LEASED LAND REAL ESTATE COMMISSION MEETING 
September 16, 2015 – 2:00 p.m... 
Selectmen’s Meeting Room – Town Hall 
 
MINUTES – PART II 
 
PRESENT: 
Real Estate Commission:  Tom McGuirk, Chairman, Ute Pineo, and Christina Baker 
Town Attorney Mark Gearreald 
Town Assessor  Ed Tinker 
Mr. and Mrs. Brouillette
Vern J. Gardner, Jr., Horizon Associates, Appraiser for the Town 
Peter E. Stanhope, Stanhope Group, Appraiser for the Brouillettes
 
CALL TO ORDER:
The meeting reconvened at 2:00 p.m. in the Selectmen’s Meeting Room, Town Hall.
This Arbitration is for the purpose of arriving at an absolute determination of value for the sale of leased land at 38 Ocean Boulevard, Hampton, NH, proposed to be purchased by John and Julia Brouillette.  This meeting is continued from the recessed meeting on August 20, 2015. (See Minutes attached).
Mr. McGuirk explained the process and how the meeting will be conducted.  
Mr. Gardner asked to speak on the submission received from Mr. Stanhope at 5 p.m. on Tuesday, September 15, 2015, noting that there had not been enough time to review the information.  Mrs. Baker agreed and said this should have been received long before this meeting.  It was determined that there had not been a deadline date for receipt of additional materials in the letter to the Brouillette’s of September 4, 2015, therefore the Commission accepted the information and it was allowed to be presented by Mr. Stanhope.  Mr. Stanhope’s rebuttal comments received 9/15/15 are on file in the Tax Assessor and Legal Department files.  
Mr. Brouillette, once again, referred to the photographs provided to the Commission at the August 20th meeting and spoke of the water and flooding issues at his property. He stated that the water issues definitely impact the value of the land and would be an added expense if he were to do work to remediate the problem.   He also noted that the Appraisals presented by the Town and his Appraiser are far apart with regard to market value.  
Mr. Tinker stated that the way assessments are developed, there is a broad area with the regard to rain and flooding and how this is addressed within the values relative site indexes and values per acre.  These types of issues are  built into the indexes concerning the ocean front  area which is totally built up and lacks adequate drainage for the most part.  He spoke to the neighboring property to 38 Ocean Boulevard which also has similar water/flooding issues.  The issue of water is built into the assessed values through the determination of sales and it is built into the market value.  Mr. Tinker stated that drainage issues are a part of the overall location of the properties and if there are additional issues, there would be an adjustment within the building valutaions because of a wet basement, for example.    Specific adjustments are not made to the land because of water problems.  
Mr. Stanhope explained why he submitted his own appraisal v that of Ms. Larocque of the Stanhope Group.  He stated that when Ms. Larocque accepted the engagement to prepare the appraisal, she understood it was to be for the Brouillettes and did not understand that she would have to testify.  Mr. Stanhope also stated that if an appraiser knows that his appraisal will be given to the other party in negotiations, one cannot use the Restricted Use Appraisal.    Mr. Stanhope also stated that he also appraised the property at  38 Ocean Blvd and, today,  is appearing before the Commission.  This he said has nothing to do with Ms. Larocque’s competency, but the issue is that she may have had possible conflicts in this matter that would make it necessary to recuse herself.  
Mr. Stanhope stated there are important points that go along with the size of this 2,080 sf lot in that it is a small surface area.  In addition, Ocean Boulevard is a main artery flowing through the beach area with 7000 - 8000 cars traversing the highway.    Also, the subject property faces this roadway and one has to walk along the boulevard to get to the beach.
With regard to the property, he reviewed six properties and included a series of both NH Realtor and Federal Housing Administration figures in terms of appreciation with the sales compared.  The average annual appreciation is 3 – 4% and there is no data to contradict that appreciation.  He stated he looked at assessments of the lots he used to compare to #38 and, if the assessment was within 10% of the subject’s assessment, he did not make an adjustment.  He equated the adjustment according to size, sub-section, site view, and acreage of each of the comparables.  Further, he is doing a master study of beach sales and noted that in the sales, the lots are larger.  There are no identical lots in the study in order to determine what the subject lot is worth.  He used the median price of $136,500 and did not include an income approach although the lot is leased and the client pays the Town on an annual basis.  
Mt. Tinker stated there is a natural relationship as to the size of a lot increase and one-half acre lots are within the price range stated.  Comparing current sales prices, there is consideration that 2011 assessments have no relation to current market value.  There are many increases in the sales of Hampton Beach properties and those increases are greater than the averages in comparison to  the county numbers.
Mr. Stanhope said there is no adequate data base in town and within Mr. Tinker’s data base there is a population that has a variation in characteristics.   Mr. Tinker said if one is looking at data and comparing to current sales prices, there is no relationship.  Mr. Stanhope disagreed saying there is relationship all over the place.  Mr. Tinker said that different locations indicate different values and there is greater appreciation at the beach compared to the west side of Route 1.  
Mr. Stanhope also said if a complete appraisal report had been submitted, his client would have had the advantage at looking and analyzing it.    Mr. Tinker said, when talking about location at the beach, other properties sell for less than those on Ocean Avenue and the Stanhope appraisal was comparing similar assessments in different neighborhoods.  Further, the assessments of 2011 are in a different market than todays and there has to be a location adjustment. He also noted that values decrease on the lettered streets.
Mr. Tinker and Mr. Gardner were invited to give their presentation.  Mr. Tinker stated location is a big factor at the beach and he provided information on properties sold in close proximity to the boulevard and beach.  There is a definite value increase the closer to the beach one gets.  He spoke to 39 Ocean Boulevard and analyzed three sales coming up with land values from $206,000 to $278,000 which may include an adjustment ie, a developed lot with a home. He also noted that the 2011 assessments were done in a depressed market, and there is an 88.1% equalization ratio as of today.  There have been 373 qualified sales from October 1, 2014 to today, and by equalizing, the value on the land at 38 Ocean Boulevard would adjust to $169,300 of $169,900.  He noted that if one is going to relate assessed values, equalizing makes sense.  
Discussion between Mr. Tinker, Mr. Stanhope and the Commission ensued.  Mr. McGuirk received the tax card on # provided by Mr. Tinker.    Mr. Stanhope stated that #39 looks toward the water and has views, while #38 looks toward the west and cannot see the water.  Mr. McGuirk agreed with Mr. Stanhope in that #38 is not a good location.  Mr. Tinker said he was providing relationship and value and, based on size, there should be a difference between #38 and #39 and that #39 had a site adjustment.  He also noted there are many factors to be looked at and those comparables presented show some difference in that area.  
Mr. McGuirk stated that he agrees with the equalization ratio and places 20% on the subject property even with the location.  He stated he would choose #39 with the water view and would pay a premium to be on the other side of the street from #38.  Mr. McGuirk also noted that the property at 7 P Street, in today’s market, would sell for $500,000. 
Mr. Tinker stated that in regard to the island section  facing west and with access to Ocean Boulevard, that White’s Island and Ocean Boulevard each have their own factors.  He also commented that Hampton has 7 specific waterfront neighborhoods that run from north to south and each neighborhood is different.  He noted factors such as view, size, etc.  Once off the main beach, factors change with reduction in value as went further from the main beach. Mr. McGuirk said he looks at properties as being the same factor on both the east and west side of the beach. 
Mr. McGuirk said that the valuation of #38 cannot be the same as #39 in that #38 has an inferior location.    He further said that the range of value of #38 has a low end of $135,000 and a high end of $169,000.  Mr. Tinker stated taking 20% off is not correct in that the 20% represents more than the lot itself .  It represents the proximity  to the water, and Mr. McGuirk said that to use 20% off is the worst scenario.
Mr. Brouillette asked if being on a corner lot makes a difference, and Mr. Tinker said that lot size has much to do with value and people pay for what is there.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]Mr. McGuirk noted that there are many factors that affect value and location, and  having families nearby  is one. Mr. Tinker said people cannot get on the water due to limited water view properties, so are buying at high prices to be across from the water   
Mr. Gardner then provided his information stating he has been an appraiser for 45 years and is certified on the highest level.  He stated it visited the property at 38 Ocean Boulevard on May 6, 2015, and referred to his appraisal on that date, noting that he discovered three comparable sales all within close distance to the applicant.  
He extracted building value and came up with a price of $62 - $110 per square foot, recognizing the economy of the sales. He explained he used 100 Concord Street in that it is the only vacant land sale with reasonable proximity to the water.  He chose not to use western properties in that values increase from west to east.  He also reviewed the Stanhope report, noting that in order to comment or render judgment one must have a certificate that is part of the Uniform Standards. 
He also commented that in the Stanhope report, all properties used as compatibles were designed to reduce the price of the subject property and noted that the adjustments for individual size lots was erratic.    In. conclusion he stated that people who are constructing properties will maximize the view and appraisers must recognize techniques and methods.  
Mr. Stanhope, referring to his rebuttal notes, stated that one must look at the assessments and judge properties having similar value, considering the equalization ratio.  
Mr. McGuirk stated that the subject property is not at $130,000 nor is it  at $170,000,  and he is considering a range of between $155,000 to $160,000.  Mrs. Baker  and Ms. Pineo agreed. 

MOTION:    It was moved by Mrs. Baker, Seconded by Ms. Pineo and voted unanimously 3 in favor 0 opposed to determine the absolute value for sale of Lot 38 Ocean Boulevard, Hampton, New Hampshire to be $160,000 as of September 16, 2015.
MOTION:     It was moved by Ms. Pineo, Seconded by Mrs. Baker and voted unanimously 3 in favor, 0 opposed to required that the sale of Lot  38 Ocean Boulevard, Hampton, New Hampshire shall be consummated by December 16, 2014.  

MOTION TO ADJOURN:     It was moved, seconded, and voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 3:38 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,  
Anne Marchand 
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