Township of West Orange

Revaluation Proposal Evaluation & Recommendation Report

In accordance with N.LS.A. 40A:11-4.5 this report shall clearly set forth the rcasons why
Appraisal Systems, Inc, was recommended to perform the complete revaluation of the Township
of West Orange. All proposals were thoroughly reviewed by the Bvaluation Committee which
consisted of the following individuals: JToseph Antonueci, Tax Collector; Edward J. Coleman,
Comptroller; Anne DeSantis, Purchasing Agent; Kevin Diflon, Tax Assessor and John Sayers,
Business Administrator, :

The potential vendors who submitted proposal are as follows:
I. Appraisal Systems, Inc. — proposal amount was $1,143,400.00

2. Certified Valuations, Inc. — proposal amount was $1,074,130.00
3. Realty Appraisal Company — proposal amount was $985,000.00

Proposal Summaries (listed in order of evaluation)
Appraisal Systems, Inc.:

»  All Mandatory Proposal Check List items were subniitted with their proposal.

» Under Technical Criteria, the evaluation committee scored this company with the highest
ranking. The basis for this was Appraisal Systems proposal was the nost comptchensive,
their experience utilizing Vital’s CAMA system was greatest among the competing
companies and they appeared to be the most inmovative with respect to usage of
technalogy and techiniques. '

s Under Management Critcria, the consensus among the evaluation commitice was that
Appraisal Systems possessed the best overall ability to manage the West Orange
revaluation given having the greatest mumber of cxperienced field inspectors, Certified
Tax Assessots (CTA’s), transpatent public relations program via operating an interactive
website (o disseminate the greatcst amount of critical information 1o the taxpaying public
and possessing a comprehensive history, level of experience and reliability in completing
revalnations similar in demographics to the Township of West Orange.

¢ Under Cost Criteria, the evaluation committee ranks their cost of services lowest antong
the three respondents, but ranks them the highest in the categories of assurances of
performance and vendor’s financial stability and strength, As a result, Appraisal Systems -
ranked second among the three companies in Cost Criteria.

Really Appraisal Company:

» All Mandatory Proposal Check List items were submitted with their proposal.
~»  Under Technical Criteria, the evaluation committee ranked this company last among the
three vendors, Their proposal indicated they would load the township’s Mod-TV data into
_their Altos System. The township’s specifications clearly indicate that the revaluation




shall be done on the Vital CAMA system without exception and no conversation of data
is permitted. In addition, this proposal appcarcd weakest with tespect to innovative
technology & techniqucs,

Under Management Criteria, the evaluation. committee noted that Realty Appraisal’s
preponderance of work was done in Monmouth County with the exception of Glen Ridge
which is substantially smaller than the Township of West Orange. In addition, its web
site was very basic and lacked PDF images of neighborhood maps, ncighborhood sales
listing and the interactive ability to calculate a property owner’s tax impact resulting from
the revaluation. Lastly, the field inspection supervisor failed io have the required 10
years cxperience (joined Realty Appraisal in 2005) that any supervisor is required to
possess in accordance with the township’s bid specifications. Moreover, its proposal
indicated they have four (4) ongoing revaluations and cmploy a total of 12 ficld
inspectors, The township’s bid specifications require 10 field inspectors with a minimum
of six (6) months experience, Consequently, the evaluation committee became concemed
that Realty Appraisal had an in adequate number of expericnced feld inspectors to meet
the townghip's requirement of 10 experienced field inspectors.

Under Cost Criteria, Realty Appraisal ranked first in cost of services and assurances of
performance. This proposal ranked second in vendor’s financial eiablllw & strength.

Certified Va-luahonsi .Inc; o

All Mandatory Proposal Checl List items were submitted with their proposal.

Under Technical Criteria, Certified Valvation’s proposal was second when compared to
the other two companics. The evaluation committee was most concerned that a detailed
project work schedule was not included in the proposal. Rather, Certified stated,
“scheduling. of the various parts of the program will bé completed with the assessor
during the 30 day period after the contract is approved by the Director of the Division of
Taxation.” Given the tight time constraints to timely complete the revaluation this was
troubling. In addition, based upon the proposal submitted Certified appeared to have less
experience in both utilizing Vital’s CAMA then Appraisal Systems and in utilizing

" innovative technology & techniques.

Urider Management Criteria, Certified Valuations scored lowest among the three
respondents. The evaluation committee, as previously mentioned noted that no detailed
project wotk schiedule was submitted with the proposal. Importantly, the evaluation
conimittee . was most.concerned that Certified Valuation only listed scven (7) field
inspectors in one area of their proposal (section 7, page 3) and cight (8) field inspectors
on his organizational chart in another arca of the proposal. In either case it is apparent
that Certified lacks the required number of ficld inspectors as required by the township’s
bid specifications.

Under Cost Criteria, C ertified Valuations ranked last. The evaluation committes ranked
their cost of services second. Their assurances of performance tanked even with the

~other" tW"O . companies;" - With I'BS]JBCt “f0y '"vendor’s"'ﬁnﬂncia'l“'stability' '&"“strengfh"'the' e et e

cvaluation committee tanked Certified Valuations last noting the precipitous drop in sales
revenue from 2007 to 2008. ‘
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Summary

On balance the evaluation committee ranked the three compahies proposals as follows (0% to
100%, 100% being the highest & best ranking):

1. Appraisal Systems, Ing, — overall ranking 95.40%
2. Realty Appraisal Company — overall ranking 82.11%
3, Cortified Valuations, Inc. — overall ranking 75.86%
Therefore in accordance with N.L.S.A, 40A:11-4.1 ot. seq. the cvaluation committee hereby

recommends  Appraisal Systems, Tnc. be awarded the tevaluation contract by the Mayor &
Council. : -

_Dated: _Febn_lmy &‘_ 2010




Revaluation Proposal Evaluation

Eyvalusted by;

Joaeph Antonucel, Tax Collactor
Edward .}, Coleman, Comptroller
Anne DaSantis, Purchasing Agent
Kevin Diilon, Tax Asssssor

John Sayers, Business Administrator
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