862

Charlotte M. Hall owuoed n lot
near the corner of L and First
gtreets, which Mr. Clute valued at
$5901), The owner wanted to find a
purchaser at that price.

John Bquiresownped a lot in block
20, plat D, which was valued st
$9550. Last year the valuation was
$2600. Mr. Squires didn’t thinok
Clute was justitied in jumping the
value up to that extent.

Mrs. Sarah T. Duncan objected to
the vuluation of $6900 on her lot on
Seventh East Street. The tax this
year was $27.60, ns against $4.80
iast year. She had vot been able to

.getan offer of over 35000 for the
place.

Wmn. J. 8ilver oljjected to the ex-
cessive valuation of his property on
North Temple Street. ast year it
was valued at $1000, while this year
it was $3400, while the county valued
it at $3200. Mr. Silver stated that
he was not:anxious to sell out, but
if the assessor would take the prop-
erty at his own valuation he would
let him have it.

Henry Ruiser thoughl Clute’s
valuation of $24,100 oo hils property
in block 47, plat A, was aitogether
too Ligh. The county valuation
was under $10,000. '

Mrs. Mary E. Smiley thought
Clute’s valuations at $11,500 on her
lot, 2¢x10, fu block 39, plat A, was
excessive.

Mrs. E. Tremayne stated thai the
tax upon her property on Bouth
Temple 8treet was double what it
was last year. 8he was a widow,
and besides thls heavy tux, had to
pay special taxes for water mains
which were of no earthly benefit to
her, $40 for street sprinkling and
special school taxes. She asked for
some reduction.

Richarnls Brothers’ Main Btreet
property was valued at $74,1u0 by
Clute, while the county assessor
made it $533,000. The owners
thought Clute was too high on some
of the property.

B. G. Raybouli’s property was
valued by the city at $94,000, while
the county valuation was $72,000.
Mr. Raybould thought the county

aspessment was high enough.

Jos Baumgarten owned & piece of
property in the Twellth Ward and
another in the Seventeenth Warg,
which were valued at 321,400, while
the county valuation was $19,000.
He thought the county assessir’s
valuation was too high, but Clute’s
figures were unreasouable.

The folluwing perso i asked to
have their (axes remitted bucause
of their inability to pny: Thomas
Horne, Eleventh Ward, $11.76; Mra.
E. Decker, Sixteenth Ward; Eliza
J. Jones, Twelfth Ward, $8.40; Mrs.
L. Robinson, Elighth Ward, $27.20;

Mrs. Matilda Counsell, Sixteenth
Ward, $2.20.

After a wait for a quorum, the
City Council sitting as a board of
equalization, Augwg! 28th, listened
to the compliintd presented of
Clute’s excessive valuations.

The Utah Loan and Building As-
sociation followed the example of
Zion’s Benefit Building Bociety,
and presenfed the following vig-
orous protest against Clute’s assess-
ment:
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SALT LAKE C1TY,
August 28, 1890.
To the (y Board of Equdlization.

The Utah Lozn and Building As-
sociatiuu is assessed upon 380,250 for
the eurrent year. We claim that
this assessment is8 unjust and
burdensome for the following rea-
s0ms:

These assosintions were organized
for the purpose of aidiog their
membhers, by procuring for them
money at low rates of interest Ino
building houses, {(our rate being 8
per cent) and they have done and
are doing much good 1o this respect
and are benpeficial to the com.
munity at large.

To tax them, as the assessment
for 1890 proposes te do, on all thelr
asgeta, is & hardship that will com-
pel thern to wind up thelr affuirs
and leave this class of business to
outside concerns from Minneapolis,
Chicago. Denver,Beattle, San Fran-
cisco and other points, in regard to
whose mapagement little can be
known and who, inoreover, pay no
taxes and who take lncal capital
away for investment at these out-
side peints. Local concerns, like
the ope whose assessment i3 under
eongidetation, who keep all their
money here and expend It for the
benefit of the community and whose
directors and officers work without
remuneration, are handicapped by
foreign competition with these for-
rign associations, and a broad and
businesslike view shuuld bring the
board of equalization to treat home
concerns with all the leniency and
liberality they consistently can.

The county beard uf equalization
coneurred inthis view and assessed
ue o our npet earnings only $%,000,
preferring te foster such institutions
as oursto driving them out of exist-
ence. We ask toatthis board take
gimilar action in all justice and
falriiess, so that we muy be allowed
to continue in business and con-
tribute our mite to the building up
of par city and the increasing of ita
taxable property.

Yours respectfully,
Uran LoaN AND BUILDING AsSG-
CIATION,

By J. BArRNETT, President,

A. HANAUER, Jr., Becretary.

Sarak F. Barton objected to
Clute’s valuation of her property on
the corner of Bixth amF I streets.
The valuation last year was $500,
while this year it was 2,300.

W. B. Douxall thought Clute’s
valuation of bis property im plat
A, $23,700, was too high. he
county valuation on the same prop-
erty was $14,300, and Clute’s aasess-
ment was an increase of nearly 400
per cent over 1889,

biles Williams owned lot$, in
block 5, piat X, which Ciute valued
at $3,200. Mr. Williams (hought
this waB excessive.

Eilen Batton, of the Eighteenth
Ward, owued a lot on B Btreet,
which was valued at $i1.930, as
against 2,685 last year. This was
more than 400 per cent inerease, and
she objected to it.

Samuel A. Woonlley objected to

Clute’s valuation of $22,800 on his
toperty, corner Fourth South and

! Third East, ns excessive.

—

A mos Woolley thought the asses-
sor’s valoation of his property om
Third East Street, 34,400, was {oo
high.

G. A. Neal owned s lot on First
West Street, which was taxed for
$19.50, against $9.20 last year. L]
thought thie was too much of n
jump.

S. McKay owned a lot on Elev-
enth Kust Strect, which was valued
at $3,200. He considered this ex-
ceseive.

A.J. Winegar owned a lot in the
Nineteenth Ward, near the woolen
mills, which was valued at $400 8
rod. He thought this was more
than it was worth.

B. B. Bitner owned 10x15 on the
corner of Third Fast Street and
Fourth South. This was valued
last year at $3250, as against $24,940
this year, while the county valued
it at$12,000. He also owned 10x20
on Fourth West Street, which he
bought in December last for $6000.
The valuation on this was $8000, a8
against $1500 last year. Mr. Bitner
said the property was not worth
what Clute valued it at by a long
ways.

¢ Merkley, of the Seventeenth
Ward, vhjected to Clute’s valuation
of $40,500, on Merkley’s Row and
other property in that vicinity. It
was considerably more than the
property was worth.

Richard Bmith owned a piece of
property In the Twentieth Ward
which was valued last year at £1100.
Since then he had sold a portion of
the lot, and yet the vajuation this
year was $2500.

A. J.Oliver’s Jot on the corner of
Becond and I streets was valued at
$2530, which was three times tho
valuation of last year, and he con-
sidered it excessive.

Avthur Hulbert purchased a lot
in bloelr 55, plat B, in February last
for $800. Clute valued it at $1,900,
and Mr. Hulbert thought this was
too high.

George Parry owned a small lot
?ﬁ Fifth SBouth Btreet, which was

t worth more thao $1,000 at the
outside. The county asses-or valued
it al $600, while Clute made it
51,600.

hyrum Groesbeck  objects  to
Clute’s valuation of $40,200 on his
property on First Bouth Street,
netween Becond and Third West,
15x20 as excessive. The valuation
lust year on the same piece Was
$8.850.

Joseph 8, Groeabeck thought the
assezaor’s valuation of $29,000 on
his pruperty on Fourth South Street,
eayl of Maiu, was eXcessive.

Josephine Groesbeck thought that
Clute’s valuationen her lot, 2x8, on
First West Street was too high.

(Groesbeck Bros. owned a lot east
of the Bt. K!mo, which was vaiued
at §12,000. They thought this ex-
cessive, a8 they had offered it for
sartsal at 311,000 and couldn’t dispose
of it.

Mark Blazzard’s lot on  Fifth
South Street was valued nt $10,400.
Mr. Biazzard thought this washigh-
et than the surruunding property
was valued at.

F. D. Clift represented part of lots
I and 8in block 50, plat A, that was
valued at $61,700, against $18,000



