 3::_o_nm__=mw | K

June 2008 Assessing Grant Workshop | 9
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CPTAP Study Grant - Awards
e $25,000 advanced 8_ counties to prepare a
study for the implementation of a program of
~collaborative assessing o
* 44 counties have received grants to date

e An additional $25,000 will be awarded upon
receipt by ORPS of
* A copy of the study

* A copy of the minutes of the county legislature or
board of supervisors meeting that indicate the plan
has been received by the county _m_@mm_mE_.m or board

/ of supervisors | | \

June 2008 - Assessing Grant Workshop 10
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Comprehensive Studies

e ORPS reserves the right to review each study
to ensure that it was done oanqm:m:mZmE
and in good *m_:. |

° (Q&A #23)

e Studies should include enough meaningful
information to allow the county legislative body
to decide a course of moﬁ_o: without m_umo__q_o
recommendations

* (Q&A #55)

N _

June 2008 | Assessing Grant Workshop | 11
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1.6mm:nu=o= of mn:&mm

o ORPS’ mxumoﬁm:o:m

® Presentation and discussion of study mﬁ a
meeting of the county _m@_m_mEE or board 96
supervisors

® Presenter may be qmn:omﬁma to offeran
ov.__.__o: as to the option(s) — but should not
say that all options are impossible

* ORPS representatives may attend meeting

-

June 2008 Assessing Grant Workshop 12



' ORPS’ Available
Resources .

Suggested Outline
Available “Tools™
Sample Products
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_ \Erm%m a :..mm:.:u*:_
o-:v-.o—.m:wim study?

o One that meets the needs for the oocsa\ that
chartered the study so that they can make an

informed decision

e We suggest that it:
* Allow the comparison of:
® Level of mmE_om\nmlo_.Bm:om
* Cost and/or staffing
* Between the:

® Existing system
* Existing system if it met nm;o_.amsom ﬂm:amam with

respect to equity

/ ~ *® Proposed model(s) : | | \ |

June 2008 | Assessing Grant <<o_.xm=8 | 14
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Resources and Communication

o In order to assist in the development of
comprehensive studies, ORPS is providing
information and a means of communication
among participants B

* CPTAP Resources web page
* Suggested outlines and worksheets

 Examples, references and “tools’
® Current activity in other counties

~ * An e-mail user community via “listserve”
/ o mmmmmmm:uu..m:ﬁ@:mﬁm?.o_._um.mnmﬂm.:S:m_

~

June 2008 | Assessing Grant Workshop 15
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» ORPS has developed a mc@omméma ocﬁ__:m with
a format and content intended to enable a
county legislative body to ::Qm_.mﬁm:a

* The goals of the study

* Relevant RPTL and 83._50_09

®* The benefits of common performance mﬁmsamam

* The differences between the current system and the
alternative(s) presented in the study

e A multi-sheet work book is also available

Jrmmmmm—_

June 2008 | Assessing Grant Workshop 16
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Suggested Outline — Sections

e |. Executive Summary

e |l. Existing system

e 1. Model(s) being wEn__mo_
e IV. Implementation path _

o V. Oovaqmﬁzm analysis of o_o:o:@
and the present system

e Appendices (e.g., worksheets)

Y

June 2008

Assessing Grant Workshop

17
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Executive Summary

e Explain the intent of the study
* County-wide performance standards
e Summary of options |
* County-run vs. City/T own-run (with or without optional
county services) o
e A clear, concise summary of the content of the
" remainder of the study

* Probably what will actually be presented at the
~ meeting of the county legislative body

e May want to include RPTL summaries and
~ definitions relevant to the study |

-

June 2008 Assessing Grant Workshop . 18




Ve —

Existing System

¢ Data describing the status of the current
system for both the assessing units and the
county RPTS agency (suggest referring to
spreadsheets in appendices)
* Costs . |
~® Resources and capabilitie
* | evel of service/performance |
o Estimate of cost of existing system if individual
assessing units complied with the performance
standards with respect to equity and
assessment administration

N Y

June 2008 | >mmmmm,=n Grant Workshop | 19
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e How do you measure the current “level
of service” of an assessing unit?

- Easy to ask...hard to answer

Um_._"o_‘Bm:om mﬁm:amamo

e How do you estimate what it would cost
if the existing system complied with .Sm

\

\

June 2008

Assessing Grant Workshop

20
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Existing system: measuring
“level of service”

® Oo:m_amqmﬁ_o:m

® Does the Assessor/BOA maintain only basic data:
owner, exemptions, new parcels, new construction,
etc., and make minimal assessment changes?

* Does the Assessor/BOA verify and correct sales data?

* Does the Assessor/BOA review and maintain current
inventory data?
* What are the equity measures ﬁo_. the mmmmmm_:o unit?

* How often does the assessing unit oo:acQ
reassessments?

N

June 2008 - Assessing Grant Workshop 21
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Existing system: measuring
“level of service” |

e AN m_@o_.:_:_d could be used to “rate” the level
- of service by assigning factors to the various
service characteristics | | |
‘e We have developed a spreadsheet to be used
as a “tool” to compute levels of service for

each assessing unit

* The same spreadsheet also calculates total FTE (full
time equivalent) staff and overall cost for assessment
administration for each assessing unit

* “level of service.xls”

C a -

June 2008 | Assessing Grant Workshop 22
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\mxmm::m system: cost to comply
with performance standards

e Difficult to estimate the hypothetical cost of
~individual assessing units meeting the desired

performance standards _

e We have developed spreadsheets (based on
JAAO guidelines) to be used as tools to
estimate the staffing required to maintain an
assessment office or to perform major tasks
~ * “typical staffing_IAAO.xls” | |

* “production_IAAO.xls”

- k

June 2008 | | >mmmmmm_=m Grant Workshop | 23
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'Model(s) Being Studied .

@ Must include at least one of the following
* County-run assessing |
* City/Town-run assessing with no county
involvement
* City/Town- run assessing with county services

being EoSama for some or all of Em _:a_<_n_cm_
- assessing units
e May include intermediate steps to
improving performance standards \

~ June 2008 . Assessing Grant Workshop 24
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If County-run Assessing

¢ Timetable
®* Referendum
® First county assessment roll

e Location and :oc_.m of mmmmmm_ﬁma

office(s)

® Associated costs

o When will common amﬁm_ummm be created
e Resources needed at the county level

N

)

June 2008 Assessing Grant Workshop

25
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If County-run Assessing

® _»mw_oo:m__u___a\ for various tasks Aooc:?
contractor, state) |
- ® Valuation of complex properties
® Valuation of utility properties
° Non-complex CAMA analysis and valuation
e Reassessment cycle (to maintain
uniform LOA across county)

N - p

June 2008 : Assessing Grant <<.o_‘_6=ov _ 26
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If County-run Assessing

e Types of actions at the State level that would

be beneficial or critical to adopting model

Increased State Aid (for oo:mo__amﬁ_os _.mmmmmmmz,_msﬁ
county services, etc.)

‘Reassessment cycle law

Development of common standards

Enforcement of common standards by ORPS |
CAMA valuation processing by ORPS with local input
Advisory appraisals of complex properties by ORPS

* Advisory appraisals of utility properties by ORPS

b

.

June 2008 o * Assessing Grant Workshop | 27



If City/Town-run Assessing

¢ Describe the structural or contractual
‘actions that will cause all of the
" assessing units to behave as one
cohesive unit and have the same
reassessment cycle and level of
assessment _

/  y

June 2008 ‘Assessing Grant Workshop | 28
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If City/Town-run Assessing

» Examples of structural or contractual actions
“* Formation of a county-wide CAP (§579)
* Contracts with county for assessment services
(§1537)
*_Contracts with county for m_ovﬁm_mm_ and/or mxm:._u:o:
services (§1537)

* Formation of multiple CAPs Ammﬂov

* Inter-municipal agreements between all individual
- assessing units

® .<m:ocm combinations may be :mmama or used K

\_

June 2008 " Assessing Grant Workshop 29
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_q City/Town-run Assessing

o If qum are assessing <___m©mm describe
what action will ensure that there is
only one assessment for each nm_.oo_

e List assessing units needing county
services and describe

e Resources :mmama at Em oo::a\ level
(if any) ,

- * Associated costs o B __ \

June 2008 : Assessing Grant Workshop ‘ 30
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If City/Town-run >mmmmmm=m

e Responsibility for <m:ocm tasks Aooc_._?
contractor, state) |
. Valuation of ooB_u_mx properties
* Valuation of utility properties |
- ® zos..ooau_mx CAMA analysis and <m_:m=o:

e Reassessment cycle (to maintain
uniform LOA across county)

L o o

June 2008 A Assessing Grant Workshop _ - 31




'If City/Town-run Assessing

e Types of actions at the State level that would

be beneficial or critical to adopting model

* Increased State Aid (for consolidation, reassessment,
county services, etc.)

* Reassessment cycle law
* Development of common standards
* Enforcement of common standards by Om_um

* CAMA valuation processing by ORPS with local input
® Advisory munﬁm_mm_m of complex properties by ORPS
* Advisory mn_u_.m_mm_m of 5__5\ tﬁovmn_mm _u< ORPS

N y

June 2008 - Assessing Grant Workshop | 32
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- Implementation Path

e Should include a disclaimer that the study is
not intended to identify or anticipate every
operational detail of the option(s) described,
and that any move to implement or further
explore options will require additional specifics

e Summarize :wnc:m_‘:m:ﬁm and steps in the
process to implement the 02_03@

June 2008 Assessing Grant Workshop- _ 33
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Implementation - County-run

o Summarize requirements
* Local law and referendum -
® Possible double or triple referendum

. 00330_._ _.O>m3_3mo:o§mﬂ_o: A_.mmmmmmmama _
likely to be required) |

e Summarize steps in process/Timeframe
* Educational workshops/public information |
* Local law and referendum |
* County-wide reassessment
* Formation of county assessing unit -

June 2008 Assessing Grant Workshop 34
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Implementation - County-run

e Summarize possible intermediary steps
~ ® Local reassessments/State aid

- e Describe impact on county
* Roles and responsibilities
* Conflicts (e.g., assessment and tax responsibilities)
* Budgetary demands |
®* Income available Aoc_,«m_._%oﬁm:ﬁ_mc
® Consolidation aid

/ ® Reassessment aid R | f K

June 2008 | - Assessing Grant Workshop | 35
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Implementation - City/Town-run

® Summarize requirements

* §1537 contracts with county for assessment or oﬁ:mq
mm2_omm and/or

579 formation of coordinated assessment programs
with/without county involvement), and/or

* Other inter-municipal m@qmm_smam m:&oq
® Shared services

e Summarize steps in process/Timeframe
* Educational workshops/public _:*o_ﬁ._m:o:
* County-wide reassessment

N _

June 2008 Assessing Grant Workshop 36
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e Summarize possible _Rm::ma_mJ\ mﬁmnm
~ * Local reassessments/State aid _
* CAP formation/State aid

e Describe impact on county (if :mmam&
* Roles and responsibilities
* Conflicts (e.g., assessment m:a tax responsibilities)
* Budgetary demands
“* income available (current/potential)
¢ Consolidation aid

® Reassessment aid
¢ Charge backs (if County)

_ e - )

June 2008 | _>mmmwmw=o Grant Workshop 37




- Oo:._um..mn:\m >:m_<m.m of Options

® Ooaumqo option(s) qm_m:<m to mmos o=._m_. (if
needed) — and to present system
- * Cost comparison
* Performance comparison
* State aid comparison |
e The plan should not _:o_cam a factual
recommendation (Q&A #21)

o The study should not state that an option may
/ not _om viable (Q&A #mmv

\

June 2008 : Assessing Grant Workshop o 38



Sale Price_| CountyTax | Town Tax

[ Municipality | Tax Map # | Assessed Value |

Aubumn 115.81-1-4.3 3,500,000 2,450,000 29626.45
Auburn 109.64-1-9 568,600 1,520,000 4813.03
Auburn 116.45-2-27 976,000 1,075,000

Auburn 115.81-1-5.11 188,100 995,000 1592.21
Auburn 122.36-1-7 1,011,500 530,000

Auburn 1156.67-1-29 462,400 500,000 3914.08
Auburn 1156.75-1-60 371,900 495,000 3148.02
Auburn 123.37-1-16 558,500 480,000 4727.53
Auburn 115.60-2-46 522,000 425,000 - 4418.57
Auburn’ 115.80-1-3.11 514,800 425,000 4357.63
Auburn 108:81-1-6 462,000 400,000 3910.69
Auburn 116.53-2-36 - 225,000 379,050 1804.56
Auburn 115.60-2-66 367,200 370,000 3108.24
Auburn 115.73-1-5 349,909 350,000 5402.17
Auburn 116.45-2-15 173,200 350,000 1466.09
Auburn 115.75-1-551 175,000 349,500 1481.32
Auburn 116.46-1-23 750,000 345,000 1171.51
Auburn 109.79-1-15 187,600 335,000 1468.88
Auburn 116.38-2-34 .1 236,200 330,000 1999.36
Auburn 123.21-1-27 330,000 330,000 2793.35
Auburn 115.28-1-24 356,000 300,000 3013.43
Auburn 116.45-2-20 321,000 300,000 2717.17
Auburn 116.61-1-61 180,000 295,000 1523.65
Auburn 116.34-1-28.11 250,800 250,000 2122.85
Auburn 116.40-2-85 195,700 275,000 1656.54
Auburn 109.56-1-3.22 255,200 270,000 2180.19
Auburn 115.60-1-35 150,000 270,000 1269.71
Auburn 116.63-2-37 165,000 266,000 1396.68
Auburn 116.61-1-59 129,000 250,000 1015.76
Auburn 116.45-2-23 165,400 235,000 1367.09

Special Dist | SCHOOL TAX|
62,545.00
10,160.88
17,441.12
3,361.35
18,075.51
8,263.09
6,645.85
9,980.40
9,328.14
9,199.48
8,255.94
4,020.75
6,561.86
6,254.48
13,095.08
3,127.25
13,402.50
3,352.41
4,220.89
5,897.10
6,361.72

- 5,736.27
3,216.60
4,481.80
3,497.16
4,560.42
2,680.50
2,948.55
2,305.23
2,955.70



_ . Municipality _

_ Assessed Value _ Sale Price _ County Tax _ Town Tax

Auburn

Tax Map #

Auburn 116.46-1-31 126,100 165,000 1067.4
Auburn 116.79-2-25 95,700 165,000 - 810.07°
Auburn 116.61-1-72 123,400 164,900 1044.54
" Auburn 116.39-1-77 111,000 - 162,700 939.58.
Auburn - 116.78-1-76.10 155,800 162,500 1318.8
Auburn 116.50-1-5 | 106,500 160,000 901.49
Auburn 115.74-1-36 98500 155,000 833.77
Auburn 116.77-1-45 100,300 155,000 849.01
Auburn 123.37-1-29 123,900 155,000 1048.78
Auburn 109.57-1-33 136,900 152,750 1082.64
Auburn 116.34-1-30.1 127,700 151,000 1080.94
Auburn 116.26-1-17 150,000 150,000 1402.6
Auburn 116.29-1-50 111,400 150,000 942 97
Auburn 116.32-2-75 109,400 150,000 926.04
Auburn 116.33-2-46 113,300 150,000 959.05
Auburn 116.69-1-49.1 144,600 150,000 1224
Auburn 122.43-1-84 121,900 149,400 1031.85
Auburn 116.48-2-73 118,000 148,000 098.83
Auburn 116.40-1-68 117,500 147,000 709.34
Auburn 116.40-2-63 90,000 147,000 761.82
Auburn’ 123.39-1-37 133,000 145,900 1019.15
Auburn 116.41-1-13 117,700 145,000 996.3
Auburn 116.57-1-77 135,900 . 145,000 1150.35 .
Auburn 116.61-1-70 111,900 145,000 947.2
Auburn 123.24-1-6 103,500 145,000 876.1
Auburn - 123.40-1-4 128,500 145,000 960.74
Auburn 122.43-1-75.11 124,100 144,000 1050.47
Auburn 116.49-1-66 89,200 143,500 755.05

109.71-1-55 92,500 143,000 656.01

Special Dist | SC

HOOL TAX |
2,253.41
1,710.16
2,205.16
1,983.57
2,784.15
1,903.16
1,760.20
1,792.36
2,214.09
2,446 .40
2.282.00
2,680.50
1,890.72
1,954.98
2,024.67
2,584.00
2,178.35
2,108.66
2,099.73
1,608.30

12,376.71
2,103.30

2,428.53
1,999.65
1,849.55
2,296.30
2,217.67
1,5694.00
1,652.98



Tax Map #

_ Assessed Value _ Sate m._.wnm\_ County Tax # Town Tax

| Municipality |

Auburn 116.57-1-70 103,300 126,500
Auburn 116.32-2-66 85,900 126,000
Auburn 115.49-1-8 80,000 125,000
Auburn 116.42-1-50 111,900 125,000
Auburn 116.57-1-10 103,600 125,000
Auburn 123.32-1-53 116,300 125,000
Auburn 116.64-1-69 91,700 124,500
Auburn 116.25-1-50 90,500 124,000
Auburn 116.64-1-29 87,600 123,900
Auburn 116.64-1-59 91,000 123,700
Auburn 123.22-2-11 110,500 122,500
Auburn 116.69-1-52 113,100 122,400
Auburn 116.53-2-34 114,900 122,341
Auburn 115.67-2-13 87,600 122,300
Auburn 1 16.46-2-32. .84,000 122,300
Auburn 109.70-2-45 112,500 122,041
Auburn 116.32-2-42. 95,000 122,000
Auburn 116.40-1-21 95,000 122,000
‘Auburn 116.79-2-8 84,500 122,000
Auburn 123.23-1-40 97,500 122,000
Auburn 109.70-2-23 90,900 120,500
Auburn 108.84-1-29.12 73,400 120,000
Auburn 115.42-2-17 140,000 120,000
Auburn 116.23-2-19 96,600 120,000
Auburn 116.23-2-59 92,000 120,000
Auburn 116.48-1-21 87,700 120,000
Auburn 116.78-1-14 98,600 120,000
Auburn 122.43-1-26 92,200 120,000
Auburn 122.43-1-28 103,900 120,000

874 .4
727.12
669.24

9472
876.94
857.47
776.21
689.87
741.51
770.29
935.35
857.36
972.59
741.51
711.03
740.66
804.15
804.15
715.27
749.13
769.44
600.99

1096.18

817.69
778.75

742.35°

766.9
780.45
879.48

Special Dist |scHooL TAX |
1,845.97
1,635.03
1,429.60
1,899.65
1,851.33
2,078.28
1,638.68
1,617.24
1,565.41
1,626.17
1,974.64
2,021.10
2,053.26
1,5665.41
1,601.08
2,010.38
1,697.65-
1,697.65

1,510.02
1,742.33
1,624.38
1,311.66

2,501.80
1,726.24
1,644.04

- 1,567.20
1,761.98
1,647 .61
1,856.69



| Municipality |

_,>mmmmmmn_ <m_:m._ Sale Price _ County Tax _ Town Tax

Tax Map #

Auburn 123.21-1-24 105,000 110,000 617.08
Auburn 115.42-1-29 87,300 109,900 738.97
Auburn 116.57-1-30 104,000 109,500 880.33
Auburn 116.80-1-1 140,200 108,500 763.52
Auburn 116.21-1-74 107,300 108,000 . 1038.62
Auburn 116.49-1-76 72,400 108,000 612.84
Auburn 122.36-1-4 117,900 108,000 997.99
Auburn 116.29-1-26 83,700 107,000 632.31
Auburn 116.79-1-62 82,900 107,000 701.72
Auburn 122.26-1-2 110,900 107,000 038.74
Auburn 123.40-2-44 85,600 106,000 724.58
Auburn 108.84-1-28 65,400 105,470 553.59
Auburn 116.32-1-30 66,500 105,000 562.9
Auburn 116.32-2-78 101,200 105,000 831.23
Auburn 116.37-1-27 109,200 105,000 924.35
Auburn 116.48-2-37 99,900 105,000 845.62
Auburn 116.50-1-7 122,300 105,000 1035.23
Auburn 116.50-1-37 104,998 105,000 1055.55
Auburn 116.71-2-55 74,800 105,000 633.16
Auburn 122.43-1-44 95,800 105,000 810.92
Auburn 115.24-1-36 79,000 104,940 668.71
Auburn 116.65-1-32 96,400 104,940 816 |
Auburn 115.27-1-38.1 84,900 103,000 718.65 |
Auburn 116.57-1-10 103,600 103,000 876.94
Auburn 116.65-1-5 90,000 102,500 761.82
Auburn 116.62-2-5 85,100 102,460 720.35
Auburn 116.47-1-30 101,700 . 102,000 854.93.
Auburn 116.55-2-17 87,600 102,000 741.51
Auburn - 116.63-2-46 75,000 102,000 634.85

Special Dist _ SC

HOOL TAX| .
1,876.35
1,560.05
1,858.48
2,505.37
1,917.45
1,203.79
2,106.87
1,495.72
1,481.42
1,981.78
1,629.67
1,168.70
1,188.36
1,808.44
1,951.40
1,785.21

2,185.50

1,876.33

- 1,336.68

1,711.95
1,411.73
1,722.67
1,617.16
1,8561.33
1,608.30
1,520.74
1,817.38
1,665.41
1,340.25



Assessed Value _ Sale Price _ County Tax _ Town Tax

[ Municipality | Tax Map #

Auburn 115.28-1-36 70,600 95,000 470.64
Auburn 115.60-2-50 69,000 . 95,000 - 584.06
Auburn 115.74-1-52 87,400 95,000 739.81
Auburn 116.47-1-11 93,300 95,000 789.76
Auburn 116.70-1-3 87,400 95,000 739.81
Auburn 116.79-2-28 73,100 95,000 618.77
Auburn 122.36-1-37 83,800 95,000 709.34
Auburn 123.22-1-12 82,600 95,000 623
Auburn 123.22-2-18 101,900 95,000 862.55
Auburn 116.79-1-13 90,000 94,300 761.82
Auburn 115.28-1-73 79,200 94,000 670.4
Auburn 116.55-1-30 77,000 94,000 651.78
Auburn 116.63-2-4 77,500 94,000 656.01
Auburn 116.53-2-13 86,900 93,810 735.58
Auburn 116.71-1-28 76,800 93,500 650.09
Auburn 123.29-1-33 87,000 93,500 736.43
Auburn 123.22-2-23 113,400 93,300 959.9
Auburn 109.69-2-53 68,700 93,240 581.52
Auburn 115.27-1-50 72,700 93,000 615.38
Auburn 115.33-1-7 79,500 93,000 545.97
Auburn 116.38-2-21.1 63,300 93,000 535.82
Auburn 115.34-2-73 77,900 82,900 543.37
Auburn 115.68-2-15 60,500 92,000 512.11°
Auburn 116.49-1-54 88,000 92,000 744 .89
Auburn 122.51-1-19 . 78,700 92,000 666.17
Auburn 116.62-1-41 89,700 91,160 759.28 -
Auburn 115.25-1-24.1 70,000 91,000 592.53
Auburn 1156.34-2-13 78,000 ‘91,000 660.25
Auburn 116.23-1-23.1 77,900 - 91,000 532.43

Special Dist | SCHOOL TAX| .
1,261.62
1,233.03

g 1,561.84
1,667.27
1,561.84
1,306.30
1,497.51
1,476.06
1,820.95
1,608.30

1,415.30
1,375.99
1,384.93
1,5562.90
1,372.42

1,654.69
2,026.46
1,227.67

-1,299.15
1,420.67
1,131.17
1,392.07
1,081.14
1,672.56
1,406.37
1,602.94
1,250.90
1,393.86°
1,392.07



ﬂ Municipality _ :

Assessed .<m_:m_ Sale Price _ County Tax _ Town Tax

Tax Map #
Auburn 116.71-1-30 87,500 87,500 740.66
Auburn 116.78-1-43 83,200 87,500 704.26
Auburn 116.25-2-14 80,999 87,000 685.63
‘Auburn 116.70-2-9 74,800 87,000 633.16
Auburn. 122.34-1-17 75,400 87,000 638.24
Auburn 123.32-1-55 82,000 87,000 694.11
Auburn 116.63-1-11 77,000 86,300 651.78
Auburn 116.53-2-29 71,500 86,005 605.23
Auburn 116.71-1-563.1 64,700 86,000 547.67
Auburn 116.32-1-54 81,100 ‘85,900 686.49
Auburn 116.46-2-36 70,000 85,500 414.77
Auburn 109.69-2-32 81,000 85,170 685.64
Auburn 108.83-1-27 64,500 85,000 545.97
Auburn 108.84-1-20 78,000 85,000 660.25
Auburn 115.28-1-74 1 89,500 85,000 757.59
Auburn 115.65-1-2.1 77,800 85,000 499.46
Auburn -116.22-1-59 83,000 85,000 372.45
Auburn 116.29-1-36 82,000 85,000 694.11
Auburn 116.29-1-50 111,400 85,000 1942.97
Auburn 116.30-2-65 102,500 85,000 867.63
Auburn 116.39-2-62 85,000 85,000 719.5
Auburn 116.40-1-60 . 62,100 85,000 525.66
Auburn 116.45-1-79 . 93,100 85,000 788.06
Auburn 116.47-1-23 78,000 85,000 660.25
Auburn 116.56-1-16 86,300 85,000 - 7305
Auburn 116.61-1-68 70,100 85,000 - 593.38
Auburn 116.62-2-24 50,999 85,000 431.69
Auburn 115.42-1-45 56,100 84,900 47487
Auburn 108:84-1-10 64,400 84,800 - 54513

Special Dist | SCHOOL TAX |
1,663.63
1,486.78
1,447 .45
1,336.68
1,347 .40
1,465.34
1,375.99
1,277.71
1,156.19
1,449.26
1,250.90
1,447.47
1,152.62
1,393.86
1,5699.37
1,392.07
1,483.21
1,465.34
1,880.72
1,831.68
1,618.95
1,109.73
1,663.70
1,393.86
1,542.18
1,252.69
911.35
1,002.51
1,150.83



Tax Map #

Assessed <m_cm_ Sale Price _ County Tax _ Town Tax

| Municipality |

Auburn 116.56-2-32 61,500 81,000
Auburn 123.32-1-30 75,400 81,000
Auburn - 109.79-1-3 85,000 . 80,900
Auburn 116.62-1-33 59,400 -80,340
Auburn 116.29-1-24 75,100 80,300
Auburn 109.70-1-13 79,000 - 80,000
Auburn 116.39-1-63 56,500 80,000
Auburn 116.39-1-67 59,100 80,000
Auburn 122.51-1-26 99,500 80,000
Auburn 115.35-2-11 65,300 79,900
Auburn 116.62-1-43 61,000 79,800
Auburn 115.27-1-40 75,800 79,500
Auburn 115.66-2-67 72,900 79,500
Auburn 116.22-2-29 62,500 79,000
Auburn 116.24-1-21.22 86,500 79,000
Auburn 116.47-2-48 69,900 79,000
Auburn 116.40-2-1 69,700 78,450
Auburn 116.63-2-60 69,400 78,400
Auburn 116.23-2-64 57,200 78,334
Auburn 116.55-2-5 72,300 78,100
Auburn 116.69-1-45 77,300 78,100
Auburn 109.69-1-36 62,100 78,000.
Auburn 115.59-2-32 50,500 78,000
Auburn 115.74-1-72 73,100 78,000
Auburn 116.21-1-19 61,500 78,000
Auburn 116.25-1-14 82,400 78,000
Auburn 116.32-2-27 71,500 78,000
Auburn 116.39-2-54 78,400 78,000
‘Auburn 72,000 78,000

116.47-2-46

520.58
638.24

719.5
477 .41

635.7
- 668.71

478.26
500.26

- B42.24

562.74
516.35
641.62
617.08
529.04
732.2
591.68
589.99
448.63
484.18
612
654.32
525.66
427.47
618.77

'520.58

697.49
605.23
663.63
609.46

Special Dist | SCHOOL TAX |
1,099.01
1,347.40
1,518.95
1,061.48
1,342.04
1,411.73
1,009.66
1,056.12
1,778.07
1,166.91
1,090.07
1,354.65
1,302.72
1,116.88
1,545.76
1,249.11.
1,245.54
1,240.18

"1,022.16
1,282.00
1,381.35
1,109.73

902.44
1,306.30
1,099.01
1,472.49
1,277.71
1,401.01
1,286.64



_ z__::mnmu.m:Q _

Tax Map #

Assessed <m_:m_ Sale Price _ County Tax _ Town Tax

Auburn . 116.38-1-69 86,200 75,000 408
Auburn 116.39-1-58 60,300 75,000 510.42
Auburn 116.48-1-12 68,700 75,000 . 581.52
Auburn 116.54-2-25.1 55,000 75,000 - 465.56
Auburn 116.61-1-34 73,500 75,000 622.16
Auburn 115.34-1-27 1 61,300 74,600 -518.89
Auburn 116.39-2-47 52,700 74,500 446.08
Auburn 109.78-1-28 72,000 74,200 609.46
Auburn 116.55-1-18 57,800 74,200 489.26
Auburn 116.48-2-7 64,600 74,050 546.82
Auburn 115.67-1-34 - 68,600 74,040 496.03
Auburn 108.83-1-37 67,000 74,000 567.13
Auburn 115.52-1-8 64,000 74,000 541.74
Auburn 115.75-2-29 59,500 74,000 503.65
Auburn 116.29-2-30 62,000 74,000 397.84
Auburn 116.565-2-18 54,500 74,000 461.33
Auburn 116.55-2-52 75,100 73,900 593.38
Auburn 116.39-1-44 65,300 73,500 552.74
Auburn "116.69-1-58 80,800 73,400 607.77
Auburn 116.47-1-37 66,700 73,000 564.6
Auburn 116.64-1-17 65,000 73,000 550.21
Auburn 116.64-1-30 76,400 73,000 646.7
Auburn 115.75-1-36 69,300 72,500 586.6
Auburn 115.27-1-4 53,900 72,400 456.25
Auburn 116.48-1-45 62,900 72,300 532.43
Auburn 116.38-2-62 34,900 72,050 295.42
Auburn 108.67-1-17.1 56,200 72,000 475.72
Auburn 115.75-1-62 72,300 72,000 612
Auburn 115.75-2-35 60,100 71,974 508.73

Special Dist | SCHOOL TAX|
. 1,540.39
1,077.56
1,227.67
982.85
1,313.45
1,095.43
941.75
1,286.64
1,032.89
1,154 .40
1,225.88
1,197.29
1,143.68
1,063.27
1,107.94
973.92
1,342.04
1,166.91
1,443.90
1,191.93
1,161.55
1,365.27
1,238.39
$63.19
1,124.02
623.66
1,004.29
1,282.00
1,073.99



Assessed <m_cm_ Sale Price _ County Tax _ Town Tax

_ Municipality _ Tax Map #

Auburn 116.48-2-13 61,900 68,900 396.99
Auburn 115.74-1-80 55,000 68,500 465.56
Auburn 116.32-1-48 67,400 68,500 570.52
Auburn 116.38-1-12 55,400 68,370 468.94
Auburn 116.23-2-44 56,600 68,300 479.1 -
Auburn 1156.43-1-5 51,200 68,000 433.39
Aubum 115.68-1-46 72,000 68,000 609.46
Auburn 116.29-1-11 69,900 68,000 1 232.36
Auburn 116.30-1-14 63,500 68,000 637.51
Auburn 116.32-1-29 65,700 68,000 556.13
Auburn 116.39-2-2 76,200 68,000 - 645.01
Auburn 1156.75-1-71 66,700 67,900 564 .6
Auburn 116.62-1-17 59,900 67,900 507.04
Auburn 115.42-1-15 64,500 67,840 545.97
Auburn 115.34-2-47 72,000 67,500 609.46
Auburn 115.82-1-46 62,200 67,500 526.5
Auburn 116.71-1-23 67,000 67,300 49095
Auburn 115.42-3-65 67,000 67,000 567.13
Auburn 116.47-2-58 65,200 67,000 551.9
Auburn 116.70-1-23 .1 62,900 67,000 532.43.
Auburn 116.71-2-56 73,000 67,000 - 617.92
Auburn 109.71-1-51 70,800 66,500 599.3
Auburn 109.77-1-63 53,700 66,500 454 .55
Auburn 115.66-2-62.1 68,000 66,500 £550.21
Auburn 116.22-2-53 69,000 66,500 584.06
Auburn 116.40-1-17 66,800 66,250 565.44
Auburn 116.38-2-50 45,000 66,000 380.91
Auburn 116.62-2-16 71,000 66,000 600.99
Auburn 116.70-2-75 72,500 66,000 613.69

Special Dist | $C

HOOL TAX |
1,106.15
982.85
1,204 .44
990.00
1,011.44
914.94
1,286.64
1,249.11
1,134.75
1,174.06
1,361.69
1,191.93
1,070.41
1,152.62
1,286.64
1,111.51"
1,197.29
1,197.29
1,165.12
1,124.02
1,304.51
1,265.20
959.62
1,215.16
1,233.03
1,193.72
804.15
1,268.77
1,295.68



Assessed <m_:m_ Sale Price _ County Tax _ Town Tax

[ Municipatity | Tax Map #

Auburn 108.75-1-42 52,300 63,600 4427
Auburn 116.24-1-11 63,000 63,600 533.28
Auburn 115.34-2-31 51,100 63,500 432.55
Auburn - 116.31-2-25 65,800 . 63,500 556.98
Auburn 116.30-1-52 64,400 63,480 545.13
Auburn 116.40-1-11 66,700 63,240 564.6
Auburn 109.71-1-41 61,000 63,000 516.35
Auburn 115.75-2-29 - 59,500 63,000 - 503.65
Auburn 116.30-2-11 58,200 63,000 492 .65
Auburn 116.30-2-12. 44,900 63,000 380.07
Auburn 116.55-2-24 57,000 63,000 482.49
Auburn 115.75-2-24 59,500 62,900 503.65
Auburn 116.70-2-81 65,900 62,800 557.82
Auburn 115.43-2-42 56,300 62,700 476.56
Auburn 116.29-2-31 70,400 62,400 595.91
Auburn 116.30-1-53 52,500 mm_ooo. 444 4
Auburn 116.38-2-41 64,600 62,000 546.82
Auburn 116.55-2-63 60,400 62,000 511.27
Auburn 116.79-1-67 76,000 62,000 567.13
Auburn 115.60-1-20 - 56,800 61,000 480.79
Auburn. . 116.23-2-50 64,500 61,000 419
Auburn 115.66-2-70 59,300 60,740 501.96
Auburn 108.67-1-13 39,800 60,500 336.9
Auburn 116.28-1-44 120,000 60,100 5198.73
Auburn 115.33-1-47 65,000 - 60,000 550.21
Auburn 115.42-2-12 56,500 60,000 478.26-
Auburn 115.66-2-33 65,500 60,000 554.44
Auburn 116.30-1-73 40,400 60,000 - 341.97
Auburn 116.37-1-26.1 56,500 60,000 478.26

Special Dist | SCHOOL TAX|
934.60
- 1,125.81
913.16
1,175.85
1,150.83
1,191.93
.1,090.07
1,063.27
1,040.03
802.36
1,018.59
1,063.27
1,177.63
1,006.08
1,258.05
938.18
1,154.40.
1,079.35
1,358.12
1,015.02 .
1,1562.62
1,059.69
711.23
2,144 .40
1,161.55
1,009.66
1,170.48
721.95
1,000.66



mbmwmwmmn <m_:m‘_ Sale Price _ County Tax _ Town Tax

52,000

| Municipatity |  TaxMap#
Auburn 115.44-1-8 58,400 56,000 494 .34
Auburn 116.22-1-84 47,700 55,500 403.77
Auburn 115.82-2-5 47,800 55,312 303.46

~ Auburn 115.36-1-28 60,000 55120 507.88
Auburn 109.70-1-23 63,800 55,000 540.05
Auburn jm.mm-,_-@ﬂ 45 400 55,000 384.3
Auburn 115.83-1-36 52,300 55,000 4427
Auburn 116.30-1-32 59,900 55,000 507.04
Auburn 116.30-1-59 48,900 55,000 413.92
Auburn 116.31-1-40 38,000 55,000 321.66
Auburn 116.38-2-70 42,000 55,000 355.52 .
Auburn 116.54-1-29 54,000 55,000 457.09
Auburn 116.62-2-30.1 84 300 55,000 713.57

. Auburn 116.63-1-9 58,400 55,000 251.4
Auburn 116.70-2-32 57,200 55,000 484,18
Auburn 115.74-1-30 55,000 54, 999 465.55
Auburn 116.54-2-58 55,000 54 500 465.56
Auburn 116.30-2-82 56,200 54 000 47572
Auburn 116.62-2-25 45 300 54,000 383.45
Auburmn 116.64-1-8 49 900 53,300 422.39
Auburn 115.35-1-18 53,000 53,000 553.59
Auburn 115.59-1-65 41,400 53,000 350.44
Auburn 116.79-1-24 49 800 53,000 336.9
Auburn 115.59-2-17 . 50,500 52,900 320.6
Auburn 115.75-1-26 52,000 52,900 440.18
Auburn 116.31-2-21 62,700 52,000 530.74
Aubum 116.46-1-61 58,500 52,000 495,18
Auburn 116.46-2-29 55,000 52,000 213.73
Auburn 116.62-1-29 71,600 606.07

Special Dist | SCHOOL TAX |
1,043.61
852.40
854.19
1,072.20
1,140.11
811.30
934.60
1,070.41
873.84
679.06
750.54
964.98
1,506.44
1,061.48
1,022.16
982.85
982.85
1,004.29
809.51
891.71
947 11
1 739.82
889.93
902.44
929.24
1,120.45
1,045.40 -
982.85
1,279.49



— Municipality _ - Tax Map # Assessed Value _ Sale Price _
Auburn 115.58-1-20 48,000 46,500
Auburn 116.55-1-88 42,200 46,400
Auburn 115.51-1-29 46,200 46,000
Auburn- 116.62-2-22 50,000 46,000
Auburn 115.43-1-28 70,800 45 900
Auburn 115.59-1-55 43,000 45,570
Auburn 1156.59-2-33 36,000 45,050
Auburn 115.34-2-28 52,200 45,000
Auburn 115.36-2-12 43,000 45,000
Auburn 115.43-1-36 45,900 45000
Auburn 115.82-2-54 50,700 . 45,000
Auburn 115.84-1-54 52,200 45,000
Auburn 116.31-1-14 43,700 44,113
Auburn 116.30-1-72 46,500 43,850
Auburn 116.22-2-58 55,400 43,500
Auburn 115.83-1-38 60,200 43,400
Auburn 116.54-1-12 46,100 43,350
Auburn 116.47-1-31 104,200 43,000
Auburn 115.41-2-32 - 59,700 42,000
Auburn 115.49-1-18 52,000 42,000
Auburn 115.83-1-49 59,000 42,000
Auburn 116.48-1-63 172,800 42,000
Auburn 116.62-2-47 36,700 42,000
Auburn - 115.60-1-20 56,800 41,820
"Auburn 115.82-1-13 42,000 41,720
Auburn 115.42-3-47 40,000 41,000
Auburn 116.23-2-32 58,800 40,206
Auburn 116.22-2-4 60,900 40,000
Auburn 116.38-2-7

60,000

40,000

Cou

nty Tax _ Town Tax

406.31
357.21
391.07
423.24

599.3
363.98
304.73
441.86
181.99
388.53
429.16
441.86
369.91
393.61
468.94
509.57
390.22

683.1

 505.34

380.91
274.68
510.42
310.65
480.79
355.52
211.62
497.72

5166
507.88

Special Dist | SCHOOL TAX |
857.76
754.11
825.59
893.50"
1,265.20
768.41
1643.32
932.81
768.41
820.23
906.01
932.81

780.92
830.96
990.00
1,075.77
823.81

- 1,862.05
1,066.84
929.24
1,054.33
3,087.94
655.83

1,015.02
750.54
714.80
1,060.76
1,088.28
1,072.20



Assessed Value | Sale Price | County Tax _ Town Tax

| municipality | Tax Map #

Auburn 115.74-1-68 63,900 31,000 540.89
Auburn 116.47-1-46 46,200 30,100 391.07
Auburn 115.43-1-45 44,700 30,000 378.37
Auburn 115.43-2-76 37,700 30,000 319.12
Auburn 115.60-2-5 47,800 30,000 404.61
Auburn 115.75-2-26 36,400 30,000 308.12
Auburn 115.75-2-30 40,400 30,000 256.48
Auburn 116.53-2-68 50,000 30,000 423.24
Auburn 116.62-2-58 62,100 30,000 525.66
Auburn 116.64-1-78 83,000 30,000 575.6
Auburn 116.54-2-38 29,000 29,000 245.48
Auburn 115.67-1-50 29,400 28,750 248.86
Auburn 116.55-1-39 40,100 28,400 339.43
Auburn 115.60-1-17 41,800 28,000 353.82
Auburn 116.63-2-47 46,600 28,000 394.46
Auburn 115.43-2-70 29,500 27,500 249.71
Auburn 115.67-1-7 51,200 27,000 433.39
Auburn 116.23-2-65 63,000 26,500 228.54
Auburn 108.75-1-18 48,600 26,000 411.38
Auburn 116.56-1-23 19,999 26,000 169.29
Auburn 116.54-1-35 50,700 25,500 429.16
Auburn 115.28-1-38 24,999 25,000 483.33
Aubum ~ 115.35-2-46 35,000 25,000 296.26
Auburn 115.59-2-19 38,500 25,000 325.89
Auburn 116.54-1-13 45,000 25,000 380.91
Auburn 116.55-2-2 26,000 25,000 220.07
Auburn 115.82-1-79 46,100 22,000 390.22
Auburn 116.62-1-20.1. 20,000 22,000 169.29
Auburn 116.63-1-43 46,000 22,000 . 389.38

Special Dist | SCHOOL TAX|
1,141.89
825.59
798.79
673.70
854.19
650.47
721.95
893.50
1,109.73
1,483.21
518.23
525.38
'716.59
746.97
832.74
52717
914.94
1,125.81
868.48
357.38
906.01
446.73
625.45
688.00
804.15
464.62
823.81
357.40
822.02



[ Assessed Value | _Sale Price | CountyTax | TownTax | Special Dist |ScHoOL TAX]

_ Municipality _ Tax Map #

Aurelius 122.00-1-32.1 339,000 711,360
Aurelius 126.02-1-15 360,000 457,250
Aurelius ‘_ 19.04-1-22.5 244,000 300,000
>:ﬂm_Em 119.04-1-22.611 244 000 275,000
Aurelius 126.02-1-1 200,000 250,900
Aurelius 122.00-1-32.2 118,500 248,640
Aurelius’ 115.00-2-14.62 154,700 215,000
Aurelius 122.10-1-21 192,500 205,000
Aurelius 122.10-1-15 195,000 198,000
Aurelius 115.00-2-14.62 154,700 187,500
Aurelius 126.02-1-5 165,000 180,000
Aurelius 112.03-1-20 115,000 176,000
Aurelius 112.14-1-7 209,000 175,000
Aurelius 122.00-1-565.15 119,500 170,000

" Aurelius 115.09-1-20.12 163,000 168,000
Aurelius 122.00-1-55.32 141,400 162,500
Aurelius 112.03-1-23 115,000 160,000
Aurelius 119.00-1-4 120,800 159,900
Aurelius 121.00-1-8.122 127,600 157,000
Aurelius 122.00-1-55.14 143,300 155,000
Aurelius 115.09-1-16 152,600 151,580
Aurelius 112.19-1-3.2 170,000 151,500
Aurelius 114.00-1-37.1 130,700 142,500
Aurelius 112.01-1-17 82,000 140,000
Aurelius 112.03-1-15.1 115,000 130,000
Aurelius 119.04-1-62 119,000 130,000
Aurelius 122.00-1-53.12 103,300 129,000
Aurelius 115.10-1-5.11 110,000 125,000
Aurelius 122.00-1-55.312 120,000 125,000
Aurelius 113.00-1-42.12 120,000 123,000

1744.87
2689.23
2083.09
2083.09
1694.64
204.83
1320.71
1643.42
1536.7
1320.71
1408.64
981.78
1260.12
1020.2
1391.57
1207.17
981.78
1031.3

1089.35.

1169.6
1297.66
1188.93
1115.82

785.43
981.78

887.87
881.9
939.1

1024.47
1024.47

185.03
275.22

220.9

220.9
179.71

21.72
140.05
174.28
158.43
140.05
149.38
104.11
184.69

108.19

147.57

128.01

104.11

109.37

115.52
124.03
137.61
124.3
118.33
83.29

104.11"

94.15
93.52

99.59

108.64

108.64

651.21
332.08

225.07

225.07
184.49
109.31
297.62

87177

878.5
297.62
1562.2
412.02

284.77

540.1
336.96
412.02

117.7
326.47
292.43

251.45
329.61
412.02

05.93
246.17
101.47
285.96
110.69

5,922.33 US
6,289.20 US
4,262.68 US
4,262.68 US
3,494.00 US
2,070.20 US
2,702.61 US
3,362.98 US
3,406.65 US

12,702.61 US

2,882.55 US
2,009.05 US
3,6561.23 US
2,087.67 US
2,847.61 US
2,470.26 US
2,009.05 US
2,110.38 US -
2,229.17 US
2,503.45 US
2,665.92 US
2,969.90 US
2,283.33 US
1,607.24 US
2,009.05 US
2,078.93 US
1,804.65 US
1,921.70 US
2,096.40 US
2,096.40 US



© Tax gm.u #

_ Assessed Value _ Sale _uznmL County Tax _ Town Tax _ Special Dist _mOIOOr dpx_

| Municipality |

Aurelius 119.10-1-28.2 28,000 134,000
Aurelius 122.10-1-13 22,000 - 26,500
Aurelius - 122.00-1-62.3 15,000 25,000
Aurelius 121.00-1-28.2 64,000 21,000
Aurelius 122.00-1-55.16 186,000 18,500
Aurelius 122.00-1-55.20 160,800 18,000
Aurelius 114.00-2-12.5 13,300 17,000
Aurelius 115.10-1-41 18,000 15,000

242.38
187.82
128.06
546.38

1435.96
132.33
113.55
153.67

25.35
19.92

- 13.58
57.94

. 1562.28
14.03
12.04
16.29

236.04
35.75
598.04

400.82 .

36.94
12.27

489.16 US
384.34 US
262.05 US
1,118.08 US
3,249.42 US
2,809.18 US
232.35 US
314.46 US



Municipality
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus

Tax Map #
77.18-1-8
83.05-3-57
83.00-1-31

1 83.05-3-93

82.08-1-39.2
89.00-1-24
76.00-1-28.2
77.17-1-24
77.17-1-27
83.05-2-48
83.05-2-62
76.00-1-43.2
83.09-3-11
77.17-1-57
82.08-1-11
76.00-1-39
89.00-1-31.2
83.05-3-35
83.05-1-78
83.05-1-50
83.09-2-57
77.00-2-1.1
77.17-1-61
83.05-2-9
83.09-2-39
82.08-1-18
77.17-1-25
82.08-1-23
77.17-1-69
89.00-1-26.9

Assessed Value

107,000
110,000
143,700
107,800
107,500
108,500
101,900
102,000
97,000
101,850
73,000
61,000
78,800
95,000
90,000
91,000
99,000
74,700
128,000
108,000
87,400
31,800
75,000
92,000
79,400

76,000

79,500
69,000

70,000

161,358

Sale Price .
110,000
110,000
110,000
105,700
105,000
104,700
101,900
100,400
100,000
100,000
100,000

97,900
96,000
95,400
95,000
94,500
94,000
90,419
90,000
87,580
87,000
85,000
82,000
80,000
79,000
78,000
72,000
72,000
.70,000
70,000

County Tax
903.78
929.12

1202.93
743.47
908
908.26
853.01
861.55
819.32

616.6
510.64
665.59

440.91

1760.19
761.77

828.74

630.96
1081.16
912.23
590.58
266.2
1633.49
777.08
543.96
641.94
671.5
253.4
591.26
121.38

Town Tax
203.16
208.85
272.84
167.12
204.11
206.01
193.47
193.66

184.17

138.6
115.82
149.62

99.11
170.88
172.78
187.97
141.83
243.03
205.06
165.94

60.38

142.4
174.68

122.27.

144.3
150.94
85.44
132.91
27.53

Special Dist

SCHOOL TAX

2,270.54 weed
2,334.20 weed
3,049.31 weed
2,287.52 weed
2,281.15 weed
2,302.37 weed
2,162.32 weed
2. 164.44 weed
2,058.34 weed
2,161.26 weed
1,549.06 weed
1,294 .42 weed
1,672.14 weed

-2,015.90 weed

1,909.80 weed
1,931.02 weed-
2,100.78 weed
1,685.13 weed
2,716.16 weed
2,291.76 weed
1,854.63 weed
674.80 weed
1,591.50 weed
1,952.24 weed
1,684.87 weed
1,612.72 weed
1,686.99 weed
1,464.18 weed
1,485.40 _
3,424.02 weed



Municipality
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus
Brutus

Tax Map #
89.00-1-40.117
89.00-1-40.118
84.00-2-5.57
88.00-1-35.1
76.00-1-59.75
76.00-1-59.77

1 89.00-1-26.9

89.00-1-26.13

Assessed Value
182,513
18,300
21,100
107,400
14,800
113,000
161,358
13,000

Sale Price
18,500
18,500
17,000
16,500
14,800
14,900
14,500
14,500

County Tax
137.29
153.19
176.63
889.05
123.89
945.93
121.38
108.82

Town Tax
31.14
34.75
40.06

203.92
256.32
214.55
27.53
24.68

Special Dist

SCHOOL TAX
3,872.93 weed
388.33 weed
447 74 weed
2,212.44 weed
314.06 weed
2,397.86 weed
3,424.02 weed
275.86 PB



Municipality
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato -
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato
Cato

Tax Map #
46.19-2-11
45.19-1-4
59.12-1-44
65.08-1-24 1
46.19-2-28
58.00-1-35.2
65.00-1-13.27
46.19-2-41
46.19-1-19
46.19-2-34
53.14-1-32
59.12-1-46
46.19-2-23
65.15-1-18.2
57.00-1-1
65.00-1-13.7
58.00-1-48.5
45.00-1-1.1
70.00-1-14.12
46.19-1-35.1
46.19-2-18
65.08-1-23
65.15-1-8
46.19-2-14
65.12-1-18
65.00-1-50.22
59.00-1-6.3
65.12-1-12
65.00-1-49.12
53.18-1-29

Assessed Value
67,500
91,000
69,700
67,500
85,000
74,500
45,000
70,000
78,500

67,000
63,000
62,000
60,000

59,700
65,000
45,000
41,000
58,300
85,000
61,300
40,000
55,000
37,500
45,000
25,000
95,000

27,700

130,000
35,000
69,200

Sale Price
92,300
80,000
90,000

88,500
85,000
85,000

84,900

83,430
83,000
79,681
75,000
73,000
70,000

69,500

64,900
61,000
60,700
60,000
60,000
58,800
58,194
55,000
53,000
45,000
43,500
43,000
42,862
42,000

41,000 -

40,000

County Tax
602.36
820.46
463.63
448.99

820.99

495.56
299.33
499.73
615.74

597.9
355.87
379.15
535.43
397.11
572.05
299.33
272.72

387.8
415.73
415.85
356.95

365.85

249.44
490.81
166.29
631.92
140.01
166.29
107.71

460.3

Town Tax .
259.49
354.83
267.95
259.49
353.67

286.4
172.99
215.28
265.26
257.57

. 205.67 .

219.12
230.66
229.5
330.61
172.99
167.62
22412
240.27
176.74
163.77
211.44
144.16
211.44
896.11
365.21
80.91
96.11
62.25
266.02

Special Dist
-18.52
-+ 25.33
105.39
102.07

25.24
118.26
68.05
16.37
18.93
18.38
80.9
86.19
16.46
90.28
136.53
68.05
22.29
92.55
48.74
16.82
10.98
83.17
56.71
15.09
37.8
143.66
33.65
37.8
20.64
104.65

SCHOOL TAX

1,280.48 CM
1,726.27 CM
1,322.21 CM
1,280.48 CM -
1,612.45 CM
1,413.27 CM

853.65 CM
1,327.90 CM
1,489.15 CM
1,270.99 CM
1,195.11 CM
1,176.14 CM
1,138.20 CM

1,132.51 CM

1,233.05 CM
853.65 CM
777.77 CM

1,105.95 CM

1,898.05 CM

1,162.86 CM
758.80 CM

1,043.35 CM
711.38 CM
853.65 CM
474.25 CM

1,802.15 CM

525.47 CM
2,466.10 CM
663.95 CM

1,312.72 CM



Municipality

Conquest
Conquest
Conquest
Conquest
Conquest
Conguest
Conquest
Conquest
Conquest
Conquest

Conquest -

Conguest
Conquest
Conquest
Conquest
Conquest
Conguest
Conguest
Conquest
Conquest
Congquest
Conquest
Conqguest
"Conquest
Conquest
Conquest
Conquest
Conquest
Conquest
Conquest

Tax Map #
56.00-1-1.2
49.18-1-30.12
56.00-1-21.1
49.14-1-5
57.00-1-15.7
49.10-2-21.11
51.00-1-10
62.00-1-4.51
49.18-1-31
68.00-1-11.9
49.00-1-10.2
49.10-1-4
69.00-1-10
55.00-1-16.1

56.00-1-13.111

95.00-1-25.6

56.03-1-5

69.00-1-40
49.10-2-29
51.00-1-2.112
69.00-1-36
50.00-1-9.22
69.00-1-54
62.00-1-4.62
69.00-1-58
68.00-1-17.21
68.00-1-11.5
49.10-1-3
69.00-1-10
61.00-1-23

Assessed Value

124,500
85,000
100,000
72,000
61,600
81,000
60,000
70,000
53,000
69,000
54,160
54,000
66,500
53,300
62,000
63,000
58,900
65,000
58,000
53,500
60,000
48,000
77,600
47,700
28,000
44,300
35,000
35,500
66,500
22,900

Sale Price

165,000

149,900
112,000
110,000
98,000
94,915
92,400
90,100
89,500
84,400
80,000
76,000
75,500
75,000
72,000
69,900
69,300
65,000
62,000
60,000
60,000
55,000
55,000
50,000
50,000
47,000
45,500
41,000
37,500
30,000

County Tax

1

145.13
781.82
919.79
662.25
566.59
745.03
551.88
643.86
487.49
634.66
426.97
496.69
611.66

- 490.25

285.14
579.47

541.76

597.87
533.48

420.9
551.88

441.5
713.76
438.74
257.54
407.47
321.93
326.53
611.66
210.63

Town Tax
343.04
234 .21

27554

198.39
169.73
223.18
165.32
192.88
146.03
190.12
127.9
148.79
183.23
146.86
85.42
173.59
162.29
179.1
159.81
126.09
165.32
132.26
213.82
131.43
77.15
122.06
96.44
97.82
183.23
63.1

Special Dist

133.98
91.47
107.61
77.48
66.29
87.17
64.57
75.33
57.03
74.25
58.28
58.11
71.56
57.36
66.72
67.8
109.21
69.95
62.42
57.57
64.57
- 51.65
- 83.51
- 51.33
30.13
47 .67
- 37.66
38.2
71.56
24.64

SCHOOL TAX

2,694.18 CM
1,839.40 CM
2,164.00 CM
1,558.08 CM
1,333.02 CM
1,752.84 CM
1,298.40 CM
1,780.10 CM
1,146.92 CM
1,754.67 CM
1,172.02 CM
1,168.56 CM
1,691.10 CM
1,153.41 CM .
1,341.68 CM
1,363.32 CM
1,274.60 CM
1,652.95 CM
1,255.12 CM
1,157.74 CM
1,525.80 CM
1,038.72 CM
1,973.37 CM

- 1,213.01 CM

712.04 CM
1,126.55 CM
890.05 CM
768.22 PB
1,691.10 PB
582.35 PB



Municipality
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming.
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming .
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fieming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fleming
Fieming
Fileming
Fleming
Fieming
Fleming

Tax _smvw,
130.10-1-15.3
130.04-1-10.11
137.02-1-12 -
130.06-2-53
130.04-1-29
130.10-1-23
130.06-2-46
129.00-1-32
130.05-1-10.24
130.06-2-59
144.00-1-40
130.00-1-21.8
123.18-1-53.1
130.10-1-20
123.03-3-1
143.00-1-16.5
137.00-1-16
123.18-1-1
143.00-1-52.11
130.05-2-4
123.03-1-33
123.03-3-30
142.00-1-18.1
123.18-1-8'
137.00-1-1.2
130.05-1-50
130.06-1-38
130.05-1-17
130.06-2-14-
130.00-1-14.32

Assessed Value

104,000 -

161,500
95,000
110,250
110,000
64,680
-52,700
59,726
61,945
61,200
71,895

61,500

114,665

63,000 -

64,500
95,200
80,250
162,100
77,100
66,600
75,070
66,093

61,490

59,690
66,470
56,570
54,000
53,460
30,350
53,579

Sale Price

450,000
385,000
385,000
365,000
360,000
295,000
249,000
248,000
241,500
230,000
229,000
209,000
200,000

195,000

193,500
191,000
160,500
176,000
175,000
164,000

160,000

160,000
147,000
145,500
142,000
132,000
125,000
122,500
120,000
118,000

County Tax
2106.05
3270.45
1923.79
2232.61

2227.55 .

1309.8
1067.2
1209.48
1254 .41
1239.33
1369.05
1245.4
2322.02
1275.78
149.25
1927.84
1625.1
32826
1447.91
1348.68
1520.2
1338.41
12452
1208.75
1346.05
1145.57
1093.52
1082.59
614.6
1848.4

Town Tax

Special Dist
733.91
844.68
716.57
745.95
74547
658.16
635.08
115.06
677.89
£651.46

138.5
332.56
754 .45
654.92
377.76

183.4

154.6
533.56
137.74

661.86
678.18

660.88

776.46

648.55
34213
642.54
637.59
636.55
592.03
389.92

SCHOOL TAX
4.475.12 AUB
6,949.35 AUB
14,087.85 AUB
.4,744.06 AUB
4,733.30 AUB
2,783.18 AUB
2,267.68 AUB
2,570.01 AUB
2,665.49 AUB
2,633.44 AUB
3,093.64 AUB
2,646.35 AUB
4,934.03 AUB
2,710.89 AUB
2,775.44 AUB
3,925.10 US
3,453.16 AUB
6,975.16 AUB
3,178.83 AUB
2,865.80 AUB
3,230.26 AUB
2,843.98 AUB
2,535.23 AUB
2,568.46 AUB
2,740.56 AUB
2.434.21 AUB
2,323.62 AUB
12,300.38 AUB

© 1,305.96 AUB
2,305.50 AUB



Municipality

Tax Map # Assessed Value Sale Price County Tax Town Tax - Special Dist SCHOOL TAX
Fleming 123.03-2-46.11 8,600 21,000 174.15 283.35 370.06 US
Fleming 123.00-1-3.13 31,560 15,000 639.1 60.8 1,358.03 US
Fleming 130.05-2-27.11 48,500 15,000 982.15

626.99 2,086.96 AUB



Municipality
Genoa
Genoa
Genoa
Genoa
Genoa

- Genoa
Genoa
Genoa
Genoa
Genoa
Genoa
Genoa
Genoa
Genoa
Genoa

Tax Map #
246.01-1-36
246.00-1-27
226.00-1-51.2
247.00-1-6.11
228.00-1-56.5
228.02-2-20.4
235.02-1-27

227.00-1-43.111

226.04-1-15
235.02-1-2.321
246.01-1-34
225.02-2-8
237.00-1-34
228.00-1-37

- 228.00-1-37

" Assessed Value
60,000
52,600
54,600
27,500

104,000

47,999
62,250
28,700
32,000
18,000
32,760
30,000
62,400
58,700
58,700

Sale Price
65,000
63,000
60,000
50,500
50,000
42,200
42,000
41,000
40,000
37,000
35,000
30,000

. 30,000
15,000

12,600

County Tax
626.44
549.18
570.06
287.12
436.95
375.85
649.93
149.82
3341
187.93
342.03
313.22
-518.38
126.33
126.33

Town Tax

57.21
50.15
52.06
26.22

39.9
34.32
59.35
27.36
30.51
17.16
31.23

28.6

47.34
11.54

11.54.

Special Dist
46.68
40.92
88.67
21.39

180.75
120.09

48.43

49.88
72.88
$14.00
25.48
23.34
48.54
31.27
31.27

SCHOOL TAX
1,102.20 S CAY
966.26 S CAY
1,003.00 S CAY
505.18 S CAY
1,910.48 S CAY
881.74 S CAY .
1,143.53 S CAY
527.22 S CAY
587.84 S CAY
330.66 S CAY
601.80 S CAY
551.10 S CAY
1,146.29 S CAY
1,078.32 S CAY
1,078.32 S CAY



Municipality
ira
fra.
Ira
fra
Ira
Ira
ira
Ira
Ira
Ira
ira
fra
Ira
Ira

TaxMap # -

39.00-1-12.2
35.00-1-41.4
40.00-1-36.121
23.00-1-11.12
35.00-1-23.12
28.00-1-26.12

139.00-1-4.2

27.00-1-15
41.00-1-18.111
28.00-1-7.12
46.00-1-54.2
46.00-1-4.112

. 39.00-1-44.4
47.00-2-17

Assessed Value
95,000
40,300
55,700
78,700
65,800
64,300
38,400
51,400

32,500

16,300
24,700
13,600
19,200
10,100

Sale Price

66,000
65,000
65,000
62,200
61,800
60,000
37,000

29,900

28,250
24,900
20,500
18,000
15,500

14,000

County Tax

763.97

320.78
460.92
651.7
544.49

1 531.82
317.41
42546
259.15
130
196.69
47.27
152.79
80.2

Town Tax

344.43.

144.62

207.8
293.81
245.48
239.67

143.1
191.82
116.83

58.61
88.68

21.31
68.89
36.16

Special Dist
117.65
49.4
70.98

100.36

83.85
81.9
48.88

65.52

39.91

30.2¢

7.28

25.53
12.35

SCHOOL TAX
1,664.40 CM
706.06 CM
975.86 CM
1,378.82 CM
1,152.82 CM
1,126.54 CM
672.77 CM
900.53 CM
569.40 CM
285.58 CM
432.74 CM
238.27 CM
336.38 CM
176.95 CM



Municipality
Ledyard
Ledyard
Ledyard
Ledyard
Ledyard
Ledyard
Ledyard
Ledyard
Ledyard
Ledyard
Ledyard
Ledyard
Ledyard
Ledyard

Tax Map #
216.00-1-16.11
216.00-1-14.1

172.00-1-12

160.00-1-10.2
170.02-1-7
170.02-1-16
172.00-1-15.112
204.00-2-3
170.02-1-48
193.00-1-71.9
181.16-1-26
182.00-1-33.2
182.09-1-14
193.00-1-54.1

Assessed Value

54,200
67,800
25,600
76,500
52,000
54,000
13,800
13,200
58,300

13,000

249,800
122,300
6,400
23,000

Sale Price

101,500
93,000
88,000
85,000
70,100
52,000
50,000
--50,000
44 500
37,000
25,000
18,000
16,000
15,000

County Tax
- 637.04
796.88
300.89
899.14
611.18
634.69
163.37
155.15
. 685.23
152.79
2339.96
262 .1

74.88 .
270.33

Town Tax

72.32
90.47
34.16

102.08
69.39
72.05
18.55
17.61
77.78
17.35

. 266.87
29.76

8.54

30.69

Special Dist
$53.74
$67.20
$37.90

104.31
82.06
85.22

$20.58
$20.83
$92.00
$20.51

314.77

$35.19
10.07
$36.30

SCHOOL TAX

1,121.94 S CAY
1,403.46 S CAY

529.92 S CAY
1,5683.55 S CAY

' 1,076.40 S CAY

1,117.80 S CAY
287.73 S CAY
273.24 S CAY

1,406.20 US
269.10 S CAY

5,170.86 S CAY
461.61 S CAY
132.48 S CAY
476.10 S CAY



Municipality
Locke
Locke
Locke
Locke
Locke
Locke
Locke
Locke
Locke
Locke
Locke
Locke

Tax Map #
241.00-1-21.12
240.00-1-13.22
241.00-1-54.2
242.00-1-12.1
231.00-1-19.41
241.00-1-16
231.00-1-36.1
221.00-1-48.5
231.13-1-23
231.13-1-48
250.00-1-8.112
230.00-1-13.121

Assessed Value
61,000
19,200

35,000

26,000
28,600
13,000
205,000
45,000
28,000
15,000
31,000
89,000

Sale Price
40,000
38,000
34,100
32,000
30,000
30,000
29,000

23,500

20,000
15,000
15,000
12,000

County Tax
558.94
175.93

320.7
238.24
170.43
119.12
274.89
412.33
256.56
137.44
284.05
109.96

Town Tax
386.06
121.51
221.51
164.55
117.72-

82.28
189.87
2848
177.21
94 .93
196.2
75.95

Special Dist
$109.09
$34.34

$62.59

$46.50
$33.26
$23.25
$53.65
$80.48
- $72.14
$38.65
$55.44
$21.46

SCHOOL TAX
957.70 MOR
301.44 MOR
549.50 MOR
408.20 MOR
449.02 MOR
204.10 MOR

3,218.50 MOR
706.50 MOR
439.60 MOR
235.50 MOR
486.70 MOR

1,397.30 MOR



Municipality
Moniezuma
Montezuma
Montezuma
Montezuma
Montezuma
Montezuma
Montezuma
Montezuma
Montezuma
Montezuma
Montezuma
Montezuma
Montezuma

Tax Map #
79.12-1-2
79.15-1-10
79.16-1-21
80.00-1-45.12
85.20-1-13.11
85.20-1-29
86.00-1-10.113
86.00-1-10.116
86.00-1-17.411
86.00-1-20.51
86.00-1-20.56
98.00-1-13.3
98.00-1-14

Assessed Value .

25,000
69,000
99,700
64,700
40,000
48,500
72,100
80,000
267,300
25,000
46,000
79,500
29,400

Sale Price

22,000

89,900 -

115,000
17,500
25,000
40,000
64,000
10,834

200,000
36,300

33,000 .

87,200
35,000

County Tax
202.68
559.35
808.22

524 .49
324.26
-393.17
584.48
648.52
2167.87
202.66
$372.90
$644 47
$238.33

Town Tax

61.74
170.4
246.22
169.78
98.78

119.78

178.06
197.57
660.12
61.74
$113.60
$196.33
$72.61

' Special Dist
68.84
143.76
196.03
110.16
136.28
150.75
122.76
136.22
455.13
76.65
$112.40
$135.36
$50.06

SCHOOL TAX

559.75 PB
1,544.91 PB
223228 PB
1,448.63 PB

895.60 PB
1,085.92 PB
1,614.32 PB
1,791.20 PB
5,084.85 PB

559.75 PB
1,029.94 PB
1,780.01 PB

658.27 PB



Municipality
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia’
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia
Moravia

Tax Map #
210.13-2-3
210.10-2-29.1
188.00-1-34
210.10-1-19

210.10-1-10

210.14-1-73

- 199.00-1-25.2

210.14-2-9
187.10-1-17
198.00-1-6
210.14-1-20
210.10-2-22
210.14-2-2
210.13-1-7.2

$210.13-2-31

210.06-1-15
210.10-2-37
210.14-2-41
210.10-2-9
199.00-1-17
211.00-1-7.3
211.00-1-7.3
210.14-1-8
210.13-1-44
200.00-1-20
210.14-1-37
210.10-2-38
210.09-1-14
210.00-1-26.21
221.00-1-6.23

Assessed Value

36,000

30,000

56,000
51,900
38,100
60,500
60,200
56,700
71,500
68,500
48,500
29,400
45,000
37,600

59,000 -

38,600
41,000
44,000
55,600
47,000
19,800
19,800
3,300
60,000
66,000
41,500
50,000
45,100
38,400
8,100

Sale Price
83,800
82,800
80,000
74,500
74,000
73,200
73,500
72,000
69,800
68,000
66,250
66,000
62,000
61,900
61,480

57,500

56,000
54,000
51,500
50,000
46,500
46,500
45,000
44,000
40,000
39,000
37,500

30,000
30,000
30,000

County Tax
$439.61
$366.34
$680.44
$633.77
$462.94
$738.78
$731.47
$692.38
$868.77
$832.32
$592.25

- $359.01
$549.51
$459.14
$720.49

$471.36.

$500.66
$537.30
$678.95
$571.08
$240.58
$240.58
$431.08
$525.09
$801.94
'$506.77
$518.98
$560.73
$466.59
$280.87

Town Tax

$133.12

$110.93
- $207.08
$191.92
$140.89
$223.72
$222.61
$209.67
- $264.39
1 $253.30
$179.34
$108.72
$166.40
$139.04
$218.13
$142.73
$151.61
$162.70
- $205.60
$173.80

$73.22

$73.22
$130.51
$159.01
$244.05
$153.46
$157.16
$166.77
$142.00

$85.03

Special Dist
$54.59
$45.49
$84.92
$78.70
$57.77
$91.74
$91.28
$85.98

$108.42
$103.87
$73.54
$44.58
$68.24
$57.02
$89.47
$58.53
$62.17
$66.72
$84.31
$71.27
$30.02
$30.02
$63.53
$65.20
$100.08
$62.93
$64.45
$68.39
.$58.23
$34.88

SCHOOL TAX

748.08 MOR
623.40 MOR
1,163.68 MOR
1,078.48 MOR
791.72 MOR
1,257.19 MOR
1,250.96 MOR
1,178.23 MOR
1,485.77 MOR
1,423.43 MOR
1,007.83 MOR
610.93 MOR
935.10 MOR
781.33 MOR
1,226.02 MOR
802.11 MOR
851.98 MOR
914:32 MOR
1,155.37 MOR
976.66 MOR
411.44 MOR
411.44 MOR
68.567 MOR
1,246.80 MOR
1,371.48 MOR
862.37 MOR
1,039.00 MOR
937.18 MOR
797.95 MOR
168.32 MOR



Municipality
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niies
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
Niles
- Niles
Niles
Niles

Tax Map #
145.00-1-9.85
145.14-1-5
145.14-1-12.1
147.00-1-11.12
148.00-1-3.12
148.00-1-6.5
148.00-1-6.11
148.00-1-6.262
148.00-1-24
148.04-1-47.5
148.04-2-8.1
148.04-2-9.1
148.04-2-9.1
148.04-2-22
1565.00-1-23.12.
156.00-1-29"
157.00-1-5.1
157.00-1-21.1
158.00-1-30
158.03-1-6
164.00-1-37.2
165.00-1-9
165.00-1-27.2
165.00-1-45.12
165.00-1-45.219
165.00-1-45.222
165.00-1-46
166.00-1-23.2
167.00-1-4
167.00-1-18.1

Assessed Value
38,500
88,300

108,100
69,600
135,000
285,800
< 194,100
276,800
111,800
458,100
359,200
130,500
130,500
103,500
99,400
34,600
96,800
183,000
129,000
88,000
328,400
81,100
65,100
124,800
126,000
125,000
108,600
39,800
52,700
78,200

Sale Price

550,000

67,500
125,000

30,000
244,000
410,000
420,000
278,250

65,000
163,625
340,000
100,000
245,000

50,000

150,000
39,000
370,150
200,000
325,000
75,000
687,500
71,000
57,000
121,540
- 115,000
118,000
109,850
69,100
30,000
79,500

County Tax
$373.08
$855.67

$1,047.54
$674.46

$1,308.21
$2,769.54
$1,880.92
$2,566.04
$1,083.40
$2,985.64
$1,736.53
$1,264.61
$1,264.61
$629.88
$963.23
$335.29
$937.97
$998.04
$1,250.07
$852.76
$3,182.35
$785.90
$630.85
$1,200.37
$1,221.00
$1,211.31
$1,052.39
$386.65
$510.65
$767.80

Town Tax

$24.27
$55.65
$68.13
$43.87
$85.09
$180.13
$122.34
$166.90
$70.46
$194.19
$112.95
$82.25
$82.25
$40.97
$62.65
$21.81
$61.01
$64.92
$81.31
$55.46
$206.98
$51.12
$41.03
$78.66
$79.41
$75.78
$68.45
$25.15
- $33.22
$49.29

Special Dist
$40.40
$201.54
$222.32
$73.04
$141.66
$408.79

$312.56

$386.75
$226.20
$323.31
$296.93
$136.94
$136.94
$177.09
$213.19
$145.19
$210.46

- $216.97

$244.25
$92.34
$453.49
$193.98
$177.19
$239.84
$132.22
.$240.05
$222.84
$150.75
$136.96
$190.94

SCHOOL TAX
650.27 MOR
1,491.39 MOR
1,825.81 MOR
1,175.54 MOR
2,280.15 MOR
4.195.54 Skan
2,849.39 Skan
4.063.42 Skan
1,888.30 MOR
7,737.31 MOR
6,066.89 MOR
2,204.15 MOR
2,204.15 MOR
1,748.12 MOR
1,678.87 MOR
- 584.39 MOR"
1,634.95 MOR
3,090.87 MOR
2,178.81 MOR
1,486.32 MOR
+ 5,546.68 MOR
1,369.78 MOR
1,099.54 MOR
2,107.87 MOR
2,128.14 MOR
2,111.25 MOR
1,834.25 MOR
673.91 MOR
890.10 MOR
1,320.80 MOR



Municipality

Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco

Owasco -

Owasco

Owasco

Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco

Owasco

Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco

Tax Map #
123.04-1-50
138.03-1-41
138.03-1-40
131.01-2-6.1
131.01-2-3.1
131.01-2-3.1
131.01-2-2.1
123.12-3-43
138.03-1-62 -
138.03-1-62
138.03-1-49
131.01-2-24
131.01-2-70
131.03-1-23
123.12-3-50
123.12-3-49
123.12-3-47
131.01-2-28
138.00-1-6.4
123.12-3-55
125.00-1-1.1
123.12-3-9
131.01-2-25.2
145.06-1-19.1
131.00-1-563.2
131.01-1-1
138.00-1-6.5
131.01-2-25.2
131.03-1-19
139.00-1-18

Assessed Value
949,500
566,500
610,000
711,600
670,700
670,700
612,500
400,000
296,900
296,900
527,300
327,600
232,100
291,500
240,000
241,500
268,300
242 600
209,200
231,500
210,800
253,000
242,600
246,200
263,100
188,700

237,400

242,600
206,200
168,300

Sale Price
1,200,000
900,000
847,250
775,000
730,000
660,000
619,000
603,000
590,740
560,000
530,250
425,000
383,000
375,000
367,400
345,000
340,000
335,000
320,000
317,500
313,500
305,000
300,000
300,000
287,500
275,000
272,000
267,900
260,000
260,000

County Tax
$9,583.90
$5,718.04
$6,157.11
$7,182.62
$6,769.80
$6,769.80
$6,182.35
$4,037.45
$2,996.80
$2,996.80
$5,322.37
$3,306.67
$2,342.73
$2,942.29
$2,422.47
$2,437.61
$2,714.17
$2,448.71
$2,111.59
$2,336.67
$125.16
$2,5653.69
$2,448.71
$2,485 05
$2,655.63
$1,904.67
$2,396.23
$2,448.71
$736.83
$1,698.76

Town Tax

$64.98
- $38.77
$41.75
$48.70
$45.90
$45.90
$41.92
$27.38
- $20.32
$20.32
$36.09
$22.42
$15.89
$19.95
$16.43
$16.53
$18.22
$16.60
$14.32
$15.85
$0.85
$17.32
$16.60
$16.85
$18.01
$12.91
$16.25
$16.60
$5.00
$11.52

Special Dist
$5,616.91
$1,673.58
$1,802.09
$4,156.99
$4,841.60
$4,841.60
$3,585.51
$2,360.08
$877.12
$877.12
$1,657.77
$1,942.57
$1,381.84
$1,437.27
$1,437.40
$1,446.05
$1,604.05
$1,452.39
$618.03
$1,388.38
$22.60
$1,612.37
$1,452.39
$727.33
$479.37
$956.06
$701.34

$1,452.39

$368.17
$497.20

SCHOOL TAX

20,433.24 AUB
12,191.08 AUB
13,127.20 AUB
15,313.63 AUB
14,433.46 AUB
14,433.46 AUB.
13,181.00 AUB
8,608.00 AUB
6,389.29 AUB
6,389.29 AUB
11,347.50 AUB
7,049.95 AUB
4,994.79 AUB
6,273.08 AUB
5,164.80 AUB
5,197.08 AUB’
5,786.73 AUB
5,220.75 AUB
4,501.98 AUB
4,981.88 AUB
4,536.42 AUB
5,444 56 AUB
5,220.75 AUB'
5,298.22 AUB
5,661.91 AUB
4,060.82 AUB
5,108.85 AUB
5,220.75 AUB
4,437 42 AUB
2,559.84 SKAN



Municipality
Owasco
Owasco
. Owasco

Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
QOwasco
Owasco
Owasco
~Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco

Tax Map #
145.14-1-25
146.01-1-45
123.11-1-2
116.19-1-2
116.19-1-78
146.01-1-4.1
116.18-1-6
123.11-2-47
125.00-1-22
138.03-1-10
123.07-1-34
116.18-2-31
123.12-3-43
123.11-3-38
123.04-1-62
116.18-1-33
138.03-1-6
123.11-3-21
123.07-1-51
116.18-2-7
116.19-2-26
116.18-1-16
123.11-2-65
123.11-1-39
123.07-1-12
123.07-1-7
116.19-1-15
116.19-1-70
123.07-1-32
145.14-1-24

Assessed Value

128,900
91,100
113,000
82,700
95,600
111,700
79,300
91,100
97,000
98,300
88,500
111,800
400,000
97,700
129,900
87,800
105,900
89,400
94,600
77,800
96,500
67,500
86,100
84,000
80,100
74,500
85,900

79,100

87,000
75,400

Sale Price

130,000

127,500
127,000
125,000
125,000
123,469
123,000

120,000
120,000
116,500
116,000
113,000
110,000
108,000
105,000
104,350
103,500
103,000

'99 500
96,900
96,500
95,500
95,000
94 000

92,200

90,100
90,000
90,000
80,000
89,000

 County Tax

$1,301.07
$919.53
$1,140.58
$834.74
$964.95
$1,127.46
$800.42
$897.32
$979.08
$992.20
$893.29
$1,128.47
$4,037.45
$986.15
$1,311.16
$886.22
$1,068.92
$902.37
$954.86
$703.86
$1,188.02
$681.32
$862.00
$847.86
$808.50
$751.98
$867.04
$798.41
$857.96
$761.06

Town Tax
$8.82
$6.23
$7.73
$5.66
$6.54
$7.64
$5.43

~ $6.08
$6.64
$6.73
$6.06
$7.65
$27.38
. $6.69
$8.89
$6.01
$7.25
$6.12
$6.47
$4.59
$8.06
$4.62
$7.91
$5.75
$5.48
$5.10
$5.88
$5.41
$5.82
$5.16

Special Dist
$380.81
$269.14
$715.49
$530.29
$613.53
$329.99

$670.83

$566.05
$176.73
$260.41
$571.94
$698.11
$2,360.08
- $616.79
$1,045.72
$443.90
$312.86
$568.93
$614.74
$229.85

$743.04

$568.94
$545.86
. $537.78
$522.71
$489.90
$693.66
$516.86
$551.43
$222.75

SCHOOL TAX

2,773.93 AUB
1,385.63 SKAN
2,431.76 AUB
1,779.70 AUB
2,057.31 AUB
1,698.96 SKAN
1,706.54 AUB
1,960.47 AUB
2,087.44 AUB
2,115.42 AUB
1,904.52 AUB
2,405.94 AUB
8,608.00 AUB
2,102.50 AUB
2,795.45 AUB
1,889.46 AUB
2,278.97 AUB
1,923.89 AUB
2,035.79 AUB
1,674.26 AUB
2,076.68 AUB
1,452.60 AUB

1,852.87 AUB

1,807.68 AUB
1,723.75 AUB
1,603.24 AUB
1,848.57 AUB
1,702.23 AUB
1,872.24 AUB
1,622.61 AUB



Municipality
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco
Owasco

Tax Map #
123.08-2-41
123.12-3-57
146.01-1-59
146.01-1-8
116.19-2-83
123.11-4-58
145.06-1-40.1

125.00-1-1.1

146.01-1-47
131.00-1-29.13
131.00-1-29.12
123.15-1-15.112

Assessed Value

39,800
41,200
72,800
91,900
57,000
232,400
17,000
210,800
97,800
10,500
229,900
23,400

Sale Price
47,500
45,000
35,000
32,000
30,000
30,000
26,500
26,100

- 24,900
22,500
17,500
11,830

County Tax
$401.73
$415.86
$734.82
$726.74
$575.34
$252.34
$171.59

$125.16

$987.16
'$105.98
$105.98
$236.19

Town Tax

$2.72
$2.82
$4.98
$4.93
$3.90
$2.32
$1.16

- $0.85

$6.69
$0.72

$0.72

$1.60

Special Dist

$259.90
$264.27
$386.28
$511.05
$387.36
$170.86
$50.22
$22.60
$288.93
$19.13
$19.13
$161.62

SCHOOL TAX

856.50 AUB
886.62 AUB
1,107.29 SKAN
1,397.80 SKAN
1,226.64 AUB
5,001.25 AUB
365.84 AUB

| 4,536.42 AUB

1,487.54 SKAN
225.96 AUB

4,947.45 AUB
503.57 AUB



Municipality -
Sempronius
Sempronius
Sempronius
Sempronius
Sempronius
Sempronius
Sempronius
Sempronius
Sempronius

Sempronius.

Sempronius
Sempronjus
Sempronius
Sempronius
Sempronius
Sempronius

Tax Map #

. 201.00-1-15

180.18-1-1C
191.00-1-6
190.00-1-17.2
190.00-1-28
212.00-1-1.1
202.00-1-12
212.00-2-21.1
213.00-1-8.11
212.00-2-39
178.00-1-12.12
189.00-1-18.31
212.00-1-26
200.00-1-2.1
201.00-1-23

189.00-1-10.21

Assessed Value
70,300
53,000
74,600
43,000
31,000
22,500
41 ,500
36,000
35,000
32,000

10,000

4,000
6,500
82,000
5,600
7,700

Sale Price

297,000
230,000
201,000
150,000
110,000
98,900
80,000
80,000
78,200
44,700
43,550
36,000
36,000
30,000
20,000
15,000

County Tax
$1,299.40
$767.07
$1,656.13
$646.93
$572.99
$415.88
$767.07
$655.41
$646.93
$591.47
$315.18
$73.93
$120.14
$66.54

$296.86
$142.32

\

Town Tax

$771.38
$455.37
$983.16
$384.05
$340.16
$246.89
$455.37
$395.02
$384.05
$351.13
$208.48

$43.89

$71.32

$39.50
$160.20

$84.49

Special Dist
- $159.68

$94.27 -

$203.52
$79.50
$70.41
$51.11
$94.27
$81.77
$79.50
$72.69
$43.16
$9.09
$14.76
$8.18
$33.16
$17.49

SCHOOL TAX

2,5657.51 MOR

2,555.13 HOMER
3,596.47 HOMER

1,564.34 MOR
1,127.78 MOR
818.55 MOR
1,509.77 MOR
1,309.68 MOR
1,273.30 MOR
1,164.16 MOR
363.80 MOR
145.52 MOR
236.47 MOR
2,983.16 MOR
203.73 MOR
280.13 MOR



Municipality
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Senneft
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett
Sennett

Tax Map #
103.00-1-25
116.11-1-19
111.00-1-23.2
116.12-1-20
116.15-1-16
95.04-1-28
116.12-1-16
96.00-1-33.13
102.04-1-33
116.12-1-32
116.12-1-3
109.04-1-8
110.00-1-18
104.00-1-10.11
109.04-1-25
97.00-1-14.3
111.00-1-23.2
85.00-1-31
118.00-1-2.11
110.00-1-15
118.00-1-8.4
109.04-1-48
117.00-1-39.12
109.04-1-60
95.04-1-39
116.12-1-32
117.00-1-4.1
102.00-1-2.2
89.00-1-21
116.12-1-77

Assessed Value
108,500
118,500

84,600
130,900

125,000

90,000
127,000
95,600
812,500
128,700
98,300
110,200
71,200
84,500
70,600

89,000

84,600
72,400
65,700
78,600
27,800
67,900
129,500
86,400
68,100
128,700
43,300

56,500

56,800
58,500

Sale Price

165,000
160,000

150,000

150,000
150,000
145,700
143,900
140,000
135,000
135,000
132,800

130,000

127,500
124,115
123,000
120,060
115,000
112,000
110,000
107,500
100,000
95,000
92,000
91,000
82,500
78,000
76,400
75,400
75,000
67,000

County Tax
$913.08
$1,971.74
$711.95
$1,101.58

- $1,051.93

$757.39
$1,068.76
$780.11
$841.54
$1,053.61
$827 24
$906.34
$599.18
$711.11
$581.51
$748.97
$711.95
$609.28
$552.90
$669.87
$233.95
$571.41
$1,089.80
$642.94
$573.09
$1,053.61
$364.39
$475.47
$478.84
$500.72

- Town Tax
$108.51
$234.33

$84.91
$130.92
$125.01
$90.01
$127.01
$92.71
$100.01
$125.21
$98.31
$107.71
- $71.21
$84.51
$69.11
$89.01
$84.91
$72.41
$65.71
$79.60
$27.80
$67.91
$129.51

$76.41

$68.11
$125.21
$43.30
 $56.51
$56.91
$59.51

Special Dist
$138.37

$1,464.46

$107.89
$1,039.73
$1,018.35
$658.80
$1,025.60
$118.22
$340.85
$1,019.06
$921.58
$843.77
$90.80
$107.77
$541.36
$113.50

$107.89

$296.04
$83.79

$101.52

$35.45
$531.97
$165.16
$598.56
$295.35
$1,019.06
$339.23
$72.08
$232.67

$332.41

SCHOOL TAX

2,615.94 WEED
2,405.55 AUB
1,213.16 SKAN
2,657.27 AUB
2,537.50 AUB
2,578.50 JE
2,578.10 AUB
2,304.92 WEED

19,588.38 WEED

2,612.61 AUB
1,995.49 AUB.

12,237.06 AUB

1,021.01 SKAN
1,211.73 SKAN
1,433.18 AUB

1,276.26 SKAN
1,213.16 SKAN

1,745.56 WEED

942.14 SKAN
1,141.46 SKAN

398.65 SKAN
1,378.37 AUB
1,857.03 SKAN
1,753.92 AUB
1,641.86 WEED
2,612.61 AUB

878.99 AUB.
1,362.22 WEED
1,371.86 WEED
1,207.85 AUB



" Municipality
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport

Tax Map #
133.12-3-3.2
150.05-1-23.1
133.20-1-40.1
149.04-1-8.2
141.17-1-56
140.08-1-20
133.20-1-25
133.20-1-38
134.00-1-95
149.04-1-2.2
141.17-1-56
141.17-1-54 1
133.12-3-4
140.08-1-2
133.16-2-13.1
‘_ww.\_mqmnm
134.00-1-51.114
141.00-1-18.11
141.14-1-43.2
127.00-1-22.5
133.20-1-3.3
133.16-2-11
133.20-1-43
141.13-2-2
141.06-1-3
142.00-1-21
134.18-1-11
141.14-2-28

141.17-1-17

141.18-1-5.1

Assessed Value

475,500
193,900
373,600
332,800
280,300
167,500
226,400
192,100
287,500
246,500
280,300
274,500
209,500

145,000
251,900
188,800
130,800
117,200

21,500
485,000
125,100
198,200
143,400
109,800

137,600

127,800
98,300
85,500
84,000

112,600

Sale Price

525,000
435,000
432,250
390,000
325,000
320,000
318,000
300,000
275,000
272,000
265,000
239,000
235,000
225,000
216,000
198,000
185,000
180,000
175,000
170,000
164,000
150,770
150,000
139,000
138,000
135,000
131,900
125,000
120,000
115,000

County Tax
$3,688.59
$1,504.13
$2,898.12
$2,581.62
$2,411.16
$1,440.84
$1,756.24
$1,490.17
$2,230.22
$1,912.17
$2,411.16
$2,232.23
$1,625.15
$2,060.19
$1,613.52
$1,464.58
$1,014.65
$909.15
$1,858.04
$739.27

-$1,076.12

$1,537.49
$1,112.39
$944.50
$1,183.64
$991.38
$845.58
$735.47
$722.57
$968.59

Town Tax
$340.90
$139.01
$267.84
$238.59
$200.95
$120.08
$162.31
$137.72
$206.11
$176.72
$200.95
$196.79
$150.19

$171.70
$149.12

- $135.35

$93.77
$84.02
$154.85
$68.32
$89.69
$142.09
$102.81
$78.72
$98.65
$91.62
$70.47
$61.30
$60.22
$80.73

Special Dist

$1,037.97
$727.81
$925.74
$880.80
$308.73
$184.49
$763.61
$725.83
$830.90
$785.74
$308.73
$302.34
$744.99
$263.79
$743.34
$722.19
$797.87
$782.86
$237.91
$619.21
$137.79
$722.55
$672.19
$120.94
$151.56
$794.53
$108.27
$94.17
$62.52
$124.02

SCHOOL TAX

8,306.99 US
3,387.43 US
6,526.79 US
5,814.02 US
4,896.84 US
2,926.23 US
3,955.21 US
3,355.99 US
5,022.63 US
4,306.36 US
4,896.84 US
4,795.52 US
3,659.97 US
2,533.15 US
4,400.69 US
3,298.34 US
2,285.08 US
2,047.48 US

375.61 US
8,472.95 US
2,185.50 US
3,462.55 US
2,505.20 US
1,918.21 US
2,403.87 US

1 2,232.67 US

1,717.30 US
1,493.69 US
1,467.48 US
1,967.12 US



. Municipality
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport
Springport

- Tax Map #
141.09-1-17
141.13-2-12
141.00-1-4.3
141.10-1-20
134.00-1-53
150.00-1-48
128.00-1-1.2
141.18-1-22.2
141.18-1-22.5
160.00-2-34

Assessed Value

- 21,700
24,000
116,000
20,300
54,400
23,000
21,600
180,000
15,600
19,100

m..m_m Price

23,850
22,000
22,000
21,000
20,000
20,000
18,000
17,500
17,225
17,000

County Tax
$186.66
$206.45

$93.09

$174.62

$421.99
$178.42
$167.56
$258.06
$134.19
$148.16

" Town Tax

$15.56
$17.21

$8.60
$14.65
$39.00
$16.49
$15.49
$21.51
$11.18
$13.69

Special Dist

$23.90
$26.43
$666.99
$22.36
$713.69

$288.33.

$677.56
$33.04
$17.18
$284.04

SCHOOL TAX
379.10 US
419.28 US

2,026.52 US
354.64 US
950.37 US
401.81 US
377.35 US

3,144.60 US
272.53 US
333.68 US



Municipality
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling
Sterling

Tax Map #
10.01-1-18
16.00-1-31
20.00-1-31.422
11.08-2-12
18.00-1-2.11°
15.00-1-27
9.17-1-24
2.06-2-15
18.00-1-3.11

.2.00-2-4

11.00-1-37.2
7.00-2-8.2
13.00-1-29
9.17-1-7
10.00-1-43
9.17-1-16
11.08-1-34 -
14.00-1-2
16.00-3-10
19.00-1-13.12
14.00-1-5-
2.06-1-36
9.00-1-40.1-
9.17-1-17
2.00-1-14
16.00-1-26
11.08-2-10
8.16-1-36
8.20-2-43
13.00-1-9.1

Assessed Value

85,500
86,000
82,600
103,300
83,400
57,000
50,000
81,500
79,000
74,900
80,100
103,600
76,100
73,900
71,300
68,800
68,000
126,400
61,200
70,000
63,500
60,000
32,100
60,000
58,000
83,800
56,100
28,000
52,100
51,500

Sale Price

85,600
85,000
83,000
82,500
82,000
80,300
80,000
80,000
80,000
79,900
77,380
75,000
75,000
73,340
71,338
69,000
68,000
65,000
65,000

64,000

- 62,900

60,000,

60,000
59,254
57,449
57,000
55,000
52,500
51,500
51,500

County Tax
$680.49
$728.85
$579.99
$943.29
$737.02
$5565.91
$307.84
$677.35
$683.63
-$630.24
$688.86
$980.95
$709.80
$522.09
$649.08
$488.81
$630.25
$659.55
$421.90
$677.35
$610.35
$286.85
$504.61
$447 .21
$467.97
$599.88
$442.01
$194.48
$536.65
$349.66

Town Tax

$203.54
$217.95
$173.48
$284.02
$220.45
$166.28
$92.69
$202.60
$204 .47
- $188.51
$206.05
$293.41
$212.31
$157.20
$194.15
$147.18
$189.76
$197.28
- $126.20
$202.60
$182.56
$85.80
$150.93
$134.65
- $139.97
$179.43
$133.08
$58.56
$161.58
$104.59

Special Dist
$103.07
$120.10

$53.72
$224.00
$67.45
$49.77
$224.00
$60.65
$62.56
$56.43
$61.68
$87.83
$65.75
$31.00
$60.12
1 $31.00
$224.00
$59.05

$69.54

$61.99
$54.65
$25.68
$45.18
$31.00
$41.90
$98.87
$368.40
$31.00
$31.00
$31.31

. SCHOOL. TAX

1,628.78 RC
2,360.70 HAN

"2,267.37 HAN

1,967.87 RC
1.688.77 RC
1,085.85 RC
952.50 RC
2,237.18 HAN
1,504.95 RC
2,056.01 HAN
1,525.91 RC
2,843.82 HAN
2,088.95 HAN
1,407.80 RC
1,857.19 HAN
1,310.64 RC
1,285.40 RC
2,407.92 RC
1,679.94 HAN
1,333.50 RC
1,209.68 RC
1,647.00 HAN
611.51 RC
1,143.00 RC
1,592.10 HAN
2,300.31 HAN
1,068.71 RC
533.40 RC
992.51 RC
981.08 RC



Municipality
Summerhill
Summerhill
Summerhill
Summerhill
Summerhill
Summerhill
Summerhilt
Summerhil}
Summerhil}
Summerhill
Summerhill
Summerhill
Summerhill
Summerhill
Summerhil]
Summerhili
Summerhill

“Summerhill
Summerhili
Summerhil!

~Summerhill
Summerhill
Summerhill
Summerhitl
Summerhill

Tax Map #
243.00-1-41
244 00-1-12.1
244 00-1-33.5
253.00-1-11
222.00-1-9.1
233.00-1-48.1
234.00-1-33.64
253.00-1-10.2
253.00-1-10.2
244 00-1-40
223.20-1-14.1
233.00-1-481
224.00-1-28.421
223.00-1-1.21
224.00-1-28.112
233.08-1-8
224.00-1-19.5
242.00-1-9
222.00-1-1.12

223.00-1-16.12
- 233.00-1-30

252.00-1-9.2
233.08-2-33

222.00-1-7.3
252.00-1-9.2

Assessed Value
86,500
80,000
87,000

103,500
71,000
32,100
70,000
60,000
60,000
67,000
72,000

32,100

3¢ 600
36,700
96,300
74,000
13,000
45,000
10,000
18,600
24,000

6,800

8,200
- 8,000

6,800

Sale Price
170,000
157,500
150,000
130,000
100,000
100,000

93,000
88,500
87,000
86,330
72,000
55,000
50,000
37,000
31,000
30,525
22,400
20,000
19,000
18,500
17,000

16,900

15,000
13,000
11,000

County Tax
$1,039.33
$961.23
$925.18
$1,243.59
'$853.09
$385.69
$841.07
$720.92
$720.92
$805.03
$865.10
$385.69
$475.81
$440.96
$1,193.12
$889.13
$156.19
. $540.69
$120.15
$198.25
$901.15
- $81.70
$98.53
$96.12
$81.70

Town Tax

$783.18

$724 .32

$697.16
$937.10
$642.84
$290.64
$633.78
$543.24
$543.24
$606.62
$651.89
$290.64
$358.54
$332.28

$899.07

$670.00
$117.71
$407.43
$90.54
$149.39
$679.05
$61.57
- $74.24
$72.43
$61.57

Special Dist
$26.97
$24.94
$24.01
$32.27
$22.14
$10.01
$21.82
$18.71
$18.71
$20.89
$22.45
$10.01
$12.35
$11.44
$30.96
$23.07

34.05
$14.03
$3.12
- $5.14
$23.38
$2.12
$2.56
$2.49
$2.12

SCHOOL TAX
2,218.73 GRO
2,187.20 HOM
12.231.55 GRO
2 654.78 GRO.
1,464.73 MOR

823.37 GRO
1,913.80 HOM
1,539.00 GRO
1,539.00 GRO
1,718.55 GRO
1,968.48 HOM

823.37 GRO
1,082.66 HOM

757.12 MOR
2,714.86 HOM
2,023.16 HOM
355,42 HOM
1,154.25 GRO

206.30 MOR

508.52 HOM

656.16 HOM

174.42 GRO

224.19 HOM

165.04 MOR

174.42 GRO



Municipality
Throop
Throop
Throop
Throop
Throop
Throop
Throop
Throop
Thréop
Throop
Throop
Throop

Tax Map #
93.00-1-41
101.04-2-15,
101.04-2-12
101.04-2-15
101.04-2-16
101.04-2-5
101.00-1-37
93.00-1-7
100.00-1-38.14
108.00-1-24.4
99.00-1-1.24
101.00-1-39.14

.Pmmmmmma Value
86,300
25,400

212,000

25,400
25,000
200,000
64,900
28,400
25,000
187,800
26,000
31,000

Sale Price
47.000
33,000

30,000
30,000
30,000
27,000
25,000

24,000
23,500
21,000
20,000
20,000

County Tax .

. $537.05

$127.62

$127.62
$127.62
$127.62
$148.88
$450.90
$180.79
$159.52
$478.56
$148.88
$148.88

Town Tax
$134.13
$31.87
$31.87
$31.87
$31.87
$37.18
$112.82
$45.15
$39.84
$119.62
$37.18
$37.18

Special Dist
$99.62
$116.77

$116.77

$116.77

- $116.77
$136.24
$265.41
$33.53
$72.03
$281.68
$27.62
$87.64

SCHOOL TAX

2,813.89 PB

764.29 WEED
6,379.08 WEED
764.29 WEED
752.25 WEED
6,018.00 WEED

1,896.38 PB
829.85 PB
.730.50 PB .

5,487.52 PB
759.72 PB
905.82 PB



Municipality
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory
Victory

Tax Map #
26.00-1-45.2
26.00-1-40.21
38.00-1-33.112
31.00-1-30.1

'38.00-1-4.1

27.00-1-3
44.00-1-29.2
31.00-1-28.115
33.00-1-3.2
26.00-1-19.12
44.00-1-40.34
37.00-1-53.41
38.00-1-41.5
26.00-1-46.12
24.00-1-12.124
31.00-1-5.3
26.00-1-21.6

-37.00-1-8.4

31.00-1-33.1
38.00-1-41.4
37.00-1-59.2
27.00-1-4.1
37.00-1-33
25.00-1-46
37.00-1-15
33.00-1-19.311

Assessed Value

137,100

165,400

95,700
91,600
95,400
86,800
89,400
101,300
73,700
73,300
77,900
70,300
85,100
62,900
69,900

60,800

60,700
55,200
44,700
42,600
40,300
37,500
31,100
24,900
29,300
16,900

Sale Price

158,000
155,000
146,000
125,000
96,000
90,000
89,900
85,000
85,000

82,000

82,000
75,000
74,000
73,140
65,500
63,000
61,000
55,500

39,500

37,000
36,000
33,000
30,000
28,900
26,000
14,900

County Tax
$1,099.82

$1,326.37

$789.92
$734.35
$787.40
$696.46
$723.40
$805.08
$591.18
$587.81
$643.39
$558.33
$702.34
$504.44
$560.86
$487.60
$501.07
$455.60
$355.38
$352.01
$320.00
$309.91

$246.75

$197.90
$232.43
$133.90

Town Tax

$748.32

$902.46 .

$537.46
$499.65
$535.74
' $473.87
$492.20
$547.77
$402.24
$399.95
.$437.76
$379.88
$477.87
- $343.22
$381.61
' $331.76
$340.93
$309.99
$241.80
$239.51
$217.73
$210.86
$167.89
$134.65
$158.14

9111

Special Dist
$156.72
$189.00
$112.56
$104.64
$112.20

$99.24
$103.08
$114.72
$84.24
$83.76
- $91.68
$79.56

$100.08

$71.88
$79.99
$69.54
$71.40
$64.92
$50.64
$50.16
$102.20
$44.16
$35.16
$28.23

$33.12
$19.08

SCHOOL TAX
2,378.69 CM
2,552.12 RC
1,476.65 RC
1,413.39 RC
1,472.02 RC
1,505.98 CM
1,551.09 CM
1,563.06 RC
1,278.70 CM
1,131.02 RC
1,351.57 CM
1,084.73 RC
1,313.09 RC
1,091.32 CM
1,078.56 RC

938.14 RC
1,063.15 CM
851.74 RC
689.72 RC
657.32 RC
621.83 RC
650.63 CM
479.87 RC
384.21 RC
45210 RC
293.22 CM





