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2015 Commission Summary

for Custer County
Residential Real Property - Current
Number of Sales 289 Median 93.58
Total Sales Price $20,455,763 Mean 110.51
Total Adj. Sales Price $20,455,763 Wgt. Mean 87.90
Total Assessed Value $17,980,419 Average Assessed Value of the Base $53,230
Avg. Adj. Sales Price $70,781 Avg. Assessed Value $62,216

Confidence Interval - Current

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
% of Records Sold in the Study Period
% of Value Sold in the Study Period

Residential Real Property - History

91.03 to 96.73
84.67 to 91.12
101.60 to 119.42
8.40

6.15

7.19

Year

2014
2013
2012
2011

Number of Sales LOV Median
273 95 94.50
197 98 97.64
242 97 97.23
232 97 97
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2015 Commission Summary

for Custer County

Commercial Real Property - Current

Total Sales Price $5,956,999 Mean 124.80

Total Assessed Value $5,605,167 Average Assessed Value of the Base $148,905

Confidence Interval - Current

95% Wgt. Mean C.1 83.64 to 105.28

% of Value of the Class of all Real Property Value in the County 4.10

% of Value Sold in the Study Period 4.59

Commercial Real Property - History

2013 47 95.58

2011 55 96
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2015 Opinions of the Property Tax Administrator
for Custer 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.

Non-binding recommendation

Class Level of Value Quality of Assessment
Valuation Grouping # 01, an adjustment of
Residential Real 94 Does not meet generally accepted mass 10%
Property appraisal practices.

No recommendation.
. Does not meet generally accepted mass
Commercial Real

*NEI appraisal practices.
Property
Meets generally accepted mass appraisal No recommendation.
Agricultural Land 72 practices.

**4 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. % 6 4 g

Ruth A. Sorensen

Property Tax Administrator
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2015 Residential Assessment Actions for Custer County

Residential parcels within the Village of Arnold were physically inspected and revalued as were
the rural townships of Arnold, Hayes, Cliff, Victoria, Ryno, and Kilfoil. The review process
includes a physical inspection and exterior review of all parcels. The lister takes photographs,
notates any physical changes, and checks measurements. The county assessor will review the
pictures and data collected by the lister and will update the condition and effective age of the
property when warranted. The effective age of all reviewed properties is calculated using a table
available in the Marshall and Swift manual that is based on known improvements to the property.

After the review was completed, a costing update to Marshall Swift 2013 costing was
implemented and new depreciation was applied to the reviewed properties. A sales study was
completed for the rural residential properties and site values were adjusted to bring all rural
properties to an acceptable level of market value.

Only routine maintenance occurred within the rest of the residential class. The pickup work was
completed timely.
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2015 Residential Assessment Survey for Custer County

Valuation data collection done by:

The part-time lister

List the valuation groupings recognized by the County and describe the unique
characteristics of each:

Valuation | Description of unique characteristics
Grouping

01 Broken Bow - the largest community in the county and is a hub for business, jobs, and
shopping in both the county and the surrounding Sandhills communities. Both growth
and demand for existing housing has been stable within the community.

02 Callaway - a unique small town in that it contains a hospital, nursing home, and assited
living complex as well as its own school system. These services provide jobs and a
demand for housing that is not found in similar sized communities.

03 Ansley, Arnold & Merna - these communities are all located within easy commuting
distance of jobs and services in larger communities. Each town has its own school
system and has local organizations working to keep the towns viable. Growth has been
minimal in these areas, and the market is softer than groups one and two but still
relatively stable.

04 Anselmo, Mason City, Oconto & Sargent - these are small communities, not within easy
commuting distance to jobs. The towns have some sales activity annually, but the market
is less organized. Values have been flat to slightly decreasing in recent years.

05 Berwyn & Comstock - very small communities with few sales annually. Demand for
housing is sporadic with no market organization.

06 Rural - all properties not within the political boundaries of a town or subdivision.
Growth and demand for rural housing continues to be strong throughout the county.

Ag Agricultural homes and outbuildings

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

Only the cost approach is used.

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?

The physical depreciation table is Marshall and Swift depreciation; economic depreciation is
developed using local market information.

Are individual depreciation tables developed for each valuation grouping?

The physical depreciation table is the same; however, economic depreciation is developed by area.

Describe the methodology used to determine the residential lot values?

Lot values are established using a price per square foot analysis.

Describe the methodology used to determine value for vacant lots being held for sale or
resale?




Vacant lots being held for sale or resale are valued the same as any other lot within the same

neighborhood.

Valuation Date of Date of Date of Date of

Grouping Depreciation Tables Costing Lot Value Study Last Inspection
01 2013 2008 2013 2012-2013
02 2013 2013 2013 2014
03 2009-2011 2008 2007-2010 2010-2015
04 2009-2013 2008-2013 2010-2013 2009-2014
05 2011-2012 2008 2008 2011-2012
06 2009-2013 2013 2015 2009-2015
Ag 2009-2013 2013 2015 2009-2015

In Custer County, all appraisal tables are updated at least once during the six year inspection cycle;
this includes updated costing, updated depreciation, and a land study. Due to the size of the
county, the review work is divided by location rather than by valuation grouping. Therefore, a
portion of the rural is reviewed and revalued each year as are some of the towns/villages. In 2013,
because the rural properties seemed to be under assessed new land and cost tables were
implemented for all rural properties. As the remainder of the cycle is completed the rest of the
valuation groupings will be updated to the 2013 costing. In order to equalize changes made to the
reviewed area with areas not reviewed, a sales study is conducted annually and economic
depreciation and land tables are updated in the unreviewed areas as warranted to ensure all areas
are consistently at uniform portions of market value.
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2015 Residential Correlation Section
for Custer County

County Overview

The residential market in Custer County is strongest in Broken Bow. Broken Bow is the county
seat and is a hub for goods and services in the Central Sandhills region; there are a number of
jobs available locally including manufacturing companies and jobs in agriculture, healthcare, and
education. The market in Broken Bow has shown some appreciation in recent years. The market
in the smaller communities is strongly impacted by their distance to employment opportunities,
and the availability of schools and amenities. Where schools and amenities are available, the
market has generally been stable to slightly increasing.

Description of Analysis

The assessor has stratified the residential class into six valuation groupings based on local
economic influences. A comparison of the number of parcels and sales in each group supports
that all valuation groupings have a proportionate representation in the sales file; however, the
sample in Valuation Group 5 is too small to be statistically reliable. This group represents the
smallest communities in the county, where there is no organization in the market. The
qualitative statistics for this area support that the data is unreliable.

The assessor reported a reappraisal of residential properties in Arnold and several rural
townships, as well as adjustments to the rural site values. Changes in both the sales file and the
county’s abstract of assessment reflected the reported changes.

Review of the statistical profile by valuation grouping indicates that group one, Broken Bow, is
below the acceptable range with 135 sales. The qualitative statistics are high in Broken Bow;
however, eight low dollar sales are inflating both the COD and the PRD by ten percentage points
while having minimal effect on the median or weighted mean. Based on the analysis, an
adjustment to residential parcels in Broken Bow would be necessary to bring the valuation group
into the acceptable range and equalize residential assessments throughout the county. An
increase of 10% to the total assessed value would achieve a level of value for Broken Bow at the
midpoint of the acceptable range.

For the remainder of the valuation groupings, the statistics support a level of value within the
acceptable range. The qualitative statistics are high in the smaller communities; review of the
sale price substrata shows that qualitative statistics improve as low dollar sales are removed from
the sample. Because the small villages will have less stable markets, it is not unexpected for the
qualitative statistics in these areas to be somewhat high.
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2015 Residential Correlation Section
for Custer County

Sales Quialification

A sales qualification review was completed by the Department for all counties this year. The
review involved an analysis of the sale utilization rate and screening the non-qualified sales
roster to ensure that reasons for disqualifying sales were adequate and documented. The review
supported that all available arm’s length sales were used for the measurement of the residential
class.

Equalization and Quality of Assessment

The Department conducts a cyclical review of assessment practices in which a portion of the
counties are reviewed each year. This review was conducted in Custer County during 2012; the
review indicated that the county was complying with the statutory six year inspection
requirement and found that there was not a bias in the assessment of sold and unsold property.

Since residential parcels within Broken Bow were not valued at the same relative portion of
market value as parcels in the remainder of the county, the quality of assessment of residential
property does not meet generally accepted mass appraisal standards.

Level of Value

Based on analysis of all available information, the recommendation of the Property Tax
Administrator is to increase residential values in Valuation Group 1 10%. This adjustment
would bring the level of value of residential property in Valuation Group 1 to 96% and the level
of value for the residential class to 97%.
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2015 Commercial Assessment Actions for Custer County

All commercial properties were revalued this year. The county assessor used the 2012 listing of
the properties and conducted a desk review, verifying the quality and condition determinations
on the property record cards. An effective age was established by adjusting the actual age for
known improvements to the properties. Finally, a depreciation study was completed to
determine the final values.

No economic depreciation was given in Broken Bow; Arnold and Merna were given a 20%
economic; Ansley and Callaway, 30%; Mason City and Sargent, 35%; and 50% was used for
Anselmo, Berwyn, Comstock, and Oconto.

The pickup work was completed timely.
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2015 Commercial Assessment Survey for Custer County

1. Valuation data collection done by:
Stanard Appraisal Services
2. List the valuation groupings recognized in the County and describe the unique characteristics
of each:
Valuation | Description of unique characteristics
Grouping
01 Broken Bow - the county seat, and the largest community in the county. Broken Bow serves
as a hub for goods and services in the sandhills communities around it. There is an active
commercial district and good demand for property.
02 Arnold and Merna - small villages west and north west of Broken Bow with main street
business districts and some demand for commercial property.
03 Callaway and Ansley - small villages south and southeast of Broken Bow with main street
business districts and some demand for commercial property.
04 Mason City and Sargent - small villages in more remote parts of the county with limited main
street districts and an unorganized market.
05 Anselmo, Berwyn, Comstock, and Oconto - these are the smallest villages in the county;
where there are not active business districts and no demand for commercial property.
3. List and describe the approach(es) used to estimate the market value of commercial
properties.
All three approaches were developed by the contract appraisal service in 2012; for 2015, values
were updated primarily relying upon the cost approach.
3a. | Describe the process used to determine the value of unique commercial properties.
Unique commercial properties are valued by the contract appraisal service using sales data from
outside the county when appropriate and available.
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?
Depreciation is developed using Marshall and Swift physical depreciation with additional forms of
depreciation arrived from the market.
5. Are individual depreciation tables developed for each valuation grouping?
A depreciation study was used for all properties in the county with economic depreciation applied
by location. The valuation groupings have been structured to reflect differences in economic
depreciation.
6. Describe the methodology used to determine the commercial lot values.

A sales price per square foot analysis is used to determine commercial lot values.




Valuation Date of Date of Date of Date of
Grouping Depreciation Tables Costing Lot Value Study Last Inspection
01 2015 2011 2015 2012
02 2015 2011 2011 2012
03 2015 2011 2011 2012
04 2015 2011 2011 2012
05 2015 2011 2011 2012

The county assessor has not historically recognized wvaluation groupings within the county; this
year, sales were stratified by the department to reflect the varying amounts of ecnomic depreciation
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2015 Commercial Correlation Section
for Custer County

County Overview

The majority of the commercial value in Custer County is within or around the City of Broken
Bow; the town is a hub for employment and goods and services in the county and the
surrounding Sandhills region. Some of the largest employers in the county include Becton-
Dickinson, a medical equipment manufacturing facility and Adams Land & Cattle, the largest
cattle research and development facility in the world. Additionally there are a number of jobs
available in healthcare and education. In recent years, Broken Bow has experienced strong
growth in the commercial class and the market for commercial property is showing some
appreciation.

The market in the small communities is less organized, as commercial establishments will be
more dependent on small local populations.

Description of Analysis

The county assessor revalued all commercial properties for 2015 due to lingering concerns that
the Department has had regarding the equalization of values established in the 2012 reappraisal.
The assessor’s process included a lot value study in Broken Bow to equalize lot values and bring
them up to market value. Next, a desk review was conducted using pictures taken in 2012 to
ensure that the quality and condition listings on the property record cards were accurate.

After reviewing the listing information, the assessor developed a chart for adjusting effective age
based on data derived from the Marshall and Swift manual. The effective age chart assigned an
adjustment factor that was based on each components portion of the total building cost. For
example, interior finishes were attributed to 6.3% of costs and exterior finishes 5.5%. The chart
also included components for windows, heating systems, electrical, paint, flooring, roof,
plumbing, and also included labor adjustments on renovated buildings and profit allowances to
total 100% of costs. The chart then adjusted the actual age based on the assessor’s knowledge or
judgment about which components had been updated on each parcel. If no improvements were
noted either the actual age was used or the effective age was established at the maximum
economic life of the structure based on the Marshall and Swift Manual, which ever was less.

After establishing effective age, depreciation was first applied using the effective age with
Marshall and Swift depreciation tables. Next, a sales study was conducted to further depreciate
properties based on the quality and condition of the improvement. Finally, parcels outside of
Broken Bow received an economic depreciation. The economic depreciations ranged for 20-
50%. The commercial sales were stratified into valuation groupings based on the economic
depreciation applied to various locations.
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2015 Commercial Correlation Section
for Custer County

From a procedural stand point the Department has a few specific concerns. First, because the
three forms of depreciation could not be entered into the CAMA system to generate values, the
values were hand calculated for each parcel, enhancing the risk of error and making reproduction
of the values somewhat difficult. Conversations with the assessor do indicate that the factors
affecting the process, such as quality, condition, effective age, and location have been
documented on the property record cards. Someone knowledgeable of the cost approach should
be able to use those characteristics with the assessor’s depreciation charts to arrive at
approximately the same value, notwithstanding errors and miscalculations.

Another procedural concern is the effective age process. Effective age is a subjective component
of valuation, like many parts of the appraisal process; however, the chart employed by the
assessor includes adjustments for labor and profit expectations. Labor adjustments, or the
amount of renovation a building has received, would be hard to equitably predict from a mere
desk review of the records. The profit adjustment that was sometimes used seems to have the
potential to capture business value rather than merely arriving at the value of the building alone.
The Department has not had an opportunity to go through the property record cards to examine
how these components were used in arriving at an effective age, but will be conducting such a
review with the county assessor soon in order to better understand the process.

Analysis of the statistical measures calculated from the revaluation reveals quality statistics that
are quite high. These statistics are heavily impacted by two obvious outliers in valuation group
two with ratios of 335% and 835%. Removal of the two sales bring the COD and PRD down 17
and 18 percentage points, respectively; after the removal of the sales, the qualitative measures of
groups one through three are reasonable for non-homogeneous properties in small town markets.
The qualitative measures remain quite high for valuation groups four and five, but these are the
smallest and more remote villages in the county, where there is not a market for commercial

property.

The analysis by valuation grouping also shows that the measures of central tendency are below
the acceptable range for valuation group 01, Broken Bow and near but slightly above the
acceptable range for the smaller villages. While there are insufficient sales in any one area to
confidently determine a level of value, the spread in the statistics, does suggest that values are
not uniform across the county. Additionally, the calculated statistics increased nine percentage
points based on the assessment actions, whereas, the abstract of assessment compared to the CTL
only reflects a three percent change within the class. This variance may be attributed to variety of
reasons; however, regardless of the reason, the variance suggests that the sales file is not a good
representation of the class.
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2015 Commercial Correlation Section
for Custer County

Sales Quialification

A sales qualification review was completed by the Department for all counties in 2013. The
review involved screening the non-qualified sales roster to ensure that reasons for disqualifying
sales were adequate and documented. The review revealed that while there was no bias in the
sales qualification process the county is often not getting all the information needed to make
informed decisions on the qualification of commercial sales. Conversations with the county
assessor have indicated that while sales questionnaires are routinely sent out, no follow-up
review is being conducted when insufficient information is provided. Commercial transactions
by their nature have an increased potential to include personal property and business interest;
proper sales verification is critical to creating reliable valuation models.

Equalization and Quality of Assessment

The Department recognizes and appreciates the work the county assessor conducted to improve
transparency in the valuation of commercial properties. Because assessments do not appear to be
at uniform portions of market value, the commercial class is not in compliance with generally
accepted mass appraisal standards.

The Department will be working with the county assessor in the following months to refine and
improve on the process utilized this year. In order to improve the assessment process within the
county, the Department will be working with the assessor on the following steps.

1. Develop a sale verification process that gathers all the information needed to make
informed decisions regarding the qualification of sales.

2. Review the listing information, with physical inspections if necessary to ensure that
quality, condition and occupancy listings are correct and to ensure that assessor has
sufficient information with which to equitably determine an effective age for all parcels.

3. Develop depreciation tables that can be entered into the CAMA system to eliminate the
potential for miscalculation and ensure that values are reproducible and well documented.

4. Work toward delegation of responsibility to staff members in the assessor’s office to
create a manageable workload for the county assessor and to ensure that staff members
are knowledgeable of the process, improving transparency to taxpayers.

Level of Value

After reviewing all available information, the level of value of the commercial class of property
cannot be determined.
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Agricultural and/or
Special Valuation Reports
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2015 Agricultural Assessment Actions for Custer County

The agricultural improvements in Arnold, Hayes, Cliff, Victoria, Ryno, and Kilfoil Townships
were reviewed and revalued. The review process includes a physical inspection and exterior
review of all parcels. The lister takes new pictures, notates any physical changes, and checks
measurements. The assessor will review the pictures and data collected by the lister and will
update the condition when warranted. After the review, the costing and depreciation tables are
updated to more closely reflect the market.

Only routine maintenance occurred in the townships that were not reviewed, the pickup work
was completed timely.

A ratio study was completed for agricultural land in all five market areas. The study indicated
that assessments in areas four and five should remain the same for 2015. These areas have been
valued the same since 2012, but due to the small number of sales that exist in area four, the
market area boundaries remain in place pending further analysis. After analysis, the following
adjustments were made to land values.

= Area l: irrigated land increased 32%, dry 25%, and grass 37%

= Area 2: irrigated land increased 45%, dry and grass each 20%

= Area 3: irrigated and dry land increased about 30%, grass 45%

= Area4 & 5: irrigated and dry land increased approximately 30%, grass 45%
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2015 Agricultural Assessment Survey for Custer County

Valuation data collection done by:

The part-time lister

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

Market | Description of unique characteristics Year Land Use
Area Completed
01 This area contains the best farm ground in the county; the soils are harder | 2014

here than in the other areas and irrigation potential is generally best here.

02 This is the Sandhills portion of the county; the majority of the area is | 2014
Valentine Soil. There is little farming in this area as the ground is best
suited to grazing.

03 This area is a transition area between areas one and two. The ground | 2014
transitions from sandy to loamier soil, making some farming possible. The
grass is also superior as the loamier soils will have better grass cover.

04 & 05 In area 4 the soils are similar to one; however, irrigation is not as plentiful | 2014
and well depths are generally deeper. Area 5 is south of the South Loup
River, the terrain is very rough and is primarily canyons. The majority of
the land is used for grazing; however, there is some farming on the
plateaus. Although the areas have some characteristic differences, sales
have been indicating similar prices for the past several years, therefore,
they have been combined for the R&O statistics and all sales will appear
under the area 5 substratum.

Describe the process used to determine and monitor market areas.

When the market areas were established factors such as soil type, irrigation potential, land use,
and topography were considered. Each year the assessor plots sales on a county map to monitor
market differences in the established areas.

Describe the process used to identify rural residential land and recreational land in the
county apart from agricultural land.

All parcels under 40 acres that do not have common ownership with adjoining agricultural
parcels are reviewed to determine land use.

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 using the same tables; however, there
are two home site values used. One value exists for the majoirty of the county, but a lower value
is used in the more remote areas of the Sandhills.

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

Lands enrolled in the Wetland Reserve Program are assessed at 100% of the market value of
grass land in the county.

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

No
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Custer County 2015 Average Acre Value Comparison

County /ng 1A1 1A 2A1 2A 3A1 3A | 4A1 an | WEEHTED
Custer 1 nla | 5240 | 4,950 | 4,430 | 4,200 | 3,820 | 3,815 | 3,810 4,577
Valley 1 nla | 5060 | 5060 | 4,350 | 4,110 | 4,110 | 3,360 | 3,360 4,412
Sherman 1 nla | 4,680 | 4510 | 4,510 | 4,355 | 4,355 | 4,250 | 4,246 4,406
Buffalo 1 | 5450 | 5413 | 5200 | 5047 | 4,632 | 4,796 | 4,394 | 4,392 4,851
Custer 2 nla | 2,100 | 2,100 | 2,100 | n/a | 2,100 | 2,100 | 2,100 2,100
Lincoln 2 | 2,500 | 2,500 | 2,469 | 2,500 | 2,500 | 2,459 | 2,489 | 2,489 2,489
Logan 1 nla | 3,630 | 3,495 | 3,360 | 2,870 | 2,870 | 2,600 | 2,485 3,048
Thomas 1 nla nla | 2,100 | 2,100 | n/ia | 2,100 | 2,100 | 2,100 2,100
Blaine 1 na | 2200 | nfa | 2100 | 2,100 | 2,200 | 2,200 | 2,100 2,100
Custer 3 nla | 3,755 | 3,395 | 3,200 | 2,965 | 2,860 | 2,100 | 2,100 2,819
Loup 1 na | 4000 | n/a | 3,500 | 3,500 | 3,100 | 3,200 | 2,000 3,389
Garfield 1 nla | 4100 | 4,100 | 3,500 | 3,500 | 3,100 | 3,200 | 2,400 3,329
Custer 5 nla | 4,355 | 3,980 | 3,360 | 3,115 | 3,005 | 2,820 | 2,652 3,698
Logan 1 nla | 3,630 | 3,495 | 3,360 | 2,870 | 2,870 | 2,600 | 2,485 3,048
Dawson 1 nla | 4966 | 4,691 | 4,250 | 3,825 | 3,387 | 3,347 | 3,110 4,602

county | MKt 1pg 1D 2D1 2D 3D1 3D 4D1 4p | WEIGHTED

Area AVG DRY

Custer 1 nla | 2,420 | 2,140 | 2,025 | 1,910 | 1,745 | 1,740 | 1,735 2,009
Valley 1 nla | 2,150 | 2,150 | 2,150 | 2,115 | 2,115 | 2,115 | 1,980 2,096
Sherman 1 nla | 2,180 | 2,070 | 2,070 | 1,960 | 1,960 | 1,850 | 1,848 1,946
Buffalo 1 | 2,700 | 2,700 | 2,500 | 2,500 | 2,350 | 2,250 | 2,150 | 2,150 2,365
Custer 2 nla 540 530 530 515 515 505 505 517

Lincoln 2 | 1,000 | 1,000 | 1,000 | 1,000 | 1,000 | 1,000 | 1,000 | 1,000 1,000
Logan 1 nla | 1,625 | 1,560 | 1,560 | 1,440 | 1,440 | 1,210 | 1,210 1,441
Thomas 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Blaine 1 n/a 515 n/a n/a n/a 515 515 515 515

Custer 3 na | 1,190 | 1,185 | 1,185 | 1,175 | 1,175 | 1,170 | 1,170 1,178
Loup 1 n/a 925 nla 925 865 755 625 625 790

Garfield 1 nfa | 1,700 | 1,700 | 1,490 | 1,490 | 1,240 | 1,240 | 1,065 1,379
Custer 5 na | 2,095 | 1,910 | 1,610 | 1,495 | 1,445 | 1,355 | 1,275 1,687
Logan 1 nla | 1,625 | 1,560 | 1,560 | 1,440 | 1,440 | 1,210 | 1,210 1,441
Dawson 1 nla | 2,310 | 2,080 | 1,895 | 1,785 | 1,694 | 1,465 | 1,455 1,879
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County x':a 1G1 1G 2G1 2G 361 | 36 | 461 | 46 | LGOS
Custer 1 n/a 930 925 925 920 920 877 867 874
Valley 1 n/a 1,151 1,151 1,130 1,150 1,105 918 899 931
Sherman 1 n/a 1,171 1,134 1,131 1,079 1,077 1,061 1,059 1,066
Buffalo 1 1,278 1,370 1,231 1,176 1,083 906 1,038 1,008 1,057
Custer 2 n/a 395 395 395 395 398 400 396 396
Lincoln 2 425 425 425 425 425 375 375 374 375
Logan 1 n/a 415 415 415 415 415 415 415 415
Thomas 1 n/a n/a 335 335 n/a 335 335 335 335
Blaine 1 n/a 515 n/a 515 515 515 390 390 393
Custer 3 n/a 805 805 805 805 805 786 665 697
Loup 1 n/a 720 n/a 720 570 570 570 570 571
Garfield 1 n/a 965 965 965 895 850 748 617 665
Custer 5 n/a 938 926 927 925 920 912 872 881
Logan 1 n/a 415 415 415 415 415 415 415 415
Dawson 1 n/a 1,525 1,309 1,161 1,095 1,010 980 975 1,015

Source: 2015 Abstract of Assessment, Form 45, Schedule IX
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2015 Agricultural Correlation Section
for Custer County

County Overview

Custer County is divided into five market areas which are primarily drawn around soil and
topographical differences. The majority of the county is grassland, although, quality farmland
exists in some areas. While the county assessor recognizes characteristic differences between
market areas four and five, the disparity in assessed values diminished over time, prompting the
assessor to value them the same since 2012; they have been combined for measurement
purposes.

The characteristics of the individual market areas were analyzed and compared to the
characteristics in the adjoining counties; all counties are comparable to Custer County except for
Lincoln County. The political boundary between the counties clearly divides the Sandhills from
the rolling hills and loamier soils found in Custer County. While parts of Dawson County are
comparable to Custer, the comparable area is defined using a soil map and not by an absolute
extension of the county line. Assessed values will vary more significantly between Custer and
Dawson Counties due to the limited area that is truly comparable.

Description of Analysis

Analysis of the sales within the county showed that there were no sales within area two, with the
remaining samples being disproportionately distributed among the study period years. All
samples were expanded using sales from the comparable counties in a way that would achieve
proportionate, representative samples while maximizing sample sizes.

Value adjustments made by the assessor this year were typically in the range of 25-35%, which
parallels the market for this portion of the state. The statistical profile suggests that all market
areas have been assessed at similar portions of market value, and where there are sufficient sales
the majority land use substrata also support that assessments are acceptable. There is some
disparity between the 95% and 80% grass majority land use statistics for both areas three and
five. In both instances, as the sample sizes increase, the medians move from just outside of the
range to the very low end of the acceptable range. Grass land adjustments in these areas were
consistent with the general movement of grassland in this region of the state at 30-40% and
values are reasonably comparable to the adjoining counties. For these reasons, all values are
believed to be in the acceptable range.

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
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2015 Agricultural Correlation Section
for Custer County

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.

Equalization and Quality of Assessment

A comparison of Custer’s values to the adjoining counties suggests that values are reasonably
comparable where the land is comparable. Comparability is always less obvious in area five
because the comparable area is limited to southern Logan County and the very northern portion
of Dawson County; however, Custer County’s area five values tend to be transitional between
those counties and that trend continues this year. Based on all the analysis, all agricultural values
in the county appear to be assessed at uniform portions of market value. The quality of
assessment of agricultural land in Custer County meets generally accepted mass appraisal
standards.

Level of Value

Based on analysis of all available information, the level of value of agricultural land in Custer
County is 72%.
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21 Custer
RESIDENTIAL

Page 1 of 2

PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)

Qualified
Date Range: 10/1/2012 To 9/30/2014

Posted on: 1/1/2015

Number of Sales : 289 MEDIAN : 94 COV: 69.92 95% Median C.I. : 91.03 to 96.73
Total Sales Price : 20,455,763 WGT. MEAN : 88 STD: 77.27 95% Wgt. Mean C.I. : 84.67 to 91.12

Total Adj. Sales Price : 20,455,763 MEAN : 111 Avg. Abs. Dev : 35.29 95% Mean C.I.: 101.60 to 119.42

Total Assessed Value : 17,980,419

Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 70,781 COD: 37.71 MAX Sales Ratio : 928.36

Avg. Assessed Value : 62,216 PRD: 125.72 MIN Sales Ratio : 33.21 Printed:3/31/2015  3:59:04PM
DATE OF SALE * Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
_ Qrtrs_____
01-0CT-12 To 31-DEC-12 29 96.73 106.28 97.87 22.11 108.59 60.18 230.60 90.90 to 106.72 83,607 81,825
01-JAN-13 To 31-MAR-13 23 85.40 99.83 81.85 37.28 121.97 51.54 371.73 71.31 10 96.71 89,370 73,151
01-APR-13 To 30-JUN-13 34 88.08 102.04 85.28 31.32 119.65 33.21 249.36 79.66 to 100.27 57,044 48,647
01-JUL-13 To 30-SEP-13 50 91.93 99.07 86.38 29.38 114.69 37.68 508.73 80.79 to 97.05 81,190 70,133
01-0CT-13 To 31-DEC-13 27 101.90 120.83 92.80 39.77 130.20 57.11 439.75 84.22 t0 123.17 45,288 42,026
01-JAN-14 To 31-MAR-14 30 99.89 147.14 90.92 67.39 161.83 39.61 928.36 89.05 to 110.01 52,693 47,907
01-APR-14 To 30-JUN-14 48 92.38 104.32 85.29 32.14 122.31 50.46 233.32 82.4510 101.36 81,730 69,710
01-JUL-14 To 30-SEP-14 48 94.76 113.61 87.58 41.59 129.72 37.01 388.00 80.43 to 107.76 67,709 59,300

Study Yrs
01-0CT-12 To 30-SEP-13 136 91.88 101.48 87.95 29.47 115.38 33.21 508.73 87.46 to 95.48 77,052 67,765
01-0CT-13 To 30-SEP-14 153 96.43 118.55 87.85 43.96 134.95 37.01 928.36 91.55 to0 101.53 65,207 57,284
__ CalendarYrs____
01-JAN-13 To 31-DEC-13 134 91.88 104.34 85.99 34.06 121.34 33.21 508.73 85.64 to 96.61 69,234 59,536
_ ALL 289 93.58 110.51 87.90 37.71 125.72 33.21 928.36 91.03 t0 96.73 70,781 62,21€
VALUATION GROUPING Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
01 135 87.46 99.81 85.49 32.88 116.75 37.68 928.36 82.50 to 91.90 84,703 72,412
02 21 96.71 109.16 95.45 29.29 114.36 48.18 213.38 88.12 to 110.01 55,862 53,323
03 57 99.85 117.61 97.74 32.89 120.33 33.21 348.63 94.70 to 103.76 51,109 49,954
04 43 100.32 114.40 84.41 38.79 135.53 37.01 439.75 80.43 to 116.14 31,364 26,473
05 10 174.36 230.01 86.30 85.66 266.52 65.06 508.73 72.33 t0 397.70 26,960 23,267
06 23 93.76 97.77 86.44 20.92 113.11 60.00 172.73 77.74 to0 113.53 144,185 124,633
_ ALL 289 93.58 110.51 87.90 37.71 125.72 33.21 928.36 91.03 t0 96.73 70,781 62,21€
PROPERTY TYPE * Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
01 277 93.58 111.02 87.73 38.21 126.55 33.21 928.36 91.03 to 96.73 72,130 63,284
06
07 12 90.78 98.72 94.79 26.94 104.15 65.98 187.62 73.77 to 113.53 39,638 37,572
ALL 289 93.58 110.51 87.90 37.71 125.72 33.21 928.36 91.03 to 96.73 70,781 62,21€
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21 Custer
RESIDENTIAL

PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)

Date Range: 10/1/2012 To 9/30/2014

Qualified

Posted on: 1/1/2015

Page 2 of 2

Number of Sales : 289 MEDIAN : 94 COV: 69.92 95% Median C.l.: 91.03 to 96.73
Total Sales Price : 20,455,763 WGT. MEAN : 88 STD: 77.27 95% Wgt. Mean C.I. : 84.67 to 91.12
Total Adj. Sales Price : 20,455,763 MEAN : 111 Avg. Abs. Dev : 35.29 101.60 to 119.42
Total Assessed Value : 17,980,419
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 70,781 COD: 37.71 MAX Sales Ratio : 928.36
Avg. Assessed Value : 62,216 PRD: 125.72 MIN Sales Ratio : 33.21 Printed:3/31/2015  3:59:04PM
SALE PRICE * Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
_ low$Ranges_
Less Than 5,000 1 348.63 321.52 302.42 26.70 106.32 93.58 508.73 152.18 t0 439.75 2,736 8,275
Less Than 15,000 46 163.45 207.74 174.60 54.07 118.98 70.58 928.36 139.57 to 207.08 8,172 14,268
Less Than 30,000 81 132.10 166.51 133.29 52.63 124.92 54.68 928.36 109.94 to 149.27 13,568 18,085
__Ranges Excl. Low $__
Greater Than 4,999 278 93.07 102.16 87.58 29.72 116.65 33.21 928.36 90.73 to0 96.20 73,474 64,350
Greater Than 14,999 243 90.73 92.11 86.28 21.92 106.76 33.21 233.32 85.64 to 93.12 82,633 71,292
Greater Than 29,999 208 88.55 88.71 85.32 19.66 103.97 33.21 233.32 83.72 t0 91.62 93,061 79,402
__Incremental Ranges___
0 TO 4,999 11 348.63 321.52 302.42 26.70 106.32 93.58 508.73 152.18 t0 439.75 2,736 8,275
5,000 TO 14,999 35 147.36 171.98 163.48 40.83 105.20 70.58 928.36 110.95 to 174.88 9,880 16,152
15,000 TO 29,999 35 106.45 112.33 111.81 28.80 100.47 54.68 213.38 93.21 to0 123.17 20,660 23,101
30,000 TO 59,999 80 90.56 94.36 94.11 21.69 100.27 39.61 233.32 84.13 to 96.20 43,945 41,357
60,000 TO 99,999 55 91.09 89.79 89.45 16.49 100.38 37.01 145.41 83.64 to 96.43 76,904 68,792
100,000 TO 149,999 45 82.91 83.29 83.08 20.71 100.25 33.21 142.83 73.16 to0 93.12 124,181 103,170
150,000 TO 249,999 21 77.95 77.42 77.63 14.18 99.73 50.46 99.07 71.52 t0 90.01 187,298 145,394
250,000 TO 499,999 7 96.61 84.27 82.66 16.35 101.95 60.00 106.22 60.00 to 106.22 298,571 246,785
500,000 TO 999,999
1,000,000 +
ALL 289 93.58 110.51 87.90 37.71 125.72 33.21 928.36 91.03 t0 96.73 70,781 62,21€
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21 Custer PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)
Qualified
COMMERCIAL Date Range: 10/1/2011 To 9/30/2014  Posted on: 1/1/2015
Number of Sales : 52 MEDIAN : 94 COV : 100.89 95% Median C.I.: 77.20 to 103.90
Total Sales Price : 5,956,999 WGT. MEAN : 94 STD : 125.91 95% Wgt. Mean C.I. : 83.64 to 105.28
Total Adj. Sales Price : 5,933,999 MEAN : 125 Avg. Abs. Dev : 53.27 95% Mean C.I. : 90.58 to 159.02
Total Assessed Value : 5,605,167
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 114,115 COD: 56.50 MAX Sales Ratio : 834.73
Avg. Assessed Value : 107,792 PRD: 132.12 MIN Sales Ratio : 44.46 Printed:3/31/2015  3:59:05PM
DATE OF SALE * Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
_ Qrtrs_____
01-0CT-11 To 31-DEC-11 3 103.90 115.86 97.73 18.30 118.55 93.33 150.36 N/A 123,333 120,538
01-JAN-12 To 31-MAR-12 2 61.70 61.70 61.70 24.52 100.00 46.57 76.83 N/A 50,000 30,848
01-APR-12 To 30-JUN-12 6 86.15 92.25 78.35 31.76 117.74 58.04 148.03 58.04 to 148.03 53,583 41,981
01-JUL-12 To 30-SEP-12 6 84.11 85.41 91.87 34.69 92.97 44 .46 140.19 44.46 to 140.19 32,167 29,550
01-0CT-12 To 31-DEC-12 8 81.09 85.50 83.75 12.38 102.09 73.92 113.00 73.92 to 113.00 113,250 94,850
01-JAN-13 To 31-MAR-13
01-APR-13 To 30-JUN-13 3 121.29 108.49 131.14 18.51 82.73 68.42 135.76 N/A 89,833 117,812
01-JUL-13 To 30-SEP-13 6 101.37 125.23 105.15 34.83 119.10 76.73 270.56 76.73 to 270.56 14,417 15,160
01-0CT-13 To 31-DEC-13 4 63.13 61.25 59.26 15.49 103.36 47.68 71.07 N/A 80,375 47,629
01-JAN-14 To 31-MAR-14 4 102.30 104.13 87.65 12.93 118.80 83.69 128.25 N/A 208,647 182,889
01-APR-14 To 30-JUN-14 6 136.67 162.68 90.14 50.68 180.47 80.80 334.65 80.80 to 334.65 380,167 342,701
01-JUL-14 To 30-SEP-14 4 324.45 388.60 228.11 87.01 170.36 70.78 834.73 N/A 62,603 142,800
Study Yrs,
01-0CT-11 To 30-SEP-12 17 93.33 90.41 86.59 29.63 104.41 44 .46 150.36 58.04 to 109.24 57,912 50,147
01-0CT-12 To 30-SEP-13 17 91.77 103.58 95.34 27.38 108.64 68.42 270.56 76.72 to 113.00 74,235 70,776
01-0CT-13 To 30-SEP-14 18 102.30 177.33 96.26 101.09 184.22 47.68 834.73 71.07 to 160.79 204,861 197,193
__ CalendarYrs____
01-JAN-12 To 31-DEC-12 22 77.02 85.15 82.19 26.59 103.60 44.46 148.03 66.50 to 101.72 69,114 56,804
01-JAN-13 To 31-DEC-13 13 91.77 101.68 93.71 37.70 108.50 47.68 270.56 68.42 to 121.29 52,115 48,839
_ ALL_ 52 94.29 124.80 94.46 56.50 132.12 44.46 834.73 77.20 to 103.90 114,115 107,792
VALUATION GROUPING Avg. Adi. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
01 16 87.91 95.36 89.08 28.68 107.05 55.26 148.03 66.50 to 135.76 298,719 266,111
02 10 104.17 199.09 143.74 104.31 138.51 73.92 834.73 76.72 to 334.65 32,500 46,716
03 10 96.52 94.16 80.48 21.49 117.00 46.57 160.79 70.78 to 109.24 38,950 31,348
04 1 109.60 156.35 168.93 68.70 92.55 68.42 507.10 70.76 to 270.56 24,182 40,850
05 5 57.72 62.31 67.47 24.10 92.35 44.46 84.98 N/A 34,800 23,481
ALL 52 94.29 124.80 94.46 56.50 132.12 44.46 834.73 77.20 to 103.90 114,115 107,792
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21 Custer
COMMERCIAL

PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)

Date Range: 10/1/2011 To 9/30/2014

Qualified

Posted on: 1/1/2015

Page 2 of 3

Number of Sales : 52 MEDIAN : 94 COV: 100.89 95% Median C.I.: 77.20 to 103.90
Total Sales Price : 5,956,999 WGT. MEAN : 94 STD : 125.91 95% Wgt. Mean C.I. : 83.64 to 105.28
Total Adj. Sales Price : 5,933,999 MEAN : 125 Avg. Abs. Dev : 53.27 95% Mean C.I.: 90.58 to 159.02
Total Assessed Value : 5,605,167
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 114,115 COD: 56.50 MAX Sales Ratio : 834.73
Avg. Assessed Value : 107,792 PRD: 132.12 MIN Sales Ratio : 44.46 Printed:3/31/2015  3:59:05PM
PROPERTY TYPE * Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
02 1 47.68 47.68 47.68 00.00 100.00 47.68 47.68 N/A 64,000 30,517
03 51 95.25 126.32 94.97 56.04 133.01 44 .46 834.73 80.80 to 103.90 115,098 109,307
04
_ ALL 52 94.29 124.80 94.46 56.50 132.12 44.46 834.73 77.20 to 103.90 114,115 107,792
SALE PRICE * Avg. Ad. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
_ low$Ranges_
Less Than 5,000 5 71.07 100.30 101.50 50.13 98.82 57.72 200.40 N/A 2,900 2,943
Less Than 15,000 13 101.72 166.54 191.73 90.26 86.86 44.46 834.73 68.42 to 200.40 7,846 15,043
Less Than 30,000 21 101.72 157.21 158.77 73.71 99.02 44 .46 834.73 91.77 to 150.36 13,024 20,678
__Ranges Excl. Low $__
Greater Than 4,999 47 95.25 127.41 94.44 57.35 134.91 44 .46 834.73 80.80 to 106.47 125,947 118,946
Greater Than 14,999 39 88.95 110.89 92.76 44.61 119.55 46.57 507.10 76.73 to 106.47 149,538 138,708
Greater Than 29,999 31 83.69 102.85 91.35 41.65 112.59 46.57 507.10 73.92t0 101.87 182,597 166,804
__Incremental Ranges___
0 TO 4,999 5 71.07 100.30 101.50 50.13 98.82 57.72 200.40 N/A 2,900 2,943
5,000 TO 14,999 8 105.48 207.94 206.68 116.70 100.61 44.46 834.73 44.46 to 834.73 10,938 22,606
15,000 TO 29,999 8 107.27 142.06 139.17 44.41 102.08 76.73 334.65 76.73 to 334.65 21,438 29,834
30,000 TO 59,999 13 88.95 127.47 130.04 62.00 98.02 46.57 507.10 73.92 to 140.19 41,654 54,167
60,000 TO 99,999 7 66.50 78.03 76.56 29.34 101.92 47.68 121.29 47.68 to 121.29 72,286 55,345
100,000 TO 149,999 4 70.88 84.70 86.64 30.60 97.76 55.26 141.79 N/A 118,103 102,328
150,000 TO 249,999 2 106.48 106.48 109.73 27.50 97.04 77.20 135.76 N/A 180,000 197,516
250,000 TO 499,999 3 93.33 87.53 88.43 07.59 98.98 74.00 95.25 N/A 298,667 264,109
500,000 TO 999,999 1 83.69 83.69 83.69 00.00 100.00 83.69 83.69 N/A 726,589 608,082
1,000,000 + 1 86.87 86.87 86.87 00.00 100.00 86.87 86.87 N/A 2,158,000 1,874,591
ALL 52 94.29 124.80 94.46 56.50 132.12 44.46 834.73 77.20 to 103.90 114,115 107,792
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21 Custer PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)
Qualified
COMMERCIAL Date Range: 10/1/2011 To 9/30/2014  Posted on: 1/1/2015
Number of Sales : 52 MEDIAN : 94 COV: 100.89 95% Median C.I.: 77.20 to 103.90
Total Sales Price : 5,956,999 WGT. MEAN : 94 STD : 125.91 95% Wgt. Mean C.I. : 83.64 to 105.28
Total Adj. Sales Price : 5,933,999 MEAN : 125 Avg. Abs. Dev : 53.27 95% Mean C.I.: 90.58 to 159.02
Total Assessed Value : 5,605,167
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 114,115 COD: 56.50 MAX Sales Ratio : 834.73
Avg. Assessed Value : 107,792 PRD: 132.12 MIN Sales Ratio : 44.46 Printed:3/31/2015  3:59:05PM
OCCUPANCY CODE Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
309 1 109.60 109.60 109.60 00.00 100.00 109.60 109.60 N/A 10,000 10,960
319 1 86.87 86.87 86.87 00.00 100.00 86.87 86.87 N/A 2,158,000 1,874,591
326 5 101.72 108.41 84.33 36.49 128.55 46.57 200.40 N/A 30,500 25,720
341 1 91.77 91.77 91.77 00.00 100.00 91.77 91.77 N/A 13,500 12,389
343 1 113.00 113.00 113.00 00.00 100.00 113.00 113.00 N/A 15,000 16,950
344 6 91.14 103.66 94.73 25.81 109.43 66.50 148.03 66.50 to 148.03 97,500 92,361
350 2 108.27 108.27 99.88 12.03 108.40 95.25 121.29 N/A 182,500 182,290
351 1 55.26 55.26 55.26 00.00 100.00 55.26 55.26 N/A 145,000 80,126
352 2 60.84 60.84 68.76 21.63 88.48 47.68 74.00 N/A 160,500 110,354
353 7 101.27 110.25 89.12 23.23 123.71 71.07 160.79 71.07 to 160.79 122,441 109,126
406 10 101.50 165.57 199.41 96.53 83.03 44.46 507.10 57.72 to 334.65 21,250 42,375
442 3 76.73 83.12 83.11 13.51 100.01 70.76 101.87 N/A 54,000 44,880
470 4 125.52 290.65 163.96 157.43 177.27 76.83 834.73 N/A 52,728 86,453
471 1 128.25 128.25 128.25 00.00 100.00 128.25 128.25 N/A 47,000 60,278
476 1 70.78 70.78 70.78 00.00 100.00 70.78 70.78 N/A 54,500 38,574
528 4 75.32 74.71 74.80 02.99 99.88 71.00 77.20 N/A 85,000 63,576
557 1 58.04 58.04 58.04 00.00 100.00 58.04 58.04 N/A 85,000 49,337
883 1 135.76 135.76 135.76 00.00 100.00 135.76 135.76 N/A 200,000 271,518
ALL 52 94.29 124.80 94.46 56.50 132.12 44.46 834.73 77.20 to 103.90 114,115 107,792
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21 Custer
AGRICULTURAL LAND

PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)

Qualified

Date Range: 10/1/2011 To 9/30/2014

Posted on: 1/1/2015

Page 1 of 2

Number of Sales : 183 MEDIAN : 72 COV: 4543 95% Median C.I.: 67.71 to 78.09
Total Sales Price : 109,121,970 WGT. MEAN : 71 STD: 36.05 95% Wgt. Mean C.I.: 67.20 to 74.73
Total Adj. Sales Price : 109,161,970 MEAN : 79 Avg. Abs. Dev : 23.58 95% Mean C.I. : 74.14 to 84.58
Total Assessed Value : 77,468,851
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 596,513 COD: 32.72 MAX Sales Ratio : 283.14
Avg. Assessed Value : 423,327 PRD: 111.82 MIN Sales Ratio : 13.35 Printed:3/31/2015  3:59:06PM
DATE OF SALE * Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
_ Qrtrs_____
01-0CT-11 To 31-DEC-11 18 100.04 105.91 94.25 18.19 112.37 59.22 186.72 94.39 to 109.64 627,108 591,030
01-JAN-12 To 31-MAR-12 12 101.43 114.28 100.02 30.93 114.26 62.45 227.83 89.42 to 145.76 558,571 558,659
01-APR-12 To 30-JUN-12 24 75.22 88.76 7713 32.36 115.08 33.95 275.63 68.90 to 91.37 456,102 351,771
01-JUL-12 To 30-SEP-12 5 97.31 103.45 103.03 09.00 100.41 93.90 116.21 N/A 294,793 303,728
01-0CT-12 To 31-DEC-12 33 79.42 77.33 70.41 21.20 109.83 19.93 132.68 64.86 to 84.95 577,856 406,854
01-JAN-13 To 31-MAR-13 8 64.67 69.88 75.02 23.35 93.15 48.51 116.65 48.51 to 116.65 328,946 246,790
01-APR-13 To 30-JUN-13 20 67.02 79.60 68.18 42.63 116.75 13.35 283.14 60.34 to 90.65 402,843 274,645
01-JUL-13 To 30-SEP-13 7 63.44 69.60 62.69 20.76 111.02 51.84 100.86 51.84 to 100.86 804,964 504,655
01-0CT-13 To 31-DEC-13 19 63.21 65.38 62.36 21.04 104.84 39.50 127.77 51.82 to 69.68 660,177 411,692
01-JAN-14 To 31-MAR-14 20 57.47 60.85 57.64 25.47 105.57 33.09 94.87 48.22 to 72.64 865,039 498,633
01-APR-14 To 30-JUN-14 13 48.86 54.54 58.18 27.00 93.74 34.87 90.12 41.54 to 68.55 836,588 486,693
01-JUL-14 To 30-SEP-14 4 61.54 59.67 61.30 15.08 97.34 40.90 74.68 N/A 659,625 404,364
Study Yrs,
01-0CT-11 To 30-SEP-12 59 94.19 100.43 89.78 26.78 111.86 33.95 275.63 84.21 t0 98.95 515,444 462,773
01-0CT-12 To 30-SEP-13 68 70.00 76.32 69.01 29.80 110.59 13.35 283.14 63.44 to 79.89 520,477 359,206
01-0CT-13 To 30-SEP-14 56 59.46 60.84 59.36 23.26 102.49 33.09 127.77 51.82 to 64.43 774,255 459,630
__ CalendarYrs____
01-JAN-12 To 31-DEC-12 74 81.78 88.79 78.79 28.77 112.69 19.93 275.63 76.32 t0 91.89 516,115 406,638
01-JAN-13 To 31-DEC-13 54 63.63 71.86 65.20 30.41 110.21 13.35 283.14 59.61 to 68.81 534,566 348,555
_ ALL_ 183 72.07 79.36 70.97 32.72 111.82 13.35 283.14 67.71to 78.09 596,513 423,327
AREA (MARKET) Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
1 89 73.05 82.18 71.18 34.17 115.45 33.09 283.14 64.23 to 82.07 622,126 442,847
2 19 71.82 72.35 78.37 38.47 92.32 13.35 149.54 41.71 t0 98.75 647,248 507,264
3 34 70.48 83.25 72.06 38.39 115.53 38.41 186.72 61.92 to 96.29 480,533 346,293
5 41 72.07 73.24 66.16 21.84 110.70 19.93 115.64 64.78 to 82.44 613,582 405,938
ALL 183 72.07 79.36 70.97 32.72 111.82 13.35 283.14 67.71 to 78.09 596,513 423,327
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21 Custer

AGRICULTURAL LAND

PAD 2015 R&O Statistics (Using 2015 Values)
Qualified
Date Range: 10/1/2011 To 9/30/2014  Posted on: 1/1/2015

Page 2 of 2
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Number of Sales : 183 MEDIAN : 72 COV: 4543 95% Median C.l.: 67.71 to 78.09
Total Sales Price : 109,121,970 WGT. MEAN : 71 STD: 36.05 95% Wgt. Mean C.l. : 67.20 to 74.73
Total Adj. Sales Price : 109,161,970 : 79 Avg. Abs. Dev : 23.58 95% Mean C.l.: 74.14 to 84.58
Total Assessed Value : 77,468,851
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 596,513 1 32.72 MAX Sales Ratio : 283.14
Avg. Assessed Value : 423,327 ©111.82 MIN Sales Ratio : 13.35 Printed:3/31/2015  3:59:06PM
95%MLU By Market Area Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
_ lrrigated___
County 15 74.27 86.93 69.97 36.92 124.24 50.30 227.83 57.06 to 94.87 683,682 478,346
1 7 92.03 105.86 78.21 38.68 135.35 57.06 227.83 57.06 to 227.83 612,695 479,179
3 4 65.32 72.27 64.60 26.73 111.87 50.30 108.15 N/A 746,543 482,237
5 4 68.02 68.48 63.49 25.21 107.86 50.84 87.05 N/A 745,050 472,995
Dry
County 4 61.73 62.69 60.53 06.20 103.57 58.50 68.81 N/A 180,715 109,393
1 4 61.73 62.69 60.53 06.20 103.57 58.50 68.81 N/A 180,715 109,393
_ Grass______
County 91 72.56 75.62 72.89 27.99 103.75 18.41 149.54 64.86 to 79.47 538,852 392,746
1 41 72.64 73.72 70.25 24.77 104.94 33.09 148.90 62.09 to 81.48 517,973 363,874
2 18 72.19 75.63 80.58 35.89 93.86 18.41 149.54 48.86 to 98.75 660,762 532,450
3 18 67.12 79.06 70.61 35.95 111.97 41.54 145.76 60.34 to 96.29 443,536 313,193
5 14 76.44 76.75 70.69 18.26 108.57 49.86 115.64 59.88 to 94.17 565,809 399,959
_ ALL 183 72.07 79.36 70.97 32.72 111.82 13.35 283.14 67.71 to 78.09 596,513 423,327
80%MLU By Market Area Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
_ lrrigated__
County 39 64.78 74.85 65.86 30.60 113.65 38.41 227.83 59.30 to 82.82 907,321 597,542
1 23 68.54 80.51 67.16 34.23 119.88 47.99 227.83 59.30 to 93.90 1,007,976 676,907
3 7 64.43 67.40 63.95 24.68 105.39 38.41 108.15 38.41to0 108.15 733,024 468,738
5 9 64.78 66.16 62.99 20.22 105.03 50.84 87.05 51.60 to 84.21 785,656 494,902
Dry
County 8 61.73 62.30 60.09 12.55 103.68 48.51 79.42 48.51t0 79.42 218,403 131,228
1 6 58.86 58.54 55.85 09.43 104.82 48.51 68.81 48.51 to 68.81 232,237 129,698
5 2 73.57 73.57 76.77 07.97 95.83 67.71 79.42 N/A 176,903 135,817
_ Grass______
County 112 72.60 79.00 72.02 34.26 109.69 13.35 283.14 66.33 to 79.89 528,859 380,889
1 47 74.33 80.77 72.67 32.92 111.15 33.09 283.14 64.12 to 83.93 502,626 365,241
2 19 71.82 72.35 78.37 38.47 92.32 13.35 149.54 41.71 t0 98.75 647,248 507,264
3 25 69.64 85.98 73.86 42.13 116.41 41.54 186.72 61.92 to 96.29 420,237 310,376
5 21 68.55 72.76 63.22 25.49 115.09 19.93 115.64 59.88 t0 92.13 609,770 385,512
ALL 183 72.07 79.36 70.97 32.72 111.82 13.35 283.14 67.71 to 78.09 596,513 423,327



21 - Custer COUNTY PAD 2015 R&O Statistics 2015 Val ues Wiat |F Stat Page: 1
RESI DENTI AL | MPROVED Type : Qualified
Nunber of Sales : 289 Medi an : 97 cov 70. 06 95% Medi an C. |. 93.94 to 100.78
Total Sales Price : 20, 455, 763 Wt. Mean : 93 STD : 80.70 95% Wyt . Mean C. 1. 89.24 to 96.12
Total Adj. Sales Price : 20, 455, 763 Mean : 115 Avg. Abs. Dev : 36. 11 95% Mean C. |. 105.88 to 124.48
Total Assessed Val ue : 18, 957, 988
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 70, 781 COD : 37.09 MAX Sales Ratio : 1021. 19
Avg. Assessed Val ue : 65, 599 PRD : 124. 28 M N Sales Ratio : 33.21
DATE OF SALE *
RANGE COUNT MEDI AN MEAN WGT. MEAN coe PRD M N MAX 95% Median C. |. Avg. Adj . Sal ePrice Avg. AssdVal ue
Qtrs_
10/ 01/ 2012 To 12/31/2012 29 102. 44 110. 92 103. 08 21.45 107. 61 60. 18 230. 60 95.20 to 117.39 83, 607 86, 183
01/01/2013 To 03/31/2013 23 93.78 104. 14 85. 44 34.01 121. 89 56. 70 371.73 74.17 to 101.63 89, 370 76, 355
04/ 01/ 2013 To 06/30/2013 34 92. 25 106. 66 89. 35 31.13 119. 37 33.21 274. 30 83.55 to 104.41 57, 044 50, 966
07/ 01/2013 To 09/30/2013 50 94. 41 102. 71 90. 74 28. 68 113. 19 41. 45 508. 73 84.70 to 101. 38 81, 190 73,671
10/ 01/ 2013 To 12/31/2013 27 101. 90 124. 75 99. 22 39. 47 125.73 62. 82 439. 75 91.03 to 123.17 45, 288 44,935
01/ 01/ 2014 To 03/31/2014 30 102.'19 153. 81 96. 61 68. 58 159. 21 39. 61 1021. 19 93.58 to 114. 49 52, 693 50, 907
04/ 01/ 2014 To 06/30/2014 48 94. 76 109. 13 89. 50 32.80 121. 93 55.51 256. 65 89.23 to 106. 08 81, 730 73,148
07/ 01/ 2014 To 09/30/2014 48 101. 59 118. 57 93. 37 39.42 126. 99 37.01 388. 00 88.12 to 113.53 67, 709 63, 220
__ Study Yrs
10/ 01/ 2012 To 09/ 30/ 2013 136 95. 22 105. 69 92. 30 29. 07 114. 51 33.21 508. 73 92.04 to 99. 82 77,052 71, 117
10/ 01/ 2013 To 09/ 30/ 2014 153 100. 47 123. 61 93. 08 43. 13 132. 80 37.01 1021. 19 94.28 to 106. 18 65, 207 60, 694
__ Calendar Yrs____
01/01/ 2013 To 12/31/2013 134 94. 53 108. 40 90. 39 33.25 119. 92 33.21 508. 73 91.03 to 99.82 69, 234 62, 581
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21 - Custer COUNTY PAD 2015 R&O Statistics 2015 Val ues What |F Stat Page: 2
RESI DENTI AL | MPROVED Type : Qualified
Nunber of Sales : 289 Medi an : 97 cov 70. 06 95% Medi an C. |. 93.94 to 100.78
Total Sales Price : 20, 455, 763 Wt. Mean : 93 STD : 80.70 95% Wyt . Mean C. 1. 89.24 to 96.12
Total Adj. Sales Price : 20, 455, 763 Mean : 115 Avg. Abs. Dev : 36. 11 95% Mean C. |. 105.88 to 124.48
Total Assessed Val ue : 18, 957, 988
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 70, 781 COD : 37.09 MAX Sales Ratio : 1021. 19
Avg. Assessed Val ue : 65, 599 PRD : 124. 28 M N Sales Ratio : 33.21
VALUATI ON GROUPI NG
RANGE COUNT MEDI AN MEAN WGT. MEAN coe PRD M N MAX 95% Median C. |. Avg. Adj . Sal ePrice Avg. AssdVal ue
01 135 96. 21 109. 79 94. 04 32.89 116. 75 41. 45 1021. 19 90.75 to 101.09 84, 703 79, 653
02 21 96. 71 109. 16 95. 45 29.29 114. 36 48.18 213. 38 88.12 to 110.01 55, 862 53, 323
03 57 99. 85 117. 61 97.74 32.89 120. 33 33.21 348. 63 94.70 to 103.76 51, 109 49, 954
04 43 100. 32 114. 40 84.41 38.79 135.53 37.01 439. 75 80.43 to 116.14 31, 364 26, 473
05 10 174. 36 230.01 86. 30 85. 66 266. 52 65. 06 508. 73 72.33 to 397.70 26, 960 23, 267
06 23 93. 76 97. 77 86. 44 20. 92 113. 11 60. 00 172.73 77.74 to 113.53 144, 185 124, 633
PROPERTY TYPE *
RANGE COUNT  MEDI AN MEAN = WGT. MEAN co) PRC M N MAX  95% Median C. 1. Avg. Adj . Sal ePrice  Avg. Assdval ue
01 277 97. 37 115. 89 92. 63 37:61 125. 11 33.21 1021. 19 93.94 to 100.78 72,130 66, 813
06
07 12 90. 78 98. 72 94.79 26. 94 104. 15 65. 98 187. 62 73.77 to 113.53 39, 638 37,572
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21 - Custer COUNTY PAD 2015 R&O Statistics 2015 Val ues What |F Stat Page: 3
RESI DENTI AL | MPROVED Type : Qualified
Nunber of Sales : 289 Medi an : 97 cov 70. 06 95% Medi an C. |. 93.94 to 100.78
Total Sales Price : 20, 455, 763 Wt. Mean : 93 STD : 80.70 95% Wyt . Mean C. 1. 89.24 to 96.12
Total Adj. Sales Price : 20, 455, 763 Mean : 115 Avg. Abs. Dev : 36. 11 95% Mean C. |. 105.88 to 124.48
Total Assessed Val ue : 18, 957, 988
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 70, 781 COD : 37.09 MAX Sales Ratio : 1021. 19
Avg. Assessed Val ue : 65, 599 PRD : 124. 28 M N Sales Ratio : 33.21

SALE PRI CE *

RANGE COUNT MEDI AN MEAN WGT. MEAN coe PRD M N MAX 95% Median C. |. Avg. Adj . Sal ePrice Avg. AssdVal ue
Less Than 5, 000 11 348. 63 321.52 302. 42 26.70 106. 32 93. 58 508. 73 152.18 to 439.75 2,736 8, 275
Less Than 15, 000 46 166. 93 212. 38 179. 99 54. 69 118. 00 70. 58 1021. 19 139.57 to 207.08 8,172 14, 708
Less Than 30, 000 81 138. 47 171. 21 138. 33 51.91 123. 77 60. 15 1021. 19 114.49 to 153. 65 13, 568 18, 768

__Ranges Excl. Low $__

Greater Than 4,999 278 96. 55 107. 01 92. 37 29. 65 115. 85 33.21 1021. 19 93.76 to 100. 20 73,474 67,867
G eater Than 15,000 243 93.78 96. 78 91. 04 21.91 106. 30 33.21 256. 65 90.84 to 96.76 82, 633 75, 232
G eater Than 30, 000 208 92.57 93. 35 90. 09 19. 55 103. 62 33.21 256. 65 89.90 to 95.20 93, 061 83, 835
__Increnmental Ranges__
0 TO 4,999 11 348. 63 321.52 302. 42 26.70 106. 32 93. 58 508. 73 152.18 to 439.75 2,736 8, 275
5, 000 TO 14, 999 35 153. 65 178. 08 169. 33 42.62 105. 17 70. 58 1021. 19 116.88 to 177.95 9, 880 16, 730
15,000 TO 29,999 35 108. 01 117. 11 116. 67 29.78 100. 38 60. 15 229. 98 93.94 to 134.17 20, 660 24,105
30,000 TO 59, 999 80 94. 53 98. 87 98. 89 21.90 99. 98 39.61 256. 65 88.87 to 100. 41 43, 945 43, 457
60,000 TO 99, 999 55 93.78 94. 05 93. 83 17. 34 100. 23 37.01 157. 42 89.90 to 100. 27 76, 904 72,160
100,000 TO 149,999 45 89. 23 88. 68 88. 46 19. 09 100. 25 33.21 142. 83 78.33 to 94.70 124,181 109, 855
150,000 TO 249,999 21 85.75 82. 62 82. 96 15. 00 99. 59 55.51 102. 31 74.02 to 94.81 187, 298 155, 391
250,000 TO 499,999 7 96. 76 87. 06 85. 44 19. 19 101. 90 60. 00 108. 84 60.00 to 108. 84 298, 571 255, 094
500,000 TO 999,999
1, 000, 000 +
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21 - Custer COUNTY Pri nted: 04/06/ 2015
RESI DENTI AL | MPROVED - ADJUSTED

SUMVARY OF ADJUSTED PARAMETERS FOR CALCULATI ON FROM USER FI LE

Strata Headi ng Strata Change Val ue Change Type Per cent Change

VALUATI ON GROUPI NG 01 Tot al I ncrease 10%
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21 - Custer COUNTY PAD 2015 R&O Statistics 2015 Val ues Wiat |F Stat Page: 1
RESI DENTI AL | MPROVED Type : Qualified
Nurmber of Sales : 135 Medi an : 96 cov : 79. 68 95% Medi an C.|. 90.75 to 101.09
Total Sales Price : 11, 434, 917 Wit. Mean : 94 STD : 87. 48 95% Wyt . Mean C.I. 89.72 to 98.36
Total Adj. Sales Price : 11, 434, 917 Mean : 110 Avg. Abs. Dev : 31. 64 95% Mean C. |. 95.03 to 124.55
Total Assessed Val ue : 10, 753, 220
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 84, 703 COD : 32.89 MAX Sales Ratio : 1021. 19
Avg. Assessed Val ue : 79, 653 PRD : 116. 75 M N Sales Ratio : 41. 45
DATE OF SALE *
RANGE COUNT MEDI AN MEAN WGT. MEAN coe PRD M N MAX 95% Medi an C. |. Avg. Adj . Sal ePrice Avg. AssdVal ue
Qtrs__
10/ 01/ 2012 To 12/31/2012 14 104. 42 105. 60 102. 36 11. 87 103. 17 75. 17 132. 87 93.83 to 122.43 97,014 99, 302
01/01/2013 To 03/31/2013 12 86.11 90. 86 78. 05 28. 07 116. 41 56. 70 196. 27 62.13 to 101.63 86, 576 67, 569
04/ 01/ 2013 To 06/30/2013 15 94.21 115. 26 98. 65 34.09 116. 84 70.71 274.30 81.32 to 130.00 58, 599 57, 807
07/01/2013 To 09/30/2013 22 90. 29 91.01 91.52 20. 59 99. 44 41. 45 132.38 75.56 to 108. 84 96, 660 88, 466
10/ 01/ 2013 To 12/31/2013 12 90. 77 97. 02 95. 44 27.04 101. 66 62. 82 162. 10 68.29 to 119.03 75, 433 71,995
01/01/2014 To 03/31/2014 13 97.96 169. 43 95. 46 87.98 177. 49 65.89 1021.19 73.91 to 126.30 79, 756 76, 133
04/ 01/ 2014 To 06/30/2014 21 97.11 120. 76 95. 61 40.00 126. 30 55.51 256. 65 86.79 to 143.01 90, 408 86, 444
07/01/2014 To 09/30/2014 26 95. 21 100. 72 94. 44 24,82 106. 65 57.93 167. 63 83.80 to 112.26 84, 296 79, 608
__ Study Yrs
10/ 01/ 2012 To 09/ 30/ 2013 63 94. 84 100. 00 92.81 23. 67 107. 75 41. 45 274.30 89.82 to 101.63 85, 756 79, 594
10/ 01/ 2013 To 09/ 30/ 2014 72 96. 73 118. 36 95. 13 40. 99 124. 42 55.51 1021. 19 89.23 to 106. 08 83, 782 79, 706
__ Calendar Yrs____
01/01/ 2013 To 12/31/2013 61 92.54 98. 13 90. 68 26. 23 108. 22 41. 45 274. 30 81.32 to 99.82 81, 141 73,576
VALUATI ON GROUPI NG
RANGE COUNT MEDI AN MEAN WGT. MEAN (60D PRD M N MAX 95% Medi an C. |. Avg. Adj . Sal ePri ce Avg. AssdVal ue
01 135 96. 21 109. 79 94. 04 32.89 116. 75 41. 45 1021. 19 90.75 to 101.09 84, 703 79, 653
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21 - Custer COUNTY PAD 2015 R&O Statistics 2015 Val ues What |F Stat Page: 2
RESI DENTI AL | MPROVED Type : Qualified
Nurmber of Sales : 135 Medi an : 96 cov : 79. 68 95% Medi an C.|. 90.75 to 101.09
Total Sales Price : 11, 434, 917 Wit. Mean : 94 STD : 87.48 95% Wyt . Mean C.|I. 89.72 to 98.36
Total Adj. Sales Price : 11, 434, 917 Mean : 110 Avg. Abs. Dev : 31. 64 95% Mean C. |. 95.03 to 124.55
Total Assessed Val ue : 10, 753, 220
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 84, 703 COD : 32.89 MAX Sales Ratio : 1021. 19
Avg. Assessed Val ue : 79, 653 PRD : 116. 75 M N Sales Ratio : 41. 45
PROPERTY TYPE *
RANGE COUNT MEDI AN MEAN WGT. MEAN coe PRD M N MAX 95% Median C. |. Avg. Adj . Sal ePrice Avg. AssdVal ue
01 135 96. 21 109.79 94. 04 32.89 116. 75 41.45 1021.19 90.75 to 101.09 84, 703 79, 653
06
07
SALE PRI CE *
RANGE COUNT MEDI AN MEAN WGT. MEAN coe PRD M N MAX 95% Median C. |. Avg. Adj . Sal ePrice Avg. AssdVal ue
Less Than 5, 000
Less Than 15, 000 8 188.09 293. 29 246.91 72.68 118.78 116.88 1021.19 116.88 to 1021.19 11, 267 27,818
Less Than 30, 000 24 144. 10 174. 47 141. 50 57.25 123. 30 60.15 1021.19 89.33 to 167.63 17,937 25, 380
__Ranges Excl. Low $__
G eater Than 4,999 135 96. 21 109. 79 94. 04 32.89 116. 75 41.45 1021.19 90.75 to 101.09 84, 703 79, 653
G eater Than 15,000 127 93.94 98. 23 92. 82 22.48 105.83 41. 45 256. 65 89.33 to 100.20 89, 329 82,919
G eater Than 30, 000 111 93. 83 95. 80 92.18 19. 49 103.93 41. 45 256. 65 89.23 to 99.98 99, 139 91, 388
__Increnmental Ranges__
0 TO 4,999
5, 000 TO 14,999 8 188. 09 293. 29 246. 91 72.68 118. 78 116. 88 1021.19 116.88 to 1021.19 11, 267 27,818
15,000 TO 29,999 16 104. 22 115. 06 113. 58 39.11 101. 30 60. 15 229. 98 68.29 to 150.01 21,272 24,161
30,000 TO 59, 999 38 98. 47 104. 49 103. 17 21.05 101. 28 58. 34 256. 65 92.09 to 110.54 47,136 48, 630
60,000 TO 99, 999 26 99. 45 99. 08 98. 13 17. 25 100. 97 41. 45 157. 42 86.79 to 111. 32 79, 870 78, 380
100,000 TO 149,999 31 82.71 86. 13 85. 96 19. 99 100. 20 57.93 123. 92 73.91 to 96. 34 124, 185 106, 746
150,000 TO 249,999 14 89. 35 85. 89 85.79 12. 43 100. 12 55.51 102. 31 75.17 to 100.78 192, 279 164, 955
250,000 TO 499,999 2 107. 56 107. 56 107. 52 01. 20 100. 04 106. 27 108. 84 N A 297, 500 319, 886
500,000 TO 999, 999
1, 000, 000 +

County 21 - Page 40



21 - Custer COUNTY Pri nted: 04/06/ 2015
RESI DENTI AL | MPROVED - ADJUSTED

SUMVARY OF ADJUSTED PARAMETERS FOR CALCULATI ON FROM USER FI LE

Strata Headi ng Strata Change Val ue Change Type Per cent Change

VALUATI ON GROUPI NG 01 Tot al I ncrease 10%
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County 21 Custer

2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Total Real Property . .
[ Sum Lines 17, 25, & 30 Records : 14,443 Value :  2,977,369,019 Growth 33,671,680 Sum Lines 17, 25, & 41
Schedule I : Non-Agricultural Records
Urban SubUrban Rural Total Growth
Records Value Records Value Records Value Records Value
01. Res UnImp Land 618 1,396,718 156 1,832,528 66 1,139,041 840 4,368,287
02. Res Improve Land 3,213 13,014,869 303 10,243,172 275 10,619,687 3,791 33,877,728
03. Res Improvements 3,251 147,238,023 304 32,679,400 306 32,068,646 3,861 211,986,069
04. Res Total 3,869 161,649,610 460 44,755,100 372 43,827,374 4,701 250,232,084 2,502,426
% of Res Total 82.30 64.60 9.79 17.89 7.91 17.51 32.54 8.40 7.43
05. Com UnImp Land 144 1,441,097 19 153,285 2 61,972 165 1,656,354
06. Com Improve Land 557 7,906,866 44 1,546,407 11 471,514 612 9,924,787
07. Com Improvements 578 50,819,510 48 7,022,876 25 43,675,526 651 101,517,912
08. Com Total 722 60,167,473 67 8,722,568 27 44,209,012 816 113,099,053 18,594,803
% of Com Total 88.48 53.20 8.21 7.71 3.31 39.09 5.65 3.80 55.22
09. Ind UnImp Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10. Ind Improve Land 2 87,063 2 362,706 0 0 4 449,769
11. Ind Improvements 2 244,968 2 8,308,066 0 0 4 8,553,034
12. Ind Total 2 332,031 2 8,670,772 0 0 4 9,002,803 2,001,325
% of Ind Total 50.00 3.69 50.00 96.31 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.30 5.94
13. Rec UnImp Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14. Rec Improve Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15. Rec Improvements 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16. Rec Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% of Rec Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Res & Rec Total 3,869 161,649,610 460 44,755,100 372 43,827,374 4,701 250,232,084 2,502,426
% of Res & Rec Total 82.30 64.60 9.79 17.89 791 17.51 32.54 8.40 7.43
Com & Ind Total 724 60,499,504 69 17,393,340 27 44,209,012 820 122,101,856 20,596,128
% of Com & Ind Total 88.29 49.55 8.41 14.24 3.29 36.21 5.68 4.10 61.17
17. Taxable Total 4,593 222,149,114 529 62,148,440 399 88,036,386 5,521 372,333,940 23,098,554
% of Taxable Total 83.19 59.66 9.58 16.69 7.23 23.64 38.21 12.51 68.60
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County 21 Custer

2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Schedule II : Tax Increment Financing (TIF)

-

Records

19. Commercial 33

21. Other 0

Records

19. Commercial 0

21. Other 0

Urban
Value Base

2,560,674

0

Rural
Value Base

Value Excess

19,391,400

Value Excess

Records

Records

SubUrban B
Value Base Value Excess

0 0
Total
Value Base Value Excess

2,560,674 19,391,400

Schedule III : Mineral Interest Records

Urban

Mineral Interest Records

24. Non-Producing

SubUrban Value

Schedule IV : Exempt Records : Non-Agricultural

Urban
Records

SubUrban
Records

Rural
Records

Total
Records

Schedule V : Agricultural Records

Urban

Records

28. Ag-Improved Land

30. Ag Total

Value

Records

SubUrban
Value

Records

Rural

6 121,998 18 1,048,748 I 2,103 799,693,263 I

Total )
Records

2,127 800,864,009

2,605,035,079
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County 21 Custer

2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Schedule VI : Agricultural Records :Non-Agricultural Detail

Records

32. HomeSite Improv Land

34. HomeSite Total

36. FarmSite Improv Land 2

7,772

Records

SubUrban
Acres

191,730

17 45.04 152,763

38. FarmSite Total

40. Other- Non Ag Use 0

Records

32. HomeSite Improv Land 1,336

34. HomeSite Total

36. FarmSite Improv Land 1,857

38. FarmSite Total

40. Other- Non Ag Use 0

0.00

Rural
Acres

1,445.68

3,159.51

0 0 0.00 0
Total
Value Records Acres Value

17,213,214 1,353 1,463.68

15,558,486 1,876 3,206.61

24,240

1,371 1,478.68

2,159 3,339.86

17,440,904

111,268,597

15,719,021

93,673,651

0 2.02 24,240

Growth
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County 21 Custer

2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

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

Urban
Records Acres
42. Game & Parks 0 0.00
Rural
Records Acres
42. Game & Parks 14 2,512.94
Schedule VIII : Agricultural Records : Special Value
Urban
Records Acres
43. Special Value 0 0.00
44. Recapture Value N/A 0 0.00
Rural
Records Acres
43. Special Value 0 0.00
44. Market Value 0 0

Value Records
0 0
Value Records
711,598 14
Value Records
0 0
0 0
Value Records
0 0
0 0

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

Acres
0.00

Total
Acres

2,512.94

SubUrban
Acres

0.00

0.00

Total
Acres

0.00
0

Value

Value
711,598

Value



County 21 Custer 2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Schedule IX : Agricultural Records : Ag Land Market Area Detail Market Area 1

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

46. 1A 79,726.28 40.42% 417,765,730 46.27% 5,240.00

48.2A 24,000.86 12.17% 106,323,892 11.78% 4,430.00

50. 3A 6,292.54 3.19% 24,037,500 2.66% 3,820.00

52.4A 31,662.74 16.05% 120,635,175 13.36% 3,810.00

Dry

55.1D 26,275.76 26.62% 63,587,333 32.07% 2,420.00

57.2D 9,306.28 9.43% 18,845,400 9.51% 2,025.02

59.3D 1,202.69 1.22% 2,098,696 1.06% 1,745.00

61. 4D 17,323.69 17.55% 30,056,693 15.16% 1,735.01

Grass

64.1G 18,645.77 3.01% 17,340,729 3.20% 930.01

66.2G 14,785.98 2.39% 13,677,303 2.53% 925.02

68. 3G 9,706.33 1.57% 8,929,826 1.65% 920.00

70. 4G 500,140.10 80.79% 433,567,427 80.13% 866.89

Dry Total 98,692.56 10.77% 198,246,423 12.07% 2,008.73

72. Waste 1,210.59 0.13% 60,598 0.00% 50.06

74. Exempt 5,269.36 0.58% 0 0.00% 0.00
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County 21 Custer 2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Schedule IX : Agricultural Records : Ag Land Market Area Detail Market Area 2

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

46. 1A 16.36 0.93% 34,356 0.93% 2,100.00

48.2A 42.62 2.44% 89,502 2.44% 2,100.00

50. 3A 356.60 20.38% 748,860 20.38% 2,100.00

52.4A 630.75 36.04% 1,324,575 36.04% 2,100.00

Dry

55.1D 70.93 16.50% 38,302 17.23% 540.00

57.2D 34.99 8.14% 18,546 8.34% 530.04

59.3D 73.54 17.10% 37,872 17.04% 514.99

61. 4D 109.97 25.58% 55,537 24.98% 505.02

Grass

64.1G 139.08 0.08% 54,938 0.08% 395.01

66.2G 1,401.41 0.82% 553,561 0.82% 395.00

68. 3G 3,427.81 2.01% 1,365,703 2.02% 398.42

70. 4G 151,204.32 88.60% 59,870,417 88.52% 395.96

Dry Total 429.97 0.25% 222,287 0.31% 516.98

72. Waste 56.68 0.03% 1,420 0.00% 25.05

74. Exempt 161.89 0.09% 0 0.00% 0.00
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County 21 Custer 2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Schedule IX : Agricultural Records : Ag Land Market Area Detail Market Area 3

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

46. 1A 3,198.95 18.20% 12,012,067 24.24% 3,755.00

48.2A 4,141.76 23.56% 13,253,632 26.74% 3,200.00

50. 3A 1,628.13 9.26% 4,656,449 9.39% 2,860.00

52.4A 3,503.96 19.93% 7,358,316 14.85% 2,100.00

Dry

55.1D 1,738.37 15.49% 2,068,675 15.65% 1,190.01

57.2D 2,778.59 24.76% 3,292,632 24.90% 1,185.00

59.3D 657.21 5.86% 772,230 5.84% 1,175.01

61. 4D 1,996.11 17.78% 2,335,474 17.66% 1,170.01

Grass

64.1G 1,825.56 1.83% 1,469,756 2.12% 805.10

66.2G 5,432.91 5.46% 4,373,569 6.31% 805.01

68. 3G 2,236.48 2.25% 1,800,375 2.60% 805.00

70. 4G 74,837.59 75.21% 49,734,682 71.71% 664.57

Dry Total 11,223.94 8.74% 13,220,991 10.00% 1,177.93

72. Waste 67.83 0.05% 2,710 0.00% 39.95

74. Exempt 314.65 0.25% 0 0.00% 0.00
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County 21 Custer 2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Schedule IX : Agricultural Records : Ag Land Market Area Detail Market Area 4

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

46. 1A 11,946.94 37.53% 52,028,948 45.69% 4,355.00

48.2A 3,366.38 10.57% 11,311,036 9.93% 3,360.00

50. 3A 409.69 1.29% 1,231,119 1.08% 3,005.00

52.4A 2,173.04 6.83% 5,762,903 5.06% 2,652.00

Dry

55.1D 8,164.50 29.36% 17,104,652 36.95% 2,095.00

57.2D 2,597.04 9.34% 4,181,244 9.03% 1,610.00

59.3D 138.53 0.50% 200,174 0.43% 1,444.99

61. 4D 1,517.71 5.46% 1,935,160 4.18% 1,275.05

Grass

64.1G 5,535.32 5.43% 5,147,882 6.40% 930.01

66.2G 3,737.45 3.67% 3,457,196 4.30% 925.01

68. 3G 700.95 0.69% 644,875 0.80% 920.00

70. 4G 74,863.42 73.42% 56,194,751 69.86% 750.63

Dry Total 27,805.70 17.19% 46,297,153 19.24% 1,665.02

72. Waste 106.62 0.07% 5,335 0.00% 50.04

74. Exempt 647.05 0.40% 0 0.00% 0.00
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County 21 Custer 2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Schedule IX : Agricultural Records : Ag Land Market Area Detail Market Area 5

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

46. 1A 14,440.50 42.74% 62,888,407 50.33% 4,355.00

48.2A 4,721.53 13.97% 15,864,348 12.70% 3,360.00

50. 3A 1,391.15 4.12% 4,180,414 3.35% 3,005.01

52.4A 2,958.75 8.76% 7,846,614 6.28% 2,652.00

Dry

55.1D 5,669.74 31.21% 11,878,136 38.76% 2,095.01

57.2D 1,891.95 10.41% 3,046,057 9.94% 1,610.01

59.3D 462.29 2.54% 668,014 2.18% 1,445.01

61. 4D 2,309.97 12.72% 2,945,291 9.61% 1,275.03

Grass

64.1G 5,439.20 3.04% 5,103,494 3.23% 938.28

66.2G 3,806.15 2.12% 3,529,436 2.24% 927.30

68. 3G 1,553.35 0.87% 1,429,085 0.91% 920.00

70. 4G 147,824.95 82.53% 128,912,650 81.70% 872.06

Dry Total 18,167.26 7.84% 30,648,069 9.78% 1,686.99

72. Waste 692.56 0.30% 34,660 0.01% 50.05

74. Exempt 675.19 0.29% 0 0.00% 0.00
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County 21 Custer 2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Schedule X : Agricultural Records :Ag Land Total

_/

( Urban SubUrban Rural Y Total
Acres Value Acres Value Acres Value Acres Value

77. Dry Land 26.79 59,919 287.85 609,774 156,004.79 287,965,230 156,319.43 288,634,923

79. Waste 0.00 0 13.80 691 2,120.48 104,032 2,134.28 104,723

81. Exempt 79.58 0 271.75 0 6,716.81 0 7,068.14 0

-

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

Dry Land 156,319.43 9.70% 288,634,923 12.03% 1,846.44

Waste 2,134.28 0.13% 104,723 0.00% 49.07

Exempt 7,068.14 0.44% 0 0.00% 0.00
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2015 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45 Compared with the 2014 Certificate

of Taxes Levied (CTL)
21 Custer
2014 CTL 2015 Form 45 Value Difference Percent 2015 Growth Percent Change

County Total County Total (2015 form 45-2014 CTL)  Change  (New Construction Valuey X0 Growth
01. Residential 242,100,352 250,232,084 8,131,732 3.36% 2,502,426 2.33%
02. Recreational 0 0 0 0
03. Ag-Homesite Land, Ag-Res Dwelling 107,937,571 111,268,597 3,331,026 3.09% 10,573,126 -6.71%
04. Total Residential (sum lines 1-3) 350,037,923 361,500,681 11,462,758 3.27% 13,075,552 -0.46%
05. Commercial 91,628,698 113,099,053 21,470,355 23.43% 18,594,803 3.14%
06. Industrial 7,263,731 9,002,803 1,739,072 23.94% 2,001,325 -3.61%
07. Ag-Farmsite Land, Outbuildings 83,812,907 93,673,651 9,860,744 11.77% 0 11.77%
08. Minerals 0 0 0 0
09. Total Commercial (sum lines 5-8) 182,705,336 215,775,507 33,070,171 18.10% 20,596,128 6.83%
10. Total Non-Agland Real Property 532,743,259 577,300,428 44,557,169 8.36% 33,671,680 2.04%
11. Trrigated 906,219,601 1,194,984,427 288,764,826 31.86%
12. Dryland 231,343,898 288,634,923 57,291,025 24.76%
13. Grassland 699,014,392 916,297,150 217,282,758 31.08%
14. Wasteland 113,809 104,723 -9,086 -7.98%
15. Other Agland 51,118 47,368 -3,750 -7.34%
16. Total Agricultural Land 1,836,742,818 2,400,068,591 563,325,773 30.67%
17. Total Value of all Real Property 2,369,486,077 2,977,369,019 607,882,942 25.65% 33,671,680 24.23%

(Locally Assessed)
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CUSTER COUNTY PLAN OF ASSESSMENT
ASSESSMENT YEARS 2015, 2016 AND 2017

Introduction

Pursnant to LB 263, Scction 9 the asscssor shall submit a plan of assessment, which
describes the assessment actions planned for the next assessment ycar and two years
therealier to the county hoard of equalization on or before July 31, 2014. The plan shall
describe all the assessment actions necessary to achieve the levels of value and quality of
assessment practices required by law, and the resources necessary to complete those
actions. Alier the budget is approved by the county board a copy of the plan and any
amendments thercto shall be mailed to the Property Assessment Division of the
Department of Revenue on or before October 31 each year.

Real Property Assessment Requirements

All property in the Statc of Nebraska is subject to property tax unless expressly exempt
by Nebraska Constitution, Article VI, or is permitted by the constitution and enabling
legislatiori adopted by the legislature. The uniform standard for the assessed value of recal
property for tax purposes is actual value, which 18 defined by law as “the market valac of
real property in the ordinary course of trade” NE Rev. Stat. 77-1 12. (Reissue 2003).

Assessment levels required for real property are as follows:
1) 100% of actual value for all classes of rcal property excluding agricultural and
horticultural land,
2) 75% of actual value for agricultural and horticultural land; and
3) 75% of special value for agricultural and horticultural land that meels the
qualifications for special valuation under 77-1344 and 75% of its recaplure
value as defined in 77-1343 when the land is disqualificd for special valuation

under 77-1347.
General Description of Real Property in Custer County

Per the 2014 county Abstract, Custer County consists of the following real property

types;
Parcels % of l'otal Parcels % ol Taxable Value

Residential 4691 32.58% 19.36%
Commetrcial 804 5.58% 8.50%
Industrial 4 03% .58%
Recreational 0 00% 00%
Agricultural 8900 61.81% 71.56%
Special Value 0 00% ; 00%
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Agricultural land-taxable acres were 1,611,001.91 Acres.

Other pertinent facts: Custer County is predominately agricultural and 72% is grassland.

For more information scc 2014 Reports and Opinions, Abstract, and Asscssor Survey.

A.

C.

D.

L.

Current Resources

Staft/Budpet/Training:
Assessor/$48,784/1 hold the assessor’s cerlilicate when [ passed the test in
the early 1980°s. [ have attended many of the JAAQ courses and classes
of the PA&T. T have all the hours needed at this ime to keep the
certificate current.
Deputy Assessor/$36,588/She also holds the assessor’s certificate, passing
the test in 2004. She has completed all her hours needed at this time to
keep the certificate current.
3 full time cletks-One clerk has over 10 years experience in Lhe 4ssessor’s
office and one has 6 years cxperience and the thivd was hired in 201 1.
1 part-time listers. The listcr was hired in August 2007.

"The Cadastral Maps were flown in the 1970’s but are in good condition. They
arc kept current with monthly land sales. The county hoard agreed to hire GIS
Workshop to measure acres within soil types and land use.

The Property Record cards list all information required by statute with current
photos and sketches.

The county uses the TERASCAN soltware package. There are 5 terminals
and 1 public-use terminal.

The county has a Web-site with all parcels listed.
Current Assessment Procedures for Real Property

Discovery: The County now has zoning and has a voning admirustrator.
Before any construction is allowed, the property owner must file a permit with
the zoning administrator and in turn the assessor is notified. At the beginning
of the year each property is reviewed for % of completion and valued
accordingly. In Real Lstate Transfers the name is changed within the month
the deed is filed, cadastral maps updated, and a sales review is mailed to the

NnCwW owlier.

Data Collection: The part-time lister travels throughout the different areas
cach year, measuring cach home, and outhuilding, taking new pictures, and
interviewing each property owner as to the interior work. Tn new construction

County 21 - Page 55

P.2/5



AUG-B1-2814 12:55 From:CUSTER CO COURTHOUSE 13888726139 To: 13485358681 P.375

& remodeling the property is inspected inside and out. As salcs occur, the
sale is used for 3 years to set property values.

C. Rceview asscssment sales ratio studies before assessment actions: The area
Ficld Liaison works very hard with the assessor and stail’and with the help of
an excel program we cnter sales data to be able to adjust the problem areas.

D. Approaches to Value:

1. Markel Approach; sales comparison: Using the sales of the various
styles, conditions, and ages, T use the information to adjust the
depreciation,

2. Cost Approach: The RCN (replacement cost new) is figured with the
July 2007 Marshall and Swift values from the TerraScan software
systemn.

3. Incomc Approach: income and expensc data collection/analysis from
the market is done by the Comunercial Appraiscr that is hirced to value
commetcial and industrial properties.

4. Sales of agricultural land are mapped out and when a trend in sales
indicate a market area change is required will be the only lime areas
will change. One markct arca is set with soil type boundanes and one
with natural boundarics such as rivers.

After asscssment action, a review of the sales ratio is a top priority.

Notices of valuation changes are mailed to all property owners that have a change of
value and notices are also published in the local newspaper.

Level of Value, Quality and Uniformity of Assessment Year 2014

Property Class Mecdian
Residential 95%
Commercial 0%
Agricultural Land 70%
Special Value Ag-land 00%

*or more information rcgarding statistical measures see 2014 Reports and Qpinions.

2014 ACTTION TAKLEN
Began the 6 year cycle of review of the different arcas in the county. Reviewed

wilh new pictures and revalued using the Marshall & Swift 2013 cost to build
update in the Terra Scan system the lownships Custer, Wood River, Loup, Grant,
Nelight, Wayne, Elim. And the villages of Oconto and Callaway.

RESIDENTIAL PLAN:
2015 Review of the villages of Amold, and Merna and the improvements in the

townships of Arnold, Hayes, Triumph, CHiff, Ryno, Kilfoil and maintain the level
of assessment as required by statute.
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2016 Review villages of Anselmo, Comstock and Sargent and the improvements in the
townships of Victory, Milburn, West Union, Lillian, Sargent, Corner, Comstock,
Spring Creek and Myrtle and maintain the level assessment as vequired by statute.

2017 Review villages of Ansley and Mason City and the improvements in the
townships of Garfield, Douglas Grove, Westerville, Ansley, and Algernen and
maintain the level assessment as required by statute.

COMMERCIAL:
2015 Only new construction and change of use on comumercial properties will need to be
revalued by Stanard Appraisal Service unless sales indicate a need for further action.

2016 Only new construction and change of use on commercial properties will need to be
revalued by Stanard Appraisal Service unless sales indicate a nced for further action.

2017 Only new construction and change of usc on commercial properties will need to be
revalucd by Stanard appraisal Service unless sales indicale a need lor further action

AGRICULTURAL LAND:
2015 The land values will be Agured al 75% of sales in a 3-year history and these values
will be applicd to cach parcel in each market arca.

201G The land values will be figured at 75% of sales in a 3-year history and these values
will be applied to each parccl in each markel area.

2017 The land values will be figured al 75% of sales in a 3-year history and these values
will be applied 1o each parcel in each market arca.

Other functions preformed by the assessor’s officc, but not limited to:

T will continue to maintain the parcel records on each property owner making changes
monthly of ownership and maintain accurate cadastral maps with ownership changes.

I will continually perform the duties required of me by law to serve the property owners
of Custer County and to maintain equality in assessment for all. 1 will file all the
administrative reports required by law/regulations such as abstracts, both real and
personal property, the asscssor’s survey, the sales inlormation to PA&T rosters & annual
assessed value updates, school district taxable value report, homestead exemption tax loss
report, and certificate of taxcs levied report. T will certify the value o pohitical
subdivisions, and reporl the current values to the Board of Education Lands & Funds o f
propc3rties they own and report the exempt property and taxable property owned by
governmental subdivisions. T will also report to the county board the annual plan of
asscssment,
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] will continually administer the annual filing of all personal property schedules and
notify the taxpayer of incomplete filings, failure Lo file and penalties applied.

I will send the applications for annual (ilings for permissive exemptions, review and
make recommendations o the county board.

1 will administer approximately 650 annual filings of applications for homestead
cxemptions and assist where necessary and continuc to monitor approval/demal process
and send out denial notification.

T will continue to review the centrally asscssed valvation certified by PA&T for railroads
and public service entilies, and cstablish asscssment tecords and tax billing for tax list,

[ will continue to manage the record/valuation information for properties in comrounity
redevelopment project (TIFF) and administer the reports and allocate the ad valorem tax.

T will continue Lo manage the tax entity boundaries making changes only when legal
changes dictate and review the tax rates uscd for the tax billing process.

T will continue to prepare tax lists and certify these to the county treasurer for real cstate,
personal, and centrally assessed.

1 will continue to attend the county hoard of equalization meetings for valuation protests
and assemble and provide necessary information.

T will prepare information and attend taxpayet appcal hearings before TERC (tax
equalization and review commission) to detend county valuations.

T will continue Lo attend hearing if applicable to the county, defend values and/or
implement orders of the TERC.

I will continue to atiend moetings, workshops, and cducational classes to obtain required
hours of continuing education for maintaining my assessor’s certificate.

CONCLUSION:

The assessor maintains two budgets; (he asscssor’s functions budget and the reappraisal
budget. The assessor’s office budget will be aver $200,000. The reappraisal budget will

be over $40,000.

Respectfully submitted:

Custer County Assessor
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2015 Assessment Survey for Custer County

A. Staffing and Funding Information

1. Deputy(ies) on staff:
0
2. Appraiser(s) on staff:
0
3. Other full-time employees:
4
4. Other part-time employees:
1 part-time lister
5. Number of shared employees:
1
6. Assessor’s requested budget for current fiscal year:
$204,560
7. Adopted budget, or granted budget if different from above:
same
8. Amount of the total assessor’s budget set aside for appraisal work:
n/a
9. If appraisal/reappraisal budget is a separate levied fund, what is that amount:
$44,500
10. | Part of the assessor’s budget that is dedicated to the computer system:
$14,800 for the GIS System; the clerk controls a budget for the computer system for the
entire courthouse that includes the CAMA system and any computer equipment needs.
11. | Amount of the assessor’s budget set aside for education/workshops:
$2,400
12. | Other miscellaneous funds:
n/a
13. | Amount of last year’s assessor’s budget not used:

None
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B. Computer, Automation Information and GIS

1. Administrative software:

TerraScan

2. CAMA software:

TerraScan

3. Are cadastral maps currently being used?
Yes

4, If so, who maintains the Cadastral Maps?

The maintenance of the cadastral maps is shared between the Assessor's office and the
Register of Deeds office. The maps that are currently in use are not digitized and were flown
in the 1970's.

5. Does the county have GIS software?

Yes

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

Yes, custer.gisworkshop.com

7. Who maintains the GIS software and maps?

The office staff has all be trained to maintain the GIS system, the vendor will also assist
with maintenance.

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?

Ansley, Arnold and Broken Bow

4. When was zoning implemented?

2005
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D. Contracted Services

1. Appraisal Services:
The county contracts with Stanard Appraisal Services for the commercial class of property
only.

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, only for the commercial class

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

3. What appraisal certifications or qualifications does the County require?
The contract does not specify certifications or qualifications; however, the appriasal service
does employ both a Certified General and a Licensed appraiser who will both work within
the county.

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?

Generally, the appraiser will establish valuation models, with final valuation determinations
being made by the assessor. This year, however, the commercial values were established by
the county assessor.
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2015 Certification for Custer 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 Custer County Assessor.

Dated this 7th day of April, 2015. QM A. M

Ruth A. Sorensen
Property Tax Administrator
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Valuation History
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