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Abstract:

1. The laws of Montana require that, Tell taxable property must be assessed at its full cash value", and
the State Board of Equalization has been established with the authority, "to do all things neceaeary to
secure a fair, Just and equitable valuation of all taxable property among counties, between different
classes of property and between Individual tax payers®.

2. Inequaities arising from unequal levies among counties and school district are as damaging and as
unjust as those arising from unequal assessments. The tax per acre' ensures the combined effect of these
two sources of inequalities.

3. The only "fair, Just and equitable" system of assessing and taxing agricultural land is a system based
upon the productivity and hence upon the tax paying ability of the land.

4. The most important inequalities are among the grades of land, fourth grade farm land Is
overburdened more then any other grade with a tax amounting to more then 400 per cent of its tax
paying ability; third grade fair land is second with a tax amounting to about 330 per cent of Its ability
to pay. Second grade farm land carries its Just burden of taxes while first grade farm' land pays only
about 75 per cent of its ability to pay. With the exception of first grade grazing all grades of grazing
land carry a tax burden averaging about 250 per cent of their ability to pay. first grade grazing land
pays a tax that is 175 per cent of Ite tax paying ability.

5. The second most Important group of inequalities is that among the counties. The tax on third grade
farm land varies from 10 cents per acre in Toole and Blaine Counties to as high as 32 cents per acre in
Daniels and Judith Basin Counties.

6. There are less important yet significant inequalities among individual properties, among school
districts, among ownership classes and among lands of the same grade devoted to different usee.

7. Generally speaking, inequalities are due to the following causes: (1) lack of an adequate system of
assessing farm lands; (2) failure on the part of government officials to appreciate the significance of tax
Inequalities; (3) lack of information and data In the hands of land owners upon which they might base a
claim for tax readjustment; (4) over expansion of social services in areas of low grade soil; and (5) over
capitalization of farm and ranch reel estate.

6. Inequalities in the tax burden ere one of the causes contributing to 'the large amount of farm tax
delinquency in Montana.

6. Equalisation of tax burdens is a necessary part of a constructive land utilization program because in
many Instances the present taxes are higher than the land could pay in any conceivable type of
production.



10. The results of this study indicate the need, in Montana, of a system of assessing and taxing farm
lands on the basis of their ability to pay.

11. Two plans have been proposed, both based upon a scientific soil survey and an objective
determination of the best wee of the land, by which Montana farm lands might be assessed and taxed
according to their ability to pay.
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SUv ARY A"D 0O 'JIJJQIOIff

I. The lawe of Montana require that, ™"all taxable property must
be aeaeeeed at Ite full oesh value™, and the State tiard of quellzaUon
haa been established with the authority, "to do all things necessary to
secure a fair, Just and equitable valuation of all taxable property among
counties, between different classes of property and between Individual
tax payers".

S. Inequalities arising from unequal levies among counties and
school district are as damaging and as unjust as those arising fro unequal
assessments. The tax ;»r ecri ensures the Co bined effect of these two
sources of Inequalities.

3. The only "fair, Just and equitable'™ system of assessing and t
Ing egrleultral land Is a eyste based upon the productivity and he Ce
upon the tax paying ability of t e land.

4. The most Important inequalities are among the gredae of land,
fourth grade farm land la overburdened more than any other grade with
R tax av Minting to more th”~n 400 er cent of Us tax paying ability; third
grade fair? land la second with a tax amounting to about 330 per cent of
its ability to ray. ,econd grade far land oarrlee Ita lust burden of
taxes while first grade far land pays only about 75 per cent of Its
ability to -viy. Hth the exception of first grade grazing all grades of
grazing land carry a tax burden averaging about 850 per cent of their
ability to <ty. First rade grazing land pays a tax that Is 175 per cent
of Its tax eaylng ability.

5. Taa second -rost Important group of Inequalities le that among



the oountlee. The tax on third yade fanr land varies fro 10 oents >er
acre In Toole nod Ilalne Gountiem to aa high sis 32 eente per acre in
Daniels and Judith aein Counties.

6. There are leee im-ortant yet significant inequalities among
individual properties, among eohool districts, among ownership elms*#* and
among lands of the same grade devoted to different usee.

7. Generally sneaking,inequalities are due to the following causes)
(1) lac.< of an adequate system of aseesalng far lands; (2) failure on the
part of govern ent officials to ap reelEtc the aignifloanee of tax Ineauali-
tiea; (3) lack of information and data In the soda of land owners upon
which they might h ae a claim for tax readjustment; (4) over expanalon of
social services in areas of low grade soil; and (9) over capitalization of
far and rencn reel estate.

8. Inequalities in the tax burden ere one of the causes contributing
to e lar e a ount of farm tax delinquency in Montana.

6. guallzatlon of tax burdens la a necessary part of a constructive
land utilization program because in many Inetanoee the resent taxes are
higher than the land could pay in any conceivable type of production.

10. ie results of this study ludloatr the need, In ontana, of a
system of assessing and taxing farm lands on the basis of t *Ir ability to
pay.

11. Two plans hare been proposed, both based upon a scientific eoll
survey and an objective determination of the best use of the lend, by which

ontana far- landa might be assessed and taxed according to their ability

to pay.



IHF ALTTIr-:- IN fK TAX HKROK GBUK BY AORIOULTCRAL 1A . ;2 'OW.NA
I. 1YTHRCDTtCTION

The amount of taxes paid by Montana taxpayers has more than trebled
in the pest sixteen years. During the same period the population of the
state has remained almost stationary and property values have decreased by
400,000,000 dollars. {£) Tie largest part of this increased revenue Is
erlved from taxes on the mile of gasoline, liquor, and ot or commodities,
hit, slth this increase in s*iles taxes there has bean no corresponding de-
crease in the property tax. ronerty taxes have remained the same, in
spite of the fact that the value of the property has decreased by 400,(X0,000
dollars.

What does this ean to the owner of agricultural land In Montana.
It means thlai As a consumer he must pay his share of the Increased sales
taxes and as a property own”™r he must continue to carry the same burden of
property tax. oreover, he must pay this increased tax frcm a decreased
far* Inoo ». ™In 1933 it took nearly twice as much wheat to pay the average
tax er acre on ontuna farm real est te as it took In 1913, three times as
uch lamb, and about one and a half tinea as much wool™.(3) Hence, the tax
burden car led by the 'onfcana farm owner has not only trebled, but hie
ability to pay has decreased to such an extent that farm taxes are probably
four or five times more difficult to pay now than they were sixteen years
ago.

Trie best evidence that a readjustment is needed in iOntana farm
taxes is the f*ct t at any farm owners have either refused or been unable

to pay their taxes. y the end of 1936 epproximately 3,600,000 acres of
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far land will have been ta en by counties through tax deed. (2) Such lar”e-
Bdolm delin uency la not only a problem- from the standpoint of deer aged
mblie revenue, but it le ample evidence that the tax load on antana farm
land Is either too gr*at or that It la not distributed according to the
ability of the land to nay; or ae Is noet probably tho onse tim burden Is

both too great and unequally distributed.

lurpoee of the Investigation.

Thle Investl ettlon la designed: (I) To analyze and determine the
extent of Inequalities In the taxation of agricultural lands In ontana;
(8% to discover the nature and eaut-e of such Ine nallties as my exist
by a thorough study of the operation of the revelling ethod of assess-
ment and ta tlon; and (3) to study the tax and nse' ssment problem with a
view to «r : finding fsote upon which to base reco end*tlon* pOr a more

equitable system of taxation.

. METHOD f TIE IK" ETIOtTIOM

i -0 philosophy underlying the method used In thie study as well as
the method itself le so different fro the aptroach uead In revloue
studies denllng with tax Inequalities that It will require so ewhat detail-
ed 7 leztotlon. >e following disc ,eelon Is prese ted wit a two-fold ur-
pose: (l; jo sequel it the reader with the method used In the stud., in
order that he ay better understand and evaluate the results; and 18) to
Justify, If possible, the basic re isos u or which the ststlrtioal results

are bsaed.

rwvlous studies of the Inequalities In the taxation :f agricultural
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lanfIB h TB confined theraeelvea to the Inequalltiee in ~erese enta. In
moet oases the inequalities In aeaeeemonts hare been bused u ,on the eelfe
value of the property. Inv atlgatlons of this type baaed upon the ume ual
relationship between aaseswed valuations and sale Juo rest firmly on the
tl e tried and legally supported pramlat-that inequalities in asseasi ent
mare the only Inequalities and unequal levies e~n” different minor civil
divisions end timoru counties are not Ine ual!ties because they have Vs
su;port of the law and ousto . he use of the sale value of property ns
the basis of inequality assumes that the ply of economic forces will cause
land to e sold for its "true™ value. 0 much for other xetaods.

ue property tax system how operating in ont-na was put into ef-
fect in I 1 and ie own ae the ontsna claeaifled property tax. This
system was put into effect with the specified purpose of obtaining a more
suitable distribution of the tax burden among different economic groups
and different kinds of roperty. in this connection the law states [ie fol-
lows, "all taxable roperty must be ae eeeed at Its full cash value™. —
k State board of Kqualizntlon was also crated and delegated witu the au-
thority, "to do all things neoeseary to securu a fair, just and equitable
valuation of all taxable property amon countries, between different class-
es of property snd between individual taxpayers™. (4) Legally then, all
agricultural land in Wontona should be assessed according to its "full
cash value'™. A study of farm tax Ine utilities in ontana - asuring the
disparity beta# n sale value and assessed value would show the departures

I/ - tJIl cash value* is defined as the amount at which the roperty
would be taken In payment for a Just debt from a solvent debtor.
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fro the Intent of the law. The question Ight he mimed, howee r: would
euoh m study bring to light the real Inequalities In the tnx burden on
ontan far* land#? Let ua consider the merits of anlc vo lue as a basis
of assessing agricuttur | l«nd for taxation. Tn the first place the sale
val ie Ik k o n for only a snail proportion of the total far , land, air-
ousistanoee otner than th merits of the property ay and often do effect
the sale price. urth r orc, how are lands to be as. eased that have never
been sold Ther has n vmr been a detailed ad accurate inventory taken
of _ontM n‘p Le;4 resources for aer nement pur ones. Sale value does not
tteaesanrl]y reflaot the true -arlt of far land. t any given ti e the
sale value Is kno n for only a verysmall part of the total land to be
assessed. '‘ierefore, the oy conclusion the* can be drawn is that sale
value Is entirely Inadeouat as a baste of as earing fara land or for
determining t ¢ re | inequalities In Bbhsf. e tit.

oe let us consider the easure of only ass seed value without eoa-

eldc | - dIffere.-icee in the rate of | vy ee a eenur ient of tax Inerual-
Itles. in the eyee of .he I w, Inequ litles in asset?; ante are th< o<ly
leequ litles. ms, unequal tax burdens arising fro the different ate

of levy STong counties an school dlatriotk ar« justified unde the preetnt
lew. xe philose hy underlying euoh a syete- is t-r carry over from the
days of the horse and buggy wen t o vslJo ity of t e neoole sere born,
lived, md died within om s nil cou ity. n the culture whire it de-
velop? d tho sell area t x base was ell adapted, ut today with our en-

larged co unity growing out of the develop ,( t in transportation and
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eo- Tunlcatlon, the aehool district, the county end In so e ¢ sea the atato
is too siall a unit for levying taxes. eople do not use only the roads
within their own school district or even their own county or state. 0-
day they travel over s much wider area. The gmaoline tax now providing re-
venue for road construction in ‘ontfina and other states is a tax con-
ceived to ieet the odern conditions of travel. Unfortunately *e have
ade no such oregress in our system of derivi g revenue for the support
of our rimery and secondary sc ools. faxes for the support of our local
school systr e are still levied upon a school district and,in the case of
the county hi h school,on a county hoae. Hie effect of such a syste of
taxation is that t ose eho are unfortunate enough to own property in a
district where there are children to be sent to school ust pay for their
education while in this modern a”e, not they as individuals, but the entire
society over a netion-slde area derive the benefits of an educated citizenry.
Furthermore, the children requiring education are not evenly distributed
throughout t e country nor are they distributed according to the value of
t e property. There nay be and often le e coneentratio of children in
poor agrleulturel areas. The land owners in that rea pay for t e educa-
tion of the ohildr n while land owners in adjoining sc ool districts, where
there are no children, do not bear the burden of educ ting the on-ooTiing.

sen”ratlon.

he ontana Soil urvey—The asie for &nsuring Inequalities.
Thie meneur ment of inequalities in this investigation is based u on

the ontans soil survey and land classification. This survey has been com-
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pieted in only 21 counties end the study le therefore limited to the area
ehovsn In ‘17”ure 1. The area represented le quite large and ia quite typical
of the part of ontnnn east of the continental divide. Thue the reeuHe
of thle study should be applicable to more than three-fourths of the agri-
cultural lands in ontana.

A soil survey le essentially a scientific inventory of the soil re-
sources in any area. he reconnOieance survey, uoon which this study is
based, furnishes information in regnrd to: (I) ioil resources, (8) fi-
deptabl 11ty of the topography to agriculture, and (3) t e carrying caaeity
of the different soil aroas for Ilveatoc:. »

In using the soil survey as a basis of determining inequalities in
taxation certain factors effecting the vilue of land are not taken Into
consideration, lor exa le, nearness to schools, towns, arkete and im-
proved ronde la not considered in evaluating the land solely on the basis
of the soil survey. Itaough these factors should he given thefe proper
waif t In aseee tag agricultural land they have been omitted fr this
study because of the difficulty in measuring their effect statistically.
urt r-'ore, although these factors do effect the value of the land as a
place to live they do not materially effect its ability to pay taxes. -

Another question that might be raised in connection with the use
of the soil survey land classification aa a basis for determining the re-

zj <dr and Olaaalfiflietioa see Sec. TZ ApneBdIxZ
3/ The land used in this stud, was dev.Led either to dry land farming
or to grazing and gen*rally speaking bad no otrer important alternative

uses. In the e usee the productivity of the land aa determined by the

soil survey is by far n more Ir.-ortant criteria of ita value than the
location or other fnotore.
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aenoe of !',equalities la the accuracy of* tie eurvey ltaolf. art of tie
survey wee completed about eight years ago end It is k' own that soi e of the
land as deteriorated phyeioelly since that ti e. urth r ore, in uany
areas the reoonnoissanoe survey Is ~ore general than would be needed to
provide a basis for eciual assessments. In spite of all of these questions
t .t may be raised r garding tho use of the ontana soil survey as the
sole criteria for determining inequalities, it still la the beat Information
available for eaaurlng th< true val e of t < land over a large area, and
will serve adequately to bring to light the more im orient inequalities

under the pres nt system.

ourc of 'ata.

Oats reletivn to the tax burden borne by <eoh parcel of land wee
obtained from aasoacreeat and delinquency records in the files of the Depart-
ent of Tlcultural oono-lcs, Ontanw Agrlcultu al xperi ent tntion.
Theee records represent all tr: ots of ontana farm land that have been ie»
linouent in recent years. Ince t cse records represent more than three-
fourths of the agricultural 1 nd relthin the areu studied they provide a
good cross section of the virloue classes and grades of land to be sampled.
ties records give the number of acres, the legal description, the o nor,
the value and the tax paid for .ech parcel of land. Since the inequalities
are caused Jointly by unequal asses ante “nd urn qual levies these two factors
have been manured ooncurre tly in tema of the tax aid per acre. Ine-

gualities in assessment have nlr-o been r«acured in all cases and may be
found in Table VT of the Appendix.



ri-i t-itlons of iatw.

The size of aemole used In the investigation wes limited by two
f otors : (1) The number of paroele of land that were avails le having
only one grade of land within their boundaries; and (E) the amount of
dat’ tiat oould he seal llatod and analyzed within the time available.

Jtbout 3000 separate iaroels of lend averaging about 360 acres per
areel were used in tno study. The sampln was t on as marly as possible
at random; the only limitation being that eaob parcel selected oould re-
present o ly one grade of land. The aeaeaaed valuation and t«v upon each
parcel were available for a period varying fror?: one to six years during
tue period 19E8 to 1933. The average parcel of land used in the study w»e
represented In about four y&ars of that period. Since there were varia-
tions la t assessed valuation and t x fro y-ar to year the data were
analyzed both by yenre and for the entire period. owever, since the Im
portant inequalities continued without exception over the entire period,
the rreults of the study have been presented for the six year period rather

than for nay single year;

111, VALU- Aim TAX 1 ATTNO ABILITY OF DIFFER OT CRAD UF ONT NA LAND
It has een necessary in “~any cases to compare the tax and the assess-
ed valuation on ne grade of land with that of another. This oould not be
done without h ving SOne notion ae to the relative value and relativ tax
ayi ability of the different radea. The following table shows the

relative value and relative tax paying ability of each grade of land.
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able |I. VAIU UD TAX AYl : IriITY LF AH RD CF LAND. I/
Value Per fax aylng ability
ere «r -ere
Fara Jand:

First Orade 20.00 per acre 40 cents per ocre
eeond " 11.60 N o 23 T b o
Third 300 - M 6 & W W
Fourth " 150 * 3 #

Crazing lands

First Grade 3.76 per acre n cents jier acre
r-econd " 3.00 i 6 W * H
Third 2.00 i 4 » W
Fourth " 160 W W 3 A w
Fifth 100 £ W 2 # W

>

4/ c.f. p. 14-16.

Pie valuation and eatlmated tax paying ability of first and second
rade far land le based upon their earning capacity In wheat production.
Since third and fourth grade farm land do ot return a net profit in whett
production at prevailing nrleee, their value end tax paying ability has
been deter Ined along with that of all grndes of grazing land by their
value as grazing lands.

The relative value and tax paying ability of grazing lands has been
while Cd In* .nta a ullotin o. 311, leadJustlng ontaria’p -ric 11lire
by . . aunderson. The followlnr guotatlor ex lalns the et od used in
computing those values.

"T ie annual Innc! lease values on a cow or ewe basis of 4.00 and
5. 0 .cow and -1.00 to 1.25 a ewe, applied to t tm redes of land and

their razl r oa siclty, We n basis for the detir innlion of | tiae values
for different grad*a of landat
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Leaee vailtue Of firet grade reare land. 18 to 82 cepts per sore

. « second ¥ . * 18 to 17 B

. third  » N 9pu W 5 B
If t fourth N ff 1 7to 8§ N w t
ff W % fifth W . W 4t g N

"A comparable Inveatment value per acre for these five grades of
range lands, baaed upon a total Investment of $50,00 to 60.00 per cow and
12,00 to 16.00 per ewe In land and improvement; , would be

First gr;%(de range land $8.50 to 3.50

Second ft ft 1.50 to 8.50
Third f B 100 to 1.50
Fourth # W 75 to 1.00
Fifth ft ft 50 to 75

"These Investment values for r nge lands are based upon a land tar
situation that would not take more then one-third of the annual lease
value of such lands. uei an annual tax rate upon these five different
grades of pinge land would amount to:"

On first grade range Iand 6 cents to 7 ceﬁts atn acre

On second "' 4 "6 it
On third B ft 3 moy  Bowo
On fourth ft # ., €@ » 3 Rt B
on fifth " ft My ft w3 it f

A basis for the relative value and relative tcx paying ability of
the various Tredes of farm lands Is found in an unpublished study con-
ducted by the Department of Agricultural Heonomlca, Montana Ktate College.
The results of the study show the comparative net Income from growing

wheat on the four grade# of farm land.

Table Il. - C-STS MD MET RKTORNS PHH AQtK VA-IOVS CRADEE
OF Far. LAND: 800 ACRsS A-TKRNAT. CRO AND SUMVER
FAUOA SYSTEM: MIIAT 75" CilttS IER EBHSL

Buahele Gross Total Net Profit Value :er Tmi Paying

Farm Land lor Acre Inoone Cost  or lose micre Ability Per
Acre
First Grade BE 16.50 1. *5.98 20.00 $ .40
Second 18 13.50 10.07 3.43 11.50 23
Third f 14 10.50 9.58 .98 3.00 .06

Fourth 11 8.85 6.08 -77 1.50 .03
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an BOO acre eat up le probably sofawhat larger nd le a more efficient
sized unit than le typical of Montana wheat far a. Aleo the assured yield
per acre la higher for all grades of land than their historical record would
justify. either of these factors, however, has any effect upon the relation-
ship between the net profits to be rade on the different gradea of land.

me figures representing the tax paying ability of the various grades
of land, aa mown In labia Il, are derived as follows. A value of 20.00
per acre has been assumed for first grade farm land. This is the valuation
used In computing the land charge used In the cost study cited. a the basis
of this valuation the tax paying ability of number one farm land was set at
40 cents per acre* Forty cents la S per cent of the "aasumed valuation of
SG,00 f>er acre. WD per cent of the valuation was chosen as a just tax
for two reasons: (1) The federal Lend Bank has established precedent in
this connection by refusing to make loans where the tax is greater than £
per cent of the appraised valuation, and (2) the tax paying ability of the
five grades of gra%lnr land is a proximately 2 per cent of their value.

Ttte relative tax paying ability of second and third grade far'= land
has been deter Ined in the same way aa in the case of number one. A tax of
23 cents and 6 cent respectively on second and third grade farming bears
the mama relationship to the net profits to be ade raising wheat on those
Trades of land, as the tax on number one farm land beam to the rofits to
be made on that grade of land.

Fhere is no net profit to be made by raising wheat on fourth grade

fair land. >e Table Il. Since it has no tax paying ability aa farm lend,
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it oan be taxed only as grazing lend. The value of fourth gr de fair, land
for grazing urpones will vary widely, depending upon whether or ot the
land tta been tilled, and in case of land V at has been tilled and since
abandoned, the extent to which the forage cover has returned. The carrying
capacity of these lands will range from that of third grade grazing dorm to
that of fifth grade grazing, (n an average, the tax paying ability of fourth
grade farming land w ill probably not be above 3 cents an sore.

Ith the rvlative tax paying ability as a base U is possible to
QO pare one grade of land with another in ter-a of the ner cent the actual
tax paid le of the tax paying ability for the same grade of land. If any
parcel of Ind la paying a tax amounting to 100 per cent of Ita tax paying
ability, It is raying, a tax in a Juat proportion to its roduotlvity: if
the tax paid Is BOO per cent of its tax paying ability then the tax burden

is just twice as large as the tax paying ability of the land, ana so on.

TV. .NtLTul 1? IlifK .UALITIES
Inequalities Amon™ Grades of land,
Igure 2 eha mthe assessed valuation of each grade of land in terms

of tie ner cent the aeseased valuation is of the valuation based upon Its
r ductlvity. Igure 3 givee about the s» e picture except that it s owe
the tax Mad In er cent of th* tax naytng ability. G* paring the two
charts it will be notic d that the inequalities in tax paid per scr are

5/ " y r«ferrim/ to Table Il of the Appendix the reader may convert the
"tax caid in - r cent of tax pey .g ability” into the actual tax raid,

ad fro able Il of the Appendix the "assessed valuation in xer cent of
production value™ mey be converted into actual assessed velue.
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PER CENT

FARM LAND GRAZING LAND
NO.I NO.2 NO.3 NO.4 NO.I NO.2 NO.3 NO0.4 NO.5

Figure 2. INEQUALITIES IN ASSESSMENTS AMONG GRADES OF LAND
Assessed Value in Per Gent of Production Value
(Source of Data, Table IX. Appendix)

PER CENT

FARM LAND GRAZING LAND

NO I NO.2 NO.3 NO.4 NO I NO.2 NO.3 NO0.4 NO.5

Figure 3. _INEQUALITIES IN THE TAX BURDEN AMONG GRADES OF LAND
Tax Paid in Per Cent_of Tax Paying Ability
(Source of Data, Table IX. Appendix)
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not quite as great os the inequalities In the assessed valuation. In other
words, the rate of levy has tended to correct the inequalities in assessed
valuation. The most salient fact brought out by these two charts is the
inequality in the tax burden among the grades of land. First grade farm
land is,not carrying its full share of the tax burden. Second grade farm
land is carrying Just about its just load, while third grade farm land is
naylng a tax amounting to 300 per cent of its tax eying ability. ourth
grade farm land is still further out of line with a tax burden amounting
to more than 450 per cent of its ability to pay. First grade grazing land
la raying only a little above its ability to pay but second, third, fourth,
and fifth grade grazing are all paying a tax that is well over 200 per
cent of their tax oaying ability.

Fi-ures 4 and 5show the distribution of farming and grazing lands
6mong inequality groupings. Motice the total number of acres and the
amount of each grade of land, coming within ~ach grouping. These charts
show not only the intensity of inequalities among grades of land but also
the number of acres that are affected.

Some of the factors that may b responsible for these great In-
eouaH ties in the tax burden among grades of land are: (1) Failure on the
part of government officials to appreciate the significance of tax inequal-
ities, (2) lack of information and data in the hands of land owners upon
which they might base a claim for Lax readjustment, (3) inability of
assessors to determine the production value of far Ing and grazing lands,
(4) over expansion of social service in areas of lew grade soil, and (5)

over capitalization of farm and ranch real estate
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Figure 4. ACRES OF FARM LAND IN 21 COUNTIES BY INEQUALITY GROUPS
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(Source of Data, Table 1V Appendix)
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Inequalities ,monr Individual ropertiee*

Although inequalities amonp Individual properties do not lend
ti* selves to such sweeping conclusions regarding tUeir Qatur- snd cause
as do t ose a n different grades of land, they are, nevertheless, of
preot importance. ‘lI?ure 6 illuetratee the | equalities among individual
properties in -argue Ooenty. The total sample of farni land taken in i-'ergua
Jounty la grouped Into inequality oleases. Itie classes are expressed la
terms of the tax paid In per cent of th tax rayii. ability, “nr era on
first grade far land are paying fro below 50 per cent to above 800 per
cent t r tax paying ability of t eir land. There are still greater
Inequ-il Itire among the Individual owners on the lo er grades of land.
Parsers on second grade land pay from 50 to 400 p«r cent of their Just
tax; and those on third grade pay from 80 to more than 700 per cent of
the actual tax paying ability of the land they are fami g. In other words
far er* on third grade land are paying a tax that varies fro 6 to more
than 42 cents an acre.

It Is ard to explain such extreme inequalities among Individ al
parcels of land of the ear * grade. Some of the more Important factors are
probably: (1) Indifference of county assessors, (2) inability of assessors
to make accurate assess ante, and 3) inability of farmers to know or off.-r

proof that they are carrying an unjust burden of taxes.

Inequ litles aiong .cool Districts.
Chere are appreciable Inequalities In the t xatlon of the earns grade

of land within different school districts. Figure 7 illustrates the varls-
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Figure 6. INEQUALITIES AVONG INDIVIDUAL TRACTS OF TAND IN FERGUS COUNTY
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tion in the tax paid per acre on fourth grade far land in four different
school district In Liberty County and in t o school districts each in
ill and ioole Counties. Liberty County affords the b at illustration f
the wvariation in the tax burden on the seise grade of land in the eare
county but in different school districts. he differ? oe 'n the ta bu -
den on fourth grade land in different school dletrlctn in Liberty County
ranges from 17 cent* per acre in school district 33, to 11 centr per acre
in school district 35. TLIs le one of the minor ty as of inequalities,
but it is n vertheless of some importance.

Variation# among school district are o used in a large decree by
the following factors: (I) Variation in assessed valuation a on individ-
ual properties in different school districts, (2) differ?nee in levy
erone the school districts, and (") the use of land in different school
districts. 5/

Ino talities strong Counties.

Ceoond in importance only to the inrquallfclea among grades of lan
are the | 'equalities among ¢ unties. Figure 6 show# the variation in the
tax paid per acn on third gride farm land In twelve differ?nt counties.
‘lottee that the tax varies from 10 cents per acre in Toole and Blaine Cou -
ties to aa high as 32 cents per acre in Daniels and Judith lasin Counties.
If six cent- per acre le the Just tax on third gr.de farm land, farmers o
third gr de far land in sniele end Judith Xsin Counties are paying about
500 per cent of their Just t x load.

6/ fee nire 11.
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Figure 9 above a eomparison of the tax burden borne by far land
In Chouteau end Judith Basin Oountlee end the average lax burden orn* by
farr- land Ir. th El countler- used In the study. Wn an average fa <« lands
In Judith Basin County pay twice as great n tax ae th. sar @grades In
Chouteau County and more than a t ird greater tax than is paid by the
average of the 21 counties.

There are several factors causi g the variation In the taxation of
t e ea e r-rade of land In different counties. Some of the more important
eausas are: (1) Difference in nubile expenditures erong counties, (S)
difference In the assessed valuation of the lands in different counties,
resulting fro* the difference In Judg nt ax set ode a ong county aeeeeBora;
(3) the variation In the quality of and among counties; and (4) failure
of tae tate Board of equalization to acco plish Itr .urooee of equalizing

the assessment of far- land among counties.

Inequalities /Jpng Ownership Claeses.

The entire sample used Ih this study was divided Into three owner-
ship classes: resident owned, non-reeldent owned, and corporate owned. Z/
Igure 10 shows the inequalities among the three ownership classes. Non-
resident owners In all cases except that of first grade farm land pay an
average of about V ree c”™nts leae tax per acre than the resident owners.
The tax on resident owned land le higher for all grades of farm land than
for either non-resident or corpor te owned land, but on grazing land except

2J Land classified as corporate owned is held by banks, loan con'antes,
and railroads end does not include Incorporated livestock companies.
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(Source of Data, Table 71 Appendix)
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In the eeae of first grade grazing the corporate owned lande ray the highest
tax. Gnall grades of grazing land except first grade, there ie a consistent
relatlonahi between the tax paid by all three claeeee of owners. Although
thle difference in t x upon different types of owners is probably of some
signifies oe, it does not comare in importance with the Inequalities exist-

ing a-ong the different grades of land and among the different counties.

Inequalities detween Lands Devoted to arming and Those Devoted to Grazing.
lands that are farmed usually pay a hl™er tax than t ose of the same
grade devoted to grazing (see Figure 11). Fourth grade farm land In Fergus
and Teton Counties pays twlo as great a tax when it is farmed as <?%en
grazed. The same tendency ie evident in a aample of second and third grade
grazing land taken from several counties. This inequality is probably due
to the Inability of county assessors to distinguish between land that should
be graded as farm land and that fit only for grazing. Consequently lands
that are farmed are taxed as far land regardless of the quality of the

soil.

V. SuClA BG.'SO IC f-FBOTS OF Il OALI IBS
Vue over-load of taxes uson third and fourth grade farm land has
resulted In large scale tax delinquency in those grades of land (see |Igureay
12 and 13). A comparison of these figures brings out the prevalence of tax
delinquency in those counties having a high percentage of third and fourth
grade land. Vhe second mort important ty e of itequality is in the difference

in the tax burden a ong the counties. Judith Baeln County carries a t«X

appro lrutely a third higher then the average aC the 21 counties (ee figure
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Figure 12. MONTANA FARM TAX DELINQUENCY
Compiled by - Department of Agricultural Economics, Montana Agricultural Experiment Station
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lotloe In Pigure 12 the prevalence of tax delinnuenoy in Judith Siaein
County. Kuoh delimuenoy r.ae far-reaching Bociolvgieel and econcrio ef-
fect*, euoh aa; (1) inoreaelng the tax burden on land remaining m the
tax rolls and eoneequently (a) causig more delinquency due to excessive
tax burdens, (b) discouraging private ownership of land, resulting in the
exploitation of the land resources, because of lack of control and personal
Interest in the conservation of soil and plant life, and c¢) Ineffldl nt
far organization, because the prohibitive tax makes It impossible for the
farmer to oan and thereby control sufficient land for an econo Ic unit.

fax delinquency le only one of the more obvious results of an une-
oually distributed tn- burden. Certninly when the tax burden is greater
than If justified by t e productivity of the land, the money that pays the
tax must be deducted from the money available for food, clothing, adleal
ore, education, and recreation for the far or's fa ily. hen such is the
case the sociological effects of Inequalities ay be extremely damaging to
society.

gualization of tax burdens Is a necessary part of any constructive
land utilization propram. The resent assessments and levies were placed
upon thf land without deter lining its best use and productivity. The re-
sult has been that "any lands that are assessed as high grade farm lands
have nroven to be suited only for grazing. |If priv tely owned land of this
ty e Is to be reverted from its resfct condition Into grazing, then t e
taxes must be reduced to a where the land can be used profitably for

grazing purposes. If such a reduction le not ade land owners 111 allow



t « land to go delinquent and to waste, rather than make an additional In-

vestment In the lend In an effort to coneervo and Improve it.

Tl. 3HC OSALS yOR SSTTI8S Di A ST'T , Of ASStoSISS AND TkiIVtid PANM
IANDO ACCORDING TO THKIR ABILITY TO PAY

A syste of elaselfylng Terra land for assessment now in operation
Ir cKenzle County, astern orth Dacota has many features that deserve con-
sideration in developing a plan a lieable to Montana. —2

fhe following quotation presents the general featur- B of the system
oper ting In OKenzie County.

"Farming land is usually bought and sold In units of 40 aeree,
guarter sections, or sections, and taxes are generally levied on «aoh 40-
acre tract. aoh farm is a unit by itself and its problem® of management
are etrail unit problem. |ITierefore, if the soil eurvey is to be an aid
in the development of iand utilization policies and in the classlflcotlon
of lands for the purpose of assessment and equalization of taxes it Is
neoeseary that the eurvey be sufficiently detailed to sow the difference
between t eee operating unite. A generalized map nas little wvalue; In
fact, it is quite leleadiBK when used for the a] raleal of land values or
for determining the best utilisation of any particular farm or tract of
land."

"Rural land values and taxes on such land should be based upon the
producing power of that land, in order to determine the appraisal of any /
particular tract of land having certain hyeical characterletice, such a»
so Is, tocography, *nd ao on, tb< use to which this land is best adooted
-lust be ascertained. A tract of land beat euited for general farming
mho Id not be wvmluated u on the basis of its grazing ca aoity; end land
eat suited for timber growing should not be evaluated on Ita note- tial
ero production. *fter establishing the use group, the relative vmlue of
the various tracts within the use group can be ascertained,”

"A determination of the use to which a piece of land is best fitted
depends uvon its physical characteristics and environment and the varied
experiences of people using land of similar ch aracteristics. This body of
Cxrorienee is not large in recently settled areas. e an agricultural
area grow# older, ae economic conditio e change, and as new agricultural

P/ fhe land resources ar'd type of tgrlculture in cKenzie bounty are
typical of the plains section of Montana.
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technique* are Introduced, the beet use of the land change#. For this
reason a rra ent, all-tire classification of land is Impossible. Thla
la particularly Important to bear In Ind In considering newly developed
areae."

"The nature of the soil, the topography, and other phyeloal features
of tie land are essentially permanent. *ro a knowled#ti of these condition#,
together with present-day results of experience, the land classification
can be ade. If future euangea ake this classification Inappropriate,

It will be a oo paralively simple matter to reclassify t e land without
the need of additional field mapping. nee the physical factors of the
land are accurately apped in detail, the land classification can be re-
vised from tire to time at comparatively small cost. Hut, if the land
classification is amue In the field on the basis of present economic con-
ditions and present land use, revision of tne classification *111 require
that all the field work be done over agal . i te* | refore, of the
utmoat importance to keep tbs permanent physical date sharply separate
fro? transitory economic conditions."”

"It le necessary to include all tlranpable’ physical ¢ araoterlstlos
of the land In the survey which Is to be used as a basis for the land
classification. These Include much more than the soil survey Itself, al-
though the soil map forms the cornerstone for the work. Some writers have
mentioned a lon<list of factors which must be ‘'taken Into consideration*.
80' e of t ,esc are not mappable, from any practical point of view. Take,
for example, 'soil productivity', thw only ay to determine this factor
would be by e system of controlled test plots on each piece of land. Ob-
viously, such a suggestion la absurd, In order to keep costs within the
realm of possibility end to Insure uniformity of work, it Is necessary
that definite features be rapped, and in units that can be given rather
slrict description with as little personal Interpret tton as possible.
Ti » general natur* of the country end the road tyres of possible utiliza-
tion will determine, so ewhat, the nature of the information required,
both for tie land classifier-tion and for the study of land utilization.”

"In general, the work of classification can be said to have the
followii consecutive steps: (1) accurate me ping, In detail, of t a
important hysical feature# of the land; (2) determination of the use to
* loh the r rloue combiw Ho a of features arc best adapted; and (3) the
evaluation of each individual tract of land accordin to its capabilities
within its use group.” (I)

It will be noted that the method described In this paper takes no
account of Improve ante on farms and ranc es. Under the laws of north

Iskota these improve ants, euch as buildin an;’ fences, er exempt from
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taxation. If thle syati-m were to be used in iont#na, where litproVeiswnts
re subject to t ration, an assess™ nt of them would need to bo ad® and
added to that of the land.
r-iere are two distinct plans by which e system similar to that in
c enzle Jounty could be set up In ontana. The plans would be similar in
theIr general ethod but would differ in the scope of the undertaking; and

In their organisation.

Th Oounty Plan.

ThlaVlenl as the name implies, is organized and set up entirely on
a count: asia. fhe steps involved in putting it into effect would be ee
followsi

(1) The state legislature would need to authorize certain changes
in the county assessor's office and method of aseesenent.

(2) A detailed soil survey would be needed following in general
the sugi etitions in the foregoing quotation.

(3) A land use study of the county would be needed In order to
determine the use to which the various tracts of land ere beet adopted,
and to evalu'-t each individual tract of land according to its capabilities
within this use.

A soil survey ie a technical Job and would have to be done by persons
especially trained in that work. In Montana the necessary detailed survey
Ight be done in cooperation with the tate Kxperlment tatlon. a land use
study to determine th# beet use and the valuation or each tract of land

should at least be supervised by someone especially trained In that field.
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Cnoe the soil survey were, completed and the beet use and valuation of each
tract of land determined, the system could be nalntnined efficiently by one
or two trained ren and would cost leas than the present set up and the re-
aultln- assessments would be distributed within the county according to
the ability of the land to pay.

Tne ayate as set up eo far would correct Inequalities Insofar as
they were caused by unequal assessments. hat about Inequalities caused
by different levies among ec ool districted These Inequalities are
equally aa un ust aa those caused by unequal assessment and their results
are equally es dnmeglne.

Inequalities within a county due to an unequal rate of aaseeement
could be removed by leaking the county the unit of taxation rather than
the so ool district or other aub-dlvision. eving equalized mesessmente
by puttin' Into operation a scientific system of evaluating lands accord-
Ing to their ability to pay, Inclng an equal levy over the entire county
would ama that every farm within the county could bear Its juet share of

the tax burden.

The tate lan.

The second suggested plan Is much ore nearly the ultimate In systems
of taxing agricultural lands according to their ability to pay. Thie plan
Is state-wide In Its application and is administered by a permanent state
agency. tepe Involved in setting up such a plan would be:

(I) Authorization by the state !sglslaturo.

(S) The creation of a commission with a technically trained staff
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whiah would heve the neeeeaary eutorlty and facilities to carry out the
followin': atope in thla plan.

(3) i state-wide soil survey following In ge eral the suggestions
presented in the preceding quotation.

(4) Tovlaions for a general soil survey at Intervals of about
every three years In order to detect any changea that nay have occurred
in the soil resources.

(5) The establishment and r-aintenanoe of a group of technically
trained men whose duty it ehall be: (a) To deter Ino the best use of
eecn tract of land end to make such changes in the best use from tine to
time as uy been @necessary or desirable as a result of changed circa -
stances, (b) to determine the value of enoh tract of land within its
use group and ness sue Changes in that valuation as nay be ade desir-
able by changed marketing conditions, nrioe changes, extended drought or
other factors.

An equalization of assessments throughout the state without chang-
ing the resent units of levying taxes would mean that there would atlll
be inequalities among school districts and a on counties due to the
difference in the rate of levy. Changing to a county unit in levying
taxes would eliminate inequalities among school districts and the only
inequalities remaining would be a ong the different counties. The only
remaining step necessary to achieve a complete equalization of farm taxes
throughout the state would be an equalization of the levy among the

counties. That is to say, in order to achieve a complete equalization
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of feurrfi taxes In Montana the state would uesese»rlly become the unit for
levying farm taxes. Such a step has obvious advantages frol the aint
of view of equalizing the fra tax bunen. There are, however, many
obstacles to overco e before much a change could be made.

Tne state-wide plan of assessing farm land Is clearly superior to
the "county lan", not only because of its Rider geographical eco e but
also because It would achieve a ,renter uniformity of assessments among
counties, due to the centralized administration. The "county plan" would,
however, be easier to put Into effoct and would be a great Improvement over
the press t state of affairs. Urtheraore, It is to be booed that the
example of the "county plan™ In operation would leed the way to the final

establish eat of the "state lanl.
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JPEAOIX

Section 1.

land O laselfioAtion

Perming Letid

Oradied eg to yield of spring wheat on summer fallow.

First Orrde Per® Land 28
Second " #woox 16
Third W IE
Fourth “ 6

Orazing land

as to acres per 1000 pound steer for ten

Iret Grade Grazing Land 18
Second " v ft 19
Third v = 18
Fourth * w w 37
Fifth - w w 56

bu. or over
to Si bu.
to IS bu.
to 11 bu.

month grazing period.

mores or less
to 27 acres
to 37 acres
to 55 acres
acres or over



Table X* appendix - | , sa 'LL 1 Bf DIFF

Orade of Land Acres in .aeeaeed BX Value per Tax per Tax in per cent
and Sample Value Levied ere Acre of Tax Faying
Uae Uroup ability
First Cfrade Grazing
far ed 9,076 106,133 1,582 11.91 17 227
Grazed 51,628 438,267 6,503 6.49 13 173
Second Grade Srazing
Farmed 56,568 478,472 12,090 8.46 21 350
frazed 30,872 204,526 5,427 6.62 .18 300
T ird Grade Crazing
Farmed 57,818 303,198 5,177 5.24 .09 225
Grazed 13,520 44,212 852 3.27 .06 150
Fourth Grade Farming
Farmed 27,165 327,618 5,811 12.06 21 700
Grazed 11,056 65,885 1,133 5.96 .10 333
ote - ‘'olloeing ere the countlea renreeent< d by each grode of land in the above table.
Iret CfTisde Orgzinr - Cascade.
Second " * - Sheridan, Roosevelt and Valley,
in! ” * - Rooeevelt and Cfolden Ta: ley.

ourtii " " - Tetoa and Fergua.



er Cent of
Psyin/?

Ability

0-60
50 - 100
100 - 160
160 - 800
200 - 250
260 - 300
300 - 360
350 - 400
400 - 450
450 - 500
500 - 550
550-600
600 - 650
650 - TOO
TOO : Over

Appendix - TAX PAID Prl R |

Table 11

| Farm land
3.1 0. 8 B. 3
3.40 $.22 .08
0-20 0-.18 0-.CB
80-40 12-.'3 .03—06
40-60 .23-.35 .06-.09
60-80 35— 6 .09-.12
- .46-.58 .12-.15
- .88-.69 .15-.18
- - .18-.21
- - 21-.24
- - 24-2T
- - .2T-.30
- - .30-.53

F@TI

MxJMdTerAere

0. 4
1.03

0-.315

.015-.03
.03 -.045
.045-.0e
.06 -.075
.075-.05
.09 -.105
.106-.1£
12 -.135
.135-.15
.15 -.105
.165-.18
.18 -.195
.125-.S1
217 Over |

$

o. |
.075

0-.0375

.0375-.075
.075 -.1125
.1125-.15

-11 75

.1875-.225
P'5 -.2625

TIL HYT : AM:ITY

Grazing land
Q2
.06

0-.03
.03-.0iJ
.06—0S
.0S-.12
12-.15
.15-.18
Jde-.21
21-.24
24-.27

0. 3
"3.34

0-.05

.02-.04
. 4-.06
.06-.08

.06-.10
.10-.12
12-.14
.14-.16
.16-.18
A1 -.20
.20-.22

24-.26
26-.50

.30 &

Over

0. 4
c.03

C-.Cl5

.015—03
.03-.045
.045-.06
.06 -.075
.075-.09
.09 -.105
.105-.12

.135-.15
.15 -.165
.165-.18
19 -.195
.115-.21
21 &

Ter



>er Cent of

iroduetion
Tsiuw

100

0-S0O
50 - 100

100

- 160

150 - SOO
SO0 - 260
850-300
300 - 360
360 - 400
400 - 450
450 - Q)
500 - 550
350 - 600
600 - 630
650 - 700
700 %Over

able 111,
-am
O =
0 311,50
0-10 0- 5.75

10-SO0 5.75-11.60
20-~0 11.50-17.25
50-40 17.£5-53.00
40-60 23.00-29.75
50-60 S8.78-34.50
60-70 34.50-40.25
70- 0 40.25-46.00

| Mwodie - .-

10.50-12.00
1S. -L
-0,
15.00-16.80
16.50-16.00
S
IP.50-21.Q0
21.

:SU) vd -.

Stover 10.50%

1
I

«. 4
1.50

O-
.75- 1.63
1.50- .25
2.25- 3.5
3.00- 3.75
2.75- 4.50

15

4.50- 5.25
:.25- 6.ijQ
6.00- 6.75
6.75- 7.50
7.50- .25
9.00
9.00- 9.75

/.76-10.50

I vt ACAJ ? *Cl ¢ RUI'UC.I I |
eeeesrd Valuation or ere
Orazin# lend
0. 4 io. | © = lo. 3
1.50 3.75 3.00 2.00
0- .75 0- 1.87 0- 1.50 0- 1.00
.75- 150 1.87- 3.75 1.50- 3.00 1.00- 2.00
1.50v2.28 5.75- 8.68 3.00- 450 £.00- 3.00
£.25- 3.00 5.68- 7.50 4.50- 6. .0 3.00- 4.00
3.00- 3.75 7.50- .38 6.00- 7.80 4.00- 5.00
3.75- 450 9.38-11.25 7.50- 9.0 6.00- 6.00
4.50- 5.25 11.25-13.13 9. 0-10.50 6.00- 7.00
5.25- 6.00 13.13-15.00 10.50-12.00 7.00- :.00
6,:i0- 6.79 18.00-16.88 - .
6.75- 7.501 16.68-18.75 - .oo-1 .
7.60- 6.29 IP.75-20.63 15.00-16.50 10. -11. O
.25- 0.0q 2 .63-: ,50 16.50-18.00 Il.i 0-12.00
- ».Ta . 18.00-19.50 1S, -13.
.75-10.5(i 24.36-26.25 -~ 3. ml3.v -14.
verj 26.854 Over Si.005t over 14.VUA -irl 10.Sv over




fable 1V. Appendix - Dlsril’

Data Govere the

UTION ? TIR. I, ¥ TaNI g INK
Entire Area In the 21 Countlee studied

AUTT 'sours:;

Tax aid In er

Cent of Aax Pay- "arm Land Oraalng Land

Inr Ability o. | 0. 2 Om 3 0. 4 o. | 0. £ No. 3 0. 4
0-50 65,248 140,544

50 - 100 819,384 1,6*%4,466 - 650,408 y

100 - 150 - 503,882 15,156 - 1,252,234 656,576 320,1:2

150 - 2G5 - 551,072 701 ,£68 - 591,503 657,326 1,264,231

£ - 250 _ " 8,0 4,660 604,347 - 450,161 817,976 =20 4L

»0 - 300 . 206,457 156,672 & 46 - - 213,H53 1,847,422

300 - 350 - - - 1,206,387 1,0*7, v3 121,671 522,658 35,237

360-400 - - 302,351 311,717 -

400 - 450 - - 87,652 - 401,341 223,283 76,621

450 - 500 - - - 1,163,332 - - 121,671

500 - 550 - - 546,220 516,402 - .

550 - 800 - - - 110,512 -

600 - 650 - - - 356,477 - -

650 - 700 - - - 156,342 -

700 ver 243,344 — .
smrce: Uc ubllshed data compiled by the Department of vgronomy, oat&na “rlcultural Bx erleent

tail on.



THble V. ApTiendlx - FBRQIS COUNTY: DISTFTBUTI' OF & r:A i3 I VXLITT CftOtPS

Tax laid In 1ler

Cent of Tax lay- Farn land Grazing land

lip-; iblllty o. | Ce 2 0.3 Oe 4 o- | 0. 2 Ho. 3 0. 4
O- 60 6,960 -

60-100 12,978 1,040 1,-OS - 7,355 546 >

100 - 1SO 12,026 - 2,400 960 4,680 2,840 7,741 11,094

150 - 200 6,120 966 1,280 2,560 2,880 4,920 3,620 16,800

200 - 250 - 2,904 480 400 880 1,280 1,360 11,962

250 - 300 - 2,680 2,600 2,120 460 480 — 3,440

300 - 350 - 1,560 600 1,280 - : 960 1,600

350 - 400 - 800 2,690 320 . - y 4,240

400-450 - - 3,612 320 - - 1,600

*150 - 500 - - 2,394 - - - . 4,320

500 - 550 - - - 800 - — * 1460

550 - 600 - - 3,496 - -

600 - 650 - - — * * -

650 - 700 - - - — *

TGO k Over 4,923 . - - -



Table VI. appendix - TAL BURDES Ml '131 F Ar7llE v/ CO"JTISS »8D 3Y 'RalLS tF .AM)
' o

Acres in eeeesed Tax Value per Tax per Tax Paid in per

County find Orade Sample Value levied Acre Acre cent of Tax raying
Ability

lalne: $ * S |
First ~mde farming - - - .
Second - * 30,968 260,496 5,487 8.41 18 78
Third 7,802 45,901 801 5.86 .10 167
Fourth ™ " 89,161 120,736 1,971 4.14 .07 233
First grade grazmg S, geo 18,626 318 3.53 .06 80
Second ™ 81,668 90,388 1,564 4.17 .07 117
Third - y - w
Fourth ™ " - . -
Fifth - - - - - -
Cascade:
First prade farmlng 37,718 923,959 13,918 24.50 37 S3
Second " £8,309 461,417 7,192 16.30 .25 109
Third  “ * 14,324 276,976 3,619 19.34 27 450
Fourth * " 13,910 183,964 2,666 13.23 16 633
First grade grazmg 60,964 554,550 8,177 9.09 .13 173
Second - 2,672 24,054 376 9.00 14 233
Itird 2,738 32,570 487 11.92 .18 450
Fourfcl =~ * 640 3,685 60 6.76 .09
Fifth -
Chouteau:
First <tsae farmlng 24,947 296,396 5,638 11.88 23 58
Second - 33,703 269,040 4,314 7.98 13 57
Third . - 56,650 517,074 6,425 6.13 14 233

Fourth - " 56,092 471,630 7,846 8.41 467



Table TI. appendix - TAX XBDEV -HD SI'; f SAVHE ST @OV Til; H T OSAT=S Of AW 3( 7T*D.

,oree in tasesaed Tax Value per max per Tax Paid in per
County and Irede Sample Value Tevled Acre Acre cent of fax eying
ability

Chouteau, ConVd: I S I I

First grade grazing 2,644 15,344 231 5.80 .09 120
isecond " " 7,560 44,457 777 5.88 .10 167
Third 50,935 235,207 4,053 7.60 13 325
Fourth * * 10,223 50,398 853 4.93 .08 267
Fifth 2,200 5,631 56 1.65 .03 150
Cuater:

First grade farming - - -

Second " - - - .
* Third - - - -

Fourth « ™ 7,835 40,066 664 5.11 .08 267
First grade “razing - - -
Geeond ™ * - - - -

Third 30,749 124,996 1,637 4.0? .06 150
Fourth ™ 17,750 60,520 874 3.41 .04 133
Fifth 51,679 111,044 1,743 2.15 .03 150
Daniels:

First grade farming - - - .

eeond 20,212 243,531 6,119 12.05 .30 130
Third * 27,772 369,390 9,118 12.84 .32 533
Fourth " 7,898 69,269 1,672 9.49 .26 867
First grade grazing - -

Second * * 7,440 50,340 1,388 6.77 19 317?
Third 6,020 43,113 1,166 7.16 19 475

Fourth ™ "
Fifth " _



Table VI. Appendix - BUt RU D | I* BY COOQirrd S QP UHC,

Acres in Aseeseed Tax Value per Tax per Tax Feid in per
Jounty and Grade iieniple Value leried &cr Acre cent of fax Faying
Ability

Fergus: | $ | *

First grade farming 38,166 755, #5 15,076 19.78 40 100

second " N 10,950 325,297 6,415 29.71 .59 257

IMrd 21,361 220,849 4,705 10.34 22 367

Fourth ™ # 13,683 148,559 2,903 10.66 21 700

First grade grazing 17,075 94,827 2,029 5.55 12 160

second " ff 10,066 48,261 1,025 4.79 .10 167
Third m 14,281 56,225 1,265 3.64 .09 225

Fovrth * # 56,026 200,187 4,037 3.57 .07 233

Fifth 26,147 81,214 1,646 3.11 .06 300
Glacier:

First grade farming 30,588 288,555 5,121 9.43 A7 43

Second * 2,960 17,760 318 6.00 A1 48

Third # 16,068 128,753 2,510 8.00 .16 267

Fourth * # 4,040 37,790 637 9.35 16 533

First grade grazing 57,626 351,707 6,326 6.08 .09 120

Second * # 4,200 25,200 462 6.00 11 183

Third & : - . :

Fourth * - *

Fifth . - - - - -
Golden Valley:

First grade farming

Seennd * n - - _

Third * n 5,410 44,960 456 6.31 OR 133

Fourth " m 15,950 113,829 2,337 7.14 .15 500



Table VI. Appendix - TAX 'HBItim AlI3) SIZE <? 1JtMPIM BT CMITTIJS AKD HT CBaPES OF H NP, CC T1D

eres in aeeseed Tax Value per Tax per Tax Faid in per

County and Trade Sample Value Levied Acre Aere cent of Tax Paying
Ability

Oolden Valley, cont’d. | $ S
First CTflde grazing - - - :
Second W 11,116 57,203 939 5.15 c- 133
Third W 64,776 303,776 4,901 4.69 .08 200
Fourth " 6,836 46,974 897 6.87 13 432
Fifth Y 4,800 14,412 207 3.00 .04 200
Bill:
First grade farming : : - g ¢
Second * n - . .
Third ff 96,731 1007,881 14,733 10.21 .15 250
Fourth " 59,206 401,765 6,007 6.79 .10 333
First CTade razin £4,548 146,210 2,£14 5.96 .09 120
Second n - - . * *
Third m 17,107 121,790 1,828 7.12 A1 275
Fourth H - . —
Fifth # - - - - -
Judith ein:
First grade farming 8,291 £17,059 3,048 26.18 37 93
Second " # 41,117 1179,823 17,682 28.69 43 187
Tilrd # 16,518 422,670 5,940 22.84 32 533
Fourth ™ # 7,2 ] 194,045 2,783 26.65 38 1267
First grade grazing 23,486 196,323 2,400 8.36 .10 133
Second * € - — . —
Third * - - .
~ourt " # - - . .

Fifth « . . - - - -



TBble TI* Appendix - BkX BJ UE\

County and Spade

Liberty:
o _  farming

econd * #
Third n
Fourth w #
Rlret grade grazing
Seoond * W
Third #
Fourth m
Fifth ”~ #
.ueaelehell:

First grede farming
Second *

Third -

Fourth * if

First gmde -erazing
-second "' m

Tiiird n
Fourth ™ #
Fifth e
ctro let.

First grade farming
Second "' m
Third ft
Fourth ~

ores in
Sample

22,382
101,983

25,888
5,468
10,496

11,600
45,761
b?,701

3,840
6,114

Assessed Tax Value per
Velue Levied -ore
* S
150,492 2.766 6.78
720,167 13,538 7.07
108,340 2,565 4.19
88,148 541 5.13
65,737 1,356 6.26
55,427 1,353 4.76
140,645 3,620 2.89
U 8,055 4,476 5.26
53,079 505 13.82
34,684 626 5.66

Tax per
Acre

12
14

10
.10
13

A2
.07
.08

24
10

: 1 GP SUtPUt BT COUKTISS XI® Bl CfixSKS OF

Tax Paid per
cent of Tax Paying
Ability

200
467

133
167
325

200
175
267

400
333



Table TI. Appendix - BLX BGRISS 4 » 81 y "o 'Y : = Qf USD, COST’'D

.crcs in Assessed Tax Value per Tax per Tax laid in per
County and Grade Sample Value Levied Acre ere cant of Tax Paying
Ability
Petroleum, JonVd. £ $ $ $
First grade crazing - -
Second * 2,280 14,158 205 6.21 .06 IcO
Third # 13,722 56,752 951 4.14 .07 175
Fourth * n 13,066 66,730 1,185 5.10 .05 300
Fifth v 10,35* 33,360 600 3.22 .06 300
Philli re:
First grade farming - - - - —
Second " 48,530 352,297 7,226 7.26 15 65
Third m 37,663 234,396 5,646 6.22 15 250
Fourth ™ # 11,106 41,616 813 3.75 .07 233
First grade grazing y — —
Second " M 14,754 76,637 1,607 5.19 11 183
Third w - w .
Fourth " 41,414 149,247 3,294 3.60 .08 267
Fifth * - . - - -
Pondera:
first grade farming - - - - *
econd - 16,256 221,127 4,331 12.11 24 104
Third # 24,834 197,973 3,631 7.97 15 250
‘ourth o » 40,071 429,662 8,550 10.72 21 700
Fire* ?rade grazing 21,607 70,258 1,158 3.22 .06 67
Second " " 13,644 75,720 1,529 5.55 11 183
Third 10,176 72,745 1,116 7.25 11 275
ourth ™ - »

Fift - - - -



Table VI. AppeMlIx - Ta F v Ny or !AHD, no T'D.

verea in Aceeeeed Tax Value per Tax per Tax Paid in per
County and Irade Sample Value larled Acre Acre cent of Tax Paying
ability
Hooeevelt: $ I I
First grade farming 16,784 201,535 5,059 10.73 27 68
Second - * 5,518 81,051 1,939 8.52 .20 87
Third w 42,849 366,016 8,786 8.66 21 350
Fourth - # 5,800 45,696 1,029 7.88 18 600
Irat grade grazing - . - . .
Second . 14,060 83,307 1,938 5.93 14 233
Third = # 6,56C 43,639 1,148 6.65 .18 450
Fourth * * - - - - - -
Fifth #
Sheridan:
Flret grade faring — . - - - -
Second = " 57,210 653,795 80,904 14.92 .37 161
Third " " 1,920 20,103 422 10.47 22 367
Fourth - n 2,700 26,012 517 9.26 19 633
~lrst grade grazing — - .
Second * a 48,900 456,790 12,737 9.32 .26 433
Third m 4,300 87,395 608 5.71 13 325
Fourth n - - - - - -
Fifth m
heton: .
First grade faming 15,272 801,411 3,415 13.19 22 55
second " a 9,640 181,45 2,021 12.35 21 91
Third & 13,236 156,-09 2,649 12.00 .20 533

fourth " > 24,538 244,942 4,041 9.98 .16 533



Table V1. Appendix - TAX ISIBBBfl ABD

County and Grade

Teton, coat’d.
First grade grazing
Second "

Third " »
Fourth " '
Fifth ' "
Toole:
Iret grade farming
econd * m
Third
Fourth * *

First gr<de grazing
Second 9
Third

Fourth * "
Fifth

Valley:
First rade farming
-Secozd  * *
Third
Fourth 9 9

First gmde grazing
Second 9 9
Tlilrd

‘ourtb "' 9
Fifth

tores in

ASample

6,588
1,760
2,560

2,258

36,980
66,426

25,166

45,940

*

26,200
67,469
71,036

7,084

24,840
2,800
5,760

10,080

Asseared

Value

|
26,208
15,441
9,814

6,604

258,420
429,207

120,968

272,506

260,672
566,781
723,046

33,647

145,882
9,920
23,558
32,257

*

, ?
Tax
Lr Tied

410
£36
139

105

3,778
6,371

1,768

4,250

6,349
10,923
14,102

613

2,850
193
416
653

Value per
Acre

9.62
8.40
10.18
4.75

wawa
i )
Borx

f*x per
Acre

.06
13
.05

.CS

.10
10

.07

22
16
.20
.09

A1
C3
.07
.06

Tax P id in per

cent of
Ability

80
£17
125

250

167
333

93

225

56
70
333
300

183
200
233
300

ax Paying



Table VI. appendix - TAX BURDF

Oounty and Grade

Sheatlandr
"Irat ~rade farming
Second * "
Third "
Fourth ” "

First grade grazing
-ecod "

Third

Fourth * "
Fifth

ores in
Sample

5,760
21,649

17,560
20,506
15,776

IND SIZE OF AVPL 3Y GODWIE kSD BY GRADE

teaeas d
Value

73,778
185,FM

115,705
123,521
113,854

Tax
Levied

1,235
2,630

«

1,705
1,735
1,534

Value per

Acre

12.81

8.

58

Tax per
Acre

21
A2

.09

.08
10

CF LAND, OQ TtD.

fax Paid in per
cent of Tax aylng
Ability

350
400

150
200
333

»



Tlable VII. Appendix - SI | Of SASPIZ AND TAX SGRDKB FOS SXtSC OL DISTRICTS
Fourth Srade Perm and

Acres In Assessed Tax Value per Tax ser Tax in per

County and School Sample Value levied Acre eore Ceat of Tax ey-

lletrict ing ability
Liberty County

| [ $ $

School DlIst. 38 13,748 SB,307 5,600 8.17 A7 567

- - 40 13,456 97,436 1,931 7.25 14 467

* " 64 13,160 67,365 1,735 7.40 13 433

” " 35 16,770 98,542 1,875 5.88 A1 367
ill County
School Ist. 66 8,320 61,309 890 7.37 A1 367

' " 41 26,112 150,811 2,233 5.77 .09 300

Toole Jounty

, chool 1st. 13 10,240 71,494 1,057 6.98 .10 333
* " 18 14,374 85,938 1,226 5.98 .09 300



Table VIII. appendix - SI'U: F ~ |' kx U SHFOR IWT -

Omership -laeeee acres In assessed Tax Value per Tax per
and Sample Val tie Levied icre icre
Oradee of land

eeldent emed: I * I
First grade farming 157,887 2,514,612 47,785 15.99 .29
Second * . 274,962 3,691,128 71,236 13.43 .26
Tnlrd * . 293,490 3,187,821 57,722 10.66 20
Fourth " " 223,658 1,660,817 32,896 8.76 .15
First grade grazmg 162,300 1,119,837 18,619 6.14 .10
Second * 103,6»! 683,302 15,637 6.5 .15
Third * 167,766 788,990 14,068 5. .09
Fourth * 90,921 346,851 7,239 3.G1 .06
Fifth 43,878 118,715 2,176 2.71 .05
on- eaident Owned:

Flret grade farmlng 22,632 260,673 5,042 11.52 22
Second " 45,564 480,613 9,345 10.55 21
Third * 135,716 1,255,193 21,843 9.25 .16
Fourth - 133,074 675,087 13,936 7.33 12
riret grade grazmg, 64,167 452,009 6,984 7.04 A1
Second m 32,556 228,215 4,624 7.01 .14
Third 114,705 574,456 9,406 5.01 .06
fourth * 73,809 £34,825 4,732 3.16 .07
Fifth il - 40,456 93,914 1,590 2.32 J 04

. WH



TiBble VI111. appendl* - 1 A boov T e aU, CHUOtt Si UsSD '™
wnerehlp Glneeee ~cres In xBsesaed Ta* Value per Tax per
and Sample Value Levied ere ere
Grades of land

Corporate iwned:

‘Irst Tade farming 14,%96 172,688 3,695 11.75 .25
oeeond " _ 46,444 680,653 12,028 14.66 .26
Third if 76,480 736,436 12,080 W28 .15
Poiarth * n 83,034 616,319 10,561 7.46 13
Flret Tade Taxing 19,509 115,065 1,475 5.90 .08
Second ft 25,911 184,081 4,536 7.14 .18
Third m 40,970 254,815 4617 6.22 A1
Fourth ~* m 31,469 133,461 2,748 4.24 .09
Fifth ft 5,043 16,620 279 3.30 .06



A T rendix

3radee of land

First grade far- tng

Second m *
Third - *
Fourth * *

First sorade Tazinr
Second "'

Third

Fourth " "
Fifth

Ay

Acres la
Semrle

£02,966

525,576
501,661

271,616
220,008
333,003
225,211
107,520

CSEY o

A1

Assessed Tax

Value

[
3,164,972
4,953,510
5,270,699
3,571,761
1,706,471
1,410,113
1,741,593
903,213
262,622

I Amn?2" FOR 21

Value per

Irvied Acre
I |
67,624  15.59
94,871 13.07
94,529 9.95
69, 06 7.91
27,596 6.28
31,312 6.41
30,666 5.23
17,626 4.01

5,010 2.63

Tax per
Acre

.28
.25
.18
14

10
14
.09
.C-
.05

[

fax in per
cent of rax
Paying
Ability

70
109
300
467

133
233
225
267
250

SDRI Y- I, T

Aeseeped value in
per cent of re-
duction value.

70
114
332
527

167
214
262
267
263
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