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A DESCRIPTION OF THE 70.75 PROCESS

Section 70.75 of the Statutes permits the owners of not less than five percent of all the taxable
property in any taxation district to file a written complaint with the Department of Revenue. The
basis of the complaint must be that the assessment of property in the taxation district has not
been made in substantial compliance with the law and that the interest of the public will be
promoted by a reassessment.

It is the responsibility of the Bureau of Equalization to determine the merits of the petition and
conduct any necessary hearings and investigations before reaching a final determination
regarding any application for reassessment.

The Department schedules a public hearing to take testimony as to the need for a reassessment.
After the hearing, a field investigation is performed which includes a study of assessment equity,
assessment level, and basic assessment practices. A final determination is then made regarding
the disposition of the petition, and the governing body and first signer of the petition are notified of
the Department’s determination.

The Department’s options with regard to disposition of the petition are:

1. Reassessment - The Department may order a reassessment if, through
its hearing and field investigation, it finds that the
assessment complained of was not made in substantial
compliance with the law and that the good of the public
would be promoted through a reassessment for the year
complained of;

2. Supervised Assessment- The Department may order a supervised assessment
the subsequent year complained of if it finds that the
assessment complained of was not made in substantial
compliance with the law and that the good of the public
would best be served by correcting whatever inequities
exist the following year through a Department-
supervised assessment rather than through a total
reassessment of all property the year complained of.

3. Deny The petition is denied if the Department through its
hearing and investigation, finds that the assessment
complained of was in substantial compliance with the
law and the good of the public would not be served
through a reassessment;

4. Dismiss The petition may be dismissed if the governing body
declares an assessment emergency and hires expert
help under Section 70.055 and the Department agrees
that it would be in the public interest.
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Ordering a Reassessment
Requirements Under Section 70.75 of the Statutes

Ordering a reassessment under Section 70.75 has two major requirements. The first is that the
current assessment of property is not in substantial compliance with the law. The second is that
the interest of the public will be promoted by a reassessment.

Was the assessment made in substantial compliance with the law?

“Substantial compliance” can be defined as compliance with the essential requirements. Property
assessment is primarily governed by over 100 sections in Chapter 70. In addition, there are other
areas of the statutes, court cases, legal opinions and administrative rules that must be followed.
However, all of these laws and rules derive their authority from the constitution.  Article VIII
guarantees that taxation of property be uniform.

Uniformity implies equity and fairness. Therefore, the measures of performance should be those
that measure equity and fairness. There are two standards for equity in Wisconsin Law.  The first
defines how property is to be valued. Sections 70.32 and 70.34 state that real property should be
assessed at the full value which could ordinarily be obtained at private sale and that personal
property should be assessed at its true cash value. The exception to this is agricultural land,
whose value is based on its use. Section 70.32 states that property shall be valued by the
assessor in the manner specified in the Wisconsin Property Assessment Manual provided under
Section 73.03.  The law states that the Manual shall discuss and illustrate accepted assessment
method, techniques and practices. It states that it should have a view to more nearly uniform and
more consistent assessment of property at the local level.  Section 70.05 defines what is meant by
“major class of property” and outlines the various procedures the Department must follow
beginning when each major class of property in a taxation district has not been established within
10% of the full value of the same major class of property during the same year at least once
during the 4-year period consisting of the current year and the 3 preceding years. (See s.
70.05(5).

Would the interest of the public be promoted by a reassessment?

The public interest can be defined as something in which the public has financial or other interest
by which their legal rights or liabilities are affected.

There are two important components to this question. The first is the pecuniary damage resulting
from poor assessments. The second is the pecuniary liability resulting from an ordered
reassessment.

Inequitable assessments create pecuniary damage. Overassessed property owners bear the
financial burden for underassessed property owners. There are several ways to measure the
quality of assessments. Those required by statute are the fair market and true cash value
standards (ss. 70.32 and 70.34) and the major class equity law (s. 70.05) described above.
Others include the variance between classes, the coefficient of dispersion, and the coefficient of
concentration.
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Ordering a reassessment creates a financial liability on all taxpayers in the municipality. All costs
associated with the reassessment are charged back to the assessment jurisdiction.  Depending
on the specifics of the order, this burden could be substantial. It is difficult to define a trade-off
between inequities and the cost-to-cure.  One could argue that the decision point should be where
the marginal dollar damage due to inequities equals the marginal cost to cure. However, this
economic perspective may be somewhat insensitive to a group of taxpayers that feel they are
being mistreated.

SUMMARY

The decision to order a reassessment cannot be taken lightly. There needs to be convincing
evidence of inequities. There needs to be convincing evidence that a reassessment would be in
the public interest. In addition, these findings should be supported by unquestionable evidence of
poor quality assessment practices.
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Components of Assessment Performance
Report for S. 70.75 Petition for Reassessment

Introduction

This model measures the performance of the municipal assessment process. The model
considers the elements requisite to quality assessment. The main components are assessment
equity and assessment practices. This model is useful for self-evaluation, response to appeal
inquiries, or municipal planning and management.

Specifying the Model

The purpose of this model is to evaluate assessment performance. The major determinants of
assessor performance are assessment equity, level of assessment and assessment practices.

Assessment Performance = Assessment Equity
+ Level of Assessment
+ Assessment Practices

Assessment equity addresses the issue of uniformity. Uniformity is measured by analyzing the
variance between classes of property, and within classes of property.  Wisconsin law requires that
all major classes of property be assessed within 10% of the corresponding market value of the
same classes of property at least once in the past four years.

Assessment Equity = Uniformity Between Classes
+ Uniformity Within Classes

The aggregate level of assessment addresses the issues of fair market value and true cash value.
 The aggregate level of assessment is the total assessed value of all classes of property divided
by the total equalized value of all classes of property. Research has shown that municipalities that
assess close to full market value usually have better equity than those who do not. Full value
assessment enables taxpayers to better understand if they are being treated fairly.

Aggregate Level of Assessment = Total Assessed Value of District
/  Total Equalized Value of District

Assessment Practices measures how closely actual work procedures match industry standards. 
These include both assessor and municipal responsibilities. This recognizes the partnership
between municipal leadership and the administration of a chief municipal officer.

Assessment Practices = Assessment Administration
+ Municipal Administration
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Assessor Administration consists of five major classifications of duties. These are office
procedures, mapping, property records, valuation, and public relations. These components,
although not required by law, form the foundation for quality assessment practices.

Assessor Administration = Office Procedures
+ Maps
+ Property Records
+ Valuation
+ Public Relations

Municipal Administration = Public Relations
+ Board of Review

This model specifies the components of assessment performance. Each component is analyzed
using industry standards.  The standards come from the following sources:

The Wisconsin Property Assessment Manual
Wisconsin Statutes
Wisconsin Court Cases
The International Association of Assessing Officers
The Appraisal Foundation
The American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers
The Wisconsin Association of Assessing Officers
Legal Opinions

Data Collection

Data is collected from a variety of sources including the State Department of Revenue, municipal
government, and the assessor’s office. Much of the data is determined from inquiry and
investigation.
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Calibrating the Model

Calibrating the model means assigning the proper weights to each specified component for its
contribution to the overall model. It also means weighting the degree of compliance or
performance for some attributes. All weights should reflect the importance of the component in
addressing the issue of assessment performance. Each assessment component is measured and
points are applied based on the level of performance. The components and global weightings
follows:

Assessment Equity / Aggregate Level of Assessment Weight in %

Assessment Ratio Study
Uniformity Between Classes of Property 20
Uniformity Within Classes of Property 35
Aggregate Level of Assessment   5

Assessor-Related Components 30

Office Procedures
Maps
Property Records
Approaches to Value
Public Relations

Municipal-Related Components 10

Public Relations
Board of Review

The weighting recognizes that the most important standards in determining if assessments are in
substantial compliance with the law are the level of assessment and the uniformity
measurements.  Inter-class equity is required by law and the variance in the assessments is
defined as assessment equity. Although there is no statutory requirement for equity
measurements within classes of property, there are industry-accepted measures of performance
as defined in Volume 1 of the Wisconsin Property Assessment Manual. The next most important
component is appropriate, consistent and accurate application of the approaches to value. 
Finally, we recognize the importance of public relations, and mapping. 
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SUMMARY OF POINTS

Points Points
Possible Achieved

EQUITY AND LEVEL OF ASSESSMENT

Uniformity between classes of property 20 20
Uniformity within classes of property 35 34
Aggregate level of assessment   5   5

ASSESSMENT PRACTICES

Assessor-Directed Administration 30 28.75

Office procedures & internal controls
Maps & aerial photography
Property data and records
Approaches to value - application
Public Relations

Municipal Support and Responsibility 10   8.0

Public Relations
Board of Review

GRAND TOTAL 100 95.75

OVERALL PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Considering the importance of all of the elements of this study, a municipality is in substantial
compliance with the law if they achieve a score of 70 points or higher. In any event, consideration
should be given to the public interest in any final decision.
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70.75 HEARING SUMMARY

A public hearing was held on October 10, 2002 before the Wisconsin Department of Revenue at
the Franklin Middle School in Janesville, WI to hear testimony regarding the complaint that the
assessment of property in said taxation district is not made in substantial compliance with the law.
Thomas Gundlach, Property Assessment Supervisor for the Wisconsin Department of Revenue
conducted the hearing. Also in attendance from the Department of Revenue was Property
Assessment Specialist, Kathy Egli. Also present was Representative Wayne Wood of the
44th Assembly District.

First to testify was Alfred Lembrich, 541 Miller Avenue. He presented 14 major issues concerning
the assessment process in Janesville. First were the huge increases without walk through
inspections. Second, improper comparables were used. He stated that property owners should
have access to the assessor’s database. Third, there were numerous errors on property record
cards. He felt that the assessor’s office failed to assess personal property properly. After a sale
occurred, there were no walk through inspections. The inspections that were done after a sale
occurred were flawed. The Open Book process was flawed. 959 taxpayers appeared at
Open Book and 457 of those had their assessments reduced. Some walk though inspections
were allowed at that point and some were denied. At Board of Review 98  taxpayers appeared
and 62 of those had their assessments reduced.

He also stated that market condition changes were not noted. The data collected by college
students was incorrect and they did not have adequate training. The assessor improperly
presented 19 properties at Board of Review. He feels that the assessor’s office targets certain
areas of the city. He stated that there are disparities between residential properties and
commercial properties. He also felt that current assessments are flawed. His example was that
2 sides of a duplex were assessed at different values when both sides are identical.

The next person to speak was Robert Remillard, 536 South Randall Avenue. He and his wife were
the first signers of the petition. He felt that the assessor’s office should be eliminated. He stated
that this would save the taxpayers $300,000 per year. He also stated that there was no uniformity
between assessments. He also felt that there are questionable listings on some property record
cards.

The third speaker was Robert Hall, 1606 Arbutus Street. His comments were about the corrupt
assessment process in the City. He felt that there were inequities between like properties on his
block. Also, the assessor’s office contributed to the confusion of assessments by removing names
from the publicly available database.

Next was Betty Shakelford, 815 Richardson Street. She complained about assessments going up
in 2000, then going down in 2001 and then a large increase in 2002. She also noted some
mistakes on property record cards. College students that were untrained was another issue
brought up.

Next was Mike Geske, 1724 South Willard Avenue. He talked about large increases in
assessments and found it most troubling that such large increases could occur without anyone
from the assessor’s office viewing his property. He mentioned errors on the property record card a
basement of 110 square feet; when it is just a crawl space. He feels that the assessment is much
higher than the market value of his house.
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70.75 Hearing Summary (Continued)

Next was Victoria McCullough, 321 Van Buren Street. She felt that her property was compared to
properties that were not like her home. She attended Board of Review and felt she wasn’t given
enough time to speak and the assessor’s office personnel were rude.

There were 45 additional speakers who all made similar remarks to those above. Most
complained of the large increases in assessments, improper comparables used, rude treatment
by assessment personnel at Open Book and Board of Review, untrained college students used to
collect data and failure of anyone in the assessor’s office to view properties before making large
increases in assessments.
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70.75 REPORT SUMMARY / RECOMMENDATION

This recommendation addresses the two major components of the study: equity/level of
assessment, and assessment practices.

EQUITY AND LEVEL OF ASSESSMENT

Equity between classes is good. Between major classes the relative level of assessment varies by
less than 1%. Between all classes of real estate it varies from 97.41% in the commercial class to
130.07% in Class 4. It should be noted that Class 4 is 0.02% of the total assessed value and
Class 5-6-7 is 0.06% of the total assessed value in the City. Also what appears to be a significant
percentage difference is actually the result of classification shifts the assessor made in classes
4, 5 6 and 7 that are not currently reflected in the Department of Revenue’s acre base. These
changes will be incorporated in our acre base during 2003. The two major classes are residential
with 71.02% of the total assessed valuation and commercial with 25.60% of the total assessed
valuation. All 20 of the possible 20 points were earned in this category.

Equity within each class is just slightly less. Equity within the residential class is excellent
(concentration = 91.5, dispersion = 6.6). Equity is good/excellent within the commercial class
(concentration = 84.2, dispersion = 8.5). This category earned 34 out of 35 possible points.

The overall level of assessment for all property is 97.99%. This is worth 5 out of a possible
5 points.

Overall, 59 out of a possible 60 points were earned in this area.

ASSESSMENT PRACTICES

The assessment staff continued its practice of reviewing one fifth of the city for 2002. They hired
4 college students to assist in this process. One of these was certified prior to review and the
three remaining successfully passed the certification exam later in the year. The last complete
revaluation was done over a 2-year period (1997-98).

In the process of this investigation, both the assessor and clerk were interviewed and records
were reviewed. 28.75 points out of 30 were earned as a result of assessor-directed administration
and 8.0 points out of 10 were earned because of municipal support and responsibility for a total of
36.75 out of a possible 40 points.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The total points achieved in the investigation were 95.75 out of 100. A score of 70 points or
greater is considered an indication of substantial compliance with the law. Based upon the
Department’s hearing and the results of the subsequent investigation, it is recommended that the
petition for reassessment of the City of Janesville be denied. Measurements of assessment
performance are well above the Department’s minimum standards. The investigation has revealed
some procedural issues which, while not severe enough to warrant a reassessment of the current
year or a supervised revaluation for the ensuing year, indicate a need for the Department to
monitor the assessor’s office practices in the coming year, as well as the 2003 Open Book and
Board of Review proceedings.
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The following are issues that were mentioned by taxpayers during the hearing phase of this
review. Findings during the investigation and recommendations for the future follow each issue
listed below.

1. Issue – A multitude of huge increases (spikes) on 2002 assessment.
Findings – Approximately 156 parcels were included in the Department’s review of the
City of Janesville. It was noted that there were increases in the assessments from 2001 to
2002. Many of the larger increases were on parcels located in the 20% of the city that was
designated for review for the 2002 assessment. It should also be noted that these same 20%
of parcels had not had a thorough review since the 1997-98 complete revaluation of the city.
Sales information presented by the assessor’s office was reviewed to see if adjustments made
were appropriate. It was also noted that the Volume II, Wisconsin Property Assessment
Manual costs were updated last year. The Janesville assessor’s office incorporated these
costs into their computer program.
Recommendations – It would be a good idea to keep the taxpayers informed of all phases of
the assessment process. The assessor’s office should review and use appropriate public
relations materials similar to those available from the WAAO public information liaison. A
helpful addition to the resources now available in Janesville would be a question and answer
booklet tailored to Janesville’s specific assessment issues. The assessor’s office should
contact other municipalities of similar size and see how each of them handle public relations
and the types of question/answer booklets they provide. This booklet should be printed in
sufficient quantities so all taxpayers could have one. The assessor’s office should provide a
copy of this guide to each property owner in the 20% designated area of the city under review
each year along with a copy of the updated record card information for review by the property
owners. This booklet should be updated periodically as laws change or procedures change
within the city assessor’s office.

2. Issue – Improper comparables used by assessor’s office.
Findings – The issue of comparables was very confusing to the taxpayers of the city. The
comparables referred to above were those shown property owners at Open Book sessions.
These comparables were used to show that the assessment of the subject property was within
an acceptable range of value. It was not fully explained that these comparables were not used
to develop the current assessment on each property. Each individual parcel assessment was
developed using a cost approach with a market adjustment applied.
Recommendations – Again it is suggested that the assessor’s office provide periodic
updates on the assessment process to the public. These updates should explain the process
as clearly as possible. The updates should be made available as a press release or bulletin
mailed citywide or by using the local cable-access channel so that all taxpayers have access
to the same information. To minimize confusion at Open Book all appraisers should follow the
same procedures with each taxpayer. The comparables search should begin with a narrow
scope and then expand (i.e., block, then subdivision, then neighborhood) to help taxpayers
better understand the process. All explanations should be presented in a clear and easy to
understand format.

3. Issue – Errors on inspection sheets, property record cards and computer records.
Findings – The Department reviewed 156 properties and their associated record cards.
These consisted of properties owned by people who testified at the October hearing, people
who mailed letters about their assessments, properties owned by city officials and properties
presented to the Board of Review by the assessor. Of these 156 properties, 5, or 3.2% of the
sample, were found to have listing errors that resulted in a difference in value of more than
10%. A variance of 10% or less is considered acceptable by assessment standards.
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Recommendations – The ideal database has no errors, but, realizing that whenever humans
are involved, errors may occur. To alleviate this problem, the City of Janesville should continue
its program of systematic, physical inspection of the properties and updating of associated
records. Copies of the updated records should be provided to individual property owners after
the inspection is complete, but prior to the next Open Book. Those taxpayers would have the
opportunity to examine the data and notify the assessor’s office if they believe any errors are
found. The assessor’s office should then verify if an error was made and make the appropriate
changes.

4. Issue – Failure to properly assess real property for 12 years.
Findings – It was learned that the assessor’s office reviews the property record cards of 20%
of the city each year. This finding was also reiterated by several taxpayers that we spoke to.
The properties reviewed in the Department’s investigation did not find this problem.
Recommendations – It is suggested that the assessor’s office make every effort to contact
owners at least once every 5 years. This should include a physical inspection of each
property, door hangers if no one is home, and call back cards for property owners to make
appointments. It was found by the Department that a phone call a week in advance of our
physical inspection of properties resulted in the majority of persons being home. Perhaps a
press release, individually mailed letters or phone calls a week or two prior to visiting each
neighborhood would give better results.

5. Issue – No walk through inspections for many years.
Findings – As in the previous issue, this was not found in our review.
Recommendations – It would also be a good idea for the assessor’s office to encourage
anyone located in the neighborhoods under review to contact the assessor’s office if they have
not seen an appraiser during a specific time period. This could be accomplished though a
press release or monthly bulletin.

6. Issue – Inspections after a sale, flawed and inconsistent.
Findings – The assessor’s office reviews all sales for validity. Valid sales with high or low
assessment ratios are further reviewed with field inspections as deemed necessary.
Recommendations – This is a proper procedure for the assessor to follow. This review must
be completed by trained full-time staff.

7. Issue – Open book problems.
Findings – Many speakers at the hearing as well as several letter writers, expressed
concerns about the Open Book process. It was noted during our discussions with the city clerk
that the Open Book notice and the Board of Review notice were published together making
the Open Book notice not published 15 days prior to Open Book session.
Recommendations – To alleviate many of the problems noted, Open Book should be
extended to accommodate all property owners who want to attend. This year’s session was
limited to 3 days. The assessor’s office should listen to complaints and respond in an easily
understood and consistent manner. If more time is needed, extend the Open Book period. It
would also be a good idea for all assessor’s office personnel to attend a public relations
training course and have a refresher training class for appraisers prior to the first day of
Open Book session. All the reasons for changes made during the Open Book process must
be documented. This can be accomplished by adding a comments/reason for change block to
the current form. Prior to publication, the city attorney should review Open Book notices and
Board of Review notices to make sure they meet the letter of the law.
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8. Issue – Recent changes in market conditions.
Findings – It was noted by many property owners that the reductions in local workforce due
to layoff has created a negative change in the market. After careful review of 34 sales in the
sample and the first 6 months sales of 2002, it was discovered that this was not the case.
There may have been layoffs at businesses in the city; but market values of homes continue
to rise.
Recommendations – Again, the city should use all available resources to inform the public
of the assessment process. This includes letting them know what the market conditions are
in Janesville. If a particular style of home seems to be selling well above previous year’s
market value, make this information known in a press release.

9. Issue – Incorrect data recorded during interior and exterior inspections.
Findings – Several property owners complained that college students were used to collect
data. For the 2002 assessment, 4 college students were hired to help verify existing data. Of
these 1 was rehired for the second year after successfully completing the certification exam
given by the Department of Revenue in the prior year. Of the three remaining, all of them
successfully completed the certification exam this year. The Janesville Human Resources
personnel screened all four of the college students (background checks). They were
provided one to one and one half weeks of training in data collection, measuring, card
completion and condition rating. They were not allowed to measure or list new construction.
As stated earlier, very few errors were found during our review. The assessor’s office
provides comment cards for the general public to fill out. All are on file in the assessor’s
office and they are summarized on a monthly basis. Inspection of this summary revealed
only twenty complaints regarding the use of temporary summer help.
Recommendations – As suggested in Issue 3, it would be a good idea to provide each
property owner with a copy of his/her property record card with instructions to review, note
any errors or changes needed, and notify the assessor’s office of such items found. The
assessor’s office should make sure that all personnel, including temporary help, carry ID
cards when doing any field work in the city.

10. Issue – Board of Review problems. The first speaker at the hearing noted that 98 people
appeared at the Board of Review, and that 62 had their assessments reduced. First, it
should be noted that 98 objections out of over 21,900 parcels is less than ½ of 1% of the
total. However, the Department did review all 15 tapes of the five days of Board of Review
sessions, and offers the following observations and recommendations.
Findings -  In general, the Board of Review was conducted in a very professional, diligent
and courteous manner. The following are some areas we believe could be improved upon.

a. No attorney was present to assist either the Board members or the assessor.
Recommendation – The city attorney should be present at all BOR sessions to assist
the BOR. Ideally, the assessor may also have legal counsel, separate from the BOR
counsel.

b. BOR members often seemed more concerned with the amount of assessment change
from the previous year than with whether the current assessment represented a
reasonable estimate of market value.
Recommendation – BOR members must keep their focus on current market value
and comparable sales evidence.
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c. Appraisals presented by taxpayers were not always thoroughly reviewed by BOR
members for purpose of appraisal, appropriateness of comparables used or
adjustments made.
Recommendation – The BOR must examine all such documents more closely and
ask appropriate questions before accepting an appraisal over the assessor’s value
and testimony. There must be more than a difference of opinion of value to override
the assessor.

d. The BOR, on at least two occasions, deliberated and rendered decisions on properties
for which the taxpayer failed to appear at the scheduled BOR hearing.
Recommendation – This is a procedural error. Where an objector fails to appear and
present sworn testimony, the BOR should state on the record that the taxpayer failed
to appear and therefore the objection is dismissed without further action. There should
be no deliberation or decision rendered without testimony.

e. The city assessor appeared on behalf of 15 property owners at the Board of Review,
recommending assessment reductions on 20 parcels, which he referred to as
Open Book changes. In fact, these changes were recommended based on information
the assessor received from the taxpayers after he had already signed the assessment
roll and turned it over to the clerk. The Department reviewed each of these properties.
There were 19 real estate and one personal property parcels.
Recommendation – While the amount of, and reason for, change for each of these
parcels was found to be appropriate, it was inappropriate for the assessor to present
these changes to the Board of Review after signing the roll. Each taxpayer should
have filed the required objection form and presented their requested adjustment. The
assessor then could have stated, on the record, that he agreed with the change
requested, and that he would have changed the assessment if he had received the
information before he had signed the roll. The assessor was instructed to follow proper
procedures in the future.

11. Issue – The targeting of certain areas appears suspect and not uniform.
Findings – Since 1998, all parcels in the city have been adjusted annually to reflect
current market conditions, with a goal of maintaining assessments at or very close to
100% of market value. Part of this process is reviewing all building permits and sales that
occurred in the last year. Additionally, the city assessor’s office has an ongoing policy of
performing on-site reviews of 20% of all parcels in the city each year. The intent is to view
every parcel in the city at least once every five years. Some parcels may be reviewed
more often if there are alterations or sales in the intervening years. Parcels in the
inspection areas are given the same treatment as other areas of the city that were not
inspected – a market value assessment.
Recommendations – The Department supports efforts to maintain market value
assessment. A key to the success of such efforts is keeping the public well informed of
the assessment process. Provide a press release of what areas of the city will be
reviewed each year and when. Notify individual property owners in the review area of
dates to expect assessment office personnel. This should be done through letters and/or
phone calls. Leave door hangers and call back notices for those not at home at the time of
inspection. Provide time to do follow-up visits.
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12. Issue – Preferential assessment consideration is given to city officials.
Findings – A list of 32 city managers and employees who own property in the city was
obtained. Those property record cards were reviewed in the field and each property was
valued the same as all other properties in the review. The properties range from a
1929 Residential Old Style to a 2000 Contemporary Ranch. The assessments of these
properties were in line with market value. These properties were scattered throughout the
city. The perception of preferential treatment is not accurate.
Recommendations – Keeping the public well informed in concise, easy to understand
terms, of changes in the market will eliminate much of the confusion about the
assessment process. The city may want to consider publishing the changes to
assessments of key employees, along with the reason for change, for the next two or
three years, to try to dispel any perception of special treatment.

13. Issue – Disparity on assessments between residential and commercial properties.
Findings – Uniformity between the major classes of property was reviewed. Major classes
of property are those classes that contain at least 5% in value of all property in the
municipality, excluding manufacturing. In Janesville the residential class representing 71%
and the commercial class representing 25.6% are the two major classes of property. The
relative difference between these two major classes is 0.83%. Refer to the table on page
23 of this report for an overall view of assessment ratios. The minimal difference between
these classes indicates that there are no uniformity problems between the major classes
of property.
Recommendations – Continue to follow good assessment practices to maintain good
uniformity between classes as well as within each of the classes of property.

14. Issue – Inequities, disparities and non-uniformity concerning assessments.
Findings – After careful review of the assessments in Janesville, it was found that there
were not significant inequities, disparities or non-uniformity concerning the assessments.
Recommendations – Allowing the public ample time to review their own, as well as
neighboring property records will eliminate the perception of problems in the assessment
process.

15. Issue – Information provided by a member of the assessor’s staff.
Findings – A member of the assessor’s staff submitted a letter to the Department, prior to
the public hearing, alleging problems in Janesville assessments and records. A list of
parcel numbers was attached, but no specific information was provided as to what was
supposed to be wrong was included for any parcel. He was contacted by the Department
and told that what he provided was insufficient information to act upon but that he could
provide testimony at the public hearing, as any other taxpayer could. He appeared at the
hearing, but after failing to be guaranteed that no action could be taken against him, made
only a few very general comments and then submitted in writing another general
commentary alleging problems in the city and that his opinions were not accepted by the
assessor. He again included a lengthy list of parcel numbers with no specific information
of what was supposed to be wrong with them. He also sent the Department another letter
in early November with more comments about possible problems, and more letters in
December, well after the announced cutoff date for public input of November 12.
Recommendations – There were four commercial properties for which enough
information was given that the city assessor was asked to provide assessment histories
for them. The assessor’s response was reviewed and it appears that the assessments of
these parcels, while possibly in error previously, were now reasonably corrected. Because
of the lack of specifics, other parcels listed in letters from this individual were not reviewed
unless they happened to be among the 156 properties selected in our field review.
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Based on the Department’s investigation and analysis, the overall recommendation is that the
Department provide oversight and monitoring of the 2003 assessment process, Open Book
process and Board of Review. The city administration and the assessor must work together to
improve publications and to provide better information to the taxpayer of the city. The
Department will be available to provide training for Board of Review members for 2003.
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Field and Office Investigation for the City of Janesville, Rock County.

PARCEL COUNT:
Land Improved
Parcels Parcels

Residential 20,198 18,809

Commercial   1,532   1,322

Agricultural     146

Swamp & Waste,
Forest and Other       28       13

TOTALS            21,904             20,144

Personal Property
Number of Accounts:                                                           2,025

ASSESSOR INFORMATION

Name:  Max Arney

Certification Level:  Assessor II

Years as Assessor in this Municipality:  1998 through 2002

Assessment Budget:  $565,675.00

The last physical inspection of all property in the municipality for a revaluation was performed in the
year 1997 and 1998 (completed over a 2 year period) by city assessor office staff and temporary
help.

Written Contract:  Yes     No     (Obtain Copy if Yes)
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ASSESSMENT EQUITY

Assessment equity looks at relationships between and within classes, as well as the overall level
of assessment.

Assessment Ratio Study

The following assessment ratio study is used as an indicator of uniformity between classes. Column
2 comes from the municipal Statement of Assessments for the year complained of. Column 3 is the
base full value of the municipality, including any s. 70.57 step one corrections, but excluding
s. 70.57 step two corrections. Column 4 shows the aggregate ratio by class of property. These
ratios are determined by dividing column 2 by column 3 for each class, which gives the level of
assessment for each class of property. Column 5, which provides an indication of the uniformity
between classes, is derived by dividing the aggregate ratio of each class of property by the
aggregate ratio of all property. In this column, a ratio of less than 100% indicates under-
assessment, and a ratio greater than 100% indicates over-assessment of that particular class.
Column 6 shows the percentage of the total municipal value represented by each class of property,
and is derived by dividing the full value of each class of property by the full value of all property.

Assessed Values/Full Values For The Year 2002

(1)

Class of Property

(2)

Assessed Value

(3)

Full Value

(4)

Aggregate
Ratio

(5)
Relationship

To All
Property Ratio

(6)

% To All
Property Total

Residential $2,052,053,600 $2,089,123,600   98.23 100.24 71.02
Commercial $   733,577,900 $   753,086,400   97.41   99.41 25.60
Agricultural $          587,400 $          451,600 130.07 132.74   0.02
Swamp & Waste,
Forest and Other
Total

$       1,886,000 $       1,620,700 116.37 118.76   0.06

All Real Estate $2,788,104,900 $2,844,282,300   98.02 100.03 96.69
Personal Property $     94,355,970 $     97,274,200   97.00   98.99   3.31
Total All Property $2,882,460,870 $2,941,556,500   97.99 100.00

   Difference Between Lowest and Highest Ratio of Major Classes from Col. 5:                                      0.83
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ASSESSMENT EQUITY (Cont’d)

Uniformity Between Classes of Property

Considering the implications of § 70.05(5)(d), the total relative spread between classes of property
should not vary from the aggregate all property ratio by more than 20 points (i.e. 90-110% if the
aggregate ratio were 100%). In order to be considered a major class, per § 70.05, a class of
property must represent at least 5% of all property, exclusive of manufacturing, in the municipality,
based on DOR’s base values. Because measurements of inter-class equity must be in relative
terms, the ratio for each class of property must be divided by the aggregate all property ratio before
determining the spread between classes. If there are more than two major classes, the relative
percentage point differential shall be calculated using the highest and lowest percentages of over
and under-assessment for those classes of property.  For purposes of this investigation, Swamp &
Waste and Forest and Other are treated together as one class. The agricultural class will be
considered a “major class” for the purposes of these calculations if it exceeds 5%.

The assignment of points is:

0 to 10 percentage points = 20 points Relative difference between major classes
>10 to 20 percentage points = 10 points of property =  0.83. Points awarded = 20

Above 20 percentage points = 0 points

Uniformity Within Classes of Property

The Coefficient of Dispersion (COD) is used to measure uniformity within classes of property.  The
COD is defined as the average absolute deviation from the median. It describes how much variance
there is in the assessments. The lower the number, the better, with anything less than 10%
considered excellent.  The Coefficient of Concentration (COC) measures assessment uniformity by
calculating the percentage of ratios which lie within +/- 15% of the median. The higher the number,
the better, with anything higher than 85% considered excellent.

The COD and COC should be calculated for each major class of property. When there are less than
20 sales in the class, the sales will be supplemented with appraisals to increase the sample size. In
this case, the assessment to appraisal ratio will proxy for an assessment to sales ratio.

These measurements of assessment uniformity are industry-accepted standards.

Points are awarded per class based on the number of major classes. 

The following point assignments are based on the Coefficient of Dispersion:

The Single-Major-Class point assignment is:***

0 to 10% = 17.5 points
>10 to 12% = 15.5 points
>12 to 14% = 13.5 points
>14 to 16% = 11.5 points Class 1 = 6.6     8.75 Points
>16 to 18% =   9.5 points Class 2 = 8.5  8.75 Points
>18 to 20% =   7.5 points
Above 20% =  0 points TOTAL 17.5 Points
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The following point assignments are based on the Coefficient of Concentration:

The Single-Major-Class point assignment is:***

100 to 85% = 17.5 points
<85 to 78% = 15.5 points
<78 to 71% = 13.5 points
<71 to 64% = 11.5 points Class 1  = 91.5  8.75 Points
<64 to 57% =   9.5 points Class 2  = 84.2  7.75 Points
<57 to 50% =   7.5 points
Under 50% =   0 points TOTAL 16.5 Points

*** For two major classes, divide one major class points by two; for three major classes, divide by
three, etc. As an example, in a municipality with two major classes, the maximum points for each
major class for COD and COC would be 17.5/2=8.75, the next lower level of points would be
15.5/2 = 7.75, and so on. The maximum for three major classes would be 17.5/3 = 5.833 points per
class, the next lower level would be 15.5/3=5.167, and so on. Points for each class are summed to
determine the total COD and COC points for the municipality.

The Level of Assessment

Wisconsin Statutes require that all property be assessed by its fair market and true cash values,
except for agricultural land, which is assessed based on value in use. The result of assessing all
property at its market value, or full use value for agricultural, would be a level of assessment at
100%.  The level of assessment is determined by dividing all locally assessed property by the
equalized value of the same classes of property.

The assignment of points for level of assessment is:

90 to 110% = 5 points Level of Assessment = 97.99%
Below 90% = 0 points 5 points awarded for this factor.
Above 110% = 0 points



26

ASSESSMENT PRACTICES–ASSESSOR-DIRECTED ADMINISTRATION Total
Possible

30.00

These components relate to appraisal techniques and procedures that are necessary to achieve
assessment equity and accuracy in an efficient manner, to explain the assessment process and
provide prompt response to property owner inquiry, and to defend assessments upon appeal.

Office Procedures and Internal Controls

Good office procedures and internal controls are essential to the effective and efficient
functioning of an assessor’s office.  They ensure that laws and regulations are met, standards of
appraisal and assessment accuracy are maintained, work is finished timely and that the time of
the assessor and staff is used wisely.

Possible Actual
Yes No Findings Rating Rating

       1. Are there security procedures to ensure 0.50 0.50
that assessment records are kept safe &
not accessed without authorization; i.e.,
are they kept in a fireproof filing cabinet
or safe; are they on microfilm; is adequate
insurance provided?

       2. Is every real property parcel listed in the 1.00 1.00
assessment roll with a correct legal description
in the name of the owner, if known, otherwise
the occupant?

       3. Does the district’s classification of property follow 2.00 2.00
the guidelines outlined in Volume I of the
Wisconsin Property Assessment Manual for all
classes (Residential, Commercial, Agricultural,
Swamp & Waste, Forest and Other)?

       4. Did the assessor attend the Open Book session 1.00 1.00
for at least the two-hour minimum required by
s. 70.45?

       5. Has the statutorily required Assessor's Final 1.00 1.00
Report or an interim estimate been submitted
 to the Department of Revenue in a timely manner?

       6. Has the Final Report been properly completed? 1.00 1.00

       7. Are follow-up contacts made with owners of 0.50 0.50
personal property that have failed to file requested
statements of personal property before "doomage"
assessments are made?



27

Possible Actual
Yes No Findings Rating Rating

       8. Do you perform sales ratio studies to determine 1.00 1.00
the level of assessment in your district?

       9. Are real estate sales verified as arms-length 1.00 1.00
transactions?

Maps and Aerial Photography

The assessor must have accurate and up-to-date maps of all areas within the municipality. 
Maps and aerial photos aid in the location of property and show relevant factors affecting value.
 Maps are of many different types.  Complete assessment maps ensure that all taxable parcels
of real property are assessed and that no "double" assessments exist.

Possible Actual
Yes No Findings Rating Rating

       10. Do you maintain a set of assessment maps 1.00 1.00
showing the size, shape and location of each
taxable parcel in the jurisdiction?

       11. Does the municipality possess all of 1.00 1.00
the following that are available?

Base or Section Maps or Rectangular Survey System
Certified Survey Maps
Recorded Subdivisions
Aerial Photographs or Slides
Plat Books
Soil survey or Association Maps
Zoning Maps
Sales Maps

Property Data & Records

The discovery of property and recording factors affecting property values requires the gathering
and processing of vast amounts of information.  The data collected must be sufficient to allow
application of the three approaches to value as appropriate.  Equitable assessments are
dependent upon complete and accurate data.  A good assessment record system includes
uniform records and a sales file.

Possible Actual
Yes No Findings Rating Rating

       12. Is there a current, completed property record card 1.00 1.00
for each parcel in the jurisdiction (can be just
PA-500 jacket with current computer generated
data sheet inside) or a mobile home valuation
worksheet for each mobile home?

       13. Is there an inventory of each building's physical 1.00 1.00
characteristics listed on the record card?
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Possible Actual
Yes No Findings Rating Rating

       14. Are the record cards of parcels for which building 0.50 0.50
permits are issued (or in the absence of building
permits where construction or remodeling is
underway) reviewed and updated when improve-
ments have been made and then is the property
reappraised?

       15. Are the values entered in the assessment roll 0.50 0.50
checked against those on the record cards or
computer records to ensure that errors have not
occurred in transferring the values to the roll?

       16. Are land improvements valued with improvements 0.50 0.00
(i.e., well and septic systems, retaining walls,
driveways, landscaping, etc.) as stated in the
Wisconsin Property Assessment Manual?

       17. Are recent sales posted on the record cards? 0.50 0.50

       18. Is there an appropriate land sketch for each 0.50 0.50
parcel drawn on the card or in the computer
record?

       19. Are all land assessments calculated showing 0.50 0.50
front feet, square feet, or per acre value?

       20. Is there a building sketch for each major building 1.00 1.00
showing all dimensions drawn to scale?

       21. Are there current photographs of each improved 0.25 0.25
parcel attached to or inserted in the appraisal card?

       22. Are personal property and new construction 1.00 1.00
equated to the same general level of assessment
as existing real property?

       23. Is there a Statement of Personal Property for 0.50 0.50
each account in the jurisdiction?

       24. Are assessment records cross-indexed between 0.25 0.25
real property files and their companion personal
property files?
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Approaches to Value

The methods and techniques used to appraise real property in a real property assessment
system are known collectively as mass appraisal techniques.  Large numbers of properties are
appraised quickly at low unit cost.  The techniques used in mass appraising are adaptations of
those used in conventional appraisal practices and employ the three approaches to estimating
market value.  These are the cost approach, the sales comparison approach and the income
approach.  All property, except agricultural land, is required to be assessed at market value. 
Agricultural land is assessed at its use value.

Possible Actual
Yes No Findings Rating Rating

       25. Is there a pricing ladder for each improved 1.50 1.50
parcel showing RCN, depreciation and RCNLD
computed using a cost manual?

       26. Are depreciation or market adjustment schedules 0.25 0.25
derived from the local market, or if the schedules
provided in the Assessment Manual are used, are
they checked against the local market?

       27. Are structures depreciated on the basis of their 0.25 0.25
effective lives as opposed to their actual lives?

       28. Are replacement cost estimates periodically 0.25 0.25
checked against the costs for new buildings to
verify their validity?

       29. Are time adjustments applied to reflect the 0.25 0.25
current January 1 assessment date?

       30. In land valuation, are adjustments made for 0.50 0.50
size and/or depth, irregular-shaped lots and
other site factors that significantly add to or
detract from value?

       31. Are land sales converted to standard units such 0.25 0.25
as square feet, per acre or front feet?

       32. Are these land sales plotted on field maps? 0.25 0.00

       33. Is a comparable sales analysis done and 1.50 1.50
considered in the valuation process?

       34. For income producing properties, is income and 1.00 1.00
expense data regularly gathered and is the
income approach used as supporting data
to the cost and sales comparison approaches
when sufficient data is available?

       35. Is each class 4 parcel verified to be in actual 1.00 1.00
agricultural use each year?
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Possible Actual
Yes No Findings Rating Rating

       36. Does the assessor adjust values provided by the 1.00 1.00
Farmland Advisory Council to the local level of
assessment before valuing agricultural lands?

       37. Does the assessor inform the municipality of 0.50 0.50
parcels which qualify for a use value penalty?

Public Relations

It is important that the assessor adequately inform the public throughout the assessment
process.  Certain information to taxpayers is statutorily required.  A successful public infor-
mation and relations program, however, is dependent upon the assessor's own efforts in such
areas as personal contacts, correspondence, informational brochures and the news media.  In
addition, because of the ever-changing real estate market, law changes and technological
changes, there is a need for ongoing training.

Possible Actual
Yes No Findings Rating Rating

       38. Have notices of changed assessments for real 1.00 1.00
property as required by s.70.365 been
prepared and mailed to taxpayers
at least 15 days prior to Board of Review?

       39. Are owners of personal property notified 0.25 0.25
of their current assessments?

       40. Are prompt written or oral follow-up responses 0.25 0.25
to inquiries and/or complaints provided when
requested?

       41. Are printed informational booklets explaining 0.25 0.25
the assessment process provided to the
public at times other than the Open Book?
(e.g. The Guide for Property Owners).

       42. Has the assessor attended any course in 0.25 0.25
appraisal theory or assessment law beyond
the minimum requirements of s. 73.09
during the current certification period?

       43. Does the assessor send a written request by 0.50 0.00
certified mail to view property if a property
owner has refused entry?

TOTAL POSSIBLE POINTS FOR ASSESSOR-DIRECTED ADMINISTRAITON IS THIRTY (30) POINTS.

                                                                                                 TOTAL ACHIEVED IS: 28.75
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ASSESSMENT PRACTICES - MUNICIPALITY SUPPORT AND RESPONSIBILITY Total
Possible

10.00

The information obtained by the Department of Revenue concerning the municipal support provided
to the assessment of property is evaluated and summarized through the following point system and
criteria.

Public Relations
A strong and ongoing effort to provide information to the public and to build public confidence in
assessment operations plays an important role in assessment administration.

Possible Actual
Yes No Findings Rating Rating

       44. Are open records requests responded to within 0.50 0.50
48 hours as established by the Attorney General?

       45. Is there a regular cycle established for revaluations? 0.50 0.00

       46. Is the general public kept informed of assessment 0.50 0.50
events and dates?

       47. Are provisions made to supply assessment 0.50 0.50
personnel with building permits and zoning
changes?

N/A     48. Does the assessor have a written contract with the 0.50 0.50
municipality?

       49. Is the assessor periodically required to report 0.50 0.50
to the governing body to keep officials informed of
the status of the assessments?

       50. Has the municipal clerk published 0.50 0.00
or posted the required 15 day notice for open-book
inspection and examination
of the assessment roll by the taxpayers?

       51. Are printed informational booklets explaining the 0.50 0.50
assessment process provided at the Open Book
as required by s. 70.45?
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Board of Review

The procedures followed in the administration of assessment appeals must comply with the
Wisconsin Statutes and the due process clauses of the Wisconsin and Federal constitutions.
Proper procedures enable appeals to be processed fairly and efficiently.  The basic elements of
due process are proper notice and hearing.

Possible Actual
Yes No Findings Rating Rating

       52. Is legal assistance available to the Board of Review 0.50 0.50
including separate legal assistance to the assessor,
 if needed?

       53. Were the required 15-day notices of Board of 1.00 1.00
Review Meeting published?

       54. Was a properly completed Assessor's Affidavit 0.50 0.50
attached to the roll?

       55. Did the Board of Review check the assessment 0.50 0.00
roll for omissions, double assessments, etc.?

       56. Were the proper 48-hour notices of intent to 0.50 0.50
file objections received and scheduled by
the clerk; if not, did the Board of Review
waive such filing requirement?

       57. Was a recording device or stenographer used to 0.50 0.50
record all proceedings?

       58. Was all testimony presented at the Board of 0.50 0.50
Review given under oath (including the
assessor's)?

       59. Were notices of Board of Review final decisions 0.50 0.50
provided to the objectors prior to the final
adjournment of the Board?

       60. Has the clerk prepared the Summary of Board of 0.50 0.50
Review Proceedings (PA-800)?

       61. Has at least one member of the Board of Review 0.50 0.50
attended training required by s. 70.46(4) within
two years of the first board of review meeting?

       62. Has the municipality provided for an alternate 0.50 0.00
Board of Review member by ordinance or
resolution?

TOTAL POSSIBLE POINTS FOR MUNICIPALITY SUPPORT & RESPONSIBILITY IS TEN (10) POINTS

TOTAL ACHIEVED IS:  8.00
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