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September 15, 201 2

Mr. Mike Mauer
Director of Research

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

RE: Final Report for the 2012 Colorado Property Assessment Study

Dear Mr. Mauer:

Wildrose Appraisal Inc.-Audit Division is pleased to submit the Final Reports for the 2012 Colorado

Property Assessment Study.

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

The procedural audit examines all classes of property. It speciftcally looks at how the assessor develops

economic areas, confirms and qualiftes sales, develops time adjustments and performs periodic physical

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

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

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

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

producing patented mining claims.

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

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

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

Pueblo and Weld. The remaining counties receive a personal property procedural study.

Wildrose Appraisal Inc. - Audit Division appreciates the opportunity to be of service to the State of
Colorado. Please contact us with anv ouestions or concerns.

'l'\#tu'
Harry J. Fuller
Project Manager

Wildrose Appraisal Inc. - Audit Division
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INrRoDucrroN

f= cobrads
The State Board of Equalization (SBOE)
reviews assessments for conformance to the
Constitution. The SBOE will order
revaluations for counties whose valuations do
not reflect the proper valuation period level of
value.

The statutory basis for the audit is found in
C.R.S. l9-l-104 (16)(a)(b) and (c).

The legislative council sets forth two criteria
that are tie focus of the audit group:

To determine whether each county assessor is

applying correctly the constitutional and

statutory provisions, compliance requirements
of the State Board of Equalization, and the
manuals published by the State Property Tax
Administrator to arrive at the actual value of
each class of property,

To determine if each assessor is applying
correctly the provisions of law to the actual
values when arriving at yaluations for
assessment of all locally valued properties
subject to the property tax.

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

statistical analysis.

The procedural analysis includes all classes of
property and specifically looks at how the
assessor develops economic areas, confirms and
qualilies sales, and develops time adjustments.
The audit also examines the procedures for
adequatelv discovering, classifying and valuing
agricultural outbuildings, discovering
subdivision build-out and subdivision
discounting procedures. Valuation
methodologv for vacant land, improved
residential properties and commercial
properties is examined. Procedures lor
producing mines, oil and gas leaseholds and

lands producing, producing coal mines,
producing earti and stone products, severed
mineral interests and non-producing patented
mining claims are also reviewed.

Statistical analysis is performed on vacant land,
residential properties, commercial industrial
properties, agricultural land, and personal
property. The statistical study results are

compared with State Board of Equalization
compliance requirements and the manuals

published by the State Property Tax
Administrator.

Wildrose Audit has completed the Property
Assessment Study for 2012 and is pleased to
report its ftndings for Garffeld County in the
following report.
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Regional Information
Garfield County is located in the Western
Slope region of Colorado. The Western Slope
of Colorado refers to the region west of the
Rocky Mountains. It includes Archuleta,
Delta, Dolores, Eagle, Garfield, Grand,

REcroNrAL;' FIlsroRrcAL SrsrcH oF
GanFIELD Cor"lt\TY

Gunnison, Hinsdale, Jackson, La Plata, Mesa,

Moffat, Montezuma, Montrose, Ourav, Pitkin,
Rio Blanco, Routt, San Juan, San Miguel, and
Summit counties.
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Historical Information
Garfield County has a population of
approximately 55,389 people with 19.13

people per square mile, according to the U.S.

Census Bureau's 2010 census data. This
represents a 28.77 percent change from the

2000 Census.

Garfield County is located in the scenic plateau

and canyon country of western Colorado.
Covering 3000 square miles, it is 1 10 miles

long and extends to the Utah border. lt was

carved out of Summit County on February 10,

1883. In historical times, the earliest

inhabitants were the Ute Indians, and the land

was theirs by treaty until April 12, 1880, when

they were removed to reservations after the

"Meeker Massacre" of 1879. Although
explorers, missionaries, miners, and a few
settlers had already visited the area of Garfield
County, the main influx of settlers began to
arrive and towns were founded beginning in

1880.

The towns in Garfield County are located along

the Colorado and Roaring Fork rivers in the

eastern end of the county, while much of the

western portion has only a few roads and fewer
inhabitants.

The town of Defiance was founded in 1831 by
Isaac Cooper who hoped to develop the natural
hot springs into a resort. Unfortunately he died
before his dream could be realized. lt became

the county seat in 1883 and was incorporated
and renamed in 1885 as Glenwood Springs,
which remains the county seat and largest city
today. In 1887 a coal tycoon, Walter
Devereaux purchased the hot springs and vapor
caves for $125,000 and began to build the

famous pool and spa resort. This was the same

year that the Denver and Rio Grande Railroad

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

Aspen and beyond.

While the county retains part of its ranching
and flarming heritage, and tourism is important,
every town from Carbondale to Parachute has

become a bedroom community to provide
workers to the ever-booming and ever-
expanding Aspen skiing economy. People

commute to Aspen, 86 miles from Battlement
Mesa, as well as to Grand Junction,63 miles

from Rifle.
(Gatfield CountJ, Colorado by Judy Crook and Vtkki

Gray)
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Methodology
All significant classes of properties were

analyzed. Sales were collected for each

property class over the appropriate sale Period,
which was typically defined as the l8-month
period between January 2009 and June 2010.

Counties with less than 30 sales typically

extended the sale period back up to 5 years

prior to June 30, 2010 in 6-month increments.

If there were still fewer than 30 sales,

supplemental appraisals were performed and

treated as proxy sales. Residential sales for all

counties using this method totaled at least 30

per county. For commercial sales, the total

number analyzed was allowed, in some cases,

to lall below 30. There were no sale quantity

issues for counties requiring vacant land

analysis or condominium analysis. Although it
was reouired that we examine the median and

coe{ficient of dispersion for all counties, we

also calculated the weighted mean and price-

related differential for each class of property.
Counties were not passed or failed by these

Rnrro ANnLYSIS

latter measures, but were counseled if there

were anomalies noted during our analysis.

Qualified sales were based on the qualification

code used by each county, which were typically

coded as either "Q" or "C." The ratio analysis

included all sales. The data was trimmed for

counties witl obvious outliers using IAAO
standards for data analysis. In every case, we

examined the loss in data from trimming to
ensure that only true outliers were excluded.

Any county with a significant portion of sales

excluded by this trimming method was

examined further. No county was allowed to
oass the audit if more than 5%o of the sales were

' ilost" because of trimming. For the largest I I

counties, the residential ratio statistics were

broken down by economic area as well.

Cr.rnclusions
For this final analysis report, the minimum

acceptable statistical standards allowed by the

State Board of Eoualization are:

ALLOWABLE STANDARDS RATIO GRID
Unweighted

Median Ratio

Between .95-l .05

Between .95-l .05

Between .95-l.05

Between .95-l.05

Coeflicient
Class

/lndustrial Less than 20.

Less than 15.

Less than | 5.

Less than 20.

Family

acant Land

2012 Carfield County Property Assessment Studv - ['age 6
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The results for Garffeld County are:

After applying the above described

methodologies, it is concluded from the sales

ratios that Gar{ield County is in compliance

with SBOE, DPT, and Colorado State

valuation guidelines.

Recommendations
None

Statute

Garfield County Ratio Grid
Number ol Unweighted
Qualilied Median

Price Coeflicient
Related ql Time

Class Sales

76

N/A

602

8+

Ratio Dilferential Dispercion

Industrial 0.95+

N/A

0.98+

0.980

l.m2

N/A

1.004

1.037

r 1.3

N/A

6.+

l0.5

N/

Family

acat lend

Random Deed Analvsrs

An additional analysis was performed as part of
the Ratio Analysis. Ten randomly selected

deeds witl documentary fees were obtained

from the Clerk and Recorder. These deeds

were for sales that occurred from January l,
2009 through June 30, 2010. These sales

were then checked for inclusion on the

Assessor's qualified or unqualified database.

Conclusions
Alter comparing the list of randomly selected

deeds with the Assessor's database, Garfield
County has accurately transferred sales data

from the recorded deeds to the qualified or
unqualiffed database.

Recornmendations
None

2012 Garfield County Property Assessment Study - Page 7
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Methodology
While we recommend that counties use the

inverted ratio regression analysis method to
account for market (time) trending, some

counties have used other lAAO-approved
methods, such as the weighted monthly median

approach. We are not auditing the methods

used, but ratler the results of the methods

used. Given this range of methodologies used

to account for market trending, we concluded

that t}Ie best validation method was to examine

the sale ratios for each class across the

appropriate sale period. To be specific, if a

county has considered and adjusted correctly
lor market trending, then the sale ratios should

remain stable (i.e. flat) across the sale period.
If a residual market trend is detected, then the

county may or may not have addressed market

TrmE TRENDTNG VTnIFIcATIoN
trending adequately, and a further examination

is warranted. This validation methodologr also

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

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

Conclusions
After verification and analysis, it has been

determined that Garfteld County has complied
with the statutory requirements to analyze the

effects of time on value in their county.
Gar{ield County has also satisfactorily applied

the results of their time trending analysis to
arrive at the time adjusted sales price (TASP).

Recommendations
None

2012 Garfield C.)unt) Property Assessment Study - Page 8
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Methodology
Garfield County was tested for the equal

treatment of sold and unsold properties to

ensure that "sales chasing" has not occurred.

The auditors employed a multi-step process to
determine i[ sold and unsold properties were

valued in a consistent manner,

All qualified residential and commercial class

properties were examined using the unit value

method, where the actual value per square foot
was compared between sold and unsold

properties. A class was considered qualiffed if
it met the criteria for the ratio analysis. The

median value per square foot for both groups

was compared from an appraisal and statistical

perspective. If no significant difference was

indicated, then we concluded that no further
testing was warranted and that the county was

in compliance in terms of sold/unsold
conslstency.

If either residential or commercial differences

were significant using the unit value method, or
if data limitations made the comparison invalid,

then the next step was to perform a ratio

analysis comparing the 2010 and 2012 actual

values lor each qualifted class of property. All
qualified vacant land classes were tested using

this method. The sale property ratios were

arrayed using a range of 0.8 to 1.5, which

theoretically excluded changes between years

that were due to other unrelated changes in the

property. These ratios were also stratified at

the appropriate level of analysis. Once the

percent change was determined for each

appropriate class and sub-class, the next step

was to select the unsold sample. This sample

Sor.D/IdNSoLD ANaLYSIS
was at least 17o of the total population of
unsold properties and excluded any sale

properties. The unsold sample was filtered
based on the attributes of the sold dataset to
closely correlate both groups. The ratio
analysis was then perfbrmed on the unsold

properties and stratified. The median and

mean ratio distribution was then compared

between the sold and unsold group. A non-

parametric test such as the Mann-Whitney test

for differences between independent samples

was undertaken to determine whether any

observed differential was significant. If this test

determined that the unsold properties were

treated in a manner similar to the sold

properties, it was concluded that no further
testing was warranted and that the county was

in compliance.

lf a class or sub-class of property was

determined to be significantly different by this

method, the final step was to perlorm a multi-
variate mass appraisal model that developed

ratio statistics from the sold properties that
were then applied to the unsold sample. This

test compared the measures of central tendency

and conftdence intervals for the sold properties
with the unsold property sample. If this

comparison was also determined to be

significantly different, then the conclusion was

that the county had treated the unsold

properties in a different manner than sold

ProPertres.

These tests were supported by both tabular and

chart presentations, along with saved sold and

unsold sample files.
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Sold/Unsoltl Results

Class Results

Compliant

N/A

CompLiant

Compliant

Family

acant l-and

Conclusions Recommendations
After applying the above described None

methodologies, it is concluded that Garfield
County is reasonably treating its sold and

unsold properties in the same manner.
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AcnrcurruRAL LaNo Srunv
Acres By Subclass Value By Sutrclass

Dry Farm Meado'a

0 7.r%

4,500.000

4.000.000

3 500.000

3.000.000

2.500.000

2.000.000

1500.000

r.000 000

500.000

2.59%

6razrng
60 16%

Agricultural Land

County records were reviewed to determine

major land categories such as irrigated farm,

dry farm, meadow hay, grazing and other
lands. In addition, county records were

reviewed in order to determine if: Aerial

photographs are available and are being used;

soil conservation guidelines have been used to

classify lands based on productivity; crop

rotations have been documented; typical

commodities and yields have been determined;

orchard lands have been properly classifted and

valued; expenses reflect a ten year average and

are typical landlord expenses; grazing lands

have been properly classified and valued; the

number of acres in each class and subclass have

been determined; the capitalization rate was

properly applied. Also, documentation was

required for the valuation methods used and

any locally developed yields, carrying

capacities, and expenses. Records were also

checked to ensure that the commodity prices

and expenses, furnished by the Property Tax

Administrator (PTA), were applied properly.

(See Assessor Reference Library Volume 3

Chapter 5.)

Concl usio trs

An analysis of the agricultural land data

indicates an acceptable appraisal of this

property type. Directives, commodity prices

and expenses provided by the PTA were

properly applied. County yields compared

favorably to those published by Colorado

Agricultural Statistics. Expenses used by the

county were allowable expenses and were in an

acceptable range. Grazing lands carrying
capacities were in an acceptable range. The

data analyzed resulted in the following ratios:

2012 Garfield County Properi; Assessrnerrt Study Page l1
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Recommendations
None

Garfield County Agricultural Land Ratio Grid

I t7

t27

lJ7

t+'7

t7'7

t51

otal/Avg

tand Class

Flood

Dry Farm

Meadow Hay

Grazing

Forest

WRA
Total
Value

4,306,082

50,745

588,295

2,076,166

5,585

279,7 32

7,4O7,704

Numbet County County
Ot Value Assesscd

Acres Per Acr€ Total Valuc

34,751 121.00 4,200,105

+,229 12.00 49,524

14,828 46.00 688,295

344,170 6.00 2,076,t66

881 2.00 6,585

t71,320 2.00 279,7f2

572,18t 1t.00 7,3oo,7o1

0.

0.

t.

l.
L

0.

Agricultural Outbuildings

l{eth odology
Data was collected and reviewed to determine
if the guidelines found in the Assessor's

Reference Library (ARL) Volume 3, pages 5.74
through 5.77 were being followed.

Conclusi ons
Garfield County has substantially complied
with the procedures provided by the Division
of Property Taxation for the valuation of
agricultural outbuildings.

Reconr rnendations
None

Agricultural Land Under lmprnvements

&letho<lologr
Data was collected and reviewed to determine
if the guidelines flound in the Assessor's

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

Concl usions
Garfield County has substantially complied
with the procedures provided by the Division

of Property Taxation for the valuation of land

under residential improvements that may or
may not be integral to an agricultural
operation.

Recomm enilations
None

2012 Gariielo County Property Assessrncrt Study - Page 12
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(8)(f) Such ttue and tlpical soles sholl include only

those sales which have been determined on an

individual basis to reJlect the selling price oJ the real

property only or which have been adiusted on an

individual bosis to rcJlect the selling price oJ the real

propeny only. (39 l-103, C.R.S.)

Part of the Property Assessment Study is the
sales veri{ication analysis. WRA has used the

above-cited statutes as a guide in our study of
the county's procedures and practices for
verifying sales.

WRA reviewed the sales verification

procedures in 2012 for Garfield County. This

study was conducted by checking selected sales

from the master sales list for the current
valuation period. Speciftcally WRA selected 35

sales listed as unqualified.

All of the sales in the unqualified sales sample

had reasons that were clear and supportable.

Conclusions
Garfield County appears to be doing an

excellent job of verifying their sales. WRA
agreed with the county's reason for
disqualifying each of the sales selected in the

sample- There are no recommendations or
suggestlons.

Recornmenr{at ions
None

SarEs VEnrFrcATroN
According to Colorado Revised Statutes:

A rcpresentative body oJ sales is teguired when

considering the narket approach to apprcisal.

(8) In any case in which soles prices oJ conpatable

prcperties within any class ot subcloss are utilized

wben considering the norket opproacb to opproisal in

the determination oJ octual value oJ ony toxable

propeny, the JollowinB limitotions ond conditions

shall apply:

(a)(l) Use oJ the natket approach shall require a

rcprcsentotive body oJ sales, including sales by a

lender or government, sulfcient to set a pattern, ond

apprcisols sholl reJlect due consideration of the

degree oJ coaporobility oJ soles, including the extent

of unilarities and dissinilafities omong p.operties

thot are compared for assessment purposes. In order

to obcain o reasonable sanple and to reduce sudden

price chonges ot -fuuuations, all nles shull be

included in the sonple thot rcasonably relect o true

or typical sales price dwing the period spec$ed in

section 39- l- 104 ( 10.2). Soles oJpenonol property

exempt pusuant to the provisions oJ sections 39-3-
102, 39-3-103, and 39-3-l l9 to 39 3-122 shall

not be )ncluded in any such somple.

(b) Eoch such sale inclwled in the sonple sholl be

coded to indicate a q.pical, negotiated sole, os

scrcened and ,erijed by the assessot. (39 l-103,
c.R.5.)

The assessor is rcquited to use sales oJ teal propeny

o y in the voluation process.

20t2Iarq, I,ir',-IL- P ,,u(1,, ,\ss.,,r: rr,, )r1Jy - {-r5. I
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Methodology
Garfield County has submitted a written
narrative describing the economic areas that
make up the county's market areas. Garfield
County has also submitted a map illustrating
these areas. Each of these narratives have been
read and analyzed for logic and appraisal

sensibility. The maps were also compared to
the narrative for consistency between the
written description and the map.

Conclusions
After review and analysis, it has been
determined that Garfield County has

adequately identified homogeneous economic
areas comprised of smaller neighborhoods.
Each economic area deffned is equally subject
to a set of economic forces that impact the
value of the properties within that geographic
area and this has been adequately addressed.

Each economic area defined adequatelv

delineates an area that will give "similar values

lor similar properties in similar areas."

Recommendations
None

2012 Garfield County Property Assessrnent Study - Pege 14
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NeruRAL RESoURCES
Earth and Stone Products

Methodology
Under the guidelines of the Assessor's

Reference Library (ARL), Volume 3, Natural
Resource Valuation Procedures, the income
approach was applied to determine value for
production o[ eart]r and stone products. The
number of tons was multiplied by an economic
royalty rate determined by the Division of
Property Taxation to determine incorne. The
income was multiplied by a recommended
Hoskold factor to determine t}re actual value.

The Hoskold factor is determined by the life of
the reserves or the lease. Value is based on two
variables: life and tonnage. The operator
determines these since there is no other means

to obtain production data through any state or
private agency.

Concl usir.rns

The County has applied the correct formulas
and state guidelines to earth and stone

production.

Recom m entlations
None

Prr-rdueing Oil and Gas

Proced ures

Methodoltigv
Assessors Relerence Library (ARL) Volume 3,

Chapter 6: Valuation of Natural Resources

STATUTORY REFERENCES
Section $ 39-l-103, C.R.S., specifies that
producing oil or gas leaseholds and lands are
valued according to article 7 o[title 39, C.R.S.

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

s 39-l-103, c.R.s.
Article 7 covers the listing, valuation, and
assessment of producing oil and gas leaseholds
and lands.

Valuation:
Valuation for assessment.
(l) Except as provided in subsection (2) of this
section, on the basis of the information
contained in such statement, the assessor shall

value such oil and gas leaseholds and lands for
assessment, as real property, at an amount
equal to eighty-seven and one-half percent of:
(a) The selling price of the oil or gas sold there
fiom during the preceding calendar year, after
excluding the selling price of all oil or gas

delivered to the United States government or
any agency thereof, the state of Colorado or
any agency thereof, or any political subdivision
of the state as royalty during the preceding
calendar year;
(b) The selling price of oil or gas sold in the
same field area for oil or gas transported from
the premises which is not sold during the
preceding calendar year, after excluding the
selling price of all oil or gas delivered to the
United States government or any agency

thereofl, the state of Colorado or any agency
thereof, or any political subdivision of the state

as royalty during the preceding calendar year.

$ 39-7-102, C.R.S.

Con clusi ons
The county applied approved appraisal

procedures in the valuation of oil and gas.

Rec<; tnrn endati rrns

None

2012 (iarfieid Count; Pir,',pertl Assessrnerrt Stud;u - Page 15
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Producing Coal Mines

Methodology
Under the guidelines of tle Assessor's

Reference Library (ARL), Volume 3, Section
5, Valuation of Producing Coal Leaseholds and
Lands, the income approach is tle primary
method applied to find value lor the valuation
of coalmines. This methodolog;i estimates

annual economic royalty income based on

previous year's production, then capitalizes

that income to value using a Hoskold factor to
estimate the present worth of the permitted
acres. The operator provides production data
and the life of the leases.

Conclusions
County has applied the correct formulx and
state guidelines to coal mine valuation.

Recommendations
None

201 2 Garfield Counry Property Assessrnent Study - Page l6
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VECANT Lano
Subdivision Discounting
Subdivisions were reviewed in 2012 in Garlield
County. The review showed that subdivisions
were discounted pursuant to the Colorado
Revised Statutes in Article 39-l-t03 (l+) and

by applying the recommended rnethodologr in
ARL Vol 3, Chap 4. Subdivision Discounting in
the intervening year was actomplished by
reducing the absorption period by one year. In
instances where the number of sales within an

approved plat was less than the absorption rate

per year calculated for the plat, the absorption

period was left unchanged.

Conclusions
Garlield County has irnplemented proper
procedures to adequately estimate absorption

periods, discount rates, and lot values for
qualifying subdivisions.

Recommendations
None

2012 Garlield County Property Assessment Study - Page 17
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Possessory Interest
Possessory interest property discovery and

valuation is described in t}re Assessor's

Reference Library (ARL) Volume 3 section 7

in accordance with the reouirements of
Chapter 39-l-103 (17)(a) 0l) C.R.S.
Possessory lnterest is deffned by the Property
Tax Administrator's Publication ARL Volume
3, Chapter 7: A private property interest in

government-owned property or the right to the

occupancy and use of any benefft in

government-owned property that has been

granted under lease, permit, license,

concession, contract, or other agreement.

Garfield County has been reviewed for their
procedures and adherence to guidelines when

assessing and valuing agricultural, commercial

and sh area possessory interest properties,
The county has also been queried as to ttreir
con{idence that the possessory interest

properties have been discovered and placed on
the tax rolls.

Conclusions
Garfield County has implemented a discovery

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

consistently applied the correct procedures and

valuation methods in the valuation of
possessory interest properties.

Recommendations
None

201 2 Garfield Counry Property Assessment Study Page l8
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Garfield County is comPliant with the

guidelines set forth in ARL Volume 5 regarding

discovery procedures, using the following
methods to discover personal ProPerty
accounts in the county:

o Public Record Documents

. MLS Listing and/or Sold Books

o Chamber of Commerce/ Economic

Development Contacts

o Local Telephone Directories,
Newspapers or Other Local

Publications

o Personal Observation, Physical

Canvassing or Word of Mouth

. Questionnaires, Letters and/or Phone

Calls to Buyer, Seller and/or Realtor

The county uses the Division of Property

Taxation (DPT) recommended classiffcation

and documentation procedures. The DPT's

recommended cost factor tables, depreciation

tables and level of value adiustment factor

tables are also used.

Garfield County submitted their personal

property written audit plan and was current for

the 2012 valuation period. The number and

listing of businesses audited was also submitted

and was in conformance with the written audit

plan. The following audit triggers were used

by the county to select accounts to be audited:

. Accounts with obvious discrepancies

o New businesses filing for the first time

o Incomplete or inconsistent declarations

. Accounts with omitted property
o Businesses with no delettons or

additions for 2 or more years

e Non-liling Accounts - Best Information

Available

PEnsoNAt PnoPERTY Auntr
Garfield County was studied for its procedural

compliance with the personal ProPerty
assessment outlined in the Assessor's Reference

Library (ARL) Volume 5, and in the State

Board of Equalization (SBOE) requirements for

the assessment of personal ProPerty. The

SBOE requires that counties use ARL Volume

5, including current discovery, classification,

documentation procedures, current economic

lives table, cost factor tables, depreciation

table, and level o[ value adjustment lactor

table.

The personal propeny audit standards narrative

must be in place and current. A listing of
businesses that have been audited by the

assessor within the twelve-month period

reflected in the plan is given to the auditor.

The audited businesses must be in conformity

with those described in the plan.

AgSregate ratio will be determined solely from

the personal property accounts that have been

physically inspected. The minimum assessment

sample is one percent or ten schedules,

whichever is greater, and the maximum

assessment audit sample is 100 schedules.

For the counties having over 100,000

population, WRA selected a sample of all

personal property schedules to determine

whether the assessor is correctly applying the

provisions of law and manuals of the Property

Tax Administrator in arriving at the assessment

levels o[ such property. This sample was

selected from the personal property schedules

audited by the assessor. In no event was the

sample selected by the contractor less than J0

schedules- The counties to be included in this

study are Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Denver,

Douglas, El Paso, .[efferson, Larimer, Mesa,

Pueblo, and Weld. AII other counties received

a procedural study.

201 2 Garileld Ccuoiy Properi; A-ssessrnetrt Sttrd;r Page 1 9
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. Accounts close to the $5,500 actual Conclusions
value exemPtion status Garfield County has employed adequate

. Accounts protested with substantial discovery, classiffcation, documentation,
disagreement valuation, and auditing procedures for their

personal property assessment and is in

statistical compliance with SBOE requirements.

Recommendations
None

201 2 (.iarfleld County Propert; Assessrnent Study - Page 20
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Harry J. Fuller, Audtt Project Monager

Suzanne Howard, Atdit Administtotive Monoger

Steve Kane, Audit Stotistician

Carl W. Ross, Agricultwal / Notural Resoutce Analyst

J. Andrew Rodriguez, Field Anolyst

2012 Garfieid Ccunty Frope:-ry Asscssrncrrt:itud,v Page 2i



ITiiRHf
AppENDICES

2012 Car{ield County Fr.'perty Assessrnent Study Page 22



STATISTICAL COMPLIANCE REPORT
FOR GARFIELD COUNTY

2012

I. OVERVIEW

Garfield County is a mountain resort county located in west central Colorado. The county has a total
of 26,972 real property parcels, according to data submitted by the county assessor's office in 2012.

The following provides a breakdown of property classes for this county:

Vlc.Dl Land Rc! lmp Comm/lnd lmp

tyP.

The vacant land clasi ofproperties was dominated by residential land. Residential lots (coded 100 and

I I l2) accounted for 51.87o ofall vacant land parcels-

For residential improved properties, single lamily properties accounted for 86.97o ofall residential

properties.

Commercial and industrial properties represented a much smaller proportion ofproperty classes in

comparison. Commercial/ industrial properties accounted for 5.5% ofall such properties in this

county.

2012 Statistical Repor* GARFIELD COUNTY Page 23
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II. DATA FILES

The following sales analyses were based on the requirements of the 2012 Colorado Property
Assessment Study. Information was provided by the Gar{ield Assessor's Office in April 2012. The data
included all 5 property record files as specilied by the Auditor.

III. RESIDENTIAL SALES RESULTS

The following steps were taken to analyze the residential sales:

l. All sales

2. Select improved sales

3. Select residential sales only
4. Sales between January I , 2009 and June 30, 2010

The sales ratio analysis was analyzed as follows:

3,+06
I qg 

1

1,510

602

Median 0.984
Price Related Differential r.004
Coefficient of Dispersion .061

The above ratio statistics were in compliance with the standards set forth by the Colorado State Board
of Equalization (SBOE) for the overall residential sales. The following graphs describe further the sales

ratio distribution for these properties:

talcrntio
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The above graphs indicate that the distribution ofthe sale ratios was within state mandated limits. No

sales were trimmed.

Residential Market Trend Analysis

We next analyzed the residential dataset using the l8-month sale period for any residual market

.trending, as follows:

Cos{llcl€'is'

Modal
unstandardizsd Coefi clenls

6tandardlzsd
Cosiiclsnts

t siq.Std. Errgr Beta

1 (constan0

galePeriod

.978

.001

.007

.001 .068

134.156

1.659

000

.098

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

of residential properties.

Sold/Unsold Analysis

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

median actual value per square foot for 2012 between each group, as follows:

Group N Median Mean
Unsold t5,96+ sl77 s 195

Sold 602 $ 159 $187

The above resuls indicate that sold and unsold residential properties were valued in a consistent

manner.

IV. COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL SALE RESULTS

The following steps were taken to analyze the commercial sales:

l. All sales 3,406

2. Select improved sales I,591

3. Select commercial sales only 76

4. Sales between July l, 2008 and June 30, 2010 76

20l2 Statistical Report: GARFIELD couNTY Page 26
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The sales ratio analvsis was analvzed as follows:

Median 0.954

Price Related Differential 1.002

Coefficient of Dispersion ll3

The above tables indicate that the Garfield County commercial/industrial sale ratios were in

compliance with the SBOE standards. The following histogram and scatter plot describe the sales ratio
distribution further:

2012 Statistical Reportr CARFI€LD COIINTY Page 2 t-
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Commercial lllarket Trend Analysis

The assessor did not apply any market trend adiustment to the commercial dataset. The commercial

sales were analyzed, examining the sale ratios across the J0 month sale period with tle following

results:

Coomc-dr'

Model
Unslandardzed Coefrcionts

Standardlzed
Coefici9nts

sig.I Std. Error BBla

(Constan0

SalePeiod

.935

.000

032

.002 .00s

21.969

.080

000

.938

a. Dep€nd€ntva able; salssratio

t1,0(n,m E.mJm $.0m,m .m0.0fl1

IASP

Comm.rcid S.lG Pricc by Sdaa Rato

|l

lx
Jlr** r t r'
- $rxtx

lr
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Commercial Mrrkct Trcnd AnalyliE
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The market trend results indicated no statistically signiffcant trend. \iy'e concur that no market trend

adjustments were warranted for properties in this class for Garfield County.

Sold/Unsold Analysis

We compared the median actual value per square foot between sold and unsold commercial ProPertres
to determine i[the assessor was valuing each group consistently. The following results indicate that

based on the median actual ualue, sold and unsold commercial properties were valued consistently:

Group No, Props
Median
Val / SF

Mean Val
/sF

Unsold l,309 $130 s150

Sold 76 s 159 $155

We next ran t}te comparison between sold and unsold commercial properties using the change in value

between 2010 and 2012, as follows:

Group No, Props
Median oZ

Chg Val
Mean 7o

Chg Val

Unsold | ,279 0.834 0.8 26

Sold 0.841 0.848

Based on the two comparison analyses, we concluded that Garfield County has valued sold and unsold

commercial properties consistently.

'+
+

+. ++
t+

+

t

+

+*
+

+
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V. VACANT LAND SALE RESULTS

The following steps were taken to analyze vacant land sales:

I . All sales

2. Select vacant land sales

3. Sales between July I , 2008 and June 30, 2010

The sales ratio analysis was analyzed as follows:

3,+05
207

84

Median 0.980

Price Related Differential r.037

Coefficient of Dispersion .106

The above table indicates that the Garfield County vacant land sale ratios were in compliance with the

SBOE standards. The following histogram and scatter plot describe the sales ratio distribution further:

sld Dor .1 {59
N-ejl
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I0 t20.000 $m,000 ${n,000 tf,n.000 tt.o(I).|I|0 1120.000

coefiicbds'

Model
Unslandardized Coellicienls

Standardized
Coeilicients

t sig.B Std Eftor Beta

(Constan0

VSalePeriod

I {15

011

296

019 082

1772

741

000

161

a DependeniVariable: SalesRatio

VTASP

Vacant Land Market Trend Analysis

The assessor did apply market trend adiustments to the vacant land dataset. The 84 vacant land sales

were analyzed, examining the sale ratios across the 24 month sale period with the following results:
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VSalcP.riod

The above analysis indicated that there was no significant residual market trending in the sales ratio

across the 24 month sale period. We concluded that the assessor has applied market trending

adjustments in an aPProPriate manner.

Sold/Unsold Analysis

We compared the median change in actual value between 2009 and 2012 for vacant land properties to

determine ifsold and unsold properties were valued consistently, as follows:

Group N Medlan Mean
Unsold 1,680 o.77 0.86

Sold 82 o.77 0.80

The above results indicated that sold and unsold vacant land properties were valued consistently.

V. AGRICULTURAL IMPROVEIVIENTS ANALYSIS

The final statistical verification concerned the assigned actual values for agricultural residential

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

The followiog indicates that agricultural residential improvements were valued in a manner similar to

the single family residential improvements in this county:

2012 Statistical Reportr ajARFIELD COUNTY
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

Based on tiis statistical analysis, there were no signiftcant compliance issues concluded for Garfield

Countv as of the date o[ this report.
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Residential Sale Ratio Stratification

Sale Price

Carc Proceslino $rmmary

Count Percenl

SPRec LT S25K

l50Kto t100K

l100Kto 1150K

l'l50Kto $200K

t200Kto $300K

$300Kto $500K

$500Kt0 s750K

$750Klo S1,000K

over Sl.oooK

oYe€ll

Excludsd

Tolal

I

216

166

60

15

8

602

0

602

2%

10%

6.3%

15.3%

35.9%

27 6%

10.0%

2.5%

1.3%

100.0%

Rdio SlaaiClc8 fq dnRTOI / T^SP

Group

Medran
Price Related

Difiorenfial
Coeficient of
Dispersion

Coeficienl ot
Variation

lvedian
Centsred

LT $25K

$50Kro 0100K

$100Kto il50K
S150Kto 5200K

$200Kr01300K

$300Kto $500K

$500Klo $750K

$750k to $l,000K

Over 11,000K

overall

.971

1022

1 004

s88

981

980

.97 ?

967

1003

.s81

1000

1 000

998

1.000

1 000

1.000

1.000

1003

994

1.001

000

038

098

059

056

061

090

054

.061

%

62%

12.4%

90%

8.2%

r0 9%

10 8%

13.1 %

79%

9.8%

2012 (.larfield Counrl Property Assessrnerrt Study - Page 35
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Subclass

b Frlcs*f grt|nry
Count Psrcant

121

1215

| 230

515

I

602

0

602

90.5%

.2%

9.3%

100.0$

Rrdo $rtdhr fr cmTor r TASP

Oroup

Xedlan
Pdce Relabd

Diftsi3nlal
CoBilcieil of
Dlsperslon

CoB'filclent ot
Varla0on

Isdlan
canbr€d

212

1230

ovBrall

.s8r

1.008

.99€

.984

.004

1.000

0qt

1.004

.064

.000

.061

9.9$

9.?%

s.8%

.i
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Ag.

i1
I.i

Caaa frocaaaS! srt|rtlJy
c0ufi PSrcBnl

OvEr 100

75b 100

-50 b 75

25b 50

5b 25

5 or Ngwar

O€rall
Excluded

Tobl

1'l I
319

116

602

0

602

.3%

.5$

2.5$

19.6$

57.9%

19.396

r00.0s

Rltb $.[tah3 fq cuRToT I IlsP
Oroup

HedlSn
Pdce Rel.t d

D ferental
coeficigntot
Oisperslon

Co8firiant ot
Varialion

Hedian
Centerod

Oaar 100

75 to 100

50 to 75

25b50

5to 25

5 or Newer

Ovsrall

.897

.951

.970

.s8r

.984

.s81

1.008

.961

1.002

1.003

't.011

1.004

.074

.089

.t 0l

.056

.068

.059

.064

10.5%

18.5$

17.8$

8.6$

10.2$

8.7%

9.8%

20t2 Statistical Report: CARFIELD COIINTY Page l7
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Improved Area

caaa Proca!8ho surmry
Count Percant

lmpsFRec LE 500 st

500101,000 sf

1,000101,500 sf

1.500lo 2,000 sf

2.000 b 3,000 sf

3,000 sfor Hioher

Ovgrall

Excludad

Tolal

t4
228

168

120

602

0

1.0s

7.3%

37.9%

27.9%

r9.9%

6.096

100.0%

Ratb $disiics fu CURRToT / IASP

Group

Median
Prics Relaled

0 ilferentia I

Cooiicientof
Dispersion

Co€tlcaent of
Va alion

Median
Cenlered

LE 500 sf

500 to 1.000 sf

I,000 to 1.500 sf

1,500 to 2,000 sf

2,000 to 3,000 sf

3,000 sforHighe.

Overall

966

.903

981

981

s82

| 026

.984

1007

1002

1006

1009

1.008

1024

1.001

041

.064

062

063

058

093

.064

6.9%

s0%

92%

99%

89%

14 6%

98%

2012 Statistical Reportr CARFIELD COUNTY Page l8
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Quality

Ctlaa Procossho SurnrUtl

Courd Percenl

OUAUTY 1

2

3

J

4

5

6

0!erall

Excluded

Folal

2

51

17

440

50

2

602

0

602

.3%

s.0%

2.8%

731%

8.3%

55%

7%

3%

r 00.0%

Rraio s|d30c5 fd ctnRTol I IlsP
Group

Medien
Pnre Releled

D|fiErenlial
Coeffi.rent of
Dispersion

coeficient of
Variali0n

Medlan
Cenlered

1

2

3

l
4

4

5

6

overall

960

983

975

981

977

990

980

1038

981

011

1 006

992

1006

1005

l 010

I 011

s98

| 00a

012

066

100

063

.051

080

056

005

064

17%

9.3%

t7t%
97%

77%

11 8%

75%

7%

s8%
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Commercial Sale Ratio Stratifi cation

Sale Price

ca8a Procssshg srf|xnary

Count Percent

SPRsc LT S25K

$25kt0 $50K

l50Kto 1100K

1100Kto S150K

S150Kto 0200K

l200Kto t300K

$300Kto S500K

$500Klo $750K

l750Kto $1,000K

Ovef $i,000K

Overall

Excluded

Total

3

3

5

3

7

16

19

7

1

12

0

76

3.9%

39%

66%

3S%

s.2%

21',t%

25.D%

92%

1.3%

i5 8%

100 0%

Rdb Slilsths fr CInRTOI / TASP

Group

Median
Pnce Relaled

Ditrerential
Co€ficrenl of
Dispersion

Coefiicient of
Vaiation

Median
Cenlefed

LT I25K

$25Kt0150K

$50Kt0 0100K

$100K to $150K

$150Kto $200K

l200Kto S300K

l300Kl0 $500K

$500klo $750K

i750Kto 11,000K

OYer S1,000K

overall

1 824

1 021

986

895

.904

.s57

ss0

882

.es6

928

.954

1

1 008

991

1006

1.001

.997

1.003

1003

1.000

1.003

1.002

000 014

094

074

124

'| ?9

0s6

143

1i3

000

066

113

23%

113%

112%

19.6%

18.3%

12 3%

18 6%

18.9%

.%

77%

14.3%
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Subclass

Case Pf@rdng 9r r|.fy
Counl Percant

abstimp 1111

1712

1714

1?6S

2212

2220

2226

2228

2230

2235

2240

2215

3215

Overall

Excluded

Total

1

I
'|

1

?

1

1

6

I
1

4'I

1

76

0

1.3%

1.3%

1.3%

1.3%

9.2%

6.6%

13%

13%

7S%

1't 8%

'| 3%

53 S%

13%

100 0%

Raalo slatidas fa ct RRTor I TASP

0roup

Medaan
P ce Related

0ifierential
Coeficienl of
Dispercion

Coe!trcierf of
Vadation

lSedian
Cenlered

41 1

1712

1711

1769

2212

2220

2226

2228

2230

2235

2210

2215

3215

overall

.s90

.810

.881

1.031

1.039

992

.919

1251

1.026

.889

.989

.s23

.906

.s54

't 000

1 000

1000

1000

982

1 022

1 000

1 000

I 015

998

1.000

1052

1.000

1 002

000

000

000

000

085

053

000

.000

103

082

.000

124

000

.113

%

%

%

%

13 2%

7.8%

11 2%

13.1%

15.5%

11.3%

%

%

%

%
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Ag"

Clag PrgcersinC Srmmry
Counl Pgrcenl

0

50lo 75

25 lo 50

510 25

5 or N8w8r

overall

ErcludBd

Tolal

17

I
18

2

78

0

?8

61.8%

1.3%

23.7%

10.5%

100.0%

Rltlo stalktlca tor CUnRIOT / IASP

0roup

Median
Price Rslated

Difersntial
Coeficienl of
Dispersion

Coeflicient of
Va alion

xedian
Cenlered

0

50lo 75

25 to 50

5to25

5 or Newer

Overall

918

1 083

1003

1 004

.913

951

1 ot2
1000

1029

1035

1 011

't 002

,| 21

000

.072

118

010

113

54%

%

9.0%

15.6%

5?%

113%
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Improved Area

Ca.e ttfocort||g gt|nfy
Counl PErc6nt

lmpgFRec LE 500 Y
50010 1,000 sf

1,000 to 1,500 st

1.500 to 2,000 sf

2.000 to 3,000 sf

3.000 sf or Hlqhel

Overall

Exclud6d

Total

17

I
11

7A

0

76

3.9%

22.4%

17.1%

1 1.8%

11.5%

30.3%

100.0%

R.ab Sratttlca fq C1nRTOI / TASP

Gr0up

Median
Price Retated

0ifierential
Co€fiicient of
Disparsion

Coeficient of
va ation

lVedian
Centered

LE 500 sf

500 to 1,000 sf

1.000 to 1,500 sf
1,50010 2.000 sf

2,000 to 3.000 sf

3,000 sf of Highsr

overall

986

.923

920

9S6

959

989

954

1 031

r 033

1 018

1 .012

r002

1029

1002

135

113

116

151

101

090

113

2%

11.1%

11.8%

2t 1%

13 1%

11 5%

1,0.3%
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\ytPs,E
Audt Divislon

Yacant Land Sale Ratio Stratification

Land SubcLass

Cc€ Procslrho S{rmlry
Count Percent

abstrlnd i 00

200

520

530

510

550

1112

2112

2115

2130

2135

Or€€ll

Excluded

Total

39

2

2

2

22

1

1

1

1

84

0

81

46.4%

6.0%

21%

2.1%

21%

95%

2A.2%

12%

1.2%

1.2%

1.2%

100.0%

Ratb g.atstas fq CtnnLlI) /\,II'SP

Group

I\4edran
Price Relaled

0ifierential
Coefiicienl of
Dispersion

Coeficient of
Vaiation

ftledian
Centered

100

200

520

530

540

550

1112

2112

2115

2130

2135

Ove€ll

.980

986

1 041

747

976

580

620

1 000

980

1 017

1051

996

.997

1 068

1.033

1.031

1000

1000

1000

1.000

1037

090

187

030

019

232

115

088

000

000

000

000

.106

'| 6.5%

37 0%

1.2%

7.0%

32 9%

18 2%

15 7%

%

%

%

%

18 6%
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