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September 15,2015

Mr. Mike Mauer
Director of Research

Colorado Legislative Council
Room 029, State Capitol Building
Denver, Colorado 80203

RE: Final Report for the 2015 Colorado Property Assessment Study

Dear Mr. Mauer:

Wildrose Appraisal lnc. -Audit Division is pleased to submit the Final Reports for tle 20t 5 Colorado

Property Assessment Study.

These reports are the result of two analyses: A procedural audit and a statistical audit.

The procedural audit examines all classes ofproperty. It specilically looks at how the assessor develops

economic areas, confirms and qualilies sales, develops time adjustnents and performs periodic physical

property inspections. The audit reviews the procedures for determining subdivision absorption and

subdivision discounting. Valuation methodology is examined for residential properties and commercial

properties. Procedures are reviewed for producing mines, oil and gas leaseholds and lands producing,

producing coal mines, producing earth and stone Products, severed mineral interests, and non-

producing patented mining claims.

Statistical audits are performed on vacant land, residential properties, commercial/industrial properties

and agricultural land. A statistical analysis is performed for personal property compliance on the eleven

largest counties: Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Denver, Douglas, El Paso, Jefferson, Larimer, Mesa,

Pueblo and Weld. The rernaining counties receive a personal ProPerty Procedural study.

Wildrose Appraisal lnc. - Audit Division appreciates the opportunity to be of service to the State of

Colorado. Please contact us with any questions or concerns.

\&M'
Harry J. Fuller
Project Manager

Wildrose Appraisal Inc. - Audit Division
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INrnoDuCTIoN

tr! ean,s'r,a
The State Board of Equalization (SBOE)

rcviews assessments for conformance to tie
Constitution. thc SBOE will ordcr
revaluations for counties whose valuations do

not re{lcct the proper valuation period level of
value.

The statutory basis for the audit is found in

C.R.S. 39-1-104 (16)(a)(b) and (c).

1"he lcgislative council sets fortfi two criteria

that are ttre focus o[ t]re audit group:

To determine whether each county asscssor is

applying correctly the constitutional and

statutory provisions, compliance requirements

of the Statc Board of Equalization, and the

manuals published by lhe State Propcrty Tax

Adminishator to arrive at the actual value o[
each class of propertv.

To determine if each asscssor is applying

correctly the provisions of law to the actual

values when arriving at valuations for
assessment of all locallv valued properties
subject to t}le property tax.

The propertv assessment audit conducts a two-
part analysis: A procedural analYsis and a

statistical analysis.

The procedural analysis includes all classes of
property and specilically looks at how tJre

assessor develops cconomic areas, conffrms and

qualifics sales, and develops tirne adjustments.

The audit also examines the procedures for
adequately discovering, classifying and valuing

agricultural outbuildings, discovering

subdivision build-out and subdivision

discounting procedures. Valuation
methodology for vacant land, improved
residential propertics and commercial

properties is examincd. Procedurcs for
producing mines, oil and gas leascholds and

lands producing, producing coal mines,

producing earth and stone products, severed

mineral interests and non-producing patented

mining claims are also reviewed.

Statistical analysis is performcd on vacant land,

rcsidential properties, commercial industrial

properties, agricultural land, and personal

property. 'l'he statistical study results are

compared with State Board of Equalization

compliance requirements and the manuals

published bv the State Properly Tax

Administrator.

Wildrose Audit has completed the Property

Assessment Study for 2015 and is pleased to

report its ffndings for Garffcld County in the

[ollowing report.
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REcIoNET/ HISToRICAL STETCH oF
GenFIELD CoUNTY

Regional Information
Garlield County is located in the Western
Slope region of Colorado. The Western Slope

of Colorado refers to the region west of the
Rocky Mountains. It includes Archuleta,
Delta, Dolores, Eagle, Garlield, Grand,

Gunnison, Hinsdale, Jackson, La Plata, Mesa,

Moffat, Montezuma, Montrose, Ouray, Pitkin,
Rio Blanco, Routt, Sar Juan, San Mrguel, and

Summit counties.
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Historical Information
Garfield Counlr has a population of
approximately 56,389 people with 19.13
people per square mile, according to the U.S.
Census Bureau's 2010 census data. This
represents a 28.77 percent change from the
2000 Census.

Garlield County is located in the scenic plateau
and canyon country of western Colorado,
Covering 3000 square miles, it is I l0 miles
long and extends to the Utah border. It was

carved out of Summit County on February 10,

1883. In historical times, the earliest
inhabitants were tle Ute Indians, and the land

was theirs by treaty until April 12, 1880, when

they were removed to reservations after the

"Meeker Massacre" of 1879. Although
explorers, missionaries, miners, and a few
setders had already visited the area of Garfield

County, the main influx of setders began to
arive and towns were founded beginning in
1880.

The towns in Garlield County are located along

the Colorado and Roaring Fork rivers in the

eastern end of the county, while much of the

western portion has only a few roads and fewer
inhabitants.

The town of Deliance was founded in l83l by
Isaac Cooper who hoped to develop the natural
hot springs into a resort. Unfortunately he died
before his dream could be realized. It became

the county seat in 1883 and was incorporated
and renamed in 1885 as Glenwood Springs,

which remains the county seat and largest city
today. In 1887 a coal tycoon, Walter
Devereaux purchased the hot springs and vapor
caves for $125,000 and began to build the

famous pool and spa resort. This was tJre same

year that the Denver and Rio Grande Railroad

extended its tracks through the diflicult
Glenwood Canyon and into Glenwood Springs,

Aspen and beyond.

While the county retains part of its ranching

and farming heritage, and tourism is important,

eyery town from Carbondale to Parachute has

become a bedroom community to provide
workers to the ever-booming and ever-

expanding Aspen skiing economy. People

commute to Aspen, 85 miles from Batdement

Mesa, as well as to Grand Junction, 63 miles

from Rifle.
(Garjeq Coung , Calorado bf lu& Gook and Vikki Gtu))

2015 Garfield Countv Propertr 455g55mcn1 $1ud1 Pagc 5
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ReTIo ANALYSIS

Methodology
All signilicant classes of properties were
analyzed. Sales were collected for each

property class over the appropriate sale period,
which was typically dclined as tJre l8-montJr
period between January l, 2013 and lune 30,
2014. Counties with less than 30 sales tlpically
cxtended the sale period back up to 5 years
prior to June 30, 2014 in 6-month incremenls.
If there u.erc still fewer than 30 salcs,

supplemental appraisals were perlormed and
teated as proxy sales. Residential sales for all
counties using this method totaled at least 30
per county. For commercial sales, tlc total
number analyzed was allowed, in some cases,

to fall below 30. There were no sale ouantitv
issucs for counlics rcquiring nr.urri l"nd
analysis or condominium analysis. Although it
was required that we examine ttre median and
coeflicient of dispersion for all courtics, we
also calculated the weighted mean and pricc
related differential for each class of property.
Counties werc not passed or failed by these

latter measures, but were counscled if tlere
were anomalies noted during our analysis.

Qualiffed sales were based on the qualification
code used by each county, which were typically
coded as either The ratio analysis

included all sales. 'fhe data was trimmed for
counties with obvious outliers using IAAO
standards for data analysis. In every case, we
examined the loss in data from trimming to
ensure that only true oudiers were excludcd.
Any county with a signilicant poltion of sales

excluded by this trimming metlod was
examined furtler. No county was allowed to
pass the audit if more than 5%o of the sales were
'lost" because of trimming. For tl.re largest 1 1

counties, the residential ratio statAucs were
broken down by economic area as well.

Conclusions
For this final analysis report, t-he minimum
acceptable statistical standards allowed by the
State Board of Equalization are:

ommcrcial/lnduslrial

Unweighted
Median Ratio

Betvveen .95 1.05

Between.95-1.05

Bet\\'€en .95- 1.05

Between .95- l .05

Less than

Less than | 5.

Less than I 5.
nglc l:nmih

'a( anl Land
Less than 20

2()15 (iarlicld C()unrr Propcrt) Assr.ssnrrnl Studl pagc:6
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The results for Garlield County are:

N/A

|,o92

t72

t.06+

N,/A

1.01 I

r.069

N,/A

7

Complian

N/1

Complian

ii.
59Commercial/lndustrial

Condominium

iingle FamiJy

Vacant tand 9.5 Complian

After appl)nng the above described with SBOE, DPT, and Colorado State

methodologies, it is concluded from tle sales valuation guidelines.

ratios that Garffeld County is in compliance Recommendations

2015 Gar{ield County Property Assessment Study Page 7
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Methodology
While we recommend that counties use the
inverted ratio regression analysis nethod to
account for market (time) trending, some

corurties have used other IAAO-approved
methods, such as the weighted monthly median

approach. We are not auditing the methods
used. but rather tle results of the methods
used. Given tlis range of methodologies used

to account for market trending, we concluded
that the best validation metJrod was to examine
t-he sale ratios for each class across tle
appropriate sale period. To be specific, if a

county has considered and adjusted correcdy
for market trending, then tle sale ratios should
remain stable (i.e. flat) across the sale period.
If a residual market trend is detected. then the
countv mav or may not have addressed market

TrrvrE TRENDTNG VERrFrcATroN
trending adequately, and a further examination
is warranted. This validation method also

considers the nurnber of sales and the length of
the sale period. Counties with few sales across

the sale period were carefully examined to
determine if the statistical results were valid.

Conclusions
After verification and analysis, it has been

determined that Garffeld County has complied
with t}le statutory requirements to analyze the
effects of time on value in their courty.
Garlield County has also satisfactorily applied
the results of their time trending analysis to
arrive at tJre time adjusted sales price (IASP).

Recommendations
None

2015 Garficld C'ountv Propcrty Asscsslllent Studv Pagc 8



l,Yd;i"3lffif

Me thodology
Garlield Countv was testcd for the equal

trcatment of sold and unsold properties to
cnsure that "sales chasing" has not <.rccurred.

l'hc auditors employed a multi-step process to
detcrmine if sold and unsold properties wcre
valucd in a consistent manner.

Wc test the hypothesis that t}rc assessor has

valued unsold propertics consistent with what
is observcd witlr thc sold properties based on
several units of comparison and tests. The
units of comparison include tlre actual value pcr
square foot and the change in value from thc
previous base ycar period to tie currcnt base

year. The lirst tcst compares the aclual value
pcr square fcrot bctwccn sold and unsold

properties by class. 1'he median and mean

value pcr squarc foot is compared and tested

for any significant diffcrencc. This is tested

using non-paramctric methods, such as thc
Mann Whitney test for diffcrences in t}re

distributions or medians bctween sold and

unsold groups. It is also examined graphicallv
and from an appraisal perspectivc. Data can bc
stratilied based on location and subclass. 'l'he

second test compares the differencc in the
median change in value from t}lc prcvious base

vear to the current base vcar bctween sold and

unsold properties by class. Thc same

combination of non-parametric and appraisal

testing is used as with tlre first tcst. A third test
emploving a valuation model testing a

sold/unsold binarv variable w'hile controlling
for property attributes such as location, sizc,

age and other attributes. The modcl
determincs if the sold/unsold variable is

statistically and empirically significant. lf all

three tests indicate a signilicant differcncc
between sold and unsold properties for a given
class, the Auditor may mcet r,r'ith the county to
dcterminc if sale chasing is actuallv occurring,

SorD/IdNSoLD ANer,YSrs
or if tlere are other cxplanations for the
observed difference.

If the unsold properties have a higher median
valuc per square foot than the sold propertics,
or if the median change in valuc is greater for
tJre unsold propcrtics than the sold properties,
the analysis is stopped and the county is

concluded to bc in compliance wiG sold and

unsold guidelines. All sold and unsold
properties in a given class arc first tested,
although propertics with extreme unit values

or pcrcent changcs can bc trimmed to stabilize
the analysis. The median is the primary
comparison metric, although thc mcan can also

be used as a comparison metric if the
distribution supports drat typc of mcasure of
central tendcncy.

'l'hc llrst test (unit value method) is applicd t<r

both rcsidential and commercial/industrial sold
and unsold properties. '[hc second test is

applied to sold and unsold vacant land

propcrties. Thc second test (change in value

method) is also applied to rcsidential or
commercial sold and unsold propertics if tle
firs1 test rcsults in a significant diffcrence
obscrved and/or tested betwcen sold and

unsold properties. 'fhe third test (valuation

modeling) is used in instances wherc tie rcsults
from the first two tests indicatc a significant
diflerence betu'ccn sold and unsold properries.
It can also bc used when the number of sold

and unsold properties is so large that the non-
parametric testing is indicating a false rcjection
of Gc hy:othesis Gat there is no differencc

betlveen tlc sold and unsold property values.

Thcsc tests were supported by both tabular and

graphics prcsentations, along witi written
documentation explaining thc methodologv
used.

l0l5 Carlield (iruLrtv Propt:rlr Asscssnlenl Stud_v I'.1{c')
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Sold/Unsold Results

Rcsults

Complianl

N,/A

(lompljanl

('omphant
iinqlc Iramill

Conclusions Re< ommcndations
After applying thc above describcd Nonc
methodologics, it is concluded that Garlicld
County is reasonably treating its sold and

unsold propcrties in thc sarnc manner.

2()li (irrlield ( {)uDtr Pr-()l).rt\ .\'scssrn.'trl Stucll Pa-tgr l0
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ACnICULTURAL LeNn Sruny
A< res 81' Subclass Value B; Su hclass

8000000

7000000

6000000

5000000

400,0000

300qno

2000000

1000000

0 \,n"^'%\'\%'n

Agricultural Lan d

County records were reviewed to determine
major land categories such as irrigated farm,
dry farm, meadow hay, grazing and other
lands. In addition, county records were
reviewed in order to determine ifi Aerial
photographs are available and are being used;
soil conservation gurdelines have been used to
classily lands based on productivity; crop
rotations have been documented; tJpical
commodities and yields have been dctermincd;
orchard lands have been properly classified and
valued; expenses reflect a ten year average and
are typical landlord expenses; grazing lands
have been properly classi{ied and valued; the
number of acres in each class and subclass have
been determined; t}Ie capitalization rate was

properly applied. Also, documentation was
required for tle valuation metlods used and
any locally developed yields, carrying
capacities, and expenses. Records were also
checked to ensure that tJre commoditv nrices
and expenses, furnished by r,he erope.ty -r"*

Administrator (PTA), were applied properly.

(See Assessor Reference Library Volume 3

Chapter 5.)

Conclusions
An analysis of the agricultural land data
indicates an acceptable appraisal of this
property 1)?e. Directives, commodity prices
and expenses provided by the PTA wcre
properly applied. County yields compared
favorably to those publishcd by Colorado
Agricultural Statistics. Expenses used by the
county were allowable expenses and were in an

acceptable range. Grazing lands carrfng
capacities were in an acceptablc range, The
data analyzed resulted in the following ratios:

201 5 Carficld (iruntv Propertv r\sscssorcnt Srudv l,ag(- 1 I
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iarfield County Agricultural l.arrd lfatio C

Recommendations
None

Agricultural Outbuildings

Methodology
Data was collected and reviewed to determine
if the guidelines found in the Assessor's

Refereuce Library (ARL) Volume 3, pages 5.74
through 5 . 77 were being followed .

Conclusions
Garlield County has substantially complied
with the procedures provided by the Division

of Property Taxation for the valuation of
agricultural outbuildings.

Recommendations
None

2015 Garfield County Property Asserisnent Study Page t 2
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Agricultural Land Under Improvements

Methodology
Data was collected and reviewed to determine
if the guidelines found in the Assessor's

Reference Library (ARL) Volume 3, pages 5.19
and 5.20 were being followed.

Conclusions
Garfield County has used the following
medrods to discover land under a residential
improvement on a farn or ranch that is
determined to be not integral under 39-l - 102,
C.R.S.:

o Questionnaires
o Field Inspections

r Phone Interviews

. ln Person Interviews with
Owners/Tenants

. Written Correspondence otler than

Questionnaire
o Personal Knowledge of Occupants at

Assessment Date

o Aerial Photography / Pictome try

Garfield County has used the following
methods to discover the land area under a

residential improvement that is determined to
be not integral under 39-l -102, C.R.S.:

. Property Record Card Analysis

o Questionnaires
. Field lnspections

o Phone Interviews
. ln-Person Interviews witlr

Owners/Tenants
. Written Correspondence other than

Que stionnaire

o Personal Knowledge of Occupants at
Assessment Date

o Aerial Photography/ Pictomeny

Garlield County has substantially complied
with the procedurcs provided by the Division
of Property Taxation for the valuation of land
under residential improvements that may or
may not be integral to an agricultural
operation.

Recommendations
None

2015 Garficld (bunty Propcrtv Asscssmcnt Studl Pagc 1l
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Part of the Propcrtv Assessment Study is the

sales verification analysis. WRA has used thc

above-cited statutcs as a guide in our study of
thc counry's procedures and practices for
verifying sales.

WRA reviewed Ge sales veri{ication
procedures in 2015 for Garfield County. This

study was conducted by checking selected sales

from t-he master sales list for tie current
valuation period. Spccifically WRA selected 38

sales listed as unqualified.

All but one of the sales selected in the samplc

gave reasons that were clear and supportable,

One sale had insufficient reason for
disqualification.

For residential, commercial, and vacant land

sales with considcrations ovcr $500, the

contractor has examined and reported the ratio

of qualified sales to total sales by class and

performed the lollowing analvses of unqualiffed

salesr

'l'he contractor has examined the

manner in which sales have bccn

classified as qualified or unqualified,
including a listing of each step in t}le
sales verification process, any

adjustmcnt procedures, and the county

official rcsponsible for making the final

decision on qualification.

When less than 50 percent of sales are

qualified in any of the threc property
classes (residential, commercial, and

vacant land), the contractor analyzed

the reasons lor disquahfying sales in

any subclass tlat constitutes at least 20

percent of the class, eithcr by number

SarEs VEnrFrcATroN
According to Colorado Revised Statutes:

A representative body oJ sales is rcquired when

considering the matket approach to appraisal.

(8) In any case in *,hich sales prices of comparable

properties within any class or subclass are utilized

when considering the market approach to appraisal in

the iletermination oJ actual value oJ aryr toxable

propefiI, the Jollowing limitations ond conditions

shall applr:

(a)(l) Use oJ the marhet approach shall requirc a

rcprcsentative body oJ sales, including sales b1 a

lender or govenment, sulfrcient to set o pottern, and

oppruisals shall rcJlect due considerction oJ the

degree of comparcbility oJ sales, including the extent

of simila ties and djssimilarities omong prcperties

that ore compared Jor atsessment purposes. In order

to obtain a rcosonoble sample and to rcduce sudilen

price changes ot Jluctuations, all sales shall be

included in the sample that reasonably re|lect a true

or typical sales price during the period specif;ed in

section ig-l 101 (10.2). Sdes oJ personal propertl

exempt pursuant to the prcvisions oJ sections 39-3'
102,39-3-103, and 39-3-119 to 39 3 122 shall

not be included in any such sample.

ft) Each such sale included in the sample sholl be

coded to indicate a qlpical, negotiated sale, as

screeneil and verlfied by the assessor. (39-I-103,

c.A.s.)

The assessor is requircd to use sales oJ rcal propettr

only in the valuation process.

(8)(fl Such true and typicd soles shall include only

those soles which hove been iletermined on an

ind*idual basis to rcJlecr the selling price oJ the rcal

propen)t ontl or which have been adiusted on on

individual basis to rcJlect the selling price oJ the rcal

prcpen). ontt. (39- 1- 103, C.R.S.)

2015 (;ilrfield (irrrntv lrropcrtl Assessmcn! SttrrlY Page 1'l
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of properties or by value, Iiom the
prior year. The contractor has

reviewed with t}e assessor any analysis

indicating that sales data are
inadequate, fail to reflect tlpical
properties, or have been disqualilied
for insulficient cause. In addition, the
contractor has reviewed the
disqualilied sales by assigned code. If
tlere appears to be any inconsistency
in the coding, the contractor has

conducted further analysis to
determine if the sales included in that
code have been assigned appropriately.

lf 50 percent or more of the sales are

qualified, the contractor has reviewed a
statistically signiffcant sample of
unqualilied sales, excluding sales that
were disqualilied for obvious reasons.

Garfield County did not qualify for in-
depth subclass analysis.

Conclusions
Garlield County appears to be doing a good job
of verifying their sales. There are no
recommendations.

Recommendations
None

201 5 Garficld County Propcrrv Asscssmcnr Srudy page l5
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Methodology
Garffeld County has submitted a written
narrative describing t}e economic areas that
make up the county's market areas. Garffeld
Cormty has also subnitted a map illustrating
these areas. Each of these narratives have been

read aad analyzed fior logic and appraisal

sensibility, The maps were also compared to
the narrative for consist€ncy between the
written desoiption and the map.

Conclusions
After review and analysis,

determined that Garheld
it has b€en
Cormty has

EcoNoMIc AREA RnvIEw AND
EvELUATION

adeguately identiffed homogeneous economic
areas comprised of smaller neighborhoods.

Each economic area delined is equdly zubject

to a set of econouric forces that impact the.
value of the properties n ithin that geographic
area and this has been adeguately address€d.

Each economic area deffned adeguately

delin€ates an area that will give "siurilar values

for sinilar properties in similar areas."

Recommendations
None

2015 Garfield Couaty Propcrty Asseisment Study * Page 16
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NaTURAL RESoURCES
Ilarth and Stone Prodtrcts

Methodologl
Under the guidelines of the Assessor's
Reference Librarv (ARL), Volumc 3, Natural
Resource Valuation Procedures, t-l-re income
approach was applied to determinc value lor
production of earth and stone products. 'l'he

number o[ tons was multiplied by an cconomic
royalty rate determined by the Division of
Property -l'axation to determine income, 'lhc
incomc was multiplied by a recommcnded
Hoskold factor to determine thc actual value.
'l he Hoskold factor is detcrmined by Ge lifc ol'
thc reserves or the lease. Value is based on two
variables: life and tonnage. 'l'hc operator
dctcrmines Gesc since there is no other means
to obtain production data tluough any statc or
private agency.

Conclusions
The County has applied the corrcct formulas
and state guidelines to earth and stonc
production.

Recommendations
None

Producing Oil and Gas

Mcthodologv
Asscssors Refcrence Librarv (ARL) Volume 3,
Chapter 6: Valuation ofNatural Resourccs

STATUTORY REFERENCES
Section g 39-1-103, C.R.S., specilies that
producing oil or gas leaseholds and lands arc
valued according to article 7 oftitle 39, C.R.S.

Actual value determined - when.
(2) The valuation for assessment <.rf lcascholds
and lands producing oil or gas shall be
determined as provided in article 7 of this title,

s 39-1-101, C.R.S.
Articlc 7 covers the listing, valuation, and
assessment of producing oil and gas leaseholds
and lands.

Valuation:
Valuation for assessment.
(l) Except as provided in subsection (2) of this
section, on the basis of the information
contained in such statement, the asscssor shall
value such oil and gas leaseholds and lands for
assessment, as real propcrty, at an amount
cqual to eghtv seven and one-halfpercent o[:
(a) 1'he selling price of t-he oil or gas sold tiere
from during the preceding calendar ycar, after
excluding the selling price of all oil or gas

delivercd to the Unitcd States governmcnt or
anv agency thereof, the statc of Colorado or
anl agcncy tlrereof, or any political subdivision
of the state as royalty during the preccding
calcndar year;

(b) The selling price of oil or gas sold in Ge
same field arca for oil or gas transported fiom
the premises which is not sold during thc
preceding calendar year, after cxcluding the
selling price of all oil or gas delivered to the
United States government or any agency
rhercof, the state of Colorado or any agency
thereof, or any political subdivision of tle statc
as royalty during the preccding calendar year.

s 39-7-r 02, C.R.S.

Conclusi ons
The countv applied approved appraisal
procedures in thc valuation ofoil and gas.

Recornmcndations
None

201 5 (iulielcl (iruntv Pr<yert1.-,\ssc:rilent Studr lt.rqc l i
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Producing Coal Mines estimae the present worth of the permitted
aqes. Tte operator provides production data
and the life ofthe leases-

ConclusionsMethodology
Under the guidelines of the Assessor', Couaty has applied the correct formulas and

Reference Ub;ary (ARL), Volume 3, Section state guidelines to coal mine vduation.

6, Valuation of hoducing Coal leaseholds and Recommendations
Lands, the income approach is the primary None
method applied to Snd value for the valuation
of coalnines. This methodologr estimat€s
annual economic royalty income based on
previous year's production, then capitalizes

that income to value using a Hoskold factor to

201 5 Garffeld County Property Asse$sm€nt Study - Page 18
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VEcANT LeNn

Subdivision Discounting
Subdivisions were reviewed in 2015 in Garlield
County. The reyiew showed that subdivisions
were discounted pu'suant to the Colorado
Revised Statutes in Article 39-1-103 (14).
Discounting procedures were applied to all
subdivisions where less than 80 percent of all
sites were sold using the present worth
method. The market approach was applied
where 80 percent or more of the subdivision
sites were sold. An absorption period was
estimated fior each subdivision tlat was
discounted. An appropriate discouJrt rate was

developed using the summation method.
Subdivision land witl.r structures was appraised
at full market value.

Conclusions
Garffeld County has implemented proper
procedures to adequately estirnate absorption
periods, discount rates, and lot values for
qualifying subdivisions.

Recommendations
None

2015 Garlicld (i)untv Propcrty Aisessmcn( Study pagc l9
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PoSSESSORY INTEREST PnoPERTIES
Possessory Interest
Possessory interest property discovery and

valuation is described in the Assessor's

Reference Library (ARL) Volume 3 section 7
in accordance with the requirements of
Chapter 39-1-103 (17)(a) (tD C.R.S.

Possessory lnterest is delined by the Property
Tax Administrator's Publication ARL Volume
3, Chapter 7: A private property interest in
government-owned property or the right to tle
occupancy and use of any benelit in
government owned property that has been

granted under lease, permit, license,

concession, conlract, or other agreement.

Garlield County has been reviewed for their
procedures and adherence to guidelines when
assessing and valuing agricultural, commercial

and ski area possessory interest properties.
The county has also been queried as to their
conffdence that the possessory interest
properties have been discovered and placed on

the tax rolls.

Conclusions
Garffeld County has implemented a discovery

process to place possessory interest properties
on tle roll. They have also correctly and

consistendy applied the correct procedures and

valuation methods in the valuation of
possessory interest properties.

Recommendations
None

2015 Garlitlcl County Propcrty Assessmcnt StudY Pagc 20
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Garlield County is compliant with the
guidelines set forth in ARL Volume 5 regarding
discovery procedurcs, using the following
methods to discover personal propcrty
accounts in the county:

. Public Record Documents

. MLS Listing and/or Sold Books

r Chamber of ('ommcrcc /Economic
Developmcnt Contacts

o Local Telephonc Directorics,
Newspapers or OGer Local
Publications

r Personal Observation, Physical

Canvassing or Word of Mouth
o Questionnaires, Letters and/or Phone

Calls to Buyer, Scllcr and/or Realtor

The county uses thc Division o[ Propcrty
Taxation (DPT) recommcndcd classification
and docunentation procedurcs. 'l'he DPT's
rccommended cost factor tables, depreciation
tables and level of value ad.iustment factor
tables are also used.

Garfield County submitted tleir pcrsonal
property written audit plan and was current for
the 2015 valuation period. 'lhe number and
listing of businesses audited was also submitted
and was in conformance widt the written audit
plan. The following audit triggers werc used
bv the countv to select accounts to bc audited:

r Accounts with obvious discrepancies
. New businesses filing lbr the ffrst time
o Accounts with greatcr than 10%o

change

o Incomplete or inconsistcnt declarations
. Accounts witi omitlcd propcrty

PsnsoNAr PnoPERTy AuDrr
Garficld County was studied for its proccdural
compliancc with the pcrsonal property
asscssmcnt outlined in tle Assessor's Reference
Library (ARL) Volume 5, and in the Statc

Board of Equalization (SBOE) requiremcnts for
thc assessment of personal propertv. 'lhe

SBOE requires thal counties use ARL Volume
5, including current discovcry, classification,
documentation procedures, current economic
livcs table, cost factor tables, depreciation
tablc, and level of value adjustment lactor
table.

Thc personal property audit standards narrative
must be in place and current. A listing of'
businesses that have been auditcd by the
assessor within the twelvc-month period
reflected in thc plan is given to t}le audilor.
'lhe audited businesses must be in conformity
with those described in the plan.

Aggrcgate ratio u-ill be determined solely from
thc pcrsonal property accounts that have bcen
physicallv inspected. The minimum asscssmcnt
samplc is one percent or ten schedulcs,
whichcvcr is grealer, and tht' maximum
asscssment audit sample is 100 schedules.

For the counties having over 100,000
population, WRA selected a sample of all
personal property schedules to determinc
whcther the assessor is correctly applying the
provisions o[ law and manuals of the Property
'lhx Administrator in arriving at the assessmcnt
levels of such propcrty. This sample was
selcctcd from the personal propertv schedules
audited by the assessor. In no evcnt was thc
sample selected by the contractor less than 30
schedulcs, 'l'he counties to be includcd in this
study arc Adams, Arapahoc, Bouldcr, Denver,
Douglas, El Paso, Jefferson, Larimer, Mesa,
Pueblo, and Weld. All other counties rcceivcd
a procedural study.

.20I : (iarlit'ld C ouDl\ Pr()pcrt\' -^ss(-ssrtr(.n1 Stu<lr. Pagr 2 I
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Businesses with no deletions or
additions for 2 or rnore years

Non-{iling Accounts - Best Information
Available

Accourts close to the $7,300 actual
value exemption status

Accounts protested with substantial
disageement

Conclusions
Garlield County has employed adequate

discovery, classiffcation, documentation,
valuation, and audid.g procedures for their
personal property assessment and is in
statistical compliance with SBOE requirements.

Recommendations
None

2015 Garfield County Property Assessment Study Page 22
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STATISTICAL COMPLIANCE REPORT
FOR GARFIELD COUNry

2015

I. OVERVIEW

Garfield County is a mourtain resort county located in west central Colorado. The county has a total
of 27,1 16 real propertv parcels, according to data submitted by the county assessor's oflice in 2015.
The following provides a breakdown of property classes for tlis county:

Ra lmp CommJlnd lmp

The vacant land class ofproperties was dominated by residential land. Residential lots (coded 100 and
I I l2) accounted for 48.7o/o of all vacant land parcels.

For residential improved properties, single family properties accounted for g6.9% ofarl residential
Propertres.

commercial and industrial properties represented a much smaller proportion ofproperty classes in
comparison. commercial/industiial properties accounted for 5.Syo ofall such pioperties in this
countv.

tyP.

2015 stati5ri(.al Rcport: cARftELD COUNT\. Page 25
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II. DATA FILES

The following sales analyses were based on the requirements of the 2015 Colorado Property
Assessment Study. Information was provided by the Garfield Assessor's Office in April 2015. The data

included all 5 property record files as specilied by the Auditor.

III. RESIDENTIAL SALES RESULTS

There were 1,092 qualilied residential sales for this analysis. The sale period ran from January 2013 to

June 2014.

The sales ratio analysis was analyzed as follows:

Median 0.995

Price Related Differential 1.01 t

Coeflicient of Dispersion .070

The above ratio statistics were in compliance with the standards set forti by the Colorado State Board

ofEqualization (SBOE) for the overall residential sales. The following graphs describe further the sales

ratio distribution for these properties:

d
C
t
)

salalrldo
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The above graphs indicate that t}re distribution ol the sale ratios was wit.hin state mandated limits.
salcs were trinmed.

Residential Market Trend Analvsis

we next analyzed the residential dataset using the 18-month sale period fbr any residual markct
trending, as follows:

Cosilcisr sr
M0del

Unslandardized Coefticients
Slandardized
Coefiicients

I sig.B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constan0

SalePeriod

.999

.001

.006

.001 .045

163.?91

r.495

.000

.135

a. Dependenl Variable: salesratio

No

2015 Stntistical Rrporr: CARFIELD COUN I'y Pagc 27
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t

The above analysis indicated that the assessor has adequately addressed market trending in the valuation

of residential properties,

Sold,/Unsold Analysis

ln terms of the valuation consistency between sold and unsold residential properties, we compared the

median actual value per square foot for 2015 between each grorip, as follows:

Group N Median Mean
Unsold ts,625 $ r76 $ 194

Sold I,085 $ 175 $ l9l

R|'ld.ntd S.h Pdc. t{rrtlt Tr.n{

I

a

t
I

I

I

.r:
t

!i:
I

t

I
t
t

;:!
a

S.l.P.dod
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The signrlicance level is .05.

'['he above results indicate t]rat sold and unsold residential properties were valued in a consistent
manncr.

IV, COMMERCIAL/ INDUSTRIAL SALE RESULTS

'l'here were 69 qualified commercial sales lor this analysis. 1'he salc pcriod ran from July 20r 2 to June
20t4.

The sales ratio analysis was analyzed as follows:

Median 0.976
Price Related Differcntial |.064
Coefficient of Dispcrsion lll

'fhe above tables indicate that t}'e Garlield county commercial/industrial sale ratios were in
compliance with the SBC)E standards. The following histogram and scatter plot describc the sales ratio
distribution further:

TcrtSummary

Asymptotic signilicances are displayed.

2{}15 SLrtistical Rcport: cARFtILD COUNT\' Pagc 29
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Commercial Market Trend Analysis

The assessor did not apply any market trend adjustment to tle commercial dataset, The commercial
sales were analyzed, examining tlre sale ratios across the 24 montl sale period with the following
resultsi

Codndords'

Model
Unslandardizsd CoBlTcisnls

glandardizsd
Coemcienl6

8ig.I 8td. Error Bela

1 (Conslan0

SalePerlod

.s57

-.001

.035

.003 -.039

27.073

-.323

.000

.718

e. DependentVarlable: salesratlo

!

Commrclj f .rt.t Trrnd Analydt
+

+

++
+ * + *4

4-
,- t t' -t' + l+ ++t't lt** + +++-
+ +' ++

+++-+ a '++ *

+

S.l.P.dcd

The market trend results indicated no statistically signiffcant trend. We concur that no market trend
adjustrnents were warranted for properties in ths class for Garlield Cou_nty.

Sold/Unsold Analysis

we compared the median actual value per square loot between sold and unsold commercial properties
to determine if tre assessor was valuing each group consistently. The following results in&cate that
based on tle median actual value, the sold and unsold commercial properties Jere valued consistently:

2015 Statistical Rcport: CARFIELD COUNTY Page 3l
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\BSTRIMP sold N \4edian Vlean

2212 UNSOLD
SOLD
Total

87

96

f98.23
$107.87
!99.65

125.27

164.35

127.06
2220 UNSOLD

SOLO
Total

14

20

8138.26

81 17.99

E136.50

[165.37
D1 10.68

6162.64
2230 UNSOLD

SOLD
Total

291

13

104

1116.29
E105.40

8115.63

6152.51

D196.81

t154.40
2235 UNSOLD

SOLD
Total

189

13

202

$66.69

$108.02
s67.54

i80.27
1105.20

f81.88
2245 UNSOLD

SOLD
Total

40'l

416

1120.10

!171.86
117.45

159 46
'118.96

Total UNSOLD
SOLD
Total

1182

t6
1238

1105.17

1114.73
E106.37

D126.00

8151.09
6127 .13

Thc above table indicates tiat thc Garfield County vacant land salc ratios werc in compliance rvith t-hc
SBOE standards. The fbllowing histogram and scattcr plot describc the sales ratio distribution furtlcr:

'We next ran the comparison between sold and unsold commcrcial propcrtics using thc change in value
between 2014 and 2015, as lbllou's:

Gtoup No, Props
Median 7o

Chg Val
Mean %o

Chg Val
Unsold I Lt'7 l 02 L09
sold 69 1 .07 | .17

Bascd on thc above comparis<ln analyses, lve concluded that Garlicld Countv has valucd sold and unsold
commcrcial prolerties consislrntl_v.

V. VACANT LAND SALE RESULTS

Thcrc wcre 172 total qualified vacant land salcs fbr this analvsis; another sale.w,as excluded due to its
cxtremc sales ratio. The salc period ran from January 2013 toJunc 2014.

Thc salcs ratio analysis lvas analyzed as follows:

Mcdian 1.000
Price Related Differential |.069
Coelfi cicnt of Dispersion .09s

201 5 SLrtisti{.al Rcport: (;ARFtlt.t) COUNII P.rgc 3l
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Vacant Land Market Trend Analysis

The assessor did apply market nend adjustments to the vacant land dataset. The 172 vacant land sales

were analyzed, examining the sale ratios across the 18 rnonth sale period with the following results:

adarradc

vrcrt Lrid ara ftlcr !y Srha R.!o

T

t

tt

I
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Hodel
Unstandardized Coeflicienls

Stsndardized
Coeflicients

t 8ig.B Sld. Eror Bela

(Conslan0

WalePeriod

.992

.006

.025

.003 .140

39.766

1.837

.000

.068

a. 0ependent Vafiable: salesratio

ttr.*fiffif

V.c.nt L.nd Sdar lt.*.t Tr.nd An*rrh

+

+

+

+
+
+ +

+

+

+ +
+
+
++

+

+
+

I tI*

05rot5i6
VS.t.p.ricC

The above analysis indicated tJrat there was no significant residual market trending in tle sales ratio
across thc l8 month sale period. We concluded that tlre assessor has applied market trcnding
adjustnents in an appropriate manner.

Sold,/Unsold Analysis

We compared the median change in actual valuc betwecn 2014 and 2015 for vacant land properties to
determine if sold and unsold properties werc valucd consistently, as follows:

Group N Median Mean
Unsold 3,671 l.ll l 68

Sold t72 1 .+l r.65

2015 St.rtis(i<al R('port: cARFIELD COUN I I' Pagc l5
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lLolrt
DIFF

Sum ot
SquSreS dl Xaan Equrr8 F sio.

BStUrAsn omups

tr$lhln Groups

Tolal

.093

28{5fi.937

28r512.030

1

38ll
38r2

.093

71.O72

.001 .s72
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|w
OIFF

NBHD sold N Ledlan Mean

111010 0

1

Total

t8
5

.9{

1.91

1.9{

2.00

?.00

12007 0

I

Tolal

65

17

L 71

1.73

1.73

.ta

1.79

1.78

t12007 0

1

Tolal

l8

24

1l

1.90

'r.90

2.02

1.85

1.98

12008 0

1

Tolal

I 4

19

290

2.07

2.00

1.St

2.04

tao
12016 0

I
Total

32 .25

r38
1.29

't.3't

1.35

1.3:
1120t7 0

1

Total

18

I
.55

.80

-61

.83

.68
't31008 0

1

Total

IE

7

23

t0
t.{0
t.a0

I .36

L33

1.35

t31009 0

1

Total 14

t.70

r.70

1.70

.57

r.69

1.68

111012 0

1

Total

2

5

l7

.02

r.00

|.00

l-03

1.01

1.02

Tolsl 0

1

Total

r98

8S

266

1.59

r.57

r.59

.57

r.56

1.57

While the median change in value using all vacant land properties indicated some difference between
sold and unsold, the mean change in value was not significant, according to the analysis of variance test,
In addition, when neighborhoods with at least 5 sales were analyzed, the sold and unsold vacant land
median changes in value were similar.

The above results indicated tlat sold and unsold vacant land properties were valued consistently.
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V. AGRICULTURAL IMPROVEMENTS ANALYSIS

The linal statistical verfication concerned the assigned actual values for agricultural residential

improvements. We compared the actual value per square foot rate for this group and compared it to
rates assigned to residential single family irnprovements in Garffeld County.

The following indicates tiat agricultural residential improvements were valued in a manner similar to
the single family residential irnprovements in this county:

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Based on this statistical analysis, there were no signfficant compliance issues concluded for Garfield
Countv as of the date of this reporl.

2015 Statistical Report: GARFIELD CoUNTI

Mean

95% conlld€nco Int .val ,or

Maan

5% Trimm€d Mean

M.dlan

Varlanca

Std. D€vlaton

Mlnhum

Maxlmum

R.nge

Inb|qudtlc R.ngts

Skes/n€ss

Mean

95% Crnfd€nce lnterv.l tor

Maan

5% Trimm€d Mean

Medi.n

Vtricnca

Std. O€Mrtlon

Mlnlmlm

Maxlmum

R..ge

Interquadil€ Rangs

Ske$,nss

r45r.038

t38.092

$4

w7
3442

$49

.74

2.056

i't04.E7

t103.90

$10s.63

$103.36

$110.39

$102.19

1118.59

$106.49

$62.261

s395

$387

tE6

1.040

14.160
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Residential Sale Ratio Stratification

Sale Price

Cass Prcssshe S|r| ndy
Counl Percent

LT $25K

$25Klo S50K

$50Kto fl ooK

St 00Klo ll50K
$150Kr0 $200K

$200K to $300K

$300Klo f500K

$500Kto $750K

$750Klo fl,000K
Ovsr $l,000K

Overall

Excluded

Total

I
11

63

110

131

281

305

r16

11

23

1092

0

1092

.7%

1.0%

5.8%

10.1%

1 ?.0%

26.0%

27.9%

r 0.6%

3.8%

2.1%

100.096

Rrtlo sta0stb6tor flnRTOT ,TASP

Group

1{edian
Prlce Related

Dfterental
Coeficlent of
Dlspersion

Coeficienl of
Vadation

Nedian
Cenlefed

LT $25K

f25Kt0 a50K

l50Kto tl00K
ll00Kto f150K

fl50K to S200K

$200Klo $300K

0300Klo $500K

3500Kt0 t750K

$750K to ;1 ,000K

Over tl.000k
Ovsrall

1 .000

1.019

1.033

1.004

.991

.9S0

.992

.988

.983

.s83

.995

.991

.s96

1.007

1.000

.998

1.001

1.000

1.001

1.002

1.003

1 .011

.069

.122

.122

.083

.082

.070

.053

.0{9

.070

.031

.070

1t.1%

r 8.9%

16.7%

12.5%

11.7%

10.?%

0.196

7.516

10.1%

1.9%

10.896

20t5 G.rrticld (irunt\ Propcrt\ Asscssment Sturll Paqc 40
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Subclass

Case Pr@s8gng Sunrnary

Counl Percenl

ASSTRIMP 1212

1215

1220

1225

1230

Ovsrall

Exclud€d

Total

s72

13

b

1

100

'| 092

0

1092

8S.0%

1.7%

.5%

.1%

9.2%

r 00.0%

Rrltr stdtstbsfor qnRIoT ,TASP

Group

Median
Prlce Related

DilTere ntia I
Coetlicienl ot
Dlgperslon

Coetficlenl of
Variation

XBdian
CBntered

1212

1215

1220

1225

1230

Or€rall

.991

1.022

.967

.9Sl

1.001

.s95

1.ofi

.990

1.038

1.000

1.912

't.0t I

070

.051

.080

.000

.070

.070

11 .0%

7.5%

t 0-5%

.%

9.9%

10.8%

2015 StatistiGl Report: GARFIELD COUNTY Pagc 4l
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Ag"

Caaa Pr@sshg $mmary

Counl Percent

AgeRec 75lo 100

50 lo 75

25 lo 50

5t025

5 or Newer

Ovsrall

Excluded

Tolal

4

18

277

730

tl

1092

0

1092

.4%

4.1%

25.4%

67 .4%

2.5%

1 00.0%

Rdb St|llsllcs for ClnRIoT ,I'SP
Group

Median
Prlce Relaied

olftere ntia I

Coefrcienl of
Dlsperslon

coefici€nl of
Vadalion

Median
Cenlergd

75 !o 100

50 to 75

25 to 50

5t025

5 or Naver

Ovsrall

.987

.998

.993

.997

.981

.9S5

.01 0

1.009

1.017

1.009

1,004

1.011

.018

.076

.073

.068

.0itg

.070

.1%

'13.2%

11.6%

10.5%

8.0%

10.8$
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Improved Area

C@Proc63heg.||fmry
Counl Pelcenl

lmpsFRsc LE 500 6f

5001o 1,000 sf
1,000 to 1,500 sf

1,500 to 2,000 8f

2,000 to 3,000 si
3,000 sfor Highor

Ovsrall

Excluded

Total

11

83

116

311

205

63

| 092

0

1092

1.3%

7.6%

3S.t %

2S.5%

18.896

5.8%

100.0%

Rdb Slalist-8fa qnffiOT ,TIS|P

Qroup

1{edian
Price RBlated

DilT€renlia I

Coefricisnl of
Dlspo16ion

Co8ticl€nl of
Vafiation

Msdian
Cenlered

LE 500 6f

500 lo 1,000 sf

1,000 to 1,500 It
1,500 to 2,000 sf

2,000 to 3,000 sf

3,000 sf or Hlghet

&enll

I .000

.981

.!UJ

.993

1.001

't.001

.995

.s16

1 .021

L01 ?

1.011

1.012

1.019

r.011

.06r

.085

.075

.066

.056

.076

.070

t't.5%

12.5%

11.7%

10.1$

8.9%

12.1%

I 0.8%
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IHffif
Improvement Quality

C6oPrm8shgSl|l|]mty

Improvement Condition

NOT AVAILABLE

Count Percenl

OUALTTY 1

2

3

4

5

@srall

E{cludad

Tolal

1

111

s68

70

1085

1092

.1%

13.0%

s0.0%

6.5%

.5%

100.0%

Rrtlo Statt$bsfr ctfiRTOT /TASP

0roup

M6dian
Price Relalsd

Dtffere ntlal
CoBfllclenl of
Dlsperslon

Cosftcienl of
Vadalion

lledian
Cenlered

I
2

1

5

Overall

.966

.998

.994

.998

.97'l

.991

I .000

1.022

1.009

1.008

1.005

1.011

.080

.083

.06s

.053

.040

.070

.%

I 3.0%

r 0.6%

8.7%

7.7%

10.8%
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WI}PS-E
Audt Dlvlslon

Commercial Sale Ratio Stratifiication

Sale Price

Case Boce8sirlo Surmffy
Count Percerd

$50Kto S100K

S100Kto $150K

$150K to $200K

$200Kto $300K

E300Klo $500K

$500K lo f750K

S750K to $1,000K

OYef $1,000K

O\rgrall

Excluded

Total

1

7

I
t5

13

z

17

69

0

5.8%

7.2%

10.t%

11.6%

18.8%

I S.8%

2.S%

21.6%

100.0

Rrtb StdFtlcs for qnRTOT ,IASP
Oroup

Median
Price Related

Diferenlial
coeficlenl of
Dlspersion

Cosiicisnl of
Variation

Xedlen
Cenlered

t50Kto S100K

fl00Klo f150K

,'l50K!o 8200K

l200Kto S300K

0300Kto f500K

l500Klo 0750K

$750Kto $1.000K

Over t1,000K

Overall

.977

1 .037

1.013

.976

.976

.990

.977

.932

.976

.999

r.005

.998

1.001

.995

.994

1.001

1.0{6

1.064

.038

.059

.225

.105

.103

.061

.036

.124

.111

5.2%

9.1%

32.1%

11.996

16.195

9.9%

5.0%

16.5%

r 6.316
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I'H3ffi

Subclass

t5t8
?060

2112

2215

2217

2220

2224

2230

2233

2235

2210

2745

3212

3215

t
I
I
I
t
6

I

1

13

I
15

I
2

89

68

Lti
r.4r

13.0t

58$
1.4$

87S
1.a*

18.8%

1.4%

18.8S

1.4$

21.75

1.4$

2.99

t00.0s

R.ltb sdbibs fof clffRToT , TASP

Gloup

Median
PrlcB Related

0ifierenllal
Coefnclenl of
Dlsper$lon

coeftcienl of
Variation

lledlan
Cenlered

'1516

2000

2212

2215

2217

2220

2221

2?30

2233

'r1aF

2240

2215

32't2

3215

Ovgrall

.998

,991

.860

.976

.ouJ

L013

1 .012

olq

t.118

.942

1.055

.996

1.069

.975

.976

r.000

1.000

.s99

r _065

1.000

1.036

1.000

1.164

1.000

.910

L000

.994

1.000

.99S

l.06il

.000

.000

.137

.'t 04

.000

.057

.000

.152

.000

.114

.000

.081

.000

.004

.1tt

%

%

%

18.2%

1 6.0%

?.0%

t LB%

r s.8$

1 2.6%

.6%

i 5.3%

%

.%

.%

.%
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HkD*S.-E
Audt Dlvliion

Improved Area

Casa ttocs€d|lg Surmdy

Count Percenl

lmpsFRsc LE 500 sf

500 to 1,000 sl
I,000 lo I ,500 sf

1.500lo 2,000 sf

2,000lo 3,000 sf

3,000 sfor Higher

@erall

Excluded

Tolal

1

5

10

11

35

69

0

69

1.4%

10.1%

7.2%

1 1.5%

15.916

50.7%

t 00.0%

Rrtb Statbtbs for qnRTOT / IASP

Oroup

Msdian
Prics Relal6d

Difierentiel
Coeficl€nl of
Dispersion

Coeficionl of
Variation

lredian
Cenlefed

LE 500 sf

500 to 1 ,000 st
1,00010 1,500 st

1,500 to 2,000 sf

2,000lo 3,000 6f

3,000 sf0r Hlgher

@erall

.s11

1.009

.993

.883

.991

.968

.s76

1.000

.992

1 .009

|.015

1.013

r .065

1.061

.000

.ot2

.076

.t 91

.086

.109

.111

.%

13,6%

10.9%

21.7%

12.9%

15.6%

16.3S
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SPLP,#J
Audlt lxvblon

Improvement Quality

CasE Procssshg SrrnrfFry

Count Percenl

OUALITY 2

5

Ovsrall

Excluded

Total

50

15

I
69

0

69

72.5%

21 .7%

5.8%

100.0%

Rdb Slalisibs ftr clnRIOT , TASP

Oroup

Median
Prico Relaled
D fsrsntial

Coefiicient of
Dispsf6ion

Coeilclent 0t
Vadallon

Hsdian
Csntsrod

2

3

5

OYsrall

.s77

.946

.978

.976

1.031

1.093

.995

1.061

"116

.'t 13

.036

.1't I

17 .1%

15.796

6.0%

16.3%

Improvement Condition

NOT AYAILABLE
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Ti.lti?,S""+
Audit Dlvision

Vacant Land Sale Ratio Stratification

Sale Price

Case Procsssin0 Summary

Count Psrc enl
gPREC LT $25K

S25K to $50K

$50Klo S100K

$100Kto $150K

$150Kt0 $200K

$200K lo S300K

$300K t0 $500K

$500K to $750K

$750Kt0 $1,000K

OYer $1,000K

Overall

Excluded

Tolal

33

43

39

18

15

7

a

3

2

172

0

172

1,'t%

1 S.2%

25.0%

22.7%

1 0.5%

8.7%

1.1%

2.9%

1 .7%

I .2%

1 00.0%

Ralb Salistics tor CInRLND /VIASP

Group

Median
Prlce Relaled

Difierential
Coeiicient of
Oispersion

Coe icient of
Vadation

Median
Centered

LT S25K

$25K to $50K

$50Klo $100K

$1 00K to S1 50K

$150Kto $200K

$200K to $300K

$300K t0 s500K

s500Kt0 $750K

$750k ro s1,000K

over $1,000K

OYerall

1.074

1.080

1.000

1.000

.993

.996

1.000

.896

.915

.828

1.000

.917

1 .912

1.006

1.000

1 .002

1.002

.998

1.004

.997

1.019

1.06S

.259

.1't0

.112

.0 77

.052

.046

.030

.089

.041

.164

.095

45.7%

17.7%

?'l .0%

13.6%

8.6%

6.9%

1.9%

12.8%

6.2%

23.2%

18.2%
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TASPS*E
Audlt Dlvlllon

Land Subclass

Caro Procas3hg slnm ry

Count Percenl

AASTRLND '| 00

200

350

,100

520

530

540

550

1112

1135

2125

3115

Ov€r8ll

Excluded

Total

't00

16

19

6

I

1

1

1

1

1

172

0

172

58.1%

9.3%

1.?%

11.0%

3.596

.696

.6%

.8%

't 3.{%

.6%

.6$

.6%

100.0(f,

Rrtb Sl!0rlh. tr clnRu|' ,WASP

Oroup

Msdian
Prics R6latod

Difiersnlial
coemcisnt ot
Dlspsrsion

Coeficlenl of
Vadatlon

l edien
CBnlersd

100

200

350

400

520

530

540

550

1112

1135

2125

3ri5
Orsrall

1.000

r.002
't.019

1.004

1.000

't.000

.989

1.018

.980

L000

.982

'1.000

1.012

r.191

.ss7

.998

.999

1.000

1.000

1.000

1 .000

t.000

|.000

1.000

1.069

.105

.117

.019

.087

.o27

.000

.000

.000

.069

.000

.000

.000

.095

20.3%

21.7%

t.bu
1a.f

6.096

%

$
%

%

%

%

10.096

18.2%
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