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Goal of Presentation

AUnderstanding of property tax rates
Alnfluences of property tax rates
AComparison to other communities
ASelected department comparisons

Als NOT intended to make statement about taxation level!




Comparison Communities

ASeIected based Auburn 23,005 Augusta 19,136
A Population Brunswick 20,278 Falmouth 11,158
AP imitv to Biddeford Gorham 16,381 Kennebunk 10,798

roximity to bidaeror
_ _ Lewiston 36,592 OOB 8,624
A Community demographics
Saco 18,624 Sanford 20,278
A Cost of I|V|ng toli pellisoin: (housmg Scarborough 18,919 So. Portland 25,002
Costs) J
Waterville 15,722 Westbrook 17,494
AEstablished by City Council in 201 |/ Vork 12.529

(Compensation Policy) Portland 66,194

Biddeford 21,277




Local Tax Rate Determination

AProperty tax rate is FY17 Budget
determined
A Total amount of money needed
to be raised by taxes in budget Education: $22,798,718
A Education County: $ 1,280,452
Municipal: $19,881,358
ACounty tax Other: $ 1.629.632
A Municipal Operation $45.590.160
A Other (Overlay, TIFetc) Less State:  ($ 786,435)
A Less state reimbursements Taxes raised $44.803,725
Divided by: Local Valuation ~ $2,255,927,900
ATotal Local Valuation of 0.01986 or $19.86 per thousand

Taxable Properties




Full Value Tax Rate

Local communities have different assessment ratios
A Community A: 100% assessment ratilmealvalue equals average of sales

A Community B: 90% of assessment ratio = local value equals 90% of average of
sales

A Community C: 110% of assessment ratio = 110% of local value = average of sales

State Uses Full Value Tax Rate
A Instead of dividing the total amount of taxes by local valuation

A Uses the state valuation instead
A On paper, makes comparisons more relevant




2017 State Valuation
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2017 State Valuation Including Portland

With Portland Included
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2015 Full Value Tax Rates
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Full Value Tax Rate One Part of the Story

ATax Rates are influenced significantly by state policy

A Example: Service center communities carry about a 35% more property tax
burden than norservice communities

A Tax exempt properties
A Demands because of daytime population growth
A Employees

A Shoppers
A People seeking services

A Reduction in revenue sharing; shifting costs and responsibilities to local
communities
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Full Value Tax Rate vs State Valuation
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Tax Rates vs How Big Is My Bill?

ATax rates are influenced by the local assessed value

AExample:

A Increasing all local values by 20% will lower the tax rate by 20%
but not change the amount the tax bill for any citizen!




Taxes Paid on Median Home:
Adjusted to 100% Assessed Value Using Full Value Tax Rate
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Comparison of Tax Bill
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Local Expenditures

AComparison of staffing to other
communities

A Are we significantly overstaffed compared
to other communities?

ACaution: Isolated statistic does not
tell the complete story




Fire Department Call Volume

Call Volume 2016
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Fire Department Call Volume Per Minimum

Staffing Levels (Night)

Call Volume 2016
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Police: Calls For Service

S10/0]0]0) 1000

45000 900
40000 4”///' ‘555555\\ '//-..—."“"-~ 800
35000 700
30000 00
25000 00
20000 00
15000 00
10000 00
5000 00
0

Auburn  Brunswick Lewiston Saco Sanford ScarbroughSo. Portland Waterville Westbrook Biddeford

(o))

(o))

N

w

N

[EEN

(@)

mmm Calls for Service =Calls Per Sworn Officer




ED, CD & Planning Staff per Capita
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Employees Served per Human Resources Staff
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