
Challenge to Whitman County Property Revaluation 
Plans 1 & 2



Background
1. Washington State taxes property in the state.
2. RCW requires property be assessed at 100% of market value.
3. The County Assessor is responsible for assessing property values
4. Whitman County has historically not been assessing property 

according to Washington State law
5. In 2023, Whitman County Assessor developed a new revaluation 

plan.
a. Pioneer Hill and Sunnyside Hill are the first areas in the county 

being revalued
b. 2024 is the first year of tax changes



Whitman County Assessor
1. Who is our Assessor?

a. Wraylee Flodin
i. In 2021 she was appointed to fill the term of the late 

Assessor Robin Jones.  She was elected to the office in 
2022

2. What does the Assessor do?
a. Responsible for 

i. Property Values
ii. Tax Exemptions
iii. Levy Calculations
iv. Maps/GIS



The Problem
1. Whitman County Assessor’s 2023 Revaluation plan puts an 

undue tax burden on the first group(s) in the reassessment 
process
a. The revaluation plan is spread across 6 years, beginning with 

the south side of Pullman. This causes an unequal taxation 
problem; only those on the south side of Pullman have had 
tax increases, whereas everyone else in the county has had 
tax decreases.  

2. The revaluation plan does not follow Washington State law, state 
Department of Revenue’s audit, and case law.



Revaluation Plan



Some Examples:

Scenario 1 - no revaluation

Scenario 2 - entire county is revalued

Scenario 3 - only some property is revalued



Fact #1: Each tax district can only increase its non-voted-on property tax revenues by a 
maximum of 1% in any given year  [1].
Scenario 1: No revaluation occurred

John’s House
2023 Assessed $300k
2024 Assessed $300k

2023 Taxes: $500
2024 Taxes: $505

Jane’s House
2023 Assessed $300k
2024 Assessed $300k

2023 Taxes: $500
2024 Taxes: $505

• Let’s say that in 2023, Whitman County had $1k in tax revenues. 
Then in 2024, by state law, they could collect a maximum of $1.01k. 

• In each year, the amount of property tax paid by each person was 

(assessed value)/(sum of all assessed value) * (tax district revenues allowed) 

• NOTE: Most of us have multiple tax districts based on school, hospital, county, etc.

[1] https://dor.wa.gov/forms-publications/publications-subject/tax-topics/property-tax-how-one-percent-property-tax-levy-limit-works



Fact #1: Each tax district can only increase its non-voted-on property tax revenues by a 
maximum of 1% in any given year  [1].
Scenario 2: The whole county got revalued

John’s House
2023 Assessed $300k
2024 Assessed $500k

2023 Taxes: $500
2024 Taxes: $481

Jane’s House
2023 Assessed $300k
2024 Assessed $550k

2023 Taxes: $500
2024 Taxes: $519

• In 2024, if the re-assessments came in at $500k for John and $550k for Jane, the county still can’t collect 
more than the $1.01k in total receipts. 

• This means that we would compute the individuals taxes the same way:
• John: $500k/$1050k * $1010 = $481 
• Jane: $550l/$1050k * $1010 = $519

• The taxes were a little different because their home values really changed (maybe Jane put in a pool or her 
neighbors house just sold for a lot more).

• The mil rate was decreased, as the total assessed value increased, in order to follow the state’s 1% law.



Scenario 3: John had his house revalued, but Jane didn’t.

John’s House
2023 Assessed $300k
2024 Assessed $500k

2023 Taxes: $500
2024 Taxes: $675

Jane’s House
2023 Assessed $300k
2024 Assessed $300k

2023 Taxes: $500
2024 Taxes: $325

Fact #2: Whitman County is performing the revaluation across multiple years, beginning with 
the south side of Pullman. This causes an unequal taxation problem, that is purely an artifact 
of the history and methodology used.

• In 2024, the amount of property tax paid by each person will still be 

(assessed value)/(sum of all assessed value) * (tax district revenues allowed), 

but because John’s house went up so much more in assessed value, he is now paying 500k/800k = 62.5% 
of taxes and Jane is paying 300k/800k = 37.5% of all taxes

• John’s taxes went from $500 per year to $625 per year, or an increase of 25%
• Jane’s taxes went from $500 per year to $375 per year, or a decrease of 25%.



If the assessor had historically been assessing correctly, this unequal taxation would not 
have occurred

See http://whitmanpropertytax.site if you want to dig through the numbers of this spreadsheet

http://whitmanpropertytax.site


Key Takeaways:

1. This isn’t changing in any degree the amount that a taxation 
district is receiving for non-voted-on taxes

2. This is changing who pays for it, and the unequal burden is 
falling on those who were arbitrarily chosen to be revalued in the 
first group (and probably the second group also).

3. Because of the historical failures in county assessments, this 
cyclical process does not equalize over the cycle.

Why is this wrong/illegal?



Illegal Revaluation Plan
1. The plan violates state law

a. Property must be valued at 100% of its true and fair value
b. County Assessor must maintain an active and systematic program of 

revaluation
c. All property must be revalued annually

2. The plan violates case law
a. The plan must be orderly, not be arbitrary, capricious or intentionally 

discriminatory.  
b. Minor discrepancies will be tolerated
c. The plan requires reasonable attainment of a rough equality in tax 

treatment of similarly situated property owners
d. Substantially an equal amount of taxable property in a county be 

revalued each year to comply with the equal protection clauses of the 
state and federal constitutions and the uniformity provisions of the 
fourteenth amendment to the state constitution



Summary

1. The lack of a historical systematic process and the current 
systemic process not following state law has created a scenario 
where a group of taxpayers is being subjected to unequal tax 
treatment.

2. This violates the equal protection clauses of the state and 
federal constitutions and the uniformity provisions of the 
fourteenth amendment to the state constitution.



Our objectives for 
this meeting: 

Individual and 
collective actions to 
get the taxation to 

meet equal 
protection standards

Individual Actions:
• Contact city council members, 

county commissioners, and 
state legislators so they know 
the magnitude of the number of 
people affected (well over 400 
property owners)

• Contact the assessor to request 
that the decision be reversed 
voluntarily.

Group Actions:
• (If necessary) File a lawsuit that 

compels the county to adhere 
to previous case law and 
equalize the taxation until broad 
re-assessment has been 
completed.

Ideal outcomes (in order of 
preference):
1. The county assessor recognizes a 

mistake has been made and 
voluntarily takes the action 
necessary to correct the unequal 
taxation. We realize this is a big 
undertaking, as tax bills have 
already been sent out and most 
escrow companies are already at 
varying stage of having paid the 
first half of the year. 

OR,
2. A lawsuit in the Whitman Superior 

court compels the county assessor 
to take the action necessary to 
correct the unequal taxation.

The end-goal for both avenues is the same. We want the 
unequal taxation to be corrected.
We feel that voluntarily or forced, the county assessor will be 
required to take the same corrective action.



Examples



Some quick examples of the most egregious cases

Example 3 - 241% increase. Note: Likely more undervalued than others, but still a sticker shock and an immense amount of money
9 years since last assessed.



Some quick examples of the most egregious cases

Example 1 - 106% increase. 9 years since last assessed



Some quick examples of the most egregious cases

Example 2 - 94% increase. 9 years since last assessed.



Some quick examples of the most egregious cases

Counterexample 1 - Similarly valued house on north side of Pullman. Hasn’t been reassessed in 9 years, and wasn’t 
reassessed this year



Some quick examples of the most egregious cases

Counterexample 2 - A low valued home that hasn’t been reassessed in at least 14 years. Wasn’t reassessed this year 
either.



Supporting Slides –
State law and case law



RCW 84.40.030 (1) All property must be valued at one hundred percent of its true and fair 
value in money and assessed on the same basis unless specifically provided otherwise by 
law.

The lack of historical adherence to this law has created a situation where one group is taxed 
unequally, even in the presence of a systematic process for physical inspection going forward.

Furthermore, Area 6 (Sunnyside Hill and Pioneer Hill) was arbitrarily chosen to go first in this 
unequal process. No other areas of the county were revalued (Except for some houses that 
sold in the 2020-2022 range throughout the county).

RCW 84.41.030 (1) Each county assessor must maintain an active and systematic program of 
revaluation on a continuous basis. All taxable real property within a county must be revalued 
annually, and all taxable real property within a county must be physically inspected at least 
once every six years. 

Even in the current year, the assessor did not adhere to the law that “all taxable real property 
within a county must be revalued annually”. It appears that both historically and continuing that 
revaluation only occurs on a year with a physical inspection.

This point was one that was identified in the Department of Revenue 2023 Audit of the Whitman 
County Property Tax Administration as a “Required” correction and wasn’t accomplished:

“The law requires the Assessor to update assessed values on parcels in the areas of the
County not scheduled for physical inspection in a given year. The Assessor should 

update the assessed value of all parcels in the County to reflect the current market value, 
unless market data indicates that no change in market value has occurred year to year”

Problem 1 - The assessor(s) haven’t been following state law



There have been multiple court cases in history that have been decided in the favor of 
taxpayers who were assessed differently than their peers. 

Sioux City Bridge Co. v. Dakota County, 260 U.S. 441 (1923) [2]
• The Sioux City Bridge company was assessed at 100% of actual value, while the majority of the 

county was assessed at much lower values (around 50%)
• The US Supreme Court ruled that there was no means for the bridge company to compel the county 

to reassess more quickly or completely, but that the equal protections clause of the 14th Amendment 
compels the county to reduce their taxes until the whole-county reassessment was completed.

“The conclusion in these and other federal authorities is that such a result as that reached by the 
Supreme Court of Nebraska is to deny the injured taxpayer any remedy at all because it is utterly 
impossible for him by any judicial proceeding to secure an increase in the assessment of the great 
mass of underassessed property in the taxing district. This Court holds that the right of the 
taxpayer whose property alone is taxed at 100 percent of its true value is to have his 
assessment reduced to the percentage of that value at which others are taxed even though 
this is a departure from the requirement of statute. The conclusion is based on the principle 
that, where it is impossible to secure both the standard of the true value, and the uniformity 
and equality required by law, the latter requirement is to be preferred as the just and ultimate 
purpose of the law. In substance and effect the decision of the Nebraska Supreme Court in this 
case upholds the violation of the Fourteenth Amendment to the injury of the Bridge Company.” 

[2] https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/260/441/ 

Problem 2 - The faulty process has resulted in unequal taxation



There is a 1992 memo from the Washington State Attorney General [4] that discusses the US 
Supreme Court and a Washington State Supreme Court case that further described what is 
required of an assessment plan.

Dore v. Kinnear, 79 Wn.2d 755, 489 P.2d 898(1971) [4]
“The King County Assessor had revalued only six percent of the parcels within King county in the first 
year of a four-year cyclical process. The court contrasted this failure to approach the level of revaluation 
necessary to complete the process in a systematic four-year manner with the good faith efforts of the 
assessors in the Carkonen case. The court required, above all, that the process be systematic.” 
(emphasis added) 

[3] https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/488/336/
[4] https://whitmanpropertytax.site/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/1992-Ken-Eikenberry-Authority-of-County-Board-of-Equalization-to-Equalize-the-Assessment-of-Property-_-Washington-
State.pdf
[5] https://law.justia.com/cases/washington/supreme-court/1971/41783-1.html

Problem 2 - The faulty process has resulted in unequal taxation

Allegheny-Pittsburgh Coal Co. v. County Comm’n, 488 U.S. 336 (1989) [3]
• Gave further leeway to assessing authorities such that if they have a systematic process that doesn’t overly 

burden a taxpayer on average over the period of the systematic assessment process unfairly compared to 
their peers, in a manner that is “arbitrary, capricious, or intentional”, then they can be said to have met the 
standard of “equal protection under the law”.

“As long as general adjustments are accurate enough over a short period of time to equalize the 
differences in proportion between the assessments of a class of property holders, the Equal Protection 
Clause is satisfied. . . . In each case, the constitutional requirement is the seasonable attainment of 
a rough equality in tax treatment of similarly situated property owners.” (emphasis added) 


