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Abstract:

The purposes of this study were (1) to provide a brief summary of experience in classifying land for
assessment purposes in the United States, (2) to present a detailed account of the Teton County land
reclassification, and (3) to give an economic evaluation of the Teton County reclassification.

The review of land classification for assessment purposes in the United States showed that the usual
practice was to base the classification primarily on the inherent characteristics of the soil. This practice
received favorable comment in the literature reviewed.

The classification of Teton County was developed from a reconnaissance soils survey supplemented
with historical yield data and with data on experiences of operators. Land was classified according to
its probable best use# General conclusions regarding classification are: 1. A productivity classification
of land is essential to equitable apportionment of land taxes.

2. Land classification for assessment purposes should be based on a map which reflects relative
productive capacity of various soil types# 3. Land class intervals should be established on the basis of
productivity, not on the basis of dollar valuations.

4. Classification of land on the basis of present use is most satisfactory. Provision should be made for
keeping classification in agreement with land use.

5. A schedule of values must be adopted and applied to the respective land classes in order to make use
of a land classification for assessment purposes.

6. Taxpayers should be informed of purposes and procedures in land classification.

7. Great care must be exercised in arriving at a productivity valuation of land for assessment purposes
in order that assigned values will reflect relative income producing power of each land class.
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ABSTRACT

‘The purposes of this study were (l)‘ to provide a brief summary of
experience in classifying land for assessment purposes in the United States,
(2) to present a detailed account of the Teton County land reclassification,
and (3) to give an economic evaluation of the Teton County reclassification.

The review of land classification for assessment purposes in the
United States showed that the usual practice was to base the classification
primarily on the inherent characteristics of the soil. This practice re-
ceived favorable comment in the literature reviewed.

The classification of Teton County was developed.from a reconnaise
sance goils survey supplemented with historical yield data and with data on
experiences of operators. Land was classified according to its probable
best useo - ) -

General conclusions regarding classification ares

1. A productivity classification of land is essential to equitable
apportionment of land taxes.

2, Land classification for assessment purposes whould be based on a
map which reflects velative productive capacity of various soil types.

3, Land class intervals should be established on the basis of pro-
ductivity, not on the basis of dollar valuations.

i, Classification of land on the basis of present use is most satis-
factory. Provision should be made for keeping classification in agreement
with land use. '

5, A schedule of values must be adopted and applied to the respective .
land classes in order to make use of a land classification for assessment
purposes. ‘ :

6, Taxpaye'lrs should be informed of purposes and procedures in land
classification. . '

7. Groat care must be exercised in arriving at a ﬁroxi}lctiwﬂ_ty,{valua:u
tion of land for assessment purposes in order that assigned values will re-
flect relative income producing power of each land class.




: 5
PART I. INTRODUCTION
Background
lPro'blems in the assessment of fam lands have long challenged stu=
s:aents and have long plagued fazmers.,'~ Findings of assessment studies have
focused:.’attention on the following criticisms of Farm asses,sﬁlents g

"Iwo principal weaknesses in the present system of assesse
ing farmm lands seem to be largely responsible for inequali-
ties which exist among various.grades of fam and grazing
land. They ares (1) lack of adequate classification of
" land for assessment purposes, and (2) lack of information
and appreciation of the large differences between econcmic
values of the poorer and the better grades of -land.,,}_./

Along this same vein, another writer has saids

"One of the difficulties in tax assessment, revealed by
numerous studies in various parts of this country. and
Canada, is the tendency to overassess the poor land come
pared with the good land. Assessments concentrate too
. close to the average, the excellent farms being under-'
assessed and the poor famms ovérassessed, a situation
contrary to the intent of the assessment which is supe
posed to provide for taxation in proportion to value,
One of the important contributions that can be made in
taxation, therefore, is improvement in assessment
achieved through more accurate classifi'catiblnm"g/ —

The classification of agricultural lands on the basis of productivity
&vés promise of alleviating inequalities in assessment. ‘Téton County has
been' basing -assessment on a land cla,ssification designed for that purposes

In this study, the Teton County classificabion will be presented in detail,

with special atteﬁtipn -givén to the bases gsef‘i :m élasSifying land and to

1/ Renne, R.R,, "Land Classification as an Aid in Poal Estate Assess~
ment", in The Classification of Land, Montana. Agricultural E:cperiment Stabtion
Bulletin h219-'Decem’o§-r 1910, p.80. ' : -

?_/ Murray, William G., Fam. Appraisal, The Iowa State College Fress,, '
Ames, Iowa, 1940, p.188. -
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the economic res_ul'bs of the clr;ssifi‘cation. Cther land elassifications
suited to assessment purpeses will be briefly presented,

Purposes of the Study. In this study the pfrposes will bos.

(1) To provide a brief survey of experiments in land
classification for equitable tax assessment.

(2) To present all pex'blnent facts related to recla551=
fication of agricultural lands in Tebon County.

(3) To analyze evidence which W:.ll help in evaluating
resul’os of Teton County reclassification.

Procedure in the Study. The survey of experiments in land classi-
fication will be considered first. The evolution of the preductiviby classi-
ficatioﬁ developed in Teto‘n County will theni be ‘braéed. Lastly, an evalua=.
tion will Be‘made of ecoﬁomic results "attributable t6 ,employmen'/bw of ‘the
clas;iLi‘ica’oi‘on it Tebon Com';'byo o : o

Land Classifidation in Various States

For maﬁ& jfears,'nsoils men have been conducting their reconnaissance
sufvejrs s and for ma_hy years economists have beén developing their appraisal 4
;c,ools and techniqueS,‘ A productivity classification of ag'rieul’uiral lands
is a logical outcome of these two pieces of work. The first one is a survey -
of the inhérent characteristics of the soil. The other is a consideration |

of man's relationship to the soil.
"Thére are two general aspects to the problem of land cla551-
fication: - (1) the natural classification -of land types on
the basis of the inherent quall'bles of the land and (2) the
practical classification of land into categories defined in
such a way as to achieve the particular objective for which
-it is needed,

"The oo,]ectl'veé. in practical land .classification have been.
variously stated, depending on the spec:.al problems of. the -
moment and parblcularly upon the experience of the one

1
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advancing the proposals. As far as rural lands are concerned,
there are two general, but not mutually exclusive, problems
which can probably best be satn.sfactomly solved with 4 land
¢lagsification: (1) the equalization of taxation on land
according to the productive capacity of the land, and (2) the
planning of land use., ‘The second objective may simply imply’
the accumulation of data for general recommendations,; or for
“the use of peeple on the land; or.it may imply the accumu-
lation of data and its detailed geographic expression for
some method of rural zomng or ‘other public pOllc.LGS with re-~
spedt Lo land use"L/ , oy L

JNew York, In New York, economic vstudﬁ.es of .land utilization have
been made for appromately ’c.wenty countiew 2/ The type. of class:.fn.catlon ,
employed was adapted to the planmng of land use. Land was usually placed
in five classes, albhough six classes are scmetz.mes used in th:.s sys‘bem.,
Land least suited to agriculture was put :'uc Class Is land best suited to
agricﬁljt.ﬁre” was pubt in the highest class..~ In this work an abtempt has been
made to indicate velabive prof%i.tableness of. farming different types of soil.
This led to a study of abandoned fams which was instrumental in the State
purchase of abaﬁdoned land and in ths bcginning of a reforestation programe.
Gl‘assif;i.cation relied heavily on amount aﬁd condition of agricultural capi:»
taly the theory was ;ohat wellwbtﬁ.l’o_-up » .t-:ell«-maintained famst'esc"i_s cvidenced
an aréa well suited to agxiculture; | 4 | |

Virgi n;a;. Virginia has many counties classified.  Iike the New Yorik
classifica’c.ioc, the Virginia lanci classification was unsuited for use in

arriving at assessment values, It serves rather as a guide to land use.

1/ Kellogg, Gharles Esy and Ablelter, Js Kenne‘ch A Method of Rural
Land Classification, United States Department of Agmcul'bure Technical
Bulletin, Ne. LGF, February 19353 Pe2=3a

.2/ See Lewis, A,B,' An. Economic Study of Land Utz.llzatn.on in Tompklns
Ooun*bv, New York (Gox'nell) Agricultural BExperiment Statlon Bulletin 590, 1933.
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Wisconsine - Claési f.‘ication of land in Wisconsin is generally asso=
: e::.a‘oed with zon:mg and 1and uses A 1931 Law requived assessors to classify

real es’oate 1n1:o gix classes,.
"Since 1925, the assessment roll has redquired t-hat real
estate be classified into six groupsy namelyp (a) residen-
tials (b) mercantile; (e¢) manufacturing; (d) agriculturals
(e) marsh, cut-over; and waste; and (£ *timber lands. The
last three elasses -are further subclassified as followss
agmcultural grades 1, 2, and 33 wild hay and pasture;
class (e), marsh, cut-over good, cutw~over poor, wastej
timber, mixed timbsr, wood. This change in the roll re-
sulted from a change in policy on the part of the Tax
Commission rather than from legislabive enactment. Not wnbil
1931 was this classification written into the statutes.
The law passed in 1931 merely gives legal recojgyrblon to
what had alveady become an accomplished fac’bm“

Legal status for the Tnhsconsm classification was establlshed before
.’c.he State Ta:c Ccmm:,ssion Pegan' classification workb ‘I‘he class:.f:.camon plz-m
was used . .by the Gommlssn.on as an aid in detemlmng equita.ble taxation Values'
for distmc'bs and in facn.l:.ta‘bmg eqm.table assessmen‘c- between dlstmcts. |

Although assessment is done by township assessors, thez-e is supemsmn by

o da.stm.c’o deputy assesscrs, A deflmte. functz.on of supems:_on is the_ equalz.w :

zatlon of valuation between assessment dlS'bI‘lC'bSu Superv:isors of éssessment
districts break dowm sales of real estate into real estate classes in order
to make recommendations to the assessors.

In requiring a land ‘classification and then marshalling data to aid
in assigning values to classes, the Wisconsin approach to equitable assesg=

ment strikes at the crux of the problem. Of questionable value would be the

v

1/ Krueger, L. B., "Classification of Fam Lands Ffor Assessmemnt Pure
poses in Wisconsin," Joumal of Land and Public Util:_ty Economics, VIIL,
No. 2 (May 1932) p.116, .




g 9 -
classification by townships, especially since such a classification is maﬁ;niy
dependent on judgment. The breakdown of farm real estate sales and the cal=
culation of 1and class values has merit because it ig done only for a homo-
geneous area. Asgessors have an opportunity to gtudy 'bhé classification and
to note the approximate values for each class whicﬁ provides them #with a
patiern, -

In spite of the grave criticisms which might be raised to the Wis-
consin assessment procedure, ‘2 more equibable assessment probably has resulted
from its uses The Wisconsin approaéh is very significant since it resulted |
from a need for a sound tax base. When those charged with the responsibility
of asséssipg Jand sought a scientific foundabion for ‘that assessmenb, land
classification became a must and the assigmment of values became the second
major task.

A paragraph from the refsrence given is pertinent?

"Glassification of famm real esbate for purposes of baxabion
is not advanced here as an easy way out. The assessment probe
lem centers arvound the cormer stone of economicsew~namely,; value
and valuation. There is not now and never has been any royal
road to valuess The time will perhaps never come when purely
objective standards can be established on the basis ef which
real esbate can be appraised without the element of human
judgment entering into the equation. It is maintained herey
however, that an adequate comprehensive classification of farm
real estate is at present the only feasible method by which
elements contributing to the value of fam real estate can be
evaluated and measured on a comparative basis, which after all
is the important thing in an equitable assessment "L/

Kansass In 1938, an entirely new system of assessment was intro=

duced in Trego Ceunty, Kangas, by Worden R. Howab. Essentials of the plan

1/ Krveger, Ibid., ps 119
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as give'n by its author follows

#The fifteen men were called in who were to be the deputy
a85essors « » « We first took an acre of average tillable
land, Pigured cost.of production of the various crops adapted
to this county and these were caleculated; which gave us an
average price of the returns on the investment. We then

+ took an average acre of exclusive nontillable pasture land

. and applied the various ways of wtilizing samey :as gain made

by steer at average price per pound, cow raising calf and
‘sale of ¢dlf, and by milking cow, selling milk and cream,
etc. Computation of these figures gave us average revenue
which in comparison to average acre of tiﬂ.lab}e land rew
sulted in a ratio of 15 to 6 being adopteds"l/

"ije then procedded to classify, using as a base what we
termed an- average acre in both classes. We designated. aver-
~age as 100% with above mentioned in the two classes respecs
. bively. From that point we advanced to 120% as a high and
: decreased below average to T0% as a low, all cases of classi=
‘ .-fication. to be based on the assessor's judgnent."Zs
. . 1 As is usual in atitempts at developing an equitable assessment, the
Trego County men worked out a system of land .classification and a schedule
. of values for assessment purposes., .After these major steps, the total
« ~computed valuation of property was modified by the’ consideration of advane
tages 'and disadvanbages of geographical location of property; . Sinc_e('hthq
moisture is. less and the wind erosion is greater as one goes from east -
to west in ‘the county, the center range was taken as neutral, and to ‘the land

in each successive range eastward from center, afi additional two percent

of computed valuation was added. .An addi‘tional two perqen%’-‘wg‘s“shbtracted

1/ An average acre of nontillable pasture land was given a valua-
tion equal to L0 percent of the valuation assigned to an -average acre of
tillable land. :

2/ Quoted by Harold Howe in ;{'A Brief Description of the Assessment
Plan Uséd in Trego County, Kansas", Hnpublished, December 15, 1943
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from the computed. valuation of land on each successive range westward from
_the neutral cente:e rangeq : , , i

The distance ‘bo market was - 'bhe only econemic facter hanng :Lnflu-o
ence on valuahlon which was conmdered., Here awaJ.rA a neutra_l. pos:.‘bion was
located. At six miles i’rom market no percentage addl‘bw.on or subtractlon
to property valuation’ was fnade, Tor ea.ch m:.le nearer markebt, an add:.t::.on of
three percent of cmputed valuation was madc*' or each mile ’beyond six,
three percent of cormputed valuation was sublracted,

The adopt::.on of th:x.s assessment procedure changed ‘the. assessor'
assigmment., His. job became that of mala.z:lg a land claso:;.f:_cation,- Lapd was
always classified acéording to px'es;ent. use.-e-—new're:e‘ according fclo estimafed

use capability, Once the classification was made, determined valués were

applied to classes and percentages were used Lo take cave of the other influ=

ences consideredesin this cases rainfall and distance o market,
The following is from an appraisal of the Trego County plans

"Assessment of real estate in Trego Cownby is more equil'bable
under the new plan than under the 0ld & » »

"The writer makes his statement that the plan now used is
more equitable than the old because the new plan allows for
variation in values. based on objective factors which the
citizens of the comby recognize as factors influencing,
values, The plan would be more equitable than the old for
that characteristic alones (The old plan provided no uni=,
form objective classification of land.) But there are other
chavacteristics of the new plan which 'also make it a distinet
1mpro*vemen~o over assessment of real estate found elsewhere
in the state. They are: (1) Careful study was givén to the
valve of an average acre of tillable land and an average acré
of pasture land. (2) Every acve in.each farm was accounted
for on the standard form used by the deputy assessor. (3)
The assessment was unifommly done throughout the county. (€]
The large map with assessed values theveon was, and is; availe
able for inspection by anyone.




This one improvement along would mark Trego County as having
. baken a step forward in assessment practice.ml

- There is a marked similarity between the Trego Goﬂnty” Plan and the ,
Wisconsin agsessment Procedure. In both cases, classification was left to
the assessor, bub %o make classifica’oion more unﬁ‘om, assessors and supers=
visors worked together in developing tools and teclhmiques. The as8esS0Ys
were provi&ed with guides to land class values, In Wisconsin this service
wa:; more in the way of a suggestion than was the case in Trego 90unty,—
Kansas. -Beyond these two fundamental steps, there was little similarity’ in
‘the asseéément systems, for in Wisconsin éach assessor made his appraisal

of economic factors rabher than depending on a rigid formula adopted by the

group. H .

North Dakota. Another classification plan is the one developed in
No;th Dakotas Trﬂdrk done in McKenzie County affords an iillustration of land
classification for the purpose of arriving at equitable assessment. The
procedure followed in working out a ciassification of agricultural lands
in this County is as foXTohs:

"The whole procedure as accomplished in McKenzie County can
be generalized into four steps: (1) accurate mapping, in
detail, of the important physical features of the lands (2)
the detemunatlon of the natural productivity of each impore
tant combination of these phys:.ca.t features (the natural land
type); (3) the detemmination of the use group {or combina=
tion of use vroupg) to which the various social land units
belongs and (i) the evaluation or rating of each individual
tract of Jand according to :L’cs capabilities m.thn.n its use
group."

y Howe, Harold, "A Brief Description of the Assesément Plan Used
_ in Trego County, Kansas‘," Unpublished, December 15, 1943,

2/ Kellogg, Charles E,, and Ableiter, J. Kenneth A Method of Rural
Land Classification, United States Deparbment of Agriculture Technical
Bulletin No. L69, I‘ebmary 19355 pe 8. )
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A brief explanation of these four steps may be pertinent. The map
was based on the inherent characterisiiics of the soil, Although a revision
of the ﬁmductivity valuation would have to be made periodically; the map
could be used for an indefinite periods .To ‘determmine the né.tu:g’al produc=
tivity of the land types, productién recor&s were examined, and the people .
familiar with the land were consulted. 'After careful study, the land type.
_selected as best for crops was designated as 100 percernt . ferceﬁtage fige
ures for other land types were arrived at by rixélci.ng‘; a comparison of eé,c‘hi
type with the land best suited for crops. Fhirty percent was baken as "bop |
for grazing land, and the same system was used in arriving. at percentao‘e
‘ figures for other typea of grazing 1and= Ra’l.:.ng was made by fortynacre
tracté for the determination of the use group. Consideration was glven 'bo
the fam as a unit and allowances were made for isolated areas of e:.‘hher
crop or grazing land. Land was rated according to its capabilities within
its use gfoup. A system was devised whereby land was graded according to
distance from market, to kind of road provided, to stoniness, and to other
such factors. Finally, a ioercentage figure was established for assessment
valuation. | |

South Daicota, Another illustration of land classii:ication used in

ayrriving a1; an equitable assessment of agmcul‘bural lands is, that used in

Hand Gounty, South Dakota. s %/ Tnis classification was based on a reconnais~

sance soils survey provided by the Soil Conservai,lon E‘aervmee Economm

1/ Anderson, I\Torms J ay Assessment Problems and Procedure in South
Dakota, South Dakota Agmcultural Fxperiment Station bulletin 355, August
o1,
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factors were considered for each 160-acre tract. One noticeable result of

using the valuations developed in this way was the lessening of differences

in valuation per acre between adjoining. toxmsblps.
Iowao Ano’bher approach to land classification was made in Nevada
Townsh::,p, Sboxy County, Iowa, 1935"360—/ Work was done as a joint project

of the Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station and the Resettlement Adminise

- tration. "This study was made with the primary purpose of developing and

t‘esting a method of economic land classification WhiCh would be suitable

i

for use under conditions in Iowa and s:.m::.lar reg:n.ons of the Oom Beltg“g/ K

: in

Two maps of the'township wers prepared=-one on 1and classification and o

4

one on land useg, Land classification was based on the inherent characw :__j .
teristics of the soil, including such factors as soil type, slope, and .erésild.lfz_Q.
Productivity ratings were assigned to the land classes. People familiar with
the area were consulted as.an aid in estimabting yield for classes. In orde'i::‘ .
to have all land on a ‘comparabie basis, one bushel of corn was taken as
equivalent to one feed unit. Other crops, and pasture; were then‘ converted
to feed units. To detemmine the productivity rating, average erop yields

for each year of the practiced rotation were converted to feed units, The

total feed units were then divided by the number of years in the régat:.one

: y Englehom9 A, J., Land Classn.f:.ca‘b:.on a8 a Basis for Land Appraisal
And Equalization of Tax Assessments, "Repoit on the Land Classification Study
in Nevada Township, otory County, iowa', United States Resettlement Adninis-

"orat:l.on, Land Use Planning Publication 8 December 1936,

_2_/ Ibid, ps Lo

13
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Using a corn-corn~oats rotation on a Webster loam, oropland class 12A1 had
a productivity rating of L3. 1.5_/

Three major land uses were mappeds (' (1) cropland ir’zc::luding rotation
pasture, (2) permanent pasture, and (3) woodland. Data on farm buildings
were gathere(i. Parm bounddries were shown on the map. |

When productivity ratings had - been assigned for: aii land classes
and land use had been mgpped, calculation of average productivity ratings
for famms was possible. This calculation'wgs done by superimposing the.
land classification map on the land use map arid then using a planimeter to
measure each uss=class area. By'applying the derived'préductivi'by rating
to the measured acreages .;:md then summing all products, total prociuctivi{;y
rating for the fam was detemmined; ?i‘his figure divided by deres in the
farm gave the average per acre productivity rating, a rating suitable fof
valuation purposes.. | ‘

After making the laund classification, a-comparison was madé between
productivity valuation and assessed valuation of the- 1snd;. Si)eald:ng of the
tax assessment, Mr. Englehorn said that it did "seem to folldw somewhat the
preduc't:ivity of tﬁe land." But he went on to say that this may be an excep~
tional finding, énd he made the following remarks:?

| #It would seem from this é‘oudy that the productivity of the

land should receive mors cons:.deratlon, not only as a basis

for tax assessments; but also whenever appraisal valves are
~ placed on land. An adequate system of 1and class:r,flca.tion

[

1/ Corn yields were estimated ab 55 brushels per acre and oat yields
at L5 bushels per aere on the.Webster Yoam ¢lass. A bushel of oabts was
rated at I3 percent of a bushel of comm. Two. years of corn yields 110 units;
one year of oabs yields 19.L units., The sum of ‘the units for three years is
129.h, and average yearly production of un:t.us is k3.1,

/3
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seems indispensable for use in achleving a reasonable degree
of uniformity and equitableness in tax assessment and land
appraisal. Tax assessments as now made are haphazard and
generally are far from equitable. Only a slight variation
may be found as between tax assessments.on poorly productive
and highly productive lands. This study would indicate that -
if land is classified in enough detail so that wvariations in
productivity may be detected, basif/for true and accurate
- bax assessments might be -derived "=/ .

Nebraska. A Nebraska study affords an illustration of a fairly re-
cent approach Lo the problem of land classifications Attention was directed
$o the need for "developing more effective systems of land classification

and evaluation « o« «

"Correct land use and conservation, equibable assesaments
and appraisals, and econemic and social stability are depend-
ent basically on sound land evaluation , . -« S »

w o« o+ NI is . the object of this paper tc present a method of classi-

fying and evaluating the soils as mapped in regular soil sure

- veys on the basis of land types, which are here defined as
areas having reasonably similar productivity and use suita-
bidities,  The standards used to differentiate land types
will vary according to the desired objectives; bubt any mate=-
rial difference in yield, or.in practices necessary t6 maine
tain a desirable level of productivity, will justify recog-
‘nition of land types.. . : . ‘

"The materials necessary for the procedure.in this study are: .
(1) county soil survey maps and reports, {2) detailed land-
use, ‘slope, and erosion maps for selected farms or areas, .
(3) crop acreage estimates by soil types, and (L) average
county production estimates."2/ . - o .

- The land type considered the most productive was rated as 100, When | -

the clas's"ii‘ibation was com;}iete, a2ll other land types tiad been given a -

il Englehorn, Ibid, p. 2l

- 2/ Anderson,” Arthur, Nelson, A.P.; Hayes, F.A., and Wood, I.D,, A
Proposed Method for Classifying and Evaluating Soils on the Basis of Pro=
ductivity and Use Suitablilies, Nebraska Agricultural Ixperiment oStation :

Research Bulletin 98, May 1938, ps 3.
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relative bercen'bage rabing by comparison with this most productive lands
Corn was used a5 a common denominator of feed crops, and yields of the vari-
ous crops were converted to feed unit equi'_;ralen‘ose When slope and erosion
were considered for eacﬁ soil type, 52 conditions were recognized and.given
crop ratipgs. - Of these, 39 conditions were sufficiently different, because
of yield or use suitabilities, to be considered land types., Fiftyesix cen-
ditions were given a pasture rating.

Average county pz’oductic')n estimabes were used to check the relia=
bility of -dérived- yields for each crop. The derived yield figure for each
land type, when weighted according t.p acreage in the County, gave a produc=
tion total equal to the average County production estimé'bea

The following applicabion of this method was suggested:

"Productivity and use estimates are fundamental ,to‘ effective
systems of land classification and evaluations Such esti-
mates involve not only a detailed study and interpretation
of soil factors; but all other envirommental conditions
affecting crop prf)ductione‘

"Such analyses and estimates would be par’bicuiarly valuable'e:
1; In the 'development of use suitablility classifications fer
such purposes as baxation assessment, conservabion practices -

and programs 5 and individual famm analyses and plannlnga

2+ To public and private agencies and individuals for land
purchase and loan PuI’pOSGSc

3. In general specific programs of ‘research, education, ex- |
tension, and action designed to bmng about more effective land-use PR
practices."l

'_”The Nebraska classification was deve“_g.oped to demonstrate a workable

procedure for arriving at a sound basis for land valuation. The report

_];/ Anderson, Nelson, Hayes, .and Wood, Ibide, p. 3k
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neither indicated that the classification was initiated as a base for tax
assessment mnor that any attempt was mads to assign values 1o produétivity ¥
rabings and thus contrast classification eyaluation with assessed valuabion,

Purpose in Studying Teton County Reclassification

Need for Investigation. ILittle work has been done to evaluate the

land clessification that was done in Teton Countys There are publications
giving a brief- outlu_ne oi‘ what has been done in reclass:.f;m.ng the Coun’cyel/
Nothing has been done aboul gathering and interpreting: ev1dence -in order 'to
¢valuate the x*eclaswifleatlon for assessment purposes.

Within recent years, Montana Agricul‘tural Experiment Station bul-
letins have been published which indicate-inequalities of assessment and
which advance methods for improving- assessmentog/ Two majc:r' evils growing
out of present assessment’ prcacedure in Ment:ma have been glven, These are:?

"(1) The fa::.lure o assess 1ands in: accordance with 1ts

ability to pay (productivity), particularly the tendency
to overassess the lower grades; and (2) the lack of any

uniformity in assessmént proc@dure a?neng the counties or
_ among various areas of the state."

Teton County affords a laboratory for testing gome of the hypotheses
of tax students and an opportunity for those 'in'berested- in becoming familiar

1

1/ See Land Use Planmng Under Way;, United States Department of
Agriculture, Bureav of Agricultural Economics, July 1940, ps 12-25." See
also "An Agricultural Pelicy For Teton County, Montana" (a prel:mllnary
report ), mlmeographed July 1939

2/ See Lord, H.H., Voelker, 5,W., and Gieseker, L.F., Standards and
Procedure for Classification and Valuation of Land for Assessment Purposes.
Montana Agricultural Lxperiment Station Bulletin LOl, June L9h2. oee also
Rerme, RyR.; and Lord; H.H., Assessment of Mortana Farm Lands, Montana Agri-
cultural Experiment Station Bulletin 3L8, October 1937.

/ Renne and Lord, I’f;:;u:l9 Ds ’.l.lo . L
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with one mebhod of attacking these evils of Montans! s bax system. As the
Teton classificatien is presented,: it will be possible to see to whal de-
gree the classification conforms with the ideal advocated by students of
the subject. An economic analysis of the Teton County assessment should
show the economic merit of assessment based ‘on productivity.

Investigation is timely for there is a strong piobability that the
tax burden will become increasingly oppressive in the years aheéd,l/ To
help forestall a recurrence of critical county finance conditions, every
effort shéuld_ be made to develep a system of assessment based on farm ine- .
comes Delinquency will show up on -overassessed lands first,: and at a time
when some lands are not paying their fair share of baxes.

"The contention that the evaluation of land; for whatever -
purpose, should be governed by its productivity or producing’
;- -power is generally accepted. . It would seem only logical that
tax assessments on land should be in accordance with the earn-
ing capacity of that land or its ability to pay. When not
thus regulated, taxes may be so high thal the poorest land
is forced inbo the most -exploitbative use, bhereby creating:
serious land-use maladjustments; er too low in the case of

good land, considering its capability of carrying a larger °
share of the tax burden."2/ :

The Problem. This study of land classification in Teton County will

be concerned with supplying answers to the following questions:

(1) How was the land of Teton County ¢lassified? | I
(2) What are the economic results of.the uge of this 1land -
, classification as a base for tax assessment? “ ‘

}_/ Halcrow, H.Gs, Montana County Finances at the. End of the Wars.
1915, Montana Agriculturel “Experiment Station, Mimeograph Circular Iy
:]ufle‘ l?,hé,, P Les . E . . ' 3

| 2/ Englehorn, Opecite, po 16
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Methods and Techniques. To answer 'Ehe question of how the land of

~ Teton County was classified, County records were examined and infomied

g oo ) :
persons were interviewed., To determine the economic resiikts of employing .

the reclassification for‘ assessmen‘o purpésed, éounty records were examined
and stud;i.es were made of (1) the general bax pleture s (2) deiinquenéy,‘, (3)
appeals for equalization of assessment, énd‘(h) productivity value correlated
with assessed value, Figuies and tables are used to facilitate presentaﬁign |

of the material, -
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PART II, HISTORY OF TETON COUNTY LAND GLASSIFICATION

Clagsification of. 19191920

1919 Glassificé,t.ion Law., The classification of the agricultural’

lands of Teton County was made under the provisions of the Classification

PRI

' Law of 1919  This Law changed the order of assessment in Montana by recoge-
nizing seven classes ef property each tb he taxed at a ’diffex'en’o percentage
of “full and true value®, A directive was given requiring clagsification -
of all'Farm land.

_WUnder provisions of the 1919 law, a1l farm land was to-
be clasgified into differsnt classes or grades of irrie-
Bated, non-irrigated tillable, grazing, bimber, and
mineral lands for tax purposes. The County Commissioners
were anthorized to employ appraisers to survey and
¢lassify the lands and to levy funds for paying the cost
of such elassification. In some countiesy, a fairly good
job was done for that periody bubt in most of them, a
pdow job was done all toe hastily by untrained men.

The classifications as a whole lacked wnifoimity and

were superficial and wnscientific. For axample, lands
were classified as fami lands if their topography. was
suitable for cultivation regardless eof whethsy the soil _ ,
was ‘really capsble of producing profitably when farmeds "].;/,

Progedure in Classification in Teton County. In ‘Teton County; - two

engineers were émgloyed to make the classification. These tio men made
their classification largely on the basis of topographj, This key precedes
their field notes:

Agricultural land, non-irrigated
A = Smooth Cultivated
B « Rolling Cultivated
C = Smooth Uncultivated
D = Rolling Unenltivated

4

1/ Renne, R.R.; and Lord, H,H., Assessment of Montana Farm Lands,
Montana Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 348, October 193(; DPe 9o
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Pasture Land
3 = Also described as poor, falr, good, or very good
Irrigated Land -
Descrlbed as irrigated or colored bluel/

In 'bhe engineer!s field notes, each seet:.on or partial sec'blon was
mapped on a separate page. The above symbols, and occas:.enally the tems,
poor, fair,'golod;, and very good, were written on the sect:u.on maps. " Land
class often i‘ailowed ‘the bouzidéries of hO=acre tracts, but not inf?equently
several s;ymbolst:.were.ﬁﬁ'l";ben in o'n. one h0=a<£re‘ tract aﬁd péncilleojl boundary
lines weré draym. Often a majority of hOmacre tracts in a sectien were
divided about -equally between two land classeSa |

From these A,.leld noteu s " capds were made on Which the classification
of eéch acre of'a holding was given. In changin.g frem an alphabetical to
a nﬁmezical classification,’ the following were the usval. conversions: A =
always one-plowj B = often one-plow, sometimes twosplow; C - nearly always
one=plowg D « generally two»plom Nearly all class»ﬁhree land was g:.ven a
one=grazing classification. When pa,;tm'e was descr:v.bed as peor,, 2 tuo-
‘gra;-zing elassifica’oion was generally giveny - . " N

The classn.n.ieatz,on was deficlent in many respecis. -lLittle ansid¢
eratiogr' was ‘given to soil types. Topography was the chief eritericn on which
classificatien was made. Inspection of the area was not bhoroughs From some
high point the. épgineers would often merely look around over the surrounding
area and then proceed to méke their entries. Since topography figures 50
strongly in the appraisal, cléssific;atibn was made with little regard to

present land use. Fairly smooth land was classified as plow land even,theugh"

1/ From Unpubllshed Field Notes of Engineers whe made the elassific |
cation. On file in Teton County Assessor‘s offices
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it was in seod. 4 period of ,high whééﬁ prices and a conseqi;xent breaking of
sod contribubted 'hc; fuhis p:c"aétice o:;.' assigr:i:ng a blew la.nd classifi;:at':‘i.cm to.
many unplowed acred. Be’o’oer than average, rainfall Ly in the years preced:mg
bhe classification, contributed to the genersl eptimism regarding the possis
bility of expanding drysfam t{rﬁea’o cultures The placing of sod land inte |
plow classes worked a *real hards;hip oz;:. many ranchers. 1n nany cas.es gither
the c:n.l was not suited o eul'hn.vatlon, or it was not econom:x.cally feasible
t@ crop t.he aereage in the unit. .

In making the ClaSSlfiCd{blOng yaluaﬁignremnpaﬁgon was made ba’crween‘ ‘
land of diffefent 'glcape and b@twéen_ 1and éii’i‘éﬁng markedly in’:‘cther physical
prppg:gf’o;i.‘e:s;‘l ?j%:'ém‘czhip‘»-pla"cs tqre'z:e ma:lde; and-an, these, valuations for the ’va'z'i;n |
qﬁs classes were w:f;.i.t;oen | (See Table I)al The’éé x}élues were, ,-‘c.o be used as a
base for ass‘;essment purposem However, 11: 13 proban],z;‘f ‘Lhat the values in
t.able I were used only in making ’ohe classﬁ‘mauon for the Coun‘by Commisze
sioners adoptqd a_schedule of values for assessment purposes in 1921,

TABLE I, STANDARDS FOR LAND CLASSES AND VALUES
TETON GOUNTY,:zL?zo

R
W

© o Land Class

Symbol . ‘ - Deseription " Value Per Acre

I - ‘Irrigated Land =~ | S $306500 S

P - Plow Land 20.00 = 30,00

P -. Rolling Plow Land - 20,00 = 28,00

apP - Good Plow Land . 18,00

GRP = Good - Rolling Plow Land 14,00 = 16,00

GG - Good Grazing Land ‘ ‘ 12,00 = 15.00

G e Grazing Land ‘ ' 10,000 = 12,00
- Poor Grazing land . 8,00

Sources Old Plats in Vault of Teton Goun’c.y chrt. House
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The frequernt éhange in valuation schedules between 1921 and 1935 is
indicative of the uassttled assessment conditions in Teton Ceounty. Sinece
these SGhadnies applylﬁq the years during which the first cla$sificatian
was h&ihg used and te the years during which veclassification Was progressw
ings thoy are presented in bables II te lea'- | _

Thz 1929 pehedule of valuss was alwost bhe same as the 1927 schédule.
Glass -b. grazing was added in l939¢i‘Glass'S'grézing'waé added in 1931 and |
the submirrigated élass was dropped. In 1932; class h haylend and two merve
classes of grazing land wyere added,

' Tabla V¥ glves values used for:assaésmﬁnﬁ pu?posés in 1933 In 1933, ”
values were rovised downward. The most imperséint shange in 193L was the
lowering of asgessment values for irrigated lands

, In 1938, the Cownty Commissioners made =z blg change in assesa@ént‘
procedures When the schedule of values for assegsmént purposes was adeptedy
gones were nobt includeds This mﬁént that all land of 2 given~cla$s %ould .
have the same assessed value irrespective of its lecabion in the County,

At “the time of this study, wones have not been reintroduced into the schedule

of values.




TABLE TI. BOHEDULE OF VALUES POR ASSESZMENT OF LAWD - - -
AS ATOPTED BY TETON COUMTY GOMMISSIONERS, 1921

o ) R >

,,,,,

Value Per Acre

S Ry

Land Class X Zone.‘.".‘./ : -
: r ' 2 3
Dry Plow . .
Class 1 - §28 $oh $22
Class 2 ey - 22 20
Class 3 A S 22 , 20 .18 -
Gréming
Class 1 ik 12 10
Class 2 12 10 ' 8
Class 3.. . = - ‘ 10 : A 8 6
. irxiga’bédpj‘ _ o - '-
Class 1 L 50 L5 C Lo

- > b s 43 O s s WA n

Class 2 40 35 30

"1/ Zone 1 to include territory within threée miles fvom neavest marketing
point.
Zona 2 %o melude 'berm:bory from 3 to 8 miles from the neamst market:wg
polnts
Zone 3 to :anlude from 8 to 13 miles from ‘blm. nearest marketing point.

:g/ Land in Greenfields irmgation sys’cem all taken as second class land,
: first zone, P03 second zone, $353 third zene, $30.

Source! HMinutes of Teton County Commissioncrtfs Pm;.eedmgs‘
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TABLE IIT, SCHEDULE OF VALUES FOR ASSESSMENT OF LAND
AS ADOPTED BY TETON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 1922

B Véiﬁe Per Aere’

-

' ' Zone -
Land . Class - 1 = 2 3.
Dry Plow : ‘ ‘
Class 1 » . $20 $18 $15
Class 2 : 15 K1 13
Class 3 a 13 12 10
Grazing L
" Class 1 12 11 10
Class 2 10 9 8
Class 3 . 8 ' 6 5
Irrigated L
Class 1 Lo , L0 35
Class 2 ; : Lo 35 30
Class 3 - . 35 30 25
Sun River (all land) 35 30 25

B
4

Source: Minutes of Teton County Connnissione'r’ s Pmceediﬁés
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Sources 'Minu'teé of Teton Gounty Gmmissiorzei*% Proceedings

e
TABLE IV, SCHEDULE OF VALUES FOR ASSESSMENT OF LAND
AS ADOFTED BY TETON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 1927

- IR 3 4 . &

Value Per Acre

. Zone
Land Class. . . o T~ T .3
Dry Plow -
Class 1 : : $16 o $13
.. Class 2 e 1 13 12 .
Class 3 12 11 10
Grazing - _ : ﬁ\ .
Clags 1 . 10 9 2 8.
Class 2 . . . B .7 S
Class 3 - 7 6 "o, g
‘ Ir:r_'ﬂ.ga'bed '.‘ . . o ‘
Class 1 g L0 .3 T 30
Glass 2. . : ‘ .. 35 . S 30 . 20
Class 3 30 25 20
Sun Biver (all land) . ' 35 .30 25
Sub=Irrigated ' :
Class 1 30. : 25 20
Class, 2 25 .. ... 20 18..
Class 3. 20, . .
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TABLE V. SCHEDUIE OF VALUES FOR ASSESSMENT OF LAND
AS ADOFTED BY TETON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 1933

| Vélue Per Acre

-

. Zone
Land Class 1 2 3
Dry Plow : '
Class 1 $13.30 $11.65 $10.85
Class 2 © 11,65 10,85 10:00
Class 2a : © 10,85 10.00 : 9.15
Class 3 . 10,00 9,15 8430
Glass h 9,15 . 8,30 7.60
. Grazing . | -
Class 1 7 ' - $ 7420 : $ 6:30 $ 5.10
Glass 2 ’ ) ' «"5‘ 0-39 ' 50’40 ha-EO
Class 3 : ‘ oo 11,50 - 3,60
Class L : ' 4,50 . .50 . 3.60
Class ha ' 3,60 3,60 T 2.70
Class 5 ' 2.70 270 1,80
Class 5a i 1.80 - 1.80
Irrigated __— -
Class 1 25,00 $25,00 o $25,00
Class 2 25,00 . 25,00 - ‘
Class 3 ‘ 25,00

o 3 20 & o

o e

Source: Minutes of Teton County Commissioner's Proceedings .
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TABLE VI.. SCHEDULE OF VALUES FOR ASSESSMENT OF LAND
AS ADOPTED BY THE TETON GOUNTY COMMISSIONERS,

. 1935‘. .

Land Class Valus Per Agre

Dry Fam ‘ .
Class 1 : $13.30
Class 2 ' o 11,65 :
Olass 3 10,85 ,
Class M 10,00 i
Class 5 . 9,18

Grazing ) '
Class 1 ' 540
Class 2 - - k.50
Class 3 . - 36 60
Class b , " 2,70
Class 5 ‘ 1,80

Irrigated

Pairfield and Bynwn District . o
Class 1 ‘ 15:20
Class 2 | S 13,30
Class 3 . S R ' S
Class I s : ..+ .10.88
Other Ifmgated Land . 25.,00

< ¥ qu' &

Rt e T ez & - o *

Sourceo Mmutes of Teton County Gonnn:n.ssmnex'*s Proc.eedmgs




TABLE. VII. SCHEDULE OF VALUES FOR ASSESSMENT OF IAND
AS ADOPTED BY THE TETON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

€ o v - Value P (S} o Acrﬁ
Land Class - 19h0 aﬂd Bezore 19hl and Afier
Dry Pann : .
Clasy 1 o o  $13.30 $15,00
Class 2 o 11e85 ‘ 1365'0
Class 3 10:15 11.75
GClass h 10.00 . 10@25
Class 5 9015 . ! 9400
(lass & 8,30 ; 8500
Class 7 ' " .60 Cn.oo . 6e50
Graving ‘ o Co C
Class 1 ' S0 )1a50
Class 2 . heb0 : 375
Class 3 " : 3,60 : 2,50
Class ki . ; 2,70 : 1.75
Glass 5. : - 1.80 1.00
Irrigated .

Greenficlds Dmstrlat o
Class 1 . 20,00 20,00
Qlasa 2 : C 18.00 ~ o 18.00.. .
Class 3 “ : 15,00 - 15,00 .

Other Matricts | ' -

Class'l ' 25,00 . 254,00
Gl&SS 2 . - 20&0()
cla- 3. S . 1500

Hay Land

- Irrigatbed : , o '
Class 1 | 18.00
Class 2 | S 100
Class'3 . o , . 8,00

Non-ILrrigated ‘
Class 1 : . 12.00
Clags 2 ' SR : 9,00
Class 3 , | . 6,00

R %D

Source Flnntes of Teton Gounty Gommlsslanerfs Fr&ceedlngs
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Reclassification of 1939 = 1940

In 192’?,' discussion groups headed by Bob Glark's-on,' County Agent of
Teton County, became iniere;ted in prgblems of land assessments This ine.
terest grew oﬁt of séme meetings in which Glaz;kson led ;iiscussions on "Where
the Fammer's Tax Dollar Goes". From this inquir;;, another subject for con-
sideration arosej namely, "Where Does the Tax Dollar Come From?! It was
apparent that the group was not only concerned with the proportion of the
tax dollar coming from land, but also they were concerned with the distri=
bution of the land tax,among the ffaxmgars, Otto Wagnild, the County Assessor,
was called in to meet with the group and to advise with them. Mr. Wagnild
was, at that time, casting about for ways of improving the assessment ’clechw
nique and he welcomed a coneerted. attack on the assessment probléme Obert
Peterson, the County Surveyor, also cooperated with the persons interested
in examining the assessment base. Since it had been Mr, Peterson's job to
investigate appesls from assessment and to recon;mend remed:f_al classificé.tionﬁ
he was weli awa;re'of r,he p;-c’oblemay .

Tenvancy' was growing af an alaming rate in Teton County during the
Twenties. (See table VIII.) Tax delinquency made a rapid growth after
1929, For instance, in 1928, 18% of the acreage of agricultural land was
tax delinquent; in 1933, L1% of the acreage of agxiéﬁl’oural 1land was tax déeline

quent.?-/ Growing tenancy and tax delinquency in Teton County help to

l/ Information from Mrs. Iona Sagoda, Bob Clarkson's secretary while
County Agent, and from Fred Willson, successor to Bob Clarkson as County
Agent in Teton County. ‘ : -

2/ "Planning an Agrictltural Program for Teton County", Montana Exe -
tension Service in cooperation with the Resetitlement Administration and the
Works Progress Administration, Bozeman, Montana, Mimeographed, October 1936.
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éxplain why fammers a.nd County officials were very bax eonscious in the
late Twenties and early Thirties.
“PABIE VIIT., DISTRIBUTION OF TETON COUNI'Y FARMS
BY TEN‘URE 1920 3.925, 1930

-

Year Tétal.a_/ Tenan’o Operated {}mer Ope‘.z“'a:bed .Paz"b-f}amer -sz?:
1920 97.6% 10,78 es.sE . 18.4%
1925 98.8 21.3 3L.3 h6a:2

1930 9%:1% 21.5 : 36ah hi.2

- -t " - o o

uj Does wot inelude corpomh:.on fams or' any 'bhat are maxzager operateda
Source: "Planning an Agriculbtural Program for Teton County", Montana Ex-
tension Service in coeoperation with the Resettlement Administra=’
tion and the Works Progress Adznimﬁtra'bzon,, Bozémar, iiontaﬁa;,
Mimeographed, October l936v
Soon the County Commissioners became inberested inm the pessibility
of obbaining a land classification which wuld serve their need for an
assessment base better than the old assessment. In 1928, the County Commis-

sioners decided o have the Assessor snd the Surveyor mndertales o reclassie

fication of the Goun‘by.,y )
Nearly the entire job of reclassification was done by these tuo -rege

ularly employed county offigials. An extra man was amployrad at ‘times but

“the majority of the work was done during the winter months and in othegr'

slack pem‘_ods by the Asséssor and the Surveyors

Developmen’o of a Workable Systema Wagrﬁ.ld and Peterson started.

their reclassification in . the southwestem part of. the Goun’sy} an area useéd

1/ "An Agriculbural Policy for Teton Geun‘byg Montana“ (A prelimine-
ary reporte) Prepared by Community and County Agricultural Plinuing Come
mittee, Mimeographed, July 1939, .




.33 =
lavgely for grazing, A beginning wds made in this avea because this land
had required constant a’c.'bention' of the Equalization ﬁoarda It was the obsere
vation of Peterson that most ef the sppeals for equalization were made on
the poorer grades of plow Jand and on. 1051 grades of graz:mg land, The first |
apnmach of ‘the, two men was one eaf using ‘values to indicate compamson be=
tween Va.r:?.ous grades of landa A‘b that ‘blme there were only thrée classes
of dry plow land and only three classes of graziné land. {See table IV,
page 27.) Siﬁcle théra were S0 few land cias'sc;:s,, the Assessor and Surveyor
naburally kept these dol 1ar values in mind ag they mad@ their cemparisonso
The resulbs of the early work were nob gatlsfying to -Wagnild and
Peterson. As they sought a means of doing a good job of reclassifica‘tion
while relying off value c&pmpa?ijiséms, they Lrequently added a new land ¢lass
and recommepnded rearz'angement; of the valustien schedules The $h 'ﬁpréad_l in
plow land elasses and the §3 spread in grazing land classes proved insuffi-
eient. By 1935, there was. a @5,70 spread in seven palmq classes and a $3.60
spread in five grazing classes. 3 (See tables IV» Vy and VI, pages 27, 28,
and 29.) That the'se’changes' in tpe number a_nd valua'bwn of land classes
were affected by i'eciassificatiéﬁ ;is abtested o by My Wagnilé‘s ‘
| ' Teton Géunt-y"s' original 1@2‘1 classification had been in effect for

ten years prior £6 the beginning of ;ighe reclassification. Wagnild md

)tn

Peterson realized that their classification céuid be of a semia;;eméﬁent
na'bﬁré., Both men Had expexience in handling appeals from assessments UOog-
nizance of these facts should help an: J.nvestlga‘hor understand why they in=-
s:.sted that a qcund, austa.fiablc bagis fer 1and veclassz.f.r.cau:w_on must be -

fOU.ﬂda | - . .
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Tn striving to find a svité’ole, system for @lassification; Wagnild
and Peterson gradually got away from assigning dollar values to: ¢lasses and
came to use productivity ss a basis for assigning claszes. Soon after they
started the reclassification, a mmozmaisuance solls survey map, prepared
by bhe Agronony De parbmenté Montana Agrieculbtural Experunent Station, in coe
operation with the Bureau of Chemistry e;nd Seils, United States’ Bepar;;menii
of Agriculture, becsme available. -Both.the map and the . information ,a.}‘:@u'b'
it follows |

"The aCCGmpc.ny:_ng land class:;.flcation map is an adaptation of .
‘the recomaissance soil survey map ef Teton Gounty. In pres-
paring this map; the various soll fasbors such as color,
texture, structure; number and thiclmess of horizons or
layers and the phosphorus and niltrogen contents of each soil’
type of the different soil series identified in the county
have been correlated with crop yields and cavrying capacity
. of the land. The reconnaissance soil survey information has
been supplemented by historical yield data gathered by the
Agricultural Economics Department of the Montana Agricule
tural Experiment Station and by grazing infemmabion furnished
them through the codperation of the United States Forest
Service, Consideration was given and adjustments made for
certain fam hagards such as insect damage, plant diseases,
frequency of hail and drought and, in the case of grazing.
land, to overgrazing. Yields and carrying capaecity indicated
are what may be expected mr?r a 1ong period of years based
on the above information,"

One can readily appreciate ; from the foreg01ng paragraph deseribing
't.he land classifn.cation map;, that the map was well des:.gned to serve as a |
base for a productivity classification of land; When Wagnlld and Peterson
came to miy on the map; according to their personal teisstmony, they began
to make real progress. Both men were pleased with, results and confident

that they had hit upon & means of making a satisfactcary' land classification.

T, 1/ "Planning an Agricultural Program For Teton County", Montana
Extension Service in ‘cooperation with the Resettlement Administration and
the Works Progress Adminlst.ration,\ Bozeman, Montana, Yimeographed, October

1936,
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Under the new procedure, difference in productivity rather than difference
in estimated dollar valuation determined land class.

In making the reclassification, Wagnild and Peterson did not adhere
strictly to the land classification map, figure I. Boundaries on the land
classification map usually separate soil types, but the segregation of soil
types was not perfect, figure | was simply the main guide used in develop-
ing the reclassification map for assessment purposes, figure la. A compari-
son of these two maps will show the close relation between them. Figure la
gives the land classification.developed and used for assessment purposes in
Teton County.

Dry Farm Land Classification. Nearly all of the first four assess-
ment classes were taken from the first three grades of farming land, as
given in the Land Classification Map, figure I. Approximate intervals for
assessment classes were* first class, 20 bushels and abowve) second class,
17 1/2 to 20 bushels) third class, 15 to 17 I/2 bushels) and fourth class,
12 1/2 to 15 bushels. Classes 5, 6, and 7 were taken largely from the
remaining lower grade.

Crazing Land Classification. For grazing land, assessment classes
corresponded closely to grazing classes as set up in the land classification
map*

Supplementary M aterial Used in Classification. Additional informa-
tion on yields became readily available after the Agricultural Adjustment
Association records were kept. But before the AAA Wagnild and Peterson
were getting additional support for their classification directly from far-
mers. When asked about reclassification of their lands, fanners frequently

recalled questions put to them by Wagnild and Peterson. Onirrigated lands.
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alkali is a hezard abt all times. In many cases, the famer would be aboub
the onfLy one capable of giving a lre]_iablc statement regarding alkali condi»
tions on his land. An example like the one ;j‘ust‘ given ‘helps explain the
importance of ‘(‘JQ'I'IS"li’l’bing with the people who have immediate- ¢ontact with &
farm before making a land classification, and a statement in support of the
procedure followss *

"Even where detailed soil surveys are available, local
judgment is important in detemmining the productivity of
different soil types. If lands are classified: and graded” 5
without detailed-reconmnaissance surveys, then local opin-

fon becomes an even more important factor, Use of farmer
judgnent for reassessment of land necessitates a medium

for bringing fammers together to study available infor-

mation and to crystallize local op:mion. The state and

local planning program in recend ye7rs has developed
teclmiques for this type of works"l

: Reclass:.flcation Procedure. Every li0-acre tract was exam:med ben

fore final reclassification was made., The land classn.fication map was alwa;;rs
used. IYield histories and information from interview were considered Whera
_a;vailable, Started in 1929, the reclass:.flca’oion was not finished until
1940, Mr. Wagnild stated that as soon as reclassification was completed in
the field, it was presented to the Gounty Gommiss:l.oners for approval, and
he recalled no occasion when approval was not given.

As soon as possible after classification was approved, the Assessor
made new cards for his files, ALl of the land owned by one person was

entered separatély, on one or morc cardsy; and 'bhen filed in alphabetic order

1/ Lord, H.H,; Voelker, S.Ws; and Gieseker, L.F., Standards and Pro-
cedure for Classification and Valuation of Land for Assessment- Pmc‘poscs.‘ﬂ
Montana Agricultural Bxperiment oSvation Bulletin LOLy June 19425 ps:9
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in township groups. Since one owner of'ten had land in twe or more towne
ships, a perfect segregation of tounships was jlﬂpOSSibl@g
On the card, every acre of a holding was entered under some land
class, The smallest avea for which a description was given was forty acres,

unless the owmer had parcels of less than fér*by acres. If the holdings were

" all of one class, the briefest possible (descﬁp'bioh was given, Forty-acre

“tracts of two or more classes were usually described separately md the

nmber 6f acreé of each ciass was’ entered in 'bhé'propgr pia,cé.—, From the
filed cards, it was impossible t6 detemine what’ }-)ar'b of a h0-acre tract

was in a certain class, bub this 1nfexma‘bion could be had from a map of the .
assessment land classification. ‘

"According to Mr. Wagnild, as each annual‘assessmént was made, all
of the reclassification available was employeds This t«fas a Very imporbant
poin’é in the Teton G'éunfy reclaééification, By gradually mtroduclng the
new classification, no great hurdle was encc;un‘bered in :Lts mplemente.olonn
Assessor Wagnild used cave in smoothing out glaring inequalities between
reclassified and adjacent .lands, So successful was he in this that no
violent antagonism to the change was arouseds |

The County Cenn*r;issionérs had a. part in ‘making widespread adjust=

ments in classification. As reclassiflcation progressed, it became evident

- that seme land classes Would have to be changeds For example, sod land

classn.f:.ed as low grade p,lew- land was invariably. giv‘ex; a grazing qlassifi«

cation. BSuch. land was -predominantly in the western ranges, So the Commis=

s:n.oners approved a shift of these lands to a grazlng class:.f:u.catienal/ In

1/ Minutes of County Commissionerts Proceeda.ngs and from Mr. N.. Wu )

Edwards, “County Conmiss:r.oner of Teton Gounty.,
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this way an adjustment of the- tax base did not have to wait for Wagnild and
Peterson. All lands were eventually garefully exsmined and final reclassi-
fication was. established. Widespread adjustments by the cc;xmniSsior’iers per=
mitted Wagaild and Peterson to pursue their ass:.gnment in a t.harouoh manner ‘

m;theu’o mterfemng pressure from interested parties.

Classifying Land on the Basis of Productivity. The significant fact

to note concemir_zg the Teton County land reclassification, as given in this
sectiong is that productivity took the place of value as £ basis wpon which
to establish land classification. In us:.ng productimty as a base for classi=
fica,t;‘.on,v one simply designates land class in keeping with y::.gld histories .
and estimated yields for the various soil types. The class interval is
s_tated inj tems of bushels for crop.land and in terms of carrying capacity
far grazing iandh To assign a productivity value to 1and§ a 'sche&ﬁle of -

alues must be drawn up and applied to respective acres ef each land c;lassa

m Reclassification of Teton County was accomphshed by

County cfflc:.als ‘yith the support of an 1nterested cltizenryo At the tme ‘
when the County offn.c:.als wers dealing with the problem of numerous appeals
from assessmenb and were confron’oed with an zlaming growbh :m 'bax deline.
quenays,: the Goun’t-y Agent's discussion group was pointing up questiona whmh\
focused attentlon on the mportance of ;v eqw'bable tax base. ThJ.s was ‘the
problem that assessor Wagnild was attacking with unuzual vigor and lﬂSlgh‘be\
TheA prac’oj,qe of ‘c.alcmg care of current appeals was obviously, madequate. and . \
‘shorﬁs‘ighted, The Surveyor found 'bha:b in correc'bing c”lass:u.fmati@n for. ans - ;1\{
- favmer, he invited, appeala from hls neighbors. A bhomughgping reclassmfia\ |
- cation was in order. After 1928, the Gemmiusioners deelmed to ‘bx*ea'b many V) -
individual- appeals for equaliza:bior; of assessmente, Instead they ﬁz;’gc'bedu X
‘the energy of 'bhei:;' officials to r,nakin.gv a ¢omprehensive .reclassification ¥

of all lands in the Countye
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PART III. APPRAISAL OF STANDARbS AND PROCEDURES

Land Classes and Value_s

In this study, schedules of values fer,aséesément purposes have been
presented because the schedules show changes in land classes and in valua-
tion of classes.

vEmpha,sis has been given to bthe fact that recléssification was accome’
plished apart from value qonsidemtions.‘ Negligible change was made in the
schedule of valuss for assessment purposes from 1935 to 1941, (See tables -
Vi and VII, 'péges 29 and 30.) In 1936, gclass‘eightwp_l‘ow land was added, -
However, not many acrés were ever given this classification and it was J.
subsequently dropped. *

Since no revision of the schedule of values ha& been made for five |
years, readjustment 'of values was probably overdue. In this sectionr, major
emphasis will be given to the circumstamces abtending the ‘pfo‘pesal -and
adoption of i.;he 19)1 scheduie and te a contiast of it with the pfeéed:’ifnilg
schedules o o |

"With the cbﬁpletioh of reclassification, Giloert Lgé; successor o
Mr; Wagnild; started to move toward a feaéijuél”cment of values. In 1940, Mr.
lee made the fellow:l.ng remarksé |

N

"Land ¢lagsification in Teton Goun‘by has been based on -
productn.vn.tya With this w rk completed, and assuming

that we have a land classification fair and equal to the
Zlandomer, we come next to the plaging of values on the
different classes of land: I understand that your

Courity Plaxming Board intends to make a thorough study

of how the various classes of land should be valued:

By that is meant that the preper ratios between the

different classes of jand shall be reflected in the valuess'L/

1/ From an unpublished statement by Gd.lbert Lee presented at a
County PTaming Board meeting, June 1, 1940. :
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Later, in 1941, Mr, Lee spoke in a similar veini -

"Upen the completlon of" the land claSSJ.flca'blon, 1t fole-
lowed as a natural result that due consideration must
be given to the matter of fixing land values for assesss
. ment purposes, inasmuch as the. classification of the
land was inténded as the basis for assessment of the
1and., Even though land may have been eatalogued into
its proper grade, an equality of assessment will not
. result until the assessed valies of the different grades '
have ‘been adjusted to bring about a proper ratio of one
grade to another. Since the beglnn:mg of this work, it
has been taken for granted by those in connection w:v.’oh
it that a studied adjustment of values would be the
final step in its completion,s oL

by - Adoption of 191 Schedule of Values

/ " . . The Teton County Planning Board did not present any schedule of
values to be used for assessment purposes. When no pmposal-fqr readjuste
ment of values was forthcoming from members of the Planning Board, Mr. Lee
decided to go. ahead on his own initiative, . Believing that better grades of
fam land were undervalued in comparison with 'othe,r land classesy Mr, Lee
resolved to ameliorate this inequality. The following were the principles
which the Assessor enumerated as guides bo. valuation consideratienss:
1o .The valuation of the county must be kept about the
samie 'as before in order to maintain present. We’ll«
NI balanced clrcmnstancesm /
2s The assessed value of land must represent a percent
_of its ‘actual value in the same proportion as other
clasges of property to have an equalized assessments

3. Lend owners in Teton County must not be penalized -
with a higher valuation than that of bordering counties. '

. Values must be reasonable and coni‘ozm to the general
N opmmn of what such valuves should bes

_},/ I‘mm an unpublished statement by G:.lbart Lee presented at a
County Planning Board meeting, 194l.
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5, Values adopted ' for each c-sts have to apply to all
of that particular class.t

Mr, Lee stated aboves "Even though, land may have been catalogued
into its préper grade, . equality of ass;essment will not result until thfa
" assessed values of different grades have been adjusted to bring about a
proper ratio of one grade to another,® Did the values proposed by Mrs Jﬁek
and later adop'Led, fulfill th:l.s requ:.rement" The Assessor did not defend
the schedule on these grounds. Both he and Obert Peterson felt that to
larrive at values ‘that would properly adjust the ratio of one grade to another,
it would be neces‘s‘ary to start with either a top figure or a bottom figure
and calculate values for other classes from this base. Because of resistance
4o drastic change in vaiua.tion of'classes, this was not done. In detveloping
. the 1941 assessment schedule, Iee first determined what values were assigned
to first class farm land in adjoining countiés. 'He decided that a $15 top
for Teton County land would not be out of line. Other valued wc-;re determined
on 2 basis of judgment and with minimum change from the 1940 schedule. (See
table VII, page 30.) The $3.50 spread in the values of five grazing classes
is almost unchanged from the $3.60 spread in the 1940 schedule. The same
adherence to the old pa;ttern was discemnible in the case of fam land. Al»
though the $pread in valuation between Class 1 and Class T was mcreased by
$2. 705 the gpread in the first three clas.=ses was increased only ten cen’bs.,
' The spread of $3.75 as contrasted to a prev:.caus spread of 5332 hO between
‘Class Iy and 7 farm Yand is significant. ' The lowemng of grazing land va.lua«=
tions was in keep:.ng with the pattern of lowering values on low gra;le fazm

lands in relation to values on upper grades. Increaseé in class valuations

1/ Lee, (1§h1), Ibid. >
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varied from $1.70 on Class 1 dry famm to 25 cents .on Class )i dry fam land,
Rates on all é‘bher dry farm classes were reduced, The $1.10 reduction in
Class 3 grazing was the largest dollar reduction, but the Ll percentage reduce
tion in valuatioh of Class 5 grazing was the largest percentage reduction.
Both Peterson and Lee étated'that; in their opinien, the 1941
schedule fof values did not go far encugh in expressing the difference in
value which should exist between the upper and lower grades of f.:aﬁ land.
They were satisfied that the revised schedulé was a step in the right direc-
‘tion‘, ho-v&r.;x\'rer',‘ and as big a step as wag possible at the time.

Subsequent events proved that Peterson and Lee's discretion was well

‘advised, ‘Vi'élént opposition to the pmpésed ééheclulé. was encountered in the

’dry far:ﬁ a’reéis'e After the Assésso;r' had x‘ecdrrun@rfd’ed the s'che’du'il.é to the
Ooun’cy Comm:.ssioners, a public meetlng was held a:b the Cour'b Housee At the
meetings a resclutlon was passed suPport.:mg ‘the prevailing. schedule of
values . 1/ This meeting may have represen’qad the opinion of ’dh‘e famers who
would have their aésessﬁén’té inereased but it may not have been re;ﬁresenta-»

tive of general Coun'by op:Ln:Lona In raising the relative ’oaxeé on better

grades of dry fam land, owners of these lands were bmught into opposmﬁ:.one~ ‘

Livestock ranchers were in favor of the ‘changes In this pa.r’o:.cular public
meeting, *bhc:se who felbt that they were belng adversely affected seemed to
have been in the majority. Despite this demonstra'bmn, the Commissioners
approved the new schedule, In 191;1, the new schedule was employed in assess=

ment. No change has been made in the valuation schedule to date.

1/ Lee, (15U1), Tbid,.




Appraisal of Procedure

The conclusion is warrented that the 1941 schedule of values for
assessment of land waé not systematically developed: As with previous
schedulesy the practice followed was not that of starting with a top
asgessment value, or a bottom assessment value, and determining other values
in accordance with yelative pr@chzctivitj (ﬁ' each class.

Much opposition was éncounte:*ed when the Assessor recommended:a -
revised schedule of values. Public opinion in ?eton County was not ready .
to go the whole way in readjusting' the tax base in éccord' with true producs
'tivity value of Lland in 1941. An inai::i._lity to appreciate the difference in
value between low grade and higher grade lands contributed to the failure
to increase the sp:_readq in values sufficiently:. TFamer opposition was a real
obstacle to change and contributed to a continuation of overassessing of low

‘grade lands and the underaésessing high grade lands. '
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PART IV‘.‘ ECONGMIC ANALYSIS OF RESULTS OF RECLASSIFICATION
The reclagsification of agricultqreﬁ lands in\’l:g'e_ton County was
stm;tgd in 19292 and gémpleted. in 192;,0? The results of reclaésification have
had-about ben years longer in which to.be tested on some lands than on other
lands? It has already been rqezitioned that the County ngnmissinners. made
%ﬁ.despread adjustm.entls in classificabion on maﬁy acres before the fihdl re-
elagsificabions Therefore;3 most of Teis;n County has been affected by re-
classification for ten to fifteen yearsi Sufficient "i:._ima has now. elapsed
for building up ta‘vicianqe;, from which to evaluvabte. the mclassificatiom

Procedure in Fconomic Analysis \

As a method of avislyzing the economic results of réélassifiéa’oioxiy
“the follewing precedure will be followed:.

‘1, Tables will be presented to show the actual changes
" in the assessment plcture since 1927.,

2. Tables and maps Wlll be pres ented to sh@w what has
happened to delinquency. :

3s Results of a correlation oi‘ productivity values to
asgessed values for 1930 and for 19h5 will be glven,

Ghanges in the Assessment Picbure

Du'rigng','bh'e‘il%:year;-,period;:192-7 to i9l;5, constahgchange i'sldiscem-e-
ible in both acreage and value ;3f land gioqpingsu (Seg table IX, page L8.)

'Irrigated land showed a s’oeady dééjine for the fifst ten years of
the period Whlch was 'probably at‘brlbutable to causes other than land«»reea
class:.flcat:.on. Low pncea,bﬁ ,agricultural produc’ss ne doubt resulted in

i

some contraction of 1rr1gated aereage. The big increase in irrigated acreage

P

in 1937 resulted from a change in ’oaxétion procedure on many acres in the

Bynum area, In that year; the acreage was given an irrigation classification.
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Previously a waber charge had been made on lands in the Bynum irrigation
district. and the lands had been assessed on a dry famm basis. Acreage of |
tillable, non-irrigated land dropped sharply the yeas that irrigated acre=
age made its big gain, The increaée in :j.rrigéted acreage after 1937 resulted
from an extension of :?.r:_rﬁ.gation to more lands and was not a result of 'reclassi-;-
fication, o '

Acreage of tillable, momﬁrrigateg ééﬁcultural land was declining
dpring-the=19&w¢ar~péri§d, Grazing 1and'acréage was increasing during this
periods Much éf this change was the result of reclassification for there
Was.:;a net movement of land from a farm to 'a grazing classification during
these ye'érs.s_» o

Contribubting to the instability of groupings was the fluctuation in
acreage held By,the County, since County lands were not subject to taxation.
The increase in grazing land and the élecrease'in dry farm land was the most
significant fact to be noted from table IX.. K

Land declined in importance as a source of tax revenue during the
years of reclassification as shown in table X, However,“ the decline was
gradual, It should be noted that the taxable value of the County was
declining during this period. The general decline in taxable ‘value mﬁst
be atbributed to a long-time downward trend inm percentage of full value ab
which the property was assessed. In the case of land, a part of the decline
in taxable value arese from a net shift of acres from a fam land classifin‘
cation to a grazing land classification. . .

Tables IX and X show that no violent disturbance of the tax has ree-

sulted from i-eclas_sificatidn. This was not accidental. In the previous




R

AGREAGB AND VALUE OF AGBI(‘ULTURAL LAND

1939
1940
1941
1942
1913
194k

56,187 1,224,372
60,418 15277;718
61,203 1,209,169
6h, 797 1,22h,021
664392 1,253,22)
755556 1,127,930

h03y573 hah?5;55?

401,717 l,l12,115

1055123 11,809,247
106,133  L,815,8L2
105,178 hﬁsllgzél
113,715 ;876,606

1925329 1,681,917
192,817 1,671,429
1i8h,237 1,338,309
189,197 1,3&55E§2
h9?;17h 1,385,936

500,585 1,378,943

TABLE IX.
AS LISTED-IN TETON COUNTY ASSESSWENT BOOKS
1927«19hh

_ Irri;@;ai':ed”rLar:td ‘ _Dry Farm Gra;ing Lend _ _ State Land
Year Acres Value -Acres - Value Aéres Valve Acres . Value

1927 25,216 %8&5;360"516;05u' $7,188,0L7 363,495 $2,761,561 26,282 $173;2L9
1928 2l,563 810,717 511,285 7,152,693 371,578 1,493,029 27,401 163,662
1929 16,605 578,685 552,049 7,676,706 362,757 2,901,975 27,653 168,416
1930 17,245 572,769 Sh7,838  T,L9L,539 386,k 2,533,091 39,955 189,396
1931 16,829 537,501 503,166 6,935,791 L17,188 2,379,009k L0,999 147,330
1932 13,465 loh,911 h69,578 5,864,196 137,301 2,035,982 39,363 124,327
1933 13,249 335,335 158,880 5,388,906 163,076 1,85L,032 38,71 118,6h6
193 13,136 332,212 1564203 5,334,833 h66,505 1,860,281 32,178 106,3h1
1935 12,781 324,801 L85,550  5,h57,808 W76,501 1,703,330 30,716 102,77h
1936 12,395 313,138 L57,816 5,386,133 183,621 1,740,566 32,229 107,750
1937 - 38,636 79§3309 122,685 h,789,L51 180,005 1,674,868 32,571 105,607
1938 5h;817 1;20L,000 LOk,550 1,187,952 h87,711 1,672,1h0 31,175 120,496

29,862 112,033
28,106 107,779
26,600 110,410

26,867 105,041 -

2&&728 989737
22,455 929309

Soures:

"From redap of leton Gounby Asseséme/nt‘ Books
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TABLE X, TAXABLE VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL LAND CCMPARED WITH
TAXABLE VALUE OF COUNTY

19271942
Taxable Value of Taxable l;ercentage Taxable Value of
Agricultural Value - . Land is of

Year . Land of, County Taxable Value of Counby
1927 $3,296,156 . $5,160,996 | 63,8

1928 2,886,030 5,250,539 5ho® .

1929 3397573k 555075271 616

1930 32365938 5,105, 05, 59.8

1931 2,999,911 5,025,792 59.6

1932 24513,82 L ;160,987 61s1

1933 2,309,075 3,760,088 6L.ky

193k 2,290,100 3,779,276 60,7

1935 2,288,613 358432 59.5

1936 2,261,273 3,932,260 57.5

1337 2,291,769 357995380 . 60.3

1938 292h5&3f6 3,799,020 59.1

1939 2,208,493 3,892,909 57.7

19h0 24200, 712 34965,902 56

1941 2,210,230 1,100,810 Blia6

w9h2 hy33h5699 51,8

2;2l7,292

Sources Recap of Teton County Assessment Books.
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section on valustion, the concern of Assessor Gilbert Lee regarding the need
for preserving a balance in assessment between various classes of properfby
was noted, When one remembers that both valuation of assessment classes and
reclassification affect taxable value of land, one can appreciate the care
exercised by the County officials.

Appraigal of Delinguency

Ger’cain facbors ccmpllca’oe an sconomic appralsal of the reclassifie
cation. Delinguency studies are of limited semce for several reagons.
First, dela.nqueney has been cleared up on moch land through tax title and
fareclosure action. In other words, land delmquent “in the early Thirties
night show' no delinquex’zcy a few years later, not because of any improvement
in fmancial gbatus bul because taxes have gone by default., Second, much
delinquency arises Erom charges ether than land taxes. Water charges on
irrigated lands are :Lnéluded in the ‘tax and bhese aharges are unrelated to
the land class:.ficatn.on., 'I.‘hird econemic conditions have profoundly affected |
dellnquencya Periods of low pricesl and droughb dontributed to the tuilding
up of enoxmous delincuencys thWise pemods of hlgh prices as durlng ‘the
World War II cantmbu‘c.ad to a dlsappearance of d&lmquencya It is mpossible
to determine with grea'b accurdcy ‘bhe part 'bhat mclasslf:.catmn played in
remedying a crit:.cal bax mtuationa

That the tax situastion was cmtn.cal gan be seem "b;r examming the tax
status map. (See figure 2.) A compamson of the bax status map mth the
land classificabtion map, figure 1, page 35, thWE that delinquency was most
prevalent on lower prade lands. Dark aveas on bhe.land classification map

"bend to be dark on the tax status map, "indica'bing relatively little delinquency
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Th* tax status is continually changing but recent changes in tax delinquency has been larsely a reenlt
of Government loaning activities, A.A.A. and the adoption of certain measures designed to give relief to tax
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on higher grade lands. The area centeved in Range 5 West; Towmship 26 i\Torth
is part of the Bynum irrigation section. Heavily delinguent lands centered
around Range 2 Westy, Tounship 22 | Noxrth were not low grade but rather were
mostly first class fa:.:m land, Irrigation costs entersd into de]inquency on
these two areas. | '

Gordon Monkman, County Treasurer éf Teton County, related cases of
taxpayers who were unable, or in some cases upwilling, o pay their taxes
before reclassification.’ Ofte;n. these taxpayérsmerg o‘wpers of sod . land that
' was classified as fam 1;';1nd. After reclassification, thle of these ioeople
met, their bax bill. - Some lands went through bax bitle and havé since been
restored to private ownership with ne recurrﬁ.ﬁg delinéuencya}./

Table XI shows that delinquency was appreciable 'in the early Thir=
ties. The fact that delinquency declined mafkedly already in 1933 might
indicﬁ'te that reclassification was achieving some of its objectives., The
bulge in delinquency from 1937 to 1941 indicates -that reclassi'fication_n had

not prevented delinquency from assuming sizable proportions.

Appeals for Equalizatiqn of Assessmen'b‘
Another spproach to the evaluation of aséessﬁent is possible ’c;hrough
an examination of iaiapeals for.equalizatic;n of assessmer}'l? which were made to
the County anrd'qf Equaliza*bioﬁe Appeals listed, in table XII, are those

given in minutes of meetings of County Board of Equalization from the records

of Teton County Commissioner's Proceedingss

5.

1/ From personal interview with Mr. Monlmen,
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TABLE XI. TETON COUNTY TAX Di‘,LINQUEI\TCY, AMOUNT, AND PERCENTAGE
1930-1945

Year e D of Ter e as/
1930 450,290 $130,39% 709
1931 k70,883 162 gl?l 65.61
1932 16,139 175,852 60.59
1933 . 355,229 . 80,157 746
193h 1403, 629 81,062 82,39
1935' 345,130 110,031 88,01
1936 336;82h 53,825 © 8l 02
1937 360,057 76,205 78:38
1938 378,826 75,178 . 80,15
1939 496,665 1,457 81,99
191;0:" | 388,852 70,750 . 8;.61
1941 131,282 71,248 83s55
1942 118,885 10,937 90,23
1943 390,533 27,820 | 92,95
19h) 138,849 25,188 9Lia26
1945 198,207 22,089

95,57

a/ As of June 30 of the following year,

Source: From the Treasurer of Teton County.
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TABLE XTI. TAX APFEALS TO TETON COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
1918=1.945

fear Total Appeals 'I-:owered No Change  Raised Denigd Not Dis‘pcase‘d‘i

918 - 7 N L

1919 13 8 5

1920 - L - b , =

1921 202 1758/ .27

19220/ |

1923 , - T 7

192le/ 90 & Uy - 10
1925 16 : 13 1 2
1926 21 - .,2% » .
1927 7

19288/ . R
1929 33 32 1
1930 2l 20 L
1931 28 .23 5
1932 59 W 1 1l
1933 3 . 32 9 2
193L 52 48 I

1935 Lh 35 2 2 5
1936 22 16 L : 2
1937 12 11 1

1938 8 ) I

1939 9 7 1 1
1910 5 '3 1 1
91 L 0 L

1942 6 y 2

1943 2 1 1

1904, 0 .

1945 0

a/ $28L,933 net reduction in land assessment. -

b/ Nothing recorded

. e/ Th_'LS note used for '?ndetemlnate number of applications: "Application

- for reduction of 1land values denied u_n‘c:n.l reclass:n.ficatwn cante made,®

-

" Source: Mmutes of Teton County Gemmssa.oner‘s Prece.edlngs.
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It will bg neticed tﬁat the nmumber of appeals inqreasedinarkedly in
1921, T@ assume that this increase was a c@nséquence of the 1énd'classifi=
cation of 1919 and 1920 is not wholly warranted. 'By‘1921 ﬁgxpayérsnﬁafe o
expeﬁiencing the fqll impact of #alling pficés'and thus maﬁ‘hame expefieneed
difj;ficul'by in meeting théir tax bill, _ ‘

The steady numbaf of appeals frem 1929 to 1937 in paft reflects the
trying times that farmers experienced, The'dropping off in appeals after
1937 is undoubtedly related to improved assessments An exanination of the
number of appeals by year’indicates that reclassification removed an'appre=
ciable amount of the objeétienable features of the tax base. |

Before 1926 the usual method of handling appeals for reasseégment‘
was for one of the County Commissioners to investigate the appeélhan& to |
decide on action to be taken. Begiﬁning in 1926, most of the appeals were
referred to the County Surveyor. His duty was to investigate the appeal
and to make recommendations to the County Board of Eqﬁaligamigns, An‘examinb
ation of the Board's action failed to disclose any cése when the treatment
of an appeal. by the Surveyor was not apprvvedal/

Assessed Value Gcmpared'With Productivity ﬁalue’

A usuél approach to the economic analysis Gf«assessment'is,the coms
pariné of assessment value to sales valuwe for a number of'farmsa Aséessmééﬁ
is‘usuaiiy supposed to reflect "cash value" or "full value" of property. g
Therefore, comparing dssessment value with sales value wopid.segm to be a

valid method of evaluating the assessment,

3
bl

1/ From minutes of Teton County Commissioner's Proceedingss .

L
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There are objections to the use of amales value as a criterion upon
which to appraise assessment. Sales are often too few in number to provide
a sound basis for detemining value of property. Sales are made under varye
ing condi'biéns, between relatives, seller in distress, buyer influenced by
other than economic considerations, etec.
Following is a criticism of tsales value® as a base for tax assess=
ment s
"Wi'bh' scientific soil survey and land classification supe-
plemented with other productivity data and with fam price
and cost data now available, it is possible to compute
the "productivity value" of Montana's dry faming and
grazing lands. "Productivity value® is more satisfactory
than “sales value" as a basis of assessment because (1)
. it may be more readily determined, (2) it may be adjusted
- more scientifically to changes in earning capacity of the
land which might result from long=time changes in price
levels or change in production due to drouth, insect
pests, and other factors, and (3) it corresponds more
nearly to the true tax paying ability of the land,"’l
Murray stated, "Froductivity is the most important factor influ=
encing the value of agriculbtural landg”g/ He set uwp requivements which, if
met, made the use of productivity valuation of land feasible,«z/ Montana
agricultural lands meet the requirements that Mr. Murray outlined in the
following ways:

(1) bulk of famm income is from soil

1/ Renne, R.R., and lord, H.H., Assessment of Montana Farm Lands,
Montana Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 3148, October 1937, p. 5l

2/ Murray, William G., and Meldrum, H.R., A Production Method of
Valuing Dand, Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 326, March 1935,
Pe 20 . ’

%/ See Murray, William G., Farmm Appraisal, "Classification and Valua-
tion of Famm Land and Buildings", The lowa State College Press, Ames, Iowa,
1940, p. 182, : ‘




(2) wheat lends itself to capitalization value
(3) fertilizer is little used
() sufficient rentals to provide a check
. (5) taxable value being 1/3 of assessed value, the ob-
jection to big percentage change in . value of low
‘priced land by small.change in capl‘ballzatlen rate
is partially overcome. 3 N
From the foregoing references, we may coﬁ@lude that a productivity
valuation of land is the best figure that we can get tpon which to base

assessmenty or upon which to base a criticism of assessment.

Correlation of Productivity Value to Assessed Value of Land

Procedure :Ln Detemining Values. ' The productivity values of 87
fams, all in the East Range, were calculated., These were corrglaﬁed with
1930 assessed values and with 1945 assessed values,

Assessea values were readiiy'obtained from Teton Coumnty assessment
books. Productivity values were der:.ved, for each fam, by applying a ‘scale
of values to measured acres of various land classesg Y/ In order to measure
the.number of acres of various classes of 1and, the o‘u“c.liné of"each holding

was traced from County owmership plats. This tracing was supérimpZosed upon

1/ The follom.ng values were used 1n calcula'tlng productlva.ty value.m

Farm Land X ‘ : Gra.zmg Land

—_— 2’;& ,
First Class — 25 .00 per acre Tirst Ulass Cw=  $3.00 per acre
Second Class =~ 18,00 per acre ' . Second Class == - 2,50 per acre -
Third Class == 3.00 per acre Third Clags === 1.50 per acre

Fourth Class o= 1,50 pexr acre Fourth Class ==  1.00 per acré
: N » . Fifth Class == . .75 per acre

Source: Renne and Lord; opscit., p. 19 to 2L,
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the Land Classification Map (similar to figure 1 but on a secale of two inches
to one mile) and the acreage of each ¢lass was measurééd with a planimeter.

Productivity Value and Assessed Value in 1930, Figure 3 is a scatter

diagram of assessed values plotted against productivity values. The regres-
sion lineg'./ wés caleulated from the equation Y =L A+ BX, The scatter about
‘the regression line indicates thabt the correlation between productivity value
and assessed value was very ;;L@m.; With a perfect cgfﬁ‘ela’.’sidn all plottedy
points would f£all en the regression line. ; J ‘

A coefficient of correlation assessed.value.s and preductivity values
from the 87 fams was calculated to be 03511.»3-/ The coefficient of determinas

tion was o125, This means thal enly 12.5% of the varisbility in assessed

J-._/ Calculation of the regression line for figure 3.

Farm Vo 193d Assessed Value (X) Equation Y # A4 BX | ¥
1 1500 Y e 127+ .86 X 4500 = 5035
2 .. 2005 Y =327 + .86 X 2005 = 2979.3
3 6219 Y 3 1247 + 86 X 6219 = 6620,2

2/ let X ® assessed value of individual féxrfné; 1930, and
Let Y = productivity value, 1930, Then,
r B - IXX w AKX oy EY
VX2 - AX » 5K 512 = AY . 3%

r = , 1,304,881,100 = 3,072.79 X 339,789 ~
“V/1,123,043,040 072,79 X 267,333 V 3,130,777,438 ~ 3,905.62 X 339,789

r S 260,781,159

/301,585,871 J:L,.?gg,és:o,;fzh

r e 260,781,159
17,368, X b2,3%
r. a 260,781,159 ' ““g 035,-&5

735, 506,008
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‘wvalues was accounted for by veriability in productivity walues. ZTherefore,.

a coefficient of corrslaticn of .35L is without significance.

Productivity Value and Assessed Value in 1945. Figure L 'is a scate

ter diagram of assessed values for 1948 plotted dgainst productivity valuesa,:’,-;/
Much scabver still cccurred but the dots were ¢loger to the regression line
than in 19%0. This indicates a higher correlation between productivity
values and assessed values in 1945 than in 1930, :

The coefficient of correlation for 1945 was +691, snd the coefficient
of deteyminstion was 53811@%/‘ This eorrelation has some significanee since
18,1% of the variability in sssessed values can be explained by the varia-

bility in productivibty values.

1/ Csleulations of the regression line for figuve Ae

Fam Hoo 11930 Assessed Value (X) Eguation ¥ # 4 «+ B (X) Y
1 2160 Y » «9hha12 « L.664 X 2160 w 2650
2 11800 ~ Y @ =Olhe12 +. 1s66l X L1800 #7038
3 7005 Y v »9kh A2 + 1,664 X 7005 10712

2/ Galetilations of correlation cobfficient between. 19)8 assessed
values and productivity valbes Cor 37 famse

e EZXY = AX 0 £X -
Ve - A% o 3% VSY2 - AY .SY
r o . 1,1405,953,410 = 22913 356 X 339,789
988,336,010 « 23913u356 X 253,462 Xy 39 299777;;1L38 - 39905<.62 X 339,789
r o 116,027,088 r s ' uls,,ow,,oas 3
V20,012,483 XY 15,7)3,,690,721; 15,000 X k2,352
] 126,027,088 o= 6213

669,500,116




Productivity Value

Assessed Value

FIGUHE lu CORRELATION OF PRODUCTIVITY VALUE TfITH ASSESSED VALUE, 191+5

Observations omitted:
1-8256} Y-1920 1-7)83: Y-22,1+00
1-7200; Y-16,800 1-70051 Y-li+,732
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Evalugtion of Findings. The acres in each of thege 87 fams was

constant from 1930 te 1945 so the sam;g;le igs o doubb & selective ones Units
.that survived the yea.ré of ‘lc;w pfices' and drought conditions would wndoubtedly
_show less impfoﬁement ‘:i,n aéseésmen'b than would unilts that faileds The ase '
smnbtién made here is 'Ebét.iands ‘éséessed ab éevem:‘. tines their p:;admtifm
value became qlelinquen}b and ef{;en were not maintained as a2 unit and thgams‘?@xe
were affected more by fecléséificaifﬁ:oz; than ei;he:é' lands. The conelusion
follows that the }fsé‘? inc;reése jﬂtn the cae‘fficien"o‘@f correlation between the
1930 and the ~i9l;5 'as.-ses,sme:h‘o on 'Eﬁé 87 /farms is less than the increaseé that
oceurred ‘on all famms. Tﬁe.'f}? i‘a;.rms were used siz'mply te facilitabs the
éomp:;fiéonc . | | | '

,

This correlation of assessed values with prédxfmtivi‘oy “vélues clearly
reveals i:nequi:tabl.e aésessment@ In 1930, farms of low productivity were
wniformly overassessed in compariscn with fayms of higher productivity valus.
For example; a group of farms have productivity values of approximately
$5;500. Another group of farms have pxjgdﬁc'bivi’ay values of appro:dma’belgr‘
$500s - Ferme in both groups are assessed ab sbout $2,000. This same illug= -
traticn can be made atb the $1,000 asses‘sed' vslues Meny of the farms in "bhis
group have productivity values aof under $1,000, and another group of farms
in this asssssment ‘class have productivity values of frem $7,500 to %10, 500,

Inequality of ae;séssment still persﬁ_ptéd in 1945, Tams of low pro-
ductivity value a;c'a overagsesseds Cenerally farme with preductivity value
in excess of $3,000 have‘ an assesseci value' gppreciably lower than producs=
tivity value, al"J:d fams of produc*bivj.ty -'\'ralu‘eﬂ under $1;000 have an assessed

value appreciably .great'er than productivity wvalus, However, improvement is
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shoym in 1945, for the plotted points have moved a litile clossr. to tﬁe line
of regression. | |

The conclusien from fﬁia correlétim of preductivity value with as~
sessed value is thalt assessment was improved, The increase of values en
bebter lands did not proceed far enough. The reduction of assessment valuss
on lands of low productivity was insufficient. TFamms with a productivity
value of less thean éBBéDO gengzr&ﬂ,ly- had assessed 'va.mess groater than.thair
pmdm*bivi‘oj valuess Fa#ns with productivity valuss of mere than $3000

gererally had assessed. values legs than thelr preductivity values.
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PART V. QOONCLUSION

The findings of this study led to the Follaowing conclusions '

(1) The major benefit of the Teton Cownty reclassificabion was that
asgessed valugs were mere olosely correlated with produchlvity values. In
193(),, the coefficient of correlatien hatween asseszed valnes and producgtive
iby values for a sample of 87 fams was »35hs In 1945; the eoefficient of
correlation was .62%L for the smme sample.

(2) As & yesult of the Teton Osunty reﬁlasaifiﬁatien (2} the mmber
off appezﬂs i‘m:‘ equalination of assessment was reduced, snd (b) tax deline
quency was less severe.

{3) The procedure used in reclassifying Teton County was desivable
iﬁ the fellowing respechbss

(a) The classificabion wes based on a mep derived from .a~ soils
recormaelssance survey suppleménted with infomation on
yvield bishories and personal experience of operztors

(b) The intervel between land classes was e@stablished in terms
of productivity and not in terms of dollar valuations.

(¢) The classification was conducted by two men whose intevest
md ability resulted in a therough and uniform trsatment
of the Covntys oo
(d) The classification was gradually introduced s it became
availables Changes in assessment as a result el changes
in values assigned to ClEﬁbS@S came latera
Genieral ceontlusions from this study of land rmlasmfmatian fm;*
asgessment purposas follows ‘
(1) A productivity clasgification of land is. essential as .a basig
for equitable lend assessmenbs The classification must be based on o -deballe

gd psolls survey. Historical yleld data, persenal experience of eperators,
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and physical factors net reflected in the soils survey but affecting produc=
tivity should be taken into accounta '
(2) A schedule of dollar values must be adepted and applied to land
classes in order to arrive at’ & praducfl;ivity value of land for assessmend
PUrposess _ . N . -
(3) Advice given to il]inéis assessment officinls in 1939 is timely
for Montana assessment. officials in 19L7.

"ith soil rating maps alveady gvailable for one«fourth

of the counties in Illinois, assessménl sificizls should

acquaint themselves with the basic steps in the use of

these mapsw=~first, how the productivity rabings are as=
 tertained, #nd sesond, how this more or less unchanging

rabing can be translated into the currént local dollar values

' "The germ of the idea is to get a ronwdollar rabing which
reflects the relatively unchanging basic¢ valuation and
which gan then be turned into dollar valuations for one
date after another as the dollar goes danging alongs
now upy now downyg in ibts power to buy fam land. The
county that introduces a land productivity rating for
its tiacts of fam land and then revises from tife to
time the dollar valuation per acre that goes with each
rabting number will have served not only the needs of the
year in which the system is introduced but future needs
as well, like the sets of index books thabt progressive
county offices maintain, those whe introduce the sysiem
and do the pioneering put fubure users and officers” into
debt to them for generations to followsi

A productivity classifieation of land provides "a non-dollar rabing
which reflects the relatively unchanging basic valuation” of land, thﬁs
fulfilling one of Mr, Stewart's requivements. In converting this rating

into dollar valuations for assessment purposes, the question of the best

1/ Stewart, Charles L., Illineis Assessop's Menual, Tllinois Tax
Commissidn, 1939, p« 13k ‘ ‘
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means to employ arises. Unless fam income becomes relatively stable, seme
provision should ‘be made for relating fam taxes to fai:m inco{ne., The assessed
yaluation should'bé velated to the productivity valuation of land instead of
to the pz"ice of land, as was suggested in the quotation. This can be done
faily well by applying a suitable schedule of values to 1and classes baséd
on pI’OdllC’biVi’bya. '

(i) A Stateswide classificat:f.on similay ’c;o that done in Teton
County ‘majr res;ll'h :“Ln the followings: - | ‘

(a) A more equ:u_table appoi‘ctlonment of the 'bax bill within
the Countye

(b) A move equitable spportiomment of S’oateewid‘e 41eiv5_es,,.

(¢) An economy in administration. .

Suggestions for Puture Actié’n

On the basis of the above conclusic;ns; an assessment program for
Montana should‘include the following: . '

(1) A productivity classification of land should be developed for
every county in the State. Main dependenee should be put on a detailed seoils
map, but other factors affecting productivity should be considered. Staj:é'
supervision of the classification is recommendeda." ) |

(2) Productivity classes shon:tld be State-wide and values assigned

o classes should be uniform throughout the State.
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