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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

December 9, 1960 

MEMBERS COLORADO GENEFAL ASSE.MBLY 

Dear Colleagues:  

T r a n s m i t t e d  herewith is P a r t  I of t h e  report on 
t h e  sales r a t i o  study conducted by the Legislative Council. 
This report presents sales r a t i o  d a t a  for t h e  f i s c a l  year 
1959-1960 and fo r  the three  years 1957-1960 combined. 

P a r t  I1 of t h e  sa les  ratio report will contain 
t h e  d e t a i l e d  f i g u r e s  f o r  e a c h  c o u n t y  by c l a s s  of property 
f o r  1959-1960 and 1957-1960 and will be submitted p r i o r  to 
the  l e g i s l a t i v e  sess ion of 1961. 

This report h a s  been prepared for the General 
Assembly p u r s u a n t  to M . B .  96, passed in 1960 d u r i n g  the 
Second R e g u l a r  Session of the Forty-second General Assembly. 

During t h e  course  of t h e  study t h i s  y e a r ,  t h e  
L e g i s l a t i v e  Council requested t h e  Colorado Tax Commission 
to make spot appraisals in severa l  counties i n  o r d e r  t h a t  
a check on t h r  validity of t h e  sa l e s  r a t i o s  cou ld  be made. 
The resu l t s  of t h o s e  appraisals a r e  discussed w i t h i n  this 
report,  We urge members of t h e  G e n e r a l  Assembly to rev iew 
t h a t  sec t ion  c l o s e l y ,  

Cordially, 


Charles C o n k l i n  
Chairman 
Colorado  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council 
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FOREWORD 


House Bill 96 p a s s e d  a t  t h e  F i rs t  Regu la r  Session of the 
42nd General Assembly d i rec ted  the L e g i s l a t i v e  Council to i s s u e  
a report on s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  t h e  pe r iods  July 1, 1959, to June 30, 
1960, and July 1, 1957 t o  June 30, 1960, to the F i r s t  Regu la r  
Session of the Forty-third General Assembly. 

This is t h e  f i r s t  p a r t  of a two-part r e p o r t  on t h e  r e s u l t s  
of t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o  study f o r  1959-1960 and t h e  t h r e e - y e a r  period 
1957-1960. P a r t  I describes t h e  method used in a r r i v i n g  a t  t h e  
s a l e s  r a t i o  f i g u r e s  and g i v e s  t h e  c o u n t y  r a t i o  figures, t h e  r u r a l  
and urban ratio figures f o r  each c o u n t y ,  and t h e  state-wide ratio 
by c l a s s e s  of  property.  P a r t  I1 of t h e  r e p o r t  w i l l  g i v e  d e t a i l e d  
figures by c l a s s  of  p r o p e r t y  and  by county. 

P a r t  I w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  f o r  g e n e r a l  distribution. The 
figures presented i n  P a r t  I1 of t h e  sales r a t i o  r e p o r t  w i l l  i n c l u d e  
t h e  number of  conveyances  i n  each  p r o p e r t y  class, a frequency dis-
tribution showing t h e  r a n g e  of individual sales r a t i o s  and t h e  
s a l e s  ratios f o r  a l l  counties,by c l a s s  of property where s u f f i c i e n t  
s a l e s  occur red  to permit t h e  computation of s a l e s  r a t i o s .  The 
d e t a i l e d  d a t a  will be  presen ted  f o r  1959-1960 a n d  1957-1960. The 
second p a r t  o f  t h e  sa l e s  r a t i o  report w i l l  not be a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
w i d e  distribution. However,  those who a r e  interested  in t h e  
details can o b t a i n  a copy from t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

A s  required by t h e  terms of H . B .  96,  the  Legislative 
Council c e r t i f i e ' d  t h e  sa l e s  r a t i o  information t o  the S t a t e  Depar t -
m e n t  of Education on November 17, 1960. 

The L e g i s l a t i v e  Council wishes to t h a n k  t h e  c o u n t y  asses-
sors ,  t h e  clerks and recorders,  and  other public o f f i c i a l s ,  a s  well 
a s  many p r i v a t e  c i t i z e n s  and organizations, who cooperated with t h e  
s t a f f  i n  g a t h e r i n g  t h e  information reported h e r e i n ,  

Lyle  C. K y l e  
D i r e c t o r  

December 9, 1960 
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THE COLORADO SALES RATIO STUDY 

1459-1960 and 1957-1960 

I n  the second regular s e s s i o n  of ' t h e 42nd General Assembly, 
t h e  Legislative Council w a s  d i r e c t e d  to c o n t i n u e  i t s  s a l e s  r a t i o  
study and t o  report to t h e  S t a t e  Board of Education the s a l e s  r a t i o  
f o r  the f i s c a l  year e n d i n g  June.30, 1960, and t h e  three-year  sa les  
r a t i o  average f o r  t h e  t h r e e  f i s c a l  years e n d i n g  on t h a t  d a t e  for 
e a c h  county in t h e  state and f a r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a w h o 1 e . l  

I n  v i e w  of t h e  conviction t h a t  " a  sound a n d  e q u i t a b l e  
program of s t a t e  s u p p o r t  o f  education requires t h a t  real  a n d  per-
s o n a l  p r o p e r t y '  in t h e  several  counties and s c h o o l  districts of  the  
state be uniformly and equitably a s s e s s e d " 2  and  t h e  fuxther con-
viction t h a t  significant differences in assessment levels3 existed, 
t h e  G e n e r a l  Assembly had  se l ec ted  t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o  method a s  one 
means of achieving i n c r e a s e d  uniformity in a s s e s s m e n t s  and  had  
directed  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  C o u n c i l  t o  make t h e  S a l e s  R a t i o  Study f o r  
1957-1958; it had  likewise direc ted  t h e  Council to make t h e  study 
f o r  both 1958-1959 and  1957-1959.4 R e ~ o r t son  these  s t u d i e s ,  in 
t w o  p a r t s  e a c h ,  were issued a s  of December, 1958,  and  December, 
1959.5 

1. 	 H.R.  96,  Second Session, 42nd G e n e r a l  Assembly, 1960. 

2. 	 H . J . R .  No. 31,  First Session, 41st General Assembly, 1957. 

3 .  	 An assessment l e v e l ,  a s  t h e  term is used here, is a measure of 
t h e  a v e r a g e  x e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  a s s e s s e d  v a l u e  and t h e  
m a r k e t  v a l u e  of a g r o u p  of  properties such  a s  one-family dwel-
lings, commercial proper t i e s ,  or a l l  p r o p e r t y  c l a s s e s  combined 
in a county or i n  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole .  For example, s i n g l e  
family homes, a s  a class of property, may be assessed a t  25 
per c e n t  of  m a r k e t  v a l u e  on a n  average  and commercial proper-
ties, a s  a c l a s s ,  may be assessed a t  35 per cent of m a r k e t  
value, The t w o  f i g u r e s  represent t w o  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  of  
assessment. 

4 .  	 S.J.R.  No, 21, F i r s t  Session, 42nd G e n e r a l  Assembly, 1959, 

5. 	Colorado Legislative Council, "Sales  Ratio Study" f o r  1957-
1958, P a r t  One ( ~ e s e a r c hP u b l i c a t i o n  No, 27, December, 1358) 
and Part Two ( ~ e s e a r c hP u b l i c a t i o n  No. 29, December, 19581, 
and " S a l e s  R a t i o  Studyt1 f o x  19588-1959, P a r t  One ( ~ e s e a r c h  
P u b l i c a t i o n  No, 34, December, 1959 and P a r t  Two ( ~ e s e a r c h  
P u b l i c a t i o n  No. 3 5 ,  December, 1959 
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Methodolosv of the  Sales R a t i o  Studv 

In continuing t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o  study, t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  
( . ' ounc i l  has  employed t h e  methodology developed in the c o u r s e  of 
t h e  f i r s t  y e a r v s  s t u d y ,  a s  s e t  f o r t h  i n  t h e  i n d i c a t e d  p u b l i c a -
t i o n s  of t h e  Legislative C o u n c i l  f o r  t he  earlier y e a r s .  F o r  a 
d e t a i l e d  s t a t e m e n t  of t h i s  methodology ,  t h e  reader is r e fe r red  t o  
P a r t  One of e i t h e r  of t h e s e  nublications. 

C o n t r a r y  t o  t h e  p l a n  followed in t h e  e a r l i e r  years of t h e  
study, t r a n s f e r s  of  v a c a n t  u r b a n  l a n d  have been exc luded  f rom t h e  
c o m p u t a t i o n  of  t h e  r a t i o s  f o r  t h e  t h i r d  year  and from the t h r e e -
year average r a t i o s .  Recause significant d i f f e r e n c e s  were f o u n d  
t o  exist among t h e  r a t i n s  f o r  t h e  s e v e r a l  p r o p e r t y  classes d i s -
t i n g u i s h e d ,  pxoperty t r a n s f e r s  u n d e r  c o n d i t i o n s  w h e r e i n  c h a n g e s  
of u s e  and  hence chanqes i n  c l a s s i f  i c a t i a n  were c o n t e m p l a t e d  
have been e x c l u d e d  from t h e  study s j  nce i t s  i n c e p t i o n .  T h e  ex-
c l u s i o n  of  v a c a n t  u r b a n  l a n d s  i s  ha sed  upon t h e  r e a s o n i n g  t h a t  
many, p e r h a p s  t h e  majority, of t h e  t r a n s f e r s  of such l a n d ,  
r e s u l t  i n  d e f i n i t e  use  c h a n g e s ,  Because  v a c a n t  u r b a n  l a n d  con-
stitutes o n l y  1.5 n e r  cent of  t h e  t o t a l  l o c a l l y  a s s e s s e d  r e a l  

on t h e  t a x  rolls state-wide, this e x c l u s i o n  h a s  s m a 1 . i  
e f f e c t  of a n e r c e n t a g e  p o i n t )  unon t h e  state-widepropert)i o n l y  0 .2  
a v e r a g e  r a t i o  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  y e a r s  combined. 

S i n c e  t h e  i n c e p t i o n  of t h e  s t u d y ,  l e t t e r s  have been s e n t  
r o u t i n e l y  t o  t h e  b u y e r s  a n d / o r  s e l l e r s  o f  f a r m  properties in 
r u r a l  a r e a s  a n d  of commerc ia l  and i n d u ~ t r i a lp r o p e r t i e s  i n  u r b a n  
a r e a s  t o  determine  w h e t h e r  items l i k e  growlnq c r o p s ,  e q u i p m e n t ,  
and i n v e n t o r y  were i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  r e p o r t e d  considerations and, 
i f  6 0 ,  t h e  va lue  of  s u c h  i t e m s  s o  t h a t  t h e  necessary c o r r e c t i o n s  
cou ld  be made. Because o t h e r  i t e m s  t h a n  these were believed t o  
have  a h e a r i n g  on t h e  usability of c e r t i f i c a t e s  r e n o r t i n q  trans-
f e r s  of f a r m  p r o p e r t i e s ,  t h e  l e t t e r  t o  be s e n t  t o  t h e  buyer s  of  
such p r o p e r t i e s  w a s  revised f o r  t h e  t h i r d  year's study t o  i n c l u d e  
them. 

Specifically, a n  a t t e m p t  w a s  made t o  d e t e r m i n e  i n  e a c h  
c a s e  w h e t h e r  t h e  p r o p e r t y  i n  q u e s t i o n  w a s  b o u g h t  f o r  f a r m  pu r -
poses;  when f o u n d  t h a t  i t  w a s  b o u g h t  f o r  o t h e r  t h a n  f a r m  
p u r p o s e s ,  t h e  c e r t i f i c a t e  r e p o r t i n g  t h e  t r a n s a c t i o n  w a s  e x c l u d e d  
f rom the study. I n  t h e  c a s e  of a " y e s "  a n s w e r  t o  a q u e s t i o n  
t a s k e d  i n  a l l  c a s e s )  ar, t o  w h e t h e r  " s p e c u l a t i v e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  
en te red  i n t o  t h e  p u r c h a s e  p r i c e , "  t h e  c e r t i f i c a t e  w a s  l i kewi se  
e x c l u d e d .  T h e  t r a n s a c t i o n  w a s  exc luded a l s o  i n  t h e  c a s e  of  a 
I I  yes"  a n s w e r  t o  q u e s t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  f a c t s  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  such 

items a s  w h e a t  allotment and  soil b a n k  w h i c h  may have affected 
t h e  amount  of t h e  consideration. 



I n  response  t o  reports i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  a s i z e a b l e  number of 
farm p r o p e r t i e s  were bought t o  add t o  existing units under c o n d i -
tions i n v o l v i n g  willingness t o  pay abnormally h i g h  p r i c e s  f o r  them, 
a f u r t h e r  question w a s  asked  t o  determine whether t h e  p u r c h a s e  w a s  
made to add to a n  existing unit. If t h e  answer to t h i s  q u e ~ t i o n  
w a s  "yes,"  it was likewise a s k e d  whether t h e  "price  p a i d  was  e x c e s -
sive b u t  e n l a x g e m e n t  w a s  necessary t o  make o p e r a t i o n  p r o f  i t a b l e ,  " 
o r  " p r i c e  p a i d  w a s  a b o u t  r i g h t , "  o r  " p r o p e r t y  w a s  bought  a t  a 
bargain." I f  payment of an excessive price w a s  i n d i c a t e d ,  t h e  
c e r t i f i c a t e  w a s  e x c l u d e d  from t h e  study, 

A s  n o t e d  i n  a l a t e r  p a r a g r a p h ,  t h e  over-all f a r m  r a t i o  
s t a t e - w i d e ,  a s  determined f o r  the  t h i r d  y e a r  of t h e  study by t h e  
procedure o u t l i n e d  above ,  is s l i g h t l y  smaller than t h a t  f o r  the  
second y e a r .  For  t h i s  r e a s o n ,  i t  i s  believed t h a t  t h e  indicated 
additional exc lus ior l s  of c e r t i f i c a t e s  from t h e  computat ion  of t h e  
s a l e s  r a t i o s  had  comparatively l i t t l e  e f f e c t  on t h e  state-wide 
f a r m  r a t i o s ,  though it is possible t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t  w a s  s u b s t a n t i a l  
i n  a few of t h e  counties. 

F u r t h e r  discussion of t h e  rationale of t h e  m e t h o d o l o g y  
employed i n  t h e  s t u d y  l e d  t o  the  suggestion t h a t  a n  o l d  one-
f a m i l y  dwelling i s  sometlaes bought u n d e r  circumstances i n v o l v i n g  
a c o n t e m p l a t e d  change of  use.  A c c o r d i n g l y ,  many l e t t e r s  were s e n t  
t o  t h e  buyers  o f  o n e - f a m i l y  dwellings ovex 48 y e a r s  o l d  t o  d e t e r -
m i n e  w h e t h e r  a change of use w a s  p l a n n e d .  When t h i s  w a s  f o u n d  t o  
b e  t h e  c a s e ,  t h e  certificate w a s  discarded. I t  i s  noted, however,  
t h a t  no c h a n g e  of  use was i n d i c a t e d  in a n  e s t i m a t e d  95 per c e n t  
n l u s  of t h e  c a s e s .  

R e s u l t s  of  t h e  S t u d y  

A s  noted  above ,  v a c a n t  u r b a n  l a n d  h a s  been e x c l u d e d  f r om 
t h e  computation of t h e  r a t i o s  f o r  t h e  t h i r d  year of t h e  study and  
f rom t h e  t h r e e - y e a r  average r a t i o s ,  whereas such  exclusion w a s  
n o t  made i n  t h e  e a r l i e r  y e a r s .  T h i s  exclusion h a s  t h e  effect of 
raising t h e  r a t j . o s  by a p p x o x i r n a t e l y  0.2 of a p e r c e n t a g e  p o i n t  on 
a n  a v e r a g e  -- from 27.1 per c e n t  in the c a s e  of  t h e  s t a t e - w i d e  
average f o r  t h e  three y e a x s  combined,  f o r  example, t o  27.3 per 
cent, Because the e f f ec t  i s  s m a l l ,  compari .sons  of t h e  d a t a  (one 
y e a r  w i t h  a n o t h e r  by c o u n t i e s  o r  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a whole) a r e  
n o t  m a r r e d  t o  a n y  g r e a t  e x t e n t .  

E x a m i n a t i o n  of t h e  d a t a  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  y e a r s  separate ly  
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o  state-wide, though showing a 
decrease e a c h  y e a r  from t h e  p r e c e d i n g ,  decreased less from t h e  
second y e a r  t o  the t h i r d  y e a r  t h a n  i t  d i d  f rom t h e  f i r s t  y e a r  t o  
t h e  second y e a r .  T h e  over-all r a t i o s  a r e :  27.9 p e r  c e n t  f o r  t h e  
f i r s t  y e a r ,  27.0 p e r  cent f o r  t h e  second, and  26.9 ner c e n t  f o r  
t h e  t h i r d .  T h e  corresnonding' s t a t e - w i d e  u r b a n  r a t i o s  a r e  29.5 
per c e n t ,  29.3 per cent, and 29 .3  per c e n t ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ;  a n d  



t h e  corresponding s t a t e - w i d e  r u r a l  x a t i o s  a r e  24.3 ner c e n t ,  22.1 
per cent, and  22.0 per cent, r e s p e c t i v e l y  able I ) .  

While t h e r e  i s  r a t h e r  w i d e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  s a l e s  r a t i - o s  
for individual counties from one year  t o  a n o t h e r ,  it is n o t e d  t h a t  
t h e  change  from t h e  two-year average r a t i o s  by counties, a s  d e t e r -
mined a y e a r  ago, t o  t h e  three-year average r a t i o s ,  a s  now 
determined,  i s  r e m a r k a b l y  s m a l l  i n  m o s t  c a s e s .  T h u s ,  t h e  three-
y e a r  c o u n t y - w i d e  ratios d i f f e r  from t h e  two-year county-wide 
r a t i o s  by l e s s  t h a n  one p e ~ c e n t a g ep o i n t  i n  5 1  of t h e  6 3  c o u n t i e s  
a n d  b y  l e s s  than t w o  percentage p o i n t s  i n  53 of the c o u n t i e s .  
The four c o u n t i e s  f o r  w h i c h  t h e s e  differences a r e  t w o  n e r c e n t a q e  
points o r  more are G a r f i e l d ,  M i n e r a l ,  Saguache,  a n d  Sedgwick, 

These f a c t s  suggest t h a t  a h igh  degree of stability in the  
two-year average ratios a n d  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  three-year a v e r a g e  
ratios c o n s t i t u t e  d e p e n d a b l e  measures, f o r  m o s t  of  t h e  c o u n t i e s ,  
of t h e  a v e r a g e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  existing d u r i n g  t h e  three-year p e r i o d  
between  t h e  assessed  v a l u e  of l o c a l l y  assessed r e a l  p r o o e r t y  a n d  
its m a r k e t  p r i c e .  

The differences between the two-year  and t h e  t h r e e - y e a r  
a v e r a g e  r a t i o s  s t a t e - w i d e ,  by c l a s s  of property, a x e  likewise 
quite sma 11 o n  t h e  who le .  F o r  t e n  of t h e  twelve  property 
c l a s s e s  distinguished, t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  l e s s  t h a n  0.5 of a 
aercentage noint . For miscellaneous rura 1 land w i t h o u t  improve-
m e n t s  t he  difference i s  0.6 of a p e r c e n t a g e  p o i n t  a n d  f o r  
i n d u s t r i a l  b u i l d i n g s  it i s  0.9 o f  a v e x c e n t a g e  n o i n t .  For  none 
of t h e  c l a s s e s  is t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  a s  l a r g e  a s  one p e r c e n t a g e  
noint. 


I n  s i x  of  t h e  t w e l v e  c l a s s e s  of  p r o p e r t y  t h e r e  were s m a l l  
decreases  in t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o  state-wide f r o m  the second y e a r  of 
t h e  s tudy  t o  t h e  t h i r d ;  i n  f i v e  of them t h e r e  were s m a l l  i n c r e a s e s ;  
a n d  i n  one,  commercial buildings, t h e r e  w a s  no change i n  t h e  r a t i o  
w h e n  expressed to t h e  n e a r e s t  t e n t h  of one per c e n t .  F o r  a g r i c u l -
t u r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  w i t h  a n d  without improvements conhined, t h e r e  w a s  
a decrease of 0.5 of a percentage p o i n t  from t h e  second y e a r  t o  
t h e  t h i r d  -- f r o n  21.8 per cent i n  1958-1753 t o  21.3 per c e n t  i n  
19"s9-1960. 

The r a n g e  w i t h i n  w h i c h  t h e  m i d d l e  h a l f  of the s a l e s  ratios 
f a 1 1  when arranged f rom low t o  h i g h  i s  s l i g h t l y  l e s s  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  
y e a r s  c o m k ~ i n ~ dt h a n  i t  i s  f o r  t h e  t w o  years. In t h e  three-yeas 
per iod  it w a s  10.9 p e r c e n t a g e  p o i n t s  w h i l e  i n  t h e  two-year p e r i o d  
it w a s  11.0 p e r c e n t a g e  points. This middle-f if t y - n e r - c e n t  spread 
is g r e a t e s t  f o r  comrnercia 1 G u i l t l i n g s  a n d  l e a s t  f o r  one-f  arni l y  
d w e l l i n g s  one  t o  e i g h t  y e a r s  o l d .  



For summary d a t a  on number of c e x t i f  i c a t e s ,  s a l e s  ratios, 
and t h e  middle-fifty-per-cent s p r e a d  f o r  each county, see  T a b l e  I 
and f o r  similar d a t a  f o r  each  c l a s s  of p r o p e r t y  s t a t e - w i d e ,  see 
T a b l e  11. The c o u n t y  sales r a t i o s  f o r  t h e  t h i r d  year of t h e  study 
and f o r  the t h r e e  years combined are  presented in C h a r t  I a n d  
C h a r t  11, r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  





- C h a r t  I1 


SALES RATIOS BY COUNTIES OF COLORADO FOR THE THREE-YEAR PERIOD, 1957-1960 


E x p r e s s e d  i n  P e r c e n t a g e  ~ o r m  





TABLE 1 
( c o n t i n u e d )  

C o u n t y  
and 

Year 

KO. o f  
C e r t i f  -
i c a t e s  

T o t a l  County 
Range in 

F c t .  ~ t s . ~  
Below Above 

S a l e s  Aver .  Aver. 
R a t i o  a a t i o  Ratio 

No. of 
C e r t i f -
i c a t e s  

T o t a l  Urban 
Ranqe i n  

~ c t .- ~ t s . b  
Below Above 

S a l e s  Aver.  Aver. 
R a t i o  R a t i o  R a t i o  

No. of 
Certif-
i c a t e s  

T o t a l  R u r a l  
Ranae in 

Fc t .  -~ts.b 
Below Above 

S a l e s  Aver. Aver. 
R a t i o  Ratio R a t i o  

A r c h u i e t a  
F i r s t  Year 
3econo Y e a r  
T h i r d  Year  

Two Y e a r s  
Three Y e a r s  

1 

Y 

~ a c a '-.::rst Year  
3 i t c ~ dY e a r  
T h i r d  Y e a r  

Two Years 
1-hree Years 

' L O .  4 
20.2 

3 . 5  
3.1 

6.2 
6.8 

2ent 
F i r s t  Y e a r  ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8 )  
second Y e a r  ( '58- '59)  
T h i r d  Year ( '59- '40)  

104 
68 
62 

T a j  Y e a r s  
Three Years  

( '57-'59) 
('57-'60) 

172 
220 

a o u l d e r  
F i r s t  
jec,r,d 
T h i r d  

Year 
Year 
Year 

( ' 57 - ' 58 )  
( ' 58 - ' 59 )  
( '59- '60)  

1,325 
1,552 
1,275 

Two Y e a r s  
Thzee Years 

( ' 5 7 - 1 5 9 )  2,877 
('57-'60) 3,567 



C o u n t y  
ano 


Year 


C h a f  fee  
First Year ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8 )  
Secono Year  ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9 )  
T h i r d  Year ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  

TWJ Years ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9 )  
Three Y e a r s  ( ' 57 - ' 60 )  

Cheyenne 
F i r s t  Year ( '57- '58)

I Second Y e a r  ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9  j 

Thira Year ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  

I 
Two Y e a r s  ('57-'59) 

Three Y e a r s  ('57-'60) 

C l e a r  Creek 
F i r s t  Year ( " 3 7 - ' 5 8 )  
Aecond Year ( '58- '59)  
T h i r a  Y e a r  ( ' 5 5 - ' 6 0 )  

Two Years ( 1 5 7 - ' 5 9 )  
T h r e e y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  

C o n e j o s  
F i r s t  Y e a r  ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8 )  
iecond Y e a r  ( ' 58 - '59  
T h i r d  Year  ('39-'601 

Two Years ('57-'59) 
Three Years ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  

No. of 

T o t a l  County 
R a ~ q ei n  

P c t .  - ~ t s . b  
Below Above 

Certif - S a l e s  Aver .  Aver .  
i c a t e s  R a t i o  R a t i o  R a t i o  

140 

159 

108 

299 
336 


20 

55  
21 


75 

81 


108 
105 

149 

213 

324 


77 
69 

41 


146 

161 


TABLE I 
( c o n t i n u e d )  

No. of 

Certif-
i c a t e s  

Total Urban 
Ranee i n  

Fct. Pts.b 
Below Above 

S a i e s  Aver .  Aver. 
Ratio R a t i o  R a t i o  

Total R u r a l  
Range in 

F c t .  Pts.ks 
No. of  Below Above 
Certif- Sales Aver. Aver .  
i c a t ~ s  R a t i o  Ratio R a t i o  



TABLE I 
(continued) 

T o t a l  Countv Total Urban Total  Rural 
Range in, 

Pct.  -Pts.b 
Range in 
Pct. ~ t 5 . b  

Range in 
F c t .  ~ t s . ~  

Countv No. cf below Above No. of Below Above No. of B e l o w  Above 
and 

Year 
Certif-
i c a t e s  

Sales 
Ratio 

Aver. 
R a t i o  

Aver. 
R a t i o  

C e r t i f -
i c a t e s  

Sa l e s  
R a t i o  

Aver .  
Ratio 

Aver. 
Rat io  

Certif-
icates 

Sales 
Ratio 

Aver. 
R a t i o  

Aver.  
R a t i o  

Costilla 
F i r s t  Year 
Second Year 
Third Year 

('57-'58) 
('58-'591 
( '59-'60) 

31 
44 
21 

39.3% 
35.8 
44.7 

7.7 
7.4 
5.4 

19.5 
39.3  
36.6 

Two Years ( '57- '59)  75 36.2 7.0 25.7 
Three Years ( '57-'60) 86 37.2 7.3 29.6 

Crowley 
First Year ('57-'58 

F Second Year ('58-'59 
Third  Year ('59-'60) 

I 

39 
W 
4 4  

26.6 
18.8 
34.4 

8.6 
7.3 
7.7 

8.1 
12.9 
9.3 

Two Years  ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9 )  
Three Years ('57-'60) 

93 
132 

28.6 
30.4 

6.0 
6 . 4  

16.0 
16.9 

Luster 
F i r s t  Year ( '57-'58)
Second Year ('58-'59 
Third Year ('59-'601 

61 
47 
19 

27.1 
20.6 
29.0 

9.2 
4.7 
11.3 

17.9 
4 . 9  
7.5 

Two Y e a r s  
Three Years 

('57-'59) 
('57-'60] 

I08 
95 

22.5  
23.8 

5 . 2  
7.6 

11.8 
12.2 

D e l t a  
First Year ('57-'58) 
Second Year ('58-'59 
T h i r d  Y e a r  ('59-'601 

284 
293 
181 

25.7 
26.3 
23.2 

5.2 
6.4 
5.9 

10.9 
6.8 
7.3 

Two Years 
Three Years 

( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9 )  
( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  

577 
691 

26.1 
25.3 

5.7 
5 . 7  

8.3 
8 . 3  



TABLE I 
(continued) 

Total County 
Ranae in 

F c t . - ~ t s . ~  

T o t a l  Urban 
Ranqe i n  

Pct. -~ts.b 

T o t a l  Rural 
Range i n  

Pct. ~ t 5 . b  

County 
and 

Year 

No. of 
C e r t i f -
i c a t e s  

S a l e s  
h a t i a  

Be low 
Aver. 
R a t i o  

Above 
Aver .  
R a t i o  

Nn. o f  
C i i t i f -
icates 

S a l e s  
R a t i o  

Be low. . 

Aver .  
a t 

Above 
Aver. 
Ratio 

No. of 
C e r t i f  -
i c a t e s  

Sales 
R a t i o  

Below 
Aver. 
R a t i o  

Above 
Aver. 
R a t i o  

Two Years ('57-'59) 13 ,358  
Three  Y e a r r  I t 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  20,100 

32 .3  
32.3 

5.0 
5.0 

5.Q 
5.1 

Dolores
' 
+ 
PJ 

First Y e a r  
second  Y e a r  
T h i r d  Year 

('57-'58)
( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9 )  
( '59- ' 6 0 )  

3 C  
51  
14 

23.7 
22 .8  
32.9 

4.3 
5 . 9  

13.4 

10.3 
6.3 

27.5 

Twn Years 
Three Y e a r s  

{ '57-'59)
( '57-'60) 

81 
82 

24.1 
24.7 

5 . 6  
6 . 9  

9.0 
n.3 

D o i ~ g l a s  
F i r s t  Year ('57-'58 
Second Y e a r  ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9  1 
T h i r d  Year ( '59-'60j 

81 
95 
104 

16.3 
20.5 
24.8 

2.9 
4.7 
2.9 

7.5 
5.4 
4 . 1  

Two Years  
Three Years 

( f 57- ' 5 9  
( '57-lb01 176 

259 
18.3 
18.3 

3 . 4  
3.5 

7.2 
7.0 

E a g l e  
F i r s t  Y e a r  
Second Y e a r  
T h i r d  Y e a r  

'57-'58)I'58-'59) 
( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  

43 
33 
27 

29.3 
21.9 
29.9 

5.8 
4.2 
2.2 

8.8 
4 . 4  
15.3 

Two Y e a r s  ( '57- '59)  
Three Years ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  

76 
95 

24.4 
24.8 

6 . 0  
6.5 

8.2 
10.3 



Y e a r-. 

TABLE I 
( c o n t i n u e d )  

T o t a l  County  T o t a l  Urban Total Rural 
Ranae i n  Range in Ranse in, 

~ c t .-~ts.b Pc t .  Pts.b P c t .  - ~ t s . ~  

County No. of Below Above No. of B e l o w  Above No. of Below Above 
and Certif - S a l e s  Aver. Aver .  Certif- Sales Aver. Aver .  Certif- Sales A v e r .  Aver .  

i ca te s  R a t i o  R a t i o  Ratio icates R a t i o  R a t i o  R a t i o  icates F . a t i g  R a t i o  Ratio 

E l b e r t  
First Y e a r  46 
Second Year 671'::I:::]
T h i r d  Year  ( '59-'60) 45 

Fremont 

F i r s t  Year ( '57- '58 293 
Second Year ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9  4271 
Third Y e a r  ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  290 

Two Y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9 )  720 
Three Years ('57-'60) 880 


G a r f i e l d  
First Y e a r  ( ' 5 7 - 1 5 8 )  159 


'58-'59) 204 

' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  139 

Two Years ('57-'59) 363 

Three Years ('57-'60) 424 




T o t a l  County 
Range in 
Pct. ~ts.b 

C i w n t y  
3 nd 

No. o f  
Certif- S a l e s  

E e l o w  
Aver .  

Above 
Aver ,  

Y e a r  i c a t e s  R a t i o  R a t i o  Ratio 

TABLE I 
(continued)  

T o t a l  Urban 
Range in 

Pct .  Pts.b 

T o t a l  Rural 
Range in 

F c t .  P t s .  b 

No. of Below Above No. of Below Above 
Certif- Sales Aver .  Aver. Cer t i f - Sales Aver. Aver .  
i c a t e s  R a t i o  Ratio Ratio icates Ratio R a t i o  Ratio 

I -<  1~ , , c : n  
F i r s t  Y e a r  ('57-'58) 
S e c o n d  Y e a r  ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9 )  
T h i r a  Y e a r  ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  

Two Years ('57-'59) 
Three  Y e a r s  ('57-'60) 

I Grand 
First Year ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8 )  

3 Second Year ( '58-'59) 
I T h i r d  Y e a r  ( '59- '60)  

Two Y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9 )  
Three  Y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  

Gunnison 
First Y e a r  ('57-'58) 
Second Year ( '58-'59) 
T h i r d  Year ( ' 5 9 - '60) 

Two Y e a r s  ('57-'59) 
Three Y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  

Hinsda l e  
First Year ( ' 57 - '58) 
Second Y e a r  ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9 )  
Third Y e a r  ( ' 5 9 - 1 6 0 )  

Two Years  ('57-'59) 
T h ~ e eYears  ('57-'60) 

4 1 
71 
63 


112 

159 

106 

113 
92 

219 

258 


106 

113 

74  

219 
232 


10 
13 

10 

23 

22 
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TABLE I 
(continued) 

County
and 

Year  

No. of 
C e r t i f -
i ca te s  

T o t a l  County  
Range i n  

P c t .  ~ts.b 
Below Above 

S a l e s  Aver. Aver .  
R a t i ~  R a t i o  R a t i o  

No. o f  
Certif -
i ca te s  

T o t a l  Urban 
Flange in 

P c t .  pts.b 
Below Above 

S a l e s  A v e r .  Aver. 
R a t i o  Ratio Ratio 

Na. o f  
Certif-
icates 

T o t a l  R u r a l  
Range i n  

Pc t .  ~ t s - b  
Below Above 

Sales  Aver. Aver. 
R a t i o  R a t i o  Ratio 

K i t  Carson 
First Year 
Second Year 

' 5 7 - ' 5 8 )t ' 5 8 - ' 5 9 )  
101 
145 

2 4 . s  
20.3 

5.7 
4.0 

7 . 5  
4 . 1  

Third Year '59-'60) 75 18.5 3.5 9.0 

~ a k e g
' 
& 

First Year 
Second Year 

75 
58 

21.6 
20.6 

6.9 
9.1 

12.1 
6.6 

Third Year  ('59-'60) 62 24.1 8.4  4.7 

Two Years 
Three Years 

'57-'59 )t '57-'60) 133 
178 

21.0 
21.6 

7.5 
7.3 

7.7 
5.9 

La P l a t a  
F i r s t  Year ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8 )  
SecondYear  ('58-'59) 
T h i r d  Year ( '59- '60)  

314 
315 
240 

23.9 
23.4 
20.4 

4.9 
5.5 
4.5 

5.7 
8.3 
8 . 5  

Two Years ('57-'59)
Three Years ('57-'60) 

629 
727 

23.5 
22.7 

5.4 
5.1 

6.4  
6.9 

Larimer 
First Year 1'57-:58{ 
Second Y e a r  '58- 59 

1,171 
1.355 

28.7 
27.3 

5.8 
6.2 

6.1 
6.5 

T h i r d  Y e a r  ('59-$60) 1;188 26.8 t . 5 8.1 

Two Y e a r s  
Three Y e a r s  

('57-'59) 2,526 
('57-'60) 3,391 

27.9 
27.6 

6.1 
5.9 

6.7 
6,9 



TABLE I 
(continued 

Total Urban 
Range in 

Pc t .  ~ts.b 
No. of Below Above 
C e r t i f - S a l e s  Aver. Aver. 
i c a t e s  R a t i o  R a t i o  R a t i o  

T o t a l  Rural ange in 

No. of B e l o w  Above 
C e r t i f - Sales  A v e r .  Aver.  
i c a t e s  R a t i o  R a t i o  R a t i o  

T o t a l  County 
Range i n  

Pct. p t s , b  
Below Above 

S a l e s  Aver. Aver .  

---R a t i oR a t i o  Ratio 

Lour,:.; No. o f  
and Certif -

'!ear icates 

L a s  Aninas 
F t r s t  Year ( '57- '56)  155 
Eecond Year ( '58-'59) 166 
T h i r d  Y e a r  ( '59-'60) &I 

Two Years  ( ' 5 7 - 1 5 9 )  321 
Three Years ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  385 

I L i n c o l n  
F i r s t  Y e a r  ('57-'58) 54 

., S e c o c d  Year  ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9 )  99 
I T h i r d  Y e a r  ('59-'60) 58 

L, 

Two Years ('57-'59) 153 
Three Years ('57-'60) 184 

Loqan 
First  Year ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8 )  265 
Zecond Y e a r  ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9  387 
T h i r d  Year ( '59-'601 262 

T w o  Y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9 )  652 
Three Yea rs  ('57-'60) 867 

::esa 
F i r s t  Y e a r  ('57-'58 1.025 
Eecond ' iear ( '58- '591  1.142 
T h i r d  Y e a r  ('59-'60) 803 

Two Years ('57-'59) 2,167 
Three Years ( '57-'60) 2,720 



TABLE I 
(continued 

T o t a l  County 
Range i n  

P c t .  ~ t s . b  

T o t a l  Urban 
Range in 

P c t .  ~ts.b 

Total Rural 
Ranqe in. 

P t t .  - P t ~ . b  

County 
and 

Y e a r  

No. of 
Cer t i f  -
icates 

B e l o w  Above 
S a l e s  A v e r .  A v e r .  
R a t i o  Ra t io  R a t i o  ---  

No. of 
C e r t i f -
i c a t e s  

Sa l e s  
R a t i o  

Below 
Aver .  
P . a t i o  

Above 
Aver. 
R a t i o  

No. of 
C e r t i f -
icates 

Sales 
Ratio 

Below 
Aver. 
R a t i o  

Above 
Aver. 
Ratio  

i c i n e r a l  
First Y e a r  ( '57-'58) 5 
Second Year ('58-'59) 
T h i r d  Y e a r  ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  

18 
8 

Two Years 
Three  Years 

('57-'59) 
( '57-'60) 

23 
31 

u 
::offat - .~ ~ r s tY e a r  ('57-'58) 96 

c-m 

t 

Second Year ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9 )  
T h i r d  Year ( '59- '60) 

143 
66 

Two Years 
Three Y e a r s  

( '57-'59) 
('57-'60) 

239 
224 

:!.antezuna 
F i r s t  Year  ('57-'58) 174 
Second Y e a r  ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9 )  136 
T h i r d  Year ('50-'60) 102 

!.'ofitrose 
First Year  ('57-'58 224 
Second Year  ( ' 5 9 - ' 5 9  
T h i r d  Year ( ' 59 - ' 60  

Two Y e a r s  ( '57- '59) 458 
Three Y e a r s  ('57-'60) 520 
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TABLE I 
(continued) 

Total County 	 Total l l rban 
Range in Range i n  

P c t .  Pt5.b Pct.  ~ t 5 . b  
Below Above No. of Below Above No. of 

Sales Aver.  Aver.  C e r t i f - S a l e s  Aver. Aver. Cert if-
Rat io  R a t i o  R a t i o  i c a t e s  R a t i o  R a t i o  Ratio i c a t e s  

T o t a l  Rural 
Ranqe in. 

P c t .  -pts*D 
Below Above 

Sales Aver .  Aver.  
R a t i o  R a t i o---R a t i o  

County No. of 
and Certif-

Year icates 

Rio Blanco 

First Year ( '57- '58) 

Second Year  ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9 )  

T h i r d  Year  ( '59-'60) 


Two Y e a r s  ('57-'59) 

T h r e e  Y e a r s  ('57-'60) 


R i o  Grande , 	 First Y e a r  ('57-'58) 
Second Year  ( '58-'59) 
T h i r d  Y e a r  ('59-'60) 

Two Y e a r s  ( '57- '59 
T h r e e  Years ( '57-' 6 0  

Pkout t  
First Year ('57-'58 

Second Year ( '58- '59 

T h i r d  Year ( '59-'60) 


Two Y e a r s  

Three Y e a r s  


Saguache 
First Y e a r  ( '57- '58) 

Second Year ( '58-'59 

T h i r d  Y e a r  ('59-'60 


Two Years ( '57-' 5 9 )  

Three  Y e a r s  ( '57-'60) 




TABLE I 
(continued) 

:;o. o f  
C e r t i f -
i c 3 t e s  

T o t a l  County
Ranae in 

P c t .  - ~ t s . b  
Below Above 

Sales A v e r .  ,Aver. 
9atio P a t i o  3 a t i o  ---  

NO.  of 
C e r t i f -
i c a t e s  

T o t a l  Urban 
Flange ir: 

Pct. ~ t 5 . b  
Eelow Above.. .. . 

S a l e s  Aver. A v e r .  
a Rat io  Flatio 

?!o, of 
U e r t i f -
icates 

T o t a l  

S a l e s  
R a t i o  

R u r a l  
R ~ n a ein 

P c t .  -~ts.b 
Below Above 
Auer. Aver .  
3atio R a t i o  

231 ~'J11 
- .rl:~t 'fear 

Second ? e a r  
T h i r d  Ye3r 

i ' 5 7 - ' 5 B )  

( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9 )
!'59-'60! 

Sa:, : . ! iquel  
t - .  Y e a r  

'3  S e c o n d  Year  
T h i r d  Y e a r  

I 

( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8 )  

('58-'59) 
( t59- '60)  

Zedou. icki  
+ .; ~ r s t  ?ear ('57-'58) 
:?:and Y e a r  ('58-'59) 
T h i r d  Year ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  

Te!o 
Three 

"ears 
'!ears 

( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9  
( '97- '60 

f - - , ,T- : ,
> - .  
Firsr  vear 
Z ~ c o n d"car 
T h i r d  '!ear 

( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8 )  
" 5 8 - ' 3 9 )  
( ' 5 9 - '60) 

Two 'fears ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9 )  
T h r e e  Years ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  
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Avernqe S a l e s  R a t i o s  and  Average  Deqree of C o r ~ c e r i t r a t i a nof 
the M i d d l e  H a l f  of t h e  Rntio Statewide by C l a s s  of Property

For Each of Three  Years and  f o r  Combined y e a r s a  
R a n w  i n  

Pct , .  P t s .  b 

No. of  Aver. B e l o w  Abovc 
C p r t i f - S a l e s  Aver .  A v e r .  

C l a s s  of P r o p ~ r t ya n d  Year  i c a t e s  R a t i o  R a t , i o  R a t i o  

One-family dwr l l  i n g s  
1 to 8 y e a r s  o l d  


F i r s t  Y e a r  ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8 )  

S e c o n d  Y e a r  ( ' 58- ' 59 )  

1 - h i r d  Yea r  ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  

Two Years { t 5 7 - q 5 9 )  

Three Y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  


9 t o  18 y e a r s  old 

F i r s t  Yea r  ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8 )  

Second Y e a r  ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9 )  

T h i r d  Yca r  ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  


TWO Years 

T h r e e  Y e a r s  ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 
1 '"-'"I 

19 t o  28 y e a r s  o l d  

F i r s t  Yea r  ( ' 57 - ' 7 8 )  

Second Year  ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9 )  

T h i r d  Year  ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  


Two Y e a r s  

T h r e e  Years 


29 to 4 8  y e a r s  o l d  

F i r s t  Y e a r  ( '57-' 5 8 )  

Second Year ( b58- ' 5 9 )  

T h i r d  Y e a r  ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  


Two Y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ? 5 9 '  

T h r e e  Y e a r s  ( '57- '601  


Over 48 y e a r s  o l d  

F i r s t  Y e a r  

Second Year 

T h i r d  Year  


Two Y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9  

Three Y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0  




TABLE 11 
(continued) 

Ranae in.
d bPct .  P t s *  

No. of 
C e r t i f  - A v e r .  

S a l e s  
Below 
A v e r .  

Above 
Aver.  

i c a t e s  Ratio R a t i o  R a t i o  

A l l  ages combined 
First  Y e a r  ('57-'58
Second Year 
T h i r d  Year 

Two Years 
Three Years 

Multi-family dwellings
First Year 1'57-'58 
Second Year '58-'59 
T h i r d  Year ('59-'60I 

Two Years  
Three Years  

( '57-
( '57-'60 

Commercial buildings
First Year  ( 57-'58 
Second Year ( '58- ' 5 9  
T h i r d  Y e a r  ( '59- ' 6 0 )  

Two Y e a r s  ('57-'59 
T h r e e  Y e a r s  ' 5 7 - ' 6 0  

I n d u s t r i a l  b u i l d i n g s  
First Year 
Second Year 
T h i r d  Y e a r  

('5-7-'58 
('58-'59 
( '59- ' 6 0 )  

Two Years ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9 )  
Three Years ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  

T o t a l  u r b a n  
F i r s t  
Second 

Year ('57-'58 
Y e a r  ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9  

T h i r d  Year ( '59- '60) 

Two Y e a r s  
T h r e e  Years 



T A B L E  I1 
(continued) 

C l a s s  o f  P r o p e r t y  and Year  

No. of 
C e r t i f -
i c a t e s  

A v e r ,  
S a l e s  
R a t i o  

Ranae i n  
P c t .  P t s .  b 

Below Above 
Aver. A v e r .  
R a t i o  R a t i o  

Agric. l a n d  h a v i n  
First Year 
Second Year ( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9  
Third Year ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0  

Two Y e a r s  
Three Y e a r s  

( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9 )  
( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  

A g r i c ,  l a n d  h a v i n  no i m p t s .  
F i rs t  Year 9 ' 57 - ' 5 8 )  
Second Y e a r  ( ' 5 8 - '59) 
T h i r d  Y e a r  ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  

Two Years ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9 )  
T h r e e  Y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  

Misc .  r u r a l  l a n d  h a v i n g  impt.s ,  
First Year ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8 iSecond Year ( ' 5 8 - '59 
T h i r d  Year ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  

1,184 
1,961 
2,290 

Two Y e a r s  
T h r e e  Years 

( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9 )  
( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0 )  

Misc. r u r a l  l a n d  
F i r s t  Yeas 
Second Y e a r  
T h i r d  Year 

h a v i n g  
( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8  
( ' 5 8 - ' 5 9  
( ' 5 9 - q 6 0 )  

893 
1 ,104 
1,121 

Two Years ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9  
Three Years ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0  

T o t a l  r u r a l  
F i r s t  Y e a r  ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 8 )  
Second Year ( '58- '5 9 )  
T h i r d  Year ( ' 5 9 - ' 6 0 )  

Two Y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ' 5 9  
Three Y e a r s  ( ' 5 7 - ' 6 0  



TABLE II 

C l a s s  of Property and Year 

No. of 
C e r t i f -
i c a t e s  

A v e r .  
S a l e s  
Ratio 

Range in 
Pct.  Pts. b 

Below Above 
A v e r .  A v e r .  
R a t i o  R a t i o  

All c l a s s e s  combined 
First Year 
Second Year 
T h i r d  Year 

27.9% 
27.0 
26.9 

Two Years 
Three Years 

27.4 
27.3 

a. 	 Vacant  urban l a n d  is included in t h e  tabulations f o r  the first and 
second years of t h e  s tudy and  t h e  f i r s t  two y e a r s  combined; it is 
e x c l u d e d  from t h e  t a b u l a t i o n s  f o r  the  third year  and  f o r  t h e  three 
y e a r s  combined. This means, for  example, t h a t  the total number of 
c e r t i f i c a t e s  shown f o r  t h e  three y e a r s  combined is n o t  in agreement 
w i t h  t h e  sum of the  numbers shodn for  i n d i v i d u a l  years ,  

b ,  	 Average  r ange  above and  below t h e  average sales r a t i o  within which 
the m i d d l e  h a l f  of the sales r a t i o s  f a l l  when a r r a n g e d  from low to h i g h .  



Comparative Accuracv of t h e  County-Wide S a l e s  R a t i o  

I n  e a r l i e r  p a r a g r a p h s  consideration was g i v e n  t o  ev idence  
of d e p e n d a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  county-w ide s a l e s  r a t i o s  ( f o r  the  t h r e e  
years combined) w h i c h  s t e m s  f rom t h e  e x i ~ t i n gsmall d i f f e r e n c e s  
between t h e  two-year and the t h r e e - y e a r  average  r a t i o s .  In t h i s  
s e c t i o n  a n  a t t e m p t  is made t o  appraise t h e  comparative a c c u r a c y  
of t h e  three-year  c o u n t y - w i d e  r a t i o s  t h r o u g h  a nrobability 
a p p r o a c h  t o  t h e  problem.6 

Two f a c t s  a b o u t  t h e  d a t a  a r e  d e t e r n i n a n t s  of t h e  a c c u r a c y  
b f  the  a v e r a g e  r a t i o s ,  They are :  (1) t h e  number of sales r a t i o s  
h a s e d  upon  i n d i v i d u a l  p r o p e r t y  t r a n s f e r s  and ( 2 )  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  
among t he  ratios a s  measured hy t h e  average spread of t h e  m i d d l e  
f i f t y  p e r  c e n t  of  t h e  r a t i o s .  The  greater t h e  number of transfers, 
t h e  greater t h e  accuracy; and t h e  s m a l l e r  t h e  a v e r a g e  s p r e a d ,  t h e  
g r e a t e r  t h e  a c c u r a c y .  

i n  statistics o n e  t a l k s  abou t .  u n i . v e r s e s .  Many s t a t i s t i -
c a l  studies -- i n d e e d  m o s t  of them -- a r e  b a s e d  upon s a m p l e s  o f  
t he  r e s n e c t i v e  u n i v ~ r a e s .  F o r  t h e  f i r s t  e x a m p l e ,  consider t h e  
d a t a  for n e n v e r  C o u n t y  ( r a t i o s  h a s e d  uFon a l l  possible arm's 
length transfers of ? r o n e r t y )  a s  t h e  u n i v e r s e .  T h e  sample on 
w h i c h  t h e  t h r e e - y e a r  r a t i o  is based  c o n s i ~ l sof  20,100 t r a n s f e r s ,  
T h e  s n r e a d  of t h e  m i d d l e  f i f t y  per c e n t  of t h e  r a t i o s  i s  10.1 
percentage points; and t h e  coun ty -wide  t h r e e - y e a r  r a t i . 0  is 3 2 . 3  
per  c e n t ,  Because  t h e  number of cases  i s  l a r g e  and t h e  midd le -
f i f t y - p e r - c e n t  s p r e a d  is s m a l l ,  t h e  margin o r  e r r o r  i s  s m a l l .  
The  true r a t i o  m a y  be s l i g h t l y  I . a rge r  t h a n  32.3 ner  c e n t ,  o r  it 
m a y  be slightly smaller. There is no means of saying w h i c h .  

To simplify t h e  discussion, t h e  m a r g i n  of e r r o r  may  be 
d e f i n e d  a s  t h e  e r r o r  w h i c h  would n o t  be exceeded in n i n e  samples 
o u t  of  t e n  -- a 90 p e r  c e n t  c h a n c e  t h a t  t h e  r e n o r t e d  r a t i o  does  
n o t  d i f f e r  from t h e  t r u e  r a t i o  by more t h a n  t h e  i n d i c a t e d  amount.  
Using t h i s  definition, t h e  margin of e r r o r  i n  the Denver r a t i o  i s  
0.3 per cen t  of t h e  r a t i o  of 32.3 n e r  cent o r  0.1  of a p e r c e n t a g e  
n o i n t .  The interpretation i s ,  t h e n ,  t h a t  there is a 90 per  c e n t  
c h a n c e  t h a t  t h e  r epo r t ed  r a t i o  is i .n  e r r o r  by n o t  more t h a n  t h i s  
amount  and hence t h a t  t h i s  is t h e  probability t h a t  t h e  t r u e  r a t i o  
f a l l s  somewhere i n  t h e  r a n g e  from 32 .2  per c e n t  t o  3 2 , 4  p e r  c e n t  
able 111). 

6 ,  	 T h i s  a p p r o a c h ,  t h o u q h  s u b j e c t  t o  certain limitations on t h e o -
r e t i c a l  g r o u n d s ,  j . s  believed t o  y i e l d  a revealing m e a s u r e  of 
t h e  comparative d e p e n d a b i ' l i t y  of t he  s e v e r a l  r a t i o s .  A d m i t -
t e d l y  approximate, i t  s e r v e s  none-the-less t o  p i n p a i n t  t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  be tween  t h e  l a r g e  and t h e  s m a l l  c o u n t i e s  i n  this 
r e s p ~ c t ,  



Table 111 

Comparative Accuracy of the Sales Ratios for the Counties of Colorado 
1957-1%O 

C o u n t y  
Number of 

C e r t i f i c a t e s  
Sales 

R a t i o  [%) 

Pct .  P t s .  
Range 

of Middle 
50% of 

the R a t i o s  

Prop.
Margin of 
Error (5)

for 9W 
Chance* 

Range of 
the Eatio 

for Indicated  
9% Chance 

Rank of 
C o u n t y  

a s  t o  
Accuracy 
of R a t i o  

Denver 
A r a p a h o e  
Jefferson 
Adams 
El Pa so 

, 
o 
, 

Boulder 
Pueblo 
hTesa 
Larimer 
?Je ld  

Logan 
O t e r o  
!.!organ 
Fremont 
La T l a t a  

Delta  
:,lontrose 
Prowers 
Phillips 
C h a f  f e e  

::ontezuma 
'!.'ash ing ton  
K i t  Carson 
Grand 
Y uma 



Trblc III 
{Qntlnud) 

Pct .  Ptr. R Q ~ .  Rank of 
R a y *  Margin of Range of County

of M ~ d d l c  Error (%I tht Ratio as  to 
tdtmkr of S a l e s  5CI% for POX for Ind ica ted  Accuracy

Certtf icatts  Ratio ($1 t h e  Ratios Chance* 	 Chance of Ratio 

Ria 	Grand* 
3aca 
6 x f  ield 
Routt 

ALamersa 

b n t  
S d g a i c k  
PLtkf n 
h u g Lar 

I Clear C x t t k  
0 

Mof fat 
s 	 Lincoln 

ftL1.r 
Park 
tAkr 

K i o r a  
Gilpin 

Gunniwn 

l a s  	A n i ~ l a s  
€ lhert 

Huerfano 
Cheyenne 
Sagtsach~ 
Crowley 
Conej o s  



Table III 
(Continued) 

County 

Dolores 
Eagle 
O u r a y  
R i o  Blanco 
Custer 

Number of 
C e r t i f i c a t e s  

Sa l e s  
R a t i o  ( $ 1  

Pct. Pts. 
Range 

of i i ' i d d d  
5% o f  

t h e  Ra t ios  

Prop.
Vargin of 
Error (%) 

f o r  90% 
Chance* 

Range of 
t h e  R a t i o  

f o r  Ind ica ted  
9W Chance 

Rank of 
Countya s  to 

Accuracy 
of R a t i o  

I 

W 
h) 

Archuleta 
San !higuel 
San Juan  
C o s t i l l a  
Jack son 

Summit 
Hinsdale 
' j ineral  

* For a 90 per 
p r o p o r t i o n .  

c e n t  chance that the reported ratio does not differ from the true ratio by more t h a n  t h e  indicated 



T a k e  P i t k i n  County a s  a n o t h e r  example ,  The " m i d d l e - f i f t y - 

per-cent s p r e a d N  is 9.2  percentage p o i n t s ;  and t h e  number of c a s e s  

is 197. The s p r e a d  i s  comparable t o  Denver's; bu t  t h e  number of 

c a s e s  is much sma l l e r .  Recause of t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e ,  t h e  m a r g i n  of 

error for  P i t k i n  C o u n t y  i s  f a r  greater than Denver's. It is found  

to be 4 . 3  per c e n t  of t h e  r a t i o  of 18.5 p e r  c e n t  o r  0 .8  of a per- 

centage p o i n t ;  a n d  t h e  i n d i c a t e d  r a n g e  f o r  t h e  90 per c e n t  chance 

of i n c l u d i n g  t h e  t r u e  r a t i o  w i t h i n  it i s  f rom 17.7 per cent,t o  

19.3 per cent .  

Far H u e r f a n o  Coun ty ,  t o  t a k e  a t h i r d  example ,  t h e  r a t i o  

i s  20.9 per  c e n t ;  t h e  number of c a s e s  is 269;  a n d  t h e  m i d d l e - 

f i f t y - p e r - c e n t  s p r e a d  is 19.4 p e r c e n t a g e  p o i n t s .  A l t h o u g h  the 

number of  c a s e s  is somewhat l a r g e r  than t h a t  f o r  P i t k i n  C o u n t y ,  

t h e  margin  of  e r r o r  i s  g r e a t e r ;  it i s  6.9 per cent of t h e  c o u n t y  

r a t i o  or 1.4 percen tage  p o i n t s ;  a n d  t h e  r a n g e  f o x  the  90 per cent 

chance of i n c l u d i n g  t h e  true r a t i o  within i t  i s  f rom 19.5 p e r  c e n t  

to 22.3 per cent. F o r  o n l y  one of  t h e  c o u n t i e s  ( m i n e r a l )  i s  t h i s  

m a r g i n  of  e r r o r  more t h a n  15 per c e n t  o f  t h e  c o u n t y  r a t i o .  


W h i l e  t h i s  approach t o  a n  e x a m i n a t i o n  of t h e  dependability 

of  t h e  coun ty -w ide  r a t i o s  is basically d i f f e r e n t  f rom t h e  s t a b i l i t y  

a p p r o a c h  d i s c u s s e d  e a r l i e r ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  by  t h e  t w o  a p p r o a c h e s  a r e  

believed t o  be f u l l y  consistent w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r .  


Comnarative S a l e s  a n d  Apnraisa l R a t i o s  

Because  t h e  number of  u s a b l e  c e r t i f i c a t e s  f o r  some of t h e  

counties h a s  be'en known t o  be t o o  s m a l l  f o r  determination of  t h e  

r a t i o s  w i t h  t h e  desired d e  ree of p r e c i s i o n ,  i t  w a s  d e c i d e d  t h a t  

a p p r a i s a l s  s h o u l d  be made 9f o r  p u r p o s e s  of c h e c k i n g  a n d  c o m p a r i - 

son) of p r o p e r t i e s  of s e l e c t e d  c l a s s e s  in e a c h  of nineteen 

c o u n t i e s  i n  t h e  state, a s  follows: A r c h u l e t a ,  C o n e j o s ,  Costilla, 

Crowley ,  C u s t e r ,  E a g l e ,  Gunnison, H u e r f a n o ,  L a s  A n i m a s ,  M i n e r a l ,  

O u r a y ,  P a r k ,  P h i l l i p s ,  R i o  G r a n d e ,  Saguache ,  S a n  J u a n ,  S a n  Miguel, 

Sedgwick, and S u m t i t .  I n  a r r i v i n g  a t  t h i s  g r o u p  of counties, a n  

a t t e m p t  w a s  made t o  i n c l u d e  i n  i t  t h o s e  c o u n t i e s  whose  two-year 

r a t i o s  w e r e  m o s t  i n  need  of  c h e c k i n g ,  e x c e o t  t h a t  s i x  c o u n t i e s  

( ~ h e ~ e n n e ,  J a c k s o n ,  K i o w a ,  a n d  R i o  ~ l a n c o  w h i c h 
H i n s d a l e ,  L a k e ,  

r ece ive  no s t a t e  a i d  were e x c l u d e d  from i t .  S e v e r a l  c r i t e r i a  of 

s e l e c t i o n  were employed f o r  t h i s  p u r p n > e ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  p r o p o r - 

t i o n a t e  m a r g i n  of  e r r o r  a s  d i s c u s s e d  above. 


W i t h  r e fe rence  t o  t h i s  p r o p o r t i o n a t e  m a r g i n  of e r r o r  ( b a s e d  
upon d a t a  f o r  t w o  y e a r s )  it w a s  d e c i d e d  t h a t  appraisals s h o u l d  be  
made i n  those c o u n t i e s  in w h i c h  t h i s  m a r g i n  of e r r o r  w a s  g r e a t e r  t h a n  
10 p e r  cen t .  T h e r e  were e leven  s u c h  c o u n t i e s  i n  t h i s  c a t e g o r y .  O t h e r  
c o u n t i e s  were added to i n c l u d e  ( 1 )  t h o s e  in w h i c h  t h e r e  were i n s u f -
ficient transactions arnonq properties in one o r  more property c l a s s e s  
-- w h i c h  were important in t e r m s  of t o t a l  assessed v a l u e  -- to d e t e r -

m i n e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  them, ( 2 )  t h o s e  f o r  w h i c h  t h e  r n i d d l e - f i f t y - p e r -



cent spread was 20 percentage p o i n t s  or more, ( 3 )  those f o r  wh ich  
t h e  number of usable certificates i n  the  two years combined was 
l e s s  t h a n  80 per county, a n d  ( 4 )  those f o r  w h i c h  t h e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  
f o r  t h e  two y e a r s  d i f f e r e d  by f i v e  p e r c e n t a g e  points o r  m o r e .  
This y i e l d e d  a group of t w e n t y - f i v e  c o u n t i e s  f rom which t h e  six 
counties listed above a s  r e c e i v i n g  no s t a t e  a i d  were eliminated. 

To o b t a i n  a measure of t h e  average diffexence between t h e  
aooraisal a n d  s a l e s  r a t i o s ,  a l l  of the appraisal d a t a  were c o n s o l i -
d a t e d  and s o  were a l l  of t h e  s a l e s  d a t a  f o r  corresponding c l a s s e s  
of p r o p e r t y ,  u s i n g  t h e  s y s t e m  of weights w h i c h  h a s  been employed 
s i n c e  t h e  inception of t h e  study, When t h i s  was done ,  i t  w a s  f o u n d  
able V )  t h a t  t h e  d i - f f e r e n c e  between  t h e  t w o  averages w a s  l e s s  

than one percentage  p o i n t ;  t h e  o v e r - a l l  average appraisal a n d  s a l e s  
r a t i o s  a r e  25.6 per c e n t  and 24.7 per cent, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  

Appraisal-sales r a t i o s  were d e t e r m i n e d  f o r  t h e  n i n e t e e n  
c o u n t i e s  using t h e  a p p r a i s a l  r a t i o s  f o r  a l l  c l a s s e s  of property 
f o r  w h i c h  a p p r a i s a l  d a t a  are  availahle and t h e  three-year average 
s a l e s  r a t i o s  f o r  a l l  other c l a s s e s .  T h e  r a t i o s  s o  obtained are 
compared ( T a b l e  VI) w i t h  t h e  t h r e e - y e a r  a v e r a g e  s a l e s  r a t i o s  a s  
presented i n  T a b l e  I. On t h i s  b a s i s ,  t h e  appraisal-sales r a t i o  
is t h e  greater  i n  e l e v e n  c o u n t i e s  and  the s a l e s  r a t i o  i s  t h e  
g r e a t e r  i n  t h e  remaining e i g h t .  T h e  19-county a v e r a g e  a p p r a i s a l -
s a l e s  and sales r a t i o s  a r e  26.3 per c e n t  and 25.4 per c e n t ,  
r e s p e c t i v e l y .  

h 



Table  I V  


Comparat ive A p p r a i s a l s  and S a l e s  R a t i o s  - Nineteen Count ies  


Appra i s a l  Data S a l e s  ~ a t a ~ .  
C0unt.y and C l a s s  of P rope r ty  No. o f  Appra i s a l  No. of b a l e s  

A p p r a i s a l s  R a t i o  C e r t i f i c a t e s  R a t i o  

Archule ta  
One Family Dwell ing 

9 t o  18 y e a r s  o l d  5 47 .8 1 0  29.5 
Commercial Bu i ld ings  5 37.0 1 25.5 
Agric .  Land Having Irnpts. 3 31.5 1 0  18.5 
Misc. Rura l  Land Having Impts. -5 -25.0 --4 34.6 
Average of above c l a s s e s  18 31.7 25 19.8 
County-Wide -- ---- 64 19.9 

w a r n i l y  Dwel l ing 
9 t o  18 y e a r s  o l d  8 30.4 11 33.1 

Commercial Bu i ld ings  8 28.9 3 27.2 
Agric .  Land Having Impts.  5 33.9 37 33.9 
Agric .  Land - No Impts. -5 -31.6 -38 -31.8 

Average of above c l a s s e s  26 33.2 89  33.1 
County-Wide -- ---- 161  33.5 

C o s t i l l a  
One Familv Dwel l ina  

1 9  t o  2 8 ' y e a r s  012 
Commercial B u i l d i n g s  
Agric .  Land Having Impts.  
Aqr ic .  Land - No Im~ts .  
!disc. Ru ra l  Impts.  4 5 53.5Land ~ a b i n ~  - - -
Average of above c l a s s e s  24 57 36.5 
County-Wide -- ---- 86 37.2 

Crowle 
One Samilv Dwel l ina  

9 t o  1 8 ' y e a r s  o l d  4 29.8 8 31.0 
Commercial Bu i ld ings  5 63.0 8 59.0  
Agric .  Land Having Impts.  5 29.2 23 30.6 
Agric .  Land - No Impts.  -5 -21.7 -1 9  -26.1 
Average o f  above c l a s s e s  1 9  28.6 58 30.8  

C u s t e r  
Commercial Bu i ld ings  5 27.9 5 25 .d  

Agric .  Land Having Impts.  5 19.6 14 23.9 
Agric.  Land - No Impt,s. -5 -20.5 -9 20.1 

Average of  above c l a s s e s  15 19.9 28 23.8 
Couhty-Wide - - ---- 95 23.0 



Tab le  I V  Con t inued  

a 
A p p r a i s a l  Data S a l e s  Data 

No. o f  A p p r a i s a l  No, of  S a l e s  
A p p r a i s a l s  R a t i o  C e r t i f i c a t e s  R a t i o

County and C l a s s  of P r o p e r t y  

*wFami l v  Dwel l ino  

1 t,o 8 y e a r s  o l d "  

Over 48 y e a r s  o l d  


Commercial B u i l d i n g s  

Agr ic .  Land Having Impts .  

Agr i c .  Land - No Impts .  

Average of above  c l a s s e s  

County-Wide 


Gurlni son 
Commercial B u i l d i n g s  
Agr ic .  Land Having Impts .  
Average o f  above  c l a s s e s  
County-Wide 

Huerf ano 
One Family Dwel l ing  

1 9  t o  2 8  y e a r s  o l d  
A g r i c .  Land Having Impts .  
Misc. R u r a l  Land Having Impts .  
Average o f  above c l a s s e s  
County-Wide 

Las Animss 

Commercial B u i l d i n g s  

Agr ic .  Land Having Impts .  

Agr i c .  Land - No Smpts. 

Average of  above  c l a s s e s  

County-Wide 


M i n e r a l  

Commercial B u i l d i n g s 
-
County-Wide 

Ouray 
Commercial B u i l d i n a s  
Agr ic .  Land ~ a v i n g " 1 m ~ t . s .  
Misc. R u r a l  Land Having Impts .  
Misc. R u r a l  Land - No Impts .  
Average of above c l a s s e s  
County-W i d o  



A p p r a i s a l  Data S a l e s  Dataa 
County and C l a s s  of  P r o p e r t y  No.- - of- .  ~ ~ ~ r a i s a lNo. o f  S a l e s  

A p p r a i s a l s  ' k a t i o  C e r t i f i c a t e s  R a t i o  

Park 

x e Family Dwel l ing  


1 t o  8 y e a r s  o l d -  

1 9  t o  28 y e a r s  o l d  


Commercial B u i l d i n g s  

Agr ic .  L.and Having Impts .  

Agr ic .  Land - NO Impts.  

Average o f  above c l a s s e s  

County-W i d e  


1 '*milv Dwel l ino  
9  t o  1.8' y e a r s  o l d  

Agr ic .  Land Having Impts .  
Agr ic .  Land - No Impts .  
Average of  above c l a s s e s  
County-Wi,de

I- Rio Crande 
Agr ic .  Land Having Impts .  
Aa r i c .  Land - No I m ~ t s .  
~ G e r a i e  of  above c l a s s e s  
County-Wide 

Saquache 

Commercial R u i l d i n q s  

Agr ic .  Land ~ e v i n ~ - ~ r n ~ t s .  

Agr ic .  Land - No Impts ,  

Average of  above c l a s s e s  

County-Wide 


San Juan  

Commercial B u i l d i n g s  

Courlty-Wide 


San Nique l  

One Family Dwel l ing  


1 t o  8 y e a r s  o l d  

29 t o  48 y e a r s  o l d  


Commercial B u i l d i n g s  

Agr ic .  Land Having Impts .  

Average of  above c l a s s e s  

County-Wide 




Table  I V  Cont inued  

. A p p r a i s a l  Data  S a l e s  Dataa 
County and C l a s s  o f  P r o p e r t y  No. o f  A p p r a i s a l  No. of S a l e s  

A p p r a i s a l s  R a t i o  C e r t i f i c a t e s  R a t i o  

Sed wick 
*cia1 B u i l d i n g s  

Agr ic .  -Land Having Impts.  
Agr ic .  Land - No Impts.  
Average of  above c l a s s e s  
County-Wide 

Summit 
Commercial B u i l d i n g s  
Agr ic .  Land Having Impts.  
Average o f  above c l a s s e s  
County-Wide 

a Based upon u s a b l e  c e r t i f i c a t e s  f o r  t h e  t h r e e - y e a r  p e r i o d  195701960. 



Table  V 

Comparative sales and a p p r a i s a l  r a t i o s  f o r  c l a s s e s  of p r o p e r t y  

f o r  which b o t h  sa l e s  and a p p r a i s a l  d a t a  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  -


19 counties combined 


C l m 3 s sof Property 
A p p r a i s a l  Data  

No. of Appraisa 1 
A p p r a i s a l s  R a t i o  

S a l e s  Dataa 
No. of S a l e s  

C e r t i f i c a t e s  Ratio 

One F a m i l y  Dwellings 
1 t o  8 y e a r s  old 
9 t o  18 years o l d  
19 t o  28 y e a r s  old 
29 to 48 y e a r s  o l d  
Over  48 y e a r s  o l d  

T o t a l  One Family 

Commercial B u i l d i n g s  
T o t a l  Urban  

A g r i c ,  Land H a v i n g  Irnpts. 
Agric. Land Having No Impts. 
T o t a l  Agric.  

Misc. R u r a l  Land Having 
Impts.

Misc. R u r a l  Land Having 
No I m p t s .  

T o t a l  R u r a l  

G r a n d  T o t a l  

a.  Based upon usable  c e r t i f i c a t e s  f o r  t h e  three-year period 1957-1960. 



T a b l e  V I  

S a l e s  Rat io s  Compared w i t h  Ratios Based Upon a Combination 
of Appraisal and S a l e s  Data  

County Appraisal-Sales S a l e s  R a t i o  
Ratioa 3 Y e a r  Average 

Archuleta 	 29.3 
 19.9 


Costilla 	 28.4 37.2 


Crowley 


Custer 

Eag le  

Gunnison 


Las Animas 25.3 23.7 

Minera 1 

Ouray 

Park 

Phillips 

Rio Grande 

Saguache 

San Juan 

San Miguel 27 .6 

Sedgwick 26.8 

Summit 2 8 . 0  

1 9 - C o u n t y  Average 26.3 

a .  	 Appraisal r a t i o s  used f o r  a l l  classes of pr0pert .y f o r  w h i c h  
a p p r a i s a l  d a t a  a r e  a v t l i l , ~ h l e ,with averaqe  1957-1960 srl les  
r a t i o s  used f o r  a l l  other c l a s s e s .  




