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A STUDY OF ASSESSMEN'f- AND TAXATION IN RELATION TO THE ECONOMIC 
LAND CLASSIFICATION IN TWELVE RURAL MUNICIPALITIES SOUTH CENTRAL 

SASKUCIlEWAli• 

In the summer of 1937 a land econom1csurvey was 

ecnduebed in twelve rural municipalities and c.one local improvement 

district (1) in south central Saskatchewan.. The purpose of this 

surv~ was,-to delimit and to giv~ an economic appraisal of bodies 

of land homogenous in physical characteristics and potential 

capabilitiesV (2) It was an econondc land classification of 

which the quarter section of land was the tm1t of appraisal. It 

1s the purpose of this study to relatesom.e o.f the problems of 

taxation to the various land classes delimited in this survey. 

An attempt will be made to present a practical application in 

the use of Land Classification in the solution of problems confront

ing taxation authorities. 

At least 80 per cent of the total farm income in 

these municipalities was derived from wheat. (3) Suitability and 

capacity for wheat production, therefore, was the basis of this 

(1) Rural MUnicipalities ot:Willow Bunch, No &2, Lake of 
the Rivers, No 72, Stonehenge, No 73; E1msthorope, No 
100; Terrell, No 101; Lake Johnston, No 102; outton, 
No 100; Baildon, No 131; Hilsborough, No 132, Rodgers,
No 133; Caron, No 182; -1fheat1ands, No 163; 

(2) nP1"'eliminary report on the Classification of Land Areas 
Based on SUitability for Wheat PrOduction in Thirteen 
Rural Municipalit1es, South Central saskatchewan. n 
Unpublished Report, July 1838. A cooperative project
of the Economics Division and the Dept. of Farm 
Management of the University of Saskatchewan, p. 1. 

Note: Hereafter references to this report shall be 
referred to a "Preliminary Report, July 1938". 

(3) Ibid, page 2 
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economic land classification. Since wheat growing was the 

major enterprise in this area for the past quarter century it 

may be reasonably assumed that wheat will continue to occupy 

the same importance in the farm economy of this area tor the 

next decade or two. 

The area under discussion is located west, south

west and southeast of the city of Moose Jaw and extending south 

to within eighteen miles of the international border. It lies 

adjacent and west ot a Iblock of seven municipalities covered 

an a similar land economic survey the previous summer. It contains 

approxit-nately 2,420,000 acres of land. 

Five different land classes were established on 

'the basis of varying potential productivity. Every quarter 

sectionwlthin the area was placed in one of the five classes 

according to its estimted productivity based on the history 

of wheat yields of the predominating soil type of the quarter 

for the past sixteen years and its arable acreage. Any quarter 

which was not considered ,capable of producing for sale aIlIlJll811y 

(production less 1.5 bushels for seed) 350 bushels of wheat 

was classified as'submargiIlfi..l for wheat' or Land Class I. 'fna 

limits of bushels of wheat for aale for the other classes . 

are shown in 'fable I. 
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fable I'fhe Limits of Bushels of Wheat for Sale Per Quarter 

Section in the Five Land Classes. 

Land Classes Approximate range in bushels 
of wheat for sale per Description 
quarter section. 

I Under 350 Better adapted to 
grazing than wheat 
production. 

II 351 to 475 Marginal for wheat 

III 476 to 720 Fair wheat land 

IV 721 to 900 Good wheat land 

V 900 and over Excellent \vheat 
land. 

SOURCE OF DATA 

The data regarding assessments and tax~tion were 

taken from informa:ton obtained on the land classification study. 

Additional material was obtained from the Annual Municipal 

Reports and special tabulations provided for this study by the 

Department of Municipal Affairs. 

:£AXES, AFARl\I EXPENSE 

Taxes have always been an important item in the 

farm budget. They are an annual charge against the farm revenue 

varying very l1ttlefrom year to year when compared with farm 

revenues. A certain tax levy ma)! decide the marginal. 

ROl)l1.tion of land with respe ct to certain uses as wheat growing, 

for example. If a farmer of average efficiency, after paying 

allhis cash operating expenses, living costs, and allowing for 

a fair depreciation on his capital exclusive of land, has just 
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enough cash left to pay h1s taxes he is said to be o.perating 

a farm on a t marginal land' which cannot bring enough revenue 

over a period of years to pay any interest on the capital 

investment. 

!ab1e II shows the relative position that taxes occupy 

with respect to farm cash expenses in the different farm units 

of southern Saskatchewan where wheat supplies more than 80 per 

cent of the farm gross revenue. 

Table II Taxes as a Percentage of Farm Cash Expenses in 
Areas where Wheat Supplies 80 per cent and over 
of the Gross Farm Revenue.(l) 

Half Section Farm 
Farm cash Per cent taxes areDistrict expenses Taxes of farm cash expenses 

Davidson and cra~
Gravelbourg 
Rosemount - Refard 
Klndersl~ - Eston 
Regina and Rosetown 

$461 
fig 
489 
519 
666 

$75 
86 
94 
92 

114L 

16.3 
20.5 
19.2 
17.'1 
17.1 

SECTION FARM 
Davidson and Craig 13.212 1150- 12.4 
Grave1bourg 1180 172 14.6 
Rosemount - Rerord 1280 188 14.7 
Kindersl~ - Eston 1344 184 13.7 
Regina and Rosetown 1687 228 13.5 

(Budget for 
Marginal areas) -~

(l)Flgures taken from "Studies of Probable Het Farm Revenues 
for the Principal So11 rypes of Saskatehewan.,ft W. Allen, 
E. C. Hope, F. C. Hitchcock, Unlv. or Bask. Agric.
Extension Bulletin No 64.

(2) Figures taken from "A BUdget" for three quarter section 
farms on marginal areas in southern Saskatchewan constructed 
by the Farm Management Department, Univ ofSask and 
A~ricultura1 Economics Div. Dept. of Agric. cooperating. 
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One-half and one section farms are considered. On 

one-ha.lf section farms taxes make up from 16.3 to 20.5 per cent 

or be farm cost expenses in the Davidson-Craik and Gravelbourg 

districts respectivly. Less variation is sho~ on one section 

farms where the proportion of taxes in relation to farm 

expenses is also lower than that on the half-section farms. Here 

the range is from 12.4 per cent in the Davidson - Craik to 14.7 

per cent in the Rosemount-Retord areas. On the three -quarter 

section farms in marginal areas of the south taxes occupy a very 

prominent part in the farm bUdget. Here they are 26.3 per cent 

of the farm expenses. In other words, more than one-quarter 

of cash costs in marginal lands are spent on local government. 
,,' Mrv,..r 

~. '1M
Whisfact reveals

A
the inability of inferior areas in our 

d 

Province to support an adequate standard of public services 

such as schools, roads, telephonesa.nd the like The above 

table also indicates that local taxation falls relltively more 

heaVily on the smaller farm units than on the larger units. 

WNICIPALITIES AND LAND CLASSES 

The basis of land classification in southern 

Saskatchewan has already been explained and it would be interesting 

to nate what proportion of the land falls into different Land 

Classes in each municipality. The amount of revenue that a 

rural municipality may expect to raise from year to year depends 

entirely on the quality of assessable land within its borders. 

The higher the proportion of good land found in a municipality 

the better will be its tax collections. It has beendiBonstrated 

that even during the periods of drouths better land has usually 

produced sone thing for saJle, whereas inferior class of land 
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under identically the same conditions failed to produce even 

feed. 

The proportion of different land classes within the twelve 

municipalities is given in Ta.ble III. 

Table III. PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL AREA IN EACH L...~ND CLASS 
BY RURAL MUNICIPALITIES -- TWELVE MUNICIPALITIES 
SOUTH CENrRAL SASKATC~VAN. Economic ~8urvey 1937(1) 

Rural R.M. Total Land Classes 
Municipalities No Acreage 

I II III IV V 

Caron 
'Jheatlands 
Ba1ldon 
Hillsborough 

162 
163 
131 
132 

14+,142 
204,786 
205,613 
113,207 

33 
55 
29 
73 

(per cent)
8 13 

24 18 
12 24 
18 5 

a 
3 

19 
4 

38 
a••
16 
•• 

Rodgers 
. Elmsthorpe 
Terrell 
Lake J"ohnstone 

133 
100 
101 
102 

177,015 
206,363 
211,457 
137,459 

51 
32 
45 
24 

10 
20 
18 

8 

23 
39 
32 
36 

16 
9 
5 

31 

•• 
•• 
•• 
1 

sutton 
Lake of the 

103 205,488 10 9 22 56 3 

• Rivers 
Stonehenge 
Willow Bunch 

72 
73 
42 

165,695 
245,354 
249,316 

15 
6 

25 

5 
1 
9 

18 
36 
40 

39 
55 
26 

23 
'2 
•• 

Of the best type of land viz - Land Class V, earon 

has 38 per cent as compared with only one per cent in Lake J'ohnstone 
I 

None of this 'excellent wheat land is found in 11heatlands, Hillsborough 

Rodgers, Elmsthorpe or Willow Bunch. When:the 

two upper land classes, 1. e, - Land Class IV and V are combined 

1\ • II
(1) Prel1minary Report, July 1938, p. 16 
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sutt~n comes fir.t with 59 per cent of its area classified as 

better than the average for wheat production. (Land Class III 

considered as average land.) Stonehenge follows a close second 

with 57 per cent, Lake of the Rivers next With 52 per cent and 

Hillsborough comes last with only four per cent.of its area 

having a rating better than the average for wheat production. 

In Table IV the twelve municlpalitlesare divided into 

.two groups A and B, on the basis of their long. time average 

productivity in bushels of Wheat for sale per quarter section of 

land. 

Table IV TWELVE RURAL MUNICIPALITIES SOUTH CENTRAL SASKATCHEWAN 
ARR.ANGED ACCORDING TO AVERAGE PRODUCTIVITY PER QUARTER 
SECTION AND l\lITH COP-RESPONDING PERCENTAGES OF THEIR 
AREAS IN LAND CLASS I AND II. 

Rural Municipality R.M Average productivity Percentage of 
No per quarter section. total, area in 

Land Classes 
(bushels) I and II 

Stonehenge 
Lake of the Rivers 
sutton 
Caron 
Lake Johnstone 
Balldon 
Willow Buneh 

Elmsthorpe
Rodgers
Terrell 
Wheatlands 
Hillsborough 

73 
72 

103 
162 
102 
131 

42 

100 
133 
101 
163 
132 

719 
702 
689 
601 
573 
567 
555 

Gro1.yrB· <1m 

475 
408 
407 
345 
266 

7 
.20 
19 
41 
32 
41 
34 

52 
61 
63 
79 
91 

~. Group A - R. ]41 s with less than 50 per cent or their 
area in Land Class&e" land II 

<1m; Group B - R. 11' s with more than 50 per cent ot their 
area in Land C1ass~ I and II 
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GrOUP A includes all those municipali~s

which have ~ than 50 per cent of their area in Land Class \ 

land II, and Group B mo.r.e than 50 per cent in Land Class I and II 

In Qroup A Stenehenge occupied the top position 

with only seven per cent of its total aland area included in Land 

Class I and II, and having an average productivi~ of 719 bushels 

per quarter. Willow Bunch comes last in this group with34 per 

cent of its area in Land Class I and II having an average 

productivity of 555 bushels per quarter. It will be noticed 

that both Be.i1don and Caron haves higher percentage of their 

land in Land Class I and II than Willow Blmch and yet have a higher 

average productivi~ per quarter. This is explained by the fact 

that th~ both contain a fair percentage of the heavy 5011 types 

which tend to augment the average productivi~ per quarter for 

the whole municipality. Elmsthorpe in the Group B has justa little 

more than one-half or 52 per cent of its area classed as Land Class 

and II. Its average productivity per quarter ls 475 bushels 

which is just at the upper limit of Land Class II. Hillsborough 

occupies the last pos1tionwith 91 per cent of its land being 

classified as I and II for wheat 'production. Its average 

productivity is 266 bushels of wheat. ¥lheatlands the second last 

has 79 per cent of its area in Land Class I and II with an 

average productivity of 345 bushels, just about on the boundary 

line between Land C1ass'f and II. 
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Numerous studies of rural tax delinquency have been made 

in the older settled parts of eastern Canada and the United States. 

It is not the intention of this paper to go into the causes of t8,X 

delinquency. It is intended merely to paint out some of the relation

ships that exist between tax delinquency and Land Classes of the twelve 

municipalities in Southern Saskatchewan. 

Table V presents the picture of tax collections asa per

centage of total tax levies over a period of sixteen years by the 

agove two groups of municipalities. 

T~b1e V HISTORY OF T}~ COLLECTIONS FOR TWELVE RURAL MUNICIPALITIES 
IN SOUTH CENTRAL SASKATCHEWAN FROM 1921 to 1936. 

Group
Total current 
tax levy 

_____._(po1l~:r;:U

Year Is. 
Collections as 
percentage of 
leV): 

. (Percent) (Dolle.rs) 

Group·»
Total current Collections 
tax.levy as percentage 

of levy
(Percent) 

1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 

506,125 
478,646 
477,751 
467,487 

84.4 
115.7 
102.0 
110.9 

261,679 
211,466 
220,128 
213,886 

51.1 
Ill.'" 

94.5 
107.1 

1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 

484,909 
534,815 
548,078 
601,212 

103.9 
107.4 

97.3 
100.5 

215,540 
229,156 
243,183 
261,514 

104.8 
96.8 
98.3 

103.5 

1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 

587,253 
598,116 
487,214 
443,989 

75.7 
61.8 
36.7 
43.8 

272,804 
270,191 
221,414 
191,800 

70.5 
59.8 
29.1-' 
37.4 

1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 

331,184 
3l1~209

319,369 
292,307 

45.9 
60.9 
82.4 
65.2 

157,581 
154,268 
134,858 
146,791 

45.8 
35.4 
64.1 
50.4 

1921-28 4.099,023
1929....363,370,641 
1921-36 7,469,664 

102.5 
58.8 
82.8 

1,856,532 
1,549,707 
3.406,239 

95.0 
50.2 
!1t1.6 " 
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Throughout the period of so - called 'good years' 

i. e, ~ 1921 to 1928, only in 1925, 1927 and 1928 were the average 

collections slightly hi~her in the municipalities of the Group B. 

The Group A collected 102,;5 per cent of thfer total current levy 

for this period as against 95.0 per cent by the Group B. It.oUld 

appear, that on the average, from 1921 to 1928, the Group A managed 

to collect all their levies plus a portion of the arrears which 

existed before this period. At the same time the Group B failed 

to collect any portion of the arrears before this period and came 

short of five per cent in collecting theiI' total current levy from 1921 

to 1928. Durl~ theper10d of dry years,from 1929 to 1936, the 

Group A collected 58.8 per cent against 50.2 per cent by the Group 

B. When collections for the v;hole period of sixteen years are 

compared the Group A collected 82.8 per cent of their total current 

levy for this·perlod,\~ereas the Group B coIected only 74.6 per cent. 

It is rather a significant fact to note that during the sixteen-

year period, from 1921 to 1936. the total levy of the seven munic

ipalities in the Group A was more than tw:1ce the total levy of the 

five municipalities in the Group B. 
page 11, 

Table VI/shOWS the average tax arrears per farm in the 

years 1928 and 1936 for the two groups of municipalities. There 

was not much dirfer~n{e;hown in the average tax indebtedness per 

farm in either of the groups in 1928. The outstanding taxes per 

farm amounted to $55 in the Group B as against $52 :tn the Group A. 



- 11 

TABLE VI - TOTAL UNCOLLECTED TAX ARREARS AS AT DECEMBER 31ST 1928 AND 
193e TWELVE MUNICIPALITIES, SOUTH CENTRAL SASKATCHEWAN. 

l"umber Arrears: AverageRural R.M. Tax Arrears of farms per farmMunicipality No. 
1928 1936 1928 1936 1928 1936 

Group ~
Willow Bunch 
Lake of the 

135,699 $367,229 700 482 151 1762 

Rivers 72 
Stonehenge 73 
Lake Johnstone 102 
Sutton 103 
BailCloa 131 
CaroB 162 

20,320 
26,868 
26,Q3'1 
29,348 
25,777 
7,637 

194,937 
310,808 
133,175 
113,583 
183,576 

'75,386 

4'75 
718 
310 
492 
355 
250 

384 
554 
279 
445 
366 
285 

43 50S 
37 561 
84 47'7 
60 255 
73-: 102 
31264 

Total - Seven Rural 
.Municipalities 1171,686 11378,634 

GroupD 
Elmsthorpe
Terrell 
Hillsborough 
Rodgers 
Wheat1ands 

100 
101 
132 
131 
163 

t 36,087 t 341,992 
21,803 208,101 
17,436 80,175 
21,034 96,960 
18,851 213,363 

750 
600 
135 
280 
'IllS 

39'7 
354 
III 
257 
323 

$48 
40 

129 
'1'7 
50 

1861 
588 
122 
377 
660 

Total - Five Rural 
; Jltmicipa11ties 1117,811 1940,591 2140 1442 I 55 1652 

Total - Twelve Rural 
Municipalities 1289,497 12319,225 544:0 4237 

Hillsborough. of the Group.t3 had the highest average tax 

indebtedness among the twelve municipalities amounting to 1129 per 

farm. Caron, of the Group A had the lowest indebtedness which amounted 

to only $31 per farm. 

In 1936 the average tax indebtedness per farm in the Group 

Bwas 1652 as against $493 in the Group A, a difference of over 1150. 

Elmsthorpe of the Group B had the highest average indebtedness 

amounting to IS61 per farm as compared with 1762 in Willow 

Bunch, highest in the Group A. Caron at the Graup A had the lowest 

tax indebtedness per farm, viz: Im4: as against 1377 in 
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Rodgers being lowest in the Group B. 

Whenthe numbers of farmers in 1928 and 1936 in the 

two groups of municipa11tie.s are examined it is evi(lent~hat

the degree of abandonment is the Group B was much higher than 

in the Group A, being nearly 35 ·per cent as against a little 

over 15 per cent in the Group A. Abandomnent and tax delinquency are 

very closely associated. ~~en a farmer is confronted with a total 

crop failure his taxes, like many other current bills, will remain 

unpaid, unless he has some cash reserve on hand or another source 

of income other than the current crop. But when a partial or a 

total crop failure beco~es an annual feature, abandonment 1s 

one of the few possible alternatives resulting ina huge amount 

of tax arrears being charged against the land. 

In Table VI it will be observed that by the end of 

1936 over 2 1/4 million of tax arrears were recorded on the, 

books of the twelve municipalities. It is interesting to note 

what differences existed between the f~e Land Classes in the 

matter of te.x arrears. It is true that the better Land Classes 

in all munici.pa11ties carried a higher average assessment "Der acre 

than the poorer ones, this will be shown in ~ later table, there

fore it 1s quite possible that the absolute tax indebtedness 

of the higher Land Classes might be greater than that of the 

lower Land.C1ases. wbat is of most interest is the number of 

years of tax arrears in relation to the various Land Classes. 
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Table VII illustrates this point. 

Table VII. NUMBERS OF YEJ\..RS OF TAX DELINQUENCY AS AT DECEMBER 31st, 
1936 by LAND CLAS8~S- ELEVEN RURAL MUNICIIALITIES 
SOUTH CENTRAL SASKATCHEWD. 

Rural R.M. Land C~ass
Municipality No I II III IV V 

1
Caron 16:5 4.4 3.9 3.1 .8.0 2.0 

Rodgers 133 5.4 6.5 5.2 3.7 •• 

Hillsborough 132 5.4 5.2 4.5 5.4 •• 
Baildon 131 7.2 5.5 5.0 4.5 -,1.0 

sutton 103 5.4 3.8 3.2 2.6 ,1.0 

Lake Johnstone 102 7.2 7.3 4.6 3.5 •• 

Terrell 101 5.6 5.4 5.4 4.1 •• 

Ellmsthorpe 100 6.0 6.5 5.5 4.9 •• 

stonehenge 73 8.3 6.1 5.6 3.9 2.8 

Lake of the Rivers 72 6.0 5.6 4.6 4.0 3.3 

Willow Bunch 42 6.5 6.'7 5.3 4.8 •• 

Total 11 R. M's 6.0 5.8 5.1 8.8 2.1

NOTE: Wheatlands, No 163,. was omitted from this Table since 
its assessment was scaled down considerably in 1938 and 
hence the assessment figures of 1936 would not present 
a true picture of what took place before that year. 

The above ~able gives the average number ot years 

of tax indebtedness for each of the five Land Classes in the whole 

area as well as in each separate munic1pa11~.

Using the figures given in Appendix A an 

average annual mill rate was computed for each Municipality for the 

period 1929-1936. Then taking the assessed value of each Land Class 
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an average annual levy by Land Classes was computed for this 

period duringwhich most of the tax arrEars were accumulated. It will 

be observed from the figures in Apendix A that the total uncollected 

taxes in 1928 with but one or two exceptions, did not exceed the 

1936 current levies which were the lowest during this eight-year 

period of crop failures. Since the 1936 levies were far below 

the average levy in each municipality for the 1929-1936 period it 

was conclud.ed that most of the tax arrears on all Land Classes 

wer e accumulated since 1928. Dividing the total indebtedness of 

each Land Class by its average annual current levy from 1929-1936 

the resulting figure is the number of years of unpaid taxes for the 

specific Land Class. 

In the eleven municipalities no apprecia~le

difference in tax delinquency is noted between Land Classes I and 

II, both being approximately six years in arrears • .Land Class III 

was just a fraction over five years in arrears. Land Class IV 

shows a fair tax collection record, having only 3.8 years or 

outstanding taxes. Five land has the best tax paying record with 

only a little over two years of arrears. The ability of Land 

Class V, which 1s comprised of Regina and scePtre~'~lays, to produce 

crops in this area even under extremely dry conditions is well 

illustrated in the above table. or all the municipalities Caron 

has the -best tax paying history. It has two years of unpaid 

taxes ona Land Class V and only 4.5 years on Land ""lass I. It 

appears that some of the revenue from the bl.gher grades of land 

in Caron went to pay taxes on the lower land classes. 



- 15 
I 

Land Class/in Stonehenge failed to pay any 

portion of its levy from 1929 to 1936 being over eight years in 

arrears and almost two and one-half years more than the average 

for the whole area. Land Class II in Lal:e Johnstone ahad 7.3 

years of outstanding taxes which was one .and one half years more 

than the average for this Land Class in the whole area. Next 

to Caron sutton had a very good record of tax collections. Its 

Land ~Class I was 5.4 years in arrears which was less than the 

average for the group. aand Class II in sutton was the least 

behind in taxes having only ~.8 yea-rs of arrears or exactly two 

years less than the average for this class. In the same 

IlUnicipality Land Class IlL, was 3.2 years in arrears, just a small 

fraction of a year under Caron the Best in this group. Land 

Class IV was 2.6 years in arrears as against two years in Caron and 

sutton's small portion of Land Class V had only one year of tax 

arrears, a record which was only equalled by the same land class 

in Baildon. 

Another comparison of tax delinquency between 

the, land classes is the ratio that tax ar-r-ear-s bear to the assessed 

value. Table VIII presents the percentage tax delinquency is or 
the asressed value by land classes for all parcels other than those 

with nominal assessment for pasture lease taxation purposes, 

:"~sudh 1and being aSsessed at $2.00 an acre. 
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Table VIII PER CENT TJ1;X IIIDEBTEDNESS AS AT DECEMBER 31, 1936, 
AS OF ASEESSED VALUE BY LAND CLASSES, TWELVE 
RURAL MUNICIPALITIES SOUTH CENTRi\.L SASKATCHEilIAN (1) 

Land Class No of parcels Tax Indebtedness as a 
percentage of' assessed value. 

I 3555 10.7 

II 1859 10.1 

III 4042 a.G 
IV 3461 6.3 

V 876 2.9 

All classes 13793 7.6 

The ratios follow the same order as those in Table VII which 

expersses tax indebtedness in number of years. Indebtedness on 

Land Class I amounted to 10.7 per cent or the aasessed value and 
wheat 

on the excellent/land 2.9 per cent. 

o p

(1) Preliminary Report. July 1938 , p47. 
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RELiEF INDEBTEDNESS 

During the widespread drouth in southern Saskatchewan 

which began in 1929 the Provincial and Dominion Government have 

borne a large share ot re1iet costs of the rural municipalities tount 

in the drought area. Seed grain fodder as well as direct relief were 

supplied to the needy families. Table IX indicates the amount of 

outstanding government and municipal relief per farm as well as per 

capita:.> at the end of 1936. 

TABLE IX - TOTAL OUTSTANDING RELIEF/_DECEMBER 31ST 1936, TwELVE RURAL 
MUNICIPALITIES, SOUTH CEl'I'IRAL SASKATCHEWAN. 

Rural 
Mu.n1cipality 

B.M.. 
No. 

",..J 

Total 
relief 

(1) 
Ho.o£ 
farms 

Popu
1ation 

Average 
per

farm 

Average 
per

capita 

Group A-
Willow Jjunch 
Lake of the Rivers 
Stonehenge . 
Lake Johnstone 
Sutton 
Ba11don 
Caron 

42 
72 
73 

102 
103 
131 
162 

1652,452 
256,493 
751,909 
203,612 
404:,213 
281,611 
122,717 

482 
384 
554 
279 
445 
366 
285 

2446 
1429 
2557 
1197 
18'71 
1421 
1053 

11354 
668 

1357 
730 
908 
769 
431 

1268 
179 
294: 
1'7021. 
198 
11'7 

Total -Seven Rural 
Municipalities 12673,007 2795 11,974: I 966 

Group B 
Elmsthorpe 100 t 514,588 397 2023 11296 $254 
Terrell 101 340,761 354 1610 963 212 
Hillsborough 132 94,265 111 4'1.S 84:9 199 
Rodgers 131 217,161 257 998 845 218 
Wheat1ands 

J,444,944
163 278,169 323 991 861 281 

Total: Five R. MJs 1442 6095 11002 $237 
Total: 11",e1::v-e B. )[.' s 17 951 423'1 18 069 9'72 228 

(1) Annual Reports: Saskatchewan 'uepartment of Municipal 
Affairs. 

The average relief debt in Group A was 1956 per farm and 

1223 per capita, whereas in Group B it was 11002 per farm and 123'7 

per capita. Thus when the groups asa whole were considered the 

average relief' indebtedness was about 150 per farm and t15 
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per capita more in the Group B than in the Group A, but with

individual municipalities this is not the case. Of the twelve 

municipalities Stonehenge of the Group A had the highest 

indebtedness per farm amounting to $1357, and the highest 

per capita amounting to $294. Caron in the Group A had the 

best record with relief indebtedness of oniy $431 per farm 

and $117 per capita. It is interesting to note that Stonehenge 

with its highest average productivity per quarter was the 

highest in per capita relief indebtedness and third highest 

in relief indebtedness per farm. On the other hand Hillsborough 

with the lowest average productivity per quarter showed the 

lowest average indebtedness per farm as well as per capita in 

Group B. This may be attributed to an abundance of grazing land 

which resulted in more cattle being kept in the municipality 

thus providing the farmers with at least some revenue when 

their wheat crops failed. 

VARIATIONS IN ASSESSMENTS 

There may be two kinds of variations in assessments 

viz. - equitable and inequitable. There are those variations 

which are justified on the basis of physical and economic 

factors i.e., better grades of land should carry a higher 

assessment than the poorer grades. Similarly land located 

close to a market should be assessed higher than land of similar 

quality farther away from the market and so forth. Such 

variations may be classed as equi table. There are many 

variations, however, which cannot be explained on the basis 

of either physical or economic factors. Such variations in 



- 19 

assessments would be classed as inequitable variations. Numerous 

appeals against tuo high an assessment indicate that such 

inequalities do exist. The above statements will be substantiated 

by Tables presented later based on data fromthe twelve municipalities. 

At this time. it may be in order to present a brief outline of the 

history of assessment in Saskatchewan. 

!!'!SfORYOF •ASSESSMENT IN· SASKATCHmVAN C.1.'>

I'tln 1905 the local government units consisted of two 

ferms" town and rural municipalities. We find the following 

provision in Section 127 of Municipal Ordinance as to method or 
assessing land: 

In Assessing vacant grounil or ground used as 
a tarm, garden or nursery•••• the value of each parcel ot 
vacant ground shall be that at which sales of it can 
be reasonably expected during the current year; the 
assessor shall value it as if held for farming or gardening 
purposes with such percentage added as the situation of 
the land may reasonably call for and such vacant land 
whether surveyed into lots or not if unsold as may be 
entered on the assessment roll as so much of the original 
lot or section as the case may be••••••••••••• tf 

"(2) Except in the case of mineral lands hereafter 
,rovided for land shall be estimated at its relative value as 
compared with the balance of the land in the municipality;
Provided that no lands shall in a rural municipality be 
assessed at a less valuation than $2.00 per acre." •••••••••• 

(1) The writer is ind eb1l3d to Mr.T. H. Freeman, of the 
Saskatchewan Assessment Commission who supplied the 
material for this section. 
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The Rural Municipality Act of 1908-09 

replaced the ordinance of 1905 and provided for appeals against 

unfair ( assessments. Ta.x levies were not made on assessment, 

however, but at a uniform rate of not more than six and one 

quarter cents per acre on farm land. 

In 1912-13 for the first time in Saskatchewan a 

prOVision was made for the assessing of farm land at a certain 

value. 

tt252a. Land. shhll be assessed at its actual 
cash value exclusive of any increase in 
such value caused by the erection of a~
building thereon or by any other expenditures
of labour or capital." 

Provision was also made for the levying of taxes on 

the assessed value of farm land. 

In 19l6bhe Patriotic Tax was introduced which was to 

be levied at the rate of one mill on the assessed value of all 

property in the municipaChity. After the world War this tax was 

~hanged to what we know now as the Public Revenue Tax. 

The Rural Mun1ciali~ Act was again consolidated in 

1917 and the method for assessing the rural land was outlined 

in the following provision: 

"225 (1) Land shall be assessed at its fair 
actual value, exclusive of any increase 
insaah. value caused by the erection of . 
buildings thereon or by any other expenditures 
of labour or capital. In case the value at 
which any specified land has been assessed 
appears to be more or less than its true value, the 
amount of the assessment shall nevertheless not be 
varied on appeal, if the value at which it is 
assessed b ears a fair and just proportion .. . 
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to the value at which lands in the immediate 
vicinity of the land in questions are assessed." 

The same Act for the first time required a report of 

the assessment from the rural municipality to be forwarded to the 

Provincial Government. The return had to be made to the Wild Lands 

Tax Commissioner. This official had the power to demand the gross 

assessment of the rural municipality to be lowered or raised for 

the next year. This was a step for the first time toward :"-equalizing 

assessments between rural municipalities for the purpose of making 

the Patriotic Tax levey more equitable among the municipalities. 

By 1920 the matter or equalization of assessments among rural 

mun1cipal~ties had received a great deal of attention. The 

Municipal Statutes were again revised that year. stricker. 

provision was incoporated in the Act for reports of assessments 

to the Wild Lend Tax Commissioner. The wori "equalization" was 

intoroduced in the follow'ing section: 

"247 (1) The Secretary Tr eaurer shall" upon the 
final completion of the assessment ro11, forward 
to the Wild Lands Tax Commissioner a statement showing
the total assessed value of the land in the municipality, 
and the Commissioner shall, upon such information 
and after such enquiries as he may deem advisable, 
confirm the said total assessed value as the equalized 
assessment of the municipality, or shall fix some 
other amount as the saldequalized assessment, and the 
amount so chnftnmed or fixed shall, subject to the 
provisions of subsection (3), be the local assessed 
value of said municipality for the following year and 
for each year thereafter until the next equalized 
assessment has been made.

In 1921-22 a Permanent Assess~ent Commission was 

established to which all matters pertaining to assessment were to 

be referred in the future. All appeals from local courts of revision 

were to be made to this body- The setting up of an Assessment 
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Commission was the result of many investigations made prior to 

the above date. During 1920 officers of ,thetlvartment of 

Municipal Affairs made a survey of all the rural municipalities 

with a view of establishing equitable assessment for each 

municipality. Maximum values for the best land as well as the 

average per acre value of all assessable land in each rural 

municipality were estimated. From this data aggreia~e assessments 

were determined. Their estimates were based on ae'baul, sale value 

of land which prevailed at that time and in the vicinity 1nwhich 

~hey were engaged. 

Since then few minor changes in the assessment 

laws have taken place. The section providing for a set aggregate 

assessment by. the Assessment Commission was removed in 1927 but 

the maximum values established in 1920, except with few minor 

changes, hal'e remained the Salne to date. 

At present the Saskatchewan Assessment Commission has 

introduced a fundamental change in its poliey for rural taxation. 

It plans to reassess equitably all farming land in Saskatchewan. 

The :~'bases of the new assessment shall be the land's ability to 

prod~uce income. All assessors will be required to attend an 

a'ssessor's course at the University or Saskatchewan and pass an 

examination. The whole scheme may be summed up in the following 

quotation" 
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ftTodate~ we have a great deal of information in 
the form of soil maps and solI reports~ based 
on scientific solI research~ and economic 
surveys of agricultural industries. It is 
necessary that we capitalise this valuable 
information by setting up an entirely new 
system of assessment~ a system using analysls~
comparison and capitalization, all based on 
:the lands ability to produce an income in terms 
of average efficien~~ average production and 
normal prices."

(1) 

In the light of the brief discussion above a few Tables will be 

pressnted to show the variations in assessment found In the twelve 

municipalities. 

Table X ASSESSED VALUE PER ACRE OF DIFFERENT CLASSES OF LAND WITH 
SOME PORTION OF EACH QUARTER SECTION BROKEN. TWELVE 
:MUNICIPALITIES SOUTH CENTRAL SASKATCHEW:IN. (2) 

Rural E. M., LAND CLASS 
municipality No 

. I II III IV v TOTAL 

Wneatlands 163 $5.08 $8.24 $15.20 $19.88 $.... $9.43 
Caron 162 10.85 14.81 19.0325.22 33.47 :24.70 
Rodgers 
Hi11sbonough 

133 
132 

7.89 
7.68 

10.69 
10.00 

14.76 
14.65 

16.04 • • • 
15.17.. 

13.64 
9.90 

Baildon 131 10.42 18.518 021.8'1 26.5~ 13.2522.70 
sutton l03 12.26 15.99 17.92 22.12 23.73 .20.04 
Lake Johnstone 102 11.87 l4.~.e 17.91 22.39 24.16 18.27 
Terrell 101 10.56 13.86 18.09 21.67.. 15.72 
Elmsthorpe 100 11.71 13.61 19.30 23.13.. l6.~~

Stonehenge 
Lake of the 

73 11.37 12.20 18.74 21.97 24.4220.30 

Rivers 72 10.55 15.15 17.96 22.70 22.71 ,21.25 
Willow Bunch 42 11.74 15.40 18.19 ·21.02 ••. 17.89 

'I'he above table shows the lack of uniformity in assessment 

or any one land class in the several municipalities. The average 

(1) "Textbook for Assessors. n - Saskatchewan Assessment 
Commission~ January 1939, page 106. 

(2) "Preliminary Report, July 1938" P 45 
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assessment on submarginal land varies from $5.08 to $12.06 per 

acre. On marginal land from 18.24 to $18.51. The Gap 1s not so 

pronounced on Land Class III where the lowest value.tion is 115.20 

and the highest $21.87. Land Class IV ranges from $15.17 to $26.57 

and Land Class V has a range from $22.71 to $33.47 per acre. 

Wide and uneven variations also exist in the percentage 

increase in assessment between land classes in each rural municipality 

as shown in Table XI. There 1s a 78 per cent increclse between Land 

Classes I and II in Bai1don while in ElmsthBrpe it is only twelve 

per cent. Again in 'Caron there is a 32.7 per cent increase from 

Land Class IV to V whereas in Lake of the Rivers both of these land 

classes carry the same average assessment. 

'fable XI PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN ASSESSMENT BETWEEN LAND CLASSES 
OF LAND OF WEICH SOME PORTION OF EACH QUARTER SECTION 
IS BROKEN TWELVE MUNICIPALITIES SOUTH CENTRAL 

SASKATCHEWAN ECONOMIC SURVEY OF 1937. (1) 

Rural h • M. Land· Class 
municipality No I to lIto III to IV to V 

IT ITT IV 
Percent 

'Wheat1ands 163 62.2 84.5 30.8 
Caron 162 36.5 28.5 32.5 32.7 
Rodgers 133 35.5 38.1 22~2 ••
Hi:Dsborough 132 30.2 46.53.5 •• 

Ba11don 131 77.6 18.2 21.5 25.1 
Sutton 103 30.4 12~1 23.4 7.3 
Lake Johnstone 102 21.8 23.8 25.0 7.0 
Terrell 101 31.2 30.5 19.8 
Elmsthorpe 100 12.4 46.6 19•• •• 

Stonehenge 73 l6~l 53.6 19.2 12.5 
Lake of the Rivers 72 43.6 18.5 26~4 .0.0 
Willol'(,J3unch42 31.2 18.1 15.6 •• 
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Table XII ASSESSED VALUE PER ACRE OF DIFFERENT LAND CLASSES 
BY YEARS OF ASSESSMENT TWELVE RURAL mJNICIPALITIES 

SOUTH CENTRAL SASKATHCEWAN. 

Rural R. M Land Classes 
municipality No Total 

II. III IV 
aasessedr 1923-1924 

Caron 162 14.81 19.03 $25.22 133.47$24.70 
Hillsborough 132 10.00 14.85 15.17 •• 9.90 
Baildon 131 18.51 21.8726.57 33.,2522.'70, 
sutton 103 15.99 17.92 22.1;2 23.7320.0,4,
Stonehenge '73 12.20 18.74 21.97 24.42 J20.30 

'10.52 $14.30 fIB .4.-4 $22.21 $28.72 119:53 

lear assessed: 1927,1928 and 1929 

Lake Johnstone 102 $11.87 $14.46 $17.91 $22.39 $24.16 $18~27:
Terrell 101 10.56 13.86 18.09 21.67.. 15.72 
Elmsthorpe 100 11.71 13.61 19.30 23.13 •• 16;.93 
Lake of the 
Rivers 72 15.15 
Willow unch 42 15.40 
'fotal': ·5 R.M' s 14.50 

Year Assessed: 1930 and 1936 
Wheat1ands 163 15.08 18.24 ~15.20 $19.88 t 9.4~
Rodgers 133 7.89 10.69 14.'76 1~8~.~04~·_..........__ 13.64, 
Total: .2 R.Mts -- 16.48 $9.46 t14.98 f18.96 •• 1'll:53 

,22.71 

Per cent de~rease
from 1927 1929 42.6 34.8 18.1 14.5 ••

,{to 1930-36 

In Table XII the municipalities are grouped Lrrto 

periods according to year of the last known assessment. '.Lne year 

groups are arranged in the following order, 1923-24; 1927~.29; and 

1930-36. Five municipalities still carry their original assessment 

of 1923-24, five were reviwed in 1927-29 and two since 1930. 
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In the municipa1i~s assessed between 1923 and 1929 no significant 

difference 1s noted between average assessments of the same land 

elasses but a sudden decrease in assessment ~alues is observed 

in the evaluation of all land classes after 1930. The drop :from 

1927-29 to 1930-36 assessments is proportionally highest on Land 

Class I, being 42.6 per cent, and least on Land Glass IV, 

where it is 14.52 per cent. The average assessment on all land 

classes was reduced by 36.0 per cent. 

Table nII ASSESSED VALUE PER ACRE OF DIFFERENT LAND CLASSES 
ASSESSED BY THE S.AliE ASSESSOR Bur A.T TWO DIFFERENT 
PERIODS. 

Period Land Class 

I II III IV TOTAL 

1927-29 t11.87 $14.46 $17.91 $22.39 $16.66

1930-36 7.89 10.69 14.76 18.04 12.84

Percentage
decrease from 
1927-1929 35.6 26.1 17.8 19.5 22.9 

to 1930-36 
.' '~"~~'-

The above table shows assessments of two adjoining municipal

ities assessed by the same assessor in two consecutive years, viz

1929 and 1930. The decrease on Land Class I is about one-third 

and on Land Class V about one-fifth from 1929 to 1930 assessments. 

There is about twenty.five per cent decrease in the average value 

per acre of all land classes within one year. It will be recalled 
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that 1929 and 1930 were the first two years of drought. in the 

southern part of the Province. In addition prices for wheat fell from 

about $1.50 per bushel in July 1929 to about 60 cents in December 

1930. From the above Table it appears that it took two years 

of unfavorable agricultural conditions to have a marked influence 

on land values. The compariosns in the above '.tables show the 

weakness in a method af assessment based on sales value - a value 

of unstable character. It 1s readily seen how assessments based 

on sales value of land in a certain year may soon become out of 

line with normal value, (if normal value is to be based on 

average production and average prices over a period of year.s). 

Land values are subject to wide fluctuations from time to time 

and any assessments made during periods of prosperity or 

depressions are bound to be either too high ortoo low, when 

compared with the long ttime normal value. For local taxation 

purposes the mill rate can be adjusted but inequalities will 

arise out of PUblic Revenue Tax levies, where municipalities 

assess their land according to sales value. 

Several Tables are presented in which 

absolute variations will be shown. However, since distance from 

market was one of the factors considered in the past assessments, 

its significance should not be disregarded. 
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TABLE XIV AVERAGE ASSESSED VALUES OF LAND PER QUARTER 
SECTION FOR SEVEN RURAL MUNICIPALITIES ARRANGED 

ACCORDING TO DISTANCE FROM TOWN BY LAND CLASSES 
ECONOMIC SURVEY OF 1936 (1) 

Miles Land Class 
from town I II III IV V Total 

0 to 3 $1682 12183 t2844 $3319 $4326 $2644 

4 to 8 1638 2108 2727 3581 4261 2559 

9 and over 1490 1800 2472 2943 4300 1984 

All distances $1591 $2007 $2711 $3316 $4291 $2-377 

The above table shows the relationship between distance 

from market and assessments per quarter section by land classes 

in the seven municipalities surveyed in 1936. On Land Class I 

the difference 1s around $200 between parcels near town and 

those over 'nine miles away. The difference is $383 for the 

same distance on Land Class II, $372 on Land ~lass II and 1376 

on Land Class IV. It may be stated then, that on none of the land 

classes the difference due to distance from town exceeded kOO 

It 1s also assumed here that relationship between assessments and 

distance from market which existed in 1936 area holds true for 

-
111 Data taken from "Preliminary Reportn on summary of

progress made in Connection with the 1936 stUdy.
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for 193'7 area, both being adjacent areas and,l1ite similar with 

respect to economic and physical factors. The fact is recognized 

that some of the variations shown below are partly due to 

distance from town but many variations cannot be explained 

in the light of any facts. 

Table XV VARIATIONS IN ASSESSMENTS OF 1927-1929 PER QUARTER 
SECTION WI'lHIN FOURW:PEB.:....LANDCLASSES FIVE RURAL 
MUNICIPALITIES SOUTH CENTRAL SASKATCHEWAN(1) 

Class Land Class 
Interval II III IV 

Number of parcels 

$1000-1199 
1200-1399 

1400- 1599 
1600-1799 
1800-1999 
2000-2199 
2200-2399 
2400-2599 
2600-2799 
2800..:2999 
3000-3199 
3200-3399 
3400-Z599 
3600-3799 
3800-3999 
4000-4199 
4200-4399 
4400-4599 
4600-4799 

3 
16 
51 
53 
77 
68 
91 

101 
66 
82 
41 
44 
14 

5 

4 
1 
5 

43 

44 
77 

123· 
2€lS; 
234 
313 
229 
169 
271 

65 

..

2 

14 
51 
73 

107 
144 
215 
130 

86 
11 
15 
"23 

(1) All fractional parcels as well as those 
with nothing broken were eliminated from 
this table. 
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In Table 'XV the wide range of variations 

within Land Classes II In and IV will be noted. The assessments 

of 1927-1929 are used during which the sales value of land 

did not change appreciably. The assessment on Land Class II 

varies from $1000 to t3800 per quarter, a spread of $2800 

Even if the two lov/est and the two highest class intervals 

are elininated the range still varies from $1400 to $3400 

giving a spread of $2000. If an allowance of $200 is made for 

those parcels which are nine miles and over away from a shipping 

point there still remains a spread of $1800. Part of this 

spread may be attributed to the upper and lower limits in 

assessment in any one land class. There are those marginal ~ters

in the lower limit that have a productivi~ of 350 bushels and 

those of the upper limit with 475 bushels while the bulk 

of them have a varying productivity somehwere between these two 

limits. The same is true of all other land classes. Oonsequently 

so1J).e variei.tion in assessments must be allowed for within any 

land class but if the increase in assessment is to be proportional 

to productivity it 1s readily observed that such is not the case 

with the assessments of 1927-1929 shown in Table XV. The Spread 

on Land Class II is from $1000 to $3800 per quarter, on Land 

Class III from $2000 to $4800. Eliminating the few cIa 

cases from the upper and lower limits of the distribution of these 

three land classes there are still the bulk assessments varying 

from $1200 to $3600 per quarter on Land Class II, from $1600 

,to $4000 on Land Class III and from $2400 to $4800 on Land Class IV. 



- 31 

~hedovetailing of assessments between tese three land classes is 

also interesting. On Land Class III 96.3 per cent of assessments 

are in the same range as those on Land Class II. Almost 70 per 

cent of assessments on Land Class IV are in the same range as those 

found on Land Class II, 84.5 per cent of them being in the same 

range as Land Class III. 

Table XVI Variations in Assessments per,"QuarterSection on Two 
of the Major SolI Types. All Level Topography for Parcels 
Having over 155 Assessed Acre~ and Over 150 Acres 
Broken by Years of Assessment. 

\, Numb"erofParcels 
Class Haverhill LQam "" Haverhill clay loam and 
interval Years of a.ssessment Haverhill clay loam to loam 
(Dollars) 1923-24 1927-29, Yearsofassessment 

,'1923-24 1927-29 

Under 2000 
2000-2199 
2100-2399 
2400-2599 

•• 
•• 
8 
5 

2 
'7 
2 
2 

•• 
••
1 
6 

4: 
3 

•• 
2 

2600-2799 4 6 6 8 
2800-2900 38 12 9 ,21 
3000-3199 41 16 30 27 
3200-3399 66 25 219 50 
3400-3599 
3600-3799 

36 
37 

40 
89 

258 
282 

•• 
29 

3800-3999 11 14 157 10 
4000-4199 18 14 93 5 
4200-4399 12 19 31 1 
4400-4599 
4600-4799 
4800-4999 
5000-5199 

33 
•• 
••-

2 
•• 
•• 

•• 

46 
20 
47 
43 

•• 
•• 
• • 
•• 

In ~ab1e XVI variations in assessments on two 

of the major soU types found in this areaare considered, viz, 

Haverhill loam and Haverhill clay loam. Only fully broken out 

parcels on level topography are considered. The assessment 
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periods of 1923-24 and 1927-29 are used. Theoretically 

the majori~ of these parcels should carry nearly the same 

assessed I:, value except for some slight variations due to distance 

from market or local soil changes l'J'hich could not be mapped in 

a reconnaissance soil map. The 1923-24 assessments vary from 

$2200 to $4600 per quarter on Haverhill loam~ a spread of 

$2400. On Haverhill clay loam the range is from $2200 to 15200 

a spread of $3000. 91.2 per cent of assessments on Haverhaill 

clay loam are in the same range as Haverhill loam. In 1927-29 

group the range of assessments ia the same for both of these soil 

types, viz~. from $2000 to $4600 per quarter. It may be argued 

that ten or firteen years ago there Vias not as much land under 

cultivation on these pracels as there is today, .hence onemason 

for these variations. Bust most of the settlement in this area 

took place. before the World War and by 1921 66.8 per cent of the 

total occupied land had been brought under cUltivation and by 1931 

only a little over ten per cent was added to the total improved 

area.(l) It may be reasonably assumed that even back in 1921 most 

of the level land had been occupied and broken out. Furthermore, 

the spread in assessments ot the 1927-29 group seem. to indicate 

that \vide variations on similar parcels do exist irrespective of 

the year of assessment. 

The variations on sceptre and Regina clays are 

not as pronounced as thos-? on the lighter textured soils. Owing 

to the small size of the sample the 1923-24 and 1927-29 assessments 

were combined as shown in Table XVI .1-. 

(I) Physical and Economic Factors Related to tand Use ClassifiEaUon 
in Southwest Central Saskatchewan." Publication 609.t Technical 
Bulletin No 15, Dept. of Farm Management, Univ. of ~ask.
w1thAgr1c. Economics Branch. Dom. Dept. of Agriculture coo~ii~~t
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Table zvr A VARIATION IN ASSESSMENTS PER QUARTER SECTION ON 
CLAYS AND REA.VY CLAYS OF REGINA AND SCEPTRE SERIES 
OF ALLL LEVEL TOPOGRAPHY FOR PARCELS HAVIfrG OVER 
155 ASSESSED ACRES AND OVER 150 ACRES BROKEN 
ASSESSMENT OF 1923-24 and 1927-29 COMBINED. 

Class 
lnter:fa1 
;{Dol1ars) 

3000-3199 
3200-3399 
3400-3599 
3600-3799 
3800-3999 
4000-4199 
4200-4399 
4400-4599 
4600-4799 
4800-4999 
5000-5199 
5200-5399 
5400-5599 
5600-5799 

Humber of aarce1s 
Sceptre clay and Regina clay and heavy
heayt clay claz 

2 
1 
7 
9 

29 4:
33 6
29 5
45 12
27 :"g
16 34

8 19
5'
39 

305 

The range on Sceptre clay and heavy clay 

is from $3000 to 15200 but when the four lower class intervals 

are excluded the spread is narrowed down to $1400 ranging from 

$3800 to '5200. On the Regina series the range is from $3800 

to $5600 but on eliminating the first three class intervals the· 

range is cut down to $1200 ranging from $4400 and $5600. Only 

18;'2 per cent of assessments on Regina clays are in the same 

range as the Sceptre clays. Over 62 per cent of assessments on 

Regina clays are in the same class interval, viz - between 

$5600 and $5800. 
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ASSESSMENT AND SOIL TYPES: 

The assessors appraisal of the various soil 

groups is presented in!l!b1e XVII 

Table VII RELATION OF ASSESSMENT TO SOIL TYPES LEVEL TOPOGRAPHY 
Vv'ITH PARCELS ASSESSED FOR 150 ACRES AND OVER AND HAVING 
OVER 150 ACRES UNDER CULTIVATION BY YEARS OF 
ASSESSMENT - Assessments of 1923-24 

Coarse Fine 'Blowout,' Clay sc C Regina c1aJ 
sandy sandy loams Loams Loams and and Hv 
10ams loams 1jv.C 01ay 

Number of 
parcels 63 75 28 452 1709 155· 559 

1 

Assessed value 
($00 omitted) 118 1557 
Assessed 
acreage 11189 119'77 4476 68979 272100 24357 88942 
Average
assessed value 
per acre (I) 10.00 15.00 18.'70 21.30 23.00 23.10 33.20 

.lssessmentsof 1927-29 

Number of'
parcels •• 36 82 326 732 •• ••
Assessed value
<too omitted) •• 740 1908 11188 24866 •• ••
Assessed acreage •• 5732 13089 52052 115656 •• •• 

Average assessed 
value per acre <i) •• 12.90 14.60 21.50 21.50 •• •• 

; 

Numb er of parcels 94 90 •• 129 114 70 •• 

Assessed value 
($00 omitted) 484 935 •• 3008 3258 2010 

Assessed acreage 
15004 14360 •• 20533 18111 11113 

.Average assessed 
value per acre($) 3.30 6.50 •• 14.70 17.90 18.10 
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All three groups of assessment periods are taken, 1923-24, 1927

29 and 1930-36. Coarse sandy loams were assessed at an average 

value of $10.00 an acres in 1923-24 but after ten years the same 

soil type .113 cut down to a third of its former value. There were 

no'teno\Jgh quarters to determine the assessed value of the 1927-29 

group s on this 5011 type. Fine sandy loams carried practically 

the same average assessment during the years 1925-24 and 1927-29 

--$13~OOand. 112.90 per acre respectively. In the 1930-36 period 

this soil dropped to $6.50 per acre,about one half of its former 

value. The tb1ow-out' loams of the Echo series were assessed a 
at $18.70 in 1923-24 but were reduced to $1460 in 1927-29. ~here

is no significant difference shown in assessments of loams in the 

first two periods" the values being $21.30 and $21.50 per acre 

respectively. This value was redueed to $14.70 in the drough 

period. ,A slight d1ff~rence" is observed in the average assessments 

of clay loams in the first two periods. The 1923-24 value is $23.00 

per acre as compared with 1927-29 value of $21.50 per acre. The 

same soil was reduced to tl'1i~90 in the 1930g36 period. Loams 

were evaluated at the same fgure as the clay loams in 1927-29. 

It is also observed that clay loams and sceptre clays carried the 

same average assessment in 1923-24 appraisals. Regina clay and 

heavy clay carried the highest average assessment of $33.20 per 

acre in 1923-24. 
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RELATION OF ASSESSMENT TO TOPOGRAPHY AND STONlNESS 

The degree of association between assessment and 

such physical factors as topography, stoniness and amount of 

land broken out will be presented in Tables XVIII, XIX and XIn. 
Table XVIII RELATION OF TOPOGRAPHY AND STOl~INESS TO ASSESSMENT ALL 

SOILS ON GENTLY TO STEEPLY ROLLING TOPOGHAPHY AND WITH VARYING 
DEGREES OF STONINESS INCLUDED. 

GENTLY ROLLING ROLLING STEEP AND HILLY 
stoni- No of Aver. Aver. No of Aver: Aver. No of Aver. Aver 4 

ness parcels value prod. parcels value prod. parcels value prod 4 

per Bus/ per BUs/ per Bus/ 
acre. 160 acre. 160 acre 160 

ac. ac. acr-es 
---------...-....;A;;;.;S::;.;:S:;....E-S~sBilsOF 1923-24" 
Few stones 598 $17.90 669 66 $14.40 582 3 $12.80 546 
Quite stony425 16.80 587 374 12.10 449 55 9.40 295 
Too stony 
to ,farm 3516.20509 82 1l.OO 383 92 8.'20 250 

Assessments of 1927-29 
Few stones 589 $18.60 664 71114.50 536 1 $ 7.60 324 
Quite stony915 19.40 644 731 13.50 478 72 10.80 351 
Too stony 
to farm 20 13.60 484 '80 10.80 302 42 8.60 141 

Assessments of 1930-56 
Few stones 311 $11.80 586 66 tl0.60 519 •• •• ••
QUite stony149 11.00 507 303 8.20 329 35$ 9.10 102 
Too stony 
to farm. 9 184 5.10 134 233 3.70 70 
Assessments of: '\1 oniness 

1923-24 1058 $1-7.40 522 $12.30 455 150 t8.70 272 
1927-29 1522 19.05 882 13.40 467 115 9.90 274 

H"1930"'36 469 11.505 553 7.40 287 268 3.70 74 
Percent decrease in average assessments from Topogfaphy
Gently Rollingto Rolling ani Steep Hilly.

ASSESSMENTS OF 
1923-24 Rolling topography is 70.69 per cent of Gently 

Rolling. Steep and Hilqis 50.80% of Gently Rolling 

1927-29 Rolling is 70.34 %of Gently Rolling.
steep and Hill~ is 51.97% of Gently Rolling.

1930-36 Rolling is 64.35% of Gently Rolling. 
steep and Hilly is 32.17% of Gently Rolling. 
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Table IVIII sh6ws the relationship or asessments to topography 

and stoniness on all soils in the t1utee assessment periods. The 

aver~ge aasessment on gently rolling, rolling and hilly topography 

with varying degrees of stoniness are compared. Level topography 

is purposiy omitted because of wide varistions in soil types 

round on it, whereas the rolling phases would t end to elimiDate 

these variations to some degree. For the same r eason parcels without 

stones are also excluded. With this procecdllre the above Table is 

more or less limited to loams and clay loams which are predominate 

5011 types on rolling phases of topography and with some degree or 

stoniness. Average productivi~1 in bushels of wheat per _ 

160 acre parcel is included for the dual purpose of rerlecting the 

soil type as well as amount of broken out land. In the case of 

topography it 1s interesting to note that in the first two 

assessment periods, 1923-24 and 1927-29, the average assessments 

were discounted by approximately 30 and 50 per cent from gently 

rolling to rolling and hilly topogr,aphie's, respectively. In the 

1930-36 assessments rolling toopography was discounted by approximately 

35 per cent but hilly land was treated more severely, being discounted 

by almost 68 percent from the value on, gently rolling land. Stoniness 

and amount broken appear to have a joint relationship which affect 

avera.ge assessments to a greater or lesser degree, depending on 

topography. III all the three assessment periods average productiVity 

per quarter decreases as the degree of stoniness increases and the 

more rolling the land becomes the greater proportional decrease in 

productivity is noted. 
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stones appear to affect arability to a much greater degree on 

rolling and hilly laDathan on gent~rolling land, therefore, the 

discounts given above for rolling and hilly land may be partly attribute1 

to the average amount of broken out land on each topography and partly 

to topography itself. Since a few townships in mUnicipa~lties

assessed in 1930-36 were not 9pened up for settlement until 1928 the 

apparent average productivity per quarter for this group is lower than 

for either of the other two groups. 

A further modification of Table XVIII is presented in 

Tables XIX and XIXA. 

Table XIX RELATION OF ASSESSMENT TO TOPOGRAPHY STONn~ESS ,~.ND AMOUNT 
BROKEN ON CLAY LOAM SOILS ALL HAVINGA..PPROXIMIELY THE SAME 
PRODUCTIVITY RATING AND ASSESSED IN L:ttf 1927-1929 

Amount Broken TOPOGRAPHY 
Level 

0-39 Acres 40-79 Ac . 80-119 'ac 120-160 ac 
No 
parcels Value 

No par 
cels Value 

No par No par
cels Value ce1s Value 

1 $8.00 3 $13.40 
1 5.60 12 14.00 

11 14.70 

26 14.20 
GENTLY ROLLING 

$12.80 
9 19.50 

41 19.20 
1 17.80 

51 119.30 

ROLLING 
Free from stones •• •• • ••• •• .•• 2 $20.30 
Fevf stones 1 $ 9.80 8 $12.10 7 $15.00 29 15.80 
Quite sto~ 29 9.60 78 12.50 141 13.30 199 16.70 
Toosto to farm" 10.20 16 10.60 13 12.20 1 17.40 

Total 37 9.70 102 12.20 161 14.20 231 16.60 
Per cent assessed value on Gently Rolling topography is of assessed value , 
on Level topography on parcels over 75 per cent broken out - 89.8 per Celt 

Per cent assessed value on rolling topography is of assessed value on 
'Level topography on parcels over 75 per cent broken out - 77.2% 
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In Table XIX the 1927-29 assessments on Haverhill clay loam and 

mixtures containing this soil are compared according to the 

number of acres under cultivation,stoniness and topography. 

Thus on parcels baving over 120 acres under cuttivation the 

average assessments on gently rolling land are 89.5 per cent 

of those on level land, a:discount of a little over ten per cent. 

The assessments on rolling land are 77 .2p~ cent of those on 

level land, a discount of almost 23 percent. 

The sample is not large enough on steep and hillyhnd 

to make any comparisons. There is also aclose association, shown on 

all the first three phases of topography between amount of land 

broken out and average assessments. As the amount or land broken 

out on anyone phase incureases the average assessment also 

increased. No definite conculsion can be drawn fJlom this Table 

regarding influence of stoni.ness on assessment. For obvious reasons 

there were only few parcels farmed which had over 120 acres broken 

and classed. as tt.oo stonytdJ farm! Considering parcels on all 

three phases of topography with over 120 acres broken there is no 

difference shown in assessments on level parcels havi g no 

stones or'few stnne~Jbut a drop or almost $2.00 per acre is 

observed on level parcels classed aS'having 'many st est 

There is only a neogligib1e decrease from $19.50 to t on 

'gently rolling parcels 'from'few stones' to'many stones trespectively. 

On 'rolling 'parcels the reverse is true where an increa.se in vilue 

is shown from'tew stones' to 'many stones' being $15.80 and $16.70 

r espectively• 
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Table nn. RBLATION OF ASSESSMENT TO TOPOGRAPHY STONINESS 
AID AMOUNT BROKEN ON LOAM SOILS ALL HAVING 

APPROXIMATELY THE SAME PRODUCTIVITY BATING 
AND ASSESSED IN 1930-36.

Amount broken -0"39ae - 40-79ao 80-1l9a.c 120-160a( 
No of Aver. No of Aver. No of Aver No Aver 
parcels value par- value parc- value value 

per eels per e1s per per 
ac:e acre. acre. acre. 

Topography:: Level 
Free trom'stones •• •• • • •• • • •• 13 $12.20 

.....Few stones •• ..- •• •• • • •• 32 1'7.-50 
Qui.te stony •• • • • • •• • • • • 13 15.80 
Too stony to farm •• • • •• • • •• •• 2 15.70 

.&entlyRo1~1.ng

Free tram stones 1 15.09 1 $8.10 2 *5.00 •• • • 

Few stones 
Quite stony 
Too stOIl)" to farm 

4 
5 
4 

-5;10 
6;70 
1.60 

3 
11 
•• 

6;20 
';'50 
•• 

9 
12 

1 

10;10 
8;10 

15.00 

36 t15~_20
25 lO~'90

1 14.40 

Roiling 

Free from stones •• • • •• •• •• • • .. •• 

Few stones 5 $6.30 4 19.80 1 _10.20 19 $10.-50 

Quite stony 83 3.30 31 7.40 3i' 8.80 23 10.'70 

Too ~to~y t<?~%rm 87 3.20 14 7.20 13 10.10 6 1l.~0
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cultivation A 32 per cent decrease 1s noted when assessments 

on rolling topographyaae compared l'dthtlile parce:).s on the level. 

Thus it may be concluded that in the opinion or assessors there 
, 

was a discount ranging from 10 to 23 per cent due to gently rolling 

topography as compared with the level land on parcels over 

seventy-five per cent broken out. In thecase of rolling 1and 

the discount from ~evel land'; varied from 23 DO 32 per cent. 

ASiSESSMENT .AND PRODUCTIVITY. 

In the remaining part of this study it is proposed to 

introduce a method of assessment based on the productive capacity 

of the land. This method would necessarily assess land at a 

value which would be directly proportional to its productivity in '51 

bushels of wheat for sale over a period of years as determined'by 

the economic surveys. In other \Yards such assessment would 

essentially mean a distribution of the total tax levY- at an 

equal rate per bushel of wheat raised for sale within a 

municipality over a period of years. This method of assessment 

would not tax equally each farmer's net income within the 

municipality but would tend to tax equally over a period of years 
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his gross sales of wheat irrespective of the size of farm he operates.

To determine the average annual production of wheat per quarter the

same method would have to be used as that in the economic land

classification explained elsewhere in this study. This scheme

would be aW~icable to, areas where wheat supplies at least three

quarters of the farm income as is true of the twelve rural

municipalities considered in this study.

In the further discussion of this lproductivityt

method of assessment QJ;lJ..y physical factors shall be considered.

No account shall be taken of auch economic factors

as distance from market, freight rates on grain, ruel, oil and the

like. The area of1hese twelve rura1 municipalities will be dealt

with as a 'whole. Once the Land Class is determined and consequently

t.productivity' assessed value placed on a parc~el it would be a simple 

matter to make an adjustment for such economic factors as may 

result :from the location of the particular pErcel. 

As a starting point the bench mark of $32.00 per acre

for Regina heavy clay 1s used.(l)

It has been already established that the maximUm

annual production of wheat for sale over a period of years on

this soil 1s approximately 1123 bushels the upper limit of

Land Class V. FlJom this figure preop\?rtional values are d~termined

for the upper and lower limits of the remaining three land classes,

1., e. Land Classes IV, III and II. For example, theaasessed value

per acre of the lower limit of Land Class ywoutd bear the same

relation to 900 bushels of wheat (the lower limit of annual

production for sale per quarter section on Land Class V) as $32.00

(1) "Report on Rural Land Assessment in the Province of Saskatbhewanu 
1938 T. H. Freeman, p. 14 
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to 1123 bushels and so forth, remembering that the assessed

value per acre of the lower limit of aIJY one land class is at the 

same time the assessed value of the upper limit in the next 

lower land class. 

The following calculation will illustrate 

Jlnethod of arrivin~ at the proportional assessment values of the 

upper and lower limits of the various land classes. 

!f~~O:us =--'-bUS., solving for X a val.ue of $25.60 is 

obtained which is the assessed value per acre of the lower limit

of Land Class V as well as of the upper limit of Land Class IV.

Similarly ~g!~~O - X
1123 bus. - -720 bus. gives a value of $20.50

per acre, the lower limit of land Class IV and the upper limit

of Land Class III·

Thus a range of assessed values is established down to the

lower limit of Land Class II. Since submarginal land (Land

Class I) 1s essentially a pasture land noproductivi~ assessed

~ values can be established for 1 t on the basis of 

wheat production. A flat rate of 13.00 per acre (1) shall 

be applied to all pe.rcels having less than 350 bushels of wheat 

for sale annually. In Table XX the upper and lower limits of 

assessed values for each landclass in proportion to the 

productivity 1s sb:>wn, all values being directly proportional 

to productive:ty set for the upper limit of Land Class V and the 

be~chmark of $32.00 per acre. The lowest productivity assessment 

(],) This value is Used at present by the Bask. Assessment 
Commissioninassess1ng :trazing land in southern SaskatcheW81 



-44

Tabi:e xx: UPPERAlID LO\VER LIMITS OF ASBESSED VALUES FOR EACH 
LAlrn CLASS BASED ON PRODUCTIVITY USING BENCH MARK OF 
132.00 PER ACRE FOR UPPER LIMIT OF LAND C1)!LSS V 

._-"------------~

Assessed value ner acre Land 
Class 

Assessed Value per 160 Acres. 

$25.60 - $32.00 V $4100 - 15100 

20.50 - 25.60 IV 3300 - 4100 

13.60 - 20.50 III 2200 - 3300 

10.00 - 13.60 II 1600 - 2200 

on land which woUld just come into cultivation is $10.00 per acre. 

It is interesting to note that the Saskatchewan Assessment 

Commission recommends $8.00 as the lowest possible value for 

assessing marg~al land, which would correspond to Land Class Ir. 
By using the average productivity per ac 

quarter (1) in the fotm land elasses of the 1936, and 1937 

survey areas, the average'produetivityt assessed values 

for eaCh land class are determined as shown in Table XXI. 

Table XXI AVERAGE ACTUAL ASSESSED VALUE PER ACRE BY LAND CLASSES 
COMPARED WITH ASSESSMENTS BASED ON }_VERAGE PRODUCTIYITY 
FOR EA:H LAND CLJ.~S AND BENCH DJUt OF $32.00 PER ACRE, 
1936 and 1937 ECO~TO:MIC SURVEYS. 

V $27.10 $30.67 ~2-7.80 $27.1Q 
IV 23.30 22.15 20.70 21.00 
III 18.50 18.13 17.10 17.20 
II 14.20 13.01 13.50 12.74

(1) "Preliminary RepDDt May 1937", p. 22 and nPreliminary 
Report, July 1935u , p 28. 
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In the preceding Table the average 'productivity' 

values are compared with the actual average assessed values by 

land classes. In the seven municipalities surveyed in 1936 

there is very littl.e discrepancy shown between the 'productivity' 

and actual average assessed values in anyone land class. In all 

cases the difference is less than one dollar per acre. In the 

1937 area the largest discrepancy exists on Land Class V, where 

the difference is over $3.50 per acre. It will be observed that 

the average 'productivity' value on Land Class II is higher than 

the upper limit set for this land class in Table XX. The 

explanation lies in the fact that the average productivity on 

this land class was higher than the upper limit for Land Class II 

due to reasons given elsewhere. (1) On Land Classes III and IV the 

difference between the 'productivity' and the actual average 

assessed values is very small. From this Table it appears that 

there was a strong tendency on the average to assess Land Class II 

or better in direct proportion to productivity. Thus from the 

standpoint of Provincial Revenue Tax, on the whole, none of the 

land classes above Land Class I in either of the 1936 or 1937 areas 

were much over or under assessed. Land Class I however, was much 

over assessed which up to 1929 was usually assessed at an average 

value of approximately two dollars per acre. 

Table XXII is set out to show the ineqUitable distribution' 

of Public Revenue Tax levy in the twelve municipalities, if total 

'productivity' of each municipality is considered a fair basis for 

any tax levies. Having estimated the sixteen year average annual 

production of wheat for sale in each municipality the total amount 

for sale was determined for the whole area. Dividing the total 

into the total annual Public Revenue Tax levy 

(1) Preliminary Report, July 1938, pp. 29-30 
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T_~LE XXII EXTENT OF Ai~NU.AL OVERPAYMENT OR UNDERPAYMENT OF PUBLIC 
REVENUE TAX LEVY FROM 1921 to 1936 BY THE TVlELVE RUFLllL 
MUNt&CIP..l\LITIES SOUTH CEliTR~..L SASKP...TCHEWAN ASSUMING p.N 
EQUAL LEVY PER. BUSHEL OF WHEAT PRODUCED ~OR Sli,I,E 

. DURING THIS PERIOD. 

Rural 
m1J.!1bipality 

R. M. 
No. 

Aver.annual 
Public 
revenue tax 
1ey;( 1921-36 

V{heat1ands 

Caron 
Rodgers 

163 
162 
133 

$4604 
5705 
3211 

Hillsborough 
Baildon 
sutton 

. 132 
131 
103 

1495 
8204 
7235 

Lake Johnstone 102 
Terrell 101 
Elmsthorpe 100 

4456 
4538 
6020 

Stonehenge 73 
L. of the Rivers72 
Willow Bunch 42 

9077 
58811: 
6624 

Annual 
'E Ii d t overpayqua ze .. ment or 
annual tax under-
levy P.R.T.payment 

$4145 $ 459 
4738 967 
3'721 -510 

1351 144 
5811 2393.:" 
8283 -1048 

4633 -177 
4490 48 
582t'J 193 

9965 -888 
6561 -680 
7392 -768 

Per cent overpay
ment or under
payment is of 
leiualized annual ev. 

11.1 
20.4 

-13.7 

10.7 
41.2 

-12.7 

-3.8 
1.1 
3.3 

-8.9 
-10.4 
-10.4 
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for the whole area gives an'QG,ua1izedt levy: of nine mills 

per bushel for the twelve mun1cipB...li~s. (L) 

'rhus ttl; equalize\ the incidence of the Public Revenue 

Tax durdng the last sixteen years each municipality should have paid to 

the ~ovincial Treas~ nine mills per bushel of wheat wold 

during that period. Jru1tiplying the estins. ted annual production of 

each municipality by the above rate an 'equalized' annual Public 

Revenue Tax levy for each municipality was obtained. The difference 

between the actual levy and the 'equalized!, levy represents 

the estimated overpayment or underpayment as the ease may be, by 

each municipality for the past sixtteD years. Tlme differences 

indicate the degree of the inQquality that exists between the 

present aggregate assessments of the twelve rural municipalities. 

Within the twelve municipalities Terrel11s actual 

Public Revenue Tax levy was only $50 more than the 'equalized' levy 

of 1.1 per cent. Ba1ldon was overtaxed by 41.2 per cent which 

resulted in an annual overpayment of $2400 in provincial taxes during 

the past sixteen years. Rodgers has an aggregate which 

caused its provincial levy to be 13.7 per' cent below the tequalized1i 

levy. Only four municipalities have aggregate assessments less than 

(I) Public Re'\91ue Ta,x was chosen arbitrarily for the
purpose of illustration. It is a provincial tax
paid by all the municipalities ata flat rate on
their aggregate a~essments. .
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ten per cent above or below their tequalized t assessment. 

Six are from ten to twenty per cent under or over assessed. 

Ifhe remaining two are more than twenty per cent overassessed 

when compared with the 'equalized' assessment. 

The matter of inequalities in aggregate assessments 

as between municipalities is an important issue both totlke 

municipalities themselves as well as to t~e Provincial uovernment. 

No municipality desires to carry more than its proportional share 

of the Public Revenue Tax nor should the government lose any 

of the revenue from those municipa.l:t:ties that carry less than 

their proportional share of the Provincial LeVY. 

1. sllnilar comparison of assessments as between the 

various land clases within each municipality is set out in xable XXIII. 

page 49. 

This ~able shows the existing relative inequalities in 

assessments between land class of each municipali~. ~he productivity 

of each land class again 1s the basis of comparison except in the 

case of' Land Glass I (pasture land) where a flat rate of ~2.00

per acre for government owned land and $3.00 per acre for all other 

pasture land is used. Thus the Public Revenue Tax levy on grazing 

la.J19. 1'1heD based on the_ove ra~e of $2.00 and $3.00 shall be 

termed as an 'adjusted' levy rathern than an 'equalized' leveyO' 

The dif'ference between actual end 'equalized' or adjusted levies indicatE 

an une1[Ual distribution of taxes beneen the various land cl.sses due 

to assessments on each land class being out of line with relative 

proeuctiVity. 
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Table XXIII $XTENT OFAJOOJAL OVERPAYMENT OR UNDERPAYMENT OF PUBLIC 
REVENUE TAX LEVY FROM 1921 to 1936 BY LAND CLASSES 
WITHIN ELEVEN RURAL WNICIPALITIES SOUTH CENTRAL 
SASKEHEWAN .ASSUMING AN EQUAL LEVY PER BUSHEL OF ~''HEAT
PlmDUCED FOR SALE l).URINGTHE PERIOD (1) 

Annual Per cent over 
Rural R. M. Aver.annua1 'Equalized' overpay- payment or under 
municipality No P.R.T.1Bvy annual ment or pa.yment is of 

1921-36 ta:;2J-evy. under- t equalized annual 
\. ) payment levy. 

Caron 
Rodgers
Hillsborough
Balldon 
Sutton 
Lake Johnstone 
Terrell 
Elmsthorpe
Stonehenge 

162 
133 
132 
131 
103 
102 
101 
100 

73 
L. of the Rivers 72
Willow Bunch 43

Caron 
,Rodgers 
Hillsborough 
Bai1don 
sutton 
Lake Johnstone 
Terrell 
Zlmsthorpe 
Stonehenge
L.of the Rivers 
Ji:tmmowBUIlch 

$928 
1317 
1165 
1157 

467 
733 

1832 
142ft 

316 
482 

1353 

162 
133 
132 
131 
103 
102 
101 
100 

73 
72 
43 

Land Class I 

$675 
413 
408 
318 
113 
182 
468 
364 
83 

137 
.;,,346 

/ 
I 

$675 
904 
757 
839 
354 
551 

1364 
1058 

233 
345 

1007 

267 
219 
186 
264 
313 
303 
291 
291 
281 
252 
291 
262.1 

~~~C1ass·i!42$315 
348 
368 
860 
559 
277 

1004 
1011 

66 
244 
633 

395 -47 
624 -256 
923 - 63 
452 87 

1~~~ -i32
1232 -221 

66 •• 
185 59 
512 151 

-11.8 
-11.9 
-41.0 
- 6.8 
19.2 

- 3.1 
-17.9 

31.9 
29.5 

Total: 11 RM's •• •• • • 
BandI" Class ·111 

....6.0 

Caron 162 $622 ~8 -21.3 
Rodgers 
Hillsborough
Bai1don 

133 
152 
131 

1106 
158 

1960 

1334 
238 

2545 

-228 
-80 

-585 

-17.1 
-33.6 
-22.9 

sutton 103 1473 1453 20 1.4 
Lake Johnstone 102 1659 1799 -140 - 7.8 
Terrell 101 2318 2513 -195 - 7.8 
Elmsthorpe
Stonehenge
L of the Rivers 

100 
75 
72 

2873 
3059 

967 

3170 
2936 

927 

-29'7 
123 

40 

- 9.4 
4.2 
4.3 

Willow Bunch 43 3346 3321 c,: 125 3.9 
Tota1;11RMts -6.6 

(continued 
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Table XXIII (continued.) 

Rural 
mmlicipality 

R.M. Aver.annual 
No Pl..R.T levy 

1921-56 

!Equalized! 
annual 
tax levy 

Annual 
over
payment 
et,,~

Per' cent over 
payment or under 
payment is of 
'equalized' 

, annual levy. 

Land Glass I~

Caron 162 $540 $662 $-122 -18.4 
Rodgers
Hillsborough 
Balldon 

133 
132 
131 

838 
144 

1873 

1181 
274 

2405 

-243 
-130 
-532 

-20.6 
-47.4 
-22.1 

Buutan 103 4727 4861 -134 -2.8 
Lake Johnstone 102 1735 1882 -147 -.7.8 
Terrell 101 396 427 - 31 - 7.3 
Elmsthorpe
Stonehenge 
L ofthe Rivers 
Willow Bunch 

100 
73 
72 
43 

824 
5459 
2740 
2470 

898 
5680 
2740 
2522 

- 74 
-221 
•• 
- 52 

- 8.2 
- 3.4 
•• 
- 2.1 

Total: 11 R.M's - 7.2 

LAND CLASS .•. V 
Caron 162 $3382 13492 $-160 - 4.6 
Bai1don 131 2047 2493 -446 -17.9 
sutton 103 267 288 -.21 - 7.'3 
Lake a"hnSDne 
Stonehenge
Lake of the 

102 
73 

59 
184 

97 
213 

- 38 
- .29 

-39.2 
-13.6 

Rivers 72 1574 1820 -246 -13.5 

(R.M. No 163) 
(1)i~eat1ands/wasexCl~Q2edfrom this Table.

See footnote, page ~
(2) P.R.T. (Annual Levy 1921-36) was aQ.justed for 

Land Class I. 
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It will be observed that actual levies on Land Class 

(grazing land) were by far the most out of line when compared w 

with taxes on the better grades of land. This' reaulted in an 

unusually high overpa)ment of the provincial levy on Land Class II 

(sUbmarginal land). The actual levy in all municipalities except 

Hillsborough was more than twice the estimated 'adjusted levy' 

In Sutton, and Lake Johnstone it was over three times the 

1adjusted' levy. In the case of Land \.Ilas s II in both Lake 

Johnstone and Stonehenge the two levies were the same. In 

Lake of'.thEL;Rivers and Willow Bunch the actual levy exceeded 

the 1equalized' levy by about 30 per cent. In Hillsborough the 

actual levy was 41 per cent less than the 'equalized' levy. 

Land Class III was within a ten per cent limit 

of under or overpayment in seven m~icipaltt1es.Hillsborough1 s 

levy on this class was 33.6 per cent less than its 'equalized' levy 

The levy on Land Class IV in the same seven 

municipalities as on Land Class III was within a ten per cent 

limit" of the 'equalized' levy. Hillsborough was undertaxed by 

47 per cent while three other municipaities were undertaxed by 

approximately twenty per cent. 

In Table XXIV~ page 51, a comparison is made 

between present (1936) aggregate assessments and 'productivity' 

aggregates. The t,productivity. assessments were determined by 
o 

using mid-values per acre for Land Classes tviO to five. 

(See Table XX) and the nominal values of two and three dollars 

per ere for Land Class I. No consideration was given to tother 
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economic factors such as distance from town, kind of roads, 

freight zones and the like. The final analysis of an allowance 

were to be made for these economic factors the 'productivity' 

assessments wo'ul.d be somewhat lower than shown in the following 

Table. 

TABLE :XXIV PRESENTD{1937) LAND .ASSESSMEI'lT COMPARED WITH PROPOSED 
'PRODUCTIVITY' LAND ASSESSMENT TWELVE RURAL 
MUNICIPALITIES SOUTH CENTRAl, SASKATCHEWAN. 

Rural 
MuniciP.lity 

1;Vheat 1ands 

Caron 

Rodgers 

!tUlsborough 

Baildon 

sutton 

Lake Johnstone 

Terrell 

E1\mSthorpe 

Stonehenge 

Lake of the 
Rivers 

Wi l l ow Bunch 

Tot al 12 R.M's 

R.:Y. 
jOe 

163 

162 

133 

132 

131 

103 

102 

101 

100 

70 

72 

43 

Present land 
assessment 

(193'i) 

1,675,400 

2,987,000 

1,665,000 

775,800 

4,345,800 

4,016,'200 

2,328,000 

2,564,100 

3,128,500 

4,894,900 

3,302,500 

3,934,700 

35,618,800 

~.Percentage increase 

Proposed 
'productivity 
assessment. 

1,·661,700 

2,389,300 

1,760,700 

665,800 

3,121,300 

3,863,700 

2,070,900 

2,083,500 

2,460,100 

4,791,100 

3.,251,900 

3,584,100 

31,704,100 

Per cent age 
reduction from 
present 
assessment. 

0.8 ;~ , .I 1 ~ 3 '~

.~-r ,j _ • .... I:" " 
, 

20.0 

5.'7 • 
~;....o ~?" :'1 

14.1 

28.-a ..~;~1 Ds:{;~ ;1) o 

3.8 

11.1 I ) '~' < ;~ W3J 

I)18.7 

.,4
?
_"! o 5·- ~l f :; ?;) 21.4 

_2.1 

1.5 };
) 
5'" 

U-'(f .f} 8.9 2 :if,3 
.! 

11.0 · 

.I 
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It 1s impossible to take these other factors into consideration 

here since it would be necessary to consider every parcel sep

arately. It is not the purpose of this Table to allocate 

the correct aggregates to each municipality as such is only 

possible after considering every parcel of land, as mentioned 

above. Its purpose is toshOVf the eXisting relative inequalities 

between the aggregate assessments of the twelve municipalities 

if productive capacities are to be used as a measure of tax

paying abilities and $3200 as the bench mark for the best land in 

the province. 

In 1936 of the twelve municipalities four had 

aggregate assessments ~hich were not more than five per cent 

above the 'productivity' aggr-egaties , on-e between five and ten 

per cent, four between ten and twenty and two municipalities 

had aggregates over twenty per cent above the 'productivity' 

values. One municipality was actually a little over five 

per cent below its , productivityt value. 

April 1939 
M. M. B 
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1. In areas where wheat supplies over 80 per cent of 

gross farm revenue taxes amounted to 16 to 20 per cent of the 

farm cash expenses on one-half section fa.rms and from ]2 to 15 per cent 

on one section farms during the last 15 or 20 years. On a 'marginal' 

three-quarter section farm they were approximately 25 per cent. 

~. Tax coDections were in direct proportion to the 

productivity of the land. 

3. Wide and uneven variations exist at present in 

assessed values between similar land classes in different municipa~~e

ities as well as between the various land classes within the munic

ipa11ties. These variations tend to be ironed out, howeve/\, when ---/ 
the assessments of each land class, throughout the area are all 

averaged together. The average assessments for Land Classes II to 

V taken over a la;;ge area seem to bear a c.Loae relationship to 

their average productivity. 

4. There was a lack of uniformity in the assessments 

made by the same assessors in two different periods. 

5. There was a wide range in assessed values ot parcels 

having similar physical and economic characteristics. 

6. The(~omparat1ve' method of assessment based on 

sales values of land will always ~~§~~ inequaities in assessments 

between ta) individual parcels, (b) various land classes; (c) aggregate 

assessments of municipalities. 

7. If the present 'bench mark' of $32.00 per acre is to 

constitute the maximum assessed value for the best land in 

saskatchewan many of the present aggregate municipal assessments 
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would have to be scaled down which would result in a decreased 

total Public Revenue Tax levy on rural land, unless the 

present mill rate is raised. The reduction for the twelve 

municipalities amounted to approximately eleven per cent. 

8. The fproductiVityf' method of assessment as 

outlined in this study, would be applicable to areas "INhere wheat 

growing 1s the major enterprise and would essentially mean 

a tax at a uniform rate on the estimated average gross sales of 

wheat (or the estimated potential capability of producing same) 

of a ~ter section over a long period of years. 

.APRIL 1939 

MMB 

,
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