
ANNOTATED :MINUTES 

Tuesday, February 28, 1995 - 1:00- 5:00PM 
Justice Center, 14th Floor Conference Room B 

1111 SW Second, Portland 

WORK SESSION 

WS-1 Elected Officials Will Meet for Stakeholder Goal Setting Regarding Property 
Tax Abatement Policy. Facilitated by Elaine Hallmark. 

ELAINE HALLMARK FACILITATED SESSION 
ATTENDED BY BEVERLY STEIN, GARY HANSEN, 
DON ROBERTSON, GUSSIE McROBERT, SHARRON 
KELLEY, DAN SALTZMAN, TANYA COLLIER, PAUL 
THALHOFER, MICHAEL ODGEN, ETHAN SELTZER, 
CATHEY BRIGGS, JOHN DORST, SHARON TIMKO, 
DAVE WARREN, COURTNEY WILTON, BOB RIECK, 
MARCY JACOBS, LISA NISENFELD, PAMELA WEV, 
KEITH WITCOSKY, MARK CAMPBELL, BARRY 
CROOK, MIKE SABA, BOB ROBISON, JIM MAYER, 
JIM BARNETT, MEG ANNE STEELE, DICK ROMANO, 
ROB FUSSELL, · BETH PEARCE AND MARK 
CLEMONS. COUNTY TO PURSUE ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION AND DISCUSSION ON ALLOCATION 
OF COMMUNITY SERVICE FEE. FACILITATOR TO 
SUBMIT OUTCOME OF WORK SESSION GOALS AND 
OBJECTIVES FOR TECHNICAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE TO DRAFT STRATEGIC INVESTMENT 
PROGRAM POLICY FOR STAKEHOLDERS REVIEW 
AND FINE-TOOLING PRIOR TO PUBLIC REVIEW. 

Thursday, March 2, 1995 - 9:30AM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

1021 SW Fourth, Portland 

REGULAR MEETING 

Chair Beverly Stein convened the meeting at 9:30 a.m., with Vice-Chair 
Sharron Kelley, Commissioners Gary Hansen, Tanya Collier and Dan Saltzman present. 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER KELLEY, 
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER HANSEN, THE 
CONSENT CALENDAR (ITEMS C-1 THROUGH C-6) 
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WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

NON-DEPARTMENTAL 

C-1 In the Matter of the Appointment of Roberto Reyes Colon to the 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY COMMUNITY ACTION COMMISSION 

~AGEMENTSUPPORT 

C-2 Ratification of Amendment No. 1 to Intergovernmental Agreement Contract 
500405 Between Multnomah County and the City of Portland, (Consolidation 
of the City's Business License Law and the County's Business Income Tax 
Program) Providing Technical Changes in Administration of Back Tax Years, 
for the Period June 24, 1993 through June 24, 1998 

COMMUNITY AND FAl\flLY SERVICES DMSION 

C-3 Ratification of Intergovernmental Agreement Contract 104115 Between 
Multnomah County and Portland Public School District #1, Providing 
Reimbursement for the Salary of a Portland Public School Staff Person for 
Services in Connection with Transition of the Mental Health System for 
Multnomah County Partners Project Clients into the Children's Capitation 
Project, for the Period July 1, 1994 through March 15, 1995 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

C-4 ORDER in the Matter of the Execution of Deed D951171 for the Repurchase 
of Certain Tax Foreclosed Property to Former Owner Tina Wright 

ORDER 95-42 • 

. JUVENILE .JUSTICE DMSION 

C-5 Ratification of Amendment No. 1 to Intergovernmental Agreement Contract 
100295 Between Clackamas County and Multnomah County, Providing 
Additional Funds in the Amount of $6,000 for the Continuation of Court 
Ordered Electronic Monitoring Services as an. Alternative to Detention for 
Multnomah County Youth Awaiting Formal Disposition, for the Period Upon 
Execution through June 30, 1995 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTII 

C-6 Ratification of Intergovernmental Agreement Contract 201735 Between 
Multnomah County and Oregon Health Sciences University, Providing 
Laboratory Services Necessary to Test Blood Specimens for "T" Lymphocyte 
Typing, for the Period November 1, 1994 through October 31, 1995 
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REGULAR AGENDA 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

R-1 Opportunity for Public Comment on Non-Agenda Matters. Testimony Limited 
to Three Minutes Per Person. 

NO ONE WISHED TO COMMENT. 

~AGEMENTSUPPORT 

R-2 Presentation in the Matter of Employee Service Awards Honoring Multnomah 
County Employees with Five to Twenty-Five Years of Service 

BOARD GREETED, ACKNOWLEDGED AND 
PRESENTED 5 YEAR AWARDS TO DONALD ACKER 
AND ELIZABEm PANKEN OF CFS; CHARLOTTE 
BOETTCHER, CHRISTINE BRIDWELL, SHERYL 
CHARLES, EARL FLEMMING AND VALERIA JONES 
OF DCC; MARY RUSSELL OF DES; Jll\fl JOHNSON 
OF JJD; DONNA DENGEL AND LINDA INDINDOLI OF 
DLS; AND DEBORAH BOGSTAD, JOHN LEGRY, 
ROBERT TRACHTENBERG AND JOY TUMBAGA OF 
NOND. 10 YEAR AWARDS PRESENTED TO 
CATHERINE BLACKMAN OF CFS; TRUDY LANE OF 
DA; ReGINA GUION OF DH; KHABIRA McDOW OF 
DES; AND HANA BUNTIN, SUSAN QUIN AND JANICE 
WEINSTOCK OF DLS. 15 YEAR AWARDS 
PRESENTED TO JOHN RATTO OF DA; JAMES 
BERRY, CRAIG FLOWER AND GARY HALL OF DES; 
ANGIE FISHER AND BARBARA GORTER OF DLS; 
AND MELINDA HARRIS AND JEANETTE STAINO OF 
NOND. 20 YEAR AWARDS PRESENTED TO mOMAS 
GRINNEL OF DCC; AND SUSAN AYERS AND 
PENELOPE MALMQUIST OF NOND. 25 YEAR 
AWARDS PRESENTED TO ROBIN KIRKMAN OF DES; 
RICHARD SCOTT OF JJD; AND LINDA EASLEY OF 
DLS. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

R-3 First Reading of a Proposed ORDINANCE Amending the Multnomah County 
Comprehensive Plan Map and Sectional Zoning Maps and Correcting Errors 
in Ordinance 745 

PROPOSED ORDINANCE READ BY TITLE ONLY. 
COPIES AVAILABLE. COMMISSIONER SALTZ~ 
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MOVED AND COMMISSIONER KELLEY SECONDED, 
APPROVAL OF FIRST READING. MARK HESS 
EXPLANATION. NO ONE WISHED TO TESTIFY. 
FIRST READING UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 
SECONDED READING SCHEDULED FOR TIRJRSDAY. 
MARCH 9. 1995. 

R-4 Ratification of the Transportation Initiatives' Intergovernmental Agreement 
Contract 301745 Between Multnomah County and the City of Gresham, 
Providing for the Transfer of Approximately 70 Miles of County Roads to the 
City of Gresham; One Pick-Up Truck; Responsibilities for Transportation 
Planning, Development Review and Permit Issuance, and Stormwater 
Management Functions; and Funding in the Amount of $400,000 Per Year 
Plus COLA Beginning July 1, 1995 

R-5 Ratification of the Transportation Initiatives' Intergovernmental Agreement 
Contract 301755 Between Multnomah County and the City of Troutdale, 
Providing for the Transfer of One Mile of County Roads to the City of 
Troutdale; Responsibilities for Transportation Planning, Development Review 
and Permit Issuance, and Stormwater Management Functions; and Funding in 
the Amount of $5,600 Per Year Plus COLA Beginning July 1, 1995 

SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

AT THE REQUEST OF CHAIR STEIN AND UPON 
MOTION OF COMMISSIONER COLLIER, SECONDED 
BY COMMISSIONER HANSEN, R-4 AND R-5 WERE 
UNANIMOUSLY CONTINUED TO THURSDAY. 
MARCH 9, 1995. 

R-6 Request for Approval to Donate Certain Multnomah County Surplus Computer 
Items to the U.S. Naval Sea Cadet Corps, a Non-Profit Organization 

COMMISSIONER COLLIER MOVED AND 
COMMISSIONER KELLEY SECONDED, APPROVAL 
OF R-6. LARRY AAB AND FRANNA HATHAWAY 
EXPLANATION AND RESPONSE TO BOARD 
QUESTIONS. DONATION UNANIMOUSLY 
APPROVED. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

R-7 Budget Modification MCHD 4 Requesting Authorization to Increase HIV 
Programs Within the HIV & STD Services Division Budget to Reflect Receipt 
of Two Grants to Enhance Services for HIV Clients 

COMMISSIONER SALTZMAN MOVED AND 
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COMMISSIONER KELLEY SECONDED, APPROVAL 
OF R-7. COMMISSIONER HANSEN EXPLANATION. 
BUDGET MODIFICATION UNANIMOUSLY 
APPROVED. 

R-8 Budget Modification MCHD 5 Requesting Authorization to Move Dollars to 
Correct Funds, Organizations and Categories Within the Health Department 
Budget 

COMMISSIONER SALTZMAN MOVED AND 
COMMISSIONER KELLEY SECONDED, APPROVAL 
OF R-8. COMMISSIONER HANSEN AND TOM 
FRONK EXPLANATION AND RESPONSE TO BOARD 
QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS. BUDGET 
MODIFICATION UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

PUBLIC CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD 

(Recess as the Board of County Commissioners and convene as the Public 
Contract Review Board) 

R-9 ORDER in the Matter of an Exemption to Exceed the 20% Change Order 
Limitation for the Animal Control Remodel/Repair Construction 

COMMISSIONER COLLIER MOVED AND 
COMMISSIONER KELLEY SECONDED, APPROVAL 
OF R-9. FRANNA HATHAWAY AND 
COMMISSIONER COLLIER EXPLANATION. ORDER 
95-43 UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

(Recess as the Public Contract Review Board and reconvene as the Board of 
County Commissioners) 

The regular meeting was recessed at 10:03 a.m. and the work session 
convened at 10:08 a.m. 

Thursday, March 2, 1995 - 10:30 AM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

1021 SW Fourth, Portland 

WORK SESSION 

WS-2 Discussion on Need for Consultant to Assist in the Development of a Tax 
Abatement Policy. Presented by Sharon Timko. 

SHARON TIMKO PRESENTATION OF OPTIONS TO 
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EXPEDITE DRAFT POLICY. MS. TIMKO, JOHN 
DuBAY, MARCY JACOBS, ROB FUSSELL, MARK 
CLEMONS AND MICHAEL ODGEN RESPONSE TO 
BOARD QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION. TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY TEAM TO SUBMIT DRAFT STRATEGIC 
INVESTMENT PROGRAM POLICY TO COUNTY 
BOARD BY NOON, THURSDAY, MARCH 23, 1995. 
STAKEHOLDERS WORK SESSION TO REVIEW AND 
REVISE DRAFT POLICY SCHEDULED FOR 1:35 PM. 
TUESDAY, MARCH 28, 1995, HEARING ROOM 602, 
COURTHOUSE. REVISED DRAFT POLICY TO BE 
SUBMITTED TO COUNTY BOARD BY NOON, 
MONDAY, APRIL 3, 1995. PUBLIC HEARING ON 
PROPOSED STRATEGIC INVESTMENT PROGRAM 
POLICY SCHEDULED FOR 1:35 PM, TUESDAY, 
APRIL 11, 1995, HEARING ROOM 602, 
COURTHOUSE. FIRST READING, PUBLIC HEARING 
AND POSSIBLE ADOPTION OF PROPOSED 
STRATEGIC INVESTMENT PROGRAM POLICY 
ORDINANCE SCHEDULED FOR 9:30AM, THURSDAY, 
APRIL 13, 1995, HEARING ROOM 602, 
COURTHOUSE. IF NEEDED, SECOND READING OF 
ORDINANCESCHEDULEDFOR9:30AM, THURSDAY, 
APRIL 20, 1995, HEARING ROOM 602, 
COURTHOUSE. 

Thursday, March 2, 1995- 11:00 AM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

1021 SW Fourth, Portland 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

E-1 The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Will Meet in Executive 
Session Pursuant to ORS 192.660(1)(h) for Consultation with Counsel 
Concerning Legal Rights and Duties Regarding Litigation Likely to be Filed. 
Presented by John DuBay and Scott Pemble. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION HELD. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 12:00 p.m. 

OFFICE OF THE BOARD CLERK 
for MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

~~at-\~5tac 
Deborah L. Bogstad 
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mULTnomRH COUnTY OREGOn 

OFFICE OF THE BOARD CLERK 
SUITE 1510, PORTLAND BUILDING 
1120 S.W. FIFTH AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

AGENDA 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
BEVERLY STEIN • CHAIR • 248-3308 
DAN SALTZMAN • DISTRICT 1 • 248-5220 
GARY HANSEN • DISTRICT 2 • 248-5219 

TANYA COLLIER • DISTRICT 3 • 248-5217 
SHARRON KELLEY • DISTRICT 4 • 248-5213 

CLERK'S OFFICE • 248-3277 • 248-5222 

MEETINGS OF THE MULTNOMAH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

FOR THE WEEK OF 

FEBRUARY 27, 1995- MARCH 3, 1995 

Tuesday, February 28, 1995- 1:00PM- Work Session . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Page 2 
Justice Center, 14th Floor Conference Room B 

1111 SW Second, Portland 

Thursday, March 2, 1995- 9:30AM- Regular Meeting . . . . . . . . . . . . . Page 2 

Thursday, March 2, 1995- 10:30 AM- Work Session . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Page 4 

Thursday, March 2, 1995- 11:00 AM- Executive Session . . . . . . . . . . . . Page 4 

Thursday Meetings of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners are 
taped and can be seen by Paragon Cable subscribers at the following times: 

Thursday, 6:00PM, Channel 30 
Friday, 10:00 PM, Channel 30 

Saturday, 12:30 PM, Channel 30 
Sunday, 1:00PM, Channel 30 

INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES MAY CAU THE OFFICE OF THE BOARD 
CLERK AT 248-3277 OR 248-5222, OR MULTNOMAH COUNTY TDD PHONE 248-
5040, FOR INFORMATION ON AVAILABLE SERVICES AND ACCESSIBILITY. 

-J-
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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Tuesday, February 28, 1995- 1:00- 5:00PM 
Justice Center, 14th Floor Conference Room B 

1111 SW Second, Ponland 

WORK SESSION 

WS-1 Elected Officials Will Meet for Stakeholder Goal Setting Regarding Property 
Tax Abatement Policy. Facilitated by Elaine Hallmark. 

Thursday, March 2, 1995- 9:30AM 
Multnomah County Counhouse, Room 602 

1021 SW Founh, Ponland 

REGULAR MEETING 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

NON-DEPARTMENTAL 

C-1 In the Matter of the Appointment ofRobeno Reyes Colon to the MULTNOMAH 
COUNTY COMMUNITY ACTION COMMISSION 

MANAGEMENT SUPPORT 

C-2 Ratification of Amendment No. 1 to Intergovernmental Agreement Contract 
500405 Between Multnomah County and the City of Ponland, (Consolidation 
of the City's Business License Law and the County's Business Income Tax 
Program) Providing Technical Changes in Administration of Back Tax Years, 
for the Period June 24, 1993 through June 24, 1998 

COMMUNITY AND FAMILY SERVICES DIVISION 

C-3 Ratification of Intergovernmental Agreement Contract 104115 Between 
Multnomah County and Ponland Public School District # 1, Providing 
Reimbursement for the Salary of a Ponland Public School Staff Person for 
Services in Connection with Transition of the Mental Health System for 
Multnomah County Panners Project Clients into the Children's Capitation 
Project, for the Period July 1, 1994 through March 15, 1995 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

C-4 ORDER in the Matter of the Execution of Deed D951171 for the Repurchase 
of Cenain Tax Acquired Property to Former Owner Tina Wright 

.JUVENILE .JUSTICE DIVISION 

C-5 Ratification of Amendment No. 1 to Intergovernmental Agreement Contract 
-2- . 
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100295 Between Clackamas County and Multnomah County, Providing 
Additional Funds in the Amount of $6,000 for the Continuation of Court 
Ordered Electronic Monitoring Services as an Alternative to Detention for 
Multnomah County Youth Awaiting Formal Disposition, for the Period Upon 
Execution through June 30, 1995 

DEPARTMENTOFHEALLU 

C-6 Ratification of Intergovernmental Agreement Contract 201735 Between 
Multnomah County and Oregon Health Sciences University, Providing 
Laboratory Services Necessary to Test Blood Specimens for "T" Lymphocyte 
Typing, for the Period November 1, 1994 through October 31, 1995 

REGULAR AGENDA 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

R-1 Opportunity for Public Comment on Non-Agenda Matters. Testimony Limited 
to Three Minutes Per Person. 

MANAGEMENT SUPPORT 

R-2 Presentation in the Matter of Employee Service Awards Honoring Multnomah 
County Employees with Five to Twenty-Five Years of Service 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

R-3 First Reading of a Proposed ORDINANCE Amending the Multnomah County 
Comprehensive Plan Map and Sectional Zoning Maps and Correcting Errors 
in Ordinance 7 45 

R-4 Ratification of the Transportation Initiatives' Intergovernmental Agreement 
Contract 301745 Between Multnomah County and the City of Gresham, 
Providing for the Transfer of Approximately 70 Miles of County Roads to the 
City of Gresham; One Pick-Up Truck; Responsibilities for Transportation 
Planning, Development Review and Permit Issuance, and Stormwater 
Management Functions; and Funding in the Amount of$400,000 Per Year Plus 
COLA Beginning July 1, 1995 

R-5 Ratification. of the Transportation Initiatives' Intergovernmental Agreement 
Contract 301755 Between Multnomah County and the City of Troutdale, 
Providing for the Transfer of One Mile of County Roads to the City of 
Troutdale; Responsibilities for Transportation Planning, Development Review 
and Permit Issuance, and Stormwater Management Functions; and Funding in 
the Amount of $5,600 Per Year Plus COLA Beginning July 1, 1995 

SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

-3-



•· 

R-6 Request for Approval to Donate Certain Multnomah County Surplus Computer 
Items to the U.S. Naval Sea Cadet Corps, a Non-Profit Organization 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

R-7 Budget Modification MCHD 4 Requesting Authorization to Increase HIV 
Programs Within the HIV & STD Services Division Budget to Reflect Receipt 
of Two Grants to Enhance Services for HIV Clients 

R-8 Budget Modification MCHD 5 Requesting Authorization to Move Dollars to 
Correct Funds, Organizations and Categories Within the Health Department 
Budget 

PUBLIC CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD 

(Recess as the Board of County Commissioners and convene as the Public 
Contract Review Board) 

R-9 ORDER in the Matter of an Exemption to Exceed the 20% Change Order 
Limitation for the Animal Control Remodel/Repair Construction 

(Recess as the Public Contract Review Board and reconvene as the Board of 
County Commissioners) 

Thursday, March 2, 1995- 10:30 AM 
(OR IMMEDIATELY FOUOWING REGULAR MEETING) 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 
1021 SW Fourth, Portland 

WORK SESSION 

WS-2 Discussion on Need for Consultant to Assist in the Development of a Tax 
Abatement Policy. Presented by Sharon Timko. 30 MINUTES REQUESTED. 

Thursday, March 2, 1995- 11:00 AM 
(OR IMMEDIATELY FOUOWING REGULAR MEETING) 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 
1021 SW Fourth, Portland 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

E-1 The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Will Meet in Executive 
Session Pursuant to ORS 192.660(1)(h) for Consultation with Counsel 
Concerning Legal Rights and Duties Regarding Litigation Likely to be Filed. 
Presented by John DuBay and Scott Pemble. 1 HOUR REQUESTED. 

1995-1.A GE/31-34/dlb 
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Commissioner's Assistant 

Phone:, 
Room407 



MEETING DATE : _ _:F:...;::E:.:..BR:..:.:U:.:..A;:;.:RY~2:...:..82-, --=1:...:..9.::..95~--

AGENDA N0: ___________ 1~~S~-~1~---------

(Above Space for Board Clerk's Use ONLY) 
---------~-----------------------------------~-------------------------

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 

SUBJECT: WORK SESSION - PPDPERTI TAX ABATMENT - STAKRT-IOLDER GOAL SETTING 

BOARD BRIEFING Date Requested: ________ nm_·_s_D_~_Y~,_F_E_B_R_UAR __ Y __ 2_8~,_1_9_9_5 ________ _ 

Amount of Time Needed: ____ ~ __ 1_:o_o __ ~_1_T_0 __ 5_:_oo __ P_M ______________ _ 

REGULAR MEETING: Date Requested: -------------------------------------
Amount of Time Needed: __________________ ~------------------

DEPARTMENT: NON- DEPARTI·mNTAL DIVISION: Q-IAIR BEVERLY STEIN 

CONTACT: ____ SHN_-_R_O_N_T_I_~~-0-~------ TELEPHONE #: ____ 24_8~-~3_96_0 ____ ~---
BLDG/ROOM #: ___ .10~6~/~1~51~5~--------

PERSON( S) MAKING PRESENTATION: FACILITATOR ELAINE HALU1ARK 

. [] !~FORMATIONAL ONLY 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

~] POLICY DIRECTION [] APPROVAL [] OTHER 

SUMMARY (Statement of rationale for action requested, personnel and 
fiscal/budgetary impacts, if applicable): 

WORK SESSION Willi ELECTED OFFICIALS FOR STAKEHOLDER GOAL SETTING 
REGARDING PROPERlY TAX ABATEMENT POLICY. 

* RSPORT TO BE SUBMITTED FPJDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 199 5 

SIGNATURES REQUIRED: 

nu~~ncrAL:~~=~~~~~-~~~~-~~-----------~-~ 
QR 

DEPARTMENT MANAGER: _________________________ ~--------------------

ALL ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS lfUST HAVE REQUIRED SIGNATURES 

Any Questions: Call the Office of the Board Clerk 248-32771248-5222 

0516C/63 
6193. 
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY STRATEGIC INVESTMENT PROGRAM 
POLICY DISCUSSION 

February 28, 1995 
Multnomah County Justice Center, 14th Floor, ConferenceRoom B 

AGENDA 

Desired Outcome of this meeting: (1) A clear statement, using the Portland-Multnomah 
Benchmarks as a framework, of prioritized goals, objectives or guarantees the policy makers 
would like this policy to achieve so that staff may develop the draft policy. (2) A decision on 
where the Community Service Fee will be allocated. 

1:00 Welcome and Introductions- Bev Stein, Chair Multnomah County Commission 

1:10 Agenda Review, Desired Outcome, Process to Use- Elaine Hallmark, Facilitator 

Information and Overview 
1:15 Overview of Strategic Investment Program - Marcy Jacobs, Economic Development 

Dept.· 

1 :25 County Process for Policy Development - Sharon Timko, Staff Asst. to Comm. Stein 

1 :35 Portland-Multnomah Benchmarks - Pam W~, Portland-Multnomah Progress Board 

1:50 Company Profile - Lisa Nisenfeld, Portland Development Comm. 

Goals, Objectives, or Guarantees of ~trategic Investment Plan Policy 
2:00 ·Group Develops Goals/Objectives/Guarantees to Be Met with this Policy 

3:00 Break 

3:15 Resume discussion of goals/objectives (Make specific the goals developed) 

4:00 Prioritize Goals/Objectives/Guarantees 

4:30 Community Service Fee- Address the use of the money collected in this fee. To what 
will it be dedicated? 

5:00 Close 



---------- ---

MULTNOMAH COUNTY STRATEGIC INVESTJ.\.1ENT PROGRAM POLICY 
DISCUSSION 

A panel of experts has been convened and is available throughout the goal setting session to field 
questions from the stakeholders. The technical advisory committee is also available to field any 
questions from the stakeholders. 

PANEL OF EXPERTS 

1) Dave Warren, Multnomah County Budget Office 

2) John Dorst, Multnomah County Transportation Division 

3) Cathey Briggs, staff for the Housing and Community Development Commission 

4) Bob Rieck, Portland Water Bureau 

5) Courtney Wilton, staff for the Multnomah County Tax Supervision and Conservation 
Commission 

6) Lisa Nisenfeld, Portland Development Commission JobNet Program 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

1) Sharon Timko, Multnomah County Chair's Office 

2) Michael Odgen, Portland Development Commission 

3) Rob Fussell, City of Gresham 

4) Bob Robison, Gretchen Kafoury' s Office 

5) Marcy Jacobs, Oregon Economic Development Department 

6) Ethan Seltzer, Institute of Portland Metropolitan Studies at Portland State University 



TARGETING CAPITAL INTENSIVE INDUSTRIES 

OREGON'S COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGES: 

- QUALITY OF LIFE 

-WORKFORCE 

- POWER RELIABILITY AND COST 

-WATER QUALITY AND AVAILABILITY 

-LAND ZONED APPROPRIATELY 

- PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE 

- COST OF LIVING 

OREGON'S COMPETITIVE DISADVANTAGES: 

-PROPERTY TAXATION SYSTEM 



CAPITAL INTENSIVE INDUSTRIES 

CHARACTERISTICS: 

-EXTRAORDINARY CAPITAL COSTS FOR TECHNOLOGY AND 
RESEARCH 

- EXTRAORDINARY INVESTMENT PER JOB - $400,000 TO $1 
MILLION 

-HIGHLY TRAINED WORKFORCE PAYING HIGHER THAN 
AVERAGE WAGES 

-MULTIPLIER EFFECT OF ADDITIONAL INVESTMENT 
THROUGHOUT THE STATE 



STRATEGIC INVESTMENTS PROGRAM 
MAJOR COMPONENTS 

• EXEMPTS PROPERTY TAXES ON AV OVER $100 MILLION 
($100 MILLION FLOATS WITH INCREASES/DECREASES IN TAXABLE VALUE 
OFALLCOUNTYPROPERT~ 

• 25% OF ABATED VALUE TO COMMUNITY AS COMMUNITY SERVICE FEE 
- $2 MILLION CAP PER YEAR 
- USED FOR VARIETY OF PUBLIC SERVICES 
- OUTSIDE OF MEASURE 5 LIMITS 

• COUNTY CAN IMPOSE OTHER REASONABLE RESTRICTIONS, FEES, OR 
REQUIREMENTS 

• 75°/o OF PERSONS IDRED MUST BE OREGONIANS 

• REQUIRES CITY/COUNTY APPROVAL 

• STATE ISSUES TAXABLE REVENUE BONDS FOR MAXIMUM OF FIFTEEN 
YEARS 

- CONDUIT BOND 
-NOT GUARANTEED BY THE STATE 

• COMPANY RETAINS PROPERTY OWNERSIDP 



- - -- - ------ ----

SITE CRITERIA FOR SILICON WAFER MANUFACTURER 

• SITE SIZE: 50-150 ACRES 

• VIBRATION SENSITIVE: STABLE SOILS 

• ELECTROMAGNETIC FIELD SENSITIVITY: OVERHEAD TRANSMISSION LINES 

• SENSITMTY TO COMPETING OR CONFLICTING USES: HOUSING, HEAVY 
COMMERCIAL, HEAVY INDUSTRIAL 

• WATER: LARGE AMOUNTS; CLEAN, NO UNDERGROUND CONTAMINATION 

• POWER: CHEAP, RELIABLE 

• PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE: ROADS, WATER, SEWER 

• AESTHETIC APPEAL 

• DEMONSTRATED SKILLED WORKFORCE AVAILABILITY 

• POLITICAL RECEPTMTY/BUSINESS CLIMATE: RAPID RESPONSE TO MEET 
MARKET TIMING 



PROJECT FINANCING 

PROPERTY TAXES 
-LOCAL GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND FUNCTIONS­

SUPPLEMENTED BY USER FEES AND CHARGES 
-LOCAL SCHOOLS- OPERATIONS AND STAFFING­

SUPPLEMENTED BY STATE GENERAL FUNDS 
- LOCAL SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION -

SUPPLEMENTED BY SERIAL LEVIES 

OTHER MUNICIPAL SOURCES 
- DEVELOPMENT IMP ACTS - CONNECTION FEES, TRAFFIC IMP ACT FEES 
-ROADS 

. STATE AND FEDERAL GAS TAX 

. SERIAL LEVIES 

. LOCAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS 
-WATER AND SEWER 

. SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT CHARGES 

. GENERAL RATES 

. SERIAL LEVIES 

COMMUNITY SERVICE FEE 

STATE LOTTERY PROGRAMS 



ADDITIONAL LOTTERY FUNDING 

SPECIAL PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM- LOANS, GRANTS 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

ODOT IMMEDIATE OPPORTUNITY FUND- GRANT PROGRAM 
FOR ROADS, SIGNALIZATION, RIGHT OF WAY 

TRAINING-
TARGETED TRAINING 
KEY INDUSTRY TRAINING 

REGIONAL STRATEGIES- GRANTS/LOANS DETERMINED BY 
COUNTY APPOINTED LOCAL BOARD 

STRATEGIC RESERVE- APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR 
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY 
STRATEGIC INVESTMENT PROGRAM 

POLICY DISCUSSION 

BACKGROUND REPORT 

February 24, 1995 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
The Strategic Investment Program (SIP), is a property tax program passed by the State of 
Oregon during the last legislative session (HB 3686). The SIP is designed to provide an 
partial property tax abatement for investments of more than $100 million. The two industries 
which are capital intensive enough to utilize this program are the metals and semiconductors 
industries, both of which have been designated as key industries for the state. 

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners held a public hearing on January 23, 1995 
on the Strategic Investment Program (SIP) as part of a process to decide if the County should 
implement this program. Public testimony at this hearing spanned a period of four hours and 
touched on a variety of issues and concerns. 

At a subsequent work session, the Commission decided to develop an SIP policy for their use 
of this program. The Multnomah County Commissioners have invited elected officials from 
the cities and Metro to participate in a goal setting session. Elected officials have been 
identified as key stakeholders because of each city's ability to develop and adopt its own tax 
abatement policy. House Bill 3686 stipulates that a city where a company locates and the 
county must both agree on a specific request for a tax abatement under the SIP. The 
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners have agreed to work with all the cities now to 
minimize any potential conflicts at the time of an application. 

Key stakeholders will be asked to discuss community goals which the SIP could help achieve 
and prioritize which of those goals should be incorporated in the SIP policy. the 
Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Benchmarks will be used as the starting point. 

This background report has been prepared to provide information and policy context for use 
at the goal setting session. The background report is not intended to be the definitive report 
on the issue. Nor will it prioritize goals. Rather it will provide basic and informative 
materials so the group will share a common starting point for the goal setting session. 

Washington and Yamhill Counties have adopted po.licies for their use of the SIP. Washington 
County has received and approved three applications under their SIP policy. However, as a 
result of their experience with the SIP, Washington County has offered the state a number of 
suggestions for modifications to the current legislation including adjusting the cap based on 
community need. For example, higher caps might be allowed in counties with high levels of 
unemployment or significant worker displacement. Copies of the Washington and Yamhill 
County policies as well as a copy of a letter to the governor with suggested changes to the 
SIP are included as part of Section VIII. of this report, EXAMPLES OF EXISTING 
SIP/ENTERPRISE ZONE POLICIES. 
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The SIP policy will be drafted by a technical committee which is supporting this process. the 
draft policy will be based on the goals identified at the stakeholder's meeting. The 
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners will then review the draft policy prior to 
releasing it for public comment. The Institute of Portland Metropolitan Studies at PSU will 
convene a group of experts to review the draft policy. A public hearing will then be held to 
receive feedback from the panel of experts, the cities and the general public. A hearing date 
is scheduled for the beginning of April. 

The following sections of this report summarize the issues and concerns which were brought 
out through testimony at the January 23rd public hearing and provides a review and 
discussion of information relevant to these issues and the use of the strategic investments 
program. 
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II. OVERVIEW OF THE STRATEGIC INVESTMENT PROGRAM 

Background and Intent 
Oregon, with its high quality of life and other competitive advantages, has always scored high 
with companies interested in a West Coast location. However, for the semiconductor and 
metals industries, which within the span of the last four years have become extremely capital 
intensive, Oregon's property tax system made the state non-competitive as a location for these 
industries. Oregon finds itself competing for these firms, with Arizona, New Mexico and 
other U.S. states, but also on a world-wide basis with Singapore, Ireland, Great Britain and 
Malaysia. 

Oregon had lost several billion dollar investments in head to head competition with states that 
offered complete property tax abatements, sales tax relief, and financing programs for major 
corporate investments. Oregon needed to examine whether it wanted to compete for these 
investments, and if so, how. 

The Strategic Investment Program (SIP), enacted through HB 3686, was designed to respond 
to a window in time of economic opportunity to attract major investments and high wage jobs 
in strategic key industries in Oregon, specifically, semiconductors and metals. 

Industry Characteristics 
The characteristics of the semiconductor and metals industries which make them attractive as 
economic targets also contribute to the need for the SIP. These include: 

Extremely high capital costs and short useful life of manufacturing equipment; 

High investment per job --- between $500,000 and $2,000,000 per job --- roughly 15 
to 60 times the historical average; 

A highly trained workforce earning wages well above average, coupled with 
opportunities for initial entry and career/skill advancement for lower skilled members 
of Oregon's existing labor force; 

High multiplier effect of additional investment created via supplier and service 
companies throughout the state, and; 

Low impact on property tax financed local services per dollar of investment. 
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Elements of the Strategic Investment Program 
The SIP offers partial property tax abatement for capital intensive industries. It operates 
completely at local option. Multnomah County will determine the specific rules, criteria and 
standards it will apply and will negotiate directly with any companies under this program. 

HB 3686 authorizes the State to issue Industrial Revenue Bonds for eligible projects, as 
approved by the County. The bonds serve as a mechanism to provide the property tax 
abatement, and may be issued for a maximum of 15 years. Unlike programs in other states, 
the State of Oregon does not take title to the property or assume any property liability. The 
major features of the SIP are: 

1. Property taxes are exempt on assessed valuation above $100 million. That figure floats 
with increases or decreases in taxable value of property in the County over time; 

2. A Community Service Fee, equal to 25% of the abated taxes, up to a maximum of $2 
million per year, is paid to the County. The Community Service Fee can be used for 
local public uses as determined by the County ( eg. roads, schools, water systems, industry 
specific training, etc.); 

3. The community is allowed to impose other reasonable requirements or restrictions on the 
company, such as hiring requirements, or charge additional fees; 

4. To assure that Oregonians benefit from this program, the company receiving an abatement 
under this program is required to enter into a first source hiring agreement. 75% of the 
persons hired must be Oregon residents; 

5. Theoretically, a company may qualify for both the Enterprise Zone Program and the 
Strategic Investment Program; 

6. Local government approval, via public hearing, of individual projects under the SIP is 
required. Approval by the <;ounty Commission, as well as the City Council in which the 
project is located, is required; · 

7. Final action is taken by the Oregon Economic Development Commission, which approves 
the bonds; 

8. The bonds are conduit bonds in which the company's credit and the project's revenues 
serve to back the bonds. The State does not convey a general obligation, nor does the 
County or City; 

9. The company retains a fee interest in the property. 
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Limited Firms/Limited Sites 
As noted in the Background and Intent discussion, above, the SIP has application to a limited 
number of industries or companies, due to the level of capital investment required. 

In fact, due to the rapid depreciation of equipment, which for these industries represents the 
largest portion of their investment, for the SIP to have any substantial benefit to the company, 
the investment typically must be larger than $400 million. 

For the semiconductor industry in particular, which has stringent siting criteria, there are a 
limited number of sites available statewide. These site and community characteristics include: 

Large parcel size, typically 50 to 150 acres, partly for amenities, partly to isolate the 
facility from vibration of local traffic and other immediate uses; 

Stable soils which transmit no vibration. This rules out sites near rail roads, proximate to 
the Columbia River (areas with a high water table transmit vibration readily), close to the 
airport, or near heavy industrial uses; 

Production equipment and processes are sensitive to electro-magnetic fields. Sites with 
overhead power transmission lines pose problems; 

Availability of clean water. Production processes are highly sensitive to water 
content/purity and require substantial amounts of water, between 500,000 and a million 
gallons per day; 

The market operates on short timeframes/product life cycles. Potential sites must have 
infrastructure in place or available within 12 months. Rapid response by the community 
is required to allow the company to deal with the market pressures faced by this industry; 

Availability of a skilled and trainable workforce must be demonstrated; 

Concern about potential conflicting uses such as adjacent residential or major 
commercial/retail; 

Political/community will and a positive business climate must be present, usually tested up 
front before any application is made. These firms do not want to be where they are not 
welcomed. 

The number of properties with meet these criteria is limited. Once an SIP policy/process is 
developed by the County, one expansion application by an existing company and one or two 
additional applications from new firms are anticipated. 
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III. SUMMARY OF ISSUES AND CONCERNS RAISED BY THE 
PUBLIC 

This section summarizes the issues and concerns that were raised by the public at the January 
23rd public hearing. The issues have been categorized into the following eight areas: 

Income and Wages 
Employment and Workforce 
Property Tax 
Housing 

Infrastructure 
Environment 
Other Policy Issues 
Policy Administration 

Many of the statements were raised to alert the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners 
of possible consequences or benefits of the Strategic Investment Program. 

The accuracy of the following statements has not been verified. The statements were 
paraphrased from the public testimony. This is not an exhaustive list of all the issues 
regarding tax abatements. It only represents those issues that were raised at the January 23rd. 
public hearing. A more through discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of a tax 
abatement is included as Section VIII. TAX ABATEMENTS. 

Income and Wages Issues 

Possible Benefits 
1) Reduces the gap between the rich and poor. 

2) Provides family wage jobs. 

Possible Consequences 
1) Jobs created need to be permanent full-time not temporary or part-time. The high 

technology industry is known for creating a significant number of temporary jobs. 

2) Require decent wage jobs. 

3) A tax abatement policy will not create high quality jobs. 

4) Tax breaks have the opposite effect of lowering wages not raising them. 

5) High technology industries create low wage and· nonunionized jobs. 

6) More low paying jobs will be created for people living in the County than higher 
paying jobs. The company will import a few people to fill higher paying jobs and that 
will make the average annual wage appear higher than it really is. 
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Other Issues 
1) County needs family wage jobs with benefits. 

Employment and Workforce Issues 

Possible Benefits 
1) A tax abatement policy will help employ the unemployed and underemployed. 

2) A $100 million dollar investment is a considerable investment for East Multnomah 
County that will provide a substantial number of jobs. 

Possible Consequences 
1) Multnomah County citizens who need jobs the most, the unemployed and 

underemployed, will not benefit from this program. 

2) High technology industries use a significant number of temporary employees. 

3) Provides only short-term employment opportunities. After the tax abatement period is 
over, the company will move to a new location with greater tax abatement 
opportunities. 

Other Issues 
1) State of Oregon has not made a strong enough commitment to education and 

workforce preparedness. 

2) A decision made at the local level has statewide impacts. The state is required to 
compensate schools for any revenue losses related to property tax collection. This 
revenue could be invested into other state programs instead of compensating schools 
for revenue loss through tax abatements. 

3) Training programs are needed to all people access to jobs and job advancement. 

4) Intel is now laying off jobs. 

5) Consider all jobs created on the campus including contracted jobs, groundkeepers, 
cooks ... 
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Property Tax Issues 

Possible Benefits 
1) Employing more citizens will result in a higher homeowner property tax return. 

2) Strategic Investment Program will lower taxes for everyone. 

3) Strategic Investment Program establishes a level field for all businesses. 

4) Strategic Investment Program does help small businesses by stimulating the economy. 

Possible Consequences 
1) Public agencies need revenue from all. sources to manage for growth. Under 

compression, the County will not be able to collect its full levy. 

2) Unfair to small and medium sized businesses and homeowners. 

3) Sending a negative message to homeowners and other property owners who will have 
to compensate for the taxes abated. Also potential consequences for future Measure 5 
ballot initiatives. 

4) Existing businesses do not receive tax abatement. 

5) Strategic Investment Program shifts the tax burden to homeowners and other property 
owners. 

Other Issues 
1) State stands to gain the most from the program: significant increase in personal 

income taxes and corporate taxes. 

2) State should share their revenue windfall with counties to assist disadvantaged areas. 

Housing Issues 

Possible Consequences 
1) There is not sufficient affordable housing in the county to meet the demand iflower 

wage jobs are created. 

Other Issues 
1) Jobs\housing mix needs to be balanced. 
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Infrastructure Issues 

Possible Benefits 
1) User fees will pay for infrastructure needs. 

Possible Consequences 
1) Encouraging large companies to locate here with a tax abatement will place a greater 

demand on the infrastructure with less tax revenue to pay for it. 

2) Increased need for wastewater treatment facilities, schools and roads. 

Environmental Issues 

Possible Benefits 
1) Land is now available for this large investment. The County may not have this choice 

in the near future. 

Possible Consequences 
1) Need to consider environmental impacts. (i.e. air, water) 

2) High technology industries are not clean industries. They impact the water quality and 
quantity and impact the airshed through release of emissions. Need to consider the 
cumulative impacts on the regional air and watersheds. 

3) Set high environmental standards. 

4) High technology industries are the number one water uses in the area. Should we be 
using our limited water resources for high technology? Salmon? 

5) Contaminate well water. 

6) Only grant a tax abatement to a company that plans and builds the campus in a 
manner that aids in the development of a more compact urban form. 

7) Require a company receiving a tax abatement to recycle water on site. 

Other Policy Issues 

1) Granting tax abatements allows the County to control the type of development. 

2) No long term benefit to the community. 
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Policy Administration 

1) Draft a policy prior to accepting applications . for tax abatements. 

2) A tax abatement policy should be reviewed on a regional basis, not county by county. 

3) Measure and evaluate the tax abatement program. 

4) 3/4 of all jobs created must be over the County median wage. 

5) Require full disclosure of financial and environmental information. Disclose any past 
labor law and environmental law violations. 

6) Company must agree to recognize unions and not replace striking workers. 

7) Company pays for all reports and analysis necessary to process an application. 

8) Create clawback and job creation guaranties. 

9) Include a strong public involvement and review component. 

10) Require profit disclosure. If profits are higher than a certain percentage, return 
additional revenues back to the County. 

11) Strongly consider where the company invests their revenues. Small companies 
usually invest in the local community. 

12) Have companies purchase supplies locally. 
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IV. LOCAL BENCHMARKS 
The issues and concerns which were raised at the January 23rd public hearing were 
summarized in an earlier section. These issues cover a variety of concerns but can be viewed 
as falling into six basic topic areas: 

1. Income and Wage Concerns. 
2. Employment and Workforce Issues. 
3. Housing Issues. 
4. Infrastructure Concerns. 
5. Livability/Environment 
6. Policy Administration 

As we work to understand and frame the choices before us in each of these areas, the 
Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Benchmarks should be used as the starting point. The 
benchmarks were developed from two citizen-based vision and goal-setting processes: 
Portland Future Focus and Multnomah Visions. The Progress Board is a collaborative effort 
from across the community, including business, non-profit, educational and government 
leadership. Benchmarks have been developed to establish long range goals for improvement 
of our overall quality of life in this community. Most importantly, urgent benchmarks have 
been identified to provide a magnet for collaboration across all sectors of the community. 

Both Multnomah County and the City of Portland have formally endorsed the 
Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Benchmarks. 

The purpose of the stakeholder's meeting is therefore not to create or develop new goals or 
policy directions, but rather to recognize that these benchmarks exist as established goals, 
determine how the SIP can help achieve the urgent benchmarks. 

Section VII. EXISTING DATA RELATED TO ISSUES/BENCHMARKS, covered later in this 
report, provides current data and discussion of the relevant County benchmarks and related 
issues, organized by the six topic areas outlined above. However, current data for the 
benchmarks related to the fifth topic area, Livability/Environment is not provided (data for all 
of these benchmarks has not been developed). However, the applicable Livability and 
Environment benchmarks will be listed for reference and inclusion in the goal setting 
discussion. Additionally, there are no specific benchmarks which apply to the sixth topic 
outlined above, Policy Administration. 
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V. SIP FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The Multnomah County Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission (TSCC) conducted an 
analysis of the possible tax revenue and tax rate impacts relative to the SIP. The TSCC 
developed the analysis with input on a typical semiconductor plant investment provided by 
the Oregon Economic Development Department (OEDD). As part of this analysis, the TSCC 
developed assumptions on growth in local levies in consultation with the City of Portland and 
Multnomah County budget offices. 

Under this analysis, SIP benefits would exist for tax years 1997-98 through 2004-2005, an 
eight year period. All tax payment, savings, collection and tax rate impacts shown below are 
calculated for this period. The complete analysis (approximately 30 pages) is available for 
review but is not included as part of this background report. 

The analysis examined the revenue and tax rate impacts under two possible circumstances: 
a. The existing tax system, presuming a normal 6.5% growth in assessed valuations. 
b. Assuming that the State/voters pass a 4% cap on the annual growth in assessed valuations 

(proposed legislation which is currently being discussed). With this assumption, all cities 
would be end up in compression and could not collect their full levy amounts. Tax rates 
would be affected by a 4% cap.A 4% cap in growth of assessed valuations would create a 
minimal net increase in Multnomah County revenues if the investment were located in 
Gresham (or other locations not in compression). If an investment occurs in a location in 
compression (the City of Portland under the 4% cap) there would be a more significant 
revenue difference with/without a SIP abatement. 

A summary of the impacts, compared to no investment, include: 

Between 1997 and 2004 with the SIP -- i.e. the investment capped at $100 million: 
• $0.9 million in additional property tax collections by Multnomah County (library rate levy collections) 
• $2.7 million in Community Services Fees (CSF) paid to Multnomah County ($2.8 w/4% AV Cap) 
• $0.6 million in additional property tax collections by Gresham (public safety rate levy collections) 
• $144 total property tax savings for the owner of a $100,000 home in Gresham ($211 w/4% AV cap) 
• $14.1 million in property taxes paid by the company ($15.2 w/4% AV cap) 
• $8 million net savings ($10.8m tax savings minus CSF) to the company ($8.5 w/4% AV cap) 
• No net impact on schools (increased property tax collections would be offset with lower state funding) 

Between 1997 and 2004 without the SIP -- i.e. taxing the full value of the investment: 
• $1.6 million in additional property tax collections by Multnomah County (library rate levy collections) 
• $1.1 million in additional property tax collections by Gresham (public safety rate levy collections) 
• $305 total property tax savings for the owner of a $100,000 home in Gresham ($365 w/4% AV cap) 
• $24.8 million in property taxes paid by the company ($26.5 w/4% AV cap) 
• No net impact on schools (increased property tax collections would be offset with lower state funding) 

Presented on the next page is a table of the potential revenue and tax rate impacts of six 
possible scenarios. 
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Summary of Tax Revenue and Tax Rate Impacts '97-'98 through 2004-'05 

Existing System Existing System Existing System 4% AVCap 4% AV Cap 4% AV Cap 
No Investment SIP Abatement Full Value No Investment SIP Abatement Full Value 

Property Tax 
Revenue Impacts 

Multnomah 
County + $0.9 million + $1.6 million + $0.9 million + $1.6 million 

(margnially more (marginally 
than) more than) 

City of Gresham + $0.6 million + $1.1 million + $0.6 million + $1.1 million 

All other Minor benefit 
Jurisdictions None None None (not measured) 

K-12 Schools None None None None 
($4.9m increase ($8.7m increase ($4.9m increase ($8.7m increase 
in property tax in property tax in property tax in property tax 
collections will collections will collections will collections will 
be offset with be offset with be offset with be offset with 
lower state lower state lower state lower state 
school support school support school support school support 
payments) payments) payments) payments) 

Tax Rate 
Impacts 
City of Gresham 

In 2001-2002 $14.45 $14.27 $13.98 $15.66 $15.42 $15.04 
2004-2005 $14.13 $13.96 $13.95 $15.94 $15.68 $15.66 

All other Not Calculated Slight Decrease Slight Decrease Not Calculated Slight Decrease Slight Decrease 
I urisdictions Individually (not measured) (not measured) Individually (not measured) (not measured) 

Homeowner tax 
payments $14,584 $14,440 $14,279 $14,417 $14,206 $14,052 
1997-2004 ($144 less than ($305 less than ($211 less than ($365 less than 
(assuming no investment) no investment no investment) no investment 
$100,000 home $161 less than $154 less than 
in 1997) with SIP) w!.th SIP) 

Property Taxes 
Paid (over the $14.1 million $24.8 million $15.2 million $26.5 million 
SIP abatement 
period '97-2004) 

Community 
Service Fee None $2.7 million None None $2.8 million None 
(CSF) 

Property Tax 
Savings to $10.7 million None $11.3 .million None 
Company 

Net to Company $8.0 million None $8.5 million None 
(savings - CSF) 

Soun:e: Multnomah County Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission. February 199S. 

MDO:C:\wpw\multsip\backgmd.sip 2124/95 16 



VI. SEMICONDUCTOR EMPLOYER PROFILE 

The following employer profile is based on IDT, a semiconductor company building a facility in 
Hillsboro approved under Washington County's SIP. The IDT facility will be developed in two 
phases. The second phase is estimated to be most representative of projects Multnomah County is 
likely to see under its SIP. 

Hiring for these project will occur over a multi-year "ramp-up" schedule, typically over 5 years. 
The majority of the hiring is expected to be for Operator (53%) and Engineer (21 %) positions. The 
remainder will be comprised of Administrative and Maintenance Technician workers. 

PROJECTED EMPLOYEE RAMP-UP 

Administration 20 s s 10 10 50 

Operators 10 60 80 so so 250 

Engineers IS 10 10 2S 40 100 

Equipment Technicians 10 5 IS 30 15 75 

TOTAL ss 80 no llS us 475 

Wages 
The distribution of jobs, wages, and other details for the positions expected are as follows. 
Please note that base wages do not include employee bonus or benefits which are standard 
industry practices: 

WAGE AND POSITION DETAILS 

Administration 50 24 - 80.4 Klyr $39,996 $24,000 BA,BS 

Operators 250 13.5- 27 Klyr $19,760 $13,520 HS, some tmg/exp preferred 
(HS no exp) 

Engineer 100 33.6 - 80.4 Klyr $55,200 $33,600 BS, MS, PHD, (EE) 

Equip. Technicians 75 20.4 - 39.6 Klyr $30,000 $20,400 2 YEAR CC 
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OPERATOR WAGE ANALYSIS 

Entty Level Average Experienced 

Hourly $6.49 $9.50 $12.89 

Weekly $259.62 $380.00 $519.23 

Monthly $1,125.00 $1,646.67 $2,250 

Yearly $13,500.00 $19,760.00 $27,000.00 

OPERATOR'S BASE WAGE PLUS ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION 

Shift Diff. 3/413 $15,754.50/yr $23,059 .92/yr $31,509.00/yr 

3 Week Bonus $16,663.41/yr $24,390.30/yr $33,326.83/yr 

Benefits $21,662.44/yr $31,707.39/yr $43,324.88/yr 

The average annual wage is $30,336. This figure does not include employee bonus or 
benefits, is competitive within the industry and exceeds the county's average annual wage of 
$27,298. Total annual payroll as profiled would be $14,409,000. 

Operators have an average base pay of $19,760. However, when you add in the shift 
differential for a 3/4/3/ shift and 3 weeks bonus (which are standard for the industry), the 
average wage for Operators is raised to $24,390.30. 

Even though this is still slightly less than the County's annual average covered wage, it is 
competitive within the high technology industry. In addition, the entry level jobs within this 
occupation provide an opportunity for individuals with a high school education to enter the 
field and pursue a career and advancement in the semiconductor industry. Entry level 
operators are the source of experienced operators and eventually the source of technicians in 
many companies. Most companies espouse the policy of promoting from within and tend to 
follow this policy except when under the stress of major expansions. 
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Temporary Employees. 
One of the personnel practices issues which has arisen as part of the SIP discussions is the 
question of permanent vs. temporary positions. Nearly all employers in this industry use 
temporary employees under two conditions: 1) During periods of growth in market demand 
and expansion as a mechanism to manage short term workload and production increases, and; 
2) As a training and probationary mechanism for unskilled entry level Operator positions. 

Under the first condition, if increases in market demand are short lived, the use of temporary 
employees ceases. If the level of demand maintains, as it has during the last 4-5 years, the 
level of permanent staff is increased and the use of temporary positions is ceased. Under the 
second condition, those persons who satisfactorily complete this training/probationary step of 
employment are hired as permanent employees. Those who do not are not retained, as 
permanent nor as temporary employees. 

In a December 1995 employment survey of ten semiconductor and wafer firms in the 
Portland/Willamette Valley area there were a total of 2,858 Operators employed. Of this 
total, 2,530 were permanent and 328 (11.5%) were temporary employees. Note that these are 
point-in-time figures and are not necessarily representative of all situations nor all conditions. 

Benefits 
Companies in this industry provide employees with an excellent benefit package which 
includes health and dental insurance, life and disability, 100% tuition reimbursement and 401 
K. A summary of typical benefits includes: 

MedicaVDental X X $10/mo. $85/mo. 
Insurance 

Tuition Reimbursement 100% for 
Grade B 

Life Insurance X X 

Accidental Death X 

Long and Short-term Disability X 

Profit Sharing X 

401 k X Up to 15% 
wage 

Wellness package/ Health Club X Partial Pay X 

Stock purchase X X 
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VII. EXISTING DATA RELATED TO ISSUES/BENCHMARKS 
The following section presents an overview of the issues raised, a review of the 
Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Benchmarks or other indicators which most directly 
apply to those issues, and an analysis of the existing data for these benchmarks and 
indicators. Most of this information has been mapped or graphed in an attempt to make it 
more understandable. The maps, graphs and data tables for this information have been 
included and attached as a separate SIP Data Appendix. 

The data presented in this section is the most current available . The majority of the 
information is from the 1990 Census. The source of the forecast data is Metro's most recent 
regional forecasts. This data is provided as background information on the 
Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Benchmarks and other indicators of community 
conditions, in order to provide a common baseline and context for discussion. Data, no 
matter how current or detailed, will not provide the answers or solutions to the issues and 
concerns which have been raised in regard to this program. 

1. Income and Wage Concerns. 
The Portland!Multnomah Progress Board Benchmarks (shown in italics) or other indicators 
which most directly apply to this set of issues include: 

Average Wages, measured as the average annual payroll per non-farm worker 
within the county; 
Poverty, measured as the percentage of citizens with incomes above 100% of 
the federal poverty level, and; 
Household Income. 
Median Household Income. 
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Wages 
Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Urgent Benchmark -- Average Wages, measured as the 
average annual payroll per non-farm worker within the county 

The following table shows the average wage in Multnomah County over the last ten years. 

1984 1985 

$19,121 $19,657 

Average Wage- Multnomah County 
(Average Annual Payroll per Non-Farm Worker) 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 

$20,367 $21,080 $22,023 $22,878 $23,959 $25,230 

Source: Ponland-Multnomah Benchmarks, 1994 Annual Repon. Oregon Employment Depanmen~ Unemployment Insurance Tax Files, 1983-1993. 

' 

1992 1993 

$26,605 $27,298 

The 1993 average wage within Multnomah County was $27,298. Average wage rates have 
risen steadily since 1984, although at a rate only marginally higher than inflation (using the 
Consumer Price Index as an inflation index). The Cons11mer Price Index for the Portland area 
increased 39% over this period of time. Adjusted for inflation, the county's 1984 average 
wage would have been $26,578 in 1993. In real dollars, the average wage in Multnomah 
County has increased 2.7% since 1984. 

Page #1 in the attached data appendix shows 1993 average payroll per employee within 
Multnomah County for different sectors and industries. This table also shows the 1993 
employment within each sector as well as the numeric and percentage growth for each sector 
between 1984 and 1993. The existing electronics equipment manufacturers in Multnomah 
County have a 1993 average wage of $31,691, which is 16% higher than the average for all 
industries. 

Page #2 in the attached data appendix is a set of comparative wage information which 
appeared in the February 12, 1993 Oregonian. Through these comparisons, the Oregonian 
attempts to show that factory workers in the electronics industry are paid less than the 
average wage of comparable workers in all other industries. The data shown does not 
support this conclusion. The data presented does show that the average wage in the 
electronics industry is higher than other industries (the first set of comparisons), that factory 
workers in the electronics industry are paid less than professional and managerial workers (the 
second comparison). The third comparison shows that electronics industry factory workers 
average wage of $24,792 is slightly less than the average wage for all workers in the Portland 
area. -- including occupations from the bottom to the top of the scale. However, the article 
implies that the third comparison is factory worker to factory worker. This is not the data 
which is presented and is not a conclusion which can be drawn from this data - nor is the 
data necessary to draw this conclusion readily available. 
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Poverty 
Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Urgent Benchmark -- Poverty, measured as the 
percentage of citizens with incomes above 100% of the federal poverty level. 
Page #3 in the attached data appendix shows the distribution of persons in poverty within 
Multnomah County. As of the 1990 Census, 75,000 residents, 13% of the County's 
population, had incomes below the federal poverty level. As this map shows, persons below 
poverty are distributed throughout the county, with areas of higher concentrations in NINE 
and SE Portland, and portions of each of the east county cities, although in significantly lower 
concentrations and as a proportion of the population than within the City of Portland .. 

Income 
Pages #4 and #5 in the attached data appendix show the distribution of household income for 
Multnomah County and the Cities of Portland, Gresham, Troutdale, Fairview and Wood 
Village. Page #4 shows the number of households within each income group, while the graph 
on page #5 shows the percentage of households within each income group. More than 25% 
of the households in Multnomah County have incomes of less than $15,000, 20% have 
incomes between $15,000 and $25,000 and the remaining 54% of the households have 
incomes of $25,000 or above. 

The three smaller cities within the county tend to have smaller percentages of lower income 
households and somewhat larger percentages of higher income households than the county 
average. The City of Troutdale shows the greatest variation from the county average, with 
only 7% of its households with incomes below $15,000 and nearly 80% of its households 
having incomes of $25,000 or above. 

Page #6 in the attached data appendix is a map showing the median household income 
distribution within Multnomah County. This map shows that a substantial portion of the 
county has areas with median household incomes of between 80- 120% of the region's 
median of $31,071. Significant portions of the City of Portland have median household 
incomes below 60% of the regional average. The City of Gresham also has areas with 
housing values below 60% of the regional average. 
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2. Employment and Workforce Issues. 
The Portland!Multnomah Progress Board Benchmarks (shown in italics) or other indicators 
which most directly apply to this set of issues include: 

Unemployment Rate, as compared to the metropolitan area, broken down by 
ethnicity; 
Percent of 25 year olds with a certificate granted from education and training 
programs, and; 
Anticipated population, housing and employment growth. 

Unemployment Rates 
Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Benchmark -- Unemployment Rate, as compared to the 
metropolitan area, broken down by ethnicity. (the data presented below does not include 
ethnicity breakdowns). 
In November 1994, there were 14,6000 Multnomah County residents who were unemployed, 
a 4% unemployment rate. The unemployment rate for the Portland metropolitan area for the 
same date was 3.6% (28,510 persons). 

Page #7 in the attached data appendix shows the distribution of unemployed persons within 
Multnomah County as of the 1990 Census. The map shows a distribution very similar to the 
distribution of persons in poverty, discussed earlier. This isn't surprising since unemployment 
and poverty are interdependent ( eg. they are related to one another). Again, this map shows, 
unemployed persons are distributed throughout the county, with areas ofchigher concentrations 
in NINE and SE Portland, and portions of each of the east county cities, although in 
significantly lower concentrations and as a proportion of the population than within the City 
of Portland .. 

Education Level 
Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Benchmark -- Percent of 25 year olds with a certificate 
granted from education and training programs. 
Pages #8 and #9 in the attached data appendix show the level of educational attainment for 
the population 25 years and older for the county and each of the cities. Roughly 17% of the 
county's population over 25 years of age does not have a high school diploma. Another 24% 
hold a bachelor's degree or higher. 

The Cities of Gresham, Troutdale, Fairview and Wood Village all vary from the county 
distribution, but in differing ways. Each of these cities have significantly small percentages 
of persons with bachelor's degree or higher than the county average. Gresham has a slightly 
higher percentage of persons with a high school diploma, some college or an associate's 
degree. Troutdale has a significantly smaller share of persons with less than a 12th grade 
education, and a significantly larger share with some college. Fairview has a substantially 
larger share of high school graduates than the county average. Wood Village has the largest 
percentage of persons with less than a 12th grade education, nearly 25%. 
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Population, Housing and Employment Growth 
The following table shows the projected growth in population and employment for 
Multnomah County and each of the five cities between 1992 and 2015 based on Metro's most 
recent projections. 

Multnomah County Population, Housing and Employment Growth 1992 - 2015 

Multnomah Portland Gresham Troutdale Fairview Wood 
County Village 

Population 69,715 11,548 26,664 5,199 5,759 1,020 

Housing 66,813 39,338 13,419 2,381 2,652 578 

Employment 176,093 137,920 21,587 9,596 4,485 -167 

Source: Metro 

Metro's forecasts are based on the historic growth this metropolitan area and each of its cities 
and counties has experienced and takes into account the amount of vacant land each city and 
county has planned and zoned for future development as part of their Comprehensive Plans. 
These figures show that the county is anticipated to experience a fairly significant amount of 
growth, both in population and employment. 

If we look at these figures on an annual basis over the 23 year forecast period, Multnomah 
County's population is expected to increase by 3,000 per year, new housing units are 
expected to expand by 2,900 per year, and employment is anticipated to grow by 7,650 jobs 
per year, on average. 

3. Housing Issues. 
The Portland!Multnomah Progress Board Benchmarks (shown in italics) or other indicators 
which most directly apply to this set of issues include: 

Housing Affordability, measured as the percentage of home owners and renters 
below median income spending less than 30% of their household income on 
housing; 
Proximity of Home to Work, measured as the percentage of people who 
commute (one-way) within 30 minutes between where they live and where they 
work; 
Jobs/Housing Balance; 
Housing Costs, including: 

Median Housing Value, and; 
Housing Mix, the range and distribution of housing prices and rents. 
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Housing Affordability 
Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Benchmark -- Housing Affordability, measured as the 
percentage of home owners and renters below median income spending less than 30% of their 
household income on housing. 
Page #10 in the attached data appendix shows the breakdown of low and moderate income 
households in Multnomah County, the City of Portland and the City of Gresham. This table 
shows the percentage of those households which are spending 30% or greater of their incomes 
on housing expenses. 47% of all low and moderate income households in Multnomah County 
spend 30% or more of their income for housing. More then 70% of households in the very 
low income category spend more than 30% of their income on housing expenses. Figures for 
the City of Gresham show that a larger percentage of low and moderate income households 
have difficulty affording housing. 

Pages #11 and #12 in the attached data appendix provide additional information on 
affordability. These tables show the linkage between household income, affordable monthly 
payments/rents, and the amount which could be borrowed (toward buying a home) with those 
monthly payments. As an example --- for a household with an income of $20,000 
affordable monthly rent or house payments would be $467, at current interest rates 
(approximately 9%) you could borrow $58,000. With a 10% down payment this would 
equate to a $64,000 house. Approximately 112 of the homes (owner occupied) and more than 
114 of the rental units in Multnomah County would not be affordable to this household. 

Proximity of Home to Work 
Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Benchmark -- Proximity of Home to Work, measured as 
the percentage of people who commute (one-way) within 30 minutes between where they live 
and where they work. 
Pages #13 and #14 in the attached data appendix show the travel times to work for the county ·" 
and 5 cities. These figures also include persons who work at home (added to the less than 10 
minutes category). More than 75% of Multnomah County residents travel less than 30 
minutes from their home to work. 14% travel from 30 to 39 minutes, 6% from 40 to 49 
minutes and 3.5% travel for an hour or more from home to work. A larger percentage of 
Gresham's and Troutdale's residents spend more time traveling to work, with nearly 35% and 
39%, respectively, traveling longer than 30 minutes. The City of Fairview has a significantly 
larger percentage of persons who. travel less than 10 minutes to work than the county average. 
All four of the smaller cities have a significantly smaller percentage of persons who travel 
between 10 and 19 minutes to work, possibly indicating a lack of job opportunities within this 
travel time/distance. 
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Jobs/Housing Balance 
The following table shows the current and projected jobs/housing balance within each of the 
cities in Multnomah County based on Metro's most recent forecasts. The figures in the top 
row of the table are jobs/housing figures for 1992. The figures in the bottom row of the table 
are jobs/housing forecasts for 2015. Higher ratios indicate greater job opportunities within 
the community. Ratios closer to 2 : 1 would better support two-income households. 

Portland Gresham Troutdale Fairview 

Jobs Hsng Jobs Hsng Jobs Hsng Jobs Hsng 

407,533 220,936 28,543 28,493 4,131 3,054 1,535 1,318 

545,453 260,274 50,130 41,912 13,727 5,435 6,020 3,970 

Jobs/Housing Ratio Jobs/Housing Ratio J obs!Housing Ratio Jobs/Housing Ratio 

1.84 : 1 1 : 1 1.35 : 1 1.16 : 1 

2.10: 1 1.20 : 1 2.53 : 1 1.52 : 1 

Source: Metro. 

Comparable figures for the county as a whole are: 

1992 
2015 

Jobs 
461,742 
637,835 

Dwelling Units 
260,195 
327,008 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 
1.77 : 1 

Housing Costs 
Median Housing Value 

1.95 : 1 

Wood Village 

Jobs Hsng 

1,114 1,357 

947 1,935 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

0.82: 1 

0.49 : 1 

Page #15 in the attached data appendix is a map showing the geographic distribution of 
median housing values within Multnomah County. This distribution is similar to the map 
showing the distribution of median incomes. This isn't surprising since housing value and 
income are interdependent (eg. they are related to one another). This map shows that a 
substantial portion of the county has areas with median housing values of between 60-80% 
and between 80-120% of the region's median of $69,978. Significant portions of the City of 
Portland have median housing values below 60% of the regional average. The cities of 
Gresham and Troutdale also have areas with housing values below 60% of the regional 
average. 
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Housing Values - Owner Occupied 
Pages #16 and #17 in the attached data appendix show the range of housing values for owner 
occupied housing in Multnomah County and the Cities of Portland, Gresham, Troutdale, 
Fairview and Wood Village. The distribution within Multnomah County is concentrated in 
the middle ranges, with 81% of the housing have values between $30,000 and $99,999. Less 
than 15% of the County's housing is valued at $100,000 or above. The cities of Gresham 
and Troutdale have substantially larger percentages of their housing stock in the $60,000 to 
$99,999 range and substantially smaller percentages in the ranges under $45,000. The City of 
Portland has the largest percentage of the highest value housing, more than double the share 
for the county and any of the other cities. The City of Wood Village has a significantly 
larger proportion of housing in the $30,000 to $44,999 range than any of the other 
jurisdictions. 

Rental Costs 
Pages #18 and #19 in the attached data appendix show the range of rental rates within 
Multnomah County and the Cities of Portland, Gresham, Troutdale, Fairview and Wood 
Village. The distribution for rental rates is similar to that for housing value, with 75% of the 
rental units within the county falling in the middle ranges, between $300 and $749 per month. 
More than 20% have rents of $299 or less and only 4% have rents of $750 or more. The 
City of Troutdale has the most variation from the county average with significantly larger 
percentages of its rental stock in the higher ranges, $500 and up, and smaller percentages in 
the lower ranges, less than $300. Troutdale has roughly 112 the percentage of all of the other 
jurisdictions for units in the $300 to $499 rental range. 97% of the units in the City of Wood 
Village rent for $300 or above. Wood Village and Troutdale have no units renting for less 
than $200. All of the four smaller cities have less than half of the percentage of units than 
the City of Portland in the $200 to $299 rental range. 
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4. Infrastructure Concerns 
A number of issues and questions regarding infrastructure supply, capacity and financing have 
been raised in this process. The principal concerns focus on the impacts a project large 
enough to qualify for the SIP would have on the existing supply and need to develop new 
schools, housing, and/or water, sewer and road infrastructure. 

The following sections outline those local services which are financed through property taxes 
and those which are typically not. Section V. of this report, SIP FISCAL IMPACT, includes a 
brief discussion of Oregon's tax system and the revenue and tax rate impact of an example 
project, with and without the use of the SIP. 

Property Taxes and the Development Process 
In drafting the provisions of the Strategic Investment Program, the impacts of projects of this 
magnitude on local public services was an important consideration. That is why the SIP 
provides a partial property tax abatement vs. a full abatement (as offered by competing 
states). The Community Service Fee is an additional source of funding to address potential 
local impacts and/or insure local community benefits. However, as noted in Washington 
County's letter to Governor Kitzhaber "even the $100 million going on the tax rolls does not 
help local government provide local services". A brief overview of what property taxes pay 
for (and what they do not) would be useful at this point as a way of understanding the 
potential impacts of providing an abatement through the SIP. 

Services paid for through property taxes: 
Most local government operations and staffing functions. 

Multnomah County government provides the following needed services to its citizens: 
Community and Family Services; Aging; Juvenile Justice: Community Corrections; 
Health; Environmental Services; District Attorney; Sheriff; and Libraries. 

Local school operations and staffing functions. 
Under the provisions of Ballot Measure #5, the State General Fund presently covers a 
substantial portion of local school operating costs, and is obligated to make up any 
shortfalls related to property tax collections. 

Local school facility construction 
The construction of new school facilities is generally paid for through property tax 
collections, although many new school facilities have been financed through voter 
approved, short term serial levies above the ad valorem property tax rate. 

Services not paid for through property taxes: 
Site specific development impacts. 

Including extension of or connection to water or sewer lines, road or traffic 
improvement related to specific developments. These are usually direct charges 
assessed to the developer at the time of development, as are local charges related to 
the development review and permitting process. 
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New road construction, general improvement of the existing road system. 
Road construction is generally paid for through state and federal gas tax revenues. 
Voter approved, short term serial levies above the ad valorem property tax rate have 
also been used for road construction where gas tax revenues have been insufficient to 
keep pace with the rate of demand. 

Expansions to the water and sewer systems. 
The costs of new facility construction or system expansion is paid for through systems 
development charges (SDCs) assessed on new development (based on volume and set 
aside to finance, at least in part, new facility construction in the future) and through 
the general rates charged all users (a portion of which is used to retire bonds sold to 
finance construction of the existing system). In the past, some elements of the existing 
water system, such as individual reservoirs, have been financed thorough short-term, 
voter approved serial levies paid for through local property taxes. 

Property Taxes, Local Services and the SIP 
One of the concerns which has arisen during discussion of the SIP is if the question of 
whether the recipient of the abatement would be paying sufficient property taxes to cover the 
cost they impose on the system. The preceding discussion of what services are and aren't 
paid for through local property taxes addresses some of these concerns relative to the 
provision of water, sewer and road services/improvements 

As noted earlier, the SIP provides a partial property tax abatement for highly capital intensive 
industries. The retention of property tax liability on the first $100 million of investment is a 
recognition of the need to cover local services paid for through property taxes. 

Most of the direct service demands created by a new employer or that result from new 
development are financed and paid for through means other than the property tax. Those 
services which are paid for through property taxes are most directly related to the demands 
and impacts created by employees (and their families) and their activities within the 
community general municipal services, schools, health, social and other community 
services. 
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As a point of comparison, to aid in determining if the property taxes paid on the first $100 
million of investment is likely to cover local property tax funded services, it is useful to look 
at some existing circumstances in relation to a project investment with the SIP property tax 
cap. 

Assessed Valuation (Taxable Property Value) per Employee 

Assessed Valuation 
(employment related # of Employees Value per Employee 

property) 

Multnomah County1 $10,061,990,026 321,938 $31,254 

Boeing of Portland2 $187,086,360 1600 $116,928 

Fujitsu Micro? $66,278, 180 510 $129,957 

Investment w/SIP $100,000,000 500 $200,000 
ource: 'Multnomah County Tax :supervtsmg ana conservatton comrrusston, aata tor •~~J tax year. ·comprehenstve Annual Financial 

Report, City of Gresham, for Fiscal Year ending June 30, 1994. 

With property taxes limited to the first $100 million, employers under the SIP will be paying 
property taxes at a rate per employee more than 6 times the existing county average and 
between 54% and 71% higher than two of the most capital intensive existing employers in the 
county. 

An additional issue which is also particularly germane to this discussion is Oregon's land use 
planning system. The planning system requires each city and county to adopt comprehensive 
plans that anticipate the level of growth which will take place in the jurisdiction over the next 
20 years and provide the necessary vacant land and public services necessary to accommodate 
that expected growth. Rather than having each of the 24 cities and 3 counties in the 
metropolitan area develop independent growth forecasts to meet Oregon's land use planning 
requirements, Metro develops a regional forecast in cooperation with the cities and counties. 
Within this metropolitan area, the planning process looks at the region as a single economy 
and housing market with each city/county comprising portions of those markets. 
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Schools/Housing 
Given the land use planning system described above, population and employment growth 
expectations are only balanced at the regional level. The mix and amount of residential and 
nonresidential land within any one city or county are somewhat independent, meaning that 

·jobs and housing locations are not presumed to necessarily occur within the same jurisdiction. 
Additionally, within current economic theory there is not a constant causal relationship 
between labor force and jobs - eg. do new job opportunities attract new people to the local 
labor force or does an available labor force attract new jobs - both causal relationships in fact 
exist and operate concurrently within the economy. 

This lack of dependence between the location of jobs and housing makes it difficult to draw a 
reliable causal link between a new employer and the demand for new housing and/or schools 
within individual jurisdictions. The demand for school services is linked to where employees 
(and their children) live, as opposed to where they work. The impacts of growth on local 
schools is therefore dependent on the amount of vacant residential land within the district 
rather than nonresidential development and/or employment. 

Not withstanding the above discussion, let's look at a theoretical "worst case" -- where we 
would have to assume that all employees of a facility built under the SIP are not current 
residents and that each will require the development of a new dwelling unit within 
Multnomah County. The question at this point becomes -- "is the magnitude of presumed 
new housing demand anticipated and consistent with existing development plans and growth 
projections or is it beyond what we have planned for?". 

The Population, Housing and Employment Growth data and discussion (page 21, above) 
shows that growth projections for Multnomah County anticipate the development of 2,900 
new housing units per year, on average. As outlined in Section VI., SEMICONDUCTOR 
EMPLOYER PROFILE, these types of projects will likely ramp up at a rates between 55 and 
115 employees per year. Under our "worst case" assumptions this would create the demand 
for up to 115 new dwelling units per year. 115 new housing units per year represents less 
than 4% of the annual housing growth which has been anticipated and planned for within 
Multnomah County. Since school enrollments are linked to housing development, the school 
impacts of this project relative to existing expectations should be close to this same 
relationship -- i.e. less than 4% of current growth expectations. 
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Water, Sewer and Road Infrastructure 
As noted above, the provision of sewer, water and road infrastructure is generally paid for 
through direct charges to developers as development occurs and through usage rates charged 
to all users of the system rather than through property taxes. Situations in which property 
taxes are used to finance local infrastructure, such as a 3 year road levy, are typically limited 
to circumstances where the timing or magnitude of development was beyond the ability of the 
user-based system to sufficiently address. Given this context, there are three relevant 
questions applicable to each of these infrastructure areas: 

1. Is there sufficient existing capacity to accommodate this project; 

2. Would this project accelerate the need to add new capacity beyond our ability to 
provide that additional capacity through normal financing means, and; 

3. Is the magnitude of this project anticipated and/or consistent with development plans 
for the community, i.e. our adopted Comprehensive Plans and existing growth 
projections? 

Water 
Using the IDT project which is being developed in Hillsboro under Washington County's SIP 
policy as a typical example of a new semiconductor manufacturing facility, development 
would occur in two phases over an eight year period. Each phase would require 500,000 
gallons of water per day, with a total projected demand of 1,000,000 gallons per day at 
buildout. 

A 1 million gallon per day (MGD) user would increase average total water use by 1%. 
However, a user of this size would be one the largest water users in the County. The 
following are Portland's top retail water customers: 

Atochem North America 
Port of Portland 
Wacker Siltronic 
G. Heilmen Brewing Co. 
Bureau of Parks 
Oregon Health Sciences University 
Washington Park Zoo 

1 MGD. 
1 MGD 

.8MGD 

.7MGD 

.6MGD 

.5MGD 

.4 MGD 

Other large water users in the metropolitan area include: 
Tektronix 1 MGD 
Intel 1 MGD 
Fujitsu .8 MGD 
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The following information was provided by the Portland Water Bureau. 

There are only a handful of existing semiconductor and wafer companies currently within the 
Portland region (Intel, Wacker, Fujitsu) so the history of their water use is not well 
established, nor is the ability for these industries to conserve or utilize recycled or non­
potable water sources been fully explored. These latter factors could significantly reduce the 
amount of water demand that both existing and future plants could put on the region's water 
system. Other Industries that could use make use of the SIP may have very different water 
consumption characteristics, so it should be clear that the information being presented is 
targeted at this specific industry. 

The responses to the three questions outlined above are as follows: 

1) Is there sufficient existing capacity to accommodate this Project? 

During a normal year, average daily base use (winter season when outdoor uses are 
minimal) the entire Portland system (City of Portland and 22 outside wholesale 
purchasers) use roughly 100 million gallons per day (MGD). In the summer, the average 
usage over four months (June-Sept) rises to approximately 135 MGD (1994 summer 
season), while a peak day reached 200 MGD in 1994. The demands placed on a water 
system in the Pacific Northwest vary greatly between summer and winter and between 
mild and long hot summers. The Portland system was constrained in 1992 in meeting the 
peak season needs, but at that time the Portland wellfield was not available as a peak 
season source. 

The Water Bureau currently estimates that every $1 billion in capital plant expansion for a 
chip manufacturing type of industry results in 1 to 1.2 MGD additional demand. An 
additional demand of 1 MGD represents a 1% increase in the base use. The Portland 
system would not normally be stressed by addition of those industries currently being 
discussed within Multnomah County. 

During most of the year, there is sufficient excess capacity to serve base uses. The 
summer season is when the system has to be carefully monitored and managed to ensure 
that sufficient water is available to meet needs if a higher than average weather season is 
encountered. The Water Bureau develops an annual Summer Supply Contingency Plan to 
ensure that adequate sources and measures are in place to meet needs throughout the 
summer season as it progresses. Each new project should, however, continue to be 
evaluated against criteria prior to approval of any use of the SIP program. As we have 
said in the past, a criteria which requires high water use industries to implement state of 
the art water demand management systems should be considered. 
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2) Would this project accelerate the need to add new capacity beyond our ability to provide 
that additional capacity through normal financing means? 

It is true that an industry requiring 1 MGD either for base use or particularly during the 
summer months is a high water using customer within the Portland region. Such a new 
use would put this customer within the top ten water users within the City of Portland 
(similar high users include Atochem North America, large breweries, the Port, Wacker 
Siltronic, and the Park Bureau). Over recent years the Portland system has experienced 
between 1-2% growth rates in water services, but per capita consumption has not grown at 
the same rate due to conservation programs, particularly targeted at summer season 
outdoor usage. 

Jumps in demand related to large water users represented by 1% increases in overall base 
(winter) use will accelerate the rate of growth in demand within any given year as such 
users come on line and require evaluation of the timing for ensuring that demand 
reduction programs are in place and adequate supplies are available to meet overall 
demand. 

The development of a new semiconductor facility would accelerate the need to add new 
capacity to the overall water system if Portland continues to serve all of its current 
wholesalers, but not on a schedule which cannot be accommodated within the anticipated 
timing for system expansions. 

Financing structures for system improvements and conservation programs are handled 
through a Capital Improvements Program (CIP) process which is linked to a 10 year 
financial plan. These documents anticipate growth and are capable of being altered to 
reflect increased timing needs brought about by higher than anticipated growth rates. 
Since the growth rates are not on an order of magnitude basis (forinstance 10% or 
higher) the normal financial methods of bonding, revenue forecasting, and System 
Development Charges can be utilized. 

3) Is the magnitude of this project anticipated and/or consistent with development plans for 
the community 

For the last four years, the Water Bureau, along with 26 other water providers throughout 
the region, and Metro, has been involved in a long term planning process looking at the 
water demand/supply needs of the region over the next 60 years. Based on Metro's 
forecasts for growth in households and employment, the water necessary to support a new 
semiconductor facility, or any other large water user, is anticipated and accommodated 
within the range of demand forecasts currently being used to plan for water use efficiency 
improvements, conservation, and the development of additions to the region's water 
supply system. 
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Financing approaches will be determined through the implementation of the Regional 
Water Supply Plan anticipated to be adopted in late 1995. The existing mix of water 
users includes a number of large volume users such as Atochem, Wacker Siltronic, Intel, 
Blitz, the Port, and Freightliner. The mix of new users to the system as the region 
develops over time is assumed to include some additional large water using industries as 
reflected in the employment and past customer mix/consumption patterns on which the 
water demand forecasts are based. 

Lastly, as mentioned above, the consumption patterns of these users can be moderated 
through use of state of the art industrial processes, water recycling, and the use of non­
potable water for non-critical functions such as outdoor watering or some internal plan 
uses. The Bureau provides consultation services to industrial customers for this purpose 
as a part of meeting the City's sustainable development principals. 

The Water Bureau's closing response to these questions was that 3 - 4 additional projects of 
the sort described in the example can be accommodated within parts of the existing regional 
water infrastructure and that the future regional water supply planning process anticipates this. 
If such development occurs over very short periods of time, use even larger amounts of water, 
than anticipated, or if we anticipate that 8 - 10 such projects would be built, it would require 
that water providers shift to the use of the higher range growth/demand forecast in their short 
and potentially long term planning. The Regional Supply Plan will develop some water 
supply scenarios that are based on these higher demand projections. This will enable decision 
makers to evaluate the effects of accelerated or higher than anticipated increases in water 
demands. 

Sewer 
Sewer discharge volumes for a semiconductor will be comparable to water volumes discussed 
above. The City of Gresham will. provide sewer treatment services to the probable sites under 
consideration. 

The answers to the three questions posed above are as follows: 

1) Is there sufficient existing capacity to accommodate this Project? 

The City of Gresham's Waste Water Treatment Plant has an existing capacity of 15 
million gallons per day (MGD). The existing annual average flow is estimated at 9.2 
MGD (the months of December 1994 and January 1995 averaged 10.8 MGD). 
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2) Would this project accelerate the need to add new capacity beyond our ability to provide 
that additional capacity through normal financing means? 

Plans for additions to the City of Gresham's waste water treatment capacity are already in 
place. The development of an additional semiconductor or wafer plant within the City will 
accelerate the need to add new capacity, but not on a schedule which cannot be 
accommodated within the planned timing for system expansion. 

3) Is the magnitude of this project anticipated and/or consistent with development plans for 
the community 

When Fujitsu Microelectronics developed their existing plant, they made it clear that 
expansion of their facilities was a potential (Fujitsu pre-purchased 2.5 MGD of sewer 
treatment capacity of which they currently use 0.8 MGD). Additionally, the City of 
Gresham has a number of large industrial sites, which over the years have been considered 
by similar users. Planned expansions to Gresham's waste water treatment capacity are 
sized to accommodate these potential users. 

Roads 
Road and related traffic improvement impacts of a project such as those which are anticipated 
are related to the number of employees at the facility. The number of employees which are 
anticipated for these uses is well within the range of the potential amount of employment 
which could occur from alternative uses on the available sites. The capacity of the overall 
road/transportation system is planned assuming this range of potential employment. 

Required site specific as well as offsite transportation and traffic impacts directly related to 
the development of an individual project (such as the number. and location of access points, 
the design of internal circulation systems, the site design and its relationship to existing and 
planned transit service, adjacent street improvements, etc.) will be addressed as a normal part 
of the City's development review and permit process. Any transportation/traffic 
improvements required through these process are part of the standard costs of development 
for all projects and are paid for by the developer/user. 
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5. Livability/Environment 
The Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Benchmarks (shown in italics) which most directly 
apply to this set of issues include: 

Water Conservation, measured as the annual usage per capita broken down by 
industrial, residential, and commercial categories,· 
Water Quality, measured as the percentage of samples per year the community's rivers 
and streams meet government in-stream water quality standards; 
Transportation, measured as the percentage of people who commute to and from work 
and use multiple modes of transportation for commuting; 
Air Quality, measured as the number of days per year the community meets the 
government ambient air quality standards, and,· 
Air Quality, measured as the carbon dioxide emissions as a percentage of 1990 
emissions. 

Data for each of these benchmarks was not obtained for this background report. However, 
these individual benchmarks are listed for use in the goal setting discussions. 

6. Policy Administration 
There are no specific benchmarks which apply to the sixth topic outlined above, ,Policy 
Administration. 
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VIII. TAX ABATEMENTS 

Attached is a discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of a tax abatement policy 
prepared by the Multnomah County Budget & Quality Office. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

mULTnomRH COUnTY OREGOn 

MEM:ORANDUM 

Chair Beverly Stein 

Sharon Timko, Staff Assistan_%~...-­

December 20, 1994 

Property Tax Abatements Under HB 3686 

You asked me to research the issue of property tax abatements in regards to the policy issues 
raised by House Bill 3686. Here is what I found. The 1993 Oregon Legislature passed HB 
3686 establishing the Strategic Investment Program which provides property tax abatements 
for the development of large industries. This program sunsets July 1995 unless there is 
legislative action taken this session. The state has indicated that one company and possibly 
three others are interested in applying for Multnomah County property tax abatements under 
HB 3686. 

BACKGROUND ON HB 3686 

HB 3686 is targeted to attract large industries to Oregon. (See Attachment A for legislation.) 
The Strategic Investment Program (HB 3686) provides· for a property tax exemption on an 
assessed value over $100 million for any facility fmanced with state Economic Development 
revenue bonds. HB 3686 requires that the Board of County Commissioners recommend that 
Economic Development revenue bonds be issued for a project or the bonds cannot be issued 
by the state (if the project is in a city the city council must also endorse the project). 

The company will pay property taxes on the first $100 million of assessed value. The 
balance of property valuation will be exempt from property taxes for the term of the bond, 
not to exceed fifteen years. 

HB 3686 requires a negotiated agreement between the business and the county (and city, if 
appropriate) which may include a fee to be collected for community service support, and 
incorporates agreements on other issues as appropriate.. The fee cannot be more th~ 25 
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percent of the value of the exempt property taxes and may not exceed $2 million per year 
unless a higher fee is negotiated as part of the agreement with the company. HB 3686 also 
requires that 75 percent of the new jobs will go to Oregon residents. 

PROPERTY TAX COMPRESSION AND TAX ABATEMENTS 

Local Revenue 

Companies expanding or locating in Multnomah County under this program would add $100 
million in assessed value to the tax rolls. Without the restrictions of the rate compression 
due to Measure 5, the tax burden would shift to other property owners in the county and the 
county would lose no revenue by exempting additional assessed value over $100 million. 
The increase in the rate of other property owners compensates for the reduction in the base 
assessed valuation caused by the tax abatement. · 

Under Measure 5, some governmental entities within Multnomah County (e.g. City of 
Portland and Multnomah County) are limited by a property ta?C lid that caps the tax rate at 
$10 per $1,000 of assessed value. In other words when the rates are increased above the 
cap, the effects of Measure 5 compresses the rates back down under the cap with a net result 
of lost revenue to the county and other taxing jurisdictions. In this case, the county and local 
taxing jurisdiction would not be able to compensate for the reduction in the base assessed 
valuation because the county cannot collect the full rate and thus cannot fully collect on the 
levy. Of course the taxing jurisdiction would still benefit from the increased revenue 
attributable to the first $100 million of investment. (See Attachment B for more information 
on property tax compression and tax abatements.) 

Over the past few years, tax rates have fallen as values have increased faster than levies have 
grown. Projections from the Budget Office indicate that by FY 96-97 the highest rate for all 
overlapping governmental jurisdictions within Multnomah County will be approximately 
$9.75 per $1,000 assessed valuation. At that time, Multnomah County will out of rate 
compression. The county and other taxing jurisdictions will stay out of rate compression as 
long as property value growth stays above six percent (the permitted annual increase in tax 
base amounts). This assumes that the tax base and serial levies currently in place will not be 
changed. It atso assumes no voter approved initiative or legislative action that caps the 
assessed value growth. If property value growth falls below six percent, Multnomah County 
will move in and out of compression. 

Property Tax Impacts on Homeowners 

In considering the issue of tax abatements it is relevant to consider the context in which 
abatements might occur. Homeowners have not received the tax benefits they expected from 
Measure 5 and various general obligation bonds may add to their tax burden over the next 
few years. 
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Due to current market conditions, assessed values for homeowners have increased 
substantially over the last five years while assessed values for businesses have not ·increased 
at a comparable rate. Tax burdens have shifted due to the differential assessed value growth. 
Many homeowners perceive that businesses have received a substantial tax break due to 
Measure 5 while they have not receive the anticipated property tax relief they" expected from 
Measure 5. 

Due to the recent passage of Tri-Met' s $500 million general obligation bond for the north­
south light rail project and the City of Portland's parks improvements bond, hom~wners 
will see increases in their property taxes. This May we will vote on a Metro Greenspaces 
general obligation bond. Portland Public Schools is planning a bond measure for capital 
improvements this spring also. 

The Governor-elect has indicated that local governments will play a greater role in 
implementation of Measure 11. The fmancial implications are unknown at this time, but 
Multnomah County may need to consider a higher tax base, another levy or a public safety 
general obligation bond. 

Although general obligation bonds are not computed as part of the fixed rate of $15 per 
$1000 assessed value, voter approved bond measures and levies increase property taxes for 
homeowners. In the future, it is likely that many taxing jurisdictions, like schools, which are 
under the rate compression, will seek voter approval of general obligation bonds to fund 
capital improvements projects. 

School Funding 

Schools will be impacted the same way as local governments. Measure 5 caps the property 
tax for schools at a fixed rate of $5 per $1000 of assessed value. There would be an 
increase of $100 million to the base assessed value that would be used to calculate the taxing 
rate. The schools would benefit from the taxes on the first $100 million. 

If the taxing jurisdiction is not in rate compression, the tax burden for the tax abatement 
would be shifted to other property owners in the county. Under rate compression schools in 
Multnomah County will lose revenue if an abatement is granted. The county, on behalf of 
the schools, would not be able to compensate for the reduction in the base assessed valuation 
because the county cannot collect the full rate and thus not fully collect on the levy. 
Multnomah County schools may then have to seek additional funds from the state to fund the 
revenue gap. Therefore a decision made at a local level could have statewide fmancial 
implications. 
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Washington County 

Washington County is the only county in the state currently implementing HB 3686. Three 
companies have sought and received property tax relief in Washington County under HB 
3686. (See Attachment C for Washington County's policy.) 

As an example, the chart below shows the property tax savings to the company, the 
community service fee paid by the company and the income tax revenue generated by the 
project for the State of Oregon. 

Company & Period of Tax Property Tax Community State Income 
Investment Abatement Savings to Service Fee Tax Revenue 

(total Company ($ millions) ... by Project 
investment) ($ millions) (total amount) ($ millions) 

Intel 8 years 8. 7 over 8 yrs. 2.2 over 8 yrs 1.7 in the 
($500 million) (projected) year 2000 

IDT 11 years 5.3 over 11 yrs 1.4 over · 1.95 in the 
($800 million) (projected) 11 yrs. year 2000 

Intel 15 years 74.0 over 22.7 over 12.15 in the 
($2.2 billion) 15 yrs. 15 yrs. year 2011 

(projected) 

Totals 88 26.3 
. (projected) 

Washington County is currently below the $10 cap and thus not under rate compression. 
Washington County grants tax abatements, shifts the tax burden to other property owners in 
the county and collects its full tax levy. No direct revenue losses are incurred by the 
Washington County business tax abatement program. 

I talked with WashingtQn County staff about the Strategic Investment Program. The 
Washington County Board and their staff have recently reviewed the Strategic Investment 
Program and raised some issues that I think you and the Board should consider in the course 
of this discussion. Some of these issues may be the result of flaws in the legislation which 
could be corrected by the Legislature. 

* No cap on tax abatements. It appears county governments have no mechanism to 
control the total amount of tax abatements granted. What will be the cumulative 
impact? 
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* 

* 

* 

No ability to vary tax abatements according to the need of the ar~. 
Shouldn't high unemployment and underemployment areas receive preference 
for tax abatements? 

There is no mechanism in the program for addressing the increased and 
sometimes accelerated need for infrastructure. The community service fee 
is insufficient to address all the infrastructure needs. For example, 
Washington County is experiencing a lack of low to moderate priced housing 
in some areas. The housing costs are beyond the reach of workers brought in 
by the new industry. Transportation issues? 

The state should assist in financially supporting a tax abatement program. 
Recruitment of large firms to a county also promotes and supports the state 
economy by adding personal income tax and corporate excise tax to the state 
coffers. Should the state share some of the revenue with the counties? 

The proposed location of a firm should adhere to the formula of growth 
and development outlined in the Region 2040 plan. How will growth issues 
be reviewed in rela.tion to the Region 2040 plan? · 

CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING A TAX ABATEMENT POLICY 

In order to arrive at a sensible, fair policy appropriate for our county we need to weigh the 
advantages and disadvantages of HB 3686. 

Advantages of HB 3686 

1) Assists in Providing a Healthy Economy 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Local jurisdictions add $100 million to the tax rolls compared to nothing if the 
company located elsewhere. 

Increases Business Income Tax revenues. 

May persuade very large companies to move or expand in Oregon to ensure 
long term economic prosperity. 

Oregon has developed an economic development program with goals and 
objectives called Oregon Shines. HB 3686 is an outgrowth of this program. 
It specifically targets the 13 key industries and fmns making investments over 
$100 million. The state considers the 13 key industries of paramount 
importance to the state's economic future. 
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2) Creates Direct Jobs 

* 

* 

* 

The ftnn must agree to a frrst-source hiring agreement. Not less than 75 
percent of new employees hired as result of the bond issue shall reside within 
Oregon. 

Family wage jobs for local residents can be negotiated as part of the 
agreement. 

On-site training could be negotiated as part of the agreement. 

3) Creates Indirect Jobs and Revenue 

* The impact of increased local spending is realized in increased 
employment, increased assessed values, and increased tax revenues.· 

4) Provides the Perception of a Business-Friendly Environment 

* 

* 

* 

Provides "business friendly" policies with respect to taxation and regulation 
and provides access to capital for very large businesses. 

Many argue that tax abatements are locational incentives and depending on the 
tax abatement package offered, may cause some companies to favor Oregon 
over other states or Multnomah County over other counties. 

Multnomah County needs to offer tax abatements because everyone else is. 
Incentives are tie-breakers between two locations that are equally attractive. 

5) Makes the State More Competitive for Large Investment Finns 

* Multnomah County cannot know in advance of making a decision if the tax 
abatements are necessary to a finn's location decision. This program is 
critical in making the state rriore competitive. 

6) A Limited Number of Companies will be Eligible 

* The most likely industries to participate in this program are high technology 
and steel because they are capital intensive and would qualify under the 
program of exempting property taxes on assessed values over $100 million. 
These industries have specific land use needs. There are a limited number of 
land parcels available in Multnomah County for this level and type of 
development. 
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* There will only be a small number of businesses eligible to particip~te 
in the program because only a few companies will be able to invest 
over $100 million. 

7) Community Service Fee Offsets Impacts to Local Community 

* The firm pays a fee equal to the lesser of 25 percent of the deferred property 
taxes on assessed value over $100 million or $2 million per year unless a 
higher fee is negotiated as part of the agreement with the company. Affected 
jurisdictions can decide where to invest the community service fees. 
Washington County has invested their community service fees into the local 
school districts. 

8) Property Tax Exemptions are Common 

* The Oregon Legislature has already granted many exemptions and special 
property tax assessment provisions prior to HB 3686. Public housing, 
property of charitable and social welfare organizations, low income housing, 
farm and forest lands, and licensed vehicles are a few of the many exemptions 
and special property tax assessments granted. It is estimated that statewide 
$200 billion in property value is not taxed. 

Disadvantages of HB 3686 

1) Discriminates Against Small and Medium-Sized Businesses 

* 

* 

HB 3686 discriminates against small and medium-sized businesses which 
comprise a significant portion of the state's economy. Small businesses have 
made up most of the state's job growth in the last decade. Over the past two 
decades, employment levels in the Fortune 500 companies have been 
declining. 

Many small and medium-sized businesses have community roots and have been 
supportive of local communities even without tax incentives. 

2) Businesses Will Locate Here Regardless of Tax Abatements 

* Existing research suggests that locational decisions are extremely complex and 
the majority of the studies conclude that state and local business tax~s do not 
significantly influence most business location decisions. Other factors are 
more important to a business in a locational decision such as cost of 
transportation, quality and cost of labor, proximity to markets, proximity to 
supplies, quality of schools, cost of housing and level of public services.(See 
Attachment D) 



3) Competes with Enterprise Zone and Existing Finns 

* HB 3686 dilutes the purpose of the enterprise zone. The purpose of our local 
enterprise zone is to improve employment in NINE Portland area, which has 
the highest unemployment and underemployment in the region, by giving tax 
abatements. Wacker Siltronic recently broke ground for a $230 million 
expansion of their silicon wafer plant in Northwest Portland creating 300 new. 
jobs. The expansion was located within the enterprise zone. If HB 3686 is 
implemented, large firms have fewer incentives for locating in the enterprise 
zone. (See Attachment E) · 

4) Supports Competitors 

* Tax abatements may subsidize a direct competitor of an existing company who 
has not received any tax abatements. Recently the City of Portland gave a 
property tax abatement (located in the Enterprise Zone) to a Japanese chemical 
company. A Portland chemical company argues that the City gave a tax 
subsidy to a direct competitor of its company. (See Attachment F) 

5) Loss of Revenue to all Taxing Jurisdictions in Multnomah County Under Rate 
Compression or Greater Tax Burden on Local Homeowners 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Taxing jurisdictions in Multnomah County under rate compression would lose 
revenues after the initial $100 million is calculated into the base assessed 
valuation while the state and federal government would experience an increase 
in tax revenue. 

Absent rate compression, the county would be shifting the tax burden from 
large businesses to other property owners, mainly local homeowners. In 1990, 
Measure 5 passed in an attempt to reduce homeowner's property taxes. 

Homeowners will be experiencing a substantial increase in their property taxes 
due to the recent passage of Tri-Met's light rail general obligation bond and 
City of Portland's park improvements general obligation bond. Metro is 
seeking approval for the Greenspaces general obligation bond, and Portland 
Public Schools is planning a bond measure for capital improvements this 
spring. 

The tax burden is already shifting from business property to residential 
property due to market conditions. 

High technology· industries are considered capital intensive. The majority of 
the investment is in equipment. Equipment depreciation reduces the property 
tax benefit over the long term because a $500-800 million project is likely to 
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depreciate to a $100 million or less project. 

6) Local Tax Abatements Contribute to the Decline and Decay of the ·Urban Core 
of the Region. 

* 

* 

Local tax abatements can divide a regional economy; create economic 
inequities throughout the region; and promote economic development of 
virgin lands, usually located on the fringe, over redevelopment of older 
sites due to lower costs. 

Myron Orfield, a member of the Minnesota House of Representatives, 
recently visited Portland. Rep. Orfield likened Portland to Minneapolis 
and St. Paul 10 years ago. Representative Orfield fights against 
concentrating the region's poverty in Minneapolis and St. Paul while 
the wealthy suburbs are snapping up 75 percent of the region's new 
jobs. He stated that local tax abatements contribute to this differential 
decline. 

7) M~ltnomah County has a Healthy Economy 

* Currently, Multnomah County is experiencing a healthy economy with 
unemployment rates below 5 percent, one of the lowest in the nation. Should 
the county grant business tax abatements when the economy is growing and 
prosperous? · 

8) Impacts on Growth Management 

* 

* 

A large expansion or relocation of a very large business into the area 
could cause in-migration into Multnomah County to fill the jobs when 
we are struggling to manage our growth. 

Rapid intense growth places great demand on infrastructure. Who will · 
pay for the increased costs to provide adequate transportation systems, 
public education, water, parks, low to moderate priced housing, waste 
treatment facilities ... ? The community service fee does not adequately 
cover all the increase infrastructure costs. 

9) Public Resources Can be Better Used to Create a "Business Friendly" Atmosphere 

* Scarce public resources would add more value by targeting investments to 
provide a quality education system, highly skilled work force, superior 
transportation systems, high _level of public services, cultural amenities ... 
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NEXT STEP .•. 

As you can see the cases are compelling for both sides of the issues. I recommend the Board 
hold a public hearing on tax abatements allowing the state, local governments in Multnomah 
County and others an opportunity to present. their views to the Board. 
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staff in rendering services to the business. Expenses 
that require reimbursement under this subsection 
include, but are not limited to: 

(a) Airline tick~tsi 
(b) Hotel accommodations; · 
(c) Ground transportation expenses; 
(d) Per diem expenses; and . 
(e) Moneys e~nded for commercially published 

research aids and materials. 
(4) ln addition to the expenaea described in sub­

section (3) of this section, client businesses shall be 
subject to an hourly fee that is determined by the · 
[International Tra.de Diuision] Economic Develop· 
ment Department in consultation with the global 
advisory committee. The hourly fee shall lie an 
amount that allows recovery of tne percentage of the 
overhead costs of the department that are attribut­
able to [the Interntltumal Trade Diuision] a&alatance 
provided -to Oregon businesses under this sec· 
tion. . 

SEQTIO~ 78. If Senate Bill 1.24 becomes law, 
section 4, c apter _____, Otegc?n Laws 199S (En· 
rolled Senate Bill 124) (amending ORB 285.640), 
is repealed. 

SECTION ~f Sections 13, 27, 28, 29, 31, 83, 
47, 48, 49, ~7, lS , 61, 62 and 6{5 of· this Act first 
become operative on the date on which all five 
members of the Oregon Economic De~elopment 
CoDlDlisaion appointed by the Govemor under 
section 3 of tlila Act are confirmed by the Sen· 
ate. 

SE~~~~-QRS 286.0lts, 283.020, 283.040, 
285.046;~~ ~.085, 285.14'1, 28S.150, 285.1ts7, 
.285.428, 285.427, 285.465, 285.487, . 285.470, 285.478, 
285.476, 28ts.477, 285.4801 2MJ§23, 2M.807, 285.8Mt 
285.840, 285.853, 285.8u7, 285.900, 285.903 ana. 
286.926 are repealed. . 

SECTljlN 81. This Act beln.J necessary for 
the i.niine ate preaen-ation of the publlo peace, 
health and safety, an emergency is declared to 
exist, and this Act takea effect on its passage. 

AJ?proved by the Governor Auguat 26, 1998 
Faled ln the office of Secretary of State Auaust 26, 1993 
Efl'oc:tivo date Auguat 26, 1993 

CHAPTER 737 

AN ACT HB 3686 

Relating to economic developme~;_ creating new 
provisions; and amending Otw 285.330 . and 
307.110 and section 1, chapter 635. Oregon Laws 
1993 (Enrolled House Bill 5049). · 

Be It Enacted by the People of the State of 
Oregon: 

SEQDQN 1, Sections 2 and S of thia Act are 
added to and made a part of ORB .285.310 to 
285.397. 

197· 

SECUQN 2. (1} If. an eligible project will di· 
reotly beneftt a key industry, as defined in ORS 
28ts.76ts (3), and if the total cost of the eligible 
project cxcceda $100 million. tbe state, acting 
through the State Treasurer, Ina)' authorize and 
iaaue revenue bonds in accordance with ORS 
28G.810 to 286.397 to finance tbe costs of the 
project. 

(2) Nothing in this section authori~es the ~ 
ftnanein' of existing eligible projects that meet 
the reqwrements of this section. 

(3) A business finn that will be benefited by 
an elipble project ahall enter into a firat•eource 
hirin¥ agreement with a publicly funded job 
traimng provider that will remain in effect until 
the end of the ta.x exemption. period. If the 
project is located in llll en~rprise zone, the 
benefited business firm shall a@'!e to the hiring 
requirement& identified fn O.tqi · 285.605. The 
benefited bU8inees firm 8hall a111ee that not less 
than 7S percent of new employees hired as a re. 
suit of the bond issue shall reside within 
Oregon. 

~CTION 3. Notwithstanding ORS 285~ 
(2)ii revenue bonds are issued to finance an 
eUitble project under section 2 of this 1993 Act, 
ana the project is leased or subleased to any 
person, tlie lessee shall be required to pay prop-­
erty .. taxes levied up~n or with ~ to ~e 
leaaed premises only m accordance with sect1on 
~ of this 1993 Act. 

8ES[ION 4. Section 5 of this Act is added to 
and ma e a part of ORS chapter 807 • 

SECTI~ p. (1) Notwithstanding ORS 
807.110, reor personal prope~ that has been 
financed in whole or ln part by revenue bonds 
issued under section 2 of this 1998 Act and that 
is leased by this atate, any inttltution or de­
partment thereof or any co1111ty, city, town or 
other municipal corporation or political aubdivi· 
aion of this state to a person whose real prop­
erty is taxablea shall be subject to assessment 
and taxation as follow•; 

(a) The ~t $100 million In real market 
value, adjusted annually to ·reflect the ave~ge 
growth m taxable v.Uue of all other exi.stinl 
property in the county or city in which the 
prol!erty is located. shall be taxable. 

{b) 'l'he x-emalnder of the ~ market value 
shall be ex·empt from taxation for ao Ionr as 
there is an outstanding bonded lndeb~ess 
under the terms of the revenue bonds 18$Ued 
under section 2 of this 1993 Act, but In no event 
for a period of more than llS years from the date 
of execution of the first lease of the property to 
the leasee. rt 

(2) If the real market value of the prope Y 
falls below that sot out in sub•ection (l)(o.) of 
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Chis section, the lessee shall pay taxes only on 
the real market value of the property. 

(~) If real or penonal p~perty is exempt 
from taxation under ORB 286.597, the penon 
may r-eceive both the exemption under ORB 
285.597 and the exemption in subsection (1) of 
this section. 

~MCTJOfi 6, ORS 286.880 is amended to read: 
5.330. (1) The undertaldnsl of an_y eligible 

project must be requested by official actton of the 
~oveming body of the county taken at a regular or 
duly called special meeting thereof by the affinna· 
tive vote of a majority of its members. 

(2) The governing body of e.ny Oregon county is 
encouraged to forward appropriate prospective de· 
velopment projects to the Finance Committee for 
Economic Development for processing pursuant to 
ORS 285.320. 

(3) For purposes of this section, for projects lo­
cated on a federally recognited Oregon Indian res­
en•ation, the governing body of a county shall be 
considered to be the governing body of the federally 
reco~ized Oregon Indian tribe. 

(4) If the foverning body is requeathie' the 
Wldertaking o an eligil;)le project to be funded 
by revenue bonda issUed UDder section 2 of this 
1993 Act. it may im~ additional reasonable 
requirements on th~ ap_pllcant. 

(5) The aounty shall not ~uest a project to 
·be funded by revenue bonds issued under section 
2 of this 1998 Act unless, after a publio hearing: 

(a) The county and. it the proposed project 
will be located within a city, the city have ap· 
proved the 5pecial provisions related to tlie 
property tax exemption. 

(b) As consideration for the county request· 
inJ financing of the projeet under section 2 of 
this 1998 Act, the buaineas firm that will be 
benefited by the project enten~ into an &lfl'ee· 
ment with the county for payment to the county 
of an annual fee foX' community aenrices support 
in an amount equal to U pereen~ of the property 
taxes exempted in eaoh tax year, but not ex­
ceeding $2 million in IUlY year. The fee shall be 
paid annually durin~! tlie term of the revenue 
bonds issued under section 2 of thi.a 1998 Act to 
finance the costs of the project. For purpoaes 
of this paragraph, the property tax exempted in 
a tax year shan be calculated as the effective 
tax rate after an.y oonatltu.ttonal limita on the 
taxable portion of the value of the project 
multiflled by the exempt value of the project. 

(c The applicant has reached agreement 
with the county and. U the ~poeed ~rojeot will 
be located within a city, with the c1ty on any 
other requirements related to the project, in· 
eluding ~uirexnents fot- hiring, as employees 
of the proJect, individuals who, prior to being 
hired, reside within the county in which the 

' project is located. 
(6) The fee collected undel' subsection (5)(b) 

of this section shall be distributed by the county 
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based on an agreement entered into at the time 
of application between the county and the city, 
if any, in which the project is located. 

~EQTIQN '1 ORS 307.110 is amended to read: 
07.110. (1) ~xcept as provided in ORS 307.120, 

all real and personal property of this state "Or any 
institution 9r department ~h~reof or of ~ny county 
or city, town or other mumctpal corporation or ool­
itical subdivision of this state, held under a lease or 
other interest or estate less than a fee simple, by 
any person whose real property, if any, is taxable, 
except employees of the state, municipality or poli­
tical aubdivis1on as an incident to such employment, 
shall be subject to assessment and taxation for the 
real market or specially assessed value thereof uni­
formly with real property of nonexempt ownerships. 

. (2) Each leased or rented premises not exempt 
under ORB 307.120 and subject to assessment and 
taxation under this section which is located on 
property used as an airport and owned by and serv­
ing a municipality or port shall be separately · as­
sessed. and taxed. 

{3) Nothing contained in this section shall be 
construed as subjecting to assessment and taxation 
any publicly owned property described in subsection 
(1) of thia aeetion which is: 

(a) Lee.8ed for student housing by a school or 
college to students attending sucli a school or col­
lege. 

(b) Leased to or rented by persons, other .than· 
sublessees or subrenters for agricultural or graring 
purposes and for other than a cash rental or a per­
centage of the crop. 

(c) Utilized by persons under a land use pennit 
isaued by the Highway Division of the Department 
of Transportation for which the department's use 
restrictions are ruch that only an administrative 
processing fee is able to be charged. 

(d) County fairgrounds and the buildings 
thereon, in a county holding annual county fairs, 
manaj'ed by the county fair board under ORS 
565.230, if utilized, in addition to county fair use, for 
any of the pur:poses described in ORS 565.230 {2), or 
for horse stalls or storage for recreational vehicles 
or farm machinery or equipment. 

(e) The properties and grounds managed and op­
erated by the Oregon State Fair and Eleposition 
Center under ORS 665.016, if utilized in addition to 
the purpose of holding the Oregon State Fair, for 
horse stalls or for storage for recreational vehicles 
or farm machinery or equipment. 

(f) For tax years beginning on or after January 
~. 1969, and before July 1, 1994, ~tate E_ropertY, that 
1s used by the State System of H1gher Education to· 
provide_parldng for employees or students. 

(g) Property of a housing ttuthority created under 
ORB chapter 466 which is leased or rented to per· 
eons of lower income for housing pursuant to the 
public and governmental purposes of the housing 
authority. For puryoses of this paraBl"ttph, "persons 
of lower income" has the meaning g'IVen the phrase 
under ORS 456.055. . 
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( 4) Property that was acquired with revenue <Art. xz-m» ~.ooo.ooo 25,000,000 50,000,00) 
bonds laeuOd under section 2 of thle 1998 Act and Housing 

that is leased by thl8 state, any inatltution or and Community 
Sorvicee 

department thereof or ~ coun~ ol~ town or I>e~e\\t. 
other municipal corpora on or tt aubdlvi· CArt. XI·I(2)) 46,000,000 ~.000,000 90,000.00) 
sion of this state to an eu,lb18 appUcant 8hall De~ent 

be assessed and taxed in aooordaJice with sec- of Ena]Sj 

tion 5 of this 1998 Act. (Art. Xl ) 45!000,000 35.000.000 80,000,00) 

[(4)] (5) The Ucrovisiona of law t'or JJena and the 
payment and co oction of taxea levied ap.inat ~ Total G11neral 
p~rty of nonexempt ownerships shall a¥plfij to all Obl1.ation 
re property subject to the provisions o s soc· Bon • s 868,070,000 $ 2«!,695,000 $ 608,765,00) 

tion. 
C.tlllfOfY D .. liflltlOn 

SE~ 8. If House Bill 6049 becomes law 
section lll~ter 635, oz:.r,n Laws 1993 (Enrolled. REVENUE BONDS House B' 6 9), ia SJnend to read: Pro ,ram 

Sec. 1. The amounts allocated, as provided by ~~ B~~D!.Ia Banda 
ORS 286.625 (1), for general obligation bonds, re· u. nr 
vl!nue bonds and finan~ agreements or certif· and Community 

Service• icates of participation ot' this state that mjfc be Department s 80,000,000 $ 80.000,000 s 160,000,000 
issued dunng the 1993-1995 biennium are as fo owa; De~entof 

naport&tlon, 
100,000,000 100,000,000 C.terory Hi~hwaya 0 

l'u llc Deatrnatton 1993-1994 1994-1995 1993-1996 Tranait 105,000,000 0 105,000,000 
Economic 

Development 
99,600,000 124.500.000 224,000.000 GENERAL Department 

OBLIGATION Sutt 
BONDS Fomtr)' 

0 0 0 l'ropm O.partment 

• State 
~neral Fund ObUz•ti.lml &hoJ&rthfp 

0 0 0 Commiulon 
tate 

Foreetrr 
Department 

$0 $0 $0 ·Total (Ait. XI·E) 
De'Hartment or Direct 
~her Revenue 

$ 304,500,000 $ 689,000,000 ucatlon Bonde $ 284,1500,000 
(Art. XI .Q > 21,8'70,000 0 21,670,000 

Department Category D .. lgnatlon 
of Education 
(Art. XJ.O) 0 0 0 

Power 

r Dtvelopmeat 
Bondt 
<Art. ~-J)) 0 0 0 

De~rtment or 
nvironmental 
Qu•U~ 
<Art. •H> 121.400.000 88,660,000 160.Q:50,000 Traruportatfon 

FlninOinr 
Authority $0 so $0 

.~p~d Economic 
Davel:ftlllent 

'Vartment a( Commaeton 
eterana' lnduatrial 

Afraiit 
IOO,OOJ,OOO 

CDcwlopnunt 100,000,000 100.000.000 200,()(X),tm] 
(Art. XI-A) 50,000,0C1J 60/XJJ/m Development Sl.OOO.OOO.OOO $1,000.000,000 ~ 

Deptrtment of Health, 
~hu Houet'ifc, \Jet.tton Eduoa onal 
<Arc. XI·FCl)) 60.000,000 '7 /)4fJ,(IXJ 107,M.OOO 11.nd Cultural 

De~rtment or - Faclllth11 300,000,000 . &IUiportation, Authority lW,OOO,OOO 160,(1XJ,000 
Hirhw•r.• 
<Art. XI 7)) 0 0 0 

• Water 
Total Pau Resourc .. 

Department Through 
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Rtvenue 
I Bonds 
Bonds 

Total Revenue 
rBondt 
Bonde 

$ 250,000,000 $ 250,000,000 
$1,160,000,000 Sl,liSO,OOO,OOO 

$ 634,600.000 $ 551PJO,WJ 
$1,4.S4.,1500,000 11,4.54,500.000 

Category Deaignation 

CER'I'l'FICATES OF PARTICIPA'I10N 
AND OTHER FINANCING AGREEMENTS 

Department of 
C.neral 

1993-1994 1994-1995 

Services S 69,835.000 ' 68,900,000 

s tm,CXXJ,tWl 
$2,300,000,000 

I 1.009.001.0001 
S2,889,000,000 

1993-1995 

s 128,735.000 

AJ?provcd by the Governor Au;uat 26, 1998 
FLied in the office of Secretary of Stau AuguBt 26, 1993 
Effective dBte November 4, 1993 

CHA.PTER 738 

AN ACT SB 486 

Relating_ to roadside rest areas. 
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of 
Oregon: 

SE~~ 1. When a new roadside rest area 
is esta is e adjacent to or within the right of 
way of a state highway, or when rest room fa. 
cilities are constructed in an existing roadside 
rest area adjacent to or within the right of way 
of a state highway, a separate rest room facUlty 
for disabled persons of both sexes shall be con· 
structed. The facUlty shtill meet all require­
ments of ORS 447.210 to 447.280, 

SECl10~2t .(1) If a roadside rest area adJa- · 
cent to or thin the right of way of a state 
highway does not have a separate rest room fa· 
cility for disabled persons of both sexes, a disa­
bled pel"60n and a person of the opposite sex 
who 1& acoompan~ a disabled pers(m for the 
purpose of assl5tiitg the disabled person in \l.Smg 
the rest room may· enter any exiatinJl rest room. 
Prior to enterinr the rest room, tlie asslatb:ii 
person shall recel~e pennisslon · from anyone 
who is in the rest ·roo111. . 

(2) A alpt lhall be posted outSide all rest 
room facllltiea aubject to the provisions of sub-­
section (1) of tht. aection etatiug that attend· 
ants of the opposite sex may accompany or be 
accompanied by disabled persona into any rest 
room. The sign shall include appropriate graph· 
ics. 

SECTI~ 3. (1) The Department of Trans· 
portation au establish by rule a permit pro· 
gram allowing nonprofit organizations to 
provide free coffee or other nonalcoholic 
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bevera~rea and cookies at roadside rest area6. 
Cooldea offered under the _program must oome 
from a licensed facility. Rules adopted under 
this eeotion rnay not restrict the program to any 
particular day• of the year. 

(2) An orranlt:ation may apply for a pennit 
to provide coffee, other beverae-ea and oooldes 
by submlttinJ a written requeat to an employee 
of the department de~dgnated by the depart.. 
ment. The requeet shall specify the day on 
which the OJ'8'anizatlon whee to offer the 
beveraaea and oookies and the specific l'f'ft area 
where they will be offered. The requeMt shall be 
submitted not more than 60 days prior to the 
date reg~Mted. 

(8) The department llihall issue a pet1t1it to 
the selected organization not less than 80 days 
in advan.oo of the date for which the permit i5 
iettued. If there is more than one reque1t for the 
•ame date and the same place, the dep~ent 
•hall select one ore-anlzation by random d.r,'awing 
and shall l81ue the permit to that ore-anlzatlon. 

(4) The department may not issue more than 
one pennft fol" the •ame time and place. 

(6) An Ol'ianization th.at reoo1ves a pennit 
&hall confine dbtrlbution of coffee, other 
bevei'B.Ies or cookies to an area of the rest area 
deslpated in the pennit or by the rest area at­
tendant. The o~ani.2:ation may not use, be 
within or obstruct access to any bullding or 
other structure ln the rest area. 

(6) An organization pro'Vidini coffee, other 
beverages or cookies may receive donations but 
may not solicit them at the rest area. 

(7) An organi2ation mar post SiplS identify· 
ing the organization and tne actiVIty, provided 
that each sip is not more than 10 square feet 
in area and there are not more than two sips. 
The slsns may be placed only on vehicles used 
in connection with the provision of beverages 
and cookies or located in the area designated for 
the activity. · 

(8) The departlnent may revoke the permit 
of any organi:z:ation that fails to comply with the 
provisions of this section or with rules adopted 
by the department to implement the provisions. 

AP.proveo by the Governor Aueust 27, 1993 
Filed In the office of Secretary of State August 27, 1993 
Efi'eetl.ve date November 4, 1993 

CHAPI'ER 739 

AN ACT HB~9 

Relating to economic development; creating new 
provisions; amending ORS 411.855, 411.875, 
652.210, 658.010 a.nd 656.005; repealing sections 
1, 2, 3, 41 5, 6, 7 and 8, chapter 1, Oregon Laws 
1991; ana appropriating money. 

Be It Enacted by the People of the State of 
Oregon: 
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MUL TNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

BEVERLY STEIN 

DAN SALTZMAN 

GARY HANSEN 

TANYA COLLIER 

SHARRON KELLEY 

TO: Sharon Timko, Staff Assistant 

FROM: J. Mark Campbell, Budget & Quality Office~~ 
DATE: December 22, 1994 

·SUBJECT: Property Tax Compression and Tax Abatements 

BUDGET & QUALITY OFFICE 

PORTLAND BUILDING 

1120 S.W. FIFTH- ROOM 1400 

P. 0. BOX 14700 

PORTLAND, OR 97214 

PHONE (503)248-3883 

In the November 1990 general. election state voters aJ?proved ballot Measure 5, an initiative petition which 
amended the Oregon Constitution to include a limitatwn on property tax rates. · 

The tax rate limitation was designed to be phased in over a five yearjeriod effective July 1, 1991. Under 
Measure 5 all governmental entities within a county share a combine maximum rate of $10 per $1,000 of 
assessed valuatwn. Property tax rates for school jurisdictions will ultimately be limited to $5 per $1,000 of 
assessed valuation in FY 95-96. This rate cap specifically excludes voter approved general obligation debt 
and, thus, the total property tax rate applied in a given jurisdiction may exceed the $15 limit. 

In FY 1994-95, the total tax rate for all governmental entities which levy taxes in the City of Portland is 
approximately $10.47 per $1,000 of assessed valuation. That rate is a total of the rates calculated for the 
following governments: 

City of Portland 
Multnomah County 
Metro 
Port of Portland 

Total Rate 

$ 6.31 
3.90 
0.19 
0.07 

$10.47 

When this happens each government's rate is "compressed" proportionately by the amount the total rate 
exceeds the cap. In this example, the consolidated rate is about 4.5% htgher than the $10 cap. Each 
government's rate would, therefore, be reduced to about 95.5% of their calculated values. 

In Oregon property tax ~ are the product of two variables. These are assessed valuation and tax levy 
authority. The equation can be stated simply as follows: 

(Levy Authority I Assessed Valuation) x 1,000 = Tax Rate 



Property Tax Compression and Tax Abatements 
Page# 2 
December 22, 1994 

This equation can be illustrated by using Multnomah County's FY 94-95 tax levies and assessed value: 

($125,425,972 I $30,711,496,212) X 1,000 = $4.0814 

Nsm:.: The rate calculated for the portion of the county within the corporate limits of the City of 
Portland is lower than the rate applied to the rest of the county because properties witiJin the urban 
development boundary are added to the total assessed value figures calculated for the City. 

'· 

Tax levy authority is derived from a voter approved tax base. The dollar amount that can be obtained from 
property taxes can be raised six percent (without an election) in any given year. The tax base currently in 
place in Multnomah County was established in 1956 at $11,985,000. Over t1me this amount has risen to the 
current tax base of $96,475,783.' 

In addition, the Oregon Constitution gives taxing jurisdictions the authority to raise additional property tax 
revenue through a serial levy. Serial levies are separate, voter approved levies for thre.e (or five) years 
dedicated for a specific purpose. In May, 1993 voters in Multnomah County approved continuations of 
serial levies for dl.e County Library and the Inverness Jail. · 

Multnomah County's total tax levy for FY 94-95 is, thus, as follows: 

Tax Base 
Library Serial Levy 
Jail Serial Levy 
Library GO Bonds 

Total Levy Authority 

$ 96,475,783 
11,789,579 
15,454,460 

1,706,150 

$125,425,972 

As noted above, the amount levied for general obligation debt (the bonds issued for library reconstruction) is 
excluded from the $10 rate limitation. 

Assessed Value and Compression - Effects on Tax Rates 

The figures listed above represent the maximum amount the County can collect from each of its property 
tax levies. Most taxing jurisdictions typically increase their tax base by the constitutionally allowed six 
percent to establish the1r levy for the following year. Prior to the passage of Measure 5 growth in assessed 
valuation was irrelevant for tax computation purposes because there was no legally imposed tax rate 
limitation. 

Because of the effects of compression wrought by Measure 5, however, the County has not been able to 
collect its full tax levy in any year since 1991. For FY 94-95 we have estimated the revenue loss due to tax 
rate compression at approximately $4.4 million. 

When compression is in effect the change in assessed valuation becomes important. To illustrate an example, 
suppose a levy code has four taxing jurisdictions within its boundaries. One is a county, one is a city and 
two are special jurisdictions. The total combined, uncompressed rate for all four jurisdictions is $12.50 per 
$1,000 assessed valuation. The total assessed value in the levy code is $10 billion. 

Uncompressed Rates 

County Rate 
City Rate 
Sp District# 1 Rate 
Sp District # 2 Rate 

Total 

$ 5.25 
6.30 
0.55 

_MQ 

$12.50 

Compressed Rates 

$4.20 
5.04 
0.44 

_Q..l2 

$10.00 
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Because we know the uncom.J?ressed tax rates and the assessed value, we can figure out what the tax levy 
authority for each of these junsdictions is. For the county in this example, the levy is $52.5 million. If we 
look at the compressed rates, we see that the county will only be able to collect $42 million ($4.20 x $10 
billion)- essentially "losing" $10.5 million due to rate compresswn. 

But, what happens when assessed value within the levy area increases? For purposes of illustration, assume 
that assessed value increases by nine percent. The total value within the levy code would grow to $10.9 
billion. How does this affect rate compression? . 

Uncompressed Rates 

County Rate 
City Rate 
Sp District # 1 Rate 
Sp District # 2 Rate 

Total 

$4.82 
5.78 
0.50 

___Q._ll 

$11.47 

Compressed Rates 

$4.20 
5.04 
0.44 

__Q.12 

$10.00 

Note that the compressed rate~ stay the same, .but the county is able to collect a higher percentage of it~ l~vy 
because the assessed value has mcreased. In this example, the county can collect approximately $45.8 mtlhon 
of its $52.5 million levy ($4.20 x $10.9 billion) -the revenue "loss" is mitigated by $3.8 million due to the 
increase in assessed valuation. 

These figures are intended to be illustrative only and do not reflect actual values or levy amounts in 
Multnomah County. However, this is essentially what we have seen in the county (the same phenomenon 
has also been occurring statewide) over the past four years. On average assessed values in Multnomah 
County have been growing at more than ten percent since the passage of Measure 5, reflecting the strength of 
the local economy. Thus, the revenue "loss" due to Measure 5 has not been as damaging as it otherwise 
might have been. 

Effects on Tax Rates If An Abatement is Granted 

Using the example cited above, assume that a manufacturing plant with an initial investment of $750 million 
and assessed valuation of $200 million sought a tax abatement under the provisions of HB 3686 (the Strategic 
Investment Program.) HB 3686 caps assessed valuation fo.r such projects at $100 million. The base assessed 
valuation of our illustrative levy code (assuming no other value growth) would be increased to $10.1 billion. 

The governmental tax rates would be affected as follows: 

Uncompressed Rates 

County Rate 
City Rate 
Sp District# 1 Rate 
Sp District # 2 Rate 

Total 

$5.20 
6.24 
0.54 

_MQ 

$12.38 

Compressed Rates 

$4.20 
5.04 
0.44 

__Q.12 

$10.00 

Even though the same compressed rate is used, the base assessed valuation to which it is applied has been 
increased by $100 million. The total revenue the county can collect becomes approximately $42.4 million 
($4.20 x $10.1 billion)- the abatement mitigates the revenue "loss" by approximately $.4 million. 
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However, if the project was undertaken without benefit of the tax abatement, the county would collect $42.8 
million ($4.2 x $10.2 billion) from its levy. The impact of granting the abatement is to reduce the revenue 
which can be collected by $.4 million. Of course, this example assumes that the project would have been 
undertaken without the tax abatement. One could argue that the project would locate elsewhere without the 
tax abatement - therefore, costing the taxing jurisdictions the opportunity to capture the added property 
value. 

The example highlighted above represents the impact of ~ranting a tax abatement when the levy code is 
under rate compressiOn. The $400.000 is revenue which IS lost to the county. The overall impact for all 
taxing jurisdictions in this levy code would be a revenue loss of approximately $1 million. It should also be 
noted that HB 3686 gives counties the ability to mitigate lost property tax revenue through negotiation of a 
"community service fee." This fee essentially allows the recapture of up to one quarter of the taxes abated. 

Once a given levy area is out of compression, the change in assessed valuation beco~es irrelevant in terms of 
calculating property tax revenue. In Multnomah County property value growth :has occurred at a rapid 
enough pace that we will essentially be out of compression in all levy areas within the next two years. This 
has happened because property value growth has outpaced the six percent legally allowed tax base increase. 

Tax rates have fallen as assessed valuation has increased. Current projections indicate that by FY 96-97 the 
total tax rate for all governmental jurisdictions within Multnomah County will be approximately $9.75 per 
$1,000 as~essed valuation. As long as property value growth stays above six percent there will be no rate 
compressiOn. 

This assumes that the tax bases and serial levies currently in place will not be changed. Should property 
value growth fall below six percent (which has occurred several times over the past 15 years) the combined 
tax rates could "yo-yo" in and out of compression. A graph is attached which shows actuaf versus average 
property value growth in Multnomah County since 1980. 

What happens if a tax abatement is granted when the combined tax rate is not compressed? To use the 
examrle referred to above, we know that the county's levy authority is $52.5 million. The consolidated rate 
for al governmental jurisdictions totals $10 (or less) per thousand dollars of assessed valuation. 

The county (and each of the other governmental jurisdictions for that matter) can collect the full amount of 
its levy. If that same manufacturing plant sought and received a tax abatement under HB 3686 the rates 
would be adjusted to reflect the change in assessea valuation. This can be illustrated below: 

The assessed value in the levy code has grown to $15 billion, thus, eliminating tax r.ate compression. The 
total value of the HB 3686 project is included in that assessed value figure. The assessed value on which rates 
are calculated includes only the $100 million of taxable value due to the abatement. 

Rates w/Out Abatement 

County Rate 
City Rate 
Sp District # 1 Rate 
Sp District # 2 Rate 

Total 

$ 3.50 
4.20 
0.37 

___Q.2Z 

$ 8.34 

Rates w/ Abatement 

$3.55 
4.26 
0.37 

_jUZ 

$ 8.45 

The impact of granting the abatement when the taxing jurisdictions are not in rate compression is to shift the 
tax buraen onto all other property owners in the county. In this example, a homeowner with property valued 
at $100,000 would pay an additional $11 in property taxes to the governmental jurisdictions thereby 
allowing the company to avoid $834,000 in property taxes. · 
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Other Considerations 

The examples shown above include only those property taxes paid to local governments. The calculation of 
school property taxes would mechanically be the same. However, in estimati~g the potential impact of 
granting a tax abatement on local tax revenues one needs to consider the "spin-off" effects generated by the 
location of a large manufacturing facility. 

Measure 5 l?rescribed that the State of Oregon would make up tax revenue lost to school districts due to the 
$5 rate limitation. In fact, the state has not made up all of the lost school revenue. Most school districts 
have experienced a gap between pre- and post-Measure 5 funding. It is true, however, that in each year since 
the passage of Measure 5 the state's share of funding for K-12 education has been increased. 

Any project which would qualify for a tax abatement under the Strategic Investment Program would likely 
generate a significant number of Jobs. The job growth created by the siting of such a project could indirectly 
come back to local schools in the form of additional income tax paid to the state. Yet, it is not possible to 
determine if the amount of state support channeled back to local schools would be sufficient to offset the 
"lost" property tax revenue. 

Also, in that same vein, the economic activity created by the location of a large manufacturing plant would 
impact local government revenue in the following way: · 

=> BIT revenues would be increased due to increased economic activity brought about by the 
location decision. An estimate of additional BIT revenue is difficult to predict, but we can 
theorize that some percentage of the economic growth would "trickle down" in the form of 
increased profits for local retailers, service industnes and construction firms. 

=> New housing starts associated with the influx of employees would contribute to the residential 
construction sector. This assumes that a certain percentage of the additional workforce would 
be migrants from outside the Portland metropolitan area. We would expect a nominal increase 
in assessed valuation due to the new construction and, thus, the tax rates for all county residents 
might be reduced. 

T~e provisi<;m in H~ 368~, for the company to pay a perce~tag~ of their abated property taxes as 
a commumty service fee would help to offset any negative Impacts the tax abatement would 
have on local government services. For example, if a project received a tax abatement equal to 
$1 million the county could collect a fee of $250,000 - or one quarter of the abated taxes. If the 
combined tax rates in the county are not under compression, this represents additional revenue 
which could be collected above the tax bases. 

The community service fee can be applied to any government service, including schools. It would be .the 
prerogative of the county to negotiate distribution of that fee revenue with the affected taxing jurisdictions. 
A point to consider, however, is would the community service fee be sufficient to offset the property taxes 
wliich would be lost were the tax abatement not granted? 

There are likely to be additional demands placed on local government services. Those demands would range 
from "hard costs" such as infrastructure development to less quantifiable costs such as increased need for 
police protection. School enrollment would also likely be impacted. Since the community service fee is 
limited in the legislation to 25% of the abated taxes the question becomes - "Do the overall benefits of 
the project justify the added burden which would be placed on local government services?" 

Lacking any specific proposal it would be difficult to quantify any of the potential economic benefits to local 
governments. In general, we would expect a project large enough to qualify for funding under HB 3686 to 
generate a significant amount of increased economic activity. Because of the local govern.ment tax structure 
most benefit:; for cities, counties and school districts are likely to be indirect. 



View From New York," TAX NOTES, November 4,1985 p521·530. 

This is perhaps the definitive article on explaining why tax incentives do not play a major role in 
firm's locational decisions. The author notes that, "States, municipalities, and big businesses are 
currently playing a high stakes game. The premise of this game is that a healthy state economy can 
be created (or maintained) by providing tax incentives that affect a firm's locational decision." 

Pomp notes that, with regard to tax incentives, the overwhelming weight of existing research 
suggests that, locational decisions are extremely complex and that state business taxes are just one 
of innumerable that vary among jurisdictions. The majority of studies conclude that state and local 
business taxes do not significantly influence most business location decisions. 

Pomp lists ten (1 0) reason why state and local business taxation cannot be successfully used as a 
policy lever to attract business. 

THE TEN FACTORS 

(1) Many, innumerable factors are important to a business in location decisions, i.e., depending on 
type of business plant or site availability, access to financing, cost of transportation, quality and cost 
of labor, proximity to markets, proximity to supplies, quality of schools, cost of housing, level of 
public services etc are all very important 

(2) Taxes are only one of many costs of doing business and the magnitude of these costs may 
easily swamp the amount of...taxes involved .. Pomp cites data from New York that shows that for the 
group of firms that pay 70% of state corporate income taxes, their labor costs were 53 times as large 
as state corporate tax payments ... for a labor intensive corporation a few pennies difference in the 
hourly wages paid ... might reduce costs more than any conceivable tax savings that might result 
from locating in one state rather than another .... 

(3) State and local tax payments are deductible for purposes of federal corporate income tax, the 
effect of this deduction ("the so-called federal tax offset") is to reduce both the absolute burden of 
state and local taxes and differences in among the states... · · 

(4) Differences in state and local.taxes may reflect differences in the level and quality of state and 
local public goods and services, an these goods and services also affect business locational 
decisions e.g., if low taxes mean inferior schools less educated labor force .... 

(5) To the extent that tax rate differentials are capitalized their impact will be reduced i.e., low taxes 
may mean higher land costs · 

· (6) Most relocating companies plan to stay at their new site longer than any group of elected 
officials is likely to be in office, consequently current tax levels and preferences may not be a reliable 
basis on which to make locational decisions . .Fiscal stability and predictability may be more 
important than special concessions ..... 

(7) State tax incentives that result from incorporating a similar federal provision may have not impact . 
it the federal provision it itself in jeopardy 

f:\123\survey\taxabsvy.wk3 Bureau of Financial Planning Page 9 



(8) State tax incentives may contain their own seeds of destruction. If incentives are effective at all, a 
.. state will gain only a short lived advantage .. other states can b~ expected to adopt similar incentives. 

A tax incentive that is adopted by all equivalent to no incentive at all, except that tax revenue is 
needlessly lost.. .... 

{9) Executives may be uninformed about incentives .. data shows that most firms making new 
investments did not even consider locating in an state other than their final choice .... 

{1 0) There are relatively few footloose firms that can be affected by tax incentives ..... . 

Pomp notes that aside from an initial revenue estimate that is sometimes made when a tax incentive 
is proposed that tax incentives are tantamount to a spending program that is implemented through a 
tax system i.e., an explicit spending program could have been adopted ... by choosing a tax incentive ·\ 
or a spending program the state surrenders control over the amount it expends each year unlike a 
conventional direct spending program where the governing body appropriates a specific amount of 
funding .. funding with tax incentives however more closely resembles entitlement programs in which 
any taxpayer that meets stated criteria qualifies for the benefit.. governments cannot control the total 
expenditure in advance and such programs have unpredictable financial consequences for 
budgets .. these programs are rarely reviewed in a budgeVappropriation process .. tax incentives thus 
avoid the "fiscal vigilance" used during the appropriations process and also often avoid any kind of 
cost benefit analysis 

There ar also considerable questions of equity .... 

{1) Some data suggest that the bulk of tax incentive benefits are heavily concentrated among few 
firms .. 
(2) Benefits are often highly skewed . 
{3) Equivalent firms that do not receive tax incentives are put at a competitive disadvantage 
{4) Most tax incentives favor capital over labor .. most tax incentives are designed to lower the cost of 
capital relative to labor, with the result that tax incentives may promote declines in employment 

In addition, state tax incentives re inherently wasteful.. .. because of the federal offset..a state may 
forego $2 in revenue but the firm gets $1 after paying higher federal taxes .. the difference between 
what the state foregoes and what the firm receives inures to the federal government..revenue 
sharing in reverse ... In addition, there are rarely any provisions that require the tax incentive be spent 
or invested within the boundary of the granting agency 

One reason that, despite all of the evidence to the contrary, tax incentives. are used is because of the 
notion that they help to reflect a "favorable business climate" thus legislating tax incentives one of 

-the few things that governing bodies can actually effect within the economic milieu are attractive and 
they often appear less costly than an alternative spending plan .. This represents a problem because 
there is no easy way to define "business climate" ...... . 

Revenues that are lost through wasteful tax incentives results in lowered public se·rvice levels and 
higher taxes than would otherwise result and these effects must be considered by policymakers 
when evaluating tax incentives ...... . 

Commentator's caution that the role taxes play in a particular firm's perception of a state's 
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vn. Portland -
The Economic 
Realities 

Vlli. The Vision 

·Cily o( l'onland/Mullnomah County ,Dnpowcnncnl Zone Sualc~ic Plan -June 30. 1994 

Portland, Oregon, a city of 437,000 people is an incorporated 
jurisdiction within Multnomah County; it is anchor to the largest 
metropolitan region in the state. As a commercial and cultural 
center, Portland contributes to the vitality of nearby cities and 
counties. And, until 1980, a growing regional economy benefited 
the City of Portland. 

However, since 1980, the bulk of the job and population growth~. 
has been in suburban locations; 'This·has impacted Portland's 
quality of life dismally. Portland is now behind the rest of the , 
region in growth that is necessary to sustain a healthy society. 

• Between 1970 and 1990 Portland's population grew by 57,350, 
a 15% increase, while population in the rest of the region grew 
by 263,600, a 49% increase. 

• Between 1970 and 1980 employment in Multnomah County· 
increased by 97,000 jobs while employment in the rest of the 
region increased by 70,800 jobs. During the next decade, 
Multnomah County added only 41,000 new jobs while the rest 
of the region added 78,000 n:ew jobs. 

In 1970 Portland's per capita income was higher than the 
rest of the region's, but by 1990 the City's average per 
capita income fell below the rest of the region. 

In turn: 

As the rate of job and population growth in Portland has 
declined, unemployment rates; particularly in Northeast, 
the. core of the nominated. area, have increased 

.. ,.di-amatically compared t? the rest of the region. 

In 1990 when the City's average per capita income fell 
below the rest of the region- North/Northeast Portland's 
per capita income averaged 32 percent less than the City's. 

The gap between the Albina Community's median 
household income and that of the City and Region has been 
widening since the 1970's. Households in the nominated 
area have not been benefitting proportionately from City or 
regional economic growth. 

The nominated area includes both the inner-City neighborhoods 
-of North/Northeast and the co.mmercial downtown core. It is a 
district with substantial assets and serious needs. Our vision 
entails building on these assets and meeting current unmet 
needs. To do this we will link human, community, and economic 
development by implementing existing plans and projects that 
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GREAT WESTERN CHEMICAL Co. 
CORPORATE HE,.;.,OOUARTERS 

808 SOUTHWEST FIFTEENTH AVENUE PORTLAND. OREGON 97205 (503) 228·2600 

The Honorable Vera Katz 
Mayor of Portland 
1220 s.v. 5th - Room 303 
Portland, OR 97204 

Dear Hayor Katz: 

,.... 
i. 

October 28, 1994 

Vords cannot express my frustration at learning in this morning 1 s Oregonian 
that the Portland City Council has granted Kanto Corporation, of Japan, a 
$696,000 subsidy to construct an electronic materials distribution center in 
the Rivergate Industrial district. The City Council 1 s action effectively 
subsidizes a direct competitor to Great Vestern Chemical Company and our U.S. 
suppliers. This is particularly ironic for Great Vestern, vhich last evening 
received the inaugural Oregon Quality Initiative avard. In her presentation, 
Governor Roberts specifically cited our Portland Electronic Materials facility, 
a state-of-the-art investment vhich supports Oregon 1 s groving semiconductor 
industry, as the basis for this recognition .. 

An overviev of the semiconductor process chemical industry vill clarify vhy ve 
viev the city's financial support of a foreign corporation as both in~ffective 
in job creation, and detrimental to U.S. competitiveness. The semiconductor 
industry requires state-of-the-art materials management. The critical factors 
are (1) product quality and (2) just-in-time delivery. Our domestic 
manufacturers compete successfully in the quality arena. Great tlestern has 
invested heavily in facilities, equipment, and staffing to ensure just-in-time 
delivery. Together, ve service virtually every U.S. semiconductor 
manufacturer: He·vlett-Packard, Intel, Texas Instruments, Micron, Motorola, and 
Honeyvell, to name a fev. In addition, ve service all the Japanese companies 
domiciled in the Pacific Northvest, including Fujitsu, Heraeus Shin-Etsu, 
Kyocera, and SEH. In short, as a team Great Vestern and its suppliers compete 
successfully. 

The critical, non-economic issue in competing for electronic materials business 
is the Japanese tradition of interlocking corporate ovnership. All other 
factors being equal, Japanese firms vill buy from "sister" firms. This 
practice allovs them to provide their plants vith baseload volumes, covering 
their fixed costs, and compete in the international (i.e. U.S.) arena on a 
variable cost basis. Sometimes they vill indulge in this practice even vhen 
all other factors are not equal. tle vi tness U.S. -domiciled Japanese plants 
sourcing materials from Japan-domiciled Japanese plants every day, despite 
higher freight costs and the loss of just-in-time delivery advantages. 

ARLETA. SANTA ;:!:_SPR11·JG:3 BAKERSFiELD "RF.S~JO S~OCKION. ~.11LPITAS "1!(!-iMOND S·~IJ i)IEGO S.:.NTI\ RQ::;;. 
SALT LAKE CITY · PORTLA~>;O EUGUJE · SEATTLE PI\SCO ~;PGK MJ[ M·JCHORM>E K[' ::.1 "Aif1!).\ci•·; '1·\i·!COU'::;::; 8C r;l\1 :.~.\fl'f .-\fl 
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The Honorable Vera Katz 
October 28, 1994 
Page 2 

Thus far, Great Vestern and its suppliers have provided a level of quality and 
services sufficient to. overcome the biases inherent in competing for U.S. 
domiciled Japanese plant business. Vith the stroke of a pen, the Portland City 
Council has effectively eliminated the competitive advantage vhich ve have 
created over years of effort. 

Furthermore, you vill ~ create any neY jobs. Great Vestern' s 110 Oregon 
employees already service Oregon's electronic materials requirements. If 
Oregon's semiconductor industry graYs, our employee base vill grov vith it. 

Finally, in terms of job quality, I Yill compare our pay, benefits and employee 
turnover statistics Yith any "promises" you receive from Kanto. Ve are proud 
of our vorkforce, and our compensation package. 

I vould greatly appreciate the opportunity to discuss this matter in more 
detail Yith you.and your staff as soon as possible. 

DA:uaf 

Regards, 

Don Aultman 
President and 
Chief Executive Officer 

cc: Hr. David Gallagher - Olin Electronic Materials 
Hark Clemons -.Portland Development Commission 
Robert Ames - Port Commission President 
The Honorable Barbara Roberts - Governor of Oregon 
Commissioner Gretchen Kafoury 
Commissioner Charlie Hales 
Commissioner Hike Lindberg 

-.Commissioner Earl Blumenauer 
Glenn Ford - Dir. International Trade 

Oregon Dept. of Economic Development 



rnULTnOrTlFiH C:OUnTY O~EGOn 

Beverly Stein 
Multnomah County Chair 
P.O. Box 14700 
1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Room 1410 
Portland, OR 97204 

NIEMORAl'IDillvi 

TO: Commissioner Collier 
Commissioner Hans~n 
Commissioner Kelley 
Commissioner Saltzman 

FROM: Sharon Timko, Staff Assistant.r--~-,. 

DATE: January 18, 1994 

RE: Clarifications to the December 20 Memo Regarding Tax Abatements 

After meeting with State Economic Development staff there are two points that need to be 
clarified regarding my December 20 memo to Chair Stein. 

1. The bonding issuance authority for the Strategy Investment Program needs to be 
reauthorize this legislative session. House Bill 3686 specifically amended the 1993 bond 
limit bill to provide $2 billion in issuing authority for the Strategic Investment Program, 
but that was only for the 93-95 biennium. 

Implementation of the program can only occur when· a county requests that the state 
finance the proposed project through revenue bonds. There is a distinction between the 
statutory authority for the program versus the bond issuance allocation. The $1 billion 
allocation for the current fiscal year expires on June 30, however, a bond limit bill for 
each of the two fiscal years has been drafted. There is no sunset date on the starutory 
authority for the program. However, the Legislature can modify the p~gram at any 
time. 

2. The company will pay taxes on the first $100 million of assessed value but that amount 
will be "adjusted annually to reflect the average property growth in taxable value of all 
other existing property in the county or city in which the property is located." 
Therefore, the taxable amount of $100 million could either increase or decrease in 
subsequent years depending on the average property growth or decline. Staff from the 
Department of Revenue and the Economic Development Department are curreJ;ltly 
reviewing whether the average growth in taxable value is based on all ex:istlng property 
in the county or city or just on comparable properties. The state will notified me when 
this issue has been resolved. -



IX. EXAMPLES OF EXISTING SIP/ENTERPRISE ZONE POLICIES 

Attached is a copy of the SIP Policy adopted by Washington County and a copy of the City 
of Portland's Enterprise Zone Policy. Also attached is a copy of a letter from Washington 
County to the Governor's office offering a number of suggested changes to the SIP. 

These existing similar policies provide examples of how each of these communities developed 
standards and criteria to address the issues of concern in their community as they related to 
the SIP or the Enterprise Zone tax abatement programs. 

MDO:C:\wpw\multsip\backgmd.sip 2/24/95 69 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Re"\\'iew Process 

HOUSE BILL 3686 
IMPLEMENTATION POLICY 

House Bill 3686 provides for tax exemption for a portion of the 
value (the amount over $100 million) for any facility financed with 
state Economic Development Revenue Bonds. State law requires that 
the Board of County Commissioners "recommend" that Econo111ic 
Development Revenue Bonds be issued for a project or the bonds 
cannot be issued by the state (if the project is in a city the city 
council must also endorse the project). The law also allows the 
county (and city if the project is in a city) to enter into an 
agreement with the firm. As part of that agreement, the firm can· 
be required to pay a community service fee and meet any other 
conditions mutually agreed on. 

Washington County will participate in the tax exemption program set 
forth in HB 3686 on a case by case basis. The review process will 
differ somewhat for each project based , on the particular 
circumstances involved~ However, as a general rule, the County 
will proceed as follows in reviewing a specific project: 

1. once the ·county is contacted by the firm, the state Economic 
Development Department, the Portland Development Commission or 
another economic development agency concernipCJ a potential 
project, County staff/consultants (with city staff if in a 
city) will meet informally with other affected governments 
(e.g., school districts, Educational Service District, fire 
district, etc.) to review information available and, based on 
the Program Objectives and Evaluation Guidelines set forth 
belo~, develop a preliminary strategy for negotiation, 

2. County staff will then review the project and preliminary 
negotiation strategy with the Board of Commissioners on an 
informal basis. If Board members seem generally comfortable 
with the proposed strategy, staff will proceed to the next 
step. 

3. The firm or the economic development agency on behalf of the 
firm ~ill then submit a formal application for the tax 
exemption. If an economic development agency submits an 
application on-behalf of the firm, the firm's identity can be 
kept confidential until such time as the Board takes final 
action on the request. 



Implementation Policy 
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4. County staff/consultants (and city staff if in a city) will 
meet with other affected governments to finalize a 
negotiation strategy and receive/compile and analyze 
background information on the firm and the project. 

5. County staff/consultants will participate with staff from 
other affected local governments in a negotiation process with 
the firm. If successful, negotiations will result in a 
memorandum of understanding that sets forth firm's and 
County 1 s obligations. Any memorandum of understanding will be 
consistent with the Program Objectives and Evaluation 
Guidelines set forth below. 

6. The Memorandum of Understanding will be circulated for review 
and comment to the relevant city, specials districts, school 
districts and other affected governments. This review and 
comment period will take place prior to any public hearing 
before the Board of Commissioners. 

7. The Board of County commissioners will hold a hearing on the 
tax exemption recommendation/memorandum of understanding. The 
Board will vote to approve;not approve the 
recommendation/memorandum. The Board • s approval will be 
contingent on both parties signing a detailed agreement or 
agreements implementing the terms and conditions in the 
memorandum of understanding. 

8. County staff/consultants will participate with staff from 
other affected governments in negotiating a detailed agreement 
or agreements with the firm implementing the terms and 
conditions in the memorandum of understanding. Where 
appropriate, the agreement(s) will be presented to the Board 
for approval. 

9. If the state issues the bonds, staff/consultants will monitor 
firm to ensure compliance with agreement.· 

10. The Board's goal is to complete the review process and take 
action on a memorandum of understanding within 30 to 45 days 
of receipt of a completed formal application. 

Program Obiectives 

. 1. Create or retain jobs for washinqton county residents that pay 
wages equal to or greater than the average covered wage in 
the county. 

·'1 
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2. Provide job structures and support ~ystems that will enable 
·lower skilled residents to obtain entry level jobs and move up 
and into higher paying jobs. 

3. Enhance education and workforce training opportunities for 
county residents. 

4. Generate .increased assessed value to :reduce the tax burden 
borne by other county residents. 

5. Encourage the purchase of materials and supplies from 
businesses located. in the metropolitan area. 

6. Assist the County in meeting its land use, transportation and 
neighborhood design objectives. 

7. Projects a·ssisted by this program will work with city, county, 
and affected agencies to mitigate significant impacts on the 
provision of public services not covered by normally imposed 
fees, charges, or by state assistance programs. 

8. Provide incentives that are reasonable in light of the 
benefits received by the community and other taxpayers. 

9. Hold the firm accountable for its promises. 

Evaluation Guidelines 

The goal of the program would be for each tax exemption project to 
meet all of the objectives outlined ·above. However a project might 
be acceptable if it provided significant benefits with regard to 
some of the objectives, but failed to meet others (except for 
Objectives 7,. 8 and 9, which are mandatory). Each project will be 
evaluated in the context of .. specific economic and community 
conqitions prevailing at the time. 

In evaluating each project, the following questions and guidelines 
should be considered: 

.1. Is the property tax exemption needed to attract or retain the 
facility? Will the tax exemption make a major contribution 
to keeping the company competitive in the global marketplace? 
What impact will the investment have on retaining the firm in 
the county and positioning the firm for long-term viability in 
its line of business? Does this investment ensure that the 
firm will maintain· a long term presence and that future 
growth, both in jobs and investment, will occur in the County? 
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A. Generally, the County will support providing a tax 
exemption for a facility if the particular project meets 
the County's objective(s) for this program and if there 
is a reasonable possibility that the facility would not 
be located here without the exemption. In addition, even 
if the county determines it is likely the facility would 
be located here without the tax exemption, the County 
might consider supporting an exemption if it determines 
that doing so would clearly and directly result in the 
creation/retention of jobs in the future that might 
otherwise not be created/retained. 

B. The county will ask the state Economic D.evelopment 
Department and/or the Portland Development Commission to 
provide a report on each project, evaluating the 
competitive situation with regard to that project. 

2. How many jobs will be created/retained both now and in the 
future? What type of jobs are they; what do they pay? If 
jobs pay less than the average covered wage in the County, 
what programs will be utilized to move employees into higher 
paying jobs? How many new/retained jobs will be part of such 
programs? 

A. The County's goal is that a m~n1mum of SOt of the jobs 
created/retained at a benefitted facility not have an 
anticipated end (that is they are not temporary jobs) and 
pay a wage at or above the average annual covered wage in 
the County as deternined by the Oregon Employment 
Division (in 1992 that amount was $27,000). For those 
jobs that do not pay ·at or above the average covered 
wage, the County's goal is that they be part of a program 
designed to provide upward wage mobility for the firm's 
employees. 

B. A program designed to provide upward wage mobility must 
include training, support systems, and a defined process 
for moving into nigher paying jobs or achieving higher 
pay (including pay that is equal to or greater than the 
average annual covered wage in the County). 

c. In addition, the benefitting firm must provide industry 
standard benefits (including medical insurance) for all 
of its permanent employees. 

3. What training programs will the firm implement? How will the 
firm assist local schools and colleges in preparing students 
to compete effectively for family wage jobs? 
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A. The County will evaluate the firm's training programs 
both in terms of their ability to prepare .county 
residents for jobs available at the facility, and for 
their ability to provide employees with the skills 
necessary to obtain higher paying jobs at the firm or at 
other firms. 

B. Where appropriate, the county will expect the firm to 
enter into a partnership with PDC/Job Net to help develop 
and implement a recruitment and training program. 

c. The county recognizes that sound elementary and secondary 
education programs are essential elements in preparing 
our children to obtain well paying job in the future. 
Consequently, the County will favor those projects where 
the firm agrees to provide support and assistance to 
local school districts. 

D. The County will provide the Educational Service District 
with a voice in the process to ·help insure that the 
concerns of all school districts are appropriately 
represented. 

4. Where will new employees come from? How many new hires will 
be W~shington County residents; how ~any will be residents of 
the Portland metropolitan area? What efforts will the firm 
make to hire locally? 

A. The County's goal is that new employees at benefitted 
facility be, first, current Washington County residents 
or, secondly, current residents of the Portland 
metropolitan area. 

B. current residents .are persons living in the 
Countyjmetropolitan area at the time of their hire, and 
who were not transferred or recruited to come here by the 
benefiting firm. , 

c. In evaluating a project against this goal, the County 
will take into consideration the firm's proposed efforts 
to meet this goal (including such things as recruitment 
and training plans), as well as the potential for hiring 
county residents in the future. The County will also 
take into consideration the proposed location of the 
benefitted facility (for example, a facility located in 
Tualatin might be expected to recruit as heavily from 
Clackamas County as from Washington County). 
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5. What will be the multiplier effect of the project on the 
County's economy? What potential new jobs will be created in 
supplier firms? 

A. Generally, the county ·will fav.or firms that propose to 
purchase services and supplies locally (within the 
metropolitan area). The County will also consider the 
impact attracting or retaining a facility will have on 
the attraction, retention or local expansion of other 
firms (such as suppliers, etc.). · 

B. In evaluating the benefits from each project, the county 
will consider both the direct benefits from jobs created 
at the facility and the multiplier effect (in terms of 
jobs, taxes, etc.) of those jobs and other firm 
expenditures on the local economy. 

c. The County will ask the State Economic Development 
Department andjor the Portland Development Commission to 
provide an economic impact report for each project. 

6. What is the tax exemption "cost" per job provided? Are the 
benefits the community will receive from the project generally 
reasonable in light of the benefits the firm will receive in 
terms of taxes avoided? 

A. In general, the County's goal is a property tax "cost" 
per job of no more than $20,000. A property tax cost per 
job of $20,000 means that one job would be created for 
every $20,000 in taxes avoided by the firm. 

B. A project that does not meet' this goal will be expected 
t? provide other significant benefits to the community. 

7. Are there any economic or social conditions that would make a 
project more or less desirable at the time it is proposed (for 
example high unemployment; recent lay-offs, etc.)? Are there 
issues peculiar to a particular community or geographic area 
that would make a project located in that area more or less 
desirable (for example very low assessed value/high tax rates; 
high poverty ·levels, etc.)? 

8. Are the benefits provided by the project easily measurable 
(benefits occur·when the project helps achieve one or more of 
the Program objectives described above)? Will the firm agree 
to include those benefits as obligations in an agreement 
between the firm and the County? Will the firm agree to 
monitoring and recapture provisions in the agreement? 

<.' 
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A. The County will favor those projects where the benefits 
are clearly identifiable and easily measurable. All 
projects must include measurable benefits. 

B. Each agreement must include a recapture provision ,for 
failure by the firm to meet its obligations (promised 
benefits). However, the agreement will also include a 
provision that permits the Board of Commissioners (in 
conjunction with the relevant city council if the project 
is in a city) to waive any recapture requirements if it 
finds that the firm has made a reasonable effort to 
comply and has failed to do so for reasons beyond its 
immediate control. 

c. The recapture provision would require the firm to ·repay 
some or all of the taxes avoided as a result of the tax 
exemption. 

9. What will be the public service impacts (e.g. police, fire, 
school space, roads) associated with the project? What will 
be the cost of mitigating those impacts and how will the costs 
be paid or otherwise mitigated? 

A. ~he County will expect a benefiting firm to participate 
~n mitigation of any substantial negative service 
delivery impacts of a project. In most cases it is 
expected that this will be accomplished through the land 
use/development review process, and this requirement is 
not meant to sUbstitute fo-r that process. However, in 
the event ·service delivery impacts are· not resolved 
through that process, the firm will be expected to 
participate with agencies to mitigate the impacts. 

Deposit by·Firm 

Prior to. the County incurring costs associated with reviewing a 
potential project, the f.irm (or ·other agency acting on behalf of 
the firm) will be required to provide a $5,000 deposit to cover the 
County's costs (including consultant costs) of reviewing the 
proposed project and negotiating an agreement. County staff and 
consultants will charge their time against the deposit. ~f funds 
remain at the end of the process, they will be returned to the 
depositor. If an additional deposit is needed to cover costs, the 
depositor will be billed. 

The amount of the deposit can count as part of any community 
service fee ultimately included in an agreement between the County 
and the firm. 
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Project Definition 

For purposes of this Policy a "project" is proposed facility that 
meets the threshold criteria contained in HB 3686, excluding the 
current assessed value of the property and eqUipment, and phased· as 
described in the application when originally submitted (ac;lditional 
developments cannot be added later). 

Adopted by the Board of County Commissioners 
Minute Order 94-271 
June 28, 1994 

HBNEW 

,,, 
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WASHINGTON 
COUNTY, 
OREGON 

February 9, 1995 

The Honorable John Kitzhaber 
Governor 
state of Oregon 
254 State Capitol 
Salem, OR 97310 

Dear Governor Kitzhaoer: 

I am writing on behalf of the Washington county Board of 
commissioners. As you know, so far Washington County has been the 
only county in the state to consider an application for tax 
exemption under the strategic Investment Program, passed by the 
1993 Legislature as HB 3686. Since we understand that the 1995 
Legislature will be reviewing HB 3686, we thought it might be 
helpful if we shared our perspective on the law with you. 

In summary our thoughts are as follows: 

First, we appreciate the strong role given to local governments in 
the tax exemption process. Since local governments will be 
impacted the most as the result of a facility locating in a 
community, we believe that the current language in the law 
requiring that the relevant county and city endorse a project 
before the state can issue bonds is appropriate. In addition, we 
support the current language in · the law that allows local 
governments to negotiate an agreement with the benefiting firm, 
including the collection of a community service fee. 

Second, we believe that consideration should be given to changing 
the inducement from a property tax exemption to a state excise tax 
exemption. As you know, in Oregon, ·with our fixed dollar levy 
based property tax system, increased assessed value does not 
necessarily result in increased local government revenues. Thus, 
even the $100 million going on the tax rolls does not help local 
governments provide needed services. 'the state, on the other hand, 
receives the full benefit of corporate excise tax revenues 
generated by the. company, as well as the personal income tax 
revenues generated by the company's employees. The excise tax and 
income tax are also not subject to the constitutional limitations 
imposed on the property tax by M.easure 5. 

155 Nor!h Firs! Avenue. Suite 300 
Board ol County Commissioners 

Hillsboro. Oregon 97124 Phone: 503/648-8681 
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Third, we believe that consideration should be given to placing a 
.cap- or establishing aprocess for placing a cap- on the amount 
of property or excise tax exemption that a company can receive. 
Right now, the exemption is essentially unlimited - whatever value 
goes on the tax rolls above the first $100 million is exempt, 
regardless of how much that is. As you may know, there have been 
numerous national studies of the efficacy and efficiency of tax 
exemptions and other business location inducement programs utilized 
by states and local governments. The studies are almost unanimous 
in concluding that: (a) such inducements are generally not very 
efficient, but their efficiency can be enhanced by making sure that 
the benefits received are roughly proportional to the value of the 
incentive; and (b) financial incentives are not, in themselves, the 
most significant factor in business location decisions, though as 
more and more jurisdictions offer them, they are becoming more 
significant. 

Allowing for a limit on the value of incentives could help address 
the efficiency issue. It also reflects a conclusion we . have 
reached, which is that, generally, the benefit of tax incentive 
programs is not based on the exact.amount of the incentive, but 
simply on the fact that the incentive is offered. 

Fourth, if a cap is placed on the tax incentive provided 
companies, we believe that consideration should be given to 
adjusting the cap based on community need. For example, higher 
caps might be allowed in counties with high levels of unemployment 
or significant ~orker displacement. We do not necessarily think 
this will have a great effect on firm location decision, since, as 
noted above, most studies suggest that things like tax incentives 
play only a minor role. However, it may have an effect on the 
margin, and it does send a message about the state•s priorities. 

In conclusion 1 we would be happy to provide any additional 
information that you or your staff might find useful as you 
consider this issue. We hope that you find· this letter helpful. 

sincerely, 

~/A~ 
Linda Peters 
chair 

c: Board of Commissioners 

TOTAL P.03 



REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL 

DATE: October 21, 1994 

TO: Portland City Council 

. FROM: Janet S. Burreson Stephen C. Bauer 
Portland Development Comm. Office of Finance & Admin. 

SUBJECT: ~ND ENTERPRISE ZONE INVESTMENT STRATEGY . 

.. 
. The· purpose of the Portland Enterprise Zone pro~ is to stimulate job creation 
and retention through business investment in NINE Portland areas close to the 
Portland citizens experiencing the highest unemployment ·and underemployment 
in the region. The Zone program is specifically ~esigned to stimulate hirlng of 
residents of the Enterprise Zone into the job opportunities created by those 
business investments. 

This summer the Council asked the PDC to accelerate its work with the OFA to 
produce po.licy guidelines for use of the Enterprise Zone economic development 
program in NINE Portland. This report ·swiunarizes these Interim Guidelines . 
which have been developed ·through a collaborative partnership between OFA 
and PDC and the Enterprise Zone community (represented by · ilie; NINE 
Economic Development Alliance). .....__, 

·The. Guidelines are significantly tighter than the existing state statUte .. and t)ie'-'-:··· · ·' --- ··· · 
guidelines which PDC previously used to evaluate Enterprise Zone projects. 
Their purpose is to insure that the City's tax exemptions ~·a sound investment 
in quali,ty jobs for ·Ent~rprise Zone residents. Unemployment in the Enterprise 
Zone continues to be double the· rate for the Metro area - approximately 10% 
unemployment which translates to approximately 3,000 people who are Zone 
residents looking for employment. 

A summary of the Enterprise Zone program and the difference between the state 
statutes and the Portland Interim Guidelines is included as Attachment A. The 
Portland Interim Guidelines are included as Attachment B. 

These Interim Guidelines will remain in place until the Council adopts a 
permanent policy regarding tax abatement The goal is to have a permanent 
policy in place before the end of fiscal year 1994-95. The City's Enterprise 
Zone program will end in March, 1996 without action from the Oregon 
Legislature to extend the Zone's life. · 
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The Guidelines include several new concepts to the Enterprise Zone program which are. 
applied in the case where the City has discretion over when a company receives Enterprise 
Zone benefits: 

~~ . A Zone boundary amendment. 

2. A Five-year tax exemption (as opposed to a 3-year exemption) for comp3nies in 
the Zone. 

The new concepts adopted are: 

· 1. An incentive for the retention of ~terprise Zone residents for at least two years; 

2. A cap on the amount of net tax exemption allowed per Enterprise Zone hire; 

3. A requirement. that the City's estimated costs of serving the site are covered; 

4. A requirement that company projects seeking a five-year tax exemption are either 
high quality projects as regards to their community impact If necessary, ·the 
company may contract with the City to increase community Impacts from the 
project (apart from the. hiring of ?-one resid~nts). Community impacts include the 
quality of the job opportunities and other business development opportunities in the. 
Entc~rise Zone which are detailed in the COQlJD.unity benefit matrix. 

· .. 

·s.·A requirement th~t Community contributions made by companiesin.J>rder to meet .,:," ·-· 
the Guidelines reCeive Council approval of their uses. - ···-··· · ·.~ .. ,.,-"~~, ..... ' -~~.~::. 

6. A recognition that the Guidelines represent a City. investment in an Enterprise zOne 
· resident being hired into a permanent full-time job and this is a solid investment by 

the City regardless of whether the· tax exemption is "required" to insure the business 
facility is ·located in the Portland Metro area. · 

7. A contractual requirement for a: minimum number of Enterprise Zone hires by a 
company during the exemption, as opposed to the State's requirement only for a 
percentage of all workers hired during f4e period. 

The Interim Guidelines process resulted in several concepts which the PDC/OFA team and 
NINE community agreed were appropnate·for inclusion in the City's permanent guidelines 
but are not included in the Interim Guidelines due to the necessity of developing financial 
models and/or reporting systems which do not presently exist. These additional concepts 
include: 

: ,; ·-- ~ 
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1. Inclusion of the economic multiplier impacts of the project in the modelling of the 
City's costs and revenues from the project and the tax exemption; 

2. Inclusion of the potential social services savings to local property taxing 
·: g?v~rnments from the additional job opportunities generated by the project 

3. Inclusion of people in NINE Portland in the hiring pool to meet Enterprise Zone 
hiring criteria whose employment by a company meets the intent of the Zone 
program but who are living outside the boundaries of the Zone (which was 
established according to Census·Tracts). 

4. A tighter definition of an "Enterprise Zone" hire to-include a minimum of time as a 
permanent employee of the company prior to the company being able to· count the 
hire towards its Enterprise Zone hiring goal. 

The Interim Guidelines will si~cantly improve the City's return on its tax exemption 
investment compared with the existing State statute requirements for ~ exemptions. . 
Examples of actual business investnlent cases show that capital-intensive companies will be 
contracting for the hiring of significantLy more Enterprise Zone residents during the 
exemption period than projected under the State statute .. 

Companies have the option of reducing their contractual Enterprise Zone hiring requirements 
through community contributions which benefit ~e Enterprise Zone commUnity's economi~ 
development efforts. The Enterprise Zone hiring requirements cannot be reduced below the 
requirements of the state statute. The use of any community contributio·ns·~iA -~ proposed .. _,.;;.:~=:~.-:~­
.by the partne.rship of the NINE Community,_ the company and ·the PDC acting on oohatror-·· ·-- · ·' ·-·· 
the City. Unlike previous community contribution contracts, the Council will then put the 
community contribution proposal from the City/Community/Company partnership into the , 
context of the City's overall budget and make final approval o.f the use of the funds. 

The key ·question regarding this strategy is ~e return on the City's investment of a short-term 
tax exemption for a company's investment in the Enterprise Zone. The guidelines provide that 
an. investment of no more than $40,000 of net tax exemption in current dollars will be 

· allowed for each Enterprise Zone hire into a permanent, full-time job for a three-year 
exemption which requires a Zone boundary amendment. 

For a five-year exemption period, the company must meet more stringent tests including 
$25,000 of net tax exemption per Enterprise Zone hire. The interim guidelines include 
penalties for companies that do not achieve this requirement. Projects must bring to the 
City's revenue stream at least as much as the estimated City costs of serving the project 
during the exemption period - ensuring there are no actual net losses. The City's costs of 
serving the site will be estimated at 25% of the City property -taxes exempted. · 
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J'he net tax exemption per Enterprise Zone hire would be reduced if multiplier effects from 
the new company operations ~n·the City which generate additional City taxes (often as little 
or no new City expense) were included. Similarly, the net tax exemption per Enterprise Zone 
hire would also be reduced if the reductions of City/County social service costs of 
unemployment or underemployment were included. Thus, the net tax exemption per 

· Enteq)rise ·ZOne hire used in this strategy is overstated; the benefits to the City from the 
company's project are finanCially understated. 

Vfe are confident that, in the lopg-run, t_he tax exemption investments will provide a strong 
rate of return for the investment. both in terms of the economic and social benefit to 
Enterprise Zone reside!lts. who fill the required Enterprise Zone hires with the companies,· and 
also· from the actual net positive City revenues received from the project 

For example, without the tax exemption from the Enterprise Zone, Wacker Siltronic's recently 
announced expansion would provide the City with an estimated $11.2 million in new revenues 
over a ten-year period compared with an estimated $2.7 million in new City general fund 
costs; a net City gain. ~f $8.5 million. But the company would have no incentive or obligation 
to hire Enterprise Zone_ residen~ for the· estimated 300 new positions with the company or for 
ongoing turnover. 

With the Enterprise Zone tax exempti9n investment, the company still proVides an estimated 
$6.7 million in new City revenu~·over the ten-year peri<><L for a net City gain of $4 million. 
In _addition, these guideliu~ require a partnership with the City in· which Wacker will donate · 
$750,000 to the Enterprise 'Zone community (expected to be utilized in a training program for 
Zone residents), will hire at least 220 (most likely 235) Enterprise Zone-residents and have _;:';--"-'"' 
financi3l incentives for retaining them at least two years, will provide Zone iesid~nt:SWorkiiig··' --- ... 
for Wacker with extraordinary programs for home purchase I transit costs I day care expenses, 
and will make all construction and supplier contracts a.cs=essible to NINE busiJ;J.esses during 
the next seven years of project construction and tax·exemption. · · 

Companies seeking an Enterprise Zone tax exemption are required to utilize. PDC's JobNet 
program as a first source for employees. Experience of the last five years has shown that this 
connection generally resu~ts in more than the -minimum number of Enterprise Zone hires 
required by the State statute. In Enterprise Zone projects to date, the JobNet First Source 
Agreement, when combined with the Enterprise Zone hiring requirements of Zone residents, 
has resulted in Enterprise Zone residents accounting for 67% of all hires. 
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A significant component of the Enterprise Zone Investment Strategy is insuring that 
Enterprise Zone residents· are properly trained for the new job opportUnities in the Zone. This 
effort includes intensive PDC work with each company to identify their employee needs and 
bring together diverse resources to focus on meeting those needs through a customized 
program_ that maximizes the number of Enterprise Zone residents hired and retained. The 

-result of:the·hiring stimulated by the strategic short-term tax exemptions is ~tion of 
the number of Enterprise Zone residents who are employed and retained by the company and 
have gained skills which will help in future employment opportunities. 

We expect similar results from future Enterprise Zone investments made with these 
guidelines. This interiin period will allow ~sment of these new concepts and refinement 
for the permanent guidelines. The additional concepts mentioned above will be evaluated by 
the PDC/OFA/Enterprise Zone community partnership during the next few months and 
included in ·the permanent guidelines if appropriate. 

·. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
CI'rY OF PORTLAND 

ENTERPRISE ·ZONE INVESTMENT STRATEGY 
SUMMARY 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Ente.q>rise Zone's purpose is to stimulate wealth-creating business investment in NINE 
Poitlana ·wh1ch ·results in hiring Enterprise Zone residents for quality jobs. 

The Zone is a program of property tax exemption of the new property taxes generated during 
the first 3-5 years of a business investment The business investment must be for a business 
operation which primarily serves other businesses through activities such as manufacturing, 
assembly, fabrication, processing, shipping or storage. 

The Oregon Bn~rprise Zone Act governs the minimum requirements of the program. The 
Act provides· for additional local requirements regarding the conditions· of extending the tax 
exemption period from three to five years or for making Zone boundary amendment contracts 

· with companies. The City. of Portland's Enterprise Zone Interim Guidelines describe the 
City's goals and guidelines for decision-making regarding boundary amendments or 
extensions of the basic three year tax exemption period. 

A company wh:ich invests in the existing Enterprise Zone boundary may achieve a three year 
property tax exemption on the investment by investing inore than $25 million or meeting the 
basic hiring requirement: hiring 25% of an·new employees during the project's construction 
period and tax exemption period from the Enterprise Zone population. The 25% measurement 
is taken at the end of each year of tax exemption, with the construction period counting as 

part of the first ~ear of tax exemption. _ --:···-··· . . . _.:.-.:.-... _ . 
. . :~·,.-,...u.~o;•·-.,.•,,,._. ... . ...:.~.-- ... . 

EXAMPLE: Acme company will locate a new facility in the Enterprise Zone which will be 
assessed for property tax purposes at $5,000,000. The facility wUl open March 1,.1996. 

1. Prior to any construction on the· project, Acme must file a completed "Pre­
Certification" form with ·Multnomah County and the Oregon Economic Development 
Department The date of filing starts the first "year" of required 25% Enterprise Zone 
resident hiring. · 

2.· No property taxes will be assessed agajnst the projeet until Acme occupies the 
facility, as provided in Oregon's Construction Work in Progress statute. The first tax 
year ·for which property taxes will be assessed will begin July 1, 1996. 
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3. Acme must complete a Zone Compliance form at the end of th¥ first year of tax 
exemption (June 30, 1997).certifying that Acme has hired 25% of all new employees 
from the Zone ·population during the period from filing of PreCertification to· end of 
the first year of tax exemption. 

4. Zone Compliance forms will also be filed for subsequent years of tax exemption 
certifying that during that 12 month period, 25% of all new·employees were Enterprise 
Zone residents. 

·s. : Ac·me will have achieved a tax savings equivalent to the taxes which would have­
been· assessed during the period (tax rates X assessed valuation). Assuming a 1.5% 
tax rate and ·10% annual depreciation of the assessed valuation, the tax savings would 
be $180,000. 

A five-year exemption· is available for most companies thrOugh a contract with PDC to meet 
community impact and Enterprise Zone resident hiring performance standards. The standards 
include some State statutocy requirements and lacal conditions which are negotiated with PDC 
in accordance with the Guidelines. 

IL SUM TOTAL OF THE RULES A COMPANY MUST COMPLY WITH TO 
· ACHIEVE A THREE YEAR TAX EXEMP';riON IN PORTLAND'S ENTERPRIS~ 
ZONE. 

( STATE STATUTES: 

1. New companies must m~e investments within the zone bounclary and hire at least 
. one person. 

2. ~ew companies must hire 25% of all new employees from the·"El!te~~~ Zone .. ,~:_,_':~_-c ... 
population from date of precertification to the end of the exemptio~. · . . ... ,.-.~"··--·····.. · ~ - · 

3. Existing companies must expand by IQ% of employment base OR inyest more than 
$25 million in the project to qualify. · 

ID. CITY OF PORTLAND GUIDELINES .FOR A BOUNDARY AMENDMENT: 

l. Meet a $40,000 (1994 or current dollars) net tax effect threshold per hh"e (final 
number of hires required determined after first tax assessment of the project). 

2. Direct costs to city are covered by other city business taxes (direct costs measured 
as 25% of assessed value which is tax exempted). . 

2 



IV. SUM TOTAL OF REQUIREMENTS FOR A FIVE YEAR PROPERTY TAX 
EXEMPTION (EXISTING SITE IN ZONE BOUNDARY OR BOUNDARY 

( AMENDMENT) 

( 
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STATE STATUTES 

1. ·COMMIT IN WRITING TO EITHER 50% Zone resident hiring or compensating 
70% of Zone residents hired to comply with 25% hiring rule above 150% of minimum 
~age. 

2. ·EMPLOYEE RETENTION: 

A. NEW COMPANiEs: must retain at least 15% of the peak employment 
·during the exemption period OR not fall below 5~% of peak employment for 

· more than one year (measured end of tax ~ear~. 

B. EXISTING COMPANIES: cannot reduce average· annual employment in 
any one year of exemption below 110% of the average annual employment of 
the firm at time of precertification. 

REMEDIES FOR VIOLATION OF EMPLOYEE REI'ENTION STANDARDS IN 1 
OR 2 ABOVE: loss of qualification for tax exemption 

. 
CITY OF PORTLAND GUIDELINES: . 

1. Contractually guarantee a number. of enterprise zone resident hires, subject to 
$25,000 penalty each deficiency at the end of the exemption periOd. 

The company must meet ·a $25,000 (1994 dollars or current dollars).~~t tax effect ·- . -· 
threshold per hire (final number of hires required determined after first tax· assessment·-' -:.::..:f.:~·:_ 
of the project). 

The number depends on the net tax effect of the project, whic4 can be reduced by 
contractual commitment to additional community ·impacts or community contributions. 
to enterprise zone programs which are approved by City Council. 

2. Incur penalties in fourth or fifth years of exemption if not· retaining 50% of 
enterprise zone resident hires for two years each. 

3. Direct costs to city during the exemption period are covered by other city business 
taxes (direct costs measured as 25% of assessed value which is tax exempted). 

4. Meet 50% threshold of community impact matrix points. 

3 
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ATIACHMENT B 

ENTERPRISE ZONE INVESTMENT STRATEGY 
INTERIM GUIDELINES FOR. 

ENTERPRISEZONEBOUNDARYAMENDMENT/~YEAREXE~ON 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I~. lviiNiM:uM STANDARDS FOR. ZONE BOUNDARY .AMENDMENT 

II. THE GUIDELINES FOR A FIVE YEAR TAX EXEMPTION 
A..INTRODUCITON 
B. FOUR THRESHOLDS FOR A FIVE YEAR EXEMPTION 
C:. THE KEY RATIO:. "NET TAX EFFECf PER ZONE HIRE ~ 

D. COMMUNITY Benefit MATRIX 
E. DIRECT COST RECOVERY AND POSITIVE RATE .OF RETURN 

FOR CITY OF PORTLAND 
F. PROCESS FOR DETERMINING DISBURSEMENTS OF CASH 

COMMUNITY CONfRIBUTIONS 

III. USB OF Tim GUIDELINES AND CONTRACf REQUIREMENTS 
A. CONTRACf REQUIREMENTS 
B. EXTRAORDINARY FACf.ORS TO BH CONSIDERED 

',, 
L MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR ZONE BOUNDARY AMENDMENT: 

_ .... 
·-- ····-···- --~~--···· · · -.~ .• ,·,-,,.:,H~.:.·.: ..... .;a.·0•···• . .:..· .•....•. 

These two s~dards in A & B below apply only to projects which require a Zone . 
Boundary Amendment. They allow a Zone Boundary amendment for companies whose 
projects will not meet the five-year exemption guidelines in #2 below. They d~ not aP.ply 
to p~j~ts already within the Zone. · 

A. The project must meet a basic guideline of no more than $40,000 total NET TAX 
EFFECf per expected Enterprise Zone hire. 

B. If the project is a relocation from Oregon outside the City of Portland, the project 
must meet the intent and technical requirements of the Oregon Enterprise Zone statute 
regarding in-state relocations AND must be a project which the local government 
where the company is presently located and OEDD been consulted. 
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C .. DIRECT COST RECOVERY 

The project shall provide City revenues sufficient to ·cover the City's direct costs of 
serving the site during the tax exemption period. The City's direct costs are estimated 
as 25% of the property taxes which are due to the City_ each year of the tax exemption 
period from the project 

If the project's other City revenues will not cover direct costs, the company will be 
J;"~U~ to contribute the difference to the City during the exemption period to 
achieve· cost-recovery. City revenues to be considered include ·projected ~usiness 
license fees, utility franchise fees, and any other City fees or taxes which provide 
revenue to the City general fun..d. 

Example: . Acme Corp.'s project will have an ·assessed value of $20 million in tax 
exemption year 1; $19 million in year 2; $18 million in year three. Assume the City 
property tax rate is .6%. · Acme Corp.'s other City general fund tax~ will total 
$10,000 per year. 

YEAR CITY TAXES 
EXEMPTED 

1 $120,000 
2 $114,000 
3 $108,000 . I 

CITY COST 
ESTIMATE (25%) 

$30,00o 
~,500 
$27,000 

2 

CITY GENERAL 
FUND REVENUE 

$10,000 
$10,000 
$10.000 

ANNUAL 
CO. PMf. 

$20,000 
$18,500 
~17,000 

.. --- ... 
·~·-··:.-=....~ .. ..:--~······ ..• 

r) • 
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II. THE GUIDELINES FOR A 5 YEAR TAX EXEMPTION 

A. INTRODUCTION: 

The guidelines below pertain to projects in the Enterprise Zone or- being considered for 
boundary amendment to the Enterprise Zone which are .seeking a five-year property tax 
exemption as provided by the Zone statute. The City reserves the ability to structure 

. ~nterp~. Z.OP..~ agreements with companies outside the guidelines in extraordinary cases . . . 
through an agreement between PDC and the City's Office of Finance Administration. 

The City recognizes a number of objectives served by the Enterprise Zone tax exemption 
program. ·Chief among these objec~v~ is job creation and retention for Enterprise Zone 
residents. · A secondary objective is employmen~ of economically-disadvantaged people living 
in the NINE Portland area near the Zone. A complete lisf ofobjective8. for the Zone progrru:n 
appears in Attachment A to this Guideline document. ' 

B. OVERVIEW: FIVE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR FIVE-YEAR 
ABATEMENTS:· 

The guidelines below outline the details .of five requirements for a company to qualify for a 
full five-year Enterprise Zone tax abatement . . . . . 

' . 
1. Estimated NET TAX EFFECT of $25,000 per projected Enterprise Zone resident hire 
during the project'.s p~cation and exemption period; ' 

2. Attainment of 50% of the points possible in the Community Benefit Mat:r!:x; 
',"";" .-_ . 

.. --- ·--. ··:-:·,.-......... ~·.,:.-~·-. .: ... ·.- :·· .. ~~ ........ 

3. Direct eosts ·(City general .fund) to serV-e the site ll:l'C covered· through City general fund 
. . revenues collected from the company during the exemption period; 

4. "Retention for more thari two years of SO% of the Bnterprise·Zone residents b..ired. 

These performance standards, and their remedies for non-performance, are detailed in sections 
C-F below. 

3 
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C. THE KEY RATIO: NET TAX EFFECT PER ENTERPRISE ZONE IDRE 

1. Projecting the Net Tax Effect 

OFAIPDC will project the most likely: . 
Total "net tax effect" per Enterprise Zone resident hire of the company's operations in 
the Zone du~ng the exemption period. . 

''Net Tax Effect" is defined as: · 

"The estimated net present value of the (1) total tax exemption (2) less any cash 
contributions back to the local governments, PDC or agreed-upon community economic 
development programs contracted to meet these guidelines; (3) plus City general fund 
revenues generated by the project during the exemption period (4) less the· direGt City general · 
fund costs during the exemP._tion period, estimated as 25% ·of the City tax exemption. •• 
(County direct project costs and revenues will be ~eluded ·in the_ calculatiop as soon as 
models are available.) · 

NET TAX EFFECf FORMULA SUMMARY: 
. . . 

NET PRESENT VALUE OF Tiffi FOLLOWING DURING THE BXEMPTIQN 
PERIOD: 

Total tax exemption (all govenments)·. 
- Cash contribu~ons to Enterprise Zone programs 
+ City general fund revenues froQl the project 
- · City general fund costs from the ·project (25% of tax exempted revenues). 

General fund revenues are considered to include~ business lice~_{~. utility 
franchise fees, and ·any other general fund revenue from ongoing operations •. .Itdoes ... --= _·:jf;':~:~~-~­
not include fee-for-service charges such as building permits, etc. 

The num~r of Enterprise Zone hires used in this calculation is the guarariteed Zone Resident 
hiring resulting from (l) existing operations in the Zone; (2) new operations fu the·Zone and 
(3) guaranteed Zone ~ident hiring due to turnover during the life of the exempti?n.-

A key variable in calculation of the total tax exemptiof:l is the project~ depreciation of the 
investment In consultation with the company, PDC and OFA will agree on the total assessed 
value, depreciation schedule and total· tax exemption figures utilizing the expertise of the tax· 
assessment entity for the company (either Mult Co. or Dept of Revenue). 

2. KEY RATIO: 

The company!s "net tax effect" per Enterprise Zone hire must be less than $25,000. 

4 
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If the company's project is not projected to meet this threshold, the company has the option 
to receive a three year tax exemption or to reduGe their projected Net Tax: Effect per 
Enterprise Zone .hire through a contract with PDC to perform the following: 

A. Increase the number of Enterprise Zone hires in the City contract (which r¢uces 
the Net Tax Effect per Zone hire); · 

~-- ~rovide cash contributions to Enterprise Zone area programs as outlined in Section 
· F below (which reduce dollar per dollar the Net Tax Effect number - as though the 
contributions were property tax~) . 

C. Increase the project's projected Community Benefit matrix points as described in 
Section D ~low (which reduces the Net Tax Effect calculation by $500 per point 
above 50% of the matrix). · 

. 
A combination of any of these measures can be utilized to reach the $25,000 threshold. 
The contract with the company at time of pre-certification of the project is based on estimates 
of total investment The estimates result in a number of Enterprise Zone hires which the 
company must make to receive the full tax abatement In o~er to insure that the number of 
Enterprise Zone hires are appropriate for the ACfUAL level of inyestment, the contract will 
~ revised at ~e time that the total investment .subject to tax exemption is fuial to reflect an 
appropriate number of Enterprise Zone hires. If necessary, the contract may include a range 
of a minimum/maximum number of Enterprise_ Zone hires which is likely. 

D. COMMUNITY BENEFIT MATRIX: 

The projects' expected non-quantifiable impacts on the Enterprise Zone ~~unity will·be 
measured ~ugh a "points system" matrix agreed upon by PDC, the NINE-oommunity.,.andlor.:· ~1=~·:·.­
Econoinic Dev~lopment Alliance and the City Council .. 

The project must achieve ~0% of the total points available in the CommUnity Benefit Matrix. 
to receive approval by the City. Achievement of the 50% level must be contractoo .for by the 
beginning of the first year of tax exemption. 

Every 1 point above 50% of the matrix total which is extraordinary to the company's existing 
operations shall be equivalent to $500 tax exemption per Enterprise Zone hire in the key ratio 
calculation above. If a company does not meet the KEY RATIO for Net Tax Effect" per 

·Enterprise; Zone hire, the company may choose to lower its ratio through improving its 
Community Benefit Matrix score and therefore generating credit $500 credits through the 
points system. The Matrix is in attachment A to these guidelines following the objectives for 
the Enterprise Zone; the matrix results from these objectives for the Zone program. 
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E. DIRECT COST RECOVERY AND POSITIVE RATE OF RETURN FOR THE 
CITY OF PORTLAND: 

1. DIRECf COST RECOVERY 

The project shall provide City general fund revenues sufficient to cover the City's direct costs 
of serving the sit~ during the tax exemption period. ·The City's direct costs of serving the site 
will be estimated at 25% of the City's exempted property taxes. If the project's other City 
rev.enues wi~l not cover direct costs, the company will be contribute a sufficient amount of . 

· funds to· th~ City during the exemption period to achieve cost-recovery for that year. City 
revenues to be considered include projected business license fees, utility franchise fees, and 
any other City fees or taxes which contribute towards City cost recovery. 

Indirect costs associated with the potential. for new people to move. to the City of Portlap.d I 
. Multnomah ~unty due to the new jobs being created. will not be considered except in 

extreme cases involving large new job impacts. The perma:nent guidelines.for ZQne tax 
. exemption f:Ilay h,tclude mulutiplier impacts if an acceptable model. can be identifi~. 

F. CONTRACT. REQUIREMENrS • ENTERPRISE zONE HIRE RETENTION: 

ENTERPRISE ZONE RESIDENT RETENTION INCENTIVE : 
. . 

A prime objective of the En~rise :l;one program is the hire AND RETENTION of 
Enterprise Zone residents into quality jobs. · Five-year tax exemption contracts will ·· 
therefore have the following 'incentive progfam to promote retention of Enterprise 
Zone hires: 

1 •. Companies which have not retained 50% of their Enterprise Zone~hires-atJ~t.two_,.-':o:;/L:·:~·~ 
years by the end of the third year of tax exemption will pay a penalty to the Zone 
Sponsor equivalent to $25,000 for. each Zone hire below 50% which was not retained 
for two_ years up to a maximum of 50% of the tax aba~ment for the fourth year. ·-

2~ Companies which have not retained 50% of their Enterprise Zone hires at least two 
years by the end of the fourth year of tax exemption will pay a penalty to the Zone 
Sponsor equivalent to $25,000 for each Zone hire below SO% of Zone hires to that 
point which was not retained for _two ye.arS ·up· a maximum of 50% of the tax 
abatement for the fifth year. 

These penalties will be disbursed in the same manner as any penaltieS collected by the 
Zone sponsor for not meeting the agreed upon Zone resident hiring requirement 

If a company reduces its full time positions, those positions will not count in the 
calculation of the percentage of Enterprise Zone residents retained. Example: a 

.. 
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company hired 100 Zone residents but suffered a position reduction of which 10. were 
Enterprise Zone hires. The number of Zone hires examined for purposes of the 
percentage calculation would be 100- 10 ·= 90. Penalties would only occur if the· 
company's Zone retention rate was less than 50% of 90 = 45. · 

III. USE OF THE GUIDELINES 

. A. PROCESS FOR DETERMINING DISBURSEMENTS OF CASH COMMUNITY 
CONTRIBUTIONS:-

During th~ negotiation with the company, the PDC will collaborate with the OFA, and the 
company on an outline of the use of ~y cash contributionS resulting from the project. The 
outline will include expected goals for contributions to various programs an~ expected levels 
of contributions to each p)."Ogram. This ou~e will bC .reviewed by City Council at the time. · 
Appropriate agencies in the City will convene at least once per year to review projects ~d 
set criteria for the coming year. · 

If the 4irect costs of serving the site are not provided by other company site taxes/fees which 
contribute to the City general fund, cash contributions shall first be directed to insure cost 
recovery during th~ exemption period prior to being used for economic development 
community programs: 

' . ( If any penalty for non.:COmpliance with the. hiring requirements of the Zone is collected by ... 

\. 

PDC, the penalty shall be used first to continue same ·level of funding of the programs 
receiving funding from the cash contributions and the remaining sum will be distributed by 
City Council in accordance with. the Enterprise Zo~~, statute. 

During the City budget discussions for·the each year of tax exemption whicli\vill··result.fu-~ .. , .... :· :_::j:.~;~~~ 
cash cOntributions, final decisions regarding expenditures of the contributions will be · 
reconimended by the collaborative efforts of the POC, company and Enterprise Zone 
community and ratified by Council. The following principles shan apply to this process: 

1. Cash contributions from the project will not be used to reduce other City 
contributions to the programs; 

2. Council will consider the list of economic development projects in the outline 
developed in the contract between PDC and the company; · 

3. Projects will be limited in their impact to projects which help economically­
disadvantaged people in the Enterprise Zone or Enterprise ·Zone businesses. 

7 



Multnomah County will be advised of the abatement negotiations at the time of pre-
( certification and will also be advised of the City's deliberations over any cash ~ontributions 
'· from the project and asked for comment. 

The following types of economic development projects are eligible for receipt of cash 
contributions from the project: 

. A. Workforce training and development programs; 
~· . Workforce support programs, including day-care support. 
·c. ·ausin~s development programs, including supplier strategies and loan programs. 

2. WAIVER OF ABILITY TO CLAIM THAT THE END OF THE TAX EXEJMPTION 
. PERIOD IS A TAX INCREASE UNDER MEASURE.S OF l994 . . . 

A company waiver of ability to claim that the end of the tax exemption period is a tax 
increase under Ballot Measure 5 of 1994·(if passed by voters). 

B. EXTRAORDINARY FACfORS TO BE CONSIDERED 
.• 

THE FOLLOWING FACfORS MAY OR MAY NOT HAVE AN INFLUENCE ON THE 
( CITY'S DECISION REGARDING THE·PROffiCf: 

\. 

l. COMPANY INTERNAL "NEED" FOR TilE INCENfiVE. 

The company's "internal financial need"· for the tax exemption in order to justify 
moving forward with the project Will not be analyzed or considered:·:.;,_The.p~~.J?.L .. ~-' ~::ch':~:~-.­
developing the permanent Guidelines for tax exemption will C:onsider·conditions under 
which the company's "need" for the tax exemption will be considered in the decision 
regarding .a boundary amendment or 5 year tax e~emption. 

2. PORTLA.Nti'S NEED TO USE THE INCENTIVE TO BE COMPETITIVE FOR THE. 
PROJECf: ·. 

The City's need to utilize the Enterprise Zone program as an incentive to land the 
project in the City will ~ a strong influence on deviations from these interim 

· guidelines. Desirable business development projects for which the City needs 
incentives to succeed in a site location competition will be given appropriate additional 
consideration with regard to guideline thresholds. The need for the incentive will be 
evaluated jointly between PDC and OFA. . 
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OBJECTIVES FOR ENTERPRISE ZONE INVESTMENT STRATEGY 

~ . * CREATE OR RETAIN JOBS WHICH: 

•. 

( 

• ·. 

- ARE FILLED BY ENTERPRISE ZONE RESIDENTS, ESP. MINORITIES 
-HAVE WAGES EQUAL OR GREATER THAN AVERAGE 
-INCLUDE LIVABLE WAGES AND BENEFITS AT ENTRY LEVEL 
- INCREASE COMMUNITY/EMPLOYEE OWNERSHIP 
- PROVIDE TRAINING AND SKILL DEVELOPMENT, ESPECIALLY AT 

LOWER SKILL LEVELS 
· ·· · · ·: . ·· ·.:. HAVE CAREER LADDERS I ADVANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

* ENHANCE EDUCATIONAL AND WORKFORCE TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES 

* INCREASE INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT LINKAGES, 
ESPECIALLY FOR SMALL BUSINESSES 

* ARE IN A CITY. REGIONAL OR STATE TARGETED INDUSTRY CLUSTER 

* INCREASES ASSESSED PROPERTY VALUE TO REDUCE THE TAX BURDEN 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

. BORNE BY OTHER BUSINESSES AND RESIDENTS 

INCREASES BUSINESS OWNERSHIP AND BUSINESS OPPORTUNITIES IN 
TARGETED AREAS, PARTICQLARLY FOR·WOMEN AND MINORITY OWNED 
SMALL COMPANIES 

ENCOURAGES THE PURCHASE OF MATERIALS AND SERVICES (INCLUDING 
CONSTRUCTION) FROM BUSINESSES LOCATED IN (IN PRIOP...ITY) (1) THE 

·ENTERPRISE ZONE, (2) THE CITY'S ECONOMICALLY DEPRESSED TARGET 
AREAS, (3) THE CITY AND (4) THE METROPOLITAN AREA;·-ESJ?ECIALLY ... =:- .,. 
EMERGING MINORITY/WOMEN COMMUNITY OWNED BUSINESSES~·· '""'·~.;~,~ ....... -= -~~.:.:: .. 

PROVIDE INCENTIVES THAT ARE REASONABLE IN LIGHT OF THE 
BENEFITS RECEIVED BY THE COMMUNITY AND OtHER TAXPAYERS 

IMPROVES THE 'PHYSICAL NATURE OF THE ENTERPRISE ZONE IN 
BLIGHTED AND/OR NEIGHBORHOOD AREAS 

POSITIVELY IMPACTS OTHER SOCIOECONOMIC SYSTEMS OF SUPPORT 
FOR ENTERPRISE ZONE AND CITY TARGET AREA WORKERS, INCLUDING 
DAYCARE, AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND EMPLOYEE TRANSPORTATION . 
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NOTE: The Matrix below is being considered as a fonnal part of the Enterprise- Zone 
Guidelines for achieving a five-year property tax exemption. The Guidelines would interact 
with this Matrix in the following ways: 

l. For a 5 year exemption, the company would_ need to generate a minimum of 50% 
of the points in the matrix. 

_2. If the company ratio. of tax exemption per Enterprise Zone resident hire is above 
· ·- the guideline ratio, the company may receive "credit" which would allow it to meet 

the guideline by any combination of the following: 
A. Cash contributions .~o Enterprise Zone programs; 
B. Contract to achieve increased Matrix points. 
C. ~ring ~ore Enterprise Zone residents. 

A company will receive $500 ctedit in 1994 dollars against their Net Tax Effect per 
Enterprise Zone· hire for each point above 50% of the Matrix points they contractually agree 
to achieve. · 

EXAMPLE: Acme Company project meets the 5 year exemption threshold of 50% of 
possible matrix points but has a projected $30,000 net tax effect per Enterprise Zone hire. 
The guideline they must meet is $25,000. They can meet the $25,000 threshold by agreeing 
in a contract to achieve 60% of matrix points; this will give them 10 points above 50% with 
·an Enteri?rise Zone hire credit of $500 each applied to the $30,000 net tax effect estimate 
which reduced the tax exemption estimate to $25,000. · 

The Matrix points system is as follows: 
Maximum of 43 points possible. 

-· .· . 

1. Quality wage jobs are c~ted or retained: 
... . ·-·-··· .. ---- .... .. ·:-.·,·.-...... ~--'-···'···· ... 

All jobs in the firm -~hall count in this measurement If a firm is expanding, all the firm's job 
shall be counted and not ]ust the new jobs being created. (Average wage compensation for· 
1992 (latest figure av~lable) is $25,909.) · 

7 pts. More than 75% _of jobs created or retained have a wage higher than the 
County private sector average within one year of hire. 

5 pts. More than 50% of jobs created or retained have a wage higher than t~e 
County private sector average within one year of hire. 

3 pts. More than 25% of jobs created or retained have a wage higher than the 
County private sector average within one year of hire. 
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2 Overall compensation of jobs: 

5 pts. All full-time pennanent jobs in the company have employee benefits in addition to 
wages equivalent to 15% of wages. "Benefits" is defined as. additional compensation · 
to employees beyond legal requirements. 

3. Company will positively impact socioeconomic systems of support for Enterprise 
Zone workers such as daycare, transportation, affordable housing • 

. r·point i>er %"of payroll of benefits offered up to 3 points 

Company will offer to Enterprise Zone employees extraordinary employee benefit 
programs for home purchase,. subsidized daycare or public· transportation or other 
employee $Upport. 

4. Ownership of firm,s by employees and/or NE residents. 

2 pts. The project has a mechanism by which all employees may own more than 25% 
of the comp~y. 

OR 
2 pts. The project is niore than 25% owned by residents of disadvantaged areas in NINE 

Portland. 

s. Jobs provide valuable career training, particularly for entry-level positions. (8 points 
possible). · 

A. TRAINING SUPPORT 

. '-· 

4 pts. Company provides ·more than 2% of payroll in employee trainin~fihcJud,iQ.g entry-level , .. c:::"'"~ .. · .. 
. . .... ,." .... ~----·-·'· .•' ........ . 

positions. · 

2 pts. C9mpany provides less th~ 2% of payroll in employee training but is pro-actively 
inyolved in the development and execution of job-training partnerships. 

B. INTERNAL PROMOTION 

4 pts. Company has strong internal promotion policies which result in more than 50% of 
non-entry level positions being filled by existing employees. 

2 pts. Company has strong internal promotion policies which result in more than 25% of 
non-entry level positions being filled by existing employees. 

ll 
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6. Company project will positively impact the local tax base: 

4 pts. Has a rate of return over double the tax exemption period greater than 3-1 for all City 
revenues from the projeet less additional direct costs (measured as 25% of City· 
property taxes). 

3 pts.. Has a rate of return over double the tax exemption period greater than 2-1 for all City 
revenues from the project less additional direct costs (measured as 25% of City 
property taxes). 

7. Visual, functional or environmental blight in inner NINE is improved: 

2 pts. The project transfonns a vacant, unusable or blighted site in NINE Portland into a 
community aesthetic and functional asset. 

8. Has indirect positive impacts on the smaU/emerging business community in the 
Enterprise Zone: · 

4 pts. All construction and business supplies/services contracts ~uring the exemption period 
wiil be made available· to businesses in the economically distressed areas of NINE 
Portland. 

9. A new or existing business requi~ new technology to remain globally competitive. 

3 pts. An existing manufacturing company in the NINE Target Area requires new 
technological equipment to be competitive. · 

10. ·-The project increases the internationalization of Portland's economy: 

2 pts. The pJ;oject markets its products internationally using Port of Portland fadlities:·:·· .. ~.,~--"··· ·' ·:-:":~:.:.:.:_ 

11. The project promotes the City's Thrget Industry development. 

3 pts. The project is within one of the City's targeted industry clusters. 

12 
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AVERAGE WAGES- 1993 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

Industry Sector Average Wage 1993 
per Employee Employment 

Agriculture $17,198 2,628 
Mining $70,214 215 
Construction $32,505 13,477 
Manufacturing $32,988 47,663 

Food Processing $28,292 5,345 
Metals $32,853 8,826 
Electronic Equipment $31,681 2,018 
Transportation Equipment $38,796 8,208 

Trans., Communications 
Public Utilities $33,214 29,441 

Wholesale Trade $32,841 28,803 
Retail Trade $15,834 60,895 

General Merchandise $23,929 6,863 
Food Stores $16,008 7,723 
Furniture/Home Furnishings $19,796 2,522 
Eating/Drinking Establishments $10,039 23,818 

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate $32,420 31,179 
Services $23,907 109,965 

Hotel/Lodging $12,994 4,829 
Personal Services $15,988 3,496 
Business Services $19,757 26,127 
Health Services $30,505 27,829 

Government $31,730 57,276 

All Industries $27,298 381,842 

Emp. 
Growth 
1984-93 

1,160 
-81 

4,307 
4,528 

419 
-275 
-193 

2,680 

3,450 
-638 

4,680 
-1,143 
1,261 

140 
2,595 
3,405 

35,615 
777 

30 
8,499 
5,404 

10,612 

67,258 

Source: 1993 Oregon Covered Employment & Payrolls. Oregon Employment Division 

1 

Percent 
Growth 
1984-93 

79.0% 
-27.4% 
47.0% 
10.5% 
8.5% 

-3.0% 
-8.7% 
48.5% 

13.3% 
-2.2% 
8.3% 

-14.3% 
19.5% 
5.9% 

12.2% 
12.3% 
47.9% 
19.2% 
0.9% 

48.2% 
24.1% 
22.7% 

21.4% 



The electronics 
industry pays average 
annual wages that are .. 
far above average ... 

All data for 1993 

f ......... __ ...,.__ .. ._ _ __............. __ .............. .._ ............ -..... 
Electronics 

ry: 
; 

) ............... . 

; ..... .. 

r·······mm;ii~J@Ij 

(1,310,4oo (13.2oo· 
workers) . workers) workers) 
Source: Oregon Employment Division 

... and in the six·-
. .county Portland .. area, 
·factory workers' ·pay 
is slightly below ·· 
av.erage.for all .. ·. · · 
. work~rs. .\ . . 
: {. 

EhJctronlcs Portland·. 

The Oregonian 



95006, plot date: Ft.-bruary 15, 1995 

R l I S 

Persons Below 
Poverty Level 
By 1990 Census Block Group 

~sed ao a percent of Total Penons 

L.J < 5.5% 

Ms.s%- 9.2% 

-92%- 14.7% 

-14.7% - 21.1% -> 21.1% 

SOURCES: 
TIGER Line File 

US Bureau of the Censuo 
Population Data 

PL94 1990 Comus 
Economic alld Demograhic Data 

STF-3A 1990 CODSUB 
Base Map Cartography 

Oregon Department of Transportation 
1988 

Poverty Level: Based on 1990 Census data 
for lhooe penons who were determined to 
be below the notional poverty level. 
One Person: $ 6,310 
Two Pc:nons: $ 8,076 
Three Penono: $ 9,885 
Four Pc:nons: $12,674 

Data displayed for Multnomah County only. 

600 NE Grand Ave 

Portland, OR 97232-2736 

(503) 797-1700 

METRO 



Less than $10,000 

$10,000 to $14,999 

$15,000 to $24,999 

$25,000 to $34,999 

$35,000 to $49,999 

$50,000 or More 

Source: 1990 Census. 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME CATEGORY 

Multnomah 
County 

38,445 

24,258 

49,402 

42,306 

43,221 

44,668 

Portland 

32,669 

19,703 

39,092 

32,338 

30,809 

32,621 

Gresham Troutdale 

2,989 78 

2,265 94 

4,783 326 

4,612 509 

6,066 630 

5,455 801 

Fairview Woodvillage 

126 67 

94 81 

188 279 

162 256 

161 264 

157 136 



$50,000 or More 

$35,000 to $49,999 

$25,000 to $34,999 

$15,000 to $24,999 

$10,000 to $14,999 

Less than $10,000 

0 5 

Household Income 
{Percent of Households by Income Category) 

10 15 20 25 

. ·.":. · .. ·. 32.8 

• Multnomah County 

I!J Portland 

30 

1111!1 Gresham 

[] Troutdale 

1111!1 Fairview 

DWoodVillage 

35 

BR·05~·" 1 b&w.lh REV: 2/!J5 



95006, plot date: FdJruary 15, 1995 

R l I S 

Median 
Income 
By 1990 Census Block Group 

Expressed as a percent of Regional Mean 

Median Household Income = $31,071 

D> 150% 

- 121% - 150% ($46,606) 

- 80% - 120% ($37,285) 

- 60% - 80% ($24,856) 

- <60% ($18,643) 

SOURCES: 
TIGER Line File 

US Bureau of the Census 
Population Data 

Pl.94 1990 Ceosua 
Economic and Demograhic Data 

STF-3A 1990 Census 
Base Map Cartography 

Oregon Department of Transportation 
1988 

Region = Clackamas, Multnomah, 
Washington, and C1arlc Counties 

Data displayed for Multnomah Coumy only. 

600 NE Grand Ave 

Portland, OR 97232-2736 

(503) 797c 1700 

METRO 



95006, plot date: February 15, 1995 

R l I ' S 

Percent 
Unemployed 
By 1990 Census Block Group · 

~sed as a percent of Werle Force 
[__] < 2.9% •' 

-2.9%-4.7% 
.4.7%- 6.7% 
.. 6.7%- 9.6% -> 9.6% ol 

SOURCES: 
TIGER Line File 

US Bureau of the Census -
Population Data 

PL94 1990 CciJsus 
Economic and Dcmograhic Data 

STF-3A 1990 Ccmus 
Base Map Cartography 

Oregon Departmeot of Transportation 
1988 

Wmk Force = PenOIIS 16 yean or older· 
who reported in the 1990 census that 
they were either employed or unemployed 
and seeking wetk. 

Data displayed for Multnomah County only . 

600 NE Grand Ave 

Portland, OR 97232-2736 

(503) 797-1700 

METRO 

.. ( 



Less than 9th Grade 

9th to 12th Grade 
No Diploma 

High School Graduate 

Some College 
No Degree 

Associate's Degree 

Bachelor's Degree + 

Source: 1990 Census. 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 
PERSONS 25 YEARS AND OVER 

Multnomah 
County 

21,464 

45,629 

102,543 

102,905 

26,280 

92,601 

Portland 

16,721 

34,199 

74,134 

76,551 

18,872 

77,259 

Gresham Troutdale 

2,151 73 

4,836 391 

12,185 1,175 

12,824 1,635 

3,939 449 

6,791 852 

Fairview Woodvillage 

102 102 

224 336 

541 555 

427 506 

106 140 

154 149 



Associate's Degree 

co 

9th to 12th Grade (No Diploma) 

Less than 9th Grade 

0 -- 5 

Educational Attainment 
(Percent of Persons 25 Years and Over) 

10 15 20 25 30 35 

• Multnomah County 

8 Portland 

II Gresham 

[] Troutdale 

El Fairview 

DWood Village 

40 

BR-054-#3 b&w.fh REV: 2/95 



HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 
LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSEHOLDS 

Very Low Income* 
% with cost burdens above 30% 
% with cost burdens above 50% 

Low Income* 
% with cost burdens above 30% 
% with cost burdens above 50% 

Moderate Income* 
% with cost burdens above 30% 
% with cost burdens above 50% 

Total Low/Moderate Income 
% with cost burdens above 30% 
% with cost burdens above 50% 

Total Households 

Multnomah 
County 

61,526 
72% 
39% 

48,098 
30% 

3% 

22,955 
13% 
1% 

132,579 
47% 
19% 

242,320 

Portland 

51,298 
72% 
37% 

37,341 
29% 

3% 

17,657 
12% 

1% 

106,296 
47% 
19% 

187,262 

*Note Very Low Income = households 50% of median family income or below 
Low Income= households 51 to 80% of median family income 
Moderate Income= households 81 to 95% of median family income 

Source: City of Portland, City of Gresham, Multnomah Couonty CHAS Community Provile!Needs 
Assessment/Annual Investment Plan, December 1993. 1990 Census. 
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Gresham 

4,775 
79% 
44% 

5,102 
42% 

5% 

2,479 
22% 

2% 

12,359 
52% 
20% 

25,870 



---------------------------------. 

What is Affordable Housing? 

Single Person Four Person Household 

Converted to Affordable Housing Median Converted to Affordable 
Annual Income1 Hourly Cost Income Level Hourly Housing Cost 
(% Area Median Wage/Full-time (rent + utilities = (MFI)/ Wage/Full-time (rent + utilities 
ramily Income) (2080 hrs per 30% of monthly Annual Wage (2080 hrs per = 30% of 

year) income)2 year) monthly income) 

$8,880 $4.26 $222 $12,690 $6.10 $317 
(30% MFI) (30% MFI) 

$14,800 $7.11 $370 $21,150 $10.16 $529 
(50% MFI) (50% MFI) 

$23,700 $11.40 $592 $33,850 $16.27 $846 
(80% MFI) (80% MFI) 

$29,600 $14.23 $740 $42,300 $20.34 $1,057 
(100% MFI) (100% MFI) 

I. Based on FY 94/95 area median income levels determined by HUD. 
2. HUD defines housing as affordable if all housing costs (rent or mortgage, utilities, property taxes, and insurance) do not 
exceed 30% of total household income. 

APPENDIX - Regional Growth and Affordable Housing, July 1994 



Everything You Need 
To Know ... To Buy Now 
· · . . MONTHLY PAYMENT . . 

How Much· Can You Afford? Find Out Here ... 
Lenders will usually allow you to spend up to 28% of your total 

("gross") monthly income to make mortgage payments. The table below 
shows how much 28% equals at various income levels to qualify for on 
affordable monthly payment. Different loan plans allow you to borrow 
more or less for the .some monthly payment. 

Annual 
lrKome 

520,000 
525,000 
530,000 
$35,000 
540,000 
545,000 
550,000 

Gross Affordable Gross Affordable 
Monthly Monthly Annual Monthly Monthly 
Income Payment Income Income Payment 
51,667 5 467 555,000 54,583 51,283 
$2,083 5 4~3 560,000 S5,000 51,400 
52,soo 5 7o~· 565 ... ooo 55,417. 51,517 
52,917 5 817 570,000 S5,833 51,633 
53,333 5 933 575,000 56,250 51,750 
53,7 50 51,050 $80,000 56,667 $1,867 
54,167 S1,167 5100,000" 58,333 52,333 - ·- - .. _ . -

:· ... · . .. · ....... · .. LOAN AMOUNT · .. · · 

How Much Can You Borrow? Check It Out ... 
Once you know the loan amount you can borrow, simply add your 

available down payment to estimate the price you can afford. 

I 

I 
. I 
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11% : 
Monthfy 
P ent- 5% 8% 9% 10% 6% 7% 

5 467 86,995 77,892 70,194 63,645 58,040 53,215 49,038 I 
5 583 108,603 97,240 87,630 79,454 72,457 66,434 61,219 I 

. 5 700 130,399 116,755 105,216 95,399 86,998 79,766 73,505 : 
5 817 · 152,194 . 136,269 122,802 111,344 101,539 93,098 85,791 I 
5 933 173,803 155,617 140,237 127,153 115,956 106,317 97,971 1 
51;050 195,598·--175,132 157,823 143,098 130,497 119,649 110,257 I 
51,167 217,393 194,646 175,409 159,043 145,038 132,981 122,543 I 
51,283 239,002 213,994 192,845 174,852 159,454 146,199 134,724 l 
51,400 260,797 233,509 210,431 190,797 173,995 159,532 147,009 I 
51,517 · 282,592 253,024 228,017 206,742 188,536 172,864 ·159,295 I 

1 51,633 304,201 272,371 245,453 222,551 202,953 186,082 171,476 1 
I 51,750 325,996 291,886 263,039 238,497 217,494 199,414 183,762 I 
I 51,867 347,791 311,401 280,625 254,442 232,035 212,747 196,047 I 
: $2,333 434,599 389,126 350,668 317,950 289,951 265,848 . 244,980 : 

I • Ftn- incomes over Sl 00,000, sim~y odd t09ether the two appropriate coii/ITlm. I 
I •• Principal and interest only; does not indude taxes, insurance, or homeowners association/condominiu~ fee. I 
I These will raise your monthly payment ond reduce the amolln1 of principal and interest-and the total loan I 
~ ~o~l~ :_c:~fford:._ ~ ~~n~o~ based~~ ~~r lixed~e~~g~e:_ ___ .:. __ J 
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Less than 10 minutes 

10 to 19 minutes 

20 to 29 minutes 

30 to 39 minutes 

40 to 59 minutes 

60 minutes or More 

Multnomah 
County 

45,501 

99,465 

71,208 

41,912 

18,567 

9,947 

TRAVELTIME TO WORK 
PERSONS 16 YEARS AND OVER 

Portland Gresham Troutdale 

34,589 6,028 389 

80,391 8,357 937 

53,192 7,883 1,086 

27,542 6,940 975 

11,445 3,680 434 

7,111 1,318 124 

Source: 1990 Census (includes persons working at home). 

Fairview Woodvillage . 

248 194 

282 410 

282 476 
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65 91 

16 72 
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Median 
Housing Value 
By 1990 Census Block Group 

Expressed as a percent of Regional Mean 

Median HOilSe Value = $69,978 
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-60- 80% 
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SOURCES: 
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Data displayed for Multnomah County only. 

600 NE Grand Ave 

Portland, OR 97232-2736 

(503) 797-1700 

METRO 



Less than $30,000 

$30,000 to $44,999 

$45,000 to $59,999 

$60,000 to $99,999 

$100,000 to $149,999 

$150,000 or More 

Source: 1990 Census. 

Multnomah 
County 

5,309 

22,411 

30,199 

44,278 

10,215 

7,150 

HOUSING VALUE 
OWNER OCCUPIED UNITS 

Portland Gresham 

4,975 71 

19,759 643 

22,990 2,714 

30,101 7,898 

7,789 1,433 

12,711 193 

Troutdale Fairview Woodvillage 

11 8 0 

39 68 113 

291 110 31 

1,269 152 118 

75 26 8 

5 21 7 



Housing Value 
(Percent of Owner-Occupied Units) 
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No Cash Rent 

Less than $200 

$200 to $299 

$300 to $499 

$500 to $749 

$750 or More 

Source: 1990 Census. 

Multnomah 
County 

1,918 

7,791 
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57,382 

23,592 
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GROSS MONTHLY RENT 

Portland Gresham Troutdale Fairview Woodvillage 

1,491 174 26 13 0 

6,929 495 0 39 0 

11,800 350 43 12 9 

46,139 6,177 174 189 208 

18,103 2,940 272 58 131 

3,359 535 106 6 16 



Gross Monthly Rent 
(Percent of Households by Gross Monthly Rent) 
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LOCAL BENCHMARKS 
The issues and concerns which were raised at the January 23rd public hearing were 
summarized in a section of the Background report. These issues cover a variety of concerns 
but were organized into six basic topic areas. The six topic areas and the existing 
Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Benchmarks which apply to them are presented below. 

1. Income and Wage Concerns 
Both of the following have been adopted as urgent benchmarks. 

Average Wages, measured as the average annual payroll per non-farm worker within 
the county; 
Poverty, measured as the percentage of citizens with incomes above 100% of the 
federal poverty level. 

2. Employment and Workforce Issues 
Unemployment Rate, as compared to the metropolitan area, broken down by ethnicity; 
Percent of 25 year olds with a certificate granted from education and training 
programs. 

3. Housing Issues 
Housing Affordability, measured as the percentage of home owners and renters below 
median income spending less than 30% of their household income on housing; 
Proximity of Home to Work, measured as the percentage of people who commute 
(one-way) within 30 minutes between where they live and where they work. 

4. Infrastructure Concerns 
No existing benchmarks were thought applicable for this topic area. 

5. Livability/Environment 
Water Conservation, measured as the annual usage per capita broken down by 
industrial, residential, and commercial categories; 
Water Quality, measured as the percentage of samples per year the community's rivers 
and streams meet government in-stream water quality standards; 
Transportation, measured as the percentage of people who commute to and from work 
and use multiple modes of transportation for commuting; 
Air Quality, measured as the number of days per year the community meets the 
government ambient air quality standards, and; 
Air Quality, measured as the carbon dioxide emissions as a percentage of 1990 
emissions. 

6. Policy Administration 
No existing benchmarks were thought applicable for this topic area. 

I 
I 

I 

! 
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Introduction 

This is the annual report of the Portland-Multnomah . 
Progress Board for the 1994 program year. It is intended 
for wide distribution throughout Multno.mah County. We 
hope it will be an important tool for citizens to understand 
the benchmarking process, and to participate in the achieve­
ment of the benchmarks. 

Several hundred people participated in half day work 
sessions convened around benchmark topics during 1994. 
We hope that this edition of the benchmarks reflects well 
on their hard work, and that they will continue to be a part 
of our program in the future. We would also like to thank 
the members of the Progress Board. They devoted long 
hours to difficult discussions of data and statistical pro­
cess, and their commitment to our program of telling the 
benchmarks story has inspired us all. 

. As benchmarking becomes a more practiced art, we 
develop important relationships with others in the com­
munity committed to the implementation of the Portland­
Multnomah benchmarks program. We would like to thank 
the following organizations that have given us cordial and 
timely assistance during 1994: the Oregon Criminal Jus-. 
tice Council, Portland State University, the Tax Supervis­
ing and Conservation Commission, the City of Portland 
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Auditor's Office, Multnomah County Office of Audits, the 
State Department of Educati~n, the Oregon Employment 
Department, and Multnomah Commission on Children 
and Family. Special thanks go to Debbie McCabe, project 
manager for the Portland-Multnomah Progress Board 
through August, 1994. · 

We are working closely with the Oregon Progress 
Board to make their data collection efforts meaningful to 
those using benchmarks at the local level. The state 
Progress Board staff has been extremely helpfui to us in 
every· aspect of our program; and we appreciate the re-

. · · sources· they have shared with us this year. We look 
forward to being advocates throughout Oregon for local use 
of the state's award winning approach to measuring com­
munity and government performance. 

Statistical information for the benchmarks has proved 
to be more difficult to gather, verify, and use on an ongoing 
basis than was anticipated in our earlier report. We have 
emphasized the establishment of data bases for the Urgent 
Benchmarks this _year; in 1995 we will systematically 
build. our data network so that we have the necessary 
information for as many of the benchmarks as possible. We 
have not included targets in this report, because we believe 
they should be carefully _developed after we have a better 
understanding of our data ba~es. 

•• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • 
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· The data gathered for this, and future, reports comes 
from a wide variety of sources. We attempt to include as 
much comparative data as possible (national, state, re­
gional, county, city, and neighborhood). We sometimes 
combine different data sources where we feel it is statisti-

. cally sound to do so. Because we want our d~ta to be sound 
over time, we try to ensure that all data is consistent and 
comparable for as long a time period as possible. In the 
interest of affirming the integrity of data used in 
benchmarking, and as a public agency, we are anxious to 
share the technical aspects of our information with anyone 
interested. We welcome inquiries and suggestions about 
this important work . 

Readers from outside the Portland-Multnomah area 
may want to note that the City of Portland is wholely 
contained in Multnomah County. In recent years areas of 
the county have been anriexed by the city, and so com para-
tive data over past time can be misleading. · 

The benchmarks listed in this report have been ar­
ranged in cluster groups. This is intended only .to aggre­
gate the benchmarks into subject areas for ease in location 
and discussion; it does not imply priority or weight in any 
way. During 1994 there were seven additional bench­
marks added by the Portland-Multnomah Progress Board, 
bringing the total to 104. The eleven urgent benchmarks 
have been annotated with representative symbols indicat-

·ing that they belong to .others in addition to the Portland­
Multnomah Progress Board. Benchmarks adopted by the 
State of Oregon are represented by the State Seal, and 
refer to the 1995 Progress Board Report to the State 
Legislature. Benchmarks .adopted by Multnomah County 
are represented by the county's logo, and refer to the 
Multnomah County Benchmarks document for 1994-95. 
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The Benchmarks Story 

What is a benchmark? 

A milepost along the way ... a measure of where we 
are ... an indica_tor of how we are doing. Benchmarks check 
the community's "vital signs~' of its social, economic, and 
. environmental health .. 

. Prosperous communities require public-private col­
laboration;. busin'esses, ·educational institutions, congre­
gations, and individuals must work with government to 
ach~eve the vision the community 4as for its future. Bench­
marks that' supply information on the community's overall 
health measure everyone's performance. Most important, 
benchmarks can be the rallying point for collaboration 
·among governments and all of the stakeholders in the 
community. · 

Benchmarks focus on results. Traditional measures 
of program performance count process and input indica-. 
tors such as person-hours devoted to tasks, number of 
meetings held, or number of beds available in institutions. 
Benchmarks, however, measure outcomes -of 
programs ... number of children immunized, relative mr 
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quality, academic achievement. Benchmarks·are the ulti­
mate evaluation. of program success. 

American government is under enormous pressure to 
become more accountable for its actions and for its expen­
ditures. The 1990's have seen efforts at every level of 
government to innovate in order to deliver. services more 
efficiently to "stakeholders" and "customers". The new 
language reflects the movement to "reinvent government" 
and ch:ange traditional ways of thinking about government 
services. Benchmarks are part of that new mind-set. 

Portland and Multnomah County's benchmarks are 
the result of a five-year public-private process to define the 
future v~sion of our community. Thousands of citizens 
have spoken, and sometimes voted, on their values and · 
expectations. The goals that follow are a way of pointing 
community stakeholders toward a shared vision; the bench­
marks provide signposts along the way to measure progress 
towar~ those goals. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • •• • • • •• • • 
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· A .shared vision for the future ... 
. Community Goals 

Benchmarks must reflect the community's common 
vision for its future. Before developing benchmarks and 
targets for their achievement, Portland and Multnomah 
County citizens set forth goals for that vision. The goals 
describe the community that government business non-· 

. ' ' 
profit organizations, and citizens are willing to help build 
in the future. 

Economy 

0 ·. Grow and attract internationally competitive compa­
nies that support well compensated jobs with long­
term potential. 

0 Build a world-class workforce that provides the full 
range of skills necessary to attract and sustain 
competitive, high performance companies . 

0 Ensure that all residents, particularly low-income 
and unemployed people, have the opportunity to 
benefit from business growth . 

0 Foster and create vital neighborhoods with affordable 
housing and healthy commercial districts . 

Community Goals 

Education, Children and Families 

0 Value children and help them achieve their full 
potential. 

0 Graduate all children from high school with skills 
enabling them to succeed in the work force and/or in 
post-secondary education, including the fundamental 
ability to read, write, compute, communicate, and 
reason . 

0 Establish stronger educational programs beyond the · 
secondary level to meet the region's needs for 
accessible education, expanded graduate programs, 
·high quality research, technology transfer, and 
economic development. 

0 Provide access to basic health care for all citizens .. 

0 Enable citizens with special needs to live and receive 
a full range of services throughout the region . 

0 Make full use ofthe talents ofthe elderly and 
provide excellent human services for them. 
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Community. Goals (Continued) 

Environment, Quality of Life 

0 Preserve and expand the community's system of 
parks, open spaces, and natural areas. 

0 Provide an adequate variety and supply of safe, 
decent, affordable housing. 

0 Ensure that each neighborhood is healthy and 
vigorous. 

0 Enhance the com~ unity's quality of life through 
diverse arts and through cultural and community 
events that are accessible to all residents. 

0 Implement alternatives to the automobile in the 
region~ . 

0 Encourage the conservation of resources and 
energy. 

0 Retain and continue to develop the un:ique 
character of Portland as a major metropolitan area. 

· 0 Manage regional growth to provide effective public 
services at the lowest responsible cost, to improve 
environmental quality, and to enhance the quality 
of life. 
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Governance 

0 Create stronger, more innovative, more responsive 
citizen and elected. leadership .. 

0 Restructure government within the region to more 
effectively address regional and local needs. 

0 Restructure local government to provide needed 
services,at lower cost. 

Public Safety 

0 Reduce crime, especially violent crime, as well as 
the fear of crime, and increase City and community 
partnerships beginning in high crime areas. 

0 Develop and continue regional partnerships to 
increase emergency preparedness .county-wide. 

--l 
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The Portland-Multnomah Progress Board 

The Portland-Multnomah Progress Board 

_ Create_d in September-1993, the Portland-Multnomah 
. Progress Board is the culmination of long term strategic 
. planning efforts by the State of Oregon as w·ell as the City 

Of Portland and Multnomah County. From a long range 
planning program begun by Governor Neil Goldschmidt in 
1986, came Oregon Shines, a document challenging Orego­
nians to hring their communities into the Twenty~first 
Century prepared for changing economic and social condi­
tions . 

The St~te Legislature created the Oregon Progress 
Board in 1989 to monitor the State's. implementation of 

. Oregon Shines; the Progress Board then formulated the 
first benchmarks to .tell the State how it was doing relative 
to the goals in Oregon Shines. Governor Barbara Roberts 
made the Progress Board ·a priority and tied the bench­
marks closely to the state budgeting process. Governor 
John Kitzhaber has committed-to continuing this inipor-
tantwork. -

· Meanwhile,_ the City of Portland and Multnomah 
County each launched similar efforts. Iri 1991 Mayor Bud 
Clark in_troquced Portland Future Focus, an ongoing pro- -
gram to implement a strategic vision for the city. The 1989 
Visions project, updated in 1992, expressed a long term 

plan for Multnomah County. Future Focus ~nd Visions set 
the stage for the development of benchmarks. · · 

Thousands of people h~ve come' together during the 
past five years to formulate the vision and set the bench­
marks: Through meetings, surveys, interviews, ~nd indi­
vidual comments~ the citizens of Portland and Multnomah 

· County have described their desired future and set forth 
the mileposts by which prQgTess will be measured .. 

When Beverly Stein was elected chair ·of the 
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners, she and 
Portland Mayor Vera Katz collaborated on several innova-· 
tive efforts to adjust city and county programs to the_ new 
realities of budget constraints, growth and population 
changes within the County.· Each wanted to undertake a 
benchmarking program similar to the .State of Oregon's, so 
they created ajoint Progress Board to monitor the already­
articulated common vision shared by the city and the 
comity .. 

The importance of their collaboration around bench­
marks and in Se\ eral other areas, won them a joint award 
as 11Local Public Officials of the Y ear 11 from Governing 
Magazine in 1994, which cited their choice "to loo~ for new 
ways to fuse city and county together", describing the 
results as· "impressive". -
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The Portlanc;l-Multno.mah Progress Board (Continued) 

Collaboration among Governor Roberts, Chair Stein, 
and Mayor Katz resulted in another exciting first during . · 
1994. ·They took a proposal to the fed~ral government 
offering Oregon as a laboratory for the testing ofinnova­
tive practices recommended in the President's "Reinvent­
ing Government" initiative. 

On December 5, 1994, Vice President AI Gore signed 
a "Memorandum of Understanding:' with Oregon that 
promises to form a partnership with Oregon and its local 
governments to simplify federal funding streams and regu­
lations, so that resources can be concentrated on program 
results, defined by benchmarks. Dubbed "The Oregon. 
Option'?, this exciting experiment promises to test radical 
changes in the way government at alf levels provides 
services to its· customers. 

The Portland-Multnomah Progress Board begins its 
second year in the spirit of this leadership. During 1994 
both the City and the County adopted the benchmarks and· 
are committed to their use as an intrinsic part of their 
budgeting and evaluation process. Now the Progress 
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· Board will ~"tell the benchmarks story" to· others and 
initiate partnerships. with other local governments and 
special districts in the county, the business community,. 
and neighborhood groups. Those groups will be asked to 
adopt benchmarks as a way of doing business, an~ to sign 
on to the Portland-Multnomah Benchmarks as an expres­
sion oftheir commitment to the achievement of community 

·goals. The Progress Board will also offer assistance in 
providing information on data and "promising practices" 
in innovative community problem solving. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • •• • • •• • • • • 
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Benchmarking is a new art ... and a young science • •• 

Benchmarking is a new art ... 

Businesses have used benchmarking for a number of 
years; it has proven its worth in its application to manu­
facturing efficiencies and management improvements . 
However, benchmarking is a new art in public and non­
profit organizations. Oregon has been a leader in the use 
of benchmarks, but as former Governor Barbara Roberts 
states, "As far as we've come, and as hard as it's been, we 
are still only about six percent of the way toward where we 
want to be in benchmarking." 

As we tell the benchmarks story, we are aware that we 
are on the cutting edge of a new approach to designing and 
evaluating management systems and public policy. We 
have found that it is very hard work. Once again, Orego­
nians find ourselves being pioneers in an exciting new 
area. There are, however, some lessons to be learned from 
our experience to date: 

0 Leadership is the key to the effective use of 
benchmarks in any organization. Commit­
ment to their use, and to a change ofmindset, 
must come from the top, and must be constantly 
exerted as the new standard of excellence . 

0 

0 

0 

Benchmarking is a new way of doing 
business. It requires that all members of the 
organization understand that a "sea change" is 
underway. Refocusing on results rather than 
process is a drastic change. Collaboration; 
especially between private and public interests, 
can be an uncomfortable process. As with any 
innovative practice, benchmarking must be 
communicated early and often to staff through 
open communication with leadership and a 
significant commitment of training resources: 

Benchmarking is embraced by members of 
both political parties. It does not represent 
any particular political viewpoint. In the Oregon 
legislature, and in Portland and Multnomah 
County, benchmarking has received widespread 
bi-partisan support. 

Reliable, credible information is intrinsic to 
the success of benchmarking. Although it 
would seem that a great deal. of data exists on 
most indicators, there is a lack of uniformity and 
comparability over time of that data. In addition, 
benchmarks often require data that is not 
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How are we doing? 

The benchmarks should be telling us how we are doing 
as a community in achieving our goals. So in early 1995, 
how are we doing? 

The Economy -

.Oregon. and Multnomah County continue to experi­
ence overall economic growth. However, we have not 
entirely recovered from the costly recession -of the early 
1980's. Although average annual payroll per worker 
increased 43% between 1984 and 1993, and remains above 
the Oregon average, Oregon wages are currently at 89% of 
the national average. Between 1980 and 1987 wages fell 
from 97% of the national average to 88%, so we still have 
a good bit of ground to make up. Although Oregon wages 
are expected to grow at a healthy 6% until the year 2000, 
they are expected not to exceed 90% of the national average 
by that time. · 

Portland area businesses have created nearly 20,000 
new jobs since July 1993, primarily in the non-manufac­
turing sector, and most of them in suburban counties. Job 
creation is occurring faster than growth of the labor force, 
indicating a future need to import workers from other 

-.How are we doing? 

areas or train the existing workforce to compete for new 
jobs. · 

Other evidence of economic prosperity is the 11.7% 
increase in assessed value of property in Multnomah 
County from 1993 to 1994. Although regional housing 
starts have shown healthy increases in the past five years, 
housing starts in Multnomah County have remained stable . 
The surplus of commerciaL and industrial property that 
existed in the late 1980's has been absorbed in· recent 
years, and hy mid-1994 the vacancy rate in ~he urban core 
was the lowest of any large U.S. city. ' · 

The cost ofliving, as measured by the Consumer Price 
Index, has remained at a relatively stable 3% for the past 
three years; this trend is expected to continue except in the 
area of medical services. · 

The Portland metropolitan area is expected to con­
tinue to grow. Favorable "quality oflife" factors continue 
to attract skilled and educated workers to the region. The 
challenge to Portland and M ultnomah County is to capture 
a fair share of that growth and to ensure that its benefits 
accrue to those citizens who need it most. 
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How are we doing? (Continued) 

Education 

Educational institutions in Oregon have faced tre­
mendous uncertainties in recent years. Statewide educa­
tion reform is still being implemented, and changes have 
just now come into full sight at the elementary and second­
ary levels. Funding uncertainties as a consequence of 
Measure 5 have demoralized school personnel and stu­
dents alike, although drastic predictions of doom have 
been avoided due to the expanding economy. 

Program reductions in the post-secondary system 
have caused many students to look outside of Oregon for 
college and graduate schools, because of uncertainties 
concerning the long term stability of professional educa­
tion programs. Community colleges continue to be chal­
lenged by demands that include university level instruc­
tion, continuing education, and workforce development. 

It is too early to assess the impacts of educational 
reform measures, and probably too early to evaluate the 
long term effects of funding reductions. However, as the 

· nation looks to Oregon once again for the results of innova­
tive programs, we expect to shape and access statistical 
measures that will allow us to do so. 
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Health care 

In 1992 fifteen percent (15%) of Oregonians did not 
have health insurance. Access to healthcare continues to 
be a priority in Portland and Multnomah County. The 
Oregon Health Plan began to address this issue in March 
1994. However, it is too early to gauge its impact in the 
Multnomah County area. 

The public interest in healthcare has gone beyond 
health insurance to emphasis on cost containment in 
recent years. This has led to recognition of the need to 
educate the public concerning prevention and early diag­
nosis of disease. The emphasis is on "wellness" programs 
such as exercise, nutrition, and safe sexual practices. 
Public attention must be further turned to the prevention 
and early detection of such diseases as AIDS, cancer, and 
heart disease. Through the Oregon Option, mentioned 
above, the State has made a commitment to increase the 
percentage of two year olds immunized against childhood 
diseases from 53% in 1994 to 90% by 1997. 

Such change in focus from treatment to prevention 
has changed the way many healthcare services are deliv­
ered, with increases in membership ofhealth maintenance 
organizations (HMOs) and preferred provider organiza­
tions (PPOs). This has brought a concentration of large 
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institutional healthcare providers to the marketplace, 
reducing the number of individual practitioners. All pro­
viders now struggle to maintain quality services while 
containing costs . 

Public Safety 

Fear of crime has become an important consideration 
for most urban citizens. This fear, whether based on actual 
crime rates or not, is a major determinant ofhuii_lan actions 
within the urban setting. Crime statistics are usually 
reported in the ratio of reported crimes per 1,000 persons 
in the general population. Since 1989 there has been a drop 
in crimes against people (murder, robbery, rape, kidnap­
ping, assault) in the City of Portland and Multnomah 
County. The rate per 1,000 dropped from 18.70 to 17.96 in 
the City of Portland, Similarly, the rate declined from 

. 15.33 to 14.86 in Multnomah County. A similar decline 
(4%) has taken place throughout the State. The City of 
Portland's "against people" crime rate remains 72% above 
the State average . 

Domestic violence is an increasing concern in all 
communities. Unfortunately, data on this issue are diffi­
cult to collect and verify. We will work hard during 1995 
to find or construct a database for this important informa­
tion . 

Neighborhood Livability 

Residents of Portland and Multnomah County live, 
work, and play in several "communities". The recreation 
community extends throughout the State .. The work com­
munity extends from Salem, across the Columbia River 
into Vancouver. The residential community tends to be the 
area in which people live, shop, and educate their children. 
Citizens believe that a wide range of factors contribute to 
the livability of each of these communities. Because 
municipal boundaries do not always accurately define 
"community", assessments of community livability can be 
difficult. 

However, Portland and Multnomah County now have 
an excellent tool to measure citizen attitudes toward 
community within the borders of the county, the City of 
Portland, and its neighborhoods. The Service Efforts and 
Accomplishments Report is ari annual study of govern­
ment performance which includes information from a 
survey of citizens concerning municipal services and com­
munity attitudes. The City of Portland has published the 
report since 1990 . 

The 1994 report indicates that a high proportion (78%) 
of residents rate their neighborhood livability as "good" or 
"very good." An even greater number (82%) felt safe 
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How are we doing? (Continued) 

walking in their neighborhoods during the day, but only 
36% (City) or 38% (County) felt the same at night. As with 
many other factors in the area of community livability, 
there was wide disparity among the residents of city 
neighborhoods concerning the livability of their area, rang­
ing from 64% in Northeast to 93% in.Southwest. 

Governance 

The majority of citizens (54%) throughout urban 
Multnomah County feel that government is doing a "good" 
or "very good" job of providing services. In unincorporated 
Multnomah County the number falls slightly to 49%. 
There is a disparity in this indicator among neighborhood 
coalition areas in the City of Portland as well. In theN orth 
and East coalition area, only 45% and 44% respectively of 
residents rate ·government services "good" or "very good." 
Most satisfied with government services were the North­
west/Downtown area (63%) and Southwest (60%). 

The cost of governance is of increasing importance to 
all citizens. One of our Urgent Benchmarks relating to 
governance describes th~ "dollars spent for City and County 
'government",' however, we present here several other 
measures of government cost and efficiency. The data 
shows that although per capita expenditures by the City of 
Portland and Multnomah. County have increased over 
recent years, property tax as a percent of income has fallen 
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throughout Multnomah County. Per capita property tax 
declined from 5.30% of personal income in 1984-85 to 
4.22% of personal income in 1994-95. This is particularly 
notable since the decline has occurred mostly in the last 
three fiscal years. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Introduction: 

We focus on, the Urgent Benchmarks in order to 
address pressing problems or needs in the next few years. 
These eleven Urgent Benchmarks were selected from the 
list of 104 benchmarks. The benchmarks are numbered 
according to their order as presented in the January 1994 
Annual Report. We kept this numbering system to main­
tain consistency with that report. 

In the following pages, we present data on the Urgent 
Benchmarks. Each benchmark is identified by one to three 
symbols. The symbols represent benchmarks adopted by 
these government jurisdictions: 

6 The Portland-Multnomah Progress Board 

State of Oregon 

1995 Urgent Benchmarks 

Urgent Benchmarks: 

3. Average annual payroll per non-farm worker. 

6. Percentage of citizens with incomes above 100% of 
the federal poverty level . 

30. Percentage of children 0-171iving above 100% of the 
poverty level. 

37. Percentage ofstudents who achieve established skill 
levels . 

44. Percentage of citizens who have economic access to 
basic health care. 

61. Percentage of people who rate their neighborhood 
livability high . 

76. Percentage of citizens who feel government is doing a 
good job at providing services . 

82. Per capita dollars spent for city and county government. 

84. Percentage of citizens who feel safe walking alone in their 
neighborhood during the day or night. 

86. Number of reported incidents of domestic violence by age 
(children and elderly) including families repeatedly 
victimized . 

87. Number of reported crimes against people per 1,000 
population. · 
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Average Annual Payroll 

Urgent Benchmark #3: Average annual· 
payroll per non-farm worker. 

Purpose: This urgent benchmark measures the average· 
amount pajd to workers living in the City of Portland and 
Multnomah County. The benchmark serves. as a m.easure 
of economic prosperity of employed workers. 

Trends: 

0 Table 1 shows that the average annual payroll for 
Multnomah County workers increased 43% between 

the years 1984-1993. In comparison, the average 
annual payroll for workers throughout the State of 
Oregon increased.by 38% during the same time 
period. 

0 As Graph 1 shows, the average annual payroll for 
Multnomah County workers has been higher than 
the State of Oregon over the past ten years.· 

Table 1 
Average Annual Payroll Per .Non-Farm Worker 

Area 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Multnomah 
$19,121 $19,657 $20,367 $21,080 $22,023 $22,878 

9ounty 

State of 
$17,399 $17,850. $18,311 $18,885 $19,637 $20,290 

Oregon 

Source: Oregon Employment Department, Unemployment Insurance Tax Files,_1983-1993. 
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1990 

$23,9.59 

. $21,321 

1991 1992 1993 

$25,230 .· $26,605 $27,298 

$22,353 $23,517· $24,093 
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Data Description: The data represents all workers who 
are covered by unemployment insurance legislation. Well 
over 90% of all non-farm wage and salary workers fall 
under such coverage. The information presented does not 
distinguish between full-time and part-time workers and 
is not adjusted for inflation. 

The data presented in Table 1 and Graph 1 only represents 
Multnomah County and the State of Oregon. At present, 
data is not available for the City of Portland . 

Graph 1: 
Average Annual Payroll per 

Non-Farm Worker by Year 

Average Annual Payroll 
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Year 

Source: Oregon Employment Department, Unemployment Insur­
ance Tax Files, 1983-1993 . 
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People in Poverty 

Urgent Benchmark #6: Percentage of 
citizens with incomes above 100% of the 
federal poverty level. · 

Purpose: This urgent benchmark measures the percent-: 
age of citizens from the City of Portland and Multnomah 
County who maintain incomes above the Fed~ral Poverty 
level. The purpose ofthis benchmark is to monitor the level 
ofcitizens who are e~onomica,lly 'disadvantaged. 

Trends: 

0 · Table 2 presents the percentage of citizens with 
incomes above 100% of the federal poverty level by 
ethnicity. Overall, little change is seen in the poverty 
level between 1980 and 1990 for citizens in the City of 
Portland, Mpltnomah County and the State of Or­
egon. 

i:J Graph 2 presents the data according to ethnic groups. 
Mrican~Americans have the lowest percentages of 
citizens who are above the poverty level. Whites, in 
comparison, have the highest percentages of citizens·. 
above the poverty level. 
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Table 2 
. The· Percentage of Citizens with Incomes Above 100% 

·of the Federal Poverty Level by Year · 

City of Multnomah State of 

Ethnic Groups Portland County Oregon 

1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990 

African-Americans 71% 69% .71%' 70% 72% 70% 

American-Indians 76% 68% 76% 72% 78% 74% 
; 

Asians 73%' 78% 76% 79% 78% 80% 

Hispanics 78% 74% 80% 74% 79% 71% 

Whites 89% 88% 90% . 89% 90% 89% 

All Ethnic Groups 87% 83% 89% 87% 89% 88% 

Source: 1980 and 1990 U.S. Census of Population. 

Note: In the 1980 census, a greater percentage of citizens of 
Spanish origin were categorized as "other;'. Therefore, the reader 
should use caution in interpreting the percentages for Hispanics. 
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0 The City of Portland and Multnomah County have 
greater percentages of Hispanics above the federal 
poverty level compared to the State as a whole. 

Data Description: Data for 1980 and 1990 was derived 
from the U.S. Census. The percentages are based on 
persons which are the sum of the number of persons in 
families with incomes above the poverty level and the 
number of unrelated individuals with incomes above the 
poverty level. The census excludes inmates ofinstitutions, 
persons in military group quarters, in college dormitories, 
and unrelated individuals under 15 years old. ' 

Graph 2: 
Percentage of Citizens with Incomes Above 

100% of the Poverty Level in 1990 

· Ethnic Groups: 

African-Americans 

I I I 
American Indians 

I I I 
Asian-Americans 

I I I 
Hispal)ic 

I I I 
White 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 
Percentage Above 1 00% of Poverty 

oCity of Portland 
· l!l!!!lMultnomah County 

•State of Oregon 

Source: 1980 and 1990 U.S. Census of Population . 
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Children 'in Poverty 

Urgent Benchmark #30: Percentage of 
children 0-17living above 100% ofthe 
poverty level. 

Purpose: This urgent benchmark measures the well­
being· of families livi~g in· the City of Portland and 
Multnomah County. By monitoring this benchmark, we 
understand the impact of efforts to increase the percentage 
of children living above the poverty level. 

Trends:· 

0 For ·an children "Qetweenthe ages of 0-4 and 5-17, the 
percentage above poverty f~ll betw~en i980 and 1990 · 
(see Table 3). This means that slightly more children 

:are living in poverty today compared to a decade ago. 

0 When looking.atethnic groups, the percentage of 
children 0-17ll.ving above poverty remained the same 
or declined between 1980 and 1990 with one exception 

·- (see Table 3). The exception is Asian-American chil- . 
dren (0-17) which increased in percentages for all 
three government jurisdictions. 

· 0 Graph 3 shows a breakdown of poverty status accord­
ing to ethnic groups in 1990. The percentage of white 

. children who are above the poverty level is greater 
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Tabl_e 3 
The Percentage of-Children 0-17 Living Above 100°/o 

of the Poverty Level by Year 

City of Multnomah State of 
Age and Ethnic Portland County Oregon 

Groups 
1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990 

0-4 years old 81% 79% -83%' 81%. 85% 80% 

5-17 years old 85% 82% 88% 84% 89% 86% 

African-Americans 64% 61% 63% 62%' 66% 64% 

American-Indians ·8o% 62% 77% ,66% 76% 68% 

Asians 65% 73% 69% 74% 75% 81% 

Hispanics 74% 67% 77% 67% 78% 65% 

Whites 89% 85% 90% 87% 89% 86% 

All Ethnic Groups 84% 81% 86% 83% 88% 84% 

Source: 1980 and 1990 U.S. Census ofPopulation. 
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than other ethnic groups. This means that white 
children are less likely to be in poverty compared to 
other ethnic groups . 

Data Description: The data from this benchmark is 
derived from the 1980 and 1990 U.S. Census ofPopulation 
and Housing. See Benchmark #6 for a description of 
citizens excluded from the census. 

Graph 3: 
Percentage of Children 0-17 Living 

Above 100% ot the Poverty Level in 1990 
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Soqrce: 1990 U.S. Census of Population . 
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Youth. Education· 

Urgent.Benchmark #31: Percentage of 
students who achieve established skill 
levels. 

Purpose: This urgent benchmark focuses on how well our 
children are learning the basic skills they need to prepare 
themselves as adult· citizens. Efforts to better educate 
children will advance our goal of attaining the best edu-

. cated citizens in the nation. 

Trends: 

. 0 Graph 4 shows the percentage of third grade stu­
dents achieving advanced skills in reading. In 1992 

_ and 1994, students statewide fared better than 
Multnomah County. In 1993, a greater percentage of 
students in Multnomah County achieved advanced 
skills when compared to the State of Oregon. 

0 For most grades tested, Multnomah County students 
lag behind Oregon students for advanced reading 
proficiency when examining the past three years. · 
Table 4_ (on page 28) shows that, however, third and 
eighth graders from Multnomah County had slightly 

. higher percentages of advanced reading skills when 
compared to students statewide. 
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Graph 4: · . 
Percentage of Third Grade· Students 

Achieving Advanced Skills in ~eading 

Multnomah County 

1992 
1993 

. 1994 

State of Oregon 

1992 
1993 
1994 

Year 

•Basic 
r::IProficient 
DAdvanced 

0% 20% 40% 60% . 80% 1 00% 

Percentage Achieving Advanced Skills 

Source: Oregon Statewide Assessment, Department of Education, 
State of Oregon, 1992-1994. · 
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0 In the future, it will be important for us to analyze this 
information by ethnicity. 

Data Description: Table 4 (on page 28) presents the data 
according to three established skill levels: basic, profi­
cient, and advanced. There are various definitions of skill 
levels. However, the 1993 Oregon Statewide Assessment 
defines established skill levels as follows: 

Basic: "This level denotes only partial mastery of 
the Essential Learning Skills and the Common 
Curriculum Goals at their grade leveL Students 
at this level are most likely not making satisfac­
tory progress for their grade and probably func­
tioning below grade level expectations." 

· Proficient: "This level denotes solid, strong, 
acceptable mastery of the Essential Learning 
Skills and Common Curriculum Goals at their 
grade. Students at this level are making satisfac­
tory progress and are well prepared for the next 
grade level of schooling." 

Advanced: "This level denotes very high; supe­
rior performance and students at this level are 
probably functioning above grade level expecta­
tions." 

Graph 5: 
Percentage of Eleventh Grade Students 
Achieving Advanced. Skills-in Reading 

Multnomah County 
1992 
1993 
1994 

State of Oregon 
1992 
1993 
1994 

Year 

•Basic 
•Proficient 
DAdvanced 

. 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 1 00% 

Percentage Achieving Advanced Skills 

Source! Oregon Statewide Assessment, Department of Education, 
State of Oregon, 1992-1994. 
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Youth Education (Continued). 

Table 4 
Percentage of Students Who 

Achieve Established Skill Levels 

Multnomah County 
Skill Level by 

1992 1993 1994 1992 Grade 

Basic Pro Adv Basic Pro Adv Basic Pro Adv Basic Pro 

Third Grade: . . 

1. Reading 23% 46% 31% 20% 47% 33% 20% 47% 33% 11% 54% 

2. Math 20% 57% 23% 20% 54% 26% 20% 52% 28% 16% 66% 

Fifth Grade: 

1. Reading 22% ·50% 28% 20% 55% 25% 19% 54% 27% 16% 55% 

2. Math 22% 58% 20% 21% 55% 24% 24% 52% 24% 20% 67% 

Eighth Grade: . 

1. Reading 22% 52% 25% 21% 54% 25% 18% 53% 29% 16% 60% 

2. Math 27% 50% 23% 23% 51% 27% 21% 51% 28% 16% 64% 

Eleventh Grade: 

·. 1 . Reading 24% 58% 19% 23% 54% 23% 18% 52% 30% 18% 6~% 

2. Math 32% 55% 12%. 39% 50% 11% 42% 48% 10% 29% 58% 

Source: Oregon Statewide Assessment, Department of Education, State of Oregon, 1992-1994. 
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State of Oregon 

1993 

Adv Basic Pro Adv 

35% 11% 58% 31~/o 

18% 15% 64% •21% 

29% 16% 58% 26% 

13% 21% 64% 15% 

26% 18% 60% 22% 

20% 17% 65% 18% 

21% 17% 57% 26% 

13% 35% 52% 13% 

1994 

Basic Pro 

10% 52% 

16% 63% 

12% 55% 

22% 64% 

13% 52% 

17% 63% 

14% 52% 

39% 52% 

Adv 

38% 

21% 

33% 

14% 

35% 

20% 

34% 

9% 
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·Economic Access to Healthcare 

Urgent Benchmark # 44: Percentage of 
citizens who have economic access to· basic 
healthcare . 

Purpose: This urgent benchmark focuses on the eco­
nomic barriers to accessing healthcare services in the City 
of Portland and Multnomah County. Without adequate 
health insurance, citizens are likely to delay or forego 
needed healthcare services. -

There .are many factors that affect a person's access to 
healthcare, severai economic factors among them. We will 
work to better define and analyze these factors. At the 
present time, we have chosen health insurance a:s a proxy 
for those factors . 

Trends:· 

0 ·Table 5 shows the percentage of citizens in 1992 who 
have health insurance. Whites and Mrican-Ameri­
cans have the highest percentages of citizens with 
health insurance. · 

0 Citizens who are less likely to have health insurance 
are Hispanics when comparing all ethnic groups state-· 
wide. In Multnomah County, American-Indians are 
less likely to have health insurance . 

Table 5 
Percentage of Citizens Who Have Health Insurance 

By County and State in 1992 

Multnomah State of 

Ethnic Group County Oregon 

1992 1992 

African-Americans · 85% 84% 

American-Indians 69% 74% 

Asians 78% 81% 

Hispanics 80% 67% 

White.s "84% 86% 

Source: Oregon Population Survey, Oregon Progress Board, 1992 . 

. Data Description: The data was derived from a question 
on the 1992 Oregon PopulationSurvey conducted by the 
Oregon Progress Board. The question is as follows: "Are 
you presently covered by some kind of health insurance 
plan?'' Respondents answered yes or no to this question . 

1995 Annual Report 

29 

! 

: 



Neighborhood Livability· 

Urgent Benchmark #61: Percentage of 
people who rate their neighborhood 
livability high. 

Purpose:. This urgent benchmark addresses how the City 
of Portland and Multnomah. County citizens perceive the 
quality of living in their neighborhoods. 

Trends: 

0 In general, citizens rate their neighborhood livability 
high. As Table 6 shows, 78% of all Multnomah 
citizens surveyed rate their neighborhood livability 
as "good" to "very good." Table 6 also shows that 
City of Gresham citizens give the highest ratings for 
livability (86%). 

0 Table 7 compares neighborhood livability for Port­
land citizens in 1993 and 1994. Little change is seen 
between years in how Portland citizens rate their 
neighborhood livability. 

0 Graph 7 shows the percentage of citizens who rate 
their neighborhood livability high in 1994 according 
to neighborhoods and other areas .. Southwest citizens 
give the highest ratings (93%). · 
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Table 6 
. Percentage of Citizens Who Rate 

· Their Neighborhood Livability High in 1994 

Remainder Total 
Rating City of City of of 

Multnomah 
Portland Gresham Multnomah 

County County 

High Livability 
77% 86% 80% 78% (very good + good) 

Very good 25% 28% 31% 25% 

Good 52% 58% 50% 53% 

Neither bad nor 
18% 12% .14% 17% 

good 

Bad 4% 1% 4% 4o/o 

Very bad 1% 1%. 1% 1% 
.. 

Source: 1994 Portland/Multnomah County Citizen Survey (Joint 
City and County Auditors). · 
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Graphs: 
Geographical Boundaries of. 

Portland Neighborhood Coalitions and 
Other Areas in Multnomah County 

Source: City of Portland Auditor's Office, 1994 . 

Geographical Boundaries of 
Neighborhoods and Other Areas: 

As Graph 6 shows, the City ofPortland is divided approximately into seven 
neighborhoods. Also included is the City of Gresham and the remainder 
of Multnomah County: 

NW/Downtown -·borders the Willamette River to the north and east, 
Patton, Highway 26, and I-405 to the south . 

Southwest- borders Patton, Highway 26, and I -405 .to the north, and the 
Willamette River to the east . 

Central Northeast- borders Columbia Blvd and Sandy Blvd to the north, 
33rd and 42nd to the west, the Banfield Highway to the south, and I-205 
to the east . 

Northeast - borders Columbia Blvd to the north, Albina to the west, the 
Banfield Highway to the south, and 33rd to the east . 

Southeast - borders the Banfield Highway to the north, the Willamette 
River to the west, I-205 to the east, Holgate and 40 Mile Loop Trail. 

North- borders the Columbia River to the north, Willamette River to the 
west, Albina and the Peninsula Drainage Canel to the east . 

East - borders the Columbia River to the north, the Peninsula Drainage 
Canal to the west, Columbia Blvd. to the south, and-162nd to the east . 

City of Gresham 

Remainder ofMultnomah County- includes unincorporated areas and 
these smaller cities: Fairview, Maywood Park, Troutdale, and WoodVillage . 
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Neighborhood Livability (Continued) 

In contrast, No~'theast citizens have the lowest per­
centage ( 64%) yvho give high ratings for neighborhood 
livability .. · 

' .· 
Data Description: The data from this benchmark is 
derived from the annual Citizen Survey conducted by City 
and County Auditors. In 1993, data was collected from the 
City of Portland only. In 1994, the sample .included 
Multnomah County and the City' of Portland. 

A random selection of residents was asked th~ following 
question: "Overall, how do you rate the livability of your 
neighborhood?" Respondents were given five choices in' 
answering the question ranging from "very good" to "very 
bad." The data was weighted according to Housing Unit 
counts by census tracts. 
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Table 7 
Percentage of Portland Citizens Who Rate 
Their Neighborhood Livability High in 1994 

City of Portland 
Rating 

1993 1994 

High Livability (very good+ good) 77%, 77% 

Very good 25% 25% 

Good 52% 52% 

Neither bad nor good 17% 18%. 

Bad 5% 4% 

Very bad 1% 1% 

Source: 1993 Portland Citizen Survey (City Auditor). 1994 Port~ 
land/Multnomah County Citizen Survey (Joint City and County 
Auditors). 
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As Graph 7-shows, the data is presented according to seven 
neighborhood coalitions. · Neighborhood coalitions are 
groupings of neighborhoods throughout the City of Port­
land. The neighborhoods coalitions are approximated by 
grouping census tracts together. Graph 6 displays the 
boundaries for neighborhood coalitions . 

Graph 7: 
Percentage of Citizens in 1994 Who Rate Their 

Neighborhood Livability High 

Neighborhood and Other Areas: 

Southwest 

. City of Gresham 

Central NE 

NW/Downtown 

Rem of Mult Co 

East 

Southeast 

North 

Northeast 

93 0 

86% 

83% 

83% 

80% 

79% 

72°o 

68% 

64% 
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Percentage Rating Neighborhood Livability High 

Source: 1994 Portland/Multnomah County Citizen Survey (Joint 
City and County Auditors) . 

1995 Annual Report 

33 



. . 

Governme11t. Performai!ce 

Urgent Benchmark # 76: Percentage of 
citizens who feel" government is doing a · 
good job at provid~ng services. · · · 

Purpose: This urgent benchmark evaluates the City' of 
Portland and Multnomah County citizens' perception of . 
governmep.t performance.· 

Trends: 

0 ·Table 8 displays ratings of government perfor­
mance in 'thre~ areas of Multnomah County: City of 
Portland, City of Gresham, an.d the remainder of 
Multnomah County. In addition, the entire area of 

. Multnomah County is presented in the Total Col­
umn. According to the table, 52% of all citizens in 
MultnomahCounty feel the government is doing 
·a good job. 

0 Graph 8 provides a breakdown of the data according 
to neighborhood coalitions and other areas in 
Multnomah County. The greatest percentage of 
citizens (63%) who feel government is doing a good 
job reside in the Northwest/Downtown area. In con­
trast, only 43% of citizens from the East give the City 
and County government high marks. 

, .. 
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Rating 

Job of 
Government: 

Table 8 
Percentage of Citizens 

Who Feel Governmenfis Doing. 
a Good Job in 1994. 

Remainder 
City of City of of 

Portland Gresham Multnomah 
County 

52% 54% 49% 
(very good + good) 

Very good '5% 5% 4% 

Good 47% 49%. 45% 

Neither bad nor 
31% .38% 36% 

good 

Bad 8% 5% .11% 

ve.ry bad 3% 3% "4% 

Total 
Multnomah 

County 

52% 

5% 

47% 

37%· 

8% 

3%' 

Source: 1994 Portland/Multnomah County Citizen Survey (Joint 
City and County Auditors). 
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Data. Description: Data from this benchmark comes 
from the annual Citizen Survey conducted by the City and 
County Auditors. Data is presented for 1994 only. 

Citizens were asked the following question on the survey: 
"Overall, how good a job do you think the City and County 
are doing at providing government services?" Citizens 

·were given five categories of responses ranging from "very 
good" to "very bad". See Benchmark#61 for a description 
of the sampling areas and weighting characteristics . 

Graph 8: 
Percentage of Citizens Who Feel 

Government is Doing a Good Job 
at Providing Services in 1994 

Neighborhoods and Other Areas: 

NW/Downtown 

Southwest 

City of Gresham 

Central NE 

Northeast 

Southeast 

Rem of Mult Co 

North 

East 

0% 

63% 

60% 

54 Yo 

53 Vo 

52° 

51o/c 

49% 

45% 

43% 

20~/o 40% 60% 80% 

Percentage of Citizens Giving High Ratings · 

100% 

Source: 1994 Portland/Multnomah County Citizen Survey (Joint 
City and County Auditors) . 
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Dollars Spent for Government 

Benchmark #82: Per capita dollars spent 
for City and County government. 

Purpose:. This data is intended to indicate a certain level 
of efficiency in the delivery of local government services. 
Measurement of government efficiency is difficult, because 
of the various factors involved in computing expenditures 
and services. Although this benchmark speaks· only to City 
and County government, we have included data for some 
other taxing entities i~ Muttnomah County. 

There are forty (40) local and regional governments and 
special districts with taxing and expenditure authority in· 
Multnomah County. Citizens throughout the county are 
taxed by two or three governments and up to six speCial 
districts, depending ori the location oftheir residences. As · 
the benchmarks program evolves, with local jurisdictions 
in the county targeted for our first ou, treach efforts in 1995, 

. we will strive to more clearly define efficiency within the 
county. 

Trends: 

0 Although per capita expenditures ofMultnomah 
County and City of Portland governments have risen 
in the past decade, increases since 1990 have slowed 
significantly. Tables 9 and 1q representrecenthistori-
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Table 9 
Per Capita Expenditures 

City of Portland Government 

Fiscal Year City of Portland 

1994-95 (Budget~d) $1,228 

1993-94 (Revised) $1,228 

1992-93 (Actual) $1,259 

1991-92 (Actual) $1,104 

1990-91 (Actual) $1 '108 

1985-86 .(Actual) $806 

Source: City of Portland, Office ofFin~nce and-Administration, 
1994. 
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cal expenditures of the city and county. Table 11 
presents the 1993-94 expenditures for the other 

.larger taxing jurisdictions in the county . · 

0 · As a percent ofincome, property tax in Multnomah 
·County has actually shown a marked decrease since 
1990. Table 12 details that reduction. · 

. Data Description: These data are drawn from two 
sources: the City ofPortland, Office ofFinance and Admin-. 
istration, and the Tax Supervising and Conservation Com­
mission (TSCC). The later is a legislatively mandated 

. entity that reviews and assists the financial activities of all 

. local governments within Multnomah County. Because 
the basis for their data is slightly different, numbers from 
the two sources are not always comparable . 

Table 10 
Per Capita Expenditures 

Multnomah County Government 

Fiscal Year Multnomah County 

1993-94 (Budgeted) $699 

1992-93 (Actual) $555 

1991-92 (Actual) $519 

1990-91 (Actual) $471 

1985-86 (Actual) $239 

Source: Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission, 1994 . 
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Dollars Spent fo.r Government (Continued) 
. . 

Table 11 · 
Per Capita Expenditures ·ay Selected 

Multnomah County Taxing Authorities 1993-94 

For Residents of City of Portland Expenditures 

Tri-Met $148 

Port of Portland $107 . 

Metro $99 

Portland· community College $140 

Educational Service District 
·. 

$73 

Portland Public Schools $920 
. . . 

Source: Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission, 1994. 
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Table 12 
Per Capita ~roperty Tax as a Percent.of Income 

Multnomah County 

Fiscal Year 
Overall Per Per Capita Tax 
Capita Tax as % of Income 

1994~95 $919' 4.22% 

1993-94 $957 4.39% 

1992-93 $1,013 4.66%' 

1991-92 $1,047 5.33% 

1990-91 $1,151' ' 6.04% 

1989-90 $1,068 5.88% 

1988-89 $1,002 6:01% 

1987-88 $969 6,22% . . 

1986-87 $895 . 5.96% 

'1985-86 . $843·. 5.81% 

1984-85 $739 5.30% 

Source: Tax Supervising and C~mservation Commission, 1994. 
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Urgent Benchmar.k #84: Percentage of 
citizens who feel safe walking alone in 
their neighborhood during the day and 
night . 

Purpose: ·This urgent benchmark evaluates citizens' 
perception of safety in their neighborhoods. By monitoring 
this benchmark, we will learn if citizens feel threatened or 
secure in their community . 

Trends: 

0 The perception of safety improved slightly from 1991 
to 1994 for City ·of Portland citizens. As Table 13 
shows, 77% of citizens feel safe walking during the 
day in 1991. This percentage increased to 81% in 
1994. Similarly, the percentage of citizens feeling 
safe walking during the night increased from 34% in 
1991 to 36% in 1994. · · 

0 Graph 9 shows a breakdown of the data according to 
neighborhood coalitions and other areas in Multnomah 
County in 1994. Southwest citizens have the highest 
percentage (92%) of citizens who feel safe walking 
during the day in their neighborhood. In contrast, 
70% of Northeast citizens feel safe walking alone 

Neighborhood Safety 

Table 13 
Percentage of Portland Citizens Who Feel Safe 

Walking in Their Neighborhood · 
During the Day and Night 

City of Portland 
Rating 

1991 1992 1993 1994 

Feeling Safe During the 
77% 81% 80% 81% 

Day (Very Safe+ Safe): 

Very safe 32% 36% 34% 35% 

Safe 45% 45% 46% 46% 

Neither sate nor unsafe 15% 13% 14% 14% 

Unsafe 6% 5% 5% 4% 

Very Unsafe 2% 1% 1% 1% 

Feeling Safe During the 
34% 38% 35% 36% 

Night (Very Safe + Safe): 

Very sate 8% 10% 9% 8% 

Safe 26% 28% 26% 28% 

Neither safe nor unsafe 24% 22% 23% 25% 

Unsafe 26% 26% 27% 26% 

Very Unsafe 16% 14% .15% 13% 

Source: 1991, 1992, 1993 Portland Citizen Survey (City Auditor). 
1994 Portland/Multnomah County Citizen Survey (Joint City and 
County Auditors) . 
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Neighborhood Safety (Continued) 

during the da:y. When night falls, however, this 
percentage drops to 22%. 

0 Table 14 shows the percentages of citizens who feel 
safe during the day for the City of Portland and other 
areas in Multnomah County. In addition, the entire 
county of Multnomah is presented in the "total" col­
umn. In Multnomah County, 82% feel safe walking 
during the day. This percentage drops to 38% at 
night. 

Data Description: 

The Citizen Survey conducted by the City and County 
Auditors has two questions relating to this benchmark. 
The questions are as follows: 

0 How safe would you feel walking alone during the day 
in your neighborhood? 

0 How safe would you feel walking alone at night in 
your neighborhood? 

The response for this question ranges from "very safe" to 
"very unsafe." See Benchmark #61 for a description of the 
sampling areas and weighting characteristics. 
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Graph 9: 
Percentage of Citizens in 1994 Who Feel Safe Walking 

in Their Neighborhood During the Day and Night 

Neighborhoods and Other Areas: 
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Source: 1994 Portland/Multnomah County Citizen Survey (Joint 
City and County Auditors). 
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Table 14 
Percentage of Citizens Who Feel Safe Walking in Their 

Neighborhood During the Day and Night in 1994 

Remainder Total 
Rating City of City of of 

Multnomah 
Portland Gresham Multnomah 

County County 

Feeling Safe During 
the Day (Very Safe + 81% 84% 84% 82% 
Safe): 

Very safe . 35% 36%. 42% 35% 

Safe 46% 48% 42% 47% 

Neither safe nor 
14% 11% 13% 13% 

unsafe 

Unsafe 4% 4% .2% 4% 

Very Unsafe. 1% 1% 1% 1% 

Feeling Safe During 
the Night (Very S~fe 36% 43% 44% 38% 
+Safe): 

Very safe . 8% 6% 14% 8% 

Safe 28% 37% 30% 30% 

Neither safe nor 
25% 23% 24% 25% unsafe . 

Unsafe· .. 26% 25% 23% 25% 

Very Unsafe 13% 9% 9% 12% 

Source: 1994 Portland/Multnomah County Citizen Survey (Joint 
City and County Auditors) . 
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Domestic Violence 

. Urgent Benchmark #86: Number of 
reported incidents of dQmestic violence by . . 

age (children and elderly) including 
families repeatedly victimized. 

' Purpose: This urgent benchmark measures ·the emo-
tional health and well-be{ng of citizens in the City of' 
Portland and Multnomah County. By examining the 
incidence of family violence, we can better target support . 
to the family unit. 

Data Description: This data has four components de-, 
scribed as follows: 

A. Children abused and neglected per 1,000 people 
under 18. · 

B. Spouses or domestic associates abused per 1,000 
people. 

C. Elderly abused per 1,000 people. 
D. Families repeatedly victimized by such incidents. 

Currently, there are several organizations which collect 
data on family abuse. However, we are unable to verify the 
most representative data. 
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Urgent Benchmark- #87: Number of _­
'repor.ted crimes against people per 1,000 
popu.lation. (These crillles include murder, 
r.ape, robbery, kidnapping, assault.) 

Purpose: -This urgent benchmark focus-es on the extent of 
serious -crimes in the City of Portland ·and -Multnomah 
Co~nty. ·.By monitoring this benchmark of public safety, we 
can assess the distribution of resources intended to reduce 
serious crimes. 

Trends: 

0: As seen in Graph 10·, there ~~e-more crimes against 
people per 1,000 population in the City of Portland 

· com_pared to Multnomah County and the State 'of 
.Oregon. · 

0 Table 15 shows that crime rates in the City offort­
·. land are roughly three tinies higher than t4e State Qf 

O:r;egon. · 

i:J The crim~ rate per 1,000- population has declined for 
- all three government jurisdictions in the'five year­

period (1989-1993). 

Crimes Against People 
. ·~· 

Graph to: _ 
Number of .Reported Crimes Against 

People Per 1 ,000 .Population · -
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Source: Oregon Law Enforcement Data Systems (LEDS) . 
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-. Crimes Agains~: People (Continued) 
. - ,~ 

. Data· Description:.· Dat~ai~.provided- from th~:Law _En:: ·. 
· for~e~ent Data Syf)tem (LEDS): 'Each ·month, tl;ie nurriber · ·• 

of reported crimes Emd arrestsfrom each police department · 
throughout:-Orego!l ar:~ submitfed to. LEDS. Data is then 
reported onaquarterly.basis. We looked at the following 
crimes for data on thi$ b'erichmark: willful murder, forcible 

- rape;·robbery, .and."a:ggravated assault. ;lri- thefliture, 
kidn~pping will be'- inCluded as a· me~sure ofthis-bench ... 
mark.· 
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Table 15 
The Number of Reported Crimes Against People per 1,000 Population . 

City of Portland Multnomah County State of Oregon 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 

Willful Murder 38 29 50 46 58 48 42 56 46 61 128 110 129 137 141 

Forcible Rape 415 424 464 490 479 499 489 535 575 564 1,311 1330 1,552 1,566 1,544 

Robbery 2,699 2,556 2,746 2,706 2,323 2,891 2,712 2,938 2,923 2,485 4,306 4,130 4,404 4,518 3,945 

Aggravated Assault 4,932 4,838 4,881 5,167 5,603 5,467 5,273 5,305 5,669 6,028 8,859 8,832 8,671 8,917 9,579 

Total 8,084 7,847 8,141 8,409 8,463 8,905 8,516 8,834 9,213 . 9,138 14,604 14,402 14,756 15,138 15,209 

Total Population 432,175 437,319 453,065 458,275 471,325 581,000 583,500 600,000 605,000 615,000 2,791,000 2,884,000 2,930,000 '2,979,000 3,038,000 

Rate per 1 ,000 population 18.70 17.94 17.97 18.35 17.96 15.33 14.60 14.72 15.23 14.86 5.23 4.99 ~.04 5.08 5.01 

Source: Oregon Law Enforcement Data Systems (LEDS), Report of Criminal Offenses and Arrests, 1989, 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1993 . 
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1995 Benchmarks 

In this section, we present the 1995 Benchmarks 
according to eight clusters. The clusters are categories 
intended to arrange the benchmarks into similar subject 
areas. Each benchmark is numbered according to its 

placement in the January 1994 Annual Report. In addi­
tion, the benchmarks are cross-referenced with the State of 
Oregon (as listed in the 1993 Report to the Legislature) and 
Multnomah County. 

0 Disadvantaged Citizens ............................................ 4 7 

0 Economic Prosperity ............................................ ~ ... 49 

0 Educated Citizens ..................................................... 51 

0 Family Support ............. ; ........................................... 52 

0 Government Performance ........................................ 53 

0 Healthcare ........................ · .............. : .......................... 54 

0 Neighborhood Livability .......................................... 55 

0 Public Safety ............................................................ 57 
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Disadvantaged Citizens: .· 

6. Urgent Benchmark: Percentage of citizens 
with incomes above 100% of the federaf poverty 
level broken down by ethnicity. (State of Oregon 
191, Multnomah County 34) 

30. Urgent Benchmark: Percentage of children 0-
. 17living above 100% of the poverty level broken 
down by age and ethnicity. (State of Oregon 3, 
Multnomah County 35) 

31. Percentage of children who were homeless at 
some time in the last year. (State ofOregon 6) 

47. Percentage of citizens who are mentally ill living 
· · in housing of their choice with adequate support. 

(State of Oregon 99, Multnomah County 14) 

48. Percentage of citizens who are mentally ill who 
are employed. (State ofOregon 100, Multnomah · 
County15) 

49. Percentage of citizens who are mentally ill living 
above the poverty level. (State of Oregon 101, 
Multnomah County 16) 

1995 Benchmarks 

50. Percentage of citizens with developmental 
disabilities living in the housing of their choice 
with adequate support. · (State of Oregon 102, 
Multnomah County 17) 

51. . Percentage of citizens with developmental 
disabilities who are employed. (State of Oregon· 
103, Multnomah County 18) 

52. Percentage of Citizens with developmental 
disabilities living above the poverty level. (State 
ofOregon 104, Multnoriwh County 19) 

53. Percentage of citizens with physical disabilities 
living in housing of their choice with adequate 
support. (State ofOregon 105, Multnomah County 
20) 

54. Percentage of citizens with physical disabilities 
who are employed. (State of Oregon 106, 
Multnomah County 21) 

55. Percentage of citizens with physical disabilities 
living above the poverty level. (State of Oregon 
107, Multnomah County 22) · 
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1995 Benchmarks 

Disadvantaged Citizens ~ (Continued): · 

56. Percentage of elderly living in the least restrictive 
setting, either in their own home or in an · 
alternative home setting. (Multnomah County 
·1~ . 

. 58. Percentage of home owners and renters below 
median income spending less than 30% oftheir 
household income on housing (including 
utilities: gas, electric, water, garbage, sewer, 
phone). (St'ate of Oregon 143,144, Multnomah 
County 25) 

59. Number of citizens who were homeless at some 
·time in the last year. (State of Oregon 145, 
Multnomah County 24) 

98. Number of very-low income homeowners in . 
Multnomah County spending 30% or more of total· 
monthly income for housing. (State of Oregon 
144) 

99. Percentage of households living above 125% of the 
Federal Poverty level. (State of Oregon 192, 
Multnomah County 37) 
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Economic Prosperity: 

1. Per capita income as a percentage of U.S. real per 
capita income. (State of Oregon :185) 

2. . Per capita income as a p_ercentage of Oregon's 
real per capita income broken down by ethnicity . 
(State of Oregon -186) 

. . 
3. Urgent Benchmark: Average annual payroll 

per non-farm worker. (State-of Oregon 190, 
Multnomah County 33) 

4. · Per capita income . 

. _ 5. Annual total payroll . 

6. Urgent Benchmark: Percentage of citizens -
_ with incomes abovelOO% of the federal poverty 

level. (StateofOregon 191, Multnomah County 
34) 

7. Total employment (in thousands) broken down by 
ethnicity . 

-------- ----------------------

1995Benchmarks. 

8. Unemployment rate (as compared to the Portland 
Metropolitan area) broken down_ by ethnicity. 
(State of Oregon 197) 

9. Percentage of income from go()dS and services sold 
outside of the United States. 

10. Percentage of income fro in goods and services sold 
outside the Portlanq Metropolitan region . 

11. Number of small business that fail in one year, 
two years, and five years. - . 

. . 
12. Percentage of employer payroll dedicated to 

training and education . 

13. Percentage of 25 year olds with a certificate' 
granted from ·education and training programs. 

14. Percentage of employees working in firms which 
train over 50% of their workforce 20 hours or 
more annually in work skills or work proce~ses . 

15. -Percentage· of high school students who are 
engaged in Certificate of Advanced Mastery 
programs that involve work place experience . 
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1995 Benchmarks 

Economic Prosperity - (Continued) 

16. Number of U.S., Canadian and Mexican 
metropolitan areas (over 1 million population) 
served by non-stop flights to and from any Oregon 
commercial airport. (State. of Oregqn 238) 

17. Number of international cities of over 1 million 
population (outside Canada & Mexico) served by 
direct or non-stop flights to and from any Oregon 
commercial airport, (State of Oregon 239) 

18. Portland transpacific container export rates 
compared to those in Seattle & Tacoma (percent 
greater or less than). (State of Oregon 241) 

19. Percentage of government permits issued within 
the target time period or less including business 
licenses, building permits, water, plumbing/ 
electrical/heating & ventilating, parking, street 
use, and conditional use/zoning/variances. (State 

·of Oregon 257, Multnomah County 79) 

20. Percentage· and number of industrial site acreage 
identified in comprehensive plans that is actually 
suitable for development. 
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21. Total taxes per capita as percent.age of U.S. 
average. (State of Oregon 250) · 

22. Total taxes per $1,000 income. (Multnomah 
County 253) 

23. Percentage of federal, state & local business taxes 
and fees per dollars of business income. 

24. Real per capita capital outlays for public 
infrastructure. (State of Oregon 255, Multnomdh 
County 78) 

73. Percentage of total non-manufacturing jobs in the 
Portland Metropolitan area located in downtown· 
Portland. 

75. Annual per capita public and private financial 
support for the arts in the region including 
libraries, museums, visual arts, and performing 
arts. 

100. ·Average wages per employee in firms with fewer 
than twenty employees in Multnomah County. 
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Educated Citizens: 

25. Percentage of children entering kindergarten 
meeting specific development standards for their 
age. Development includes cognitive, language & 
literacy, physical well-being, and social/emotional 
development. (State of Oregon 16, Multnomah 
County 40) 

37. Urgent Benchmark: Percentage of students 
who achieve established skill levels broken down 
by ethnicity and grade level. (State of Oregon 18-
22) 

38.- High school graduation rate. (State of Oregon 
47, Multnomah County 38) 

39. Percentage of adults who have completed at least 
- one year of educational programs after secondary 

school broken down by ethnicity. (State of Oregon 
48) 

1995 Benchmarks 

40. Percentage of adults 'who completed a certified 
apprenticeship program. (State of Oregon 52) 

41. Percentage of adults who have completed an 
associate degree in professional-technical 
education broken down by ethnicity. (State of 
OregonP49) 

42. Percentage of people leaving post-secondary 
coursework that possess skill sets to match work 
force needs. (Multnomah County 39) 

43. Percentage of adults who possess English literacy 
skills broken down by prose, document~ 
quantitative, and information/technology literacy . 
(State of Oregon 56-59, Multnomah County 10) 
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. 1995 Benchmarks 

Family Support: 

28. Percentage of infants whose mothers did not use 
the following: Illicit drugs during pregnancy, 
alcohol during p~egnancy (self-reported by 
mother), and tobacco during pregnancy (self­
reported by mother). (State of Oregon 11, 
Multnomah County 3) 

32. Percentage of child care facilities which meet 
established basic standards. (State of Oregon 
182, Multnomah County 27) 

33. Number of identified child care slots available for 
every 100 children under age 13. (State of Oregon 
183, Multnomah County 28) 

34. Percentage of students free of involvement with 
alcohol in the previous month broken dowri by the 
eighth and eleventh grades. (State of Oregon 31, 
Multnomah County 29) 

35. . Percentage of students free of involvement with . 
illicit drugs in the previous month broken down 
by the eighth and eleventh grades. (State of· 
Oregon 32, Multnomah County 30) 

36. Percentage of students free of involvement with 
tobacco in the previous month broken down by 
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the eighth and eleventh grades: (State of Oreg~n 
33) 

86.. Urgent Benchmark: Number of reported 
incidents of domesticviolence.by age (children 
and elderly) including families repeatedly 
victimized~ These include the following: 

A. Children abused and neglected per 1,000 
people under 18. (State of Oregon 4a, 
Multnomah_ County 45) 

B. Spouses or domestic associates abused per 
1,000 adults. (State bf Oregon 5, Mult­
nomah County 46) 

C. . Elderly abuse per 1,000 people. (State of 
Oregon 97, Multnomah ·County 47) . 

D.· Families repeatedly victimized by such 
incidents. 

101. Number of identified subsidized child care slots 
available for every 100 children under age 13 who 
are financially eligible. 

102. Average total family income in.Multnomah 
County. 
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Government Performance: 

74. Percentage of eligible citizens who vote. (State of 
Oregon 172, Multnomah County 74) 

76. Urgent Benchmark: Percentage of citizens who 
feel government is doing a good job at providing 
services. (Multnomah County 80) 

· 77. Percentage of citizen volunteers in a government­
al advisory capacity who are satisfied that their 
recommendations were carefully and respectfully 
considered. (Multnomah County 83) 

78. Percentage of citizens who volunteer at least 50 
hours oftheir time per year to civic, community, 
or non-profit activities. (State of Oregon 174, 
Multnomah County 82) 

79. Percentage of government organizations that 
adopt benchmarks, incorporate them into budget 
and/or planning processes, and collect supporting 
data. (Multnomah County 85) 

1995 Benchmarks 

80. Percentage of community organizations that 
adopt benchmarks, incorporate them into budget 
and/or planning processes, and collect supporting 
data. 

81. General obligation bond rating (Standard- & 
Poor's). (State of Oregon 259, Multnomah County 
77) . 

82. Urgent Benchmark: Per capita dollars spent 
for city and county government. (Multnomah 
County 76) 

83. Direct government service delivery expenses as a 
percentage of total government expenditures . 

103. Percentage ofmedian household income spentfor 
taxes.·· 
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1995 Be.nchmarks. 

' ' 

Healthcare: . 

· 26. . Pregnancy rate per 1,000 ·females ages 10-17 
broken down by ethnicity. (Stdte of Oregon 1, 
Multnomah· 1) . 

· 27. Percentage of healthy birth weight babies broken 
down by ethnicity. (State of Oregon 1 0) 

29. Percentage of two year olds who are adequately · 
immunized. (State of Oregon 14, Multnomah · 
County 4) · 

44. Urgent Be-nchmark: Percentage of citizens who 
have economic acce.ss to health care. (State of 
Oregon.177, Multnomah County 44) 

46. Annual percentage and number of p~o-ple with 
early diagnosis of.HIV. (State of Oregon 75, 
Multnomah County 6) 
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1995 Benchmarks 

Percentage of surfaces where there is little or no 
graffiti . 

Number of days per year the community meets 
government ambient air quality standards . 

Carbon- dioxide emissions as a percentage of 1990 
emissions. (State of Oregon 109) 

Percentage of samples per year of the commu­
nity's river and streams that meet government 
in-stream water quality standards. (Multnomah 
Courity 66) · 

Annual water usage per capita broken down by 
industrial, residential, and commercial categories . 
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· Public Safety: 

84~ Urgent Benchmark: Percentage of citizens who 
feel safe walking alone in their neighborhood 
during the day. (Multnomah County 49) 

85. Number of reported crimes against people or 
property motivated by prejudice broken down by 
ethnicity, sexual orientation, religion and 
national origin. (State of Oregon 91) 

87. Urgent Benchmark: Number of reported 
crimes against people per 1,000 population . 
Crimes include murder, rape, robbery, 
kidnapping, and assault broken down by age and 
neighborhood coalition. (State of Oregon 155, 
Multnomah County 50) 

88. Number of reported crimes against property per 
1,000 population. Crimes include burglary, 
larceny, motor vehicle theft, arson, and vandalism 
broken down by age and neighborhood coalition . 
(State of Oregon 156, Multnomah County 51) 

1995 Benchmarks 

89. Percentage of arrestees testing positive for alcohoL 
.or illicit drugs in Multnomah County. (Mult­
nomah County 57) 

90. Firearm injuries and fatalities rate per 1,000 
population broken down by age. (Multnomah 
County 52)· 

. 91. Number of crime victims per 1,000 population 
broken down by type of crime (person or 
property), age status (juvenile or adult), and 
ethnicity. (Multnomah County 60) 

92. Percentage of adults who use illegal drugs . 
(Multnomah County 31) 

93~ Percentage of felons who commit new felonies 
within three years of re-entry into the 
community. (State of Oregon 159, Multnomah 
County 56) 
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1995 Benchmarks 

Public Safety- (Continued): 

· 94. Percentage of diverted offenders who commit· 
the same type of offense within one year after 
completing the diversion program broken down 
by· substance abuse, alcohol, and domestic 
violence. (Multnomah County 55) · 

95. Percentage of residences, institutions, and 
businesses which are prepared for an 
emergency by being able to sustain themselves 
for 72 hours. (Multnoniah County 61) 

96. Property loss and fatalities, due to emergency/' 
disasters broken down by number of lives lost per 
1,000 and dollar value of loss as a percentage of 
struc:ture/property exposed. 

97.. Percentage qf emergency service agencies (defined 
.. in ORS 401) with emergency plans and 

emergency response procedures in place that are 
~egularly exercised and updated per federal 
standards. 
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. Goal # 1: Tell the Benchmarks story in order 
to stimul~te intergovernmental and private ~ector 
collaboration in the achievement of the Urgent 
Benchmarks . 

Activities: 

· A. Conduct Benchmarks Data Network meetings 
__ around the five Urgent Benchmark Clusters. 

· a -Governance 
. a Public.Safety·. 
a Health Care 
a Nurturing Stable Families 
a Livable Communities 

B. :6egin· the Partnership Initiative, developing 
comml.tment to the Benchmarks process and 
undertaking responsibility for the accomplish­
ment of the Benchmarks. In 1995 the following 
gro~ps will be targeted:_ 

a· Local Governance Partnership Initiative 
0 Business Partnership Initiative 
a Community Deve~opmentPartnership-Initia­

tive 

1995 Progress _Board -Work Plan 

C. Represent Progress Board interests on the Oregon 
.._Option. 

D. Institute the- Annual Benchmarks/Government 
-Innovation Awards Program . 

_ E. · Reexamine membership of the Progress .Board .. 

Goal #2: Develop local capacity to iinplement 
benchmarking and other government inno·va~ 
tions . 

Activities:· 

A. · . Develop Progress Board staff expertise in promis­
ing governmental practices, particularly those 
relating to benchmarking. 

B.- . Build and maintain resource materials-and a 
bibliography on benchmarking. 

C. Assist staff"ofMU:ltnomali.County cities and 
county in implementation of the Benchma~ks . 

Goal #3: Refine and ~evise the Benchmarks­
and their supporting data bases . 
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Appendix Cha.nges to the 1994 Benchmarks 

In 1994, the Portland-Multnomah Progress Board pub­
lished 97 benchmarks for the City of Portland and 
Multnomah County. This listing has grown to 104. The 
folloWing lists benchmarks added during 1994: 

. 98. Number ofvery.-low income homeowners in 
Multnomah County spending 30% or more of total 
monthly income for housing. 

99. Percentage of household living above 125% of the 
Federal Poverty level. 

100. Average wages per employee in firms with fewer 
than twenty employees in Multnomah County. 

101. Number of identified subsidized child care slots 
available for every 100 children under age 13 who 
are financially eligible. 

102. Average total family income in M ultnomah County. 

103. Percentage of median household income spent for 
taxes. 

104. Percentage of citizens who rate their streets accept­
ably clean. 
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The wording of several urgent benchmarks was changed to 
. reflect the data. The following listing shows the original 
wording as well as the change in wording for this report: 

· 61. Original wording: Percentage of people who feel 
a sense of community in their neighborhood. 
New wording: Percentage of people who rate their 
neighborhood livability high. 

76. Original wording: Percentage of citizens who are 
satisfied that government services are necessary, 
responsive and cost-effective. 
New wording: Percentage of citizens who feel 
government is doing a good jo~ at providing ser­
VIces. 

82.. Original wording: Per capita cost of government. 
New wording: Per capita dollars spent for city and 
county government. 

84. Original wording: Percentage of citizens who feel 
safe and secure. 
New wording: Percentage of citizens who feel safe 
walking alone in their neighborhood during the day 
or night. 
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EXISTING SEMICONDUCTOR TRAINING/EMPLOYMENT SYSTEM 

EDUCATION ROUTE 

' 100% Local ' 

- -~L-

EMPLOYMENT/OJT ROUTE 

Employer 
Paid 

Tuition 

.-so%-~-, 

Hiring 
- - - - - -
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Paid 
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' 10%Local ' 
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SCHOOL-TO-WORK BUILDING BLOCKS FOR THE 
SEMICONDUCTOR INDUSTRY 

Suggested 
Implementation 
Strategies: SKILLED, HIGH PERFORMANCE WORKFORCE 

1 Targeted training to meet changing 
wor1<force needs 

1 Ongoing evaluation by industry and 
educators 

• Ongoing training for employees (on-site & co­
op) 

• . Non-traditional training and education 

• Scholarships and tuition reimbursements 

• Articulated curriculum between high schools and community 
.colleges 

• Job retention/case management and support services. 

1 Company-paid apprenticeships; paid and unpaid internships for students. 

1 Simulated wor1< environments: Hands on experiences in safe settings;' real 
tools; real problem-solving; real products for student portfolios. 

1 Industry/school collaboration on speCialized training programs, curriculum 
options, laboratories, equipment, etc 

• Work-based student projects. 

• Summer work experience in companies 

• Employer commitments and partnerships with schools 

• Teacher Internships in companies; on-going 
curriculum development 

• Company connections with students and 
teachers: Many possibilities. 

• Industry/education curriculum 
development teams: Developing 
9th,10th,11th,12th grade programs 
(similar to Cellular One model). 

• Marketing Industry 
concepts: Field trips, 
classroom projects, 
etc. 

INDUSTRY AWARENESS FOR ALL YOUTH 


