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THE PROPERTY TAX IN COLORADO

HISTORY OF THE TAX!

When Colorado became a state, just one hundred years ago,-
provision was made for a general property tax. The legislature
was authorized by the constitution to establish, for the counties
and for the state, a uniform system of property taxation. - A1l
property, unless exempted, was to be assessed at just values,
and assessments were to be made by county assessors. County
Commissioners were given responsibility for egualization of
assessed values within their jurisdictions, and an ex-officio
board of equalization at the state level was charged with
equalization among counties. The board was composed of the
governor, state auditor, state treasurer, secretary of state
and attorney general.

Acting within the provisions of the constitution, the
first legislature established by statute the procedure for
initiating the property tax. It directed that county assessors
should be elected for terms of two years. “Assessors were to
determine the just values of real and personal property. The
county commissioners, sitting as a board of equalization, were
to adjust valuations so as to provide for equality. And the
state board was directed toequalizeassessments among counties,

Within the first year, the state board detected inequal-

ities and changed the assessments of some counties. A



consequence was an increase in the total assessments for the
state. A question of constitutionality was raised, and the \
court ruled in 1877 that the board had no power to raise the
aggregate valuation. Fqualization was its responsibility, but
affecting the total value was outside its authority. The
ruling so discouraged the board that no further attempts at
equalization were made for 20 years.

- Finally in 1839 the board acted again to equalize values,
this time changing the assessment of certain classes of prop-
erty in various counties. Again there was objection, and the
cgurt ruled this type of equalization to be unconstitutional.
Thoroughly discouraged the board adopted a resolution which
said, "...that in the judgement of this board the power of
said board to equalize and adjust can only be made effective
by constitutional amendment or by legisiature enactment desig-
nating its powers and directing the method of performance
thereof."2 This declaration was an effective appeal to the
people and the legislature for authorization to act as directed
by the constitution.

The Property Tax Law of 1902

Changes in the tax law in 1902 were in response to several
problems of administration. The depression of the 1890's had
caused delinquencies and dissatisfaction with the property tax.
Assessors had generally reduced valuations as a relief measure,
and were reluctant to raise them even after economic recovery. At
the same time, demands for public services were growing and revenue
requirements were increasing. In at least two years, legislature

appropriations exceeded tax receipts.



A special commission studied the situation and made recommendations
for tax reform that led to ayngg rsv¢nug_b§3? in 1901. But be-
cause of Tegal technicalities, the court found the law invalid.

In 1902, the governor ga?%eé,a specia} sessioglgf the legis-
lature for the purpose of drafting new tax legislation which might
be approved by the courts. Theigmeﬁdmeﬁts‘great}yigthgﬂgtheng¢
the property tax law and previ@gd;a:detailed,ptocgguregfpr:,,,
assessment of property and collection of taxes, &}1,9&age§ties
except for specified exemptipnsgwere to be‘assesseégggnaaiiy at
full, true cash value by county assessors and theif‘depggiesfy_

The properties of public uti}iﬁies and railroads were to be ,:a
assessed by the state board of equalization. Direction was

given for determining true cash,va?uef,’A}I property was c]assified
and carefully defined. Real estate and personal property was
distinguished, and lands were segregated as to use, i.e. grazihg,
agricultural or town Tots. Improvements were defined as buildings,
water rights, and structures or fixtures erected on or affixed to

tand.

Personal property was defined and classified as tangible or
intangible. Tangible personalty included animals, household
goods, jewelry, vehicles, merchandise, etc. Intangible personalty
included rights, credits, franchises, stocks, bonds, bank deposits,
etc.

Heavy penalties were indicated for those found guilty of
violating the law. Assessors could be fined and imprisoned
for neglect of duties. Corporations and individuals could be

fined for erroneous returns. There appeared to be real incentives



for honest and careful wgrk‘by administrators of the tax laws
and for honest reporting by téxg&yers, g

But in 1903, total assessed valuation of property in the
state was down--less than that in 1901. In the nine years
following 1903, there were increases in assessed valuation,
but the total still did not rise to that of 1907. And these
relatively Tow valuations were experienced in a period of
rapidly increasing wealth in the state!

In 1908, there was va€6us'?ecégnftfan of the widespread
violations of the assessment regulations. In their annual
meeting at Denver, assessors openly agreed among themselves
to assess in the future all property in the state at one-
third of cash value, instead of full cash value as provided
by law. |

Then in 1910, a general reform movement swept the country.
Governmental reorganization, tax reform and labor legistation
were s#ansered by labor, farmer and civic groups. In Colorado,

the Tegislature passed a law creating a state tax commission.

The Tax Commission

With the establishment of the tax commission came reforms,
i.e., improved appraisal practices, increased efficiency within
county assessors’' offices, and adjustments of assessments in
the direction of equality. These things were accomplished as
{1} the commission developed staff and expertise sufficient to
give training to assessors in the counties, provide oversight
of assessment procedures and practices, and develop quidelines

(manuals) for assessment of various properties, {2) the commission



gave assistance to the state board of equaiizatwcn in adgustment
of assessments, based on $mpr0ved data aﬁd experiente w%th coanty
assessments, and (3] the conmission made or3§1na3 assessments
of property of the public atal%ties, the rax}reads and other
corporations having a CGRt!ﬁB?fy of §&33ﬂ85$ éé»tka or more
Cinties. . T

The commission was ﬁst thhaut 1ts pr@biems ygﬁ’effort tn
1913 t0 enforce pFOV?STQnS of the =aw reguarwng assessments at
full cash value, Ted to an 1nzt1ageé measure to abo]1sh the tax
comm?ssion The measure appeared on the Nevember ba?lot ’The
e1ect1@n was c?esew~the bill be@ng defeated by enTy 3, 649 votes
But the commission then had a mandate to Functxcn thcugh %t was
not as aggressive as 1t was in ]9}3 - | |

Of particular concern to the commission and to those interested
in the work of the commission, was its responsibility for equal-
ization of assessments among counties. This duty was limited by
the constitutional provision that the state board of equalization
should possess this responsibility. Consequently, the commission
was able only to make recommendations to the board relative to
equalization among counties.

The dual responsibility for equalization created by the
1911 act led rather quickly to the problems in decisions about
equalization. The commission, insulated from political pressures
by civil service appointments, tended to recommend adjustments in
assessments based on observed differences among counties and

departures from the legal requirements for assessments. The

board, sensitive as it was to economic circumstances, special



1nterests, and at*%tades tsward taxe55 tended to decxde on
adjustments and genera? }ege?s of &ssessment according to

the likely political 1mgact§ ef t&e}r decisions. For example,
reductions in assessed values were arﬁereé by the board in

1931, 32, and 33, amcuntaﬁg to &pproxzmately $250 million.
Principal benef?ts were exteﬂdeé to agrisaitu?e About

30 percent of harxzonta? redmctwsns @ccured in the value of
agrwcu!tural Eands ané 3mpruvements F1ve to ten percent of
horxzontaT reductjons were made in the value of city, residential
property and’auiéﬁabiiés, ih’the éa%?y history Qf the commission
there are numerous, Simiiar éxamp?es éf differeﬁées between the

commission and the board in approach to probiems of equalization.

Property Values and Assessments

In spite of the requirement of the 1902 tax law that all
properties (except for specified exemptions) were to be assessed
annually at full, true, cash value, assessments tended to be
continually a fraction of cash value. Only in 1913, when the
tax commission required updating of assessments to current values,
did assessed values approximate cash values. From that point,
assessed valuations declined to 1917, increased gradually
to 1930, fell sharply to 1938, and then increased gradually
through the war years and into the present era. Data in Table 1
show the assessed valuations from 1876 to 1975. It is interesting to
note that it was 1947 before valuation of all property reached the
Tevel that was recorded in 1913. It is only in recent years, i.e.

the decade of the seventies, that increases have been really significant.
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When one looks at data which are indicative of the rate
of growth of Colorado's eceﬁﬁﬁy’iﬁ the'é@ét-warfyears, an ‘
understanding of the significaﬂte of slow growth in assessed
valuation is réa}izéd.‘ Data in Table 2 show increases in total
income in the periaé 1948 to 1??5, Eﬁyﬁhis”2$ yéar pefﬁod
total personal income grew 735 percent. In the ten year period
1966 - 1975, the most recent decade, growth of total pé%scnﬁ1
income’wasﬁlééyséééent; 5£¢rrespcndiﬁgzy; growth in assessed

valuation for the 1948 - 19?5 peraod was 475 percent and the

X E‘?eiy 100 percent

Increases in assessed valuation ?agged behind the increases in
total income.

Recent sa]es rat1os stud1es Tnd1cate that assessed values
of property have genera?iy fa13en ConS?derab1y be]ow the 30
percent of actua1 va?ue spec1f1ed by the Genera1 Property Tax
Law of 1964 3 And assessed va?ues of unwmproved property, in
relation to actual values, may be most seriously Tow. Considerable
effort has been}expended in the most recent two or three years
to corréct thesésdéffbientfes'%n valuation. An executive order
of September, 1975, shown as Figure 1, directed county'assessors
to reappraise all classes of property. The board of equa}ization
has encouraged this updating of assessments and the Tax Administrator

has given strong support to county assessors in their efforts.



Table 2. Total Personal Income, Colorado, 1948 -1975

Year Income Year Income
T (MiT. doT.) - (MiT. doT.)
1948 1,810 1965 5,286
1950 1,970 1966 5,702
1952 2,498 1967 6,138
1954 2,566 1968 6,863
1956 3,066 1969 7,650
1957 3,365 1970 8,569
1958 3,517 1971 9,573
1959 3,756 1972 10,898
1960 4,008 1973 12,677
1961 4,304 1974 13,955
1962 4,537 1975 15,168
1963 4,726 |

1964 4,968

Source: Survey of Current Business, Department of Commerce,
August 1973 and 1975.




Figure 1. Executive Order of the
Governor Relative to Reappraisals
of Property

H

Slade ! Colu

EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS

RICHARD © LAWK ) : LB
Govenwon .

Sepfembe; 22, 1975

TO:  ALL COUNTY ASSESSORS

RE: State Board of [qualization

Pursuant to the authority vested in the State Board of Equalization by 1973
C.R.5. 39-9-106, you are hereby ordered: >

1. To complete a reappraisal of ull classes of property within your county
in complionce with Colorado statutory requirements by June 1, 1977,
Failure to do so will result in the State Board of Equalization using the
sales-ratio study to adjust the abstracts of assessment submitted for that
year.

2. To physically audit in detail 25% of all'personal property schedules in
1976 and an additional 25% each year thereafter, so that by 1979 all
personal property schedules will have been physically reviewed.

3. To submit, monthly, all sales to the Division of F.operty Taxation.

4. Todiscontinuc all discounts not permitted under Liwr, including with=
out limitaton "subdividers discounts” and vacant o unimproved fand
discounts,

In addition you are hereby notified that any aggregate valuation for assess~
ment for any of the classes and subclasses of property commercial-unimproved, commercial--
improved, residentiol-unimproved, residential-improved, industrial-unimproved and in-
dustrial -improved which results in a sales-ratio below 20% for the tax year 1976 will not
be accepted by the State Board of Equalization. In the event that any such aggregate
valuation submitted io the Roard does result in o sales-ratio below 20%, the board
will order an increase in the applicable obstract of assessment to achieve at feast
a 20% scles-ratio osses.ment for that yeaor.,

‘//sgmzy yours,
K/Juwg 1 \j
; K\ b )O/L&-&~\ﬂ\

Richard D, Lom
Governor
Chairman State Board of Equalization

- ee: Property Tox Adminishiator



Many reasons have been advanced for the failure in most
counties to maintain assessments according to the law. But
perhaps the most significant factor has been the real inability
of county assessors to function effic%ent?y as administrators
of property tax laws. Salary levels, set by the legislature, have
often been too Tow to attract and hold competent people in this
county office. In addition, the assessor is an elected official,
having a term of office of only two years. The average tenure
has been rather short--about six years. And he must spend money
and effort each election year ta’retain office. County budgets
for assessors' offices have tended to be small. Little pro-
vision has often been made‘for clerks, deputies, useful machines
and equipment, and for necessary travel. It has been physically
impossible for some assessors to reappraise properties in their
counties more frequently than every five or six years. Some
have been so occupied with record keeping and service to their
clientele that not all the new properties of the county have

been added to assessment roles.

The General Property Tax Law of 1964

Recognition of the need for revision of the property tax
law of 1902 led to the enactment of the general property tax
law of 3964.d Essential features of this law as they influence
property assessment today are the following:

1. It eliminated "full cash value" as the basis for
valuation, replacing it with a formula containing
six factors to determine the "actual value'of
property.

2. It provided that "valuation for assessment” should
be 30 percent of actual value, and that the mill
levy should be applied to the assessed value for
determination of taxes.



3. It provided for equalization of valuations with
adjustments over a period of three years.

4, 1t gave authority for supervision of valuations
and assessments of property in the state to the
state board of equalization, and provided that
the tax commission should give assistance to the
board in administration of property tax laws.

5. It specified an annual review of exemptions of
religious, school, or charitable property from the
property tax.

6. It 9?3V3de§ for valuation sf various classes of
utilities and made the assessment of these utilities.

7. 1t required owners of taxable personal property to
deliver scheduies of such property te the assessor
by April 15 of each year. ,

8. It changed from July 1 to June 1 the date for
notifécati&g of property owners of increased
valuation. e i

The 1964 law was a significant revision of the earlier one.

It established assessment procedures and made them uniform; it
clarified responsibilities for supervision and administration at
the state level; and it made some essential changes in the:
assessment calendar. But of great significance to the present
administration of the law was the creation, in 1970, of the -

Division of Property Taxaticn, in the Eepartmeﬁt of Local Affairs,

responsibilities of this fozces

"(1){a) It shall be the duty of the property tax
administrator and he shall have and exercise
authority:

(b} To value the property and plant of all public
utilities doing business in the state in the manner
prescribed by law...;

(¢) To assist and ce@pe?ate in the administration
of all laws concerning the valuing of taxable
property, the assessment of same, and the

levying of property taxes; and to advise the



state board of equalization, not later than the
first day of July of each year, of any complaints
filed by him or upon petition of any tax levying
authority of this state with the board of assess-
ment of one or more classes or subclasses of
property in any county of the state;

(d) To review the methods used by assessors in appraising
and valuing taxable property in the several counties
of the state, and the methods used by county boards of
equalization in equalizing valuations for assessment;

(e) To approve the form and size of all personal prop-
erty schedules, forms and notices furnished or
sent by assessors...and to require exclusive use
of such approved schedules, books, maps, appraised
cards, forms, and records by all assessors to
insure Un?fcrmity;

(f) To prepare and furnish from time to time manuals
and instructions...concerning methods of appraising .
‘and valuing land, improvements and personal prop-
erty, and to reqguire their use by assessors in
valuing and assessing taxable property;

(g) To prepare and furnish to all assessors all forms
the property tax administrator;

(h)} To call upon not less than ten days prior notice,
meetings of assessors at some designated place in the
state, and upon reascnable notice, to caéi group or
area meetings of two or more assessors.”

The Division replaces the old tax commission, gives advice
and assistance to the state board of equalization, and provides
assistance with assessments in counties via training activities,
preparation of useful forms and publication of manuals describing
appraisal practices and methods. The Activities of the Division
should be important to uniformity, adequacy and equality of

assessment among counties.



Table 3 Tax CcT?ections in Colorado, State and Local chernments, 1975

State Taxes, 1975 S gt Net Collections

e SRR : - (mi111eas ef doT?ars)
Income ' $33G;
Sales and Use ST ; 275,
Highway Uses 128.
Insurance = : T -]
Cigarette - ' CoE e e sl Ty
%chh0§3c Beverage T T B I o
Regu?atory & Gther Busaness 17.

Nw@ww@wwm

Local Taxes, 1975

Property $614.
Sales & Use 131.
Cigarette d : Lrowmsdomn oy L] By
Denver Occupation EEFE TR R EEEER ¢
Regulatory & Other Bus1nessa'%,f L S 30,

T R TR 10 V)

Source: Colorado Tax Profile Study, 1975, Zubrow, Ze1d and Coddington,
Colorado Legislative Council, December, 1975 E




ROLE OF PROPERTY TAX

For much of her first Century of statéhsed, the geaerai%
property tax has been the principal source of revenue for
Colorado. This emphasis on ﬁ?@perty{taXation cerresppnds to
the genera1:situat§cn in most Aﬁéﬁféén states. Even as late as
in 1927, the property tax atdéahied for about 80 percent of
all state and Tocai;pub?ic revenues.’

But:in the pasf 30 to 40 years,'the property tax as a
source of state revenues has dtmjnlshed in significance. In
Colorado, reliance on the praperty tax for state revenue was
discontTnaed 1n 1964 wzth the passage of the Genera1 Property
Tax Law of 1964. It 1s evident in Table 3 that income and saies
taxes are now the b1g revenue producers for the state. In 1975,
there was no statefrevenue realized from property taxation. At
the local lévei thé property tax is still significant. Revenues
of $614.4 million dollars in 1975 were three quarters of all
local reygnues from taxes. However, the tax revenues in the counties
are becoming a less impcrtantkpart of total revenues, other‘sourtes
of income for county and munfcihaffgovernments have developed ih
recent years and have become an important part of their budgets.

The s%gnificance of the property tax in Jéfferson County may

be seen in the revenue/expenditure comparison of Table 4.



Table 4 A Summary of Revenues and Expenditures for Jefferson County, 1974

REVENUES:

Taxes
General Property
Specific Ownership
Sales
Other

Licenses and Permits

Intergovernmental Revenue

Federal
General Revenue Sharing
Other

State
Highway Users Tax
Welfare
Cigarette Tax
Motor Vehicle Reg. Fee
Other

Other Units

Charges for Current Services .

Fines and Forfeits
Miscellaneous

Transfers From Enterprise
Activities

Total Revenus

PENSION FUND

County Share $ 87,900
Employee Share NA
Other 29,200
Total Income $ 117,100
Pension Payments NA
Other 193,700
Current Outlay $ 193,700

$
§

$ 1,752,100
$

$ 15,605,900
10,785,600

1,085,400 .

3,725,100

§ 236,900

$ 7,133,600

1,370,000

- '884,000
486,000

R 2 ,’626’9:95010

NA

NA

$ 27,355,400

EXPENDITURES:

~ General Government $
Commissioners
Administration
Clerk and Recorder
~ Election
~ Treasurer
Assessor
‘Planning and Zoning
Data Processing
Plant Maint. & Ops.
.. Other :

Judicial.

4%

~Public Safety
Law Enforcement
Fire
{Other

Public Works o $
Roads and Highways
Solid Waste Services
Other

Health

R-23 Y

Public Welfare
Administration
ADC
Other

Culture - Recreation $
Recreations
Parks
Library
Fair
Extension Service
Other

Miscellaneous $

3,844,900
89,300
747,400
668,400
269,600
187,400
396,000
413,700
440,500
606,800
25,800

511,600

1,588,300
1,288,000
6,400
293,900

4,083,200
3,707,800
373,300
2,100

1,284,700

5,238,000
1,923,200
1,892,800
1,422,000

1,442,200
NA

92,900
1,122,300
64,800
118,900
43,300

91,500

Total Current Expenditures $ 18,084,400

Transfers to Enterprise $
Activities & Governments

Capital Outlay $
Debt Service $

Principal
Interest

1,014,900

7,087,500

21,900
20,000
1,900



The praperty tax in }974 greéucgé twa th1rds of the revenues

revenues Revenue sharing by the federal gcvernmﬁnt was a recent
1nnavat10n And whm?e ﬁhe weifare revenues rece1ved fram the ,
state are net new, they have grcwn Earger, become a more 1mpor~

tant part of the total, in the ?ast decade.

The Property Tax in the Budgetary Process

It 35 ﬁsefui in developing an understanding" f the role of the
property tax and the significance of assessment é& CGHSTdEP the
tax w1thin the framewerk of the budgetary process Taxes are not
arbitrarily or indiscriminately iev1ed§ They are: based on need
for revenues, and the budgetary process is the determinant of need.
BRasically, the process involves ' 1) ‘projection of demand for
pub]ic goods and servwces and estlmatxon ef expenditures for a year,
2) ant1c1pataon ef sources ef revenues and estlmaticn of amounts
of non- prcperty tax revenuesa and 3} ca?cu}atxon of the mzll Tevy
and of revenues, baseé on *he assessed va}ue of property in the
ccunty . L ; , , i :
Each saparﬁte anlt sf ggvernment prajects the demand fﬁr 1ts
products or ?ts servzces for the cemlng year Consxderat1o.,gs

given ts a?! these faators that wz?? reasorab?y affect the operatzcn

of the ageacy, ané the §3keiy expend%tﬁ?es, i.e. the f1nancza1



needs are estimated. Then the ncﬁwpreperty tax revenues that
will accrue to the gavernmental un%t are prageﬁted Théée may
in@?ude fees from Ticenses or germ%ts§ sa?es taxes a?located to
the uﬂat aharges for services, snﬁe?aave?nmenta} revenues,

and other miscellaneous revenues. The sum of these non- prop-
erty tax revenues, subtracted from estimateé expend?tures,
yields the need for revenues from praperty taxat1on Thxs need
or differeﬁce is é?V?ded by the assessed va?ue ef property

that exists within the area or bounds ef the uﬂxt aﬁd the mill

tevy is the result. For Examp!e

Expenditures for maintenance of roads

and highways are projected to be. $,‘3*§OQ,OOO
Revenues from highway users taxes are e ophoal

estimated to be $ 1,400,000
The difference is ': ©§ 2,100,000
Assessed value of ﬁé@@é%ﬁy in the | H

county is ; $700,000,000
Required mill levy - ~..3.00
Revenues from the property tax $ 2,100,000

The example is greatly over-simplified but sufficient to
make two ér three peiﬁts. The property tax is emp1oyed to
produce residual amounts of revenue--revenues not realized from
other sources. It is the product of aséessed values times the’
mill levy, with the mill levy determined by dividing assessed
values into reven&e requireﬁe%ts, S@ it really makés little
dfffe%ence what the assessed va%ﬁe of p?ogerty is, so long as
it isn't the basis for grants or subsidies in the éoﬁnty, If
it 1s high the mill levy will be low. If it is Tow, the mill

tevy will be high.



But what if it is the basis for a grant or a subsidy, e.q.
,state a1d to the schoe? d1str3ct(s) in the ceunty? |

The Scheo} Equa71zat10n Program

One pregram, which prevxdes fsnanc1a} aid to school dastr1cts,
makes the 3evels of assessmeﬁt in the countxes 3mp0rtant The
state of Co?erade g1ves fwnancwa! assastance fe schoe% d1str1cts
accerdweg to a revenue- shar1ng fcrnu?a thet 1ncorperates the
assessed vafuataons of preperty w1th1n the dastr}cts 8lehe‘ ’
computatﬁons of state and dastrwct shares ef revenues necessafy

to the annuai operatxons of the dastr1cts are such that assessed

dlstr1ct recexves and (2) the equaty ef d1str1but1on of state a1d
among d1str3cts Very s1mp1y, where assessed va]ues are relatave]y
1ow state azd 1s h]gh Where assessed va]ues are h?gh state

a1d 1s c0mparat1ve1y Tow Equa?tty 1n assessments %s thus very
1mportant to an equ1tab1e distr1but1on of state a1d to schoo]

d?stricts | ’ o
’ This 1s the crux of the prob]em whlch has been addressed by
the order of the State Board of Equa?izatTOﬂ, September 22 1975
(cited ear?aer) end vigorous efforts by the board to update assessments
in all counties to the level specified by the General Property Tax
Law of 1964. When assessed valuations in all counties are 30 percent

of actual value, equality of assessments will be achieved and

financial aid to school districts will be equitably distributed.



Evidence of inequality in assessments seems irrefutable and
is to be found in the sales ratio studies done in recent’years
by the Tax Administrator (personnel of the Division of Property
Taxation.) Sales ratios (assessed values divided‘ﬁy sale values)
for unxmpreveﬂ and ?mproveé res1deni%a? and commercial prepert1es
are reported in Table 5, for five cauntwes in eastern Colorado,
five located in the front range ‘and five in western Colorado.
Assessed and Sales values for 1973 were used in the ca]culatzon
of the ratios. (County names are not 1dent1f3ed in he table to
avoid comparisons not usefu? to thws dzscuss10n )

The data shows a range af saies ratios from a]mbst’zero to
more than thirty péééént. Assessments of unimproved property
seem low re]ative‘tofihbsé er1the {mproyed prépefty, i.e. thé
sales ratios are idwé%uféf théiﬁhimprsved prépefty;  And inequality
of assessment'aﬁéﬁglthe 15 counties is evident. This kind of
information has been useful to the Tax Administrator and the
state board of equa?azat?on in administrative procedure designed

to provwde for eq&alwty among counties in assessment



Table 5 Sales Ratios for 15 Counties of Co?orado 1973

Assessed and Sales Va?ues

Location - Residential R - Commercial

East ; Unimp. Improved - Unimp. Improved
5.3 18. 11.1 32.8
-10.8 7. o 200 22
10.1 14, 7.1 19.8
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SoUrCé Sa]es Ratio Study, 1974 Division of Property Taxat1on,
Department of Local Affairs. :




Impact of an Assessweﬂt Equa%%zaﬁiﬁn ?rsg?am ’

The 1m§a€t af an assessmeﬁt eqwa11zat1@n grograﬁ4on taxé
payers--individuals, business est&b?zshm&ntss utf??t?es mines,
etc.--will depend on the status of assessments in their respective
coun*fes - If the assessor in any- ngen saanty has not, for
whatever reasons, maintained assessmenfy at: 5r near 30 percent
of actaa% va?ue, revaluation will c&use th@ tﬁtai assessed value
to go up but 3t will have variable effeﬁts on 1ndiv1dua§ properties

Older homes, un%mpr@ved land, long estaaiishedvhu3§nesses wh1ch have

not been appraised recently may be great?y 4 3reased in assessed

value. But new homes, recently estabiished buszne55959 other
propevties recentiy appraised may not be slgnzficantiy affected

1f assessmeﬂts in any county have been mal&tasned at re]at1ve]y

high levels by an assessor able and w1¥?1ng to do it, impacts of
reassessment Way be negligable. Oniy th@se propert1es which have
been neglected or for whzch there has been ?nadequate 1nformat1on
will be s¢gn%f%cant1y affected Taxpayers can usua?iy ant3c1pate
the effects of up dating of assessed values by inquiring about the
status of assessments in their counties and the Tapse of time since
appraisal of their own property.

It is worth noting that revaluation, i.e. increases in assessed
values, may not cause increases in mill levies and tax bills in a
county. If expenditures do not change markedly, and assessed values
go up, the mill levy will probably go down. Taxpayers should
realize that it is expenditures, planned by units of government and
projected in annual budgets that cause tax increases. Assessments
by themselves, and mill Tevies, which are revenue needs divided by

assessed values, do not cause increased taxes.



Summary
The property tax is important to local government--to the

generation of revenue, the payment of costs of government and the
provision of public goods and services that most citizens enjdy.
But it is not the on?y means of generatiégfrevehﬁé,nand it may~not
be the best way. It has not‘been adminisiéfedﬁweii‘thfeughout its
history. But current efforts toyimpfove ff‘d055?ém;t° bg,a]le—
viating problems. o B

It is good that citizens are taking interest in:thé‘tax-~
questioning its administration, criticizing its use. But questions
must be answered and criticisms made useful by good,information
about the property tax. That has been the object of this primer--
to improve the stock of information and to create better understanding

of the tax. It is our hope that it has baen useful to the reader.
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