






VIII. INEQUALITY IN THE .ASSBSSMENT OF RUIW, LANDS m CACHE COUNT!. 

General Procedure .!! Assembling Data. To detannine what inequalities 

of assessment exist between individual rural lands, since it is assumed 

that the tax comm.issioD has "equalized" the assessnents at improvements in 

its reappraisal work recently completed, 788 bona tide sales ot tmproved 

tarm land in Cache County have been examined. Through the courtesy ot the 

county ASsessor, County Treasurer, and County Reoorder all of the basic 

data describing these sales were obtained covering the years 1930 to "1939, 

inclusive. Each salel was entered separately OD. individual carda showing 

the date ot transfer, the description ot the land sold, the location ot the 

property, 1.e., in what taxing district it is located, the stencil number, 

number ot acres, sales priee, assessed valuat ion ot each parcel, and grades 

of land in each parcel. 

In order that the results might be reasonably representat i ve ot con-

di t ions exist ing throughout Oache Oounty. data were taken from allot the 

taxing districts in the county. 

Rural lends were considered to be those lands that lie outside ot 

incorpora.ted town end/or city limits, with the exception �~�t� Lewiaton.2 

Table 2 shows the distribution of the bona �t�1�d�~� sales inCluded in this 

sample, by taxing district and by size groups on which data were obtained 

tor comparison between rate of assessment and sales price. The �t�o�t�~� 

acreage of land represented in .. this· sample consists Of 13.2 per cent ot 

all taxable, improved tam land in Cache county. 

1. .A sale of a piece or pieces ot property may consist or-omore than one 
pareel; �~� parcel of property may conSist ot from 1 to 640 acres ot land. 

2. In utah a large number of the farmers have their homes and farm build
ings inside of incorporated towns. This property is classed as urban 
property. In the majority of the eases the property surrounding these 
towns represent the rest ot the farm. unit. LeWiston, however, is an. 
exception. The incorporated limits ot Lewiston comprises the entire 
taxing district. taking in both rural and town property. 
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fable 2. Distribution of bona fide sales, by size groups and taxing districts Cache county •. 

All Size groups, based on sales price (bona tide sales) 
Taxing District groupe BelOW·) poo .. 11000- ,1500- 12000- 02500- . ,3500- ~ 14500 

1!99 1999 1499 199_9 2499 3499 4499 Be over 
Total '188 199 177 119 86 62 6'1 23 55 

Avon &; Paradise 46 9 6 4: 9 4 13 1 -
Byrum 97 36 19 18 12 5 5 .L 1 

Millville & Nible7 35 16 5 3 3 4: 4: 

providence &; River 
Heights 48 14 12 'I 4: Z 5 2 2 

LOgan 77 15 21 12 10 6 5 4 4: 

North LOgan and 
HYde park 71 13 26 6 10 'I 6 4 

smithfield 6'1 18 14 11 9 5 5 1 4 

Bichmond &; COTe 3'1 10 10 6 'l .L .L 2 

Wellsville 61 14 9 13 2 8 6 3 6 

Mendon, Petersboro 
and Benson 32 9 7 4 3 1 2 1 5 

Lewiston 85 17 II 1'1 9 7 7- 4 13 

Trenton 46 9 10 6 3 5 8 2 5 

Olarkston & Cornish 21 9 5 1 2 - 1 3 

Newton & A.ma.Lge. 36 8 12 5 3 4: 2 2 

College 27 2 10 6 2 1 3 1 2 
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Inequalities Between Large ~small Properties. There is a general 

tendeney in Cache county to assess small pieces ot tmproved fanD land at 

a higher per cent or the full, cash Taluel of such properties than the· lar-

gar properties of improved tarm land. Consequ,ently, owners of anall 

pieces of property'are required to pay a higher tax, in proportion to 

the full cash value at their properties, th811 are the owners of large 

properties. This is shown in table 3 and figure 1., which give the 

average assessed valuation in per cent of sales price over a period of 

10 years. 

The average assessed valuation of improved far.m land, together With 

the improvements appertaining thereto, was 57.50 per cent of the sale price. 

1. Sales price and full cash value are considered synonymous in this r .... 
port. FUll cash value has been defined by the courts 8.s the price 
that a piece ot property 1'Ould bring at a voluntary sale,- where the 
owner is ready, able, and willing to sell but not compelled to, and 
the buyer 1s ready, Willing, and able to buy, but ·not forced to. It 
1s asswmed the bona fide transactions approach these conditions; 
while· it 1s admitted that the price paid for a piece Of real estate 
in any given transaction can be nothing more or less than the ex
pression in terms of money of the judgment of two interested parties 
8S to the value of that property to ·themselves; aJ.so that any two 
other interest. could as properly, and more often than do not do, agree 
upon an entirely different figure for the same piece of property. 
Further, Wben two parties agree between themselves to buy and sell 
it does not follow that the judgment of both, even though not affected 
by any other extraneous matters, 1s infallible as to the justified 
value of that particular piece of property. However, variat ions in 
judgment of numerous buyer1!J and sellers should tend to equalize each 
other, so that the true market value of land should be evident. 

To verify the results or ~sing sales price as the true market value 
or full cash Value, appraisals were obtained which were used for 
the purpose of making loans on a"""Iimited number of parcels inCluded 
in these data. Although' the ratio of a~sessed value to appraised 
value was higher than the ratio of assessed value to sales price, 
that was to be expected, inasmuch as these appraisals are a rather 
conservative estimate of the properties t true value. The same general 
tendency to over-assess small propertie, and to under-assess large 
properties was evident. 
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The smallest size group considered shows an average ratio ot assessed valua

tion to full cash value of 72.33 per cent, whereas, tor the largest parcels 

ot real estate the ratio ot assessed valuat ion to :t'u.ll cash value was 

49.08 per cent, or an average difference, between the large properties 

and the s~l properties of 23.25 per cent. 

The Effect 2! ImProvements Upon Assessment Ratios. Inasmuch as the 

majority of the farm buildings of the far.m units in Cache county lie in

side of incorporated town ltmits, and since data used were SO selected 

that none ot this property appeared in the sample, the majority of the 

parcels of land had no improven:ents appertaining to them. However. a 

number Of parcels (185), d1 d have improvements upon them. It is probable 

that perhaps the improvements on the small pieces of property could be 

responsible for this difference in ratios of assessed valuation between 

size groups; since improvements represent a smaller per cent, of the ag

gregate sale price of the items of tarm real 'estate ill the larger size 

groups, and since the state Tax Commission has recently completed the re

valuation and equalization of improvements in Cache county. 

The exact amount to which improvements are assessed at a different 

ratio to sales price cannot be shown statistically because separate sales 

of improvements and land seldom occur. However, it 1s possible to compare 

the ratio ot.assessed value to sales price between properties with ~prove

menta and properties without improvements. 

The sane general tendency to assess small parcels of property at a 

higher per cent of the full cash value than the larger properties is 

evident men only pl'Operties with fixed improvements are considered. 

There 1s, however, an accentuation ot this ratio between the two smallest

size groups and the yWO largest-size glOups with a leveling out or 

equalization of the middle-rize groups. This is shown in table 3 end 
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figure ~J which give the average assessed valuation in per cent of sales 

price tor .~eh of these classifications. 

Table 3. Assessed valuation ot improved tarm land as per oent ot sales 
price in Cache county, by size groups, for lO-year period, 1930-1939. 

Size Weight ed average of Improved farm land 
Groups columns 3 and 4 With imfrovements Without improvtt. 

(1) (2) . 3~) (4) 
Average 57.60 56.64 58.51 

Below 

• 500 72.33 (a) 70.98 

500-
999 66.51 70.06 63.83 

._ ~'·1000-
1499 62.89 65.00 60.17 

150,.. 
1999 60.63 63.06 58.21 

,2000-
2499 59.26 63.00' 56.50 

2500-
3499 58.25 61.15 55.00 

3500-
4499 55.00 55.33 53.43 

4500 &. 
over 49.08 49.02 50.02 

( a) There was an insufficient number of parcels of property b. this 
class to compute a reliable average. 

4' 



PER CENT 

70 

6& 

IMPROV[MENTS 
eo 

55 

LAND WITHOUT 

50 

45 o SIOOO S 2.000 S3000 S4000 55000 -S 6000 

SfZE 

FIGURE 2 _ THE EFFECT OF IMPROVEMENTS UPON THE RAT\O OF ASSESSED VALUE TO SALES PRICE 

57000 

(JI 
o 

~ I 

I 



From inspeotion of the foregoing chart and table it is evident that 

properties with improvements ~e assessed at a higher ratio to true value 

than are properties without improvements. This is probably due to the 

reappraisal. and equalization ot improvements whioh the Tax commission 

has been sponsoring.- But it should be remembered .that the law requires 

that all property be assessed at full cash value or at a uniform rat io 
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to full cash value. 110 place in the law can be found that permits a dif

ferent rate for land than for improvements, nor can there be found permission 

to assess land with improvement s at a rate different from that used for 

land Without improvements. 

Likewise, the assessment of land separately- from the improvemeu.ts 

appertaining thereto 1s untenable. This method of assessing property 

is untenable in tha.t the separation of the component parts of an economic 

unit occurs Without regard to the proportion each plays in producing an 

income to the property owner. It stands to reason that since income 

property, consisting ot land and improvements, is an entirety in produc

ing benefits to the property owner in the form of net earnings upon which 

rest the value of the entire property, it should be taken as a whole, and 

not in the fractional parts added together, to derive the total value. 

Prob.'!e Reasons tor OVerassessmeIIt 2! SnaIl Properties. Although 

it is difficult to find and measure specific· reasons for this apparent over

assessment of flnall properties, when compared with the assessmeDt ratio 

of lara-r properties, a number of possibilities should be conSidered. The 

·poBsibilitT of discrimination between property owners for political 

reasons could possibly explain some of the d1f'f.erence in ratios of assess

ment. The State Tax Commission found that this was one of the rea.sons tor 

dispart1t1ea occurring between rates of assessment for improvements, but 

the examination of the data us-ea has failed to reveal that this was a 



probable cause for disparities between rates of assessmeDt for tar.m 

lands. It is admitted that the individual owner of. large properties !s 

apt to have more political prestige and political power than t~e 1n-

d1v1dual owner ot small properties. However, it is possib~e that other 

tactors-could be responsib1e tar this apparent po1itica1 rl.or1tima. 
I 

The possible factors could be (1) the greater impressiveness of large 

numbers, and (2) the aggravation of disparities through blanket changes 

of the assessed valuation. 

The general under-assessment ot large properties could be possibly 

due to a proportionately greater impressiveness of large numbers, For 

example, assume two pieces o~ far.m land, differing in size but located 

in the same taxing district, and owned by different taxpayers. Assume 

further that the one parcel was assessed at $250.00 while the other par-

eel was assessed at $5,000.00. SUppose stlll· !urther, that when the 

assessment for the next year 1s made, that it is necessary for a 15 per 

cent increase in the assessed valuat ions to be made. An inorease in the 

assessed valuation of 137.50 on the small piece of property is not as 

likely to make as much ~press1on on either the mind of the assessor or 

lhe taxpayer as will the 1750.00 increase on. the larger piece. The &8-

sessor may make his assessments with the best intention to 88S8SS all 

property un 1 f'o rmi ly , but, because of' the greater impressiveness 0 t . large 

numbers, he may hesitate to make as a proportionately large increase in 

the assessed valuat ion of the large properties than in the assessed val.-

uat ion of' the smaller properties. 

When these two taxpayers receive their notices of valuation, the 

owner ot the large piece ii more apt to complain to the aasew.or and/or 

county board ot equalization-tor the tmpress~venes. of large numbers 

applies equally well to the property owner as to the assessor. An increase 
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of .750.00 in assessed valuation Will exert a greater influeDCe in the 

taxpayer's mind than Will an increase of .37.50, even though. the increase 

in assessed value on the larger piece 1s in direct proportion to the 

increase on the smaller piece. 

Likewise, when the taxes are computed, the large property !lWIler is 

more apt to' complain than 1s the small property owner. Suppose that in 

this taxing district the mill levy were 30 mills per thousand dollars ot 

valuation. The increase ~D. the amoUnt ot taxes that each 1s required to 

pay is .1.03 tor the small property owner and .22.50 for the large pro

perty owner. It may not be profitable tor the small property owner to 

make a trip to the county seat and meet with the board ot equalization.; 

but it the large property owner could obtain a reduction in the assesse' 

valuation ot his property, he could. profitably make such a trip. Thus 

the small property owner is more liable to sutfer a disadvantage silEll~J.y 

and perhaps unknowingly. 

Assuem that the Tax COmmission, upon the examination of the rates 

of assessment in this particular taxing district, found that the type at 

property under which these two parcels would tall was under-assessed 

when compared with the assessments of other types of properties in this 

taxing district aild throughout the state. Assume further that the smal1 

piece ot property was assessed 70 per cent of its 'full cash value and 

that the large piece of property was assessed at 30 per cent of its full 

cash value; and that the Tax Oommission ordered a blanket raise in the 

assessed valuations of the type of property to which these two belong. 

The effect would be to aggravate the disparities between the assessment 

ratios of these two properties. The new assessed valuat ions for these 

tlllO properties \\t)uld be 7'1 per cent of the full cash va.lue tor the smaller 

piece and 3S per ce~t of the fuJ.J. cash value for the larger piece. Or the 
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disparities between the 8fjsEissment ratios would be aggravated by 4 per 

cent between these two properties. 

Consequences ~ Over Assessment of Small Properties. As a consequence 

of the higher rate of ass~ssment ratio for small parcels of improved 

farm land, they are required to bear a portion of the taxes which the law 

intends to be borne by the larger parc els of Propert7. In other words, 

the owners of small parcels of real estate are required to pay part of 

the taxes which should be paid by the owners of large parcels of pro-

perty. Tables 4 and 5 show, in per cent, the excess taxes which the 

small parcels of improved farm lands were required to pay during the 

last 10 years because of'differences :in as'sessment ratios between large 

. and small propert ies. They also show the reduct10n in taxes on large 

parcels and the per cent of the total tax misplaced because of this dif-

terence in assessment ratios. 

54 



Table 4. Assessed valuation and approx~ate tax levy per .100 of sales price of improved tar.m land; and excess 
tax levy per .100 sales price on average pieces ot property and total sales pri ee. 

Assessed 'fax Levy Total TaX- Sale-i -priee EXcess tax levIed 
Size Value per on above or ot awerage Total on average On total 
group t100 ot 1100 sales belOW piece of sales piece ot sales Total Tax 

Sales price Eriea avera~e EroEerty Erice propertz price 

(1) (2) (3) ( 4) (5) (6) (7) ( 8) (9) 

Below 
• 500 172.33 t1.97 .0.40 • 242. • 48,129 • 0.97 $192.52 • 948.14 

500- . 
999 66~51 .L.S2 .25 627. 1U,018 1.5'1 277.55 2,020.53 

1000-
1499 62.89 1.72 .15 1,119. 133.2157 1.68 199.89 2,292.02 

1500-
1999 60.63 1.66 .09 1,69S. .1.46,076 1.53 .1.31.47 2,424.86 

2000-
2499 59.26 1.62 .05 2,276· 141,1l.6 1.J.4 70.56 2,286 • .1.0 

2500-
3499 58.25 .1..59 .02 2,916. ..1.95,383 .58 39.08 3,106.59 

3500-
4499 55.00 1.50 -.07 3,717. 85,488 -2.60 -59.84 1,282.32 

4500-
&. over 49.08 1.34 -.23 6,932 38l,289 -15.94 -876.96 5,109.27 

Oomputation ot table 4: 
columns 1, 2, 5, and 6 are self explanatory. 
columna 3 was computed by multiplying the mill levy ( •• 0273) by column 2. . 
column 4 is the deviation ot each size group trom the aver86e tax rate per 1100 ot sales price tor all groups. 
oolumn '7 was computed by multiplying column 5 by column 4 and dividing by 100. 
column 8 was computed by multiplying column i by eolumn 4 and dividing by 100. 
column 9 was computed by multiplying column 6 by column 3 and dividing by 100. 
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Table 5. Decrease in taxes on large properties, increase on small pro
pert ies, and per cent ot tot al taxes misplac ad bee aus e of in
equalities between assessment ratios ot large aDd small par
oels ot property. 

Decrease i~ tax on large 
prope:rt ie s • • • . • • . . . . . . . . . 

Increase tn,tax on small 
properties • • • • • • • 

Total t ax misplaced because ot 
inequalities in assessment 
rat i08 • • • • • • • • • • • 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

7.4~ 

It 18 evident, fmm table 3, 4, and 5, that small parcels ot improved 

farm lands are generally over-assessed, and that the small properties 

included in this study were required to bear about 12.78 per cent of the 

taxes which, according to law, shoUld have been bone by the larger 

properties. 

It the data used in this study are fairly representative at the oon-

ditions existing throughout Cache Oounty, it 1s possible to estimate 

the amount ot taxes which were wrongfUlly levied upon small parcels of 

improved farm land because ot over-assessment. Em~s. toe. levied on 

the small pieces of farm land, as represented in table 4 and 5, were 

4.'15 per cent of the total levy. This per cent was applied to the total 

taxes levied against improved farm land in Cache Oounty. The results 

are shOllD. 1n table 6: 
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Table 6. probable amount of t axes wrongfully levied on small pare els of 
~proved tarom land in Cache oounty, 1930 to ~939, inclusive. 

Taxe. levied on Excess taxes wrongfully 
year 1m.proTed t8l'SD. land levied on small parcels 

( a) 

1930 t236,126 111,2.16 

J.931 246,611 11,524 

1932 166,288 7,899 

1933 150,378 7,143 

1934 J.42,470 6,767 

.L935 J.43,4'79 6,815 

J.936 116,244 5,522 

1937 126,233 5,996 

J.938 124,8'11 5,93J. 

J.939 127,534 (b) 6,057 

Total .72,870 

(a) state Tax Commission Reports, 1931-1938, pa.ssim. 
(b) county Auditor's Recapitulation ot Taxes Levied, 19S. 

This discrimination against small properties certainly must be a 

hinderance to farm ownership and must lower the standard of living of 

those who make their living operat ing small farms. Those mo are about 

to begin their careers as f~ers usually buy a small parCel at first. 

The large farms are beyond the reach ot the majority Of theee prospective 

farmersj and the small farms are made less profitable by shifting part of 

the t axes which shOUld legally be paid by the owners of the large properties 

on to them. 

Because of this apparent discrimination against small properties, 

the owners of these :r;ropertin~ are deprived of seven 11.000.00 automobiles 
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a year. or, they are deprived of two $3,600.00 homes a year; or approx1-

mately 60 acres of improved farm land a year; or one hundred and forty-tive 

.50.00 radios a year~ or forty-eight $150.00 electric refrigerators a year; 

or seventy-three $100.00 washing machines a year; or 24,290 pounds of 
. -

30-cent butter. The foregoing illustrations are used to emphasize more 

tully the effect of unequal assessments upon the standard of living of 

the small tanner, and the interpretation should not be that if there 

was equality in the assessment of farm property that 7 additional small 

farmers would be able to buy a neW' automobile each year, or 2 new homes, 

ete. However, it does show the rank injustices that exist in unequal 0-

easements of f~ property. 

Inequalities .Among Individual Properties. unequal assessments be

tween large and snall parcels of improved farm land are not the only 

inequalities existing in assessment ratios in Cache county. Yide di8-

crepancies also exist between the assessment ratios ot individual proper-

ties. When it is said that small properties are assessed at 72 per cent 

of their sales price, this does not mean that all small properties are 

assessed at exactly that ratio. some may be assessed at 125 per cent ot 

their sales price, w~ile others may be assessed at 50 per cent of their 

sales priee. The s~e holds true with large properties. some may be 

assessed at 30 per cent ot their sales price, While others may be assessed 

at 90 per cent. It will be remembered that the average ratio ot assessed 

valuat ion to sales price was 5'7.50 per cent. This does not mean that all 

the properties included in this study was 8$sessed at exactly 5'7.5 per 

cent t but some of them were dispersed around this average. Absolute 

equality would exist it all these properties .ere assessed at 57.5 per 

cent of true value. But everyone 1s fully aware that complete equality 

in assessment is unattainable, and that approximate equality is the only 
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practical goal. Full equality 1s approached as the proportion of all 

items are more closely concentrated about the average. If it is possible 

to measure the degree of scatter or deviation of each individual assess-

ment ratio from the average ratio, it is possible to measure or tell to 

what degree inequalities exist between the assessment ratios of individual 

properties. 'fo measure this degree ot d.ispersion from the average asse8S

ment ratio, 57.50 per cent, a coefficient of dispersion has been used. l 

The coefficient of ~isper8ioJl for the IO-year period, when in-

equalities between the assessment ratios of individual properties, are 

considered, was .3331. This means that, insofar as these 788 sues o~ 

tarm property are concerned, 16.65 per cem of the total tax burden on 

these over-assessed properties was levied in excess ot legal requirements. 

As a measure ot the degree of progress in equalization Which has 

occurred over the last lO-years, the coefficient of dispersion was eom~uted 

1. To disperse means to seatter, thus, dispersion about an average means 
the scatter about the average and to sa, that seTeral items or w1dely 
dispersed means that they are widely scattered. The coettic~ent of 
dispersion 1s a measure ot the degree of scatter ot the several 1t ems 
about the average. It all items were aS888sed at 57.5 per cent ot 
their true value, 'there would b~ no dIspersion and the coefficient of 
dispersion would be zero. But if one property was assessed at 30 per 
cent of its true value, while another was assessed at 60 per cem of 1ts 
true value, and another was assessed at 130 per cent at it s true value, 
1 t could be said that they were widely scattered or the dispersion •• 
great. To express the inequalities in assessment ratios in tams ot 
the coefficient ot dispersion the following steps are necessary: 

(1) Add the 3 items and divide by 3 to find the average ratio 
of asses~ent to true value; (2) find the ditference between this 
average and each item by subtraction; (3) add these differences pay
ing no attention to minus signs; (4) divide by 3 (the number of items) 
to find the average deviation; (5) divide the average deviation by the 
average rate 01' aSBessment tor the 3 items. This gives the coefticient 
of d1spersion. 

To determine the amount, in per cent, of t~es which are misplaced, 
it is necessary to divide the coeftioient of dispersion by 2; since, 
half of the tax burden 'WO,uld necessarily fallon each side ot the mean. 
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Ef'f'ect 2! ~ Change .2! .Assessors ~ Inequalities. This retrogres

sion can possibly be explained by the "equalization" efforst on the part 

of the Tax Conmission in reappraising improvements with the consequent 

accentuation between properties in assessment ratios. Another factor that 

could be responsible for this retrogression is the change that occurred 

in the assessor's office. A new assessor was elected in 1934, which is 

the next preceding year before a marked increase in the coeffiCient of 

dispersion. In all fairness to the present assessor it should be stated 

that the old county assessor had had experience of assessing property for 

tax purposes before 1930, whereas the new assessor had had 1itt.le experience 

in the assessment of' property f'or tax purposes before l.935. This is an 

illustration of one of the glaring weaknesses of our present system, 

Viz., that assessors should be selected for ability and qualification and 

given a permanancy of otfice. It is a criticism of the system and not 

ot the individual. 

Table 7. Ooefficient of dispersion between assessment ratiOS of indivi
dual properties, irrespective of Size, in Cache County 

Year 

1930 
~931 
.l932 
.1933 
1934 
1935 
.l93~ 
.l93'1 
1938 
J.939 

Ooefficient or 
dispersion 

.3393 

.3.l28 

.3.l05 

.3.l60 

.3.1.l8 

.3703 

.3676 
• 355tJ 
.3343 
.31.24 
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It should be noted tha~ the new assessor has become more skillful 

in assessing properties equally as he acquires more experience in the 

valuation of property; likewise, he has become more skillful in the vaJ.

uation of properties for tax purposes than was the old assessor. This 

ean be seen when the last year of the first term of office and the first 

year of the second term. of office is compared for each man. ,If Cache 

county is going to ,experience another retrogression in equalization 

with the election of a new assessor, it would be Wise, in the interest 

of e~al and just taxation, to retain the present assessor in office 

as long as feasible. 

Inequalities Among Taxing Districts. then the degree of inequality 

in the valuation if improved far.m land, irrespective of Size, between 

taxing districts is conSidered, a coefficient of dispersion of .0407 

is obtained, indicating that the problem of equalization is one for the 

assessor rather than for the board of equalization or the Tax Oommission. 

Ihen size or the individ.ual properties are considered, irrespective 

ot location, the average inequality of asse$sment is .0942. This means 

that 4.71 per cent of the total tax levied on tlB property inCluded in 

this study was placed on small properties in excess ot legal require- ' 

menta, ,because ot over-assessment. This figure is re\SOnably near the 

figure arrived at by another method. 
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IX. CONCLUSIONS 

In these efforts to measure the degree ot equality in the valua

tion of farm land for tax purposes, a few facts stand out that deserve 

to be summarized: 

(l) That inequalities exlst',between the assessment ratios for in

dividual parcels of improved farm land irrespective of size and location. 

( 2) That inequali ti es exist b atwsen large and fID. all propert ies • 

(3) That inequalities between taxing disptricts are relatively un

important when compared with other inequalities that exist. 

(4) The foregoing facts indicate that the greatest inequalities 

occur at the assessor's point of contact with the prOperty. 

(5) That the election of' a new assessor, not fam1lar with asses8-

1ng properties, may cause retrogresaion in the equalization efforts 

rather than progression. 

(6) That the assessor should be seleoted on ability and qual1fiea

tiona and given a permanency of offiee. 

(7) That the greater r~lative impressiveness of large numbers are 

apt to cause disparities to exist between assessment ratios for indivi

dual prOP8rt 18 s. 

(8) That blanket raises may aggravate the disparities already ex

isit1ng between assessment ratios. 
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x. SUWiAllY 

1. The history of the general property tax is replete With gross 

inequalities and rank injustices. The assessment ot property. has been 

uns"atisfactory and equalization inadequate, so that unequal tax burdens, 

high delinquencies, and wmec8ssarily high tax rates have existed. 

2. No major attempt to correct these abuses was suecessfUlly 

initiated until the Tax Conmis81on was created in 1931." 

3. Although the general property tax has been declining in im

portance during the last decade, it 1s st 111 the major source of revenue 

for state and local. taxes. 

4. The present method of determining the assessed value ot rural 

lands in Cache County is empirical. The present method is based entirely 

on judgment aIJd there are admitted flaws which the t axing officials are 

t~ing to correct. 

5. To detemine what inequalities exist between the assessment 

ratios of individual parcels of farm land, in Caohe county, data on 788 

selected sales were gathered and analyzed. 

6. It was found that inequalities exist between the assessment 

ratios for individual properties of ~proved farm land, in cache county, 

irrespective ot size or location of tar.m properties. 

'1. Small. properties are required to bear 12.78 per cent of the taxes 

which, rightfully and legally, should have been borne by larger properties. 

8. Improvements on tarm land t end to accentuate the disparities in 

assessment rat i08 between SDlall parcels of farm property and large J;&rcels 

of far.m property. 

9. Inequalities between taxing districts are relat ively unimportant 

when compared with the other inequalities that exist. 

10. The foregoing facts indicate that the source of the greatest 
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inequalities in tar.m land assessments, in Cache county, 1s at the as

sessor's point ot contract with the property. 

11. The election of a new assessor, not familiar with the pro

cedure ot assessing properties tor t~xation purposes, may cause retro

gression in equalization rather than progression. 

12. The relative impressiveness of large numbers may cause dis

parities to exist between assessment ratios tor individual properties. 

13. Blanket adjustments tend to aggravate disparities between 

assessment ratios. 

14. A systematic plan of rural land appraisal has been developed 

which embodies certain fundamental principles of land appraisal. This 

plan is compatible with the recent reappraisals of ~prOTements and 

could be conducted under the auspices ot the state or county governments • 

• 
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