September 24, 2018

Honorable George Runner, Chair
State Board of Equalization

240 N Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Chairman Runnet:

On bchalf of the California Asscssor’s Association (CAA) T am writing in
regatds to item G1 under Rulemaking and the petition being considered
to amend Propetty Tax Rules. The CAA asks the Board to consider
approving the signiftcant areas of agreement between CA'T'A, CACEQ,
and the CAA. We also ask you send back the areas thatr need more
discussion to the Intercsted Parties (IP) process for further work to vet
and find agreement in ways that are in the best interest of taxpayers.

Since the August 21, 2018 meeting, at the request of Vice Chair Ma,
CAA has engaged 1n two meetings with leadership from the Califoraia
Alliance of Taxpayer Advocates (CATA) and the California Association
ot Cletks and Election Officials (CACHO). These meetings wete
moderated by staff from Vice Chair Ma and Chaitman Runnet’s offices.
We believe all parties participated in good faith to examine the petition
put forth from CATA and to engage in meaningful conversation about
where there may be agreement on areas of their requested Property T'ax
Rules.

We want to express our appreciation to Vice Chair Ma and to you Chair
Runner for allowing your staff to participate and facilitate those
discussions. It is CAA’s position that the group made progtess on
several 1ssues. We also want to cxpress our appreciation to BOR Staff
and the BOFE legal team for their in-depth analysis of the proposed Rule
changgs, released on September 19, 2018.

As mentioned in CAA’s August 21, 2018 comments befote the Board,
CAA believed there were several areas where we could find agrecment
and other areas where there were significant legal issues and a mote in-
depth discussion would be appropriate and in the best intcrest of

taxpayets. We resolved and found common agreement on a number of
items (highlighted below).
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Iiearmg 10 allow the faxpayer (7] pro\nae agdional informanon

to assist with their evaluation. This is helpful to the taxpayer
because they may not know that the assessor’s value is
presumed correct and by providing no information it would be
difficult to dispute the assessor’s presumed value. Implementing
this rute would eliminate the AAB’s discretion to assist the
taxpayer by educating them about their rights. This would cause
much more problems than solve.

CACEO comments: strongly disagrees with this provision. It
would infringe on the county board’s judicial discretion and we
agree with Chief Counsel’s opinion that it is inconsistent with
existing law.






