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Recognition that any structural chaﬁge in governmental services would tie

directly to financial changes, members of the Tri-County Local Government

" Commission Thursday in a general session looked at current financial trends.

Committee Chairmen, Bob Simpson, Dunthorpe; Estes Snedecor; Beavérton; Elsa
Coleman and Roger Yost reported progress on work plans to analyze current
government Systems, identify issues and find problem aréas that need correcting.
Mike Burton, Supervisor of the State Interéoﬁefnmgntal Rela;ions set the financiall
stage. ‘Burton told the Gommittee major trends "he saw in city financing included
diversifying revenue sources, decizasing revenue from property taxes and stable

service charges.

As to counties, Burton indicated a few counties have started to levy non-property
taxes that might well set a new trend for county income. These include, he said,

items such as trensportation, personal income and hotel/motel taxes.

Burton questioned the equality of the revenue sharing fo;mula basing allocations
on population, tax effort and per capita income. He pointed out Portland gets
$25.00 per person with the formula, but Gresham réceived only $4.50. '"Some
inequities ﬁoésibly exist," he said, but he also contended, '"Dissolution of

revenue sharing would put a crimp on financing.”

Iooking at grants for additional income at all levels, Burton pointed cut another

~inequity, "Are those programs citiec really need?" he.asked.',He éompared

Portland's $11 million with Oregon City's $7,000 in grant allotments during

the same . .time period.
i
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Clemmons 1ashed at revenue sharing exclusion of school financing, "Schools
have no special funds other than minimum fees," he. contended. He said the
'average Oregon school district raises 75% of its funding,through property taxes.

Something to offset the educational costs are state shared funds and basic

- school support, county equallzatlon programs, temporary investments and spec1a1

education allotment. Federal categorical grants for special programs do ex1st,.

Clemmons added.

Clemmons also outlined school districts relgtions Vith other'governmental units,
uSchools are consumers of services," he said, "and there is a higher need for
services such as Tri-Met in the urban areas.!" In addition to the bus service
he picked police ‘and fire needs to examine with tne’eommittee. "Schools also
cooperate with other bureaus to provide services;" - Clemmons continued. In
Portland he said they work with the park agencies to share space, open schools

during off hours for community school andvparticipate in manpower programs.

-The 65 member commission includes representatives from Clackamas, Multnomah .
‘and Washlngton Count1es in a study financed by matching grants from HUD
(Offlce of Housxng and Urban Development) through the National Academy of Public

Administration.

During the eighteen month.study the Commission will examine urban services with
a view toward modernization. Committees are looking not only at finance, but
state local relations, local intergovernmental reiations, regional government,

and neighbofhood involvement,
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Hal Schilling, Milwaukie city manager, explored philosophical
differences in city and county taxes with the membersz of the
Tri-County Local Government Commission finarc e and taxation
committee Thursday.

"Is it right to burden the city tax payer to serve outsider
users?" Schilling asked the committee as he expmliined
Miiwaukie has started to correct that problem with charging
library fees to outside users.

In the first phase of the study the commission is exploring
problemsvof loc al government structure m in the Portland
metropolitan area.

Bchilling said the library funding is symptomatic of a
general problem. "That issue hask become almost emotional with
the county," he stated. But in essence & he said the real problem
is that the county has failed to hold up its share of the burden
in providing services for those outside the conn% R

In elaborating on the problem Schilling said that county
government doesn't view its responsibility to those within cities

the same as those outside incorporated areas, but all pay the

same county tax.

Schilling posed the question, ("€ity residents)shewd-heve the
(]
4 =t should lswes pay for something

o : -
'/
they don't get?" and Ex related that to sheriff patrolaéﬂﬂabdiﬁzﬁaﬂtﬂ

Bob Simpson, ® Iron Mountain Boulm®evard, chairman of the

fingnce committee, e xplaired, "We are going through a broad
overview of problems in lcc al government related to finance, "

An attorney, Simpson ]
¥e served as chairman of the earlier metroXpolitan study group

for five years.

more



Tne overall charge for the current 65-member study commission
igs to examine the existing structures of le al govermment in the
Portland metropolitan area, the services provided, and the needs
of its people, and theJ%%%t{ pursue whatever improvements X the
commission may identify.
Other members from Clackamas County serving on the commissiaon
are Alan Brickley, West Linn mayor; Joy Burgess, Milwaukie
council member; Carl Halvorson, Lake Oswego businessman; Corky
Kirkpatrick, Lake Oswego councilmzm member; Bzkx® Robert
Schumacher, Clackamas County commission member; and Ardis
Stevenson, Lake Oswego planning commission memberg and Multnomah
County neighborhood esordinator. .plannes
On Thursday, Feb. 12, the finance committee will explore

problems with Don Eppley, Lake Oswego city manager, and

Jerry Justice, Clackamas County administm tive assistant, in a
noon meeting .t the CRAG (Columbia Region Association of

Governments) conference room, 527 S.W. Hall.



CLACKAMAS
MULTNOMAH
WASHINGTON

527 SW HALL STREET PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 PHONE: 221 -1646

RONALD C. CEASE,
Chairman
CARL M. HALVORSON,
Vice Chairman
A McKAY RICH, : : ~ g
c&deuumr , ‘ : 4 . January 20, 1976
MEMO
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SUBJECT: REPORT OF METROPOLITAN STUDY COMMILSSION

Since it may be of some historical interest, we are enclosing
a copy of one of the reports of the old Portland Metropolitan
Study Commission. Note particularly the statistical informa-

‘tion contained in the appendices.
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REPORT OF THE PORTLAND METROPOLITAN STUDY COMMISSION

FEBRUARY 1969
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February 26, 1969

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

To the members of the 55th Legislative Assembly:

Transmitted herewith is a report of the activities
and recommendations of the Portland Metropolitan. Study
Commission. Of the recommendations included herein,
several require action by the legislature before they
can be submitted to the people. Others may be initiated
at the local level under existing statutes and yet others
may be implemented by action of local officials through
adoption of intergovernmental agreements.

1ly,submitted

Chairman

Portland Metropolitan
Study Commission
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COMMISSION ACTIVITIES

The complex pattern of local government in the Portland metro-
politan area containing 42% of the state's population, is the product
of an evolutionary process over a half century involving decisions
both at the state and local levels. (See Appendix I) Within the
area, are 438 independent units of local government, due in large
part to the rapidly expanding population in the unincorporated areas.

(See Apendices II, III and IV¢)

Since the provision of services by local government in the Portland
metropolitan area takes varying forms, so too do the solutions to the
problems found in providing such services. Consequently the Portland
Metropolitan Study Commission has endeavored to use a "market basket"
approach to the solution of local government problems.

 Where appropriate, consolidation of special services districts
was recommended. Rural Fire Protection Districts 7, 9, and 10 were
consolidated in 1965 and districts 5 and 13 consolidated in 1967.
Where regional coordination and increased communication were deemed
necessary, the creation of Columbia Region Association of Governments
was accomplished. Where regional services could be accomplished by
contract, a regional air quality control program was initiated, which
later developed into the Columbia-Willamette Air Polution Control
Authority. Where intergovernmental cooperation could provide increased
efficency and better service the Portland Metropolitan Study Commission
encouraged it: A cooperative purchasing program between suburban govern—
ments and Portland and Multnomah County was fostered in 1967 and the
merger of the health department of the city of Portland into the health
department of Multnomah County was achieved in 1968. "An agreement for
the consolidation of the City and County planning commissions and staffs
is underway. -

Where the State could be of assistance the Portland Metropolitan
Study Commission recommended enactment of new laws and amendment of
existing laws. The recommendation for condensation and unification of
special service district laws resulted in the creation of the 1967
Interim Committee on Local Govermment which prepared legislation to
correct many inconsistencies.

P 41




II. RECOMMENDATIONS

The Study Commission recommends:

1. THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT WITH AUTHORITY
TO PROVIDE AREAWIDE SERVICES SUCH AS: PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, SEWAGE
TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL, AND SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL.

2. THE ESTABLISHMENT OF URBAN COUNTIES WITHIN OUR METROPOLITAN AREA
EMPOWERED TO PROVIDE THOSE SERVICES BEST PROVIDED ON A COUNIY LEVEL,
LEAVING MORE LOCALIZED SERVICES FOR CITIES AND MORE AREAWIDE SERVICES
TO A METROPOLITAN DISTRICT.

3. THE CONSOLIDATION OF THE CITY OF PORTLAND AND MULTNOMAH COUNTY
“ AND OTHER CITIES WITHIN THE COUNTY WHICH CHOOSE TO DO so.

4. THE CREATION OF BOUNDARY COMMISSIONS IN AT LEAST OREGON'S THREE
METROPOLITAN AREAS.

5. THAT THE LEGISLATURE IMPROVE THE STATUTE GOVERNING MUNICIPAL CON-
- SOLIDATIONS IN ORDER TO FACILITATE MUNICIPAL CONSOLIDATIONS WHERE THEY
ARE NEEDED AND WHERE A MAJORITY OF PEOPLE FAVOR THEM.
" 6., THE CONTINUATION OF EFFCRTS TO IMPROVE SERVICES SUCH AS LAW ENFORCE-
MENT, PUBLIC WORKS, AND PLANNING AND ZONING THROUGH THE USE OF INTERGOVERN-
MENTAL AGREEMENTS.

7. THE LIFE OF THE STUDY COMMISSION BE EXTENDED TO JUNE 30, 1971.

§ynopéis of Recommendations -

‘Metropolitan District

Senate Bill 494 introduced at the request of the Study Commission
would ‘enable the formation of a . metropolitan district in each of the
state's three Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Proceedings .
to establish a district could be initiated by a petition of 5 per cent
- of the registered voters, a resolution adopted by the governing body
of the most populous city, or a resolution adopted by the most populous
county.

With voter approval, the district may be organized to provide one

or all of the following services: sewage treatment and disposal, solid
waste disposal, and public transportation. .

-2—



The governing body of the district would consist of represent-
atives of the governing bodies of cities and counties included within
the boundaries of the district. ’

Financial powers of the district would include: service charges;
ad valorem taxes; special assessments;-and, subject to voter approval,
general obligation and revenue bonds.

Subsequent to the formation of such a district, the voters may
adopt a charter which provides for the governmental structure of .
the district and authorizes the undertaking of additional functions.
While the district is limited to providing the "regional aspects'" of
services, it may by agreement with any public corporation undertake
the provision of the "local aspect" of any service it is authorized
_ to perform. ’ d

Urban. Counties

The Commission recommends the adoption of "home rule" charters
by the voters in Clackamas and Columbia Counties and legislation
extending the powers of counties to provide urban services in areas
where cities are unable to provide them. House Bill 1528, introduced
at the request of the Study Commission, would enable counties to
provide fire protection services and retail water service. In addition,
this amendment would strengthen the ability of counties to assume the
responsibilities of existing special districts by providing ‘that, when
any election is held to establish a new county service district, voters
may at the same election vote to establish a tax base.

City-County Consolidation

House Bill 1307, introduced at the request of the Study Commission,
would provide the Procedures whereby city-county consolidation would
take place. Under provisions of the bill the proceedings for consoli-
dation could be initiated by petition, resolution of the governing body
of the county, or by resolution of the governing body of the most
populous city. The Structure and powers of the consolidated govermment
would be set forth in a charter prepared by a local 9-member charter
commission. The charter commission would be composed of 3 members
appointed by the delegation of State Senators from the county, 3

The consolidated city-county would be formed if approved by a
majority of those voting on the question 1) within the most populous
city and 2) within the county. If a majority of voters within any
other city voted against consolidation, that city would be included
within the consolidated ¢ity-county only for county. purposes.
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Since city boundaries in Oregon frequently extend into more
than one county, the 1egislation provides for certain automatic
adjustments in county llnes to conform to existing city boundaries.

Boundary Commission

The Study Commission worked with the 1967 Local Government Interim
Committee on developing necessary legislation and is supporting House
Bill 1027, introduced at the request of the Interim Committee.

_ House Bill 1027 introduced by the Interim Committee on Local
.Government at the request of the Study Commission provides for the
creation of boundary commissitns in the Portland, Salem, and Eugene
metropolitan areas and permits the creation of such commissions in
other areas of the state. The commission members would be appointed
by the Governor. Elected or appointed local governmental officials
would be excluded from membership.

The boundary commissions would have the power to review, modify,
reject, or approve all changes in boundaries for cities and certain
non-school special service districts within their jurisdiction. Upon
approval by the commission of proposals for formation, consolidation,
‘merger, or dissolution of cities or districts, the proceedings would
continue according to regular provisions of_ appropriate state statutes.
In the case of annexation or disconnection proposals, those approved
by the commission would take effect within a specified period of time
-unless. the voters in the area to be annexed or disconnected exercise
their power of referendum. :

Proposals for the formation, consolidation, merger or dissolution
of cities or districts could be initiated either by petition or by the
boundary commission. Annexation or disconnection proceedings could
be initiated by petition, by the governing body of the city or district,
or by the boundary commission.

The operations of these boundary commissions would be financed
by the state.

Extension of the Study Commission

House Bill 1330, introduced at the request of the Study‘Commission,
provides for the extension and also a procedure for the replacement of
inactive members.

Members of the Comrmission feel that they can make further con-
structive contributions to governmental reorganization in the Portland
metropolitan area. The success of the Commission in implementing portions
of its program has been outlined above, but much remains to be done.

-



The Commission is conducting research into the fiscal impli-
cations of city-county consolidation and preparing a draft charter
for such a consolidation in Multnomah County. In the meantime, the
Intergovernmental Cooperation Committee is holding meetings with
representatives of the City of Portland and Multnomah County in an
effort to prepare an agreement for consolidating their planning com-
missions and planning staffs. Other functional consolidations may
- be proposed including public works, law enforcement, and parks and

recreation. : : ' '

The Commission has recommended to Clackamas and Columbia County
officials that they submit home rule charters to a vote of their
people in 1970. Clackamas County Commissioners earlier in 1968 agreed
to appoint a charter committee shortly after the November election,
but the change in the Board as a result of that election may require
additional efforts if a charter is prepared by 1970.

The Commission is presently evaluating the regional planning
being done by the Columbia Region Association of Governments.

The Commission has also been actively engaged in a public educatien
program to help the metropolitan citizenry become interested in and
aware of the problems facing local government in the metropolitan area.
The brochure on '"Marvin Metro" has been widely distributed and is now
available for larger graphic display. Commission members and staff
‘are presenting a slide program on an average of eight times per month
-to various civic organizations and schools in all parts of the metro-
politan area. ‘

In a sense, the term Study Commission is a misnomer. As described
above, the.Commission has been actively engaged in the implementation
of various proposals, both immediate and more long range. While pursuing
this activist role, the Commission has worked with state and local
officials in the Portland metropolitan area and has served as a '"metro-
politan prod" to constantly remind local officials that areawide problems
require areawide solutions.



APPENDIX I

. THE DATE OF ORIGIN AND STATUTORY AUTHORITY
" -for Local Taxing Units in Oregon

Date First Present Statutory -
Units .- Authorized Citations to ORS
Cities : , Territorlala 221.010 et seq.
Counties Terrltorlal 201.010 "

‘Common school districts Territorial 330.010 " "
Irrigation districts 1895 ’ 545,002 " "
Consolidated school districts 1903 330.110 " "

~Union high school districts 1907 335.205 " "
Port districts 1909 777.005 " "
Drainage districts 1915 547.005 " "
Water districts : 1917 264,110 " "

. County unit school districts ’ 1921 333.005 " "
Rural fire protection districts 1929 478,002 " "
People's utility districts 1931 . 261.005 " "
Sanitary districts _ 1935 - 450.005. " "
Mosquito abatement districts 1939 452,010 " "
Park and recreation districts 1941 . 266.110 " "
Highway lighting districts 1947 372,010 " "
Water conservation districts 1947 552.020 " "
Water control districts 1947 553.010 "
Cemetary districts ' 1947 © 265.010 " "
Hospital districts 1949 441,195 " "
County High school districtsP 1949 335,705 " "
Sanitary authorities 1955 -~ 450.705 " "
Intermediate Education districts® 1957 334,010 " "

Area education districts 1959 - 341,510 " "¢

These units were authorized or organized under spec1al acts of the
territorial leglslature Statutory citation is to present statutory
source applicable to the particular type of local government unit.

County high schools were first organized as separate political en-
tities in 1949. They had previously existed as an integral part of
county government where the county high schools were organized.

Rural school districts acquired the status of units of.government in
1957. They had previously lacked the powers of independent governmental
units. IED's replaced Rural School Districts in 1963.

Source: The Units of Local Government in Oregon, 196l. Bureau of
Governmental Research and Serv1ce, University of Oregon,
Info. Bulletin No. 129, December, 1962,
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‘ APPENDIX 11
UNIT OF LOCAL SOVERNMENTS IN THE PORTLAND METROPOL ITAN AREA®

un Iy 1911 © 198t 1961 1961
Cuackamas ™ County ! | 1 |
Cities D] 10 $0 12
WATER DISTRICTS 9 12 19 23
SANITARY DisSTRICTS 0 ! 3 §
FIre DistRICTS 3 1y 19 20
Park ano RecreaTion DistriCctTS 0 0 | 2
Zoning DisTRICTS ' 0 6 g 1
sescuooL DistricTS 130 64 gl 83
DRAINAGE DistRICTS 2 3 ! !
Port DIsSTRICTS 0 0 0 (]
LicHTING DisTRICTS -0 ) —9 ~16
SuBTOTAL 155 1t 5 129
CoLumaia County ] ] | f
Civiee 6 1 1 1
Water DigtRicts 3 0 0 0
SANITARY DisTRICTS 0 0 0 0

Fire DisTRICTS 0 t 6 6 .
PARk AND RECREATICN DisTRICTS 0 0 0 )
IoNING DisSTRICTS 0 0 ] 0

**s5cHooL DistRICTS 9 28 16 1c -
DRAINAGE DisTRICYS 12 5 5 3
PorT DisTRICTS L ! ! |
"LICHTING DisTRICTS ~0 ] -FQ .}
SuaToTAL 72 53 6 19
MuLTrnoMan County { | t !
Cittes 4 5 5 6
WATER DisTRICTS 19 22 26 22
SANITARY DisTRICTS 0 2 7 5
FiRe DistRicTe 4 '3 10 L H
Park AND RECREATICN DisTRICTS 0 0 0 0
ZONING DISTRICTS ] i ] 0
**5CcHO0L DISTRICTS 42 0 20 16
DraINAGE DistrICTS 5 5 1 1
- PoRrY DisTRICTS | - ! 1
Lieuting DystricTs : ) L 29 b3
SuBTOTAL 76 [ 1y 113
HASHINGTGN County 1 | t |
Ciites g 8 8 12
WATER DISTRICTS 3 9 g 12
SaniTARY DisTRICTS ] 0 15 2u
Fire DistricTs ] 1 9 12
Park anp Recreation DtstriCTS 0 0 2 2
Zominc DistRiCTS 0 2 5 0
**ScrooL DISTRICTS 125 65 36 31
CRAINASE DIsSTRICTS ! 1 3 3
Port DistRICTS ) 0 0 0 0
LIGHTING DISTRICTS _9 -t 1l _22

SUBTOTAL 139 9l 101 12

ToraL Non-ScHooL Units 96 155 287 327

**TotaL ScHooL DiSTRICTS (346) (2] (116) (100)
TOTAL Lu2 32 403 427

*L1ET DOES NOT INCLUDE HOSPITAL, WATER CONTROL, CEMETARY,y .IRRIGATICNy AND PEOPLE 's vttty DESTRICTS.




APPENDIX Ill

POPULAT ION GROWTH AND FORECAST FOR THE OREGON PORT!ON OF THE PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA AND PORTLAND URBAN AREA,

PORTL AND METROPOL 1T AN AREA

ToraL

1960
1967

1980

Torat

ToraL

CLacxamMas

PRosLEMS OF IHE Urpan FRrinGE, Vorume tly JANUARY 1957

UniTeD STATES BUREAU OF Census

"PQpuLATICN ESTIMATES OF COUNTIES AND 'NCORPORATED CITIES) JULY 1y 1567,

State CorLece,

47
AuGuST 1968.

Year

NR POPULATION PROJECTIONS 10
(ALso 1960-1567 “PORTLAND URBAN AREA TOTAL"

_PORTLAND URBAN AREA

1S10=1980"

Center FOR PopuLATION RESEARCH AND CENSUSs PORTLAND

2000, nglggug-veugc!mgg SHSA,

CoLuvBIa REGION ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS.

CoLumaia County ESTIMATES PROVIDED BY "PoPULArlon AND HOUSEHOLD Tsenos N HASHINGTONy OREGON aND NORTHERN 1DAHO 1960-1985,"
PACIFIC NORTHWEST BELL, MarcH 1967,

UNINCORPO=-

CoLumsia  MULTNOMAH WASHINGTON - TotaL City or SUBURBAN
: PoP. UNINCORP. Incore, County County County County PORTLAND Citres . RATED AREA
YEAR Por. Por. - (% oF cITIES)
(¥or ciTiES)
Census? i :
1510 283,294 665109 2225185(18) 27,9314 1C,580 226,261 21,522 NeAs 207y21h T5774C6) Nefe
1920 - 353,932 70, 226 283,606(25) -37,698 13,960 275,898 264376 Neke 258,288 12,765(10) NoAe
1930 - 43k,768 100,933 331,835(28) 46,205 20,047 338,2U1 30,275 NaAe 301,815 15,271010) Nese
‘iSRO 472, 794 130,71C 3415684(23) 57:1}0' 20,978 3555093 39,050 NeAe 305, 394 n7.z|u(io) NeAe
1950 61251489 212,826 428,663(29) 86.7;6 22,967 © 4Tis537 615269 541,298 373,628 28,391€4C) 39,278
1960 750,467 300,095 450, 372(30) 115,038 22,379 522,813 92,237 638,400 372,676 455950€81) 219,774
ESTIMATES ' '
1967 850,700 350,220 500,480(35) $h2,000 25,000 555,700  $28,000 734,580 381,000 . 15+530(15) 275,050
1940 1,054,300 NeAhe NeAs 202,1C0 329200 6;0,&00 11792600 917,500 Ne Ao NeAs Neho
% Increase '
1950-uo 8.7 29. 5 2.1 2},3 | b2 2941 NeAs 1.6 1241 Nehe
194C=50 36.0 65. 25.2 10 9ol 52-3 © 56e1 NeAo 2241 6“02 NeAe
1950-60 1€.8 40,7 532 30,7 2.2 10. . 5043 17.3 -0.9 6142 57e1
1560=70 $3.2 1642 fheb . 2%1 10.2 . 62 38,7 $5, 3e 6L.2 25.%
’ :967'80 2509 Neko * NeAe 42,4 28.8 152 5709 2“;9 NeAe Nels NoAs
Ysources: 1510-50 BUREAU OF GOVERNMENTAL RESEARCH AND S:nvtcz, UNIVERSITY OF OREGONy POPULATION OF ORecoM CiTIESy COUNTIESs AND METROPOLITAN AREAS
1850 190 $9%7. APRIL 1958, -



APPENDIX 1V

COMPARATIVE POPULATION RELATIONSHIPS OF CITY OF PORTLAND; SUBURBAN Cli1ESy UNINCORPORATED AREA
AS PART OF THE OREGON PORT ION OF THE PORTLAND METROPOL ITAN AND URBAN AREA, 1910-1380

__METROPOLITAN' AREA_POPUL AT ION . URBAN 'AREA AS A URRAN AREAZ POPULAT |ON
€IN UNINCOR- % IN INCORPO= % IN CETY % OF METROPOLI= & (N CITY % IN SUBURBAN % IN UNINCGRPORATED
Year PORATED AREA RaATED CiT1ES OF PORTLAND __TAN AREA ___ OF PORYLAND - - CiTIES AREA
(iNcLe PORTLAND) : :
Census? ‘
-3910 2242 Tt T1:8
1920 19.9 8041 1300
1930 232 76.8 69.4
1540 . A ] " T2.% 6U.6 ,
1950 333 6647 5842 B3 698 . 5e2 2547
1960 ko.0 60.C 49.7 851 ' 584 Te2 LI
EsTiMaTE? .
1967 S V¥ 58,8 TN 86ek 5243 10,2 37.4
1380 - Neho AN.A. Nehe 87.0 ‘ Ne Ao NeAe NQA.

A
! "METROPOLITAN AREA" INCLUDES ALL TERRITORY WITHIN CLACKAMASy CoumBiay MuLTNOMAH, AND WASHINGTON COUNTIES.

€ THE "™RBAN AREA™ 1§ THAT TERRITORY AS DEFINED BY CRAG SURROUNDING THE CITY OF PORTLAND WHICH IS URBAN
OF LIKELY TO BE UBRAN IN NATURE BY 1980,



January 28, 1976 Tri-County Lec al Government Info.
Landhaur, Tippens, McIlvra, Cm ss, Pierce, Kirkpatrick
Tri-Met - Barbara Seymour

Jerry sugzgests - make news contacts to Imve a name

Bob -~ important at Oregonian, at least, to go two tiers (reporter
and editor)

- Jerry - Jeff Wohler asigned from Journal‘
do time line, coupled withpriorities

Hugh - internal important for this phase of the study

think about reaching public schools, community colleges
need logo, acronym

contact all political candidates - at least put on mailing list

to provide information following the primary



' Tax Supervising and Conscrvation Commission

Budget Terminology

2

- Multnomah County, Oregon . V g/,/‘;

Budzet A financial plan of proposed expenditures and estimated revenues,

Local Budget law

" State statutes which prescribe minimum and standard

procedures for the preparation, presentaticn and
administration of annual fiscal plans for local

units, ORS 294,305 to 294,520,

Doe:s not apply to Drainage, Highway nght*ng, lrrlgation
Road, Scil and Water Conservation, People Utility, .
Water Control Districte, District Improvement Companies,
Housing Authorities and utilities under separate boards

/,;wéth\gﬁ valorem tax support.
Wittt :

Budget Apprdaches

a,

b,

Fiscal Year

Appropriation

Traditiona) - An arrangement of requirements by fund,
organizational unit or activity and object of expense.
Tends to have a means and control orientation,

Performance -~ An arrangement of requirements by fund,
function, organizational unit and object but with
expenditures based primarily upon measurable performance
of activities and work programs by unit costing. - The .
focuu is on evaluation, e k

_ TEAR A
Program - An approach .that deals priacipally with broad ’pf N

planning goals and the costs of functions or activities
regardless of which organizational unit carrys out the - ¥
scrv1ce A planning-goal oricnted approach. ¢

Wb
lﬁ - ,\r/f/-«*&&,oiég() - $72et: 4’(7‘ \P(}ai‘\ '/g“)

The twelve month reriod from July 1 to the following
June 30, to which the annual budget appl1es and at the
end of which a financial accourting is made,

A legislative authorization to make expenditures or incur
obligations for specified purposes. An apprOprJatlon is
limited by amount, purpose and time. v 330

/K l".if,;ut ¢ i jub

/W)‘:}'{; /o
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Budget Terminology
Page 2

Fund

An independent fiscal and accounting entity with self-
balancing accounts for resources and requirements. The
types of funds are:
General Fund ’

Special Revenue Funds

Debt Service Funds

Capital Projects Funds
Enterprise Funds —7h03( G-
Trust and Agency Funds é{{éch
Intergovernmental Service Funds

Special Assessment Funds

Resources & Revenues ~Resources are the assets of a fund available for

allocation in the budget plan; e.g., cash balances
from former periods, investments, revenues, transfers
from other funds,

Revenues are estimated ‘receipts from taxes, licenses,
fees, grants, service charges -and the like.

Requirements & Expenditures

g

Object of Expenditure

Requiréments are. the needs of a fund for expéndituré,
transfer or reserve, Requirements are equal to Resources
in ‘a balanced budget. o

Expenditures are disbursements for services and goods
but do not include transfers or reserves,

A grouplng of expendltures based on services and goods;
e.g., personal services (salaries, wages, frlﬂges;,
materials and services, capital outlay.

Character of Expense

TN

A c18331f1cat;on of etpendlturcs based on the time perlodu
they benefit. Current expense benefits the current fiscal

- year; debt expense benefits past, current and future fiscal

periods; capital expense benefits current and future periods.

Vies ak conld  pake rold



_Budget Terminology
Page 3

Operaéing Contingency f
2,27/ o
c{ /),?l;

An amount budgeted for unforeseen or unant1c1pated fh{
expenditure., A Debt.Service Fund may not have an
operating contingency estimate,

é {o/ \/(
7%L¢¢&,‘

Unappropriated Balance

For a fiscal year that has been completed the term
refers to the difference between fund resources and
requirements, In a proposed budget the term refers
to an estimated amount not allocated for expenditure
but reserved for usc in future fiscal periods.

General Obligation Bonds

Bonds for which there has been a pledge of the full

faith and credit of the. issuing unit., Frequently GO
bonds are considered to be those payable from taxes,
but other revenue may be used, '

.

Revenue Bonds Bonds for which principal and interest are payable
exclusively from earnings of a public enterprise,
Property tax revenue may not be used for such payments.

Improvement Bonds General Obligation bonds for which principal and interest
are payable from property assessments, Ban

N

Serial Bonds Bonds where principal and interest is repaid in periodic
' installments over the life of the issue. '

Sinking Fund Bonds Bonds issued under agreement where local unit sets aside ﬁjﬁr"ngk Q‘
' periodically a sum which with compounded earnings will K%g;ﬂ‘
be sufficient to redeem the bonds on date of maturity. :25} or"

L
~

Pay-as-you-go and Dcbt Financing.

The former finances capital impro&ements from current
revenues by dircet expenditure or reserve accumulation;
the latter by sale of bonds.

TSCC
1-22-76
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“.~General Fund = $
: Reserve Fund

~ Bond Constr, Fund
.+ Debt Fund ‘
: Total Budget

_A budget

740,000

7,000
820,000

450,000
$2,

017,000

- General Fund

* " Resources:
Beginning Cash
Property Taxes:.

Current Levy

- Prior Levies
Licenses & Permits -
Etc, Revenue

", Total Resources

'; Reqﬁirements:

© " Department X:

<. Personal Services:
Administrator 1
Supervisor 2
Clerks 5

. Fringe ’ .

- Materials & Services:

Supplies
Contractual:
. Maintenance
Audit
Legal .-
Capital Outlay:
Land '
Equipment
Other Departments
Operating Contingency
Transfer to Debt Fund
Unappropriated Balance
Total Requirements-

Reserve Fund ~
- Resources:
Beginning Cash
~ Rent
Total Resources

_Requirements:

Equipment '
. Unappropriated Balance
Total Requirements

50,000

450,000
30,000
15,000

195,000

740,000

20,000
30,000
50,000

9,000

1,000

3,000
4,000
6,000

90,000

: -16,000
331,000
40,000

100, 000

40,000

740,000

5,000
~2.0

7,000

1,000
* 6,000
7,060

"Bond Construction Fund
Resources:

1]
2000 F

Beginning Cash , . -0
Bond Sale Proceeds 800,000
Interest . . 20,000
Total Resources. : - 820,000 -
Requirements: o Lo
Plant Construction. 750,000
Contingency 70,000 -
‘Total Requirements ' 820,000
Debt Fund
Resources: -
Beginning Cash 125,000 -
Property Taxes:
Current Levy 195,000
Prior Levies 20,000
Interest 10,000
Transfer General Fund 100,000
Total Resources 450,000
Requirements:' .
~ Principal 150,000
Interest 100,000
Unappropriated Balance 200,000
Total Requirements 450,000 - -
Tax Levy Computation:
General Fund: o
Tax Base Last Year 471,700
Add: Allowable 6% ._28, 300

Authorized Levy & Tax Base .- 500,000

Less: D & D Allowance o {jc samy- =505;000 -
Available for Appropriatioé%pt‘ 450,000
Debt Fund: -
‘Requirements . ..450,000
Less: .Resources other than o
current tax levy -255,000
Amount to Balance 195,000 -
Add: D & D Allowance 21,666
Authorized Levy 216,666
Less: D & D Allcwance -21,666
Available for Appropriation 195,000 .
Tax Rate Computation:
Leﬂﬂ within 6% 500,000
Levy not subject to 6% 216,666
Total Levy o 716,666

£ 716,666/150,000,00 AV = 4,778 = 4.78.



RONALD C. CEASE,
- Choirmon

CARL M. HALVORSON.

Vice Chairmon

A. McKAY RICH,

. CLACKAMAS §
| MULTNOMAH -
WASHINGTON |

527 SW HALL STREET - PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 PHONE: 221- 1646

February 12, 1976

Staff Director

To: Finance and Taxation Committee
From:  Chuck Bukowsky

Subject: Oregon Cities Finance Forecast
Clackamas County 1975-76 Budget Summary

This is material Lake Oswego City Manager Don Eppley and Clackamas
County Administrative Assistant, Jerry Justice distributed during
their presentation today. It gives some interesting forecasts
through 1979, and Clackamas County's 1975-75 budget figures.,

Looking at two~tiered government, this glves one a better idea of
the complex1t1es.

S AR



1975-76 BUDGETED REVENUE

$10,003,579
PROPERTY TAX ‘ 22.1%
Oregon and California Timber Sales ‘ 29.4%
Sale of County Timber , A 1.9%
~ Cigarette Tax , 3.3%
Liquor Funds 4.7%
Clerk’s Fees . 3 %
Sheriff's Fees . 1 %
Interest Earned , | 49%
State Mental Health Grants : 5.7%
District Court Fines S - 1.9%
Public Service Employmént Reimbursement 4.4%

All Other Revenue 17.7%

Total Valuation of Codnty Property $2,760,589,080

‘Total Taxes Levied = © $73.450744

COUNTY SHARE : $2,211,173

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM? ' Simply put, Clackamas
County depends far too much on revenue from timber
sales for its local government financing. When the
timber market goes down and remains poor for any
length -of time, service levels decrease and demands

for service increase.

WHAT HAS BEEN DONE TO FIND SOLUTIONS

- PRIOR TO THE PROPOSED TAX BASE ELECTION?

County departments have increased their fees, employees
have ‘accepted minimal salary increases, vacant positions -
have remained unfilled, and in some instances employees
have worked Without salary or not takqn‘ salary increases
for a portion of the year. We have honestly tri'm_med the
budget to the bone.

: WH‘Y ISANEWTAX BASE THE PROPER SOLUTION?
The Oregon Constitution places severe ‘limitations on-' ©

the amount of money that can be added to a county’s
property tax—the amount of money can increase only
6% per year regardless of increased demands for service,

increased population or incréased costs to the county.
" Clackamas County has never adopted a tax base and

our present income from property taxes is unable to

- cope with today’s cos';‘of doing business.

WHAT‘ WILL THE EFFECT BE ON MY TAX BILL?

The proposed tax base will increase your county contri-

bution by about 60¢ per thousand dollars of assessed

valuation. If your home is appraised at $25,000 the -
increase will amount to about $15 for the year or

'$1.25 per month.



'CLACKAMAS COUNTY
1975-76

County Schools”

Fire Patrol
Sanitation

|

1.01%

_ELEMENTARY
UNIFIED
SCHOOLS -

;,WHAT THE $1 750,000 TAX LEVY WILL MEAN TO YOUR TAXES

“PROPERTY

VALUE

' $20,000

~ $30,000
' $40,000
$50,000

- $60,000

PRESENT .
TOTAL TAXES
ARE

- **($29 per 1,000)

$ 580
$ 870

" $1,160

$1,450

Csiga0

‘** Based ona County Wlde Average

-] . '
- -

R -

= =82 s .
tgs e o

o= 9 o X

=0 -

»—'mcn.fﬁ,

- v :

rZen : .
oo .8e VU

acn=>

.,

COUNTY PORTION OF THE TAX DOLLAR

COUNTY:

SHARE
IS

 YEARLY

ADDITIONAL
TAX WOULD BE

($1.05 per1 000) e

- $21.00

$31-50
$42.00

- $52. 50
$63. 00

| SENIOR CITIZENS AND THOSE ON FIXED INCOME

$12.40
$1860

$24.80
$31.00

$37.20

“ADDITIONAL
COST '
PER MONTH

$1.03
8185
$207
$2.58
$3.10

THE COUNTY'S SHARE OF YOUR

 TAX DOLLAR .

'You may be eligible to.receive the entire amount of the increased taxes ‘as a State Refund by filing the -

'Oregon Homeowner and Property Tax Refund Form 70 R, dependent upon your income and assessed

value of your property.

~3.35% .



FINANCIAL FORECAST FOR OREGON CITIES AND THE STATE GENERAL FUND
Cities |

The League Task Force on City Revenues requested that. the staff attempt to document
the magnitude of the city finance problem by surveying the larger cities for infor-
mation on projected revenues and expenditures over the next three fiscal years. A
committee of city managers and finance directors was called to assist in the design

" of the survey questionnaire following the December task force meeting. In mid-December
the quistionnaire was sent to all Oregon city managers or administrators (77 of 240
cities). ’ : ‘

The cities were asked to develop a base budget figure for 1975-76 that excluded self-
supporting city services (utilities such as sewer and water), major capital items
debt service and special assessments. They were then asked to project the costs of
1975-76 services over the next three fiscal years in one case without additional
staff and in the other, projecting the need for increased staff only to provide the
same level of services to projected increased population. Suggested assumptions
were as follows: ' T . '

Total employe costs will incteasé as fo]fows:

1975-77 : 9% over previous year .

-1977-78 . 8% over previous year
1978-79 o . 8% over previous year .

Supplies and Services will increase as follows:

1976-77 , 7% over previous year
1977-78 . - 7% over previous year
1978-79 . :7% over previous year

The surveyed cities were also asked to pFoject revenues using the following assump-
tions: : TR ; 4 .

1. Property tax rate of each city will remain at 1975-76 level. -

2.7, Revenue sharing will continue at 1975-76-level. »

All other city revenues were projected on the basis of each city's best estimate.

Thirty four cities (L4 percent) representing 68 percent of.total city population
responded to the survey. Sixty percent of the cities over 5,000 population, repre-
senting 65 percent of total city population, responded. Lo -

The summary of revenue and expenditure information from the cities responding.to the
survey were projected to include all cities by use of -a population ratio. . To mini-
mize bias in the process, the statistics from Portland were deleted from the summary
prior to projection and then added again to the new summary. Table | on the next
page shows the summary information derived. '

Cities in Oregon are not permitted to deficit finance .and the indicated deficits will
have to be eliminated. Since personal services compose approximately 70 percent of
city general operating expenditures, it is reasonable to assume that reductions will
occur in employment without new revenues. : : ' S

SOURCE: LEAGUE DF CREGO~ CITIES
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o | . TABLE I

STATEWIDE PROJECTED REVENUE AND 'EXPENDITURE DATA FOR OREGON CITIES 1976-1979

)

Total Projectéd _ : .
Net Operating . : Total Projected

Expenditures ' . o Net Operating
With No Increase ) :  Expenditures to . '
In Staff Over Total Projected ‘ Serve New Popu- Total Projected
1975-76 ~ Revenues . Deficit lation(1$%/year) - __ Revenues Deficit
1976-77 ‘ »$256,673,000 $245;192,ooo ( $11 h81 ooo) $260,523,000 | | $245,192,000 (-$15,331,000)
1977-78 276,159,000 257,132,000 .(- 19, 027,000) 280,302,000 . 257,132,000 (- 23,170,000)
1978-79 297,575,000 ‘.269,229,000 (- 28,3&6,000) 302,039,000 | R 269,229,000 (- 32,810,000)

-

Note: (1) For inflation assumptions different than those indicated, use the.following adjustments to indicated expen-
ditures and deficits. : . : g :

Year _ C '(Per 1%>Chénge in Inflation)
| Caereer o '$2.4 million
T - 1977-78 o 0 7 2.6 million

1978-79 [P - 2.8 million.

(2) Above figures include recexpt of federal revenue sharlng._ If revenue sharing is not extended, indicated
~ deficits will increase by the followxng amounts s ‘ ‘ :

1976-77 . $ 7 million
1977-78 . 28 million S
1978-79 - 28 million - \



4
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Employment data “derived from the questlonnalre were projected to all cities in the
. same manner as were revenue and expendlture data and a total employment figure of
9,655 was derived. Total personal services costs per employe are shown in Table 1.

" TABLE 11

PERSONAL SERVICE COST PROJECTIONS

- o Total Personal . Total

Year - Employes . Services Cost ' ~ Cost/Employe
1976-77 9655 $$173,791,123 . $18,000
1977-78 . 9655 - o 187,694,413 » " 19,440

- 1978-79 ' 9655 - T, 202,709, 966 ‘ ' - 20,995

" If personal services alone were reduced to eliminate the ‘projected defncuts, the
staff reductions shown in Table 111 would have to occur.
TABLE 1]

" STAFF REDUCTIONS WITHOUT SERVICES AND SUPPLIES REDUCTIONS

- » 1976-77 . 1977-78  1978-79 . :
1975-76 Level Reduction Reduction Reduction - Total
9,655 638 . 3131 .1,350(14)

I'f federal revenue sharfng is not extended, additional staff reductions would have
to.occur; 389 in 1976-77 and an additional 1,051 in 1977-78. Total reduction over
the three years would total 2 790 or 28.9 percent of the 1975 76 . leve] :

The :mpact of layoffs would be reduced if services and supp]xes could be reduced
proportional ‘to employe reductions. Using this assumption, personne] ‘reductions
are shown in Table 1V,

TABLE IV

- STAFF REDUCTIONS IF SERVlCES AND SUPPLIES ARE CUT PROPORTIONALLY

- ' 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 .
1975-76 | Reduction - Reduction | Reduction Total
9,655 Ly 372 . 372 1,191(12.3%)

Federal revenue sharang expiration would requ1re the addltlonal reductlon of 272
positions in 1976 -77 and an additional 1,029 in 1977-78. Total reductions would
be 2,492 or 25.8 percent. :

Assuming reduction of service levels sufficient to balanee city budgets in 1976-77,
a deficit of $24,411,000 would remain to fund the reduced level of services durlng
- the 1977-79 biennial period. :

State General Fund

The Executive Department pre:ented its state general fund revenue and expenditure -
projections to the Legislative Interim Commi ttee on Revenue on Saturday, January
.24 The results are summanized in Table V.

..3..



FY7 & Ay
LD PR TR Wi trid ORI RSO AR Sraas

e s SR

W’“ e .»‘.’.‘.,. o, .,.;..;.‘_.:,_A....M.q
; CLACKAMAS
Il *MULTNOMAH
(i /ASHINGTON |
’ E.‘ b i e T e s gi—«-" g Gl " KD YE E 5, A P A L Z T SRR PR A B OPRTIE 5 S R RIGKYAA MRS WD
- o ‘ R ‘~A A‘ ’ 4 o e »'é‘ . ﬂo
1 ___TRI=COUNTY LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMIISSION -

527 SW. HALL STREET PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 PHONE: 2211646
FONALD C pieman : | : ' February 19, 1976

CARL M.. HALVORSON,

Vice Chairman

A. McKAY RICH,
Stoff Director

To: Finance & Taxation Committee
and Regional Governments & Agencies Commission

From: Mhuck Bukowsky

Subject: Chart on aspects of Portland areas Regional
: Governments and Agencies

1. This chart should give a better comparative picture of

Regional Governments and Agencies as deliberations continue
on problem identification.

2. staff and budget figures do not reflect CETA positions be-
cause of the constant status change.

3. This chart can be used as a guide in following weekly
- Committee meeting discussions.



: Aspects of Portland Aress : E
i Regional Govermments and Agencies ! !
] (February, 1976) : .
. | ’ : ;
Unit Statutory H Functions Functions i 9 i ini i i 4
. Authorization ? Authorized Presently Being é::::d Size and Structure Selection of (Governing Body Chief Ag?;;‘;::"n" ; :;::f Revenue ;ZZ;:Z;
_ P Performed of Governing Body How Term Requirements . Federal State Local Expenditures
* Boundary Oregon Revised To review bounda: changes, extra- ult i ' i i i 9
Commission Statute Chapter 199 territorial vue:ylnd .5“; main f::}f\::::d" }Cial\;ba::?'clgck- 11 Member Comission f:;::::::e:t 4 yrs. :::;g:nce ;:::‘{5‘;' 2::;:::" 3 | None f.:::ng;::;:}‘ County taxes
extensions, and .t i 3 ! ae ¥
for guiding th: JJJEZ’Z.‘,";; :::3:: :ﬁf;'éo::‘:i::'hing' Jurisdiction : tion 5126,965 authorized but not $126,965 ~ ~1975-77
of cities and special service dis- | used Bienniun
| tricts, L
t Lo j
CRAG 0.R.S. :3;,;23 i :’:don;;.glting regional plu-ming goals Performed as Clackamas, Multnomah 14 Member Board of Appointed Deter- - | Members Executive Director, 61 i $983,053 $60,472 $697,263
» jectives that inter-relate all authorized and Washington coun Directors by member Larry Rice ! 1
PL 92-500 . functional and natural 8ystems and ties and all cities (47 votes) :vernmentl nined ) governing ey Re il 1+756 million
PL 92-500, Sec, 208 ;- activities relating to all the use therein, Columbia fnd byico?- :ogi:: :ent $713,713
PL 93-29 ; of the land, air and water systems, City, Scapoose, St. 45 member General caucuses atitu u:d:s :xce t
PL 90351 'y recreational facilities; air and L.Helens, The Port of 'Auembly thereof ents for certnlg . -
PL 93-83 . water quality management programs, Portland, Tri-Met and (75 votes) associate :
See. 134, Title 23 residential, commercisl and fndus- the State of Oregon, (Votes in both - members -
US code ) trial developments and the provision . bodies weighted : B ’
PL 83-560 of public services. Land use plunning‘ : according to popu~
OMB Circular A-%3 aging, justice planning, A-95 Revue lation of area rep-
. resented)
He-lAth Services Public Law 93-641 The provision of effective health (Comprehenaive Health Multnomah, Washington, | 51 Member Board in- By existing 3 yrs. Residence in . Executive Director,
gency OMB Circular A+95 planning, ‘the promotion of the Planning will be des- Clackamss, Columbia, cluding an executive Board (Max, six=-county Richard A. Rix 12 (Figures for Comprehensive Health Planning for *74-'75) Not availsble
(formerly Com~ .development of health services, man- ignated HealthServices| Clatsop and Tillamosk comittee of 25. 2 con- | district ! : | ' until official
prehensive power and facilities which meet Agency on April 1, counties, (Both the Board and secutive H.E.W. $198,685,00 Public and . designatfon as
Health . identified needs, reduce documented 1976) and performs the Exec, Committee terms private contributions H.S.A,
Planning) inefficiencies and implement the functions as author- are to be comprised $110,024 o
health plans of the agency., ized. of 55% consumers and | ’
45% providers.)
Metropolitan . - N i '
Service District O0.R.S. Ch, 268 1. Acquire, .construct all METRO Solid waste disposal, {Urban area of 7 Member Board of 5::::?:2:'“: 2 yrs. ::?:::;n;f g:::%::'l(empet 6 1/3 M“_‘ S:::: g:goigésd ll;:::.f;:: ;::::::uent $220,000
sewer facilities; 2, Pro- . Johnson Creek Sur- Multnomah, Wash- Directors governmental bodies of * Creek Drainage
vide facilities for disposal of face Water Control ington and Clack- . units constituent $ 20,000
| 80lid and liquid wastes; 3.Drain- (Storm drainage), amas counties units ' Users fees from
age control by dams, dikel.ditches, 200 Referendum. scrap tire disposal
i canals; 4, Provide public trans- Program $ 20,000
portation and terminal facilities; Property
5. zoo'opeution and maintenance; . tax not used,
. o , 6-_ .Aid_d”l-wfhuttironrsrby vot—an- 1 : ; Cash carryover $20,020
—— ———— — _— ——— - T e e b RN .. — - -4 — —_— —— — - -
Port of Portland ORS., Ch. 778 Acquire land and operate facilities Operation of Multnomah, Washing- 9 Member Board of Governor's 4 yre. | Residence Executive Director, 603 Dedicated Kone Property tax: $5 million $153,050,241
for air tranaport, shipping, commer- Portland Inter~ ton and Clackamas Commissioners appointment within Lloyd E. Anderson Airport User-Fees: $143,861,240
cial and industrial development of national Airport, counties, . Port Construc- Bonds:
the port, waterfront, harbors, Hillsboro, Troutdale boundaries tion Gen'l,
rivers and waterwa Acquire, con- Alrports, Rivergate Funding : obligations: $ 6,800,000
struct, operate, lease, maintain Industrial Park ' 1,289,000 $ 3,375,000 |
rent and dispose of airports, Development, Docks, General $,14,300,000 -
vharves, piers, docks, slips, Kelley Point Park, Construction : Revenue Bonds:$32 million
wharehouses, elevators, dry docks, Swan Island Ship $1, 300,000 $49 million
terminals; Own, acquire, lease, Repair Yard, ' Dock Bonds: “$13 millton ™ |
maintain within Port railroad : ’
Property, streets, water mains, -
sewers, pipelines, gas and electric
lines, Deveiop, operate, maintain
recreational facilities, {,e. pub-
lic parks, marinas end other recre-
ational facilities on land owned by
the Port, .
Tri-Met O.R,S. Ch. 267 Mass Transit System Bus system, Park Multnomah, Washing- Governor's 4 yrs. Residence General Manager, - ’ y :
and R¥de Szltion.' ton and cinckm:g ;‘::::::.Boud of appointment at within district Thomas §. King 1,166 $6.9 million: $600,000 Payroll tax - $12 million 532 millfon
Portland Mall counties Governor's . R Capital outlay. General Fund,|- User fees - $8,6 million -
’ pleasure 1974 Mass Tran- Capital Qut- Business .
i . sit Act for op- lay Grant lic, feea - not used
| ; eration $4.4 Bonds - none
! i million Income tax - not used
} : i ; Gas tax - not used
' ' i *
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MEMO | |
T0: ~ FINANCE AND TAXATION ‘COMMITTEE
E &
FROM: CHUCK BUKOWSKY

SUBJECT: MULTNOMAH COUNTY BUDGET

e x

1) This article is a follow-up on Dennis West's presentation to
the comittee on the Multnomah County Budget.

i)
3

g
2) . This would indicate that several major Human Resource programs

are being deleted.

3) The publisher's editorial blames poor planning and pobrvmanage-O
- ment as reasons for the budget problems.

“4)  This article recommends an income tax as answer.

Enclosure

5%
&F
2

3
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County budget .

This issue’s lead story demonstrates quite vividly and depressingly the
shambles that is becoming the Multnomah County budget. Most of the
services being dropped are indispensable to decent living conditions for
the county's less fortunate. Human services are in the greatest ruination.

Our understanding of the major source of the county’s present
budgetary straits makes us doubly angry. Poor planning and
mismanagement are at fault. :

When Mike Gleason was chairman of the county’s Board of
Commissioners, he supposedly ran the show, decided priorities and made
budgets. At least. that was the appearance. It now seems that Gleason
worked hardest on poorly thought-out pet projects (like the county
hospital) and had a sorry grasp of budgetary matters and social priorities.

Perhaps the meanest aspect of all in the county’s most recent round of
budget cutting is that it coldly excises programs that took terrific
amounts of energy to start. The county’s branch library system is being
ravaged. The Hooper Detoxification Center is the, result of a strong
personal commitment by several Portlanders to treatment for the city’s
transient alcoholic population. Now it will be closed, and the cost of
opening it anew would be much greater than the cost of continuing it.

In like manner, we can expect to lose irretrievably most of the
programs presently being cut by the county’s Board of Commissioners.

The county needs to remake its budget in a more humane way.
. Remaking a budget that has been plagued by horrible planning requires
“an infusion of new revenue as well as new ideas and priorities. To ensure
healthy budgets for human service projects in this area, the county
should join the city to put an income tax measure on the ballot at the next
election. And we must all get behind it to pass it. . . ‘ o
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By ]AMES DUNCAN 2/23 /74 budget by the end of June. Sheriff Lee Brown

The next four monrhs are going to witness

the most dramatic and crippling set of budg,ct :
.cuts in Multnomah County government’s

122-year history.
Fully one-eighth of the county’s fiscal ycar

- 1976-77 budget—$8.4 mllhon—mll be

Jopped off.

And that isn’t all. Should C ongresa and

. President Ford cancel all revenue sharing,
. the shortfall would increase by $6.4 million.
: With or without revenue sharing, however,

“the gaps in county government and county-

prov;ded services MI. be mienstrous, and it is
ambody s guess how well wh.xt survives is
going to function.

The root of this. crms is mﬂatxon and its
" effect on the county’s
- Inflation has run laps around the county’s
+ largest source of income,

income s[ructure

the property tax,
and it has aggravated the burden of state-
mandated programs on the county budget.

- The county’s system of charging fees for
services ‘has proven-unable to-take up the

slack. Revenue sharing gave the county a

. brief stay of execution, but it can’t meke up

" the- difference between expenditures and

of workers, .doctors,
_programs are due to come out of the DHS

. revenue any longer.

Undoubtedly Multnzmah County govern-

- ment -will lobby the state legislature. for
- substantxal L help, but the real test of its future

.will come in front of its own citizens. In the
-May primary ‘and in future elections, the
county will be going to the voters for new
sources of revenue.-But there could be so

. many other leviés on the May ballot that this
eleven-h-hour appul risks L‘cmb choked by
‘ " folding divider, and extra chairs were

competition.”
““When you consider the years and )c.xrs

- it takes to cull but a sizff and operate new
© programs. .
- thing,”’

.it costs to rebuild that kind of
moans- Jewz! Goddard, director,
Department of Human Services (DHS)

He should know. Some $2.4 million worth
nurses, clinics and

should know, too. He stands to lose half his
patrol oxhcers as a result of a $1 million cut
m the Department of Justice Services.

Even the Multnomah County Library is
not sacred. Only the main branch could
survive the $1.6 million cut it must absorb.
A serial levy measure to save the library

system is likely to appear on the May ballot. .

The cuts in Human Services total two and

‘a half times more than the largest cut in the

budgets of the other four county depart-
ments, because most of the county’s
diCL retionary money is there. Says Goddard,

**We don’t have much that is mandated, so
we are the blotter to soak up everythmg Ieft
over from the other departments.”’

.Two years ago, in round one of the
massive budget cuts that seem to be a new

tradition in Multnomah County, DHS was

also hit worst. It suffered $1.8 million in
cutbacks. Another $100,000 went out last
November during the mid-year cuts. _“It’s

. gone beyond simple efficiency measures,”’
~says Steve Henry, a DHS community

coordinator.

“We've been through it several times
before,”” says Goddard. **We. spent several
days grinding out criteria and then applied
the criteria to our programs.”” This time the

~result is a long list of programs and services

which would be either terminated entirely or
substantially reduced.
Goddard called a meeting of the DHS

central advisory board Wednesday evening, -

Jan. 29, to go over that list and discuss the
future of the department. His office. was
expanded into a meeting room by opening a

dragged in. Some 25 faces looked concemed
resigned or padblve

*“This.isn’t one of those happy ‘events,”’
said one man.

A chart depicting the cuts wag set up in

front, and fat sheaves of program impact
statements were distributed.. Several people

began handing “around ‘‘Rian’s  Survival

Kits™: cardboard lunchboxes of take-out
sandwiches. Nobody missed the irony.

*“You didn’t even get a survival kit,”” one

woman exclaimed, noticing some empty- -

handed staff members.
“‘No,”’ they answered.
surviving, haven’t you heard?”’ :
As the meeting progressed, this reponer
began to see more truth than humor in that
exchange. For, as a summary accompanying
the impact reports stated, *‘The service gaps
created by these cuts go far beyond the

ability of simple coordination and gap-filling -

efforts to continue services in many critical
arcas. Thete have to be the services there to

1 3y 1 . N N
coordinate.”” And many services will - be
gone.

Says Goddard, ”It s becomng lee and
death issues, and a question of who do you
save first. We have to provide for children
before we can help the elderly. That’s a hell
of a note to get to that judgment.”’

‘‘Maybe the county should never have
been in the old folks’ snrvice,” muses a
former county staffer, It won't be anymore.
Some $75 000 in. health services to the ¢l-

“We aren t

derly program is out, as is $10,000 worth of -
aging scevices provided by the Multnomah
County Commumty Actlon Ag,cncy

“ (MCCAA).

In the area of direct health services, tive
community clinics—Sellwood, Belmont, Co-
lumbia Villa, Gresham and Hansen Health
Building—are going to be shut down. That
will leave only the county’s Multiservice
Center and the Downtown clinic in the Gill
Building still operating. ‘*Phis all evening.
service is out,”” says Goddard, ‘*which will
have a big impact on the working poor, who
can only come in the evening: It would place

a double burden on them to have to take time '

off work.”’ ‘

*‘I understand that the evenmg is the best
and the only time for many,’’ said Dr. Hugh
Tilson, public health offxcer, in response to
complamts at the meeting. *‘But it costs
more for a clinic to be open in the evening.”’

‘The Hooper Center for Alcohol Recovery
will be closed, a cut of $312,000 that drags
along with it another $234,000 in state
money Thxrty full- and five part-time

&
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employes will be laid of.. The impact
statement from Hooper reads: *‘For the
inebriated indigent there are currently no
alternatives for - supervised  detoxification
other than Hooper Centcr...As acute
hospitals have proved unable or unwilling to
treat this clientele, the closure of Detox
would leave the affected individuals to their
own devices [streets, hotels, jails, etc.].”’
~**If the Hooper Center is shut down, it
takes one more option away from us,’” says
Portland Police Captain John Nolan. *‘The
burden is thrown back on the police, at a
time when it Jocks Jike we'll ~e having fewer
officers to protect the city.™

In another cut, one practicing physician,
two psychologists and five a: sistants will be

_cut with the closure of the Area I Mental

Health Clinic. **The Area L Clinic staff,”’
reads their impact statement, “‘delivers. . .
care to about 650 different people a year and
refers at Jeast -110 other individuals each year .
to other agencies or hosptals. . .without
these services, there is a high probability that
about 300 people would becc me sufficiently
disturbed to affect their emoloyability and
show symptoms of abnormal or bizacre
behavior, attempt suicide wnd/or require
hospitalization.”’

The School Mental Health Pfogram, an
expenditure of $31,000 that drew in $72,500
from the state, has been serving seriously
disturbed children in 40 Mulinomah Coumy
schools. **What should be heppening is that
it should be cxp'ndim, to al! the schools,””
says Goddard. ‘It 'is an important need
recognized by them all, yet it s going out the
window. "’

School Mental Hcahh is or:ly one casualt_v .
on a list that includes some of the county’s
most innovative and ambitisus programs,
and some of its most successful. MCCAA,

+ the JANIS program for drug-troubled youth,

Family Services, Community Services, - the

county Public Guardizn and Conservator,

the Regional Alcoholism Board and - Veter-
Pleas: turn to page 4



- ans” Services are programs that will be: -
- wiped out or at lhc very-least grd\cly'

: endanyl red.

**The county' puts-only $52,000
into. a $475,000 ‘program

- several years ago, treating 32 young

K people in five residential-style houses”

- and giving outpatient and aftercare

service to 95 others. In addition to

$80,000 of county money, JANIS has

at-
."MCCAA,"’ said Goddard at the’
" .meeting, “of MCCAA is wiped out -
. then we lose many, many multiples of 2
“sétvice. But it’s a softer [more
= expendablc] program than health.”’

- JANIS won 2 National Assocnuon, :
of Counties award for innovation® -

. service,

. _*“This department hns‘de\reloped a

reputation for delivering fast, quality
** he adds.
that public safcty should be a No. 1

- priority. These budget cuts could do

some-long- term damage to the sher-

. iff's office.”

Tanzer - doesnt like it cxthcr, but

= peofesses little choice: **The money is

attracted another $246,000 from the °

‘federal government. The impact state-

-ment says: **The youth served by the

' JANIS program would be housed.in

“either a state hospital or state trammg

*school if the program did not exist.

And Goddard adds, “‘It would be
the greatest tragedy—along with all

_these others—to lose that program.”’-

Perhaps the riskiest ‘cut is the -
$400,000 scheduled to come from
Project Health. The county recently

swung an 18-month, $7 million
Medicaid grant for the project. *“This
$400,000 s a real cut in health care,”’
explained Goddard at the meeting. *‘It
does endanger the whole project, but
we don’t know how much yet. If we
thought we wouldn’t get the money,
then that would change it.’

There are other serious cuts—in the |
county dental program, in the invol- ]

untary commitment program (for the '
mentally incompetent), in food inspec- -

tion, staff training and in other
areas—but: ‘“When we got to the
bottom line, after we had closed our
clinics and cut 30 per cent of 41l our
staff, we were still $200,000 short.
You can save that money by simply
not serving people,”” said Tilson.
(Actually the figure is $584,000 with a
last-minute addition to the total cut.)

This is-what DHS will have to do
unless funds freed by a transfer of
responsibility for Edgefield - Manor
from the county to the state (now
almost certain) can be applied. Even

's0, the net effect of this latest shearing

" We don't even come close to meeting

will be disastrous for DHS. *‘Nobody
has really seen yet what the full impact

of this kind of cut will be after all those -

others,’’ says Goddard. :
" *“With these reductions the county
health division will be reduced to less
than what it was in 1950, when the
city was providing services too,"’ said
one man at the meeting.

"Although Human Services is the
only one of the five departments that
has provided a graphic checklist of
departing services thus far, it is pretty
clear what will be happening within
the Department of Justice Services
(DJS). As many as 45 deputy sheriffs

+ personnel. Once they’re up they can.
-be run, but they’re not up yet. Our

: in’;the xcourts, - the DA’s»
"“attorney’s] office and the sheriff’s

“and that we don’t know yet,

- [district

office. The courts .are down_pretty
much to bare bone—they can’t con-
trol their intake, and the number of
courts is dictated by law.’

" ““The DA’s office is essentially the
same It can’t control intake either—

. either you prosecute a case full-bore or

you don’t ‘at all." Right now their
caseload 1s way .over thexr staff

. capacity.’

~-Tanzer also pomted out that ]uve-‘
‘nile Court has"just.lost an - annual
« federal - grant of $540,000. So it is
. taking a large cut without reducing its
“caseload, and without alleviating the
 pressure on the county budget. Also

the juvemle case management pro-

gram, which Tanzer recently praised
in a City Club speech, will be ended.
Parksare likely target
Spokesmen for the Department of

~-Environmental Services (DES), the

Department of Adrinistrative Servi-
ces (DAS) and the Office of County
Management (OCM) were unable to
give specifics as to where the axe
would fall in their respective areas.

Their cuts are $§750,000, $750,000 and -

$425,000, respectively.
*‘It’s impossible to say where

you’re going to be until you get down

to what the actual cuts are going to be;
bRl

says
Ken Gervais, DES director. A likely

*-target, however, is the parks program,

which contains most of the DES

" discretionary funds.

- “*We do not at the moment have an
answer,””  says Don Rocks, DAS
director. ‘*We did not save anything
or hold anything last November for

“the next round of cuts.’

DAS exists to streamlme and

* centralize the administration systems
of county government. According to.
.. Rocks,

“*Those kinds of centraliza-
tions take time, front-end money and

““ability to get them running has been
- severely damaged.”’

—and the seven-month-old neighbor-

hood team policing concept—will

almost certainly be the major chunk of |

DJS’ $1 million in cuts. )
s compktd\ unacceptable in
terms of people’s desires and needs.

the needs in east county right now,™
savs Jucob Tanzer, DJS director.
**We've had increases in calls for
service and at the same time decreases
in manpower,’” comments Sheritt Lee
Brown. ‘*Team policing was a move

~towards better utilization of our

reconrces, but we'd just be kidding
ourselves if we thought we could go
any farther with it now.

“**We're going to have to take a hard

look at what members of the public -

want our services for,”” he says. *'If

-it's petty theft, then they may havea
“wait before we can respond. 1t may not
Teceive d mllow -up.

Like Administrative Services, the
Office of County Management is an

- intra-governmental department whose
- actions go largely unnoticed by the

public. **OCM has moved this thing

*[the progressive budget cuts] along in

quantum leaps,’” says Bruce Harder,
director of Budget Management An-
alysis. “*We are the people who have
the numbers, and we give the detailed
analyses, but we who are responsible
for these things don’t feel that much
better than -anyone. We did not
exclude ourselves from the cuts.”
The budget division of OCM will be
reduced to a suif fevel which will be
able to put out a legal budget, but liule
more than that. **We won’t be able to
do productivity analysis of a program,
or god,
analysis.”” says Harder.
- Longway down
“Ten years ago Multnomah County

‘government looked prospcrous T oday

s in thes yigys s5r finn
its history,

ancial guﬂuul\')u of

To what extent did the

- purchases of the Hoyt Hotel and the

Glendoveer Golf Course and the move
to ‘the’ Gill Building help sink- thc
county’s budget?

“*It seems to me:

saphisticated  management .

" Harder says
thm;,s those are 'irritants,” but they

aren’t cxplamuons for the county s :

~budget crisis.

public mind whether they are or not,’

“In’ the’ Séheme of -

**They linger as big m:stakcs in the :

remarks Rocks: *‘Whether purchasing .

the Hoyt Hotel was a b'ld thing will

It’s worth more than a half million.
For a long' time-we've been antici-
pating that the commercial bus lines
-are going to be relocating, and they
may very well be looking at one or
both of those blocks.’

As for the Gill Buxldmg move,

.Rocks says, ‘“We will be in better
shape. The Gill Building became an

issue over the lab and clinic costs. We -

didn’t know the total ‘costs at the
time. . .we took a chance and did the
bold thing.”* He thinks that time will
. prove the county right; that the cost of
remaining in the Ankeny Building
was due to go up; and that the county
would have been constrained to bring
it up'to Chapter .13 specifications of
the building code. ,

““The Gill move cost. around
$200,000,”" concludes Rocks. ‘*What
does that buy in terms of personnel
and programs? Nothing.. What does it

: only be known when it’s disposed of. -
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have to do with the overall budget

reductions? Very little.’

Gervais says he- believes that the
Glendoveer Golf Course purchase was
a good investment, which will produce
a ‘'net income’’ for the county.
“‘Glendoveer was purchased out of
road funds. The present crunch is
within the general fund,”” he points
out. **The Glendoveer thing is really
not a part of the problem in any sense
atall.”

It was within the last 10 years that
inflation caught up with revenues.
““The trends were there five or six
years ago,’’ says a county insider. ‘It
“was clear that the courity was moving
to deficit spending. Then revenue
sharing came along-—the county came
out of it temporarily and everyone
rolled over and went back to sleep.’’

‘*All the commissioners were

believed it or not,”” says a- former

. shown the information, whether they .

- county budget,analyst *“They were -

going to have to do something, and
then suddenly there was $4 million
coming in that one year from revenue

sharing. It was just like a shot in the -

arm, and some of it was used to fire up
new programs.’’ - .
In the good o!’ days
Mike Gleason was chairman of the
board of county commissioners at the
time. During his tenure (from 1948 to
1975) the budgeting process had been
pretty much a one-man affair. Money
for contingencies was hidden in -
various places in the budget by
allocating more funds to certain
programs than would really be used
*‘Gleason’s budget policy wasn ’t a
conspiracy to defraud, it was the way
people did business in the old days,”’
remenibers a former associate.’
An example of how well Gleason’s
planning worked in the new days is

oifered by the one-time county hos- -

pital. Gleason - had hidden in his
private funds Lnou;,h money to build a
‘whole new wing in the hospual but

‘not enous,h money to maintain staff

and services in it. It had to be shut

down in one year.
In a sense, the present board of

county commissioners is havmg, to

shut.down a wing of county govern-

ment and services that up 10 NOW iias
been sustained by federal —revenue
sharing and cash carryover.

Office of County Management has
presented the board with a list of 24
possible short-term taxes to be scru-
tinized and marked for priority by each

commissioner. -In- addition, - Denni
West, OCM director, strongly recom
mended that the board - conside
replacing the ‘property tax. with ar
inceme tav--which would be mor
equitable for- the taxpaying public an
a much more flexible source of incom
for Multnomah County.

That is where the county is now. 1
is a situation in which urgent reforn
must compete with a drastic decline i1
services, and it is a desperate one.
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Marion County Sheriff Jim Heenan
needs and wants more law enforcement
officers. But he has no way:to match those
‘whe will receive the extra service with
those who would be expected to pay for it.

Sheriff Heenan has asked the Marion
County commissioners to put a $3.382
million special levy on the May 25 ballot,
for a five-year program to bring his
department to -an adequate level. It would
add 29 people to his staff,

" The number of people processed annual-
ly through the county jail has gone up

.almost ten-fold in the past 10 years, which.

gives some idea of the problem.

The sheriff’s ballot request would add 36
cents per $1,000 to the county property tax
levy, about $12 a year on a £30,000 home.

The Statesman is highly supportive of
adding staif and services to meet the law
enforcement need. Sheriff Heenan has
done extremcly well to provide the level
of service he does with the staff provxded
to” him,

But a county-wide levy would be unifair.
Tne great pressure for additional service
cemes from the Salem suburbs, which
have a population about half of the city

itz2lf. This urban-type area has generated
the same need for police protection and
s2rvices as is required inside the city
:u) Bdt the suburban residents pay

result, residents of cities and the
ing mve been subsidizing  the
¢ sheriff's office ‘service which has
been given to the Salem suburbs,

To place an additional law enforcement’

vy on the county ballot would be to ask
we rest of the county to increase that
subsidy substantially. :

a@x to Finance It [s

JOHN H. McMILLAN, EXECUTIVE EDITOR
VAN EISENHUT, MANAGING EDITOR
DANIEL _W. DAVICS, CiTY EDITOR
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There is no chance, of course, that the
voters in the cities and the remainder of
the county would agree to this. Sa if the
measure goes on the ballot, it is doomed
to certain defeat — not because the need
is not there but because the only presently
available avenue of f{inancing 1s grossly
un‘,ah :

In the areas of transit, pqus storm

[ 1gwrtcvnc ]
T
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T

sewers, and now law enforcement, we are
seeing that the urban fringes are. requiring
urban- -type services. Ways must be fqund
to pay for them.

In the long run, the cheapest, most
efficient way to meet the problem would
be for the entire Silem urban area to be
under one unified government. But the
idea of annexation has been repugnant in
the suburbs. ~

- The other altematwe is financing subur-
ban services by special districts. If that
route is used to pay for extra law
enforcement, it would make more sense to
have the suburban districts contract with
the city of Salem police than to further
‘convert the sherifl’s office into an urban-
area police department.

Sheriif Heenan, however, is moving to
meet his commitment in the only way
open to him, by asking for a coumy-wxde
I:‘.'y If nothing else, it would help tell the-
rublic of his dgpar'mcn'ts plight,

But that is rot enough. Some way must
be found to provide the level of law

enforcement that the times require. That
‘way, however, cannot be by attempting to
piace 2 tax burden on those who wunt
receive the service,
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T0: Finance & Taxationdemmittee
FROM#thuck Bukowsky

RE:  County Business Income Tax

This is a follow-up to Dennis West's County Budget Presentatiqn

of January.

As you remember, this tax proposal was 3uggested by West as an

alternate revenue source.
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* ByJEFFWOHLER - -~

" . Journal Staff Writer -
Replacement of Multuomah County’s
problem-plagued business license tax
with a flat business income tax, admin-

istered by the State of Oregon and rais- -
ing $2 million annually, was recom-.

mended to. county commissioners
Wednesday. ST
The commission also agreed that a

:

7

e

g e w e

personal income tax should in
" run become an important source of

.

county revenue, but cannot be consid-
ered now. . R
The countywide business levy, with
provisions to allow other cities in the
county to receive a percentage based on

_population, was urged by Dennis West, -
“director of the Office of County Man-

i

agement. -

he i-o.ng'.

‘The county now _
tax on most county businesses which

gross $2,500 or more a year, and
- requires a license fee.. :
. "Problems have arisen because it is

collected by the city of Portland, county
officials complained. Besides, its com-
plexity has resulted in more than 60 per
cent of the -businesses in the county
ignoring it.- o :

AT K
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,

levies a 1.5 per cent

~ West said the St
‘ment should cotle
“they’re an efficier
zation and would ¢
takes” .
* He noted, howey
not expressed inte
tax if levied on!
areas of the county
unclear if they wo
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~A. ‘McKAY RICH.
Staff Director

\
MEMO

.T0: Finance and Taxation'Commjttée
FROM:fu%ﬁuck,Bukowsky

RE: . Phase I Report

The Finance and Taxation Committee meeting Thursday, March 11, Noon,
will be devoted only to a discussion of issues and-brobfems raised

1 s B 4‘dUring Phase I. Your chairman, Bob Simpson, would Tike you to‘Wrife‘
down your obseryatiéns and thoughts on the issues and prob1ems in

priority form, if possib1e, for the meeting.

Please refer to Page 2 Qf.the enclosed "Format for Committee Phase I

Reports" for details of the outline.

You may wish to call me at 221-1646, ext. 328, and giVe your thoughts

over the phone. They will be part'of the récord for our deliberations.
Attch.

CB/bjg



FORMAT FOR COMMITTEE PHASE I REPORTS - 'g;
’i.-‘t-"fié
FORMAT .
MAJOR HEADINGS | - )
g Majoxr Sub-Headings
L} ) ! b
I. Sub-Heading
. . ,"'5
A. Sub-sub-lHeading . &
(I : fz«' .
1. Next heading
.a. Next heading
i
STRUCTURE
1. Title Page . s L R
2. Table of Contents & ' a
3. Table of Appendices W
4. Statement of Purpose for the Commlttee and Descrlptlon of Commlttee
Proceedings :
a. Meetings and people met w1th
o b. Staff reports o :
“f; . €. Other material considered . ~ _ o
8. Research of student teams ‘ ' ‘
g£§. Summary of the conclusions and recommendations :
‘6. Findings of the Commlttee by jurisdiction or Function (see next page
52 Ty for Taxation & Neighborhood Organizations)
a. Brief Descrlptlon of Jurlsdlctlon or Function :
b. Brief “ of Organization and Structure
c. Brief W of Finances.

<

d. Problems and Issues
(1) Economic efficiency
(2) Administration effectiveness
(3) Equity
(4) Political accountability
(5) Intergovernmental Relationships
{(6) Actual Scrvice Needs
(7)  Responsiveness ’ . @Eﬁ
(8) Visibility ' i
(9)  Citizen Participation

e. Conclusions and Recommendations
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Finance and Taxation Committee

ﬂ?' Findings of Comuittee ‘ S
a. Brief review of Local Government Finance™
b. Current Revenue Sources -
c. ' Current Revenue Expenditures *’
(1) Elasticity
(2) Equity
(3) Economic Efficiency
(4) Fiscal Management and Accountablllezll
“Problems and Issues

"e.* Conclusions and Recommendatlons

"Neighborhood Organizations and Citizen Involvement Committee “
g Findings of the Committee . ' . i
* a. ‘Brief history of development ' i ’
b.. Types and Descroptions of Neighbor-ood Organlzatlons (bounddrles,
goals, membership, meetings, organizational structure, budget,
staff and communications) -
c. Decision-making Process and Accountability (Types of issues, resolu-
" tion of issues, formulation and implementation of actions)
d.  Interaction with Government and other groups :
e. Problems and Issues - -
‘(1) Impact success - '
(2) Political accountability
(3) Regeneration of Leadership
(4) 1Interaction with government
(5) Financing of activities

- £. Conclusions and Recommendations %
’ o ;za .
1:‘1‘ ' ‘Q'}’
- \"/‘"An ' (3
. K T
e % S
ﬁ‘ R i‘}\ ..:-:i‘
o)
% 3

Each report should have names of all Committee members at end of report or
at. beginning. »
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. W. H. GREGORY COMPANY

2105 S.E. 190TH AVENUE PORTLAND, OREGON 97233 503/665-4189

March 1, 1976

' Tri-Cbunty Local Government Commission

5§27 S. W. Hall Street
Portland, Oregon 97201

Attention: Mr. Robert Simpson, Chairman
Finance and Taxation Committee

p&ﬁ<’Chuck'Bukowsky, Staff

Subject: Finance and Taxation Committee, Problems and Issues

Gentlemen: ) : . . \e

The following are comments concerning the problems and issues
discussed in our past meeting. The following expressions are
the result of impressions gained by me from people appearing
before the committee and the committee members.

1. Elasticity

The Public Manager does not make use of business techniques
to adjust expenditures to fit instant requirements; i.e.
casual employment, rental equipment, vendor facilities, etc.

Public Managers seem to have a universal theme song to the
effect that reduced funds will result in reduced services
to the public. The inference is that General and
Administrative costs have a linear relationship to

services rendered. This is contrary to business experience
where there are sizable economies of scale in that
~increases in sales (services rendered) -are generally
produced at lower unit costs of production and with

lower G & A expenditures per unit.

-

2. Equity

There appears to be no public acclamation of confidence
in the management of public bodies. We have heard no
testimony to the effect that the public feels that its
money is being managed prudently. There must be public
bodies somewhere who have the enthusiastic support of

Continued -
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Tri-County Local Government Commission
March 1, 1976
Page 2
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the taxpayer, but there has been no evidence of such
support presented to the committee. Unfortunately,
the vast majority of public servants with whom the public

comes in contact with do not exhibit exhuberance, efficiency,

or an attitude of public service. An industrious attitude
would perform wonders in getting public support for the
bureaucracy. ' ‘

There appears to be a lack of confidence in the way
money is managed and in the management ability of
Boards and Commission and their managers.

Economic Efficiency

Business management techniques do not appear  to be
receiving wide application in public agencies nor
is there an attempt to reduce the cost of services
rendered.

N
Persons who are politically attractive are the natural
end result of the selection process for management of
public bodies. Unfortunately, politicians do not
necessarily have characteristics conducive to economic
efficiency and the political process is such that it
is ‘more popular to be a poor manager than to be a good
manager when we apply the standard of economic efficiency’
to the public body. . ' '

Fiscal Manacement and Accountability

. We have seen no evidence that any of the public bodies

presenting testimony to the committee claim a surplus

of revenue over expenses or that any anticipate an

ability to reduce their charges to the public. This
appears to indicate an apparent universal application

of the political adage, "Tax and tax, and spend and spend".

The cost of living index is the popular crutch being

used by public managers to justify their need for more
and more money. This in itself is an inflationary
attitude and we must discount is as a basis for increased
funding.

It appears that almost all public bodies are expansion
oriented. Managers appearing before us have generally
indicated a desire to obtain additional funds which

Continued -~
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‘Tri-County Local Govérnment Commission
March 1, 1976
Page 3

. ostensibly are to be used to finance expansion and to
provide more "services", Unfortunately, these managers
generally proclaim their inability to manage their
present funding. It would appear that the ability to
develop current surplus would be a reasonable standard
to determine those agencies which should be allowed to
expand their operations.

I think that our committee should discuss the consideration of
expanding the operations of the tax supervising and conservation
committee to include an oversight function on the budgets of
public bodies. It appears that this commission has the best
opportunity and the talent nucleus to require public bodies to
justify their level of expenditures. I would recommenu that

the State Legislature provide for tax supervising and conservation
commissions in_all counties of 50,000 population, or more, ilnsStgad .
of only in Multnomah County. '

I would like our committee to publicly commend Gil Gutjahr for
his competence and dedication. Gil impresses me as the type of
public manager desperately needed in our political system.

People like Gil could contribute greatly to restore the confidence
of the public in our public servants.

Very truly yours,

- W. H, Gregory

de
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A. McKAY RICH. March 15, 1976
Staff Director ’

TO: FINANCE AND TAXATIOM COMMITTEE
/ -
FROL;.Q CHUCK BUKOWSKY

SUBJECT: EXAMPLES OF PROBLEMS WITH EQUALIZATION

This summary of School District Contributions under the
equalization formula are examples of problems in attempting to
come up with a fair formula., Marlene Stahl has noted the districts

‘ receiving state equalization funds in the right-~hand column.

GCB:els
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OREGON STATE DLPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
942 lancaster Drive NE
Salem, Orcgon 97310

Adninistrative Support
Management Infdrmnation Services
Statistical Secrvices

SUMMARY OF 1974-75 DISTRICT CONTRIBUTION AND RECEIPTS FROM
1.E.D. EQUALIZATION FUND

County, District

1)

CLACKAMAS

West Linn 3
Lake Oswego 7J

North Clackamas 12

Welches 13

Dickey Prafrie 25
Damascus-Union 26

Carus 29
Clarkes 32
Holalla 35
Boring 44

- Bull Run 45

Sandy 46
Colton 53
Oregon City 62
Butte Creek 67J
Shubel 80
Hulino 84
Canby 86

YMaple Grove 87
Rinety-One 91
Rural Decll 92

Cottrell 107
Estacada 108
Gladstone 115
Pedland 116
Three Lynx 123
Canby UN1
Sandy Un2
Molalla UH4
Estacada UH6
Total

" MULTROMAR '

Portland 1J
Parkrose 3
Greshanm 4
Orient 6J
Reynolds 7

FPleasant Valley 15J
Sauvies Island 19

Rockwood 27
Lynch 28
Corbett 39

"David Douglas 40

Donneville 46

Riverdale 51J

Gresham UH2J
Total

WASHINGTON*

23,497,899.89

Contribution Receipts
2) (3)

380,026.76 355,725.11
883,765.54 761,381.33
1,545,246.00 1,670,214.,62
113,425.59 35,501.73
13,942.08 9,692.19
55,193.47 88,754.31
23,741,42 36,699.64
19,215.40 29,566.62
119,395.13 130,191,124
48,818.75 55,049.46
14,245.84 8,766.53
122,068.96 161,010.13
92,286,177 94,689.42
687,473.24 716,241.87
20,176.48 20,146.68
6,065.78 7,677.52
25,947.78 39,639.96
200,478.35 183,498.18
7,917.6} 4,138.24
38,421,25 47,916.44
19,968.57 ©20,146.68

$ 16,205.93 $ 29,022,212
188,274.53 190,685.65
166,809.23 189,378.84
73,104.63 73,998.23
15,143.81 8,276.48
131,394.37 124,310.49
148,962.36 118,375.39
116,118.50 112,440.28
101,709.17 121,914.67
5,395,543.36 5,445,049.95
17,881,062,54 15,482,6466,76
1,105,224,38 1,215,419.04
554,953.96 809,410.67
97,244,111 199,564.,63
903,005.97 882,944.37
57,431.72 .79,872.81
60,548.49 33,057.23
257,411.03 567,404 .42
342,788.11 873,412.22
99,880.46 154,416.07
1,314,306,97 1,883,162.30
13,577.66 21,646,900
100,166,93 83,676.28
710,297.56 1,191,518.24
23,473,192,00

Net (Col, 3-2)
B C))

24,301.65
122,384.21
124,968.56

77,923.86

4,249,89

33,560, 84

12,958.22

10,351.22

10,796.01

6,230.71
5,479.31
38,941.17
2,402.65
28,768.63
29.80
1,611.74
. 13,692.18
16,960.17
3,779.37
9,485,19
176.11

12,816.19
2,411,12.
22,569.61
893.60
6,867.33
7,083,568
30,586.97
3,678.22
20,205,50

2,398,415.78
110,194.66
254,456.71
102,326.52
20,061.60
22,441.09
27,491.20
310,033.39
530,624,11
54,535.61
568,855.33
8,069.24
16,490.65
481,220.68

contb'y
contb'g
rev'g
contb'g
contb'g
rev'sg
rev'g
rev'g
rev'g
rev'g
contb'g
rev'g
rev's
rev'g
contb'g
rev'g
rev'sg
contb'g
contb'p
rev'g’
rev'g
rev'g
rev'g
rev'g
rev's
contb'g
contb'g
contb'g
contb'g
rev'g

contb'g
tev'g
rev'g
rev'g
contb'g
rev'y
contb'g
rev'g
rev'g
rev'g
rev'g
rev'g
contb'g
rev'g

*Ha#hington IFED levy was used in ite c¢ntirety for the IED operating Budget

STATE TOTALS

95,366,459.13

97,459,403.04

detail may not add to totals, due to rounding

'
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2.

5e

6.

‘Def\nition of the two tiered structure of local governmcnt, allocation .
of functional responsibilities to each end a general indication of 'Q Ejbﬂp
o

~.gervice levels must—preccede the design of a supporting and comprehensive

locel. financing system. JLKV,11) Y

There 1s an imbalance ‘between certain county services furnished to .
unincorporated areas and the source of funding which is primarily. ..
derived, either directly or indirectly, from. residents and taxpayers
in the incorporated portion of the county.

-~y

There are functional deficiencies in the school district property

tax enualization prograi which result in inegqualities among taxpayersb)
conbrihute—to—the~forces—oﬂ—suburbanr"ation"and—negaJe~the*0bject1ves
of—equality—inmeducation:

The role of county government in providing urban services presently
furnished by or authorized to citles and special districts is unclear
and results in fiscal frictions and an inability to plan long term
fiscal programs.

Fragmentation of local government is encouraged by the numerous ~
stetutory authorizations which facilitate the creation of special

purpose districts and results in the exieting gray of conflicting

fiscal systems.

There is & need to better inform citizens of the use of local public.
funds and the relationship of revenues to expensey but it is-not

- elear—whatAype~of information citizen 8 need—-or-want. 77u4¢)« ot ke Yo be

Te

8.

10.

1.

v
.

‘/5\"_»1(1(\ RSN PN P
The quality of local- public managers, the ecase of access to management
ascistance when needed and general supervision of local fiscal
activities are recognized as critical elements in achieving economic

efficienciesin local government.

The method of decentralizing certain elementsiof policy making, along ¢
with & locslized fundfng system, within the sﬁkucture of a regional . )
type of government,- ‘{8 not evident. UHur  macklirts Uf‘*&)ldLﬁﬁ a4 L“ A
\/‘(/U d}i (&2 M’h ATA (}\)Aé" {\’\(l, ‘ﬁf; ‘

e\political—process—resulti om-the .existring Tragmented local o AL
structure vells policy objectives and priorities. “:%46ﬂ4(a14m&7-30“**“18 1

Information is not available concerning the effects of state taxation,
local taxstion and local user fees on the economic development of the

tri-county area. The role of local government in economic development
is presently not defined.

The g§3ception of public needs and wants by the local officiale who
appeared before the comnittee is not consistent with an ability to
finance those needs and vants from existing local revenue sources.

. ] B » - 4 A (s [1’
&iﬂrd'% Jv vee. Servit o alis - o les utmi(a(“ 2o
\ ¢M$W¢ﬁﬂl&ﬂ U&L&L
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12, The property tax base is being eroded through increased exemptions and
the inability or unwillingness of county assessors to properly appraise

different classes of property.

13. Several units appear to be reluctant to use bonding as & means of
funding capital construction, thus deferring projects until later incurring

additional costs because of inflation.

14. Stete gnd federal categorical grants direét local épending in

directions that may not address priority needs as seenuby the recipient.

15. Are the allocation fermulas used to distribute state shared revenuesea

distributed equitably in terms of need, ability to pay, and local tax effort?

16. There appears to be some sentiment favoring the operation and financing

of some services at the regional level such as the zoo and solid waste disposal.
However, there is no clear consensus‘on what services should be provided
regionall& or by whom.

17. If there is %o be less dependency on the property tax, which units should -
“be madé less dependent and what methods of taxation or funding should replace

the property tax? How will it be done without a major shift in tax burden?

18. Constitutional limitations on taxing powers of local government create
- problems of inflexibility. Most property tax issues have to be voted on by
the people. For example, the voters establish the property tax base, and

anything outside of the allowable six rercent must also be voted on.
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COMPARATIVE BUDGETS

By Local Governments in Multnomah County

FY 1974-75 FY 1975-76

$ Million % $ Million %
County $101.6 12 $103.3 12
Cities (6) 255.0 30 3024 34
Port 168.1 20 153.0 17
Tri-Met 51.2 6 425 5
Service Districts (33) 21.1 3 164 2
Community Colleges (2) 46.2 5 57.0 6
School Districts (14) 199.8 24 219.7 24

Total $843.0 100% $894.3 1009%

COMPARATIVE PROPERTY TAX LEVIES

By Local Governments in Multnomah County

FY 1974-75 FY 1975-76

$ Million % $ Million %
County $ 303 16 $ 319 15
Cities (5) 384 21 42,5 20
Port 6.6 3 6.6 3
Service Districts (22) 5.5 3 6.0 3
Community Colleges (2) 838 5 10.2 5
School Districts (14) 97.6 52 111.8 54

Total ‘ $187.2 100% $209.0 100%

TAX SUPERVISING AND CONSERVATION COMMISSION

; Summary of
Valuations, Annual Budgets,
Property Tax Levies, Tax Rates
and Indebtedness
| for
Local Governments in
Muitnomah County

Fiscal Years
1974-75 and 1975-76

908 Executive Building
811 S.W. 6th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission
Multnomah County, Oregon



Assessed Value Property Tax Levy Tax Rate Per $1,000 Outstanding Bonded
. 000 Omitted Annual Budget After Offsets Assessed Value Debt (11)
Units 1974-75 1975-76 1974-75 1975-76 1974-75 1975-76 1974-75 1975-76 June 30,1974 June 30, 1975
COUNTY:
Multnomah $ 6,601,803 § 7,157,403 $101,631,658 $103,286,201 $ 30,269,157 $ 31,878,073 $ 459 $ 446 $ 600,000 None
CITIES:
Portland (1) $ 4638519 § 4994465 $237,852,007 $285,282,342 §$ 38,052,875 § 41,685362 $ 821 §$ 835 $ 36,641,318 $ 34,208,062
Fairview 8,638 9,338 503,479 1,048,629 17,436 17,542 2.02 1.88 37,500 308,000
Gresham 205,890 271,091 13,306,966 13,718,026 277,124 773,099 1.35 2.86 8,007,477 8,062,204
Maywood Park 7,769 8,111 103,050 74,822 None None None None None None
Troutdale 17,642 21,336 2,283,247 1,466,818 36,094 36,966 2.05 1.74 280,000 485,000
Wood Village 16,484 18,327 918,740 857,730 17,000 18,574 1.04 1.02 . 212,000 203,000
TOTAL—CITIES $254,967,489  $302,448,367 § 38,400,529 $ 42,531,543 $ 45,178,295 $ 43,266,266
SPECIAL PURPOSE DISTRICTS:
Port of Portland, Jt. (1) $11,277,446  $12,543,142 $168,105,693 $153,050,241 $ 2,045493 $ 2448358 $0.19 $ 020 $ 4,000,000 $ 39,300,000
Port—B.D. Prior to 1963 5,952,807 6,385,850 In Above In Above 887,294 763,857 0.15 0.12 4,158,000 3,375,000
Port—B.D. 1963—7/1973 (3) 6,601,803 7,157,403 In Above In Above 3,617,331 3,345,719 0.55 047 86,003,000 82,499,000
Tri-Met Tfansponqtlon (1) 2) (2) 51,170,180 42,464,532 None None None None None None
Metropolitan Service (1) 10,135,306 11,255,305 4,516,191 520,471 None None None None None None
Skyline Crest Road (4) 1,071 1,184 (4) 4) 2,400 2,400 2.25 2.03 None None
TOTAL—SPECIAL DISTRICTS $223,792,064 $196,035,244 $ 6,552,518 $ 6,560,334 $ 94,161,000 $125,174,000
SCHOOL DISTRICTS:
1 Jt.—Portland (1) $ 5077092 $ 5475679 $111,876,191 $118,805,364 $ 45,944,359 § 55,398,254 $ 9.05 $10.12 None None
3—Parkrose 313,814 324,058 7,701,540 8,295,223 4,035,275 4,434,730 . 1286  13.69 555,000 1,774,000
4—Gresham (5) 236,358 302,979 5,220,601 5,846,201 2,501,018 2,723,698 10.59 8.99 2,168,000 1,859,000
7—Reynolds 256,397 392,922 6,306,900 19,103,781 3,125,345 4648372 1219 1184 2,332,000 2,380,000
19—Sauvies Island 17,192 17,032 339,163 334,199 248,014 215,504 1443 12.66 None None
27—Rockwood (5) 109,633 (6) 2,955,196 (6) 1,000,407 (6) 9.13 (6) 650,000 . (6)
28—Lynch (5) 145,995 172,440 6,970,432 5,395,000 1,222,965 1,523,347 8.38 8.84 3,506,000 3,269,000
39—Corbett 28,360 28,105 1,208,000 1,491,436 317,126 527,698 11.19 18.78 560,000 525,000
40—David Douglas 373,180 390,336 12,418,927 13,377,765 5,466,059 6,319,053 1469  16.19 2,618,000 2,381,000
40-1—Debt Area 375,119 392,347 In Above In Above 13,780 13,390 0.04 0.04 149,000 107,000
46—Bonneville . - 3,855 3,911 167,004 182,435 32,237 68,070 837 1741 None None
6 Jt.—Orient (1) (5) 41,417 48,475 1,092,308 1,100,291 341,611 342,914 8.23 7.08 221,000 198,000
15 Jt.—Pleasant Valley (1) (5) 24,460 29,582 466,374 741,660 199,187 188,857 8.12 6.39 24,000 216,000
51 Jt—Riverdale (1) 28,441 31,153 734,361 790,334 464,433 512,953 1633 1647 295,000 280,000
U.H. 2—20 Jt.—Gresham (1) (7) 605,039 608,195 9,742,657 9,319,027 3,583,727 4,064,752 5.92 6.69 3,260,000 4,115,000.
Mt. Hood Community College (1) 1,790,070 1,981,503 17,045,579 22,558,589 3,251,197 4,411,053 1.85 2.23 11,105,000 17,020,000
Portland Community College (1) 8,174,273 9,054,839 29,125,828 34,455,358 5,514,482 5,828,508 0.68 0.65 None None
Intermediate Education—
Elementary (1) 6,656,194 7,216,673 32,594,163 34,901,582 19,419,303 20,580,367 292 2.86 None None
High (1) 6,703,370 7,271,392 in Above In Above 9,708,215 10,290,183 1.45 1.42 None None
TOTAL—SCHOOL DISTRICTS $245,965,224  $276,698,245 $106,388,740 $122,091,703 $ 27,443,000 $ 34,124,000
WATER DISTRICTS:
Alto Park $ 2,191 § 2,065 $ 5200 $ 4975 $ 1,900 $ 2900 $087 $141 $ 14,000 $ 9,000
Baseline 58,692 (8) 220,801 (8) None (8) None (8) None (8)
Burlington (9) 4,401 4,381 52,000 65,468 14,310 15,148 3.26 346 None None
Capitol Highway (9) 45,613 50,234 529,200 575,450 180,600 191,372 3.96 3381 217,000 189,000
Corbett 20,005 20,527 161,264 106,224 27,008 28,638 1.36 140 None None
Darlington 3,973 4,464 29,098 26,194 3,155 4,865 0.80 1.09 31,000 29,000
Gilbert 34,222 43,374 217,900 210,293 None 26,393 None 0.61 167,000 149,000
Hazelwood . 120,078 275,065 529,283 1,157,855 None None None None 50,000 40,000
Lusted 21,564 31,848 324,158 181,760 56,764 45,885 2.64 145 252,000 238,000
Menlo Park 63,554 (8) 271,800 (8) None 3) None 3) None 8)
Palatine Hill Jt. (1) 29,030 32,108 173,967 214,206 None None None None None None
Parkrose 211,051 220,658 2,191,140 2,108,916 39,000 73,731 0.19 0.34 105,000 70,000
Pleasant Home Jt. (1) 10,815 12,865 64,400 336,750 9,000 37,575 0.84 2.93 75,000 69,000
Powell Valley Road 224,316 234,081 1,749,567 946,800 None None None None 724,000 691,000
Richland 18,183 19,233 69,345 78,885 None None None None 30,000 28,000
Rockwood 356,435 397,483 1,902,819 1,871,987 69,937 62,126 0.20 0.16 386,500 330,000
Rose City 64,168 67,433 221,514 214,300 None None  None  None 11,000 None
. Russellville 23,342 (8) 139,400 (8) None (8) None 8) None (8)
Sylvan 31,782 35,820 132,135 147,120 2,681 6,017 0.09 0.17 28,000 21,000
Valley View (3) 13,330 15,357 98,396 105,638 57,200 61,600 4.30 4.02 46,000 42,000
TOTAL—WATER DISTRICTS $ 9,083,387 $ 8352821 $ 461,555 $ 556,250 $ 2136500 $ 1,905,000
RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICTS:
No.1 $ 50471 $ 52429 $ 180271 $ 226902 $ 185108 $ 234436 $ 367 $ 448 None None
No. 4 18,385 20,756 71,517 76,711 73,539 80,344 4.00 3.88 None None
No. 10 1,355,519 1,449,669 4,465,700 5,025,000 4,424,767 4,670,996 3.27 3.23 None None
No. 11 Jt. (1) 35,060 38,219 103,650 173,660 54,500 ,200 0.99 1.58 None None
No. 12 54,475 59,328 188,721 201,585 199,646 211,668 3.67 3.57 None None
No. 14 21,720 22,496 43,376 49,350 25,355 49,961 1.17 2.23 None None
No. 20 8,465 8,194 11,975 13,275 8,000 8,292 0.95 1.02 None None
No. 26 18,604 23,020 73,195 81,150 59,551 84,365 321 3.67 None None
TOTAL—RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICTS $ 5138405 $ 5847633 $ 5,030,466 $ 5,400,262 None None
COUNTY SERVICE DISTRICTS:
No. 1—Dunthorpe-Riverdale $ 23823 $ 26,208 329,629 285,885 $ 56,000 $ 57500 $236 $220 $ 576000 $ 528,000
No. 3—Central County 513,054 524,028 334,262 316,378 None None None None None 63,688
No. 4—Sylvan Heights 4,933 5,496 114,465 59,989 None None None None 160,000 145,000
No. 5—Tualatin Heights 25,506 28,294 618,227 618,659 None None None None 180,000 150,000
No. 6—Columbia-Wilcox 17,419 19,988 181,176 73,556 None None None None 225,000 200,000
No. 9—Ara Vista 6,601 7,257 148,063 87,025 None None None None 80,000 70,000
No. 14—Mid-County (10) (2) (2) 630,000 761,000 None None None None None None
No. 20—Highlands 2,779 3,315 37,203 37,104 None None None None 40,000 35,000
TOTAL——COUNTY SERVICE DISTRICTS $ 2393025 $ 2239596 $ 56,000 § 57,500 $ 1,261,000 $ 1,191,688
TOTAL—ALL UNITS $842,971,252 $894,908,107 $187,158,965 $209,075,665 $170,779,795 $205,660,954

(1) Unit boundary extends into adjoining county. Not shown in this summary are units having boundaries extending into Multnomah County but which are organized and have their

principal assessed value in another county.
(2) Assessed value is not available.
(3) Outstanding debt includes $13,249,000 Dock Bonds

from debt limitations of the Port of Portland.

(4) Unit is exempt from Local Budget Law, but has taxing authority.

which were an obligation of the
Dock Commission at the time of merger with the Port of Portland. They are excluded

(5) District provides eight (8) grades elementary education only.

(9) Unit provides water and fire service.
(10) Unit is organized for street lighting service only. Other County Service

Districts are organized for sanitary sewer service.

(6) District annexed to School District No. 7—Reynolds.
(7) District provides four (4) grades secondary education only.
(8) Unit consolidated with Hazelwood Water District.

(11) Debt includes general obligation bonds, revenue bonds and improvement bonds.
See TSCC Annual Report for additional information regarding financial activities of local government.



COMPARATIVE BUDGETS

By Local Governments in Multnomah County

County

Cities

Port

Tri-Met

Service Districts
Community Colleges
School Districts

FY 1975-76 FY 1976-77

$ Million % $ Million %
$103.3 © 12 $ 1152 11
302.4 34 319.6 30
153.1 17 222.8 21
425 5 61.8 6
16.9 2 353 3
57.0 6 58.4 6
219.7 24 244.5 23

Total $894.9 100% $1,057.6 100%
COMPARATIVE PROPERTY TAX LEVIES
By Local Governments in Multnomah County
FY 1975-76 ' FY 1976-77
v $ Million % $ Million %
County $ 319 15 $ 360 16
Cities - 42.5 20 46.1 20
Port 6.6 3 6.8 3
Service Districts 6.0 3 8.7 4
Community Colleges 10.2 5 9.8 4
School Districts 111.9 54 123.4 53
Total - $209.1 1009 $ 2308 1009%

TAX SUPERVISING AND CONSERVATION COMMISSION

908 Executive Building

811 S.W. 6th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

Summary of
Valuations, Annual Budgets,
Property Tax Levies, Tax Rates
and Indebtedness
for
Local Governments in
Multnomah County

Fiscal Years
1975-76 and 1976-77

Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission
Multnomah County, Oregon



FINANCIAL SUMMARY

Assessed Value Property Tax Levy Tax Rate Per $1,000 Qutstanding Bonded
000 Omitted Annual Budget After Offsets Assessed Value Debt (7)
Units 1975-76 1976-77 1975-76 1976-77 1975-76 1976-77 1975-76 1976-77 June 30,1975 June 30, 1976
COUNTY: i
Multnomah $ 7,157,403 § 7,849,742 $103,286,201 $ 115,146,701 §$ 31,878,073 § 35991,548 $ 446 § 4.59 None None
CITIES: . N
Portland (1) $ 4,994,465 § 5452577 $285,282,342 $ 301,364,995 §$ 41,685362 § 44,836,468 §$ 835 $ 8.23 $ 34,208,062 $ 29,607,940
Fairview 9,338 11,256 1,048,629 953,770 17,542 15,219 1.88 1.36 308,000 308,366
Gresham 271,091 300,785 13,718,026 14,448,745 773,099 1,143,425 2.86 3.81 8,062,204 7,885,679
Maywood Park 8,111 9,316 74,822 92,430 None None  None None None None
Troutdale 21,336 28,111 1,466,818 1,848,030 36,966 35,452 1.74 1.27 485,000 819,823
Wood Village 18,327 20,998 857,730 923,058 18,574 18,799 1.02 0.90 203,000 247,404
TOTAL—CITIES $302,448,367 $ 319,631,028 § 42,531,543 § 46,049,363 $ 43,266,266 $ 38,869,212
SPECIAL PURPOSE DISTRICTS: :
Port of Portland (1) $12,543,142  $13,933,080 $153,050,241 $ 222815087 $ 2,448,358 $ 2,844,774 $ 020 §$ 021 $ 39,300,000 $ 78,050,000
Port Debt Prior to 7/1963 6,385,850 7,006,135 In Above In Above 763,857 642,695 0.12 0.10 ° 3,375,000 2,736,000
Port Debt 7/1963 to 7/1973 7,157,403 7,849,742 In Above In Above 3,345,719 3,332,858 0.47 043 82,499,000 79,090,000
Tri-Met Transportation (1) 12,543,142 13,933,080 42,464,532 61,756,068 None None  None None None None
Metropolitan Service (1) 11,255,305 12,454,757 520,471 13,857,749 None 2,000,000  None 0.17 None None -
Skyline Crest Road (2) 1,184 1,368 (2) (2) 2,400 1,000 2.03 0.74 None None
TOTAL—SPECIAL DISTRICTS $196,035,244 § 298,428,904 § 6,560,334 $ 8,821,327 $125,174,000 $159,876,000
EDUCATION DISTRICTS:
No. 1—Portland (1) $ 5475679 $ 5982,254 $118,805,364 $ 129,676,518 $ 55,398,254 §$ 61,844,299 $10.12 $10.34 None None
No. 2-20—Gresham High (1) (4) 608,195 683,350 9,319,027 10,348,389 4,064,752 4,998,759 6.69 732 $ 4115000 $ 3,615,000
No. 3—Parkrose 324,058 364,851 8,295,223 10,669,940 4,434,730 5,036,363 13.69  13.81 1,774,000 1,580,000
No. 4—Gresham Grade (3) 302,979 334,512 5,846,201 11,243,304 2,723,698 3,247,391 8.99 9.71 1,859,000 6,031,000
No. 6—O0rient (1) (3) 48,475 57,053 1,100,291 1,194,709 342,914 269,290 7.08 4.72 198,000 175,000
No. 7—Reynolds 392,922 438,506 19,103,781 19,455,000 4,648,372 5394931 1184 1231 2,380,000 9,750,000
No. 15—Pleasant Valley (1) (3) 29,582 34,503 741,660 602,550 188,857 251,843 6.39 7.30 - 216,000 198,000
No. 19—Sauvies Island 17,032 17,277 334,199 430,347 215,504 214,216 1266 1240 None None
No. 28—Lynch (3) 172,440 184,091 5,395,000 5,836,790 1,523,347 1,597,341 8.84 8.68 3,269,000 3,027,000
No. 39—Corbett 28,105 31,737 1,491,436 1,716,142 527,698 458,440 1878 1445 525,000 485,000
No. 40—David Douglas 390,336 428,125 13,377,765 14,549,181 6,319,053 6,707,411 16.19  15.67 2,381,000 2,202,000
No. 40-1—D.D. Debt Area 392,347 _ In Above - 13,390 - 0.04 —_— 107,000 D
No. 46—Bonneville 3911 4,230 182,435 190,771 68,070 52,024 1741 1230 None None
No. 51—Riverdale (1) 31,153 43,578 790,334 836,793 512,953 - 572,805 1647 13.15 280,000 265,000
Intermediate Education— '
Elementary (1) 7,216,673 7,920,718 34,901,582 37,705,970 20,580,367 21,816,864 2.36 2.76 None None
High (1) 7,271,392 7,993,908 In Above In Above 10,290,183 10,906,800 142 1.37 None None
Mt. Hood Community College (1) 1,981,503 2,234,565 22,558,589 20,450,783 4,411,053 3,665,525 223 1.65 17,020,000 16,545,000
Portland Community College (1) 9,054,839 10,049,854 34,455,358 37,988,276 5,828,508 6,175,967 0.65 0.62 None None
TOTAL—EDUCATION DISTRICTS $276,698,245 $ 302,895,463 $122,091,703 $133,210,269 $ 34,124,000 $ 43,873,000
WATER DISTRICTS:
Alto Park (5) $ 2,065 $ 2,306 % 4975 § 6,700 % 2900 $ 6254 $141 $272 $ 9,000 $ 4,000
Burlington (5) 4,381 4,600 65,468 64,750 15,148 16,076 3.46 3.50 None None
Capitol Highway (5) 50,234 52,431 575,450 553,406 191,372 179,822 381 343 189,000 156,000
Corbett 20,527 24,177 106,224 159,620 28,638 30,356 1.40 1.26 None None
Darlington 4,464 6,049 26,194 26,258 4,865 4,733 1.09 0.79 29,000 27,000
Gilbert 43,374 44,671 - 210,293 225,501 26,393 28,590 0.61 0.65 149,000 130,000
Hazelwood 275,065 306,694 1,157,855 1,306,243 None None  None None 40,000 30,000
Lusted 31,848 34,609 181,760 237,477 45,885 47,135 1.45 137 238,000 224,000
Palatine Hill (1) 32,108 43,051 214,206 176,853 None None  None None 57,000 54,000
Parkrose 220,658 251,627 2,108,916 3,511,313 73,731 190,800 0.34 0.76 70,000 1,135,000
Pleasant Home (1) 12,865 13,694 336,750 111,990 37,575 48,277 2.93 3.53 69,000 313,000
Powell Valley Road 234,081 257,488 946,800 1,189,500 None None  None None 691,000 658,000
Richland 19,233 22,036 78,885 86,810 None None  None None 28,000 26,000
Rockwood 397,483 432,036 1,871,987 4,145,025 62,126 507,138 0.16 1.18 - 330,000 2,523,500
Rose City - 67,433 77,210 214,300 228,300 None None  None None None None
Sylvan 35,820 41,030 147,120 156,550 6,017 5,885 0.17 0.15 21,000 14,000
Valley View (5) 15,357 18,115 105,638 116,136 61,600 71,900 4.02 3.97 42,000 38,000
TOTAL—WATERADISTRICTS $ 8352821 $ 12302432 $ 556,250 $ 1,136,966 $ 1,962,000 $ 5,332,500
RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICTS:
No. 1—Kenton $ 52429 § 58024 $ 226,902 § 236,077 $ 234436 § 236,106 $ 448 §$ 4.07 None - None
No. 4—Sylvan 20,756 23,793 76,711 88,555 80,344 92,525 3.88 3.89 None None
No. 10—Powellhurst 1,449,669 1,603,615 5,025,000 5,442,000 4,670,996 4,931,760 3.23 3.08 None None
No. 11—Riverdale (1) 38,219 50,833 173,660 133,750 60,200 90,000 1.58 1.78 None None
No. 12—Errol Heights 59,328 _ 201,585 —_— 211,668 _ 3.57 _— None —_—
No. 14—Corbett 22,496 26,224 49,350 119,300 49,961 52,915 223 2.02 None None
No. 20—Skyline 8,194 9,191 13,275 10,990 8,292 8,771 1.02 0.96 None None
No. 26—0Qregon Shipyard 23,020 26,239 81,150 101,770 84,365 102,525 3.67 391 None None
TOTAL—RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICTS $ 5847633 § 6132442 $ 5400262 $ 5,514,602 None None
COUNTY SERVICE DISTRICTS: _
No. 1-—Dunthorpe-Riverdale $ 26208 § 37572 $ 285885 $ 355,200 $ 57,500 $ 57,500 $220 $154 $ 528000 $ 480,000
No. 3—Central County 524,028 596,689 316,378 332,039 None None  None None 63,688 96,250
No. 4—Sylvan Heights 5,496 6,351 59,989 251,210 None None  None None 145,000 130,000
No. 5—-Tua|at|n_ Helghts 28,294 34,058 618,659 795,400 None None  None None 150,000 120,000
No. 6—Columbia-Wilcox 19,988 23,174 73,556 312,500 None None None None 200,000 175,000
No. 9—Ara Vista 7,251 9,035 87,025 195,850 None None None  None 70,000 60,000
No. 14—Mid-County (6) — —_ 761,000 700,000 None None None  None None None
No. 20—Highlands 3,315 3,828 37,104 85,429 None None  None None 35,000 30,000
TOTAL—COUNTY SERVICE DISTRICTS $ 2239596 $ 3,027,628 $ 57,500 $ 57,500 $ 1,191,688 $ 1,091,250
TOTAL—ALL UNITS $894,908,107 $1,057,564,598 $209,075,665 $230,781,575 $205,717,954  $249,041,962

(1) Unit boundary extends into adjoining county. Not shown in this summary are units
having boundaries extending into Multnomah County which are organized and have

(4) Unit provides four grades secondary education only.
(5) Unit provides water and fire service.

their principal assessed value in another county.
(2) Unit is exempt from Local Budget Law, but has taxing authority.
(3) Unit provides eight grades elementary education only.

(6) Unit is organized for street lighting service only. Other County Service Districts are
organized for sanitary sewer service.
(7) Debt includes general obligation bonds, revenue bonds and improvement bonds.

See TSCC Annual Report for additional information regarding financial activities of local government.



STATEMENT OF TAXES LEVIED in
CLACKAMAS COUNTY, OREGON
for YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1976

ASSESSMENT ROLL of 1975

(Supplemental Roll)
November 7, 1975

Total Tax Levied and Special Assessments
in County for Al PUrposes . . . . v v vt v o v oo s v $296,585.16

Less AdjUStMENTS . . . . v v v v bbb b a e s e e e e s $ 0.94

Amount of Taxes to be Collected
by Sheriff . ... .. ... . . 00 ea o $296,684.22




SPECIAL TAXES LEVIED IN SCHOOL DISTRICTS

(Supplemental Rolt)
Real Personal Utility Toztal Tax
No. District Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Rate TOTAL TAX
13. Waelches $ 76,803,440.00 $ 1,708,960.00 $ 6,713,220.00 $ 85,225,620.00 3.48 $ 296,584.22

¢ obey e0g



{Supplementai Roll)

" PUBLIC UTILITIES CORPORATION

Assassed by the Department of Revenue

Assessed
Corporation Valuation Tax

Portiand General Electric Co, $114,457,920.00 $15,658.68
American Telephone & Telegraph Co. 141,100.00 245.34
Continental Telephone Co. of the Northwest ~ 4,504,280.00 3,656.15
Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone Co. 34,627,880.00 3,135.06
Alder Creek Water Co. 5,000.00 17.40
Alpine North Owners Assn. 7,200.00 25.06
Arrsh Wanna Est Homeowners Assn. 5,650.00 19.66
Brightwood Water Works 5,700.00 19.84
Brookwood Owners Assn. 15,850.00 556.16
Burbank Water Co. 3,300.00 11.48
Cedar Point Water System 5,000.00 17.40
Government Camp Water Co. 35,000.00 121.80
Hood Hideaways Water System 10,000.00 34.80
Hoodvale Home Owners Coop 3.700.00 12.88
Jett View Acres Water System 1,600.00 5.67
McNaught Water System 800.00 2.78
Mt. Hood Wildwood Annex Water System 7,100.00 24.71
River Bluff Park Water System 8,200.00 28.54
Riverwoods Water Co. 4,000.00 - 13.92
Salmon Valley Water Co. 51,000.00 177.48
Sleepy Hollow Community Water System §00.00 1.74
Zig Zag Village Water System 22,000.00 76.56

TOTAL $23,362.01

See Pages 15 and 16



(Supplemental Roll)

- CODE 13-1

S8.0. No. 13 '3.48

CODE 13-2

S. D. No. 13 3.48

CODE 13-4

S.D. No. 13 3.48

CODE 13-5

S.D. No. 13 3.48

CODE 13-6

S.D. No. 13 3.48 -

See Page 27
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GENERAL TAXES LEVIED FOR STATE AND COUNTY PURPOSES

Tax

Total
Assessed Value

ity

Ut
Assessed Value

Personal

Assessed Value

Real
Assessed Value

Total Tax

Rate

0.89 $2,456,924.28

0.16

,760,589,080

$2

,710,760

$195

,338,620

$170,

e ... .. $2,394,539,710

General County

441,694.25

County Schoo! Fund

$2,898,618.53

1.05

,760,589,080

$2

,710,750

$195

,338,620

$170,

ce ... .. $2,394,539,710

les

Total General Lev
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SPECIAL TAXES LEVIED IN SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Real Personal Utility Total Tax
No. District Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Rate TOTAL TAX
0. PortlandJt. ... ... .. $ 3,132,540.00 0.00 $ 127,650.00 $ 3,260,190.00 10.12 $ 32,993.12
3. WestilinnJt. .. ... .. 196,865,030.00 8,940,310.00 16,190,050.00 221,995,390.00 17.98 3,991,477.11
7. LakeOswegoJt.. . .. .. 390,998,150.00 11,651,690.00 16,615,140.00 419,264,980.00 16.45 6,896,908.92
12. North Clackamas .. . .. 667,040,640.00 82,060,020.00 33,897,360.00 782,998,020.00 16.51 12,927,297.31
13. Welches . . ... ..... 76,803,440.00 1,708,960.00 6,713,220.00 86,225,620.00 0.00 0.00
25, Dickey Prairie . . . .. .. 7,135,180.00 1,498,360.00 353,290.00 8,986,830.00 0.97 8,717.23
26. Damascus-Union . . . .. 39,702,040.00 599,300.00 2,194,730.00 42,496,070.00 15.73 668,463.18
29, Carus . . ... ... .... 16,364,220.00 701,900.00 794,220.00 17,860,340.00 14.82 264,690.24
32. Ctarkes . . ... ...... 12,576,910.00 284,630.00 1,034,280.00 13,895,820.00 7.76 107,831.56
35. Molalta . . ... ... ... 71,672,940.00 11,655,170.00 5,671,680.00 88,999,790.00 10.69 951,407.76
44. Boring . ... ... .... 30,831,320.00 1,053,000.00 2,516,750.00 34,401,070.00 10.11 347,794.82
45, BullRun . ... ... ... 5,087,840.00 75,790.00 4,502,350.00 9,665,980.00 10.05 97,143.10
46. Sandy .. ... ....... 77,463,370.00 4,446,630.00 6,279,030.00 88,189,030.00 10.62 936,567.50
53. Colton .. ... ...... 37,748,610.00 2,137,770.00 1,332,400.00 41,218,780.00 21.56 888,676.90
62. OregonCity . . ... ... 294,175,470.00 17,458,970.00 27,733,020.00 339,367,530.00 17.46 5,925,357.07
67. ButteCreek Jt. ... ... 9,482,710.00 749,060.00 618,530.00 10,850,300.00 8.07 87,561.92
80. Shube! . .......... 4,114,250.00 92,370.00 306,550.00 4,513,170.00 11.76 53,074.88
84, Mulino . .......... 17,577,980.00 536,940.00 1.030,330.00 19,145,250.00 9.25 177,093.56
86. Canby ........... 130,475,580.00 7,284,130.00 8,983,590.00 146,743,300.00 11.64 1,708,092.01
87. Maple Grove . . . ... .. 5,193,010.00 119,300.00 168,610.00 5,480.920.00 5.26 28,829.64
91. Ninety-One . .. ..... 23,726,010.00 1,645,820.00 2,196,360.00 27,568,190.00 11.37 313,450.32
92, RuratDell .. ....... 11,981,380.00 841,750.00 999,220.00 13,822,350.00 11.67 169,924.59
107. Cottre . . . . . ... ... 10,207,180.00 892,610.00 480,310.00 11,580,100.00 14.31 165,711.23
108. Estacada . ......... 88,327,120.00 8,541,250.00 45,263,960.00 142,132,330.00 16.55 2,352,290.06
118. Gladstone . . ... .. .. 73,950,950.00 3,219,760.00 3,613,570.00 80,784,280.00 21.49 1,736,054.18
116. Redland ... ... .. .. 32,479,880.00 782,240.00 2,873,940.00 36,136,060.00 13.88 501,568.51
142. MonitorJt.. . . ... ... 3,845,050.00 220,540.00 289,570.00 4,355,160.00 5.87 25,564.79
300. OrientJt.. .. ....... 20,720,970.00 359,480.00 958,410.00 22,038,860.00 7.08 156,0356.13
302. Pleasant Valley . ... .. 12,220,060.00 377,990.00 742,840.00 13,340,890.00 6.39 85,248.29
304. TigardJt.. . . .. ... .. 1,175,820.00 23,300.00 405,740.00 1,604,860.00 14.97 24,024.75
305. SherwoodJt. .. ... .. 13,804,370.00 144,430.00 522,530.00 14,471,330.00 17.37 251,367.00
306. NewbergJt. .. ...... 4,397,510.00 32,160.00 189,320.00 4,618,990.00 11.64 53,765.04
311 Scotts Mills Jt. . . . . .. 1,934,740.00 202,990.00 88,870.00 2,226,600.00 13.63 30,125.90
315. RiverdaleJt. . . . ... .. 1,327,440.00 0.00 23,260.00 16.47 22,246.03

[ see Supplemental Rotl

1,350,700.00

$2,394,539,710.00

$170,338,620.00

$195,710,750.00 $2,760,589,080.00

$41,977,353.65



SPECIAL TAXES LEVIED IN UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Real Personal Utility Total Tax
No. District Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Rate TOTAL TAX
1. Canby. . ... ... .... $170,565,810.00 $ 9,631,850.00 $11,974,170.00 $192,171,830.00 7.35 $1,412,462.95
2. Sandy. .. .. ....... 189,188,460.00 8,094,260.00 19,5656,120.00 216,838,840.00 6.43 1,394,273.74
4. Molalta . . .. . ... ... 142,580,500.00 15,950,040.00 10,346,480.00 168,877,020.00 5.82 982,864.26
20. GreshamJt. . . ... ... 83,847,760.00 1,419,500.00 4,831,520.00 90,098,780.00 6.69 602,760.84
23. SilvertonJt. . . ... ... 2,933,650.00 251,070.00 214,450.00 3,399,170.00 5.04 17,131.82
|
! T TOTAL $589,116,180.00 $35,346,720.00 $46,922,740.00 $671,385,640.00 $4,409,493.61
|
|
|
SPECIAL TAXES LEVIED IN OTHER TAXING DISTRICTS
Real Personal Utility Total Tax
No. District Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Rate TOTAL TAX
COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS
1. Mt Hood Community Jt. $ 272,799,370.00 $ 9,504,100.00 $ 24,386,670.00 $ 306,690,140.00 2.23 $ 683,919.01
2. Clackamas Community 1,726,998,200.00 149,182,830.00 154,575,350.00 2,030,756,380.00 1.57 3,188,287.52
3. Portland Community Jt. 394,742,140.00 11,651,690.00 16,748,730.00 423,142,560.00 0.65 275,042.66

' TOTAL

$2,394,539,710.00 $170,338,620.00

$195,710,750.00

$2,760,589,080.00

$4,147,249.19



SPECIAL TAXES LEVIED IN CITIES

Real

Personat Utitity Total Tax
No. District Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Rate TOTAL TAX

1. OregonCity . . ... ... $147,942,350.00 $13,112,650.00 $14,843,040.00 $ 175,898,040.00 9.50 $1,671,031.38

2. Westlinn . ... ..... 107,621,350.00 3,471,930.00 9,054,190.00 120,147,470.00 5.74 689,646.48

3. LakeOswegoJt.. .. ... 289,758,100.00 10,462,610.00 13,072,630.00 313,293,340.00 6.63 2,077,134.84

4. MilwaukieJt. . ... ... 176,405,650.00 32,065,460.00 7,665,430.00 215,036,540.00 6.11 1,313,873.26

6. Giladstone . .. ... ... 75,053,340.00 3,296,590.00 3,608,220.00 81,958,150.00 6.31 517,155.93

6. Sandy. .. ......... 16,320,650.00 1,782,320.00 2,224,670.00 20,327,640.00 8.86 180,102.89

7. Estacada ... ....... 9,715,990.00 825,570.00 665,600.00 11,107,160.00 7.95 88,301.92

8. Canby ........... 53,066,500.00 3,832,070.00 1,649,310.00 58,437,880.00 5.57 325,498.99

9. Bariow . ... ....... 588,130.00 9,100.00 184,220.00 781,450.00 0.68 531.32

10. Motala . . ... ... ... 21,344,870.00 3,648,130.00 1,825,610.00 26,818,610.00 7.86 210,794.27

11. Happy Valley . . ... .. 17,051,270.00 42,930.00 871,910.00 17,966,110.00 0.00 0.00

12. PortlandJt. .. ... ... 8,817,250.00 759,570.00 223,830.00 9,800,650.00 8.35 81,835.43

14. TualatinJdt. ... ... .. 1,090,140.00 100,780.00 322,770.00 1,613,690.00 1.53 2,315.95

15. Wilsonvilie Jt. . . . . . ., 33,631,480.00 4,745,060.00 1,527,500.00 39,904,040.00 2.04 81,404.24

16. Johnson City . ... ... 5665,140.00 516,190.00 140,650.00 1,221,980.00 0.00 0.00

17. Rivergrove . . . ... ... 2,791,910.00 3,150.00 262,790.00 3,057,850.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL $960,754,120.00 $78,674,110.00 $57,842,370.00 $1,097,270,600.00 $7,239,626.97

SPECIAL TAXES LEVIED IN OTHER TAXING DISTRICTS
Real Personal Utility Total Tax
No. District Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Rate TOTAL TAX
WATER DISTRICTS

1. BarwellPark . .. ... .. $ 16,697,710.00 $ 2,596,540.00 647,390.00 $ 19,941,640.00 0.27 $ 5,384.24
2. Clackamas ... ...... 180,536,040.00 33,727,990.00 7.038,600.00 221,302,630.00 0.00 0.00
3. Mt ScottJt. .. ... ... 44,913,670.00 483,400.00 3,618,5560.00 49,015,520.00 0.68 33,330.556
4. Oak Lodge . . .. ... .. 228,865,410.00 9,469,600.00 12,066,640.00 250,391,650.00 0.45 114,376.95
6. Stanley . . ......... 17,036,290.00 3,558,560.00 644,760.00 21,238,610.00 0.15 3,211.29
7. Wichita . .. .. .....,. 6,108,450.00 329,350.00 362,870.00 6,800,670.00 0.00 0.00
8. ParkPlace . ........ 6,501,220.00 74,820.00 622,720.00 7,198,760.00 4.17 30,018.83
9. Mt.Hood Loop . ..... 25,672,160.00 766,470.00 1,590,620.00 28,029,250.00 0.33 9,249.65
1. Colton . . ... ...... 6,842,000.00 391,600.00 297,280.00 7,530,880.00 0.95 7,154.34
12. Mossy Brae ... ..... 1,293,850.00 6,910.00 42,830.00 1,343,590.00 0.00 0.00
13. Forest Highlands . .. .. 11,621,020.00 121,370.00 6567,220.00 12,299,610.00 0.79 21,215.81
14. Rivergrove . . . ... ... 32,916,130.00 554,380.00 896,970.00 34,367,480.00 1.21 44,745.01
15, LakeGrove ... ... .. 21,664,570.00 137,680.00 608,880.00 22,311,130.00 2.50 59,536.29
16. Hoicomb-Outiook . . . . . 20,110,640.00 68,590.00 1,148,780.00 21,327,810.00 0.72 156,356.10
17. Shadowood ... ... .. 951,5650.00 0.00 36,700.00 988,250.00 0.00 0.00
18. Clairmont . . . . ... .. 64,328,360.00 1,260,710.00 6,559,310.00 72,148,380.00 1.54 119,316.79
20. Damascus. . . .. ... .. 48,077,030.00 6554,100.00 2,377,340.00 51,008,470.00 1.59 81,210.88
21. SouthwoodPark. ... .. 6,525,430.00 7,370.00 135,840.00 6,668,640.00 0.00 0.00
22. Redland .. ........ 23,286,310.00 314,270.00 2,235,180.00 25,835,760.00 1.34 34,619.92
23. Mulino . ... ... ... 6,990,980.00 193,610.00 477,020.00 6,661,610.00 2.76 18,386.04
24. Boring .. ......... 15,790,740.00 653,440.00 1,132,220.00 17,476,400.00 0.00 0.00
25. Mt View . . .. ... ... 27,715,670.00 1,363,870.00 1,728,220.00 30,797,760.00 0.00 0.00
26. Patetine HilJt. . ... .. 5,278,820.00 0.00 231,200.00 5,510,020.00 0.00 0.00
27. Pleasant Home Jt. . . . . . 822,810.00 27,870.00 64,880.00 915,560.00 2.93 2,682.59
TOTAL $819,545,660.00 $56,552,500.00 $45,012,020.00 $921,110,180.00 $599,795.28




SPECIAL TAXES LEVIED IN OTHER TAXING DISTRICTS

Reat Personal Utility Total Tax
No. District Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Rate TOTAL TAX
ROAD DISTRICTS
1. OregonCity . .. ... .. $147,942,350.00 $13,112,650.00 $14,843,040.00 $ 175,898,040.00 0.00 $ 0.00
2. WestlLinn . ... ..... 107,621,350.00 3,471,930.00 9,054,190.00 120,147,470.00 0.00 0.00
3. LakeOswego. .. ..... 289,768,100.00 10,462,610.00 13,072,630.00 313,293,340.00 0.00 0.00
4. Milwaukie . ... ... .. 175,405,650.00 32,065,460.00 7,665,430.00 215,036,540.00 0.00 0.00
5. Gladstone . .. ...... 756,053,340.00 3,296,590.00 3,608,220.00 81,958,150.00 0.00 0.00
6. Sandy. .. ......... 16,320,650.00 1,782,320.00 2,224,670.00 20,327,640.00 0.00 0.00
7. Estacada ... ....... 9,715,990.00 826,570.00 565,600.00 11,107,160.00 0.00 0.00
8. Canby............ 53,056,500.00 3,832,070.00 1,549,310.00 58,437,880.00 0.00 0.00
9. Barlow . .......... 688,130.00 9,100.00 184,220.00 781,450.00 0.00 0.00
10. Molalla . . . ... ..... 21,344,870.00 3,648,130.00 1,825,610.00 26,818,610.00 0.00 0.00
11. Happy Valley . ... ... 17,051,270.00 42,930.00 871,910.00 17,966,110.00 0.00 0.00
12. PortlandJt. ... ... .. 8,817,250.00 759,570.00 223,830.00 9,800,650.00 0.00 0.00
14, TualatinJdt. . ... ..., 1,090,140.00 100,780.00 322,770.00 1,513,690.00 0.00 0.00
16, WilsonvilleJt. . . ... .. 33,631,480.00 4,745,060.00 1,5627,500.00 39,904,040.00 0.00 0.00
16. JohnsonCity. . . ... .. 565,140.00 516,190.00 140,650.00 1,221,980.00 0.00 0.00
17. Rivergrove . . . ... ... 2,791,910.00 3,150.00 262,790.00 3,057,850.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL $960,754,120.00 $78,674,110.00 $57,842,370.00 $1,097,270,600.00 $ 0.00
SANITARY DISTRICTS
2. Government Camp . $ 9,078,050.00 $ 91,560.00 $ 341,290.00 $ 9,610,900.00 0.79 $ 7,513.61
4. Oak LodgeNo.1 ... .. 134,818,220.00 6,075,630.00 9,033,300.00 149,927,150.00 0.55 82,459.93
5. Qak LodgeNo.2 ... .. 76,315,910.00 3,358,560.00 2,403,510.00 82,077,980.00 0.63 59,911.62
6. Southwood Park. . .. .. 6,5625,430.00 7,370.00 135,840.00 6,668,640.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL $226,737,610.00 $ 9,533,120.00 $11,913,940.00 $ 248,184,670.00 $149,885.16
SPECIAL TAXES LEVIED IN OTHER TAXING DISTRICTS
Real Personal Utility Total Tax
No. District Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Rate TOTAL TAX
LIGHTING DISTRICTS
6. SouthwoodPark. ... .. $3,367,000.00 $ 0.00 $26,770.00 $3,393,770.00 Sp. Assess. $2,392.70
15. Woodland Park . .. ... 3,158,430.00 7,370.00 46,250.00 3,212,050.00 Sp. Assess. 1,5634.54
19. Fernbrook . ... .. ... 1,880,830.00 23,710.00 0.00 1,904,540.00 Sp. Assess. 756.00
21. MonitorJt. . .. ... .. 26,540.00 0.00 0.00 26,540.00 Sp. Assess. 52.80
TOTAL $8,432,800.00 $31,080.00 $73,020.00 $8,536,900.00 $4,736.04
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SPECIAL TAXES LEVIED IN OTHER TAXING DISTRICTS

Real Personal Utitity Total
istri T
No. District Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value R::e TOTAL TAX
RECREATION DISTRICTS
1. South Clackamas . .. .. $ 170,335,360.00 $ 9,624,400.00 $ 11,968,320.00 $ 191,928,080.00 0.00 $ 0.00
CEMETERY DISTRICTS
1. Estacada . ......... $ 82,783,620.00 $ 5,748,840.00 $ 37,155,020.00 $ 125,688,480.00 0.10 $ 12,568.85
VECTOR CONTROL DISTRICTS
1. Clackamas County. . ., . . $2,394,539,710.00 $170,338,620.00 $195,710,750.00 $2,760,589,080.00 0.63 $ 82,817.67
PORT DISTRICTS
. P
1 ort of Portland Jt. . . . . $2,394,539,710.00 $170,338,620.00 - $195,710,750.00 $2,760,589,080.00 0.20 $552,117.82
DRAINAGE DISTRICTS
1. EagieCreek ... ..... $ 2,294,690.00 $ 63,740.00 $ 5,000.00 $ 2,353,430.00 0.00 $ 0.00
PARK DISTRICTS
1. LakeGrove . ... .... $ 232,996,300.00 $ 4,268,120.00 $ 1,464,710.00 $ 238,719,130.00 0.13 $ 31,033.49
SPECIAL TAXES LEVIED IN OTHER TAXING DISTRICTS
Real Personal Utility Total Tax
No. District Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Assessed Value Rate TOTAL TAX
SERVICE DISTRICTS
1. Clackamas County . ... $ 199,402,790.00 $ 32,069,990.00 $ 4,943,810.00 $ 236,416,590.00 1.78 $423,169.29
2. MetropolitanJt. . . . . .. 1,496,886,940.00 115,424,230.00 85,262,580.00 1,697,573,750.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL $1,696,289,730.00 $147,494,220.00 $90,206,390.00 $1,933,990,340.00 $423,169.29
SERVICE DISTRICTS SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS
5. Clackamas County ... $ 484,751,410.00 $ 31,148,760.00 $23,873,610.00 $ 539,773,780.00 Sp. Assess. $ 38,482.65
6. Clackamas County $73,790.00 340.00 4,830.00 578,960.00 Sp. Assess. 936.00
9., Clackamas County 456,650.00 0.00 0.00 456,650.00 Sp. Assess. 182.00
TOTAL $ 485,781,850.00 $ 31,149,100.00 $23,878,440.00 $ 540,809,390.00 $ 39,600.65
WATER CONTROL DISTRICTS
2. Shady Dell . ... ... .. $ 590,380.00 $ 2,730.00 $ 35,170.00 $ 628,280.00 0.00 0.00
3. ClackamasBend . . .. .. 2,005,920.00 0.00 45,260.00 2,051,180.00 0.00 0.00
4. Clackamas River. . . . .. 5,863,480.00 503,500.00 1,412,140.00 7,779,120.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL $ 8,459,780.00 $ 506,230.00 $ 1,492,570.00 $ 10,458,580.00 $ 0.00
WATER CONTROL SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS
5. Molailla River District
Improvement Co. . . . .. $ 163,443,210.00 $ 14,385,380.00 $ 9,971,110.00 $ 187,799,700.00 Sp. Assess.  $ 1,780.88
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< AL L AL i I 5. .Gladstone 115-16 4,220,560.00 33.69 142,190.67
- 5.  Gladstone 115-17 330,680.00 33.28 11,005.03
w & @ 5. Gladstone 115-18 5,831,480.00 33.83 197,278.97
Lo 5.  Gladstone 115-19 10,765,550.00 33.28 358,277.50
o T 5. Gladstone 115-20 2,059,170.00 33.20 68.364.44
Tl 5. Gladstone 115-23 495,760.00 34.28 16,994.65
B 5.  Gladstone 115-24 98.650.00 33.65 3,319.57
O B e 5.  Gladstone 115-26 735,680.00 34.00 25,013.12
& Ec- L 5.  Gladstone 115627 821,470.00 34.00 27,929.98
|z 8- 5 I - 5, Gladstone 115-28 220,290.00 33.83 7.452.41
S| 9 9% e, 80l u20, i, X 5. Giadstone 115-31 52,180.00 35.06 1,829.43
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RECAPITULATION — Continued
TOTAL TAXES LEVIED IN CITIES

PUBLIC UTILITIES CORPORATION
Assessed by the Department of Revenue

FOR ALL PURPOSES

Assessed
Corporation Valuation Tax
No. District Code Valuation Rate Tax
Northwest Airlines, Inc. $ 4,000.00 $ 96.80
6 Sandy 46-02 $ 20,327,640.00 $33.88 $ 688,700.44 Pacific Power & Light Co. 7,800.00 188.76
7. Estacada 108-02 11,107,160.00 31.42 348,986.97 Portland General Electric Co. 114,457,920.00 2,835,657.96
Northwest Natural Gas Co. 17,083,910.00 469,004.39
8.  Canby 86-02 58,437,880.00 29.96 1,760,798.88 Northwest Pipeline Corp. 2,649,300.00 68,167.89
9. Barlow 86-09 723,470.00 26.25 18,991.09 Southern Pacific Pipe Lines, Inc. 116,620.00 2,968.19
9. Bariow 86-10 57,980.00 25.07 1,453.56 National Raiiroad Passenger Corp. 103,730.00 2,682.54
10.  Molalia 35-02 26,797,360.00 30.57 819,195.30 Oregon Electric Railway Co.
10. Molalla 35-09 21,250.00 29.77 632.61 C/0 Burlington Northern, Inc. 222,240.00 5,420.81
Portiand Traction Co. 285,800.00 6,708.49
1. Happy Valley 1218 17.966,110.00 24.20 434,779.86 Southern Pacific Transportation Co. 4,318,750.00 111,000.40
1%. gort:ang 1(2)(1)3 g,gg?,g?ggg gggg zz’?,ggggz E. I. Dupont De Nemours & Co. 1,080.00 27.91
12. ortian - . ' g g ' . Evergreen Freight Car Corp. 215,240.00 5,566.29
12. Portland 302-13 106,450.00 29.22 3,110.47 Fruit Growers Express Co. 2.810.00 72.69
14. Tuatatin 7-41 473,590.00 25.25 11,858.15 General American Transportation Co. 49,050.00 1,268.49
14. Tualatin 304-02 1,040,100.00 22.51 23,412.65 Hooker Chemicais & Plastics Corp. 7,560.00 195.52
15.  Wilsonville 3-19 30,034,220.00 28.09 843,661.24 North American Car Corp. 46,240.00 1,195.79
15.  Wilsonville 3-21 92,670.00 25.42 2,355.67 Pacific Fruit Express Co. 86,670.00 2,248.58
5. Witsonville 86-12 9,770,650.00 29.23 285,596.10 Pennwalt Carriers Corp. 3,670.00 94.82
15. Witsonville 305-05 6,500.00 25.42 165.23 Puliman Transport Leasing Co. 5,620.00 145.26
16. Johnson City 12.20 1,221,980.00 22.79 27,848.92 Shippers Car Line Div. ACF Industries, inc. 46,700.00 1,207.72
Trailer Train Co. 130,090.00 3,364.26
17 Rivergrove 745 % aa010. 90 5454 ?g'?;g'gg Union Tank Car Co. 34,140.00 882.80
17. vergrove - by : ol United States Railway Equipment Co. 23,340.00 603.56
7. Rivergrove  304-03 39,030.00 20.98 818.85 Western Fruit Express Co. 13.640.00 350.73
The Western Union Telegraph Co. 47,100.00 1,340.22
[J American Telephone & Telegraph Co. 141,100.00 2,646.26
Associated Oregon Loggers, inc. 6,200.00 136.09
Aurora Telephone Co. 177,570.00 4,547.03
Beaver Creek Coop Telephone Co. 1,757,740.00 42,048.85
Canby Telephone Assn, 3,5605,580.00 92,441.48
Clear Creek Mutual Telephone Co. 1,468,460.00 35,028.31
Communications Services Assn. 65,000.00 1,375.62
[J Continental Telephone Co. of the Northwest 4,504,280.00 102,998.91
SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT ROLL 1875 General Telephone Co. of the Northwest 4,944,230.00 134,939.55
AS SUBMITTED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE Molalia Telephone Co. 2,097,040.00 54,771.86
[J Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone Co. 34,627,880.00 962,059.37
Lands . . . v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e $ 928,575,320.00 Pacific Union 14,000.00 453.04
Structural IMPrOVEMENnTS. « . « o« o v o v oo e e e 1,444,851,060.00 ] Alder Creek Water Co. 5,000.00 62.45
TIMDEr . . . o o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e s 25,033,250.00 [J Alpine North Owners Assn. 7,200.00 93.10
Moveabie Machinery and Farm Implements . . . . . . . . ... 3,163,620.00 [J Arrah Wanna Est Homeowners Assn. 5,650.00 73.05
Merchandise and Stock in Trade. . . . . . . .. .. .. ... 74,753,330.00 Bel-Ridge Co. 17,000.00 442.85
Furniture, Equipment in Commercial Use . . . . ., .. .. ... 61,452,370.00 3 Brightwood Water Works 5,700.00 73.70
LIVeSTOCK + . . o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 2,070,890.00 [ Brookwood Owners Assn. 15,850.00 204.94
MISCEIANEOUS . v v . v v vt e e e m e e e e e e e e e s 5,120,110.00 [ Burbank Water Co. 3,300.00 41.22
Mobile HOMES .« . v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 35,879,340.00 Carver Water Cooperative Assn. 2,000.00 50.72
Cascade East Community Water System 4,650.00 105.60
TOTAL $2,580,899,290.00 The Cedarhurst Improvement Club, Inc. 3,000.00 67.05
LLESS Veterans and Widows Exemptions 15,912,430.00 [ cedar Point Water System 5,000.00 64.65
Cedar Terrace Water System 3,750.00 86.81
TOTAL $2,564,986,860.00
Reforestation, . . . 48,382.86 Acres at .10 peracre . . $ 4,838.54 0 see Supplementat Roil
Fire Patro! . . . . . 262,597.40 ACIES . . v v v e e 90,875.67
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PUBLIC UTILITIES CORPORATION — Continued

Assessed by the Department of Revenue

TOTAL

O see Supplemental Rol!

. A
Corporation Vaslzeastsiei)dn Tax
Community Water Co.
Dietz Airpark Water System s gggggg s 240,36
Eastmont Water Co. 37'900.00 1209
Eklund Development Water District 49’000‘00 22098
GNR Water Dist. Imp. Co., Inc. 12’900'00 " iies
[0 Government Camp Water Co. 35,000‘00 26460
Harmon Community Weli ’500.00 et
Hills of Home Water System 250-00 s
7 Hood Hideaways Water System 10 000.00 050
[] Hoodvale Home Owners Coop 3,700.00 a7 a4
[J Jett View Acres Water System 1l600.00 20,09
Lark Meadows Water System 15’200.00 2500
Liberal Ranchos Home Owners Assn. 3'800.00 22630
Madrona Lane Water System 4'300.00 0995
[l McNaught Water System '800.00 oae
Mt. Hood Wildwood Annex Water System 7 100.00 0190
Paradise Park Community Club 5'500.00 29,06
Petes Mountain Water Co. 93'000.00 42205
Pine Acres Water System 12'000.00 asoa
Polehn Heights Water System 17'500-00 o1 1s
Pr.airie View Estates Water System 32'000.00 391 g
River Bend Water System 60’000.00 2300
3 Rfver Bluff Park Water System 8'200.00 Rbtegd
Riverside Water Co, 4'300.00 Tor2y
Riverwoods Water Co. 4'000.00 e
{1 saimon Valiey Water Co. 51'000'00 So.as
Sandelie Water System 3’000.00 s
Shadow Wood Water Service 1 1'700‘00 756
Skyview Water Co. 13'000'00 aas
Sleepy Hollow Community Water System ’500.00 e
Thornes Estates Water System 1 900‘00 a2
Twin Istand Community Assn. 2’200.00 oo
Twin Oak Estates Water System 7'000'00 2208
Ward View Estates Water System 8'300.00 29929
Wooded Hill Estates Water System 6'000.00 Taa e
Woodland Acres Assn. 3'800-00 a0
Wprkman Air Park Water System 6’300.00 o1 06
O Zig Zag Viilage Water System 22'000'00 29195
Albert Bernert, inc. 4'300‘00 3525
Joe Bernert Towing Co., inc. 499,300.00 14,200.00
Bernert Towing Service 19'900.00 a0t 69
Knappton Towboat Co. 383'700'00 11 ey
';he Mirene Co. '400-00 J:?:Z
amona Tow Boat Co., Inc. . .
arepard Towing Co. ‘:%ggg gg gggzg
estern Transportation Co. . : .
Willamette Western Corp. 796.400.00 21.636.10
DBA William Tug & Barge Co. 100,800.00 2,806.85

$195,710,750.00

$5,019,662.04

CODE 0-2

Value $217,300
County 1.05
S.D.No. 0 10.12
Mult, |ED 4.28
Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
City No. 3 6.63
Road No. 3 0.00
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.09

CODE 0-3

Value $3,042,890
County 1.05
S.D.No. 0 10.12
Mult. tED 4.28
Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
City No. 12 8.35
Road No. 12 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.68

CODE 3-1

Value $44,920

County 1.05
S.D.No. 3 17.98
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2  1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.38

CODE 3-2

Vaiue $120,126,000
County 1.05
S.D.No. 3 17.98
Clack. I1ED 2.55
City No. 2 5.74
Road No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 29.12

CODE 3-3

Value $19,453,490
County 1.05
S.D.No. 3 17.98
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 67 0.35
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.73

CODE 3-4

Value $23,425,980
County 1.05
S.D.No. 3 17.98
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 64 2.67
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.05

CODE 3-5

Value $26,228,170
County 1.05
S.D.No. 3 17.98
Clack. 1IED 2.55
Fire No. 64 2.67
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2  1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.05

CODE 3-156

Value $1,343,590
County 1.056
S.D. No. 3 17.98
Clack. {ED 2.55
Fire No. 64 2.67
Water No. 12 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.05

CODE 3-16

iy

Vaiue $258,100
County 1.05
S.D.No. 3 17.98
Clack. |1ED 2.55
Fire No. 64 2.67
Water No. 14 1.21
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ciack. C.C.No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.26

CODE 3-18

Value $988,250

County 1.05
S.D. No. 3 17.98
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 67 0.35
Water No. 17 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.73

17 —

_CODE 3-19
Value $30,034,220

County 1.05
S.D.No. 3 17.98
Clack. IED 2.55
City No. 15 2.04
Road No. 15 0.00
Fire No. 64 2.67
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ctlack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.08

CODE 3-21

Value $92,670

County 1.05
S.D.No. 3 17.98
Clack. IED , 2.65
City No. 15 2.04
Road No. 15 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ctack. C.C. No. 2 1.57

Port. No. 1 0.20
TOTAL RATE  25.42

CODE 7-1

Value $64,820

County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 20.93

CODE 7-2

Value $141,580,600
County 1.05
S.D.No. 7 16.45
Clack. tED 2.55
City No. 3 6.63
Road No. 3 0.00
Vector No, 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.56

CODE 7-3

Value $863,100
County 1.05
S.D.No. 7 16.45
Ciack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.00




CODE 7-4

s,

Value $1,936,940
County 1.05
S.D. No, 7 16.45
Ctack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 57 2.27
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.20

CODE 7-5

Vatue $1,809,750
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 60 1.58
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 22.51

CODE 7-6

Value $6,424,610
County .
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 66 2.39
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.32

cOoDE 7-7

Value $7,252,940
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 67 0.35
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 21.28

CODE 7-8

——

Value $3,180,390
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 67 2.27
Water No. 13 0.79
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.99

*Bonded |ndebtedness Only

CODE 7-9

Vatue $21,470

County 1.05
$.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. {ED 2.55
City No. 2 5.74
Road No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.67

CODE 7-12

Value $90,280

County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. |ED 2.55
City No. 3 6.63
Road No. 3 0.00
*Water No. 15 2.26
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 29.82

CODE 7-13

Value $8,351,530
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. |ED 2.55
City No. 3 6.63
Road No. 3 0.00
*Water No. 13 0.59
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.15

CODE 7-15

e

Value $5,113,290
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 57 2.27
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.33

CODE 7-16

Value $2,306,250
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 64 2.67
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.60
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COPE 717

Value $8,371,370
County 1.05
S.D.No. 7 16.45
Ciack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 67 2.27
Water No. 13 0.79
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv, No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.12

CODE7-18

Value $747,850
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water No. 13 0.79
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00

Port. No. 1 0.20
TOTAL RATE 24.92
CODE 7-19

bt

Value $516,820
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 64 2.67
Water No. 14 1.21
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.94

CODE 7-20

Vatue $26,915,700
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 57 2.27
Water No. 14 1.21
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00

Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00
TOTAL RATE 24.54
CODE 7-21

bt

Value $140,874,240
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Ciack. 1ED 2.55
City No. 3 6.63
Road No. 3 0.00
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.69

CODE 7-22
Value $17,180,160

County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Cilack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 57 2.27
Water No. 15 2.50
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.83

CODE 7-23

Value $4,896,690
County .
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 64 2.67
Water No. 15 2.60
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.23

CODE 7:24

Value $3,393,770
County .
S.D.No. 7 16.45
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 67 2.27
Water No. 21 0.00
Sanitary No. 6 0.00
Park No. 1 0.13
Lite No. 6 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.33

CODE 7-26

Value $11,030,160
County 1.05
S.D.No. 7 16.45

Clack. 1ED 2.55
City No. 3 6.63
Road No. 3 0.00
*Water No. 13 0.59
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.28

*Bonded Indebtedness Only

CODE 7-27

Vatue $1,753,500
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 57 2.27
Water No. 14 1.21
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00

Port. No. 1 0.20
TOTAL RATE 24.41
CODE 7-30
Value $1,572,760
County 1.056
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. IED 2.55
City No. 3 6.63
Road No. 3 0.00
*Water No. 15 2.26
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00

Port. No. 1 0.20
TOTAL RATE 29.95
CODE 7-31
Value $2,687,330
County 1.05
$.D.No. 7 16.48
Clack. 1ED 2.55
City No. 3 6.63
Road No. 3 0.00
*Water No. 14 0.20
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00

Port. No, 1 0.20
TOTAL RATE 27.89
CODE 7-34
Value $6,187,070
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. 1ED 2.65
City No. 3 6.63
Road No. 3 0.00
*Water No. 14 0.39
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No, 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.08

CODE 7-35

Value $64,530

County 1.05

S.D. No. 7 16.45

Clack. 1ED 2.55

City No. 3 6.63

Road No. 3 0.00
*Water No. 14 0.39

Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.95
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CODE 7-36

Value $3,212,050
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 57 2.27
Water No, 21 0.00
Sanitary No. 6 0.00
Lite No. 16 0.00
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port, C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE; 23.33

CODE 7-38

Value $1,904,540
County 1.056
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Ctack. IED 2.65
Fire No. 57 2.27
Water No. 14 1.21
Park No. 1 0.13
Lite No. 19 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No, 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.64

CODE 7-39

Value $169,810
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. |ED 2.55
City No. 3 6.63
Road No. 3 0.00
*Fire No. 64 0.02
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.58

CODE 7-40

Value $170

County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. IED 2.55
City No. 3 6.63
Road No. 3 0.00
*Water No. 14 0.39
*Fire No. 64 0.02
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.10



THE AVERAGE TAX DOLLAR
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FOR 1975-76
|.E.D. OPERATING 2 00%
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CODE 7-41
Value $473,590
County 1.05
S.b. No, 7 16.45
Ctack. IED 2.5
City No. 14 1.63
Road No. 14 0.00
Fire No. 67 2.27
*Water No. 14 0.39
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.25

CODE 7-43

Value $62,820

County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Ctack. {ED 2,55
Fire No. 57 2.27
Water No. 21 0.00
Sanitary No. 6 0.00
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port, C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.33

CODE 7-44

Value $2,522,810
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. |1ED 2.55
City No. 17 0.00
Road No. 17 0.00
Fire No. 64 2.67
Water No. 14 1.21
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.94

CODE 7-45

Value $496,010
County 1.05
S.D. No. 7 16.45
Clack. {1ED 2.55
City No. 17 0.00
Road No. 17 0.00
Fire No. 57 2.27
Water No. 14 1.21
Park No. 1 0.13
Vector No. 1 0.03

Port. C.C. No. 3 0.65
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.54

*Bonded Indebtedness Only

CODE 7-48

Value $733,310
County

S.D.No. 7

Clack. IED

Fire No. 67
Vector No. 1
Clack. C.C. No. 2
Metro Serv. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 7-49

Value $4,034,390
County

S.D. No. 7

Clack. 1ED

Fire No. 60

Water No. 26
Vector No. 1

Port. C.C. No. 3
Metro Serv. No, 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 7-50

Value $124,930
County

S.D. No. 7
Clack. IED

City No. 3

Road No. 3
Water No. 26
Vector No. 1
Port. C.C. No. 3
Metro Serv. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 7-51

Value $108,350
County

S.D. No. 7
Clack. IED

City No. 3

Road No. 3
*Water No. 13
Park No. 1
Vector No. 1
Port. C.C. No. 3
Metro Serv. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 7-562

Value $234,280
County

S.D. No. 7
Clack. |[ED

City No. 3

Road No. 3
Water No. 15
Park No. 1
Vector No. 1
Port. C.C. No. 3
Metro Serv, No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

1.05
16.45
2.65
0.35
0.03
1.57
0.00
0.20

22.20

16.45
2.65
1.58
0.00
0.03
0.65
0.00
0.20

22.51

1.05
16.45
2,65
6.63
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.65
0.00
0.20

27.56

1.05
16.45
2.55
6.63
0.00
0.69
0.13
0.03
0.65
0.00
0.20

28.28

1.06
16.45
2.55
6.63
0.00
2.50
0.13
0.03
0.65
0.00
0.20

30.19

CODE 12-1

bbbt

Value $144,960
County 1.05
$.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. {ED 2.55
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No, 2 1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 21.91

CODE 122

Value $142,632,690
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16 51
Clack. 1ED 2.55
City No. 4 6.11
Road No. 4 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.02

CODE 12-3

Value $2,389,140

County
S.D. No. 12 16.
Ciack. IED 2
City No. 4 6
RRoad No. 4 0.
*Water No. 7 0
Vector No. 1 1]
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1
Metro Serv. No. 2 O
Port. No. 1 0.
8

TOTAL RATE 28.02
CODE 124

Value $31,298,890
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. 1ED 2.55
City No. 4 6.11
Road No. 4 0.00
*Water No. 7 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ctack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00
TOTAL RATE 28.02

CODE 12-5

Vatue $8,824,520
County 5
S.D. No. 12 6 51
Clack. IED 2.55
City No. 4 6.1
Road No. 4 0.0
Water No. 6 0.1
Vector No. 1 0.0
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.5
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

1
0
5
3
7

TOTAL RATE 28.17

CODE 12-6

Value $1,166,020
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Ctlack. IED 2.55
City No. 4 6.11
Road No. 4 0.00
Water No. 4 0.45
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C.No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
TOTAL RATE 28.47
CODE 12-10

Value $58,400

County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. |ED 2.55
City No. 4 6.11
Road No. 4 0.00
Water No. 7 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 157
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port, No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.02

CODE 12-11

Value $11,235, 180
County

S.D. No. 12 16 51
Clack. 1ED 2.55
City No. 4 6.11
Road No. 4 0.00
*Water No, 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2  1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.02

CODE 12-12
Value $17,261,810
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Ciack. IED 2.55
City No. 4 6.11
Road No. 4 0.00
*Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No, 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.02

*Bonded indebtedness Only

CODE 12-13
Value $169,990

County 1.0
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Ciack. |ED 2.55
City No. 4 6.11
Road No. 4 0.00
*Water No. 6 0.15
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.17

CODE 12-15

Value $2,872,720
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Ciack. IED 2.55
City No. 5 6.31
Road No. 5 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 167
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.22

CODE 12-16

Value $97,540

County 1.05

S.D. No. 12 16.61

Ctlack. IED 2.55

City No. 5 6.31

Road No. & 0.00
*Water No. 4 0.45

Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2  1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.67

CODE 12-17
Value $398,430
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
City No. & 6.31
Road No. 5 0.00
*Fire No. 71 0.08
*Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.30

CODE 12-18

Value $17,966,110
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
City No. 11 0.00
Road No. 11 0.00
Fire No. 65 1.61
Water No. 3 0.68
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.20

— 23 —

CODE 12-19

Value $6,651,310
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Ctack. |[ED 2.55
City No. 12 3.356
Road No. 12 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 30.26

CODE 12-20
Value $1,221,980
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.66
City No. 16 0.00
Road No. 16 0.00
*Fire No. 71 = 0.08
*Water No. 2 ¥ 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No, 2 1.57
*Co. Serv. No. 1 0.80
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 22.79

CODE 12-42

Value $2,192,090
County 1.08
S.D. No. 12 16.61
Clack. {ED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.93

CODE 12-43

Vatue $10,334,960
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Water No. 1 0.27
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 26.20

CODE 12-44

Value $974,260
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. tED 2.55
Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 21.91



CODE 1245

b —————————

Value $17,142,410
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack, IED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 25.93

CODE 12-46

e et

Value $44,320

County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. tED 2.65
Water No. 4 0.45
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE  22.36

CODE 12-47
e e

Value $17,531,150
County 1.056
8.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 51 2.26
Water No. 4 0.45
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2  0.00
Port. No, 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE  26.40

CODE 12-48
Value $41,800

County 1.06
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Water No. 6 0.15
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 22.06

CODE 12-49

Value $12,372,290
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Water No. 6 0.15
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 26.08

CODE 12-50

e ——————

Value $5,917,080
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Water No. 7 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 25.93

CODE 12-51
praathuibhi

Value $88,362,460
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2  0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.14

CODE 12-54
———
Value $764,390

County 1.05
S$.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack, ED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Water No. 3 0.68
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.61

CODE 12-55

Value $3,216,860
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 65 1.61
Vector No, 1 0.03
Clack. C.C, No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.62

CODE 12-56

Value $3,079,370
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack, 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 65 1.61
Water No. 3 0.68
Vector No, 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port, No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE  24.20

— 24 —

CODE 12-57

Value $148,708,290
County 1.05
5.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 51 2.26
Water No. 4 0.45
Sanitary No. 4 0.55
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2  0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 25.17

CODE 12.58

e ——————

Value $176,760
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Sanitary No. 4 0.55
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2  0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.48

CODE 12-59
et oS re—tt—

Value $1,428,490
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 65 1.61
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2  0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE  23.52

CODE 12-60

Value $15,575,110
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack, IED 2.55
Fire No. 65 1.61
Water No. 3 0.68
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 24.20

CODE 12-61

Value $100,633,610
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00
TOTAL RATE 27.71

CODE 12-67

Vaiue $10,854,020
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Ciack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 65 1.61
Water No. 20 1.59
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.11

CODE 12-68

Value $495,270
County 1.056
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Water No. 4 0.45
Sanitary No. 4 0.55
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.87
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.93

CODE 12-69

Value $364,350

County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ctack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.71

CODE 12-70

Value $9,606,680
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Water No. 1 0.27
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. & 0.00

TOTAL RATE 27.98

CODE 12-71

Value $4,369,070
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Ctack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Water No. 3 0.68
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No, 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.39

CODE 12-72

Vatue $1,145,310
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. |IED 2.55
Fire No. 65 1.61
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.30

CODE 12-73

Value $6,311,120
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 65 1.61
Water No. 3 0.68
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.98

CODE 12-74

Value $1,869,210
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.565
Fire No. 51 2.26
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No, 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.95

CODE 12-75

Value $3,111,870
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.61
Clack. iED 2.55
Fire No. 51 2.26
Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.95

CODE 12-76

Value $41,240

County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 51 2.26
Water No. 4 0.45
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2  1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.62

CODE 12-77
" Value $38,822,190

County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 51 2.26
Water No. 4 0.45
Sanitary No. 5 0.63
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 25.25

CODE 12-78

Value $456,650
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED *  2.58
Fire No. 51 2.26
Water No. 4 0.45
Sanitary No. 4 0.55
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ctack. C.C. No, 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Co. Serv, No. 9 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.17

CODE 12-80

Value $1,136,060
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. tED 2.55
Fire No. 59 1.69
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2  1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.50

CODE 12-81

Value $4,619,770
County 1.06
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.36

CODE 12-82

Value $225,310
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water No. 16 0.72
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.70




CODE 12-83
i e

Value $729,260
County 1.06
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. {ED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Water Cont. No. 4 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.7
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.36

CODE 12-84
—————

Value $2,921,320
County 1.05
S8.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. I1ED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.36

CODE 12-85
i

Value $8,791,930
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Cilack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
-Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.36

CODE 12-86
bt

Value $861,330
County 1.08
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Ciack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Water No. 16 0.72
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.08

*Bonded Indebtedness Oniy

CODE 12-87
[t

Value $43,960

County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.65
Fire No. 59 1.59
Water No. 20 1.59
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.09

CODE 12-88
e

Value $2,143,320
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Water No. 20 1.69
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.95

CODE 12-89
vt

Value $4,526,860
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No, 71 3.45
Water No. 22 1.34
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.70

CODE 12-90

ot it

Value $1,139,870
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Ciack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 59 1.59
Water Cont. No. 4 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ctack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.50

CODE 12-91
———

Value $2,069,560
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Cilack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Water Cont. No. 4 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.36

— 26 —

CODE 12-92
Pttt

Value $43,880

County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Water No. 22 1.34
Water Cont. No. 4 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.70

CODE 12-93
——

Value $604,520
County 1.05
S8.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Water No. 2 0.00
Water Cont. No. 4 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No, 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.36

CODE 12-94

[rbufionsih il

Value $493,970
County 1.05
S$.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No, 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.14

CODE 12-95
—————
Value $1,226,400
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
City No. 5 6.31
Road No. 5 0.00
*Water No. 4 0.45
*Sanitary No. 5 0.63
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 29.30

CODE 12-96

Vaiue $825,190
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 56 4.02
Water No. 7 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2  0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 27.71

CODE 12-99
Value $58,850
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Clack. IED 2.55
City No. 5 6.31
Road No. 5 0.00
*Fire No. 71 0.08
*Water No, 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port, No. 1 0.20
TOTAL RATE 30.08
CODE 12-102
Value $90,180
County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Ciack. IED 2.5%5
Fire No. 51 2.26
Water No. 4 0.45
Sanitary No. 4 0.55
*Co. Serv. No. 1 1.38
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.55

CODE 12-103

Value $114,210

County 1.05
S.D. No. 12 16.51
Ciack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Water No. 2 0.00
Water Cont. No. 4 0.00
Vector No, 1 0.03
Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.14

*Bonded Indebtedness Only

0

CODE 13-1

Value $9,048,400

County 1.05
$.D. No. 13 0.00
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
M1. Hood CC No. 1 2.23

Vector No. 1
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE
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CODE 13-2

Value $113,300

County 1
S8.D. No. 13 0]
Clack. 1ED 2
U.H.S. No. 2 6.
Water No. 9 0
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2
Vector No. 1
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE 12.82
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CODE 13-4

Value $9,510,900
County 1.05
S.D. No. 13 0.00
Clack. {ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Sanitary No. 2 0.79
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 13.28

CODE 13-5

Vatue $38,637,070
County 1.05
S.D. No. 13 0.00
Ciack. |IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 74 0.44
Mt, Hood CC No. 1 2,23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 12.93

CODE 13-6

Vatue $27,915,950
County 1.05
S.D. No. 13 0.00
Ciack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 74 0.44
Water No. 9 0.33
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23

Vector No. 1
Port. No. 1

o0
NO
ow

TOTAL RATE 13.26

[ see Suppiemental Roil

CODE 25-1

Vaiue $2,724,210

County 1.05
S.D. No. 25 0.97
Clack. I1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ctack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 12.19

CODE 25-3

Vatue $14,060

County 1.05
S.D. No. 25 0.97
Cilack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 73 0.80
Water Cont. No.,s2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE 12.99
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CODE 254

Value $6,248,560
County

S.D. No. 25
Clack. |1ED

U.H.S. No. 4

Fire No. 73
Vector No. 1 N
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 12.99
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CODE 26-1

Vatue $6,374,150
County 1.05
S.D. No. 26 15.73
Clack. EI. tED 1.69
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Mult. Hi. IED 1.42
Fire No. 59 1.69
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20
TOTAL RATE 30.63
CODE 26-2

Value $35,726,030
County 1.05
S.D. No. 26 156.73
Clack. EI. IED 1.69
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Muit. Hi. {tED 1.42
Fire No. 59 1.59
Water No. 20 1.59
Mt Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. & 0.00

TOTAL RATE 32.22




CODE 26-3
Value $144,480

County 1.05
S.D. No. 26 15.73
Clack. EI. 1ED 1.69
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Mult. Hi. tED 1.42
Fire No. 59 1.59
Water No. 24 0.00
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 30.63

CODE 26-6

Value $106,260
County 1.06
S.D. No. 26 156.73
Ciack. Ei. I1ED 1.69
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Muit. Hi. 1ED 1.42
Fire No, 59 1.59
Water No. 20 1.59
Vector No. 1 0.03
Cilack. C.C, No. 2 1.567
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 31.56

CODE 26-7

Value $145,150
County 1.05
S.D. No. 26 15.73
Ctack, EL. 1ED 1.69
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Mult. Hi. IED 1.42
Fire No. 59 1.59
Water No. 24 0.00
*Water No. 20 0.74
Vector No. 1 0.03
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Port. No, 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 31.37

CODE 291

Vatue $7,559,140
County 1.05
S.D. No. 29 14.82
Clack. {ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 55 1.01
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.58

*Bonded Indebtedness Only

CODE 29-3

Value $9,976,870
County 1.05
S.D. No. 29 14.82
Clack, |ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 55 1.01
Water No. 18 1.54
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ctfack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 30.12

CODE 29-4

Value $80,580

County 1.05
S.D. No. 29 14.82
Clack. {ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 62 1.18
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack, C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.76

CODE 29-8

Value $155,060
County 1.05
S.D. No. 29 14.82
Clack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 55 1.01
Vector No., 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.58

CODE 29-9

Value $88,690

County 1,05
S.D. No. 29 14.82
Clack. JED 2,65
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 73 0.80
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ctack, C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.37

CODE 32-1

Value $232,360

County 1.06
S.D. No. 32 7.76
Clack. lED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 18.98

CODE 32-2

Value $13,423,910
County 1.06
S.D. No. 32 7.76
Ciack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 6.82
Fire No. 68 1.33
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE
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CODE 32-4

Value $45,530
County 1
S.D. No. 32 7
Clack. |1ED 2.
U.H.S. No. 4 5.
Fire No. 70 1
Vector No. 1 0.
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No, 1 0.20

oNwONO
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TOTAL RATE 20.23

CODE 32-5

Value $194,020
County 1.05
S.D. No. 32 7.76
Clack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 73 0.80
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 19.78

CODE 35-1

Value $3,799,350
County 1.05
S.D. No. 35 10.69
Clack. {ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ctack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 21.91

CODE 35-2

Vaiue $26,797,360
County 1.06
S.D. No. 35 10.69
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
City No. 10 7.86
Road No. 10 0.00
Fire No. 73 0.80
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 30.57

CODE 35-4

Value $221,660
County 1.05
S.D. No. 35 10.69
Clack. {ED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 61 1.24
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.15

CODE 35-5

Value $341,780
County 1.05
S.D. No. 35 10.69
Cilack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 62 1.18
Vector No, 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

Water Cont. No. 5  0.00

TOTAL RATE 23.09

CODE 35-7

Value $54,404,350
County 1.05
$.D. No. 35 10.69
Ctack. lED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 73 0.80
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2  1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

Water Cont. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 22.71

CODE 35-8

Value $614,220
County 1.05
$.D. No. 35 10.69
Clack. lED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 73 0.80
Water Cont. No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 22.71

CODE 35-9

Value $21,250

County 1.05
S.D. No. 35 10.69
Ctack. IED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 4 5.82
City No. 10 7.86
Road No. 10 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No, 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 29.77

CODE 35-10

Value $827,110
County 1.05
S.D. No. 35 10.69
Clack. 1IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 68 1.33
Vector No. 1 0.03
Cilack, C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.24

CODE 35-11

Value $174,320
County 1.05
S.D. No. 35 10.69
Clack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 70 1.25
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.16

CODE 35-12

Value $1,798,390
County 1.05
S.D. No. 35 10.69
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 73 0.80
Water No. 23 2.76
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

Water Cont. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 25.47

CODE 44-1

Vaiue $163,610
County 1.05
S.D. No. 44 10.11
Clack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 72 1.91
Mt Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.51

CODE 44-2

Value $7,398,010
County 1.05
S.D. No. 44 10.11
Clack. |ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 59 1.69
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.19

CODE 44-3

Value $11,365,230
County 1.05
S.D. No. 44 10.11
Clack. Ei. IED 1.69
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Muit. Hi. IED 1.42
Fire No. 59 1.59
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.01

CODE 44-4

Vatue $55,600

County 1.05
S.D. No. 44 10.11
Clack, 1ED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 2 s 6.43
Mt, Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20
TOTAL RATE 22.60
CODE 44-5

Value $3,200

County 1.05
S.D. No. 44 10.11
Clack. EI. IED 1.69
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Muit. Hi. IED 1.42
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.42

CODE 44-6

Vaiue $14,409,000
County 1.05
S.D. No. 44 10.11
Clack. |ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 59 1.69
Water No. 24 0.00
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24,19

CODE 44-7

Vatue $10,670

County 1.05
8.D. No. 44 10.11
Clack. |IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 69 1.59
Water No. 20 1.59
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.78




CODE 44-8

Value $854,530
County 1.05
S.D. No. 44 10.11
Clack. EI. tED 1.69
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Mult. Hi. I1ED 1.42
Fire No. 59 1.59
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.01

CODE 44-9

Value $141,220

County 1
S.D. No. 44 10
Clack. IED 2
U.H.S. No. 2 6.
Fire No. 59 1
Vector No. 1 0.
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.53

CODE 45-1

Value $56,650

County 1.05
S.D. No. 45 10.05
Ctack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 2 6.43
Mt Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 22.54

CODE 45-2

Value $9,609,330
County 1.05
S.D. No. 45 10.05
Clack. |ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 72 1.91
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port, No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.45

CODE 46-1

Value $651,020
County 1.05
S.D. No. 46 10.62
Clack. {ED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 2 6.43
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.11

CODE 46-2

Value $20,327,640
County 1.05
S.D. No. 46 10.62
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
City No. 6 8.86
Road No. 6 0.00
Fire No. 72 1.91
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 33.88

CODE 46-3

Value $563,560
County 1.05
S.D. No. 46 10.62
Clack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No, 59 1.69
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.70

CODE 46-4

Value $47,061,420
County 1.05
S.D. No. 46 10.62
Clack. |ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 72 1.91
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.02

CODE 46-5

Vatue $4,000

County 1.05
S.D. No. 46 10.62
Clack. {ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 69 1.42
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.53

CODE 46-6

Value $4,698,570
County 1.05
S.D. No. 46 10.62
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 74 0.44
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.55

CODE 46-8

Value $7,328,250
County 1.05
S.D. No. 46 10.62
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 59 1.569
Water No. 25 0.00
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.70

CODE 46-9

Value $6,986,220
County 1.05
S.D. No. 46 10.62
Clack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 72 1.91
Water No. 25 0.00
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.02

CODE 46-10

Value $568,350
County 1.05
S.D. No. 46 10.62
Clack. |ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 59 1.59
Water No. 24 0.00
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.70

CODE 53-2

Value $13,645,050
County 1.05
S.D. No, 53 21.56
Clack. |ED 2.55
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 157
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.96

CODE 53-5

Value $4,948,770
County 1.05
S.D. No. 63 21.56
Ctack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 68 1.33
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ciack, C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.29

CODE 53-6
Value $7,530,880

County 1.06
S.D. No. 53 21.56
Clack. IED 2.55
Water No. 11 0.95
Fire No. 70 1.25
Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 29.16

CODE 53-7

Vaiue $12,987,280
County 1.05
S.D. No. 53 21.56
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 70 1.25
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.21

CODE 53-8

Value $36,280

County 1.05
S.D. No. 53 21.56
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 69 1.42
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.38

CODE 53-9

Value $2,070,520
County 1.05
S.D. No. 53 21.56
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 73 0.80
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1,67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.76

CODE 62-1

Value $869,310
County 1.05
$.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port, No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 22.86

CODE 62-2

Value $158,012,260
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. 1ED 2,65
City No. 1 9.50
Road No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No, 2 1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 32.36

CODE 62-3

Value $8,641,560
County 1.05
$.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. |IED 2.565
Fire No. 54 3.07
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.93

CODE 624

Vailue $7,206,900
County 1.05
$.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. |IED 2.55
Fire No. 55 1.01
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2  1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.87

CODE 62-6

Value $98,900

County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. IED 2.65
Water No. 8 4.17
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.03

CODE 62-7

Vatue $7,099,860
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. 1IED 2.65
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water No. 8 4.17
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ciack. C.C. No. 2  1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 30.10

CODE 62-8

Vatue $15,350,040
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water No. 16 0.72
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.87
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.65

CODE 62-9

Value $2,246,470
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Ctack. IED 2.565
Fire No. 68 1.33
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No.2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.19

CODE 62-11

Value $38,973,650
County 1.06
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 51 2.26
Water No. 4 0.45
Sanitary No. & 0.63
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 26.20

CODE 62-14

Value $10,412,280
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Cilack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water No. 18 1.54
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.47

CODE 62-15

Value $21,455,270
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 55 1.01
Water No. 18 1.54
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.41




CODE 62-17

Vaiue $48,350

County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 51 2.26
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2  1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE  25.12

CODE 62-18

Value $207,440
County 1.08
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. |\ED 2.55
Fire No. 51 2.26
Water No. 4 0.45
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.57

CODE 62-19

Value $450,560
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. IED 2.65
City No. 5 6.31
Road No. & 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 29.17

CODE 62-20

Value $9,125,610
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. tED 2.55
City No. 1 9.50
Road No. 1 0.00
*Water No. 18 0.57
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 32.93

CODE 62-21

Value $39,950

County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 73 0.80
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2  1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.66

*Bonded Indebtedness Only

CODE 62-22
Value $1,861,000
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. IED 2.55
City No. 5 6.31
Road No. 5 0.00
*Water No. 4 0.45
*Sanitary No. 5 0.63
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.7
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 30.25

CODE 62-24

Value $5,874,390
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Ciack. {ED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water No. 22 1.34
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.27

CODE 62-26

Value $1,734,800
County 1.08
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. {ED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water Cont. No. 4 0.00
Vector No, 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.93

CODE 62-28

Value $102,250
County 1.08
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. IED 2.55
City No. 5 6.31
Road No. 5 0.00
*Sanitary No, & 0.63
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No, 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 29.80

CODE 62-29

Vatue $119,020

County . 1.05

S.D. No. 62 17.46

Clack. |IED 2.55

City No. 5 6.31

Road No. 5 0.00
*Fire No. 54 0.18

Vector No. 1 0.03

Cilack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 29.35
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CODE 62-30

Value $3,485,290
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. I1ED 2.55
City No. 1 9.50
Road No. 1 0.00
*Fire No. 54 0.18
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2  1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port, No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 32.54

CODE 62-31

Value $5,586,590
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack, C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.93

CODE 62-32

Value $4,891,230
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. IED 2.65
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water No. 16 0.72
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 167
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 26.65

CODE 62-33

Value $27,771,460
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water No. 18 1.54
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 27.47

CODE 62-34

Value $960,980
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Ctack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 55 1.01
Water No. 18 1.54
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.41

CODE 62-35

Value $465,380
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. IED 2.65
Fire No, 54 3.07
Water No. 22 1.34
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ciack, C.C. No. 2 1.67
Metro Serv, No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 27.27

CODE 62-36

Value $1,041,480
County 1.06
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack. |IED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water Cont. No. 4 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.93

CODE 62-37

Vaiue $5,274,880
County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Clack, IED 2.55
City No. 1 9.60
Road No. 1 0.00
*Fire No. 54 0.18
*Water No. 18 0.57
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port, No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 33.11

CODE 62-39

Value $60,470

County 1.05
S.D. No. 62 17.46
Ciack. 1ED 2.55
*Fire No. 54 0.18
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.04

CODE 67-1

Value $226,030
County 1.05
S.D. No. 67 8.07
Clack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE 19.29

(o
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*Bonded Indebtedness Only

CODE 67-2

Value $4,048,710
County

S.D. No. 67
Ctack. IED

U.H.S. No. 4

Fire No. 58
Vector No. 1
Clack. C.C. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 67-3

Value $4,422,480
County

S$.D. No. 67
Clack. IED

U.H.S. No. 4

Fire No. 61
Vector No. 1
Clack. C.C. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 67-5

Vatue $2,153,080
County

S.D. No. 67
Clack. tED

U.H.S. No. 4

Fire No. 73

Clack. C.C. No. 2
Vector No. 1

Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 80-1

Value $54,270
County

S.D. No. 80
Clack. lED
U.H.S. No. 4
Vector No. 1
Clack. C.C. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 80-2

Value $4,458,900
County

S.D. No. 80
Clack, |ED

U.H.S. No. 4

Fire No. 65
Vector No. 1
Clack. C.C. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE
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1.05
11.76
2.55
5.82
0.03
1.57
0.20

22.98

1.05
11.76
2.55
5.82
1.01
0.03
1.57
0.20

23.99

CODE 84-1
Value $1,903,820

County 1.05
S.D. No. 84 9.25
Clack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 20.47

CODE 84-3

Vaiue $1,260,660
County . 1.05
S.D. No. 84 9.25
Ciack. {ED 2.65
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 62 1.18
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.7

Port. No. 1 0.20
Water Cont. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 21.65

CODE 84-5

Value $810,890

County 1.0
S.D. No. 84 9.2
Ciack. IED 2.5
U.H.8. No. 4 5.8
Fire No. 55 1.0
Vector No. 1 0.0
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 21.48

CODE 84-7

Value $10,284,460
County 1.05
S.D. No. 84 9.25
Clack. |IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 73 0.80
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ctack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

Water Cont. No. 5 0.00
TOTAL RATE 21.27

CODE 84-10

Vaiue $4,862,240
County

S.D. No. 84
Clack. 1ED

U.H.S. No. 4

Fire No. 73

Water No. 23
Vector No. 1
Ctack. C.C. No. 2

O=0ONOOIN© =
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CODE 84-11

Value $980

County 1.05
S.D. No. 84 9.25
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 62 1.18
Water No. 23 2.76
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.41

CODE 84-12

Vatue $22,200

County 1.0
S.D. No. 84 9.25
Clack. |IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 6.82
Fire No. 68 1.33
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1,67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 21.80

CODE 86-1

Value $1,076,380
County 1.05
S.D. No. 86 11.64
Clack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20
TOTAL 24.39
CODE 86-2

Value $58,437,880
County 1.05
S.D. No. 86 11.64
Clack. |ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
City No. 8 5.57
Road No. 8 0.00
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ctack, C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20
Water Cont. No. 5 0.00
TOTAL 29.96
CODE 86-3

Value $4,273,520
County 1.05
S.D. No. 86 11.64
Clack. tED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 54 3.07
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20
TOTAL 27.46

*Bonded indebtedness Only

s

CODE 86-4

Value $544,880
County 1.0%
S.D. No. 86 11.64
Clack. tED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 55 1.01
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No, 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.40

CODE 86-5

Value $56,409,940
County 1.05
S.D. No. 86 11.64
Clack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 62 1.18
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

Water Cont. No. 5 0.0

TOTAL RATE 25.67

CODE 86-6

Value $14,086,490
County 1.05
S.D. No. 86 11.64
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 63 1.25
Recreation No, 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.64

CODE 86-7

Vatue $352,770
County 1.05
S.D. No. 86 11.64
Cilack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water No. 18 1.54
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 29.00

CODE 86-8

Value $890,540
County 1.05
S.D. No. 86 11.64
Clack. I1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 55 1.01
Water No. 18 1.54
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 26.94

— 34 —

CODE 86-9

-\7a!ue $723,470

County

S.D. No, 86
Clack. IED
U.H.S. No. 1
City No. 9
Road No. 9
Fire No. 62

Recreation No. 1

Vector No. 1

Ctack. C.C. No. 2

Port. No. 1
TOTAL RATE

CODE 86-10

Value $57,980
County

S.D. No. 86
Clack. {ED
U.H.S. No. 1
City No. 9
Road No, 9

Recreation No. 1

Vector No. 1

Clack, C.C. No, 2

Port. No, 1
TOTAL RATE

CODE 86-11

Value $118,800

County

S.D. No. 86
Clack. IED
U.H.S. No. 1
Fire No. 62
Water No. 18

Recreation No. 1

Vector No. 1

Clack. C.C. No. 2

Port. No. 1
TOTAL RATE

CODE 86-12

Value $9,770,650

County

S.D. No. 86
Clack. IED
U.H.S. No. 1
City No. 15
Road No. 15

*Fire No. 63
Recreation No. 1

Vector No. 1

Ciack, C.C. No. 2

Fire No. 64
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

1.05
11.64
2.55
7.35
0.68
0.00
1.18
0.00
0.03
1.57
0.20

26.25

1.05
11.64
2.55
7.35
0.68
0.00
0.00
0.03
1.57
0.20

25.07

1.05
11.64
2.55
7.35
1.18
1.54
0.00
0.03
1.57
0.20

27.11

1.05
11.64
2.55
7.35
2.04
0.00
0.13
0.00
0.03
1.57
2.67
0.20

29.23

CODE 87-1

Value $4,969,350

County 1.05
S.D. No. 87 5.26
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 16.48

CODE 87-2

Value $511,570

County 1.05
S.D. No. 87 6.26
Clack. |ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 73 0.80
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 17.28

CODE 911

Value $16,535,710
County 1.05
S.0. No. 91 11.37
Ctack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 58 0.82
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.94

CODE 91-2

Vatue $5,072,700
County 1.05
S.D. No. 91 11.37
Clack. tED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 62 1.18
Recreation No, 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No, 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.30

CODE 91-3

Value $5,911,980
County 1.05
S.D. No. 91 11.37
Clack. {ED 2.65
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 63 1.25
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.37

CODE 91-4

Vaiue $4,340

County 1.05
S.D. No. 91 11.37
Clack. |ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 1 7.35
Fire No. 73 0.80
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.92

CODE 91-5

Vaiue $43,460

County 1.05
S.D. No. 91 11.37
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 1 7.35
Recreation No. 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ciack. C.C. No. 2  1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.12

CODE 92-2

Value $7,240,560
County 1.0
S.D. No. 92 11.57
Clack. |ED 2.565
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 73 0.80
Vector No. 1 0.03
Cilack, C.C. No, 2 1.57
Port. No, 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.59

CODE 92-3

Value $3,045,070
County 1.05
S.D. No. 92 11.567
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 58 0.82
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ciack. C.C. No, 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.61

CODE 924

Value $3,536,720
County 1.05
S.D. No. 92 11.67
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Fire No. 62 1.18
Vector No, 1 0.03
Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.97

— 35 —

CODE 1071
Value $2,928,930

County 1.05
S.D. No. 107 14.3
Clack. {ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No, 72 1.91
Mt. Hood CC No, 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.71

CODE 107-2-

Value $225,820
County 1.05
S.D. No. 107 14.31
Cilack, tED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 59 1.59
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.39

CODE 107-4

Value $6,151,110
County 1.05
S.D0. No. 107 14.31
Clack. 1ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 72 1.91
Water No. 256 0.00
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.71

CODE 107-5

Value $1,358,680
County 1.05
S.D. No, 107 14.31
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 59 1.59
Water No. 26 0.00
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2,23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 28.39

CODE 107-7

Value $250,700
County 1.05
S.D. No. 107 14.31
Clack. {ED 2.55
U.H.S. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 72 1.91
Water No. 27 2.93
Vector No. 1 0.03
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 31.64

T



CODE 107-8

Value $664,860
County 1.06
S.D. No. 107 14.31
Clack. IED 2.55
U.H.8. No. 2 6.43
Fire No. 69 1.69
Water No. 27 2.93
Vector No. 1 0.03
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 31.32

CODE 108-1

Value $4,208,240
County 1.05
S.D. No. 108 16.55
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Cemetery No. 1 0.10
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.87
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 22.05

CODE 108-2
ustiorfiniubiai

Value $11,107,160
County 1.05
S.D. No. 108 16.55
Clack. |ED 2.55
City No. 7 7.95
Road No. 7 0.00
Fire No. 69 1.42
Cemetery No. 1 0.10
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 31.42

CODE 108-3
e

Value $14,037,490
County 1.05
S.D. No. 108 16.55
Ctack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 59 1.59
Cemetery No. 1 0.10
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.64

CODE 108-5

Value $940,460

County 1.05
$.0. No. 108 16.55
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Cemetery No. 1 0.10
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port, No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.12

*Bonded Indebtedness Only

CODE 108-6

Value $91,684,870
County 1.06
S.D. No. 108 16.55
Clack. {ED 2.65
Fire No. 69 1.42
Cemetery No. 1 0.10
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack, C.C. No. 2  1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.47

CODE 108-7

Value $8,730

County 1.06
S.D. No. 108 16.65
Clack. 1ED 2.65
Fire No. 68 1.33
Cemetery No. 1 0.10
vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.7
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.38

CODE 108-8
ity

Value $191,700
County 1.05
S.D. No. 108 16.55
Clack. IED 2.65
Fire No. 72 1.91
Cemetery No, 1 0.10
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C, No. 2  1.57
Port. No."1 ’ 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.96

CODE 108-9

Value $6,354,770
County 1.05
S.D. No. 108 16.55
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 59 1.59
Vector No. 1 0.03
Cilack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.54

CODE 108-10
prdiutniihadiiiy
Value $844,430

County 1.05
S.D. No. 108 16.55
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 59 1.59
Drainage No, 1 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.54

CODE 108-12

Value $54,850

County 1.05
S.D. No. 108 16.55
Clack. tED 2.55
Fire No. 59 1.69
Water No. 20 1.69
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.567
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 25.13

CODE 108-14
Value $1,993,980

County 1.05
S.D. No. 108 16.55
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 69 1.42

Water Cont. No. 3 0.00
Cemetery No. 1 0.10

Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2  1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.47

CODE 108-16
e e
Vaiue $212,040

County 1.05
S.D. No. 108 16.55
Ciack. {ED 2.55
Fire No. 59 1.59
Water Cont. No. 4 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.54

CODE 108-17
Value $1,509,000

County 1.05
S.D. No. 108 16.55
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 59 1.59
Drainage No. 1 0.00
Cemetery No. 1 0.10
Vector No, 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.64

CODE 108-19
Value $6,850

County 1.05
S.D. No. 108 16.55
Clack. tED 2.55
Fire No. 68 1.33
*Fire No. 54 0.18
Cemetery No. 1 0.10
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port, No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.56

CODE 108-20
Value $8,977,760

County 1.05
S§.D. No. 108 16.55
Clack. 1IED 2.55
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 21.95

CODE 115-2

Value $48,424,710
County 1.05
8.D, No. 115 21.49
Clack. 1ED 2.55
City No. & 6.31
Road No. 5 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 33.20

CODE 115-3

Value $248,050
County 1.05
S.D. No. 115 21.49
Clack. tED 2.55
City No. § 6.31
Road No. 5 0.00
*Fire No. 64 0.18
Vector No, 1 0.03

Clack, C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv, No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 33.38

CODE 1156-7

Value $163,300
County 1.05
$.D. No. 115 21.49
Ciack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 51 2.26
Water No. 4 0.45
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack, C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 29.60

CODE 115-10
Value $3,692,050

County 1.056
S.0. No, 115 21.49
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 51 2.26
Water No. 4 0.45
Sanitary No. § 0.63
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv, No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 30.23

*Bonded indebtedness Only

CODE 115-12
Vaiue $499,750

County 1.05
S.D. No. 115 21.49
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 51 2.26
Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 30.93

CODE 115-13
Vatue $590,190

County 1.08
S.D. No. 115 21.49
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 51 2.26
Sanitary No. 5 0.63
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ctack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20
Co. Serv. No. 5 0.00

TOTAL RATE 29.78

CODE 115-15
Value $467,150

County 1.05
S.D. No. 115 21.49
Clack. IED 2.55
City No. 5 6.31
Road No. 5 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1,57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 . 0.20

TOTAL RATE 33.20

CODE 115-16
Value $4,220,560

County 1.05
S.D. No. 115 21.49
Ctack. IED 2.65
City No. & 6.31
Road No. 6 0.00
*Sanitary No. 5 0.49
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 33.69

CODE 115-17
Vaiue $330,680

County 1.05
$.D. No. 115 21.49
Clack. |ED 2.55
City No. 5 6.31
Road No. 5 0.00
*Fire No. 71 0.08
*Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No, 2 1.87
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 33.28

CODE 115-18
Value $5,831,480

County 1.05
8.D. No. 115 21.49
Clack. IED 2.55
City No. 5 6.31
Road No. 5 0.00
*Sanitary No. 5 0.63
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 33.83
CODE 115-19
Value $10,765,5650

County 1.05
S.D. No. 1186 21.49
Clack. 1IED 2.55
City No. 5 6.31
Road No. &5 0.00
*Water No. 2 *0.00
*Fire No. 71 0.08
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ctack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 33.28

CODE 115-20
Value $2,059,170

County 1.05
S.D. No. 115 21.49
Clack, |ED 2.55
City No. & 6.31
Road No. 6 0.00
*Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Metro Serv. No. 2  0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 33.20
CODE 115-22
Value $1,067,610

County 1.05
S.D. No. 115 21.49
Clack. tED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
Metro Serv. No. 2  0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 32.12

CODE 115-23
Vatue $495,760

County 1.05
S.D. No. 115 21.49
Clack. {ED 2.55
City No. & 6.31
Road No. & 0.00
*Water No. 4 0.45
*Sanitary No. 5 0.63
Vector No. 1 0.03

Ciack. C.C. No, 2 1.57
Metro Serv. No. 2 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 34.28




CODE 115-24

Vaiue $98,650
County

S.D. No. 115
Clack. 1ED

City No. 6

Road No. 6
*Water No. 4
Vector No. 1
Clack. C.C. No. 2
Metro Serv. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 115-26

Value $735,680
County

S.D. No. 115
Clack. IED

City No. 5

Road No. 5
*Co. Serv. No. 1
Vector No. 1
Clack. C.C. No. 2
Metro Serv. No. 2
Port. No, 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 115-27

Vaiue $821,470
County

S.D. No. 1156
Clack. IED

City No. 6

Road No. 5
*Co. Serv. No. 1
*Water No. 2
Vector No, 1
Ctack. C.C. No. 2
Metro Serv. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 115-28

Value $220,290
County

S.D. No. 115
Ctack. tED

City No. 5

Road No. 5
*Sanitary No. 5
Vector No. 1
Clack. C.C. No. 2
Metro Serv. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

1.05
21.49
2.55
6.31
0.00
0.45
0.03
1.57
0.00
0.20

33.65

1.05
21.49
2.55
6.31
0.00
0.80
0.03
1.57
0.00
.20

34.00

1.0
21.49
2.55
6.31
0.00
0.80
0.00
0.03
1.57
0.00
0.20

34.00

1.06
21.49
2.65
6.31
0.00
0.63
0.03
1.67
0.00
0.20

33.83

*Bonded Indebtedness Only

CODE 115-31
Value $52,180

County 1.05
S.D. No. 115 21.49
Clack. {ED 2.65
City No. 5 6.31
Road No. 6 0.00
*Fire No. 71 0.08
Co. Serv. No. 1 1.78
*Water No. 2 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.7
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 35.06

CODE 116-2

Value $20,340,560
County 1.05
S.D. No. 116 13.88
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Vactor No. 1 0.03
Ctack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 22.35

CODE 116-3

Value $209,410
County 1.05
S.D. No. 116 13.88
Clack. |ED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water No. 18 1.54
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.89

CODE 116-4
Value $418,860

County 1.05
S.D. No. 116 13.88
Clack. 1ED 2.55
Fire No. 69 1.42
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 20.70

CODE 116-5

Value $14,159,770
County 1.05
S.D. No. 116 13.88
Ciack. {ED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water No. 22 1.34
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack, C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.69

CODE 116-6

Value $89,500

County 1.05
S.D. No. 116 13.88
Clack. IED 2.56
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water Cont. No. 4 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 22.35

CODE 116-7

Value $2,290

County 1.05
S.D. No. 116 13.88
Clack. IED 2.565
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water Cont. No. 3 0.00
Vector No, 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 22.35

CODE 116-8

Value $54,910

County 1.05
S.D. No. 116 13.88
Ctlack, |ED 2.65
Fire No. 69 1.42
Water Cont. No. 3 0.00
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ctack. C.C. No. 2  1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 20.70

CODE 116-9

Value $578,960
County 1.05
S.D. No. 116 13.88
Clack. |{ED 2.55
Fire No. 54 3.07
Water No. 22 1.34
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Co. Serv. No. 6 0.00
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.69

CODE 116-10

Value $95,280

County 1.05
S.D. No. 116 13.88
Clack. IED 2.55
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 19.28

CODE 116-11
Value $186,520

County 1.05
S.D. No. 116 13.88
Clack. IED 2.55
Fire No. 71 3.45
Water No. 22 1.34
Vector No. 1 0.03
Clack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 24.07

CODE 142-1

Value $3,182,590
County 1.05
S.D. No. 142 5.87
Marion EI. 1ED 1.12
U.H.S. No. 4 5.82
Clack, Hi. IED 0.86
Fire No. 58 0.82
Vector No. 1 0.03
Ciack. C.C. No. 2 1.67
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 17.34

CODE 1424

Value $1,146,030
County 1.05
S.D. No. 142 5.87
Marion IED 1.68
U.H.S. No. 23 5.04
Fire No. 58 0.82
Vector No. 1 0.03

Clack. C.C. No.2  1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 16.26

CODE 1425

Value $26,540
County 1
S.D. No. 142 5
Marion IED 1
U.H.S. No. 23 5.
Fire No. 568 0.
Lite No. 21 0]
Vector No. 1 o.
Cilack. C.C. No. 2 1.57
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 16.26

CODE 300-1

Value $10,787,940
County 1.05
S§.D. No. 300 7.08
Muit. tED 4.28
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Fire No. 59 1.59
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 23.15

CODE 300-2

Value $68,000

County 1.05
S.D. No. 300 7.08
Muit. iED 4.28
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 21.56

CODE 300-3

Value $2,209,420
County 1.05
S.D. No. 300 7.08
Muit. 1ED 4.28
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Fire No. 59 1.59
Water No. 24 0.00
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23

Vector No. 1
Port. No. 1

o0
NO
ow

TOTAL RATE 23.15

CODE 3004

Vaiue $8,973,500
County 1.086
S.D. No. 300 7.08
Muit. IED 4.28
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Fire No. 59 1.69
Water No. 25 0.00
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23

Vector No. 1
Port. No. 1

oo
NO
ow

TOTAL RATE 23.15

CODE 302-2

Value $2,521,000

County 1.05
S.D. No. 302 6.39
Muit. 1ED 4.28
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Fire No. 59 1.59
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03
Port. No. 1 0.20

TOTAL RATE 22.46

CODE 3024

Value $3,887,380
County 1.05
S.D. No. 302 6.39
Mult, IED 4.28
U.H.S. No. 20 6.69
Fire No. 59 1.59
Mt. Hood CC No. 1 2.23
Vector No. 1 0.03

Metro Serv. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE 22.46

oo
NO
[=Xw]

— 39 —

CODE 302-5

Value $3,602,230
County

S.D. No. 302

Mult. 1ED

U.H.S. No. 20

Fire No. 65

Mt. Hood CC No. 1
Vector No. 1
Metro Serv. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 302-10

Value $204,120
County

S.D. No. 302

Mult. 1ED

U.H.S. No. 20

Fire No. 65

Mt. Hood CC No. 1
Vector No. 1

Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 302-11

Value $950,350
County

S.D. No. 302
Muit. IED

U.H.S. No. 20
Water No. 3

Fire No. 65

Mt. Hood CC No. 1
Vector No. 1
Metro Serv. No. 2
Port. No. 1

TOTAL RATE

CODE 302-12

Vaiue $2,069,360
County

S.D. No. 302

Mult. {ED

U.H.S. No. 20

Fire No. 59

Water No. 20

Mt. Hood CC No. 1
Vector No. 1

Port. No. 1

ON=ODG -
oNOONWO
FR2OCVOG

oo
N O
oo

22.48

N Ao
NODNWO
Waonod

0.20

22.48

ONOTOANWO
WW-=0W0WWOO

CON=ORHO -

N=Oho-
NOODN WO
WOOOKOR

oo
N QO
ow

TOTAL RATE 24.05

CODE 302-13

Value $106,450
County

S.D. No. 302
Mult. 1ED

U.H.S. No. 20
City No. 12

Road No, 12

Mt. Hood CC No. 1
Vector No. 1
Metro Serv. No. 2
Port. No. 1

ONORD PO =
ONOWANWO
PWORORO G

oo
NO
jela]

TOTAL RATE 29.22
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In a state noted for the variety of school district organizational modes
permitted by law, Oregon's three metropolitan counties seem surprizingly
uniform. Each has been organized to provide three levels of education
services, ' o

. A Community College (ORS Chapter 341)
. An Intermediate Education District (ORS Chapter 334)
. Crades 1 = 12 (Under several different arrangements)

The surface uniformity tends to disappear, however, as you dig a little
deeper, This is particularly true of the level of local tax effort re-
quired to support similar levels of education. In 197L4-75, the tax rates
levied to provide elementary and secondary schools ranged from a low of
$10.89 in Dickey Prairie to a high of $25.83 in Cottrell. Both districts
are in Clackamas County,

The range in number of students served by local school distriets is quite
remarkable, Of the fifty-seven districts in the area in 1974-75, twantybiree (23)
had fewer than 500 students. The smallest of these was Maple Grove with

29 gtudents, Conversely, three of the five largest districts in the state

are located in the Tri-County area. The pace of school distriet consoli-

dation has beenuiiuch slower the last few years. The only major effort

last year resulted in the consolidation of Reynolds and Rockwood Districts

in Multnomah County,

A1l three levels of education districts depend to some extent on property.
taxes for survival., The proportion varies with the type of district as
well as the true cash value of the district,

Community colleges derive the majority of their general fund revenues .from
student tuition and state and federal grants, However, they could not
operate without some level of local support. Only two of the three col-
leges have established a tax base. The third must rely on year-to-year
voter approval of its operating levy. _

Intermediate Fducation Districts are almost totally dependent on property
taxes for their general fund revenue, Although the IEDs all operate under .
the same legislative authority, implementation of the school tax equali-

- gation provision of that law is not equal among the three IEDs, In fact,
Washington County IED has had no funds available for tax equalization
purposes for the last two years, In addition, cuts in services formerly
provided to local districts have been necessary for it to remain within

its tax base.

At the local school district level, the proportion of revenues generated
locally varies considerably from district to district. Some of the major
factors contributing to this disparity will be addressed in greater
detail later in this report. - -

Finally, Some note should be made of the greater effort being made at the
state level to support current expenditures of local school districts.
This has resulted in an increase in state support from about 22 4 4in

the 1970~71 fiscal year to 30 ¢ in 1974-75.

—2-—



COMMUNITY COLIEGE DISTRICTS

¥Mt, Hood Community College covers an area of 950 square miles and has ter~

.ritory in three counties,

e Multnomah: All territory east of Portland School District
o Clackamas: All territory served by Gresham and Sandy Union High
Districts ' .

o Hood River: Cascade Iocks School Distriet
The main campus is situated on a 212 acre site in Gresham., Classes are
offered at various locations thoughout the district. The district has a
tax base for operation purposes, In February, 1974, voters of the district
approved a $6,300,000 bond measure for building construction.

Portland Community College serves an area of about 1500 square miles and

-has territory in five counties, .

o Multnomah: Portland, Sauvies Island, and Riverdale School Districts

o Clackamas: Take Oswego School Pistrict

o Washington: A1l school districts '

o Columbia: St, Helen's, Scappoose, and Vernonia School Districts

o Yamhill: Newberg School District
The main campus is located on Mt, Sylvania. Other campus centers include
Cascade College, Failing Hall, Shattuck Hall, and the Multnomsh Building,
Nearly 50 adult education centers are situated throughout the district.
The college has a tax base that, to date, has-provided the local revenue
required for operation as well as construction funds, The district has
no bonded debt, A new campus is presently under construction at Rock
Creek in Washington County,

Clackamas Community College serves an area of about 2000 square miles, all

located within county boundaries,

o Clackamas: All territory except ILake Oswego, Sandy Union High, and

Gresham Union High School Districts : :

The main campus is located in Oregon City., Classes are offered at numerous
sites in the district through a shared facilities arrangement with loeal
school districts. The college does not have a tax base and must go to the
voters each year for approval of its operation levy, A& $5,000,000 bond
measure for construction purposes was approved by voters in 1968, )

Students - General Fund - Operation Ratijo to Debt  Total
o (FTE) Revenue Levy General Fund levy Tax Rate
Mt, Hood 10,700 $ 8,077,758  $2,081,,278  25.8% 181,169,870 $1.85
1) (eo2) |
Portland 28,189 $17,268,989  $5,206,088% 30,1% 0 $ .68
(1) (10,186) : :
Clackamas 16,826 - § 5,222,197 $2,172,979  41.6% $ 470,797 $1.60
(2 (2,912)

* $2,302,098 to be transferred to Capital Projects

(1) Annual Report, Tax Supervising and Conservation Conmission, 1973-74
(2) William Shreve, Public Information, Clackamas Community College
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_INTERMEDIATE EDUCATION DISTRICTS ‘ \\

The IEDs were designed to promote equality of education through area-wide
services available to all local districts, and through tax equalization
within the JED, A number of services for the State Department of Educa-
tion are also performed by the IEDs.

Service Function Services can be offered by the IED either by contract
with the local district or by resolution., A resolution service must be
agreed upon by two-thirds of the local district boards representing a
nmajority of the students in the IED, That service is then included as
part of the operation budget of the IEFD and is offered to all students in
the district.

The service budget is subtracted from the total allowable levy to arrive
at the amount to be distributed back to the districts in the IED as
equalization offsets., The majority with a majority of children is really
the only effective limitation on the amount of the IED budgets until the
tax base limit has been reached, Washington County IED has now reached
the point where all its allowable levy within the 6% limitation is being
utilized for its operation budget; no tax equalization is taking place,

The three IEDs provide a number of similar programs by resolution. They
include data processing, instructional material services, and outdoor
schools, Counseling, nursing services, computer instruction, and course
development are services that are offered by one or more of the IEDa,

Fost state and federal ald comes in the form of categorical grants for
handicapped, retarded, or educationally disadvantaged youngsters, For
example, Washingten County IED runs a large federally-funded program for
the education of migrant children. Emphasis in Clackamae and Multnomah
Counties- seems to be on schools for trainable retarded children,

Tax Equalization The secomd TED function prescribed by law is the levy
of an area-wide property tax for equalization purposes., The formula
would equalize approximately 50% of the local districts'! combined certie
fied tax levies if it were fully implemented. None of the three counties
is equaligzed to that extent, : ' :

: " I E D FQUALIZATION IEVIES FOR OFFSET 1975 - 19761 -

MULTNOMAH CLACKAMAS  WASHINGTON
IEDAIP;gUNT 47,616,621 $20,191, 287 - $20,128,90L
BUDGET AMOUNT ' : .
WITHIN 6% 924,435,644 $ 5,537,316 o
RETIO = . .. . 51.3% 27.“:% ........ R o

1- Compiled from IED Budget documents from Washington, Clackamas, and Mult-
nomah Counties, Fiscal year, 1975-76



~

An Fquity Question There is a serious equity question involved in the
disparity in tax egualization that is permitted to exist among the IFDs,
First, there is the inherent inequity to districts that are contributing
funds to other distriets within their IED, In Multnomah County, the

amount distributed in distriets other than where it was collected amounted
to $2,462,459, or 10.4% of the equalization levy. In Clackamas County, the
‘amount was $303,344,66 or 5.6% of the Equalization levy., (1974-75)

Second, when state equalization funds are distributed, the Basic School

- Support formula takes no notice whatever of the tax equalization (or lack
of it) that is occuring in the IEDs, A district that is qualified to
receive state equalization funds may very possibly be contributing a por-
tion of its funds to poorer districts through the IED equalization.ecee.s
& process once described as the mobility in poverty ! concept, ’

In conclusion, this is one situation that the Commission may wish to study.

There is no question but that it contributes to the marked disparity in
school tax rates across the three counties,

T E D BUDGET SUMMARY 1975 - 761

MULTNGMAH ~ CLACKAMAS - WASHINGTON
TOTAL IEVY $30,879,722 $6,980,417 81,268,837
TOTAL TAX RATEZ 84,28 $2.55 $ .9
OPERATION IEVY $ 6,4&4,078 $1,443,050 21,268,837
EQUALIZATION IEVY  $24,435,6L4 $5,537,367 0.
 $119.12 : 0

OFFSET PER CHILD $261.88 -
(RADM) .

1~ IED Budgets from Washington,
2- Reports of Tax Assessors of

Clackamas, and Multnomah Counties, 1975-76
Washington, Clackamas, and Multnomah Counties
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In November, 1973 the 19704, 1970B, 1971A, and 1971B Revenue Bond
Issues were refunded, and in March, 1974 the 1970 General Obligation
Bond issue was refunded. Proceeds from these Refunding Issues were
used to acquire U. S. Treasury obligations which are deposited in-
special refunding accounts held by the King County Treasurer. Interest
received and maturities of the U. S. Treasury obligations will be used
only to pay the principal and interest requirements of these refunded
bonds. Because of the restrictions imposed upon the receipts and ex-
penditures of these funds, they are not included in the 1976 budget of
receipts, expenditures, or estimated fund balances. Only the Refunding
Bonds are considered:outstanding Bonded Indebtedness of the Port.
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Recapitulation of Taxes to be Levied for the Year 1976

Estimated budget expenditures which require a tax levy in the year 1976 to
provide for payment of bond redemptions and interest, the cost of capital
improvements and acquisitions, and for expenditures for operation, mainten-
ance, insurance and administration as follows._ :

. (Estimated Amount)
Deposit to General Fund 45 cents per M $ 7,200,000 :

Deposit to 1975 Bond Redemption Fund 9.6 cents per M- 1,509,900
Deposit to Bond Redemption Fund ' 9.4 cents.per M 1,490,100

_Estimated amount necessary. to be raised by taxation in excess
of all net income and receipts of the Port of Seattle ' $10,200,000

The 1975 assessed valuation for the 1976 statutory tax levy for general Port
purposes 1s estimated to be $16,000,000,000 and for the 1976 excess levy for
General Obligation Bond debt service is estimated to be $15 800,000,000.



PORT OF SFATTLE

Estimated Fund Balances, Receipts énd Expenditures

For the Year 1976

ESTIMATED CASH BALANCES, JANUARY 1, 1976
1975 General Obligation Bond Fund
General Obligation Bond Fund
Revenue Bond Fund
Harbor Improvement Fund
2nd Lien Revenue Bond Fund
General Fund
Airport Development Fund
Customers' Deposit Fund
Construction Fund, 1975
Construction Fund 69A
EDA Fund No. 3

 EDA Fund No. 4 :
Piers 90 and 91 Acquisition & Improvement Fund
Incidental Expense Fund
Travel Advance Fund :
Temporarily Idle Funds Invested (1)

ESTIMATED CASH RECEIPTS (NOTE A)
Tax Levy =~ 19 cents per M - Bond Service

Tax Levy - 45 cents per M - General Port Purposes

Receipts in lieu of Taxes

Tax Receipts Prior Years

Federal Grants in Aid

Customer Deposits - Net

Interest on Temporary Investments
EDA Grants

ESTIMATED REVENUES
From Operations
Harbor Area Rentals

Total Estimated Balances and Receipts

(1) Includes:
General Obligation Bond Fund
Revenue Bond Fund '
Customers' Deposit Fund
Construction Fund 69A
Construction Fund, 1975 .
Piers 90 and 91 Acqulsition and

Improvement Fund

$24,630,000

$ 1,200,000
9,000,000
230,000
200,000
10,000,000

4,000,000

5,00

30,000
15,000

24,630,000

$ 2,915,000

7,000,000

1,000

400,000
3,503,000
10,000

1,486,695

935,000

$ 71,675,195

60,000

cooocodocooc00D0

Page 2

$ 24,680,000

$ 16,250,695

$ 71,735,195

$112,665,890



PORT OF SEATTLE -

(cont'd) ~ Estimated Fund Balances, Receipts and Expenditures

For the Year 1976

ESTIMATED CASII EXPENDITURES (NOTE A)
Interest and Redemption of Bonds:
1975 General Obligation Bonds:
Interest Payments
General Obligation Bonds:
- Redemptions
Interest Payments
Revenue Bonds:
Redemptions
Interest Payments
Junior Lien Revenue Bonds:
Redemptions
Interest Payments
_ Redemption of Revenue Warrants
Interest on Revenue Warrants
Maintenance and Operations
Administrative Expenses
‘Trade Promotion
Promotional Hosting
Capital Imp:ovements and Acquisitions

Total Estimated Cash Expenditures

-ESTIMATED CASH BALANCES, DECEMBER 31, 1976
1975 -General Obligation Bond Fund-
General Obligation Bond Fund
Revenue Bond Fund
Harbor Improvement Fund
2nd Lien Revenue Bond Fund-

General Fund -

- ‘Airport Development Fund
Customers' Deposit Fund
Construction Fund, 1975

* Construction Fund 69A
EDA Fund No. 3
-EDA Fund No. 4
Piers 90 and 91 Acquisition & Improvement Fund
Incidental Expense Fund
Travel Advance. Fund
Temporarily Idle Funds Invested (2)

Total Estimated Cash Balances, December 31, 1976

(2) 1Includes:

1975 General Obligation Bond Fund $ 310,000
General Obligation Bond Fund 1,260,000
Revenue Bond Fund , - 11,680,000
Customers' Deposit Fund . 236,000

$13,486,000

$ 1,240,000

780,000

745,695

4,135,000
12,056,391

260,000
82,435
6,000,000
416,250

43,280,775
7,943,540 -

48,000
96,030

22,037,022

30,000

15,000
_13,486,000

Page 3

$ 99,121,138

$_13,504,752
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PORT OF SEATTLE

'Statement of Estimated Fund Balancés

For the Year 1976

1975 GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND FUND S : ’ » .
' Cash Balance, January 1, 1976 . $ 0 $. -~ §

Tax Receipts (9.6 cents per M) 1,467,200
Interest earned on Temporary : o _
Investments 82,800 1,550,000
Less:
Interest on Bond Debt : 1,240,000 L
Temporary Investments C 310,000 1,550,000 -
Cash Balance, December 31, 1976 SR I ' 0

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND FUND (Note A)

Cash Balance, January 1, 1976 0
Tax Receipts (9.4 cents per M) 1,447,800
Tax Receipts, prior years - : 90,000
Temporary Investment Maturities 1,200,000
Interest earned on Temporary 4 » .
Investments ' o 47,895 2,785,695
Less: _ S '
Bonds Redeemed 780,000
Interest on Bond Debt - 745,695 _ -
Temporary Investments - ' 1,260,000 2,755,695
Cash Balance, December 31, 1976 ‘ o o 0

REVENUE BOND FUND (NOTE A)

Cash Balance, January 1, 1976 : _ 0
~ Transfers from other funds . 18,126,143
Interest on Temporary Investments 750,000 _
Temporary Investment Maturities - 9,000,000 = 27,876,143
Less: v . S
Bonds Redeemed 4,135,000
Interest on Bond Debt 12,056,391 ,
Temporary Investments -11,680,000 27,871,391

Cash Balance, December 31, 1976 . v . 4,752



PORT OF SEATTLE

(cont'd.)

Statement of Estimated Fund Balances

For The Year 1976

HARBOR IMPROVEMENT FUND

' Cash Balance, January 1, 1976
Harbor Area Rentals.
Less Transfers to General Fund

Cash Balahce; December 31, 1976

2ND LIEN REVENUE BOND FUND
Cash Balance, January 1, 1976
Transfer from General Fund

Less:

Cash Balance, December 31, 1976

GENERAL FUND

Cash Balance, January 1, 1976
Operating Revenues o
Tax Receipts (45 cents per M)
Tax Receipts, prior years

. Transfers from other funds
“Receipts in lieu of taxes
Interest earned on Temporary

Investments

Less: -
Maintenance & Operations
Administrative Expense
Trade Promotion
Promotional Hosting .
Transfer to other funds
Capital Improvements and

Acquisitions

Cash Balance, December 31, 1976

Bonds and Warrants Redeemed
Interest on Bonds & Warrants

0
6,758,685

6,260,000

498,685 -

T
40,401,603
7,000,000
310,000
309,000
1,000

‘ 100,000

31,405,183
4,993,540
43,000

93,030 .

11,273,028

313,822

60,000
60,000

6,758,685

6:758,685>

48,121,603

48,121,603




PORT OF SEATTLE

(cont'd,)

For the Year 1976

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT FUND
Cash Balance, January 1, 1976
Operating Revenues
Federal Grants in Aid
Interest earned on Temporary
Investments

Less: ‘ _
Maintenance & Operations
Administrative Expense
Trade Promotion
Promotional Hosting
Transfer to Revenue Bond Fund
Capital Improvements &

Acquisitions

Cash Balance, December 31, 1976

- CUSTOMERS' DEPOSIT FUND -

Cash Balance, January 1, 1976

Tenporary Investment Maturities

Interest earned on Temporary
Investments '

Customers' Deposits - Net

Less: . ,
Temporary Investments
Transfers to General Fund

Cash Balance, December 31, 1976

CONSTRUCTION FUND, 1975
Cash Balance, January 1, 1976
Interest earned on Temporary
Investments '
Temporary Investment Maturities

_ Less: :
‘Capital Improvements and
Acquisitions
Transfer to Other Funds

Cash Balance, December 31, 1976

$ 0
31,273,592
3,503,000

200,000

11,875,592
2,950,000
5,000
3,000

13,611,800

Statement of Estimated Fund Balances

34,976,592

6,531,200

$ 5,000
230,000

14,000

10,000

236,000
14,000

34,976,592

259,000

250,000

0

200,000
10,000,000

8,700,000
1,500,000

10,200,000

10,200,000

Page 6

<>

9,000



PORT OF SEATTLE

(cont'd.) Statement of Estimated Fund Balances

For the Year 1976

CONSTRUCTION FUND 69A

Cash Balance, January 1, 1976

Temporary Investment Maturities
Interest earned on Temporary
Investments

Less: .
Capital Improvements and
Acquisitions

‘Cash Balance, December 31, 1976

EDA FUND NO. 3

Cash Balance, January 1, 1976
EDA Grant, Receivable

Less: o
Transfer to General Fund

Cash Balance, December 31, 1976

EDA FUND NO. 4
Cash Balance, January 1, 1976
EDA Grant Receivable
Transfers from General Fund

Less: §
Capital Improvements

Cash Balance, December 31, 1976

$ 0
200,000

R 12,000

0

235,000

0
700,000

_1,500,000

PIERS 90 AND 91 ACQUISITION AND IMPROVEMENT FUND

Cash Balance, January 1, 1976

Temporary Investment Maturities

Interest earned on Temporary
Investments

Less:
Capital Improvements

Cash Balance, Decgmber‘Bl, 1976

4,000,000

___ 80,000

$
212,000
212,000
235,000

235,000

2,200,000

2,200,000

0

4,080,000

_4,080,000

Page 7



PORT OF SEATTLE

(cont'd.) - - Statement of Estimated Fund Balances

For the Year 1976

INCIDENTAL EXPENSE FUND
Cash Balance, January 1, 1976
Cash Dalance, December 31, 1976

TRAVEL ADVANCE FUND
Cash Balance, January 1, 1976
Cash Balance, December 31, 1976

INVESTMENT ACCOUNTS
Balance, January 1, 1976
Temporary Investments
Less Maturity Transfers

Balance, December 31, 1976

$ 30,000

15,000
24,630,000 »
175,000,000 - 199,630,000

186,144,000

Page 8.

30,000

15,000

13,486,000



PORT OF SEATTLE

Capital Improvements and Acquisitions

For the Year 1976

The following list comprises the principal projects, developments, and
acquisitions that will be wholly or partially accomplished during the year
1976. Estimated costs are not shown since final detailed plans have not
been completed. However, the total of these projects, developments,. and-
acquisitions, when completed, will be in excess of the funds appropriated
for capital improvements in 1976.

MARINE TERMINALS

vTerminal 1 ,
Development of Barge Terminal

Terminal 5
- Improvements to Container Term1na1

Terminal 19
Apron Developunent
Acquisition of Terminal Site’

Terminal 20
Miscellaneous Development
Container Crane Completion

Terminal 25
Container Freight Station

Pier 66
Pier and Office Renovation_

Piers 90-91
Rehabilitation of Facility

Terminal 105 .
Property Acqulsition and Development

'Termlnal 115
Property Acquisition and Development

Terminal 118
Development of Barge Terminal

lermlnal 128
Barge Terminal Phase II Dévelopment

Other
Miscellaneous Property Acquisitions
Materidl Handling Equipment



SEA-TAC INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

Airfield . :
Improvements to Runway 16L/34R

Passenger Terminal v
Satellite Transit Passenger Vehicles
Baggage Handling System Improvements

Property Acquisitions
"Enlarged Clear Zone Area

‘Other -
Aircraft Crash Rescue Vehicles
‘Miscellaneous Airport Equipment -

Page 10



PORT OF SEATTLL

Statement of Bonded Indebtedness and Estimated Requirements for Redemption and Interest Payments

For the Year 1976

Principal Payments

Issue Outstanding Outstanding Interest Payments
Date Jan. 1, 1976 Due Date Amount Dec. 31, 1976  Due Date Amount
~ GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS (NOTE A)
Issue {32 .3/ 1/74 $ 15,025,000 4/ 1/76 $ 780,000 -$ 14,245,000 4/ 1/76 - $ 385,522.50
, : . , : , 10/ 1/76 '360,172.50
Issue #33 9/ 1/75 16,000,000 - . .. 16,000,000 3/ 1/76 - 620,000.0n°
' ' 9/ 1/76 620,000.00
Total General Obligation Bonds $ 31,025,000 $ 780,000 $_30,245,000 $ 1,985,695.00
PARITY REVENUE BONDS (NOTE A)
Issue #4 : 11/ 1/63 $ 2,900,000 11/ 1/76 § 320,000 ~$§ 2,580,000 .5/ 1/76 $ 47,512.50
- ' 11/ 1/76 - 47,512,50
Issue #5 11/ 1/66 3,930,000 11/ 1/76 285,000 3,645,000 5/ 1/76 82,530.00
» : _ , 11/ 1/76 82,530.00
Issue #6 11/ 1/67 6,265,000 11/ 1/76 410,000 5,855,000 5/ 1/76 138,517.50
. ' 11/ 1/76 138,517.50
~Issue #7 7/ 1/68 7,495,000 7/ 1/76 430,000 - 7,065,000 1/ 1/76 165,992.50
s - S E ' . o R 7/ 1/76 165,992.50
Issue #8 2/ 1/69 19,460,000 2/ 1/76 155,000 19,305,000 2/ 1776 513,492.06 .
: : S , L . 8/ 1/76 508,851.69
Issue #13 11/ 1/71 121,565,000 11/ 1/76. 280,000 21,285,000 5/ 1/76 582,110.00
. . o ' ' L 11/ 1/76 582,110.00
Issue #14 11/ 1/73 108,470,000 11/ 1/76. 1,385,000 107,085,000 5/ 1/76 3,123,363.75
) _ ' ’ S , 11/ 1/76 3,123,363.75°
Issue #15 2/ 1/75 40,000,000 2/ 1/76 - 870,000 39,130,000 2/ 1/76 1,392,222.50
: ' S . 8/ 1/76 1,361,772,50
Total Parity Revenue Bonds $210, 085,000 $ 4,135,000 $205,950,000 $12,056,391.25

11 98eg



PORT OF SEATTLE

Statement of Bonded Indebtedness and Estimated'Requiremehts for Redemption and Interest Payments

For the Year 1976

Interest Payments

" Issue Outstanding “Priﬁcipal Payments ‘Outstanding
Date Jan. 1, 1976 Due Date Amount Dec. 31, 1976  Due Date Amount
SECOND LIEN REVENUE BONDS
Issue #1 1/ 1/71 - § 1,805,000 1/ 1/76 $ 260,000 § 1,545,000 1/ 1/76 §$ = 44,142.50
: : , ' - .7/ 1/76 38,292, 50
Total Second Lien Revenue Bonds §_ 1,805,000 - $ 260,000 $_ 1,545,000 $ . 82,435.00
SECOND LIEN REVENUE WARRANTS _ )
Issue 1973 #2 10/ 1/73 $ 3,000,000 6/ 1/76 § 3,000,000 $  -0- 6/ 1/76 $ 71,250.00
Issue 1973 #3 11/29/73 3,000,000 12/ 1/76 3,000,000 -0- 6/ 1/76 71,250.00
: ~ ' 12/ 1/76 71,250.00
Issue 1974 #1 10/ 1/74 3,000,000 -0- 3,000,000 6/ 1/76 101,250,900
‘ , ' ' 12/ 1/76 101,250.00

Total Second Lien Revenue
- Warrants

Total Bond & Warrant Debt

$ 9,000,000

$251, 915,000

$_6,000,000

© $11,175,000

$. 3,000,000

- $240,740,000

$ _416,250.00

- $14,540,771.25




PORT OF SEATTLE

Estimated Cost of Operating Administrative Départments

“For the Year 1976l

1976
Accounting.Department‘ - '$ 634,815
Systems & Data Processiné Department | S -v 1,483,740
Executive Depértmentf : _ ' L 1110?;920
Personnel Depa¥tment  - | o 265,268
Engineering Dgpaftmenf : B : ' S  1,024,311
Public Rela;ioﬁs Department | o - ".  | 375,817
. Trade Development Depéftmeht ' | | 1,590,170
Plaﬁning & Research Departyent ‘ : - 479,429
Debartmeﬁt of Real Estate , o | - | 454,425
qurchasing Depértﬁent . S . 76542755 

$8,074,650



PORT OF SEATTLE

Statement of Estimated Cash Expense
for the Cost of Operating
Accounting Department

For the Year 1976

Administrative and General Salaries $ 482,065
Office Supplies and Expense 18,000
Small Tools and Equipment -100

~ Outside Services Employed , 70,000
Outside ‘Clerical 1,000

. Telephone and Telegraph ' 4 8,000

Travel and Reimbursable Expense v 2,000
Promotional Hosting Expense - 100
Educational Expense - 200
Membership Dues and Fees L 235
Insurance o 750
Regulatory Commission Expense ' - 20,000
Collection and Credit Costs ' 6,000
Miscellaneous General Expense SR 100
Administrative Vehicle M & O Expense ' -3,200
Rental of Equipment o - 6,000
Armored Car Service , - 1,665
Lock Box Service : 14,400
Maintenance Expense: '

Furniture and Office Equipment : 1,000

TOTAL | _ : §__634,815



. PORT OF SEATTLE'

Statement of Estimated Cash Expense
for the Cost of Operating
Systems & Data Processing Department

For the Year 1976

Administrative and General Salaries
Office Supplies and Expense
:Small Tools and Equipment
Outside Services Employed
Outside Clerical
Telephone and Telegraph
Travel and Reimbursable Expense
Promotional Hosting Expense
Educational Expense
Membership Dues and Fees
Insurance
Miscellaneous General Expense
Adninistrative Vehicle M & O Expense
Rental of Equipment
Allocation of Equipment Rental
Maintenance Expense: ,
- Furniture and Office Equipment
Other Equipment
Allocation of Equipment Maintenance

Sub-Total
LeSS’Cost of S&DP'Sales

TOTAL

$ 850,177
55,200

- 2,000
55,500

" 2,000
13,500
15,000
250
2,500
1140

750
1,000
3,200
547,232
(112,470)

1,600

121,054

(14,893
$1,543,740
- __ 60,000

$1,483,740

Page 15



PORT OF SEATTLE

Statement of Lstimated Cash Expense .
for the Cost of Operating
Executive Department

For the Year 1976

Administrative and General Salaries
Office Supplies and Expense
Small Tools and Equipment

Law Expense ‘

Outside Services Employed
Outside Clerical

Telephone and Telegraph

Travel and Reimbursable Expense-
Promotional Hosting Expense
Membership Dues and Fees :
Insurance

Miscellaneous General Expense

Administrative Vehicle M & O EXpense 

Rental of Equipment
Maintenance Expense:

Furniture and Office Equipment

TOTAL

$ 548,820

2,000 .
200
225,000

150,000
1,000
7,000

44,000
7,500
100,000
600
5,000
6,300
10,000

: 500

$1,107,920

m



PORT OF SEATTLE’

Statement of Estimated Cash Expense
for the Cost of Operating
Personnel Department

.For the Year 1976

Administrative and ‘General Salaries
Office Supplies and Expense

Small Tools and Equipment

Outside Services Employed

‘Outside Clerical

Telephone and Telegraph

Travel and Reimbursable Expense
Advertising

Promotional Hosting Expense
Educational Expense

Membership Dues and Fees

Insurance

Miscellaneous General Expense .
Administrative Vehicle M & 0 Expense
"Maintenance Expense:

Furniture and Office Equipment -

TOTAL

$ 240,793
2,400

750
4,000
2,000

3,500
3,000

7,500

. 750
1,200
275
100
1,000
1,600

400

Page 17

269,268
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PORT OF SEATTLE

Statement of Estimated Cash Expense
for the Cost of Operating
Engineering Department

For the Year 1976

Administrative and General Salaries
Office Supplies and Expense

General Supplies

Small Tools and Equipment

Outside Services Employed

Outside Clerical
‘Telephone and Telegraph

Travel and Reimbursable Expense
Promotional Hosting Expense
Educational Expense

Membership Dues and Fees

Insurance

Miscellaneous General Expense
Vehicle Operating Expense
Administrative Vehicle M & O Expense
Rental of Equipment

Maintenance Expense:
‘ Furniture and Office Equipment
Automobiles '
Communications Systems

Other Equipment

. Sub=Total
Less Transfer to Capital'Pyojecté_

. TOTAL

$2,410,045
5,000
15,000
3,000
20,000
1,000
28,000
20,000
1,500
2,000
2,000
6,000

- 5,000
1,100
11,100

/5,000

3,000
7,000

1,000
S,OOOH

- Page 18

$2,551,745

- 1,527,434

- 81,024,311




PORT OF SEATTLE

Statement of Estimated Cash Expense
for the Cost of Operating
Public Relations Department

For the Year 1976

Administrative and General Salaries
Office Supplies and Expense
Small Tools and Equipment
Photos and Photo Supplies
Outside Services Employed
Outside Clerical =
Telephone and Telegraph
Travel and Reimbursable Expense
Advertising
Promotional Hosting Expense
Trade Promotion :
Educational Expense
Membership Dues and Fees -
In-House Publications
Insurance '
Laundry and Dry Cleaning
Miscellaneous General Expense
Administrative Vehicle M & O Expense
Rental of Space
Rental of Equipment
Maintenance Expense:
Furniture and Off ice Equipment
Other Equipment

" TOTAL

$ 198,737
5,000

500
12,000

5,000
1,000

2,500

10,000

7,500
20,000
12,000
1200
750
95,000
200
100
1,000
3,200
330
200

-500

..100

$__375,817
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PORT OF SEATTLE

Statement of Estimated Cash Lxpense
for the Cost of Operating
Trade Development Department -

For the Year 1976

Administrative and General Salaries
Office Supplies and Expense 25,475
Janitor Supplies and Expense 2,950
Small Tools and Equipment 600
Outside Services Employed 106,823
Agency Offices : 24,000
Outside Clerical ‘19,072
Telephone and Telegraph 82,550
Travel and Reimbursable Expense 96,300
Advertising 56,700
Promotional Hosting Expense 56,460
Trade Promotion 33,200
Educational Expense 800
Membership Dues and Fees . 11,360
Subscriptions 750
Insurance } 2,435
Laundry and Dry Cleaning 116
Miscellaneous General Expense 3,900
Vehicle Operating Expense 2,100
Administrative Vehicle M & O Expense 7,900
Rental of Space ’ 62,168
Rental of Equipment 38,130
Maintenance Expense: . :
~ Furniture and Office Equipment 1,460
Automobiles © 500

Other Equipment

TOTAL

$ 950,951

3!470 :

$1,590,170

Page 20



PORT OF SEATTLE

Statement of Estimated Cash Expense .
for the Cost of Operating
Planning and Research Department

For the Year 1976

Sub-Total
Less Transfer to Capital Projects

TOTAL

Administrative and General Salaries $ 475,629

Office Supplies and Expense 5,000

Small Tools and Equipment - 300

Outside Services Employed 35,500

Outside Clerical . 2,000

Telephone and Telegraph 5,000

Travel and Reimbursable Expense 14,000

Promotional llosting Expense 500

Educational Expense - 500

Membership Dues and Fees 800

In-House Publications 500

Subscriptions 26,000

Insurance 300

Miscellaneous General Expense ° 6,000

Administrative Vehicle M & O Expense .-3,200

"Rental of Equipment. 3,500
Maintenance Expense: ' _
Furniture and Office Equipment 700

$ 579,429
100,000

$ 479,429
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PORT OF SEATTLE

Statement of Estimated Cash Expensé
for the Cost of Operating
Department of Real Estate

For the Year 1976

Administrative and General Salaries -
Office Supplies and Expense
Small Tools and Equipment
Outside Services Employed -
Outside Clerical
Telephone and Telegraph
Travel and Reimbursable Expense
Promotional Hosting Expense
Educational Expense
Membership Dues and Fees
Insurance
Laundry and Dry Cleaning
Miscellaneous General Expense
Administrative Vehicle M & O Expense
Rental of Equipment
Maintenance Expense:
Furniture and Office Equipmen
Other Equipment : '

TOTAL

$ 411,225
3,000
2,000

15,000
3,200
5,500

- 5,000

1,000 -
250

1,200
400
150

2,200

3,200
100

300
700

§ 454,425

Page 22’_



PORT OF SEATTLE

Statement of Estimated Cash Expense
for the Cost of Operating
Purchasing Department -

For the Year 1976

Administrative and General Salaries
- Office Supplies and Expense

Small Tools and Equipment
Outside Clerical
Telephone and Telegraph
Travel and Reimbursable Expense
Advertising
Promotional Hosting Expense
Membership Dues and Fees
Insurance
Laundry and Dry Cleaning
Miscellaneous General Expense
Administrative Vehicle M & 0 Expense
Rental of Equipment
Maintenance Expense:

Furniture and Office Equipment

TOTAL

$ 410,130
160,100

500 .

4,000
17,500
1,200
2,500
50

275
350
750
100
1,600
54,200

1,500

$__ 654,755
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PORT OF SEATTLE

Estimated Operating Departments Revenue and Expense

For the Year 1976

+

: - Estimated’
. Estimated Estimated Revenue .
' Cash Cash Over (Under)
Revenues ' Expenditures . Expense
Marine Terminals
Pier 2 ‘ : $ 27,318 § 4,000 - $§ 23,318
Terminal 5 1,938,500 272,250 1,666,250
Terminal 18 . , 6,362,400 - 3,861,470 2,500,930
Terminal 20 . 2,242,420 1,917,552 324,868
Foreign Trade Zone -~ 41,450 33,230 8,220
Terminal 25 o 1,350,015 175,553 1,174,462
Pier 28 : - 245,118 390,487 (145,369)
Pier 30 e 63,300 32,300 31,000
Terminal 37 . 524,472 . 110,300 - 414,172
Pier 42 . _ 190,500 102,250 88,250
Pier 43 ' 14,920 o 790 14,130
Terminal 46 ' 1,000,000 204,425 795,575
Pier 48 - 136,850 132,100 © 4,750
Pier 64 , 126,000 - 74,425 51,575
Pier 66 : 55,627 360,314 ©(304,687)
Pier 86 1,000,000 39,820 960,130
Pier 91 3,000,000 2,128,380 871,620
Canal Waterway : ’ 42,380 3,200 -39,180
Terminal 102 _ 1,924,335 1,971,966 - (47,131)
Terminal 105 278,895 19,620 259,275
Terminal 106 ° 15,895,670 16,563,604 (667,934)
Terminal 107 - 61,130 630 60,500
Terminal 115 1,490,729 ;499,331 991,398
Terminal 128 e - 465,500 45,750 419,750
Sub~Total 38,478,029 28,943,747 9,534,232
Anchor Marina : 8,667 ' 75 8,592
Fishermen's Terminal- 616,419 343,268 273,151
Shilshole Bay Marina , 1,298,488 632,688 665,800
Sub-Total ' : 1,923,574 - 976,031 947,543
Marine Terminals Department - 507,975 (507,975)
Maintenance Department 982, 350 (982, 350)

Total ~ Marine Terminals $40,401,603  $31,410,103 '$8,991, 500



. PORT OF SEATTLE

Estimated Operating Departments Revenue and Expense

For the Year 1976

Sea-Tac International Airport

Airfield

Passenger Terminals

Parking Terminal

Leased Areas - Buildings and Sites

Leased Areas - Industrial Sites
Total - Airport

Grand Total - Operating
Departments

Page 25

Estimated

Estimated Estimated Revenue
Cash Cash Over (Under)

. Revenues Expenditures . Expense
$19,162,716 = $ 2,514,104  §16,648,612
7,659,976 7,335,282 324,694
3,419,200 1,285,595 2,133,605
1,010,200 746,511 263,689
21,500 2,100 19,400
$31,273,592  $11,883,592 - $19,390,000
$71,675,195  $43,293,695 $28,381,500




PORT OF SEATTLE

Statement of Estimated Cash Expense
' for the Cost of Operating
Marine Terminals Department

For the Year 1976

Administrative and General Salaries
Police Officers

Office Supplies and Expense

Small Tools and Equipment
Miscellaneous Materials and Supply
Outside Services Employed

Outside Clerical ,

Telephone and Telegraph

Travel and Reimbursable Expense
Promotional Hosting Expense
Membership Dues and Fees
Insurance

Laundry and Dry Cleaning
Miscellaneous General Expense

Administration Vehicle M & O Expense.

Rental of Equipment
Maintenance Expense:
' Furniture and Office Equipment

TOTAL

$ 141,050
314,320
4,000

500

- 200

10,000 -

500
1,800
8,000
2,500

350

150

50
1,500
4,700

17,755

600

Page 26
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PORT OF SEATTLE

Statement of Estimated Cash Expense
for the Cost of Operating
Maintenance Department

. For the Year 1976

Administrative and General Salaties
Unassigned Labor L 101,000
Office Supplies and Expense 2,300
Janitor Supplies and Expense 6,500
Small Tools and Equipment 46,500
Miscellaneous Materials and Supply 180,000
Outside Clerical 750
Telephone and Telegraph 7,500
Travel and Reimbursable Expense 2,400
Promotional Hosting Expense 120
Insurance 8,000
Laundry and Dry Cleaning 7,800
Miscellaneous General Expense 200
Electricity 4,000
Water - 600
Heat 4,300
Other Utilities 1,200
Vehicle Operating Expense 26,000
Rental of Equipment - 2,000
Security Alarm Services ! 1,400
Maintenance Expense: ' o
Buildings 33,000
Entrance Drives and Roads 1,000
Electric Power and Lighting 1,000
Water and Fire Protection 500
Heating Systems 2,500
Shop Tools and Equipment 21,500
Furniture and Office Equipment 1,200 -
Automobiles _ 51,800
Communications Systems 5,200
Back Hoe 7,000

‘Other Equipment

TOTAL .

§ 445,080

10,000

$ 982,350

Page 27
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FINANCIAL FORECAST FOR OREGON CITIES AND THE STATE GENERAL FUND
Cities ’

The League Task Force on City Revenues requested that the staff attempt to document

the magnitude of the city finance problem by surveying the larger cities for infor-
mation on projected revenues and expenditures over the next three fiscal years. A
commi ttee of city managers and finance directors was called to assist in the design -
of ‘the survey questionnaire following the December task force meeting. In mid-December
the quistionnaire was sent to all Oregon city managers or administrators (77 of 240
cities). :

The cities were asked to develop a.base budget figure for 1975-76 that excluded self-
- supporting city services (utilities such as sewer and water), major capital items
debt service and special assessments. They were then asked to project the costs of
1975-76 services over the next three fiscal years in one case without additional
staff and in the other, projecting the need for increased staff only to provide the
same level of services to projected increased population. Suggested assumptions
were as follows: ' S

Total employe costs will increase as Fo]]ows:

1975-77 o 9% over previous year ;
1977-78 ~ 8% over previous year
1978-79 . . 8% over previous year

Supplies and Services will increase as follows:

1976~77 B . 7% over previous year
1977-78 . ' - 7% over previous year
1978-79 :7% over previous year

The surveyed cities were also asked to pfoject revenues using the following assump-
tions: . : ’ SRR '

+

1. Property tax rate of each city will remain at 1975-76 level.

2, éevenue sharing will continue at 1975-76 level. .

All other city revenues were projected on the basis of each city's best estimate.

Thirty four cities (44 percent) representfng 68 percent of total city population
responded to the survey. Sixty percent of the cities over 5,000 population, repre-

senting 65 percent of total city population, responded.

The summary of revenue and expenditure information from the cities responding to the
survey were projected to include all cities by use of a population ratio. To mini-
mize bias in the.process, the statistics from Portland were deleted from the summary
prior to projection and then added again to the new summary. Table | on the next
page shows the summary information derived. L

Cities in Oregon are not permitted to deficit finance and the indicated deficits will
have to be eliminated. Since personal services compose approximately 70 percent of
city general operating expenditures, it is reasonable to assume that reductions will
occur in employment without new revenues. :




g | . TABLE |

STATEWIDE PROJECTED REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE DATA FOR OREGON CITIES 1976-1979

Total Projected

~ Net Operating . Total-Projected
.Expenditures - : , o Net Operating
With No Increase : - Expenditures to
In Staff Over " Total Projected : Serve New Popu- Total Projected .
1975-76 - Revenues . Deficit - lation(1% //year) = Revenues Deficit
1976-77 $256,673,000 $245,192)000 (-$11,481,000)v $260,523,000 $245,192,000  (-$15,331,000)
1977-78 276,159,000 | | - 257,132,000 .(- 19,027,000) 280,302,000‘- ' - 257,132,000 (- 23,170,000)
1978-79 297,575,000 269,229,000 (- 28,3&6,000) | 302,039,000 _] 269,229,000 (- 32,810,000)

Note: (1) For inflation assumptions different than those indicated, use the.following adjustments to indicated expen-
dltures and deficits. : _ . .

Year "" .(Per 1% Change in Inflation)
97677 $2.4 million
) -1977-78 ' - 2.6 million

1978-79 o - 2.8 million

(2) Above flgures include receipt of federal revenue sharlng; If revenue sharing is not ektended, indicated
defucnts will lncrease by the fol]ownng amounts: ' T ' :

1976-77 § 7million
_ 1977-78 : 28 million o o
B 1978-79 - 28 million o R



Employment data derived frpm the questionnaire were projected to all cities in the
same manner as were revenue and expenditure data and a total employment figure of

9,655 was derived.

Total persona] services costs per employe are shown in Table 11,

TABLE 11

PEBSONAL SERVICE COST PROJECTIONS

Total Personal Total

Year Employes Services Cost - Cost/EmploYe
1976-77 9655‘ $173,791,123 - $18,000
1977-78 9655 - 187,694,413 19,440
1978-79 9655 202,709, 966 20,995
" If personal services alone were reduced to eliminate the projected def:cnts, the
staff reductions shown in Table 111 would have to occur.
TABLE 11]

" STAFF REDUCTIO

NS WITHOUT SERVICES AND SUPPLIES REDUCTIONS

s 1976-77 1977-78 ©1978-79
1975-76 Level Reduction Reduction Reduction - Total
9,655 | 638 351 371 1,350(14%)

if federal revenue sharing
to occur; 389 in 1976-77 a

the three years would tota

The lmpact of layoffs woul

proportional to employe reductions.

are shown |n_Table 1v.

- STAFF REDUCTIONS IF

is not extended, additional staff reductions would have
nd an additional 1,051 in 1977-78. Total reduction over
12, 790 or 28.9 percent of the 1975-76. ]evel

d be reduced if services and supp]xes could ‘be reduced
U51ng this assumption, personnel reductions

TABLE IV

SERVICES AND SUPPLIES ARE CUT’ PROPORTIONALLY

‘ 4 1976 77 1977-78 1978~ 79 :
1975-76 Reduction Reduction - Reduction Total
[ _ : .
9,655 Ly 372 372 1,191.(12.3%)

Federal revenue sharing ex
positions in 1976-77 and a
be 2,492_or 25.8 percent.

Assuming reduction of serv
a deficit of $24,411,000 w

the 1977-79 biennial persod

State General Fund

The Executive Department p
projections to the Legisla
24, The results are summa

piration would require the additfona] reducfidn of 272
n additional 1,029 in 1977-78. . Total reductions would

|ce levels sufficient to balance city budgets in 1976-77,
ould remain to fund the reduced level of services during

resented its state generaT fund revenue and expenditure
tive Interim Committee on Revenue on Saturday, January
nized in Table V. .

..3..




RESULTS OF THE PUBLIC OPINION POLL ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCE -

The League and the Association of Oregon Counties in December commissioned a four-
question public opinion poll by the firm of Bardsley and Haslacher, Inc. regarding
city and county finance. The questions were added to a 15 question poll on school
finance initiated by the Oregon School Boards Association.

The League was sent a computer printout of the reponses to the city and county finance
questions on January 20. A final report including an analysis of the responses will
be prepared by the firm and presented to the League and the Association later this

month. The questions and the responses are shown below: ’
t.  As you know, most Oregon cities and counties have ex~- Yes No Undecided
- perienced increased costs because of population growth,
new construction and inflation. As you also know, cities 43% 40% 17%
and counties in Oregon operate under the state's six per-
cent property tax limitation law. Is it your impression
that this law allows cities and counties to receive addi~-
tional tax money to pay for growth and inflationary costs,
or not?
2. Do you believe that cities and counties should, or Should
should not, receive additional tax money over and Should Not Undecided
above the six percent limitation to allow for growth
and inflation costs? 46% 47% 7%
3. Cities and counties say that additional revenues are needed to maintain and im-
prove present services. Which one of the sources do you feel is the best way to
raise new revenues for cities and counties?
5% (a) A slightly higher property tax. _
19%2 (b) A sales tax excluding food and medicines.
6% (c) A city-county income tax.
© 60% (d) Receive a share of the state income tax (which
cities and counties do not now receive).
8% (e) None of them. :
2% (f) Undecided.
3.a. Which; if any, of these would you vote for?
4% (a) A slightly higher property tax. N
18% (b) A sales tax excluding food and medicines.
6% (c) A city-county income tax.
55% (d) Receive a share of the state income tax (which
cities and counties do not now receive).
154 (e) None of them.
2% (+) Undecided.
4. Here are some of the main services provided by Oregon cities or counties. Which
‘ two or three of these would you say are most in need of improvement?
. Total Responses Service
33 (a) Courts and legal
9 ' (b) Fire
25 (c) Land use planning and zoning
7 (d) Parks and recreation

36 (e) Police and law enforcement



- Total Responses Service

14 . (f) Water and sewage

40 (g) Streets and roads _
40 (h) Health care/social services
33 (i) Mass or rapid fransit

Straw Ballot

Constitutional Amendment fo Repeal Six Percent Property Tax Limitation

An amendment which would modify the present six percent |imitation and provide for an
updated property tax base to pay for increased costs of schools, cities and counfles.

39% - Favor 52% - Oppose 9% - Undecided

Summary

Initial staff reaction is that the climate is not right for an attempted modification
of the six percent limitation. However, preliminary results of the school finance
questions indicate a 48 percent-yes, 45 percent-no on the question of updated tax
bases for schools. Such a measure, if applied also to cities would aid some cities
now forced to seek voter approval of special levies outside the six percent limita-
tion each year. Durlng 1975-76 for example, 77 of Oregon's 240 cities levied properfy
taxes outside The six percent limitation for general operating purposes.

Recommendation

Drop the proposal to sponsor an initiative petition to significantly modify the six
percent limitation but continue efforts to include cities in any constitutional
amendment revision proposals helpful to cities.
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~ REVENUE SOURCES & TRENDS

Revenue Source Profiles*

_Cltles (see Table I)
| Oregon cities rely on locally generated funds
for nearly two-thirds of thelr total financing needs. Property
taxes contrlbute nearly half this amount, 30 5% of total
resources. Othexr local sources 1nc1ude other taxes, 6.9%
services charges ‘and fees, 14 9%, and mlscellaneous assessments
and earnings, 12.7%. | |
Federal revenues contribute 20.8% of the cities'
totals. Federal revenne sharing accountsdfor half the federal_u
~ outlay, or'9.8% of the total city bndget resources. | |
"The State government'contributes 11.8%. to the cities".
coffers,'nearly ali of this in the form of'state shared revenues
(highway, liquor,~cigarette taxes, etc.);
Counties‘(see Table II)
| L Federal Land Revenue sharing‘accounts for 33;5% of
total county resources in Oregon. - Comblned with other Federal
~ sources (General Revenue Sharlng, 5 6 ’ and Grants-In-Aid, 3. 4b),
ithe total Federal contrlbutlon makes up 42.5% of county budgets.l
The counties' own sources follow, comprlslng 38.3% of
 the budget.v_Property taxes account fori22.7% of the counties'.
- revenues.
Connties receive'l7.6% of their revenues from state
government sources; again,.the bulk‘of-this from state shared

*City'and county figures are for FY 73-74. Source: Bureau of
Governmental Research and Service _— :
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revenues. (Caveat- There are s1gn1f1cant differences in.

'T»fhfundlng sources among countles of dlfferlng size and geographlc

”reglons, espec1ally resultlng from dlfferences in National
Forest and O & C revenues.)
State** (see Table III) T

'General Fund resources continue to rely»heavily
on personal income. taxes, comprising 59.6% of the General
Fund.. Federal Revenue Sharlng contributes only 2.7% to the
state. Miscellaneous taxes and charges (1ncludlng those passed
“through to .local governments as state shared revenue) are
generally nomlnal sources of the General Fund (1 e., cigarette
.taxes, 3.1% and liquor sales apportionment, 4.4%).

Other; non—General Fund) fésdﬁrceé come largely from
. Federal funds, 24 4%; bond sales, 15.6%; and use taxes (including
:gasollne taxes), 13 4%. | | j | |

‘ ~'In 1975~ 77, over one-third of the General Fund

($502 mllllon) will be contrlbuted to local government units

(1nclud1ng school dlstrlcts). Sqme $478 million of this

ekpenditure will be made for education.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCE TRENDS
Cities
: A»general trend‘toward "diversifying" city revenue
- sources continues. Over the'past five yea:s, while city.'t
budget totals'increased by 80%, federal contributions were up
375%, eity revenues up only 65%, and state payments up by
 only 50%. |

** Figures are for 1975-77 |



Federal contributions (and city interest“earnings)j

“‘are accounting for significantly higher percentages of city.

:Eotals since 1968. The advent of general revenue sharing was

responsible for nearly.quintupling federal payments between

1968-69 and 1973-74. (Without deneral revenue sharing, federal .

‘grants increased by more than' 150% in the five;year period.)
Higher:interest rates'and availability of considerable unspent;
balances from theﬁprevioué yeaf's generai reveﬁue Sharing
receipﬁs,in 1973-74 also éllowed signifiéant'city inferesf

earnings.

Althdugh increasing in dollar amounts,vpfoperty

taxes are.continuing a long-term trend of declining as a.

percent of total city revgnue,' From‘1934 to. 1974, property .

taxes declined from 66.5% of total city revenues to only 30.5%,

while increasing in absolute amount from $8.2 million td,79;6ffjﬁt“A

‘million.

' Local taxes other than property taxes (mostly licensés_'

and othervbusinessvtaxes) have increased but still constitute

a small proportion of the budget. National trends toward the

local imposition of sales, income and other local non—properﬁy

taxes has not yet been pfesent to any great eXtent in'Oregon

cities.

Service charges have remained stable. Service charges

"and fees have kept pace with city budget totals, aided by
rising sewer user charges which constitute the largest source

of fees.
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State payments continue to increase but at a

’*'iconsiderably slower pace. While total city revenues increased

hby 80% over the last five years, state payments increased only
 about 508. | L |
 Counties
Trends in county revenue sourcesfgenerally parallel'
those of cities. 1In the past five years, county budget
totals have 1ncreased by 76.8% whlle federal grants-in-aid
-_were up 481.6%. and national. forest revenues were up by 141. 4
State shared revenue, however, 1ncreased by only 56 1% and
grants—-in-aid by 43,76._ Local revenue rose by just 37.2% in

Jthe same perlod.

Federal payments continue’ to be the largest 81ngle

source of county revenue and'the most rapidly increasing

jcomoohent. As noted'above, non~land related federal grants and
shared revenues increased more rapidly than did the land~related.
payments; Those which are 1and-related contlnue to be by far

" the 1argest in dollar amounts, however._

" County contributions continue to drop as a percent

of total resources. While county dollar amounts were up by

37. 2%'overbthe past five years, their proportion of the total
dropped from 49.4% to 38 3% In the same period, property
tax revenues 1ncreased by only 15.%, dropplng as a proportlon
."of total revenues from 34.4% to 22.5%. Interest earnings

were also up.

State payments are'increasing but are not keeping

pace with other revenue sources. In the five-year period,

.
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o state shared revenues dropped from 17. 8% to 15.7% of the
“ﬂcountles' total recelpts whlle grants- 1n—a1d and other payments
ffell from 2.3% to 1.8%. These decreases in fundlng ratios

‘occured despite a 56 1% and 43.7% actual dollar increase in

-

state funding,'respectively,

A few'counties have begun to levy local non—property

- .taxes. Although still a relatively 1n51gn1f1cant proportion

of total revenues, a few countles have undertaken room taxes

and solid waste franchise taxes. - Proposals are also belng

' con51dered in various counties for other types of non-property

taxes 1nclud1ng transactlon taxes, general bu51ness llcense

taxes and personal income taxes.

SUMMARY
.‘Burgeoning increases.in federal;assistance have
tallowed state and.local governments to avoid or delay, to some
extent, the confrontationAof soaring public‘need expenditures

with corresponding increases in local revenue sources. The

lion's share of these federal increases, however, have been

a result of general revenue sharing. ‘A cut-back or imposition

of'restrictions on the use of these funds could potentially
impact‘seriously the current and developing source and distri-
bution patterns of state and local revenues. |

. The state government appears to have benefited most
by these changlng revenue respon51b111t1es, falling qon31derably
behind the pace .of increasing local_budget needs.

The revenue burden on cities and counties also

-appears to be decrea51ng as rellance on the property tax

decllnes steadlly.' More reallstlcally, however, the decllne

in PrOPerty tax reliance reflects a failing attempt on the part
‘ _5_ 4
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‘thls problem.

o of local governments to keep an anthuated tax structure at

'fpace w1th spiraling costs. The following section explores

THE "SIX PERCENT LIMITATiON“

What it is, and How it works.

Oregon's constitutional six percent limitation on
property‘taxation-began early in this century in statutory
- form. ' The 1915 law was enacted in response "to a general

‘demand that tax levies and public expenditure be restriCted

and limited..." The statute was invalidated in a court

test because it attempted to restrict the power of c1t1es

and towns to levy taxes..."_and therefore was in v1olatlon

of the constltutlonal home rule prov151ons. By the

nlnltlatlve process, however, the substance of the statute

was proposed as a constltutlonal amendment and approved at-
the general election in 1916 as Artlcle XI, Sectlon 11.

Amended from tlme to tlme, the entlre sectlon was

rev1sed in 1962 ‘and replaced with the following:

(1) Except as prov1ded in subsectlon (3) of
this section, no taxing unit, whether it be the
state, any county, mun1c1pallty, district or
other body to which the power to levy a tax has
been delegated shall in any year so exercise that
power to raise a greater amount of revenue than
its tax base as defined in subsection (2) of this
section. The portion of. any tax levied in excess
‘of any limitation imposed by thlS sectlon shall be
void.

(2) The tax base of each taxing unit in a glven
year shall be one of the following:

(a) The amount obtained by adding six percent
to the total amount of tax lawfully levied by the
taxing unit, exclusive of amounts described in
paragraphs (a) and (b) of subsection (3) of this
‘section,. in any one. of the last three years in



‘. which such a tax was levied by the unit; or
ol (b) An amount approved as a new tax base

" by a majority of the legal voters of the taxing : o
_.’unlt voting on the questlon submitted to them ’ B

- in a form specifying in dollars and cents the - '
amount of the tax base in effect and the amount
of the tax base submitted for approval. The
‘new tax base, if approved, “shall first apply to
the levy for the fiscal year next followmng its =
approval.

, (3) The 11m1+atlon provided in subsection (l)
of thls ‘section shall not apply to:

: - (a) That portion of any tax levied which is
for the payment of bonded indebtedness or interest

_thereon.

(b) That portion of any tax lev1ed which is

- specifically voted outside the limitation imposed

. by subsection (1) of this section by a majority of the
legal voters of the taxing unit voting on the question.

(4) Notwithstanding the provisions of sub-
sections (1) to (3) of this section, the following
special rules shall apply durlng the perlods 1nd1cated°

(a)...

(b) During the fiscal year follow1ng the annexation
of additiocnal property to an existing taxing unit, the
+tax base of the annexing unit established under subsec-

. tion (2) of this section shall be increased by an amount
equal to the equallzed assessed valuation of the . ’
taxable property in the annexed territory for the ‘
fiscal year of annexation multiplied by the millage
rate within the tax base of the annex1ng unit for
the fiscal year of annexation, plus six percent of

- such- amount.

{5) The Legislative Assembly may prov1de for the
time and manner of calling and holding elections -
authorized under this section.  However, the question
of establishing a new tax base by a taxing unit other
than the state shall be submitted at a regular state-

" wide general or primary election.

" (a) During the fiscal year following the creation
of a new taxing unit which includes property pre-
viously included in a similar taxing unit, the new’
taxing unit and the old taxing unit may not levy
amounts on the portions of property received or -

- retained greater than the amount obtained by adding - e
six percent to the total amount of tax lawfully
levied by the old taxing unit on the portion received
or retained, exclusive of amounts described in
paragraphs (a) and (b) of subsection (3) of this

- section, in any one of the last three years in which
such a tax was lev1ed.

-The purpose of Sectlon 1l 1s to place a llmlt on the
increase that any unlt of government can make in property taxes
in any year without approval of the voters. It is avrestriction
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sgjupon”the tax levying powers of governlng bodies, rather
hl*fthan a restriction upon the amount of taxes levied agalnst
‘spec1f1c property. | » ’

| The six percent limitation applles to the dollar
amount of taxes levied, not to the rate of taxation. Therefore,
for example, sudden doubling of the value of taxable property '
‘ln a clty or county would not enable a‘correspondlng increase
" in tax leviessbecause the.limitation anplies regardless‘ofl
. assessed valuation. | |
| - The limitation applies only.to ad valorembtaxation
"~ (property taxes). The Oregon Supreme Court has held specifically
i-that it does not apply to mun1c1pal llcense taxes and by the same
reasonlng it would not apply to other non—property taxes and .
revenues, 1nclud1ng the state income tax, the state gas tax,
spec1a1 assessments by counties or c1t1es for local 1mprovements,
or serv1ce charges for sewer and water serv1ce;'

The provision 11m1t1ng tax levies to 106° of the amount
levied "1n -any one of the last three years in whlch such a tax- |
‘was 1ev1ed by the unit" was enacted in response to economic |
fluctuations in the depression_and'post-war eras. As it now
stands the’provision allows lowering of the levy or ommission ‘
of the tax levy completely for any number of years without "1051ng"‘
the tax base. However, a unlt whlch levies’ part but not all of
its tax base must use that levy as one of the three "last"
years in which a tax was levied in determining the amount it
may levy in future years.

Under the present wording, levies of two kinds are

outside the tax base-~that is, such levies are counted neither.

-0



1n determlnlng the amount 1ev1ed in prevlous years nor in

":yﬁcomputlng the amount that may be levied ln the present or

- future years. ‘First, lev1es made for the ‘Purpose of paylng
pr1n01pal and lnterest on bonded debt are outside the tax
.base. Second, levies speCLflcally voted by the people are
out51de the tax base. ' Such lev1es are referred to as "spec1al

,lev1es" and they may be approved by the voters for a 51ngle

' year, a given number of years, or for an 1ndefinite period

- of time.

‘In addition to debt levies and spec1al lev1es,-5
the tax base establlshed for any glven year may be exceeded
'in a future year if the voters approve establlshment of a:
new tax base. Ballot measures for new tax bases must state
the amount of the new base in dollars and cents, and may be
voted upon only at the blennlal prlmary or general elections.
The ‘Supreme Court has ruled that the six percent increase
'prov151on applles to the new tax base, and also that the full
amount of the voted tax base remains available as the basis
for computatlon of future levies even ‘though actual levies-
have'been»leSS'than‘that amount. | |

The provision for establishing a new tax base by-
vote of the people uas added by.amendment in 1952 The same
amendment added a prov1s1on for increasing the tax base
‘w1thout further vote of the people in case of annexatlon.of
new territory to a tax1ng unlt oxr 1n case of consolidation
of two or more similar taxing units (e.g., school districts,
‘cities, fire districts, etc.). vSince adoption of the 1952
amendments, the AttOfney Generallandsthe State Tax Commission
have held that a newly organized or incorporated governmental

~10-



unit has no tax base until one is specifically approved by

a vote of the people. Accordingly; such new'taxing units may

levy only for debt serv1ce or by spe01al levies until they approve
a tax base. Before the 1952 amendments and their 1nterpretation,
the amount of the first year's levy by a new taxing unit was
‘deemed its tax base. ‘ .

In 1974 an attempt was made to consider general
revenue sharing moneys as "tax lawfully levied" if, because
of the revenue sharing moneys, the maximum 1evy within the tax.
base was not made (the amounts were to be included only up
to the difference between the amount levied and that which
‘could have been levied within the tax base.) The amendment
would have prevented local juriSdictions from being "penalized"
in future years for not making full leVies in a prior year
when revenue sharing funds were relled on.. The amendment was
- defeated in the 1974 general election by -a narrow margin.

The Problems it Causes .

Oregon is the only state in the nation with a
property tax limitation based solely on the "dollars lev1ed"»
rather than on the rate. Because of this dollar limitation,-
tincreases in assessed valuation due to growth, development
~and inflation do not benefit the local taxing unit.

Since property tax revenues make up only a portion.
of localfrevenues,‘each year the needed increase in revenues
exceeds 6%, the additional amounts must be derived by.increasing
other local sources over 6%, requiring changes in ta#‘base; |

special levies, etc. each year.
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As a result, 16 counties made‘property tax levies
outsidevthe 6% limit in 1974 and only four out of 67 cities
over 2, 500 population were able to get by exclus1vely with
.lev1es inside the: llmlt. |

Whether because of the slze of the llmltatlon or'
its nature, the major objectlons to the 6% 11m1tat10n can be
summarized by the-fact that it is not responsive to growing_
demands on the public unit in times of growth and inflation.

| ALTERNATIVES '
Several alternatlve amendments to Artlcle X1,
- Section 11 are currently being drafted and conSLdered
Briefly they are as follows: |
1. "Allow tax bases to be iucreased annually by the.
- - amount of increased ualuation occuring in all
annexed areas. (LOC Rev. Task Force)

2.> Allow the taxe bases of areas experieneing rapid
_growth (i.e., 108 1ncreased valuatlon per year)
to be increased by the amount of 1ncreased value
(1n the entire unlt) (LOC Rev. Task Force)

3. Allow the tax base to be increased by the amount of

A‘. value increase due to "lmprovements made to real property"
in the tax1ng unit (i.e.,: new construction, to be
defined by the legislature). (LOC Rev..Task Foree)

4. Chahge Article XI, Section 11 compietely to provide
for a limitation based on the tax rate rather than the
dollar amount. (LOC Reu.'Task Force)

5. Exempts school districts from the existing limitations.
Creates separate provisions for establishing and |
defining tax bases for school districts. (LC98A-
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Legislative Revenue Comm.)"

6. Exempts school districts from the existing limitations.l
Creates separate provisions for defining tax bases for

school districts.- Includes state—prov1oed school support

in computation of district tax base and requlres set—off

by the state against district levy in amount equal to

the state—prov1aed support. (LC98B, Legislative Revenue

Comm)

7.  Same as_above,.including.school support from the county'

'_school ‘fund in the tax base and prov1d1ng set-offs for

same. (L098C Legislative Rev. Comm.) "

8. Exempts school districts from the ex1st1ng llmitatlons.

Creates separate provisions for school districts based

on tax rates rather than dollar amounts, (LC99,uLegis. Rev.

Comm. )

REAPPRAIS ING STATE—LOCAL RESPONS IBILITIES

If. the lack of suffiCient state and local revenues
were the only problem in meeting local needs, it would seem a
'Simple solution to either 1ncrease state-collected revenues or
enable greater revenues to be collected locally.
| | Any number of rate increases and new taxes ﬁight'
be proposed—-and have been at one time or another--to merely
increase available state revenues. These include various
increases in the personal income tax, corporate tax, a state-
Wide property tax, numerous excise taxes, a sales tax.and
lotterles. Table IV lists a nunber of specific alternatives

and estimates of the additional dollars each might be expected

to generate. (Dept. of Revenue. 1974)
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Locally~-raised revenues might also be>enahled to
increase proportionate to rising costs primarily through re-
‘laxation of local'taxing restrictions. Con51deratlons mlght
1nclude amendment of the "six percent limitation" on property
:taxatlon, dlscussed'above, re—evaluatlon of property tax exemptions
‘Which may no. longer reflect current needs and goals, and enabllng
leglslatlon (where necessary), polltlcal support and financial B
incentives for local non-property taxes_and fees such as local
income taxes,vhotel-motel taxes, business license taxes, local
vehicle taxes, transaction taxes, various franchise taxes, local
‘sales taxes, 1ncreased user fees, etc.' |
Indlcators of voters' response to measures such as
v these are not promlslng, however. Qregonians have now taken
actlon on 11 income  tax proposals, 6 sales tax proposals,
8 c1garette tax proposals, one transactions tax (to flnance a
c1tlzens retlrement program) and one local option vehicle tax.
The results: no-lnoome tax.blll has passed s1nce'l930,'the sales
tax has'never passed, the local option.vehicle tax was defeated
; by 80%Aof the voters..‘Table \'4 shows the full tax voting record.
| Increa51ng the revenues avallable to state and local
_ governments from new sources is certalnly a nece551ty to meet
future needs, partlcularly 1n light of the state's transltlonal
reliance on property tax receipts which do not respond propor-
tlonately to grow1ng costs.' But even significant increases in
state and 1ocal revenues alone--if in fact they oould be achieved--
still would not resolve the growing fiscal disparitiesvamong
"balkanized" communities, competition for the property tax

dollar between school districts and municipalities, dispropor-

tionate burdens on central cities in the provision of services
~14- '



of areawide benefits, prolonging the lifekof some. local un;ts
(including special districts and schbol‘disﬁricts)>Whi¢h have
‘long s1nce lost their polltlcal and economlc viability, etc.
A number of avenues are open to the state to assume a
‘more respon51ble role in allev1$t1ng some of these problems.
Each,'in itsglf, has far reaChihg imélications and ramifications,
‘the discussion of which is far beyohd the scope of this overview.
Briefly stated, though, they may include:._ |
~ State assumption of sﬁbStantially all'responsibility for
_financing education while retaining.local poiicy making
authority._ | | 4 | |
- State funding of a school-equaiizatibn_prog;am tofextend
additional financiai assisﬁanqe to schéol'diStricts handi- -
‘capped in raising sufficient property tax ievénue fpr education
where overburdening city and county neéds puﬁ aﬁ extra—
'otdinary demand on the lpcal tax base‘area.
- Provisions‘to éqﬁalize dispfooortionatevtax efforts by poorér
local jurlsdlctlons by dlstrlbutlng state aid accordlng to ‘
>‘loca1 fiscal capac1ty, need and tax effort.
- -‘Greater state - part1c1patlon and'asslstance in iocal ahd regional
- mass transit sgrvices to relieve the'inequitable bﬁfdehs'often.
. falling to one jurisdiction. | |
- Re-examinétion of state highway‘expénditures and‘ailocations in N
 recognition of urban-rural service level ﬁéeds‘and’lbcal financial
~abilities. ‘
- RelaXation'of state requirements and limitations on the local

use of highway fund dollars and'other state shared revenues

allowing'locai flexibility to address current needs.
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;‘Increasingly greater state assﬁmption of costs:of all new
programs or standards statutorily required of local governments.

- Re-examination of local governmenﬁ structures and organizations

" in terms of the services they. provide, initiatieg statutofy
and constitutional changes where necessary to phase out antiqﬁated,
‘unnecessary or overlapping strﬁeturee.q | |

—'Statutorily set crite?ia for the economie'and political'viabilitf
of all goVernmentai units iﬁcluding fiscal.capacity, economic
composition, population and geographie size sufficient to previde
-adequate services at a reasonable cost, etc., phasing out con-
tinued state support te non—viable units.

- Set and‘enforcefmore meaningful performance.standards as'Well
aevfiscal standardsffdr‘state-grants—infaid euch as minimum
‘service levels, client eligibility, citizeh participatioﬁ, ofe

other factors appropriate to the particular program.-

MH: kw .
IRD.
. 11/7/75
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. P.ax-po‘-;' Progra=s 2,0:0 438 )
. law Enforcezsat - -
37.4% ; Prograa 1,999,507 e
Streezs znd - .. -
Eighuey Safety 497,435 | -
Cther Grrx:s-In-.‘J.é 4,547,022 % 10 0
‘Subsotals _ . s
Feceral Pevenuu $54,383,287 | 20.8%
© Be Stat» Revenuss T
Eighuay Raveave - 15,835,193 ;
" Liguor Reveaua - 8,207,589
: Cigarecte :
o Tax Reveace 3,333,818
- B Sewer Systea Crants | 3,020,279

N

Chazzes & Fees 41736{;67
Sub‘o’al' " !
N . Sexvice Cna.ges i
: P - & Fees 633 887.594 L
- ! }" scel lareous Local Norm=ax Reve:u.ns
o s.~. " Speeia}
R Assesszeats 11 940,478
"ty . Flces azd "
s o s Forfeltures 3, 685 €63 f S
* 7. . .. Interest Earnings n,.a& (13
s 0% .+ Reatal & Sala of :
" Real Propezty 2,755,519

‘Ottar Mise, local
. Nontax Pevenve _ 3,776,758
©" Subtorzlt Miscellzneaus
. .Lloeal Nomeax®
Revem.. $§33,445,882

' Utili: peve-m

- UL sedrorals Local g
.o \aneax Bevznues 51‘". 939 7‘-’.1

._S&ﬂlﬁ_&‘»_-'v_

" sora, pIvEwE ' :

F204 OxN SO\.‘RCES 5222,669,‘237.

) e

. TOTAL INTEGOVER¥-

22.7

65.0% :

-:.. 14.9 .. .-\..‘ -
L S0 LT €. Inter-local Ravanues

.. Spectal Districes

Other State Beveaves

5 Ssdotal: . .
State R‘evenpes . $39,72721,601

Coungies 3,030, 671

& Other Cities °-

) 'sub:o;aa.- Toter-Local
Reve:n.es o $ 6,0:\1.053

MENTAL REVENCET $ 91.135.541

. TOTAL GENTAL Revavrs® $261,248,513

o
e $313,855,178

Source: Bureau of Governmental Research & Service

:Table I

374,717

3,000,332

.
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' SOURCES FY 7374

l. ¢ . .
Total ) Source Tetal
. . " ' . . . o 4
) N e *, - : . JFormula Crants coatinued )
. R .' Alcehol and Drug Crants 3 555 962
. . § 15,156,062 . 5.6% ' Huseva Crants . 13,561
tnet - R . : S % Youth Care Center Cran:s 13,618
-4 ' ! ".e s, . Abundant Food and Food Stacp Crants 222,453
=R ST T A 190,752 L ? "
les ’ | 62,471,875 vt Rroject Cranest \
venues ; 519,710 Tt L Harine Factliti{es Crants 165,700
“Matorial Sala xcvenuee 188,847 - i . Solid Waste Managezent Plamnirg Craats 76,477
e Revenues 133'35} RIS smmu Crants-Ia-Atd § 4,518,977 1.
2 1905 - CteT :
(Y] 57,684 ; ~ Payoents in Lieu of Taxest )
cing xnvenuos C 8,277 %ildlife Comeicsion Payzents 165,145 -
yeuuo Shating * L ¥ 90,648,797 * 33 ‘5 Contract Sexvice and Falwburcements: .
L . B Boar Law Enforccment Contracts 221,625
. N . -1 859 580 A . Autopsy Reizburscments 24,195
: 1 496,157 oL Police Training Refzdurcesents 18,450 -
- '1 151,077 : . " Special Election Cost Reizburscmeats . 184,518
r- LT 1.2:3.233 ‘ . Subtotal: Coatract Service and Relmburseneats § 408,593
. M . K . N . . : O . —
- le Developsear . ﬂg.;z;ﬁ ' ... Subtotsls  State Reveaues $ 47,018,860 17
- . . F) . T
177,755 <+ Cs ISTER~LOCAL REVENUES
s A 251,83 . -
P ; ela272,033 00 T " ¥ron Cittes 3,289,127
‘ R . . Fron Schoel and Or.hcr Spcci..l Dts-rtct. 967,191
o i V$. ?.'3&5.'95.2 : —§-=-4- Troo Other Countiles - —190,849
i, _ - §us,1s0,811 ¢ 42,5 subtotals. Inter-Locsl ncvmucs § 440,267 1,7
: e i TOTAL INTERCOVERNMENTAL PEVINUES' ~. . . $167,216,529 61,
‘ R '~'-:_-2§,°'52.322 B0t T0TAL REVENUE FROM ALL SOURCES $270,922,347
j - : 4.129.28°~ ’ : . X
la e 3,382,092 . — e o
S e © 6,205,447 . .
Pt e 829,023 , .-
P 105.329 g
jenue o o © 65,375 L
ivenue” o toc ‘.20-’..599 e
nue - e J43,045 ' .
Revenug , "> -"7-.0 . 6,008 - : ..
me T 221 ". o
nuesl. o s 4: 585, 141 15 7
L el T '
3, Tt 2T 299,002 0 s ,
3 . " 5 « 48,002 ’ i .
: EITURATIACINE £ T T S . . '
y Salary Crants e, 803,750° . b
Crants - _ 2 290,037 St .
S Y e Source' Bureau of Governmental
e e e A Research and Service
[ LI . “ [RdE B PR « .
~1:a.b“l_'e“:‘Iﬂ:t . [ .'L'. o, . i . . .



OTHER—)- ,7% 2 0% -

0’ .

75-77 GENERAL FUND RESOURCES*

'I.

 LICENSES AND rEES el ,

INTEREST EARNINGS

24%'

IIX =1qes,

PERSONAL INCOME

INSURANCE TAXES

59.6%

TAXES -

INHERITANCE AND GIFT TAXES
FEDERAL. n:\n:mn: QUI\D{Mn_‘ L R

CHARGES FOR SERVICE
‘,,- CIGARETTE TAXES .

LIQUOR SALES - it -
. APPORTIQNMENT
e, e, . N -. “..,’.. OTHER , P ]
. TOTAL GENERAL FUND RESOURCES

~ LESS PROPERTY TAX RELIEF . . .
CORPO%JE EXCISE .+ TOTAL GENERAL FUND AVAILABLE

INCOME TAXES

..--o—....

A T

BEGINNING BAD\NCE

RERSONAL_INCOME TAXES

§172,510,579
950,000,000,

CORPORATE EXCISE AND INCOIVIE TAXES 132 000,000

-~ LIQUOR SALES APFORTIONMENT

-..~. CIGARETTE TAXES - :

"~ . CHARGES.FOR SERVICE =~

""" INSURANCE TAXES - -

-+, 7. FEDERAL REVENUE SHARING
¢~ INHERITANCE AND GIFT TAXES

INTEREST EARNINGS
LICENSES AND FEES .

69,529,792

e . 49,381,500 -
S 48,819,937

42,700.000 ,
43,370,000 ...\

38,100,000

32,000,000 -
11,566,715

- 11,421,681 .-~

-1,601,400,214 .

81 443 900 214 .

— LOCAL FUNDS\

e f "’.FE'DERAL FUNDS

. t

R
b [
0,

244% :

©
0/ 5

" BEGINNING

SRR BT ¥ 1
- | BoND sALES

\,.-‘.' .

1975 77 NON GENERAL FUND RESOURCES* :

' CHARGES FOR SERVICE '
SALES INCOME
LICENSES AND FEES

NON.GENENAL ' .
FUND REVENUES  1975.77 Estimsted

Federdt Yumh. covssny $1,105,052.032 -

Local Funds cosssenee 0.044,543
Toxes sansossvenen ' §09,114.554
Licenses ond rcn eees. 173,066,027
Charges for Servico. s, 156.342,139
Solog InCOmB wsasnaee 360,930,374

. Bond S.\In..n-uou 690,760,000

Oor sopeenanrarnee 022,291,550

TOIJ' setsnes $3.062, 8050 9

@y mow



Estimated Revenue

g .
. ' Table IV

=" (Millions) ; s
o ‘ T LT 1976-77
TPersonal Income Tax _
1% nel receipts tax $123.3
X% effcctlve tax rate ' 65.11 .
b4 surtax : ) 4.6 -
l £ wage tax (1nd1v1duals) J00.5 -
o ~ Federal tax deduction .. } isy
. Capltal gains ' i . (17—26) B
- ."Estlmated payment (one—tlme plcaup) .j o8
N Corporatlon “fncome Tax T A _5 S . }
' 1% 1nbrease in rates - © 0 o Ut SRR R
Personal property tax offset. ..~ 7. "7+ oo 1.5 S
' Inerehse minimum to $100 S R S _750 1351
Employer Payroll Tax % RSN S : 82 2 R
~.Property Tax‘ ' ) VT I" ;".'f"' B
e Qtatew1de property tax ($10/$l OOU TCV) B *:293-5
, Statew1de land tax ($10/%1,000 TCV) . : D 79 9'
. Statewlde property tax except re51dent1al/ - -

P renLal homes ($lO/$l 000 TCV) 151 2
'_;Lottery (New Jensey type) s 10 .
o Sales Tax = W ‘ e ) . ::,.:

1ot broad base (Washlngton—type) " 101.8

. )% Callfornla—type SRR . <'85.8

- ]3’va1ue Added ' IR 151 7
| . Rate - - " Estlmated Revenue :
o ‘ I ~ Change = Annuaily (In $1 DDO)
;rSelected Bxclse Taxes S T R S
E . Cigarette . -1 cent per pack °© :f" f;;g :_i7;4$ J’500~
. Gasoline "~ 1 cent per galloné/ : U 12,000
Vehicle license - To Washington .(2% of UV) s 3q 000 .
" Hobelilmotel bax " Per 1% of tax on retail prlce ,if 1, 300 .
*- " Restabirant & Bar S CL e TR
5 Sales - . . Per lé of tax on retall prnce - 4,000
“vC1yﬁrs Ce T . Per 1%t of tax on whsle. prlce ) ~ .75
- "Club dues ' . Per 1% of tax on ducs R » 80 -
. Admlsslons ' 4 Per 1% of tax on dm15510n.price-' . 600.
:Cameras & Film Per 1% of tax on whsle. price - - " -530 S
Phonograph " records . Per 1% of tax’on whsle. price . 70
Musical inst. -Per 1% of tax on whsle. price -~ . . - gg
Passenger Autos . Pér 1% of tax on list price C .. 5.u00
Plck-hp trucks ~ Per 1% of tax on list price . . ’750
Refrlgerators & _ : ¢ s : _
freezers J: Per 1% of tax on whsle. price - " n35
a »



< ) .- . e e S Estimated Revenue
“ . - L ‘Changre - - ) ' . (Thousands) -
‘Selected Excise Taxes . . o _ —
’ Radio & 1V scts Per 1% of tax on whsle. price $ . 875
l:lectr.tc gas & oil - : c.t S
' appllanecs " Per 1% of tax on whsle. price . - - 750
Motorecycles : Per 1% of tax on list price = = 150
Auto parts and = L : ' R R v
accessories Per 1% of tax on whsle. ‘price - - 2,000
Lubmcatlng oil = 'Pexr 1% of tax.on whsle. price’ coT . 80
llres & tubes - Per 1 of tax.on whsle pr:xce C s .. '750

Soft dr:mks Co T 'ltf on each nottled soft: dr:mk- L T
. . ... - "$1 per gal. or 4/5£ per.ounce on ° RN
" soft drink syrup, 3¢ per ounce .. .- "_\ o
-+ on soft drink powder and Ju:n.c:e L '
L dr:.nk base products ,-; 6 1100

. ,Deeds oI' convey-. . SOr_‘ on valuc ‘more . than $100 but:

- ance . ... .o ..motover 55005 S0£ for each .t ...t
©oTUL 0 Tadaitional $500 or part thereof - 1,250 .

l/Does not include ta*ces on "use fuel" or "an.rcraft gas"

OTE. The revenue estlmates on thls table are fJ.rst: approx:mat:mns.- :
Tl £ .’
i
A




RECORD OF VOTER ACTION ON STATE INCOME, SALES,
| CIGARET”E AND VEHICLE TAX PROPOSALS

. THROUGH 1973

¢ . 7 ) » . -4 . -
‘ ' o . T T YES - NO . T RS
Income Tax Heasures . "Referred by . No. % No. — % " Total -
Mov. 6, 1923, Income tax act . . .. Legislature = 58,647 .50.2°. 58131 - 49. 8 116,778
tov. &4, 1924 - Income tax repeal.-. Initiative 123,799 52.7° 111 055 47 3 234 854 .
Nov. . 2 1926 - Income tax bill with | R T .
- ) : " . property tax offset. ‘Initiative . 50,199 29.71 . 122 512 70 9° 172 7!1 .
Nov. = 2, 1926 - Income tax bill. . . ‘lnitiative = 83,991 .47.2° 93,997 52.8° 177,988
June 28, 1927 - Income tax bill. .. Legislature - 48,745 %42.1 67,039. - 57.9°°115,784
Nov.: 6 1928 -+ Income tax bill. . . ‘Initiative - 118,696 47.2. 132,961 52.8° 251,657
~ Nov. k 1930 - Income tax bill. . .. Ref. Pet.” 105,189  52.5° 95,207 47.5::200,396
- Nov. 8 1932 - Income tax increase.- Initiative - 144,502 47.1.162 468' 52.9° 305 970
~Nov. 8 .1960 - Income tax increase. Ref. Pet. ~ 115,610 '16.9 570,025 -83.1¢ 685,635
. Oct. 15,1963 -- lncome tax increase. Ref. Pet. .- 103,737 22 2 362 845 77 8 166 582
May 1, 1973 - Income tax increase; . Lo T
S schoo]'finance-,'...g.Legislaturel 253,682 hl 5 358,219 58 5o 611
: Sa]es Tax Measures S T - e .;;_?_4,3 '[”;~'"7 tf; > .- i
. 1y 21, 1933 - Sales tax bill . . . "Legislature '45,603j 21 L 167, 512 ~78;6° 213;115 i
' Hay 18 193# School reljef sales Lot e . - rto T .
: Totak . e e e e . . ~ ‘Ref. Pet.” - 6’*,677' 29 3. 156, 182 70.7° 220,859
a Jan. 31 1936 ‘Sales tax bill-. . . - Legislature - - 32,106 “14.6 187,319 85.4° 219 1425
ﬁ Nov. 7, 194k -- Sales tax bill . . . 'Legislature . 96,697_:26.4.‘269 276 73:59.355’973_
~Oct. .7, 1947 -- sales tax bill . . . Legislature . 67,514 27.2. 180,333 ~72.8°-2l;7.:847
June 3, 1969 Sales tax blll « « . Legislature 'v65 077 - 11.4 504,274 88.6° 569,351 .
Cxqarette and fobacco Tax Measures S e -_'y":'j;‘..i”¥“57¥vu.t‘}2”';;€33Jfﬂi N
Nov. 2, 1926 - Cigarette and *: -~ "~ -’ LTI e T T T
BRI ' tobacco tax .. . . . Ref. Pet. - 62 254 133.6 123,208 v66 l;° 185, lxsz
"~ Nov. 3, 19hz - Cigarette tax to B R
© . .. .- ¢ - support pub. schodls Ref. Pet.' | 110 643 46.5 127,366 53 5 238 00,
“June. 22, 1945 - Cigarette tax to ~ -+ BRI v s .
g : , - support pub. schools Legislature- 60,321 47.2 ,f67,5§2' 52 g° 127 863
Oct. 7, 19&7." Cigarette tax. . . . Ref. Pet. " 103,794 42.4 140,876 &57. 5 2LL 670
Mov. L, 1952~ Cigarette tax. . . . Ref. Pet. 233,226 36.1 413,137 63.9° 646,363
" Hov." 6, 1956 - Cigarette tax. . . . Ref. Pet. = 280,055 40.3 K4 613 .59.7° 694’658
Hoy 2& 1556 - Cigarette tax. . . . Legislature 310,743 63.1° 181,957 36.9 1492.700
Jan. 18 1972 -- Cigarette tax incr.. Ref. Pet. - 245,717 50.9° 236,937 49.1 ASZZGS#
Transactlons Tar Measure : o ) ' . :‘. o ',; . R
Nov. 8, 1938 - Transactlons ‘tax - - Initiative 1'112;]72 33.8 219,557 66.2° 331,729

vehicle Reqlstratlon B A‘ SR . O : .f 4. o TR
Hay 23, 1972 - City-Co. vehicle tax Ref. Pet. ~ 120,027 19.6 491 551

80.4° 611,578

Table V.. f' Lo .f R o
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| ALTERMATIVES FOR AMENDING THE SIX PERCENT CONSTITUTIONAL PROPERTY TAX LIMITATION

"1;.- increéSe'Téx Bases in Annexed Areas. Amend sectioh'fl(h)(b) of Article X1
o _,as-fo]jows: . : L : .

e e,

to an existing taxing unit, the tax base of the annsxing unit established

. under subsection (2) of this section shall ihcluda'(be-%ncrca&ed-b?} an

amount equal to the equalized assessed valuation of the taxable property in .
the annexed territory for that year (the-f%sca}-ycar-eF-annexat%en) multi-

* plied by the millage rate within the tax base of the annexing unit for the

" fiscal year of annexation, plus siX percent’ of ;hét amount. . S

. During each (the) fiscal year fo]lowing.the annexation of additional propertf,

" 2. Increase Tax Bases in Rapidly Growing Areas. Delete the existing section L
* * "11(4) (b) of Article Xl and replace it with phé’following: e
. Whenever the equalized assessed valuation of the taxable property in a tax~ '1
" ing unit other than the state increases ten percent or more over the equalized
“ assessed valuation of taxable property in the previous fiscal year, then the
- tax base of the taxing unit established under subsection (2) of this section
- shall be increased by an amount equal to the increase in the equalized assessed
- wvaluation multiplied by the millage rate within. the tax base of the taxing. unit
. for'the.previous fiscal year, plus six percent of that amount. L e T
3. - Increase Tax Bases According to New Construction. A new subparagraph (%) (c) -

" “would be added to Article X1, section 11 to read as follows: ST
Vhenever the equalized assessed valuation of the taxable property in a taxing
unit other than the state increasss over the_equalized assessed valuation of

taxable propeft& in the previous fiscal year, then the tax base of the taxing
Lo unit established under subsection (2) of this section shall be .increased by
' an amount equal to the increase in the equalized assessed. valuation multi-
" .plied by the millage rate within the tax base of the taxing unit for the T
, . previous fiscal year, plus six percent of that amount. As used in this .. ...
. ", . paragraph, -increase means that amount attributable to improvements made ‘to = - e
real property as determined by rules and regulations prescribed or authorized . .
by the Legislative Assembly.. o e e o

K
Ce

- Change Limitatioh'fé a Rate.Basis. Sgctfon 11 would be entirely- replaced
with the following: T o e

"Except by vote of the people and except for that portion of:ahy tax levied
which is for the payment of bonded indebtedness or interest thereon, no tax- . - -
ing unit shall levy an ad valorem tax (on real property. and personal tangible’ . -

prbperty) in any year so as to exceed the percentage.that the total tax - A
‘levied by the unit represents to the true cash value of all taxable proparty. ]
in_the unit in any of the last three years in which the power w

4

as exercised. . °

. . L . 3 . - .
i ' ' \ . L .
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A,

B.

D.

E.

Survey of Local Government Finance
for the | '
Clackamas, Multnomah, Washington County Area

Scope and Characteristics of Local Upits.

1. Local Units, Number and Classification.

2. Populstion

- 3. Financial Indicators
e. Value of Taxable Property
b. Property Taxes Levied
c¢. Allocation of Property Tax
d. Budget Expenditures
e. Indebtedness

k., Legal, Structural and Political Considerations.

5. Functions

6. Public Services by Others

Local Revenue Structure

1. Characteristics
a. QGeneral Observations .
. b. Circumventing Restrictions
2. Types of Revenue
a. Classification
b. Trends :
. Legal Capacity
. Fragmentation
« Economic Considerations
«. General Objectives’

o\ W

Financing of Local Services
1. Elements of Local Financing Policy
2. Scope of Local Finance
3. Revenue-Expenditure Relationships
State and Federal Impacts
Local'Budget Process

1. Purpose.

- 2. Elements of Budgeting

Special Considerations

1. Property Taxation )

2. Bonding

3. Special Assessments

k. Tax Increment Financing

5. Tax Equalization - Education



Survey of lLocal Government Finance
for the :

~ Clackamas, Multnomah, Washington County Area

A', Scope and Characteristics of local Units.

1. Local Units, number and classification. .
- : Number in

Type of Unit. : e Ares

" County 3
City 30
Port District 1.

Metro Service District g

'Tri-Met Transportation District 1

. Water District. 46
Fire District 36

Water Control District 5
Drainage District T
Sanitary District T
Park & Recreation District L
Vector Control District 1

- Cemetery District 1
Lighting District 16

-Road District 18

- County Service District -8
School District . 11
Community .College District 3

2. Population.
Unit - 1960 1970 197k -
Clackamas 113,038 166,088 196,900
Multnomah 522,813 556,667 544,900
Washington 92,237 157,920 - 189,k00
Total 728,088 886?675 931,200

Portland . 372,676 379,967 372,200
Beaverton X 5,937 18,577 22,100
Gresham 3,944 10,030 20,500
lake Oswego . 8,906 14,615 19,000 - --
Milwaukee 9,099 16,4kk 18,300

Oregon . 1,769,000 2,091,000 2,266,000



A. Scobé of Local Units - Continued.

3. Financial Indicators.

a. Value of Taxable Property. -

Unit 1960 -
Clackamas '

Multnomah  $2,612,179,000
Washington

Portland $1,685,791,0Q0
Gresham $ 17,4h46,150

1970

$h, 643, 24k,000

$3,343,101,000
83,889,000

b. Property Taxes levied, all units.

Clackamas $

Multnomah $ 71,125,000
Washington ;
KRK KK

Portland $ 16,783,000
Gresham $ 126,000

'€+ Allocation of Property Tax by Unit.

Counties: Clackamas
Multnomah
Washington

Cities: Portland

s All others

Port

MSD & Tri-Met

Water Districts
Fire Districts :
Other Special Districts

Community Colleges
School Districts

$ :
$142,593,000

$ 32,231,000
$  2b3,000

1974
$2, 423,800,000
$6, 601,800,000
$2,275,500,000

$k,638,500,000
$ 205,890,000

64,195,000

$

$ - 212,285,000
$ 38,053,000
$ 277,000

197k
'$2:7 3,167

30,273,772 e
3,418,401

38,053,139
9,859,000

6,551,000
0

1,230,000
12,594,000
2,217,000

11,588,000
- 219,065,000



CA. 3. Financial Indicators - Continued.

d. Budgets. ‘ ,
Unit _ 1960 1970 197k
Multnomah County $32,632,000 '$57,967,ooo $101,631,658
Portland 59,722,000 = 150,929,000 237,852,000
Gresham - k99,560 2,708,000 13,307,000
Port : 20,602,000 48,580,000 168,106,000
Tri-Met - 22,515,000 51,170,000

School District 1 37,225,000 73,554,000 111,876,000 -
All other Sch. Dists. 18,153,000 39,970,000 55,358,000

e. Indebtedness.

Multnomah County $13,158,000 $ 3,300,000 $ 600,000 -

Portland 42,342,000 48,550,000 36,6hl,OOO
Gresham: 827,600 1,700,000 8,007,500
Port 10,520,000 24,150,000 94,161,000
Tri-Met - none none
School District 1 none ' none none

All other Sche Dists. 13,108,650  -18,457,000 16,338,000

k. Legal, Structural and Political Considerations.

‘ Exémihe legal basis for each class of local unit; the internal
legislative and administrative structure; and, representation
on governing bod;es and involvement of citizen groups.

5. Functions.
a. Authorizéd by law.
b. - Current service patterns, quantitative and qualitative.

c. Contractual arrangements.

6. Public Services by Quasi-Public and Private Agencies.

Identify services of a public nature provided by quasi-public
or private agencies, for example library, zoo, private water
companies, and examine relationship to public finance.



B.

Local Revenue Structure.

1.

Characteristics. ' -

-8« General Observations.

1)
2)
3)
L)
5)

6)

7

8)

9)

The property tex 1is the single largest source of

- tax revenue.

- There are marked differences in the burden of local

taxes between cities and unincorporated areas.

All proverty tax measures are subject to prior voter
approval. :

Local units are partially dependent upon financial
help from the state and federal level.

Local boundaries are fluid and subject to frequent
change.

Local units have economic resources tha£ could be taxed
but they are restricted by law and conventional wisdom
from doing so. . .

Local financial policies must be planned and executed
within constitutional and statutory limitations, admin-

istrative supervision of certain functional areas by the .

state and controls imposed by the federal government
as & condition to grants and loans. The units are

vulnerable to decisions made at higher levels of govern-

ment.

Fragmentation of local units tends to produce a
unilateral response to public policy development and
administration.

The complexity and variety of local finance problems
has produced important innovations, e.g., balanced
annual operating and capital budgets, financing by -
new kinds of revenue or other qualified bonding
approaches; standardized governmental accounting..

b. Methods of Circumventing Restrictions.

1)

2)

3)

Referenda to exceed constitutional or statutory limits.

Shift financing'from general revenue source to user
taxes or enterprise operations.

Indirectly pledging future resources by way of lease-
back arrangements.



B. 1.

2.

b. Methods of Circumvention - Continued

k) Create new and overlapping units (fragmentation) with
new or additional taxing and revenue raising ability.

5) Transfer local functions to state government. '

6) Develope non-property tax revenues, grants, loans
and state subventions.

7) Use of revenue bonding which does not require a referenda,

Types of Revenue.
8. (Classification by Source and Unit.

1) Taxes.

'2) Licenses and Permits.
3) Intergovernmental Revenue.
L) Charges for Services.

' 5) Fines and Forfeitures.
6) Other (Interest,vRent, Special Assessment)

b. Identify Trends.

Legal Capacity.

8 Identify legai constraints and options.

Fragmentation. .
8. Determine advantages and disadvantages of multi-level

structure of local government on ebility to generate
revenue.and deliver services. -

Economic Considerations.

 a. Evaluate effects of current revenue structure on private

economy. ‘ .

General Objectives of Metropolitan Finance.

a. A structural framework that enables urban finance to meet
responsibilities.



B. 6. General Objectives - Continued.

b. The allocation of economic resources in- the metfopolitan ares
to local governments so that they may render assigned services.

c. A division of responsibility for meeting urban needs between
local governments and state agencies.

d. A revenue system supporting local functions that 1s equitable
to users and taxpayers.
C. PFinancing of Local Services.
l. Elements of Local Financing Policy. - :
a. General level of services to be provided the pﬁbiic.
b. Relative emphasis upon different revenue sources.

‘¢s Financing of capital improvements from current revenue
as distinguished from future revenue - debt financing.

d. Pattern of current wages, deferred wages, fringe benefits
and work standards.

e. Ability for short-term financing.

f. Nature of long term debt as it concerns maturity schedules,
the term, revenue and general obligation bonding.

g. Adjustments of tax rates and levels of expenditure to changes
in local economy. ‘

h. Preformance of public service by contract or force account.
2. Scope of Local Finance.
&. Selection, incidence and effects of local taxes.

b. Economic impact of taxation, expenditure and borrowing
on private sector. v .

¢. Use of local resources for income redistribution.
d. Selection of priorities.
€. AdJueting for dedicated revenue and enterprise operations.

f. Consequences of federal fiscal policy.



“;'C;ﬁﬁFihéhcing of Local Services - Continued.

3.

-Relationéhip of Revenues to Expenditufes.i

a. Match general and dedicated revenues to. functional categories

"including:

l)» General Government
2) Pudblic Safety

3) Public Health, Education, Welfare
L) Public Recreation '

" 5) Public Works

- 6) Other

D." State and Federal Impacts.

1.

2.

Categorical Grants and Revenue Sharing.

»Funcﬁional Shifts.

Spécial District Legislation.
State Subventions.

Federal monétary and fiscal policy.

E. Iocal Budget Process.

1.

2.

Purste.

Elements of MunicipaliBudgeting.

F. Special Considerations.

1.

. TSCC176

" Bonding.

Property Tax.

Mechanics, Administration, Limitations.

-

~ Authority, Limitations, Debt Structure.

Special Assessments.
Tax Increment Financing. |

Tax Equalizatibn'— Education.



Tax Supcrvmng and Conservation Commnssuon
Multnomah County, Oregon

Budget Terminology ‘ ‘ _ | h: ISR | _.--,‘ e e

Budget A financial plan of proposed expenditures'and estimated revenues,

Local Budget law State statutes.which prescribe minimum and standard
: ~ procedures for the preparation, presentation and

administration of annual fiscal plans for local

~units. ORS 294.305 to 294,520, ‘

' Does not apply to Drainage, Highway nghtzng, Irrigation,
Road, Soil and Water Conservation, People Utility,

Water Control Districts, District Improvement Companies,
Housing Authorities and utilities under separate boards
with ad valorem tax support. '

Budger Apprdaehes

a, Traditional - An arrangement of requirements by fund,
organizational unit or activity and object of expense.
Tends to have a means and control orientation.

S b. Performance - An arrangement of requirements by fund,

' ' function, organizational unit and object but with
expenditures based primarily upon measurable performance
of activities and work programs by unit costing. The
focus is on evaluatlon. : '

) ¢. Program - An ‘approach. that deals" prlnclpally with broad
e planning goals and the costs of functions or activities
regardless of which organizational unit carrys out the
'~ service. A planning-goal oriented approach.

§i§cel Yeaxr The twelve month period, from Juiy 1 to the following‘_
: ‘ ' June 30, to which the annual budget applies and at the
~end of which a financial accounting i$ made.

. Appreopriation . A legislative authorization.to make expenditures or incur
obligations for specified purposes. An appropplation is
limited by amount, purpose and time. :

.



Rudget Terminology
Page 2

Fund o An independent f15ca1 and accounting entity with self-
o balancing accounts for resources and requxrements. The
types of funds are: :
General Fund '
Special Revenue Funds
Debt Service Funds
Capital Projects Funds
Enterprise Funds .
Trust and Agency Funds
Intergovernmental Service Funds
Special Assessment Funds

Resources & Revenues Resources are the assets of a fund available for
allocation in the budget plan; e.g., cash balances
from former periods, 1nvestments, revenues, transfers
from other funds.

~

Revenues are estimated receipts from taxes, licenses,
fees, grants, service charges and the.like. :

Requ1renents & Expenditures

Requiréments are the needs of a fund for expenditure,
transfer or reserve. Requirements -are equal to Resources
in 'a balanced budget. : -

Pt Expenditures are disbursements for services and goods
but do not include transfers or reserves,

v

Object of Expenditure

A grouplng of expenditures based on services and goods;
e.g., personal services (salaries, wages, frlugcs),
materials and services, capital outlay.

Character of Expense

A classification of expenditures based on the time perlods
they benefit. Current expense benefits the current fiscal
year; debt expense benefits past, current and future fiscal
periods; capital expense bencfits current and future periods.



Budget Terminology
Page 3

Operating Contingency

An amount budgeted for unforeseen or unanticipated
expenditure, A Debt.Service Fund may not have an

Operating contingency estimate.

' Unappropriated Balance

4

‘For a fiscal year that has been completed the term

refers to the difference between fund resources and
requirements. In a proposed budget the term refers
to an estimated amount not allocated for expenditure
but reserved for use in future fiscal periods.

Bonds

General Obligation

’

Revenue Bonds

Improvement Bonds

: _Serial Bonds

Sihking Fund Bonds

Bonds for which there has been a pledge offthejfull
faith and credit of the issuing unit. Frequently GO

-bonds are considered to be those payable from taxes,

but other revenue may be used.. -,

Bonds for which principal and interest are payable

exclusively from earnings of a public enterprise.
Property tax revenue may not be used for such payments.

General Obligation bonds for which prlnclpal and 1nterest
are payable from property assessments. :

Bonds where principal and interest is repaid in periodic
installments over the 11fe of the issue. . : :

Bonds issued under agrecment where local unit sets aside
periodically a sum which with compounded earnings will
be sufficient to redeem the bonds on date of maturity.

Pay-as-you-go and Debt Financing.

- TScC
1-22-76

The former finances capital improvements from current
revenues by direcct expenditure or reserve accumulation;
the latter by sale of bonds. : ‘
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’Summarv

Ceneral Fund $ 740,000
Reserve Fund _ 7,000
Bond Constr. Fund 820,000

Debt Fund

Total Budget $2,017,000

450,000

A budget.

General Fund
Resources:
Beginning Cash -
Property Taxes:
Current Levy
Prior Levies
"Licenses- & Permits
- Etc., Revenue
Total Resources

~ Requirements:
"Department X:

Personal Services:
Administrator: 1
-Supervisor 2
Clerks 5
Fringe. S

Materials & Serv1ces-
Supplies
Contractual:

Maintenance
Audit.
- Legal .-

Capital Outlay:
land
Equipment

'Other Departments

Operating Contingency
. Transfer to Debt Fund

Unappropriated Balance
"Total Requ1rements

'!l.,tst .

Reserve Fun&ikw
Resources:
~ Beginning ‘Cash
Rent
Total Resources

Requirements:
Equipment
Unappropriated Balance
Total Requirements

50,000

450,000
30,000
15,000

195,000

740,000

20,000
30,000
150,000

9,000

1,000
'3,000
4,000
6,000

90,000
116,000

331,000

40,000
100,000
40,000
740,000

5,000

2,000 -

7,000

1,000
6,000
7,000

" Bond Construction Fund

Less: D & D Allowance - =50,000

Available for Appropriation - 450,000
Debt Fund: R

‘Requirements 450,000 -

Less: Resources other than

turrent tax levy © =-255,000

Amount to Balance ' . 195,000

Add: D & D Allowance 21,666

Authorized Levy 216,666

Less: D & D Allcwance . 221,666

Available for Appropriation 195,000
Tax Rate Computation: :

Less within 6% 500,000

Levy not subject to 6% 216,666

716

~Total Levy ‘

666/150 000, 000 AV = 4, 778 = 4.78

Resources: -
Beginning Cash o0
Bond Sale Proceeds : 800,000
Interest - 20,000 -

Total Resources. - - -~ 820,000

Requirements:. T
Plant Conmstruction 750,000

_Contingency 70,000 -

Total Requirements 820,000

Resources: o
Beginning Cash 125,000
Property Taxes: S

Current Levy 195,000
Prior Levies 20,000
Interest 10,000
Transfer General Fund 100,000
Total Resources . 450,000

Requirements:

Principal 150,000

" Interest 100,000
Unappropriated Balance 200,000 .

Total Requirements 450,000

Tax Levy Computation:

General Fund: :
‘Tax Base Last Year 471,700
Add: Allowable 6% 28,300
Authorized Levy & Tax Base 500,000

716,666
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JAMES M. BANOVETZ

Public Parﬁcipation in Local Government .

From 11 through 15 October, 1971 IULA organized a conference
on Citizen Participation and Local Government in the city of Za-

. greb, Yugoslavia. At the end of the mecting James Banovetz, who
is Dean of the Faculty of Political Scxence at Northern Hlinois Unl-
versity, summarized the discussions.

Power 10 the People was the fi irst theme sounded at the Zagreb '71 Conference, Inter-’
national Union of Local Aulhonucs, and preoccupation with its challenge was to remain
the central theme throughout the conference. Otherwise stated, the Conference sought
to reconcile the disparate, and sometimes competing, socictal need for governmental
leadership and action, on the one hand, with true representation of the wishes and desires
of the governed, on the other hand. Further, deliberations searched diligently, but with

limited success, for new mechanisms which could secure more mcamnvful and represen- -

tative popular participation in the processes of local government.
While it is generally, althovgh not universally, recoanized that neither a crowd in the
strects, protestors in a demonstration, participants in_a_mecting, nor sienatorics to a
petibion AcTtSTanly Tepresent popular opinions, or ,.the people”, similaslv it has also been
ac Zedecd Thar=cientilic opinion. polls, duly clected leaislative bodies, and referen-
dum results Tady also fail in the same cbjective. ln fact, no system can infallibly perform
the task_but pr_cllmahly it {5 posiblc to desien systems which over fime _caq pesfaravin
se now operating.
e desirability of public participation in local governing processes was never really ques-
tioned by the.Conference. Jakov Blazevic, President of the Assembly of the Socialistic
Republic of Croatia, noted in his opening remarks, that there is
A general and resolute desire of the working people and citizens_throughout the,
world to take part ~ actively and more directly ~ is social decision-making, to be-
come the carriers and creators of all the conditions of their life and work . ..
The noble objective of your conference, attended by represcntatives of many coun-
tries, is an integral part of the aspirations of modern mankind, and especially of the
working people throughout the world, in which man, citizen and worker, should be-
come the subject and the carrier of bis own destiny, and should create -~ through
various forms of equal cooperation and liaison at all levels of social activity - the
conditions necessary to overcome the alienation of policy and social power.

_ment is mcnnccivnh!c without re
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. Such participation is recognized as the mast effective and efficient means of ensuring that

the products of governance - the policies and programs of the government — are predi-
cated optimally upon the felt ne and _wishes of the people. Such an achievement,
furthermore, Thized as essential if the government is to enjoy maximum public
coopzration in its endeavors and_if the people, themselves, are to place-their whole trust
in their povernors. As one Cenference discussion group notcd, democratic Jocal govern-
al citizen participation, - T—
ct)it is one thing to desire - even to demand - full public participation in governance
and qum. another fhing to prescribe how such participation can be achicved in practice.
Presumably, ancient Greece, with its direct democracy, achieved the optimum in citizen
participation, but, as onc delegate observed, ancient Greck saciety failed because it was
unab!c to ro h_wmd dnrcct democracy as a form of political participation. Tn other words,

too much cmvc m!mn, in lhc wrone context, may also be dxsfuncuonal it, tog,

{s subject to

L83 2 system of covernance.

An evaluation of consequences of direct versus representative dcmocracy portrays the

nature of the dilemma. Direct democracy is criticized hecause it:

1. Creates a leadership vacuum by failing fo suggest a role for the executive function and

by failing to lcgitimize a system for advancing policy initiatives.

Is, as ancient Greek philosophers sug gested, unstable; it is prone, on the one hand to

citizen disinterest, apathy, and neglect, lcnvm" it vulnerable to oligarchic ambitions;

it is also prone, on the other hand, to hy: peractivity, or a state of mob rule, which bas

been the historic farrowing ground for repressive, dictatorial leadership.

Fails to provide a system of rules, or procedural safeguards, to protect the less aggres-

sive and vocal members of the polity from the schemes and demands of — the domina-

tion of . their more active and insistent peers.

4. Cannot be functionally adapted to the realities of Twenticth Century life and its mass
socicties involving communitics of many thousands of people.

2

H
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On the other hand, systems of representative. democracy are also subject to cmm on
the ground that they: D
1. Present a problem of legitimacy —~ how can representatives be chosen who will reflect
totally both the variety and the intensity of feelings held by the populace at large.
2. Are subject inevitably to the failings attributed to many contemporary representative
systems, namely that representatives -
a. seck only to sustain the system and themselves in positions of power, or
b. reflect only the preferences and values of a small segment of the population, usual-
Iy the big business and banking interests, who are totally inscntitive to an im-
portant segment of the population, such as the poor.
3. Find themselves immobilized and unresponsive when confronted with dcmands from
a variety of divergent interests which they are unable to reconcile. -

Barriers to participation

Beyond these conceptual diffj culucs with the problem of public participation in gover-
nance, there are itizs with which Conference participants
found themselves confronted. One of thc most difficult of these was posed immediately
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by Robert R.Thorton of Great Britain, who sugaested that, despite the
fo@itizﬂparm;ﬂly litle evidence that the
in_its_own sclf governance. Mr. Thorton spoke from the English expericnce, but other
_countries have experienced the same phenomenon. In Yueoslavia, for instance, where
‘participation represents one of the fundamental principles of its entire philosophy’ of local
self government, participatic&ig_ voters mectings is often as low as 7 to Ez’a and these
people often do not even represent the most active community residents. In the United
States, which expresses a similar commitment to public participation, voter turn-out in
Tocal government elections is often as low as 6% of the cligible voters, and usually does
not run_over 30 to 40%%_of the clectorate, In general, it scems that participation in local
government is usually restricted to those citizens feeling dircctly threatened by the govern-
ment or personally involved in its endeavors.

Complexity of decision making poses barriers to cffective public participation, and may
in effect serve to discourage many persons from such participation. Public sector deci-
sions are often highly tcchnical in nature, intricately interwoven with other public pro-
blems of similar complexity., When even engincering consultants cannot agrec on the
amount of water that can be taken from a lake without jeopardizing commercial shipping,
-how then can the public at Jarge decide such an issue? Not only does participation in
such decision making require specialized substantive knowledge, but effective participa-
tion may also rely upon a personal mastery of such technical skills as public speaking,
community organization, and parliamentary procedure.

Persons facking such skills or knowledge, or lacking confidence in their skills or know-

ledge, Sy be jntimidated hy the prospect of participation in public decisions, and thus

" exempt themselves from the process.

Further complicating the issue is the fact that citizen participation, w hicved, is as

likely to Icad to popular frustration as it is to popular satisfaction, Frustration may stem
from many causes. If, for example, such participation is encouraged during early stages
of the decision-making process, it may become frustrated by the lack of clear-cut alter-
natives upon which such participation can focus, If participation comcsjr.;x‘tg in the de-
. cision-making process, frustration may result from a feeling that too much public chaice
had been precjuded during the preliminary stages of the process.
Frustration can also result from problems of scale. Decisions on major issues are typically
made by governments only in The context of immediate problems, yet those involved in
resolving immediate problems are often frustrated by the apparent lack of relationship
between their efforts and the issues.
The constrajnts that incvitably exist on any decision making situation can also produce
frustration. Decision making participants discover, for instance, that it isﬁ:_xﬁr_gg_(_igmmd
high levels of public services than it is to divide scarce public funds amone,compsting
Juses. Financial constraints are typical of the many practical considerations which keep
decision makers from realizing their ultimate objectives, and which thus give rise to
frustration.

Frustration qften follows upon the failure of 2 participatory effort to produce the desired 4

success. Too often people feel that their participation in political activity has beel ess-
ful, or that the political system has been responsive, only if their point of view prevails,

7 .

Obviously no systc}n can offer assurance that all views can always prevail, or that all de-
mands can always be met. Thus, no system can provide cither for successful participation
or for responsiveness under such a mandate.

Finally, cffective participation is impeded by the social and cultural diversity increasingly
found ifm—_—-—_"—'_—k‘ government constituencies. As Eisse Kalk'noted in his remarks to the Con-
ference, the challenge of achieving succesful participation assumes particularly gréat pro-

portions in citics Q:d neighborhoods in which two or more cultures — and hence value
systems and, too frequently, languages - exist side by side.

Making participation viable

Although recognizing the distance and severity of such impediments to cffective public
participation, Conference participants seemed unanimously to support the view that such
impediments do not mean that citizen participation should be relecated ta a posture of
secondary importance in the design of governmental systems. More common, rather, was
the feeling that such complexities increased the challenge, for both the framers and
leaders of government, to find ways of achieving optimum levels of participation. In one
sense, at least, the magnitude of the challenge should be welcomed. According to a puri-
tan form of logic, the bisger the challenge presented, the mare important it is to mees,it,
and the more worthwhile will be the efforts to overcome it. ' :

In yet another sense, the mood of the Conference — and the challenge laid before its par-
ticipants — was similar to that expressed by the late Dr. Martin Luther King in his famous
exhortation, We Shall Overcome! Just as Dr. King challenged citizens in the United States
to join his crusade for racial equality, so too should the participants in this Conference
challenge local governments to build a crusade aimed at promoting more extensive and
more meaningful public participation in their affairs. .
Stimulated by such a mood, Conference deliberations sccmnd-tuu_wrﬁmnt
characteristics which are cssential to the achievement of effcctive citizen participation, -
however defined, and which can serve as guidclines for those wishing to confront the
chall noe. ’

Th¢ firstoessential requisite for the achievement of viable citizen participation is the as-
sured_availability of the requisite opportunitics. As one discussion group pointed out, it
is essential that citizens be able to jntervene in all conscquential phases of the detisicn
making process. Only when such assurance is secure can citizen participation be optimally
promoted. It was a concern for such opportunities that led one discussion group to con-
sider a resolution calling for United Nations adoption of a policy statement dealing with

the iI" it of citizens to participate in their local governing processes.

A requisite is the simplification of decisi Hdag svstems and structures at the
local government level. Such simplification must extend, first of all, To systems for polic
making. Discussants agreed generally that local governing systems, in 100 many countrics,

. are too numerous with their responsibility too fraomented for effcetive citizen participa-

tion. Next, simplification must also extend to the administrative system. As Arthur Stin--
son of Canada pointed out, citizens muswmmﬁve
elief for their problems and in making their influcace Telt on administrative efforts to
irnﬁp'c?ment public policy. - : - .

57

B e LA I R R e g



Thirgd, effective citizen participation is more likely when it is made possible at those
ecision-making stages at which it can have a meaninsiul imp_:lcl. ‘T his requisite has two
facets. First, parficipation must be possibie at appropriate an uential stages in the
dcvelopmcnl of public policy. Participation which involves only citizen reaction to official
proposals cannot be optimally meaningful; at a mummu\ﬁwgp_.gl_lm_sbml_h,g cn.

couraged at the points at which choices between alternative prograns or policies are being
considered. Second, this requisite suggests that structures of local covernance should be
anyaer csts that structures of local sovernance shoul

rationalized so_that_appropriate decision-making authority is allocated to the level of
gavernance — néig egional — most appropriate tor that responsibility, and
citizeq participation should be made both possible and essential at each such level,
ah

R requisite for citizen participation is, quite simply, the provision_that such partici-
p be meaningful and conscquential in terms of the ultimate_policy ont-puts. Real
citizen participation depends upon the allocation of real decision making power to the
participating citizens. As one discussion group at the Conference suggested, it is necessary
that citizen participants be_as successful as possible as often_as_possible. Participation
which does not carry such attributes of success can only deteriorate over time, causing a
loss of both citizen interest and support for govermental activities.
A@rcquisilc is equally obvious and, unfortunately, equally elusive. The :ﬂl@m_oﬂ_
governmental bureaucrats, and particularly technocrats. at the local level must be altered
so that such s recognize their social responsibilities, accept popular control of their
actions, and, most importantly, acknowledge the validity of the public’s expertise_on,

-"In the long-run, thé

olicy considerations in their arca of specialization. Bureaucratic-technocratic attitudes

were scen by Conference participants as primary.blocking points to the realization of

values which public participation can provide. ¢
Just as bureaucrats and technocrats must he nciled to the idea of citizen participation,

s0 too must political Jeaders implement th quisite: policy problems must be pre-
sented for citizen information and discussioin in_non-technical ferms that stress (a) alter-

native possibilitics for the resolution _of the anhkme, and (b) the cffects of cach alter-
fative on those affected by the problem and on the pub rroamens
requisite, the development of citizen leadership, may well be
the most important. AST{oward Hallman of the United States noted, this is crucial: the
best community organizers inevitably provide the most effective citizen Icadership, and
the most ellcetive lcaders are also-the best comimunity_oreanizers. The quality of citizen
participation in local governing processes generzlly bears a strong correlation to the quali-
ty of the leadership talents available to the citizenry.

Two diffcrent kinds of talent are nceded to produce indigenous leadcrship. The first is
Ieadership skill which must be found in the lay citizens themselves. Such capability typical-
ly is best built through active citizen participation ia public affairs, and Confercnce dele-

gates scemed to feel that it was better produced by spontangous participation than by

structured responses to structured participatory formats set forth by the local govern-

meants. In other words, the participation which best produces community leadership is the -

participation which stems from the community’s own initiative rather than that participa-

" tion which comes as a result of efforts by governmental officials to secure such participa-

tion. Second, citizen leadership in the form of expertise on public policy problems is zlso
58

ncccssnrj'. This is the kind of need, for instance, to which the recent concept of the ad-
vocate planner is addressed. Other, similar kinds of neighborhood cxperts may also be
needed, as well as better systems for the education of indigenous citizen leaders on public
a _‘L :opics.

.mt if not requisite, to BETICT Cilizen participation. Government has typically dealt
with_ & geographic concept of community, and citizen participation in local governing
affairs has been recognized at three different geographic levels: neighborhood, city, and
~zegion. There are additionally clear indications that other, non-geographic definitions of
community may havata be yecognized and represented if the full range of citizen interests
are to be reflected in participatory endeavors. The Conference’s host country, Yugoslavia,
is even now involved in a most significant effort to develop meaningful avenues of citizen

participation through the representation of such significant individual interests as occupa-

tional groupings. It would scem essential that those in other countries encourage such
innovative™and creative experiments, observe carefully their consequences, and be pre-
pared to emulate those systemic features which are most successful in facthmg more
extensive and meamngf ul citizen participation in local governing processes.

Conclusion

Perhaps most significant from a Conference such as this, representing as it did such a
diversity of governmental systems and potitical outlooks, was the generally apparent con-.
sensus that the advantages of citizen participation in local governing -procnscs far oyt~
weigh the risks acd-eosts smiic to such participafion. Such a conglusior periaps
pre-determined by the general theme of the Conference; nevertheless, the conclusion
scems sceure despite long and thoughtful deliberations on the impediments and dangcrs

inherent in any system which either encourages or is dcpcndcnt upon an active citizen in-

volvement in its affairs.

There is, thus, little question in the collegiate mind of the Conference about the need {or
meaningful citizen participation. Similarly, the literature on community and governmental
planning would seem to suggest that planners are badly in need of goals and objectives
~ a community objectives document, for instance — upon which to predicate their plans.
It would seem that these two needs - the need for participation and the need for policy
goals and objectives = can be readily synthesized; meaningful citizen participation might
best and most expediently be secured by focusing community cffort and encrgies upon the
initial development, and the subsequent re-evaluation, of community goals and objectives.
Such has, in fact, been the experience of Dallas, Texas, where the mayor asscrts that over

20% of the community’s adult citizens have, at one point or another during the last five -

years, been dircctly and personally involved in the preparation of a statement of goalsand
objectives for the Dallas community. ) .

Finally, the changes that will bring about more effective citizen participation in local
governing systems, regardless of the cultural context in which they occur, are unlikely to
be significant alterations in the structures of government. It is simply not in the nature of
man to make significant structural changes in his governing systems except in times of
social upheaval and turmoil. Because of this, there are those who argue that such turmoil
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must be cncouraged and promoted as the most likely means of securing changes which
will give ~ or retiirn — more power and influence to ‘the people®. But the record of history

- belies such a rationale: turmoil does frequently produce significant change in govern-

mental structures and processes, but the nature and dircction of the changes produced can

_ ncither be predicted with desired certainty nor engineered by those who promote and

manage the turmoil. In fact, the record in history suggests that turmoil most typically pro-
duces, not more effective citizen participation, but more impressive citizen repression.
This docs not mean that structural change cannot be sought. It means, rather, that the
change necessary to increase the quality and quantity of citizen participation must be
secured by incremental means — by building and improving upon the structures and
systems already in existence. It means that such changes must be produced by sustaning
and cver increasing the pressure upon existing structures and processes ~ and upon the
officials who shape or control such structures and processes - to bring about the desired
consequernces. )
Hopefully, this Conference will have been a start in this direction, Hopefully it will h:fve
heightened general awareness about the importance of citizen participation, and give
strength and encouragement to those who seek to apply the pressures.needed to achieve
increases in the effectiveness in such participation. Hopefully, too, it will lead to the ene
couragement of further experimentation with devices for the achievement of such.parti-
cipation, and for the exchange of information relative to the succe.:sst'ul ev.olutx.'on of
systems which increase the effective x_'eprescntation of the cmzenry in the direction of
their own government. ’

JOSEPH F. ZIMMERMAN

Council-Manager Government in Ireland

Professor Zimmerman, who teaches political science at New York
State University in Albany, recently spent a sabbatical year in
Ircland. In the following article, he describes some of the
characteristics of the city management system in Ireland. Of
particular interest are the coordinating functions of the manager
in the Dublin area. - .

The local government system in the Republic of Ireland currently consists of 110.clected
authorities ~ 27 county councils, 4 county*borough corporations (the clties of Cork,
Dublin, Limerick, and Waterford), 7 borough corporations, 49 urban district councils,
and 23 town commissions. 1 The system is a two-tier one with the exceptions of the county
boroughs and areas of counties lacking a borough, urban district council, or town com-
missioners. i

The system is distinguished by tight central government control, universal use of the
council-manager plan, and nomination of higher level personnel by the three member
Local Appointments Commission — a national body, The Commiission, created in' 1926
and financed by local governments, conducts competitive examinations to determine who
should be nominated for a vacant or newly created position. If only one person is nomi-

nated for an office and this is the customary practice, the local council must appoint the
nominee. : i

The manager system -

Irish local government can not be understood without a full appreciation of the impor--
tance of the manager and the nature of his role. Following independence, the Minister for
Local Government in 1923 was granted power to dissolve local councils not fulfilling
their responsibilities and appoint a commissioner or commissioners to perform the duties
of the dissolved councils. Several councils, including those in Cork City and Dublin City, *
were dissolved in 1924. Shortly after dissolving the Dublin council, the Minister appointed
the Greater Dublin Commission of Inquiry. In its 1926 report, the Commission recoms-
mended the anncxation of the adjoining urbanized areas to the City and the appointment
of a city manager. * Cork, however, gained the honor of being the first Irish local governe
* Desmond Roche, Director of Research of the Irish Institute of Public Administration, read the
manuscript and offered valuable comments for its improvement.
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° Ababs, the General Manager, ai

financial fresdom, we sre unnecessarlly encumbsred by boing a Department within the
Ministry of Interior, and thus dependent on the Ministry to socure 8 propor budcet ) ca
Gi tionals that should put the Municipalities Department within the
Interior and not arate Ministry lsell; the devolopmental aspects e supply lnd
fown planning are cleal islinguishable from security concern
# Clause 2 ‘There is hareb eated and established n the Ministry of Interior &
dopartment (hereinalter reforrad to Depanment’) which shall represent
the Minister of Interior in all matters re' municipalities and urban affairs.”

® The board was 1o consist of the, f.intorior (President), the Mayor of Addis

and Fine Arts, Community

Lt [ Or. H. Marshall in M, t of Local G Vol.
. &/ Government Administration Abrosd, H.M.S.0. London, 1967, pp. 2-24
® Discussed by M. W. Nerrls Ia ‘Local G in West M la = the Royal Come

misslon Report and Anter”, Studles In Comparaiive Local G . IULA, the Hague, Vol.

6 No. 1, Summer 1074, p. 17.

74

Joseph F. Zimmerman

The State Role in Metropohtan Governance inthe
u. S Federal System

Fragmentation of government Is ohe of the barrlers to an elfective approach -

to solving regional problems. Protessor Zimmerman of the Graduate School
‘of Public Affairs, State University of New York at Aibany, suggests motropolitan
federation as a means of rationalizing government In metropolitan areas.

Responsibility for governing most metropolitan areas in the United States s
shared today by thres, four, five, six, or more levels of government — the fedorat
government; a stale government; one or more regional ‘special districts; a
county government; a city, town, village, or borough; and in some instances
special districts within a municipality. To cite only one lilustration, In New York
State an Incorporated village Is located within a town situated within a county
which may be included within the territorial Jurisdiction of two or more
metropolitan special districts with dilfering boundarles. Furthermore, federatcd
school systems have been established In cities such as Detroit and New York
City, and numerous proposals have been advanced to convert large citlos Into
federated systems with an upper tler lavel and a lower tler level of nalghbor-
hood or community governments. The stata government, of coursa, Is the unit
which determines the legal nature of the system of multi-lavel governmant
within the states.

State-Local Relatlons

A proper understanding and appreclation of the system of melropolitan,
governance cannot ba achieved without reference to the past. In particular,
we must examine briefly the continuing controversy revolving around the

question of the propor amount of Independence to bs exercised by municl-
palitles.

- Historlcal Development .

Local government in the United States Is traceable in origin to the Massachu-
setts Bay Colony which was organized by the Puritans, who brought to the
New World a carefully conceived concept of an ideal society and a plan for its
future development. This concept included political and economic Institutions
borrowed from England and adapted to the oxigencies of life In Massachusatts
Bay.! The inferior position of the state was established 2t an early date as the
General Court (Legislature) exercised close supervision over the original and
new towns,

The outbreak of the Revolutionary War, removal of royal authority, and
popularity of the soclal contract theory afforded towns the opportunity to
exercise a maxlmugn of independence of tho General Court. However, the
establishment of a state government upon the adoption of the Massachusetts
Constituticn in 1780 once again brought centralized control over the towns
by the reestablishmoent of a unitary system. . -
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Home Rule

The term ‘Home Rule’ often Is loosely defined to refer fo relative freedom of
action by municipalities. In the legal sense, ‘Home Rule’ Is the privilege granted
* by the state to local governments to draft, adopt, and amend their charters,
and generally govern their own affalrs without legislative Interference. Missourl
in 1875 was the first state to adopt a constitutional home rule provision, but
it was limited to cities with a population In excess of 100,000. Only St. Louls
qualified for home rule In 1875. ’ :

States have followed two avenues In granting home rule to local governments.
The first avenua had been champloned until 1962 by the National Municipal
League which in 1921 proposed a model home rule constitutional provision
based upon a type of federalism within the state with governmental powers
divided between tha state and local governments. This mode! home rule
provision would establish an Imporium In Imperio or a state withln a state.
Where adopted, the effectiveness of the League’s mode! provision has been
fimited by narrow judicial Interpretation of the scope of local affalrs.

The second approach is based upon the Model Constitutional Home Rule

Provision of the Amerlcan Municipal Association (now the National League of
Cities) drafted by Jefferson B. Fordham, Dean of the University of Pennsylvanla

.. Law School.? The Fordham proposal recognizes that local affairs cannot be

completely divorced from stato affalrs. It rejects the traditional division of

governmental powers approach and removes from the Judiclary the function of

determining the dividing line between state and focal powers. Under the

proposal, the state legislature would delegate to local govom'ments all powers,
capable of delegation subject to pre-emption by general law. This approach’

facilitates the rasolution of difticult metropolitan problems - such as water
supply, sewage and rubbish disposal, water pollution, transportation, and

health - since the legislature may preempt these fialds.

No state has adopted the Fordham proposal en toto. Section 7 of the
Massachusetts constitutional home rule amendment, for example, reserves to
the state government the power to regulate elactions, levy and collact taxes,
borrow monay, dispose of park land, and detine and provide for the punish-
ment of a felony.

Of importance to our discusslon is section 8 of the Massachusatts constitutional
home rule amendmont which grants the General Court power ‘to erect and -
constitute metropolitan or reglonal entities... for any general or speclal
public purpose or purposes.’ In addition, the General Court Is authorized to
Incorporate or dissolve citles and towns, alter city and town boundaries, and
amalgamate cities and towns. The legistature in most states lacks comparable
power to establish reglonal governmental Institutions.

Meotropolitan Govemnance

A state government may play one of three roles relative to the formation of
metropolitan governments - Inhibitor, facllitator, or Initlator. Most states have
Iahiblted tha formation of a metropolitan ‘government by abdlcating thelr
responsibility to he!p solve areawlde problems. In many states tha constitution .
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contains provlé!ons impeding the formation ‘of a reglonal governmental entity.
To cita only one illustration, the New York. State Constitution rcquhes' the
separate. approval of the veters of the cities and the voters of towns within a
county beforo responsibility for a function can be transferred to the countyd
It there is a proposal for the transter of a village function to tha county, 8

triple concurrent majority Is required - separate affirmative votes In referenda K

by city voters, town voters, and village votars.

The state leglslature can facilitate the creation of metropolilan governments
by creating or authorizing the formation of metropolitan study commissions,
and enacling necessary enabling legislation for the establishmant of the
governments. Interest in the study commission approach peaked in the 1950s.
In the 1930s, the number and nature of surveys underwent a significant
change, primarily as the result of requirements in various fedoral grant-in-aid
programs. A sharp rise In transportation and comprehensive land-use surveys
occurrad. Studies concerned with governmental organization have fluctuated;
since 1968 only seventeen study commlssions have been organized and but
three are active today. In tho noxt section we will discuss the role of the state
as the Initlator of metropolitan governmental entities.

Direct State Action

In the Nineteenth Century, Massachusetts and New York State each acted to
enable its largest city to cope with problems caused by urbanization spilling
over the city's boundaries. Numerous towns were annexcd to the City of Boston
by mandata of the General Court, and New York City was formed in 1898 by a
legislatively directed amalgamation of all local governments within a five
county area. No other mafer consolidation was ordered by a state legislature
until 1969 when-the Indiana legistature enacted a law consolidating the City

. of Indianapolis and Marion County; no.provisicn was mada for a popular

reforendum. The governmental system within the County, howaver, remains 3
federated ono since two small cities, & town, sixteon townships, school cor-
porations, Marion County Health and Hospital Corporation, and {ndianapolls
Airport were excluded from the consolidation.

There is little evidence today suggesting that state logislatures will often order
the merger of local governments to form & metropolitan government. As &

. matter of fact, there is a movement to break up many large northern clties into

fedorated cities with a city-wida level and a neighborhood levels
The Twin Citles Metropolitan Council

Responding to the growing problems In the seven county Twin Cities area, the
Minnesota Legislature In 1967 created a tifteen-member Metropolitan Councll.$
Fourteen members are selected for overlapping six-year terms from equal
population districts by the Governor with the advica and consent of tha Senata.
The Governor also appoints the chzirman subject to Senate confirmation. No

local unlts of government were consolidated by the Legistature whon the .

Metropolitan Councll was established, and no provision was made for &
popular referendum on the quostion of the Council's creation.

The Twin Clties rpodel of metrépoman governance Is basically a federated one '
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with powers divided between the upper tier unit — tho Metropelitan Council ~
and the Jower tier units — counties and municipalities. The Council assumed

the functions of the Metropolitan Planning Commission, which was abolished, -

and was granted authority to review and indefinitely suspend plans of each
'Indepéndent commissicn, board, or agency' In conflict with the Council's
davelopmont guide. An agency may appeal ths suspension of its plans to the
Legistature. The Councll also was authorized to appoint one of its members

.8s a non-voting member of the boards of metropolitan special districts, conduct

research, operate a data center, and intorvene before the Minnesota Municipal
Commisslon In ennexation and Incorporation proceedings.

Shortly after the Council's formation, It signed contracts with the State
Highway Department and Metropolitan Transit Commission, thereby assuming
responsibility for transportation planning in the area. The Councll also has
been designated the criminal Justice planning agency by the Governor's
Crime Commission. Furthermore, the Council has appointed and provides
guidance to a health board responsible for coordination of planning for health

* facilities, manpower, and services. To finance its activities, tha Council Is

authorized to levy a tax not exceeding ‘seven-tenths of one mill on each dollar
of assessed valuatlon of all taxable property.’

The Councll was designed to be a policy forming rather than an operating
agency. However, it assumed responsibility In 1969 for ovarseeing the perform-
.ance of two service functions. Acting upon the Council’s request, the 19569
Leglslature created two seven-member functional servico boards and provided
for their appointment by the Council. The Metropolitan Sewer Board? and
the Metropolitan Park Reserve Board * were designed to be operating agencles
which would execute policies in their respective areas developed by the
Council. The Park Reserve Board's role as an operating service body was
terminated in 1970 by a Minnesota Supreme Court ruling invalidating laws
passed on the 121st day (one day past the constitutional limit) of the 1963
legisiativo session. The Board, howaver, was retalned by the Council as an
advisory body. Opposition from the Inter-County Council, which wants the
counties to operate the parks, and the Hennepin County Park Reserve District,
which has acquired large areas for parks, was sufficient to block reenactment
of the original Park Reserve bill by the Legislature.

The Twin Cities model s an Interesting one In that policy-making Is divorced
from policy. execution. The model. provides for the Metropolitan Council .to
determine regional policies which are to be carried Into execution by service
boards appointed by the Council. In theory, the Council can dovote its full
attention to broad policy-making for the region. Routine administrative
problems in many governmental units pre-empt the attention and energy of the
governing body, leaving little time for the study of major problems and the
development of a long-range program to solve the problems. i

Glowing accounts of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Councl! have been published.
After studying the origin and development of the Metropolitan Council, the then
Assistant to the Diractor of the Natlonal Planning Commission in Washlngton,
D.C. concluded that ‘the Twin Citles area has developed the most promising
and Innovative means yet to plan and govern major matropolises.” ' Ha added

that ‘the Councll... plans, coordinatas and controls the comprahensive devél-
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opment of an urban reglon contalning 1.9 milllon poople, seven countles,
two large central ‘citios, and somo 300 units of local’ governmont.’ ' Writing
In The Now York Times, John Herbars concluded that the Metropolitan
- Council ‘Is unique in that it has taxing authority and the power to coordinate
the overall soclal, physical, and economic development in the 3,000 square
mile area.'"?

Are these assessments accurate? Has the Motropolitan Council been an
effectivo coordinating body during its first tive years? I3 overall development
occurring In a less haphazard manner than In the pre-1967 period? Definitivo
concluslons cannot be drawn relative to the Council's effectiveness in view
of tho fact that the system Is relatively new and Is still In tha process of
evolution. However, wae can ralse several questions relative to the model in
operation.

One fact is Indisputable. The Twin Cities regional governmental system Is still
a fragmented one in which many units of government - the Metropolitan
Council, regular state departments, Metropolitan Alrport Commission, Mstro=
politan Transit Commission, Mosquito Contro! Commission, counties, and
municipalities - share governmental powers and rosponsibilities. '
'

The umbrella concept underlying the Metropolitan Council appoars to have
conslderable merit, yet the Legislature has demonstrated a marked reluctance
to grant strong powers to tho Council. In fact, the Legislaturo specifically
rejected the Council's proposals that a seven-member 200 board be established
and placed under.the Council's control, and that the Motropolitan Alrport
Commission be reorganized as a service board under tho Council, The
Legislature -also created the Metropolitan Transit Commission In the same
year as the Metropolitan Council, and In 1969 spacifically rejected a proposal
to authorize the Councll to appoint the members of the Commission.' Further~
more, the Legislature has refused to reestablish the Park Reserve Board as an
operating board under the Council following the 1970 Stale Supreme Court
ruling invalidating the act c¢reating the Board.

Is the Legislalure opposed to the establishment In the Twin Citles area of a
strong, popularly elected regional governing body because It might play a
dominant role in Minnesota politics? Stanley Baldinger malntains that ‘the
rural and conservative fegislators felt they had a substantial stake and role
to play In the future of the Twin Citles aroa. The Legisiature, therefore, sought
to maximize tho State's role In the operation of the Council by making it an
appointed rather than an elected body. A more local (elected) Council might
not be as responsive to the needs of the rest of tha State or to the wishes of
the Legislature.”t¢ It also has been argued that the caliber of the Council's
members will be higher if they are appointed rather than elected bocause
many highly qualified Individuals will not seek an electiva post but would’
accept an appointive one, :

Although the consensus of oplinion In the Twin Cities area Is that the Metro-
politan Council should be popularly elected,- there appears 1o be strong
legislative opposition to the election of Councll membars. A proposal for the
popular election of some mambers and the appointment of others, Including

the chah_'man,;may stand a better chance of enaciment,

(1}

.

79



Operationally, the Twin Cities mode! suffers from three major weaknesses.
First, It appears that major problems, as in the past, will be attacked on a
piecemea! basls and the Legistature will play a major refores role between
compeling regional bodies and interests. This situation is not the most
desirable one since a coordinated attack on regional problems wili be difficult
to launch, and representatives and senators elected outside the Twin Cities
area will continue to play an Important role in the governance of the region.

A second operational weakness of tha model also stems from political frag-
mentation on the regional level in the Twin Citles area - deadlocks between the
various reglonal entities falling to operate on the basis of comity. An example
of this problem Involvas the selection of a site for a new jetport. The Metro-
politan Council twice exercised its power to indefinitoly veto a site for a new
Jetport proposed by the Metropolitan Alrport Commisslon. The Council can

prohibit the development of the Jetport at the site favored by the Commission, .

yet the Councll must rely upon its persuasive powers since it cannot order
the Commission to construct the [etport at a site selected by the Councll.
Consequently, a continuing deadlock between these two regional entities may
block the development of a facllity that both bodies agree Is needed. The
dispute may have to be settled by the Legislalure. The Commission is
authorized to bring the dispute to the Legislature for resolution, but has not
yet chosen to do so.

The Twin Cities model may have an inherent defect - the possibility of disputes A

between the Council and Its service boards. Such a dispute involving the
Councll and the Sewer Board did occur relativo to the Board's 1971 construc~
tion program. According to its Executive Director, tha Citizens League believes
that the present organizational arrangement ‘Is useful.,. Indeed, indispen=
sable... for the public. It represents, to use an old-fashioned term, the “check
and balance” in the system... which exists between President and Congress..
or batween Governor and Legislature... or between Mayor and Council’.'s
We may question the aptness of the analogy In that an executive veto can be
overrlden by the legislative body.

To reduce friction between the Council and a service board, Mr. Kolderle
supgests that ‘perhaps this would ba a gcod time to revive the Citlzens
League’s 1968 proposal -~ not implemented - that the subordinate boards be
served, in their planning, by staff from the Council.'¢ ’

To aveid entirely disputes between the Council and a service board, the
device of the interlocking directorate can bo utilized as it was by New York
State in 1967. The board of directors of the newly created Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (MTA) was made the ex officio board of directors of
the Long Island Rail Road, New York City Transit Authority, Manhattan and
Bronx Surface Transit Operating Authority, and Triborough Bridge and Tunnel

Authority.'” ‘What wo are suggesting as a possibllity Is the establishment of -

an umbrella agency whose board would be the ex officio board of each of
the existing regional operating agencles. This approach Is somewhat similar to
the current Twin Cities moda!, but differs in that the Matropoutan Councll has
no dlrect operating responsibilities.

The baslc question that remalns unanswerad In the Twin Citles area Is

whother one body — the Metropolitan Councll - or several bocies will exercise
regional power? 1t-appears to be reasonablo to conclude that thero will be a
continuing struggle to centralizo responsibilily for additional functions In the
Metropolitan Councll. The evidence of tho past five years suggesls that the

Council's potential for acquiring additional forma! powers I3 limited. }f ad-:

ditlonal legal powers are not granted by the Legislature to the Council, its
elfectiveness as the regional coordinating body will be determined primarily by
its persuasiveness In convincing other governmentai unlts to follow its devel-
opment guide. '

We conclude our discussion of the Council by suggesting that a strong case
can be made for the establishment In the Twin Citios and most other metro-
politan areas of a popularly controlled regional government with sufficient
powers, Including financial and Implementation ones, 1o solve sareawide
exigencies and promote the orderly and ratlonal development of the reglon.

State-controlled Public Authorilles

The belief that only the state government possesses sufficlent authority and
resources to solve major areawida problems is an old one and was responsible
for the creation of single-purpose state authoritios on a regional basig In tha
late Nineteenth Century. Massachusetts, for example, recegnized the neced
to handle sowage disposal, parks, and water supply In the Boston arez on a
regional basis by organizing the Motropolitan Sewage Commission in 1889,
the Metropolitan Parks Commisslon In 1893, and the Metropoltan Water
Commission in 1835; each was a unl-functional state authority. The Metro-
politan Sewage Commisslon was merged {n 1901 with tho Mciropolitan Water
Commisslon;to form the Motropolitan Water and Sewago Board which in turn
was. merged ln 1819 with the Metropolitan Parks Commission to form the
Metropolitan District Commlssion, ono of the very few multi-functiona! state
authorities in tho Unitod States. In moro recent years, other s(ale authorities
weore created In eastorn Massachusetts. .

New York State, under Governor Netson A. Rockeleller, decided in the 1960
to use Its full authority to directly sclva areawide probloms and adopted the
authority approach. Both statewide and regional suthorities have been created
for special purposes: Urban Development Corporation (UDC), -Environmental
Facilities Corparation, Job Development Authority, Metropolitan Transpontation

Authority, Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority, Capital District Trans-

portation Authority, Central Now York Regional Transportation Autherity,
Rochester Genesea Regional Transportation Authority, and others. Currently,
there are thirty-one stata controlled public authorities - fourtoen for trans-
portation, five for commerce and development, four for ‘port development, four
for finance and housing, two for recreation, and two for marketing. -

The rationale for the creation of state authorities in New York State is a
simple one: only the Stats has the power and tinancial resources to solve
critical metropolitan problems. Other reasons for the use of authorities Include
& dasire 10 avold tho constitutional debt limit and clvil servico, and o remove
items from the state budget and annual appropriation processes.

‘Statists® are corroct In holding that tha state government, as the sonlor
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government, must assume a leadership role In solving regional problems. This
does not mean, however, that the state must directly solve thesoe preblems,
Rather the state chould create popuiarly controlled regional governmants with
sufficient authority and finances to solve the problems.

One of the major problems associaled with the use of state authorities flows
from their creation on an ad hoc basis. Fractionalization of responsibility on
the regional level results in nearly total neglect of essential coordination as
these authorities are Independent of each other and of local governments in
terms of planning, financing, and programming. To reduce the fractionalization
problem within a given metropolitan area, the device of the Interlocking
directorate can be utilized as it has been utilized in the New York City
metropolitan area since 1967 to coordinate transportation authorities.

A second major problem associated with the use of state authorities flows
from the lack’of voter control of the authorities. Members usually are appolnted
by the Governor with Senate approval for long and often overlapping terms.

~ A common charge directed against authorities is that they are autonomous

bodles responsible to no one. Although this charge Is not entirely falr, the
average cllizen belioves that he has no direct control over tha authorities and
has no one to appeal to other than a remote Governor since the boards tend
to have little public visibility.

. Popularly controlled Metropolitan Federations

-Scholars convinced of the need for'a metropolitan government usually advocate

" the creation of a metropolitan county or a federation similar to the Metro-
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politan Toronto federation.

The Motropolitan County Mode! )

Many students of metropolitan politics are convinced that serlous obstacles lis
In the path of any proposal to reform the governmental system in any metro-
politan area by consolidating existing local governments or creating & new
unit of general local government. These observers have concluded that the
most feasible method to creato an areawide government would be to reform
the existing county government which generally has limited authority and an
outmoded organization structure. Counties historically have been highly
resistant to reform, but the application of the United States Supreme Court's
‘one-man, ono-vote' principle to county governing boards has facilitated
general reform In a number of states.™

A metropolitan county may be developed either by the Incremental approach
or the revolutionary approach. Los Angeles County, which developed as a
major provider of urban tervices since the turn of the Century, represents the
first, and Dade County, Florlda, which adopted a homs rule charter In 1957,
represents the second.'?.

The incremental strengthening of county government in & number of states
during the past docade Is a significant governmental development. Two
examplas of this trand will suffice for our purposes. An amendment to the
Pennsylvanla Constitution, approved by the votors In 19€8, classifies the county

as a municlpality’ and extends home rulo to It. In other words, a county by
adopting a home rule charter becomes a municipal corporation and may
perform the same functions In Pennsylvania as any clty, township, or borough
provided the charter authorizes the performance of the functions.

In 1963, homa rule was extended to counties In Now York State. Thirteon of
the fifteen charter counties presently have a single chief execculive.® Two
counties — Monroe and Schenectady ~ have a county managor appointed by
the county legislature and eleven other counties have an elected county
executive. These charlers also make the county responsibla for several now
functions. In addition, cities, towns, and villages are authorized by general law
to voluntarily turn functions over to the county and many have done so.

Voter approval of a homa rule charter for Dade County in 1957 ¢id not end the
dispute over the necd for an upper tier government In the §rea!er Miami area.
Opponents of metropolitan Dade County- challanged Its constitutionality and

entered a total of 155 suits affecting aspects of the new government during’

its first three years; the courts ruled in favor of the County. Attempts were
made to emasculate the government by charier amendments in 1858 and 1961,
but each was defeated. However, two amendments weakening the powor of
the county manager were approved’in 1962; his administrative orders creating
or combining depariments and his appointments of dopartment hoads wers
macde subject to the approval of the county commissloners. In May 1072,
voters rejected a proposal fo substitute a commission-mayor plan for the
commission-manager plan of administration. In spita of the continuing
controversy In the Miaml area, most obsarvers agreo that Dade County
government can point to & number of major accomplishments since 1957,

To establish a metropolitan federation with the county as tho upper tier unit,
the constitution in most states Wwill have to ba amended to permit the modern=
ization of county government structure and the redrawing of county lines
where necessary. - .

The Metropolitan Toronto Federation

Patterned after the federal relatlonship which exists between the national
government and the states, metropolitan feceration is a compromise between
the existing fragmented political system and total amalgamation of the unlts
of local government. Metropolitan federation always Involves the creation of
a new areawide government; existing local units of government may be
continued or partially consolidated. The federation mode! Is a flexible one In
that functions can be transferred from local units to the areawlide government
as conditions change,

_The establishment of a métropolilan federation In the Toronto area by the

unilateral action of the provincial legislature has stimulated interest in fedar-
ation. The City of Toronto, which had been opposed to the amalgamation of
local governments for twenty-five years, suddenly shifted Its position In 1950
and applied to tha Ontarlo Municipal Board for an order amalgamating
Toronto with ten of It suburbs and major portions of two other suburbs; this
actlon led to the famous Cumming Report of January 20, 1953, which
dascribed federation as ‘the most promising avenue of approach’ and servad
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as the basls for the creation of tho Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto by
Bill 80 in the same year.

Followling the creatlon of the 1ederatlon,_ the City of Toronto continued to press
for total amatgamation, and in 1963 the Royal Commission on Metropolitan
Toronte was appolnted to raview the system of government, !n 1965, the

« Commission rejectqd the City's position and recommended the continuance
of the two-tier system with a reduction in the number of municlpatities from’

thirteen to four. On the basis of the Commission's report, the Provincial
Legislature passed an act that appears to reprosent an evolutionary approach

to total consolidation as the number of municlpalities was reduced from

- thirteen to six. Observers are In agreement that the foderated system has
made substantial progress In solving metropolitan problems,

A Proposal

In my opinlen, regional problems In the United States can bast be attacked
by popularly controllad motropolitan federations. A new approach would ba
the passage of legislation authorizing the Governor to appoint a commission
with authority to conduct research, hold public hoarings, and prepare a plan
for an upper tier government in each region. The plan would become effectiva
ninely days after its presentation to the next session of the Logislature unless

" vetoed by it. To reduce political opposition to the creation of a metropolitan
council, the commission would not be authorized to devise a plan that would
consolidate of changs the boundarles of existing municipalities,

Local governments in a region, through a Council of Governments (COG) or
an ad hoc organization, should be afforded the opportunity to prepars an
alternative plan for a metropolitan government, This plan would become
effective If it were approved by the commission and not vetoed by the
Legislature. ’

Thero can be no disputing the fact that large projects requiring a considerable
capital investment and benofiting a wide area — major parks, transportation
facilitles, and refuse and sewage disposal facilities - should be the respons-
Ibility of a popularly controlled areawide unit as it would be In a position
to mobilize the noeded financlal resources In an equitable mannor and achleva
economies of scale. This body clearly should be a multi-functional one in
order to permit the development of priorities and ensure that there Is effective.
coordination of projects and programs. The governing body should be
popularly elected to ensura that it is responsive to the needs and wishes of

chief executive - either appointed by the governing body or elected by the
voters. A suggested name for this new unit Is the 'Environmental Counclil.’
The reason for suggesting this name Is that most, if not all, of the Council's
functions would be related to environmental enhancement.

The establishment of a multl-functional *Environmantal Councll® would create
a federal system In which certaln powers would be possassed exclusively by
the Council, other powera would be possessed exclusively by counties, clties,

and towns, and stiil other powers would be shared by two or three levels of -

local government. With respoct to shared powers, refuse colloction might bs

= Should It be popularly elected?

the responsibllity of citics and towns, and refuso dispos;\l might bo a Ceuncll
responsibility, Similarly, water supply might be a Council responsibility and
water distribution a city and town responsibility. Countles, clties, and towns
also could be authorized voluntarily to turn functions over to the Councll and
contract with the Council for the provision of supplemental servlce_s.

The problem of differing optimum areas for each major environmental function
can be resclved by authorizing the Councll to establish service and tax
districts as needed. Those who receive a certaln service would pay for It
rather than all taxpayers. Other services, however, could not be financed on
a service district basis because a tax-benefit relationship cannot be clearly
established.

To deal effectively with major environmentat problems, each Council must ba
in a position to mobilize the resources of tho area. This means that the Council
must be provided with taxing powars and be made eligible for the recelpt of
federal and state grants-in-ald and shared revenue. In order to reduce the
administrative cost of collacting & major Council tax, an income or sales tax
might be added to the state Income or sales tax.

Conclustons’

A -positive state role Is needed to help solve metropolitan problems since
traditional local governments In most metropotitan areas cannot cope with the
governmental challenges of tha last third of the Twentieth Century. In my
Judgment, the stata should facilitate the establishment of a popularly controlled
federation In each metropolitan area..

The deslgners of a2 metropolitan federation will have to face and enswer
cortain quostions. Flrst, a decision has to be made relative 1o which functions
are to be the exclusive and shared responsibility of the upper-tier local unI!..
In designing a new or restructured metropolitan unit soveral possible trensfers
of authority should be explored: (a) devolution of certaln powers from the
state level, (b) a lateral transfer of suthoslty to the now unit from existing
metropolitan units, (¢} an upward shift of certain powars from countles, clties,
and towns, and (d) a combination of approaches,”

A second question Involves the nature of the governing bedy.

- Should It be composed of mayors as ex officlo membars?

- Should it be appointed by the counties, citles, and towns?

-~ Should it be appointed by the Governor?

~ Should It be selected by a comblnation of methods? Some members might
be appointed by the Governor, others might be appointed by the countles,
cltles, and towns, and still other members might be elected.

A third questicn involves the United States Supreme Court's 'ona-man.r one-
vote' ruling. If the desigrers of the governing body decide to havs the members
appointed by the Governor or elected at-large, tha Court's ruling will not have

to be consldered. Jf members are elected by districts, the electoral system

will have to be based upon substantlally equal population districts. Tha unit
system of represantation ~ each county, clty, or town Is repr_esonted by one
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T3 Jetferson B. Fordham, Modas C for iclpal Home Rule (Chlcago:

maembor -~ can be employed only if weighted voting is adopted. Under a
syétem of weightad voting, the weight of tha vote cast by each momber Is In
direct proportion to the population he represents. ’ .
Fourth, tha designers of the new upper-tiee unit must face the question of how .
to adjust the boundaries of the metropolitan government to enable it to cope

with changing conditions. We have had enough experience with immutable
municipal boundaries to know that they are undesirable. A boundary com-

mission could be created as part of the new regional entity and be authorized

to determine its Initial boundaries and later make adjustments by applying
prescribad criteria.

Who should design the new reglonal unit? This probably is the most difficult
question that has to be answered. One possibility Is the enactment of a
general law by the Leglslature authorizing the appointment or election of
a commission charged with the duty of drafting a charter for a regional unit
and submitting the charter to the electorate. A-second alternative would be

+ for the Legislature to design the new unit. Preferable, however, Is a third
allernative - passage of a law by the Legislature empowering the Governor . .

to appoint a commission with authority to conduct research, hold public
hearings, and propare a plan for a metropolitan federation. The plan would
become effective ninety days after Its presentation to the next sesslon of the
Legislature unless vetoed by it. Local governments could ba afforded the
opportunity to prepare an alternative plan which would become effactive if
it Is approved by the commission and is not vetoed by the Legislature.

It is strongly urged that a popular referendum not be held on any plan for a
metropolitan faceration as a generally Indifferent and lethargic electorate and . -
the strength of opposition groups In most regions would result In the defeat

of a referendum proposal for the creation of a fsderation.

In conclusion, It Is maintained that this proposal is 2 democratic one since the
representatives of the people - the state lecglsiators -~ ultimatoly would
determina whether a federation would be created in each region. This
procedure Is preferable to the existing referenda procedure which allows a
small and possibly unrepresentative minority of the voters to make the final
determination as to whether there will be a regional government.
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COMMITTEE STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The Finance and Taxation Committee had the responsibility to revieﬁ the
present system for financing local governments in the Tri-County area and to
identify problems inherent in that system. To accomplish this purpose the
comnittee held a series of meetings with representatives of various local
gover;ments and a representative of Oreggh Tax Research, received aﬁd reviewed
information collected or prepared by the staff, reviewed information and

requested assistance from Gil Gutjahr, administrative officer of the Multnomah

Tax Supervision and Conservation Commission, and received information from an

urban studies research team.

RESOURCE PEOPLE -

Following are those individuals who met with the committee:

Multnomah County
Dennis West, Dlrector of the Office of County Management

Washington County
Fred Leutwiler, Budget Dlrector
Dan Potter, County Administrator

Clackamas County '
Jerry Justice - Administrative A331stant to the County Commissioner

Hillsboro
Eldon Mills, City Manager

Portland
Ken Jones, City Budget Director

Milwaukie :
Harold Schilling, City Manager

Gresham
Bob McWilliams, City Manager

Lake Oswego :
Don Eppley, City Manager

Oak Lodge Water District
John Dodd, Manager
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Tualatin Hills Parks & Recreation District
Howard Terpenning, Manager

)

Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission, Multnomah County
Gil Gutjahr, Administrative Officer

Port of Portland
Fred Rogers, Manager of the Budget

Columbia Region Association of Governments
Jim McKillip, Administrative Assistant to the Director

Oregon Tax Research
.George Anala

Gil Gutjahr, administrative officer of the Tax Supervising and Conserva-

tion Commission, who consented to serve as a resource person to the committee,

_has attended several committee sessions, one of which was devoted to the

budget process. All of the speakers have made themselves available for .the

duration of the project, and were most cooperative during discussion of their

organization's financial operations,

The committee received or had access to the following material:

1.

2.

3.

b

S

6.

"pspects of Portland Regional Governments and Agencies" (Cﬁart),
February, 1976,

“Apportionment of the Basic School Support,Fund'for‘the Fiscal
Year Ending June 30, 19%5", State Department of Education, Salem.
"School Expenditures Per Pupil" in Clackamas; Multnomah, Washington
éounties, Stéte Department of Education, Salem, 1975,

“I.E.D. Equalization Statistics," State Department of Edﬁcation,
Salem, 1975,

School Tax in each Tri-County.School District, State Departmeﬁé of
Education, Salem, " |

“Government Structure: The 01& and The Néw“, Ken Martin,'USC

Graduate Student,
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7,
8.

9.

10,
‘11,
12,
13,
14,
15,
16,

17,
18,

19,

20,
21,

22,
. 23,
24,

25,

" 26,

.3 .
ﬁMultnomah County Budget,li975-76"
"Clackamas County Impoverisﬁed County Government in the Affluent‘
Society," Donald Williams, PEU Graduate Student 1975,
"Oregon Cities Finance Forecast", State Department of Revenue,

Salem, 1975,

- City of Gresham = "Community Services Immediate Action Projects" :

City of Gresham Organization Chart."
City of Gresham Budget 1975-76 )  ' !

Taxes, Services and You, League of Women Voters of Oregon, 1972,

City of Lake Oswego 1975-76 Budget. ) _ .;

"City of Portland Budget, 1975-76,"

"Msltnomah County Programs & Services 1975-76,‘Qata10g ef County

Programs", . o | )

Port of‘Portlend Budéet, Fiscal Year 1975-76. '

"Management'Budget Fiscal Year 1975-76 - Support Departments’v.Fbﬁrr°{'pbeTAAA
"Management Budget, Fiscal Year 1975-76, Operating Departments",P'OQ‘I'OFP"Q'“'”N
"Port of Seattle Finel Budget, for the year 1976".

"Statement of Taxes Levied in Clackamas County, Oregon for year
ending June 30, 1976, Assessment Roll of 1975.)

“Summary Assessment & Tax Roll Washlngton County, 1973 = 1974,"

Taxes: A New Look - Part 2 League of Women Voters of ‘Oregon) 973

"City Revenue Sharing Buégets in Oregon - 1974-75", League of Oregon
Cities, Salem, - - |
"Budget Terminology", Tax Supervising and Conservatlon Comms881on,
Multnomah County, 1976.

"Summary of Valuations, Annual Budgets, Property Tax Levies,;Tax

Rates and Indebtedness for Local Governments in Multnomah County,

. L,
- Fiscal Years 1974-75 & 1975-76, Tax Supervising and Conservation

Commission, Multnomah County.,. .

27« "ORESON Tax REVIEW i BRICK /) PREPARED By (NTERCOIERNMENTAS RRLATIONS DIiSION OFFICC.

0F THE GoveRnor, )



25.

27.

‘ - ' GENERAL INTRODUCTION

-~

While the total number of jurisdictions, excluding school districts, in

the metropolitan area has fallen from 307 in 1969 to 165 in 1975, the com-

plexity facing the taxpayer or service recipient and the amount of geographic

overlapping has increased considerably as reflected on the property tax base

 fragmentation into approximately 726 tax code areas which are geographical

units whose boundaries are defined by the integ:al common tax jurisdiction
of a single group of govefnmentai entities. |

CARAE R, THE ‘structure and composition of municipal govern-
ment was quite simple, its components being primarily cities, c;unties, and

school districts. More recently, with progress™ and social changes came

INCREASED Prosnoy pressures and urbanization bringing about the fragmenting,

complex development in the E?FPFE of local governments, Kunicipal corporations,
thén joinéd by " SPECIAL DSTRICTS, c;)mpriséd a plethora of political *
and administrative units including, in addition to the cities, counties and
school districts: cemetery districts, county ger§ice districts, drainage
districts, highway lighting districts; irrigation districts, the Metropoliﬁan
Service District, park and recreation districts, the Port of Portland, rural
‘fire protection districts, sanitary districts, soil and water conservation
districts, special road districts, Tri-Met, water districts, water control
districts, water use and control districts, and vector control districts.

Practically all these units rely on the property tax to some degree.
Axmagvthen,Qﬁmmtery districts, park and recreatién districts, rural fire
protection distriéts, school districts, special road districts, and vector
control districts rely Stronglonn the property éax.

Cities and counties being more generaliin nature and having more

- RepUIREY

diversified sources of revenue have been able, as 4#e necessity

dteelf, to rely less ever €IME on the property tax so that from 1934 to 1974



¢ 3 A3 A PERCENT of ToTak REVENVE | |
city reliance on that tax, dropped from 66.5% ; 70 30-5 /o. The percent

S | X v
“of total county revenues from that source was 34.4% in 1969 but had dropped

' . A 22.5% in 1974,

A primary cause for the reduction is the circumscription of revenue

generation in the wording of the six per cent constitutional tax limitation
adopted as an amendment to thg Oregon‘state constitution in 1916, amended in
1932 and 1962 Lo at present restrict ad-éoloren tax increases annually to an
amount equaling 106% df the highest dgllar amount levied in the previous 3
years in .which the tax was levied. '
| Special levies, or bond levies, which do not affect the compﬁtation of
. the six per cent liﬁitation may be submitted to the voters for a designated
.amount o&zdollars and cents, and over é designated pefiod of time. A new
13, tax base which would apply to computlng tax levies following its passage
. may be submltted to the voters in a biennial prlmary or general election,
15. ‘The difficulty and expense in achiev1ng success in these elections has
B contributed to local governments looking more and more to the state and
|;7.' federal éovernments for revenue and aiso exploring new ways of raising revenue

locally.,
ywan' follo WS ARE THE PRoBLems AS THE CommiTTee Saw THEM,

Al

23 STATEMENT OF PROBLEMS

as. 1. Definition of the two tiered structure of local goVernmené, allocation
of functional responsibilities to each and a general indication of service

;?1? levels must precede the design of a supporting' and comprehensive local

financing system,

29
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" While the Finance and Taxationbcemmittee can identify ptoblems of
finance in the existing_system of local government, it cannot proceed with
the design of a supporting and comprehensive local financing tax for a
revised system until that system is identified and functional responsibilitles
allocated. A two tiered structure in the abstract may be a three or more.
tiered structure in reality as we relate cities to counties and both to the

region and to the neighborhoods,

2. There is an imbalance between certain county services furnished to

‘unincorporated areas and the eouree of funding which is primarily derived,

either directly or indirectly, from residents and taxpayers'in the incorporated
portion of the county. |

This imbalance can be exemplified by librar§ service in Clackamas County,
which in part city funded withvthe county contributing a-portion in kind match
and dollar amounts. With cities providing the library facilities,.the question
has been raised as to residents of incerporated a;eaé subsidizing residents of
unincorporated areas for this serviee. Several cities charge for out of city
users of the library; |

Much the same kind of problem arises in planning and.law enforcement,
In tﬁese instances, residents of the cities do not receive most of the services

provided by the county but do pay the same tax in support of those services

as those in unincorporated areas of the county.,

Should the residents of cities that provide their own services be

excused from paying for similar services provided by the county to residents

in the unincorporated areas?

"o
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3. Thére are functional deficiencies in the school district property
tax equalization program which result iﬁ.inequaiities'among taxpayers,

This problem is due in part to a statewide formula which does not
reflect the ability of each taxpayer to pay for schools in the context of
total tax effort or a heavier work load required by inner-city residents |
in terms of many public services including séecial educational needs,

FRRETICALLY AND

. The county I.E.D. equalization has been implementeq\yithout uniform
IMPACT OM DISTRICTS,

.

Can we design one formula which addresses the ability of each dist:ict
and its taxpayers to support schools and to implement that formula uniformly

regionally or statewide?

4. The role of county government in providing urban services presently
furnished by or authorized to cities and special districts is unclear and

results in fiscal frictions and an inability to plan long term fiscal programs,

: , wWITH
Because of the overlap 'of government, particularlX\the
. change in the county role in municipal services, difficulties ARE CReATEd

in long-term fiscal programs.
ORS CH 451.010 gives the county certain municipal service functions which
creates the stated problem: sewerage treatment and disposal, drainage, street

lighting, public transportation, water service, library service. Solid waste :

THRIUGH County SCRVICE DISTRICTS ) coL
disposa%n§s specifically excluded from the Tri-County area because of M.§.D.'s '
Jurisdiction,

AN
5. Fragmentation of local government is encouraged by the numerous

statutory authorizations which facilitate the creation of special purpose

districts and results in the existing aray of conflicting fiscal systems,

K ',‘,’
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i - As the population gtew and urbanization of the Tri-Counties took place
outside cities there vas a need for various municipal services in the unin-

2- | ' corporated areas. Few citizens wished to estabhsh new cit:ies for fear of

| higher taxes or other reasons and the legislature over a period of years gave

8. the citizens the right to create-special districts (single purpose units) to
provide services euch as street lighting, water, sewage disposal, vector

1. ' control, fire protection, etc. Each of these governments may establish a

BN SysTEm

different flscal whlch comphcate comparatlve record keeplng, and may impede

q. future restructuring,

6. There is a need to better inform citizens of the use of local
public funds‘ and the relationship of revenues to expenditures. The local
units of government have a difficult time keeping thelr constltuents informed

of the needs and the costs of serv1ces rendered In part this is evidenced

by negatlve votes of ‘the citizens.

15. . , _ _
' : - T A AS
‘r’n((\e/ " The Metropolitan Service District KQFUSQB7055749‘“““5“‘“"““““" RATIVE TAX BASE FeR

jﬂ) tRieT FIVE Ban s (,lQ(,f ) .
.7 - THey HAQ had approved formation of the district,
l .

One could make a good case for the voters not fully understandlng

.the reason for the organlzatlon s ex1stence, and how it 1ntended to use the

[ " money,



7. The guality of local public managers, the ease of access to
management assistapce when needed and general supervis'ion of local fiscal
Y activities are recognized as critical elements‘in achieving economic

efficienbcies in local government.
S, . A As noted in’ th/e introduction there are over 165 local units of
government in the Tri-County area. Each is involved in the collecting and
—L expgn‘ding o£ qulic funds. Many units are so small and have such limited -
resource‘s tha't: fhey are unable to employ qualified public administrators.
q. - Others find it difficult to justify t:he costs of management personnel in

THE (OSTOCEMPLwInG
contrast to providers of services dlrectly to the public. Local units in

A

. N
L . Multnomah County have access to fiscal management assistance from the fax

: \gupervising and @pnservation &ammission. Clackamas and Washington counties

(3. o have no such cormission. Should ‘consideration be given to extending the:
Y 4 * . .
Jurisdiction, of the’Fax supervising and eonservation cgmmission to the Tri-
15. .. County areas | |

S 8. . How do you expand the financing and administration of services with
17 : .
benefits that spill over into a.region and at the same time retain local

".accountability, visibility and interest?

There is a move to make some services regional while maintaining a

;I neighborhood ofientation at the same time, An example of this is the Tualatin
| Hills Park and Recreation Dlstrlct whlch has expanded quite rapidly to cover

23. a greater portion of Washington County. This has happened while th?is district

has' .at'tempted to keep a focus on the neighborhood park concept, realiéing that

25. the benefits for _t:his network of facilities and the ability of the district to

expand its land acquisition and increase recreational services hinges upon an

’?7 expanded tax base,

P"
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Can regional planning and financing of some services (e.g., parks and
libraries) be provided byia governmental jurisdiction that is visible and

locally accountable?

9. The existing.duplicative local government etructure veils policy
E;.‘_: objectives and priorities.
There are 165 governmental units ’excludlng school dlstrlcts) in the Tri-~.
—7;‘M‘ County area., The large number of units performing the same and closely related
services 1nclud1ng puhllc safety, water, sewerage, etc., with their individual
'C}.' . elected and app01nted ‘boards and comm1551ons, creates confus1on and inhibits

'

w7~ - the commonality of objectives and priorities.

10. lInformation is not available concerning the effects of.state.
_~taxation, local taxatlon and local user fees on the economic development of
the trl-county area. The role of local government in economic development
is presently not deflned

Generally, local government involves 1tself in economic development
only 1nsofar as it is reactlve. The bulk of economic development is wholly
'in the prlvate sector even though-local governments are effected by the A

| private sector's movements through 1ncreased bulldlng, requlrlng new

munlclpal services, whlch nece331tate new revenue sources._ Retraction of

’ - -
‘business requires re-ad justment of services and revenues., MiTowi=resculics

Al . | . , ues. e

}123 . The Port of Portland is the one exception to this rule. The Port

: Ef:i/lnitiates much of the activity carried on between itself and the private

25.

-

sector. There is close cooperation here, There is a greater need for shared
respons1b111ty, not only for the benefit of the taxpayer, but also for the ) }
_;?1? ‘ economic resource efficiencies so important to economic development,

It should be considered whether or not a regionally shared tax base

»C?. could be devised in order to place development and its revenue and expendi-

»

ture impact into an arca~wide context and allow better pPlanning (i.e. land use),
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11, The perception of public needs and wants by the local officials who
appeared befor e the commlttee is not con31stent with an ab111ty to f1nance
. those needs and wants from existing local revenue sources,
The cost of providing many municipal services has reached the point
i . / -
where delivery costs have outstripped the revenue sources. The question must ,z,agkz&,
|2 THERE IS A Nneed To DISTINGUISH FROM : '
be- asived ae So. what axe "essential needs" wad whet aue "optional needs?"

As the voters tend to turn down budgets W1th more frequency, the questlon

becomes even more critical as to what are essentlal needs.

12, The flscal capaclty of local governments 1s‘not respons1ve to
changes in the economy, thereby renderlng these governments unable to deal
with rising demands brought on by development.

| During periods of rapid growth, there appears to be limlted ability of
-overburdened and fragmented units to carry out flnanclal plannlng or long
trange plans related to populatlon growth and the need for serv1ce and/or

.fac111ty expansion,

Hov

can we finance local units of government with enough stability to avoid extreme

cyclical pressures?

13, Several units appear to be reluctant to use bonding as a means of

funding cap1ta1 constructlon, thus deferring projects 1nﬁnﬂrﬂwuﬂar 1ncurr1ng

additional costs because of inflation.
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Multnomah, Clackamas sndlisshington counties have an extremely low
Al) €EBTEDNESS. ’ ‘
bon A Over the past twenty years, they have not used bonds to any

extent as a source of revenue, A partiai reason for this stance is the
inability to get voter approval for these expenditures. Rather, they have
deferred capital constructiog(uhtil~the costs of inflation have done away

with any advantages of deferring said- projects,SoMEUNMITS HAVE ForLawe€d THE ‘PA(-ac;youdo

PM“. N ) - B - .

14, State and federal categorical grants often conflict with priority

needs as seen by local jurisdictions.

For example, law enforcement or roads may be the highest priority of
onefcomﬁunity and far down the list for another, yet both localities apply
for and receive attractive graﬁts which in turn div;rt'their scarce financial
ahd administrative resources from the highest local priorities, This can
result in a misallocation of scarce public resources‘over time without regard

to true citizen preferences.

15.4_332 the allocation formulas ﬁsgd to distribute state shared
revenue distributef§ equitably in terms of need, ability to pay, and local
tax effort?

L]

An example of the''équitable ailocation formula concept is the state

school funding program, It operates statewide, but because of this there are

" inequities in the tri-counties. State department of education data shows less

endowed districts supporting economically sound districts in the I.E.D.

equalization fund.
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16. There appears to be some sentiment favoring the operation and
financing of some services &t the regional level such as the zoo and solid
waste disposal. However, there is no clear consensus on what services

should be provided regionally, by whom, or how to finance them.

The existence of Tri-Mét, the Port of Pbrtland, the Columbia Region

‘ Assoclatlon of Governments, the Metropolltan Service District, and the

Health Services Agency indicate some recognized need for services at the

regional level. However, refusal of the voters to establish a 4%x base for
M.S.D. in 1970, the failure of positive emergency board action on an M.S.D.
funding request for solid waste disposal, the search for additional fuﬁdiﬁg

By Tri-Met to relieve the payroll tax, the public outcries over CRAG, etc.,

. suggest no clear consensus on the services to be provided regionally or how

to pay for them,

17. There appears to be too great a reliance on the property tax as a -

means of supporting the programs of local governments.,.

cri Y
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As noted in the introduction, practically all the units of local

government tely to some extent on the property tax. Schools and fire

ERY
districts rely heavily upon it for their funding.

If there is to be less dependency on the property tax, which units.

should be made less dependent and what methods of taxation or funding should

replace the property tax?

| 18, Constitutional limitations. on taxing powers of local government

‘create problems of inflex1b111ty.

The six percent limitation makes it difficult to maintain a balance

between costs of service and the ability to pay for service, particularly

- when the units major source of revenue is the property tax and the rate of

inflation exceeds six percent, Some units must afford the costs of several
elections annually to achieve a balanced budget, What type of f1nanc1a1
structure will-alleviate this problem, but at the same time retain the

protection of the six percént limitation?

e o

e — e+
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WORK PROGRAM

COMMITTEE V

Finance, Taxation and Administrative Services .

Meets évery Thursday at noon.

May 13 = = = = = = = = = = assignment according to Model III
May 20 = = = = - - - ‘- - - assignment according to Model II
May 27 = = = = = = = = = = Presentation by Richard Munn,

Legislative Revenue Officer on .
potentials and prnblems of a revenue
program, e.g. adequacy, equity, re-
distribution, tax differentials,. etc.

Subsequent meetings:
1. Existing fund and revenue structures (staff report)
2, Logical revenue sources for functions and activities

3. Assignment of revenue sources (collection and distribution)
by tiers. - . '

Functional allocations will be made early, with remainder of

time devoted to finance issues.
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