
Cit1, Council WorkshoP
October 6,2025,5:3O pm
Winston Communiry Center
440 SE Grape Avenue
541.679.6739 lnfo.

I

Agenda

Open Workshop-Chistie Knutson, May or
Discussion

A. Property Taxes
Adjournment

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES NOTICE
As part of public policg, the City of Winston Luill attempt to
prouide public accessibilitg to seraices, programs, and
actiuities. If accommodation is needed to participate in this
meeting, please contact Winston Citg Hall at 541-679-6739, at
Ieast 48 hours pior to the scheduled meeting time.

II

III

Winstorr Crt! CoLr .r! Workshop Agenda I O.06.202:



a
C
CJ

.N

.l
(J
a
P
(.)
CJ

c)
.!
B
(J
-c.
cc
r0

(,
o
+)o
o

E
or+-

(g

E
x
G
P

oo
o
o
(,

-C

B
o
-C
aal
ll
.l,
]f,
o
P

O)c'-
o
o

a
I.JJ

X
s
Ft
tU
o-
ot
o-
(,

z
-z
satr
tJJoz
l )

<\

(
o

h
tr - I"{

.ac
o
o

-C(,
.<

o
3
o
o
o

-C

;

C

=o
U

.r-'
U
C

P(,
c'.-

LF

!_

(.)

-c.F



-

E CE!-9i

!EEE
9lo I
E 

'Sq

+
-cr
96
a!

orE
Tg

o-
Pt E-g
;EE.E E

; g;-i 
F

,st.E 5 e-€ B

q

5EtqB3
iE9
egT

I

g
oo
xl!F

o
CL
o
IL
G

o
-ct|!
o.

I
U
f
l/)
t/l
ul
U

cr
IJJ
|,
U

=o
l
o.
z
a
iru
eh
PE
(,/0lr
9ul
3d'o>I
&)*
uJ -:
O IJJ

OU
d,=ao
>a{rno<
oF
f
o
Ul
UIg
fo
IJJ
d,

3
5
UJ

-r
\
!.i+lE
H'

De
\t;W@a,

D.e
I

\l+w
ffi

-
wt
l@lq=H

I,
EI

R]
I,ffi
l@l
"=6

o

+

+

kH
o<FFr!>
?ET LL]-o-
RP-o-



aro..|g

fiq
attir'

x
F
o
lrJ
>auJi
i,txN6{eNS
RE

!'rQo

F- r- (h

Ot \tc0 r\

o!N

ol
o

3B?.'l xFl<
OF
GL.l<(4i=9ozzo<
ba
=2

=8

QF F.oa{r\l
riddi

N t\ (h,rcoo

NOOilrnaq\eq
FTOcOO<t
NOdl F. lfl
F.NaOH

frx
F

U>E
^t=2
4y3EJO=a

#^Z?az
E=ETzE

=a=;iE
&,

I
-

E,

t!

t,

s

th
UJ
f

F
ctr

o r/1 6f!q9
@otor

N

stro
tlg
9e
o(J

to

LlJx
F
Fz
IJJ
ldz
LTJo

F.sl
r\
d,

ctz
z
lo
C'I

F.
(o

t
u.l
c,

lfJoo(J

oo(oo
o
N

=(oo
co
a!

o-

E

zo
Fcl
E,(J
ttl
u.to
F
e,
UJ
o-o
G,
CL

o?nzorJao rue=
oY
a.!b'(
c€o;
p'>
"ES!tjoo>.'
*_c
3E
.o!
o5aoo
^ll
o-.}*e
o

U

t-N>Tlo
dq(JA
QLn
bD-

66
E
o-

z
UJ

u,l

F]a
x

E
l!
o.
o
ac
CL

l!
&,
ln
N
c,(n
rG|

o
aN

Zlro:)
; oiX E S5 H= 6 3t E=<?agi P E AH 

= 
H

5?;EiIEE

!i
3LFgo9
!o ;..Y = 

.rtg 3i
sJ:a
2 dF
E st=6
;gsEBln>O==+ f o3a
$ueu*



$6OiOAc)cITc>C.|.\aSS-GOg €O F. O O O r.O 6J Cti -{ r-r € !Dr,' q o o o o r-o o r.o r.o a.r o ;loosooeeL.rFr-rqcqirii+.# '+-i 'E

FI
ro
j

.rr tl o
QG'O
HEA

dc;

-rooct\oooctr<l-cO.-{OOOtOu.!<l-oooorr!oo=rooooj+d

Fa C'(yl OGtoraO
ui ll;

sl-

q
aqoa\t c'\C) \.O'+

a\l
\o
j

(J>a/.
1r_,

Z. oiIJ't = E
10 !l) 1e,

O E E 
== 

EE
E=_= _E 

== 
g=Ei6e9 E;

HEEgEgEgEE=E==
SoirHExafiHHag E

-t
FoF

F
CL

=|rI
><lrl

CLo
fgto

F
o
C'

=o
(J
=ctlll

ttr\toGI
-fa{oct



aq NN
LL

LI

",
x

Lft
D-
C\!
J
LN
(?)
o F

:{urd

I1
TN;
cD\}o
oGl

a\'.
F1

-
-'HI
ftt
;-i
iil

t

N

rt
!3
ir
:r

E!

)arl(o
i

I

Bsfir-I ah

-(o
EEf,&

Efr
8.8AO

oo
o

EEE

th
o-9
E6

i5

a
Eo
-co
@

t
co
cri

t
I

f,il

I

,lg

at
H

a
H

I
{.

+

s--ir,- ^ i ,:i

z+

il

9.

aa

G

HAv
a

,,1I
)aItrt
0
Fa
,lt
(
a
TrII
n
,Jt

E

-

] I

k

dl

\

ril
\_q-/

f6t
u?
(\a

Ito
F

a!t
ol
tt

*(\a
(\l
@t

-/

t

/

/

e..
Ya
S
L
a
u.J

oo

=I



+ -...\ R
\o \o-\o ---... ---.......r.--r DT6$NNNN9
r].S at-9. su aj g

IS$sQE!HI HLri\t\t,-OOOOT --r4 t9 t+ t+ t+ t+ t4 t4l t+

(.)q.- f,

€!
S}{b
xo_xo\ro.o!
Q- ol

EH
PHt+o
il

LUF
a.
X
F
az
oFa
Z

=
*

-o
,- {J' 7r \J,! E S; E*,-

I$i$!fi$F

E
tU
X
s

=
BoI



!t

T

+

T

o
o
x
tg
F
flL
og
oLI
o
tr

II
+,
6

--)
o

I

G
o

ooq

g
o
E
6
o
o
o
o

o+,(!
u

oo
E=OG

;

f;otoo
E6

o

=EC..ou
X

{

=

=o
-



T'
o
3
o

o
ox
GF
F
ro
F
\t
{r}
il

FI(o
a(o

F
{r}

x

o.o
rlJx
s

=

=oI

ooo
G

F

ooo
o
ro
N



IJJ

Uz
IJJ

ry
LIJ
lJ_
LL

o
L!

F--
(4
l_Lt

v

oz
Oz
)
LL

z
s
o

oP
U
o'd
!-
o-
!-
0)

3
0)a

I

ao
C)(F
!-
o

=oa
*

a
P
C
c)

E
o
o
!-
o-

E
+J
o
o
L
Pa

I

(/)
oxoF
(,
rU

o
0)
P
(U
Pa
*

P
C
o
E
P!-
(U

o
o
o
C)

.U
ba

I

(/)
o
X
(0
F
P
!-
oo
o
!-
o_
*

tJla
f$,
ZA
9Ho{
7t-

='-
ffi^ffi

8H

=o-o
-



r.
cJ)

=.O
l-
cJ)
IJ.J

a

a
Po
0)'d
t-o
0)

orc
o
o.)

-C
o
a-,

(r)
.E
!c
tr$-
P
C
o
o)

.s
C
€
l=
E
@

C
o
_c

o
(-
C

otF
!
O)

o
o_
o.
o
.(,
C;oytio
CS

=B

C
o

.C
a-)

o
o
tr
l/)
oxo

oo
o
o
(J'
c
:e
o

E
o

q-

Pc
f
oat

o)
_c
P
Pc
o
o
o.
o
LN

c
o

LN

fo-.o?
z-=
q-COc(,o
P^ ,-
o:
bs
OE
-C !r-
F r.O

c
.9t,
=U
c
o
U

cr)
LIJx

E
LIJo-
O
Eo-



on
lVeasures
5&s0
MARCH 2023

Lasl reviewed by LOC attorneys March 2023

,tl,.'

'1 s

II
m I A

) ----l
tr-_ ..

F

kague of Oregon Cities



FAQ on Measures 5 and 50
March 2023

Oregon's uurrent propcrty tax system is shapcd by trvo Oregon constitutional amendments passcd in
the 1990s: Measures 5 and 50. Prior to Measures 5 and 50. property taxi's in Oregon rvere assessed

undera levy-based system, with the levy amount applied to each propeny's real market value
(RM\'). To meL-t community servicc dcmands, each taxing district calculated its own lcvy
according to budgetary needs. Hos,ever. both Measures 5 and 50 created a rate-based tax s)stem
u'hile reducing taxable values and limiting tax rate gro\lth. The rate becarne a constitutionalll'-
tjred amount. leading to a restriction ol'local govemrnent and school revcnucs.

The follou'ing FAQ anss'ers some basic questions abour Measure 5 & 50. This document is not
mcant as a substitute lor legal advicc'. LOC mcmbers arc encouragcd to spcak $'ith their city
attorney tbr specific advice on Measures 5 and 50.

l. For Meusure 5, ll'hat are the Tat Litttits aul Compression?
Passed in 1990, Measure 5 sets limits on the amount oftax levied per $ I ,000 ola propeny's real

nrrrrkct valuc ( RMV): $5 pc'r $ I ,000 ol' RMV for cducation districts and S l0 pcr $ I .000 of RMV tbr
general government dislricts, which includes city and county governments.

lf'taxcs in cithcr thc education or g!'nc'ral govcmment category L'xcecd

thcir dcsignated limits, thL. ta:(cs arc rcduccd until the limits arc mct.
The reducrion of raxes to Measure 5 limits is knou,n as "compression."
Conrpression results in nrillions ofdollars in lost rerenue for schools
and local govcmments cach ycar. An allouance exists for tcmporary
voter-approved debt sen'ice to be outside the Sl0 timit.

Property Tax Limits
Schoo/s:

$5 per 51.000 of RMv
Genercl govemment:

$10 per 51,000 of RMV

2. ll'hur Does Perr urrutl R c for iltttsurc 50 .llmn'!

Permanent Tax
Rates

Forever set at
1997 level

Passcd in 1 997. Mcasurc 50 gal e all cxisting tax districts a permanent
operating rate limit. A district's permanent rate rvas primarily determined by
conrbining whatever tax levies existed locally rvhen Measure 50 passed.

These tax ratcs cannot be changed by any action ol thc district or its voters.
and remains at the 1997 rates. Ho\\el,er. !oters can approve a "local option
levy." nhich allorvs a taxing authority to tenrporarily exceed the pemranent
ratc limit. Local option lcvics arc rcstrictcd to fir c' 1'cars tbr opcrations and

ten years or the usetul lif'e of the projecl for capital projects.



)'ear c)'cle to prod[ce t:lir and equirable taxation. Hon'ever. the I995-96 snapshot dictated by
\{casurr- 50 capturc'd properties utcrcvcr they ma} havc been during 1h.'assc'ssmcnt cycle: asscsscd

value on propenies at the beginxing ofthe cycle during this snapshol 1'vould be set higher than a
similar pr"openy at thc cnd of the cycle. creating inequities between taxpayefs.

3. lYhal Does Assessed lhlued Dlean for Measure 50?
Mcasurc- 50 als{) sc})arated propert!'tax from RMV. As a result.
properties in Oregon are no longer trxed at their actual market value.
lnstead. taxation is norv based on a uervly-created assessed value (AV).
rvhich rvas cstablishcd by reducing thc RMV of thc property in 1995-t)6 by
l0'l'0. The perrnanent rate !,v'as then applied to the assessed value. Prior to

Nlcitsurc 50. propcnics uere rypically assessed across a couni-r- on a six-

1. ll'httt ue the Growth Limits lnrposed by illeasure 50?
N'leasurr- 50 also limited the annu:rl gron th rate o1- taxable propeny
value to -196 of the assessed value, u'ell belou averirge rate ofinflation.
By sc'tting assessecl values based on 1995-96 nrarkcl lcvels and capping
thc irnnual rate ofgrorvth. Measurc 50 pcrmanently lockcd into placc
assesscd value imbalancc's. allowing sirnilarly vah.red property to pav

dranraticalll' dillereut property ta\ anrollnts.

5. ll'hat ioes Changcd Proper4'Ratio -lleur for lleasure 50?

Created Assessed
Value

Properlies no longer
taxed at their actual value

Capped Annual
Rate of GroMh

lncreases limited to
3Yo annuallY

Changed
Property Ratio

Calculates value of
new propedies. but
creates inequities

across neighborhoods

For neu, properties or those that undergo a signilicant change. such as

major rcmodeling, ne\\' conslruction. rczoning. or subdivision, the
assessed value must be determined accolding to the changed propert)'
ratio (CPR) statutes. ORS 308. 149 to 308. 166. The ne* assessed value
is determincd by applying ii ratio olithc assessed value to thc n.tarket

value ofall existing properly within the sanle class (residential,

commcrcial, industrial- or multitamily) in cither ttre city or the county to
the improved or changcd propert-y.

ln lnost ofthe sratc. tlte ('PR is calculated on a county-uide basis. resr.rlting in signiticant inequities
across neighborhoods. Since the pasvrge of HB 208t1 (201 7), cities in Multnomah County can elect
to calculate CPR on a city-widc basis instead of thc county-wide basis, providcd the' city passcs an

ordinance or resolution as required by Section 2 of the Act. Or Larvs 20 I 7. Ch 4 l4 \ 2.

6. l|hal is Contpression Lhder,lleasure 5 and 50?
To detemrine a propcrty's tax obligation each year. the assessed value

created by Measure -50. and the RMV tax limits created by Measure 5. are

calculated for each propefiy. When a property's assessed taxes exceed the
Measure 5 limit. the tax obligation is reduced - or "compressed" - to the

N{casurc 5 limit. Thc amount conrprcssed is lost ftrrcvcr to the district.
resulting in millions lost each year lbr lttal governments that rely on
propcrty taxcs tbr a majority ofthc rcvcnue uscd to provide serviccs. [n
FY20l6-17, more than 6596 of Oregon's cities s'erc' negati\.ely aiTt'cted by cornpressiru, resultins
in nror,.' than S3l .4 rlillion in lost rc\cnuc for citi..'s statcwidc.

Compression
Revenue

Lost forever to local
taxing districts when
AV is reduced to 55

and $10 limits

FAQ on N'teasurcs 5 and 50



7. tnnt are the ltrrpacls of Measure 5 and 50?
The revenue challenges caused by Measures 5 and 50 are significant. Adjusting the property
t.rx system lronr one based on market values to one primarily based on assessed values in 1997-
9S resulted in an immediate 55l .4 rniltion reduction in propcrty tax revenues collected statcu'ide.
Sincr. thcn. inllation, particularly for prinrary city'cxpenses likc employce hcalthcare and pension
costs, has regularly erceeded the ,1oi, rate ofgronrh limit under Measure 50. resulting in the slolv
but steady strangulation ofciry financcs:.rs costs increasc far t'astcr than revenues. Thcse conccms.
as N'cll as grorving f'rustration with thc nunrerous inequities .'mbcdded in the properly tax systenl.
have leaders throughout the state advocating for changes to Oregon's property tax system.

8. l|'hat EJlect does llleastres 5 and 50 have on Ore?ott's Cilias?
Measures -l and 50 have had an enonnous negative impact on the ability ofcities and trther local
governments to meet the basic sen'ice needs oftheir citizens. These constitutional changes
signiticantl.v" reduced city revenues by detaching property taxes t'rom market value. imposing
permanent district tax rates, capping property tax gro$th, and settin,e arbitrary limits on local
taxation. With their local autonomy compronrised, cities sink deeper into a financial hole as costs
continuc to risc. populations grow and community demands t'or scrviccs incrcesc.

llleasure 5
In F\'20 I 6- I 7. morc tban 65%o of Oregon's 241 cities lost revenue due to Measure 5

compression. resulting in more than 53l .4 rnillion in lost revenue for cities stalervide.

Compression rcsuhs whcn the propcny taxes imposed by gencml govcrnment taxing districts
erceed the S[0 limit per S1,000 of RMV. Taxes greater than the limit are "compressed"

down to meet the lirnit and any compressed amount is not collected.

As evidenced in the chart belon. compression grerv worse during the Great Recession, as the

nrarket values ofthousands ofpropenies stagnated or fell. Betu,.'en FY2007-08 and FY 2013-
14. revenues lost to comprcssion rose by I 639i, for counties. 219o,'o for citics. and 525% tbr
schools. Beginning in FYIOl-1-15, the an)ount lost to compression began to fall. due to the

strengthening economy and rising RMV.

Revenue Lost to Compression by Type of Government

^r++e"$re""d""s"..""f"tr"t"-S"-r-""9"-s,""-f ,*'r"+"*"".9{s'""d
so

.s50,000.000

-s100.000.000

-sr50,000,000

-s 200,000,000

-s2 50,000.000

Compression has oti!'rl bcen exacerbatr"'d by thc cmergence ol special distncts- indepcndent
governmental units that offer specilic sen ices-including hospitals. fire protection. sewer sen ice,
etc. - not provided by a city or county govemment. [n the past ten yeani. the number of special
districts in Oregon has grown by l2o,;. *'ith I .035 spccial districts currently in opcration in

",tilllllllll ! Special District

r Schoolg

a Cities

I Counties
llllll

FAQ on Measurcs 5 and 50



Oregon. Creation of these districts can often squeeze city budgets b1, pushing tax rates above the
Measrrre 5 linrits. resulting in or worsening eristing compression.

Meosure 50
Thc cft-ects of Il'leasurr' 50 on city revcnues arc just as detrimrntal as thosc of Measure 5. By
changing the propeny tas system from one based on market values to one based on the newly-
created assessed value, Measure -50 resulted in an abrupt S 17.5 million drop in city property tax
revenue statewide in FY 1997-98. Overall, taring districts lost $51.4 million in the change to
assessed values.

Exhlbn 6
A336ssed and Roal Market Vrluos ot Property in Or3gon

FY 1986€7 to 2016.17
$600

t500

$400

3300

$200

$100

s0

I
o

3
--"'t:l'

rs8&97 1999-90 t992-93 r 99t96 199&99 2001{}2 2004-05 2007-09 2010-1,l 201}14 201&17

N{easure 50 also imposed a perrnanent tax rate on cities. determined largely by combining whatever
operating tax authority cxisted locally rvhcn Mcasurc 50 passed. The permanent rate prevents cit)'
ollicials and residents tion: modifying tax rates to meet local nceds or prct'crcnccs, inlibiting citics
front efficiently addressing unforeseen rel enue issues. such as plummeting tax revenues from the

departurc'ofan industrial manufacturer or utilily company. Measure 50 does allou for a tsmporary,
votcr approved local oplion lcvy. Howcvcr, with the nc'ed fbr votcr approval. thcre is often

budgetary and sen'ice uncertaint.v. rvhile the fir'e-year Iirnit on levies offers only a temporary
renredy l'trr cities searching fbr longer ternt f-txes.

A siprificant element of M€asure 50 is the limit it sets on the annual growth ofassessed value. The

mcasurc Iimited growth in assessed valuc to 3%o annually al l tinre u'hen RMV tbr houses were

regularly grou'ing at three times that rate. Moreover. inflation and employntent costs, particularly
for primary ciry expenses like employee healthcare and pr'nsions. have regularly exceeded the

me:lsurc's 30o ratc of gro1.r'th limit. resulting in thc slow but steady slrangulation ol-ciry financcs as

costs increase far faster rhan revenues.

The Challenge
Today. alier more than two decades of this slow strangulation, Oregon cities face major tinancial
challenges. Even though RMV across much ofthe slate are steadily increasing. conrpression leales
many cities rvith millions in lost revenuc-s. At the same tinrs, city costs have continued to incrcase

and demands for social sen ices have onlv grorvn as the economy srruggled. State and federal
assistdncc has shrunk as rvcll, as each ha.s undergone bclt-tightcning. All thc rvhile. Measure 50 has

limited revenue grouth and narrowed the options for cities looking to meet resident's basic needs and

expcctations.

-1FAQ on l\lcasurcs 5 and 50



9. Hor does Comoression lYork?
While Measure 50 determines the tax rate and caps the rate of grouth. Measure 5 sets a tax
cciling. Ifschool or gcncral govemnrcnl taxes excced thc Mcasurc 5 imposed cciling. then each

corresponding taxing district has its tax rate reduced proportionately until the tax linrit is reached.

For example. considcr two similar houses, Home A and Home B, localcd across the street tiom one

another ( see graph belorv). Both have a Sf00.000 RMV. Accordingly. Measure
5 linrits the educalion districts laxing authoriry to S1.000 tthe S5 limit multiplied by the S200.000
marker ralue) and thc gc'neral govemmcnt taxing authority to 52.000 (the Sl0 limit multiplied by
$200.000 market value ).

Hor.r'ever, Home A has an nrsg.s.tcr/ r'a/ue. as detemrined by 1995-96 property values plus the 396

linrited annual growth. of S 155.000. Honre B has an a.s.ses.serl ralue ofS190.000. Renrentber that
Mcasure -i limits only apply to rrrrrkc, value.The local cducation and general govcmnrent districts
theretbre levy 55.45 and $ I I .80 taxes per S I .000 ol a.rxc,.rrerl valre respectively.

This mcans Homc A lras an ovcrall cducation district tar burden of $tl-15 (55.45 multiplied by

155.000) and a,seneral government tax burden of S1.892 (Sl 1.80 nrultiplied by 155.000). These

amounts are belorv the Measure -i linrit of S1.000 and 52.000 respectively.

Honre B. on rhe orher hand, faces a different tax burden because ol its higher assessed l'alue. For th is

propcrty, thc (rducation tax levicd torals $ I ,035 (5.45 multiplied by $ 190,000), which exceeds the

Mcasurc 5 linlit ol'SI.000 by 335. resulting in conrpression. Similarly. thc gencral govcmment lcvy
of 52.052 surpasses the Measure 5 limit of $2.000 by 552. The result is $87 in compression-

HOME A HOME B
Real Market Value = 5200,000
Assessed Value = S155,000

Measure 5 limits
Education:55 x 2001 = 51,000
General: S10 x 2001 = 52,000
t For every 51,000 of Real Market Value

Measure 50 tax rates
Education: 55.45 x 155: = $845
Measure 5 Compression: $0

General: S11 .80 x 155? = 51,892
Measure 5 Compression: $0! For every $1,000 of Assessed Value

Real Market Value = 5200,000
Assessed Value = S190,000

Measure 5 limits
Education: 55 x 2001 = 51,000
General: S10 x 200r = 52,000
I For every 51,000 of Real Market Value

Measure 50 tax rates

Education: s5.45 x 190r= s1,035
Measure 5 Compression: 535

General: S11.80 x 190: = 52,052
Measure 5 Compression: S52
'] For every 51,000 of Assessed Value

I t). ,lletsurc 50 Create In ul
Several pror.isions of Measure 50 created inequities among property olvners. These include base

year inequity. ncighborhood to ncighborhood incquity, and eristin-e rcnius new construction
inequity.

Base year iuequig,ariscs bccaus,.' Mcasure 50 lockcd in assessed valuc limits bascd on [995-96
assessments. Prior to Measure 50, assessments were conducted every six years. with one-sixth of
properties being assessed in any given year. Since more rec€nt assessments would Iikely be more

FAQ on Mcasures -5 and 50 :



accurate, any errors or inequities in lhe assessed market value in 1995-96 will remain forel er, since
lhe mcasurc providcs no rray ofaltering the assessed value'limits. For all practical purposes. this
means approximately one-sixth of all properries were given an assessed value based oD their 1989-

90 RMV,

For example, consider tr.r,o propenies. Home A and Home B, with equal value in 1990 ( S 150,000) and

equal 8'16 annual incrcascs in market valucs bctween 1990 and 1996. Honrc A. assessed in 1990-91

has an assessed market value of
S 150.000 six years later, Home B. E.rhibit A: Base l.eu Inequi.r*
assessed in 1995-96. is valur"d at

3220.000 alier six years of
compounded Soru annual grorvth in
market l'alue. Based on Measure 50
lormulas ( 1995-96 assesscd nrarkel
r,alues minus [00.,6). Home A s'ould
hare an assessed value ofS135.000.
and Home B roughly 5200.000, .A

modest tax rate ol S l0 per S I ,000 of
assessed value would result in a
signilicant ditterencc in propcrty
taxes ($ 1.350 to 51.000). The
inequities enrbedded in the assessed

valuc only gr0\\' wors!' or er time.

Property taxes owed in 2010: 5 2,300 s 3,400

Assuming an annual cappc'd growth rate of l9lo, Home A rvould have an assessed value ofroughly
5230.000 by 2014. Home B. however, would have an assessc'd base of nearly 5140,000. As a result,
thc propeny tax burden of Home B s'ould be nearly onc-third higher than that ol Home A. $1,100 to

S-1.400, despite identical RMV.

i\eighborhood to neighborhood ineqrri4'is a direct rcsuh ofthe fact that asscssed valucs s'crc'

locked in according to 1995-q6 market valuc's. These values may no longer accurately rellect the

market values of all neighborhoods.
lmaginc one neighborhood rhar has seen E.rhibit B: Neighborhood to ncighbothood inequi$'
market prices increase by an average of
8 9,n annually. rvhile another
neighborhood has sccn 4 o.'o annual
gorvth. [n both neighborhoods, the tax
rate has risen at the Measure 50 limit of
-1oo annuully. This mcans that thL' ratio
benveen RNIV and assesscd value is

\rastly difl'erent. and those property
ouncrs in the slorvcr urowing
neighborhoods are paying a higher tax rate as a percentage oftheir RMV than those property owners
in the faster grolving area.

Xere propery' inequi4, is caused by (he county--\\ ide calculation of the changed properr,v ratio. To
calculate the assessed value of a nelv propert!, assessors nrultiply the ratio of RMV to assessed

valuc ofall similar pnrpcrty in the county. ln tlre abovc cxamplc. thc changed properq'ratio $'ould
be calculated using the average gro'rih ofall propenies in the county. Since increases in assessed

value are capped at -1'll, annually, the faster growing neighborhood in the above example

Foster
growing

Slower
growing

l/arket value in 1996 s1s0,000 s1s0,000
Market value in 2013 5sss,000 s300,000
Property taxes owed in 2013 54,500 54,s00
Property taxes as percentage of RMV 0.8%

Home A Home B
Real Market Value in 1990: s1so,000 51s0,000
Annual rate of growth a%

1990 1996Assessment year:

s220,000Market value according to
assessors in 1996:

51s0,000

1996 Assessed Value Limits
according to Measure 50 formula:

s 135,000 s200,000

S 1,3s0 52,000Property taxes owed in 1995

s230,000 s340,000Assessed Value Limit in 20L4:

FAQ on Measures 5 and 50



has a ratio snrallcr than the slorvcr
grorving neighborhood. since thcre is
a larger difl'erence bet* een market
and asscssed vllucs.

By averaging the ratios. horvever. the
new property in the faster gro*,ing
area would havc an assessed valuc
(and properly tax Iiabilities) highcr
than that olothcl propcrties in thc
neighborhood. Meanwhilc. thc
propeny in the slou'er grou,ing areit
uould har e an assessed value lorver
than its neighbors. This harnrs taxing
districts that levy in lhe slower
grow,ing areas of a county. For the
slo'ivcr grorving cities, this inequity
rcsults in lolvcr assessed valucs, and
lor,l er propeny tux collections tbr ncw
property than ifthe changcd propeny'
ratio $ere cllculated more locallv.

Exhibit C: Ncx' Propcr4' Inequi4'

ssss,000
s24e,0o0

ssss,000
5360,000

9292,000
$z4E,ooo

5292,000
s190,000

1

Neighborhood with
8% onnuol qrowth

Neighborhood wlth 4%
onnudl growth

Home B New HomeHome A New Home

51s0,00o
s1s0,00o

1995-97
o RMV s150,000

s1s0,000
2013

. RMV ssss,000
5248,000

5292,000
s248,000

Ra tio 0.45 0.85

CPR for new
p ro perty

0.55
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