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LEGAL AUTHORIZATION

" There is hereby constituted an equalization aid review
committee, consisting of the commissicner of education, the
commissioner of .administration, and the commissioner of tax-
ation. The duty ef this commitbee shall be to review the
assessed valuation of school districts receiving equalization
aid, When such reviews disclose reasonable evidence that the
assessed valuation of any school district furnished by any
county auditor, as aforesaid; is not the true valuation of
taxable property in such school districts, then said committee
shall call upon the department of taxation to ascertain the
true-value of such property., The department of taxation shall
take such steps as it may consider necessary in the per-
formance of that duty and may incur such expense as is
necessary therefor, When so ascertained, but not later than
March 1, 1955, the department of taxation shall submit its
report to said committee for approval or rejection and, if
approved, such report shall be filed with the commissioner of
education and shall replace the valuation figure for the
calculation of equalization aids and gross earnings aid under
Minnesota Statutes 1949, Section 128,22, for the school year
1955-56 and thereafter provided by any county amditor, as
aforesaid. A copy of this report shall be sent to the clerk
of the school district involved and to the county auditor and
county assessor or supervisor of assessments of the county or
counties in which such school district is locabted.®

= Minnesota Statutes 1953,
Section 1280082, Subdo 1 (b)
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N TRODUCTION

The ability to finance governmental services varies widely from one unit to .
another9 In’education an effort has been made to equalize opportunities by'making
>payments to school districts through equalization aid, Such payments are designed
to bring need and ability-to-pay together to help financially distressed districts
meet their cbligations, Under this program, some districts receive a great deal of
help and others receive none,

Equalization aid was introduced in 1947, During the 19535k school year 1,736
districts received approximately $7,25®,000 in equalization aid, representing 10,5

percent of all state educational aid.

BASTS FOR DISTRIBUTION OF EQUALIZATTCN ATD

Equalization aid in Minnesota, as in a number of states, is distributed
entirely on the basis of assessed valuation of property per pupil unit in each
sdhool districﬁ; According to the existing equalization aid schedule, if the
assessed value of property per pupil unit in a school district is equal to $2,300 or
more, that district receives no equalization aid. If the assessed value of the
property in that district were to decline to less than $100 per pupil unit, however,
the district would receive $83,95 equalization aid per pupil unit under‘the present
equalization aid schedule,

The existing equalization aid schedule is shown on the opposite pages




EQUALIZATION AID SCHEDULE
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CREATION OF THE EQUALIZATICN AID REVIEW CQMMITTEE

Since equalization aid is distributed according to the assessed value per pupil
unit in each school district, a district receives more than its share of aid when
its property is undervalued in relationship to the property in other school
districts, To help correct this deficiency the 1951 Legislature created an equali-
gation aid review committee composéd of the commissioners of education,
administration, and faxation, (Laws 1951, Chapter 705).

This committee was charged with the responsibility for reviewing assessed
values used in connection with the distribution of equaliza‘bibn school aids.

The law prévided that the committee should call upon t{qe Departmen:t. of Taxation
to ascertain the true valuation of school districts receiving equalization aid.
However, the committee concluded that in.order fo get a true picture of assessment
standards in the state it was necessary to conduct a survey in &ll of the school
districtse.

The Department of Taxation began its assignment in the spring of 1952, By the
time the 1953 Legislature met, surveys had .been' completed in nine counties, At
that time a report was submitted to the 1953 Legislature and the cormittee was
continued according to the provisions of Minnesota Statutes, 1953, Section 128,082,
Subdivision 1 (b), quoted at the beginning of this report.

The Department of Taxation has now examined assessment standards in all school
districts and this summary report is based upon those surveys.

The chart on the opposite page is atgraphic presentation of the distribution
of equalization aid for the 1953-5l school year. It can be seen there that 3,451
districts, representing 66,5 percent of all school districts in the state, had
assessed valuations in excess of $2,300 per pupil unit and thus received no aid,
Whi.lebseven districts at the other extreme had assessed valuations of less than
$100 per pupil unit and thus received equalization aid amounting to $83.95 per

paupil unit,
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THE CGNDUCT.OFATHE SURVEY

The @ommittee soon realized that distribution of equalization aid in keeping
with the equalizstion principle depended upon the use of the same standard, or unit
of measurement, for assessed valuation in all school districts of the state. To
determine what unit of meaSure‘Was being used in the various school distriects, an
extensive sales-ratio study on a sample basis was made-fpr‘bhe entire state by the
Department of Taxation,

Since the purpose of tﬁe study was to determine the ievel of assessment, or the
relationship of the assessor's true and full value to current value, in the
different school districtsgfrepresentative sémples of’varibus classes of real
property such as farm, re51dent1a1 commerclal, industrial, etc., were selected for
study. The analysis was done by comparzng the true and full value of property as
detemined by the assessor‘w1th estlmated current Valueo In.determlnlng current
value, preference was giveﬁ té re@ent‘bcnaAfide sales, -Inithe absence of a
sufficient number of such éalesgvthe sampie,was supplemented by appfaisals at pre-
valling market prices. | |

7 Beginning with the 1n1t1al compilatlon and organlzatlon of the data, every
effort was made to secure as hlgh a degree of accuracy as pos51ble° M1 available
techniques were utlllzed to keep the‘margan_of error tp a minimum, The methods
" used in collecting9 organizing;‘and énéiyzing the data were those commonly used by
?ecognized authorities, These prqéedﬁres were désighed to minimize the effect of
any faulty sales or appraisal data which may have been“iﬁadvertent&y‘included in
the sample, | | | |

Every sale included in the analysisvwas invesﬁigated'personally by a staff
member from the Department of Taxat1on, who attempted to contact the owner of the
prcperby for first-hand 1nformat10n regardlng the séle of the property in question.
That step was taken to insure that only bona fide sales were included in the

analysis.




The staff representative who conducted the field investigation attempted to
secure the following information relative to all the sales he investigateds

l, Determination of the full amount of the consideration paid for the
property,

| 20 Detemination of the exact amount of property included in the sale
L and the elimination of the value of any personal property which
might have been included in the transaction,
3« Determination of the date of the sales
o Discovery of any relationship or association between buyer and
seller that would invalidate the sales price as being representa-
tive of full market value.
5o Determination of the value of any physical changes made in the
' property such as new construction, repair, or removal of struc-

ture during the period between the date of sale and the date of

the last assessment,

Since sales of commercial, industrial, and public utility property are
relatively rarey, it was necessary to make appraisals, or to establish ratios on the
basis of some data other then sales, in the case of those classes of property.

Publie utility ratios were calculated from the book values reported by the
various utility companies to the Commissioner of Taxation, Samples of commercial
and industrial sales were supplémented by appraisals, Unmined iron ore was excluded
from the survey, |

Since time and money limitations precluded the use of detailed professional
appraisals, an alternative procedure was developed for estimating the présent value
of selected commercial and industrial property. This procedure utilized all
available economic data, including information on rentals, insurance valuations, and
informed local opinion, Drawing upon these items of information and upon his own
fund of experience, the staff member responsible for making these appraisals
estimated the present value of the properties examined,

A total of slightly more than 50,000 individual properties was included in the
survey, and detailed reports and supporting data were compiled for all counties in

the state,




IMPORTANCE OF SOUND ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES

One of the important criticisms leveled at the property tax over the yea:rs has
been the low and non-uniform level of assessments.

It is impor’bant that maxiimm uniformity be attained, not only between property
- owners but also between taxing districts, if a reasonasble degree of equity is to be
achieved,

The property tex is the largest single source of state and local tax revenue in
Minnesota, More than half of the total state and local ’bax dollar is derived from
property levies,.

Since it occupies such a key place in the Minnesota tax structure and since
property valuations é.lso serve as the basis for distributing various state aids,
sound assessment procedures are of great importance. That need has been recognized
for many years.

Disregard for the statutory requiremént that real property be assessed at its
full and true value is an old story in Minnesota and in many other states, As early
as 1902, the Minnesota Tax Commission referred to real property assessment in the
state as "a startling example of the disregard of law by those to whom its
administration is 'entrusted..*‘ The Tax Commission found that "the constitutional
mandate reéluiring property to be assessed at its 'true value in money! has been more
honored in the breach than in the observance in the assessment of real property."

The 1902 Conmission proceeded to make' certain legislative recommendations
designed to improve the situation. No effective action was taken, however, and for
more than a decade the legislature wrestled with the problem of obtaining equitable
property valuations. - This situation led the 191l Tax Commission to make the following
forceful observationt )

"From the time of the adoption of our state constitution in 1858 until the

year 191l;, when the 'classified assessment law®' went into effect, our

laws explicitly provided that 'all property shall be assessed at its true
and full value in money,' Notwithstanding the clear and mandatory

character of this statute, it was never enforced or obeyed, but was
wilfully and shamelessly violated by taxpayers and tax officials

-8 -




everywhere from the very beginning, The universal practice prior to 191k
was to assess property at from 25 to 50 percent of actual value." '

Fractional assessments and inequities between units of government are not

peculiar to Minnesota,

Assessment ratio studies have been conducted in several

other states. The results in these states have been comparable to the Minnesota

findings., A tabulation comparing Minnesotd with eight other states which have

recently conducted similar studies follows:

Highest Lowest Year

County Statewide County of
State Ratio ~ Ratio Ratio. Study
Mimesota 524 %% 17% 1955
Illinois 100 63 13 '1953
Kansas L8 23 13 1953
Kentucky 50 oo 17 1952
Missouri 63 20 19 1947
Nebraska 6l L7 18 1953
New Jersey 56 3 16 1953
Pennsylvania 55 L0 21 1951
Washington 39 20 13 1954




VARTATION IN ASSESSMENT STANDARDS AMONG COUNTIES

The data indicate that there is a considerable variation by counties in the
composite (weighted average) assessment ratios for all classes of property., For
example, the ranking of the counties in ratio order from low to high on the follow-
ing page indicates that the composite county-wide ratio in the highest county, Red
Leke;, is more than three times greater than the composite assessment ratio in the
lowest county, Koochiching,

Undesirable as such disparities may be, one should perhaps consider them in
light of the 'babulation on page 9, There it can be seen that approximately
comparable digparifc,ies appear to exist :’anent.ucky, Missouri, Pemnsylvania, and
WashinétonS while even greater variations exist in Illinois, Kansas, Nebraska, and
New Jersey.

These inequalities become magnified when a uniform state mill levy is applied
to Vthe non-uniform assessments.

The use of true and full values representing different percentages of market
value also results in serious inequities when these values are used as a basis for
distributing various state aids.

A summary table showing the assessment ratios by county and by major types of

property is contained in Appendix I,
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MINNESOTA COUNTIES CLASSIFIED BY ASSESSMENT RATIO

Order
Number County
1 Koochiching
2 Jtasca
3 Lake
L Cass
5 Aitkin
6 Crow Wing
7 St. Louis
8 Lake of the Woods
9 Anoka
10 Washington
11 Cook
12 Carlton
13 Dakota
ph] Faribault
15 Hubbard
16 Beltrami
17 Rosean
18 Nicollet
19 Cottonwood
20 Stearns
21 Blue Earth
22 Pipestone
23 Hennepin
2l Rock
25 Martin
26 Nobles
27 Mille Lacs
28 Jackson
29 Ramsey
30 Steele
31 Otter Tail
32 Freeborn
33 Wadena
3L Chippewa
35 Polk
36 Lyon
37 Sherburne
38 Mower
39 Scott
Lo Benton
L1 Redwood
L2 le Sueur
L3 Mahnomen
Lk Wright

RANKED FROM LOW TO HIGH

Ratio

16,91%
17,38
2060l
22,15
22,73

25.15
25,76
27428
27437
30,1k

30617
30.52
30.75
31.83
32,11

32098
33.86
35.25
35,31
35,32

35.33
35,40
35646
35,48
35.59

35072
35.77
35,95
3643
366142

36,6l
36,6l
36,91
37013
37,1

37.19
37.21
37.26
37.37
37.41

37.71
3790

3799
38,06

Order
Number

Cme'

Clay
Pine
Murray
Carver
Morrison

Browm
Olmsted
Kittson
Swift
Kanabec

Watonwan
Clearwater
Riee
Lincoln
Winona

Yellow Medicine
Waseca

Todd

Grant

Mc ILeod

Renville
Houston
Kandiyohi
Marshall
Sibley

Dodge
Douglas
Wilkin
Chisago
Norman

Goodhue
Traverse
Isanti
Wabasha
Fillmore

Meeker
Stevens

Big Stone

Lac Qui Parle
Pennington

Pope
Becker
Red Lake

Ratio

38,09%
38,38
38,42
38,50
38,61

38,68
38,7k
38.85
39.09
39.19

39025
39.28
3937
39,62
39.80

39.91
140,08
h0.27
1oLl
hl.12

L1.13
h1¢ 82
L1.87
12,05
L2,19

12,61
42062
42,63
42687
43,31

13,61
lh,08
Ll o17

45,12
15,21

,-LS ol!-é
L5,48
16,17
116038
h7.49

L8.69
19.89
51,99




In spibte of the variations found in the assessment standard among the various
counties, many of them are assessed at a comparsble level,

The chart on the followiﬁg page shows that 43 of the state's 87 counties are
assessed at standards ranging from 35 to 39,9 percent of current value, Only 17
counties, slightly leas than 20 percent, of the counties in the state are assessed
at a level lower than 35 percent of current value, while nearly one-third, 27, of
them are assessed at LO percent, or more, of estimated current value,

While there is about 200 percent gpread betﬁeen the ﬁeighted'average ratio of
the lowest county and that of the highest ceounty perhaps one of the most significant
aspects of the chart on the following page is that nearly one-half of the counties

in Minnesota are assessed at nearly comparable levels, ranging only from 35 to 39.9

percent of current value,

- 12 -




NUMBFR OF COUNTIES CLASSIFIED BY RATIO OF TRUE AND FULL VALUE

TO CURRENT VALUE .

Number of
Counties

b5

b3

, ho
.l
30
25
20
18

‘10

' ° to
24,99  29.99 34.99 39.99 Ll.99 419.99 over

Ratio of Assessment Valuation to Current Value
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VARTATIONS WITHIN COUNTIES =

Bquality of assessment standards among kcoun'bies is an important objective of
sound assessment procedure, It :"Le also important, however, that property units of
the same class.%g a county be assessed at gpproxiniaﬁely the same standard,

A useful tool in meiamring uniformity of assessments within counties is the

coefficient of dispersion#, When the assessment-sales ratios of most properties

within a county are relatively wniform and are grouped closely together, the
coefficient of dispersion will be low. 4 101,} coeffic'iezj.rjt‘of dispersion therefore
indicates a well equaj.iéed ‘as‘ses-smento‘- On the other hand, wide variations in the
ratis of true and full Ate éurrent value will resuli: in a ﬁigh coefficient of
dispersion., This suggeets fa'lack,'of equality amohg individtial assessmentss

The following charts ‘illu‘strete‘: the coefficient of dispersion graphically by
plotting it on target diagrams. Good assessment administratioﬁ i.s seen as ‘a COon=

centration of Mshots® arcund a "bull's eyeW,

+* The moefflc:.ent of dlspersn.on 1s a statls’olcal measure which shows the
distance on either side of the median ratio, expressed as a peroentage of
‘che median, withir which 50 pergent of all cases will fall, This distence

s approximately equal to the average varlatlon of md1v1dua1 sales ratios
‘rmm the medlan ratio., o

For example, Anoka County has a residential coefi‘lclent of dispersion
of 10 percent and a residential median of 26,05 percents This means that
ghout half of Anoka. County's residential dwellings are assessed at
standards which exceed or fall short of the coun’oy—wide median by 10% x

. 260058 = 2,61%, ' That isy 50 percent of this property lies within the
range 26,05% plug of minus 2,61%, or between 23,LL% and 28.66%, The
average amount by which. assessments differ from the median in this county
is 2,61% (10% of, 26 05%), |

The median referr"ed to above is comparable to the average. Technlcally,
the median is the middle 1tem in a group of items ranked from high to lowe.
Thus, in a group of five num Eers-«--l,B,h 5,6—----the median is the third
mumber, or L, Where there is an even number of items, the median lies
midway between the hwo middle itemss. :




COUNTY A

RESIDENTIAL ASSESBSMENTS

COEFFICIENT oOF
Dispersion: 10%

EACH DOT REPRESENTS ONE PERCENT OF TOTAL ASSESSMENTS




County A is a well equalized comtj, and cdunty B a poorly equalized county.
Tt ecan be seen that the concentration of ratios about the "bull's eye™ is much
greater in county A than in county Be

Two qualifications should be made with regard to the use of the coefficient of
dispersion in comparing a number of counties, First, a large county-wide |
coefficient of dispersion may hide uniformity within individual assessment districts.
Second, the assessment problem is likely to be more difficult in some counties than
in others, |

A summary table showing coefficients of dispersion and other statistical data
for selected classes of property in each of the 87 counties is contained in

Appendix I1,




COUNTY B

- RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENTS

COEFFICIENT OF
Dispersion: 39%

EACH DOT REPRESENTS ONE PERCENT OF TOTAL ASSESSMENTS
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VARTATION IN ASSESSMENT STANDARDS AMONG DIFFERENT CLASSES OF PROPERTY

The same general lack of uniformity that exists among counties is also evident
when the assessment standard of one class of property is compared with that of
another. The chart on the opposite page shows in graphic form the standard of
assessment for the seven major classes of property included in this survey,

The chart indicétes that public utility property is assessed at a value more
nearly approaching current value than any other type of property included in the
study. However, these ratios are based on book values reported to the Commissioner
of Taxation, hence these ratios may tend to reflect a different cost basis than that
reflected by the sales or appraisal data used in the case of other classes of proper-
Ty

Apart from public utility property, farm real estate is assessed at a higher
level than any other class of propertye.

On the whole, lakeshore property is assessed at 7 lower standard than any other
class of real property examined in this analysis.

No attempt is made here to analyze the cause of the assessment 1levels found to
exist. Such an analysis is a large undertaking in itself, However, it should be
borne in mind that the assessment level for any kind of real estate may be affected
by a number of influences including geographic, economic, and social factors.

A summary analysis of the standard of assessment of various classes of real

property included in the survey is contained in Appendix IIT,
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LACK OF UNIFORMITY OF ASSESSMENTS BY SELECTED TYPES OF PROPERTY

Percent of True and Full Value to Current Value

Classes or 0 10 20 | 30 | L0
Property ‘
e ]
Utility _ - ' o
1,3.65% | |
e ]
38.79%
e———
—
Dwellings - . ‘
35.06% . . ‘ ‘
30.43%
Residential
Lakeshore
N/
35.99%

Weighted Average




VARIAT;ONVINrASSESSMENT STANDARDS AMQNG SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Variation in assessment standards as found among counties also existé in
assessment standards among school districts.

The chart on the following page is a graphic presentation of the differences in
assessment standards among the li,551 school districts in the state, These aréifhe
- districts reported to be in existence on Jamary 1, 1955, by the county auditors.

Althpugh real propei‘ty in nearly half, 2,011,0, of the school districts :Lnthe
state is assessed at hO to 50 percent of current value, there is a great variation
in thé assessmént standards of the remaining disﬁrictso “

The egualization prineiple is seriously violated when aid is distributed on the
basis of values that range from below 20 to over 70 percent of current value.“

If the true purpose of equalizgtion aid is to be realized it is necessary to
equalize assessment standards so that a comparable unit will be used to measure‘need
in each school district, Only in this way can the real purpose of such aid be

attained.
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LACK OF UNIFORMITY OF ASSESSMENT RATIOS

AMONG SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Number of
Districts

2100+ (2040)

20004

17504

1500+

1250-

(1036)

1000+

750+

5001

250 (212)

(50)

20 to 30 to L0 to 50 to 60 to
1 29.99 39.99 49.99 59.99 69.99 over

Ratio of Assessment Valuation to Current Value
-21 -
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NEED FOR CONTINUING STUDY

As long as property values change thefe is need for a continuing survey of tbis
kind. Assessment standards do not remain constant for long periods of time,
Consequently, the only way to determine the ratio of the assessors' true and full
value to current value is to continue this type of analysis, If this is not doné,
comparison of the levels of assessment among the various taxing districts will be
handicapped.

The need for the continuation of this kind of analysis was recognized by
Governor Freeman when he recommended in his Budget Message, "the continuation of the
study of assessment standards now being done by the Equalization Aid Review
Committee,"

The Interim Tax Study Committee was also fully aware of the value of this type
of survey when it recommended in its report that the "sales—ratio study survey be
continued.™

It is the feeling of this committee that an analysis of this nature is very
helpful in providing the policy-mskers of the state with objective guides as they
work toward the achievement of a greater degree of equalization and uwniformity
among classes of property and taxing districts.

We, therefore, respectfully recommend tha£ this work be continued on a

permanent basis.
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COUN TY

AITKIN
ANCKA
BECKER -
BELTRAMI
BEN TON

BIG STNE .
BLUE EARTH

BROWN
CARLTON
CARVER

CASS
CHIPPEWA
CHISAGO
CLAY

CIEARWATER

COOK

COTTONWOOD

CROW WING
DAKOTA
DODGE

DOUGLAS
FARTBAULT
FILIMORE
FREEBORN
GOODHUE

GRANT

HENNEPIN
HOUSTON
HUBBARD
ISANTT .

ITASCA
JACKSON
KANABEC

KANDIYOHT

KITTSON

KOOCHICH ING
IAC QUT PARLE

LAKE

LAKE OF THE WOODS

LE SUEUR

APPENDIX I

ASSESSMENT RATIOS BY COUNTY -AND TYPE OF PROPERTY

, . Public Leke
Residential  Commercial - Industrial Utility  Shore Farm TOTAL
: 17oh8% 19 0'70% ";“% 116 99:% 8 [} 35% 33000% 2 207 3%
26,05 29,2k 28,90 13,96 18,55 30,96  27.37
40,76 37.94 38.85 18,88 31,03 63,91  L9.89
129,60 31,79 - 30,52 35,80 20,80  L0.23 32,98
26087 29003 hll-028 51310 23016 )-1603h 37o1|-1
30435 29,72 18,93 50631 27,56 55,60  L6.17

. 30037 32039 27o7h 53087 - —— 38.8}4 35033
35,71 35.L49 30.58 6lie60  mmmmm 42.20 38,68
23.hls 21,88 29429 43.23 11,15 33,79 30652
29,11 30,86 26,48 48,17 199  h5.27 38,50
22,43 20,32 15,86 51.21 12,39 31.95 22,45

- 29441 29466 25.71 47630 ===== 0,57 37,13
29,22 31,67 32,43 52,0h  2he12  51.67 112,89

2 60711- 32 . 39 29086 50011 m————— h9ooo 38 009
33.37 . 39,16 26,63 L6671 13.77  hll79 39,28

: 26097 28;27 - )-l-8.23 28066 50018 39017
29,71 35.40 23,29 LT — 36,71 35,31
22,00 30,6L 0 emeee 32,66 15,45 38,67 25,15
25,18 28,86 28,20 28,78 16,45 146,63 30,75
33.56 32,24 29,70 Lhoolly  —meem h5.77  hL2.61
32,43 31.53 33.28 L7.46 25,12 55,53 142,62
29,55 32,6l 26,47 1i6e33  —m-e- 32,40 31,83
33,49 31.49 30487 36,19  —=-== 51,146  L5,21
31.10 31.75 29,30 5,86  ——-=— 1,02 36,64
31,97 31.89 26457 U723  —mme- 58,87  L3.61

- 27,27 30,2k 23.80 50,39  1Lh.75  h5.33  LOollk
31,70 16,98 Lha73 L3.7h  weeee 11,38 35,46
28,27 30.68 24,91 Y £%1 F— 51,93 41,82
32,08 29,99 28,1l 50,15 18,11  L0,82 32,11
2hoTh 26,57 25,70 50,59 1,11 56,88 Lho17

S | T 18,3l 29.90 113,09 9,80 20,17 17,38
- 30465 30,05 28,56 01,08  wmeem 37,22 35,95
22,91 31,58 . 25699 53.62 12,32 47,91 39,19
31,62 30,07 - 26498 L2,60 22,00 52.93 41,87
25,45 27.09 23,48 U9eh2  eemee 12,88 38,85
12,37 20481 ———— 20,83 7o50 24,00 16,91
380’40 Co 37068 . 3}-‘-078 62.29 m - h8076 h6038
19,13 21,01 emeem- 16,50 12,38 23,02 20.4k
23,41 28,83 2l 148 47,51 15,51 29,01 27,28
29,12 32429 17,70 W8.46 19,00 Lhe73 37490




COUNTY

LINCOLN
hnge )

MC LEOD
MAHNGMEN o
MARSHALL.

MARTIN
MEEKER
MILIE LACS
MORRISON
MOWER

MURRAY
NICOLLET
NOBLES
NORMAN
OIMSTED

OTTER TAIL
PENNINGTON
PIPESTONE
POIK

POPE
REMSEY
RED LAKE
REDWOOD
RENVILLE

RICE

ROCK
ROSEAU
ST, LOUIS
SCOTT

SHERBURNE
SIBLEY
STEABRNS
STEELE
STEVENS

SWIFT
TODD. -
TRAVERSE
WABASHA
WADEN A

ASSESSMENT RATIOS BY COUNTY AND TYPE OF PROPERTY

. Public Lake

Residential Commercial Tndustrial Utility .. Shore Farm TOTAL
31,09% 32,35% 29,15% 50,058 =====% U1,81% 39.62%
31,04 3he80 29,81 iB,68  —==== 10,02  37.19
3lioh8 33652 25,9 LOek3  mmmem  L6.5L  L1,12
211-01’4 . 20,70 | ——— 418,15 11.55 h6096 3799
28,26 28,51 18,71 40,68  —me-a 16621  L2,05
28,86 31,10 ;31.68 52485  wee== 37,85 35,59
35,21 37033 37.5U I1.3h 25,28 50,38  L5.L6
32,38 32,65 29,03 hoo il 2418 39,77 35.77
28,82 27,78 23041 50,93  1hl1h  L5.61 38,61
31,93 33,03 31.16 47,02  wm—=e 5,61 37,26
3102-1-6 3)-1001 - o h8028 ----- 39075 380}42
26002 29089 22067 52 69 ““““ hlohé 35025
3L 37 34029 33,17 38486  =m=m= 36432 35,72
27054 27,82 27,83 35,69  ==—-=  L9.53  L3.31
31,20 40,83 32,10 592  U3.63  58.31 38,74
28,68 3149 28,39 45,82 15,67  L5.79  36.6L
37,61 10,66 e T - — 62,40  L7.L9
27033 27.83 21,45 37,15 1h.23 19,00 38.38.
28,90 30,55 26666 62,18  —me-w 37.93  35.40
25,54 30,12 30627 48,06  weea= L2.46 37,14
32,38 31,95 24,81 19,83 19,50 58,25 18,69
330h8 . hSohh )-l-loeh h6075 """" hntaaniniied 3603)4
37,85 36423 oo 8.7 am—ee 59.12 51,99
3145 130,85 36426 - L7.86  asees 39,80 37,71
34,78 31,85 31.21 52,50 ===  L3.,42  J2.13
31,12 129,73 23.09 TBSJl memee B1,67 39,37
34490 34,80 28,40 hS.Eh —=—=- 35,64  35.48
2lal7 21,69 18,91 284413 w=m-= 39,48 33,86
22,58 33.89 35.43 53.92  10.89 18,10 25,76
25,09 21,28 30.55 51,97  15.37 5l 37.37
26,98 22,82 35037 12,37  19.54h  L48.00  37.21
31.58 32,85 0.2k 48,81  mmmm= UB,6h h2.L9
2737 26,67 19,53 '53.61 20,00 19495  35.32
30,00 3146 23.80 h7499  =m=e= L3436 1 36.M2
31,33 32,68 38,02 53021 wmmee 52,65 45,48
31,80 33,19 —— L6eT1l  wmmme 12,26 39,09
28,86 23.59 21,23 bheo05 12,50  L7.99 - Lo.27
2Le 71 32,01 21.89 3,29 wmme- 19,82  )i1,08
31,69 30,82 30022 49,73 ———— 58003 )-15912
28,00 28,39 22,09 32 J—— 18463 36,91

¢=261=




COONTY
WASECA
WASHINGTON
WATONWAN
WILKIN
WINONA

WRIGHT
YELIOW MEDICINE

ASSESSMENT RATIOS BY COUNTY AND TYPE OF PROPERTY

Lake

e 27m

Publie
Residential Commercial Industrial Utility  Shore Farm TOTAL
WMTE 27768 22,158 1L.90%  25.39% L6.77%  140.08%
24,50 30,70 3146 WTolll emem- 43,57 30,14
33.38 32,70 33,35 - 19.29  —==—=  L1.84  39.25
27,0l 33,16 38,78 5741  m=——= 47,15  }2.63
3hoho k.72 25,50 k29 wemem 58.63  39.80
30,70 129,15 30,00 51,35 17,1k  Lh.h8 38,06
3ol 38,12 29,67 U5.67 m==== - 141,18 39,91




APPENDIX II

STATE OF MINNESOTA

COUNTY-WIDE MEASURES OF DISPERSION FOR SELECTED CLASSES OF PROPERTY

COEF.

MED- of QUARTILE ~ DECTIIE NO.
I~ DISP- Ist 3rd 1st 9th  RANGE  CASES
: ERSION

ATTKIN . Lo ‘ o ,
Residential 17.48%  39% 12,265 25,854  8.88% 3L.55%  5h.50% 67
Commere¢ial 19.70 1 12.hh  28,7h 8437 L0490 611429 35
Farm 33,00 3L 21,88  hh62 16,06 69,50 138,33 123

ANEKA
Residential 26,05% 10% 23,97% 29.,23% 21.22% 32,58%  L7.10% 505
Commercial 29,2l - 10 26,05 31,62 20,96 35,03 25,02 62
Farm 30496 27 23,97 10,80  18.L8 59,08 7501 82

BECKER o \ |

. Residential Lo,76%  18% 33,408 L7.843 25.L7% 60,03%  78.25% 123
Commercial 37 q9h 26 _31059 51030 2}40’43 6!4-907 97 050 53
Farm 63.91 23 19,16 78,91 38,33 97486  147.50 169

BELTRAMT : ,

Residential 29,60% 22% 21,068 37.10% 19,15% L3.LT7% L7.63% 253
Commercial 31.79 18 2)1.53 36,25 18,11  Li2.T1 83,25 72
Farm 40,23 29 30453  53.69  25.00 69638 126,60 U2

BENTON |

 Residential 26.87% 16% 23.,2h% 32,008 19.,6L4%  3L.66% 38,964 131
Commercial 29,03 . 25 . 23,15  37.80 16,87  5he35 57479 60
Farm h6o3k 16 38,98  5L.23 32,52 63,17 97,91 0L

BIG STCNE ,

. Residential 30.35% 4% 26,79% 35.00% 23.55% 12,004  35.00% 87
Commercial 29,72 . 18, 23,75  3he23 20,30  L5.17 118,33 68
Farm 55,60 16 18,50 66,39  h0.17 78,00 57,50 61

BLUE EARTH -

. _Residential 30.371% 207 25.23% 37.08% 19,365 L6JL1Z 75,004 338
Commercial 32,39 2l 26,04 41,33 21,53  L9.1h 5875 111
‘Farm 38,8l 19 32,15 L7403 27,07 56650 67 050 98

BROWN

. Residential 3B.71%  18%3 29,697 L2.71%  25.9h% L8.85%  65.00% 239
Commercial 35,49 19 30,38  h3.83 23,71  5Le75 70,00 81
Farm 412,20 20 35,67 52,69 28,86 62,17 63633 83

CARLTON '

Reésidential 23.4k3  21% 18,31% 27.97% 13.38% 32,904  Lo.00%  1L8
Commercial 2);,88 2l 18,59  30.33 13,4k 35.58 33,33 76
Farm 33.79 o 23,5 50,40 16,17 75,83 150,00 96




STATE OF MINNESOTA

COUN TY-WIDE MEASURES OF DISPERSION FOR SELECTED CLASSES OF PROPERTY

—— -

COEF,

MED- of QUARTILE DECILE NoO.
IAN DISP-  1st 3rd Ist 9th  RANGE  CASES
ERSION = '

CARVER ' ' o o , ' . A
Residential 29,417 16%  25.56% 35.2h% 2l.,1h% 11.98% 52,374 160
Commercial 30,86 20 2hl2h 36438 0 21,02 h3.3h 55,32 87
Farm L5.27 18 39,k 55,93 31,70 63,80 105,57 95

CASS - , '
Residential 20,138 - 268 16,207 27.85% 12,17% 36.0h%  3L.67% 117
Commercial 20,32 33 13,07 264,59 10,40  36.6k 62,59 h
Farm - 3L.95 36 25,26 18.33  17.11  55.19 90,87 147

CHIPPEWA ) o , o '

Residential 29.41% 18% 25,264  36,11% 18.L6% 1B.75%  7hl.00% 139
Commercial 29,66 29 . 23,06 40,28 17.80  L7.33 50,00 65
Farm 40,57 18 3he22  L8J1  30.9h  61.25 88.33 69

CHISAGO N ,

‘Residential 294226 - 1% 25.09% 33.Lh%  19.69%  38.2l%  L2.17% 135
Commercial 31.67 15 25,35 - 3Le77 21,54  L1.3k 66095 69
Farm 51.67 20 L0.8l 61,58 31,55 68,91 73092 105

CLAY , o -

_Residential 26.7h% 16% 22,478  30.82%2 18,763 36,07%  5h.00% 182
Commercial 32.39 22 27033 Ll.3h 22,73 50,66 5750 71
Farm h9.00 20 40,00 59,1 31,43 80,02 107,50 151

CLEARWATER » , , ,

 _Residential 33.37% 29%  25,69% Lh.B0%F 19.16% 52.L0%  38.75% L5
Commercial 39,16 26. 31.95 . 52,17 21,92  76.25 62450 32
Farm ’ ’-l-1079 . 25 3h¢72 5509h 28060 65067 58033 65

COCK , '

Résidential - 26.97% 174 - 23,00% 31.91% 21,89% 9.08%  L0,33% 35
Commercial 28.27 2l 24,06  37.63 20,02  Lh. kb 61,62 23

Farm 50,18 19 41,02 60,28 37,53 = 82,1 102,70 17

COTTONWOQD ' ‘ B
Residential 29.71% -~ 18%  25.5h%  36.22% 20,93% 12,65%  38,9h% 133
Commercial 350 23 27,10 - 43,60 21,81 55,29 9L .60 66
Farm 36,71 15 31,26 h2.32 28.2  h9.52 65,71 108

CROW WING :

Residential 22,00% 33% 1,322 28.,85% 10,098  39.27%  9L.51% 289
Commercial - 30.6L 29 18.83 = 36,8k 14,92 L6.62 8li.5L 71
Farm 38,67 37 27,60 56,12 24,00  7he60 . 156,38 109

- 20 o




STATE OF MINNESOTA

'COUN TY~WIDE MEASURES OF DISPERSION FOR SELECTED CLASSES OF PROPERTY

COEF, '
MED- of QUARTILE DECILE NO,
Im DISP- Ist 3rd Ist — oth  RANGE  CASES
ERSIN .

DAKOTA ' ' | v
Residential 25,18% 13% 22,16% 28,64%F 18.79% 31.86%  55,15% 60l
Commercial . 28,86 20 23,5k 35027 15,08 39,6L 38,90 97
Farm 116463 20 36,60 55,37 28,05 65,08 81,77 12}

DODGE
'Residential - 33.56% 229 25.041% L0 1% 21.71%  LB.hLE  67.33% 110
Commercial 32,2l 17 25,75 37,01 21,20 - 52,38 52479 67
Farm - b5.77 13 39,5 5l.69 36,00 62,76 53.89 104

DOUGLAS o ,

Residential . 32,437 17% 26,52%  37.68% 21.61% - 143.84%  50,00% 186
Commercial . 31,53 - 19 26,00  37.69 20,46 116,00 6500 91
Farm 55653 21 Lhe38 67,36 36037  8L.50 125,00 130

FARIBAULT . _

_ Résidential 29,55% 20% 23.57% 35.35% 19.72% L3.06%  5L.00% 232
Commercial 32.6h 22 2k 6 38,96 18.67  LT.89 63,77 112
Farm 32,10 1k 28,80  37.99 2597  L3.12 5933 130

FILIMORE o

- Bésidential : 330’49% 21% 27097% Illc92% . 23070% ,49055% 800’-1-1% 2’4’4
Commercial - 3149 20 25,08 37,91 21,09  L9.57 59.88 100
Farm : 51,46 22 h1.70 ° 6h.18 32,73 75.62 95085 175

FREEBORN A |

. Residential 31.10% 13% 26.,68% 3L.6Lh%  23.12% NWl,11%  115.97% 395
Commercial 31,75 15 . 27,35  37.15 22,50  L6,72 80,k 110
Farm 41,02 15 35.3h  h7.6L 28,22 55,51 61,1L 1k

GOODHUE ’

Residential 31.97% 19% 26,57%  38.87% 20,64% U5.50%  97.50% 306
Commercial 3189 21 24,85 38,0 20,53  Ll.60 50,00 97
Farm 58,87 21 L7.69 71,99 38,07  88.92 97.50 172

GRANT ' .

Residential 27,274 25%  22,93% 36.31% 18.55¢% L6.25%  83,0L4% 73
Commercial 30,2l 29 . 20,00  37.67 15,70  L6,78 79400 71
Farm 15,33 21 36639 55,56 32,29 65,07 118,59 91

HENNEPTN: ‘ o

. Residential 30, 30% 13% 26,73% . 3he60%F 22.T2% 39.43% 103.33% 2,092
Commercial 31.32 29 23,90 11,90 19,21 52,36 100,00 227
Farm 11,38 2k 3L.h2 51,25 23,68 Lok 123,33 160

#Excludes Minnespolis




STATE OF MIN

NESOTA

COUNTY-WIDE MEASURES OF DISPERSIGN FOR SELECTED CLASSES OF PROPERTY

COEF. , o
MED- of QUARTILE DECILE NO.
1Y DISP- It 34 Ist Oth  RANGE  CASES

‘ ERSIN

HOUSTCN ‘ o o o
Residential 28,27% 18% 2he02%  3he10%  20.73% 37.87% ~ 50.58% 125
Commereial 30,68 20 24,98 37,30 21,32 47,02  h6,39 52
Farm 51.93 20 h1.h8 61,86  3L.12 73,63 - 87,00 10k

HUBBARD , '

Residentisgl 32,08%  2i% 2holih® 10,008  17,17% LT7.00%  70,00% 75
Commercigl 29,99 23 25,29 39,06 18,19  h9.50  6L.37 50
Farm k0,82 30 32,27 56,67 26,00 76,25 - 95,00 59

TSANTI . L

. Residential 2ho7h%  19% 2059% 30,008 17.32% 33.26%  L41,30% 77
Commereial 26057 15 21098 29 099 19ooh 3’4097 T hhosl 39
Farm 56,88 19 46,33 6764 36,68 80,96 111,56 120

ITASCA '
Residential h.64%  28% 10.42% 18,70%  T.T0% 23.93% = 53.83% 372
Commercial 18,3L 26 W39 23,86 10,99  31.51 39,89 128
Farm 20,17 35 W72 28,87 10,43 35,50 55.63 189

JACKSON - |
Residential 30,65% 20% 26,16% 38,18% 22.50% L2.15%  38.h9% 107
Commercial 30,05 22 23,03 36,55  17.2Lh 53,15 43,98 58
Farm 37,22 15 031,00 }2,18 26,69 50,48 65,6l 120

KAN ABEC _ '

. Residential 22,91%  11% 20.56%  25,67% 17.56% 3L.67%F  26.91% 55
Commercial 31,58 . 23. 23,33 38,12 16,52  L5.38 - L0l83 3h
Farm L7.91 19 3905l 57683  33.57 70,12 68,18 81

KANDIYOHI ‘ _

. Résidentiel 31,624  18%  26.81% 37, 93% 22,93% h6.i2% 70,008 192
Commercial 30,07 - 22 . 25,37 38,61 18,50  Lb.33 - 57450 103
Farm 52,93 18 15,26  6L,06 36638 78,50 85,00 120

KITTSON '

. Residential 25.458 217 21,20% 31.63% 16,965 38,582  63.75% 86
Commercial 27,09 31 21,76  38e33 17,60 47,80 52,50 71
Farm 112,88 26 32,81 55,31 27,75  T7h.25 70,00 62

KOOCHICHING

. Residential 12,37% 29% 9.21% 16.L6%F  7.70% 19.52%  27.02% 189
Commercial 20,8, 36 12,15 27,16 8,39  3L.79 31,50 57
Farm 2l1,00 2l 18,50 29,80 1,1k 35,00 51,79 79

=3 =




STATE OF MINNESOTA

COUNTY-WIDE MEASURES OF DISPERSION FOR SELECTED CLASSES OF PROPERTY

COEF,
MED- of QUARTILE DECILE NO,.
TAN DISP-  Tst 3rd  1st o9th  RANGE CASES
ERSION
LAC QUI PARLE '
Residential. 38,L0% % 3L.02% Lh.77% 30.00%  5h,LO% 6hel7% 109
Commercial 37.68 26 29,60 h9.23 21,20 57.66 55,91 63
Farm 48,76 16 39,67 55.73 36,10 68,75 59.88 110
LAKE
Residential 19,13% 1% 16.57% 22,00% 11.,39% 29.05%  L3,12% 112
Commercial 21,01 L0 13,37 29,96 6,13 39.00 hh,52 30
' Farm 23,02 20 19.35 28,k 13.32  33.7h 22435 22
LAKE OF THE WOODS
. Residential ) 2’3 ob-l% 22% 19017% 29 ° 50% 13 ° 25% 33 077% 39 a 38% 51
Commercial 28.83 yil 25,00 33,13  17.25  L6.00 50,00 27
Farm 29,01 29 22,35 35,1  17.k6  LS.17 70.00 118
1E SUEUR
Residential 29,12%  16%  2L.ok®  3L.BhE o 21.Lh3%  L1,92%  55.51% 196
Commercial 32,29 17 28,08 38479 2ho13  L5.93 50652 118
Farm Llie73 20 35,9  53.L5 30,83 69,95 87.86 115
LINCOLN
. Residential 31.09% 22% 25.57%  38.95% 19.37% L5.09%  68.51% 70
Commercial 32,35 20 29,22 2,02 20,29 51,87 80.81 5k
Farm 41,81 1 36,98  L8.7L 31,69 54,85 113,09 99
LYON |
. Residential 31.04% 15% 27.31%  36.L7% 23.,6L% L2.50% 73.33% 245
Commercial 34,80 19 29,49 12,89 23,11 51,67 61,3k 121
Farm 110,02 15 31,36 116.29 30,05 52.18 65.77 122
MC LEOD
Residential 3L.18% 129 30,32% 38,673  26,00%  Lli.69% 611,09% 210
Commercial 33452 18 27,33  39.32 22,69  Lb.hT7 63.92 117
Farm 16054 16 Lo.5h 55,03 33,93 60,4l S92 120
MAHN OMEN |
Residential 2L 1h% 32% 18.79% 3he03% 12,497 LL.71% 5367 5% 50
Cormercial 20,70 22 17.69 26,85 12.80 32,49 32,50 30
Farm 16,96 35 3Lols2 66.93 27,53 = 96,37 150,00 81
MARSHALL
Residential 28.26% 23% 22.88%  35.90% 19,387 13.20%  69.17% 100
Commercial 28.51 23 22,07 35,00 19.1) h2.7h 56,32 79
Farm 16,21 23 35,21 56,02 28,58 611087 69,97 118
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STATE OF MINNESOTA

COUNTY~WIDE MEASURES OF DISPER’SICN FOR SELECTED CLASSES OF PROPERTY

GOEF. ’
MED- of QUARTILE TECILE , NO.
IAN DISP=  1st rd  Tst T6%h  RANGE  CASES.
ERSIN o
MARTIN - , ; ;
Residential 28,865 162 = 25,0Lh%  3W.53%  21,08% h2.41%  107.84% 283
Commercial 31.10 22 26,66  h0.15 23,81 Sl.5h 0li.81 109
Farm 37,85 11 33,09 1,69 30,62 115,58 39,88 139
MEEKER |
Residential 35.21% 1% 29.77%  39.88%  2hok0f  L3.13%  53.60% 165
Commercial 37033 15 3,79 2,62 27,57  B0eT5 51..50 102
Farm 50,38 13 WEo2l  BT7.97 39,13 68,10 58,77 132
MILLE LACS : , : ‘
~ Résidential 32.38% 1% 28,174  37.21% 22,29% h1.78%  59.47% 125
Commercial 32,65 18 25,1 37,01 21,60  hlL.10 7,63 92
Farm 39,77 15 3487  LT.17 28,1 BL.67 Blio62 117
MORRISON
~ Residential 26,824  23% 20:63%  33.90% 16.84% 41,7635 53,308 212
Commercial 27.78 2k 2040 33,72 16,77 10,92 57000 1h5
Farm 15,61 27 36,30 60.66 28,13 69,28 80,38 154
MOWER ‘
Residential 31,935 11 28,93%  36.21%  25.36% h2.84%  61.95%  L88
Commercial 33,03 16 28,59 39,0k 21,76 51066 8779 106
Farm 5,61 16 38,16  52,6h 33,35  61L.70 67,38 179
MURRAY ,
Residential 3Loli6% 17% 27.60%  38.,47%  23.h%  148,00% 680 75% 101
Commercial 3ko01 25 27,25  Ll.38 22,50 62,50 103,33 Th
Farm 39,75 18 33,81 k8,08 30,30  Bh.85 52,50 102
NICOLLET ' ‘
Residential 26,02% 16% 21.98%  30.37% 17.82%  35.69% B .9h% 199
Commercial 29089 20 22,90 35,00 19.89 39,98 h9.ho 66
Farm 41.46 20 W06 50,69 28,38 Béh2 55,93 8l
NOBIES _ ‘
Residential 32-1 [ 37% 16% 29 o 16% 39 ° 9)-!% : 2.16 5)-@% h? ° 0?% 192 o 58% 2 30
Commercial 3429 20 28,48 42,50 23,35 50,09 75002 10k
Farm 36032 12 32.38 hi.10 28,89 48,96 53,18 130
NORMAN .
Residential 27.50% 26% 21.79%  35.95%  16.89%  45.87% 60,00% 87
Camercial 2782 20 22,68 33,88 18,99  hli.6" 12,50 51

Farm 19,52 26 39,62 65637 29057 82,48 128,33 12k
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STATE OF MIN

NESOTA

" COUNTY-WIDE MEASURES OF DISPERSION FOR SELECTED CIASSES OF PROPERTY

COEF »

MED- - of ~ QUARTILE DECILE NO.
IAN DIsP-  Ist 3rd  Ist oth  RANGE  CASES
"ERSION o '

STEARNS ST . o

Residential 27.37% . 15%  23.42% 31.61% 19.,24%  36.L3% 57,97 668
Commercial . 26,67 27 20,39  3h.6h 157 L2,L3 860li2 220
Farm . . h9o95 18 h3019 ‘61060 36023 759}47 78096 197

STEELE | : : ~
Residential . 30,005  12% 26.52% 33,63 21.16% 38.L6%  50.73% . 22l
Commercial 31,46 28 21,37 39,11  16.63 12,99 57,70 67
Farm 13,36 19 35093 52,45 31,38 63.86 96,22 98

STEVENS A
Residential 31.33% 1% 27.20%  36.14% 22,07% L7.17%  53.6L% 102
Commercial 32,68 2l 2115 L009 20,58  LB.37 71.40 54
Farm 52,65 16 41.66  58.48  3L.20  67.60 66,90 108

SWIFT , S ,

Residential . 3L.80% 174 27.50% 38,005 23.17% L6,40%F 66,77 139
Commercial 733,19 16 . 28,50 38,99 21,76 50,09 67.30 81
Farm = 12,26 19 3heli2 50,31 31,31 59.45 61035 1,

TODD . o -

. Residential . 28.86% 17% 2Lo05%  3h.02% 17.60% L3.14%  51.L0% 156
Cormercial . 23,59 27 17.3h 306,13 10,36 . L2,08 72040 107
Farm L7099 20 38,50 58,01  3h.h2 72,76 94400 165

TRAVERSE ‘ 1 :

. Residential 2l 717 22% 20,23% 31,088 17.33% 36.11%  56.L9% 72
Commercial - - 32,01 25 23,09  39.32 16,56  50.85 73,00 L5
Farm | L9,82 il 43,07 57,37 38,92  6L.53 6li021 72

WABASHA. . ,

Besldential L 31.69% 17 26.67%  37.366 23.13% L7.57% 66,028 160

- Commercial o 30082 .22 ) 2&.0&-1 ’ 370811- 21062 )-17 o’-l-s 59039 : 75
Farm 58.03 17 U7.08 66,56 29,50 76,00 95,00 101

WADENA g ‘ | |

_ Residential 28,00%  18% 23,082  33.25% 18.62% L1.85%  73.84% 112
Commercial 28,39 . 15 227 32462 17,58  L2.h2 60,53 59
Farm | - L8.,63 20 L1,26 60625 33,23 76,60 78,68 89

WASECA , . | _ .

Residential 30,474  16%  25.62% 35.66% 21,554 42.90%  L7.10% 112
Commercial S 27,76 23 22,70 35,59  19.5L  L3.35 149.0L 59
Farm L6.77 22 Bo76 59,43 3h.99  78.85 70.83 67

~‘3‘6k-




STATE OF MINNESOTA

COUNTY-WIDE MEASURES OF DISPERSION FOR SELECTED CIASSES OF PROPERTY

COEF,

MED- of ~ QUARTILE TECILE NO.
TAN DISP-  Ist — 3rd Ist 9th  RANGE  CASES
ERSION . '

WASHINGTON - o , ‘ - , ,
Residenbial 2508  17% 20,98% 29.LT%  17.23% 35.82%2  T0,38% hz2
Commercial 399'70 - 18 ‘ 25«77 3609)4 21028 Ll-lo78 39,71 120
Farn 43.57 26 32,21 55,09 22,1k 69,12 75028 98

WATCNWAN ‘ v '
Regidential 33.38% = 15% 28.67% 38.55% 25.38% L3.91%  50,00% gk,
Commergial 32,70 22 260,13  L0,5h 21,38 58,38 6375 72
Farm . ?-1-168}-‘- 16 36631 h9 091 , 310 32 59036 73.33 56

WILKIN v 7 , - S
Res iden"c,ial 27 ° Oh% 18% - 20 e 72% 30 o 70% 17 ° 97% 39 nSh% ’-L? . 63% 9 3
Commercial 33,16 21 27,28  Ll. 21,93  Sh.h7 67039 77
Farn : 47,15 16 40,15 ShaTT 36,75 65,23 8L4429 90

WINONA v o o .

Regidential 3hohoz  18% 27.L0%  L0.00% 25.00% L6.90%  67.55% 133
Commercial 3472 18 27,62  h0o15 24,08 52,25 59,10 19
Farm 58463 22 L9.52  75.35 38,49 91.69 98437 120

WRIGHT _

Residential 30.70%  20% 25.84%  38.16% 21.,60% L6.09%  5L.55% 164
Commercial 29,15 21 . 22,83 35,16 19,31  li5.25 57.50 78
Farm lily L8 18 Bs06 53,65 29,76  6L.38 83,02 148

YELLOW MEDICINE _ . '

Residential 34112 15% 28,543  38,65% 25,04 L7.60%  68.92% 136
Commercial 38,12 15 32,27 143,90 25492 57.87 TheT5 8l
Farm 1,18 13 3545  L6.07 33,17 53,18 62,13 23

DULUTH

. Residential 27.85% 15% 23.69% 32.19% 19.87% 37.80%  T5.Lh6% 1,067
Commercial 41,13 19 32,21  h8.13 22,68 60,38 73.1h 91
Apartments 35,91 19 30,89  Llhe8l 17,79  53.96 78,00 50

MINNEAPCLIS '

- Residential 32.40%  12% 29,00  36,52% 25.94% L0.61%  63.u5%  L,255
Coimereial 18,51 20 39610 58,75 32,46 68,22  101.8) 230
Apartments 3609k 10 33,41 41,00 30,67 51.32 53.59 7h

ST, PAUL ’

Residential 32,98% 16% 274335  37.63% 22.35% L1l.67%  89.88% 3,310
Commercial L ell 23 35,03 55659 29,17 71,02 96,93 232
Apartments 40,00 21 30,94 47096 23,95 54,02 59635 76
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APPENDIX IIT

STANDARD OF ASSESSMENT OF REAL PROPERTY IN MINNESOTA

True & Full Value

Residential

$ 1,601,367,8L6
Multiple Dwelling - 63,483,651
Commereial 590,431,657
Industrisl 177,176,029
Public Utility 92,058,438
Lakeshore , 21,506,228
Farm o 1,478,388,029
TOTAL A $ 1,027,411,878

Estimated Market Value

$ 5,260,312,7h6
167,879,234
1,521,950,148
505,315,313
200,638,305
151,288,775
3,36k, 33,951

$ 11,191,719,472

Ratio
30.Lh%
37.82
38479
35,06
145,88
16420
113,68

35499%




