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In this policy brief, we focus on the uniformity of property 
tax assessment in Indiana and whether trends indicate 
that assessment is becoming more uniform over time.

Assessment Quality:  
Sales Ratio Analysis Update for 
Residential Properties in Indiana 

Center for Business and Economic Research

Key Points 
• Data presented in this policy brief indicates that overall property tax assessment uniformity is 

improving—property assessed values are moving closer to sale prices.

• A closer look at sales ratios for various price ranges reveals that sales ratios for properties with 
sales prices below $100,000 are moving closer to a 1.0 ratio but are still over-assessed. For 
these properties, property tax payments more closely reflect market values as sale prices move 
closer to assessed value.

• For properties with sales prices greater than $100,000, sales ratios are moving further away 
from 1.0 and continue to be under-assessed. For these properties, property tax payments are 
lower than they would be if the assessed value were closer to market value.

• The increase in residential sale prices is likely driven by market conditions during the economic 
recovery.

• Homestead properties tend to have more uniform assessment than non-homestead properties.

• Residential units covered by county assessors tend to have more uniform assessments 
compared to properties covered by township assessors.

This research was funded by the Indiana 
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roughly 18,000 REALTORS® who are involved in 

virtually all aspects related to the sale, purchase, 

exchange, or lease of real property in Indiana. 

The term REALTOR® is a registered mark that 

identifies a real estate professional who is a 

member of America’s largest trade association, 

the National Association of REALTORS®, and 

subscribes to its strict Code of Ethics.
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Background
This policy brief updates analysis published in our 2015 report, 

“Assessment Quality: Sales Ratio Analysis of Residential Proper-
ties in Indiana” (Faulk & Hicks, 2015).[1] Using data spanning 
2005 through 2012, the analysis presented in the 2015 report 
indicated that residential properties with sale prices below 
$100,000 tended to be over-assessed, while properties with sale 
prices above $200,000 tended to be under-assessed. Properties 
with sales prices between $100,000 and $200,000 tended to have 
the most uniform assessments over time. 

The importance of this work is related to the tax and revenue 
implications of accurate assessment. The tax implications of results 
from our 2015 study are that owners of properties that are over-
assessed pay higher property tax payments than they would if the 
assessed value of their properties were closer to market value. For 
under-assessed properties, the owners have lower property tax pay-
ments than they would if assessments were closer to market value.

In this policy brief, we focus on the uniformity of property tax 
assessment in the state and whether trends indicate that assess-
ment is becoming more uniform over time. The property tax 
restructuring that began in 2008 included various changes to the 
assessment system that should, in practice, improve the unifor-
mity of assessment.

As in our initial study, we use three common measures of uni-
formity—the sales ratio, the coefficient of dispersion (COD), and 
the price-related differential (PRD).

The sales ratio is calculated as the assessed value divided by the 
sales price (Equation 1). 

Sales Ratio= (Gross Assessed Value)/(Sales Price)      (1)

A sales ratio greater than 1.0 generally means that properties 
are over-assessed; the assessed value is higher than the sales price. 
A sales ratio equal to 1.0 means that assessed value and sales price 
are the same. A sales ratio less than 1.0 means that properties are 
under-assessed; the assessed value is lower than the sales price. The 
International Association of Assessing Officers (IAAO) standard 
for median assessment ratios is that they fall within 10 percent of 
market value (sales price) or between 0.9 and 1.1. If assessments 
are becoming more uniform over time, we expect median sales 
ratios to approach 1.0.

An alternative measure of uniformity is the coefficient of 
dispersion (COD), which measures variation around the median 
ratio.[2] A high coefficient of dispersion suggests a lack of unifor-
mity among assessments. The lower the COD, the more uniform 
are the assessments. A COD around 15 is the IAAO standard. 
If assessments are becoming more uniform over time, the COD 
should decrease.

We also include the price-related differential (PRD) for various 
time periods and geographies.[3] The PRD provides information on 
the progressivity or regressivity of assessments. According to IAAO 
standards, a PRD below 0.98 indicates that higher-valued proper-
ties tend to exhibit higher assessment ratios than lower-valued 
properties or that lower-valued properties are under-assessed. A 
PRD larger than 1.03 indicates that higher-valued properties tend 
to exhibit lower assessment ratios than lower-valued properties or 
under-assessment of higher-valued properties. If assessments are 
becoming more uniform over time, the PRD should approach 1.0.

Data
The dataset used in this analysis is from the IAR data ware-

house. This dataset is the result of collaboration of the Indiana 
Association of REALTORS®, Inc.; the Indiana Business Research 
Center; and Seven Opals Software, LLC to match real estate sales 

1. Faulk, Dagney and Michael J. Hicks. 2015. Assessment Quality: Sales Ratio Analysis of Residential Properties in Indiana. Center for Business and Eco-
nomic Research, Ball State University. March 4. https://projects.cberdata.org/94/assessment-quality.

2. The coefficient of dispersion is calculated using the following steps: (1) Calculate the difference between each individual sales ratio and the median 
ratio and take the absolute value. (2) Sum the differences and divide by the total number of sales in the group. This is the average deviation. (3) Divide 
the average deviation by the median sales ratio and multiply by 100. 

3. The price-related differential (PRD) is calculated as the ratio of the mean sales ratio to the sales weighted mean sales ratio.

The importance of this  
work is related to the tax  
and revenue implications  
of accurate assessment.



© Center for Business and Economic Research  |  3  |  Ball State University  |  bsu.edu/cber

data from the multiple listing service (MLS) with property tax 
data from the Indiana Department of Local Government Finance. 
The most recent version of the dataset includes data from 2005 
through 2015.

This dataset covers the sales of residential properties only. Resi-
dential property made up about 47 percent of net assessed value 
and 43 percent of the net tax levy (including residential home-
stead, agricultural homestead and non-homestead residential) in 
2015-pay-2016. [4]

We removed some observations from the data set. For the sales 
ratio analysis, we removed properties that did not sell, had a sales 
price lower than $10,000, or had a gross assessed value lower 
than $10,000. Our intent for so doing was to exclude properties 
where we could not establish a true market value, either due to 
the absence of a sale or because the description of the property 
was likely poor. Homes with values under $10,000 most likely are 
those with either very poorly recorded property descriptions, or 
homes in poor condition or locations.

Sales Ratios
Figure 1 shows mean and median sales ratios for each year from 

2005 through 2015. (Data is available in Appendix Table A1.) 
With the exception of 2011, mean and median sales ratios have 
decreased each year since 2009. The mean ratio gets closer to 1.0 
and the median is actually lower than 1.0 after 2012. The COD 
has decreased each year since 2009, suggesting that assessments 
are becoming more uniform; however, this statistic is still higher 
than the IAAO standard of 15. The PRD is outside the IAAO 
standard range of 0.98 to 1.03. The high PRD indicates that 
higher-valued properties tend to be under-assessed and lower-
value properties tend to be over-assessed. In the next section, we 
take a closer look at sales ratios for properties selling in various 
prices ranges to explore this issue.

4. Legislative Services Agency. Indiana Handbook of Taxes, Revenues and Appropriations, FY 2016 (page 101).

Figure 1c. Coefficient of Dispersion (COD)Figure 1a. Mean

Figure 1. Sales Ratios by Year
Source: Indiana Association of REALTORS® data warehouse

Figure 1d. Price-Related Differential (PRD)Figure 1b. Median
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Sales Ratios by Sale 
Price Categories

A more detailed examination of sales 
ratios for various price ranges are shown 
for the years 2009 and 2013 through 2015 
in Table 1. During 2009, property tax rate 
caps were phased in and township assess-
ment was consolidated at the county level 
in most counties. These data show sales 
ratios decreasing over time in each price 
range. For example, the mean sales ratio 
for properties with sales prices between 
$10,000 and $30,000 was 3.179 in 2009 
and had decreased to 2.599 in 2015. This 
pattern is consistent for each price range 
and both mean and median sales ratios. 
While the average and median sales ratios 
for properties with sales prices below 
$100,000 moved closer to 1.0 over this 
period, at the other end of the distribution 
sale ratios moved further from 1.0. 

For properties with sale prices above 
$150,000, assessed value and sale price 
diverged further. Sale prices increased more 
than assessed values on these properties. 
Sales ratios in the middle of the distribu-
tion (sales in the $100,000 to $150,000 
price range tend to be closest to 1.0). With 
the exception of properties with sales prices 
between $10,000 and $50,000, the COD 
has decreased, indicating less variation 
around the median sales ratio. 

While the mean and median sales ratios 
for properties with sales prices less than 
$100,000 have moved closer to 1.0 over 
this period, these statistics still display 
a persistent trend of over-assessment or 
regressivity with assessed value higher than 
sales price. 

At the other end of the distribution, 
the mean and median sales ratios for 
properties valued at more than $100,000 
are moving further from 1.0, indicating a 
greater divergence between assessed value 
and sale price, which implies that sale 
prices are rising faster than assessed value. 
This divergence is most extreme for prop-
erties with the highest sale prices.

Table 1. Sales Ratios by Year and Price Range
Source: Author’s calculations using Indiana Association of REALTORS® data warehouse
Note: x = Sales price

2009

Price Range Mean Median COD Observations

$10K ≤ x < $30K 3.179 2.986 33.857 4,825 

$30K ≤ x < $50K 1.943 1.896 29.964 3,512 

$50K ≤ x < $70K 1.372 1.319 28.164 4,014 

$70K ≤ x < $100K 1.141 1.091 20.374 7,698 

$100K ≤ x < $150K 1.032 1.005 14.001 11,437 

$150K ≤ x < $200K 1.010 0.995 12.547 5,661 

$200K ≤ x < $300K 0.993 0.983 13.086 3,959 

$300K ≤ x < $500K 0.987 0.983 15.506 1,665 

$500K ≤ x < $1 million 0.999 0.998 18.303 404 

x > $1 million 0.909 0.869 26.283 34

2013

Price Range Mean Median COD Observations

$10K ≤ x < $30K 2.792 2.560 34.474 3,528 

$30K ≤ x < $50K 1.814 1.746 27.837 3,203 

$50K ≤ x < $70K 1.337 1.263 27.010 3,364 

$70K ≤ x < $100K 1.119 1.061 19.641 6,575 

$100K ≤ x < $150K 0.989 0.968 12.297 11,886 

$150K ≤ x < $200K 0.953 0.941 10.708 7,105 

$200K ≤ x < $300K 0.924 0.920 11.437 5,789 

$300K ≤ x < $500K 0.907 0.910 12.339 2,897 

$500K ≤ x < $1 million 0.893 0.906 15.405 714 

x > $1 million 0.841 0.834 22.897 71

2014

Price Range Mean Median COD Observations

$10K ≤ x < $30K 2.682 2.483 36.602 2,347 

$30K ≤ x < $50K 1.719 1.633 29.043 2,371 

$50K ≤ x < $70K 1.270 1.187 27.298 2,733 

$70K ≤ x < $100K 1.072 1.017 18.881 5,834 

$100K ≤ x < $150K 0.969 0.950 11.940 11,214 

$150K ≤ x < $200K 0.941 0.931 10.503 6,892 

$200K ≤ x < $300K 0.908 0.908 11.490 5,702 

$300K ≤ x < $500K 0.892 0.896 12.303 3,025 

$500K ≤ x < $1 million 0.874 0.883 14.612 785 

x > $1 million 0.832 0.844 20.086 77

2015

Price Range Mean Median COD Observations

$10K ≤ x < $30K 2.599 2.378 38.392 1,906 

$30K ≤ x < $50K 1.659 1.549 31.832 2,114 

$50K ≤ x < $70K 1.221 1.135 26.628 2,298 

$70K ≤ x < $100K 1.050 1.000 18.617 5,043 

$100K ≤ x < $150K 0.955 0.944 11.710 10,825 

$150K ≤ x < $200K 0.930 0.926 10.335 7,115 

$200K ≤ x < $300K 0.906 0.907 11.281 5,899 

$300K ≤ x < $500K 0.900 0.908 11.731 3,241 

$500K ≤ x < $1 million 0.871 0.885 14.849 794 

x > $1 million 0.802 0.830 20.884 73
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Sales Ratios for Homesteads and 
Non-Homesteads

Next, we examine sales ratios for homestead and non-home-
stead properties (Table 2). In Indiana, owner-occupied properties 
qualify for a homestead deduction equal to $45,000 or 60 percent 
of assessed value (whichever is lower). Properties that receive the 
homestead deduction are the owner’s primary residence, while 
non-homestead properties are either rental units or second homes. 

Mean and median sales ratios have decreased over this time 
period for both types of property. Mean and median sales ratios 
for non-homestead properties are higher and show more vari-
ability around the median (higher COD). The value of the price 
related differential (PRD) is higher than 1.03 each year with the 
PRD for non-homesteads consistently higher than that of home-
stead properties. PRDs of this magnitude indicate that lower val-
ued properties tend to be over-assessed (assessed value tends to be 
higher than sales prices) or that assessment tends to be regressive, 

although the decrease in the PRD over the past few years indicate 
that assessments are becoming less regressive.

A more detailed look at mean and median sales ratios for 
homestead and non-homestead properties by sales category for 
2015 (Table 3) show that homestead properties with sales prices 
between $70,000 and $300,000 have the most uniform assess-
ment with the lowest variation around the median sales ratio. 
These are also the sales categories that have the most properties 
that have sold. There are fewer non-homestead properties for sale 
but those within the price range of $100,000 to $500,000 have 
sales ratios closest to 1.0 but more variability about the median 
than homestead properties.

One likely explanation for the difference between assessment 
and market value for homestead and non-homestead properties 
is the availability of comparable homes with which to conduct 
an assessment. As Table 2 illustrates, the observation of compa-
rable home sales means that in a typical Indiana county, there are 
almost 400 homestead sales per year with which to make market 

Table 3. Sales Ratios by Price Range for 
Homestead and Non-Homestead Properties, 2015
Source: Indiana Association of REALTORS® data warehouse
Note: x = Sales price

Homestead (PRD=1.080)

Sales Category Mean Median COD Observations

Homestead 2015 1.007 0.940 18.567 34,480

$10K ≤ x < $30K 2.566 2.333 37.383 715

$30K ≤ x < $50K 1.619 1.499 31.141 1,136

$50K ≤ x < $70K 1.175 1.095 25.113 1,721

$70K ≤ x < $100K 1.022 0.984 17.280 4,310

$100K ≤ x < $150K 0.949 0.940 11.275 10,029

$150K ≤ x < $200K 0.928 0.925 10.068 6,818

$200K ≤ x < $300K 0.905 0.906 10.980 5,744

$300K ≤ x < $500K 0.899 0.907 11.371 3,169

$500K ≤ x < $1 million 0.870 0.886 14.525 768

x > $1 million 0.818 0.843 19.283 70

Non-Homestead (PRD=1.342)

Sales Category Mean Median COD Observations

Non-Homestead 2015 1.618 1.292 49.356 4,828

$10K ≤ x < $30K 2.619 2.400 39.038 1,191

$30K ≤ x < $50K 1.706 1.622 31.896 978

$50K ≤ x < $70K 1.358 1.297 27.482 577

$70K ≤ x < $100K 1.212 1.160 20.764 733

$100K ≤ x < $150K 1.030 1.000 15.740 796

$150K ≤ x < $200K 0.987 0.957 15.862 297

$200K ≤ x < $300K 0.944 0.929 21.949 155

$300K ≤ x < $500K 0.968 0.920 27.544 72

x ≥ $500K 0.828 0.802 28.259 29

Table 2. Sales Ratios by Year for Homestead and 
Non-Homestead Properties, 2005-2015
Source: Indiana Association of REALTORS® data warehouse

Homestead

Year Mean Median COD PRD Observations

2005 0.910 0.864 18.510 1.071 22,896 

2006 1.046 0.978 18.591 1.070 20,718 

2007 1.036 0.969 18.390 1.075 21,662 

2008 1.124 1.005 23.899 1.107 26,944 

2009 1.274 1.050 34.463 1.184 37,162 

2010 1.237 1.030 33.176 1.177 35,853 

2011 1.261 1.054 32.555 1.182 34,710 

2012 1.220 1.030 30.452 1.171 36,928 

2013 1.101 0.974 24.589 1.130 37,816 

2014 1.043 0.950 21.130 1.103 35,330 

2015 1.007 0.940 18.567 1.080 34,480

Non-Homestead

Year Mean Median COD PRD Observations

2005 1.099 0.948 40.486 1.302 12,285 

2006 1.273 1.069 40.566 1.270 12,421 

2007 1.210 1.014 41.443 1.278 11,564 

2008 1.728 1.353 57.444 1.527 6,935 

2009 2.088 1.737 56.841 1.579 6,047 

2010 2.032 1.706 53.006 1.498 5,438 

2011 2.108 1.815 49.366 1.466 5,250 

2012 2.032 1.727 49.217 1.462 5,078 

2013 1.790 1.483 48.968 1.397 7,316 

2014 1.632 1.315 49.367 1.365 5,650 

2015 1.618 1.292 49.356 1.342 4,828 
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comparisons. For non-homestead properties the average county 
will observe only 50 homes with which assessors can use to make 
comparable value assessments. This problem is likely exacerbated 
by the wide range in prices for non-homestead properties, which 
in practice may leave no close comparable home in a county to 
provide a market-based comparison. Because many non-home-
stead properties are either vacation or rental properties, the value 
considerations may vary dramatically from homestead properties, 
which are more likely to be traditional family homes. 

Sales Ratios by Township Assessors
Referenda were held in November 2008 for voters to decide 

whether the 43 townships in the state with 15,000 or more parcels 
should transfer to the county assessor or keep a township assessor. 
Thirty townships voted to transfer to county assessors, while 13 

voted to keep township assessor. Those counties keeping township 
assessors are Allen, Elkhart, Howard, Lake, LaPorte, Porter, St. 
Joseph, Vigo, and Wayne counties. Tables 4 and 5 examine sales 
ratio differences between county assessing units and township 
assessing units. 

Mean and median sales ratios increased during 2009, the year 
the new assessment structures took effect, and have been decreas-
ing steadily since then. Mean and median sales ratios are higher 
in township assessing units and show more variation around the 
median (higher COD). The price related differentials (PRD) indi-
cates that properties with lower sale prices tend to be over-assessed 
and that this is more pronounced in township assessing units; 
PRDs are higher in township assessing units.

These data indicate a large difference in assessments across 
the type of assessor (township or county). The median assess-
ment error is much higher among the township assessors than it 
is among the county assessors. Moreover, with the exception of 
2015, there appears to have been no visible improvement in the 

Table 5. Sales Ratios by Price Range for 
Townships with Own Assessing Units versus 
County Assessors, 2015
Source: Indiana Association of REALTORS® data warehouse

Townships with own assessing unit (PRD=1.186) 

Price Range Mean Median COD Observations

Townships with Own 
Assessing Unit 2015 1.169 0.983 33.416 1,862

$10K ≤ x < $30K 2.440 2.229 40.335 159

$30K ≤ x < $50K 1.567 1.475 28.644 217

$50K ≤ x < $70K 1.143 1.083 23.683 211

$70K ≤ x < $100K 1.014 0.960 19.272 323

$100K ≤ x < $150K 0.931 0.924 14.366 479

$150K ≤ x < $200K 0.937 0.938 11.305 248

$200K ≤ x < $300K 0.896 0.914 11.613 160

$300K ≤ x < $500K 0.909 0.941 11.183 54

x ≥ $500K 0.865 0.913 14.216 11

County Assessing Units (PRD=1.137)

Price Range Mean Median COD Observations

County Assessing 
Units 2015 1.078 0.952 24.989 37,446

$10K ≤ x < $30K 2.614 2.389 38.230 1,747

$30K ≤ x < $50K 1.669 1.556 32.160 1,897

$50K ≤ x < $70K 1.229 1.140 26.870 2,087

$70K ≤ x < $100K 1.052 1.003 18.535 4,720

$100K ≤ x < $150K 0.956 0.944 11.587 10,346

$150K ≤ x < $200K 0.930 0.926 10.297 6,867

$200K ≤ x < $300K 0.906 0.907 11.270 5,739

$300K ≤ x < $500K 0.900 0.907 11.738 3,187

x ≥ $500K 0.865 0.882 15.374 856

Table 4. Sales Ratios by Year for Townships with 
Own Assessing Units versus County Assessors, 
2005-2015
Source: Indiana Association of REALTORS® data warehouse
Note: Property tax rate caps have been in effect since 2009. Assessment 

was centralized at the county level in most counties during 2009.

Townships with Own Assessing Unit

Year Mean Median COD PRD Observations

2005 1.097 0.901 38.574 1.200 2,245

2006 1.249 1.022 39.969 1.212 2,882

2007 1.320 1.041 44.238 1.249 2,992

2008 1.534 1.087 57.574 1.372 3,690

2009 1.641 1.170 58.591 1.363 3,270

2010 1.565 1.133 55.321 1.342 3,283

2011 1.621 1.178 55.926 1.353 3,105

2012 1.542 1.128 53.129 1.329 2,767

2013 1.508 1.087 54.362 1.351 2,609

2014 1.400 1.039 47.910 1.316 2,405

2015 1.169 0.983 33.416 1.186 1,862

County Assessing Units

Year Mean Median COD PRD Observations

2005 0.968 0.882 26.503 1.144 32,936

2006 1.119 0.996 26.813 1.140 30,257

2007 1.074 0.977 24.911 1.127 30,234

2008 1.213 1.021 32.361 1.184 30,189

2009 1.367 1.068 42.427 1.255 39,939

2010 1.322 1.048 40.220 1.240 38,008

2011 1.352 1.074 39.580 1.246 36,855

2012 1.303 1.046 37.156 1.232 39,239

2013 1.194 0.992 32.626 1.202 42,523

2014 1.107 0.962 27.006 1.155 38,575

2015 1.078 0.952 24.989 1.137 37,446
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assessment quality among the township assessors since the 2009 
legislative changes were implemented.

Table 5 shows mean and median sales ratios by sale price cat-
egories for 2015. For the county assessing units, the bulk of prop-
erty sales occurred within the $100,000 to $500,000 price ranges 
where the mean and median sales ratios were below 1.0, indicating 
that assessed value was lower than sales price. A similar pattern 
exists for townships with assessing units, but there are fewer prop-
erties in the higher sales price ranges. For properties with sales 
prices above $150,000, the mean and median sales ratios tend to 
be higher for township assessing units than the county assessing 
units. The reverse is the case for properties with lower sale prices 
below $100,000, mean and median sales ratios in county assessing 
units are higher than those of township assessing units. 

Summary and Conclusion
The sales ratio analysis presented here suggests that assess-

ments are becoming more uniform over time. An examination of 
sales ratios from 2005 through 2015 shows that both mean and 
median sales ratios are closer to 1.0 during more recent years. 

Across the distribution of sale prices, the pattern is not as clear. 
The mean and median sales ratios of properties selling for less 
than $100,000 have decreased moving closer to 1.0, while the 
mean and median sales ratios of properties selling for more than 
$100,000 have decreased to be lower than 1.0, indicating that sale 
prices tend to be higher than assessed value for these properties.

The lack of uniformity of assessments among properties at each 
end of the distribution likely occurs because properties at the high 
and low ends of the distribution are the most difficult to assess. 
There are fewer properties in these categories with which to make 
comparisons. These properties are also more likely to experience 
greater variation in quality, size, and other factors that influ-
ence value, and are not likely to be easily captured by the data 
used by an assessor to estimate home value. This is likely more 
true among non-homestead properties that are more likely to 
be vacation homes proximal to key amenities like lakes or rivers, 
or rental properties affected by proximity to a university or city 
center. Most assessment methods require comparable homes from 
which to estimate the value of a home, in the absence of a market 
sale price. Thus, the absence of comparable homes for both 
high-priced and low-priced properties and across homestead and 
non-homestead properties likely plays a large role in generating 
differences between assessed and market value of homes. 

As the housing market has recovered, sale prices of homes in 
all segments of the market have increased. In addition, potential 
shortages of homes with sale prices higher than $100,000 in some 
parts of the state put additional pressure on sale prices in these 
price ranges. These factors explain why mean and median sales 
ratios for houses selling for less than $100,000 are becoming more 

uniform, while the sales ratios for properties selling for more than 
$100,000 are becoming less uniform. 

For lower-valued properties, the sale price is moving closer to 
assessed value while for high valued properties the sales price is 
more likely to surpass the assessed value, as the price response 
of a general economic recovery is likely higher on higher-priced 
homes than on lower-priced homes. This is due to both the likely 
location of higher-priced homes, and the fact that unobserved 
improvements to higher-priced homes likely play a larger role in 
market pricing. 

The quality of property assessment is critical to tax uniformity. 
Large differences in assessment and market value that vary across 
domains such as property type, location, market value, or type of 
assessor all affect the perception of tax uniformity. 

In these data, we find that the variations observed across the 
value of homes and type of property (homestead versus non-
homestead) can be partially explained by the technical challenge 
of acquiring sufficient comparison properties to construct an 
assessment that mimics market price. Further, it appears the errors 
are diminishing quickly, perhaps reflecting an improvement in 
method among Indiana’s assessors. 

We cannot find similar arguments to sustain the difference 
between the county and township assessors. The error rate of 
township assessors is much larger than that of county assessors, 
suggesting significant lack of uniformity among property tax pay-
ers who are subject to township assessment. 

Appendix Table A1. Sales Ratios by Year
Source: Indiana Association of REALTORS® data warehouse

Year Mean Median COD PRD Observations

2005-2015 1.216 1.003 34.533 1.209 427,311 

2005 0.976 0.883 27.306 1.151 35,181 

2006 1.131 0.997 28.028 1.148 33,139 

2007 1.096 0.980 26.890 1.144 33,226 

2008 1.248 1.025 35.420 1.210 33,879 

2009 1.388 1.074 43.918 1.267 43,209 

2010 1.342 1.052 41.660 1.252 41,291 

2011 1.373 1.079 41.146 1.259 39,960 

2012 1.318 1.051 38.371 1.242 42,006 

2013 1.212 0.996 34.127 1.214 45,132 

2014 1.124 0.966 28.418 1.167 40,980 

2015 1.082 0.953 25.423 1.140 39,308
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