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2015 Commission Summary

for Red Willow County

Residential Real Property - Current

Number of Sales

Total Sales Price

Total Adj. Sales Price

Total Assessed Value

Avg. Adj. Sales Price Avg. Assessed Value

Median

Wgt. Mean

Mean

95% Median C.I

95% Wgt. Mean C.I

95% Mean C.I

93.02 to 96.69

89.70 to 93.52

97.11 to 104.77

% of Value of the Class of all Real Property Value in the 

County % of Records Sold in the Study Period

% of Value Sold in the Study  Period

Average Assessed Value of the Base

 28.26

 7.11

 8.83

$65,967

Residential Real Property - History

Year

2014

2013

2011

Number of Sales LOV

Confidence Interval - Current

Median

2012

 344

100.94

94.24

91.61

$30,802,473

$30,767,936

$28,186,118

$89,442 $81,936

 96 293 96

94.72 95 267

 93 93.35 271

93.58 299  94
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2015 Commission Summary

for Red Willow County

Commercial Real Property - Current

Number of Sales

Total Sales Price

Total Adj. Sales Price

Total Assessed Value

Avg. Adj. Sales Price Avg. Assessed Value

Median

Wgt. Mean

Mean

95% Median C.I

95% Wgt. Mean C.I

95% Mean C.I

% of Value of the Class of all Real Property Value in the County 

% of Records Sold in the Study Period

% of Value Sold in the Study  Period

Average Assessed Value of the Base

Commercial Real Property - History

Year

2014

Number of Sales LOV

 33

78.20 to 109.09

86.19 to 111.33

89.88 to 125.12

 10.18

 4.48

 3.31

$156,017

Confidence Interval - Current

Median

2011

2012

$3,878,290

$3,858,290

$3,810,455

$116,918 $115,468

107.50

96.93

98.76

99 99 37

 28 98.08 98

2013  21 96.93

96.93 95 23
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2015 Opinions of the Property Tax Administrator

for Red Willow County

My opinions and recommendations are stated as a conclusion based on all of the factors known to me 

regarding the assessment practices and statistical analysis for this county.  See, Neb. Rev. Stat. § 77-5027 

(2011).  While the median assessment sales ratio from the Qualified Statistical Reports for each class of 

real property is considered, my opinion of the level of value for a class of real property may be determined 

from other evidence contained within these Reports and Opinions of the Property Tax Administrator. My 

opinion of quality of assessment for a class of real property may be influenced by the assessment practices 

of the county assessor.

Residential Real 

Property

Commercial Real 

Property

Agricultural Land 

Class Level of Value Quality of Assessment

92

71

94

Meets generally accepted mass appraisal 

practices.

Meets generally accepted mass appraisal 

practices.

Meets generally accepted mass appraisal 

practices.

No recommendation.

No recommendation.

No recommendation.

Non-binding recommendation

**A level of value displayed as NEI (not enough information) represents a class of property with insufficient 

information to determine a level of value.

 

Dated this 7th day of April, 2015.

Ruth A. Sorensen

Property Tax Administrator
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2015 Residential Assessment Actions for Red Willow County 

The physical inspection of McCook was completed and changes that were discovered during the 

physical review were made for the 2015 year.  The depreciation was adjusted in neighborhoods 

1605, 2005, 2305, 2405, and 2406 to bring the parcels closer to market value and to equalize 

them with similar neighborhoods. Quality and condition were reviewed in the above 

neighborhoods based on the information gathered during the physical inspection, changes were 

made where warranted.  

Rural residential property was revalued for the 2015 year. A land study was completed in 

conjunction with the revaluation of the rural residential and site values were increased.  During 

this revaluation process costing tables were updated to the Marshall and Swift 2012 costing and 

new depreciation tables were developed and applied for all rural residential parcels.   

Routine maintenance was complete for all other residential parcels with pickup work being 

completed on time. 
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2015 Residential Assessment Survey for Red Willow County

1. Valuation data collection done by:

The assessor and staff

List the valuation groupings recognized by the County and describe the unique 

characteristics of each:

2.

Description of unique characteristicsValuation 

Grouping

01 McCook -  largest community with a population of nearly 8,000 residents.  McCook 

serves as a regional hub for job opportunities, services and amenities. The housing 

market is active; currently there is a housing shortage, but with a limited number of 

vacant lots available there is minimal new construction at this time. The community has 

been active in researching ways to improve the housing shortage.

02 Indianola - small village East  of McCook. The economy is agricultural based with 

limited jobs available; the majority of residents will commute to surrounding towns for 

employment.

03 Bartley - small village East of McCook, there is some residential activity each year; 

however, it is somewhat less desirable as it is a farther commute to jobs and services.

04 Lebanon and Danbury - very small villages with populations less than 100. There are no 

services or amenities in these communities and the market is not organized.

06 Suburban - includes all residential parcels within a three mile radius of the City of 

McCook plus an extended portion west and north of the traditional suburban boundary. 

The market is strong for properties in this area as buyers find rural living with a short 

commute desirable.

07 Rural - all residential parcels outside of the City and Village boundaries excluding those 

in the suburban neighborhoods.

AG Outbuildings- Rural Outbuildings located throughout the county.

3. List and describe the approach(es) used to estimate the market value of residential 

properties.

The cost approach and the sales comparison approach are both used.

4. If the cost approach is used, does the County develop the depreciation study(ies) based on 

local market information or does the county use the tables provided by the CAMA vendor?

Yes, depreciation tables are established using local market information.

5. Are individual depreciation tables developed for each valuation grouping?

Yes

6. Describe the methodology used to determine the residential lot values?

Sales studies of vacant lots are conducted and values are established by the square foot.

7. Describe the methodology used to determine value for vacant lots being held for sale or 

resale?
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Currently there are no applications on file but there is one subdivision north of McCook that is 

being developed  is receiving a developer discount.  The county is currently using a discount 

model built by estimating the years until completion then using an effective rate of 6% to develop 

the discount..

8. Valuation 

Grouping

Date of 

Costing

Date of 

Lot Value Study

Date of 

Last Inspection

Date of 

Depreciation Tables

01 2009 2008 2009 2013-2014

02 2013 2008 2013 2010

03 2010 2008 2010 2010

04 2010 2008 2010 2010

06 2013 2012 2013 2011-2012

07 2014 2012 2014 2010-2011

AG 2014 2012 2014 2010-2011
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2015 Residential Correlation Section 

for Red Willow County 

 
County Overview 

The majority of residential property in Red Willow County is in and around the City of McCook.  

McCook is the largest community in Southwest Nebraska and is the center for employment and 

business opportunities in the area.  Because of availability of jobs and amenities in the 

community, there is a shortage of residential housing and the market has shown a slight 

appreciation in each of the last few years. Due to the shortage of housing the communities of 

Bartley and Indianola will serve as an alternative source of housing and the markets there have 

been stable, though softer than McCook. The Villages of Danbury and Lebanon are further from 

McCook and are not influenced by the housing shortage there, there communities are very small 

and the market is unorganized. 

Description of Analysis 

A comparison of the number of sold parcels in each valuation grouping compared to the number 

of parcels in the county show that almost all the valuation groupings, are being represented in the 

sales file in accordance to the makeup of the county.  Valuation groupings 04 (Danbury and 

Lebanon) and 07 (Rural) are the exceptions with a small sample size that is unrepresentative of 

their portion of the county overall. The changes stated within the reported actions are reflected in 

the changes to the sales file sample and the abstract of assessment. Based on this analysis, the 

statistics appear to be reliable and indicate that a level of value within the acceptable range has 

been achieved. 

All valuation groupings with a sufficient sample size have been valued within the acceptable 

range.  The coefficients of dispersion also support assessment uniformity. The price related 

differential is high, mainly in the City of McCook.  The assessor finished up with the physical 

inspection this year and plans on revaluing the city including updating the cost tables and 

developing a new depreciation study now that review work is completed. The last reappraisal 

was in 2009. When low dollar sales within valuation grouping 01 (McCook) are removed from 

the analysis the PRD drops by four percentage points. 

Sales Qualification 

A Sales Qualification review was completed by the Department for all counties this year.  The 

review involved analyzing the sale utilization rate and reviewing the non-qualified sales roster to 

ensure that the reasons for disqualifying sales were adequate and documented. There was no 

apparent bias in the qualification determination and all arm’s length transactions were made 

available for measurement purposes. 
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2015 Residential Correlation Section 

for Red Willow County 

 
Equalization and Quality of Assessment 

The Department conducts a cyclical review of assessment practices for one half of the counties 

in the state. This review was conducted in Red Willow County in 2013; the review revealed that 

appraisal techniques were consistently and equitably applied within the residential class. Based 

on the review of assessment practices, the quality of assessment in the residential class is 

determined to be in compliance with professionally accepted mass appraisal standards. 

Level of Value 

Based on the analysis of all available information the level of value of residential property in Red 

Willow County is 94% 
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2015 Commercial Assessment Actions for Red Willow County 

Only routine maintenance was completed for the 2015 assessment year.  All pick up work was 

completed timely. 
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2015 Commercial Assessment Survey for Red Willow County

1. Valuation data collection done by:

The county assessor and staff and by the contracted appraisal service

List the valuation groupings recognized in the County and describe the unique characteristics 

of each:

2.

Description of unique characteristicsValuation 

Grouping

01 McCook - the largest community in the County and the only one with an active commercial 

market. The town is a hub for jobs and services and the market is active.

02 Indianola - small village near McCook with some basic services and amenities.  There is no 

organized commercial market.

03 Bartley - small village further from McCook with very little services and amenities.  There is 

no organized commercial market.

04 Lebanon - very small community with few commercial properties, the market is not 

organized.

05 Danbury - very small community with few commercial properties, most of which are vacant. 

The market is not organized.

06 Suburban - commercial properties within a three mile radius of the City of McCook and 

including an area west and north of the traditional suburban boundary. There are few 

commercial properties here, but they are influenced by their proximity to McCook.

07 Rural - all commercial parcels outside the towns and villages.  These properties are largely 

agriculturally based and are not comparable to anything found within the towns.

3. List and describe the approach(es) used to estimate the market value of commercial 

properties.

All three approaches to value are used where applicable. Income data is not always available and 

the sales approach is limited by having few sales within similar occupancy codes.

3a. Describe the process used to determine the value of unique commercial properties.

Contract appraisers are relied upon to assist in valuing unique commercial properties when 

necessary.

4. If the cost approach is used, does the County develop the depreciation study(ies) based on 

local market information or does the county use the tables provided by the CAMA vendor?

Yes, the depreciation tables are developed using local market information varying by occupancy 

codes.

5. Are individual depreciation tables developed for each valuation grouping?

Yes

6. Describe the methodology used to determine the commercial lot values.

Sales analysis is conducted and values are applied by the square foot, front foot or per acre value.
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7. Date of 

Depreciation Tables

Valuation 

Grouping

Date of 

Costing

Date of 

Lot Value Study

Date of 

Last Inspection

01 2008 2007 2008 2012

02 2008 2007 2008 2012

03 2008 2007 2008 2012

04 2008 2007 2008 2012

05 2008 2007 2008 2012

06 2008 2007 2008 2012

07 2008 2007 2008 2012

Commercial grain elevators were physically inspected thoughout the county in 2011 and revalued 

using 2009 costing at that time. There are limited sales of commercial lots within Red 

WillowCounty; however, when sales exist they are examined to determine whether changes to the 

land tables are warranted.
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2015 Commercial Correlation Section 

for Red Willow County 

 
County Overview 

The majority of the commercial parcels within Red Willow County are within the city of 

McCook.  The city of McCook is the largest town in Southwest Nebraska; providing goods, 

services and employment opportunities to the region. The economy in McCook is still largely 

agricultural with some of the largest employers in the community manufacturing agricultural 

products, including Valmont Irrigation, Parker Industrial Hose, and Kugler Company, which 

manufactures fertilizer.  Other major employers include BNSF Railway and Walmart.  There are 

many other additional employment opportunities in health services and education.  The 

commercial market in McCook has been stable with annual growth. 

There are four small villages within the county, each with a population less than a thousand 

people. Some of these village offer basic amenities; however the population base is too small to 

support an organized commercial market. 

Description of Analysis 

Although the assessor recognizes each community as a valuation grouping, only McCook has an 

organized commercial market, and therefore, the only grouping of sales that can be analyzed for 

purposes of determining the level of value. The commercial parcels in McCook are represented 

by 55 different occupancy codes; there are seven primary codes that represent about 77% of the 

commercial properties, these seven codes are all represented in the sales sample consisting of 

about 79% of the sold parcels.  

The class was last reappraised for the 2012 assessment year.  The median has declined slowly 

over the last four years due to the slight appreciation in the market but remains within the 

acceptable range. The price related differential also falls within the recommended acceptable 

range indicating that high-valued properties are being assessed at a similar relation to market 

value as low-valued properties. The COD falls slightly outside the recommended acceptable 

range, but this is to be expected of the commercial class; where the sales contain several different 

types of property that have varying market influences.  

The three year plan and reported assessment actions both state that only maintenance work was 

done for 2015.  The county’s abstract of assessment also reflects little valuation change. 

Valuation grouping 01, McCook, is the only valuation grouping with an organized commercial 

market; therefore is the most reliable indicator of the level of value.  Although the villages lack 

the sales for meaningful analysis; they were appraised using the same techniques as McCook. 

Therefore, the small villages are also believed to be in the acceptable range.    
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2015 Commercial Correlation Section 

for Red Willow County 

 
Sales Qualification 

A Sales Qualification review was completed by the Department for all counties this year.  The 

review involved analyzing the sale utilization rate and reviewing the non-qualified sales roster to 

ensure that the reasons for disqualifying sales were adequate and documented. The review 

revealed that a relatively low number of commercial sales are being used.  However, the 

nonqualified transactions contain a good number of substantially changed sales and sales 

involving unverifiable personal property. These sales were discussed with the assessor and the 

explanations documented were found to be acceptable. There was no apparent bias in the 

qualification determination and all arm’s length transactions were made available for 

measurement purposes. 

Equalization and Quality of Assessment 

The Department conducts a review of assessment practices for one half of the counties a year. 

This review was conducted in Red Willow County in 2013; the review revealed that appraisal 

techniques were consistently and equitably applied within the commercial class. Based on the 

review of assessment practices, the quality of assessment in the commercial class is determined 

to be in compliance with professionally accepted mass appraisal standards.   

Level of Value 

Based on analysis of all available information, the level of value of commercial property in Red 

Willow County is 92%. 
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2015 Agricultural Assessment Actions for Red Willow County 

A sales study was conducted for agricultural land, which indicated that increases were needed for 

all types of agricultural land.  Although the adjustments varied by amount, overall irrigated land 

increased10%, dry land 20%, and grass 29%. 

Rural residential property was revalued for the 2015 year. A land study was completed in 

conjunction with the revaluation of the rural residential and site values were increased.  During 

this revaluation process costing tables were updated to the Marshall and Swift 2012 costing and 

new depreciation tables were developed and applied for all rural residential parcels.  Ag 

outbuildings and improvements were also revalued at this time. 
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2015 Agricultural Assessment Survey for Red Willow County

1. Valuation data collection done by:

The assessor and staff

List each market area, and describe the location and the specific characteristics that make 

each unique.

2.

Year Land Use 

Completed

Description of unique characteristicsMarket

Area

01 There are no discernible differences throughout the county to warrant 

establishing market areas.

2012

3. Describe the process used to determine and monitor market areas.

Spreadsheets and maps are developed to monitor sales of each land class to determine if there is 

any evidence of a need for market areas.

4. Describe the process used to identify rural residential land and recreational land in the 

county apart from agricultural land.

Sales studies have been conducted to determine influences and characteristics typical for rural 

residential tracts. Based on the information from the study, tracts that are 20 acres or less are 

valued as a residential site unless other evidence is available to show that the land is actively 

being used for agricultural purposes. Sales are also monitored for any recreational use.

5. Do farm home sites carry the same value as rural residential home sites?  If not, what are 

the market differences?

Farm home sites and rural residential home sites are valued the same.

6. If applicable, describe the process used to develop assessed values for parcels enrolled in 

the Wetland Reserve Program.

N/A

7. Have special valuation applications been filed in the county?  If so, answer the following:

No
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2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Mkt 

Area
1A1 1A 2A1 2A 3A1 3A 4A1 4A

WEIGHTED 

AVG IRR

1 2,970 2,970 2,894 2,786 2,528 2,115 2,029 1,905 2,867

1 3,000 2,996 2,928 2,939 2,900 2,900 2,844 2,789 2,968

1 3,300 3,300 2,900 2,900 2,800 2,800 2,700 2,700 3,161

1 3,150 3,150 2,830 2,830 2,670 2,670 2,490 2,490 2,886

1 5,040 5,040 4,080 3,840 3,000 2,820 2,700 2,700 4,464
1 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

Mkt 

Area
1D1 1D 2D1 2D 3D1 3D 4D1 4D

WEIGHTED 

AVG DRY

1 1,800 1,800 1,740 1,740 1,620 1,560 1,500 1,440 1,740

1 1,700 1,700 1,650 1,650 1,600 1,600 1,550 1,550 1,670

1 1,719 1,607 1,436 1,470 1,301 1,428 1,186 1,166 1,539

1 1,425 1,425 1,275 1,275 1,225 1,225 1,160 1,160 1,350

1 2,000 2,000 1,560 1,560 1,375 1,375 1,250 1,250 1,762
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

Mkt 

Area
1G1 1G 2G1 2G 3G1 3G 4G1 4G

WEIGHTED 

AVG GRASS

1 675 675 675 675 675 675 675 675 675

1 650 650 650 650 650 650 650 650 650

1 500 548 496 480 462 513 441 426 442

1 425 508 508 467 489 484 435 426 443

1 1,215 1,215 1,150 1,150 945 945 880 880 915

Source:  2015 Abstract of Assessment, Form 45, Schedule IX

Red Willow County 2015 Average Acre Value Comparison

Furnas

County

Red Willow

Frontier

County

Red Willow

Frontier

Hitchcock

Hayes

Furnas

County

Red Willow

Frontier

Hitchcock

Hayes

Hayes

Furnas

Hitchcock
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2015 Agricultural Correlation Section 

for Red Willow County 

 
County Overview 

Red Willow County is located in the southwestern portion of Nebraska on the Kansas-Nebraska 

border. The majority of the county consists of dissected plains.  Theses plains have broad to 

rolling ridgetops and hilly to steep valley sides. The county is comprised of primarily dry land 

and grass with little irrigation.  Most parcels contain a mixed use of both dry land and grass. The 

valleys of the dissected plains are generally narrow, but wide flood plains exist along the 

Republican River and its larger tributaries, irrigated lands can be found in these flood plains.  

Irrigated lands are also located in the western part of the county that is part of the Central High 

Tableland, where the terrain mainly consists of slopes that are nearly level to gently rolling. Red 

Willow County is located in the Middle Republican Natural Resource District, which imposes 

water allocation restrictions on irrigated parcels.  All surrounding counties are also within the 

Republican River Basin, and although the Lower and Upper Republican NRD’s have slightly 

different rules, generally, the same water restrictions apply.  

Description of Analysis 

An analysis of sales within the county showed the sales to be unbalanced when stratified by the 

sales date.  Sales from adjoining comparable counties were brought in to balance the sample and 

attempt to maximize the MLU subclasses. Due to the make-up of the area, the MLU samples still 

remain small but are balanced between sales years.  

The statistics fall within the acceptable range for the overall sample and the 80% MLU samples. 

The 95% MLU is unbalanced and small due to the lack of pure sales in the region; therefore it is 

not a reliable indicator of the level of value. Since the county consists of primarily mixed use 

parcels, additional analysis was conducted of sales that were less than 80% majority land use. 

This analysis brought in several additional sales enlarging the samples of dryland and grassland 

sales, which consistently displayed medians within the acceptable range.  The sample of irrigated 

land remains unreliably small bringing in only one more additional sale, but the values set for 

irrigated land blend well with the surrounding counties indicating that an acceptable level of 

value was obtained.  

 Sales Qualification 

A sales qualification review was completed by the Department for all counties.  This involved 

reviewing the non-qualified sales roster to ensure that reasons for disqualifying sales were 

adequate and documented.  No apparent bias existed in the qualification determinations and all 

arm’s length sales were made available for the measurement of real property in the county. 
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2015 Agricultural Correlation Section 

for Red Willow County 

 
Equalization and Quality of Assessment 

The increases applied to agricultural land are typical of the region and the resulting values are 

comparable to the surrounding counties creating intra and inter equality. This evidence supports 

that agricultural subclasses are valued at uniform portions of market value; the quality of 

assessment for the agricultural class is in compliance with professionally accepted mass appraisal 

standards. 

Level of Value 

Based on the analysis of all available information, the level of value of agricultural land in Red 

Willow County is 71% 
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Number of Sales :

Total Sales Price :

Total Adj. Sales Price :

Total Assessed Value :

Avg. Adj. Sales Price :

Avg. Assessed Value :

MEDIAN :

WGT. MEAN :

MEAN :

COD :

PRD :

COV :

STD :

Avg. Abs. Dev :

MAX Sales Ratio :

MIN Sales Ratio :

95% Median C.I. :

95% Wgt. Mean C.I. :

95% Mean C.I. :

344

30,802,473

30,767,936

28,186,118

89,442

81,936

19.72

110.18

35.89

36.23

18.58

442.77

46.12

93.02 to 96.69

89.70 to 93.52

97.11 to 104.77

Printed:4/2/2015   4:15:12PM

Qualified

PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)Red Willow73

Date Range: 10/1/2012 To 9/30/2014      Posted on: 1/1/2015

 94

 92

 101

RESIDENTIAL

Page 1 of 2

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.DATE OF SALE *

_____Qrtrs_____

01-OCT-12 To 31-DEC-12 32 100.10 107.15 100.32 15.10 106.81 81.12 181.11 93.12 to 106.03 72,295 72,528

01-JAN-13 To 31-MAR-13 27 95.67 94.33 93.48 08.24 100.91 65.41 123.28 87.95 to 97.92 110,975 103,744

01-APR-13 To 30-JUN-13 47 96.05 105.94 92.97 20.45 113.95 75.75 442.77 91.75 to 100.16 89,354 83,074

01-JUL-13 To 30-SEP-13 53 91.96 93.76 84.26 21.27 111.27 53.31 218.74 78.48 to 96.82 92,967 78,330

01-OCT-13 To 31-DEC-13 55 96.79 100.90 95.08 15.78 106.12 57.11 160.50 92.26 to 100.35 75,345 71,641

01-JAN-14 To 31-MAR-14 31 94.33 100.27 91.58 18.52 109.49 52.71 168.50 89.59 to 107.53 74,689 68,400

01-APR-14 To 30-JUN-14 53 90.93 103.10 88.74 25.91 116.18 59.99 362.48 84.95 to 96.62 101,763 90,301

01-JUL-14 To 30-SEP-14 46 93.23 101.69 92.92 23.94 109.44 46.12 224.59 83.99 to 102.95 97,359 90,468

_____Study Yrs_____

01-OCT-12 To 30-SEP-13 159 94.61 100.15 91.28 17.98 109.72 53.31 442.77 93.04 to 97.30 90,797 82,880

01-OCT-13 To 30-SEP-14 185 93.98 101.62 91.90 21.20 110.58 46.12 362.48 91.57 to 97.50 88,277 81,125

_____Calendar Yrs_____

01-JAN-13 To 31-DEC-13 182 94.20 99.15 90.96 17.73 109.00 53.31 442.77 92.97 to 96.96 89,380 81,304

_____ALL_____ 344 94.24 100.94 91.61 19.72 110.18 46.12 442.77 93.02 to 96.69 89,442 81,936

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.VALUATION GROUPING

01 274 94.23 99.77 92.40 17.72 107.98 52.71 442.77 93.04 to 96.79 86,975 80,367

02 17 91.98 107.74 86.98 29.62 123.87 46.12 332.22 85.10 to 113.62 56,456 49,104

03 17 98.65 111.92 88.46 32.66 126.52 58.97 224.59 73.63 to 134.50 49,294 43,606

05 4 111.67 162.84 91.63 74.84 177.71 65.52 362.48 N/A 68,500 62,766

06 23 94.21 96.34 91.15 16.72 105.69 67.44 192.87 81.96 to 100.05 162,714 148,317

07 9 91.96 87.38 82.60 10.23 105.79 70.12 99.52 76.40 to 98.89 124,722 103,016

_____ALL_____ 344 94.24 100.94 91.61 19.72 110.18 46.12 442.77 93.02 to 96.69 89,442 81,936

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.PROPERTY TYPE *

01 332 94.20 99.99 91.57 18.56 109.20 46.12 362.48 92.97 to 96.69 91,413 83,705

06 0 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 N/A 0 0

07 12 97.21 127.24 94.54 50.16 134.59 57.11 442.77 72.37 to 134.06 34,904 32,999

_____ALL_____ 344 94.24 100.94 91.61 19.72 110.18 46.12 442.77 93.02 to 96.69 89,442 81,936
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Number of Sales :

Total Sales Price :

Total Adj. Sales Price :

Total Assessed Value :

Avg. Adj. Sales Price :

Avg. Assessed Value :

MEDIAN :

WGT. MEAN :

MEAN :

COD :

PRD :

COV :

STD :

Avg. Abs. Dev :

MAX Sales Ratio :

MIN Sales Ratio :

95% Median C.I. :

95% Wgt. Mean C.I. :

95% Mean C.I. :

344

30,802,473

30,767,936

28,186,118

89,442

81,936

19.72

110.18

35.89

36.23

18.58

442.77

46.12

93.02 to 96.69

89.70 to 93.52

97.11 to 104.77

Printed:4/2/2015   4:15:12PM

Qualified

PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)Red Willow73

Date Range: 10/1/2012 To 9/30/2014      Posted on: 1/1/2015

 94

 92

 101

RESIDENTIAL

Page 2 of 2

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.SALE PRICE *

_____Low $ Ranges_____

    Less Than    5,000 4 347.35 316.95 314.37 24.67 100.82 130.33 442.77 N/A 3,150 9,903

    Less Than   15,000 22 140.51 170.27 145.60 42.13 116.94 57.11 442.77 113.86 to 181.11 8,300 12,085

    Less Than   30,000 50 132.34 146.43 131.39 31.06 111.45 57.11 442.77 113.86 to 140.31 15,768 20,717

__Ranges Excl. Low $__

  Greater Than   4,999 340 94.18 98.40 91.52 17.18 107.52 46.12 224.59 92.97 to 96.57 90,457 82,784

  Greater Than  14,999 322 93.67 96.20 91.29 15.18 105.38 46.12 224.59 92.24 to 95.52 94,986 86,709

  Greater Than  29,999 294 92.96 93.21 90.56 13.15 102.93 46.12 192.87 91.48 to 94.21 101,971 92,348

__Incremental Ranges__

       0  TO     4,999 4 347.35 316.95 314.37 24.67 100.82 130.33 442.77 N/A 3,150 9,903

   5,000  TO    14,999 18 137.41 137.67 133.09 23.28 103.44 57.11 218.74 111.27 to 160.50 9,444 12,570

  15,000  TO    29,999 28 123.06 127.70 127.11 20.40 100.46 83.29 224.59 107.02 to 135.60 21,636 27,500

  30,000  TO    59,999 76 94.28 97.83 97.08 15.17 100.77 53.31 168.42 91.27 to 99.34 44,284 42,989

  60,000  TO    99,999 97 96.80 97.07 97.00 12.65 100.07 59.99 192.87 93.93 to 98.79 78,270 75,925

 100,000  TO   149,999 64 88.97 86.49 86.39 11.39 100.12 46.12 122.57 81.75 to 91.97 121,767 105,189

 150,000  TO   249,999 51 91.54 88.99 88.94 10.21 100.06 52.71 121.13 87.72 to 93.99 181,593 161,507

 250,000  TO   499,999 6 79.74 79.59 78.75 10.43 101.07 67.44 90.41 67.44 to 90.41 327,917 258,232

 500,000  TO   999,999 0 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 N/A 0 0

1,000,000 + 0 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 N/A 0 0

_____ALL_____ 344 94.24 100.94 91.61 19.72 110.18 46.12 442.77 93.02 to 96.69 89,442 81,936
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Number of Sales :

Total Sales Price :

Total Adj. Sales Price :

Total Assessed Value :

Avg. Adj. Sales Price :

Avg. Assessed Value :

MEDIAN :

WGT. MEAN :

MEAN :

COD :

PRD :

COV :

STD :

Avg. Abs. Dev :

MAX Sales Ratio :

MIN Sales Ratio :

95% Median C.I. :

95% Wgt. Mean C.I. :

95% Mean C.I. :

33

3,878,290

3,858,290

3,810,455

116,918

115,468

35.08

108.85

48.04

51.64

34.00

299.39

40.58

78.20 to 109.09

86.19 to 111.33

89.88 to 125.12

Printed:4/2/2015   4:15:13PM

Qualified

PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)Red Willow73

Date Range: 10/1/2011 To 9/30/2014      Posted on: 1/1/2015

 97

 99

 108

COMMERCIAL

Page 1 of 3

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.DATE OF SALE *

_____Qrtrs_____

01-OCT-11 To 31-DEC-11 0 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 N/A 0 0

01-JAN-12 To 31-MAR-12 1 96.93 96.93 96.93 00.00 100.00 96.93 96.93 N/A 565,000 547,636

01-APR-12 To 30-JUN-12 3 76.25 84.87 74.07 42.49 114.58 40.58 137.78 N/A 107,667 79,749

01-JUL-12 To 30-SEP-12 1 57.57 57.57 57.57 00.00 100.00 57.57 57.57 N/A 65,000 37,420

01-OCT-12 To 31-DEC-12 1 117.10 117.10 117.10 00.00 100.00 117.10 117.10 N/A 295,000 345,440

01-JAN-13 To 31-MAR-13 3 95.00 90.17 84.47 11.40 106.75 71.50 104.00 N/A 85,000 71,800

01-APR-13 To 30-JUN-13 3 77.73 86.51 73.64 22.39 117.48 64.79 117.00 N/A 85,667 63,082

01-JUL-13 To 30-SEP-13 2 103.28 103.28 104.35 03.51 98.97 99.65 106.91 N/A 127,500 133,041

01-OCT-13 To 31-DEC-13 7 101.74 115.90 96.33 29.98 120.32 69.78 212.46 69.78 to 212.46 119,286 114,910

01-JAN-14 To 31-MAR-14 4 90.20 97.09 85.43 22.47 113.65 64.98 143.00 N/A 84,073 71,825

01-APR-14 To 30-JUN-14 4 128.34 150.13 147.22 66.34 101.98 44.44 299.39 N/A 80,500 118,514

01-JUL-14 To 30-SEP-14 4 114.09 121.11 115.50 37.70 104.86 78.00 178.26 N/A 87,500 101,067

_____Study Yrs_____

01-OCT-11 To 30-SEP-12 5 76.25 81.82 86.50 35.82 94.59 40.58 137.78 N/A 190,600 164,860

01-OCT-12 To 30-SEP-13 9 99.65 94.85 95.68 15.16 99.13 64.79 117.10 71.50 to 117.00 118,000 112,907

01-OCT-13 To 30-SEP-14 19 98.70 120.24 106.87 43.95 112.51 44.44 299.39 78.20 to 149.97 97,015 103,684

_____Calendar Yrs_____

01-JAN-12 To 31-DEC-12 6 86.59 87.70 93.73 34.15 93.57 40.58 137.78 40.58 to 137.78 208,000 194,957

01-JAN-13 To 31-DEC-13 15 99.65 103.19 92.08 22.36 112.07 64.79 212.46 77.73 to 109.09 106,800 98,340

_____ALL_____ 33 96.93 107.50 98.76 35.08 108.85 40.58 299.39 78.20 to 109.09 116,918 115,468

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.VALUATION GROUPING

01 24 91.84 96.26 97.12 28.41 99.11 40.58 171.14 76.25 to 109.09 126,854 123,197

03 4 141.13 164.91 140.10 52.37 117.71 78.00 299.39 N/A 12,500 17,513

05 1 212.46 212.46 212.46 00.00 100.00 212.46 212.46 N/A 5,000 10,623

06 3 98.70 102.51 106.03 08.57 96.68 91.72 117.10 N/A 231,263 245,209

07 1 57.57 57.57 57.57 00.00 100.00 57.57 57.57 N/A 65,000 37,420

_____ALL_____ 33 96.93 107.50 98.76 35.08 108.85 40.58 299.39 78.20 to 109.09 116,918 115,468
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Number of Sales :

Total Sales Price :

Total Adj. Sales Price :

Total Assessed Value :

Avg. Adj. Sales Price :

Avg. Assessed Value :

MEDIAN :

WGT. MEAN :

MEAN :

COD :

PRD :

COV :

STD :

Avg. Abs. Dev :

MAX Sales Ratio :

MIN Sales Ratio :

95% Median C.I. :

95% Wgt. Mean C.I. :

95% Mean C.I. :

33

3,878,290

3,858,290

3,810,455

116,918

115,468

35.08

108.85

48.04

51.64

34.00

299.39

40.58

78.20 to 109.09

86.19 to 111.33

89.88 to 125.12

Printed:4/2/2015   4:15:13PM

Qualified

PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)Red Willow73

Date Range: 10/1/2011 To 9/30/2014      Posted on: 1/1/2015

 97

 99

 108

COMMERCIAL

Page 2 of 3

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.PROPERTY TYPE *

02 0 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 N/A 0 0

03 33 96.93 107.50 98.76 35.08 108.85 40.58 299.39 78.20 to 109.09 116,918 115,468

04 0 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 N/A 0 0

_____ALL_____ 33 96.93 107.50 98.76 35.08 108.85 40.58 299.39 78.20 to 109.09 116,918 115,468

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.SALE PRICE *

_____Low $ Ranges_____

    Less Than    5,000 0 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 N/A 0 0

    Less Than   15,000 3 212.46 230.04 247.38 19.01 92.99 178.26 299.39 N/A 6,667 16,492

    Less Than   30,000 7 117.00 147.65 113.80 56.62 129.75 44.44 299.39 44.44 to 299.39 14,571 16,582

__Ranges Excl. Low $__

  Greater Than   4,999 33 96.93 107.50 98.76 35.08 108.85 40.58 299.39 78.20 to 109.09 116,918 115,468

  Greater Than  14,999 30 93.36 95.24 97.99 25.66 97.19 40.58 171.14 78.00 to 104.00 127,943 125,366

  Greater Than  29,999 26 93.36 96.69 98.35 25.55 98.31 40.58 171.14 77.73 to 106.91 144,473 142,092

__Incremental Ranges__

       0  TO     4,999 0 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 N/A 0 0

   5,000  TO    14,999 3 212.46 230.04 247.38 19.01 92.99 178.26 299.39 N/A 6,667 16,492

  15,000  TO    29,999 4 91.00 85.86 81.22 27.08 105.71 44.44 117.00 N/A 20,500 16,650

  30,000  TO    59,999 4 115.86 112.74 108.16 24.82 104.23 76.25 143.00 N/A 46,698 50,506

  60,000  TO    99,999 6 92.60 93.34 95.38 21.30 97.86 57.57 137.78 57.57 to 137.78 82,500 78,685

 100,000  TO   149,999 8 75.53 80.42 79.43 16.76 101.25 64.79 109.09 64.79 to 109.09 122,438 97,255

 150,000  TO   249,999 5 106.91 109.36 113.41 37.85 96.43 40.58 171.14 N/A 177,000 200,738

 250,000  TO   499,999 2 107.90 107.90 107.11 08.53 100.74 98.70 117.10 N/A 322,500 345,440

 500,000  TO   999,999 1 96.93 96.93 96.93 00.00 100.00 96.93 96.93 N/A 565,000 547,636

1,000,000 + 0 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 N/A 0 0

_____ALL_____ 33 96.93 107.50 98.76 35.08 108.85 40.58 299.39 78.20 to 109.09 116,918 115,468
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Number of Sales :

Total Sales Price :

Total Adj. Sales Price :

Total Assessed Value :

Avg. Adj. Sales Price :

Avg. Assessed Value :

MEDIAN :

WGT. MEAN :

MEAN :

COD :

PRD :

COV :

STD :

Avg. Abs. Dev :

MAX Sales Ratio :

MIN Sales Ratio :

95% Median C.I. :

95% Wgt. Mean C.I. :

95% Mean C.I. :

33

3,878,290

3,858,290

3,810,455

116,918

115,468

35.08

108.85

48.04

51.64

34.00

299.39

40.58

78.20 to 109.09

86.19 to 111.33

89.88 to 125.12

Printed:4/2/2015   4:15:13PM

Qualified

PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)Red Willow73

Date Range: 10/1/2011 To 9/30/2014      Posted on: 1/1/2015

 97

 99

 108

COMMERCIAL

Page 3 of 3

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.OCCUPANCY CODE

297 1 101.74 101.74 101.74 00.00 100.00 101.74 101.74 N/A 90,000 91,563

301 1 171.14 171.14 171.14 00.00 100.00 171.14 171.14 N/A 220,000 376,515

303 1 95.00 95.00 95.00 00.00 100.00 95.00 95.00 N/A 120,000 114,000

344 7 98.70 99.38 100.32 27.90 99.06 57.57 140.00 57.57 to 140.00 153,929 154,421

350 2 91.00 91.00 89.14 14.29 102.09 78.00 104.00 N/A 17,500 15,600

352 3 106.91 109.46 114.06 24.47 95.97 71.50 149.97 N/A 153,333 174,884

353 5 78.20 93.38 84.50 24.71 110.51 69.78 143.00 N/A 93,600 79,091

378 1 91.72 91.72 91.72 00.00 100.00 91.72 91.72 N/A 48,790 44,748

384 1 117.00 117.00 117.00 00.00 100.00 117.00 117.00 N/A 20,000 23,400

386 1 109.09 109.09 109.09 00.00 100.00 109.09 109.09 N/A 110,000 120,000

387 1 85.54 85.54 85.54 00.00 100.00 85.54 85.54 N/A 65,000 55,600

406 5 64.79 125.49 59.57 121.21 210.66 40.58 299.39 N/A 71,800 42,774

412 1 96.93 96.93 96.93 00.00 100.00 96.93 96.93 N/A 565,000 547,636

426 1 77.73 77.73 77.73 00.00 100.00 77.73 77.73 N/A 95,000 73,845

442 1 212.46 212.46 212.46 00.00 100.00 212.46 212.46 N/A 5,000 10,623

528 1 88.67 88.67 88.67 00.00 100.00 88.67 88.67 N/A 120,000 106,400

_____ALL_____ 33 96.93 107.50 98.76 35.08 108.85 40.58 299.39 78.20 to 109.09 116,918 115,468
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Number of Sales :

Total Sales Price :

Total Adj. Sales Price :

Total Assessed Value :

Avg. Adj. Sales Price :

Avg. Assessed Value :

MEDIAN :

WGT. MEAN :

MEAN :

COD :

PRD :

COV :

STD :

Avg. Abs. Dev :

MAX Sales Ratio :

MIN Sales Ratio :

95% Median C.I. :

95% Wgt. Mean C.I. :

95% Mean C.I. :

66

35,684,078

36,699,737

26,728,000

556,057

404,970

26.36

105.56

33.27

25.58

18.75

179.87

41.76

66.69 to 79.58

67.08 to 78.58

70.71 to 83.05

Printed:4/2/2015   4:15:14PM

Qualified

PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)Red Willow73

Date Range: 10/1/2011 To 9/30/2014      Posted on: 1/1/2015

 71

 73

 77

AGRICULTURAL LAND

Page 1 of 2

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.DATE OF SALE *

_____Qrtrs_____

01-OCT-11 To 31-DEC-11 3 108.54 125.56 131.93 28.14 95.17 88.26 179.87 N/A 250,000 329,835

01-JAN-12 To 31-MAR-12 7 113.59 109.35 108.56 15.49 100.73 75.26 138.84 75.26 to 138.84 450,643 489,216

01-APR-12 To 30-JUN-12 8 74.37 74.84 72.15 20.25 103.73 47.68 102.04 47.68 to 102.04 420,903 303,693

01-JUL-12 To 30-SEP-12 3 71.31 84.48 86.92 18.78 97.19 70.97 111.15 N/A 508,093 441,635

01-OCT-12 To 31-DEC-12 14 72.00 72.58 72.50 15.15 100.11 48.21 98.38 52.39 to 82.96 711,745 515,986

01-JAN-13 To 31-MAR-13 3 86.57 77.82 80.08 13.25 97.18 56.25 90.65 N/A 324,500 259,845

01-APR-13 To 30-JUN-13 3 48.82 53.51 50.50 19.23 105.96 41.76 69.94 N/A 598,843 302,405

01-JUL-13 To 30-SEP-13 6 66.85 67.63 67.60 23.16 100.04 48.46 85.36 48.46 to 85.36 578,865 391,288

01-OCT-13 To 31-DEC-13 6 60.11 64.35 59.43 19.07 108.28 48.82 97.50 48.82 to 97.50 603,947 358,925

01-JAN-14 To 31-MAR-14 11 58.78 59.95 59.83 12.30 100.20 43.18 72.79 51.57 to 70.46 673,627 403,032

01-APR-14 To 30-JUN-14 2 109.35 109.35 107.83 05.43 101.41 103.41 115.29 N/A 331,249 357,173

01-JUL-14 To 30-SEP-14 0 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 N/A 0 0

_____Study Yrs_____

01-OCT-11 To 30-SEP-12 21 89.72 94.96 92.87 25.42 102.25 47.68 179.87 71.31 to 111.15 418,857 388,975

01-OCT-12 To 30-SEP-13 26 71.26 69.84 69.46 18.87 100.55 41.76 98.38 54.95 to 82.28 623,371 433,011

01-OCT-13 To 30-SEP-14 19 61.66 66.54 62.42 21.03 106.60 43.18 115.29 53.11 to 70.46 615,583 384,276

_____Calendar Yrs_____

01-JAN-12 To 31-DEC-12 32 75.44 82.30 79.97 23.28 102.91 47.68 138.84 70.69 to 91.60 562,826 450,086

01-JAN-13 To 31-DEC-13 18 60.11 65.88 62.72 24.21 105.04 41.76 97.50 53.05 to 85.22 548,161 343,779

_____ALL_____ 66 71.14 76.88 72.83 26.36 105.56 41.76 179.87 66.69 to 79.58 556,057 404,970

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.AREA (MARKET)

1 66 71.14 76.88 72.83 26.36 105.56 41.76 179.87 66.69 to 79.58 556,057 404,970

_____ALL_____ 66 71.14 76.88 72.83 26.36 105.56 41.76 179.87 66.69 to 79.58 556,057 404,970
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Number of Sales :

Total Sales Price :

Total Adj. Sales Price :

Total Assessed Value :

Avg. Adj. Sales Price :

Avg. Assessed Value :

MEDIAN :

WGT. MEAN :

MEAN :

COD :

PRD :

COV :

STD :

Avg. Abs. Dev :

MAX Sales Ratio :

MIN Sales Ratio :

95% Median C.I. :

95% Wgt. Mean C.I. :

95% Mean C.I. :

66

35,684,078

36,699,737

26,728,000

556,057

404,970

26.36

105.56

33.27

25.58

18.75

179.87

41.76

66.69 to 79.58

67.08 to 78.58

70.71 to 83.05

Printed:4/2/2015   4:15:14PM

Qualified

PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)Red Willow73

Date Range: 10/1/2011 To 9/30/2014      Posted on: 1/1/2015

 71

 73

 77

AGRICULTURAL LAND

Page 2 of 2

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.95%MLU By Market Area

_____Irrigated_____

County 4 64.76 64.29 60.13 15.02 106.92 52.39 75.26 N/A 1,226,500 737,501

1 4 64.76 64.29 60.13 15.02 106.92 52.39 75.26 N/A 1,226,500 737,501

_____Dry_____

County 9 78.74 79.17 80.51 16.18 98.34 56.44 111.15 63.48 to 88.26 538,501 433,553

1 9 78.74 79.17 80.51 16.18 98.34 56.44 111.15 63.48 to 88.26 538,501 433,553

_____Grass_____

County 13 70.69 74.55 69.69 28.14 106.97 41.76 115.29 48.46 to 102.04 311,651 217,201

1 13 70.69 74.55 69.69 28.14 106.97 41.76 115.29 48.46 to 102.04 311,651 217,201

_____ALL_____ 66 71.14 76.88 72.83 26.36 105.56 41.76 179.87 66.69 to 79.58 556,057 404,970

Avg. Adj.

RANGE Assd. ValSale Price95%_Median_C.I.MAXMINPRDCODWGT.MEANMEANMEDIANCOUNT

Avg.80%MLU By Market Area

_____Irrigated_____

County 9 71.31 64.11 59.66 16.46 107.46 43.18 82.28 47.68 to 75.35 895,778 534,448

1 9 71.31 64.11 59.66 16.46 107.46 43.18 82.28 47.68 to 75.35 895,778 534,448

_____Dry_____

County 14 70.20 81.07 79.27 27.64 102.27 53.05 179.87 56.44 to 88.26 507,121 401,973

1 14 70.20 81.07 79.27 27.64 102.27 53.05 179.87 56.44 to 88.26 507,121 401,973

_____Grass_____

County 18 68.69 77.48 77.79 31.98 99.60 41.76 132.26 56.25 to 102.04 381,748 296,965

1 18 68.69 77.48 77.79 31.98 99.60 41.76 132.26 56.25 to 102.04 381,748 296,965

_____ALL_____ 66 71.14 76.88 72.83 26.36 105.56 41.76 179.87 66.69 to 79.58 556,057 404,970
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Red WillowCounty 73  2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

01. Res UnImp Land

02. Res Improve Land

 446  1,783,748  102  773,149  71  250,915  619  2,807,812

 3,489  19,654,305  283  5,653,118  303  5,081,110  4,075  30,388,533

 3,598  226,077,325  297  33,635,659  324  26,238,401  4,219  285,951,385

 4,838  319,147,730  1,774,780

 2,009,407 138 0 0 86,400 9 1,923,007 129

 504  10,965,977  33  587,160  13  1,067,171  550  12,620,308

 100,355,099 599 4,796,884 34 5,540,993 37 90,017,222 528

 737  114,984,814  1,416,737

03. Res Improvements

04. Res Total

05. Com UnImp Land

06. Com Improve Land

07. Com Improvements

08. Com Total

 8,225  1,129,135,858  6,461,839
 Total Real Property

Growth  Value : Records : 
Sum Lines 17, 25, & 30 Sum Lines 17, 25, & 41

09. Ind UnImp Land

10. Ind Improve Land

11. Ind Improvements

12. Ind Total

13. Rec UnImp Land

14. Rec Improve Land

15. Rec Improvements

16. Rec Total

17. Taxable Total

 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0

 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0

 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0

 0  0  0

 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0

 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0

 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0

 0  0  0

 5,575  434,132,544  3,191,517

 Urban  SubUrban Rural Total Growth
Records Value Records Value Records Value Records Value

Schedule I : Non-Agricultural Records

% of Res Total

% of Com Total

% of  Ind Total

% of  Rec Total

% of  Taxable Total

% of Res & Rec Total

Res & Rec Total

% of  Com & Ind Total

 Com & Ind Total

 83.59  77.56  8.25  12.55  8.16  9.89  58.82  28.26

 7.70  8.62  67.78  38.45

 657  102,906,206  46  6,214,553  34  5,864,055  737  114,984,814

 4,838  319,147,730 4,044  247,515,378  395  31,570,426 399  40,061,926

 77.56 83.59  28.26 58.82 12.55 8.25  9.89 8.16

 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00

 89.50 89.15  10.18 8.96 5.40 6.24  5.10 4.61

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

 89.50 89.15  10.18 8.96 5.40 6.24  5.10 4.61

 10.66 7.98 80.72 84.32

 395  31,570,426 399  40,061,926 4,044  247,515,378

 34  5,864,055 46  6,214,553 657  102,906,206

 0  0 0  0 0  0

 0  0 0  0 0  0

 4,701  350,421,584  445  46,276,479  429  37,434,481

 21.92

 0.00

 0.00

 27.47

 49.39

 21.92

 27.47

 1,416,737

 1,774,780
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18. Residential

Records

TotalRural

 SubUrban Urban

Schedule II : Tax Increment Financing (TIF)

Value Base Value Excess Value ExcessValue BaseRecords

 0  0 0  0 0  0

19. Commercial

20. Industrial

21. Other

22. Total Sch II

 3  423,882  7,450,182

 0  0  0

 0  0  0  0  0  0

 0  0  0

 0  0  0

Value ExcessValue BaseRecordsValue ExcessValue BaseRecords

21. Other

20. Industrial

19. Commercial

18. Residential  0  0  0  0  0  0

 0  0  0  3  423,882  7,450,182

 0  0  0  0  0  0

 0  0  0  0  0  0

 3  423,882  7,450,182

23. Producing

Growth
ValueRecords

Total
ValueRecords

Rural
ValueRecords

 SubUrban
ValueRecords

 Urban
Schedule III : Mineral Interest Records

 0  0  0  0  57  24,678,870  57  24,678,870  1,211,580

 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0

 0  0  0  0  57  24,678,870  57  24,678,870  1,211,580

 Mineral Interest

24. Non-Producing

25. Total

Schedule IV : Exempt Records : Non-Agricultural

Schedule V : Agricultural Records

Records Records Records Records
TotalRural SubUrban Urban

26. Exempt  473  126  198  797

30. Ag Total

29. Ag Improvements

28. Ag-Improved Land

ValueRecords
Total

ValueRecords
Rural

Records Value
 SubUrban

ValueRecords

27. Ag-Vacant Land

 Urban

 31  667,206  347  61,561,145  1,597  400,704,109  1,975  462,932,460

 2  147,609  151  35,628,159  431  130,700,950  584  166,476,718

 2  3,934  153  9,079,571  463  31,831,761  618  40,915,266

 2,593  670,324,444
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31. HomeSite UnImp Land

Records

TotalRural

 SubUrban Urban
Schedule VI : Agricultural Records :Non-Agricultural Detail

Acres Value ValueAcresRecords

32. HomeSite Improv Land

33. HomeSite Improvements

34. HomeSite Total

ValueAcresRecordsValueAcres

34. HomeSite Total

33. HomeSite Improvements

32. HomeSite Improv Land

31. HomeSite UnImp Land

35. FarmSite UnImp Land

36. FarmSite Improv Land

37. FarmSite Improvements

38. FarmSite Total

37. FarmSite Improvements

36. FarmSite Improv Land

35. FarmSite UnImp Land

39. Road & Ditches

38. FarmSite Total

39. Road & Ditches

Records

40. Other- Non Ag Use

40. Other- Non Ag Use

41. Total Section VI

 0  0.00  0  0  0.00  0

 0  0.00  0

 1  0.00  3,280  87

 1  4.11  4,110  11

 1  1.00  1,000  131

 1  0.00  654  136

 0  4.76  0  0

 0  0.00  0  0  0.00  0

 0 989.41

 2,667,012 0.00

 692,793 650.43

 98.84  33,888

 6,412,559 81.00

 1,224,000 81.00 81

 11  130,920 10.41  11  10.41  130,920

 293  293.00  3,636,000  374  374.00  4,860,000

 304  290.00  21,366,928  392  371.00  27,782,767

 403  384.41  32,773,687

 416.96 33  161,076  45  519.91  199,074

 377  1,455.83  1,512,747  509  2,107.26  2,206,540

 426  0.00  10,464,833  563  0.00  13,132,499

 608  2,627.17  15,538,113

 0  5,875.19  0  0  6,869.36  0

 0  0.00  0  0  0.00  0

 1,011  9,880.94  48,311,800

Growth

 0

 2,058,742

 2,058,742
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42. Game & Parks

ValueAcresRecords

 SubUrban

ValueAcresRecords

 Urban

 0  0.00  0  0  0.00  0

42. Game & Parks

ValueAcresRecords
Total

ValueAcresRecords
Rural

Schedule VII : Agricultural Records :Ag Land Detail - Game & Parks

 0  0.00  0  0  0.00  0

Schedule VIII : Agricultural Records : Special Value

43. Special Value

ValueAcresRecords
 SubUrban

ValueAcresRecords
 Urban

43. Special Value 

ValueAcresRecords
Total

ValueAcresRecords
Rural

44. Recapture Value N/A

44. Market Value

 0  0.00  0  0  0.00  0

 0  0.00  0  0  0.00  0

 0  0.00  0  0  0.00  0

* LB 968 (2006) for tax year 2009 and forward there will be no Recapture value. 

0 0 0 0 0 0
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 1Market AreaSchedule IX : Agricultural Records : Ag Land Market Area Detail

2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45Red Willow73County

45. 1A1

ValueAcres

46. 1A

47. 2A1

48. 2A

49. 3A1

50. 3A

51. 4A1

52. 4A

53. Total

54. 1D1

55. 1D

56. 2D1

57. 2D

58. 3D1

59. 3D

60. 4D1

61. 4D

62. Total

63. 1G1

64. 1G

65. 2G1

66. 2G

67. 3G1

68. 3G

69. 4G1

70. 4G

71. Total

Waste

Other

Exempt

Irrigated

Dry

Grass

Market Area Total  622,012,644 436,776.65

 0 2.00

 0 0.00

 21,633 863.36

 130,314,483 193,056.32

 85,076,177 126,038.23

 19,979,751 29,599.17

 201,534 298.56

 3,985,435 5,904.14

 2,511,779 3,721.05

 4,096,085 6,068.16

 13,793,358 20,433.92

 670,364 993.09

 315,814,867 181,513.65

 10,095,298 7,010.63

 12,310.03  18,465,045

 207,260 132.86

 38,792,066 23,945.72

 2,178,547 1,252.04

 7,992,649 4,593.48

 235,668,312 130,926.84

 2,415,690 1,342.05

 175,861,661 61,343.32

 4,115,629 2,160.88

 4,433,866 2,185.32

 454,609 214.92

 5,379,559 2,127.61

 6,646,524 2,385.92

 15,275,401 5,279.08

 127,927,092 43,073.87

 11,628,981 3,915.72

% of Acres* % of Value*

 6.38%

 70.22%

 72.13%

 0.74%

 0.51%

 10.58%

 3.89%

 8.61%

 0.69%

 2.53%

 1.93%

 3.14%

 3.47%

 0.35%

 0.07%

 13.19%

 3.06%

 0.15%

 3.52%

 3.56%

 6.78%

 3.86%

 65.29%

 15.33%

 100.00%

 100.00%

 100.00%

Grass Total

Dry Total

Irrigated Total  61,343.32

 181,513.65

 193,056.32

 175,861,661

 315,814,867

 130,314,483

 14.04%

 41.56%

 44.20%

 0.20%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 100.00%

Average Assessed Value*

 72.74%

 6.61%

 3.78%

 8.69%

 3.06%

 0.26%

 2.52%

 2.34%

 100.00%

 0.76%

 74.62%

 10.58%

 0.51%

 2.53%

 0.69%

 3.14%

 1.93%

 12.28%

 0.07%

 3.06%

 0.15%

 5.85%

 3.20%

 15.33%

 65.29%

 100.00%

 100.00%

 2,969.82

 2,969.95

 1,800.00

 1,800.00

 675.03

 675.02

 2,785.73

 2,893.57

 1,740.00

 1,740.00

 675.02

 675.01

 2,528.45

 2,115.25

 1,620.00

 1,559.99

 675.02

 675.02

 2,028.93

 1,904.61

 1,500.00

 1,440.00

 675.00

 675.01

 2,866.84

 1,739.90

 675.01

 0.00%  0.00

 0.00%  0.00

 100.00%  1,424.10

 1,739.90 50.77%

 675.01 20.95%

 2,866.84 28.27%

 25.06 0.00%72. 

73. 

74. 

75. 
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County 2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45Red Willow73

Schedule X : Agricultural Records :Ag Land Total

76. Irrigated

Total
ValueAcresAcres Value

Rural
Acres Value ValueAcres

 SubUrban Urban

77. Dry Land

78. Grass

79. Waste

80. Other

81. Exempt

82. Total

 158.87  469,220  17,979.64  51,510,259  43,204.81  123,882,182  61,343.32  175,861,661

 151.70  264,763  17,231.58  29,910,827  164,130.37  285,639,277  181,513.65  315,814,867

 112.17  75,722  20,463.34  13,813,009  172,480.81  116,425,752  193,056.32  130,314,483

 0.00  0  180.66  4,528  682.70  17,105  863.36  21,633

 0.00  0  0.00  0  0.00  0  0.00  0

 0.00  0

 422.74  809,705  55,855.22  95,238,623

 0.00  0  2.00  0  2.00  0

 380,498.69  525,964,316  436,776.65  622,012,644

Irrigated

Dry Land

Grass

Waste

Other

Exempt

Total  622,012,644 436,776.65

 0 2.00

 0 0.00

 21,633 863.36

 130,314,483 193,056.32

 315,814,867 181,513.65

 175,861,661 61,343.32

% of Acres*Acres Value % of Value* Average Assessed Value*

 1,739.90 41.56%  50.77%

 0.00 0.00%  0.00%

 675.01 44.20%  20.95%

 2,866.84 14.04%  28.27%

 0.00 0.00%  0.00%

 1,424.10 100.00%  100.00%

 25.06 0.20%  0.00%

 
County 73 - Page 39



2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45 Compared with the 2014 Certificate 

of Taxes Levied (CTL)
73 Red Willow

2014 CTL 

County Total

2015 Form 45 

County Total

Value Difference Percent 

Change

2015 Growth Percent Change 

excl. Growth

 301,022,409

 0

01. Residential  

02. Recreational

03. Ag-Homesite Land, Ag-Res Dwelling  

04. Total Residential (sum lines 1-3)  

05. Commercial 

06. Industrial  

07. Ag-Farmsite Land, Outbuildings  

08. Minerals  

09. Total Commercial (sum lines 5-8)  

10. Total Non-Agland Real Property  

11. Irrigated  

12. Dryland

13. Grassland

14. Wasteland

15. Other Agland

16. Total Agricultural Land

17. Total Value of all Real Property

(Locally Assessed)

(2015 form 45 - 2014 CTL) (New Construction Value)

 27,058,815

 328,081,224

 113,939,586

 0

 14,002,170

 42,950,180

 170,891,936

 498,973,160

 160,581,344

 262,795,487

 101,380,791

 21,646

 0

 524,779,268

 1,023,752,428

 319,147,730

 0

 32,773,687

 351,921,417

 114,984,814

 0

 15,538,113

 24,678,870

 155,201,797

 507,123,214

 175,861,661

 315,814,867

 130,314,483

 21,633

 0

 622,012,644

 1,129,135,858

 18,125,321

 0

 5,714,872

 23,840,193

 1,045,228

 0

 1,535,943

-18,271,310

-15,690,139

 8,150,054

 15,280,317

 53,019,380

 28,933,692

-13

 0

 97,233,376

 105,383,430

 6.02%

 21.12%

 7.27%

 0.92%

 10.97%

-42.54

-9.18%

 1.63%

 9.52%

 20.18%

 28.54%

-0.06%

 18.53%

 10.29%

 1,774,780

 0

 3,833,522

 1,416,737

 0

 0

 1,211,580

 2,628,317

 6,461,839

 6,461,839

 5.43%

 13.51%

 6.10%

-0.33%

 10.97%

-45.36

-10.72%

 0.34%

 9.66%

 2,058,742
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2015 Assessment Survey for Red Willow County

A. Staffing and Funding Information

Deputy(ies) on staff:1.

1

Appraiser(s) on staff:2.

0

Other full-time employees:3.

3

Other part-time employees:4.

0

Number of shared employees:5.

0

Assessor’s requested budget for current fiscal year:6.

$221,895

Adopted budget, or granted budget if different from above:7.

$221,895

Amount of the total assessor’s budget set aside for appraisal work:8.

$30,000

If appraisal/reappraisal budget is a separate levied fund, what is that amount:9.

n/a

Part of the assessor’s budget that is dedicated to the computer system:10.

$11,500 is dedicated to the GIS System. The County Treasurer and County Assessor share a 

computer budget out of the general fund for programs and equipment.

Amount of the assessor’s budget set aside for education/workshops:11.

$1,800

Other miscellaneous funds:12.

0

Amount of last year’s assessor’s budget not used:13.

$22,998.55
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B. Computer, Automation Information and GIS

1. Administrative software:

TerraScan, owned by Thomson Reuters

2. CAMA software:

TerraScan with Marshall Swift pricing

3. Are cadastral maps currently being used?

Yes

4. If so, who maintains the Cadastral Maps?

Office Staff

5. Does the county have GIS software?

Yes

6. Is GIS available to the public?  If so, what is the web address?

Yes, www.redwillow.gisworkshop.com

7. Who maintains the GIS software and maps?

Office staff

8. Personal Property software:

TerraScan

C. Zoning Information

1. Does the county have zoning?

Yes

2. If so, is the zoning countywide?

Yes

3. What municipalities in the county are zoned?

McCook

4. When was zoning implemented?

October 2001
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D. Contracted Services

1. Appraisal Services:

Pritchard & Abbott and Stanard Appraisal

2. GIS Services:

GIS Workshop, Inc.

3. Other services:

None

E. Appraisal /Listing Services

1. Does the county employ outside help for appraisal or listing services?

Yes, for the commercial pickup work and for the appraisal of oil and gas minerals

2. If so, is the appraisal or listing service performed under contract?

Yes

3. What appraisal certifications or qualifications does the County require?

The county requires that the commercial appraiser be licensed in Nebraska; Pritchard and 

Abbott are contracted with because they are experts in the field of oil and gas mineral 

appraisal.

4. Have the existing contracts been approved by the PTA?

Yes

5. Does the appraisal or listing service providers establish assessed values for the county?

Yes
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2015 Certification for Red Willow County

This is to certify that the 2015 Reports and Opinions of the Property Tax Administrator 

have been sent to the following: 

One copy by electronic transmission to the Tax Equalization and Review Commission.

One copy by electronic transmission to the Red Willow County Assessor.

Dated this 7th day of April, 2015.
 

Ruth A. Sorensen
Property Tax Administrator
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