Changes in Total Sales ($ Amount) per District

District - % Change

7 J <100 % = Loss
- District 1 - 43% o
I istrict 5 - 81% 100% = No Change
I District 20 - 90% >100% = Gain
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District 9 - 118%
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District 10 - 140%
District 3 - 146%
District 14 - 149%
District 17 - 152%
District 21 - 156%
District 7 - 168%
District 15 - 168%

[ | pistrict 8 - 184%
- District 11 - 193%

I District 16 - 230%

I District 19 - 259%
LEE Rp

ELKAVE

ROOKER Rp

NEAL Ay

ARMSTRONG VALLEY RD

* Based on Residential Warranty Sales (not including forced

sales, foreclosures, etc.,) 2005-2008 compared to 2009 -2012.
100% represents no loss or gain, under 100% represents a loss and
over 100% represents gain. Data provided by Rutherford County

Office of Property Assessment.
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Date: 5/28/2013
Map is for informational purposes only and does not convey
property boundaries, values, or ownership.
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