
August 10,2010 

Re: Urban Renewal Districts 

Dear (state reps/sens Lane County): 

As one of the taxing districts affected by tax increment financing legislation, and having 
recently governed through yet another iteration of Eugene's downtown urban NIflewal 
planning process, we'd like to share our thoughts about this tax policy. We understand 
that the legislature recently passed some reforms to ORS Chapter 457 and that you are 
likely loathe to again address changes to the statute. That said, we feel it necessary to 
go on record with our thoughts about how to further improve this development tool, 
while at the same time protecting those . who actually foot the bill. 

The City of Eugene has an urban • .,nl.,,,,,,,, that has been in effect since July of 
1968. Since its creation, it has been five times times and extended twice. 
This plan has implications for relatively few Lane Community College, 
Eugene School District 4J, and Lane County. 

Last year the City of Eugene began preparing an and extension to the 
Urban Renewal District and subsequently submitted to the Lane County Board 
of Commissioners for Although the of the Board of 
Commissioners su if not all of the projects on concerns developed 
amongst Commissioners surrounding the creation and . 
amendment of in general. Those concerns fall into two different 
categories: procedu 

Procedurally, ORS 457 ... renewal districts to notify the assessor 
when they have collected off the principal and interest on the 
urban renewal district's In this statute, there is no timefrarne 
surrounding how soon the urban district must contact the assessor. 
Additionally, ORS 457.450(3) urban renewal districts turn over any moneys 
remaining unexpended after payment of all the principal and interest on the 
indebtedness. Again, there is no timeframe surrounding that requirement. The statute 
seems to imply the actions should be commenced sooner rather than later, but a 
specific tirnefrarne would eliminate confusion on all sides, and give some certainty to 
those taxing districts impacted by urban renewal districts. 

A second procedural issue concerns the methodology for calculating the maximum 
indebtedness. There is now a legislative counsel opinion, but those opinions are non
binding. Without clear guidance, urban renewal districts are still free to adjust how they 
calculate the maximum indebtedness. It is in everyone's best interest to have one 
methodology that is clearly understood. Statutory changes to reflect the recommended 
methodology would eliminate conflict and the need for lawsuits to further clarify the 
current statutes. 



Turning to the economic concerns that surfaced, it is imperative that urban renewal 
districts provide an eventual return on investment. This is core to the promise of tax 
increment financing; that an initial, and temporary infusion of dedicated funding is 
invested such that ultimately the improvement to the tax base of the selected district 
makes the initial investment worthwhile. While HB 3057 made some adjustments to the 
amount of maximum indebtedness that could be reauthorized through an amendment to 
an URO and placed some sideboards on giving the affected taxing districts a voice in 
the matter, it did not go far enough in terms of giving weight to the expectations of 
success of the return on investment. 

The County's tax dollars would the County's general fund. In Lane 
County, we use our general fund to safety, but also to provide 
prevention services, animal services, vital functions. Allowing 
cities to unilaterally amend and extend if the amendment or 
extension is not Significant, or requiring of the tax districts' 
agreement if the change is larger, does AA~"uilv protect the citizens of the county 
in which enewal district is located. 

In receives such a small portion of the overall taxes collected 
that to be taken into conSideration by an urban renewal 
district, essential services that are not provided by any other 
entity, and AVIArv dollar counts. 

In this example, we have a URD that has existed already. Of the taxing 
districts expected to provide concurrence, one vested interest in seeing the 
URD renewed, as it is this funding that will de'veh:>r: their planned 
downtown center (most of which, notably, will be property and one 
(Eugene 4J), is fiscally protected through the equalization established 
through a voter-initiated constitutional amendment. Lane supportive of 
the projects proposed by Eugene, was the lone voice in expressing 
concerns (amounting to about per year that is directed into 
URO). 

In addition to the above with regards to assessor notification and 
calculation of we would also ask that you consider installing 
term language into support the concept of local control, we would not 
suggest that an URD .simply conclude at a time certain, only that its reliance on 
funding from other tax districts must cease at a time certain. Ten to fifteen years would 
seem to be a reasonable amount of time for a district to provide the necessary 
improvements to realize its promise to taxpayers. An alternative would be to simply 
suggest that any renewal past fifteen years of existence would require a vote of the 
residents living in the affected taxing districts. 

Thank you for reviewing our thoughts on this issue, and we look forward to working with 
you on this important issue. 


