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The Legislative Council, which is composed of five Senators, six Representatives, 
and the presiding officers of the two houses, serves as  a continuing research agency for 
the legislature through the maintenance of a trained staff. Between sessions, research 
activities a re  concentrated on the study of relatively broad problems formally proposed 
by legislators, and the publication and distribution of factual reports to aid in their 
solution. 

During the sessions, the emphasis is on supplying legislators, on individual 
request, with personal memoranda, providing them with information needed to handle 
their own legislative problems. Reports and memoranda both give pertinent data in 
the form of facts, figures, arguments, and alternatives, without these involving 
definite recommendations for action. Fixing upon definite policies, however, is 
facilitated by the facts provided and the form in which they are presented. 
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

December 17, 1959 
,--

The Honorable Ray B. Danks, Chairman 

Colorado Legislative Council 

Denver, Colorado 


Dear Senator Danks: 

Transmitted herewith is Part I1 of the report on the sales 
ratio study conducted by the Committee on Assessment Methods 
during I957 and 1958. 

This report contains detailed figures for each county 
showing the distribution of individual sales ratios and the average 
sales ratios for al l  counties by class of property where sufficient 
sales occurred to permit the computation of them. 

Copies of this report will be sent to a l l  county assessors 
and county commissioners. 

This report has been prepared for the General Assembly 
pursuant to H. J. R. 31 passed in I957 and S. J. R. I2  passed in 1958. 

Sincerely yours, 

/s/ 	 David J. Clarke 
Chairman 
Committee on Assessment Methods 



FOREWORD 

House Joint Resolution 31 passed at  the Firs t  Regular Session of the 41st General 
Assembly directed the Legislative Council to study: 1) the uniformity of property 
assessments within and among the 63 counties of the state; 2) the assessment methods 
and procedures used by the county assessors and the Tax Commission and the statutes 
concerning property assessment. 

The assignmerit was divided into two parts: I )  an assessment-sales o r  sales 
ratio study; and 2) a methods and procedures study. 

Fitzhugh L. Carmichael, Director of the Bureau of Business and Social Research 
a t  the University of Denver, was retained in July, 1957 to supervise the sales ratio study; 
and Nai-Kwang Chang, statistician, was employed to assist  him. Work by the staff of 
the Legislative Council was begun on this phase of the study in July, 1957 after the 
effective date of the Realty Recording Act. 

In the Second Session of the 41st General Assembly, in 1958, authority for the 
Legislative Council to continue the assessment study was granted by S. J. R. 12. Early 
in 1958 a committee was appointed by the Chairman d the Legislative Council to supervise 
the work of the staff. The members of that committee are: 

Senator David J. Clarke, Chairman Representative Guy Poe, Vice-chairman 
Representative Ray Black Representative James M. French 
Representative Palmer L. Burch Senator Wilkie Ham 
Representative Charles R. Conktin Senator Ranger Rogers 
Senator T. Everett Cook Senator Herrick Roth 
Representative R. S. Crites Representative Arthur M. Wyatt 
Senator Fay DeBerard 

This is the second part of a two-part report on the results  of the sales ratio study. 
Part I, dated November 20, 1958, describes the method used in arriving a t  the sales ratio 
figures and gives the county ratio figures, the rural  and urban ratio figures for each 
county, and the state-wide ratio by classes of property. Part I1 of the report gives 
detailed figures by class of property and by county. 

Part I is available for general distribution. The figures presented in Part I1 
of the sales ratio report include the number of conveyances in each property class, a 
frequency table showing the distribution of individual sales ratios and the average sales 
ratios for all counties by class of property where sufficient sales occurred to permit the 
computation of them. 

The Committee wishes to thank the county assessors, the clerks and recorders, 
and other public officials, a s  well a s  many private citizens and organizations, who 
cooperated with the staff in gathering the information reported herein. 

Lyle C. Kyle 
Director 

December 17, 1958 
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INTRODUCTION 


P a r t  One of  t h e  Colorado Sa l e s  Ra t io  Report f o r  1957-1958 s e t s  f o r t h  ( 1 )  t h e  
procedures  involved i n  process ing  t h e  conveyance c e r t i f i c a t e s  on which the  county 
c l e r k s  and r eco rde r s  and the  county a s s e s s o r s  r epo r t ed  the f a c t s  of p rope r ty  s a l e s  
t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Counci l ,  ( 2 )  t h e  methods employed t o  determine t h e  average s a l e s  
r a t i o s ,  ( 3 )  a d i s c u s s i o n  of the  average s a l e s  r a t i o s  ob ta ined  from t h e  s tudy  by 
county--urban, r u r a l ,  and total--and by c l a s s  of p rope r ty  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole, 
and ( 4 )  an  examinat ion of measures o f  v a r i a t i o n  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t he  d e p e n d a b i l i t y  of 
t he  average s a l e s  r a t i o s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  i t  i n c l u d e s  a  s t a t emen t  cover ing  the  General  
Assembly's assipnment of  t he  s tudy t o  t he  L e g i s l a t i v e  Counci l  and the  na tu re  and 
purpose of  s a l e s  r a t i o  s t u d i e s .  

The purpose of  P a r t  l ho  of the  r e p o r t  i s  t o  p re sen t  t he  s a l e s  r a t i o  d a t a  f o r  
each county i n  s u f f i c i e n t  d e t a i l  t o  provide  so  f a r  a s  p o s s i b l e  a b a s i s  f o r  e f f e c t i v e  
con~parison of  ( 1 )  one c l a s s  o r  p a r c e l  of  p roper ty  w i th  another  i n  each county ,  (2)  
one county w i th  another  f o r  each c l a s s  of  p rope r ty ,  and ( 3 )  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  w i t h i n  
each county with t h a t  o f  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. For  t he  l a t t e r  purpose,  a b r i e f  
s ta tement  concerning t h e  st a  te-wide p i c t u r e  is  needed. 

The l o c a l l y  a s se s sed  r e a l  p rope r ty  with which t h i s  s t udy  i s  concerned1 com-
p r i s e s  approximately two-thirds  of  t h e  t o t a l  a s se s sed  va lue  of both r e a l  and 
pe r sona l  p rope r ty  i n  t h e  s t a t e  o f  Colorado. 

The average s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  one- th i rd  of the c o u n t i e s  f a l l  w i t h i n  t h e  f o u r  
percentage p o i n t  range from 24 p e r  c e n t  t o  28 p e r  c e n t  (Table I). However, t he re  
a r e  e l even  coun t i e s  which have s a l e s  r a t i o s  25 pe r  c e n t  (7.0 percentage  p o i n t s )  o r  
more below the s ta te -wide  average  r a t i o  of  27.9 per  c e n t ;  and t h e r e  a r e  seven 
coun t i e s  whose s a l e s  r a t i o s  a r e  a n  e q u a l  amount above t h e  s ta te -wide  average.  The 
combined assessed  va lue  of l o c a l l y  a s se s sed  r e a l  p rope r ty  i n  t h e s e  e i g h t e e n  coun i i e s  
w i t h  s a l e s  r a t i o s  d i f f e r i n g  from the  s ta te -wide  average by 25 per  c e n t  o r  more 
c o n s t i t u t e s  on ly  5.4 pe r  c e n t  of t h e  s ta te -wide  t o t a l  a s se s sed  va lue  (Table  11) .  

A t o l e r ance  of f i v e  pe r  cen t  of t h e  s ta te-wide r a t i o  is  regarded i n  some 
l o c a l i t i e s  a s  a  reasonable  margin above and below t h e  r a t i o  w i t h i n  which no 
adjustments  should be made i n  a n  e q u a l i z a t i o n  program. A range of  t h i s  magnitude 
i n  Colorado ex tends  from 26.5 p e r  c e n t  t o  29.3 per  c e n t  (1.4 percentage  p o i n t s  
above and below 27.9 p e r  c e n t ) .  &cause such a  t o l e r a n c e  is  sometimes considered 
r ea sonab le ,  i t  i s  of  i n t e r e s t  t o  no t e ,  t h a t  49 of t h e  c o u n t i e s  i n  Colorado have 
r a t i o s  which f a l l  o u t s i d e  t h i s  range and t h a t  t h e  combined assessed  va lue  of 
p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t he se  c o u n t i e s  c o n s t i t u t e s  73.6 p e r  c e n t  of t h e  t o t a l  

1. 	 This  s tudy  i s  l i m i t e d  t o  r e a l  p rope r ty  ( land  and improvements) exc lus ive  of 
t h a t  owned by pub l i c  u t i l i t i e s .  U t i l i t i e s  a r e  excluded because s a l e s  of such 
p r o p e r t i e s  were i n s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  adequate  de t e rmina t ion  of  a s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  
them. Excluded a l s o  a r e  i n t e r e s t s  i n  mine ra l  p r o p e r t i e s  which a r e  a s se s sed  
on the  b a s i s  of mine ra l  p roduct ion  and not  a s  land and improvements. The 
conveyance c e r t i f i c a t e s  on which t h i s  r e p o r t  i s  based were f i l e d  wi th  the  
county c l e r k s  and r e c o r d e r s  between J u l y  1, 1957 and June 30, 1958. 



Table  I 

Average S a l e s  Ra t io  and Measures 
o f  V a r i a t i o n  by Count ies  of 

Colorado: Urban, Ru ra l ,  and T o t a l  

No. o f  
C e t t s .  

T o t a l  County 
Rank 

S a l e s  of S a l e s  
Ra t io  ($1 Ra t i o  

T o t a l  
Spreada 

i p c t .  ~ t s )  
No. o f  
Ce r t s .  

Urban County 
T o t a l  

Sales spreada 
Ra t i o  ($1 ( p c t .  p t d  

No. of  
C e r t s .  

S a l e s  Spreada 
R a t i o  (%) (pet. p t s  

1 
: 

Jackson 

GilpitI  

Douglas 

Yuma 

T e l l e r  


C lear  Creek 
~ e d ~ e n i ckb 


, 	 I-Iuerfaoo 
BacaC 
~ h i l l i p s d  

P i  t k i  n 
llontezuma 
E l b e r t  
Summit 
~ a k e ~  

Ouray 
Gra nd 
E l  Paso 
Vashington 
~ o l o r e s  

Cunnison 
Fremont 
La P l a  ta  
K i t  Carson 
Lincoln 



Table I 
(cont inued)  

County 
No. of 
Cer t s .  

To t a l  County 
Rank 

Sa les  of S a l e s  
R a t i o ( % )  Rat io  

T o t a l  
Spreada 

( p c t . p t s . )  
No. of 
Ce r t s .  

Urban County 
T o t a l  

S a l e s  Spreada 
H a t i o ( % )  ( p c t . ~ t s . )  

No. of 
Ce r t s .  

Rura l  County 
T o t a l  

S a l e s  Spreadi 
Rat io  ($) ( ~ c t . p t s  

Pue blo 
Montrose 
Archule t a  
Logan 
Park 

> 

J e f f e r s o n  
Hinsdale 
Del ta  
Las Animas 
Cheyenne 

Mesa 
Mof f a  t 
Crowley 
Garf ie ld  
Cus t e r  

Morgan 
Adams 
Weld 
Rout t 
Chaff ee 

Kiowa 
Larimer 
Arapahoe 
Boulder 
Eagle 

Alamosa 
Prowers 
Cenver 
Xio Blanco 
0 t e ro  



Table I 
(Continued) 

T o t a l  County Urban County Rural County 
Rank T o t a l  Tota l  T o t a l  

No. of S a l e s  of Sa les  Spreada No. of Sa les  Spread a No. of Sales Spreada 
County Certs.  Rat io (%) Ratio (pet. p t s . )  Certs.  Rat io ( 5 )  ( ~ c t .  ~ t s . )  Certs .  Ratio (%) ( ~ c t .  p t s  

Rio Grarde 120 33.8 56 21.9 95 32.1 15.9 2 5  34.8 25.1 
Bent 104 36.2 57 19.O 70 34.4 27.1 34 36.8 16.4 
Conejos 77 37.1 58 39.5 46 34.9 35.3 31 37.7 40.5 

15  38.7 59 30.9 14  e ---- 1 e ----San Juan 
Cos t i l l a  31 39.5 60 27.2 1 5  48.1 20.4 16 37.7 28.6 

San Miguel 31 40 .O 6 1  36.5 2 4 46.5 42.2 7 38.5 35.1 
Mineral 5 40.6 62 22.2 4 e ---- 1 e ----
Sa p a  che 34 40.9 6 3 20 .O 24 31.9 34.4 10 44.1 15.1 

Tota l  24,670 27.9 	 11.5 21,346 29.5 11.0 3324 24.3 12.5 

Average range within which t h e  middle ha l f  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. a. 
b. 	 Exclusive of commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  f o r  which the re  a r e  no conveyances. 

Exclusive of commercial p r o p e r t i e s ,  f o r  which the re  a r e  no conveyances.C. 

d. 	 Exclusive of i n d u s t r i a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  f o r  which t h e r e  a r e  no conveyances. 
In su f f i c i en t  data  f o r  determinat ion of the  r a t i o .  e.  



a s s e s s e d  v a l u e  s ta te -wide .  If t h i s  t o l e r a n c e  were extended t o  10 pe r  c e n t  of t h e  
s ta te -wide  r a t i o ,  t h e r e  would s t i l l  be 38 c o u n t i e s  w i t h  r a t i o s  f a l l i n g  o u t s i d e  
t h e  i n d i c a t e d  range  and w i t h  a combined a s s e s s e d  v a l u e  equ iva l en t  t o  60.2 p e r  c en t  
o f  the  s t a t e ' s  t o t a l .  

Table  I1 

Assessed Value of  Loca l ly  Assessed Rea l  P rope r ty  i n  

Colorado by Count ies  Grouped According t o  S i ze  of  S a l e s  


R a t i o  and Expressed a s  Per  Cent o f  State-Wide Assessed Value 


Number o f  P r o p o r t i o n  of  
Sa l e s  R a t i o  C l a s s  ( 5 )  -----C o u i ~ t i e s  T o t a l  Assessed Value 

Under 20.9 
20.9 and under 22.3 
22'.3 " " 23.7 
23.7 I' " 25.1 
25.1 I' I' 26.5 
26.5 I' I' 27.9 
27.9 I' I' 29.3 
29.3 " I' 30.7 
30.7 I' I' 32.1 
32.1 'I 33.5 
33.5 34.9 
34.9 	 and Over 

T o t a l  

I n  t he  s t a t e  a s  a  whole,  one-family dwe l l i ngs  account  f o r  45  p e r  cen t  of t h e  
t o t a l  a s s e s sed  v a l u e  of l o c a l l y  a s s e s s e d  r e a l  p r o p e r t y ;  and one-family  d w e l l i n g s  
eip;ht  y e a r s  o l d  o r  l e s s  account '  f o r  more t han  one - f i f  t h  of  t h i s  t o t a l .  Other  
proportlclns of t he  s t a t e -w ide  t o t a l  a s s e s s e d  va lue  a r e :  Commercial b u i l d i n g s ,  16.4 
pe r  c e n t ;  a l l  u rban  p r o p e r t i e s  combined, 73.7 p e r  c e n t ;  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  
(w i th  and w i thou t  improvements),  18.5 p e r  c e n t ;  and t o t a l  r u r a l ,  26.3 p e r  c e n t  
(Table  111) .  

Market a c t i v i t y  among urban  p r o p e r t i e s  was r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  d u r i n g  t he  pe r i od  
of t he  s t udy  t han  i t  was among r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s .  This  is  i n d i c a t e d  by the  f a c t  
t h a t  the  combined a s s e s s e d  v a l u e  recorded  on  t h e  c e r t i f i c a t e s  f o r  u rban  p r o p e r t i e s  
c o n s t i t u t e d  4.6 p e r  c e n t  of t o t a l  a s s e s sed  v a l u e  of u rban  p r o p e r t i e s  o n  t h e  t a x  
r o l l s ,  whereas t h e  cor responding  p r o p o r t i o n  f o r  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  was o n l y  1.7 p e r  
c e n t .  T o t a l  a s s e s s e d  v a l u e  o f  p r o p e r t i e s  so ld  (u rban  a rd  r u r a l  combined) c o n s t i t u t e d  
3.8 pe r  c e n t  of  t he  s t a t e -w ide  a s s e s s e d  va lue  a s  r e p o r t e d  by t h e  a s s e s s o r s  t o  t h e  
L e g i s l a t i v e  Counci l .  

A s  shown by a n  examinat ion of the  measures o f  v a r i a t i o n  o r  r a n g e s  w i t h i n  which 
t h e  middle h a l v e s  of  t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f a l l ,  t h e r e  i s  g r e a t e r  u n i f o r m i t y  among t h e  
s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  one-family dwe l l i ngs  one to  e i g h t  y e a r s  o ld  t h a n  among t h o s e  f o r  
any o t h e r  c l a s s  of p r o p e r t y  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  i n  t h e  s tudy .  While s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  
commercial buildincrs a r e  l e s s  uniform than  t hose  f o r  most of the c l a s s e s ,  urban 
p r o p e r t i e s  a s  a  moup  show somewhat g r e a t e r  u n i f o r m i t y  i n  t h e  a s s e s smen t - s a l e s  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  t han  do r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  a s  a  group. 



Table I11 

Average Sa les  Rat io ,  Measure of V a r i a t i o n  i n  the Rat ios ,  Propor t ion  of  To ta l  Assessed 

Value on t h e  Tax Bo l l s ,  and Assessed Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  


Per  Cent of To ta l  Assessed Value by Class of  Property 


heasure of' Var ia t ion :  Range- A s s ' d  Value 
i n  Percentage Point sa  P ropor t i on  of on  C e r t s .  

Average J3e low i2b0v e  T o t a l  Ass 'd  A s  P e r  Cent 
No. of s a l e s  Average Average Value o n l ' a x  o f  T o t a l  

Class of Property Cer t s .  Ra t io  (%) Rat io  Rat io  To ta l  B o l l s  ($) Ass 'd  Value 

One-family dwel l ing  
1 t o  8  y e a r s  o l d  

119 t o  18  " 
It19 t c  28 " 

29 t o  48 " 
11 

11Over 48 " 
A l l  ages combined 

1 

Multi-family dwell ings 
Commercial bu i ld ings  
I n d u s t r i a l  bu i ld ings  
Vacant urban land 

Tota l  urban 

Agric. land wi th  impts. 799 25.7 5.6 7.1 12-7 14.2 
Asric. land without  impts. 448 20.2 4  -4 7 -7 12.1 4  -3 
Nisc. r u r a l  land wi th  impts. 1184 25.6 6  -2 6 .O 12.2 6.9 
Nisc. r u r a l  land without impts. 893 -16.7 -4.1 -6.7 -10.8 -0 .9 

To ta l  r u r a l  	 3324 24.3 5  -5 7 .O 12-5 26.3 

Grand To ta l  	 24,670 27.9 5.1 6.4 11.5 100 .O 3  - 8  

a. 	 Average range above and below t h e  average r a t i o  w i t h i n  which the  middle ha l f  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r a n g e d  
from low t o  high. 



Whj l e  a high degree of  concen t ra t ion  o r  low measure of v a r i a t i o n  " r e f l e c t s  
c r e d i t  on those performing the assessment func t ion ,  complete uniformity i n  the 
assessment-sales  r a t i o s  i s  no t  a  reasonable ob jec t ive .  It i s  too  much t o  expect  
t h a t  the judgment of the  a s s e s s o r  t r i l l  i n  every in s t ance  conform t o  t h a t  of 
purchasers  and s e l l e r s  of p r o ~ e r t y .  The p r i n c i p a l  usefu lness  of  the va r ious  
measures of d i spe r s ion  i s  t h a t  they a f f o r d  a b a s i s  f o r  comparing the performance 
of i n d i v i d u a l  a s ses so r s  i n  terms of a reasonably  uniform s tandard .  It i s  thus 
poss ib l e  t o  draw f a i r l y  r e l i a b l e  conclusions a s  to the q u a l i t y  of assessment 
adminis t ra t ion .  

" I n  ranking the va r ious  coun t i e s  by q u a l i t y  of assessment a s  ind ica t ed  by 
measures of d i s p e r s i o n ,  a n  important  f a c t o r  t o  be considered 1s the r e l a t i v e  
d i f f i c u l t y  of t he  assessment problem from county to  county. Within c e r t a i n  
coun t i e s  the re  may be a marked s i m i l a r i t y  i n  the  type of proper ty  t o  be assessed  
making the  a s ses so r s  ' problems i n  determining f u l l  va lues  r e l a t i v e l y  simple. It 
i s  reasonable t o  expect t h a t  a  h igher  s tandard wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  uni formi ty  should 
be a t t a i n e d  i n  such cases than i n  assessment d i s t r i c t s  where t h e r e  i s  a  g r e a t  
v a r i e t y  i n  the kinds of p rope r ty  together  w i t h  an absence of market c r i t e r i a  of 
f a i r  cash va lues  f o r  some types .  Because o f  the complexity of the s i t u a t i o n  the  
a s s e s s o r s t  judgments of va lue  cannot necessa r i ly  be expected t o  agree  a l t o g e t h e r  
wi th  the opinions of buyers and s e l l e r s  of r e a l  e s t a t e .  An o b j e c t i v e  a p p r a i s a l  of 
the q u a l i t y  of a n  assessment,  t he re fo re ,  should take i n t o  account t h e  d i f f i c u l i t i e s  
confront ing the a s ses so r  a s  w e l l  a s  q u a n t i t a t i v e  measures of h i s  accomplishments ."~ 

2. Excerpted from "Guide For Assessment - Sales  Rat io  Studies" pp. 27 and 28 
published by National  hssoc ia  t i o n  of Tax Administrators  i n  1954. 



ADAMS COUNTY 

Adams County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 27.6 per cent  i s  t h e  42nd among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high.  It i s  1.1per  cent  (0.3 of a  percentage 
p o i n t )  below t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  of  27.9 per  cent .  

I n  terms of assessed  va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  t h e  amount of urban 
proper ty  i n  Adams County i s  somewhat l e s s  than  t h r e e  t imes t h a t  of r u r a l  property.  
I n  t h i s  r e spec t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  Adams County i s  q u i t e  comparable with t h a t  i n  t h e  
s t a t e  a s  a  whole. 

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among both urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  was r e l a t i v e l y  
g rea t e r  i n  Adams County dur ing  t h e  per iod  of t h e  s tudy than  i t  was state-wide.  This 
i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  f o r  each of  t h e s e  two c l a s s e s ,  t h e  combined assessed  
value of p rope r t i e s  so ld  represented  a g r e a t e r  propor t ion  of t o t a l  assessed  value 
of p rope r t i e s  on the  t a x  r o l l s  t h a n  i t  d i d  i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. The d i s p a r i t y  
between t h e  r u r a l  propor t ions  f o r  t h e  county ( 2 , l  per  c e n t )  and t h e  s t a t e  (1.7 pe r  
c e n t )  was caused by above-average a c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  nominally r u r a l  (though urbanized)  
a r e a  near  Denver. 

Var ia t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Adams County i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  l e s s  t h a n  
t h a t  f o r  t he  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. The average range (8.4 percentage po in t s )  w i t h i n  
which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  h igh  i s  
considerably l e s s  than  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage p o i n t s ) .  This holds 
t r u e  f o r  both urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  a s  w e l l  a s  fnr urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  
combined. 

Adcams County: Summary of 
S a l e s  Rat io Data 

T o t a l  T o t a l  To ta l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban- -Rural  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  1587 1412 175 
Average Sa le s  Rat io  (%) 27.6 29.3 24.2 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Rat io  	 4.3 3.8 5.6 
Above Average Rat io  	 4 .1  4.5 3.1 

T o t a l  8.4 8.3 8 ,7 
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass ld  valueb 100.0 72.1 27.9 
Ass ld  Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld ValueC 	 5 .5 6,8 2.1 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of  t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of  proper ty  as per  cent  of t o t a l  a s ses sed  va lue  i n  
t h e  county a s  repor ted  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council, 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of  property.  



Adam 
of Sa les  R 

and Prop 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class  e ears ) 
A l l  Multi-Fami 

Sales  Rat io  Class ($1 -1-8 -9-18 19-28- 29-48- Over 48 Ages Dwelling 

Under 10  
10  and under 
12 " I' 

14 " 
16 " " 

12 
14  
16 
18 

48 " 50 
50 " " 55 
55 60"' 

60 and Over 

T o t a l  Cases 	 1017 1 0 1  19 52 11 1200 7 

Average Sales  Rat io (%) 31.7 27.1 23.1 21.6 19.1 29.9 32.9 

Measure of  Var i a t  iona 
Below Average Rat io  3 .4 2.9 3.2 4 .O 5.1 3 -4 1.6 
Above Average Rat io  4 .O 3.1 3 -5  3.8 7 -4 3.9 0.7 

T o t a l  	 7 -4 6 .O 6.7 7.8 12 .5 7.3 2.3 

Prop. of Asstd valueb 48.1 6.7 1.5 3.2 0 .7 60.2 1.7 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle ha l f  of t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranl  

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  c e n t  of t o t a l  assessed  value i n  t h e  county 
a s ses so r  t o  t h e  I e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 



County: Number of Conveyances by S ize  
t i o ,  Average Sa l e s  .Ha t i o ,  Measure of V a r i a t i o n  
r t i o n  of Assessed Value by C la s s  of Property 

Misc . 

Remote From 
Vacant A l l  Agric.  L -P .~  Denver 

-y C o m ~ ~ e r c i a l  Urban 0t h e r  T o t a l  With H i thou t H it h  
;- h i l d i n g s  Land Urban -Urban Impts. Impts. Impts. 

ed from low t o  high.  

a s  r epo r t ed  by t h e  

i 



Near Denver A l l  
lnith Mithout other Total Total  
IIPp)tg,I 

_~mnts, Rural Rural County 



ALAHOSA COUNTY 


A'lamosa County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 29.9 pe r  c e n t  i s  the  51s t  among the county 
r a t i o s  i n  the  s t a t e  when arranged from low t o  high. This r a t i o  i s  7.2 per  cent 
(2.0 percentage po in t s )  higher than the  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cent .  Host 
of the  conveyances i n  the county were conveyances of urban proper t ies .  

The assessed value o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  land having improvements r ep resen t s  
approximately one-third (35.5 per c e n t )  of  the  t o t a l  assessed value of property 
on the  county 's  t a x  r o l l s .  One-family dwellings with 28.7 per  cent  of the  t o t a l  
assessed value and commercial property with 16.7 per  cen t  o f  the  t o t a l  a r e  .second 
and t h i r d  i n  importance among the c l a s s e s  of property. 

Var ia t ion  among the s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban a r e a s  i n  Alamosa County i s  wider 
than t h a t  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (20.6 percentage points )  
wi th in  which the middle ha l f  of the urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  
high i s  much l a rge r  than t h a t  f o r  the s t a t e  (11.0 percentage points) .  This i s  
the reverse  of  the p i c t u r e  f o r  r u r a l  a reas  wherein the state-wide v a r i a t i o n  i s  
somewhat the  l a r g e r .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  was r e l a t i v e l y  somewhat l a r g e r  i n  the county's 
urban a r e a s  dur ing  the  period of the  study than it was i n  urban a reas  state-wide. 
This is  shown hy the  f a c t  t h a t  urban proper t i e s  soId accounted f o r  4.9 per  cent 
of the  t o t a l  assessed value of urban property on the  t a x  r o l l s  i n  the county 
whereas the  corresponding state-wide proport ion was 4.6 per cent.  On the o ther  
haad. market a c t i v i t y  i n  r u r a l  a reas  was l e s s  than i t  was state-wide. 

Alamosa County: Summary of 
Sales  Ratio Data 

To ta l  To ta l  To ta l  
Nature of the  Data County Urban Bura1 

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  
Average Sales Ratio (%) 
Measure of Varia t iona 

Below Average Ratio 
Above Average Ratio 

T o t a l  
Prop. of Tota l  Ass'd valueb 
Asstd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  $ of t o t a l  
Asstd ValueC 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which the  middle ha l f  o f  the s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county a s  reported by the  as sessor  t o  the  Legis la t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cen t  of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



Alamosa County: Number of Co 
o f  Sa l e s  Ra t io ,  Average Sa l e s  Hat i  

and Propor t ion  o f  Assessed Value 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class  (yea r s )  
A l l  Commerc 

Sa l e s  Rat io  C la s s  ( 5 )  -1-8 9-18 -19-28 29-48- Over 48 Ages Buildin 

Under 10  
r 10 and under 12 
i r . .  12 

14 
" 

" 

" 

" 
14 
16  

16 " 1 8  

48 	 " " 50 
50 " 55 
55 " " 60 
60 and Over 

T o t a l  Casec 	 1 8  9 9 2 1  11 68 7 

Averape S a l e s  Rat io  ( 5 )  29.5 28.8 27.3 24.5 28.9 27.0 31.8 

Measure of  v a r i a t i o n a  
Below Average Rat io  4.5 7.6 1.8 5 .O 6.1 5.0 13.3 
Above Averape Ra t io  4.0 24.3 18.3 10.3 9.2 13.1 13.3 

To t a 1  	 8.5 31.9 20.1 15.3 15.3 18.1 26.6 

Prop. of  Ass'd Valueb 4.1 5.3 4.8 10.0 4.5 28.7 16.7 

a.  	 Range i n  percentage  p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  niiddle h a l f  o f  the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrang 

b. 	 Assessed v a l u e  by c l a s s  o f  p rope r ty  a s  per  c e n t  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  t he  county 
a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 



nveyances by S i ze  
1, Measure of  Variation 
by Class of Property 

Vacant A l l  Agric.  Land A l l  
i a l  Urban Other Total With W i  thout Other Total  Total 

La nd:s- Urban Urban Impts. Impts. Rural Rural County 

ed from low to  high.  

a s  reported by the 



ARAPAHOE COUNTY 

Arapahoe County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 29.0 per  c e n t  i s  t h e  48 th  among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  h igh .  It i s  3.9 pe r  c e n t  (1.1 percentage  p o i n t s )  
above the  s ta te-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 p e r  cen t .  

I n  te rms  of  assessed  v a l u e  of  p r o p e r t i e s  on the  t a x  r o l l s ,  t h e  amount o f  
urban p rope r ty  i n  Arapahoe county i s  somewhat l e s s  than  t h r e e  t imes t h a t  o f  r u r a l  
p roper ty .  I n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  Arapahoe county i s  q u i t e  comparable 
wi th  t h a t  i n  the  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. 

Real  e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among both urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  was r e l a t i v e l y  
g r e a t e r  i n  Arapahoe county dur ing  the  per iod  of t h e  s h d y  t h a n  i t  was s ta te-wide.  
This  i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t he  f a c t  t h a t  the  combined assessed  v a l u e  of  p r o p e r t i e s  so ld  
i n  each of t he se  two c l a s s e s  r ep re sen t ed  a g r e a t e r  p ropor t i on  o f  t o t a l  a s se s sed  
va lue  o f  p r o p e r t i e s  on the  t a x  r o l l s  t han  i t  d i d  i n  the  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. 'he 
d i s p a r i t y  between t h e  r u r a l  p ropor t i ons  f o r  the county (2.8 pe r  c e n t )  and the  s t a t e  
(1.7 p e r  c e n t )  was caused by above-average a c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  nominally r u r a l  (though 
urbanized ) a rea  nea r  Denver. 

V a r i a t i o n  among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Arapahoe County i s  somewhat l e s s  than  
t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. The average rahge (10.7 percentage p o i n t s )  w i t h i n  
which t h e  middle h a l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r ranged  from low t o  high i s  s l i g h t l y  
smal le r  t h a n  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage ~ o i n t s ) .  'his ho lds  t r u e  f o r  
both urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  a s  w e l l  a s  f o r  urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  combined. 

Arapahoe County: Summary of 
S a l e s  Rat io  Data 

T o t a l  T o t a l  To ta l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rura1-
Number of Cer t i f i c a  t e s  1820 
Average Sales  R a t i o  ($1 29 .0 
Measure of Va r i a t i ona  

Below Average Rat io  5  -7 
Above Average Ra t io  5 .O 

To ta l  10.7 
Prop. of  T o t a l  Ass'd va lueb  100.0 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  5 of  t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 5.5 

a.  	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when a r ranged  from low to  high.  

b. 	 Assessed v a l u e  by c l a s s  o f  p rope r ty  a s  per  c e n t  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  
t he  county a s  r epo r t ed  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  the  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c.  	 Assessed va lue  r epo r t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  pe r  c e n t  of  t o t a l  
a s se s sed  va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each  c l a s s  of p roper ty .  



Arapahoe County: 1 
of Sa les  Rat io,  Average 

and Proport ion of  Ass( 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class  (years )  
A l l  Multi-Fami 

S a l e s  Rat io  Class  ($1 -1-8 -9-18 -19-28 29-48- O v e r 4 8  Ages Dwelling 

Under 10  
10 and under 12 
12 " " 14 
14  " 16 
16  	 " " 18 

48 " " 50 4 0 0 1 0 5 0 
50 " " 55 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 
55 " " 60 2 1 3 0 0 6 0 
60 and Over 0 3 0 0 3 r; 1 

T o t a l  Cases 	 917 130 57 111 29 1244 2 1  

Average S a l e s  Rat io ($1 32.4 29 .I 26.2 23.1 23.4 29.1 37.1 

Measure of Var ia t iona  
Below Average Ratio 3.5 2 .7 5 .4 3 .7 5.2 3.6 5.0 
Above Average Rat io  3.6 3.2 5.3 4 -4 7.1 3 -9 3 -4 

T o t a l  	 7.1 5.9 10.7 8.1 12.3 7.5 8 .4 

prop. of  ASS Id valueb 32.6 6.7 2.3 10.6 1.3 53.5 0.9 

a.  	 Range i n  p e r c e n t a ~ e  p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  of  t he  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r ang  

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  o f  proper ty  a s  per  cen t  of  t o t a l  a s s e s s e d v a l u e  i n  t h e  county 
a s s e s s o r  t o  the  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



I 
umber of Conveyances by Size  
Sales Rat io,  Measure of V a r i a t i o n  
ssed Value by Class  of Proper ty  

Vacant A l l  
Commercial Urban 0t h e r  T o t a l  
Buildings Land Urban Urban 

0 1 3  
0 12 
2 37 
0 36 
0 35 

10.7 0.2 6.1 71.4 

d from low t o  high. 

s repor ted  oy t h e  

Hisc ,  
Agric.  

H i t h  
Land 
Without 

NE 
II._ 

H i t h  
Impts. Impts. Jqt 2 

3 -0 1.6 20.3 




Rural Land 
ar Denver A l l  

without Other Total Total 
& w-Rural -Rural County 



1 

lLECWI%TACOUNTY 

Archuleta County's sa les  r a t i o  is 25.2 per cent; it is based on 30 con- 
veyances, of which 24 represent urban property sa les  and 6 represent rwal 
property sales,  This county r a t i o  is the 28th among the  county r a t i o s  i n  
Colorado when amanged frcm low t o  high. 

During the  period of the study, real es t a t e  e e t  ac t iv i ty  i n  Archuleta 
County was re la t ive ly  much l e s s  than it was state-wide i n  the s t a t e  as a whole, 
This is ref lected i n  the f a c t  that  the  assessed value of property sold during 
the year was only 1.1per cent of the t o t a l  assessed value af property on the  
t a x  r o l l s  in the county whereas the corresponding proportion f o r  the s t a t e  as  
a whole was 3.8 per cent. This below-average ac t iv i ty  was more marked i n  r u r a l  
areas than it was i n  urban areas, 

Rural property accounts f o r  a h s t  four-f i f ths  of the county's t o t a l  as- 
sessed valuation, This is i n  contrast  t o  the  state-wide r u r a l  property proportion 
.of only 26.3 per cent, 

The sales  r a t i o s  f o r  urban and r u r a l  properties i n  Archuleta county 
(30.4 per cent and 24.0 per cent, respectively) a re  approximately the same 
as  the corresponding state-wide rat ios .  Because r u r a l  properties constitute 
a greater proportion of t o t a l  property value i n  the county than i n  the s t a t e  
a s  a whole, greater .weight was given t o  the comparatively l a w  r u r a l  r a t i o  i n  
the determination of the county-wide r a t i o  than was the case i n  the  derivation 
of the  state-wide rat io.  This accounts fo r  the f a c t  tha t  the over-all county 
r a t i o  is smaller than the state-wide rat io.  

Archuleta County: Su~rmary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Total Total Total 
Nature of the Data County -Urban Rural-
Number of Cert i f icates  
Average Sales Ratio (5) 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 
Above Average Ratio 

Tot a 1  
Prop. of Total Ass 'd Valueb 
Ass'd Value on Cert i f icates  

as  5 of t o t a l  
A s s  'd ValueC 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the  middle half of the sa les  r a t ios  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high, 

b, 	 Assessed value by c lass  of property as  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county as  reported by the assessor t o  the Legislative Council. 

C. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Cert i f icates  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the county f o r  each class  of property, 



Archuleta County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio, b a s u r e  of Variation 


and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 


One Vacant A l l  
Family Urban Other Total Total Total 

Sales Ratio Class (%) Dwellings Land -Urban -Urban Rural- County 

Uder  10 

10 and under 12 

12 " " 14 

14 " " 16 

16 " " 18 


48 	 " " 50 

60 	 " ' 55 

55 " " 
60 and Over 


60 


Total Cases 	 15 8 1 24 6 30 


Average Sales Ratio ($1 28.8 41.1 	 30.4 24 .O 25.2ooo 

Measure of variationa 
Below Average Ratio 4 -4 15.1 5 -7 2 .2 3.1ooo 

Above Average Ratio 14 .2 38.3 --- 18.6 6 00 6.8 
Tot a1  18.6 53.4 24.3 8 .2 9 .7 ooo 

Prop. of Asstd valueb 10.9 2 .O 8 .4 21.3 78.7 100.0 

a. 	 P.nge i n  percentage points within which the middle half of the ra t ios  f a l l  when 
arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the 
county a s  reported by the assessor to  the h g i s l a t i v e  Council. 



- - 

BACA COUNTY 


Baca County's sa les  r a t i o  of 20.3 per cent is  the  9 th  among the  county r a t i o s  
when arranged from low t o  high. It is 27.2 per cent (7.6 percentage points)  below 
the  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. The s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban and r u r a l  proper- 
t i e s  i n  the  county (26 .5 per cent and 19 -5 per cent,  respect ively)  a r e  lower than 
the  corresponding r a t i o s  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. 

I n  terms of assessed value of property on the  t a x  r o l l s ,  t he  amount of agr i -  
c u l t u r a l  land without improvements i n  Baca County is  s l i g h t l y  more than one-half 
of the  countyls t o t a l .  Unlike the  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein t he  assessed value of 
urban properties i s  much l a rge r  than tha t  of r u r a l  proper t ies ,  r u r a l  proper t ies  
cons t i tu te  about four - f i f ths  of t o t a l  assessed value of proper t ies  i n  the  county. 

Variation among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  r u r a l  areas  i n  Baca County i s  much 
smaller than tha t  f o r  the s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (6.5 peromatage 
points)  within which the middle ha l f  of the county's r u r a l  r a t i o s  f a l l  when ar- 
ranged from low t o  high i s  smaller than t ha t  f o r  the  s t a t e  (12.6 peroanta#p points) .  
This i s  the reverse of the p ic ture  f o r  urban a reas  state-wide, 

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  i n  Baca County during the period of the study was 

r e l a t i ve ly  much l e s s  than i t  was state-wide. This i s  redlected i n  the  f a c t  tha t  

properties sold accounted f o r  0.9 per  cen t  of the county's t o t a l  assessed value of 

property on the tax  r o l l s ,  whereas the  corresponding proportion fo r  the s t a t e  was 

3.8 per cent. This holds t rue  f o r  both urban and r u r a l  proper t ies  a s  well  a s  f o r  

urban and r u r a l  properties combined, 


A s  noted i n  Part  One of the  report ,  the average s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  Bnca County 

i s  subject  to the l imi ta t ion  tha t  there were no conveyances of the  important c lass  

of commercial proper t ies  i n  the county during the period of the study. 


Baca County: Summary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Total  Total  Tota l  
Nature of t he  Data County Urban Rural 

Number of Cer t i f i ca tes  
Average Sales Ratio ($) 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 
Above Average Ratio 

Total  
Prop. of Total  Assld Valueb 
Ass'd Value on Cer t i f i ca tes  

a s  $ 	of t o t a l  
Assld ValueC 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage points  within which the  middle half of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county as reported by the  assessor t o  t he  Legislat ive Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Cer t i f i ca tes  as  per cent of t o t a l  
M n s s e d  value i n  the county f o r  each c lass  of property. 



Baca County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio,  Measure of Variation 


and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 


One Vacant A l l  Agric. Land 
Famils Urban 0 ther  Total  Mit h  H i thout 

,-4 Sales  Ratio Class ($1 Dwellings Land Urban Urban Impts . Impts. 
h 
 Under 10 0 1 0 1 0 0 

10 and under 12Y 12 " " 141 F 

8 14 " " 16 
16 " " 18 

48 " It 50 

50 " " 55 

55 " " 60 

60 and Over 


Total  Cases 

Average Sales Ratio ($1 

Heasure of var ia t iona 
Below Average Ratio 4.1 14.5 4.4 2 .O 2.5 
Above Average Ratio 8.1 37.2 .-- 8.8 4.1 4 .3 

Total  12.2 51.7 --- 13.2 6.1 6 .8 

-om 

Prop. of Ass'd valueb 13.5 0.4 6.3 20 -2 27.9 51.O 

1:im a. Range i n  percentage points within which the  middle ha l f  .of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrange 

be Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the county a 
\ assessor  t o  the  Legislat ive Council. 

-. 

L 



A l l  
-0th.r Total Total 
RGal- Rural- County 

from lov to high. 

reported by the 



BENT COUNTY 


Bent County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 36.2 per  c e n t  i s  the 57th  among the  county r a t i o s  
i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  high.  It i s  almost  30 per  cent  (8.3 percentage 
p o i n t s )  above the  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cen t .  'The s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban a d  
r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  34.4 pe r  c e n t  and 36.8 pe r  c e n t ,  r e spec t ive ly .  

Unlike the s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein the  assessed  va lue  of urban proper ty  i s  
almost t h ree  times t h a t  of r u r a l  proper ty ,  t he  r u r a l  t o t a l  f o r  Bent County is  about 
three  times the  urban t o t a l .  I n  terms of assessed  va lue  of proper ty  on t h e  t a x  
r o l l s ,  t he  amount of a g r i c u l t u r a l  land wi th  improvements c o n s t i t u t e s  about three-  
f i f t h s  of  t h e  county 's  t o t a l .  The r a t i o  f o r  t h i s  c l a s s  i s  45.0 per  cent  i n  the  
county a s  compared wi th  25.7 per  cent i n  t h e  s t a t e .  

Var i a t ion  among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban a r e a s  i n  Bent County is  wider than 
t h a t  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. 'Ihe average range (27.1 percentage po in t s )  w i th in  
which the middle h a l f  of t he  coun ty ' s  urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  
high i s  l a r g e r  than  t h a t  f o r  the s t a t e  (11.0 percentage po in t s ) .  

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market among r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  was more a c t i v e  r e l a t i v e l y  i n  
Bent County du r ing  the  period of the s tudy than i t  was state-wide. This i s  r e -
f l e c t e d  i n  the f a c t  t h a t  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  so ld  represented  2.9 per  c e n t  of t o t a l  
assessed  value of r u r a l  proper ty  on the  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t h e  county, whereas the 
corresponding propor t ion  f o r  the  s t a t e  was 1.7 per  cen t .  It should be noted,  
however, t h a t  most of t h i s  d i s p a r i t y  i s  accounted f o r  by one of the th i r ty - fou r  
conveyances of r u r a l  property.  Market a c t i v i t y  among urban p r o p e r t i e s  was 
r e l a t i v e l y  about t he  same i n  the county a d  the  s t a t e .  

Bent County: Summary of 
Sa les  Ratio Data 

Tota l  Tota 1 Tota l  
Nature of the Data County Urban Rural  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  104 
Average Sales  Rat io (%) 36.2 
Measure of Variat iona 

Below Average Ratio 6 -5  
Above Average Ratio 12 - 5  

T o t a l  19.O 
Prop. of Tota l  Asstd valueb 100.0 
Asstd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass'd Valuec 3.2 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  v i t h i n  which the  middle h a l f  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from lov  t o  h i fh .  

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per  c e n t  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  
the county a s  repor ted  b,v the assessor  to  the L e ~ i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed  value i n  the county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



Bent County: Number of Conveyances by Size  
of Sales  Ratio,  Average Sales. Ratio,  Measure of Var ia t io  

and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 

One Vacant A l l  Agric. Land 
Family Urban 0ther Total  M i t h  M i  tho 

S a l e s R a t i o C l a s s  ($1 Dwellings Land Urban Urban Impts. Impts 

Under 10  
10  and under 12 
12 " " 14 
14 " " 16  
16 	 " 18  

48 " I' 50 
50 " " 55 
55 " " 60 
60 and Over 

Tota l  Cases 

Average Sa les  Ratio ($1 

Measure o f  aria tiona 
Below Average Ratio 
Above bverage Ratio 

To ta l  

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrange 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cen t  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the  county r 
assessor  t o  the Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



A l l  
0ther Total 
-Rural Rura1 


0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 4 

0 3 


0 3 

0 0 

1 3 

1 2 

2 2 


0 0 

1 1 

0 0 

0 2 

0 1 


0 2 

0 3 

0 0 

0 2 

0 0 


0 2 

0 2 

0 1 

0 1 


6 34 


--- 36.8 

--- 6.5--- 9.9--- 16.4 

2.6 76.2 


low to high. 

~ t e dby t.he 

Total 

County 




Boulder County's sales  r a t i o  is 29.3 per cent; it is the 49th among the county 
r a t ios  when arranged from low t o  high. 

Urban properties account f o r  more than three-fourths of the county's t o t a l  
assessed valuatioa. The picture i n  t h i s  respect i s  comparable with tha t  f o r  the 
s t a t e  a s  a vhole. 

The sa les  r a t i o s  for  Boulder County show a degree of uniformity comparable 
t o  tha t  f o r  the  state. This is shown by the f ac t  t h a t  the  average range within 
vhich the middle half of the  r a t ios  f a l l  is abod the  same fo r  the county (11.6 
percentage points) as  it is  statewide ( l l c 5  percentage points), This range is 
greater among the county1 s sa le s  r a t ios  f o r  commercial bulldings (23.2 percentage 
points) than i f  is amng those f o r  any other class  of property. 

During the  period of the study, r e a l  e s t a t e  market ac t iv i ty  was re la t ive ly  
greater i n  Boulder Caunty than it was i n  the state a s  a whole. The assessed 
value reported on the ce r t i f i ca te s  constituted 6.0 per cent of t o t a l  assessed 
value of properties on the  county's t ax  r o l l s ,  vhereas the corresponding pro- 
portion state-wide was 3.8 per cent. Both urban and r u r a l  areas i n  the county 
shared i n  t h i s  above-average market act ivi ty.  

Boulder County: Stmmrary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Total Total Total 
Nature of the Data County Urban -Rural 

Number of Cert i f icates  1325 
Average Salag Ratio (%) 29.3 
Measure of Variat iona 

Below Average Ratio 	 4.9 
Above Average Ratio 	 6.7 

Total 11.6 
hop.  of Total A s s  'd valueb 100.0 
Assld Value on Cert i f icates  

a s  $ of t o t a l  
Assld ValueC 	 6.0 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the middle half of the sales  r a t ios  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by class of property as  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county a s  reported by t h e  assessor t o  the Legislative Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Cert i f icates  a s  per cent o f ' t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the county f o r  each c lass  of property. 



Boulder County: Number of Cc 
of Sales Ratio, Average Sales  Rat: 

and Proportion of Assessed Valw 

Sales  Ratio Class ($1 

One-Family Dwellings by Age C l a s s  (years)  
A l l  

1-8- 9-18- 19-28 29-48 Over 48 Ages--
Coaunerc: 
Buildin; 

Under 10 
10 and under 
12 "' " 
14 " " 
16 " " 

12 
1 4  
16 
18 

"48 
5 0 "  
55 " 

" 
50 
55 
60 

60 and Over 

Total  Cases 

Average Sales Ratio (%) 

Measure of aria tiona 
Below Average Ratio 
Above Average Ratio 

Tota l  

Prop. of Ass'd Valueb 

a.  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which the middle ha l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when arran; 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cent  o f  t o t a l  assessed value i n  the  county 
assessor  t o  the  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



nveyances by Size 
6 ,  Measure of  Variation 
by Class of Property 

Vacant A l l  Agric. h n d  Wisc. Rural Land 
1 Urban Other Total With Without a i t h  Without Total Total 

jed from low to  high. 

as  reported by the 



CHAFFEE COUNTY 

Chaffee County's sa l e s  r a t i o  of 28.1 per cent is the 45th among the county 
r a t ios  when arranged from low t o  high. It is 0.7 per cent (0.2 of a percentage 
point) above the state-wide r a t i o  of 2'7.9 per cent. 

In terms of assessed value of properties on the t a x  r o l l s ,  about three-fifths 
of the property i n  the  county i s  10,cated in urban areas. In the s t a t e  as a whole, 
the corresponding proportion is almost three-fourths. 

Real es ta te  market ac t iv i ty  among r u r a l  properties i n  the county was relat ively 
lower during the period of the study than i t  was state-wide. This is shown by the 
f a c t  that  the assessed v a h e  of r u r a l  properties sold i n  the county represented 
only 0.8 per cent of the t o t a l  assessed value of r u r a l  properties on the i r  tax 
r o l l s ,  whereas the corresponding proportion state-wide was 1.7 per cent. Market 
ac t iv i ty  among urban properties was about the aame re la t ive ly  i n  the county as  
i t  was state-wide. 

Variation among the urban ra t ios  f o r  the  county was much greater than that  
for  the s tate .  The average range (20.5 percentage points) within which the 
middle half of the county's urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high 
is larger than the corresponding state-wide range (U.0 percentage points). This 
is the reverse of the picture for  r u r a l  areas wherein variat ion among the county 
r a t ios  is the  smaller. 

Chaffee County: S u a a r y  of 

Sales Patio Data 


Total Total Total 
Nature of the Data !%!!iz -~rban -Rural 

Number of Cert i f icates  140 123 17 
Average Sales Ratio (%) 28.I 28.0 28.3 
Measure of Variationa 

Below Average Ratio 	 4.3 4.6 3 .9 
Above Average Batio 	 10.8 15.9 2.3 

Tot a 1  15.1 20.5 6.2 
hop.  of Total Asstd ~ a l u e b  100.0 61.1 38.9 
Ass'd Value on Cert i f icates  

as  5 of t o t a l  
A s s  Id ValueC 	 3.1 4.6 0.8 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the middle half of the sa les  ra t ios  
f a l l  when arranged from low to high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by class  of property as per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county a s  reported by the assessor t o  the  Legislative Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Cert i f icates  as per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value in the county f o r  each class of propert;y. 



Chaf f e e  County: Number of Convey.ances by Size 
of Se l e s  Rat io ,  Average Sa le s  Rat io ,  Measure of V a r i a t i  

and Propor t ion  of Assessed Value by Class  o f  Property I
One Vacant A l l  

Family Commercial Urban Other To ta l  
Sa l e s  Rat io  Class  (%) Dwellings Building Land Urban Urban Impts. 

Urder 10 0 0 3 0 3 
10 and u r d e r  12 
12  " " 14 
14 " " 16  
16  * " 18 

0 
1 
2 
8 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
2 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
3 
3 
8 

1 8  
20 
22 
24 
26 

" 
" 
" 
" 
" 

" 

" 
" 

20 
22 
24 
26  
28 

5 
11 

5 
12 

5 

0 
1 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
2 
2 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

5 
1 3  
7 

1 5  
6 

28  " " 30 8 1 0 0 9 
30 " " 32 6 1 3 0 10 
32 " " 34 2 0 2 0 4 
34 " " 36 0 0 0 0 0 
36 " " 38 1 0 2 1 4 

38 " " 40 1 0 0 1 2 
40 " " 42 2 0 1 1 4 
42 " " 44 3 0 2 0 3 

-

44 " " 46 3 0 0 0 3 
46 " " 48 1 0 0 1 2 

48 " " 50 0 0 2 0 2-
50 " " 55  3 0 2 0 a 
55 " " 60 1 0 2 0 3 
60 and Over 1 2 2 2 7 

T o t a l  Cases 	 81 6 30 6 12 3 

Average Sa le s  Rat io ($1 25.8 30.9 34 .4 --- 28.0 

Measure of aria t iona  
Below Average Rat io  	 3 .7 5.9 11.9 --- 4.6 
Above Average Rat io 	 6 .O 41.6 14 .I --- 15.9 

T o t a l  	 9.7 47.5 26 .O --- 20.5 

Prop. of  A s s t d  va lueb  	 37.9 18.3 2 .0 2.9 61.1 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which the  middle h a l f  of t he  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arr 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of  p rope r ty  a s  pe r  c e n t  of  t o t a l  a s se s sed  value i n  the  count 
a s s e s s o r  to the  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council .  



I Impts. Rural Rural County 

bed from low to high. 



CHENENNE COUNTY 

Cheyenne County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 26.1 per  c e n t  i s  the  35th  among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high.  It i s  6.5 per c e n t  (1.8 percentage points)  
below the  s tate-wide r a t i o  of  27.9 per cen t .  

Rural  p r o p e r t i e s  account  f o r  a  l a r g e  propor t ion  (85.9 per c e n t )  of  the 
county's t o t a l  assessed  va lua t ion .  Because of  t h i s  f a c t  the  county-wide r a t i o  
i s  much c l o s e r  t o  the r u r a l  r a t i o  (24.4 per  c e n t )  than  i t  is  t o  the  urban r a t i o  
(45.3 per cen t ) .  

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market i n  Cheyenne County was much l e s s  a c t i v e  r e l a t i v e l y  $ 	 dur ing  the period of the s t u d y  t h a n  i t  was i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. This i s  
shown by the f a c t  t h a t  t h e  assessed  va lue  o f  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  so ld  i n  t h e  county 
c m ~ t i t t a t e c l  l e s s  than 1 per  cent  of  t he  t o t a l  assessed  va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  on 
the  t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas the  corresponding state-wide propor t ion  was 3.8 per  cent .  

* 	 Var ia t ion  among the s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban p r o p e r t i e s  i n  t h e  county is  

g rea t e r  than t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. The average range (18.6 percentage 

poin ts )  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  county 's  urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when 

arranged from low t o  high is  l a r g e r  than the  corresponding state-wide range 

(11.0 percentage p o i n t s ) .  For r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  on  t h e  o the r  h a d  , t h e  v a r i a t i o n  
f o r  the county i s  somewhat the  smal le r .  

Because t h e  number of conveyances i s  smal l ,  t h e r e  i s  some ques t ion  ( a s  s t a t ed  
i n  Par t  One of t h e  r e p o r t )  concerning the  dependab i l i t y  of t h e  r a t i o  f o r  Cheyenne 
County. 

Cheyenne County: Summary of 

Sa le s  Ratio Data 


T o t a l  To ta l  

Nature of t h e  Data County Urban 


Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  2 0 10 

Average Sa le s  Rat io (%) 26.1 45.3 

Heasure of Variations 


Below Average Rat io  	 4 -4  15.5 
Above Average Rat io  	 7.3 3.1 

Tota l  11.7 18.6 

Prop. of T o t a l  Ass'd ~ a l u e b  100.0 14.1 

Rss'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  


as 	% of t o t a l  
Ass'd Valuec 	 0.8 1.0 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of the s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cen t  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  
the  county a s  repor ted  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  the  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cen t  of  t o t a l  
assessed va lue  i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  
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Cheyenne County: Nuder  of Conveyances by Size 
of Sales Ratio, Average S l e s  Ratio, Heasure of Variation 

and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 

Vacant 
Urban 

Sales Ratio Class (5 )  Land -
Under 10 0 

10 and under 12 0 
12 " " 14 1 
14 * " 16 1 
16 " " 18 0 

r 48 " " 50 
50 " " 55 
55 " " 60

1 60 and Over 

Total Cases 

A l l  
Other 
Urban-

Agric. . 
Total Mithou+ 
Urban- h p t  8. 

A l l  
Othe 
Bura-

I .  Average Sales Ratio (9 26.3 .-.I 45.3 21.8 ---. 
h 

Measure of aria tiona 
Below Average Ratio 11.3 ---- 15.5 3.8 ---. 
Above Average Ratio 18.7 ---- 3.1 8.2 ---. 

Total  30.0 ---- 18.6 12.O ---. 

t a. Range i n  percentage points  wi thin  which the middle half  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranl 

b. Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the county 
assessor t o  t he  Legis la t ive  Council. 
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CLEAR CREEK COUNTY 

Clear  Creek County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 18.9 per cen t  i s  t h e  6 th  among t h e  
county r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  32.3 per cent (9.0 percentage 
po in t s )  below t h e  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cent.  

I n  terms of assessed  value of property on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  t h e  amount of 
urban property i n  Clear  Creek County (48.2 per  cent  of t h e  t o t a l )  was s l i g h t l y  
l e s s  than t h e  amount of r u r a l  property (51.8 per  cent ) .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  amount 
of urban property state-wide i s  almost t h r e e  t imes t h e  amount of r u r a l  property. 
The two most important c l a s s e s  of property i n  urban a reas  a r e  commercial bui ld ings  
and one-family dwell ings,  t he  assessed  values of  which account f o r  21.8 per  cent  
and 19.4 per  cen t ,  r e spec t ive ly ,  of t h e  county 's  t o t a l  assessed  value. 

Real estate market a c t i v i t y  was r e l a t i v e l y  much lower i n  Clear  Creek County 
dur ing  t h e  perlod of t h e  s tudy  than  i t  was state-wide. This i s  shown by t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  t h e  assessed value of p roper t i e s  s o l d  represented  only 2.0 per  cent  of t h e  
assessed value of p roper t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t h e  county, whereas t h e  corre-
sponding proport ion state-wide was 3.8 per  cent .  Both urban and r u r a l  a r e a s  i n  
t h e  county shared i n  t h i s  below-average market a c t i v i t y .  

Clear  Creek County: Sunnnary of 

Sa le s  Ratio Data 


To ta l  To ta l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rural-
Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  108 
Average s a l e s  Ratio (%) 18.9 
Measure of Var ia t ion8 

Below Average Rat io  3.5 

Above Average Ratio 7.5 


Tot a 1  11.0 
Prop. of To ta l  Ass'd valueb 100.0 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  

Ass'd ValueC 2 .0 


a. 	 Range i n  percentage poin ts  wi th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  value i n  
t h e  county a s  repor ted  by t h e  a s sesso r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 
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Clear Creek County: Number of Conveyances by Size 
of  Sales  Ratio,  Average Sa les  Ratio, Measure of  V a r i a t i  

and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 

0 ne Vacant A l l  
Family Commercial Urban Other Total  

Sa les  Ratio Class ($1 Dwellings Buildings Land Urban -Urban Impts. 

Under 10 
10 and urder  12 
12 " It 14 
14 " 16 
16 " It 18 

" "48 50 
50 It It

" 
55 

55 It 60 
60 and Over 

T o t a l  Cases 	 31  9 23  1 64 

Average Sales  Ratio ($1 15.8 22.4 20.8 --- 18.9 18.9 

Measure o f  v a r i a t i o n a  
Below Average Ratio 3.4 4.2 8 .O --- 3.9 3.6 
Above Average Rat io  9.6 5.5 6.0 --- 7.6 11.1 

Tota l  	 13.0 9.7 14.O --- 11.5 14 .'7 

a.  	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  wi th in  which t h e  middle ha l f  of  the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r a n  

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  the  county 
a s sesso r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

1 5  



---- 

---- 
---- 
---- 

A l l  

Other 

-Rural 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

10.4 

low to high 

mted by the 

Total Total 

Rural CounQ 




Conejos County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 37.1 per cent  i s  the 58th among the county 
r a t i o s  i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  33.0 per cent (9.2 
percentage points)  above the  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. The r a t i o s  f o r  
urban and r u r a l  proper t ies  i n  the  county are  34.9 per cent and 37.7 per cent ,  
respect ively. 

I n  terms of assessed value of property on the t ax  r o l l s ,  the amount of 
ag r i cu l t u r a l  land having improvements i n  Conejos County is about seven-tenths of 
the  county's t o t a l .  Unlike the s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein the  assessed value of 
urban proper t ies  i s  much la rger  than t ha t  of r u r a l  proper t ies ,  r u r a l  proper t ies  
accounted f o r  about four - f i f ths  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the  county. 

Variat ion among the s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Conejos County i s  considerably 
greater  than t h a t  f o r  the s t a t e  a s  a whole. lhis is shown by the f a c t  t h a t  the 
average range (39.5 percentage points)  within which the  middle half  of the  
county's s a l e s  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low to  high i s  f a r  l a rger  than tha t  
f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage points) .  lhis holds t rue  f o r  both urban and 
r u r a l  areas  a s  wel l  a s  f o r  the  county a s  a whole. 

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  i n  Conejos County during the period of the  study 
was r e l a t i v e l y  l e s s  than it was state-wide. This i s  re f lec ted  i n  the  f a c t  t ha t  
proper t ies  sold represented 0.9 per cent  of the county's t o t a l  assessed value of 
property on the  t ax  r o l l s  whereas the corresponding proportion f o r  the s t a t e  was 
3.8 per  cent. Both urban and r u r a l  a reas  i n  Conejos County shared i n  t h i s  
below-average market a c t i v i t y .  

Conejos County: Summary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Total  Total  Total 
Nature of the  Data County -Urban Rural 

Number of Ce r t i f i c a t e s  77 46 31 
Average Sales k t i o  (%) 37.1 34.9 37 .'7 
Measure of Varia tiona 

Below Average Ratio 	 10.5 12.8 9.8 
Above Average Ratio 	 29.0 23 .O 30.7 

Total  39.5 35.8 40.5 
Prop. of Total  Ass'd valueb 100.0 21.3 78.7 
Ass'd Value on Ce r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
As-s'd ValueC 	 0.9 2 .3 0.6 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points  r i f h i n  which the  middle half  of the s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low to high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property as per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county a s  reported by the  assessor  to the Legislat ive Council. 

c. 	 Asseratul value reported on Cocxwyance Ce r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assesred value i n  the county f o r  each class o f  .property. 



Conejos County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio, Measure of Var ia t ion 


ard Proportion of Assessed Value by Class o f  Property 


One Vacant A l l  Agric. Land 
Family Urban 0 the r  Total  With U i  thout 

Sales Ratio Class (%) Dwellings Land Urban Urban Impts. Impts, 

Under 10 
10 and under 12 
12 " " 14 
14 " 'I 16 
16 " " 18 

" "48 
" 

50 
50 " 

" 
55 

55 " 60 
60 and Over 

Tota l  Cases 	 29 12 5 46 14 17 

Average Sales Ratio (%) 36.5 26.2 --- 34.9 38.4 33.9 

Measure of Variationa 
Below Average Ratio 13.5 8-4 --- 12.8 10.9 3.8 
Above Average Ratio 26.0 20.6 --- 23 .O 34.1 10-5 

Tot a 1  	 39.5 29.0 --- 35.8 45 .O 14.3 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage points  wi thin  which the  middle hal f  of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrange 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the  county a 
assessor  t o  the Legis la t ive  Council. 



A l l  
0 ther Total Total 
Rura1 Rural County 

d from low to high. 

s reported by the 



COSTILLA COUNTY 

Cos t i l l a  County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 39.5 per cent i s  the  60th among the  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  41.6 per cent (11.6 percentage 
points)  above the  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. 

I n  terms of assessed value of  property on the tu r o l l s ,  the amunt  of rural 
property i s  more than three times tha t  of urban property. This i s  i n  contras t  t o  
the s t a t e  a s  a whole w h e r s a s  the amount of urban property is almost three  times the 
r u r a l  property to ta l .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  was r e l a t i ve ly  lower i n  Cos t i l l a  County during 
the period of the study than i t  was state-wide. This i s  shown by the f a c t  tha t  
the combined assessed value of proper t ies  sold represented only 0.9 per cent  of 
the assessed value of  proper t ies  on the t ax  r o l l s  i n  the county, whereas the 
corresponding proportion s ta te-r ide  was 3.8 per cent. h t h  mban a d  r u r a l  areas  
i n  the county shared i n  this below-average market ac t i v i t y .  

Variation among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  C o s t i l l a  County is wider than tha t  f o r  
the s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (27.2 percentage points)  within which 
the  middle half of the  uounty's r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high i s  
la rger  than t h a t  f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage points). Both urban and r u r a l  
areas i n  t he  county shared i n  t h i s  above-average var ia t ion  among the  sa les  ra t ios .  

Because the  number of conveyances is small and the var ia t ion  among the  r a t i o s  
i s  large,  there  i s  some question (as  noted i n  Part One of the  repor t )  concerning 
the r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  Cos t i l l a  County. 

Nature of t he  Data 

Cos t i l l a  Countyr Summary of 
Sales Ratio Data 

Tota 1  
County 

Number of Cer t i f i ca tes  31 
Average Sales  Ratio (%) 39.5 
Measure of Variationa 

Below Average Ratio 7 .7 
Above Average Ratio 19.5 

Total  27.2 
Prop. of Total  Assld valueb 100.0 
Assld Value on Cer t i f i ca tes  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld Valuec 0 9 

Total  
Urban- Total  

Rural-

a. Range i n  percentage points  within which the  middle half  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county a s  reported by the  assessor t o  the  Legislat ive Council. 

c. Assessed value reported on Conveyance Cer t i f i ca tes  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the  county f o r  each c lass  of property. 



C o s t i l l a  County: Number of Conveyances by Size  
of  Sales Ratio,  Average Sales  Ratio, Measure of Var ia t ion  

and Proport ion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 

One A l l  Hisc. Rural Land A l l  
Family 0t h e r  To ta l  Without 0the 

Sales  Ratio Class  (%) Dwellings Urban Urban Impts. -Rura 

Under 10  
10 and under 12 
12 I' 14 
14 " " 16  
16 It " 1 8  

48 "' * 50 
5 0 "  ' 55 
55 ' 60 
60 and Over 

To ta l  Cases 12 3 1 5  6 10 

Average Sales Ratio ($1 49.1 --- 48.1 25.2 ---. 
Measure of aria tiona 

Below Average Ratio 6 .2 --- 6.7 6.2 ---. 
Above Average Ratio 1 3.3 --- 13.7 15.8 ---. 

Tota l  19.5 --- 20.4 22 .O ---. 

Prop. of Ass'd ~ a l u e b  11.9 9 .O 20.9 0.7 78.4 

a. Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which t h e  middle ha l f  of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrant  

b. Assessed value  by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed value  i n  the  county 
assessor  t o  the  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



Total Total 

Rural County 


from low t o  high. 

reported by the 



CROWUY COUNTY 

Crowley County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 26.$ per cent  i s  the  38th among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  4.7 per cent  (1.3 percentage points)  
below the  state-wide r a t i o  of 21.9 per cent. 

I n  terms of assessed value of property on t he  t a x  r o l l s ,  the  amount of ru ra l  
property i n  Crowley County i s  th ree  times t ha t  of urban property. This i s  i n  
contras t  t o  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein t he  amount of urban property i s  almost 
three  times the  r u r a l  property t o t a l .  

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market i n  Crowley County wag r e l a t i v e l y  b s a  ac t i ve  during 
the period of the  study than i t  was state-wide. This is  indicated by the f a c t  
t ha t  the combined assessed value of proper t ies  sold repreaented only 1.3 per cent  
of the assessed value of proper t ies  on the tax r o l l s  i n  the county, whereas the 
corresponding state-wide proportion was 3.8 per cent. Both urban and r u r a l  a reas  
i n  the county share i n  t h i s  below-average market a c t i v i t y .  

Variation amng the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Crowley County is  wider than t ha t  f o r  
the  s t a t e  as  a whole. The average range (16.7 percentage points)  wi thin  whioh 
the  middle half  of the  ccluntyts r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high i s  
considerably l a rge r  than t he  corresponding state-wide range. This holds t r u e  
f o r  both urban and r u r a l  a reas  as wel l  as f o r  urban and rural a reas  combined. 

Crowley County: Summary of 
Sales Ratio Data 

Nature of the  Data 
Total  
County 

Tot a 1  
Urban 

Tota l  
Rural 

Number of Ce r t i f i c a t e s  
Average Sales  Ratio (%) 
Measure of Variat iona 

39 
26 -6 

Below Average Ratio 
Above Average Ratio 

Total  
Prop. of Total  Asst d valueb 
Asstd Value on Cer t i f i ca tes  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 

8.6 
8.1 

16.7 
100,O 

103 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the  middle half of t he  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  pre cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county as  reported by the  assessor t o  the  Legislat ive Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Ce r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



Crowley County: N u m b e r  of Conveyances by Size 

of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio, Measure of Variation 


and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 


One A 1 1  Agric , All 
Family Other Total  U i thou t Othe 

Sales Ratio Class ($1 Dwellings Urban- -Urban Impts, R w a-
Under 10 

10 and under 12 
12 " " 14 
14 " " 16 
16 " 18 

48 	 " " 50 
5 0 "  " 55 
55 	 " " 60 
60 and Over 

Total  Cases 23 3 26 7 f 

Average Sales Ratio (%) 24.0 .-- 31.8 23.6 ...-
Heasure of aria tiona 

Below Average Ratio 4 .6 --- 12.1 8.8 ---
Above Average Ratio 14.6 --- 7 .O 13.9 ---

Total 	 19.2 --- 19.1 22.7 ---
b o p .  of A S S * ~valueb 16.4 8.2 24.6 14.7 60.' 
a. 	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  within which the  middle ha l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r ran  

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the county 

assessor t o  the  Legis la t ive  Council. 




1 
r To tal  Total - Rural- County 

k d  from low to high. 

as reported by the 1 



CUSTER COUNTY 


Custer  County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 27.1 p e r  c e n t  is t h e  40 th  among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  high;  i t  i s  2.9 per  c e n t  (0.8 of a 
percentage p o i n t )  below t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  o f  27.9 p e r  cen t .  'Ihe s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f o r  urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  28.9 pe r  c e n t  and 26.9 per  cen t ,  r e spec t ive ly .  

Unlike t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein t h e  assessed  va lue  of  urban p rope r ty  on 
t h e  tax r o l l s  i s  almost t h r e e  times t h a t  of r u r a l  proper ty ,  t he  rural t o t a l  f o r  
Cus ter  County is about seven times the  urban t o t a l .  

Var i a t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  i n  Custer  County i s  much wider  than  t h a t  
f o r  the s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (27.0 percentage p o i n t s )  w i t h i n  
which the  middle h a l f  of t h e  county ' s  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high 
is cons iderably  l a r g e r  than t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.6 percentage p o i n t s ) .  Both 
urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  sha re  i n  this above-average v a r i a t i o n  among t h e  s a l e s  
r a t i o s . 

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among urban p r o p e r t i e s  i n  Custer  County du r ing  
t h e  period of  t he  s tudy was r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  than  i t  was state-wide. This  is 
shown by the f a c t  t h a t  urban  p r o p e r t i e s  s o l d  accounted f o r  7.1 pe r  c e n t  of t h e  
county 's  t o t a l  assessed  va lue  of urban proper ty  on the  tax r o l l s ,  whereas t h e  
corresponding p ropor t ion  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  was 4.6 p e r  cent .  

Custer  County: Sullrmary of 
S a l e s  Rat io Data 

T o t a l  Tota l  To ta l~ Nature o f  the Data County -Urban Rura l-
Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  61 
Average S a l e s  Ratio (%) 27.1 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average h t i o  9 .2 

Above Average Ratio 17-8 


T o t a l  27 -0  
Prop. o f  To ta l  Assld ~ a l u e b  100 -0 
Assld Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  

Assld Valuec 2 -3  


Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i t h i n  which the  middle h a l f  o f  the s a l e s  r a t i o s  

f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of p rope r ty  a s  pe r  cen t  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  

the county a s  r epor t ed  by t h e  a s ses so r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

Assessed value repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cen t  o f  t o t a l  

a s ses sed  va lue  i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  




Custer County: Number of Conveyances by Size 
of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio, Measure of Variat ion 

and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 

One Vacant A l l  Misc. Rural Land 

t Sales Ratio Class ($1 
F a d  ly 

~ w e l l i h g s  
Urban 
Land 

0 ther  -Urban 
Total 
Urban 

With 
Impts. 

Without 
Iq ts .  

Under 10 
10 and under 12 
12 " " 14 
14 
16 

" 
" 

" 
" 

16 
18  

k 48 	 " " 50 
3 50 " " 55 

55 " " 60 

60 and Over 


= 

Total  Cases 
P. 

? Average Sales Ratio (%) 22.9 28.2 --- 28.9 21.0 29.8 

Measure of aria tiona 
Below Average Ratio 4.6 8.1 --- 10.5 4 .0 12.3 
Above Average Ratio 35.3 13  -7  --- 28.7 24.0 14.2 

Total  	 39.9 21.8 --- 39 -2 28.0 26 .5 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points  within which the  middle half  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrange 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the county a 
assessor t o  the Legislat ive Council. 
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A l l  
0ther Total Total 
-Rural -Rural County 

0 0 0 
0 0 1 

0 0 2 

1 3 5 

0 3 7 


d from low to high. 

s reported by the 



DELTA COUWTT 


Dalta County's sa l sa  r a t i o  of 25.7 per cent is  the 33rd among the county 
r a t i o s  i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  high. It i a  7.9 per cent (2.2 
percentage pointa) below the atate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. lhe r a t i o 8  
f o r  urban and r u r a l  properties a r e  28.1 per cent and 21.5 per cent, reapectively. 

I n  terms of asaessed value of properties on the county's tax r o l l s ,  th 
arount of urban property i n  Delta County i a  somewhat l e s a  than one-half of the 
t o t a l .  This is  i n  contrast  t o  the s t a t e  aa a whole wherein the aasessed value 
of urban property is  almost three timer t ha t  of r u r a l  property. Agriculturdl 
land with improverrenta represent8 approximately two-f if'ths of the county' a t o t a l  
asseased value. 

Variation among the sa l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Delta County is somewhat la rger  man 
tha t  f o r  the  a t a t e  a s  a whole. 'Ihe average range (16.1 percentage points)  within 
which the middle half  of the  county's r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low to high 
i a  la rger  than tha t  f o r  the s t a t e  (11.5 percentage points). Both urban and r u r a l  
properties share i n  this above-average var ia t ion  amng the sa l e s  ra t ios .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  aebng r u r a l  properties i n  Delta County during 
the period of the study was r e l a t i ve ly  greater than i t  was atate-wide . This is 
shown by the f a c t  t ha t  r u r a l  proper t ies  sold consti tuted 3.4 per cent of the 
county's t o t a l  assessed value of r u r a l  property on the tax  r o l l s ,  whereas the 
corresponding proportion for the  s t a t e  was 1.7 per cent. 

Delta County: -ry of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Total Total Total 
Nature of the Data County -Urban -Rural 

Nurber of Cer t i f  i ca  tea 284 
Average Sales Ratio (;() 25.7 
Measure of Variation.  

Below Average Ratio 	 5.2 
Above Average Ratio 	 10.9 

Total 16.1 
Prop. of Total Ass'd Valueb 100.O 
Ass'd Value on Cert i f icate8 

a s  ;( of t o t a l  
Ass'd Valuec 	 307 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the middle half  of the aales  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Aaaessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county aa reported by the aasessor t o  the Legislative Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Cer t i f ica tes  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the county f o r  each c lass  of property. 



Del ta  County: 
of Sa l e s  Rat io ,  Averr 

and Proport ion of 1 

Sa le s  Rat io  C la s s  (%) 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class  e ears) 

1-8 19-28 29-48 Over 48 - 9-18-
A l l  
Ages 

U d e r  10 
10 and under 12  
12 " " 14 
14 " " 16 
16  " " 18  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
2 
2 

0 
1 
1 
0 
0 

0 
2 
1 
2 
3 

48 	 " " 50 
5 0 "  " 55 
55 " " 60 
60 and Over 

T o t a l  Cases 	 1 9  25 15 27 35 121 

Average Sa le s  Rat io  ($1 32.1 28.5 26.2 24.6 23.7 26.6 

Measure of aria t iona  

Below Averape Rat io  3.3 3.7 4.4 5.2 3.5 4.0 

Above Averape Rat io  7.5 5.4 4.4 7.6 8 .O 6.9 


T o t a l  	 10.8 9.1 8.8 22.8 11.5 10.9 

Prop. of Ass'd valueb 	 6.7 7.1 2.6 6.9 8.7 32 .O 

a .  	 Range i n  percentace  po in t s  w i th in  which the  middle h a l f  of t he  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrari: 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cen t  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  the  county 
a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 



Number o f  Conveyances by S i ze  
ge Sa l e s  Rat io ,  Measure of  V a r i a t i o n  
ssessed Value by Class  of Proper ty  

Vacant A l l  Agric .  Land Hisc.  Rura l  Land 
:ommercial Urban Other  T o t a l  with Without With Without T o t a l  T o t a l  

-

ju i ld ings  Land Urban Urban h p t s .  Impts. Impts.  Impts. -Rural  County 

;ed from low to  high. 

a s  repor ted  by t h e  



DENVER COUNTY 


Denver's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 32.2 per cent  i s  the 53rd among t h e  county r a t i o s  
i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  15.4 per cent  (4.3 percentage 
po in t s )  above the state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent .  Because Denver i s  e n t i r e l y  
urban, i t  is of i n t e r e s t  t o  compare Denver's r a t i o  with the  state-wide urban r a t i o  
of 29.5 per  cent.  The r a t i o  f o r  Denver i s  9.2 per cent  (2.7 percentage po in t s )  
above the urban r a t i o  state-wide. 

With one exception, the s a l e s '  r a t i o  f o r  each of the c l a s s e s  of urban property 
i n  Demrer i s  l a r g e r  than the corresponding state-wide r a t i o .  The exception i r  
t h a t  of mrl t i - fami .1~ dwell ings,  f o r  which the Denver r a t i o  of  30.2 per cent  i s  
1.1 percentage points  below the state-wide r a t i o  of  31.3 per cen t  f o r  multi-family 
dwellings. 

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market i n  Denver dur ing the period of the study was somewhat 
less a c t i v e  r e l a t i v e l y  than i t  was state-wide, urban and r u r a l  a reas  combined, and 
considerably l e s s  a c t i v e  r e l a t i v e l y  than i n  urban a reas  state-wide. This i s  rhorn 
by the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  assessed value of p roper t i e s  sold i n  Denver represented only  
3.4 per cen t  of t o t a l  assessed value of p roper t i e s  on the c i t y ' s  t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas 
the corresponding proport ions f o r  the s t a t e  (urban and r u r a l  combined) and f o r  
urban a reas  i n  the  s t a t e  were 3.3 per cent  and 4.6 per cen t ,  respectively.  

This below-average market a c t i v i t y  i n  Denver r e f l e c t s  the  comparative lack 
of unused space f o r  expansion wi th in  the  c i t y  limits. It i s  noted i n  t h i s  con-
nection t h a t  market a-c t iv i ty  i n  urban a r e a s  of the three  counties adjoining 
Denver and of such counties a s  Boulder, E l  Paso, and Pueblo was g rea te r  than 
t h a t  of urban a r e a s  state-wide. 

Denver County: Summary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Tota l  Total  To ta l  
Nature of the Data County -Urban Rural 

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  54 13 5413 None 
Average Sales Ratio ($) 32.2 32.2 ----
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 	 5.3 5 .3 
Above Average Ratio 	 5 .7 5.7 

Tota l  11.O 11.O 
Prop. of Total  Ass'd ~ a l u e b  100.0 100.O 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

as  % of t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 	 3 .4 3.4 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  within which the middle ha l f  of the s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cen t  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county a s  reported by t h e  assessor  t o  the Legis la t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Asses.sed value reported on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed value  i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



Denver County: Nunber of Conveyances by Size 
of  Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio,  Measure of Variat io 

and Proport ion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 

One-Family Dwellings By Age Groups (years)  
A l l  Multi- Comn 

Sales Ratio Class (5) -1-8 -9-18 -19-28 29-48- Over 48 Ages Family 

Under 10  
10 and under 12 
1 2 "  " 14 
14 " 16 
16 	 " " 18 

48 " " 50 ' 10 2 2 4 2 20 5 
50 " " 55 5 3 1 1 3 1 3  6 
55 " 60 0 1 2 0 1 4 3 
60 and Over 4 3 4 3 7 2 1  2 

To ta l  Cases 	 1926 907 280 761 679 4553 461 3 

Average Sales  Ratio (%) 34.7 31.4 30.4 27.2 22.9 30.4 30.2 3 

Measure of aria tiona 
Below Average Ratio 2.3 3.2 3.9 3 .5 5.3 3.2 6.8 I 
Above Average Rat io  2.6 3 .4 4 00 3 .9 5.0 3.5 5.2 1 

Tota l  	 4.9 6.6 7.9 7.4 10.3 6.7 12.0 1 

Prop. of Ass'd valueb 21.1 10.4 4.3 10.4 5.0 51.2 9.5 2 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which the  middle ha l f  of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r a q  

b. 	 Assessed value  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the  county 
assessor  t o  the Legis la t ive  Council. 



Vacant 
Industr ia l  Urban Total  
Buildings Lard Countx 

ged from low to  high. 

a s  reported by the 



- - 

DOLORES COUNTY 

Dolores County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 23.7 per cent  i s  the 20th among the  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low to high. It i s  15.1 per cent  (4.2 percentage points)  
below the state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. 

I n  terms of assessed value of property on the t ax  r o l l s ,  the amount of r u r a l  
property i n  Dolores County i s  approximately three  times t h a t  of  urban property. 
This is i n  con t ras t  to  the s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein the amount of urban property 
is  almost three  times the r u r a l  property t o t a l .  Because of the importance of 
r u r a l  property i n  the county, the county-wide s a l e s  r a t i o  i s  c loser  to  the r a t i o  
f o r  r u r a l  areas  (21.6 per cen t )  than it  i s  to the .urban r a t i o  (34.0 per cent) .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  i n  urban areas  was r e l a t i v e l y  g rea te r  i n  Dolores 
County during the period of the study than it  was state-wide. This i s  shown by 
the f a c t  t h a t  the comhined assessed value of urban proper t ies  sold represented 
6.9 per cent of the assessed value of urban property on the tax r o l l s  i n  the county, 
whereas the  corresponding proportion f o r  the s t a t e  a s  a whole was 4.6 per cent. 
This is  the  reverse of the pic ture  f o r  r u r a l  areas  wherein market a c t i v i t y  s t a t e -  
wide was the greater .  

Variat ion among the s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Dolores County is  somewhat wider than 
tha t  f o r  the s t a t e  a s  a whole. 'Ihe average range (14.6 percentage points)  within 
which the middle half of the county's r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low to  high 
is  la rger  than t h a t  fo r  the s t a t e  (11.5 percentage points) .  Both urban and r u r a l  
areas  i n  the county share i n  t h i s  above-average var ia t ion.  

Dolores County: Summary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Total  Total Total 
Nature of the Data County Urban Rural 

Number of Ce r t i f i c a t e s  
Average Sales Ratio ( 5 )  
Measure of Variationa 

Below Average Ratio 
Above Average Ratio 

Total  
Prop. of Total Ass'd valueb 
Ass'd Value on Ce r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 

a.  	 Range i n  percentage points  within which the middle hal f  of the s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low to high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property as  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county a s  reported by the  assessor to the Legislat ive Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Cer t i f i ca tes  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



Dalorer Coantyf 1VH.ber of Coweyanoer by Sire 

of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio, ~ a s u r sof Variation 


axl Proportion of Aasesaed Value by Class of Praperty 


Om Vacant A l l  
Family Urban 0ther  Total Tota1 Tot a1 

Sales Ratio Class (#) D n l l i n g s  Iand -Urban -Urban -fural County 

Under 10 
10 and under 12 
12 " a 14 
14 a a 16 
16 " ' 18 

48 	 " ' 50 
5 0 "  " 55 
55 " 60 
60 and Over 

Total Cases 	 10 6 3 19 11 30 

Average a l e s  Ratio ($1 30.5 43 .7 -..- 34.O 21 .6 23.7 

Measure of Variations 
Below Average Ratio 8.3 22 .7 --- 7.7 3.4 4 .3 
Above Average E t i o  7 .7 28.8 --- 6.4 11.3 10.3 

Total 	 16.O 51.5 00- 14.1 14.7 14.6 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within whicn the d d d l e  half sf the ratio6 f a l l  uhma 
arranged from low to high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by class  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the 
county a s  reported by the assessor to the Legislative Council. 



DOUGLAS COUNTY 

Douglas County's sa les  r a t i o  of 16.3 per cent i s  the  3rd among the  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It is  41.6 per cent (11.6 percentage points) 
below the  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. 

Unlike the  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein urban properties account f o r  almost three- 
fourths of the  t o t a l  assessed value of properties on the  t a x  r o l l s ,  only one-fourth 
of the  t o t a l  i n  Douglas County i s  located i n  urban areas. One-family dwellings 
prepresent only 15.2 per cent of the  county-wide t o t a l ,  whereas the corresponding 
proportion f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole i s  45.0 per cent. 

During the period of the study, the r e a l  e s t a t e  market f o r  urban properties 
was somewhat more ac t ive  r e l a t i v e l y  i n  Douglas County than i t  was state-wide. 
This i s  indicated by the f a c t  t ha t  the assessed value of urban proper t ies  sold 
represented 5.3 per cent of the assessed value of urban properties on the tax  
r o l l s ,  whereas the corresponding proportion state-wide was 4.6 per cent. 

Variation among the s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban areas  i n  Douglas County i s  
wider than tha t  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (16.0 percentage 
points)  within which the  middle half  of the county's urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when 
arranged from low t o  high i s  larger  than tha t  f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.0 percentage 
points ). 

Douglas County: Summary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Total  Tot a 1  Total 
Nature of the Data County -Urban -Rural 

Number of Cer t i f i ca tes  8 1  
Average Sales Ratio (%) 16.3 
Measure of Variationa 

Below Average Ratio 	 2.9 
Above Average Ratio 	 '7.5 

Total  10.4 
Proport ion of Total  Ass d ~ a l u e b  100.0 
Asstd Value on Cer t i f i ca tes  

as % of t o t a l  
Assld Value= 	 2.5 

a. 	 Range ia percentage points within which the  middle half  of the s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c lass  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county a s  reported by the  assessor t o  the Legislat ive Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Cer t i f i ca tes  as  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  t he  county for  each c lass  of property, 



Douglas County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of  Sales  Ratio,  Average Sales Ratio, Measure of Var ia t ion  


and Proport ion of Assessed Value by Class of  Profierty 


One Vacant A l l  Misc. Rural  L 
Family Urban 0 t h e r  Tota l  H it h  H i t h  

Sales Ratio Class  ($) ~ w e l l i l n ~ s  Lad Urban Urban Impts. Impt 

Under 10  0 0 0 0 0 
10 and u d e r  12 
12 " lr 14 
14 " " 16 
16 " " 18 

1 
1 
1 
5 

2 
1 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

3 
2 
2 
6 

1 
0 
0 
2 

48 	 " " 50 
50 	 " 55 
55 " " 60 

60 and Over 


. 
dTota l  Cases 	 28 11 3 42 11 

Average Sales  Ratio ($1 25.3 18.3 --- 22.6 27.1 1 4  

Measure of va r i a t iona  
Below Average Ratio 4 .9 4.3 --- 3.8 8.3 . 
Above Average Ratio 6 .O 4 .O --- 12.2 12.4 1 1  

Tot a 1  	 10.9 8.3 --- 16.O 20.7 I! 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i t h i n  which the  middle ha l f  of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arimar 

I 
b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cen t  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the count3 

assessor  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



rnd A l l  
out Other Total Tota l  

-9 . Rural Rural County 

~ged from low to high. 

r as reported by the 



EAGLE COUNTY 


Eagle County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 29.3 per  cent  i s  the 50th among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low to high. It is  5 per  c e n t  (1.4 percentage po in t s )  
higher than the  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cant .  

The urban and r u r a l  propor t iens  of t o t a l  assessed value  i n  Eagle County 
(28.0 per  cen t  and 72.0 per  cen t )  a r e  p r a c t i c a l l y  the  r eve r se  of those f o r  t h e  
s t a t e  (73.7 per cent  and 26.3 per  c e n t ,  r e spec t ive ly ) .  

There i s  l e s s  uniformity (grea ter  v a r i a t i o n )  among the s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban 
a reas  i n  Eagle County than the re  is among those f o r  t h e  s t a t e .  The average range 
wi th in  which the  middle ha l f  of the  county's urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from 
low t o  high (25.8 percentage p o i n t s )  i s  more than double t h a t  f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.5 
percentage p o i n t s )  . 

During the period of the s tudy,  r e a l  e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among r u r a l  
p roper t i e s  was r e l a t i v e l y  about the  same i n  Eagle County a s  i t  was state-wide, 
The assessed value of r u r a l  p roper t i e s  sold accounted f o r  the same pronortion(l.7 
per  cen t )  of t o t a l  assessed value of r u r a l  property on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  the  
county a s  i n  the s t a t e .  Among urban p roper t i e s ,  market a c t i v i t y  was r e l a t i v e l y  
much lower i n  the  county than i t  was i n  the s t a t e  a s  a  whole. 

Eagle County: Summary of 
Sa les  Ratio Data 

To ta l  Tota l  To ta l  
Nature of the Data County Urban Rura1-
Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  11 
Average Sales  Ratio (%) 27.5 
Measure of Varia t iona 

Below Average Ratio 
Above Average Batio 

To ta l  
Prop. of Tota l  Ass'd ~ a l u e b  
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points  wi th in  which the  middle ha l f  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low to high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cen t  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county a s  reported by the as sessor  t o  the  Legis la t ive  Council. 

c .  	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



Eagle County: Nuaber of Conveyances Size 

of Sales &t io ,  Average Sales Ratio, Heaaure of Variation 


and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 


A l l  
Family Other Total  Total Tot a1 

b l e s  Ratio Class (%) Dwellings Urban -Urban -Rural County 

Under 10 

10 and under 12 

12 	 ' " 14 

14 	 ' " 16 

16 	 " 18  


48 	 " 50 

5 0 "  " 55 

55 	 " " 60 

60 and Over 

Total Cases 	 25 7 32 11 43 


Average Sales Ratio (5 )  31.1 35 .4 35 .4 27.5 29.3 

Measure of Variationa 
Below Average Ratio 8 .O ---- 6.3 5.5 5.8 
Above Average Ratio 16.6 ---- 19.5 6.2 8.8 

Total 	 24.6 ---- 25.8 11.7 14.8 

Prop. of Ass'd valueb 19.1 8.9 28 .O 72 .O 100.O 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the middle half of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when 
arranged from low to  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c lass  of property as  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the 
county 'as reported by the  assessor to the k g i s l a t i v e  Council. 



ELBERT COUNTY 


Elber t  County's sa les  r a t i o  of 21.2 per cent i s  the 13th among the county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  24.0 per cent (6.7 percentage points)  
below the state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. 

In  terms of assessed value of property on the t ax  r o l l s ,  the  amount of rural 
property i n  the  county is nine times t h a t  of urban property. This is i n  contras t  
t o  the s t a t e  as a whole wherein the amount of urban property is  almost th ree  times 
the r u r a l  property t o t a l .  Agricul tura l  land with improvements represents 85 per 
cent  of t o t a l  assessed value of proper t ies  on the  county's t ax  r o l l s ,  urban and 
r u r a l  combined. The importance of t h i s  c l a s s  accounts f o r  the f a c t  t h a t  the over-
a l l  county r a t i o  (21.2 per cent)  i s  c lose  t o  the r a t i o  f o r  ag r i cu l t u r a l  land with 
improvements (19.9 per cen t )  even though the urban r a t i o  i s  much higher. 

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market was l e s s  ac t i ve  r e l a t i ve ly  i n  r u r a l  a reas  of Elber t  
County during the  period of the  study than i t  was i n  r u r a l  a reas  state-wide. This 
i s  ref lected i n  the  f a c t  t ha t  the  assessed va h e  of r u r a l  proper t ies  sold i n  the 
county represented only 1.1 per cent  of the assessed value of r u r a l  proper t ies  
on the  county's t ax  r o l l s ,  whereas the corresponding proportion f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  
a whole was 1.7 per cent. 

Elber t  County: Summary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Total  Total  To ta l  
Nature of the  Data County Urban -Rural 

Number of Cer t i f i ca tes  46 
Average Sales Ratio ($) 21.2 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 	 3.5 
Above Average Ratio 	 6.9 

Tot a 1  10.4 
Prop. of Total  Ass'd valueb 100.0 
Assld Value on Cer t i f i ca tes  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld Valuec 	 1.5 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the  middle half  of the s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county as  reported by t he  assessor t o  t he  Legis la t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Ce r t i f i c a t e s  as per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 
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Elber t  County: Number of Conveyances by Size 
of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio, Measure of Variatio 

and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 

0 ne Vacant A l l  A 
Family Urban Other Total  Agric. Land Ot l  

Sales Ratio Class (%) Dwellings Land Urban Urban Hith Impts. 

Under 10 0 0 0 0 0 
10 and under 12 
l2 " " 14 

0 
2 

1 
1 

0 
0 

1 
3 

0 
0 

14 
16 

11 

" 
tt 

" 

16 
18 

2 
1 

1 
0 

0 
0 

3 
1 

1 
3 

48 " " 50
"50 " 55

" "55 60 

60 and Over 


Total  Cases 

Average Sales  Ratio (5) 

Measure of Variation* 

Below Average Ratio 

Above Average Ratio 


Total 

Prop. of valuebA S S ~ ~  

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the middle ha l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrang 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the county 
assessor t o  the Legislative Council. 

- 47 -

1 



P l  
her Total Total 

Rural County 

ed from low to  high. 

a s  reported by the 
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E l  Paso County's sa l e s  r a t i o  of 23.0 per cent  i s  the  18th amng the county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low to high. It is 17.6 per cent (4.9 percentage pofnts)  
lower than the state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. The r a t i o  fo r  urban area6 i n  th. 
county (23.1 per cent)  is only a l i gh t ly  la rger  than the r a t i o  f o r  rural areas  (22.1 
per cent) .  

&ban proper t ies  account f o r  84.2 per cent of the combined assessed value 
of a l l  proper t ies  on the  tax r o l l s  i n  B l  Paso County a s  reported to the Legislat ive 
Council by the  assessor. lhis i s  subs tan t ia l ly  l a rge r  than the  corresponding s ta te -  
wide proportion of  73.7 per  cent. 

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among urban proper t ies  was r e l a t i ve ly  la rger  i n  
E l  Paso County during the  period of the  study than it was state-wide. This is 
shown by the  f a c t  t ha t  the  combined assessed value of urban properties represented 
6.2 per cent of t a t a l  assessed value of urban property on the  t a x  r o l l s  i n  the  

county, whereas the  corresponding proportion f o r  the  s t a t e  as a whole was 4.6 

per cent, This i s  the  reverse of the  pic ture  f o r  rural a reas  wherein market 

a c t i v i t y  was r e l a t i ve ly  greater  i n  the  s t a t e  than it was i n  the  county. 


There i s  wider var ia t ion  among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  r u r a l  areas  i n  the  county 
than among those f o r  t he  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (14.9 percentage points)  
within which the  middle half' of the  county's r u r a l  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from 
low t o  high i s  la rger  than tha t  f o r  t he  s t a t e  (12.5 percentage points). 

E l  Paso County: Summary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Tota l  Total  Total  

Nature of the  Data County Urban Rural 


Number of Cer t i f i ca tes  
Average Sales Ratio (5) 
Measure of Variationa 

b l o w  Average Ratio 
Above Average h t i o  

Tot a 1  

Prop. of Totaf Assld valueb 

Assld Value on Ce r t i f i c a t e s  


as % of t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which t he  middle half  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  

f a l l  when arranged f r o m . 1 0 ~  t o  high. 


b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  

the  county a s  reported by the  assessor t o  t h e  Legislat ive Council. 


c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Ce r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent of t o t a l  

assessed value i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property, 


I 
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E l  Paso County: Nr 
of Sales  Ra ti o, Average 

and Proportion of Asst 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class ears) 
A l l  Multi-Fami 

Sales Ratio Class ($1 -19-28 -29-48 Over 48 Ages Dwellint 

Under 10  0 1 1 5 7 14 0 
r 10 and under 12  0 2 1 11 10 2 4 0 

12 " " 14 9 2 7 17 33 68 0 
II 14 " 16 2 5 9 23  29 68 1 

16 " " 18 9 6 5. 29 36 85 0 

48 " * 50
"50 55 

55 60 
r 60 and Over 

b 

T o t a l  Cases 

! Average Sales Ratio ($1 

Measure of va r i a t iona  
b Below Average Ratio 

Above Average Ratio 
To ta l  

a. Bange i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which the  middle h a l f  of  the r a t i o s  f a l l  when arraq 

b. Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per cen t  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  the county 

* assesso r  t o  the Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



nber o f  Conveyances by S i z e  
Sales Ratio, Measure of Variation 
ssed Value by Class of  Property 

Ty 

s, 

Vacant 
Commercial Indus tr ia l  Urban 
Buildings Buildings - Land 

Total 
Urban 

Agric. 
With 
Impt s. 

Misc, ,RuralLand 
With Without 
Impts. lmpts. 

A l l  
Other 
Rural 

Total 
Rural County 

led from low t o  high.  

a s  reported by the  



FREMONT COUNTY 


Fremont County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 23.8 per cent i s  the  22nd among the  county 
r a t i o s  i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  14.7 per cent (4.1 
percentage points)  below t h e  state-wide r a t i o  of 2'7.9 per cent. The s a l e s  
r a t i o s  f o r  urban and r u r a l  properties i n  the  county a r e  24.8 per cent and 22.5 
per cent, respectively;  they a re  a l so  below the corresponding s t a t e  r a t i o s  
(29.5 per cent and 24.3 per cent, respectively).  

I n  terms of assessed value of property on the tax  r o l l s ,  one-family dwellings 
aocount f o r  about two-fifths of the county's t o t a l  (43.5 per cent) .  Next i n  
importance to one-family dwellings i s  miscellaneous r u r a l  land w i t h  improvements 
(with 27.3 per cent of the county t o t a l ) .  

Variation among the  sa les  r a t i o s  i n  Fremont County i s  larger  than t h a t  f o r  
the s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (13.8 percentage points)  within which 
the  middle half  of the countyts r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high is 
r e l a t i ve ly  la rger  than it i s  f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage points) .  Both urban 
and r u r a l  properties i n  the  county share i n  t h i s  above-average variat ion.  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among r u r a l  proper t ies  i n  Fremont County during 
the period of the study was r e l a t i ve ly  l e s s  than i t  was i n  the s t a t e  a s  a whole. 
This i s  ref lected i n  the f a c t  tha t  r u r a l  proper t ies  sold represented only 0.6 per 
cent of t o t a l  assessed value of ru r a l  property i n  the county, whereas the corre-
sponding proportion f o r  the s t a t e  was 1.7 per cent. Market a c t i v i t y  among urban 
proper t ies  was about the same r e l a t i ve ly  i n  the county a s  i n  the s t a t e .  

Fremont County: Summary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Total  Total  Total  
Nature of the  Data County Urban -Rural' 

Number of Cer t i f i ca tes  23 
Average Sales Ratio (%) 22 .5 
Measure of variat iona 

Below Average Ratio 	 4.2 
Above Average Ratio 	 12.8 

Total  17.O 
Prop. of Total  Ass'd valueb 38-9 
Assld Value on Cer t i f i ca tes  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Asst d ValueC 	 0.6 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the middle half  of the sa les  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value bv c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county a s  reported by the assessor t o  the Legislative Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Cer t i f i ca tes  as  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the county fo r  each c l a s s  of property. 
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Fremont County: Number of Co 
of Sales Ratio,  Average Sales Rati 

and Proportion of Assessed Value 

One-Family D w e l l i n ~ s  by Age Class (years) 
A l l  Commerci 

1-8 -9-18 19-28 -29-48 Over 48 A g e s  BuildingSales Ratio Class ($1 

Under 10  
I 10 and ullder 12
I 12 " " 14 

14 " I 161 16 " " 18 

48 " " 50 
50 55 
55 " 60 
60 and Over 

To ta l  Cases 

Average Sales  Ratio ($1 

Measure of aria tiona 
Below Average Ratio 
Above Average Ratio 

T o t a l  

a .  	 Range i n  percentage points  wi th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrang 

be 	Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  t h e  county 
assessor  to  the Legis la t ive  Council. 

- 5 1  -



nveyances by Size 
3 ,  Measure of  Variation 
by Class of Property 

Vacant 
11 Urban 
k-Land 

A l l  
Other 
Urban 

Total 
Urban 

Misc. 
f i i th  
Impts. 

Rural Land 
H i  thout 
Impts* 

A l :  
Other 
Rura 1 

Total 
Rural 

Total 
County 

,d from low to high. 

is reported by the 



GABFIEID COUNTY 

The sa l e s  r a t i o  of 26.9 per cent f o r  Garfield County i s  the  39th among the  
county r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  3.6 per cent ( 1  percentage 
point)  below the  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. 

Unlike the s t a t e  a s  a whole f o r  which t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  urban properties i s  
greater than tha t  f o r  r u r a l  properties,  the  s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  r u r a l  properties i n  
Garfield County (29.4 per cen t )  i s  greater than the  urban r a t i o  (24.2 per cent). 
Unlike t he  state-wide pic ture  a l so  i s  the f a c t  t h a t  r u r a l  property i n  the  county 
i s  more important than urban property i n  terms of t o t a l  assessed value of property 
on the  t a x  ro l l s .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among urban properties was r e l a t i v e l y  lower i n  
Garfield County during the  period of the  study than it was state-wide. This i s  
shown by the  f a c t  that  the  combined assessed value of urban properties sold repre- 
sented only 3.7 per cent of t o t a l  assessed value of urban property on the  t a x  
r o l l s  i n  the  county, whereas the  corresponding proportion far the  s t a t e  a s  a 
whole was 4.6 per cent. This i s  the reverse of the pic ture  f o r  r u r a l  areas 
wherein market a c t i v i t y  wae rela , t ively  greater  i n  the  county than i n  the  s ta te .  

There i s  wider var ia t ion  among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Garfield County than 
among those f a r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (19.7 percentage points)  
within which t he  middle half  of the county's r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low 
t o  high i s  i n  contras t  t o  t h a t  f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage points) .  

Garfield Countyr Summary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Total  Total  Tot a 1  
Nature of the  Data County -Urban -Rural 

Number of Cer t i f i ca tes  159 
Average Sales Ratio (%) 26.9 
Measure of Variationa 

Below Average Ratio 	 6.2 
Above Average Ratio 	 13.5 

Total  19.7 
Prop. of Total  Ass'd valueb 100.0 
Ass 'd Value on Cer t i f i ca tes  

a s  of t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 	 2.8 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the  middle half  of the  sa les  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cant of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county as  reported by the  assessor t o  t he  Legislat ive Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Cer t i f i ca tes  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the  county f o r  each c lass  of property. 



Garf ie ld  County: Number of Conveyances by Size 
of Sales Ratio,  Average Sales Ratio, Measure of V a r i a t i  

and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 

Sales Ratio Class (%) 

One 
Family 

Dwellings 

Vacant 
Urban 
Land 

A l l  
Other 
Urban 

Tota l  
Urban 

Agric. Land 
P i t h  Without 
Impts. Impts. 

Under 10 
10 and under 12 
12 " " 14 
14 " " 16 
16 " " 1 8  

3 
2 
2 
1 
6 

1 
1 
1 
2 
5 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

4 
3 
3 
3 

11 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 
1 

48 " It 

50 " " 
55 " " 
60 and Over 

50 
55 
60 

Tota l  Cases 73 38 6 117 14 6 

Average Sales Ratio ($1 24.6 21.1 ---- 24.2 31.2 30.7 

Measure of aria tiona 
Below Average Ratio 
Above Average Ratio 

Tota l  

4 .3 
12.8 
17.1 

3.3 
16.6 
19.9 

---- ---- 
---- 

3 -7 
18.O 
21.7 

8 62 
9.8 

18.O 

13.7 
14.3 
28 .O 

Prop. of  Ass'd valueb 25.5 1.1 16.9 43.5 39.1 .5.8 

a .  Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which the  middle ha l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrangc 

b. Assessed value by c l a s s  of property as  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the county i 

a ssessor  to the  Legis la t ive  Council. 



Hisc. Rural Land 
H i  th Hithout Total Total 
1mpts.Impts. Rural County 

sd from low to high. 

as reported by the 



G ILPIN COUNTY 


G i l p i n  County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 14.6 per  cen t  i s  t h e  2nd among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. ' It i s  47.7 per  cent  (13.3 percentage 
p o i n t s )  below t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 pe r  cent .  

Unlike the  s t a t e  a s  a  whole wherein urban p r o p e r t i e s  account f o r  almost 
th ree- four ths  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  on the  t a x  r o l l s ,  r u r a l  
p r o p e r t i e s  comprise f o u r - f i f t h s  (80.8 per  c e n t )  of the  county t o t a l .  The s a l e s  
r a t i o  f o r  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  i n  t h e  county (13.6 pe r  c e n t )  i s  much lower than t h a t  
f o r  urban p rope r t i e s .  

Real  e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  d u r i n g  the  period of t he  study was r e l a t i v e l y  
much lower i n  G i l p i n  County than  i t  was s tate-wide.  This i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  the 
f a c t  t h a t  t h e  assessed  va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  so ld  r e p r e s e n t s  a smal le r  p ropor t ion  
of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  on the  t a x  r o l l s  i n  the  county (0.8 of a 
per  c e n t )  t han  i t  does i n  t he  s t a t e  a s  a  whole ( 3 . 8  per c e n t ) .  This  below-average 
market a c t i v i t y  holds  t r u e  f o r  both urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  i n  .the county a s  
w e l l  a s  f o r  urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  combined. 

Because the  number of conveyance i s  comparatively small  and v a r i a t i o n  among 
the  s a l e s '  r a t i o s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t he  s i z e  of the  average r a t i o  i s  l a r g e ,  t h e r e  is  
some ques t ion  ( a s  noted i n  P a r t  One of t he  r e p o r t )  concerning the  r e l i a b i l i t y  o r  
accuracy o f  t h e  averaye r a t i o  f o r  G i lp in  County. 

G i l p i n  County: Summary of  
Sa l e s  Rat io  Data 

T o t a l  T o t a l  To ta l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rural 

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  41 
Average Sa le s  Ra t io  (5) 14.6 
Measure of Var ia t iona  

Below Average Ra t io  3.3 
Above Average Rat io  5.9 

T o t a l  9.2 
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass ld  valueb 100.0 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld valueC 0.8 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cen t  of  t o t a l  a s se s sed  va lue  i n  
t h e  county a s  r epo r t ed  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  r epo r t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cen t  of t o t a l  
assessed  va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of proper ty ,  



G i l p i n  County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sa les  Rat io,  Average Sales  ~ a t i o ,  Measure of Var i a t ion  


and Proport ion of Assessed Value by Class  of  Property 


One Vacant A l l  Misc. Rural Lz 
Fami1.v Urban 0 t h e r  To ta l  H i t h  W i t h  

Sa l e s  Rat io  Class (%) ~ n e l l i h g s  Land -Urban Urban Impts. lmpt 

Under 10 ' 0 2 0 2 1 
10 and u rde r  12 0 1 0 1 0 
12 " " 14 1 0 0 1 2 
14 " It 16 2 1 0 3 0 
16 " " 18 0 0 0 0 0 

48 " " 50 
50 " " 55 
55 " It 60 
60 and Over 

Tota l  Cases 9 .lo 1 20 8 1 

Average Sales  Rat io  ($1 19.O 15.7 --- 20.8 16.2 12 

Measure of v a r i a t i o n a  
Below Average Rat io  4 .O 4.7 --- 6.2 3.2 2 
Above Average Ra t io  6 .O 6.1 --- 3.8 10.8 3 

Total  10 .0 10.8 --- 10.0 14.0 6 

a. Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranl 

b. Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cen t  of  t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  the  county 
a s ses so r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 



A l l  
Other To tal Total 
Rura1 Rural County-

from low to  high . 
reported by the 



GR4ND COUNTY 

The sa l e s  r a t i o  of 22.8 per  cent  f o r  Grand County i s  the 17th among the 
county r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  18.3 per cent (5.1 percentage 
points)  below the  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. 

Unlike the  s t a t e  a s  a whole f o r  which the  assessed value of urban proper t ies  
on the  t a x  r o l l s  i s  markedly greater  than t h a t  of rural propert ies,  t h e  assessed 
value of r u r a l  proper t ies  i n  t h e  county is  somewhat greater  than t ha t  of urban 
propert ies.  However, i n  t he  county as wel l  a s  i n  t h e  s t a t e ,  the  s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  
urban a reas  is  greater  than t h a t  f o r  r u r a l  areas. 

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  was r e l a t i v e l y  lower i n  Grand County during the  
period of the study than it was state-wide. This i s  re f lec ted  i n  the f a c t  t h a t  
the combined assessed value of p roper t i es  sold  represented only 2.5 per cent  of 
t o t a l  assessed value of property on the tax r o l l s  i n  the  county, whereas the 
corresponding proportion f o r  the s t a t e  a s  a whole was 3.8 per cent. 

Variat ion amng the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban a r ea s  i n  Grand County is  wider 
than t ha t  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (17.1 percentage ~ o i n t r )  
within which the middle hal f  of the county's urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from 
low t o  high i s  considerably higher than t ha t  f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.0 percentage points) .  
Ihis is the reverse of the pic ture  f o r  r u r a l  areas  wherein the  state-wide var ia t ion  
i s  the greater .  

Grand County: Summary cf 

Sales Ratio Data 


Tot a 1  Tota l  Total  
Nature of t h e  Data County -Urban -Rural 

Number of Ce r t i f i c a t e s  106 
Average Sales  Ratio ( 5 )  22.8 
Measure of  Variation"L 

Below Average h t i o  	 4.2 
Above Average h t i o  	 7 .4 

Tota l  11-6 
Prop. of Tota l  Asa'd ~ a l u e b  100,O 
Assld Value on Ce r t i f i c a t e s  

as 5 of t o t a l  
AssId Valuec 	 2.5 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points  within which t he  middle half  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  hiah. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county a s  reported by the  assessor  t o  the Legislat ive Council. 

c, 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Ce r t i f i c a t e s  as per  cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



Grand County: Number of Conveyances by Size  
of Sa les  Rat io ,  Average Sa le s  Rat io ,  Heasure of Var i a t i  

and Proport ion of Assessed Value by Class  of  Property 

One Vacant A l l  Hisc. Rur 
Family Commercial Urban Other Tota l  p i t h  

Sa le s  Rat io Class  ( 5 )  ~ w e l l i k ~ sBuildings Land -Urban Urban Impts. 

Under 10 0 0 6 0 6 0 
10 and under 12 0 0 1 0 1 2 
12 " " 14 0 0 2 1 3 0 
14 " " 16 0 0 1 0 1 0 
16 " " 1 8  4 2 0 0 6 1 

48 " " 50 
50 " " 55 
55 " " 60 

T 60 and Over 

b 
T o t a l  Cases 

Average Sa le s  Rat io  (9 

Measure of v a r i a t i o n a  

t Below Average Rat io  
Above Average Rat io  

T o t a l  

a. Ranee i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r an@ 

b. Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of  proper ty  a s  pe r  c e n t  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  t h e  county 

. asses so r  to  the  h g i s l a t i v e  Council. 



bl Land A l l  
1 Without Other Total Total 
] Impts. Rural Rural County 

pd from low t o  high. 

a s  reported by the 



GUNNISON COUNTY 

Gunnison County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 23.8 pe r  cent  i s  t h e  21st  among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  14.7 per  cen t  (4.1 percentage p o i n t s )  
below t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 2'7.9 per  cent .  

I n  terms of assessed  va lue  of proper ty  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  rural p r o p e r t i e s  
account f o r  t h r e e - f i f t h s  of  t h e  p rope r ty  i n  Gunnison County. On the  o t h e r  hand, 
t h e  number of urban proper ty  conveyances dur ing  t h e  per iod  of t h e  s tudy f a r  ex-
ceeded t h a t  of  rural proper ty  conveyances. 

'~ Correspondingly, r e a l  e s t a t e  marke t a c t i v i t y  was f a r  g r e a t e r  r e l a t i v e  ly 
among urban p r o p e r t i e s  i n  the county than  i t  was among r u r a l  p rope r t i e s .  This  
i s  shown by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t he  assessed va lue  of urban p r o p e r t i e s  sold represented 
5.0 per  cent  o f  t o t a l  assessed  value of urban p r o p e r t i e s  on the t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas 
the corresponding propor t i o n  f o r  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  was only  0.5 per cen t .  Likewise, 
r e l a t i v e  to  the s i t u a t i o n  s tate-wide,  the county experienced above-average market 
a c t i v i t y  among urban p r o p e r t i e s  and below-average market a c t i v i t y  among r u r a l  
p rope r t i e s .  

Var i a t ion  among the county ' s  s a l e s  r a t i o s  i s  g r e a t e r  t han  t h a t  f o r  t h e  
s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (15.1 percentage p o i n t s )  w i th in  which t h e  
middle h a l f  of  the county 's  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high i s  l a r g e r  
than t h a t  f o r  the s t a t e  (11.5 percentage po in t s ) .  Both urban and r u r a l  a r e a s  i n  
the county share  i n  t h i s  abwe-average v a r i a t i o n  among the r a t i o s .  

Gu.nnison County: Summary of 
Sa le s  Rat io Data 

T o t a l  To ta l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rura1 

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  106 9 1  15  
Average Sa le s  Rat io  (%) 23.8 25.5 22.9 
Measure of Variat iona 

Below Average Rat io  	 3.2 4.8 2.3 
Above Average Ratio 	 11.9 8.3 13.8 

Tot a1 15.1 13.1 16.1 
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass Id valueb 100.0 37.3 62.7 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

as % of t o t a l  
Ass'd Valuec 	 2.2 5 .O 0.5 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of  t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from high t o  low. 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  v a l u e  i n  
t h e  county as repor t ed  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council, 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent of t o t a l  
assessed  va lue  i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of proper ty .  



Gunnison County: Number of Conveyances by Size 
of Sa les  Rat io ,  Average Sales  Rat io ,  Measure of Var i a t ion  

and Proport ion of  Assessed Value by Class of Property 

0ne Vacant A l l  Nisc. 
Family Commercial Urban Other Total  W i  t t  

% l e s  Ratio Class  ($1 Dwellings Buildings Land -Urban -Urban Imp1 

C Under 10 1 0 6 0 7 
10 and under 12 3 0 2 0 5 
12 " " 14 4 0 1 0 5 
14 " " 16  1 0 10 0 11 
16 " " 1 8  5 0 3 0 8 

48 " 50 
50 " " 55 
55 " 60 
60 and Over 

T o t a l  Cases 49 8 34 0 91 

Average Sa le s  Rat io (%) 24.5 28.6 17.3 --- 25.5 11. 

Measure of Varia t iona  
Below Average Rat io  6.1 2.6 4.3 --- 4.8 2. 
Above Average Ratio 9.3 7 .4 3.9 --- 8.3 19 ,  

T o t a l  15.4 10.0 8.2 --- 13.1 21, 

b 

a. Range i n  p e r c e n t a ~ ep o i n t s  w i th in  which the  middle h a l f  of  the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrang
tl 

b. Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cen t  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  the  county 
a s ses so r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



!Rural A l l  
Cout 
i s .- O ther 

Rural-
Total 
Rural 

Total  
County 

12 0 
11 0 
0 1 
11 0 
10 0 

d from low t o  high. 

s reported by the 



HINSDAIE COUNTY 

The s a l e s  r a t i o  of 25.5 per  cent  f o r  Hinsdale County i s  t h e  32nd among t h e  
county r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  8.6 per cent  (2.4 percentage 
p o i n t s )  below t h e  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cent .  

Var i a t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Hinsdale County i s  r e l a t i v e l y  g rea te r  
than  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole., The range (16.5 percentage po in t s )  wi th in  
which t h e  middle ha l f  of t h e  county 's  r a t i o s  f a l l  is  considerably l a r g e r  than t h e  
average range f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage po in t s ) .  

I n  Pa r t  One of t h e  r e p o r t  on t h i s  study, i t  was noted t h a t  the  s a l e s  r a t i o  
f o r  Hinsdale County i s  sub jec t  t o  some ques t ion  so f a r  a s  dependabi l i ty  i s  concerned. 
This r e s u l t s  from the  f a c t  (1)  t h a t  t h i s  average r a t i o  i s  based upon a small  number 
of conveyances and ( 2 )  t h a t  t he  v a r i a t i o n  among t h e  r a t i o s  i s  comparatively l a rge .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among urban p roper t i e s  was somewhat g r e a t e r  
r e l a t i v e l y  i n  Hinsdale County during t h e  period of the s tudy than  i t  was s t a t e -
wide. This i s  shown by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  the  assessed value of urban p r o p e r t i e s  
so ld  represented a g r e a t e r  propor t ion  of t o t a l  assessed  value of urban p r o p e r t i e s  
on the tax r o l l s  i n  the county (5.6 per  c e n t )  than  i t  d id  state-wide (4.6 p e r  cent ) .  
'he proport ion o f  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  sold was very smal l  i n  comparison. 

Hinsdale County: Summary of 
Sa les  Ratio Data 

T o t a l  To ta l  To ta l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rural  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  10  
Average Sa les  Rat io  (%) 25.5 
Measure of Variat iona 

Below Average Ratio 7.2 
Above Average Ratio 9.3 

To ta l  16.5 
Prop. of Tota l  Ass'd valueb 100.0 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 1.8 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage poin ts  wi th in  which t h e  middle ha l f  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county a s  reported by the  a s s e s s o r  t o  the Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  reported on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed va lue  i n  the county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



Hinsdale County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio, Measure o f  Variat ion 


and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 


To t a l  
Sales Ratio Class ($1 County 

Under 10 

10 and under 12 

1 2  " 14 

14 	 " " 16 

16 	 " " 18  


48 	 " " 50 

5 0 "  " 55 

55 	 " " 60 

60 aad Over 

Total  Cases 	 10 


Average Sales Ratio ($1 	 25.5 

h a s u r e  of Variations 
Below Average Ratio 
Above Average Ratio 

Total 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the middle half of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when 
arranged from low to high. 



HCrERFANO COUNTY 

Huerfano County 's  s a l e s  r a t i o  of 19.9 per  cent  i s  t h e  8 t h  among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  28.7 per  cent  (8.0 
percentage p o i n t s )  below t h e  s ta te -wide  r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cent .  The r a t i o s  f o r  
urban and rural p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  26.7 per  cent  and 15.7 per  c e n t ,  r e spec t ive ly .  

I n  terms of a s se s sed  va lue  of p rope r ty  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  t h e  amount of r u r a l  
p roper ty  (48.1 per  cent  of  t h e  county ' s  t o t a l )  i s  s l i g h t l y  l e s s  t han  t h a t  of urban 
proper ty  (51.9 per  c e n t ) .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole, t h e  amount of  
urban proper ty  i s  almost t h r e e  t imes  t h e  amount of r u r a l  property.  

Var i a t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  i n  Huerfano County i s  much g r e a t e r  t h a n  
t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. The average range  (20.4 percentage p o i n t s )  w i th in  
which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  county ' s  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  
high i s  cons iderably  l a r g e r  t han  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage p o i n t s ) .  Both 
urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  sha re  i n  t h i s  above-average v a r i a t i o n .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  i n  r u r a l  a r e a s  i n  Huerfano County dur ing  the  
period of t h e  s tudy  was r e l a t i v e l y  much g r e a t e r  than i t  was i n  r u r a l  a r e a s  
s ta te-wide.  This i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  the f a c t  t h a t  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  sold accounted 
f o r  4.8 per  c e n t  of  t o t a l  assessed  va lue  of r u r a l  p rope r ty  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  
t he  county, whereas t he  corresponding p ropor t ion  f o r  t he  s t a t e  was 1.7 pe r  cen t .  
On the  o t h e r  hand, market a c t i v i t y  f o r  urban a r e a s  was somewhat l e s s  than  i t  was 
st a  te-wide . 

Huerf ano County: Summary of 
S a l e s  Rat io Data 

T o t a l  Tl3t a 1  T o t a l  
Nature of t he  Data County Urban Rural  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  114 
Average S a l e s  Rat io  (%) 19.9 
Measure of Var ia t iona  

Below Average Ra t io  	 3.8 
Above Average Ra t io  	 16.6 

Tot a 1  20.4 
Prop. of  T o t a l  Assld ~ a l u e b  100.0 
Assld Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass Id Valuec 	 4  -3  

a. 	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  o f  t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high, 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of p rope r ty  as per  cen t  of t o t a l  assessed  v a l u e  i n  
t h e  county as r epor t ed  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t i ve  Council, 

c .  	 Assessed va lue  r epo r t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  as per  cent  ,of t o t a l  
assessed  va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



Huerfano County: Number of Conveyances by Size 
o f  S a l e s  Rat io ,  Average Sa les  Ra t io ,  )leasure of Var ia t  

and Propor t ion  o f  Assessed Value by Class of Propert  

Vacant A l l  	 +=A l l  Commercial Urban Other  T o t a l  i t h  
Sa les  Ra t io  Class  (%) A g e s  Bui ldings Land -Urban Urban Impts. 

Under 10  

10 and under 12


"12 'I 14  

14 " " 16 

16 " " 18 


48 " I' 50 

50 " " 55 

55 " " 60 

60 and Over 


T o t a l  Cases 	 6 1  7 11 0 79  1 5  


Average Sa les  Rat io  ($1 29.9 22.7 22.6 --- 26.7 14.8 

Measure of Varia  t iona  
Below Average Rat io  	 8.5 4 .3 9.8 --- 6.7 1.4 
Above Average Ra t io  14.O 17.8 8.6 --- 15.5 17.4 

T o t a l  	 22.5 22.1 18.4 --- 22.2 18.8 

Prop. of  Ass'd va lueb  32.1 18.6 0.8 0.4 51.9 39.9 

a. 	 Range i n  p e r c e n t a ~ e  p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which the  middle h a l f  of  t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r a n g ~  

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of p r o p e r t y  a s  p e r  cen t  of' t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  the c o u n t y ,  
a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council .  



ion 
r 

and A l l  
aithout Other Total Total  
Impts. Rural Rural County 

?d from low t o  high.  

1s reported by the 



JACKSON COUNTY 

Jackson County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 14.1 per cent  i s  the lowest of the  county 
r a t i o s  i n  Colorado;. it i s  49.5 per cent  (13.8 percentage points)  below the  s ta te -  
wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. The county r a t i o  i s  based upon 27 conveyances, of 
which 21 represented urban property s a l e s  and t he  remaining 6 represented r u r a l  
property sa les .  

I n  terms of assessed value of property on t he  t a x  r o l l s ,  the  amount of r u r a l  
property i s  almost four  times t h a t  of urban property. This i s  i n  contrast  t o  the  
s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein t he  amount of urban property i s  approximately th ree  times 
the  r u r a l  property t o t a l .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  i n  Jackson County during the period of the  study 
was r e l a t i v e l y  l e s s  than it was state-wide. This i s  shown by the f a c t  t ha t  proper t ies  
sold represented only 0.8 per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the  county whereas 
the  corresponding proportion f o r  t he  s t a t e  was 3.8 per cent. Both urban and r u r a l  
propert ies i n  the  county shared i n  t h i s  below-average market ac t iv i ty .  

Because the  number of conveyances of r u r a l  proper t ies  i s  small and the  amount 
of r u r a l  property i s  comparatively large ,  there  i s  some question concerning the  
r e l i a b i l i t y  o r  accuracy of the  sa les  r a t i o  f o r  Jackson County. 

Jackson County: Summary of 
Sales Ratio Data 

Total  Total  Total  
Nature of the  Data County Urban -Rural 

Number of Ce r t i f i c a t e s  27 21 6 
Average Sales Ratio (5 )  14.1 28 .O 12.5 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 	 2.5 6 -9 1.6 
Above Average Ratio 	 0.4 6.8 0.5 

Total  2.9 13 -7 2.1 
Prop. of Total  Ass'd ~ a l u e b  100.0 20.4 79.6 
Ass'd Value on Ce r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  $ of t o t a l  
Asspd Valuec 	 0.8 3.1 0.2 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the  middle half  of  the s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of tots1 a a e s s e d  value i n  
the  county as  reported by the  aseessor t o  t he  Legislat ive Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Ce r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  t he  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



Jackson County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio, Measure of Variat ion 


and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 


One Vacant A l l  
Sales Ratio 
Class ($1 

Family 
Dwellings 

Urban 
Land 

0 ther  
Urban- Total  -Urban 

Total  
Rural- Total 

County 

Under 10 
10 and under l2 
1 2 "  " 14 
14 " 16 
16 PI " 18 

48 	 " 50 
5 0 "  " 55 
55 	 " " 60 
60 and Over 

I Total  Cases 	 10 10 1 2 1  6 27 

1 Average Sales Ratio ($1 23.5 16.7 ---- 28.0 l2.5 14.1 

Measure of Variations 
Below Average Ratio 1.9 5 .7 ---- 6.9 1.6 2.5 
Above Average Ratio 12 .O 3 .6 ---- 6.8 0.5 0.4 

Total  	 13.9 9.3 ---- 13.7 2 .1 2.9 

Prop. of Assld valueb 13.3 0.3 6.8 20.4 79.6 100.O 

I a.  Range i n  percentage po in t s  v i t h i n  which the middle half  of  the r a t i o s  f a l l  when 
, arranged from l w  b high. 

I b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the 
county a s  reported by the  assessor t o  the I sg i s l a t i ve  Council. 



I 

JEFFERSON COUNTY 

Jefferson County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 25.3 per cent i s  the  3 l s t  among the  
county r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  9.3 per cent (2.6 percentage 
points)  below the state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent, 

I n  terms of assessed value of property on the  t a x  r o l l s ,  the  amumt of urban 
property i n  Jefferson County i s  more than s ix  times tha t  of r u r a l  property, This 
i s  i n  contras t  t o  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein t he  corresponding urban-rural 
re la t ionship i s  approximately three  par t s  urban property t o  one par t  r u r a l  property. 

One-family dwellings acaount f o r  approximately two-thirds of the  county's t o t a l  
assessed valuation. 

Real oe t a t e  market ao t iv i t y  was r e l a t i v e l y  greater i n  Jefferson County 
during the  period of the  study than it was i n  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. This is 
re f lec ted  i n  the f a a t  t h a t  the  combined assessed value of proper t ies  sold  re-  
presented a greater proportion of t o t a l  assessed value of proper t ies  on the  
t a x  r o l l s  than it did state-wide. This holds t r u e  f o r  both urban and r u r a l  
areas a s  well  a s  f o r  urban and r u r a l  areas  combined. The wide d i spa r i t y  between 
the  r u r a l  proportions f o r  the  county (7.4 per cent)  and the  s t a t e  (1.7 per cent)  
was la rge ly  caused by above-average a c t i v i t y  i n  the  nominally r u r a l  (though 
urbani zed) area near Denver. 

Variation among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban areas  i n  Jefferson County i s  
smaller than t ha t  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (8.1 percentage 
points)  within which t he  middle ha l f  of the county's urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when 
arranged from low t o  high i s  smaller than t h a t  f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.0 percentage 
points). T h i s  i s  the reverse of t he  pic ture  f o r  r u r a l  a reas  wherein t he  s ta te-  
wide var ia t ion  i s  the smaller. 

Jefferson Countyr Summary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


I Total  Tot a 1  Total  
Nature of the  Data County Urban- -Rural 

Nimiber of Ce r t i f i c a t e s  
Average Sales Ratio (%) 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 
Above Average Ratio 

Tot a 1  

Prop. of Total  A s s  'd ~ a l u e b  

Asstd Value on Cer t i f i ca tes  


a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass'd Valuec 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points  within which the  middle half  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b, 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county a s  reported by the  assessor t o  the  Legl.slative Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Ce r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 
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J e f f e r s o n  County: 

o f  Sa les  Rat io  , A v e r a ~  


and Propor t ion  of  A s  


One-Family Dwellings by Age Class  ears) 
A l l  Multi-Famd 

Sa les  Ra t io  Class  ($1 -1-8 9-18 19-28 29-48 Over 48 Ages Dwellin[ 

Under 10  0 2 3 3 0 8 0 
10  and under 12 1 3 5 11 3 23 0 
12 " " 14 3 8 4 5 3 2 3 0 
14 " " 16 3 4 7 13  10  3 7 0 
16 " " 18  6 14 6 14 4 44 0 

18 " 20 11 19 8 9 2 43 0 
20 " " 22 2 8 30 10  19 3 90 0 
22 " " 24 38 40 10 11 4 10 3 2 
24 " " 26 104 3 6 2 9 4 155 2 
26 	 " " 28 171 29 6 C. 0 212 4 

28 	 " " 30 171 27 4 2 1 205 5 
30 " " 32 134 1 3  2 0 0 149 2 
32 " " 34 72 12 1 0 0 85  5 
34 	 " 36 56 3 1 0 0 60 4 
36 	 " " 3 8  27 1 0 0 2 30 1 

38 " " 40 9 1 2 0 2 14 0 
40 " 42 4 3 0 1 1 9 1 
42 " " 44 0 3 1 0 0 ,  4 0 
44 " " 46 2 2 0 1 0 5 0 
46 " " 4 8  1 2 0 0 0 3 0 

48 " " 50 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 
50 " " 55 1 1 0 1 0 3 0 
55 " " 60 2 2 0 0 0 4 0 
60 and Over 1 2 2 2 0 7 0 

T o t a l  Cases 	 84 5 251  75 107 39 1317 39 

Average Sa l e s  Rat io  (%) 28.7 24.9 20.8 19.2 18.5 26.2 30.7 

Measure of  Vari a t i ona  
Below Average Rat io  2.5 3 -7 4.9 4.0 3 -7 3.I 3.5 
Above Averaqe Rat io  2.8 3.8 5.6 3.9 5.6 3.4 3.1 

T o t a l  	 5.3 7.5 10.5 7.9 9.3 6.5 6.6 

Prop. of  ~ s s ' d  va lueb  44.6 11.8 3.6 4 .0 2.3 66.3 3 -7 

a.  	 Range i n  percentape p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which the  middle h a l f  of  t he  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r a n  

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  o f  p rope r ty  a s  pe r  c e n t  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  t he  county 
a s s e s s o r  t o  t he  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council .  
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i Number o f  Conveyances by Size 
Sales  Ratio ,' Measure of Variat ion 

bessed Value by Class of Property 

1 

Misc. Rural, Lanc 
Vacant A l l  kenmote h'roni Uenver N ~ Z  

Commercial Urban 0ther Tota l  With b!i thout N i  th  
duildings Land Urban Urban Impts. Impts. Imts, 

1 80 0 

1 57 0 

0 57 1 

1 48 0 

0 38 0 


1 27 0 71 16 8 5 
0 2 3 0 113 13 14 3 
1 11 0 117 8 13 11 
0 2 1 0 173 13 9 10 
1 9 0 226 5 7 15 

2 17 0 229 13 1 2 5 
2 6 1 160 6 3 23 
1 5 0 9 6 7 7 23 
2 5 0 71 2 1 1s 
0 3 0 34 5 3 5 

0 4 0 15 3 0 1 
1 6 0 17 5 3 2 
0 2 0 6 1 0 2 
0 2 0 7 2 1 2 
0 1 0 4 5 1 0 

0 2 0 3 3 1 1 
0 8 0 11 0 7 0 
1 1 0 6 1 0 0 
0 3 0 10 12 9 1 

15 436 2 1796 188 176 150 


25.3 14.9 --- 25.5 21.6 14.6 30.3 

5.3 3.9 --- 3.5 5.5 4.3 3.6 
8.8 6.t3 - - 4.6 10.1 11.4 3.2 
14.1 10.7 - - 8.1 15.6 15.7 6.8 

12 e0 2 el 2-4 86-5 4e3 0.5 5.4 

ged from low to high.  

as  reported by the 

-. 



A l l  
0ther Total Total 
kura 1 Kural County 



KIOWA COUNTY 

Kiowa County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 28.5 per cent i s  t he  46th among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  high. It is based upon 50 conveyances, 
of which 18 represented urban property s a l e s  and 32 represented rural property sales. 
The s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban and rural proper t ies  a r e  2'7.0 per cent and 28.9 per cent, 
respectively. 

I n  terms of assessed value of property on t h e  tax r o l l s ,  ag r i cu l t u r a l  land 
with improvements (47.4 per cent of t he  county's t o t a l )  and ag r i cu l t u r a l  land 
without impp.ovements (32.1 per cent ) a r e  the  two most Important c lasses  of 
property i n  the  county. Together, they account f o r  almost four-f i f ths  of t he  
county's t o t a l  assessed value. 

Variation among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban a reas  i n  Kiowa County is  consider-
ably l a rger  than t ha t  f o r  the  s t a t e  as a whole, The average range (2'7.0 percentage 
points)  within which t he  middle ha l f  of the  county1 s urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when ar-
ranged from low t o  high i s  much l a rge r  than t h a t  f o r  t he  s t a t e  (11.0 percentage 
points ). 

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among r u r a l  proper t ies  i n  Kiowa County during 
t he  period of t h e  study was r e l a t i v e l y  somewhat l e s s  than it was state-wide. 
This i s  shown by t he  f a c t  t ha t  r u r a l  propert ies sold  represented only 1.5 per 
cent of t o t a l  assessed value of r u r a l  proper t ies  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t h e  county 
whereas t he  corresponding proportion f o r  t he  s t a t e  was 1.7 per cent. Market 
a c t i v i t y  among urban proper t ies  was considerably smaller r e l a t i ve ly  i n  the 
county than it was state-wide. 

Kiowa County: Summary of 
Sales Ratio Data 

Total  Total  Total  
Nature of t h e  Data Urban 

Number of Ce r t i f i c a t e s  5 0 18 32 
Average Sales Ratio ($) 28.5 2'7 .O 28.9 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 7.5 1.6 8.3 
Above Average Ratio 6.5 25 .4 4.5 

Total  14.0 2'7 .O 12.8 
Prop. of Total  Asstd Valueb 100,O 20.5 79.5 
Assld Value on Ce r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
A s s  'd Valuec 1.5 1.5 1.5 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which t he  middle ha l f  of the s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
t he  county as reported by t h e  assessor t o  t he  Legislat ive Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Ce r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the  county fo r  each c l a s s  of property. 



Kiowa County: Number of Conveyances by Size  

of Sa le s  Rat io ,  Average Sa le s  Rat io ,  Measure of Var ia t io  


and Propor t ion  of  Assessed Value by Class  of Property 


Sa les  Rat io Class  ($1 

One 
Family 

Dwellings 

A l l  
0 t h e r  
U rba n 

T o t a l  
Urban 

Agric. 
With 

Impts. 

Land 
Without 
Impts. 

Under 10  
10 aad under l2 
12 * " 1 4  
14 
16 

" 

I' " 
16 
18 

48 I' 50 
50 " " 55 
55 " 60 
60 and Over 

To ta l  Cases 	 l2 

Average Sa le s  Rat io  (%) 29.0 

Measure of Varia  t iona  
Below Average Rat io  3 .3 
Above Average Rat io  23.9 

To ta l  	 27.2 

Prop. of  Assld ~ a l u e b  7.5 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r ang  

b e  	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of p rope r ty  a s  pe r  c e n t  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  t h e  county i 

a s s e s s o r  t o  the  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c. 	 Under 0.1 Per Cent. 



Total Total 

Rural County 




I 

K I T  CARSON COUNTY 


Kit Carsons' s a l e s  r a t i o  of 24.1 per cent i s  the  24th among the  county r a t i o s  
when arranged from 10.w t o  high. It i s  13.6 per cent (3.8 percentage points)  below 
the  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. 

During t he  period of t he  study, market a c t i v i t y  among both urban and r u r a l  
propert ies was r e l a t i ve ly  l e s s  i n  K i t  Carson County than i t  was i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  
a whole. This i s  shown by t he  f a c t  t h a t  the  assessed values f o r  urban and r u r a l  
propert ies reported on the  Kit Carson c e r t i f i c a t e s  const i tu ted only 2.2 per cent 
and 1.4 per cent ,  respect ively ,  of t h e  t o t a l  assessed values of such proper t ies  
on the  t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas the  corresponding proportions f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole 
were 4.6 per cent and 1.7 per cent. 

The assessed value of K i t  Carson proper t ies  i s  27.1 per cent urban and 72:9 
per cent ru ra l .  This i s  p r ac t i c a l l y  the  reverse  of t he  state-wide proportions 
of 73.7 per cent urban and 26.3 per cent r u r a l ,  

While t he  county-wide r a t i o  i s  somewhat l e s s  than t he  state-wide r a t i o  of 
27.9 per cent ,  i t  should be noted t h a t  the  urban r a t i o  f o r  K i t  Carson County i s  
l a rge r  than t he  state-wide urban r a t i o  and t ha t  t h e  county's r u r a l  r a t i o  i s  smaller 
than the  state-wide r u r a l  r a t i o .  

Variation among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban areas i n  Kit Carson County i s  
wider than t ha t  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (25.7 percentage 
points)  within which the  middle half of t he  count,yvs urban ra t ios ,  f a l l  when 
arranged from low t o  high i s  l a rger  than the  corresponding state-wide fi ,pre 
f o r  urban areas  (11.0 percentage points) ,  

Kit Carson County: Summary of 

Sales  Ratio Data 


Total  Total  Total  
Nature of the  Data County Urban Rural 

Number of Cer t i f i ca tes  	 101 
Average Sales Ratio! (%) 24.1 

Measure of Variations 


Below Average Ratio 	 5.7 
Above Average Ratio 	 7 .5 

Total  13.2 

Prop. of Total Ass'd valueb 100,O 

Ass 'd Value on Cer t i f i ca tes  


a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld valueC 	 1.6 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the  middle half  of the s a l e s  ra t ios  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property as  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county as  reported by the  assessor t o  t h e  Legislat ive Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Ce r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



K i t  Carson County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of  Sales Ratio,  Average Sales Rat io i  Measure of Variat ion 


and Proportion of  Assessed Value by Class of Property 


One Vacant A l l  Agric. Land 
Family Urban Other Total H i t h  H i t h  

Sales Ratio Class ($1 Dwellings Land -Urban Urban Impts. Impt 

Under 10 0 1 0 
10 and under 12 1 0 0 
12 " " 14 0 1 0 
14 * " 16 2 1 0 
16 " " 1 8  1 0 0 

48 " " 50 
50 " It 55 
55 " It 60 
60 and Over 

Tota l  Cases 3 5 9 7 51 22 2' 

Average Sales % t i 0  ( 5 )  26.8 19 .7 ---- 35.8 22.8 20, 

Measure of Variat iona 
Below Average Ratio 3 .9 5.2 ---- 7.9 4.3 5, 
Above Average Bati o 7 .5 8.3 ---- 17.8 7 .7 4 ,  

T o t a l  11.4 13.5 ---- '25.7 12.O 10, 

a.  Range i n  percentage points  wi th in  which the middle ha l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrang 

b. Assessed value  by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the  county 
assessor  t o  the h g i s l a  t i v e  Council. 



A l l  
Other Total Total 

-Bura1 Rural County 

-.- 21.5 24 .1 

--- 5.0 507 
-0- 5.9 7.5 
--- 10.9 13.2 

72.9 100.0 

ed from low to high. 

a s  reported by the 



LAKE COUNTY 


Lake Countyts s a l e s  r a t i o  of 21.6 per cent i s  the  15th among the county r a t i o s  
when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  22.6 per cent  (6.3 percentage points)  below 
the  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. A s  noted i n  Part One of the  r epo r t ,  the re  
were no conveyances of i n d u s t r i a l  proper t ies  i n  Lake County during the  period of 
the  study. Because t h i s  property c l a s s  accounts f o r  a s izable  proportion of t he  
assessed value of proper t ies  on the countyts t a x  r o l l s  and the  state-wide s a l e s  
r a t i o  f o r  it i s  comparatively large ,  t h i s  l imi ta t ion  on the  r e l i a b i l i t y  of t he  
s a l e s  r a t i o  should be recognized. 

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market was l e s s  ac t ive  r e l a t i v e l y  iLLake County during the  
period of t he  study than i t  was state-wide. This i s  re f lec ted  i n  the  f a c t  t h a t  
the  assessed value of proper t ies  sold  represented only 1.0 per cent of the assessed 
value of proper t ies  on t he  t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas t he  corresponding proportion fo r  
the  s t a t e  was 3.8 per cent. Analysis shows, however, that  market a c t i v i t y  i n  
the  countyts urban areas ,  with i n d u s t r i a l  proper t ies  excluded, compares favorably 
with t ha t  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. 

Variation among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Lake County is  wider than the  state-wide 
var ia t ion.  The range (19.0 percentage po in t s )  within which the  middle half  of the  
r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high i s  la rger  than the  average range f o r  
the  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage points) .  

Lake County: Summary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


To ta l  Total  Total  
Nature of the Data C0unt.v Urban Rural 

Number of Ce r t i f i c a t e s  75 
Average Sales Ratio (%) 21.6 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 	 6.9 
Above Average Ratio 	 12.1 

Tot a 1  19.O 
Prop. of Total  Ass'd valueb 100.0 
Asstd Value on Ce r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Asstd Valuec 	 1.0 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points  within which the  middle half  of the  sa les  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property as  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county a s  reported by the assessor  t o  the Legislat ive Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Ce r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the  county fo r  each c l a s s  of property, 



Lake County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sales  Ratio, Average Sales Ratio,  Measure of Var ia t ion  


and Proport ion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 


To ta l  
Sales  Ratio Class  (%) County 

U d e r  10  

1 0  and urder  12 

12 " 14


" "14 16 

1 6  " 18 


48 " ' 50

" "50 55

"55 I' 60 


60 and Over 


Tota l  Cases 	 75 


Average Sales Ratio (%) 	 21.6 

h a s u r e  of va r i a t iona  
Below Average Rat io  
Above Average Rat io  

To t a l  

a.  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which t h e  middle ha l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  
when arranged from low to high. 



L4 PJATA COUNTY 


La P l a t a  County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 23.9 per  cent  i s  the  23rd among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  high. The county r a t i o  i s  based 
upon 314 conveyances, of which approximately f o u r - f i f t h s  represent  urban property 
s a l e s  and the  remaining one - f i f th  r ep resen t s  r u r a l  proper ty  sa l e s .  

One-family dwellings and a g r i c u l t u r a l  land having improvements a r e  t h e  most 
important c l a s s e s  of proper ty  i n  La P l a t a  County i n  terms of assessed va lue  of 
property on t h e  t a x  r o l l s .  Together, they  account f o r  more than  one-half of t h e  
county 's  t o t a l  assessed value.  

Var ia t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  i n  La P l a t a  County i s  about 
t h e  same a s  i t  i s  f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  state-wide. The average range (13.7 percentage 
po in t s )  wi th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  county 's  r u r a l  r a t i o s  f a l l  when 
arranged from low t o  high i s  only s l i g h t l y  l a r g e r  than  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (12.5 
percentage poin ts ) .  

I n  terms of assessed  va lue  of p roper t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  t h e r e  i s  about 
t h e  same amount of urban property (51.8 per  cent  of  t h e  t o t a l )  a s  t h e r e  i s  r u r a l  
property (48.2 per  cen t ) .  The s a l e s  r a t i o s  a r e  about t h e  same a l s o ,  23.5 per  cent  
f o r  urban property and 24.3 per  cent  f o r  r u r a l  property.  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among urban p roper t i e s  was r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  
i n  La P l a t a  County dur ing  t h e  period of t h e  s tudy than i t  was i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a 
whole. This i s  shown by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  urban p r o p e r t i e s  s o l d  accounted f o r  6.5 
per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  value of urban p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t h e  
county, whereas t h e  corresponding state-wide propor t ion  wa.s 4.6 per cent .  On 
t h e  o the r  hand market a c t i v i t y  among r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  was somewhat l e s s  r e l a t i v e l y  
i n  t h e  county than  i t  was i n  t h e  s t a t e .  

La P l a t a  County: Summary of 

Sa le s  Rat io  Data 


To ta l  To ta l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Raral  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  3 14 24 5 6 9 
Average Sales  Ratio (%) 23.9 23.5 24.3 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Rat io  	 4.9 3.5 6.2 
Above Average Ratio 	 5.7 4.1 7.5 

T o t a l  10.6 7.6 13.7 
Prop. of To ta l  Assld valueb 100.0 51.8 48.2 
Assld Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld ValueC 	 4.0 6 .5 1.3 

a.  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle ha l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of  property a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  value i n  
t h e  county a s  repor ted  by t h e  a s sesso r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 
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La P l a t a  County: Number of  ( 

of Sa l e s  Ra t io ,  Average Sa l e s  Rati  
and Propor t ion  of Assessed Valuc 

One-Fami l y  Dwellings by Age C l a s s  (yea r s )  
A l l  Commerc 

S a l e s  Rat io  C l a s s  (%) 1-8 9-18 19-29 29-48 O v e r 4 8  A g e s  Bui ld i r  

Urder 1 0  0 0 0 0 3 3 0 
10  and under  

" 
12 0 0 1 1 4 6 0 

12 
1 4  

"' 

" " 
" 

1 4  
16  

0 
0 

0 
1 

2 
0 

2 
5 

3 
2 

7 
8 

0 
0 

1 6  'I 1 8  0 0 1 4 0 5 0 

48 'I " 50 
50 'I " 55 
55 It " 60 
60 and Over 

T o t a l  Cases  	 66 1 5  10 22 30 143 17 

Average S a l e s  Rat io  (%) 27.4 25.7 18.8 17.7 18.7 22.4 26.2 

Measure of aria t iona  
Below Average Ra t io  1.5 3.2 5.3 2.7 6.4 3.6 3 -4  
Above Average Ra t io  1.6 8.9 4 .7 6.6 4 -7 4.2 3.8 

T o t a l  	 3.1 12.1 10.0 9 .3 11.1 7.8 7.2 

a ,  	 Range i n  percentane  p o i n t s  w i th in  which the middle h a l f  of t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrang 

b. 	 Assessed v a l u e  by c l a s s  of p rope r ty  a s  pe r  cen t  of t o t a l  assessed  value i n  t he  county 
a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  L e p i s l a t i v e  Council .  



onveyances lq Size 
D; Measure of  Variation 
by Class o f  Property 

Vacant 
i a l  Urban 

A l l  
Other Tota l  

Agric.  Land 
With H i thout 

Misc. 
With 

Rural Land 
U i  thout Total  Total 

Rural- County 

ed from low t o  h i g h .  

I"s reported by the 



LARIMER COUNTY 


The s a l e s  r a t i o  of 28.7 per  cent  f o r  Larimer County i s  t h e  47th among the  
coli.nty r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high.  It i s  2.9 per cent  (0.8 of a 
percentage p o i n t )  above t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent .  

Unlike the  s t a t e  a s  a whole f o r  which t h e  s a l e s , r a t i o  f o r  urban p rope r t i e s  
i s  considerably g r e a t e r  t han  t h a t  f o r  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  t h e  r a t i o s  f o r  urban 
and r u r a l  a r e a s  i n  Larimer County a r e  p r a c t i c a l l y  i d e n t i c a l .  

Rea1es ta l .e  market a c t i v i t y  was r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  i n  Larimer County du r ing  
t h e  period of t h e  s tudy than i t  was s tate-wide.  This  i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  t h e  combined assessed  va lue  of p rope r t i e s  so ld  represented  4.9 per cent  of 
t o t a l  assessed  value of proper ty  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t h e  county, whereas t h e  
c o r r e s p o n d i n ~  propor t ion  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole was only 3.8 per  cent .  

Var i a t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  i n  Larimer County i s  
somewhat l a r g e r  than t h a t  f o r  r u r a l  a r eas  s tate-wide.  The average range (16.1 
percentage wi th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of the county 's  r a t i o s  f a l l  
when arranged from low t o  high i s  only  s l i g h t l y  l a r g e r  than t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  
(12.5 percentage p o i n t s ) .  For urban a r e a s ,  on the  o the r  hand, t h e  v a r i a t i o n  
s t a t  e-wide wa.s somewhat t h e  l a r g e r .  

Larimer County: Summary of 
Sa le s  Rat io Data 

T o t a l  T3ta.l T o t a l  
Na-ture of t he  Data County Urban Iillral 

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  1171 
Average Sales  Katio (%) 28.7 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Katio 5.8 
Above Average Rat io  6.1 

Tota l  11.9 
Prop. of  T o t a l  Ass'd valueb 100.0 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of  t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 4.9 

a ,  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i th in  which t h e  ~3.iddle ha l f  of t he  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cen t  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  
t h e  county a s  r epor t ed  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  value i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



Larimer County: Nu 
of Sales Ratio,  Average 

and Proport ion of Asse 

One-Fami ly Dwellings by Age Class ears ) 

Sales  Ratio Class ($1 1-8- 9-18- 19-28- 29-48- Over 48 
A l l  
Ages 

Multi-Fam 
Dwellin 

Under 10 
10 and under 
12 " " 
14 " " 
16 " " 

12 
14 
16 
1 8  

48 	 " " 50 
50 	 " " 55 
55 " " 60 
60 and Over 

To ta l  Cases 	 21)0 113 35 14 6 151 735 9 

Avera.ge Sa les  Ratio (%) 32.2 30.2 26.7 23.0 24.3 27.5 33.7 

Heasure of  va r i a t iona  
Below Average Rat io  3.4 4.3 3.2 3.5 4.6 3.8 7.6 
Above Average Ratio 3.5 4 -9  3.O 4.2 5 .3 4.2 8.2 

To ta l  	 6.9 9.2 6.2 7 .7 9.9 8.0 15.8 

prop. of ~ s s ' d  valueb 15.6 6.9 2.5 9.0 8.2 42.2 0.8 

a. 	 Range i n  pe rcen ta re  po in t s  w i t h i n  which the  middle h a l f  of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r ran j  

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of  property a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  the  county 
a s sesso r  t o  the Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



ber of Cornreyances by Size  
a l e s  Rat io,  Measure of Var ia t ion  
tied Value by Class  of Proper ty  

Vacant A l l  Agric. Land Misc. Rural  Land 
l y  Commercial Urban Other Tota l  W i  th Without Hi th  Without Tota l  T o t a l  

Buildings Land -Urban Urban ~ m p t s .  Impts. Impts. Impts. Rural County 

:ed from low t o  high. 

a s  reported by the 



U S  ANIllAS COUNTY 

. Las Animas County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 26.0 p e r  cen t  i s  t h e  34th  among t h e  
county r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  6.8 p e r  cen t  (1.9 percentage 
p o i n t s )  below t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 p e r  c e n t ,  

I n  terms of assessed  va lue  of p rope r ty  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  t h e  amount of r u r a l  
p roper ty  i n  Las Animas County i s  g r e a t e r  t han  t h a t  of  urban proper ty ,  This  i s  i n  
c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein t h e  amount of urban proper ty  i s  almost 
t h r e e  t imes t h a t  of r u r a l  p roper ty .  

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market i n  Las Animas County was l e s s  a c t i v e  r e l a t i v e l y  du r ing  
t h e  period of t h e  s tudy  than  i t  was i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole. This i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  assessed  va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  s o l d  i n  t h e  county r ep re sen ted  only 
1.1 per  cen t  of t h e  t o t a l  a s se s sed  va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  county 's  t a x  r o l l s ,  
whereas t h e  corresponding p ropor t ion  s tate-wide was 3.8 p e r  cent .  Both urban and 
r u r a l  a r e a s  shared  i n  t h i s  below-average market a c t i v i t y .  

Var i a t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Las Animas County i s  g r e a t e r  t h a n  i t  was 
state-wide. The average range  (15.7 percentage p o i n t s )  w i th in  which t h e  middle 
h a l f  of t h e  county 's  r a t i o s  f a l l  when ar ranged  from low t o  high i s  l a r g e r  t h a n  
t h e  corresponding s tate-wide range (11.5 percentage po in t s ) .  This  above-average 
v a r i a t i o n  among t h e  county r a t i o s  i s  more marked i n  urban a r e a s  t h a n  i t  i s  i n  
r u r a l  a reas .  

La:; Animas County: Summary of 
Sa l e s  Rat io  Data 

T o t a l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of  t h e  Data County Urban R u a l-
Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  15  5 2 9 
Average Sa le s  Ra t io  (%) 26 .O 21.3 
Measure of  Var ia t iona  

Below Average Ra t io  5 03  	 5 09 
Above Average Rat io  10,4 	 7 ,8 

T o t a l  15.7 13.7 
Prop, of T o t a l  Ass td  valueb 100.0 55.9 
Ass td  Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass 'd ValueC 1,1 	 0.6 

a.  	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle ha l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when ar ranged  from low t o  high. 

b,  	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cen t  of t o t a l  a s se s sed  va lue  i n  
t h e  county a s  r epo r t ed  by t h e  a s s e s o r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  r epo r t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



Las Animas County: Number of Conveyances by Size  
of Sales  Ratio,  Averane Sales Ratio,  Measure of Var i a t io  

and Proport ion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 

Sales  Ratio Class ($1 
A l l  
Ages 

Vacant 
Urban 
Land 

A l l  
0 t h e r  
Urban 

Tota l  
Urban 

Agric. Land 
With Without 
Impts. Impts. 

M i-

U d e r  10 
10 and under 12 
12 " " 14 
14 " " 16 
16 " " 1 8  

48 " " 50 
50 " " 55 
55 " " 60 
60 and Over 

To ta l  Cases 

Averape Sales Ratio ( 5 )  

Measure of ~ a r i a  t iona 

Below Average Ratio 

Above Averape Ratio 


Tota l  

Prop. of Asstd Value b 

a. 	 Range i n  p e r c e n t a ~ e  p o i n t s  wi th in  which the middle h a l f  of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrans 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of property a s  per c e n t  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  the county 
a s sesso r  to the  L e ~ i s l a  t i v e  Council. 



- - 

c .  Rural A l l  
Other Total Total 

h p t s .  Rural Rural CountyF-


ed from low to  high. 

a s  reported by the 
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LINCOLN COUNTY 

Lincoln County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 24.1 per cent i s  t he  25th among the  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  13.6 per cent (3.8 percentage points)  
below the state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent. 

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  during the  period of the  study was r e l a t i v e l y  l e s s  
i n  Lincoln Counsy than i t  was i n  the s t a t e  a s  a whole. This i s  re f lec ted  i n  the  
f a c t  tha t  the assessed value of proper t ies  sold represented only 1.1 per cent of 
t o t a l  assessed value of proper t ies  on the  t a x  r o l l s  i n  the  county, whereas the 
corresponding proportion f o r  the  s t a t e  was 3.8 per cent. 

I n  contras t  t o  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein urban proper t ies  account f o r  
almost three-fourths of t o t a l  assessed value of proper t ies  on the t a x  r o l l s ,  
r u r a l  properties i n  the  county comprise somewhat more than three-fourths of 
the county's t o t a l .  

Variation among the s a l e s  r a t i o s  during the period of the  study was re la-
t i v e l y  greater  i n  Lincoln County than i t  w a s  state-wide. The average range 
(15.2 percentage points)  wi thin  which the  middle half  of the county's r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high is la rger  than tha t  f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.5 
percentage ~ o i n t s ) .  Both urban and r u r a l  a reas  i n  the county share i n  t h i s  
above-average var ia t ion  among the s a l e s  r a t i o s .  

L:i:lcoln County: Summary of 

Sales  Ratio Data 


Total  Total  Total  
Nature of the  Data County Urban Rural 

Number of Ce r t i f i c a t e s  54 25 29 
Average Sales  Ratio (%) 24.1 23.1 24.4 
Measure of Variationa 

Below Average Ratio 	 4.8 3.2 5.2 
Above Average Ratio 	 10.4 10.7 10.2 

Total  15.2 13.9 15.4 
Prop. of Total  Ass'd valueb 100.0 21.8 78.2 
Assld Value on Ce r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
~ s s ' d  valueC 	 1.1 1.7 1.0 

I a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the midd1.c half  of tile s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

i b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county as  reported by the assessor  t o  the  Legislat ive Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Ce r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the  county f o r  each classoi '  property. 



Lincoln County: Number of Conveyances by Size 
of Sles Ratio,  Average Sales  Ratio, Measure of Var ia t ion  

and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 

One Vacant A l l  Agric. Land 
Family Urban 0 the r  Tota l  B it h  H i t h  

Sales Ratio Class ($) Dwellings Land -Urban -Urban h ~ t s .  Impt 

Under 10 
10 and under 12 
12 	 " " 14 
14 	 ' " 16 
16 	 " " 18 

i 48 " " 50 
50 	 " " 55 
55 " " 60 

1 60 and Over 

To ta l  Cases 	 16 7 2 25 10 -1'

i 
1 Average Sales  Ratio (%) 23.7 47.3 --- 23.1 28.1 21, 

Measure of  Variat iona 
Below Average Ratio 4.1 20.3 --- 3.2 7.1 3 ,  
Above Average Ratio 8.5 26.5 --- 10.7 16 .4 4 ,  

Tota l  	 12.6 46.8 --- 13.9 23.5 7 ,  

prop. of  ~ s s ' d  valueb 	 12 .2 0.7 8.9 21.8 42.0 34, 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which the middle h a l f  o f  the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrang 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of  t o t a l  assessed value i n  the county 
assessor  to  the  Legi  s l a  t i v e  Council. 



A l l  
Other Total Total 
Rura1 Rural County 

p d  from low to high. 

a s  reported by the 



LOGAN COUNTY 


Logan County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 25.2 pe r  cent  i s  t h e  29th among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  high. The county r a t i o  i s  9.7 
per  cent  (2.7 percentage p o i n t s )  below t h e  state-wide r a t i o ;  i t  i s  based on 
265 conveyances, of which 227 r ep resen t  urban proper ty  s a l e s ,  and 38 r ep resen t  
r u r a l  proper ty  s a l e s .  

Rural  p rope r t i e s  account f o r  more than  one-half (53.7 per  c e n t )  of t h e  
county 's  t o t a l  assessed  va lua t ion .  A g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  wi th  improvements, 
t h e  most important proper ty  c l a s s  i n  t h e  county, r ep resen t  one-third (33.8 per  
cen t )  of t h e  county-wide t o t a l .  The s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  t h i s  c l a s s  of proper ty  is  
25.2 per  cen t ,  t h e  same as t h e  county-wide r a t i o  f o r  a l l  p roper ty  c l a s s e s  combined. 
The r a t i o  f o r  urban proper ty  i n  t h e  county i s  28.1 per  cen t  and t h e  r a t i o  f o r  r u r a l  
property i s  23.1 per  cent .  

Var i a t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Logan County i s  somewhat g r e a t e r  t han  
t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  as a  whole. The average range (12.7 percentage p o i n t s )  w i th in  
which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high i s  l a r g e r  
t h a n  t h e  corresponding f i g u r e  s tate-wide (11.5 percentage po in t s ) .  The outstand- 
i n g  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  county and s t a t e  i s  t h e  g r e a t e r  v a r i a t i o n  among r a t i o s  
f o r  commercial p r o p e r t i e s  i n  t h e  county than  among those  f o r  t h e  s t a t e .  

During t h e  per iod  of t h e  s tudy,  r e a l  e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among urban 
p rope r t i e s  i n  Logan County was r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  than  i t  was i n  t h e  s t a t e  as 
a  whole. The assessed  va lue  presented on t h e  c e r t i f i c a t e s  f o r  urban proper ty  
s a l e s  c o n s t i t u t e d  a  g r e a t e r  propor t ion  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  of urban proper ty  
on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  Logan County (5.3 per  c e n t )  t han  i t  d i d  i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a 
whole (4.6 pe r  cen t ) .  On t h e  o the r  hand, market a c t i v i t y  among r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  
i n  t h e  county was r e l a t i v e l y  l e s s  t h a n  i t  was state-wide.  

Logan County: Summary of 
S a l e s  Rat io  Data 

T o t a l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rura l-
Number of  C e r t i f i c a t e s  265 227 3  8  
Average Sa le s  Rat io  (%) 25.2 28.1 23.1 
Measure of Variat iona 

Below Average Ratio 4.5 4 . 1  4.7 
Above Average Rat io  8.2 8 .O 8.4 

T o t a l  12.7 12.1 13.I 
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass ' d  Valueb 100.0 46.3 53.7 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

as % of t o t a l  
Assld Valuec 2.9 5.3 0.9 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when'arranged from low t o  high. 

b e  	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  
t h e  county a s  r epor t ed  by t h e  a s ses so r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  value i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property,  



h g a n  County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio, Measure of Variation 


and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 


One Vacant A l l  Agric. Land 1 


~ w e l l i k ~ s  --
Family Commercial Urban Other Total  With Hithou t 


Sales Ratio Clasa ($1 Buildings Lad Urban -urtmn wts. ~ & t s .  -

Urder 10 


10 and under 12 

1 2 "  14 

14 " " 16 

16 " 18 


48 	 " " 50 

5 0 "  55 

55 " " 
60 and Over 


60 


Total  Cases 	 200 13  11 3 227 16 8 


Average Sales Ratio ($1 24.7 35.3 15.1 --- 28.1 25.2 19.6 

Measure of var ia t iona 
Below Average Ratio 2.9 10.8 2.3 --- 4.1 6 .2 2.6 
Above Average Ratio 4 04 23 .5 13.5 --- 8 .0 8.5 8 04 

Total  	 703 34.3 15.8 --- 12.1 14.7 11.O 

Prop. of Ass'd valueb 27.9 10.9 0.5 7.0 46.3 33.8 17.8 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points  within which the middle half of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrang 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property ae  per cent  of t o t a l  asaeesed value i n  the county 
assessor t o  the Legis la t ive  Council. 

Under 0.1Per Cent- 



A l l  
Other Total Total 
-Rural -Rural County 

d from low to high.I 



MESA COUNTY 


Mesa County's s a l e s  r a t i o  i s  26.2 per cent;  i t  i s  based on 1025 conveyances, 
of which 869 a r e  conveyances of urban proper t ies  and 156 a r e  r u r a l  property 
conveyances. This r a t i o  is the 36th among the county r a t i o s  i n  the  s t a t e ,  when 
arranged from low t o  high. 

Urban properties account f o r  approximately th ree- f i f ths  of the county's 
t o t a l  assessed value of property on the t a x  r o l l s ,  while r u r a l  properties account 
f o r  the remaining two-fifths. I n  terms of t o t a l  assessed value, the one-family 
dwelling i s  the  most important c l a s s  of property. It accounts f o r  36.4 per cent 
of the county's t o t a l  assessed value. 

During the  period of t he  study, r e a l  e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  i n  Mesa County 
was r e l a t i ve ly  much greater than it was i n  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. This is shown 
by the  f a c t  tha t  properties sold represented 5.7 per cent of the  county's t o t a l  
assessed value, whereas the  corresponding proportion f o r  the  s t a t e  was only 
3.8 per cent. Both urban and r u r a l  areas  i n  t he  county shared i n  t h i s  above- 
average market ac t iv i ty .  

Variation among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban areas i n  Mesa County is  la rger  
than tha t  f o r  urban areas  state-wide. The average range (12.9 percentage points)  
within which the middle half  of the  county's urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from 
low t o  high i s  la rger  than tha t  f o r  the s t a t e  (11.0 percentage points) .  

Mesa County: Summary of 

Sales Ratio Data 


Total  Total  Total  
Nature of the  Data County Urban -Rural 

Number of Ce r t i f i c a t e s  1025 
Average Sales Ratio (%) 26.2 
Measure of Variationa 

Below Average Ratio 	 3.9 
Above Average Ratio 	 8.7 

Total  12.6 
Prop. of Total  Ass'd valueb 100.O 
Ass'd Value on Cer t i f i ca tes  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass'd valueC 	 5.7 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points  within which the middle half of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county as  reported by the  assessor t o  t he  Legislat ive Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Cer t i f i ca tes  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the  county f o r  each c lass  of property, 



Mesa County: Number of Con 
of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Rati 

and Proportion of Assessed Value 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class (years ) 
A l l  Commerci 

Sales  Ratio Class ($1 -1-8 9-18 
7 -19-28 -29-48 Over 48 A g e  h i l d i n g  

Under 10 

10 and under 12 

1 2 "  " 14 

14 " " 16 

16 " * 18 


48 	 " " 50 

50 	 " " 55 

85 60 

60 and Over 


Tota l  Cases 	 415 99 37 78 97 72 6 16 


h e r a g e  Sales Ratio ( f l  32 .O 27.3 23.3 20.8 21.6 27.4 22.5 

Measure of va r ia t iona  
Below Average Ratio 2.8 4.1 3.3 3.1 3.2 3.1 2.5 
Above Average Ratio 3.3 4 .3 3 .9 5.1 3.8 3.8 17.5 

To ta l  	 6.1 8.4 7.2 8.2 7 .O 6.9 20.0 

prop. of ~ s s ~ d  	 20.1 5.7 1.9 3.8 4.9 36.4 16.4valueb 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points  wi th in  which the middle h a l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrang 

b. 	 Assessed value  by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the  county 
assessor  to  the Legis la t ive  Council. 



f
eyances by Size 
, Measure of Variation 
by Class of Property 

Vacant A l l  
a1 Urban Other Total 

Land Urban Urban 

Misc. Rural Land 
H i  th H i  thout Total Total 

Rural CountyImpts. Impts. Impt s. Impts 

ed from low t o  high. 



MINERAL COUNTY 

Mineral County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 40.6 per  cent  i s  t h e  62nd among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  based upon only 5 
conveyances. 

I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  s tate-wide p i c t u r e  f o r  which t h e  assessed  value of urban 
p roper t i e s  i s  almost t h r e e  t imes t h a t  of r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  t h e  assessed value of 
r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  i n  Mineral County i s  almost t h r e e  times t h a t  of urban proper t ies .  

Var ia t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  i s  wider i n  Mineral County than  i t  i s  s t a t e -
wide. The range (22.2 percentage po in t s )  wi th inwhich  t h e  middle ha l f  of t h e  
county' s r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high i s  l a r g e r  than  t h e  aveiAa,ge 
range f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage po in t s ) .  

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market dur ing  t h e  period of t h e  s tudy was r e l a t i v e l y  l e s s  
a c t i v e  i n  Mineral County than  i t  was s tate-wide.  This i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  p rope r t i e s  s o l d  i n  t h e  county represented  only 0.4 per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  
value of property on t h e  county 's  t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas the  corresponding proport ion 
f o r  t h e  s t a t e  was 3.8 per  cent .  

Because the  number of conveyances i s  very small  and the  v a r i a t i o n  among the  
s a l e s  r a t i o s  i s  l a r g e ,  t h e r e  i s  considerable ques t ion  ( a s  noted i n  Pa r t  One of 
t h e  r e p o r t )  concerning the  r e l i a b i l i t y  o r  accuracy of the  s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  Mineral 
County. 

Mineral County: Summary of 
Sa les  Ratio Data 

Tot a 1  To ta l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Rural 

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  6 
Average Sales  Rat io  (%) 40.6 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Rat io  13.8 
Above Average Rat io  8.4 

To ta l  22.2 
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass'd ~ a l u e b  100.0 
Assld Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 0.4 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which t h e  middle ha l f  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
t h e  county a s  repor ted  by the  a s sesso r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



Minera l  County: Number of  Conveyances by S i ze  
of S a l e s  R a t i o ,  A v e r a ~ e  S a l e s  H a t i o ,  Fleasure of  V a r i a t i o n  

and P r o p o r t i o n  nf Asscssed Value by C l a s s  of' P r o p e r t y  

S a l e s  R a t i o  C l a s s  (5) 
T o t a l  
Urban 

T o t a l  
I iu ra l  

T o t a l  
County 

Under 1 0  
10  and under  1 2  
12 " " 14 
14 " " 1 6  
1 G  I' " 1 8  

48 " " 50 
50 " " 55 
55 " " 60  
60 and Over 

T o t a l  Cases  	 4 1 5 

Average S a l e s  R a t i o  ( 5 )  ----	 ---- 40.6 

Measure of  V a r i a  t i o n a  
Below Average R a t i o  
Above Average H a t i o  

T o t a l  

Prop. of Ass 'd  v a l u e b  27.3 	 72 .'1 100.0 

a.  	 H a n ~ ei n  p e r c e n t a g e  p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  of  t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when 
a r r a n g e d  f rom low t o  h igh .  

5. 	 Assessed v a l u e  by c l a s s  of  p r o ; ) e r t v  a s  p e r  c e n t  of t o t a l  a s s e s s e d  v a l u e  i n  t h e  
c o u n t y  a s  r e p o r t e d  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Counc i l .  



MOYFAT COUNTY 

Moffat County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 26.6 per  cent  i s  t h e  37th among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  4.7 pe r  cen t  (1.3 percentage po in t s )  
below t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cent .  The r a t i o s  f o r  urban and r u r a l  a r e a s  
a r e  almost i d e n t i c a l .  

I n  terms of t he  assessed  value of p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  t h e  amount of 
urban proper ty  i n  t h e  county i s  only s l i g h t l y  g r e a t e r  than  t h a t  of r u r a l  property.  
This i s  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein t h e  a s ses sed  va lue  of urban 
property i s  almost t h r e e  times t h a t  of r u r a l  property.  

Var ia t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban a r e a s  i n  t h e  county i s  g r e a t e r  
than  t h a t  f o r  urban a r e a s  i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (16.0 
percentage p o i n t s )  w i th in  which the  middle h a l f  of  t h e  county ' s  urban r a t i o s  
when arranged from low t o  h igh  i s  l a r g e r  than t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.0 percentage 
po in t s ) .  This  i s  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  r u r a l  a r e a s  wherein v a r i a t i o n  
among t h e  r a t i o s  s tate-wide i s  t h e  g rea t e r .  

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market was l e s s  a c t i v e  r e l a t i v e l y  i n  Moffat County du r ing  
t h e  period of t h e  s tudy than  i t  was state-wide. The combined assessed va lue  of 
p rope r t i e s  s o l d  i n  the  county represented  only 1.5 per  cent  of t h e  assessed  value 
of property on t h e  county ' s  t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas t h e  corresponding propor t ion  s t a t e -  
wide was 3.8 pe r  cent .  Both urban and r u r a l  a r e a s  i n  t h e  county shared i n  t h i s  
below-average market a c t i v i t y .  

Moffat County: Summary of 
Sa le s  Rat io  Data 

T o t a l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urbar! -- Rural  

Mmber of C e r t i f i c a t e s  9 6 
Average Sa le s  Rat io  (5) 26.6 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 5.2 
Above Average Rat io  7.2 

To ta l  12.4 
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass'd ~ a l u e b  100.0 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Asstd ValueC 1.5 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i t h i n  which the  middle ha l f  of t he  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  pe r  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  
t h e  county as repor t ed  by t h e  a s ses so r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  r epor t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



Hoffat County: Number of Conveyances by Size  

of Sales  Ratio,  Average Sa les  Ratio,  Measure of Var ia t ior  


and Proport ion of Assessed ,Value by Class  of  Property 


One Vacant A l l  Agric. Land 
Family Commercial Urban 0 t h e r  To ta l  H ithout 

Sales  Ratio Class (%) Dwellings Buildings Land -Urban Urban hpts. 

Under 10  

10 and under 12 

12 " " 14 

14 " " 16 

16 I' " 1 8  


48 	 " 50 

5 0 "  " 55 

55 " " 

60 and Over 

60 


To ta l  Cases 	 39 7 37 1 84 6 


Average Sales Ratio (%) 23.2 31.8 19.6 .--- 26.6 26.9 

Measure of Variat iona 

Below Average Rat io  5 .O 9.3 4.1 .--- 7.1 3.9 


Above Average Ratio 4.1 20.1 6.1 .--- 8.9 4.1 

To ta l  	 9.1 29.4 10  .2 ---- 16 -0 8 e0 

Prop. of Assld valueb 22.3 16.8 1.7 11.9 52.7 3.9 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points  wi th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrar  

b e  	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the  count3 
assessor  t o  the  Legisl.ative Council. 





MONTEZUMA COUNTY 

Montezuma Countyls s a l e s  r a t i o  of 21.2 per  c e n t  i s  t h e  1 2 t h  among t h e  
county r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  24 per  c e n t  (6.7 percentage 
p o i n t s )  lower than  t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cen t .  

The major i ty  of t h e  c e r t i f i c a t e s  p e r t a i n  t o  urban property s a l e s ;  and most 
of t h e  urban proper ty  s a l e s  a r e  sa le , s  of  one-family dwell ings.  The s a l e s  r a t i o  
f o r  one-famiky dwell ings i n  county i s  somewhat h igher  t h a n  t h e  o v e r - a l l  county 
r a t i o .  

A g r i c u l t u r a l  land  having improvements i s  t h e  most important  c l a s s  of proper ty  
i n  Montezuma County i n  terms of t o t a l  a s ses sed  v a l u a t i o n ;  it accounts  f o r  41.7 per  
cent  of t h e  assessed  value of a l l  p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  coun ty l s  t a x  r o l l s .  Rura l  
p r o p e r t i e s  comprise more than  one-half (55.4 per c e n t )  of t h e  t o t a l .  This  i s  i n  
c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  orr responding state-wide propor t ion  of 26.3 per  cent .  

During t h e  y e a r  of t h e  s tudy,  market a c t i v i t y  among urban p r o p e r t i e s  was 
r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  i n  Montezuma County than it w a s  i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole. 
This  i s  shown by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  assessed  value of urban p r o p e r t i e s  r epor t ed  
on t h e  Montezuma c e r t i f i c a t e s  c o n s t i t u t e d  7.0 per  cen t  of t h e  t o t a l  assessed  
value of urban p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  county 's  t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas t h e  corresponding 
propor t ion  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole was only 4.6 per  cent. The market a c t i v i t y  among 
r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  i n  Montezuma County was approximately t h e  same r e l a t i v e l y  as 
i n  t h e  s t a t e  as a whole. 

Moatezuma County: S m a r y  of 
S a l e s  Ra t io  Data 

To ta l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Ritral 

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  174 
Average S a l e s  Ra t io  (8) 21.2 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ra t io  
Above Average Ratio 

5.3 
7 .4 

T o t a l  12.7 
Prop. of T o t a l  Assld valueb 100.0 
Assld Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld ValueC 3.9 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed  value i n  
t h e  county a s  r epor t ed  by t h e  a s ses so r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cen t  of t o t a l  
assessed  value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



Hontezuma County: Number of ( 

of Sa les  Ratio, Average Sales Rat: 
and R-oportion of  Assessed Valuc 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class ha ears) 
A l l  

Sa le s  Ratio Class (%) 1-8 19-23 29-48 O v e r 4 8  Ages- -9-18 --
U d e r  10  

10  and under 12  
12 It " 14 
14 16  
16 " I' 1 8  

48 " " 50
"50 " 55
"55 60 

60 and Over 

Tota l  Cases 

Average Sa les  Ratio ($1 

Measure of aria t iona  
Below Averape Rat io  
Above Average Ratio 

To ta l  

Prop. of Assld valueb 

a. 	 Range i n  percentape po in t s  wi th in  which the middle ha l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  whenar rang~  

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the county : 
assesso r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



ionveyances by S ize  
.o, Measure o f  Variation 
! by Class o f  Property 

Vacant 
: i a l  Urban 
gs-Land 

A l l  
Other 
Urban-

Agric .  Land 
Total  With Without 
Urban h p t s .  h p t s .  

klisc. 
With 
Impts. 

Rural Land 
Without 
Impts. 

Total  
Rural 

Total 
County 

from low to high.  

reported by the 



MONTROSE COUNTY 

Montrose County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 24.9 per  cent  i s  t h e  27th among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It is 10.8 per  cent  (3.0 percentage po in t s )  
below t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cent .  

I n  terms of assessed  value of  proper ty  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  t h e  amount of r u r a l  
proper ty  (53.2 per  cen t  of t h e  t o t a l )  i s  somewhat g r e a t e r  than  t h a t  of urban 
property. This i s  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein t h e  assessed  value 
of urban proper ty  i s  almost t h r e e  times the  r u r a l  proper ty  t o t a l .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  was about t h e  same r e l a t i v e l y  i n  both urban 
and r u r a l  a r e a s  of Montrose County a s  i t  was state-wide. The assessed  va lue  
of urban p r o p e r t i e s  s o l d  i n  t h e  county dur ing  t h e  period of t h e  s tudy represented  
4.2 per  cent  of the  a s ses sed  va lue  of urban p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  county 's  t a x  r o l l s ,  
a propor t ion  only s l i g h t l y  smal le r  than  t h e  corresponding propor t ion  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  
(4.6 per  cen t ) .  But f o r  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  so ld ,  t h e  propor t ion  f o r  t h e  county was 
somewhat t h e  l a r g e r .  

Var i a t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban p r o p e r t i e s  i n  Montrose County 
i s  wider t h a n  t h a t  f o r  urban p r o p e r t i e s  s tate-wide.  The average range (15.3 
percentage po in t s )  w i th in  which the  middle h a l f  of  t he  county ' s  urban r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  h igh  i s  l a r g e r  than  t h e  corresponding f i g u r e  
f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.0 percentage po in t s ) .  The average ranges f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  
i n  t h e  county and s t a t e  a r e  about t h e  same. 

Montrose County: Summary of  
Sa les  Rat io Data 

Nature of t h e  Data 
T o t a l  
County -- 

T o t a l  
Urban-

T o t a l  
Rural  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  
Average Sa le s  Rat io ( 5 )  
Measure of Variat iona 

224 
24.9 

169 
27.0 

Below Average Rat io  
Above ~ v e r a g e  Ratio 

Tot a 1  
Prop. of T o t a l  Assld ~ a l u e b  
Ass Id Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld ValueC 

6.1 
7 .7 

13.8 
100.0 

3 .O 

6.6 
8.7 

15.3 
46.8 

4.2 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i th in  which the  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cent  of  t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  
t h e  county a s  repor ted  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  r epor t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of proper ty ,  



Hontrose County: Number of C 
of Sales  Ratio, Average Sales Ratj 

and Proport ion of Assessed Value 

Sales  Ratio Class ($1 

One-Family 

-1-8 9-18-
Dwellings by Age Class (years)  

A l l  
19-28 29-48 Over 48 Ages--

Commerc 
Buildir 

UIlder 10 
10 and under 12 
12 " I' 14 
14 " I' 16

"16 " 18 

48 " " 50
" "50 55 

55 " " 60 
60 and Over 

To ta l  Cases 29 20 13 2 6 2 1  109 9 

Average Sales Ratio (%) 29.1 31.2 26.8 23.5 22.2 25.8 30.9 

Measure of Variat iona 
Below Average Ratio 3.5 5.6 6.3 5.2 3.6 4.6 11.9 
Above Average Ratio 5.7 5 .0 6.7 5.5 3.7 5.1. 15.1 

To ta l  9.2 10.6 13.0 10.7 7 .3 9 -7 27 .O 

Prop. of Ass'd valueb 6.4 5.5 3 .I 7 .4 6.7 29.1 13.2 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which the middle h a l f  of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranp 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the county 
assessor  t o  the  Legis la t ive  Council. 



I 

onveyances by S ize  
o ,  Measure o f  Variation 
by Class of Property 

Misc. 
vacant ~ 1 1  Agric.  Land Rural A l l  

n Other Total  Hith Without H i  th 0 ther Total Total 

- -Urban -Urban Impts. Impts. Impts. Rural Rural County 

ed from low to high. 

s reported by the 

r 

,/. 



) 
) 

,

I 


I 


MORGAN COUNTY 

Morgan County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 27.6 per cent i s  41st among the  county r a t i o s  
when arranged from low t o  high. 

The major portion of the conveyance c e r t i f i c a t e s  i n  Morgan County represented 
urban transactions.  Consistent with the  s t a t e  pic tures ,  one-family dwellings 
account f o r  the  majority of urban property conveyances. 

I n  Morgan County t he  assessed value of r u r a l  proper t ies  i s  subs tan t ia l ly  
greater than t h a t  of urban properties.  This i s  i n  contras t  t o  the  s i t ua t i on  i n  
the  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein urban proper t ies  have a t o t a l  assessed value approlcimately 
three  times t ha t  of r u r a l  properties.  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among Morgan County's r u r a l  properties was somewhat 
greater r e l a t i ve ly  during the  period of t he  study than i t  was state-wide. This i s  
shown by the  f a c t  t h a t  t he  combined assessed value of r u r a l  properties sold re-  
presented a greater proportion of t o t a l  assessed value of r u r a l  property on the  
t a x  r o l l s  i n  the  county (2.0 per cen t )  than i t  did  i n  t he  s t a t e  a s  a whole (1.7 
per cent) .  On the  other  hand, market a c t i v i t y  among urban properties was some-
what greater r e l a t i ve ly  i n  the  s t a t e  than it was i n  the  county. 

Variation among the s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Morgan County i s  somewhat greater than 
tha t  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (13,2 percentage points)  within 
which the middle half  of the  county's r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high 
i s  larger  than the  corresponding state-wide f igure  (11.5 percentage points)e  

Morgan Countyr Summary of 
Sales Ratio Data 

Total  Total  Total  
Nature of the Data County -Urban -Rural 

Number of Cer t i f i ca tes  
Average Sales Ratio (%) 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 

Above Average Ratio 


Tota l  
Prop. of Total  A s s  'd valueb 
Assld Value on Cer t i f i ca tes  

as % of t o t a l  

Assld Valuec 


a. 	 Range i n  percentage points  within which the middle half  of the sa les  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county a s  reported by the  assessor t o  the  Legislat ive Council. 

c, 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Cer t i f i ca tes  a s  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the  county f o r  each c lass  of property. 



Morgan County: N t  
of  Sa les  Rat io,  Average 

and Proport ion of Ass6 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class  (yea r s )  
A l l  Multi-Fam: 

Sa le s  Rat io  Class ($1 -1-8 -9-18 -19-28 -29-48 Over 48 A g e s  Dwellinl 

Urd e r  10 
10 and under 12 
12 " " 14 
14 " " 16 
16 " " 18 

" '48 
' " 

50 
50 

" " 
55  

55 60 
60 and Over 

T o t a l  Cases 	 82 1 5  7 38 2 1  163 6 

Average Sales  Ratio ($1 34 .O 33.5 26.9 24.2 25.4 29.4 45.1 

Measure of Varia t iona  

Below Average Ratio 3  -7 4  .7 5.0 4.0 3.3 4 -9 8.1 

Above Average Ratio 3.3 8.7 18.1 6.8 5.4 6.1 17.4 


T o t a l  	 7 .O 13.4 23.1 10.8 8.7 10.1 25.5 

Prop. of Asstd valueb 14.2 3.2 1.7 8.1 2.8 30 .O 1.2 

a. 	 R a n ~ ei n  percentage p o i n t s  w i th in  which the  middle ha l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r a n  

b. 	 .Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed  value i n  the county 
a s ses so r  t o  the  I ~ r i d l at i v e  Council. 

* 	 Under 0.1 Per Cent. 



mber of  Conveyances by S i ze  
Sales  Ratio,  Measure of Variation 
ssed Value by Class  of  Property 

Vacant A l l  Agric . Land Misc. liural Land 
Commercial Urban Other Total  H i  th Hithout Hith H i  thout Total Total 
Buildings -Land Urban Urban Impts. Impts. Impts. Impts. Rural County-



OTZRO COUNTY 

Otero County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 33.8 per cent  i s  t h e  55th among the  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  21.1 per cent  (5.9 percentage po in t s )  
above the  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cent .  

I n  terms of assessed value of p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  urban a r e a s  account 
f o r  almost t h r e e - f i f t h s  (58.9 per c e n t )  of  t h e  county ' s  t o t a l .  One-family dwell ings 
(with 41.4 per cent  of t h e  t o t a l )  and a g r i c u l t u r a l  land wi th  improvements (35.2 per  
c e n t )  a r e  the  two most important property c l a s s e s  i n  t h e  county. 

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among both urban and r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  i n  t h e  
county was somewhat l e s s  r e l a t i v e Q  dur ing  the  per iod  of t h e  s tudy than i t  was 
state-wide. This i s  shown by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  p r o p e r t i e s  so ld  r ep resen t  smal ler  
proport ions of  t o t a l  assessed value i n  each of these  ca tagor i e s  i n  t h e  county 
(4.1 per cent  and 1.5 per  c e n t ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y )  than  they do state-wide (4.6 per 
cent  and 1.7 per  cen t ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  

Var ia t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban a r e a s  i n  Otero County i s  g r e a t e r  
than t h a t  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole, The average range (21.3 percentage p o i n t s )  
wi th in  which t h e  middle ha l f  of t h e  county 's  urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from 
low t o  high i s  much g r e a t e r  than  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.0 percenta,ge po in t s ) .  
On the  o t h e r  hand, v a r i a t i o n  among the  county 's  r a t i o s  f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  i s  some-
what smaller  than the  corresponding state-wide va r i a t ion .  

Otero County: Summary of 

Sa le s  Ratio Data 


Tota l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County -Urban Rural 

R.mber of C e r t i f i c a t e s  311 
Average Sales  Rat io  (%) 33.8 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 	 6.8 
Above Average Rat io  	 10.3 

Tota.1 17.1 
Prop. of To ta l  Ass'd ~ a l u e b  100.0 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  '$ of t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 	 3.0 

a.  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which the  middle ha l f  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b.. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed  value i n  
t h e  county a s  repor ted  by the  a s sesso r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c.  	 Assessed va lue  repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



Otero County: Number of Cot 
of Sa les  Rat io ,  Average Sa l e s  Rat: 

and Propor t ion  of Assessed Valuc 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class  ( y e a r s )  
A l l  Couunerc 

Sa l e s  Rat io  Class ( 5 )  1-8- 9-18 19-28- 29-48- Over 48 Ages Buildit  

Under 10  
10 and under 12 
12 'l " 14 
14 " 16 
16 * ' 18 

48 " " 50 
50 I' " 5 5  
55 " " 60 
60 and Over 

T o t a l  Cases 	 43 31 11 6 6 8 1  2 32 6 

Average S a l e s  Ra t io  ($1 33.2 35 .O 30.7 31.4 28.5 31.0 83.4 

Measure o T aria t iona  
Below Average Rat io  4 .0 5.2 5.3 4.6 5.3 4.9 36.4 
Above Averane Ra t io  4.0 5.6 7.8 5.6 6.7 5.8 61.6 

T o t a l  	 8.0 10.8 13.1 10.2 12.0 10.7 98.0 

Prop. of Assld va lueb  6.3 5.7 1.8 13.2 14.4 41.4 12.5 

a.  	 Range i n  p e r c e n t a ~ e  p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which the middle h a l f  of t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r a n  

b. 	 Assessed val8.e by c l a s s  of p rope r ty  a s  per  cen t  of  t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  the county 
a s s e s s o r  t o  the  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council .  



veyances by Size 
o ,  Measure of  Variation 

by Class  o f  Property 

Vacant A l l  Agric. Land A l l  

1,
l i a l  Urban Other Tota l  With Without Other Total  Total 
Land Urban Urban Impts. Irnpts. Rural Rural 

ed from low to  high.  



I 

OURAY COUNTY 

Ouray County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 22.4 per  cent  i s  t h e  16 th  among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  19.7 per  cent  (5.5 percentage p o i n t s )  
below t h e  s tate-widea r a t i o  of 27.9 per cen t .  

I n  terms of assessed  va lue  of proper ty  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  t h e  amount of r u r a l  
property i n  t h e  county i s  more than  double t h a t  of urban property.  This  i s  i n  
con t ra s t  t o  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole wherein the  amount of urban proper ty  i s  almost 
t h r e e  t imes t h e  r u r a l  proper ty  t o t a l .  

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market i n  Ouray County was l e s s  a c t i v e  r e l a t i v e l y  dur ing  t h e  
period of t h e  s tudy than  i t  was s tate-wide.  This i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
t h e  assessed  va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  s o l d  represented  only 1.4 pe r  cent  of t h e  assessed  
value of p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  county ' s  t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas t h e  corresponding proport ion 
f o r  t h e  s t a t e  was 3.8 per  cent .  

Var i a t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Ouray County i s  wider than  t h e  s t a t e -  
wide va r i a t ion .  The range (17.3 percentage p o i n t s )  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  
of t h e  county r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high i s  l a r g e r  than  t h a t  f o r  
t h e  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage po in t s ) .  

Because t h e  number of conveyances i s  sma l l  and the  v a r i a t i o n  among t h e  s a l e s  
r a t i o s  i s  l a r g e ,  t h e r e  i s  some ques t ion  ( a s  noted i n  Pa r t  One of t h e  r e p o r t )  con-
cern ing  t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  o r  accuracy of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  Ouray County. 

Ouray County: Summary of 

Sa les  Rat io  Data 


Tot a 1  T o t a l  To ta l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rural  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  26 
Average Sa le s  Rat io (%) 22.4 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Rat io  	 7.8 
Above Average Ratio 	 9.5 

T o t a l  17.3 
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass ld  Valueb 100.0 
Assld Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld ValueC 	 1.4 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed v a l u e  i n  
t h e  county a s  r epor t ed  by t h e  a s ses so r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c .  	 Assessed va lue  r epor t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property,  



Ouray County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sa l e s  Rat io ,  Average Sa l e s  Rat io ,  Measure of V a r i a t i o n  


and Propor t ion  of Assessed Value by C la s s  of Proper ty  


To ta l  
Sa l e s  Rat io  Class  ($1 County 

Under 10  1 
10 and under 
12 " " 
1 4  " " 
16 " " 

12 
14 
16  
1 8  

1 
4 
2 
1 

48  " " 50 
50 I' " 55 
55 " " 60 
60 and Over 

T o t a l  Cases 	 2  6  

Average Sa l e s  Rat io  ( 5 )  	 22.4 

Nea su re  of Varia  t ion8 
Below Average Rat io  
Above Average Ra t io  

T o t a l  

a .  	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which the  middle h a l f  of t he  r a t i o s  f a l l  
when arranged from low t o  high.  



-- 

PARK COUNTY 

Park County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 25.2 per  cent  i s  t h e  30th  among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  9.7 per  cen t  (2.7 percentage 
po in t s )  below t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 p e r  cent .  

Approximately seven-tenths of t h e  county ' s  t o t a l  a s se s sed  va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  
on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  f a l l s  i n  r u r a l  c ,a tegor ies .  This  i s  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a 
whole wherein urban a r e a s  account f o r  almost t h ree - fou r ths  of t h e  t o t a l .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  was r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  
i n  t h e  county du r ing  t h e  per iod  of t h e  s tudy than  i t  was s tate-wide.  This  i s  
r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  a s se s sed  value of  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  s o l d  accounts  
f o r  a g r e a t e r  propor t ion  of t h e  county ' s  t o t a l  a s se s sed  value of r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  
on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  (2.8 per  c e n t )  than  i t  does s tate-wide (1.7 per  c e n t ) .  On t h e  
o t h e r  hand, market a c t i v i t y  among urban p r o p e r t i e s  was r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  i n  t he  
s t a t e  than  i n  t he  county. 

Var i a t ion  among t h e  county ' s  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban a r e a s  i s  g r e a t e r  t han  
t h a t  f o r  t he  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range  (39.4 percentage p o i n t s )  w i t h i n  
which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  co~ :n ty ' s  urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low 
t o  -high i s  much l a r g e r  than  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.0 percentage p o i n t s ) .  On the  
o the r  hand, v a r i a t i o n  among t h e  county r a t i o s  f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  i s  somewhat sma l l e r  
than  t h e  corresponding s ta te -wide  v a r i a t i o n .  

Park County: Summary of 

S a l e s  Rat io  Data 


T o t a l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rural 

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  86 4 9 37 
Average Sa le s  Rat io  (%) 25.2 2'7.5 24.4 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ra t io  	 8 .1  9.1 7.7 
Above Average Rat io  	 9.1 30.3 2.2 

To ta l  17.2 33.4 9.9 
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass ld  valueb 1~30.0 25.6 71,4 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of  t o t a l  
Ass'd va lueC 	 2.5 1.7 2.8 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t he  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high.  

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  
t h e  county a s  r epo r t ed  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c .  	 Assessed value r e p o r t e d  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



Park County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of  Sa les  Rat io ,  Average Sa le s  Rat io,  Measure of Var ia t ion  


and Proport ion of Assessed Value by Class  of Proper ty  


One Vacant A l l  Misc. Rural Lar 
Family Urban Other Tota l  With H i t t  

Sa les  Ratio C las s  ($1 welliks Land Urban Urban Impts. Imp1 

Under 10  
10 and under 12 
12 " 14 
14 " " 16 
16 " " 1 8  

48  " " 50 
50 " " 55 
55 " " 60 
60 and Over 

Tota l  Cases 	 24 23 2 49 8 I 

Average Sa le s  Rat io  ($1 31.1 30.3 --- 27.5 25.2 24 

Measure of v a r i a t i o n a  
Below Average Ratio 7.6 9 .5 --- 9.1 3.O 1 

Above Average Ratio 10.9 10.9 --- 30.3 4 6 
T o t a l  	 18.5 20.4 --- 39 .4 7.1 1 C  

Prop. of Ass'd Valueb 	 13.1 11.1 4 .4 28.6 8.8 € 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i th in  which the middle h a l f  of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r a r  

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  value i n  the  count) 
a s ses so r  t o  the  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



A l l  
Other Tota l  Total  
Rural Rural County 

;ed from low t o  h igh .  

a s  reported by the 



PHILLIPS COUNTY 

P h i l l i p s  County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 20.3 per  cent i s  t h e  10th among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  i n  t h e  s t a t e  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  27.2 per cen t  (7.6 
percentage po in t s )  below t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cent .  The s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f o r  urban and r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  a r e  27.3 per cent  and 19.1 per cen t ,  r e spec t ive ly .  

Unlike t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein t h e  assessed  value of urban property on 
the  t a x  r o l l s  i s  almost t h r e e  times t h a t  of r u r a l  property,  t h e  r u r a l  t o t a l  f o r  
P h i l l j p s  County i s  about t h r e e  times t h e  urban t o t a l .  I n  terms of assessed  value,  
a g r i c u l t u r a l  land without improvements i s  t h e  most important c l a s s  of property;  
it  accounts f o r  39.9 per  cent  of t h e  county 's  t o t a l  assessed value. 

Var ia t ion  among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban p r o p e r t i e s  i n  P h i l l i p s  County i s  
considerably wider than t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (23.6 
percentage p o i n t s )  wi th in  which the  middle ha l f  of t h e  county ' s  urban r a t i o s  f a l l  
when arranged from low t o  h igh  i s  much l a r g e r  than t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.0 
percentage p o i n t s ) .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  average range f o r  r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  i n  the  
county i s  smal ler  than  t h e  corresponding state-wide range. 

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market was l e s s  a c t i v e  r e l a t i v e l y  i n  P h i l l i p s  County dur ing  
the  period of the  s tudy than  it was state-wide. This i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  p rope r t i e s  so ld  accounted f o r  1.8 per cen t  of t o t a l  assessed value of proper ty  
on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t h e  county, whereas t h e  corresponding propor t ion  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  
was 3.8 per cent .  This holds t r u e  f o r  both urban and r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  a s  we l l  a s  
f o r  urban and r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  combined. 

A s  noted i n  Part  One of t h e  r e p o r t ,  t h e  average s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  P h i l l i p s  
County i s  sub jec t  t o  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n  t h a t  t h e r e  were no conveyances of t h e  important 
c l a s s  of i n d u s t r i a l  p rope r t i e s  i n  t h e  county dur ing  t h e  period of the  study. 

P h i l l i p s  County: Summary of 

Sa le s  Ratio Data 


To ta l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rural-
Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  76 
Average Sa les  Ratio (%) 20.3 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 	 2.8 
Above Average Ratio 	 5.6 

T o t a l  8 .4 
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass'd valueb 100.0 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 	 1.8 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which the  middle h a l f  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county a s  repor ted  by the  a s sesso r  t o  the  Leg i s l a t ive  Counci. 

c .  	 Assessed value repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



P h i l l i p s  County: Number of Conveyances by Size 
of Sa les  Ratio,  Average Sales  Ratio , Measure of Variat ion 

and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 

One Vacant 
Family Commercial Urban 

Dwellings Buildings Land-
A l l  

Other 
Urban-

Tota l  
UrbanSales  Ratio Class  (%) Impts. 9 

UIlder 10  
10 a d  under 12 
12 " ' 14 
14 " " 16 
16 I' " 18 

48 " ' 50 
50 " It 55  
55 " 60 
60 and Over 

To ta l  Cases 
I 

I Average Sales Ratio ($1 23.6 41.7 18.6 --- 27.3 20.8 1 

Measure of va r i a t iona  
Below Average Ratio 5.0 9 07 1.8 --- 5.8 1.8 
Above Average Ratio 19.4 11.8 1 3.O --- 17-8 4.2 

To ta l  24.4 21.5 14.8 --- 23.6 6 .O 

Prop. of Ass9d valueb 12 .2 6.0 0.3 8.3 26.8 31.5 3 

I a. Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when ar ran  

i b. Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the county 
assessor  t o  the  h g i s l a t i v e  Council. 



nd A l l  
bhout Other Total Total 

Rural Rural County 

bed from l o r  to high. 



PITKIN COUNTY 


P i t k i n  County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 20.7 per  cent  i s  t h e  11 th  among t h e  county e 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  25.8 pe r  cent  (7.2 percentage po in t s )  
below t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 pe r  cent .  

Unlike the  s t a t e  a s  a whole f o r  which t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  urban p r o p e r t i e s  r 
i s  considerably l a r g e r  t h a n  t h a t  f o r  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  P i t k i n  County's r u r a l  
property r a t i o  (21.8 per  cen t )  i s  somewhat g r e a t e r  t han  i t s  urban proper ty  r a t i o  
(19.5 per  cen t ) .  

Var i a t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  i n  t h e  county i s  sma l l e r  t han  
t h a t  f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  state-wide. The average range  (5.3 percentage p o i n t s )  w i th in  B 
which t h e  middle h a l f  of  t h e  county 's  r u r a l  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  
high i s  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole (12.5 percentage ~ o i n t s ) .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among urban p r o p e r t i e s  was r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  
i n  P i t k i n  County dur ing  t h e  per iod  of t h e  s tudy than  i t  was state-wide. This i s  
r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  combined assessed  va lue  of urban p rope r t i e s  s o l d  4. 

accounted f o r  a g r e a t e r  propor t ion  of t o t a l  assessed  v a l u e  of urban proper ty  on 
t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t h e  county t h a n  i t  d i d  i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole. This  i s  the  A 

r eve r se  of t h e  p i c tu re '  f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  wherein market a c t i v i t y  was r e l a t i v e l y  
l e s s  i n  t h e  county than  it was state-wide. 

P i t k i n  County: Summary of 
S a l e s  Rat io Data 

T o t a l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of  t h e  Data County Urban- Rural  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  57 
Average Sa le s  Rat io (%) 20.7 
Measure of ~ a r i a tiona 

Below Average Ratio 1.6 

Above Average Rat io  4.8 


T o t a l  6.4 
Prop. of T o t a l  Assld valueb 100.0 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  

Assld ValueC 4.0 


a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  
t h e  county a s  repor ted  by the  a s ses so r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c .  	 Assessed va lue  r epor t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  as per  cent  of t o t a l  

assessed  value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of  property.  




P i t k i n  County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sa les  Rat io ,  Average Sales  Ra t io ,  Heasure of Var ia t ion  


and Propor t ion  of Assessed Value by Class  of Property 


One Vacant A l l  

Sa les  Rat io Class  (%) 
Family 

Dwellings 
Urban 
Land- Other 

Urban 
To ta l  
Urban 

T o t a l  
R u r a l  

To ta l  
County 

Under 10  
10 and under 12 
12 'I 14 
14 " " 16 
16 " " 18 

48 " " 50 
50 'I " 55 
55 'I " 60 
60 and Over 

T o t a l  Cases 	 2 7 14 7 48 9 

Average Sales  Rat io  (%) 19.4 12.3 ---- 19.5 21.8 20 .7 

Measure o f  Varia t i ona  
Below Averape Ratio 2.4 1.7 ---- 1.7 1.4 1.6 
Above Average Ratio 4.1 4.7 ---- 5.8 3.9 4.8 

Tota l  	 6.5 6.4 ---- 7.5 5.3 6.4 

Prop. of Asstd ~ a l u e b  25.5 2 .1 19.7 47 .3 52.7 100.O 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i th in  which the  middle h a l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when 
arranged from low to  high. 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  pe r  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  value i n  the  
county as  repor ted  by the  a s s e s s o r  to  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



PXOWERS COUNTY 

The s a l e s  r a t i o  of 30.6 per  cen t  f o r  Prowers County i s  t he  52nd among t h e  
county r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  9.7 per  cent  (2.7 percentage 
p o i n t s )  above the  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cent .  

Unlike t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole f o r  which t h e  assessed  v a l u e  of urban p rope r t i e s  
i s  markedly g r e a t e r  than  t h a t  of r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  t h e  a s ses sed  value of r u r a l  
p rope r t i e s  i n  the  county i s  considerably l a r g e r  than  t h a t  of urban p rope r t i e s .  
The s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  i n  the  county i s  only s l i g h t l y  l e s s  t h a n  t h a t  
f o r  urban areas .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  was r e l a t i v e l y  much lower i n  Prowers County 
du r ing  the  period of t h e  s tudy than  i t  was s tate-wide.  This  r e f l e c t s  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  t h e  combined assessed  va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  so ld  represented  only 1.3 per 
cent  of t o t a l  assessed  value of proper ty  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t h e  county, whereas 
t h e  corresponding propor t ion  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole was 3.8 per  cent .  

Var i a t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Prowers County was l a r g e r  than  t h a t  f o r  
t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (14.9 percentage p o i n t s )  w i th in  which 
t h e  middle h a l f  of t he  county 's  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high i s  
l a r g e r  than  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11,5 percentage po in t s ) .  The d i s p a r i t y  between 
t h e  county and t h e  s t a t e  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  was somewhat g r e a t e r  f o r  urban a r e a s  
than  i t  wa.s f o r  r u r a l  a r eas .  

Prowers County: S m a r y  of 

Sa le s  Rat io Data 


T o t a l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban -Rural  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  131 111 20 
Average Sa le s  Rat io ( 5 )  30.6 3 1 , l  30 .4 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Rat io  	 6.3 4.9 7 .3 
Above Average Ratio 	 8.6 10.5 7.4 

To ta l  14.9 15.4 14.7 
Prop. of To ta l  Ass ld  valueb 100.0 40.6 59.4 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld Valuec 	 1.3 2.6 0.5 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle ha l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  
the  county a s  r epor t ed  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c ,  	 Assessed value r epor t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



- - 

Prowers County: Number of Conveyance: 
of Sales Rat io ,  Average S a l e s  Ratio', Measu~ 

and P ropor t i on  of  A'ssessed Value by Claa! 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class e ears) 
A l l  

Sa l e s  Ra t io  C l a s s  ($1 -1-8 -9-18 19-28 29-48 Over 48 Ages 

Under 10  

1 0  and under 12 


"12 'I 14

"14 'I 16 


16  " " 1 8  


48 	 " " 50 

50 	 " " 55 

55  " " 
60 and Over 


60 


T o t a l  Cases 

Average Sa l e s  Ra t io  ($1 

h a s u r e  of  Va r i a t i ona  

Below Average Ra t io  2.1 8.0 3 .O 5.5 3.5 4.7 4 .7 

Above Average Ra t io  2 .0 2.7 1.7 15.3 6.7 6 .TT 6.1 


T o t a l  	 4.1 10.7 4.7 20.8 10.2 11.4 10.8 

Prop. o f  Ass td  va lueb  4 .9 5.2 1.4 6.1 5.5 23.1 0.9 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage  p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  of  the r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r a n  

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of p rope r ty  a s  per  cen t  of  t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  t h e  county 
a s s e s s o r  t o  the  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council .  



by Size  
e of  Variation 
of Property 

A l l  
Other 
Urban 

Total 
Urban 

Agric .  
With 
Impts. 

Land 
Without 
Impts. 

A l l  
0 ther  
Rural 

Tot a1 
Rural 

Total  
County 

:ed from low t o  high.  

a s  reported by the 



PUEBLO COUNTY 

Pueblo County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 24.3 per cent  i s  t h e  26th among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  approximately 13 per cent  (3.6 
percentage p o i n t s )  below t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cen t .  Both t h e  urban 
and r u r a l  r a t i o s  f o r  t h e  county a r e  smal le r  t h a n  those f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole. 

I n  terms of assessed  va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  t h e  amount of 
urban property i s  approximately double t h a t  of r u r a l  property. The urban pro- 
p o r t i o n  of t o t a l  (67.3 per  c e n t )  i s  somewhat below t h e  corresponding state-wide 
propor t ion  (73.7 per cen t  ) . 

Real  e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among urban p r o p e r t i e s  was somewhat g r e a t e r  
r e l a t i v e l y  i n  t h e  county dur ing  t h e  per iod  of t h e  s tudy t h a n  i t  was s tate-wide.  
This i s  shown by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  urban p r o p e r t i e s  so ld  accounted f o r  a g r e a t e r  
propor t ion  of t o t a l  assessed  value of urban p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t h e  
county (5.3 per c e n t )  t han  they d i d  i n  t h e  s t a t e  (4.6 per cen t ) .  This i s  t h e  
r eve r se  of t h e  p i c t u r e  f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  wherein market a c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  county 
was r e l a t i v e l y  f a r  below t h a t  of t h e  s t a t e .  

Var i a t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  i n  Pueblo County i s  l e s s  
than  t h a t  f o r  r u r a l  a r eas  state-wide. The average range (9.3 percentage p o i n t s )  
w i th in  which the  middle h a l f  of t h e  county ' s  r u r a l  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from 
low t o  high i s  sma l l e r  than t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (12.5 percentage p o i n t s ) .  

Pueblo County: Summary of 
Sa le s  Rat io  Data 

T o t a l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rura l-
Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  16 27 60 
Average Sa le s  Rat io  (%) 24.3 23.1 
Measure of Variat iona 

Below Average Rat io  4.7 	 4.7 
Above Average Ra t io  4.4 	 4.6 

T o t a l  9.1 9 03 
Prop. of To ta l  A s s f d  Valueb 100.0 32.7 
Assfd  Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass fd  Valuec 3.7 	 0.3 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  
t h e  county a s  r epor t ed  by t h e  a s ses so r  t o  t h e  Le{:islative Council. 

c .  	 Assessed value r epor t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  

0 



Pueblo County: NI 
of Sa les  Hatio,  Average 

and Proport ion of  Assc 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class (yea r s )  
A1.1 Multi-Fami 

Sales  Ratio Class  ($1 
 -1-8 
 -9-18 -19-28 
 29-48 Over 48 -.-- A g e s  Dwelling 

Under 10 
10 a d  under 12

"12 
" " 

14 
14 
16 " " 

16 
18 

48 " 50 
5 0 "  " 55 
55 " " 60 
60 and Over 

To ta l  Cases 	 689 159 7 1  169 194 1282 12 

Average Salcs  Rat io ($1 28.4 25.3 22.5 20.6 18.3 23.%3 30.4 

Measure of v a r i a t i o n a  
Below Average Ratio 2.6 3.5 4.7 3.6 4.5 3.5 3.9 
Above Average Ratio 3.0 3.3 4.7 3.5 2 .5 3.1 5.6 

To ta l  5.6 6.8 9 .4 7.1 7.0 6.6 9 , s  

Prop. of Ass'd ~ a l u e b  19.9 8 .4 2.5 8.3 7 .9 47.0 1.S 

a. 	 R a n ~ e  i n  percentafe  p o i n t s  w i th in  which the  middle h a l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrany; 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per cerit of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  the county 
a s ses so r  to  the  L e ~ i s l at i v e  Counci 1. 



mber o f  Conveyances by S i z e  
Sa les  Rat io ,  Yeasure o f  Var ia t ion  
ssed Value by Class  o f  Property 

Vacant A l l  Agr ic .  Land l l i s c .  Rural Land 
ly Commercial Urban Other T o t a l  With Without With Without Tota l  Total  

-s h i l d i n g s  Land Urban Urban Impts. Impts. Impts. Impts, -Rural County 

from low t o  hi{!-h. 

reported by the 



R I O  BLANCO COUNTY 

4. 

Rio Blanco County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 32.9 per  cent  i s  t h e  54th among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  i n  t h e  s t a t e  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  17.9 per cent  (5.0 
percentage po in t s )  above the  s tate-wide r a t i o  of 2'7.9 per cen t .  The r a t i o s  f o r  
urban and r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  a r e  34.5 per cent  and 31.9 per c e n t ,  r e spec t ive ly .  

I n  terms of assessed va lue  of p roper t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  
account f o r  t h r e e - f i f t h s  of the  t o t a l  i n  Rio Blanco County. I n  c o n t r a s t ,  t he  
amount of urban proper ty  i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole i s  almost th ree  times t h a t  of 
r u r a l  property. 

Var ia t ion  among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  r u r a l  a reas  i n  Rio Blanco County i s  
l e s s  than t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. The average range (7.4 percentage 
po in t s )  wi th in  which the  middle ha l f  of t h e  county ' s  r u r a l  r a t i o s  f a l l  when 
arranged from low t o  high i s  s l i g h t l y  smal ler  than  t h a t  f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.0 
percentage po in t s ) .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  f o r  r u r a l  a reas  i n  Rio Blanco County dur ing  the  
period of the  s tudy was r e l a t i v e l y  l e s s  than i t  was s tate-wide.  This i s  r e f l e c t e d  
i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  so ld  accounted f o r  only 0.5 per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed va lue  of r u r a l  property i n  the  county, whereas t h e  corresponding proport ion 
f o r  the  s t a t e  was 1.7 per  cent .  

Ri.0 Blanco County: Summary of 
Sales  Ratio Data 

To ta l  To ta l  To ta l  
Nature of the  Data County Urban P m a l  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  70  61  9  
Average Sales  Ratio (%) 32.9 34.5 31.9 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 4.1 5.6 3.1 
Above Average Ratio 6.5 10.1 4.3 

Tot a 1  10.6 15.7 7.4 
Prop. of To ta l  Assfd  valueb 1C)O.O 38.8 61.2 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass'd ValueC 2.4 5.4 0.5 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which t h e  middle ha l f  of  t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
t h e  county a s  repor ted  by t h e  a s sesso r  t o  the  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c.  	 Assessed va lue  repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



Rio Blanco County: Number of  Conveyances by Size 

of Sa le s  Rat io ,  Average Sales  Rat io,  Measure of Var i a t ion  


and Proport ion o f  Assessed Value by Class  of Property 


One Vacant A l l  
Sa les  Rat io Family Urban Other To ta l  T o t a l  To ta l  
Class  (%> Dwellings Land Urban Urban -Rural County 

Under 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10  and under 12 0 1 0 1 2 3 
12 " " 14 0 0 0 0 2 2 
14 " " 16  3 0 0 3 0 3 
16  " " 1 8  3 0 0 3 0 3 

48 " " 50 0 0 1 1 0 1 
50 " " 55 0 0 0 0 0 0 
55 " " 60 0 0 2 2 0 2 
60 and Over 1 2 2 5 0 5 

Tota l  Cases 43 11 7 61  9 70 

Average Sales  Rat io 
(%> 26.9 33.5 34 .5 31.9 32 .9 

Measure of Variat iona 
Below Average Ratio 2.9 8 .7 ---- 5.6 3.1 4.1 
Above Average Ratio 5.9 5 .O ---- 10.1 4.3 6.5 

To ta l  8.8 1 3  .7 ---- 15.7 7 .4 10 .6 

Prop. of Asstd va lueb  23.1 2.5 1 3  .2 38.8 61.2 100.O 

a. Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i th in  which the  middle h a l f  
arranged from .low to  high. 

of the  r a t i o s r f a l l  when 

b. Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  pe r  cen t  of  t o t a l  assessed value i n  the  
county a s  repor ted  by the  a s s e s s o r  t o  the Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



lUO GRANDE COUNTY 

Rio Grande County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 33.8 per  cen t  i s  t h e  56th among t h e  
county r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  21.1 per  cen t  (5.9 percentage 
p o i n t s )  above t h e  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cen t .  

I n  terms of a s ses sed  va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  r u r a l  proper ty  i n  
Rio Grand County accounts  f o r  two-thirds of t h e  t o t a l .  This  i s  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  
s t a t e  a s  a  whole wherein urban proper ty  r e p r e s e n t s  almost three- four ths  of t h e  
t o t a l .  A g r i c u l t u r a l  land  with improvements accounts  f o r  more than  one-half of  
t h e  county ' s  t o t a l  a s ses sed  value.  

Raal e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  was somewhat g r e a t e r  r e l a t i v e l y  among urban 
p r o p e r t i e s  i n  Rio Grande County du r ing  t h e  period of the  s tudy than  i t  was i n  
urban a r e a s  sta.te-wide. This i s  shown by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t he  assessed  value of 
urban p rope r t i e s  s o l d  r ep resen ted  5.1 pe r  cent  of t h e  t o t a l  assessed  va lue  of 
urban p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  county ' s  t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas t h e  corresponding propor t ion  
f o r  t h e  s t a t e  was 4.6 per  cent .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  market a c t i v i t y  among r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  
was somewhat g r e a t e r  r e l a t i v e l y  i n  t h e  s t a t e  than  i t  was i n  the county. 

Var i a t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Rio Grande County i s  g r e a t e r  t han  t h a t  
f o r  t h e  s t a t e .  The average range (21.9 percentage poin-i-sj w i t h i n  which t h e  middle 
h a l f  of t h e  county ' s  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high i s  l a r g e r  than  t h e  
corresponding state-wide range (11.5 percentage p o i n t s ) ,  This  d i s p a r i t y  between 
t h e  county and t h e  s t a t e  i s  more marked i n  r u r a l  a r e a s  t h a n  i t  i s  i n  urban areas .  

R . 3  	Grande County: Summary of 
Sa le s  Rat io  Data. 

T o t a l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban -Rrlr a  1 

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  120 9  5  2  5  
Average Sales  Ra t io  (%) 33.8 32.1 34.8 
Measure of Variat  iona 

Below Average Ratio 8.5 5.7 10.1 

Above Average Rat io  13.4 1 0.2 15.O 


To ta l  21.9 15.9 25.1 
Prop. of To ta l  Ass1d valueb 100.0 32.6 67.4 
Assld Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  

Ass ld  ValueC 2.6 5 .1  1.4 


a .  Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high,  

b. Assessed v a l u e  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  pe r  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  
t h e  county as repor t ed  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c. Assessed va lue  r epor t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



Rio Grande County: Number .of 
of Sa le s  Rat io ,  Average Sales  Rat 

and Proport ion of Assessed Valu 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class  (years )  
A l l  Commer 

Sa le s  Ratio Class (%) -1-8 9-18- -19-28 -29-48 Over 48 Ages Build i 

Under 1 0  
10  and under 12 
12 " 14 
14 " " 16 
16 It 1 8  

" "48 
" " 

50 
50 

" 
55 

55 60 
60 and Over 

Tota l  Cases 19 8 9 1 7  2 3 7 6 8 

Average S a l e s  Rat io (%) 35.0 34.9 33.1 27.2 35.9 32.8 31.0 

I Measure of v a r i a t i o n 8  
Below Average Ratio 3.2 5.9 5.1 4.4 8.1 5.3 6 .O 
Above Average Ra t io  5.1 13.3 11.8 2.3 12.7 8.1 1 3.O 

T o t a l  8.3 19.2 16.9 6.7 20.8 13.4 19.0 

Prop. of Assld va lueb  4.8 3.1 2.0 4.8 5.6 20.3 10.2 
! 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r a n  

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  cent  of  t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  t h e  county 
a s ses so r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Coun'cil. 



1 Conveyances by Size 
K O ,  Measure of Variat ion 
$ by Class  of  Property 

1 Vacant A l l  Agric.  Land A l l  
k i a l  Urban Other Total  With Without Other To tal Total 
-Land Urban Urban Impts. wts. -Rural Rural County 

ed from low t o  high.  

a s  reported by the 
l 



ROUTT COUNTY 


Routt  County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 27.8 per  cent  i s  t h e  44th among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high.  It i s  p r a c t i c a l l y  t h e  same a s  t he  s t a t e -
wide r a t i o  of 27.9 p e r  cen t .  The r a t i o  f o r  urban a r e a s  i n  t h e  county i s  sub-
s t a n t i a l l y  l a r g e r  t han  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e ,  b u t  t h e  r a t i o s  f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  i n  
t h e  county and i n  t h e  s t a t e  a r e  about t he  same. 

Unlike t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole f o r  which t h e  a s se s sed  va lue  of  urban p r o p e r t i e s  
i s  markedly g r e a t e r  t h a n  t h a t  f o r  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  t h e  a s se s sed  va lue  of r u r a l  
p r o p e r t i e s  i n  t h e  county i s  much g r e a t e r  than  t h a t  of urban p rope r t i e s .  

Real  e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among urban p r o p e r t i e s  was r e l a t i v e l y  about 
t h e  same i n  Routt County dur ing  t h e  period of t h e  s tudy  a s  i t  was s tate-wide.  
This  i s  shown by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  a s se s sed  va lue  of  urban p r o p e r t i e s  so ld  
represented  4.8 per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  of urban proper ty  on t h e  t a x  
r o l l s  i n  t h e  county, whi le  t h e  corresponding propor t ion  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole 
was 4.6 per  cen t ,  Market a c t i v i t y  i n  r u r a l  a r e a s  i n  t he  county was r e l a t i v e l y  
lower than  i t  was s tate-wide.  

There i s  wider v a r i a t i o n  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban a r e a s  i n  Routt  
County than among those  f o r  t h e  s t a t e .  The average range (29.1 percentage p o i n t s )  
w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  county 's  urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when ar rayed  from 
low t o  high i s  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.0 percentage po in t s ) .  This  
range f o r  r u r a l  a r e a s  i s  about t h e  same f o r  t h e  county a s  f o r  t h e  s t a t e .  

Routt  County: Summary of 

S a l e s  Rat io Data 


T o t a l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County U:rban Rura l-
Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  135 
Average S a l e s  Rat io (%) 27.8 
Measure of Var ia t iona  

Below Average Rat io  	 4.9 
Above Average Ratio 	 11.1 

T o t a l  16.O 
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass ld  valueb 100.0 
Ass ld  Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld ValueC 	 2.0 

a.  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  as per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  
t h e  county a s  r epo r t ed  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  r epo r t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
a s se s sed  v a l u e  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



Routt County: Number of Conveyance 
of Sa le s  Rat io,  Average Sales  Rat io ,  Heasu 

and Proport ion of Assessed Value by Clas 

One-Family Dwellings by Age Class  (years )  Vacan 
A l l  U rba 

Sa le s  Rat io Class (%) -1-8 -9-18 19-28- 29-48- Over 48  Ages -Land 

Under 1 0  

10 and under 12 

12 " " 14 

14 " " 16 

16 " It 18 


48 	 " " 50 

5 0 "  " 55 

55 " " 
60 and Over 


60 


To ta l  Cases 	 11 16  15  30 12 84 1 8  


Average Sa le s  Rat io (%) 40.1 38.9 45.9 36.5 40.8 39.2 37.8 

Measure of v a r i a t i o n a  
Below Averaqe Ra t io  2.9 4.4 10.4 6.8 9.0 6.2 4.8 
Above Average Rat io  3.7 14.3 44.1 17.3 38.0 19.5 26 .O 

To ta l  	 6.6 18.7 54.5 24.1 47.0 25.7 30.8 

Prop. of Ass td  Value b 3.3 4.6 2.5 6.5 2.1 19.0 0.6 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of the  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r an  

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per  c e n t  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  the  county 
a s ses so r  t o  the  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



by S ize  
e of Variation 

o f  Property 

F A l l  Agric.  Land A l l  
Other Total With H i thout 0 ther Total  Total 
Urban Urban ImptS. I ~ t s .  Rural Rural County 

ed from low t o  high.  



SAGUACHE COUNTY 

Saguache County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 40.9 per  cent  i s  t h e  l a r g e s t  among t h e  
county r a t i o s .  It i s  46.6 per  cent  (13.0 percentage p o i n t s )  above t h e  s t a t e -
wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cent .  The r a t i o  f o r  r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  i n  the  county i s  

\ 

much l a r g e r  than  t h e  s tate-wide r u r a l  r a t i o .  

Approximately f o u r - f i f t h s  of the  cour.tyls t o t a l  assessed  value of p roper t i e s  
on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  f a l l  i n  r u r a l  ca tegor ies .  The most important c l a s s  i n  terms of 
assessed va lue  i s  a g r i c u l t u r a l  land with improvements; i t  rep resen t s  69.7 per cent  
of  t h e  t o t a l  assessed va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  Saguache County. 

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  was r e l a t i v e l y  lower i n  Saguache County dur ing  
t h e  period of t h e  s tudy than  i t  was i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. This i s  r e f l e c t e d  
i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t he  combined assessed  va lue  of p roper t i e s  so ld  represented  only 
1.4 per  cent  of t h e  t o t a l  assessed va lue  of property on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t h e  
county, whereas t h e  corresponding propor t ion  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole was 3.8 
per  cent .  

Var i a t ion  among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban a r e a s  i n  Saguache County i s  
r e l a t i v e l y  g rea te r  than  t h a t  f o r  urban a r e a s  state-wide. The average range 
(34.4 percentage p o i n t s )  wi th in  which t h e  middle ha l f  of t h e  county's urban 
r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high i s  much l a r g e r  than  t h a t  f o r  t h e  
s t a t e  (11.0 percentage po in t s ) .  

Saguache County: Summary of 
Sa les  Ratio Data 

T o t a l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rural-
Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  3  4  10 
Average Sales  Rat io  (%) 40.9 44.1 
Measure of va r i a t iona  

Below Average Ratio 7  .4 	 7.9 
Above Average Ratio 12.6 	 7.2 

Tot a 1  20.0 15.1 
Prop. of To ta l  Ass ld  valueb 100.0 79.5 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld ValueC 1.4 	 1.2 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which t h e  middle ha l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
t h e  county as repor t ed  by t h e  a s sesso r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value r epor t ed  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of  t o t a l  
assessed. value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of  property. 



- - 

Saguache County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sa les  Rat io,  Average Sa le s  Rat io;  Measure of Var i a t ion  


and Propor t ion  of Assessed Value by Class  of Property 

One A l l  Agric . A1 

Family 0 t h e r  To ta l  With 0t h  


Sales Rat io C las s  ($1 Dwellings Urban -Urban Impt s. -Rur 


Under 10 0 

10 and under 1 2  1 

12 It " 14 0 

14 " " 16 0 

16 	 " " 18  1 


38 " " 40 1 0 1 1 

40 " " 42 0 1 1 0 

42 " " 44 1 0 1 0 


46 " " 48 0 0 0 0 

44 " " 46 0 0 0 1 


48 " 50 0 0 0 1 

5 0 "  " 55 0 0 0 1 

55 " " 60 0 1 1 0 

60 and Over 1 0 1 1 


Tota l  Cases 	 1 8  6 2 4 6 


Average Sales  Rat io (%) 29.3 --- 31.9 46.6 -
Heasure of  Var ia t iona  

Below Average Ratio 3 --- 6.3 7.6 -
Abwe Average Ratio 11.4 --- 28 01. 5.9 --T o t a l  15.2 34.4 13.5om-

Prop. of  Ass'd va lueb  13.4 7.1 20.5 69.7 9 


a. 	 Range i n  percentage p o i n t s  w i th in  which the  middle h a l f  of t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r a  

b. 	 Assessed v a l u e  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per c e n t  o f  t o t a l  assessed value i n  the  count 
a s ses so r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 



Total Total 
-Rural County 

lged from low to high. 

as reported by the 



SAN JUAN COUNTY 

San Juan County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 38.7 per  cent  i s  t h e  59th among the  county 
r a t i o s  i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  h igh;  i t  i s  38.7 per  cent  (10.8 
percentage po in t s )  above t h e  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 'per  cent .  The r a t i o  i s  
based upon 15 conveyances, of which 1 4  represented  urban property sa l e s .  

Unlike t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein t h e  assessed  value of urban p roper t i e s  
i s  much l a r g e r  than t h a t  of r u r a l  p rope r t i e s ,  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  account f o r  about 
two-thirds of the  t o t a l  assessed value of proper ty  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  the  county. 

Var ia t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  i n  San Juan County i s  considerably l a r g e r  
than  t h a t  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The range (30.9 percentage poin ts )  w i t h i n  
which the  middle ha l f  of t h e  county's s a l e s  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low 
t o  high i s  l a r g e r  than t h e  average range f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage po in t s ) .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  i n  San Juan County dur ing  the  period of the  s tudy 
was r e l a t i v e l y  lower than i t  was state-wide. This i s  shown by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
p rope r t i e s  so ld  c o n s t i t u t e  only 0.7 per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value of property 
i n  t h e  county, whereas the  corresponding proprot ion f o r  t h e  s t a t e  was 3.8 per  cent.  

Because the  number of conveyances i s  sma l l  and v a r i a t i o n  among t h e  s a l e s  
r a t i o s  i s  l a r g e ,  t h e r e  i s  some ques t ion  ( a s  noted i n  Part  One of the  r e p o r t )  
concerning t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  o r  accuracy of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  San Juan County. 

Sam Juan County: Summary of 
Sa les  Rat io  Data 

To ta l  T o t a l  To ta l  
Nature of the  Data County Urban Rural 

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  15 
Average Sales  Ratio (%) 38.7 
Measure of Variat iona 

Below Average Ratio 12.I 
Above Average Ratio 18.8 

To ta l  30.9 
Prop. of To ta l  Ass'd valueb 100.O 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Assld ValueC 0.7 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage poin ts  wi th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
t h e  county a s  repor ted  by t h e  assessor  t o  the  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed'  value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s o f  property.  



San Juan County: Number of Conveyances by Size 
of Sa les  Rat io ,  Average Sa les  Ratio,  Measure of Var ia t ion  

and Proport ion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 

To ta l  T o t a l  To ta l  

Sales Ratio Class (5) -Urban -Rural  County 

0 0 
0 0


Unatr 10 0 0 
0

10 and unaer IZ 0 0 
0 

12 fl It 14 0 0 
0

14 l' 16 0 0 
16 " " 1 8  

0 0 

0 0 


2 
0 0 

0 2 
2


2 0 

0 0


0 


0 0 0 


0 1

1 
0 0 0 


0 0

0 

0 0 0 


1 0 1 

2 1 3 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

48 " " 50 0 0 0 

50 " " 55 2 0 2 

55 " " 60 1 0 1 
60 and Over 3 0 3 

Tota l  Cases 14 1 15 

Average Sales Ratio ($1 ---- __-- 38.7 

Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 

Above Average Ratio 


To ta l  

Prop. of Ass'd valueb 

a .  Range i n  percentage poin ts  wi th in  which the  middle h a l f  
arranged from low t o  high-

of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when 

b. Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  the 
county as repor ted  by the  a s sesso r  t o  the  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 



SAN MIGUEL COUNTY 

San Miguel County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 40.0 per cent  i s  t h e  61s t  among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  i n  t h e  s t a t e  when arranged from low t o  high; it i s  43.4 per  cent  (12.1 percentage 
po in t s )  above t h e  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent .  The r a t i o  i s  based upon 3 1  
conveyances, of which 24 rep resen t  urban property s a l e s  and 7  r ep resen t  r u r a l  property 
s a l e s .  The r a t i o s  f o r  urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  46.5 pe r  cent  and 38.5 per  
cent ,  respect ive ly .  

Unlike t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole wherein t h e  assessed  va lue  of urban p roper t i e s  i s  
almost t h r e e  t imes t h a t  of r u r a l  p rope r t i e s ,  r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  i n  San Miguel County 
accounted f o r  about f o u r - f i f t h s  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  of proper ty  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s .  

Var ia t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  i n  San Miguel County i s  much g r e a t e r  than  
t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. The average range (36.5 percentage po in t s )  within 
which t h e  middle h a l f  of  t h e  county's r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high 
i s  considerably l a r g e r  than  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage po in t s ) .  Both 
urban and r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  share  i n  t h i s  above-average v a r i a t i o n  among t h e  s a l e s  
r a t i o s .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  i n  San Miguel County dur ing  t h e  period of  t h e  
study was r e l a t i v e l y  lower than it was state-wide. This i s  shown by t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  p rope r t i e s  so ld  accounted f o r  only 0.7 per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  of 
property on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  the  county, whereas t h e  corresponding state-wide 
proport ion was 3.8 per  cent .  This holds t r u e  f o r  both urban and r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  
a s  we l l  a s  f o r  urban and r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  combined. 

Because t h e  number of conveyances ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  of  t h e  important c l a s s  of 
r u r a l  p rope r t i e s )  i s  small and t h e  v a r i a t i o n  among t h e  r a t i o s  i s  l a r g e ,  t h e r e  i s  
some quest ion ( a s  noted i n  Par t  One o f  t h e  r e p o r t )  concerning t h e  dependabi l i ty  
o r  accuracy of t h e  r a t i o  f o r  San Miguel County. 

San d i g u e l  County: Summary of 
S a l e s  Ratio Data 

T o t a l  Tota l  To ta l  
Nature of  t h e  Data County Urban Rural 

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  3 1  
Average Sa les  Ratio (%) 40 .O 
Measure of  Variat iona 

Below Average Ratio 12.6 
Above Average Ratio 23.9 

To ta l  36.5 
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass'd valuea 100.0 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass'd valueC 0.7 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage poin ts  wi th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of  property a s  pe r  cent of t o t a l  assessed  value i n  
t h e  county a s  repor ted  by t h e  a s sesso r  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed va lue  repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property.  



San Higuel County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio, Measure of Variation 


and Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 


One A l l  
Family 0 ther  Total  To t a 1  Total 

Sales Ratio Class (%) Duellings Urban Urban -Rurn1 Countx 

Under 10 

10 a d  under 12 

12 " " 14 

14 " It 16 

16 " It 18 


48 50 

50 " * 55 

55 " " 
60 and Over 


60 


Total  Cases 	 19 5 24 7 31 


Average Sales Ratio (%) 49.9 --- 46.5 38.5 40.0 

Measure of Vari a tiona 
Below Average Ratio 20.9 --- 17.7 11.4 12.6 
Above Average Ratio 25.7 --- 24.5 23.7 23.9 

Total 	 46.6 --- 42.2 35.1 36.5 

Prop. of Asstd valueb 16.5 5.5 22.0 78.0 100.0 

a.  	 Range i n  percentage points within which the  middle hal f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when 
arranged from low to high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the 
county a s  reported by the assessor to t he  Legislat ive Council. 



SEDGWICK COUNTY 

Sedgwick Countyls s a l e s  r a t i o  of 19.7 per  cen t  i s  t h e  7 t h  among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  i n  Colorado when arranged from low t o  high;  it  i s  29.4 per cent  (8.2 
percentage po in t s )  below t h e  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per cent .  The r a t i o s  f o r  
urban and r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  a r e  29.3 per  cent  and 18.4 per  c e n t ,  r e spec t ive ly .  

Unlike the  s t a t e  a s  a whole wherein t h e  assessed va lue  of urban property 
i s  almost t h r e e  t imes t h a t  of r u r a l  property,  t h e  amoung of r u r a l  property i n  
Sedgwick County i s  about twice t h a t  of urban property. Agr icu l tu ra l  land with 
improvements c o n s t i t u t e s  about two-f i f ths  of t h e  countyls  t o t a l .  The s a l e s  
r a t i o  f o r  t h i s  c l a s s  i s  20.0 per  cent  i n  t h e  county a s  compared wi th  25.7 per  
cent  i n  t h e  s t a t e .  

Var ia t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  i n  Sedgwick County 
i s  smal ler  than t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole, The average range (5.8 percentage 
po in t s )  wi th in  which the  middle h a l f  of t h e  countyls  r u r a l  r a t i o s  f a l l  when 
arranged from low t o  high i s  smaller  than  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (12.5 percentage 
poin ts ) .  

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market was l e s s  a c t i v e  r e l a t i v e l y  i n  Sedgwick County during 
t h e  period of t h e  s tudy than  it was state-wide. This i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  proper t ies  so ld  represented  only 1.2 per cent  of t o t a l  assessed  value of 
property on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t h e  county whereas t h e  corresponding propor t ion  
f o r  t h e  s t a t e  was 3.8 per  cent .  This holds t r u e  f o r  both urban and r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  
a s  we l l  a s  f o r  urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  combined. 

A s  noted i n  Pa r t  One of the  r e p o r t ,  t he  average s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  Sedgwick 
County i s  subjec t  t o  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n  t h a t  t h e r e  were no conveyances of two important 
c l a s s e s  of property, namely, commercial and i n d u s t r i a l ,  i n  t h e  county dur ing  t h e  
period of t h e  study. 

Sedgwick County: Summary of 

Sa le s  Ratio Data 


T o t a l  To ta l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rura l  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  39 
Average Sa les  Ratio (%) 19.7 
Measure of va r i a t iona  

Below Average Ratio 	 2.9 
Above Average Ratio 	 3.5 

To ta l  6.4 
Prop. of To ta l  Assld valueb 100.0 
Assld Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

as % of  t o t a l  

Assld valueC 	 1.2 

a.  	 Range i n  percentage poin ts  wi th in  which t h e  middle ha l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the county as repor ted  by t h e  a s sesso r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 
Assessed va lue  repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  as  per  cent  of t o t a l  c. 
asse3sed value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property,  



Sedgwick County: Number of Conveyances by Size  
of Sa le s  Rat io ,  Average S a l e s  Rat io,  Measure of Var i a t i c  

and Propor t ion  of Assessed Value by Class  of Proper ty  

S a l e s  Rat io  Class  (%) 

One 
Family 

Dwellings , 

A l l  
0 t h e r  
Urban 

To ta l  
Urban-

Agric. 
U i t h  

Impts. 

Land 
Without 
Impts. 

A 
0t 
-Ru 

Under 10  
10  and under 12 
12 " " 1 4  
14 " " 16 
16 " 1 8  

48 " " 50 0 0 0 0 0 
50 " " 55 1 0 1 0 0 
55 " " 60 1 0 1 0 0 
60 and Over 1 0 1 0 0 

T o t a l  Cases 	 1 9  3 22 8 7 

Average Sa le s  Rat io (%) 29.3 ---- 29.3 20.0 16.4 -
Measure of Varia  t iona  

Below Average Rat io  2.2 ---- 2 A  4 .O 1.1 -
Above Average Rat io  10.0 ---- 9.8 4 .0 1.9 

To ta l  	 12.2 ---- 12.2 8 .O 3 .O -
Prop. of Assld Valueb 13.4 18.9 32.3 40.9 26.6 C 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  w i t h i n  which the middle h a l f  of t he  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrang 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of proper ty  a s  per cen t  of  t o t a l  assessed  value i n  the county 
a s s e s s o r  t o  the Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 
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-Rural 

0 
2 

0 

3 

5 


3 

0 

1 

1 
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1 

0 

0 

0 
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0 


Total 

County 
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2 
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4 
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3 

0 

2 

5 
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SUMMIT COUNTY 


Summit County's r a t i o  of 21.6 per cent i s  the  14th among the  county r a t i o s  i n  
Colorado when arranged from low t o  high. This r a t i o  i s  based upon 37 conveyances, 
of which 29 represent urban property s a l e s  and the  remaining 8  represent r u r a l  
property sa les .  The r a t i o s  f o r  both urban and r u r a l  proper t ies  i n  the  county (28.8 
per cent and 20.6 per cent ,  respect ively)  a r e  somewhat lower than  the  corresponding 
r a t i o s  f o r  t he  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. 

Unlike the s t a t e  a s  a  whole wherein t he  assessed value of urban proper t ies  i s  
almost th ree  times t h a t  of r u r a l  proper t ies ,  t h e  assessed value of r u r a l  proper t ies  
i n  the  county i s  f i v e  times the  urban property t o t a l .  

Variation among the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Summit County i s  grea te r  than t h a t  f o r  
the  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. The average range (18.5 percentage points)  within which 
the  middle half  of the  county's r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high i s  
greater  than t ha t  f o r  the  s t a t e  (11.5 percentage points) .  The difference between 
the  county and t h e  s t a t e  i n  t h i s  respec t  i s  more marked f o r  urban areas than it 
i s  f o r  r u r a l  areas. Because var ia t ion  among the  r a t i o s  i s  la rge  and the  number 
of conveyances i s  small, there  i s  some question (as  noted i n  Part One of t he  r epo r t )  
concerning t h e  accuracy o r  dependability of t h e  average s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  Summit County. 

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t x  i n  t he  county during t he  period of t he  study was 
r e l a t i v e l y  much lower than it  was i n  t h e  s t a t e  as  a  whole. This i s  shown by t he  
f a c t  t h a t  proper t ies  sold i n  t he  county accounted f o r  0.6 per cent of t o t a l  assessed 
value of proper t ies  on the  t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas the  corresponding proportion f o r  the  
s t a t e  a s  a  whole was 3.8 per cent. Both urban and r u r a l  proper t ies  i n  t h e  county 
shared i n  t h i s  below-average market a c t i v i t y .  

S d t  County: Summary of 
Sales Ratio Data 

Total  To ta l  Total  
Nature of the  Data County Urban Rural-
Number of Ce r t i f i c a t e s  37 
Average Sales Ratio ($) 21.6 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 8.6 

Above Average Ratio 9.9 


Total 18.5 
Prop. of Total  Assld ~ a l u e b  100.0 
Assld Value on Ce r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  $ of t o t a l  

Assld ValueC 0.6 


a. 	 Range i n  percentage points wi thin  which the  middle hal f  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b, 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent of t o t a l  assessed value  i n  
t he  county a s  reported by the  assessor t o  the  Legis la t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value reported on Conveyance Ce r t i f i c a t e s  as  per cent of t o t a l  
assessed value i n  the county f o r  each c l a s s  of property, 



Summit County: Number of Conveyances by Size 

of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio, Measure of Variat ion 


ard Proportion of Assessed Value by Class of Property 


One Vacant A l l  
</ Family Urban 0 ther  Tot a 1  Total Total 

'P- Sales Ratio. Class ($) Dwellings Land -Urban -Urban Rural county 

Under 10 0 0 0 0 1 1 
10 and under 12 1 0 0 1 0 1 
12  	 " " 14 0 2 0 2 0 2 
14 	 " " 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 
16 	 " " 18 2 5 0 7 0 7 

48 	 " " 50 
5 0 '  " 55 
55 " It 60 

60 and Over 


Total  Cases 	 15  14 0 29 8 37 

Average Sales Ratio ($) 29.8 20 .O --- 28.8 20.6 21.6 

Measure of Variation" 
Below Average Ratio 10.6 3 .4 --- 10.O 8.3 8.6 
Abwe Average Ratio 35.2 13.0 Ow- 31.3 7 .2 9.9 

Total  	 45.8 16.4 --- 41.3 15.5 18.5 

a. 	 Range i n  percentage points within which the middle ha l f  of the r a t i o s  f a l l  when 
arranged from low to  high. 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  the 
county a s  reported by the assessor t o  the  Legislat ive Council. 



TELLER COUNTY 

T e l l e r  County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of  18.4 per  cen t  i s  t h e  5 th  among t h e  county 
r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  34.1 per  cent  (9.5 percentage poin ts )  
below t h e  s tate-wide r a t i o  o f  27.9 per  cent .  

I n  terms of assessed va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  tax r o l l s ,  rural proper ty  
accounts f o r  t h r e e - f i f t h s  of t h e  t o t a l  i n  T e l l e r  County. This i s  i n  c o n t r a s t  
t o  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole wherein urban p r o p e r t i e s  c o n s t i t u t e  almost three- four ths  
of t h e  t o t a l .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  was r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  i n  T e l l e r  County dur ing  
t h e  period of t h e  s tudy than  i t  was s tate-wide.  This i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  t h e  assessed value of p rope r t i e s  so ld  represented  5.1 per  cent  of t h e  t o t a l  
assessed value of p rope r t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  t h e  county, whereas t h e  corresponding 
f i g u r e  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole was 3.8 per  cent .  This above-average market 
a c t i v i t y  was p a r t i c u l a r l y  s t r i k i n g  i n  t h e  county ' s  r u r a l  a r eas .  

Var ia t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban a r e a s  i n  T e l l e r  County i s  wider 
than  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. The average range (23.9 percentage p o i n t s )  
w i th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t he  county 's  urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged 
from low t o  high i s  l a r g e r  than  t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.0 percentage po in t s ) .  

T e l l e r  County: Summary of 
Sa le s  Rat io  Data 

Nature of t h e  Data 
T o t a l  
County 

T o t a l  
Urban 

Tot a 1  
Rural  

Number of  C e r t i f i c a t e s  
Average Sales  Rat io (%) 
Measure of Variations 

14  6  
18.4 

111 
22.8 

35 
16.3 

Below Average Ratio 
Above Average Ratio 

Tota l  
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass'd valueb 
Assld Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
ASS'^ ValueC 

5.2 
9.2 

14.4 
100.0 

5.1 

4.1 
19.8 
23.9 
39.9 

5.5 

5.6 
4.5 

10.1 
60.1 

4.8 

a.  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of  t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high, 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cent  of t o t a l  assessed  value i n  
t h e  county a s  repor ted  by t h e  a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c. 	 Assessed value repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cen t  of t o t a l  
assessed va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



T e l l e r  County: Number o f  Conveyances by Size 

of Sales Ratio, Average Sales Ratio, Measure of Variation 


and Proportion of  Assessed Value by Class of Property 


One Vacant A l l  Agric . liisc. Ru 
Family Commercial Urban Other Total  With With -Urban x t s .Sales Ratio Class (%) ~ w e l l i k ~ s  -Buildings Land Urban Impts, .-

Under 10 
10 and under 12 
12 " " 14 
14 It " 16 
16 " 1 8  

38 " " 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
40 " " 42 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 
42 " " 44 4 1 1 0 6 0 0 
44 " " 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
46 " " 48 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 

48 " " 50 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 
50 " " 55 1 1 1 0 3 0 0 
55 " " 60 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 
60 and Over 8 1 1 0 10 0 0 

Tota l  Cases 74 10 27 0 111 6 6 

Average Sales  Ratio (%) 24 .O 21.3 21.7 --- 22.8 18,3 15.4 

Measure of aria tiona 
Below A v e r a ~ e  Ratio 4 , l  2.8 6.9 --- 4.1 9.5 0.4 
Above Average Ratio 20.4 21.7 13.4 --- 19.8 0.7 9.6 

Tota l  24.5 24.5 20.3 --- 23.9 10.2 10.0 

Prop. of Ass'd valueb 23.5 11.3 5.1 --9 39.9 26.1 23.2 

a. Range i n  p e r c e n t a ~ e  points  wi th in  which the middle hal f  of t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arrangc 

b. 

U 

Assessed value  by c l a s s  of property a s  pe r  cent  of 
a s sessor  to  the Legis la t ive  Council. 

Under 0 .1  Per Cent. 

t o t a l  assessed value i n  the county i 

- 127 -
C 



P 
A l l  

Other 
Rural -

Total 
Rural 

Total 
County 

18 
11 

6 
10 

9 

11 
5 
5 
8 
4 

6 
3 
5 
4 

10 

0 
2 
6 
0 
3 

4 
3 
3 

10 

146 

18 .4 

--- --- 
0-0 

5.6 
4.5 

10.1 

5.2 
902 

14 -4 

1.3 60.1 100 -0 

d from low t o  high. 

s reported by the 

. ..-



WASHINGTON COUNTY 

Washington Countyts s a l e s  r a t i o  of 23.3 per  cent  i s  t h e  19th among t h e  
county r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  16.5 per  cent  (4.6 percentage 
~ o i n t s )below t h e  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cent .  

I n  terms of assessed  value of p roper t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  t h e  amount of 
r u r a l  property i s  approximately e i g h t  t h e s  t h a t  of urban property. This i s  
i n  con t ra s t  t o  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole wherein urban p roper t i e s  account f o r  almost 
three- four ths  of the  t o t a l .  Agr icu l tu ra l  land wi th  improvements and a g r i c u l t u r a l  
land without improvements a r e  the  two important c l a s s e s  of property i n  t h e  county. 

The r e a l  e s t a t e  market was l e s s  a c t i v e  r e l a t i v e l y  i n  Washington County dur ing  
t h e  period of t h e  s tudy than  i t  was state-wide.  The combined assessed  value of 
p roper t i e s  so ld  i n  t h e  county represented  only 0.7 per  cent  of t h e  assessed  va lue  
of a l l  p rope r t i e s  on t h e  coun ty t s  t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas t h e  corresponding propor t ion  
f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole was 3.8 per  cent .  Both urban and r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  i n  
t h e  county shared i n  t h i s  below-average market a c t i v i t y .  

Washington County: Sunmry of 
S a l e s  Ratio Data 

To ta l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rural  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  68 38 30 
Average Sales  Ration (%) 23.3 29.8 22.6 
Measure of Variat iona 

Below Average Rat io  5.9 9.5 5.4 
Above Average Ratio 5.9 0.1 6.5 

T o t a l  11.8 9.6 11.9 
Prop. of T o t a l  Assld valueb 100.0 11.2 88.8 
Ass td  Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  
Ass td  valueC 0.7 2.4 0.5 

a. Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cen t  of t o t a l  assessed  value i n  
t h e  county a s  repor ted  b y  the  a s sesso r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

c.  Assessed va lue  repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  
assessed va lue  i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



W a s h i n ~ t o n  County: Xumber of Coweyances  by S i z e  
of S a l e s  l l a t i o ,  Average S a l e s  I(? t i o ,  Measure o f  V a r i a t i o n  

and P r o p o r t i o n  of  Assessed Value by C l a s s  of' l ' roper ty  

S a l e s  R a t i o  C l a s s  (%) 

One 
Family 

D w e l l i n ~ s  

Vacant 
Urban 
Land 

A l l  
O t h e r  
Urban -- 

T o t a l  
Urban 

Agr ic .  
With 
Imp ts . 

Land 
Hi t h  o u t  
ln lp ts .  

Under 1 0  
10  and under  12 
12 I t  I '  1 4  
14  I t  I' 1 6  
16  " I t  18 

48 " I' 50  
50 I t  I t  55  
55 I t  I t  60  
60 and Over 

T o t a l  Cases 	 2 8 9 1 38 11 1 9  

A v e r a ~ e  S a l e s  R a t i o  ( 5 )  26.4 15.3 --- 29.8 26.7 20.4 

Measure o f  Var ia  t i o n a  
Below Average R a t i o  4 .9 3.8 --- 9.5 6.9 4.6 
Above Avera ge Ha t j  o 5 . 1  2.6 --- 0 . 1  10.5 4.3 

T o t a l  	 1 0  .0 6 .4 --- 9.6 17.4 8.9 

Prop.  o f  A s s l d  v a l u e b  6.2 0.5 4 .5  11.2 37.1 51.7 

a .  	 Range i n  p e r c e n t a p e  p o i n t s  v i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  o f  t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r ranp  

b. 	 Assessed v a l u e  by c l a s s  of  p r o p e r t y  a s  p e r  c e n t  o f  t o t a l  a s s e s s e d  v a l u e  i n  t h e  county  
a s s e s s o r  t o  t h e  L e p i s l a t i v e  Counc i l .  



A l l  
Other  T o t a l  T o t a l  
k u r a l  Rura 1 County 



C 

WELD COUNTY 	 $ 

*-

Weld County's s a l e s  r a t i o  of 27.7 per  cent  i s  t h e  43rd among t h e  county 
F 

r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. It i s  only  0.7, per  cent  lower than  t h e  
s tate-wide r a t i o  of  27.9 per cent .  Weld County's r a t i o  i s  based upon a  t o t a l  
of 877 conveyances, of which 742 rep resen t  urban s a l e s  and 135 rep resen t  r u r a l  
s a l e s .  

-
Rural  p rope r t i e s  account f o r  almost two-thirds (62.4 per  cent )  of t h e  t o t a l  

assessed va lue  of p r o p e r t i e s  on t h e  t a x  r o l l s  i n  Weld County. This i s  i n  con t ra s t  
t o  t h e  s tate-wide r u r a l  propor t ion  of t o t a l  assessed  v a l u a t i o n  of about one-fourth 

J 

(26.3 per cen t ) .  

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  among r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  was r e l a t i v e l y  somewhat 
lower i n  Weld County dur ing  the  per iod  of t h e  s tudy than  i t  was i n  the  s t a t e  a s  
a  whole. This  i s  shown by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  assessed  value of  r u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  
so ld  i n  t h e  county was only 1.5 per cent  of t h e  t o t a l  r u r a l  assessed  value,  while 
t h e  corresponding f i g u r e  state-wide was 1.7 per  cent .  Market a c t i v i t y  among 
urban p r o p e r t i e s ,  on t h e  o the r  hand, was r e l a t i v e l y  g rea te r  i n  t h e  county than 
i t  was i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole. 

Var ia t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  Weld County i s  g r e a t e r  than t h a t  f o r  
t h e  s t a t e .  The average range (15.2 percentage po in t s )  wi th in  which t h e  middle 
ha l f  of t h e  county ' s  r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high i s  l a r g e r  than  
t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole (11.5 percentage po in t s ) .  This holds t r u e  f o r  both 
urban and r u r a l  a r e a s  a s  w e l l  a s  f o r  urban and r u r a l  a r e a s  combined. 

Weld County: Summary of 
Sales  Ratio Data 

To ta l  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rural  

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  
Average Sa les  Ratio (%) 
Measure of Var ia t  iona 

Below Average Ratio 

Above Average Ratio 


To ta l  
Prop. of T o t a l  Ass 'd valueb 
Assfd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  

Ass'd ValueC 


a .  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which t h e  middle h a l f  of the  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high. 

b. 	 Assessed va lue  by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cent of t o t a l  assessed va lue  i n  
the  county a s  r epor t ed  by t h e  a s sesso r  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a t ive  Council. 

C.* 	 Assessed value repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  value i n  t h e  county f o r  each c l a s s o f  proper ty ,  



- - 

Weld County: Nu 
of Sa les  Rat io ,  Average 

and Proport ion of Ass 

--One-Fami l y  Dwellings by Age Class  ( y e a r s )  
A l l  Commerc 

Sa l e s  Rat io  C la s s  ($1 1-8 9-18 -19-28 -29-48 Over 48 A g e s  --Buildin 

Under 10  

10 and under 12 

12 " " 14 

14 " " 1 6  

16  " " 1 8  


48 " " 50 

50 " " 55 

55 " " 60 

60 and Over 


1 
 T o t a l  Cases 	 2  67 91 23 118 104 603 27 

I 


I Average Sa l e s  Rat io  ($1 31.7 31.5 27.5 23.9 25.6 28.2 37.6 

Xeasure of v a r i a t i o n a  
Below Average Ra t io  2.5 3.6 4.4 5.1 5.0 4.0 11.7 
Above Average Ra t io  2.8 3.9 4.6 4.9 7.8 4.6 27.4 

T o t a l  	 5.3 7.5 9.0 10.0 12.8 8.6 39.1 

a.  	 Range i n  percentape  p o i n t s  w i t h i n  which t h e  middle h a l f  of  t h e  r a t i o s  f a l l .  wheri a r r a l  

b. 	 Assessed va lue  bv c l a s s  of  p rope r ty  a s  per  c e n t  of t o t a l  assessed  va lue  i n  the count3 
a s s e s s o r  t o  t he  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council .  

- 1 3 1  -
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nber o f  Conveyances by S i z e  
S a l e s  .Rat io ,  Measure o f  Var ia t ion  

?ssed Value by Class  o f  Property 

Vacant A l l  Agr ic .  Land kIisc. liural Land 
i a l  I n d u s t r i a l  Urban Other T o t a l  With Without With Without Total  Total 
p- build in^ Land Urban Urban Hura1 County 

ged from. low to h i g h .  

a s  reported by the 



YmIA COUNTY 

The s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  Yuma County i s  18.2 per  cent ;  i t  i s  34.8 per  cent  (9.7 
percentage po in t s )  lower than t h e  state-wide r a t i o  of 27.9 per  cent ,  This r a t i o  
i s  the  4 th  among t h e  county r a t i o s  when arranged from low t o  high. The r a t i o s  
f o r  urban and r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  i n  t h e  county (25.1 per cent  and 16.8 per  cent ,  
r e spec t ive ly )  a r e  lower than  the  corresponding r a t i o s  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a  whole, 

I n  terms of assessed  value of property on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  land 
with improvements i s  t h e  most important c l a s s  of property i n  Yuma County; i t  
accounts f o r  54.5 per  cent  of the  county's t o t a l .  The s a l e s  r a t i o  f o r  t h i s  
c l a s s  i s  18.3 per  cent  a s  compared with t h a t  of 25.7 per  cent f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
p rope r t i e s  state-wide. 

Unlike t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole wherein t h e  assessed  value of urban p roper t i e s  
on the  t a x  r o l l s  i s  much l a r g e r  than  t h e  t o t a l  r u r a l  assessed  value,  r u r a l  
p rope r t i e s  i n  Yuma County account f o r  three- four ths  of t h e  county's t o t a l  assessed 
value . 

Real e s t a t e  market a c t i v i t y  was r e l a t i v e l y  lower i n  Yuma County during the  
period of the  s tudy than  i t  was i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole. This i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  p rope r t i e s  s o l d  c o n s t i t u t e d  1.2 per  cent  of the  county's t o t a l  
assessed value of property on t h e  t a x  r o l l s ,  whereas t h e  corresponding proport ions 
f o r  t h e  s t a t e  was 3.8 per  cen t .  Both urban and r u r a l  p rope r t i e s  shared i n  t h i s  
below-average market a c t i v i t y .  

Var ia t ion  among t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  urban a reas  i n  Yuma County was wider 
than  t h a t  f o r  the  s t a t e  a s  a whole. The average range (22.0 percentage po in t s )  
wi th in  which t h e  middle ha l f  of t h e  county 's  urban r a t i o s  f a l l  when arranged from 
low t o  high i s  much l a r g e r  than t h a t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  (11.0 percentage po in t s ) .  

Y~una County: Summary of 
Sa les  Ratio Data 

T o t a l  To ta l  To ta l  
Nature of t h e  Data County Urban Rural d 

Number of C e r t i f i c a t e s  
Average Sa les  Ratio (5) 
Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 

Above Average Ratio 


T o t a l  
Prop. of T o t a l  Assld valueb 
Ass'd Value on C e r t i f i c a t e s  

a s  % of t o t a l  

Ass'd Valuec 


a .  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which the  middle half  of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f a l l  when arranged from low t o  high.  

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per  cent  of t o t a l  assessed value i n  
the  county a s  repor ted  by the  a s sesso r  t o  the  Leg i s l a t ive  Council, 

c .  	 Assessed value repor ted  on Conveyance C e r t i f i c a t e s  a s  per cent  of t o t a l  
assessed  value i n  the  county f o r  each c l a s s  of property. 



Yuma County: Number of Convey 
of Sales  Rat io ,  Average Sales Ratio,  

and Proport ion of Assessed Value by 

One Vacant A l l  
Family Urban 0thir Tot 

Sales  Ratio Class ($1 Dwellings Land -Urban Urb,-
Under 10 

10 and under 12 
12 " " 14

"14 " 16
"16 " 18  

48 	 " " 50 
5 0 "  " 55 
55 " 60 
60 and Over 

To ta l  Cases 

Average Sales  Ratio (%) 

Measure of Variations 

Below Average Ratio 

Above Average Ratio 


Total  

Prop. of Assld va lueb 

a .  	 Range i n  percentage po in t s  wi th in  which the  middle ha l f  of the  r 

b. 	 Assessed value by c l a s s  of property a s  per cen t  of t o t a l  assesse  
a s sesso r  to the  Legis la t ive  Council. 



F
nces by Size 
easure of  Variation 
Class of Property 

Agric. Land A l l  
1 1  With Without 0ther Total Total 

Impts, Impts. Rural Rural County 

a t ios  f a l l  whet1 arranged from low to high.  1 
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