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Overview: The state and county relationship

Even before Oregon became a state, counties have held the statutory responsibility for administering 
the property tax, including:

Setting values;•	
Calculating tax rates;•	
Issuing tax statements; and•	
Collecting and distributing the tax to all counties, cities, schools, and special districts.•	

Counties fund this service for other local governments today from their permanent tax rate authority. 
The Oregon Department of Revenue partners with county assessment and taxation offices to ensure 
the system is administered uniformly throughout the state and to manage certain categories of highly 
specialized property appraisals.

It became apparent in the late 1980s that the Oregon property tax system was disintegrating. A lack 
of adequate funding resulted in county program reductions, leading to a diminished ability to main-
tain accurate values and retain property discovery programs. The fallout was a non–uniform system 
that treated taxpayers differently and left legitimate tax revenue on the table when local governments 
needed it the most.

The 1989 Oregon Legislature created the County Assessment Function Funding Assistance (CAFFA) 
fund to support the system and to assure that counties could adequately fund the assessment and 
taxation function. At that time, the CAFFA fund generated more than 30 percent of the county costs 
to operate the system.

Today, the CAFFA fund generates about $20 million per year or about 23 percent of the total county system 
costs. The CAFFA fund is derived from a $9 fee on most recorded documents at the county and a portion of 
the delinquent taxes paid at the county. On a quarterly basis, every county sends their CAFFA collections 
to the state. The state redistributes the dollars to the counties based on the percentage a county spends on 
assessment and taxation compared to the total amount spent on assessment and taxation statewide.

For example, if the total statewide county cost for assessment and taxation is $100 million and Coos 
County spent $3 million, Coos County would get 3 percent of the total dollars in the CAFFA fund.

This report addresses two issues with county property tax assessment and tax collection funding:

A broader base for the revenue stream; and1.	
An indexing factor that recognizes inflation.2.	

These issues can be resolved by stabilizing assessment and taxation revenue. This may require re-
placing the county permanent tax rate as the primary funding source as it is not reliable, may not be 
sufficient in every county, and was established with unrealistic assumptions, such as federal revenue 
continuing forever. Stabilization may also require indexing the CAFFA revenue streams to ensure the 
significance of its contribution.

County Impacts
Given the likelihood of an end to federal revenues from the Secure Rural Schools Act, it is no surprise 
that some counties are talking about severe cuts, loss of the participation in the CAFFA grant program, 
and the potential relinquishment of assessment and taxation services to the state. Last year, two coun-
ties reduced expenditures below the amounts certified in their grant. One of those counties performed 
below the adequate threshold and is currently on a plan of assistance, which the department is closely 
monitoring. This year, grant applications are not due until May 1. We will not know how county budget 
issues affect their ability to adequately fund their assessment and taxation programs until that time.

If a county is unable—or chooses not—to commit adequate resources to the assessment and taxation 
program, that county risks loss of their CAFFA grant. Additionally, ORS 308.062 requires that the 
department step in and assume responsibility for administration of the county’s assessment and taxa-
tion function in the event a county fails to perform its statutory duties.
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Taxing District Property Tax Stabilization  
Review Group findings and recommendations:
The failure of federal reauthorization of the Secure Rural Schools Act (PL 
106-393) destabilized funding of local government tax administration. 
In October 2007, the Department of Revenue convened a workgroup to 
identify potential solutions and propose recommendations to address the 
issue. The group consisted of representatives from organizations that ad-
minister or receive property taxes.

The group met four times between October 2007 and January 2008 to dis-
cuss and consider viable solutions. The group approached the task rec-
ognizing that reauthorization of the federal funding was unlikely and 
that a systemic solution would require a constitutional amendment to the 
Measure 50 permanent rates, which may be politically unpopular and at 
best three to five years in the making. While every member recognized 
that stabilizing assessment and taxation funding would not solve the loss 
of federal revenues to counties and school districts, the members under-
stood that, at a minimum, we should offer recommendations to ensure 
the loss did not interrupt the continuation of property tax appraisal, bill-
ing, and collection services, thereby worsening the revenue shortfall.

The group brainstormed 15 ideas, ranging from revenue replacement to 
reduction of administration costs through efficiencies. The group decided 
to focus on ideas that could be accomplished in the near-term and for 
which consensus could be reached.

With those guidelines, the group generally agreed on the following:

The property tax is the single most stable and significant source of lo-•	
cal government revenue. The ability of counties to accurately and fully 
assess property values ensures that taxes can be properly and equitably 
collected. Anything that takes away from the stability of the revenue 
stream is of serious concern to both local governments and the state, 
which relies on local governments to deliver vital services.

The group supports placing •	 all delinquent interest on property taxes 
into the County Assessment Function Funding Assistance (CAFFA, 
county grant funding program) fund to support the statewide assess-
ment and taxation system. Some delinquent interest is currently depos-
ited into the fund. The additional delinquent interest would add ap-
proximately $15 million per year.

The group supports a recommendation to pursue an increase in fund-•	
ing from the state general fund of $15 million per year for the statewide 
assessment and taxation system.

Additional revenues to support the assessment and taxation system, •	
once identified and committed, should be dedicated and distributed 
through the CAFFA program.

The idea of an administrative fee received the most discussion, but was •	
not supported by the entire group. The fee would be paid by local gov-
ernments to supplement the costs of assessment, billing, and collection 
functions of the property tax system.

Taxing District  
Property Tax 
Stabilization  
Review Group

Jim Bucholz 
Department of Revenue

Kathryn Dysart 
Oregon Community  
College Association

Karen Gregory 
Department of Revenue

Rich Hobernicht 
Washington County assessor

Kent Hunsaker 
Confederation of Oregon  
School Administrators

Don Lindly 
Chair,  
Lincoln County Commission

John Phillips 
Department of Revenue

Gil Riddell 
Association of  
Oregon Counties

Dan Ross 
Jackson County assessor 

Andy Shaw 
League of Oregon Cities

Pat Shaw 
Gilliam County judge

Anette Spickard 
Lane County assessor

Hasina Squires 
Oregon Special  
Districts Association

David Williams 
Oregon School  
Boards Association



Findings and recommendations	 5

The group supported a review of Measure 50 to address three areas in particular; the inflexibility of •	
operating tax rates, the double majority voting requirements, and the relationship between market 
and taxable values.

The Taxing District Revenue Stabilization Group recognizes there is a larger issue that needs to be •	
addressed and expresses willingness to collaborate on an overall solution. The group has taken the 
initiative to offer recommendations to stabilize county tax administration, the one county function 
whose financial stabilization directly affects their own.

Please see appendices D and E for more information regarding the groups’ work.
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Chart 1 depicts CAFFA contributions relative to the total county funding for assessment and taxation 
today.

County responsibility 79%

Delinquent interest 10%

Recording fees 9%

State general fund
contribution 2%

Interest earnings 0%

Chart 1: Current funding of County Assessment and taxation expense

Legend
 Delinquent interest $10,509,773
 Recording fees $10,188,778
 Interest earnings $177,377
 State general fund $2,577,000
 County responsibility $65,417,803

County Assessment
and taxation Budget $87,861,275

*Distribution amount allocated on 
percent of collection vs. distribution.

Chart 2 depicts the proposed CAFFA contributions for assessment and taxation if the recommenda-
tions are accepted.

County 
responsibility 41% Delinquent 

interest 29%

Recording fees 10%

State general fund
contribution 20%

Interest earnings 0%

Chart 2: County Assessment and taxation funding Recommendation

Legend
 Delinquent interest $25,575,105
 Recording fees $9,169,900
 Interest earnings $159,639
 State general fund $17,577,000
 County responsibility $35,456,631

County Assessment
and taxation Budget $87,861,275
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8	 Appendix A

Appendix A: Scope of the work group

I. What is the shared funding relationship for the administration of state/county assessment 
and taxation?

The Department of Revenue (DOR) distributes grant funds to Oregon counties through the CAFFA 
account. County assessment and taxation expenditures totaled $87.8 million for the 2006-07 tax year. 
CAFFA grants fund approximately 23 percent ($19.9 million in 2006-07) of the annual expenditures.

An appropriation from the state’s general fund of more than $2.5 million per year is added to the CAFFA 
payment.

The following chart shows the statewide assessment and taxation (A&T) administration cost:

Fiscal  
Year

County  
Assessment and Taxation 

Administration Cost

DOR  
Assessment and Taxation 

Administration Cost

Total Statewide  
Assessment and Taxation 

Administration Cost
2002–03 $71,548,366 $11,368,236 $82,916,602
2003–04 $75,042,674 $11,195,488 $86,238,162
2004–05 $79,579,498 $11,611,996 $91,191,494
2005–06 $84,043,526 $11,771,343 $95,814,869
2006–07 $87,861,275 $11,554,205 $99,415,480

The following chart compares the CAFFA contribution to assessment and taxation administration 
cost:

CAFFA Contribution for County Assessment and Taxation (A&T) Program

Fiscal  
Year

CAFFA 
Distribution*

State General 
Fund Added 

to CAFFA 
Distribution

TOTAL  
CAFFA

Percent of County 
A&T Cost Covered 

by CAFFA

DOR Administered 
Payment as a Percent 

of Total Statewide 
A&T Cost**

2002–03 $23,459,115 $2,500,000 $25,959,115 36.28% 45.02%
2003–04 $23,976,953 $2,500,000 $26,476,953 35.28% 43.68%
2004–05 $20,732,522 $2,500,000 $23,232,522 29.19% 38.21%
2005–06 $21,200,007 $2,500,000 $23,700,007 28.20% 37.02%
2006–07 $19,943,472 $2,577,500 $22,520,972 25.63% 34.28%

*	 Grant funds available to counties, net of distribution to the Department of Revenue.
**	 Total CAFFA plus DOR A&T administration cost, divided by total statewide A&T administration cost.

II. What is the shared service delivery relationship between the state/county for assessment 
and taxation administration?

The following chart shows the state and county and joint responsibilities:

Property Tax Administration
County DOR

Valuation of residential, commercial, and small 
industrial property

Valuation of large industrial and utility property

Property tax calculation General county supervision
Property tax collection County assistance
Property records County education
Appeals Appeals (large industrial and utility)
Mapping (22 counties) Mapping (14 counties)

Joint Responsibility Areas
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III. What is the quantity, size, and effect of budget reductions (to date)?

The department reviews county budgets each year to ensure adequate funding for assessment and 
taxation services. County funding determined to be below adequate levels may be excluded from re-
ceiving CAFFA funds. For the current budget cycle (2007-08), all but one county (Curry) was deemed 
to have adequate assessment and taxation funding.

Curry County was permitted to participate in CAFFA revenues and operate under a special statutory 
dispensation at a level that would normally be deemed less than adequate. As a condition of this spe-
cial circumstance, the department has worked closely with the county to monitor all assessment and 
taxation programs and assist in compliance.

The following resulted from Curry County’s budget reduction of approximately $100,000:

Staff reductions (from 12.46 FTE to 8.96 FTE).•	
Reduced public service (county office open half-time).•	
Delayed deed processing.•	

IV. What are the estimated impacts from delay, loss, or reduction of federal forest 
payments?

With the exception of Curry County, Oregon counties are operating assessment and taxation programs 
at adequate levels. “Current,” “Mandatory,” and “Baseline” service levels are generally interchange-
able concepts because historical service levels have been relatively constant at adequate levels.

The following chart estimates impacts to county assessment and taxation service levels:

Current/Baseline/Mandatory Service Levels

Immediate Impacts Result of Immediate Impacts

Inaccurate property value Tax revenue loss, appeals, and inequities

Missed new property value Tax revenue loss, appeals, and inequities

Inaccurate processing:
Personal property returns
Real property returns
Combined property tax

Tax revenue loss, appeals, and inequities

Inaccurate property records Delayed and/or misdirected tax statement

Inaccurate mapping Missed map changes, over/under assessment

Inaccurate special assessments Over/under assessment and increased appeals

Long-term, the “Current,” “Baseline,” and “Mandatory” service levels will, at minimum, compound 
the immediate impacts. For example, as property value is omitted from the assessment roll, the impact 
is compounding inaccuracy (incorrect real market values that ultimately lead to reduced property 
taxes available for collection). This increases the amount of potential tax revenue loss to all districts.

The long-term impact to optimal service levels is difficult to estimate. Most counties are currently 
operating close to the minimal threshold of assessment and taxation adequacy. For counties operating 
in a hypothetical, optimal level, the fallout might have less impact if the county is able to reduce their 
budgetary commitment and still meet assessment and taxation mandatory minimum service levels.

V. What is the potential for and impact of counties terminating programs and turning 
service over to the state?

Counties are mandated to fund a minimum level of assessment and taxation administration. As pre-
viously discussed, counties that fall short of funding essential programs will not share in CAFFA 
revenues. For counties that cut essential (mandatory) programs, impacts will be:
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Delays in core functions.•	
Elimination of customer service.•	
Delays in processing tax collections.•	
Delays in tax distribution.•	
Increased cost to state.•	
DOR assumes responsibility at county level.•	

The results of these impacts have the potential to cause a loss in revenue to taxing districts.

Mandatory assessment and taxation programs not funded by counties will, by law, become DOR re-
sponsibility. From the department’s initial assumed responsibility, all services will be administered at 
minimum levels. It is very likely that the department will be unable to administer local functions at 
the same level as counties. The cost to the state will be partially offset by the county portion of CAFFA 
revenue and from other non-dedicated shared revenues, such as cigarette, liquor, and amusement 
taxes. Counties will be billed for balance due.

VI. What are potential changes to state rules and mandates?

Oregon law establishes the basis for county assessment and taxation functions. Amending or elimi-
nating statutes or rules would permit counties and the state to modify its assessment and taxation 
policies. However, many assessment and taxation functions are linked and eliminating a statutory re-
quirement may result in unintended or negative consequences down the road. Additionally, a policy 
or law change has the potential to create more administrative work, adding cost rather than lessening 
the burden to a county or the state.

Modify tax district permanent rates:
Permanent tax rates were established with the passage of Measure 50 in 1997. Taxing districts are 
limited by these rates.

This change allows for the permanent rate to increase.	

Remove tax limitation:
Oregon’s constitutional Measure 5 (1990) limits collection of property taxes to $5 for schools and $10 
for general government per $1,000 of real market value.

This change removes tax collection loss due to limitation.

VII. What are potential changes to state/county regional service delivery models?

Centralized assessment and taxation software system:	
There are approximately seven different systems utilized by the 36 counties. Counties with different 
systems are presented with difficulties in communicating with each other. DOR review and under-
standing of county assessment and taxation functions are also unclear.

With this option, the department would contract for and maintain a single assessment and taxation 
software system available for county use (similar to adjacent states).

DOR processing of personal property returns:	
Counties are required to process returns and conduct audits and discovery.

With this change, the department would take over this function for the county as it does for centrally 
assessed property. DOR budget would have to be increased to absorb transferred cost. Tax revenues 
would likely suffer unless costs for local field representatives were covered.
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Appendix B: Questions to address based on state and county responses

The following questions were asked of the department by the taskforce. Department staff conducted 
the research and responses.

Are there areas where the state is phasing in enhanced funding or in-kind support for the counties 
where we can accelerate those efforts?
No

Where funding from the state to the counties has been improved, how can we keep it up to date 
over time?
Legislative appropriation is becoming more important as the portion of CAFFA county deposits from 
delinquent interest and recording fees is decreasing.

Are there recommendations on the shelf, e.g from prior studies of service delivery, that we could 
bring forward at this time?

Previous discussions have indicated there may be benefit for having DOR provide personal prop-1.	
erty processing.

Opportunities exist to provide Web-based services, such as applications and filing information.2.	

Are there service/funding models that were abandoned because of prior funding constraints that 
make sense to be restored?
No

Are there efficiencies to be gained from combining local service delivery in regional models (e.g. 
COGs, LPSCCs)?
There are potential efficiencies from the following:

A single assessment and taxation system administered by DOR.1.	

Regionalizing board of property tax appeals.2.	

Centralized sales ratio (a measure of appraisal program performance) reporting.3.	

Are there threats on the horizon that will reduce or destabilize county funding, e.g. ballot 
initiatives for 2008? Are there opportunities on the ballot to improve funding or operational 
flexibility for counties? [Caveat: We may not use public resources, including public employees’ paid 
time, to support or oppose a ballot measure.]
Clatsop County—and likely other counties—is facing a reduction of timber harvest revenue from 
state forests due to a number of factors including declining timber values and a reduction in the level 
of harvest. Increased harvest levels could be used to offset some county shortfall if there is a market 
for the timber.
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Appendix C: CAFFA overview

Background
In the early 1980s, the decline in Oregon’s economy took its toll on the property tax system. Failure to 
maintain current values on properties and large staff cuts created huge problems for county assess-
ment offices. These problems included inequities in the system and taxpayers paying too much or not 
enough, resulting in increased taxpayer appeals and joint taxing district inequities. To reverse this 
deterioration, the 1989 Oregon Legislature enacted House Bill 2338. It created the CAFFA program, 
establishing an annual grant to counties to help finance assessment and taxation costs (ORS 294.175, 
et. seq.). The program is funded by document recording fees and a portion of interest from delinquent 
property taxes. Each county turns over their share of these fees and interest from delinquent taxes 
to the account and the department redistributes these funds back to the counties after deducting 
amounts to pay for work that the department absorbed on behalf of the counties and administrative 
costs.

How CAFFA works
In order to receive a distribution from the CAFFA grant program, each county must annually submit 
a proposed assessment and taxation budget to the department. If the department agrees that the 
proposed budget is adequate to comply with the statutes which ensure equity and uniformity within 
and between counties, the department certifies the budget and allows the county to participate in the 
program for that year. If the proposed budget is inadequate, the department works with the county to 
bring the proposed budget to adequacy.

Each county receives a share of the CAFFA grant funds based upon the percentage that their certified 
assessment and taxation budget bears to the total of certified county assessment and taxation budgets 
statewide.

Current challenges with the CAFFA program
The CAFFA grant program has worked very well for nearly two decades. However, the recent fund-
ing crisis spurred by the imminent loss of federal forest revenues is threatening to upset the fragile 
balance that has been achieved. Many counties are finding that they may not have enough dollars to 
adequately fund essential county services. If the county assessment and taxation function is among 
those services that are not funded adequately, the department is required by statute to not allow that 
county’s participation in the grant program for that year (ORS 294.175). Additionally, if a county fails 
to appropriate 100 percent of the certified assessment and taxation expenditures, the department is 
required to redirect that county’s share of CAFFA revenues to the other counties that remain in com-
pliance (ORS 294.178). We are hearing rumors that either or both of these scenarios may come to pass 
in the next few months. We are as concerned about the need to withhold revenues from counties al-
ready in crisis as we are about the long term impacts of inadequately funded assessment and taxation 
programs in those impacted counties.
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Appendix D: Discussion to focus workgroup—our parameters

Ideal solution/preferred solution/realistic solution/is there a single solution?

For county property tax administration, the number one solution is reauthorization of the federal 
funds. The number two solution is a reworking of the tax structure. Any plan to rethink the structure 
has to start with a look at the fundamental assumptions in Measure 50 and would require a constitu-
tional amendment. Changes with the potential to address the flawed assumptions include:

Reconsideration of the tax base of local governments (permanent rates);•	
The ability of citizens to determine the levels of services they want to pay for; and•	
Appropriate indexing to allow for increase in demand resulting from growth and inflationary fac-•	
tors.

A constitutional amendment to the Measure 50 limitations holds the potential to allow local govern-
ments to solve their own funding problems. However, it is a controversial change that would take 
years to achieve and is not a targeted solution to the current funding challenges.

We believe that we cannot afford a collapse or severe deterioration in this function, not only because 
of the exponential loss of property tax revenue it will create, but the uniformity issues that, once in 
place, would be irreversible. It is essential to pursue changes to Measure 50 in spite of the political 
challenges, but realistically that is a long term project and Oregon cannot afford to suffer continuing 
reductions in services in the meantime. 

Therefore, we decided to focus on realistic solutions; solutions we have some control over at the state 
level and that would not take two to three years to set in place.

As a result, the focus of the group evolved into discussion of dedicated replacement revenue. State-
wide enactment of replacement revenue poses problems with targeting affected counties while ensur-
ing uniformity. For example, a statewide revenue replacement solution would provide added revenue 
to counties unaffected by the failed reauthorization of PL 106-393. A more targeted enactment of a 
recording fee in only 12 of 36 counties, varying among timber counties to coincide with their relative 
loss of allocated federal funds, creates uniformity challenges. We reasoned that any responsible solu-
tion should attempt to anticipate other embedded assumptions and protect against them.

The group identified criteria against which each replacement revenue source should be examined:

Balanced;•	
Adequate;•	
Equalized;•	
Politically viable;•	
Dedicated;•	
Stable; and•	
Indexed.•	
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Appendix E: Workgroup recommendations and other ideas seriously discussed

Recommendations:

Place all delinquent interest on property taxes into the CAFFA fund•	  to support the statewide as-
sessment and taxation system. Some delinquent interest is currently deposited into the fund. The 
additional delinquent interest would add approximately $15 million per year.

Pros:——  Simple administration if added to the CAFFA account.
Cons:——  Insufficient alone.
Political viability:——  Affected parties all agree.
Requires a —— statutory change.
Affected groups:——  Members of the Taxing District Property Tax Stabilization Review Group.
Equalizes —— through the CAFFA distribution, but does not favor timber counties.
Would provide moderately —— stable revenue.
Could be —— dedicated if funneled through the CAFFA account.
Is not —— adequate in and of itself and is subject to external factors.
As part of a package, it could provide —— balance.
Short term——  objective: 2009 session.

Pursue an increase in funding from the state general fund•	  of $15 million per year for the statewide 
assessment and taxation system.

Pros:——  Simple administration if added to the CAFFA account.
Cons:——  Does not address the funding disparity.
Political viability:——  General fund revenue is in high demand.
Requires a —— statutory change.
Affected groups: —— Many and varied.
Equalizes —— through the CAFFA distribution, but does not favor timber counties.
Stability —— depends on biennial commitment.
Could be —— dedicated if funneled through the CAFFA account.
Is not —— adequate by itself.
As part of a package, it could provide —— balance.
Short term——  objective: 2009 session.
Could be —— indexed.

Revenue ideas seriously discussed:

Administrative fee.•	  The group was split on the idea of an administrative fee to be paid by all taxing 
districts for the assessment and collection services provided by the county on their behalf. Apart 
from the idea of paying the fee, the group discussed how the fee would be allocated to fairly balance 
the burden.

Pros:——  Simple administration, reasonable connection between fee and service, removes county as 
primary source of funding.
Cons:——  Difficulty in determining local governments’ relative share of a fee
Political viability: —— Challenging without support of the workgroup.
Requires a —— statutory change.
Affected groups:——  All taxing districts, including counties.
Equalizes —— through the CAFFA distribution.
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If successful, would provide —— stable funding.
Could be a —— dedicated source.
Adequacy——  is subject to adjustment factors.
Short term——  objective: 2009 session.

Increase in the document recording fee.•	  The current funding scheme uses in part a $9 recording fee 
dedicated to assessment and taxation. The fee was initially implemented in 1989 at $20 on a narrow 
range of documents and then reduced to $9 in the late 1990s, but applied to a wider range of record-
ed documents. Recording fees have a link to property tax records since much of the real estate and 
title insurance industry relies on county assessment and tax records. The group expressed support 
for the concept, but declined to recommend it due to concerns around political viability.

Pros:——  Simple administration.
Cons:——  Adds to existing cost of recording.
Political viability:——  Competing interests in recording fees, three-fifths issue.
Requires a —— statutory change.
Affected groups:——  County clerks, realtor groups, title companies.
Equalizes —— through the CAFFA distribution, but does not favor timber counties.
If successful, would provide a source of moderately —— stable funding.
Could be a —— dedicated source.
Adequacy——  and tolerability is a delicately balanced equation.
Short term——  objective: 2009 session.

Expand the use of the shared services fund concept.•	  This concept, outlined in SB 954 during the 
2007 legislative session, provides that when the state grants property tax exemptions that limit local 
government revenue, yet creates jobs that result in increased state government income tax revenue, 
the state windfall should be shared with the local governments.

Essentially, this occurs in all property tax exemptions involving job creation. It is based on the 
theory that state-granted property tax exemptions targeted at economic growth result in a loss of 
local government property tax revenue and an increase in state income tax collections.

Pros:——  Creates a return on investment model.
Cons:——  Moderately complex administration, might worsen the problem in terms of struggling 
timber counties lacking job growth, solution too narrowly focused.
Politically viable:——  Unsure.
Requires a —— statutory change.
Affected groups: —— Legislature, OECDD.
Would not necessarily —— equalize funding.
Would not greatly improve the current —— instability.
Could be a —— dedicated source.
Would remain —— inadequate.
Long term——  objective: Would take at least three to five years to realize any local government ben-
efit.

State property tax rate.•	  The law currently allows a state property tax, but there is no state property 
tax rate or levy at this time. A state property tax could be used to fund, in whole or in part, the as-
sessment and collection function.

Pros:——  Would not be complex to implement.
Cons:——  Would compete in the $10 general government category.
Politically viable:——  Unsure, three-fifths majority issue.
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Requires a —— statutory change.
Affected groups: —— Legislature, taxpayers.
Has the potential for —— equalization, similar to the education model.
Would provide —— stability.
Could be a —— dedicated source.
Could be —— adequate depending on the revenue generated.
Long term——  objective: Would take at least two to three years to realize.

Efficiencies

Regionalize and centralize the assessment and taxation function.•	  While this has potential for sav-
ings and efficiencies, counties would have to relinquish longstanding local control to either a re-
gional entity or to the state. Some may gladly hand over the responsibility, especially in times of 
funding crisis.

Pros:——  Uniformity, economies of scale.
Cons:——  Local control issues, the conversion could be intense and costly.
Political viability:——  Unknown, more likely in hard economic times.
Requires at least a —— statutory change.
Affected groups:——  County and state government.
Does not necessarily —— equalize.
Since this is not a revenue source —— stability is not at issue.
Since this is not a revenue source —— dedication is not at issue.
Since this is not a revenue source —— adequacy is not at issue.
Long term——  objective.

Eliminate the 2 and 3 percent discount •	 currently allowed for taxpayers who pay either two-thirds 
or all of their tax payment by November 15.

Pros:——  Moderately simple administration.
Cons:——  May be seen as an entitlement, insufficient alone.
Political viability:——  Risky, would upset taxpayers, three-fifths issue.
Requires a —— statutory change.
Affected groups:——  Taxpayers, taxing districts.
Does not necessarily —— equalize.
Subject to taxpayer behavior, probably —— unstable if not coupled with accelerated delinquent inter-
est.
Could be a —— dedicated source.
Adequacy:——  No.
Short term——  objective: 2009 session.
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Appendix F: General assessment and taxation statistics

Quick stats

Total property tax revenue annually 1.	
Source: Oregon Property Tax Statistics 2006-07, Exhibit 2a

Total Property Tax Revenue 2006–07 (in millions of dollars)
K–12 and ESDs $1,640.0 (40%)
Community Colleges 161.3 (4%)
Cities 920.5 (23%)
Urban Renewal 164.8 (4%)
Counties 746.5 (18%)
Special Districts 444.2 (11%)
Total $4.08 billion

Cost of county administration 2.	
Source: 2007 Health of the Property Tax System, performance measure 1

Cost of Property Tax System Administration

Fiscal Year
County Administrative 

Costs
Department 

Administrative Costs

County/Department 
Combined 

Administrative Costs
2001–02 $68,910,435 $12,155,589 $81,066,024
2002–03 $71,548,366 $11,368,236 $82,916,602
2003–04 $75,042,674 $11,195,488 $86,238,162
2004–05 $79,579,498 $11,611,996 $91,191,494
2005–06 $84,043,526 $11,771,343 $95,814,869

Total Federal Forest Fund discretionary revenue 3.	
Source: Association of Oregon Counties, PL 106-393 status report, Summer 2007

The Association of Oregon Counties estimates Oregon counties and schools will lose more than $230 
million annually if the Secure Rural Schools Act (PL 106-393) is not reauthorized. Losses break down 
as:

Federal Forest Payments (PL 106-393)
County general funds $107,694,187
County road funds 91,515,327
Oregon school funds 31,000,000
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County property tax administration funding supplement 4.	
Source: CAFFA deposits as reported to the department

Funds for the CAFFA grants are derived from:

A percentage of interest collected on delinquent property tax accounts; and•	
A fee on most documents recorded with the county clerk.•	

CAFFA Revenue

Fiscal Year
Tier 1 and 2 

 Delinquent Interest Recording Fee Interest Earnings Total
2002–03 $14,042,996 $11,805,175 $103,313 $25,951,484
2003–04 $13,461,467 $12,408,091  $60,706 $25,930,264
2004–05 $11,664,673 $10,470,984  $79,443 $22,215,100
2005–06 $12,027,061 $11,259,336 $147,756 $23,434,153
2006–07 $11,677,525 $10,188,778 $177,377 $22,043,679

* Totals include county and DOR share.

Tier 1 and tier 2 delinquent interest in the CAFFA grant formula refers only to the interest deposited 
into the County Assessment and Taxation Fund (CATF) for disbursement in the grant program. Spe-
cifically:

Delinquent interest, tier 1: Twenty-five percent of the delinquent interest payments collected are de-
posited into CATF. This deposit amount is typically referred to as the tier 1 interest payment.

Delinquent interest, tier 2: The counties set aside an additional 25 percent of the total interest collect-
ed from cities and special districts for deposit into CATF. This is usually referred to as tier 2. County 
government and school districts do not participate in tier 2.

The balance of the delinquent interest is disbursed to all districts in the county in proportion to the 
taxes levied.

State general fund special payments to counties5.	  
Source: 2007-09 Legislatively Adopted Budget

Counties receive a state general fund appropriation to support their property tax administration 
functions. The 2007 legislature approved $2,577,500 per year ($5,155,000 per biennium), distributed 
by the Department of Revenue to the counties using the same distribution percentage as the CAFFA 
grants.
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Appendix G: Sources of county payments

CAFFA
In 1989, the Oregon Legislature passed HB 2338, creating the County Assessment Function Funding As-
sistance (CAFFA) Fund. Responding to a coalition of legislators, industry, educators, and state and local 
officials, the legislature enacted HB 2338 to reverse the disintegration of the property tax system and 
to recognize a shared responsibility for statewide uniformity and accuracy in assessment and taxa-
tion. This legislation established an annual grant program that provides counties approximately $20 
million per year to help pay for county assessment and taxation costs. Funding for the grant comes 
from document recording fees and a portion of the interest from delinquent property taxes.

Pass-thru payments
In 1999, the Oregon Legislature established an additional general fund appropriation to counties to 
help stabilize assessment and taxation funding. This appropriation, which is included in the depart-
ment’s biennial budget, originally amounted to $5 million from the state general fund. The appropria-
tion was increased in the 2007-09 budget to $5.155 million to account for inflation.

ORMAP
The Oregon Map Project (ORMAP) is developing a statewide property tax lot base map that is digital, 
continually maintained, and publicly accessible. The move from paper to computer-based mapping 
will improve the administration of Oregon’s property tax system and will support an array of public 
and private geographic information systems (GIS) applications by October 2012. Funding for the proj-
ect comes from a $1 addition to document recording fees.
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