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FOREWORD 

Adequate and equitable assessments are the fundamental 
basis for a proper distribution of the general property tax load 
among taxpayers. Exact and equal justice cannot be afforded 
every taxpayer through the process of appraising propel'ty for 
assessment purposes, but the goal of reasonable equality can be 
reached. 

To obtain any reasonable degree of equality of assessments, 
the extent of unequal or inadequate assessments should be deter
mined before each reassessment occurs. Such data serve as a 
,guide in ascertaining the general level of assessments for groups 
of properties. They also contribute toward the value determina
tions for individual properties. 

After a reassessment has been made it should be possible to 
determine whether or not the review produced more equitab_le 
assessments. Verification of the results obtained should assist m 
b:inging about an improvement in the assessing personnel, tech
mque and procedure. 

Thi~ publication presents certain data which describe chan!l"es 
made m the assessment on farm property during the reassessmg 
process. It contrasts assessment and sales values before and 
~fter the reassessing period in order to indicate the extent of 
n:nprovement made by reassessing. Facts shown herein empha
Size that progress in equalizing farm taxation is a rather slow 
process, _but may be brou,ght about ·through education, and by 
cooperation of taxpayers and public officials. 

R. B. CORBETT, Director. 
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EXTENT OF CHANGES AND EQUALIZATION 
PRODUCED IN FARM PROPERTY ASSESS
MENTS BY REASSESSING IN MARYLAND 

By WM. PAUL WALKER and EARL E. MILLER' 

INTRODUCTION 

Periodic reassessments, whereby all properties are appraised 
for tax purposes within a period of 6 to 12 months, constitute 
the usual procedure in assessing farm property. Many persons 
believe that periodic reviews, such as every fifth year in Mary
land, are justified because they correct various changes occurring 
in the interim. 

The primary purpose of a reassessment is to adjust taxable 
values more nearly to real or sale values, or some other criterion 
established by law. It is also important that escaped property, 
especially personal property, be discovered and assessed. 

If the reassessment becomes nothing more than a mechanical 
procedure required by law it fails to fulfill its purpose. This is 
especially true if no preparation is made for such work well in 
advance, and if careful checks are not made of the results 
obtained. 

PURPOSE OF STUDY 
This report is the third of a series dealing with farm prop

erty assessments in Maryland. One report' dealt with farm 
assessment inequalities and characteristics prior to the last re-

·~ontrlhntion No. 1 R:l~ of the :!'olaryland A~ricultural ExJwrim••nl Htatlon (D•·partment 
ot A!t'ricultural Economic&). 

1The authon wish to f'XJltf'llll th•·ir appr~>rift.tion to all publir otriri11111. PIIJIN'illlly thP 
peraonnPI of the ronnt)· commi1111ion•·rA' ofrit-••11 and th•• 1111p•·n·l11orM of aMIIf'IIIHnf'ntll, for 
their cooperation and BMMiMtanc(' in th•• compilation of th•• data cont11in•·d In thl• r•·port. 

:1\'{alkPr, Wm. Paul and )fill•·r. Earl F.. )lr·uuring JnPtJUIIIillf'll In Jo'ann ProJ*rly 
A&llf'lllllnPntll in :Maryland. )fo.ryland A~rlcultural Jo:xpt•rinll'nt Station Bulh·tln No. 4:J5, 
July, 19-10. 
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222 THE MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL EX~ERDIENT S1'ATION 

assessment. A second report' described in detail farm property 
assessments per acre for the different land classes, and assess
ments per unit for the various livestock classes, after the last 
reassessment.' 

The purpose of this report is to measure the extent of changes 
made in individual property assessments; to indicate the degr~e 
to which inequalities may have been reduced; and to ascertam 
the completeness of assessment coverage, especially in the case 
of livestock. 

METHOD OF PROCEDURE 

All data were obtained from records in the offices of the county 
commissioners and clerks of the circuit courts. 

Assessments against land and buildings were obtained for 
individual farms before and after the reassessment. These farms 
were selected by taking every fifth farm over 10 acres in size 
appearing on the alphabetical tax list of owners in the election 
districts covered. Also, comparisons were made of changes in 
livestock assessments in Allegany County, where schedules are 
filed each year, and in other counties where personal property 
schedules may not have been filed for as long as 10 years. 

Farm sales occurring during the two-year period prior to the 
beginning of the last reassessment' were obtained from land 
records. Only those farms free of obviously forced conditions 
surrounding the sales were selected, and both Federal and state 
transfer stamp tax amounts were used to determine the approxi
mate sale price, if such was not named in the deed.' 

The sale values were compared with the assessments against 
those properties at the time of sale, that is before reassessing, 
and again with the assessments placed upon' the same properties 
by reassessment. If building assessments were added after the 
sale occurred but prior to reassessing, such added assessments 
were deducted from the reassessed figure. Often an adjustment 
was made in the assessment soon after the transfer of property 
occurred. Such adjustments were ignored the assessment at the 
time of sale and after reassessing being used as the basis for 
comparison. 

Another sample of farm sales was selected from the two-year 
period following the last reassessment.' The reassessment values 
were compared against such property sales . 

. 
1 ~lillt•r, Earl E. and \ValkH, \Vm. Paul. Charn.ctf'ristics of Farm Property At~.sf'ssmf'nts 

tn .:\ta:yland Afll•r t_he Last Reas!H•ssment. ~lar)·Jantl Agricultural .Ex]Jl·riment Station Dul· 
Jetm 1\o. 2A (Tt•chmeal), Au;::ust, 19-U, 

;BR-sie dati\ for the second report and this report are of two separate samplings. 
1 Rt•assesSm('nt occurred during 1937 in some countiC's and during 1939 in other counties. 
4Th(' state transfer tax is 10 ct'nts for l'ach $100 of thf' consideration or 11 ale price. 
1Reassessment occurrt>d during 1937 in some counties and during 1939 in otllt'r counties. 
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For the determination of inequalities, the comparison of assess
ments to sales was made by the use of average deviations and 
coefficients of dispersion according to the following formulae: 

The sum of individual deviations from 
Mean Deviation (MD)- the arithmetic mean of the group (Sd) 

The number of individuals in the group (N) 

Coefficient of The mean deviation (MD) 
Dispersion (CD) X 100 The arithmetic mean of the group (M) 

In several counties, where properties could be identified as to 
road location, samples were taken to ascertain the character
istics of land and building assessments on surfaced and unsur
faced roads. In addition, samples of farms showing the lowest 
and the highest assessed rate for tillable land were tabulated for 
several election districts and the assessment characteristics of 
such farms were compared. 

CHANGES MADE IN FARM REAL ESTATE 
ASSESSMENTS BY REASSESSING 

In order to eliminate certain variables and make specific assess
ment changes more comparable, assessment data were collected 
on individual farms before and after the period of reassessing. 
Data were collected on 1,787 farms in 50 election distlicts of 19 
counties. The changes made by the 1937-39 reassessment on land 
and buildings were calculated. 

The reassessment resulted in a net increase of 1 per cent in 
assessed value of farms. Land assessments were decreased 2 per 
cent, but building assessments were increased 7 per cent. 

Changes in land assessments varied from a decrease of 13 per 
cent in Worcester County to an increase of 3 per cent in Gal"l"ett 
County. Land assessments were decreased most in the Lower 
Eastern Shore counties. 

More comprehensive adjustments were made in the assessed 
valuation of buildings than of land. Changes in building assess
ments varied from a decrease of over 8 per cent in Frederick 
County to an increase of 31 pe1· cent in Talbot County. Caroline .. 
Frederick, and Garrett counties materially reduced the assessed 
value of buildings. 

The condition, value and number of buildings are more change
able than land characteristics, and such changes are more obvi
ous to local assessors. Lack of time prevents the assessor from 
examining the details of land. But he can quickly ascertain the 
status of buildings and compare such details with previous rec
ords on the assessment card. A farmer can readily compare the 
assessment of his land with the assessment against his neigh
bor's land, but a comparison of building assessments is more 



"" "" "" TABI.Jo: 1. NET CIJAN<a;s ~IADJ•; IN PAIDI HJo:AL EHTATJ<.: ASSERSMENTS RY 'l'HJo; 1937-:19 REASSESSMENT IN :MARYI.oAND. 

Sample Con•rngo Total Not Changes Mnd1• in A11scssments Against. 

Lnnd Buildin~s Total Real Jo~stnte .. 
County Numht•r of NumbPr 0: 

El<"ctlon of Pt'rCt>ntagc Pt•rct>ntnJ::O Porcl'ntage "' DiMirit'ls Fnrms Amount Chango Amount Chango Amount Chnngt' ~ ,. 
94 $ -2,973 -1.3 $ 11,149 4.4 $ 8,176 1.7 "' Anne Arundel 2 "' Baltimore 2 79 -5,137 -2.7 1,197 0.8 -3,940 -1.2 ,. 

.... ,. 
Caroline 4 176 -19,564 -5.4 -1,209 -0.7 -20,773 -3.9 z 
Carroll 4 142 -310 -0.1 16,614 6.6 16,304 2.4 "' .. ....................... ,. 
Cecil 3 124 -5,396 -1.0 39,055 10.6 33,659 37 " "' Dorchester 5 146 -4,753 -1.1 1,617 0.9 -3,1:l6 -0.5 (i 
Frederick 5 125 -36 815 -7.3 -22,910 -8.2 -59,725 -7.8 d ,. 
Garrett ............................... 1 37 2,044 2.9 -1,626 -2.3 418 0.3 .. 

d 
Harford 2 103 659 0.2 24,826 8.7 25,485 4.1 "' ,. 
Howard 2 62 -5,514 -2.4 3,500 2.1 -2.014 -0.5 ,. 
Kent 2 68 4,346 0.8 8,867 5.7 13,213 1.9 "' Montgomery 2 56 7,866 5.0 9,545 8.8 17,411 66 "" " Queen "' Annes 2 sa -15,068 -4.1 20,255 15.8 5,187 1.0 ::: St. Marys 2 8:l 4,899 2.8 6,440 4.4 11,339 32 ~ 

'" 
Somerset 3 113 -7,701 -2.5 19,103 10.7 11,402 2.3 z Talbot .... 1 47 -15,435 -4.8 97,870 31.5 82,435 13 0 .. 

"' Washington 3 64 -14,263 -5.0 3,916 3.1 -10,3!7 -2.5 .. ,. 
Wicomico .. 3 118 781 0.5 2,787 2.9 3,568 1.5 .. 
Worcester 2 67 -21,409 -13.0 -10,906 -12.8 -32,315 -12.9 0 

" Total or average .. 50 1,787 $ -133,743 -2.3 $230,090 6.6 $96,347 1.0 
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difficult. This makes it easier to change building assessments 
more than land assessments without effective complaint. 

In six counties both land and building assessments were either 
increased or decreased. For most of the other counties, reassess
ing resulted largely in land assessment decreases offset by in
creases in assessment on buildings. Such increases in building 
assessments represent, in part, improvements made on many 
farms in connection with a trend toward increased livestock and 
poultry production. They may also include recent improvements 
which had not previously been assessed. 

Changes made in assessments were converted to a per farm 
basis. Table 2 gives the adjustments in assessments per farm 
for land and buildings. Land assessments were decreased $75 
per farm, and building assessments increased $129, resulting in 
a net increase of $54. Greatest changes occurred in Talbot 
County, land assessments being decreased $300 per farm, and 
buildings increased by $2,000. The largest reduction in total real 
estate assessment, or nearly $500 per farm, occurred in Fred
erick and Worcester counties. 

TABLE. 2. AVERAGE XET CtJ..\.XGJ·: ~JADE PER FAIDf IN REAl~ };~TATE .A~SE8R· 
1\U::STS BY 'l'IIE 19:17·39 REASSES.S.MENT IN liAH.YLAND. 

Aver11~e N~·t Chnnl{e ~llldf' Per Jo'nrm 
Number 

County of Land BnlldinJ:: Tolnl 
lo'arms 

Ass~·ssrnf'nt Asst'K!Ifllt•nt H.f'nl J-:sllill• 
Assf'SIIIIH•nt 

Anne Arundel 94 $ -31.62 $ 118.61 $ 86.99 
Baltimore 79 -65.03 15.15 -49.88 
Caroline . 176 -111.16 --6.87 -118.03 
Carroll ..... ····························• 142 -2.18 117.00 114.82 

Cecil 124 -43.52 314.96 271.44 
Dorchester 146 -32.55 11.08 -21.47 
Frederick .. 125 -294.52 -183.28 -447.80 
Garrett 37 55.24 -43.95 11.29 

Harford 103 6.40 241.03 247.43 
Howard 62 -88.94 56.45 -32.49 
Kent 68 63.91 1:l0.40 194.31 
Montgomery 56 140.46 170.45 310.91 

Queen Annes 83 -181.54 244.04 247.43 
St. Marys . .... 83 59.02 77.59 136.61 
Somerset 113 -68.15 169.05 100.90 
Talbot 47 -328.40 2,082.34 1,753.94 

Washington 64 -222.85 61.19 -161.66 
Wicomico 118 6.62 23.62 30.24 
Worcester 67 -319.54 -162.78 -482.32 

Total or average 1,787 $ -74.84 $ 128.76 $ 53.92 



1:-:> 
1:-:> 

TABLE 3, EXTENT 0>' CHANGES :\JADE IN PAR~I REAL EHTATE ASSE~SMt-:N1'S o;· INDIYIDUAL FARMS BY THE 1937·39 a> 
REASSt:SS)IENT IN .MARYLAND. 

Numbt'r 
Number of Parms for \Vhch Total Assessments \Vere Changed by 

Nmuhl'r of Farms 0 to ,o; 5.1to10 10.1 to 2;S Over 25 
.., 

for Which 0: 
County or ·\l\Sf'!llllllt'lllll 

Pt•r Ct•nt Per C('nt Pt•r Cent Per C1•ntl 

'" J.'nrms \\'~>re Not ~ 
Changl'd In· De· In· De· In· De· In· De· 

eri'RS<' crl'MII' crf'BSI' crt•asf' Cri'B.SC' Crt'RS(' cn•nse Cri•BSI' 
,_ 
" "' Anne Arundel 94 20 13 12 9 11 10 9 8 2 r ................... ·-· ,_ 

Baltimore 79 15 9 21 9 Ill 6 5 I 3 z 
Caroline 176 25 14 21 16 27 21 40 5 7 "' ······························ 
Carroll ........ ································-····· 142 25 41 13 18 14 14 10 5 2 > 

"' " Cecil 124 14 30 20 11 7 20 11 8 3 ~ 

"' Dorchester ························ 146 21 2:J 30 8 18 15 21 4 6 "' Frederick 125 28 3 29 3 22 1 30 0 9 r 
...................................... "' Garrett ········-····-········· 37 0 9 5 3 7 6 6 1 0 0 

" Harford 103 3 15 14 10 10 21 9 17 4 
:-

······· t< 
Howard 62 6 15 15 10 9 2 5 () f) "' Kent ··················-·· 68 5 19 22 3 7 8 2 2 () X 

'" Montgomery 56 4 9 8 7 8 8 2 8 2 '" " Queen Annes 8:J 15 19 10 11 8 13 6 0 
~ 

····················· 1 ·~ 

St. Marys ....... 83 7 15 10 12 9 15 7 5 3 ;; 
z 

Somerset ·····-···· ..... ·················- 113 14 16 14 15 5 23 12 8 6 .., 
Talbot ...... 47 0 7 4 5 6 3 11 10 1 00 

"' Washington 64 8 10 11 8 9 4 9 4 1 
,_ 

--··· ···········----·-········ .., 
Wicomico ·····-- ···················--··- 118 30 11 10 19 9 18 12 7 2 

~ 

0 
Worcester 67 2 3 8 4 10 3 26 2 9 z 

Total ···············-·················· 1,787 242 281 277 181 206 211 233 95 61 

10nly 6 farm asscs!mwnts were ehanged more than 50 per cent, and they were inereases. 
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Individual adjustments were due principally to small changes. 
Only 14 per cent of the farm assessments were not revised. 
Changes of 5 per cent up or down were most frequent. Adjust
ments of over 10 per cent in either direction applied largely to 
building assessments. Changes of over 25 per cent were more 
often increases. 

Assessment alterations were more frequent for buildings than 
for land. Table 4 shows the per cent of farms for which certain 
changes in land and building assessments were made. Land 
assessments remained the same for 41 per cent of the farms, and 
building assessments were not changed on 20 per cent of the 
farms. In Anne Al'Undel, St. Mary's, Kent, and Queen Annes 
counties over 60 per cent of the land assessments were un
changed, but in Garrett and Worcester counties considerable 
changes were made. 

The reassessment did not result in substantial individual 
changes, and many of the previous assessments were copied. 
However, this does not mean that equalization was inetfective. 

Although many changes were made in individual assessments 
such changes were not sufficient to correct all inequalities indi
cated in a previous report for Maryland.' 

Properties which are assessed more than twice or less than 
half their market value present difficult problems for assessors. 
Local assessors are reluctant to make substantial adjustments 
in assessment, especially if such changes represent increases. 
They do not like to incur the ill-feeling of neighbors, especially 
those who will complain to reviewing officials. Therefore, revi
sions sufficient to correct the extreme cases of under and over
assessment will not be made in one reassessment. 

Studies in other states have shown that the reassessments are 
of questionable value in equalizing assessments among individual 
properties. Sparlin' shows that, in Arkansas the proportion of 
actual changes made in individual assessments relative to the 
possible changes (or the number of reassessing periods) was 
rather small. 

Hammar' after presenting evidence of the relatively small 
changes made in property assessments through reassessin,g states 
that: 

''Even under great pressure local assessors are not likely 
to revamp the entire assessment list, but are much more 
likely to content themselves with small and scattered 
changes leaving relationships between properties much as 
before." 

1.\Valkcr, \Vm, Paul and ~lllli•r, Earl E. ~~~llllllrinl(' Jnf'QIIBllth·a In Farm JJrOJI''rty 
AaaeiiKIIlents In llnryland. )lnrylund Agricultural Expt·rlment Station Bulletin No. 4:!5, 
July, 1940. 

~!-iparlin, F.Atal E. Jnf'(Jnalith·M In thP ArkaniiRII PrOJif'rt)' Tllx Allllf'llllnt'nt fi)'llll'ln. 
Arkanaa11 AJ:"rlcultural E%JII'rilllt'nt !-itation Bnlll'lin Xo. 31}9, .January, ]9:HI. 

llfAmrnar, Conrad H. Till' Arl."nriH'Y 11nd Fl••xihllltr of Rural Hf'lal t:11tat,. Alllli•luun•·nt 
in Mia11ourl. )liuouri J\J:'l'icultural Expf'rinwnt Station Rea1•~~orch Hull!·tln Xo. 169, June, 
1932. 
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TABLE 4, COMPARISON OF CHANGES MADE IN LAND ASSESSMJo~NTS WITH CHANGES IN BUILDING ASgESSMENTS OF 

t<> 
00 

INDIVIDUAL FARMS BY THE 1937-39 REASSESSMENT IN :MARYLAND. 

Per Cent of Farms Showing In- Per Cent of l<'nrms Showing De-
Per Cent of Farms creases in Ass('sSm('nt of crea.scs in Ass£>ssuu:mt o£ 

" on \Vhich No Changes 
Over 10 tl: Number Were Ma.do in 0.1 to 10 OYer 10 0.1 to 10 

'" County of Per Cent Per Cent Per Cf'nt Per Cent 
Farms !<: 

La.nd Building On On On On On On On On ,. 
Astwss- Assess· Build- Build- Bnild- Build· :0 
menta menta Land ings Land ings Land ings Land ings 

.., 
t' 
> 

Anne Arundel 94 65 23 9 14 6 28 11 16 9 19 z 
t; 

Baltimore ···················· 79 53 28 7 11 1 22 27 23 12 16 > Caroline ····· ..................... 176 38 26 5 5 10 28 18 9 29 32 "' Carroll 142 48 29 21 19 9 27 10 14 12 11 :0 .... . ...................... ~ 

Cecil 124 42 14 10 26 6 36 24 12 18 12 " ........... --~··· <::: 
t' 

Dorchester 146 41 22 15 10 10 24 19 12 15 32 " <::: Fredrick .......................... 125 39 34 3 8 0 4 30 19 28 35 :0 
Garrett ..... 37 3 5 35 19 22 19 13 33 27 24 

,. 
t' Harford 103 18 4 23 11 25 45 20 20 14 20 
'" Howard 62 28 6 15 32 5 24 36 28 16 10 "' .. 

Kent 68 62 12 10 14 9 29 15 27 4 18 '" :0 
Montgomery 56 43 11 23 9 24 33 8 20 2 27 !2 Queen Annes .. 83 62 22 5 11 1 49 12 7 20 11 '" St. Marys. 83 64 11 17 18 17 35 2 8 0 28 z 

" Somerset .. 113 39 22 20 11 12 36 14 12 15 19 rn 

Talbot ........... 47 24 4 10 24 4 45 34 10 28 17 :;: 
" Washingron .. 64 23 17 16 13 10 30 30 20 21 20 ~ 

0 Wicomico 118 46 32 14 12 19 32 9 7 12 17 z 
Worcester 67 12 13 10 6 8 11 22 19 48 51 

Total or average 1,787 41 20 14 14 10 29 18 15 17 22 
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EQUALIZATION OF FARM REAL ESTATE ASSESSMENTS 

One of the most difficult aspects of assessing is that of deter
mining the improvements made by reassessment. For a political 
subdivision the results can be fairly well established, but for 
individual properties the effects are less measurable. 

If sales of farms are used as criteria for assessing, then meas
uring the relative assessment improvements depends upon the 
accuracy of the sale price in describing the taxable value of the 
property. Thus a property assessment may not appear to be 
improved in relation to the sale price, largely because the sale 
price rather than the assessment is distorted by some factors. 

Equalization Based on Sale Price of Farms 
Sale prices of 938 farms', located in 18 counties and sold dur

ing the two years prior to reassessment, were compared with 
assessments against those farms before and after the last re
assessment. Tables 5 to 7 indicate the results of such compari
sons. For purposes of more direct contrast the farm sales were 
divided into three groups of approximately equal numbers, based 
upon the sale price per acre. Thus the farms were separated into 
a lowest value per acre group, a middle value per acre group, 
and a highest value per acre group. 

Considered as a whole, and giving each farm the same weight 
by arithmetic averages of the individual ratios, the lowest value 
per acre farms were assessed relatively the highest. These 
assessed-to-sale ratios ranged among the counties from 82 per 
cent to 204 per cent before reassessing, and from 86 per cent 
to 178 per cent after reassessing. With the exception of one 
county the average assessed ratios were moved closer to equality 
after reassessing. In some counties this correction was substan
tial, but in other counties equalization was not so impressive. 
The data also show that inequalities among individual farms 
were materially reduced in most counties. Such improvements 
ranged from 3 to 51 per cent reduction in the coefficients of dis
persion in 14 counties, while in four counties the individual 
assessment inequalities were not improved. 

For the middle value per acre group of farms no definite or 
consistent trend or change was effected by the reassessment. In 
fact, little change resulted in the average assessed ratio of these 
properties, and the coefficients of dispersion were increased in 
some counties but decreased in others. 

1Xot n1•cesMarily tiJP 11anw fnrm11 1:"0r.tnin1•d In tht> prl'vion11 IU'I:"tlon. 



230 THE MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL EXPERL\IENT STATION 

TABLE 5. COMPARISON OF FARM REAL ESTATE ASSESS).IENTS FOR LOWEST 
VALUE GROUP OF FARMS BElo'ORE AND Al~TER REASSESSING IN 
MARYLAND. 

(Bft.sed on sales occurring two years prior to the reassessment of 1937·39) 

County 
Numbf.'r 

of 
Farm 
Sales 

Anne Arundel 23 
Baltimore ·····-·· 17 
Caroline ............ 17 
Carroll ............. 32 

Cecil .•..•.......... 
Dorchester .. 
Frederick .... 
Harford 

13 
17 
18 
23 

Howard ......... 16 
Kent 7 
Montgomery 29 
Queen Annes... 18 

St. Marys ......... 11 
Somerset ........... 11 
Talbot 13 
Washington ... 25 

Wicomico 17 
Worcester ......... 9 

Total or 
average 316 

Rangl' in 
Yslue 

Per Acre 

$13-39 
13-49 

6-25 
12-32 

19-36 
6-24 

10-30 
14-44 

13-43 
17-29 

9-40 
10-30 

6-18 
5-16 

10-36 
20-58 

11-31 
8-15 

$ 5-58 

)lf'&n Ratio 
of Assl'ssf'll 

to Sale Vnlul'1 
Coefficients of 

Dispersion 

Before Afh•r Bli>fore Aftl'r 
Renssess- Hl'nsst•ss· Rf'RSSI'SS· R{'Rssess-

ing ing in~; in~; 

133 
141 
162 
155 

149 
135 
204 
122 

137 
175 
125 
175 

122 
177 
183 
139 

82 
168 

146 

126 
121 
150 
147 

135 
128 
152 
115 

128 
169 
119 
178 

117 
151 
163 
122 

86 
143 

134 

31.3 
23.7 
19.2 
21.7 

21.5 
40.7 
25.0 
24.9 

28.0 
29.9 
19.9 
25.1 

29.4 
47.1 
35.2 
22.0 

31.9 
31.0 

30.6 

22.1 
19.7 
19.3 
23.5 

22.1 
34.8 
19.7 
22.4 

23.8 
29.1 
16.3 
25.5 

24.3 
23.0 
32.6 
17.9 

33.2 
25.1 

26.1 

Per Cent 
Change in 

Coefficients 
of 

Dispersion!! 

-29 
-17 

+1 
+8 
+3 

-14 
-21 
-10 

-15 
-3 

-18 
+2 

-17 
-51 
-7 

-19 

+4 
-19 

-15 

lJlns('d on nrithmt•tic &\'Crnges of the summation of indi\·idual ratios, thus gidng each 
propl'rty equal weight. 

=A minus t~iJ:n (-) inlli.-ater; th(' d!i>grer• of improvf'm('nt in RRS('SSmf'nts, nnd a plus 
sh:n ( +) indicnh•s that BliSCSMnents were not imp1·oved, and probably made Worse. 

Average assessed ratios of the highest value per acre farms 
were moved less toward the equality point than in the case of the 
lowest value per acre farms. But there was substantial improve
ment made in equalization among the individual properties in 
this highest value group. Reductions in coefficients of dispersion 
occurred in 14 of the 18 counties and ranged from 2 to 49 per 
cent decreases. 

When the coefficients of dispersion are reduced the amount of 
assessment misplaced is also reduced; for, in general, the per 
cent of total misplacement of assessment is about one-half of 
the coefficients of dispersion. 
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TABLE 6, COl\IPARI~ON OF FARl\£ REAL ESTATE ASSE8~C\IENTS FOR MEDIUM 
VALUE GROUP OF FAR)IS BEFORE AND AFTEH REASHESSING JN 
liARYLA~D. 

(Based on sales occurrin~ two yt>nrs prior to the rl'&Ssusml'nt of 1937·39) 

County 
X umber 

o! 
Farm 
Sales 

Anne Arunael 21 
Baltimore .. 18 
Caroline 17 
Carroll ........... 34 

Cecil ................. 13 
Dorchester ...... 19 
Frederick ......... 18 
Harford ............ 22 

Howard ............... 17 
Kent . 7 
Montgomery ... 28 
Queen Annes... 15 

St. Marys....... 11 
Somerset ......... 11 
Talbot 13 
Washington ... 24 

Wicomico 18 
Worcester ...... 10 

Total or 

Ran~e in 
Vnlne 

Per Acre 

$40-69 
52-67 
26-39 
33-54 

38-60 
25-40 
32-58 
46-92 

45-57 
32-44 
42-6:l 
31-40 

20-39 
19-35 
40-54 
60-87 

33-55 
16-35 

average 316 $ 16-92 

)Ir•nn Hntio 
<J! AI<III'SSf•tl 

to Snle Voluel 
CoPfficiPnls o( 

DiSJiersion Pf'r Cent 
Chan1,w in 

------- Coeffio:h•nts 
Rt•forf' Aft••r Rdort• Aftf'r of 

Rr•ns1wss· RenRst•ss· Reassess· RPaK!II'IIII• Dl11perslon' 
ing ing ing ing 

89 
94 

124 
125 

108 
137 
112 
82 

107 
141 
90 

114 

95 
101 

90 
.106 

88 
112 

106 

95 
107 
114 
127 

114 
130 
100 

89 

117 
140 
95 

124 

97 
105 

95 
102 

88 
104 

107 

22.6 
22.2 
21J.8 
19.6 

16.2 
23.5 
13.3 
23.5 

23.0 
23.1 
19.7 
15.7 

20.4 
35.0 
13.6 
13.5 

40.8 
35.8 

24.8 

28.2 +25 
22.1 Less than 1 'Ia 
18.7 -10 
20.1 +3 

18.6 
14.3 
13.4 
24.7 

18.5 
25.6 
16.7 
15.5 

24.2 
30.6 
18.1 
12.5 

26.7 
29.2 

22.8 

+15 
-39 

+1 
+5 

-20 
+11 
-15 
-1 

+19 
-13 
+33 
-7 

-35 
-18 

-8 

1Basl'd on arithnH'tlc anragt•s of the summation of individual ratios, thu11 giving each 
property equal weight. 

'A minus si)!n (-) indi<'"Hif'll the dt•,::-rf'l' of impron•nwnt in aMMf'MIIffif'Rtll, ftnrl a J>hu 
sib"'I_ <+) indicates that &S!!essnH•nts were not improHd, and proLaLly made \\·orAe. 

The results of this study, measured by coefficients of disper
sion, indicate reasonable reductions in the misplacement of as
sessments among individual properties. Substantial reductions 
in the coefficients were made in the case of the lowest valued and 
the highest valued groups of farms_ 

Another way of measuring the effectiveness of reassessing is 
to compare the distribution of the ranges in assessed ratios 
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TABLE 7. CO:\IPJ.RISOX OF FAR2\I REAL E~TATE ASSESf:I.)IEXTS FOR HIGHES~ 
YALUE GROUP OF F.\IDI:-:i BEFORE .-\XD .\FTER RE.-\~::O:E.SSIXG I?\ 
~IARYLAND. 

(Bast>d on sales occurring two years prior to the reassessment of 1937·39) 

Mt•n.n Rntio Co£>fficlf'nts of Per Cent of .\sst·l'lst•rl Number Range in to Sah· Ynlue1 Dispersion Chnnl!'e in 
County of Value Coeffidents 

Farm PPr Acre lh·fore- Aft1•1' Bt•for•· Aftl'r of 
Sales RensS('SS· Reasst•ss· Rt•nssess• Rt•assess· Dispersion2 

ing in~ inJ: ing 

Anne Arundel 21 $70-450 68 68 36.5 27.4 -25 
Baltimore 20 71-250 79 91 31.3 26.8 -14 
Caroline 15 42-85 93 86 25.9 27.8 +7 
Carroll .... 31 55-210 90 94 18.8 17.2 -9 

Cecil ....................... 14 66-240 86 94 19.5 18.4 -6 
Dorchester ...... 18 45-222 81 84 28.3 17.6 -38 
Frederick 14 60-313 87 88 13.8 14.9 +8 
Harford 22 95-217 72 80 17.1 16.6 -3 

Howard ······ 17 59-241 87 85 27.1 26.6 -2 
Kent 7 46-111 91 94 22.0 15.5 -30 
Montgomery ... 27 65-306 78 76 37.9 31.6 -17 
Queen Annes ... 15 41-77 98 97 24.5 21.3 -13 

St. Marys ............ 10 41-210 62 71 20.0 17.3 -14 
Somerset 9 36-81 100 110 22.9 25.4 +11 
Talbot 16 55-240 69 85 23.6 30.0 +27 
Washington ... 26 88-292 85 89 16.0 12.2 -24 

Wicomico -··· 15 67-179 79 74 29.6 25.4 -14 
Worcester .... 9 40-88 93 87 40.6 20.7 -49 

Total or 
average 306 $ 40-450 83 85 26.8 23.6 -12 

11\n1wd on arithmetic nvt~rnJ:eK of the summation of indh·idual ratios thus giving each 
propert)· equa.l weight. ' 

2A minus sign (-) indicatt•ll the dPgree of impro,•enwnt in Rllllt•ssments and a \)Ius 
sign ( +) indicates that assctHHnents Wl.'re not improved, and }>rohably mn.dt• Worse. 

before and after reassessing. Table 8 shows such changes in the 
range distribution for the 938 farm sales. The data indicate 
that reassessing resulted in a smaller number of extremely over
assessed and extremely under-assessed properties and a closer 
concentration of the assessed ratios around the ~verage. For 
instance, 172 farms were assessed over 150 per cent of sale price 
before reassessing and only 134 farms were assessed over 150 
per cent after the reassessment. A total of 299 farms was assessed 
under 85 per cent of sale price before the reassessment as 
compared with 269 farms so assessed after the reassessmen't. 
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TABLE 8. RANGES IN ASSESSED TO SALJo~ PIUCf; RATIOS OP FAHMS DEf'OJH: 
AND AFTJo~R REASSESSING. 

Before Rl'RIIIIl'Ssin~ Aftt•r Rl'lliiKt•AIIIn~: 
Range ln 

Assessed Ratio Number of Pt>r Cent Numhl'r of P1•r C••nt 
J.o'arms of Farms Fnrms of Faruu1 

Over 200 per cent. .... 54 5.8 31 3.3 
150 to 199 per cent. 118 12.6 103 11.0 
115 to 149 per cent .... 171 18.2 218 23.2 
85 to 114 per cent.. 296 31.6 317 33.8 
50 to 84 per cent. .. 257 27.4 241 25.7 

Under 50 per cent .... 42 4.4 28 3.0 

All farms 938 100.0 938 100.0 

TARLE 9. RESULTS OP RJ.o:ASSESSING lo'ARM REAL Jo:l-iTATE, Jo'OR CERTAIN 
WESTERN SHORE COUN'I'IES IN ).IARYLAND. 

(Based on 615 sall'll occurring two years prior to last fNI~~essment) 

Bf'fon· Rl'asst•ssing After ReaAs••slllng 

Ass('sll• Asllt'IIA· 
Item Jllf'Rt nu·nt 

Snll' Alisessmen' as Pt•r Sale Ass1's11ment a11 p,.r 
Price Ct•nt of Price Cent ur 

~nit• Sal .. 
Price Pric~> 

Over-assessed 
farms 

Under-assessed 
$1,346,930 $1,951,765 145 $1,404,671 $1,866,162 133 

farms .................. 2,188,256 1,598,781 73 2,092,320 1,553,852 74 
Perfectly assessed 

farms 78,750 80,386' 102' 116,946 117,088' 100 
----

All farms ... $3,613,936 $3,630,932 100 $3,613,937 $8,537,102 98 

1Includes fractional O\'t•t·-assessments. 

An analysis was made of the change in assessments, based on 
sales, by using aggregate values rather than averages of indi
vidual ratios. (Tables 9 and 10.) Over-assessed farms were com
pared with under-assessed farms before and after reassessing. 
Those over-assessed farms, in the Western Maryland counties, 
showed an assessed-to-sale ratio of 145 per cent before reassess
ing and 133 per cent after reassessing. The under-assessed farms 
changed only slightly from 73 per cent before reassessing to 74 
per cent after reassessing. In the Eastern Shore counties, over~ 
assessed farms were 143 per cent of sale price before reassess
ing and 135 per cent after reassessing. Under-assessed farms 
were assessed 72 per cent of sale price before and 76 per cent 
after reassessing. 
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TABLE 10. RESULTS OF REASSESSING FAR:'.I REAL ESTATE, FOR 
EASTERN SHORE COUNTIES IN :MARYLAND. 

CERTAIN 

(Based on 323 sales occurring two years prior to last l'eass{'ssment) 

Before Reassessing After Reasses~>ing 

Assess· Assess· 
ment ment 

Item Sale as Per Sale Assessment 
ns Per 

Price Assessment Cent of Price Cent of 
:-.a it• Sale 

Pricl' Price 

Over-assessed 
farms $ 621,622 $ 887,872 143 $ 675,829 $ 910,166 135 

Under-assessed 
farms 767,980 552,783 72 727,573 554,338 76 

Perfectly assessed 
farms ... 43,500 43,565 100 29,700 29,706 100 

All farms ... $1,433,102 $1,484,220 104 $1,433,102 $1,494,210 104 

As further aid in determining the extent and direction of 
equalizing, the number of properties over and under-assessed 
was compared before and after reassessing. About 51 per cent 
of all farms were over-assessed, and 4 7 per cent were under
assessed, before reassessing, and about the same percentages 
held true after reassessing. However, in the case of small value 
per acre farms, 80 per cent were over-assessed before reassess
ing as compared with 77 per cent after reassessing. The other 
two value groups were changed only slightly. 

Added significance concerning the results of reassessing is 
indicated by the number of properties changed in relation to 100 
per cent equality. About 47 per cent of the properties were 
moved 3 or more points closer to equality by reassessing,' 29 per 
cent were changed 3 or more points farther from equality; and 
24 per cent were changed less than 3 points in either direction. 

A sample of sales occurring two years after reassessing was 
compared with assessments placed at time of reassessing. This 
provided another check on the improvement of assessment in
equalities insof~r as comparable sale price groups were con
cerned. Comparisons were made more direct by using the same 
sale price range per acre for sales occurring two years prior to 
reassessing as for sales occurring two years after the reassess
ment was begun. 

l}.{eanl.ng 100 per cent rstio of assesst>d·to-salt> vain{', 



TABLE 11. RESULTS OF REASSESSING FARM RF.AL ESTATE IN MARYLAND, BASED ON PER CENT OF FARMS CHANGED 
IN RESl'ECT TO UNDER AND OYER-ASSESSM.t-:N'l'. 

Salo 
Prlco 
Pt•r 
Aero 

Group 
of lo'arms 

Total 
Numhl•r 

of 
Farms 

Lowest 316 
Middle 316 
Highest 306 

Total ... 9:l8 

Befor'-' Rt•BsM•ssing 

Ptlr CC'nt P~.>r C~.>nt P~.>r Cent Pf'r Ct•nt 
Ovf.>r· Undl'r· l'l·rfedl~· Ovl•r· 

BI!Rl'8Sed 1\SSORSCI) Asscs::wd assessctl 

80 19 1 77 
50 48 2 52 
22 74 4 23 

51 47 2 51 

Afte1· Reassessing Pt•r Ct>nt of Pl'O)wrties Chnng-ed 
in lh•lation to 100 Eqnnlity1 

Closer to Fartht>r Two or Per Ct•nt Per Cent 100 b:r :\ From 100 Lf'SS l'nth•r· Pt•rf{'ctly or ].[or'-' by 3 or Points assessed Assl'ssed Points l\lore Change Points 

22 1 52 28 20 
45 3 42 36 22 
74 3 47 25 28 

47 2 47 29 24 
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Theoretically, assessors should be able to obtain better results 
when sales just prior to reassessing are known. In the case of 
the lowest value per acre group this was the situation. In' prac
tically every county farms sold prior to reassessing were subse
quently assessed nearer to 100 per cent, and with lower coeffi
cients of dispersion than were farms sold two years after re
assessment began. However, in the case of middle value per acre 
farms no consistent difference in results by reassessing was 
noted. 

Most of the statistical analyses . indicate improvement was 
made in the assessment of farms. The average assessment ratios 
were brought closer to the full cash value. Inequalities among 
individuals were reduced. 

The most significant results or improvements pertain to the 
lower value per acre farms. This could be explained on the 
grounds that those farms constitute the most glaringly over
assessed properties in the community, and, inasmuch as smaller 
totals were usually involved, the assessor could give tax relief 
without greatly reducing the taxable basis. Pressure of those 
property owners was also a factor. 

TABLE 12. CO)£PARISONS OF ASSESSMENTS TO SALES VALUES FOR FAR11!S 
SOLD BEFORE REASSESSING WITH ASSESSMENT TO SALE 1' ALUES 
FOR FARMS SOLD AFTER REASSESSING, IN :MARYLAND. 

Number of Farm Assessment as Per Coefficients 
Salesl Sale Cent of Sa,l& Price of Dispersion 

('ounty Sales Sales Price Sales Sales Sales Sales 
Bt>fore Re· After Re· Ran&"e Before Re- After Re- Before Re· After Re-
assessing asst>ssing assessing- 888('SSing a.ssessing assessing 

Lowest Value Per Acre Group 
Baltimore ·····-- 17 22 $13 to 49 121 133 19.7 29.0 
Carroll 32 21 12 to 32 147 153 23.5 25.3 
Frederick ·····-·· 18 20 10 to 30 152 146 19.7 26.0 
Harford ············ 23 14 14 to44 115 130 22.4 34.1 
Howard 16 14 13 to 43 128 121 23.8 28.4 
Montgomery .• 29 17 9 to40 119 113 16.3 ·, 16.7 
St. Marys ........ 11 14 6 to 18 117 135 24.3 23.2 

Middle Value Per Acre Group 
Baltimore o>Ho .. o> 18 15 $52 to 67 94 101 22.1 18.1 
Carroll 34 25 33 to 54 125 123 20.1 15.7 
Frederick ··--··· 18 25 32 to 58 112 114 13.4 13.9 
Harford -···-·-· 22 20 46 to 92 82 94 24.7 11.5 

Howard ·-··········- 17 17 45 to 57 107 105 i8.5 27.7 
Montgomery-· 28 20 42 to 63 90 81 16.7 21.8 
St. Marys --· 11 12 20 to 39 95 94 24.2 20.4 

tSalea were for 2 years prior to rPaaaeuing and 2 ye_ars after beginning of reassessing. 
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Relatively little change was made in the average assessed 
ratio of the middle value per acre farms. Apparently the asses
sors considered such fal."Ins, as a group, to be properly assessed. 
There .was, however, some correction of the inequalities among 
individual farms within the group. 
. The . group of highest value per acre. farms showed some 
Improvement in assessment, but much less than the lowest value 
umts. Assessors may be less inclined to raise assessments on the 
more valuable properties for many obvious reasons. There is 
usually little justification for lowering such assessments. 

Readers are cautioned not to judge too critically from the 
data and statistical analysis presented. In some counties assess
ments were so close to practical alttainment that no considerable 
improvement could be expected. There is also the possibility that 
sale prices recorded for many farms do not correspond with the 
full cash value concept employed for assessment purposes. This 
would naturally distort the picture of inequalities. 

Equalization Based on Census Values1 

Sales of farms during a short period are seldom of sufficient 
number to indicate the average level of assessment for all farm 
properties within a political unit as small as an election district. 
Therefore, in order to determine what improvement was made 
in the level of assessment for entire political units,· total farm 
assessed values were compared with census values.. Adjust
ments were made for·•differences between assessed and census 
a.creages. 

Ta•ble 13 shows the results of reassessing farms in those ele~ 
tion districts indicated as over-assessed before the last reassess
ment. Apparently a strenuous effoi't was made in some counties 
to readjust downward the aggregate of farm property assess
ments where such appeared to be too high in comparison with 
cen&us values. In other counties few changes were made despite 
the over-assessment condition. Total farm real estate assessment 
of the 16 election districts was reduced from 126 per cent of 
the 1935 Census value to 119 per cent of such value through 
reassessing. · 

In those election districts where farm property appeared to 
be under-assessed as compared with census values before the 
reassessment, a noticeable upward valuation resulted by re
assessing in. most districts tabulated. Farm assessments m all 

~but 2 of the 12 election districts were moved upward toward :ll?ll 
assessment; the average assessment for all farms of ~hose dts
triets was 67 per cent of the 1935 ~nsus values prior to re
assessing and 76 per cent after reassessmg. 

lCenaua va.luee for election. di&trlctl we'te obtained t11rougb the courtesy of tho U. S. 
Bureau of the Cenaua. Department of Commerce. 
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TABLE 13. CHANGES MADE BY THE REAS~F.SS'MENT IN 
DISTRICTS IN WHICH FARM REAL ESTATE 
OYER-ASSESSED. 

CERTAIN ELECTION 
AS A WHOLE WAS 

Election 
Assl'ssment of nil Farm 

Property in District1 

County District -:-:--::----;-;:~;-:-:-
Before Re- After H.l'-

Baltimore ..... . 
Carroll 

" 
" 

Caroline ···--~--
" 

Frederick 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 

Howard. 
Prince 

Georges ... 

Queen Annes 
Talbot ··-··········· 

6 $ 
2 
9 

13 

1 
4 

1 
12 
14 
17 

22 
26 

2 

7 

7 
2 

assl'ssing2 assessing" 

928,985 
1,310,788 

667,297 
498,193 

619,296 
988,700 

1,507,641 
799,012 
849,537 
859,794 

822,326 
1,050,494 
1,560,514 

1,961,902 

735,146 
1,563,276 

$ 706,063 
1,476,534 

683,186 
461,712 

620,134 
913,632 

1,294,829 
740,863 
830,527 
777,593 

713,310 
988,617 

1,441,890 

1,872,397 

735,932 
1,550,898 

Ratio of Assf'Ssf'd to 
Census Valuel 

C~>nsus Value for all Farms 
of all Farms -~:.:__:--:-;:-;;
in District Beforf' Re- Aftt•r !l('· 

$ 789,130 
1,161,870 

550,925 
397,400 

562,035 
790,100 

1,110,872 
503,650 
681,300 
625,690 

504,210 
792,465 

1,310,775 

1,720,068 

548,590 
1,256,350 

assessing ass('SSlnJ:" 

118 
113 
121 
125 

110 
125 

136 
159 
125 
137 

163 
133 
119 

114 

134 
124 

90 
127 
124 
116 

110 
116 

117 
147 
123 
124 

142 
125 
110 

109 

134 
123 

Total or 
average $16,722,901 $15,817,117 $13,305,430 126 119 

1
Adjusted, based on differences in acreage for astHlssed and cent1us purposes. 

2For 1936·37. 
1 For 1937-39, 

Readjustments of the total farm taxable basis in a sizable 
political unit seems to be more promising of results than cor~ect
ing inequalities among individual properties. This is logical smce 
the personnel having direct control of the reassessing process 
becon:te m?re familiar with differences among groups than they 
do w1th differences between individual properties. Furthermore, 
boards of equalization or other official bodies can direct the 
aggregate assessment toward the proper results or make gross 
adjustmen?; of. gr~~ps of properties. However, original assess
ments agamst mdlVIdual properties must be determined by the 
locll;l assessors. These assessor~ are often improperly tra~ned or 
eqmpped. They usually have msufficient time to appra1se the 
properties. These conditions reduce the possibility of correcting 
improper assessments. 
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TABLE 14. 

CHANGES MADE BY THE REASSESSMENT IN CERTAIN ELECTION 
DISTRICTS IN WHICH FAR:M REAL ESTATE AS A WHOLE WA:'3 
UNDER-ASSESSED. . 

Assessment of nil Farm 
County Election Property in Districtl Census Value 

District 
Bt>fOI'P R£>· 

of all Farms 
After Ro· in District 

assessing% assessing3 

Baltimore ... 7 $ 1,134,450 $ 1,401,317 $ 1,640,890 Carroll 5 753,831 790,653 1,228,800 Harford .. 3 2,887,035 3,245,054 4,523,165 
5 2,072,093 2,182,545 2,599,810 

Kent ........ 3 1,220,998 1,377,923 1,428,200 .. 
M ·········· 5 779,227 891,023 1,119,420 
p ontgomery ......... 9 1,164,410 1,024,283 1,470,030 

rince Georges ... 14 844,170 813,867 1,057,300 
Queen Annes ...... 3 1,294,437 2,251,974 3,212,385 St. Marys ··············· 3 772,709 800,472 1,309,580 .. 
Talbot .......... 

6 455,778 507,203 841,160 
3 2,202,311 2,385,275 2,742,250 

Total or 
average ...... $15,580,449 $17,671,589 $23,172,990 

:Adjusted, based on diff£'r£>nces in acreage for assessed and census purJ>oses. 
·For 1936·37. 
3For 1937·39, 

Ratio of 
Ass~·ssNI to 

C~·nsus Ynlnl' 
for all Faruu;l 

i'U 4~ :c:.: :C:.: .. ... "' .. . ' eo -· --.. -"" =· .,0:0:~ 

69 85 
61 64 
64 72 
80 84 
86 97 
70 80 
79 70 
80 77 

40 70 
59 61 
54 60 
80 87 

67 76 

FACTORS RESPONSIBLE FOR UNEQUAL ASSESSMENTS 
AGAINST FARM REAL ESTATE 

;Both tangible and intangible factors are resp<_msible fo~ the 
existence of unequal assessments against properties and failure 
to correct, to a reasonable degree, such inequality. Allowance 
must be made for the human factors of error and poor judg
!lJent. Many other human factors enter into the picture, but such 
tnfluences cannot be measured in this statistical treatment of the 
problem. 

Uniform Assessment Practices 
If sale, or cash or market value is the basis for assessing 

farms, any proced~re which results in treating alike, for assess
ing purposes, classes of farm real estate that !lr~ unlik<: in _char
acter and in real or intrinsic value, will result m mequahty m the 
eyes of the law. 

There are two principal schools of thought in respect to the 
assessment of farm real estate. Those of one group hold that 
temporary differences in status of land and buildings not due to 
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inherent and natural factors, but due to management, should 
not be recognized in assessing farm property. The¥ argue ~h~t 
all land and buildings of equal quality and economic potentla~l
ties should be assessed alike, thus placing a penalty on the miS
use or abuse of land and buildings. To do otherwise would pl.ace 
a reward on negligence and a penalty on thrift and farm pnde. 

Another group believes in making a distinction in the assess
ment of farm land and buildings according to the curre~t 
economic status of each farm. Substantial changes in the condi
tion of land and buildings would necessitate changes in assess
ment by periodic reassessing. Advocates of this system or 
method argue that it is folly to levy more taxes upon a farm 
than its productive capacity, under current management, can 
pay; for such would merely add to tax delinquency. 

Ratios of assessed to sale price of individual farms may vary 
from 75 to 150 per cent in a given community. This could, be 
due to uniform practices in assessing classes of land and bu~ld
ings not in line with the real economic status of the properties. 

Inequalities in a given community might depend upon the 
number of land classes assessed at uniform rates per acre. Such 
uniformity may apply to only one class of land, with adequate 
differentials for other classes on account of physical and eco
nomic factors. 

In other communities uniformity of assessment rates may 
apply to all classes and subclasses of land .. Thus, the proportion 
of land area in the several land classes,-together with the one
~less of rate structure, could easily be responsible for inequal
Ities as measured against full cash or sale value. 

FarinS with poor soil and bordering a dirt road may have large 
acreages of woodland assessed at the same rate as woodland on 
better farms bordering improved roads. This gives rise to ove:
asses~ment of the poor land. Greater inequalities will result ~f 
the tillable land acreage is relatively large, and if such land I~ 
assessed at the same rate per acre regardless of condition of so1l 
or type of road. 

There are few communities where all factors, which tend to 
produce under _or over-assessment, operate universally and simul
taneously. Th1s fact reduces the extent of inequalities. 

A sample of farms, based upon the rate of tillable land assess
ment per acre, was take!~- in 12 counties, the highest and lowest 
assessments per acr~ bemg used to contrast the type of land in 
general. A comp.ar~son of these two groups of farms showed 
several charactenshcs of assessment. The tillable land assess
ment r:'lte per acre for low value farms in most counties was 
approximately one-half the_ rate for such land of high value 
farms. But there was practically no difference in the assessment 



TABLE ]5. LAND ASRESSMENT CHARACTERISTICS OF HIGH AND LOW ASSESSED VALUE FARMS, 1940.1 

Per Cent of Land Assess- Average Assessment 
Total Land ment Against Per Acre 

Number Assessment= 
of Tillable Woodland Tillable Woodland County Eh•ction Land Land 

Districts Hi~h Low 
Asst•ssed Assessed Histh Low High Low High Low High Lo\\' 

Value Value Value Value Value Value Value Value Value Va.Jue 
Farms Parms Farms Farms Farms Farms Farn1s Farms Farms Farms 

Baltimore 3 $308,595 $166,770 83 71 7 12 $52 $26 $16 $11 
Caroline 2 193,757 78,132 92 70 7 17 42 23 12 10 
Carroll 3 326,041 105,144 91 86 3 7 53 23 24 17 
Cecil .............. 1 286,024 100,896 95 86 3 5 52 27 14 8 

Dorchester 1 66,440 41,286 84 53 15 43 39 19 18 10 
Frederick 4 334,430 112,717 92 82 2 7 61 21 12 7 
Harford 2 215,091 100,522 70 65 7 17 55 32 10 10 
Queen Annes ... 2 308,753 100,314 95 86 4 13 47 22 10 9 

Somerset 1 42,575 19,094 78 66 21 39 43 19 20 11 
Talbot ................ 1 111,295 89,615 86 78 12 16 45 35 17 15 
Wicomico 2 62,287 89,994 68 55 16 39 51 17 16 10 
Worcester 1 135,640 38,559 85 56 12 40 58 17 16 8 

'Hi~:h antl low ,·slue Is batwd on &s!lt'tHinll'nt r&ll' of tillable land P'-'r acre. 
lDOt'S not indude &JI fnrms in the diKtrict. 
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rate on woodland for the low and high value group of farms in 
several counties. Woodland was not assessed at a rate propor
tional to the differential existing between the tillable land assess
ments in any of the counties. 

Those farms of lower assessed tillable land values carried a 
greater proportion of the total land assessment against wood
land than was the case for the high assessed value farms. Wood
land assessments represented from 2 to 21 per cent of the total 
land assessments for the highest value farms in the various 
counties, whereas woodland assessments constituted from 7 to 
43 per cent of the total land assessments of the low value farms. 

These data point out that many of the low value fanns are 
over-assessed because the woodland is relatively over-assessed 
and carries a disproportionate part of the total land assessment. 
This condition is not necessarily improper if farm woodland is 
being merchandized and if the acreage is sufficient for farm 
forest production. But the majority of farms in Maryland have 
wooded tracts that have little commercial possibility; the wood
land is used principally in supplying the needs of the farm, with 
possibly some value incident to proper use of poor or hilly land. 
It would seem desirable to assess at one rate that acreage of 
woodland on farms which has economic use in supplying the 
needs of the farm, but use a different rate for excess woodland 
acreages. 

It was also observed that a greater proportion of the acreage 
on lower value farms was in woodland. From 9 to 56 per cent 
of the acreage on such farms represented woodland, as compared 

T.\llLE 16, LAND ASSESS:O.lENT CHARACTERIS'fiOS OF HIGH AND LOW 
ASSESSED VALUE FAR:O.IS, 1940,1 

Total Acres of Per Cent of Acreage As!lessed as-

Number Lsnd Assessed= 
Tillable Land on- Woodland on-

Count)· of 
F.Jrdion High Low High Low HiJ::'h Low 
Dil;.tricls Assess(•d Assessed Assellsed AIIII1'118Cd All!>t'!UH'd Asst•ssed 

Value Value Yalue Valuo Value Yalue 
Farms Farms Farms Farms Farms !<~arms 

Baltimore ......... 3 7,784 8,277 63 54 17 22 
Caroline ·····-····· 2 5,565 4,479 76 48 20 30 
Carroll "--·-····-·· 3 6,696 4,897 84 82 5 9 
Cecil 1 6,581 4,716 79 69 9 14 
Dorchester ...... 1 2,078 3,217 68 35 27 54 
Frederick ......... 4 6,226 6,543 81 67 9 18 
Harford 2 5,900 4,175 47 37 24 41 
Queen Annes ... 2 8,765 5,485 71 70 14 27 
Somerset ......... 1 1,257 1,392 61 48 35 49 
Talbot .................. 1 3,103 3,269 68 61 26 30 
Wicomico ......... 2 2,071 7,374 40 40 29 50 
Worcester ..... 1 3,528 3,387 57 37 27 56 

11-fh:-h and low '"ahu• Is basl•d on a&ll . 
:Dol'S not include all farms in the dis~~j~~nt rate o( tillable land per acre. 



CHANGES AND EQUALIZATION IN FARM PROPERTl: ASSESS:i.\IENTS 243 

with 5 to 35 per cent of the acreage for high value farms. A 
greater proportion of the land on farms of lower value is too 
undesirable for clearing. Such farms are usually on poor roads, 
which factor would influence the development of farms. 

A comparison was also made of land and building assessment 
characteristics for farms on state surfaced roads and county 
unsurfaced roads in five counties. Samples of farms bordering 
the two types of roads were taken in certain election districts 
where land characteristics were uniform. 

The data show that building assessments represented about 
the same proportion of the total real estate assessment on both 
types of roads. Furthermore, a greater proportion of the land 
assessment bordering county unsurfaced roads was against 
woodland than was the case for land bordering state surfaced 
roads. In addition, while considerable difference existed in the 
rates of assessing tillable land on the two types of roads, the 
differential in woodland assessments was either quite small or 
of little significance. In some districts very little difference 
existed between the tillable land assessment rates on surfaced 
and unsurfaced roads. 
TABLE 17. CHARACTERISTICS OF F.Alt)f REAL ESTATE ASSESS:'IIENTS. BY 

KINDS OF ROADS BORDERING THE FAR].fS, 1940. 

P£>r Cent of Farm R('al A\'1•ra~~· 
Estate A11sessment AlllH'~KIUI'Rf 

Against- l'cr ~\Cr('-
County ·~ 

Number 
.!:.~ of Kind of Road 

~] -t:-o 
~~] 

"='-::::' -· Farmst "'" . •"' 
~~ ·- =~ :::::~ •• ~-~ "" -<= E-oce~ •• 

"'" "'"" ,., ,._ 
~ 

Carroll 1 42 State surfaced 34 66 60 3 $39 $21 
21 County unsurfaced 36 64 58 3 33 16 

8 85 State surfaced 33 67 52 4 51 18 

111 County unsurfaced 38 62 50 6 33 16 
9 48 State surfaced 40 60 50 4 36 15 

56 County unsurfaced 38 62 49 8 29 14 

Harford .. 3 79 State surfaced 51 49 35 3 54 10 

98 County unsurfaced 52 48 33 5 37 10 
47 42 3 54 10 4 36 State surfaced 53 

54 County unsurfaced 55 45 40 7 37 10 

Howard ... 4 63 State surfaced 48 52 42 4 43 17 

33 County unsurfaced 52 48 40 5 32 15 

Queen 
69 4 40 10 Annes ... 1 State surfaced 26 74 34 

69 57 10 23 10 
56 County unsurfaced 31 

70 66 3 46 8 3 34 State surfaced 30 
County unsurfaced 26 74 65 8 29 10 

25 
Talbot 4 State surfaced 24 76 67 9 42 16 

35 67 8 35 15 
21 County unsurfaced 25 75 

1 · • il all farma borderin.~t" a J:"lw·n 
kl Does not include all farms in the district, nor DI'CI'BB'![ Y .

88 
not alwara gh'I'D on the 

nd CYf road. &s tho location of farms, in respect to roa 8 • "' 
as~P&srnent cards or tN~ords. 

~Includell tillable land, woodland and other land. 
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IMPROVEMENT OF LIVESTOCK ASSESSMENTS 

The reassessment resulted in substantial changes of livestock 
assessments. Many personal property accounts were added to 
the tax rolls in the last assessment, and considerable increases 
were effected in the numbers of certain classes of livestock. 
These facts emphasize the inadequacy of personal property 
assessment after such a long time elapses before requiring the 
filing of new personal property schedules. 

For instance, in 16 election districts of 6 counties the number 
of livestock accounts was increased from 3,100 just prior to 
reassessing to 3,492 after reassessing, or an increase of about 
13 per cent. Nearly all of those election districts showed an 
increase in number of accounts. 

TABLE IS. CO)IPARISON OF NU)lBER OF LIYERTOCK ACCOUNTS, NUMBER OF 
HORsr:s AND )1ULJo:s. AND COWS AND CATTLE, BF.Io'ORE AND AFTER 
REASSESSING, 1937·39. 

Numbf'r of Liv~·stock Numbf'r of 111nture Number of Matm'<' 
Accounts Horses n.n1l Mull'S Cows and Cn.ttl(' 

County F.lrdion 
District Bt•forl' Aftl'r Bl'fore After D1•fore After 

Rt•/ISSt'SS· Rt'IIKM'SII· R~.>n.ssetlll· R('assess- Reassess• RcasM'Sll· 
in~: in!! in~: in~: in~: in~ 

Anne Arundel 4 137 145 322 345 184 207 
8 208 162 656 442 526 374 

Baltimore 2 145 1:34 417 375 509 485 
4 166 204 608 639 856 1,255 
7 235 2:l2 615 691 1,176 1,710 
8 1:l5 192 473 570 1,178 1,722 

10 159 204 570 593 1,271 1,776 

Garrett ..... 1 92 114 204 157 268 375 
3 175 191 375 333 841 1,070 
5 115 144 284 288 605 644 

Harford 3 488 556 999 1,084 3,763 5,535 
5 411 447 927 825 3,541 4,483 

Howard 3 159 158 531 516 1,216 1,366 
4 237 253 851 790 1,914 2,006 

Talbot . ······················ 1 113 136 654 713 1,081 1,562 
3 175 220 834 747 1,138 1,579 

Total 3,100 3,492 9,320 9,108 20,067 26,149 

I 

The number of horses and mules listed after the last assess
ment was 9,10~ as compared with 9,320 before the assessment 
was. m3:de. Th1s change was expected because of the general 
dechne m the number of such farm animals. However, the num-
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ber of cows was increased from 20,067 just prior to the reassess
ment to 26,149 •after the reassessment or about 30 per cent. In 
some of the districts the number of co{vs assessed was increased 
by as much as 50 per cent. Some of this increase may be attrib
uted to the normal increase in the number of cows on farms, and 
some to an improvement in the listing of livestock for assess
ment purposes. 

If personal property, or livestock, is not reassessed more fre
quently than every 10 years much of that property will escape 
the tax rolls for a portion of this time. This long interval be
tween reassessments of personal properties has been criticized 
also on the basis of failure to recognize changes in values of 
such livestock units. Many states require annual schedules to 
be filed for personal property; other states list such property 
every two years. It is quite probable that 10 years, or even 5 
years, is too long a time between the assessment of livestock, 
and that more frequent reassessments are of advantage, espe
cially because such a practice leads to habit forming in tax mat
ters, and keeps a closer check on the assessable personal property. 

TABLE 19. CHANGES MADE IN INDIVIDUAL Jo'AR:M PF.R~ONAL PROPERTY A!':· 
SF.SSMENT ACCOUNTS (EXCLUDING J<'URXITURE AND :MOTOR YEHf· 
CLES) EACH YEAR FROM 1937·41, FOR 110 f'AR:~\IS IN ALLEG~\NY 
COUNTY, MARYLAND. 

Amount of Cha.nJ:"eS 
Number of Fnrm ~h·••r!l.l:'f' Chnn~l.' 

•rut a I AvC'rngr in AIHH'SJ>IIIent 
Pro)wrt)' At•connlll Pt•r PPrKonol 

P<>rsonnl ClumgNI from ProfJI'tfy 
Yl'nr Pt•I'!!ODIII from Ptf'\'ions J>tf'\'IOUII P1·operty PropPrty renr YPar 

Aceonnt 
At~!H'RS· AssPssm('nt 

liiC'Dt Per Fn.rm In· Do· In· Dt•· In· Dt·· 

crenses Ctt'IISI'II C'rl•tlllt'S ("rf'fllll'll CtC'JIIIC'II Cl'f'flllt'll 

1937 ...... $59,163 $538 $ .. $ ...... $ ... $ ... 
1938. ..... 59,446 540 4,938 4,655 59 50 85 93 
1939 66,812 607 10,830 3,464 74 35 146 109 
1940 ...... 68,519 623 6,107 4,400 60 48 102 92 
194L. 71,155 647 5,713 3,077 61 41 94 75 

Allegany County requires personal property schedules to be 
filed every year. An analysis was made of 110 farm person:! 
Property assessment accounts in Allegany County for farme s 
~ho made consecutive returns for the 5 years from 1937-41, 
~nclusive. The average personal property assessment per farm 
Increased each year over the previous year for each of the fi_ve 
Years. Nearly 60 per cent of the individual accounts wer.e In

creased from the previous year whereas 40 per cent shou e~ a 
~ecrease. The average change in the l?ersonal accounts showmg 
Increases ranged from $85 per farm m 1938 to $146 per farm 
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in 1939. For those accounts showing decreases from the previo';ls 
year, the average decrease varied from $75 in 1941 to $109 m 
1939. 

1'.\BLE 20. CIIANUfo:H MADJ•: lN ·J.71 INDIVIDUAl, l•'AHM PJo:HSONAL J>HOPI•:H.'l'Y 
A~SEH~i\n:N'L' ACCOUNT~. 19:17·:\ll ovm· 111'.!7.1 

Item 

Personal property assessments 
1927, final 
19:!7-:{9, after reassessment . 

Increase in personal property assessments... .. ............. .. 
Decrease in personal property assessments ... 
Property accounts showing increase in assessments 

Nun1ber .......................................... -................................... .. 
l'er cent 

Property accounts showing decrease in assessments 
Nun1ber ................................................................... .. 
Per cent ............................................ .. 

Property accounts showing no changes in assessment 
Number ................... .. 
Per cent ..... .. ..................... .. 

IJhuwd on 111\lll)llj• !!'Om t•lo\'N\ conntlcs. 

'l'otnl 

$:397,6:17 
4:17,888 
92,761 
52,410 

249 
53 

200 
42 

22 
5 

A\'t'I'IIJ.:'t' 
Per Fn!'lll 
Account 

$844 
9:JO 
37:1 
262 

For purposes of contrast an analysis was made of 471 per
sonal property accounts in counties which do not require sched
ules to be filed annually. For these accounts the average per
sonal property assessment per farm before reassessing (in 1927) 
was $844, as compared with $930 after the 1937-39 reassessment. 
However, 249, or 53 per cent, of the accounts showed increases 
ayeraging $373; whereas, 200, or 42 per cent, of the accounts 
showed decreases averaging $262. 

It is evident that greater changes were made in farm personal 
property accounts in those counties where reassessments 
occurred more infrequently than in Allegany County where re
\'iews are made every year. The data suggest that 5 to 10 years 
may be too long a period between reassessments, but that reviews 
every year are perhaps too frequent. Some interval between 
these two extreme periods would be practical and result in better 
assessment of personal property. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Farm real estate assessments were studied to determine the 
changes made in individual property assessments by the reas
sessing process. Assessments against 1,787 farms just prior to 
the reassessment were compared with assessments on the same 
farms after the 1937-39 reassessment. 



CI-IANGJ.;S AND EC~UALIZA'1'10N JN l<'AHM PIWPER'rY ASSF.SSMt:NTS 247 

Neither land nor building assessments were changed by the 
reassessment on 14 per cent of the farms. Land assessments 
were not altered on 41 per cent of the farms. The average net 
change pe1· farm amounted to an increase of $54, or one per 
cent. Land assessments were decreased an average of $75 per 
farm, but building assessments were increased $129 per farm. 

Most of the changes in assessments were relatively small. In
creases of over 10 per cent were more prevalent on buildings 
than on land. Decreases in the assessment of one part of the 
real estate were often offset by increases in the assessment of 
another part of the real estate. 

A group of 938 farm transfers, occurring just prior to the 
reassessment, was studied to determine whether or not the 
assessments against such properties were improved by the reas
sessment. 

Measured by coefficients of dispersion, the study showed that 
the greatest equalization was efl'ected for those farms substan· 
tially over-assessed, or the low value per acre farms. The high 
yalue per acre farms, which were under-assessed, showed less 
Improvement in assessments. In most counties the reassessment 
resulted in greater equality of assessment among these known 
sales, for coefficients of dispersion were reduced as much as 2 
to 51 per cent among the counties. . 

Several other tests applied to the data showed that reassessmg 
did not produce phenomenal results when measured agai!lst 
theoretical equality. However, the data indicate that some 1m· 
provement was made by reassessing. For insta':'ce, the number 
of farms assessed over 150 per cent of sale pr1ce was reduced 
from 172 to 134, and the number assessed less than 85 per cent 
of sale price was reduced from 299 to 269. About 4? per cent 
of the farm assessments were brought 3 or more pomts closer 
to 100 per cent assessment, whereas 29 per cent were moved 3 
or more points farther from 100 per cent assessl!le~t. 
~n examination of the assessment characterJstJ~s of falm 

umts showed that uniform assessment rates apphed to la!ld 
classes are partly responsible for unequal assessmen~s. For m· 
stance, assessment rates per acre on woodland reJ?amed rather 
constant regardless of variation in the rates on tillable land or 
the type of road servicing farms. Furthermore, farms of lo.wer 
value had a greater per cent of their total assessment agamst 
woodland. 

Reassessing of livestock produced two measurable result~. The 
number of livestock accounts was increased 13 pe~ cent m the 
l6 election districts tabulated. But the grea~est Improvement 
was made in the numbers of certain classes of hvestock. assess~d. 
The number of cows assessed increased from 20,067 JUSt pnor 
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to the last reassessment to 26,149 after the reassessment, or 
about 30 per cent. This increase may be accounted for in part 
by a normal increase in the number of dairy cows, and in part 
by a greater per cent of the cows being assessed. 

In one county, where farm personal property is listed annually 
for assessment purposes, about 60 per cent of the accounts 
showed increases ranging from $85 to $146 per farm. Decreases 
occurred in 40 per cent of the accounts, such decreases ranging 
from $75 to $109 per farm. In other counties, where personal 
property assessments are not changed for several years, the 
increases averaged $373 per farm and the decreases averaged 
$262. About 53 per cent of such accounts were increased, 42 
per cent were decreased, and 5 per cent showed no change. 

Frequent and systematic reassessments of livestock are desir
able to adjust for normal shifts in livestock numbers and changes 
in livestock values. 

This study points out certain weaknesses in the method and 
procedure of assessing farm property in Maryland. Reassess
ments are hastily completed, with little opportunity for examin
ing properties in detail. This encourages the copying of previous 
assessment rates. Material aids, such as rural tax maps and 
soil maps, are not widely used. It is difficult to obtain uniform 
results with a large number of temporary assessors. Finally, 
few counties make studies to determine inequalities prior to the 
reassessment. Unless these and other basic faults are corrected, 
reassessments will most likely result in small changes and slow 
progress toward equality. 

The employment of permanent full-time assessing officia1s in 
the counties would aid in improving assessments. Permanent 
assessors can give closer attention to changes in the status of 
properties. They become more familiar with values and can use 
such values more equitably in making current adjustments in 
assessments throughout the county. Furthermore, they become 
more familiar with useful aids in assessing such as sales data, 
soil characteristics, road types, and other factors. Boards of 
Assessors consisting of two or more persons would be necessary 
in the larger counties, but the small counties would need only 
one assessor. 
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