-~

83

F. Kessler, who gwns 63x10 rods
in block 84, plat A, stated that the
valuation placed on his property
this year was $5,000 more than vvef
before, aud he thought there must
be some mistake about it.

B. \WW. Driggs, ji., who owns 5x9
reds in lot 3, Lluch 32, plat E. ob-
jected to the valuation of $1600 fixed
by the assessor. The property cost
him S$750 last winter and bhe had
tried unsuceessfully to dispuse of it
for $1500.

Apdrew Brixen had two kicks
coming. A lot in block 42, j-at D,
wad valued at 34000, when it was
worth sbout $2500. On a lot 4x10.
in block 53, plot A, the nssessor’s
vaiuation was $9200. when it should
be about $6500.

Thomus Latimer’s lot jo los 8
block 42, plat D, was valued by M.
Clute at  $11,800. bir. Latimer
thought it was pot worth more than
$6000 ut the gutside.

Frank Hyde siated that he owned
71x20 i lot 8, hluck 94, plat A,
This was valued by the eounty as-
sessur at $11,200, while Mr. Clute’s
valuation was $27,200. Mr. Hyde
informed the Counell that if any of
them could sell it at the lutter Agure,
there was a hig, fat commission in
it for them,

W, T. Webb, who represevted ibe
owners of a lot in block 37, plat B,
#xid that last year the valuation
wad $2400. This year tha valuation
of the vouuty assessor was 35500,
5wogile Mr. Clute’s figures were $21 -

Mr. Clute—What is that property
worth?

Mr. Webb—Well, [ hardiy koow.

Mr. Clute—Is it lor sule?

Mr. Webb—No, but 2 portion gf
it soon will be if this valuation
stands. (Laughter.) ¥

Mrs. Hempstead ukjected to the
vituation plaged upon her property
as too high.

The following persons asked for
telief on neeount of Poverty, ete.:
Jobu Holder, Third WarJ, $5.00;
Agney C. Howells, Fifteenth Ward,
$5.20; Elizn Gaiosford, Tenth Ward,
$22.60; James Alpian, Seventh
Ward, $3; Charles Donkin, First
Ward, 22, Ann Evans, Bighth
Ward, $i2.40; K, O, Pelerson, Klev-
eoth Ward, $12; Mrs. A. N.Chadd,
Fifteenth Ward, $16; 'T. Cracroft,
Teuth Ward, $7.40. 8veral minor
protests were tiled, and the bourd

adjourned unti] August 22nd, at 8
o’ciuck.

The following comnmunication was
read to the board.

To the Salt Luke City Board of
Fouatization:

Dear Birs—My assessroent made
by Mr. Clule for 1890 is $21 500 on a
‘portion of lot 8, block 53, plat A,
The assessinent on the same pisce of
reaity in 1889 wua $8,800, so thut I
am actuntly payiug $5 in 18940 to gne
pald ib 1888, Itijs urged that val-
ues huve inereased that much. But
because a4 boum ‘bas struck our city
must the taXes be inereased to such
an extent that ouly inillionaires can
ufford to liveon the above?

I um very sorry to admit that [
am pet'a millivuaire,.apd, therefore,

must protest earuuutjy ugainst
such exorbitant assegsments.

?

Who'
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amongst ordinary folks can live on
realty valued at $200 per front foot®
But Mr. Clute will say in justifica-
tion of his agsessment it 1s prospec-
tive business property. Unlortun-
ately for iny treasury department.
there is more prospective in the
valuation put upon it than the
present outlook for business, It
may be a business block o the
future, but when it is it won’t do
me much good, s my bones will be
lying peacefully where the boomer
does not disturb and the assessor
make lite miserable by a blooming
booming assessnient. And ad-
mitting it is prospective, should the
assess0f  assess © the  valuation
that may be fair, just and
equitable in the year 18007

Angther thing why 1 must protest
agalnst this unjust assessment is that
it hag been the history of all ¢ity
governments where there has been
collerted from thedown-trodden tax-
payers ab exorbitant tax, there have
beeo bl steals made by the city fa-
thers—New York, San Francisco,
Kapsas City and numerons otber
places for instance. Now my desire
is to see the present goverunment,
eighteen months heoce, linnd uver
their offices to their successors (us
they will never be elected again)
without it baving been said that
they got nway with the funds be-
longing to the city. The old regime,
notwithstanding Judge Powers’ as-
sertion, could not steal much, be-
cauge we could ecarcely say we paid
taxes at all. - —

Liceuses, wlter taxes and other
revepues have increased one-third
ut lenst, and why the city should
want to increase the tax from $52,000
to over $213,000 iz a thing the ordi-
nary taxpayer can’t understand.

Apa taxpayer, | want ne jobs;
theretore, I want low taxes apd gqur
good city fathers wiil retire iom the
present position as pure and as im-
magulate as the Virgin Mary.

To finisb Yy present petition to
your honorable board:

I protest against the assesament,
beeause it is made on A speculative
boom busis, i

I further protest apainst the assese-
ment because it is & burden upun
the property owner that wmany
bopest people will e unable to
Carry.

And I protest agninst the tax as-
Seased 28 Lhe city ean get along very
well without it, the present revenues
of the ¢ity baving increased ut Ivast
one third.

I wili say here in closiog, the
county board feeling that my assess-
ment was too high lowered it to
$17,000. Respectfuily,

: JoHn CONNELLY.
August 2], 1890.

Ou August 22d the eity coun-
cil met a8 a board of egualization to
huvar protests agaiust the assessor’s
valuatino of property. There was
gt a guorum present and the objee-
tions were filed for future action;

Loutsa M. Johngon owned a swall
pieee ol preperty which the Gounty
assepsor  valued at  $3,900.  Mr.
Clute’s valuation was $6,800, which
ahe gopsidered excessive,

Mrs, J. L. Sprague owned 8x185,

in lot B, block 75, plut A, whioh was-

assessed at $23,000, which was too
high.

Kate Farrel) stated thatshe owned
10x10 rods in the Ninth Ward which
was assessed al $11,100, v hile the
county assessor’s valuation was $2,-
100. Oua another piece in theBeven-
teenth Ward Mr, Clute’s valuation
wag $5,275, while the valuation of
the county assessor was $3,200. Bhe
thougiht the city assessment too high
and asked for relief.

A. Liviogston owned a lot in the
Twelfth Ward which was valued at
$16,400. This was altogether tuo
high.

C. V. Speuncer siated that he
owned alotin the Twenticth Ward
which was valued at $8,600. DMr.
Spencer was willing to sell the prop-
eity for less than that.

Mrs. Sarah Newell’s property in
the Eieventh Ward was valued by
Mr. Clute at $4,370, while the
couinty assessor’s figures were $2,500.
Bhe thought the latter’s valuation
was about right.

William Haystick, of the Nipe-
teentlhh Ward, owned two lots which
were valued® at 34,400. This was
more than double last year’s assess-
ment and was excessive,

Guoorge Kilipack owned a lotin
the Twentieth Ward, upou which
he was taxed $16.50. Last year his
tax ou the sume pivce was $1.60.

Mrs. Clara M. Clawson owned a
lot in plat I which was valued af
38000. DMrs. Clawson considered
this too high and was willing to sell
it for less thun that.

The following persons asked for
reducticns on account of poverty,
etc.: Thomas Wuard, of the Twen-
ty-first Ward, $2, Hauunh Mid-
land, Eighteenth Ward; Mary
A. Green, Teuthh Ward, $14.80; A.
J. Beer, Tenth Wurd, $14; Jane
Bykes, Fifth Ward, $12,40; Thotuns
Westwood, Sixteenths Ward, $9.48.

untion omn lot 1, block 19, plat D.
The property was valued by the as
sessor at $75 per (ront foot, with one-
fourth of said rate added to 823 feet
on account of its being a corner. Mr.
Youws thought this was about a
third higher thap a fair valuation
of the property, and asked a reduc-
tion to that extent.

Elbridge Tufis elnimed that he
wis assessed twice ou the same
property, and ufler examination,
Mr, Clote acknowledged this. Then
Mr. Tuftsobjected to the valuation
placed upon his property, which
wad 34,300, when the county as-
gessment was $2,.900. He also ob-
jected to the vatuation of 34,300 on
.his merchandise and elnimed that
51?500 was all it was worth.

The following communicatious
were filed:

Board of Equalization:

Deay Sirs—The lax on pait of lot 2,
Block 71, plat A, in the nume of Mr,
Atwood, which we have Lo pay, is as-
seswed in our estimaie upon an ex-
cessive valuation. The county lax
on the same is valued at 313,600, the
oity valuation is #32,500. Your peti-
tioners respectfully request a fair
valuation t0 be mads. )

Yours respectfully,
MibeLeY & SoNs.

To the Sull Lake City Board of Equal-

w2ation:
Geutlenion—J hereby suter my pro-

Alfales Young objected to the val-



