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BOARD MEETINGS
FASTLOOK AGENDA ITEMS OF

INTEREST

29 9:00 a.m. Tuesday Budget Overview Work
Session

29 9:30 a.m. Thursday Opportunity for Public
Comment on Non-Agenda Matters

Eg 9:40 a.m. Thursday Public Hearing and
Consideration of an ORDER Approving the
Annexation of Territory to Dunthorpe-Riverdale
County Service District

gg 9:50 a.m. Declaration of Cooperation — Sandy
River Connections Concept Plan

gg 10:20 a.m. Resolution Approving the
Recommendation of the Policy Advisory Group
Regarding the Locally Preferred Alternative for
the Sellwood Bridge Project

Phone: (503) 988-5213 FAX (503) 988-5262
Email: district4@co.multnomah.or.us -

Thursday meetings of the Multnomah County Board
of Commissioners are cable-cast live and taped and
may be seen by Cable subscribers in Multnomah

On-line Streaming Media, View Board Meetings
www?2.co.multnomah.or.us/ccllive_broadcast.sh
tml On-line Agendas & Agenda Packet Material
www.co.multnomah.or.us/cc/agenda.shtml

Americans with Disabilities Act Notice: If you need this
agenda in an alternate format, or wish to participate in a
Board Meeting, please call the Board Clerk (503) 988-
3277, or the City/County Information Center TDD
number (503) 823-6868, for information on available

. services and accessibility.

County at the following times:

Thursday, 9:30 AM, (LIVE) Channel 30
Saturday, 10:00 AM, Channel 29
Sunday, 11:00 AM, Channel 30
Tuesday, 8:15 PM, Channel 29

Produced through MetrbEast Community Media
(503) 667-8848, ext. 332 for further info
or: http://www.metroeast.org




Tuesday, February 17, 2009 - 9:00 AM
Multnomah Building, Sixth Floor Commissioners Conference Room 635

WORK SESSION

9:00 to 9:45 General Fund Revenue and Expenditure Forecast Update
9:45 to 11:45 State and Local Revenue Options Briefing

Thursday, February 19, 2009 - 9:30 AM
Multnomah Building, First Floor Commissioners Boardroom 100
501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard, Portland

REGULAR MEETING

REGULAR AGENDA

DEPARTMENT OF COUNTY ATTORNEY —9:30 AM

UC-1 RESOLUTION Declaring a Vacancy in the Office of County Auditor,
Calling an Election for May 19, 2009, and Setting the Candidate F111ng
Deadline for March 10, 2009

PUBLIC COMMENT - 9:30 AM
Opportunity for Public Comment on non-agenda matters. Testimony is
- limited to three minutes per person. Fill out a speaker form available in the

Boardroom and turn it into the Board Clerk.

NON-DEPARTMENTAL - 9:30 AM

R-1 Appointment of Heidi Beebe to the Multnomah County LIBRARY
ADVISORY BOARD

R-2 Appointment of Kara Thallon, Joseph Bennett Jr., and David Barber to the
Multnomah County Food Services Advisory Board

SERVICE DISTRICT - 9:40 AM

(Recess as the Board of County Commissioners and convene as the governing body

- for DUNTHORPE RIVERDALE SANITARY SERVICE DISTRICT NO. 1)

-



‘R-3 Acting as the Governing Body of the DUNTHORPE RIVERDALE .

SANITARY SERVICE DISTRICT, Public Hearing and Consideration of the
District’s Endorsing a Petition to Annex a Smgle Parcel of Land to the
District Pursuant to ORS 198.857 ‘

R-4 PUBLIC HEARING and Consideration of an ORDER Approving the

Annexation of Territory to Dunthorpe-Riverdale County Service District
(Adjourn as the governing body for Dunthorpe Riverdale Sanitary Service District
No. 1 and reconvene as BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS)

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES —9:50 AM

R-5 Declaration of Cooperation - Sandy River Connections Concept Plan

- COMMISSION ON CHILDREN, FAMILIES AND COMMUNITY —10:00 AM

R-6 NOTICE OF INTENT to Apply for Department of Justice-Safe Havens
Supervised Visitation Safe Exchange Funding for Developing Supervised
Visitation Services for Victims/Batterers and their Children

R-7 NOTICE OF INTENT to Apply for Oregon Community Foundation Grant
to Fund the Early Childhood Trauma Response System

NON-DEPARTMENTAL —10:15 AM

" R-8 Appomtment of Bruce Whiting to the HOUSING AND COMMUNITY

- DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION -

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES — 10:20 AM

R-9 RESOLUTION Approving the Recommendation of the Polfcy Advisory
Group Regarding the Locally Preferred Alternative for the Sellwood Bridge
Project _

BOARD COMMENT

Opportunity (as time allows) for Commissioners to provide informational
comments to Board and public on non-agenda items of interest or to discuss
legislative issues.



@A | - MULTNOMAH COUNTY
- AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST (ccyisca 092208

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: 02/17/09
Agenda Item #:  WS-1
Est. Start Time: 9:00 AM
Date Submitted: 02/09/097

Agenda  General Fund Revenue and Expenditure Forecast Update
Title: :

Note: If Ordmance Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly wrltten title sufficient to describe the action requested.

Requested : Amount of

Meeting Date; _February 17,2009 Time Needed: _45 minutes
Department: County Management Division: Budget Office
Contact(s): Karyne Kieta ' - ’
Phone: 503-988-3312 Ext. 22457 /O Address:  503/501

Presenter(s): Mike Jaspin

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?
Attend a briefing session to hear an update of the County’s five-year General Fund revenue and
expenditure forecast. No decisions will be made; this is an information briefing only.
2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue. Please note which Program Offer this action affects and how it impacts the results.

County Financial Policies recognize the importance of developing and maintaining a five-year
financial forecast for the General Fund in order for the Board to be able to assess the long-term
financial implications of current and proposed policies and programs.

The forecast presentation will provide an update of available funding for FY 10 and beyond; provide
context for evaluating financial risk and for assessing the County’s ability to sustain services; and
identify key variables that might change the level of revenues or expenditures.

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing). '
N/A—-briefing only.

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.
N/A~—briefing only.
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5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

N/A—briefing only.

Required Signature

Elected Official or - '
Department/ '777 - Date: 02/09/09
Agency Director: ‘




Multnomah County Budget Office
February 17 2009




% FY 2009 -- The Bad & Not So Bad...
» FY 2009 BIT Collections & Forecast

» FY 2009 Ending Balance & One-Time- Only Funds
for FY 2010

® Economic Overview

® FY 2010 General Fund Forecast
» Operating Deficit Overview
» Revenues

» Expenditure Assumptions

v"No Change from October Forecast
v CPI/COLA

» Forecast Risks & Issues
""""" % Summary & Questions

Multnomah County Budget Office — Page #2
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Unemployment Rate - Multnomah County
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= FY 2009 BIT Collections — Thru January
v Quarterly — Down 6.8%
v Yearly — Down 17.2%
v Refunds — Up 182.7%
v" Overall — Down 26.2%
v Overall — Down $6.4 million

= FY 2009 Budget Assumed 16% Drop ($10.8
million)

= Now Assuming 31% Drop ($20.6 million)
5 \Will Update after April Returns
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Amount

Additional BWC in FY 09 (from FY 08) 8,928,428
Wapato Contingency (less $338,546 for MCDC) 5,795,268
Revenue
Property Tax - 1,747,797
BIT (9,814,244)
Timber/Secure Schools 1,112,989
Video Lottery (931,063)
US Marshal 1,175,558
(6,708,963)
QOther Revenue
CAFFA/A&T Supplement (300,000)
Recording Fees (1,935,000)
City of Portland/Chronic Offender (914,000)
Interest Earnings (3,060,000)
Less TRAN costs 880,000
Revenue Reserve 3,000,000
(2,329,000)
Departmental Spending Targets (expenditure side) 10,258,367
Other (A&T, Passports, BIT Payments, etc.) 984,064
General Fund FY 2009 Ending Balance (excluding reserve) 16,928,164
Lower Reserves to 10% per Board Financial Policy 1,086,348
18,014,512

Total OTO Funds Available for FY 2010
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#= National
v" Credit Markets & Financial Sector

v Weakening economy (Retail sales, industrial production,
unemployment, inflation/energy prices, transportation sector)

v" Employment & income taxes

= | ocal

v" Housing (prices, defaults, recording fees, builder bankruptcy, bank
failures)

v Unemployment
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% Change in Portland S&P/Case-Shiller House Price Index and
Index to Median Household Income
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Default Filings in Multnomah County & Year-Over-Year % Change (Thru January)
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Y 2010 General Fund Forecast

The FY2010Vforecast assumes a severe recession with rising
unemployment, tight credit, falling real estate values, and
general uncertainty and fear.

Ongoing gap between revenues and expenditures of $36.5

mllllon

Explained by |
v Reduced Revenues ($19.0 million)
v An ongoing structural deficit ($5.3 million)
v OTO funds in FY 09 supporting ongoing programs ($4 2 million)

v Additional FY 09 spendlng & annualized program costs ($4.3 million)
v Higher personnel costs ($3.7 million)
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erating Deficits

= FY 2010 operating deficit equals $36.5 million
» FY 2011 operating deficit grows to $45.9 million

= Change in forecast driven mainly by BIT, with Property
Tax and Lottery accounting for remainder

= Does not include State or Federal Impacts

General Fund Operating Deficits for FY 2010 & 2011

- October Base October Pessimistic
(Moderate Recession) (More Severe Recession) February 2009
FY 2010 Operating Deficit - 23,857,487 28,870,849 36,533,909
vFY 2011 Operating Deficit 30,132,862 | 35,317,799 45,866,066

Note: FY 2011 operating deficit assumes no action taken in FY 2010
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eneral Fund Revenue FOrecast

FY 2010 ongomg General Fund Revenues $332 5
illion.

v Property Tax (66 5%) - $221 2 m|II|on

v BIT (12.8%) - $42.5 million )

v Motor Vehicle Rental Tax (3.8%) - $12.7 million

v Video Lottery, Liquor & Cigarette Tax (2.8%) - $9.2 million
v A&T Recording/CAFFA (2.0%) - $6.7 million

v Other — Indirect ($13.0‘ miIIioh), US Marshal (125 beds), Juvenile
Detention, City of Portland Chronic Offender

Multnomah County Budget Office — Page #13




fMajor General Fund RevenUe Sources
Excludes ITAX Revenue & Beginning Working Capital (BWC)

Actual Adopted Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012
Property Taxes $210,236,715 $215,402,002 §$217,149,799 -$ 221,248,041 $ 226,553,162 $ 235,058,839 ~

Business Income Tax > 65,650,000 55,664,744 45,850,500 42,528,000 -42,528,000 44,654,400
Motor Vehicle Rental 13,481,426 13,212,272 13,212,272 12,672,540 12,989,354 13,379,034
Recording Fees/CAFFA Grant 8,155,190 8,338,200 - 6,103,200 6,720,000 7,560,000 7,921,200
State Shared Revenues ' 9,697,728 9,966,817 9,035,754 9,197,471 9,362,528 9,545,244
US Marshal Per Diem 5,938,140 5,803,125 6,978,683 5,917,188 6,091,703 6,271,454
Interest Earnings 5,072,730 4,960,000 1,900,000 2,150,000 2,193,000 2,236,860
Timber/Secure Schools Act 1,388,216 0 1,112,989 1,001,690 902,758 556,495
$ 319,520,145 $ 313,347,160 $ 301,343,197 §$ 301,434,929 $ 308,180,504 $ 319,623,525
All Other General Fund 2 28,034,196 31,658,094 30,285,322 31,029,264 31,680,264 28,955,130
Total $ 347,554,341 $ 345,005,254 $ 331,628,519 $ 332,464,193 $ 339,860,768 $ 348,578,655
% of Total Revenue 91.93% 90.82% 90.87% 90.67% 90.68% 91.69%

% Change in Ongoing Revenue : -0.73% -3.88% 0.25% 2.22% - 2.57%

Notes:

1. State Shared Revenues include Video Lottery and OLCC, Cigarette, and Amusement Device Taxes
2. All Other General Fund Exclude ITAX Revenue and Beginning Working Capital (BWC)
3. Not Adjusted for BIT Administration Cost Accounting Change
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DX Passenger & Freight Statistics
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Monthly Recordiné Fees

Monthly Recording Fees
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- Year-over-Year Percentage Change in the CPI - Urban Wage
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xpenditure Assumptions - CPI/COLA

Index Value

CPI - Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers 2007-2008
U.S. City Average - Not Seasonally Adjusted
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recast Risks & Issues

Economic condltlons contlnue to worsen
v BIT |
v Length and seventy of recession — property tax compression.
- v~ FY 2009 State budget impacts & OTO resources for FY 2010

State Budget

Internal/Local Issues
v A&T IT System Financing
v’ East County Justice Center
v Wapato |
v" Bridge Loan Repayment
v’ Retiree Benefits Liability

- v Others
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= FY 2009 budget okay
v Lower BIT & Lottery collections.

v’ Offset by additional BWC, Departmental under spending, and not
- using Wapato Contingency funds.

v’ Roughly $18 million of OTO funds from FY 2009 available for FY
2010.

FY 2010 operating deficit of $36.5 million.
FY 2011 operating deficit Iikely to be $45.9 million.

Downside risk to revenue forecast — economy, state |mpacts,
and increasing property tax compressmn

Questions? | | |
® More info @ www.co.multnomah.or.us/BudgetFY2010

* Multnomah COunty' Budget Office — Page #20 |



ﬂ ~ MULTNOMAH COUNTY
Gl AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST (revised 09/22/08)

Board Clerk Use Only

- Meeting Date: 02/17/09
Agenda Item #:  WS-1

Est. Start Time: 9:45 AM
Date Submitted: _02/11/09

%g::nda State and Local Revenue Options Briefing
itle: :

" Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,

provide a clearly written title sufficient to describe the action requested.

Requested Amount of

Meeting Date: _February 17, 2009 Time Needed: _2 Hours
Department: Non-Departmental Division: Chair’s Office
Contact(s): Rhys Scholes

Phone: 988-5273 Ext. 85273 I/O Address:  503/6/Chairs

Presenier(s): ~ _Rhys Scholes, Mark Campbell, Phillip Kennedy-Wong, Sally Brown

General Information

1. What action sre you requesting from the Board?
No action.
2. Please provide sufflclent background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue. Please note which Program Offer this action affects and how it impacts the results.

This is an informational briefing on state and local revenue options. The intention is to briefly
survey the full range of options and to include information on topics under discussion in the Oregon
Legislature as well as historical and technical background on these options.

3.¥ Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).
None

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.

Because Multnomah County and the State of Oregon are facing budget shortfalls that will require
reductions to public services it is important to understand the full range of options available to state
and local government to mitigate those budget shortfalls.

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

Multnomah County is working with state and local partners to examine revenue options.



Required Signature .

A

Elected Official or ' |
Department/ 7£7> &Jh‘é‘é N Date: 02111109

Agency Director:




First Draft Outline
February 17 Revenue Options Briefing

Part 1 - State General Fund Revenue

What measures is the Oregon Legislature considering this session that might mitigate the state
budget shortfall (and resulting loss of public services in Multnomah County?)

A. Corporate Minimum Tax ,

B. Federal Tax disconnect

C. Personal income tax changes

Part 2 — Dedicated State Taxes
What measures is the legislature considering that might prov1de funding for specific public

- services in Multnomah County?

A. Cigarette Tax
B. Gas Tax/Vehicle Reglstratlon Fee
C. Beer/Wine Tax

Part 3 — Property Tax Changes

What measures is the legislature considering that might increase the amount of property taxes
that Multnomah County can collect with its existing rates?

A. Property Tax Limitation Reform

B. Urban Renewal Reform

C. Historic Property expenditure sunset

~ Part 4- State Preemptions

What revenue sources could become available to Multnomah County if the legislature changed
state law to remove a preemption?

~ A. Cigarette Tax

B. Alcohol Taxes
C. Real Estate Transfer Tax

Part S — Local Options

What additional revenue sources are currently available to Multnomah County?
Local Option Levy

Creation of a special taxing district

Utility taxes

Car rental tax increase

Gasoline tax increase

Additional excise taxes :

Changes to BIT structure or rates

Q@QEEmOOw»



Jorst draft
Property Tax Limitation Reform:
- One Percent Limitation

Across Oregon, public setvices are being reduced or eliminated because the cost of providing the
services is greater than the revenue available. At the same time, some taxpayers are paying effective
tax rates that are three times higher than rates paid by other property owners for the same services in
the same jurisdiction. Property tax limitation measures passed in 1990 and in 1997 have reduced the
amount of property taxes that can be collected and they have created winners and losers among
propetty tax payers. The disparate treatment of taxpayers comes from Measure 50, a complex
constitutional amendment referred by the Oregon Legislature and passed by voters in 1997.

What did Measure 50 do?

Measure 50 shifted the basis for paying property taxes away from the real value of property as
determined by the free market to an artificial value calculated by a legislatively created formula.
Measure 50 mandated that county tax assessors set a Maximum Assessed Value (MAV) for
‘propetties that is based on a 10% reduction from their 1995 Real Market Value (RMV) and
subsequently increased by 3% per year. '

The one percent solution would make property taxes proportional to market value

Under the current law, effective tax rates (the amount of tax paid as a percentage of the value of the
property) vaty a great deal based largely on the history of the property and the neighborhood.
Returning to a propetrty tax system based directly on market value would make taxes more fatr for
everybody.

The current one and a half percent limitation applies to about fi ercent of value
This proposal would lower the tax rate by a third but it would nearly double the value to which that
rate was applied. .

Over the long term, it is better for funding for public setvices to be connected to the real
value of property

Reforming property tax limitation requires a vote of the people

One percent limitation would require an amendment to the Oregon Constitution and thus a
statewide vote. '



draft |
Property Tax Limitation Reform:
Minimum Assessed Value

Across Oregon, public services are being teduced or eliminated because the cost of providing the
services is greater than the revenue available. At the same time, some taxpayers are paying effective
tax rates that are three times higher than rates paid by other property owners for the same services in
the same jurisdiction. Property tax limitation measures passed in 1990 and in 1997 have reduced the
amount of property taxes that can be collected and they have created winners and losers among
propetty tax payers. The disparate treatment of taxpayers comes from Measure 50, a complex
constitutional amendment referred by the Oregon Legislature and passed by voters in 1997.

What did Measure 50 do? :
Measure 50 shifted the basis for paying property taxes away from the real value of property as
determined by the free market to an artificial value calculated by a legislatively created formula.
Measure 50 mandated that county tax assessors set 2 Maximum Assessed Value (MAV) for
propetties that is based on a 10% reduction from their 1995 Real Market Value (RMV) and
subsequently increased by 3% per year.

Creation of 2 Minimum Assessed Value would reduce unfairness by narrowing disparities
As noted above, some taxpayets are charged based on more than 90% of their property’s actual
value while others pay on less than 30%. Because taxes due are based on the tax rate multiplied by
the assessed value this results in a large disparity in taxes between properties of similar actual market
value, taxed at the same rate, but with very different assessed value.

Creation of a Minimum Assessed Value would reduce dispatities by creating a floor and a ceiling for
assessment ratios. Under this proposal Oregon would move to requiring that assessed value
(which are multiplied by the tax rate to determine tax due) must be no less than 50% of market
value but no more than 75%.

Under the current law, buyers often pay taxes on less than half of the purchase price of property.
This proposal would tax property that has been purchased at 75% of its market value.

Under this proposal, property taxes would still be limited. Many properties would pay taxes based
on half of their market value and every residential and commercial property would be guaranteed at
least a 25% reduction from real matket value. The 1.5% property tax rate limits from Ballot
Measure 5 in 1990 would continue to apply. '

Reforming property tax limitation requires a vote of the people
Creation of a2 Minimum Assessed Value would require an amendment to the Oregon Constitution

and thus a statewide vote.



draft

Property Tax Limitation Reform:
Reset on Sale

Across Oregon, public services are being reduced or eliminated because the cost of providing the
services is greater than the revenue available. At the same time, some taxpayers are paying effective
tax rates that are three times higher than rates paid by other property owners for the same services in
the same jurisdiction. Property tax limitation measures passed in 1990 and in 1997 have reduced the

" amount of property taxes that can be collected and they have created winners and losers among

property tax payers. The disparate treatment of taxpayers comes from Measure 50, a complex

- constitutional amendment tefetred by the Oregon Legislature and passed by voters in 1997.

What did Measure 50 do?

Measure 50 shifted the basis for paying property taxes away from the real value of property as
determined by the free market to an artificial value calculated by a legislatively created formula.
Measure 50 mandated that county tax assessors set 2 Maximum Assessed Value (MAV) for
propetties that is based on a 10% reduction from their 1995 Real Market Value (RMV) and
subsequently increased by 3% per year.

Why did voters support Measure 50?

Voters passed Measure 5 to limit tax rates in 1990, but the real estate boom pushed up values and
that meant that taxes on homeowners went up even though rates were limited. A particular concern
of votets was the problem of homeowners on fixed incomes being “taxed out of their homes.”

Reset on Sale would protect current homeowners
This proposal could not tax anybody out of their home, because it only changes taxes when the

home is sold. And then it would protect the new buyers by setting the assessed (taxable) value at
75% of the real market value.

Homebuyers have choices ’
Part of buying 2 home is deciding what is affordable. Homebuyers would know in advance that the

taxable value of 2 new home is 75% of its market value

Property taxes would still be limited
Every property would be guaranteed at least a 25% reduction from real market value. The 1.5%

property tax rate limits from Ballot Measure 5 in 1990 would continue to apply.

Reforming property tax limitation requires a vote of the people _
Creation of 2 Minimum Assessed Value would require an amendment to the Oregon Constitution

and thus a statewide vote.



Multnomah County

Revised Assessed Values to 75% of» RMV Ratio if the Prop Sold in 2008

New AVif  Differance of

. #ofaccts Original AV movedto75% AV Adj. Orig Taxes
Residential - (PC 1xx, 4xx, 8xx, 009, 019} 11,065 1,637,543,450 2,539,235276 901,691,826 33,441,915
- Commercial - (PC 2xx, 7xx) - 500 398,688,320 725,580,577 326,892,257 8,113,683

Totals 11,565 2,036,231,770  3,264,815,853 1,228,584,083 41,555,598

Differance in
New Taxes Taxes

50,136,134 16,694,219
12,595,165 4,481,482
62,731,299 21,175,701



Multnomah County

Revised Assessed Values within 50% & 75% AV/RMV Ratio

Residential - (PC 1xx, 4xx, 8xx, 009, 019)

AV < 50% of Mkt - M50 Raised to 50% of M5
AV Between 50% - 75% ’

AV > 75% of AV - M50 Lowered to 75% of M5

Totals ‘

Commercial - (PC 2xx, 7xx)

AV < 50% of Mkt - M50 Raised to 50% of M5

AV Between 50% - 75%

AV > 75% of AV - M50 Lowered to 75% of M5
Totals

# of accts

108,923
120,890

11,399
241,212

12,686
3,257
681
16,624

Current AV
13,594,502,300
20,401,553,030

961,820,220

34,957,875,550

6,362,107,910
3,784,065,850
1,034,671,450
11,180,845,210

New AV if
moved to 50% - Differance of
75% AV Adj.
16,607,303,170 3,012,800,870
20,401,553,030 _ 0
870,604,988 -91,215,232
37,879,461,188 2,921,585,638

8,176,109,885 1,814,001,975
3,784,065,850 \ 0

895,050,710 -139,620,740
12,855,226,445 1,674,381,235

Orig Taxes
285,990,940
405,193,543

17,095,205
708,279,688

133,194,001
75,686,639
18,393,494

227,274,134

New Taxes
349,479,443
405,193,543
16,340,389
771,013,375

171,182,356
75,686,639
17,727,859

264,596,854

Differance
in Taxes
63,478,443

0
-754.816
62,723,627

37,941,070
0

-665,635
37,275,435



Homes of equal value pay very different amounts of taxes
- ' ... and one possible adjustment

Each home has a REAL MARKET VALUE of $400,000. The example propérty tax rate is $22 per thousand

WITH MINIMUM ASSESSED VALUE

CURRENTLY UNDER MEASURE 50: | | NEW CPR NEW TAXES
ASSESSSED VALUE TAXES EFFECTIVE TAX RATE CPR
A $320,000 §7040 §17.60 per Thousand 80% 5% - $6600
B. | $240,000 $5280 $13.20 per Thousand 60% 60% $5280
$200,000 $4400 $11.00per Thousand °  50% 50% $4400
$160,000 . $3520 $8.80 per Thousand 40% C 50% : $4400

o O

E. $80,000 ~ $1760 $4.40 per Thousand 20% 50%  $4400



Revenue Ideas - Rough Estimate of Amounts to Be Raised
Based on Existing State Law, County Budget, Comparable Jurisdictions

S Currently FY 2009 ~ Potential

Revenue Source Received _Adopted Budget Revenue Yield Rate/%
Real Estate Transfer Tax ‘" No $ - $ 7,641,000 $1.00/$1,000
Cigarette Tax ) Yes 850,000 400,000 .01 per pack
Liquor Tax (OLCC) Yes 2,611,817 285,000 1% Increase
Beer & Wine Tax? Yes 600,000 600,000 Double
Recording Fees Yes 4,785,000 1,000,000 $1 per page
Payroll Tax ® No - 80,000,000 .5% of payroll
Video Lottery Yes 6,355,000 1,250,000 1% increase
Motor Vehicle Rental Fee Yes 13,212,000 1,321,000 1% Increase

Notes: '

1. Real Estate Transfer Tax - Estimate based on average sales in Multnomah County over past 4 years.
Assumes same rate as currently imposed by Washington County.

2. Beer Tax Currently @ $2.60 per 31 gallons, Wine Tax currently @ 77 cents per gallon

3. Payroll Tax could replace existing BIT to produce greater stability in General Fund

Prepared by Multnonﬁah County Budget Office : February 5, 2009



Property Tax as % of General Fund Revenue
Multnomah County - FY 2009
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$'s in Millions
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troduction

¥ Measure 5 and Measure 50 Significantly
Changed How Property Taxes Are Assessed and
Collected |
® We Will Define Terms and Concepts -
" We Will Identify Variables That Impact Levy Yields

® The Art and Science of Estimating Tax Revenue
® Permanent Rates, Local Options, and Debt |
® Forecasting Value Growth - Change Property Ratio
® Preliminary Forecast of Local Option Capacity -

Multnomah County Budget Office — Page #2




What Did Constitutional Measures Do?

= Measure 5 (November, 1990)

® Limited Taxes to 1.5% of Property Value

" Created Distinction Between Taxes for Educatlon General
- Government, and Debt

" Introdu_ced Concept of Compression

. General Gov’t Taxes Could Not Exceed 1% of Value

= General Gov’t Levies Reduced When Rates Exceeded 1% ($1O per
$1,000) of Assessed Value

" All Levies Reduced Proportionate To Tax Authority

- Rapld Growth in Values Caused Rates to Decline, Thereby,
Effectively Eliminating Effects of Compression

Multnomah County Budget Office — Page #3




hat Did Constitutional Measures Do?

= Measure 47 - “Cut and Cap” Initiative (November, 1996)
= Reduced Property Values Statewide by About 17%
= | imited Future Value Growth on Existing Properties
= Re-Based New Growth to 1995 Value Levels

= Measure 50 (May, 1997)
= Measure 50 Overlaid on Measure 5 Limits
= Created Permanent Rates and Local Option Levies
= Distinction Between REAL MARKET and ASSESSED Value
» Created a Hierarchy of Tax Levies
= Changed How Compression Is Calculated

Multnomah County Budget Office — Page #4




foncept - Hierarchy of Tax Levies

Permanént Rates - Created by Converting Tax Base to a
Rate That Cannot Be Changed Under Any Circumstances
* Multnomah County Permanent Rate = $4.34 per $1,000 AV

“Pseudo” Debt Levies - Debt Obligations That Must Fit
Within Measure 5 Rate Limits | |
= Portland FPD&R Levy and Urban Renewal Special Levy
= | evies Not Rate Based and Can Fluctuate Year Over Year

Local Option Levies - Short Term Tax Levies (Usually 5
Years) Dedicated to Specific Services |
= Multnomah County Library Levy = $.89 per $1,000 AV
~ = City of Portland Children’s Fund Levy = $.40 per $1,000 AV
= |ocal Option Levies Are First to Experience Compression

Multnomah County Budget Office — Page #5




oncept - Compression Under Measure 50

= Definition - Assessed Value (AV)

" Property Value Calculated After Passage of Measure 47 |
= The Value That Taxes Are Calculated Against

= Generally Cannot Grow More Than 3% Annually

= Definition - Real Market Value (RMV)

= Value of Property If Sold in “Arm’s Length” Transaction

= More Accurate Estimate of Actual Property Value

= No Limits on Annual Growth

= Value That is Applied to Calculate Measure 5 Limit

= Definition - Compression

" Tax Loss Due to Application of Tax Rates and Measure 5 Limits
= Compression Calculated on Property by Property Basis

= Generally Occurs Where AV and RMV Are Similar

Multnomah County Budget Office — Page #6




xample - Compression Calculation

o Compressmn Calculated on a Property by Property Basis
= Measure 50 Tax Rates x Assessed Value Compared To;
= Measure 5 Limit ($15/$1 ,000) x Real Market Value; And
- Tax Amount is Lower of Two Calculatlons |

. Example House A (RMV = $445,000; AV = $205, OOO)
= Measure 50 Tax = $21.81 x 205,000 = $4,471
= Measure 5 Tax = $15.00 x $445 000 = $6,675
= No Compression

. Example House B (RMV = $275 000; AV = 5205, OOO)
" Measure 50 Tax = $21.81 x 205,000 = 54,471
= Measure 5 Tax = $15.00 x $275,000 = $4,125
= Compression Loss = $346

Multnomah County Budget Office — Page #7



ncept - Variables Impacting Levy Yields

Three Critical Variables in Estlmatmg Tax Revenue
= Sum of All Limited Rates
n -Relatlonshlp Between RMV and AV
= Change In Values Over Time

Limited Rates Can Exceed $10 per $1,000 AV w/ Qut
Significantly Impacting Levy Yields
= ‘General Gov’t Limited Rate in Portland = $13.70 per $1,000 AV

Since RMV Growth Is Not Limited The Spread Between
RMV and AV Will Grow Over Time
® This Gap Creates Additional Tax Levy Capacity

Multnomah County Budget Office — Page #8




hange In Values Over Time

Multnomah County RMV v. AV
Since FY 1999-2000

w0

o

o
n O
i
2 ' o |
o~ .
oA V.H/Wb.etw;l RMV and AV \

S - | represents potential levy cgngi’ty_._f _‘__.-————-A

A-—-————+ Ak A
w T ] I f I T : r I I )
N , _ .
- 2000 2001 2002 2003 - 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
—-RMV —A—AV
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/alue Ratios by Property Type
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Compression in Portland Occurs Here

Ratio of Assessed Value (AV) to Real Market Value (RMV)
by Property Class, FY 2008 Values
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’hat Does This Mean For Capacity?

» Estimated Revenue Available Based on Countywide Averages
= Potential Revenue Yield Based on Countywide Averages

= Estimated Capacity Translated to Rate = $1.35 per $1,000 AV
= Does Not Account for Additional Compression That May Occur

Countywide Capacity by Property Class

- Based on FY 2008-09 Real Market Value
Total Potential

Revenue
Residential _ ~ $ 50,333,183
Commercial/Industrial 16,488,666

Utility ' - -
Personal | | - -
- All Other 4,837,049
 Total $ 71,658,898

Multnomah County Budget Office — Page #11 |




stimated Local Option Revenue Yie_ld Based on

= Current Library Local Option
» Rate per $1,000 AV =5$.89
= Extended Taxes = $47.5 Million
= Compression Loss = $6.2 Million (13.2%)

" Each Cent Produces Net Yield of $465,000

= Net Local Option Revenue Estimates (Assumes No Add’l
Compression) . 1

= $.50 per $1,000 AV = $23.3 Million

= §.75 per $1,000 AV = $34.9 Million

= $1.00 per $1,000 AV = $46.5 Million
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.aveats and Disclaimers

= Generally Speakmg, Increasmg Rates Will Impact
Compression | -

= Estimates Are SubJect to Value Changes At The
Individual Property Level

= Compression Is Concentrated on Local Option Lev1es But
There Is A Ripple Effect on Other Tax Levies

= We Have Not Yet Experlenced The Effects of Nationwide
Slump In Real Estate Values
u Compressmn On Library Levy Was As High As 29% In Previous Recessmn

Multnomah County Budget Office — Page #13
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i‘ BAYQCTQ%E?{ 20TH 1@%}’/‘%
//.ANKENY.ALLEY.///| FREE.//

219 5W BROALWAY PURTLAND OB

ALSO OCT. 20-21ST U.S. OUTDOOR'S ANNUAL

PRE-SEASON REP DAY SALE!
TAKE AN ADDITIONAL 10% DISCOUNT OFF
OUR ALREADY LOW DISCOUNTED PRICES
ON ALL 2008 SNOWBOARD BRANDS.

WillarnetteWeek 0L, 107 wweek com
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ANSWERS:
« HOUSE TS OWNER HAS A RA
« HOUSE 2 OWNER HAS BLOODSHOT EYES A

 OH YEAH, ONE MORE DIFFERENCE: HOUSE 2'S @WNER HAS ﬁ PR@?ERTWRX Bﬂl 3
1/21 MES 'IHAI @E HOUSE 1'S @WNﬁR ‘

_The Meyms :ﬁmd 53&2% famﬂxes liveon ﬂg}pmzt@ Sidﬁﬁ of P&rtlandm

and on the unequal ends of Oregon’s property-tax divide. ,
. Their two households have much i in comn  Both are headed
by young professionals. Erica Meyers is' sme«% manager at
Wilson ngh School; husband Dan is an arch fii-ézn~tra1n1ng Sol
Sallos isa memhwdz% managﬁr at Nike. ﬂbrmtmm his wzfe, isa
part-time masseuse.

Both families bought ahome last: year for mﬁghiy the same pm:e
art of the Northeast
Alberta Street arts district cost $369,000. The Sallos’ two-story

The Meyers’ Craftsman bungalow at the

home in the Southwest Hills cost just a bit more, $380,000.

That's where the similarities end. When their property-tax bills
show up in the mail this week, they’ll be treated with f}mgm S vm*»-
_ sionof dzsmlmnatary tax tyranny. ’

_The Meyers household will be taxed $1 7’34 The Sallos famﬂy s

bill: $6,356.

Two houses, purchased for roughly the same price last y{ear Yet

one s pmpertymmx bxﬁ is more than3 1/2 ilmes iarger than ’t;he} ﬂtﬁtwr

gma bzgger scares than Haﬁaw&en It pl’ﬁpﬁ%ﬂy tax t:tme: ”
For 950,000 hemewwners it’s the biggest check most of us w

; aﬁ yﬁar Fﬂr many apar’cment dweﬂezrﬁ, mxt year s r@nt hlke mﬁ e ‘

“'}?hare 510 questmn inm ‘
hmken says state Hep T -4 ntarm),, vice
chairman of the House Reve e Committee. “’l’h&t cre:ateg
huge mfzqmtws . '

CONT.on page 72
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EITh = ww pick. Highly recommended.

Editor. hARON MEGH TO BE cousmamb Fﬁﬁ us'rm
mation ol ool b v oty to e
Portlend, OB 97210 Evall ameshidwweek o

; mmmmssmmmm
FIWo MICHTS DMLY A grabbad of
flins lasting less than 10 minutes, the _wni |
anpual festial i filled with saveiey ol her fﬁmx%}: to arurel
morsels The movies ranae from  opened an sigharag ok nhic ; ‘ ) ‘
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“A cleverly constructed, often
uproarious shaggy-dog
black comedy.”

o

Wi @ DAYS ARE LONG
ARD THE KNIDHTS ARE SHORT




THE LIARS
$11.%° CD

UFFER GOOD
THEU 10-30-07

Visit us online at www.musicmillennium.com

Academy Anard mﬁﬁﬁf: '

HALLE BERRY
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MICHAEL CLAYTON’ BRISTLES WITH FIERCE INTENSITY:

Coaudla Puig, L 0D Y

GRIPPING
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one ﬁf her best W&mﬁm

CPREE BARMOIRL

Re gat Cmemas mx TOWER smmum 'w .
 Porfland » B00/FANDANGO #327

QUEER WINDOW
SPECIAL ENGAGEMENT NOW ~PIAYIN;

 Regal Cinemas FOX TOWER STADIUM 10
 Portiond « BOO/FANDANGO #327
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ONE OF THE BEST ﬁ%iﬁfiﬁ M "%f%ﬁﬁ
OF THE DECADE

LIKE MYSTIC RIVER
iIT WILL LEAVE YOU
TALKING FOR DAYS.

MORGAN FREEMAN
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