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INFORMATION/BACKGROUND:

At the January 2014 City Council Retreat, Council approved the request from the City Manager’s office to
conduct a Price of Government and tax comparison report. The Price of Government study examines the percent
of personal income that a Kenrnore citizen pays to the City. This is calculated by totaling City Revenue as a
percentage of Total Citizen Income. This report contains Price of Government data along with tax comparison
information.
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Kenmore Vision Statement: In 2020, we see Kenmore as a community with
An economic base that provides for the needs of its citizens and provides quality employment opportunities.
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To establish a long term Financial Plan for the future.
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Property and Sales Tax Comparison
La •~ig~~ Average enmore

Table A
Sales Tax Per Capita

Total Sales Tax Collected Divided by Population
City 2009 2010 2011 2012 4-YrAvg
Kenmore 112 108 103 104 107
Brier 42 47 44 47 45
Lake Forest Park 66 68 75 74 71
Bothell 266 283 265 269 271
Kirkland 276 286 323 248 283
Woodinville 456 414 440 423 433
Maple Valley 90 86 92 108 94
Covington 179 178 189 202 187
Mountlake Terrace 84 85 83 90 85

A erage 175 1 3 179 174 175

Graph A: Local Sales Tax Collected Per Capita in 2012
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City 2009 2010 2011 - 2012 2013 - 2014 6-YrAvg
Kenmore 163872 136,600 132,693 123,178 120,164 128,827 134,222
Brier 148,939 138,098 124r232 111,085 104,461 115,765 123,763
Lake Forest Park 191,135 165,637 159,283 146,676 146,237 150,534 159,917
Bothell 185,408 171,991 163,492 149,753 149,391 161,162 163,533
Kirkland 263,586 225,278 211,855 175,258 170,291 188,187 205r742
~ji[~~~ ~ ~~2I~3~ ~2~33~
Maple Valley 123,167 106,492 103,908 97,177 88,443 93,550 102,123
Covington 118,51 100 7 95,623 87 1 1 82,647 85,692 95 015
Mountlake Terrace 120,105 1 12,457 101,751 89,358 82,376 88,972 99,170

Average 176,029 1 ,0 7 145,811 132,088 12 ,686 136,848 45,413

Graph B: Assessed Valuation Per Capita in 2014
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Graph D: Total Property Tax Paid by Median Home in 2014
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Total Property Tax Paid by Median Value Home
Kin Coun : Assessed Value and Taxes Total Lev

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 6-Yr Avg
Kenmore 4,627 4,401 4,691 4,096 4 279 4,439 4,422
Brier 3,098 3,154 3,255 3,221 3,242 3,445
Lake Forest Park 5,263 5,321 5,301 4,419 4,596 4,637
Bothell 4,192 3,798 4,168 3,701 3,828 4,208
Kirkland 5,016 4,682 4,868 3,647 3,799 4,097
Woodinville 4,995 4,764 4,916 4,486 4,596 4,900 ~I
Maple ValIe 3,554 3,543 3,713 3,395 3r349 3,824
Covin ton 3,475 3,193 3,197 2,755 2,639 2,748
Mountlake Terrace 2,256 2 218 2,335 2,237 2,078 2,1 8 2 214

vera e 4053 3897 40 9 3 5 360 3,828 3,830
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Table E
Total Property Levy Rate

King County: Assessed Values and Taxes by City (Total Levy)
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City 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 6-YrAvg
Kenmore 9.92 11.63 12.56 3.17 14.07 13.45 12.47
Brier 7.59 •. 8.42 9.61 •.. 10.62 Ii. 5 •1~1~3 .:‘~: .9.67
Lake Forest Park 10.51 12.30 12.75 13.47 14.01 13.52 12.76
Bothell 9.25 10.54 11.41 11.94 12.85 12.27 11.38
Kirkland 7.83 9.15 9.66 10.54 11.48 10.95 9.94
Woodinville 9.79 11.14 12.03 12.53 13.40 12.83 11.95
~ ~~ I~ ~i~4
Covington 11.11 12.61 13.13 13.64 14.42 14.02 13.16
Mountlake Terrace 7.91 8.66 9.87 10.94 11.53 11.06 9.99

~ Average 9.35 10._2 11.56 12.29 13.09 12.7 1i1~3

C,

Graph E: Total Property Levy Rate in 2014
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City Share of Total Levy Rate
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Graph F: City Share of Levy Rate in 2014
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Appendix: Table AA
Appendix Graph AA: 2014 Population
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Appendix: Table AB
Total Sales Tax Collected

12,680 12,720
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81 730~ .~~81,981~
10,990 11,020
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From the Office of Financial Mana.ement
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2014*
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From Individual Cities Audited Annual Reports

—

City 2009 2010 2011 2012 4-YrAvg
Kenmore 2,278,780 2,203,379 2,132,546 2,185,498 2,200,051
Brier 260,209 287 945 268 151 289,815 276,530
Lake Forest Park 827,666 852,826 942,087 936,922 889,875
Bothell 8,885,389 9,493,535 8,949,523 9,133,266 9,115,428
~kjai~d ~ ~ ~1 3,3j~6, 1 2~ ~T~Q~1 Zffi~1~i~ ~I[5~ ~
Woodinville 4,607,855 4,527,976 4,812,310 4,631,083 4,644,806
Maple Valley 1,865,486 1,958,523 2,100,009 2,528,876 2,113,224
Covington 3,121,376 3,134,048 3,338,239 3,596,215 3,297,470
Mountlake Terrace 1,671,231 1,684,988 1,667,045 1,808,459 1,707,931
~ .. .:~.,: Average ,10 ,569 ~ 50 448,55~3 5,039,691. 4, 5,291

-çe~
Co

Appendix Graph AB: Total Local Sales Tax Collected in 2012
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Appendix: Table AC
City Property Tax Levy Revenues

Kin. Coun Assessed Valuations and Taxes Cit -OnI
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Assessed Valuation

i06~

2,720,979,386 2,506,220,562 2400,907,944

2,547,086,835 2,415,664,893 2,382,611,585

2,070,516,480 1,765,824,500 1,686,792,763

2,238,900,368 2,033,992,888

3, 9 03 ‘fl~Y ~, 3,325 20,453

2,746,721,029

750 061 330 767 379 863

1,854,285,076 1,914,814,976

5,091,604,593 5,148,016,639 5,628,778,475 _______________

~427~7~O9~ _______

2,292,444,727 2,254,713,261 2,412,768,838 _______________

2,268,115,765 2,114,661,059 2,291,402,027 _______________

1,547,624,468 1,495,916,379 1,580,726,191 _______________

1,795,193,718 1,660,705,992 1,799,934,852 _______________

~ 35 6632, 3839 17625 3 6i6,078

S
\~

I

City 2009
Kenmore 4,015,446 4,067,193 4,124,126 ,172,195 4,218,730 4,323,323 4,153,502
Brier 920 900 932 468 947 0 1 962 706 994 404 1~ 96 ,925
Lake Forest Park 2,742,646 2,783,787 2,799,174 2,819,541 2,875,874 2,920,505 2,823,588
Bothell 8,476,029 8,857,016 9,044,171 9,144,482 9,293,457 9,444,713 9,043,311

6-Yr Avg

Kirklánd~. .‘ :..‘ :. 14,908,508 ~14,603’490’ .1 4~852~538 20988,294 .26,328,493 .,~, 26;826,31 1 19,751 ~272’~
Woodinville 2,934,231 2~934,85l 2,~44,026 2,963,025 2,982,404 3,006,276 2,960,802
Maple Valley 2,774,251 3,059,587 3,142,475 3,206,348 3,320,289 .3,419,850 3,153,800
Covington 2,072,649 2,093,257 2,348,812 2,338,090 2,3~8,167 2,475,817 2,282,799
Mountlake Terrace 3,050,945 3,088,497 3,128,130 3,175,047 3,214,694 3,305,338 3,160,442
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Appendix Graph AC: City Revenues from Property Tax in 2014
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Appendix: Table AD

City
Kenmore
; her

2009

Lake Forest Park
Bothell

Kin Coun : Assessed Valuations and Taxes Ci -OnI
2010 2011 2012 2013

3,320,536,600

912 400,045
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Kenmore
Price of Government

2014*

Budget

Defi~itii®n
Price of Government
Total Revenue
Adjusted Revenue
Actual Price of Government
Adjusted POG
Kenmore Population
Per Capita Income
Total Pbpulation Income

,Revenues as a percentage of Citizen Income, showing how much of a citizen’s income is allocated towards local government. Different definitions of ‘revenue’ imp

All Revenue the City recieves, regardless of source. This includes revenues exclusive to large cities like utility revenue and one-time revenues like state/federal grant

The attempt to smooth out and normalize the revenue by adjusting for contract differences like utility revenues and by eliminating one-time revenues

The ratio of how much of a citizens income is allocated to local government using Total Revenue. Divide Total Revenue by the Kenmore Population Income

The ratio of how much of a citizen’s income is allocated to local government using Adjusted Revenue. Divide Adjusted Revenue by the Kenmore Population Income

From the Washington Office of Financial Management

From the Five-Year Per Capita Income Estimates from the United States Census Bureau

Calculated by multiplying the per capita income by the total population

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual

Revenues
Total Revenues 16,858,272 19,766,315 16,405,924 17,871,604 13,231,702 14,628,985 16,643,602 21,360,337 31,751,541 30,781,984 21,961,087 12,751,376 14,742,176 16,715,094 24,016,006

Adjusted Revenues 15,589,173 18,144,713 15,567,946 12,013,086 12,680,859 14,439,518 15,126,863 15,546,967 16,083,263 13,818,878 13,194,751 12,691,077 14,036,856 14,713,979 12,501,996

Price of Government
Price of Government 2.85% 3.32% 2.72% 2.94% 2.18% 2.08% 2.33% 2.95% 4.04% 3.87% 2.74% 1.56% 1.79% 2.01% 2.86%
Adjusted POG 2.63% 3.05% 2.58% 1.97% 2.09% 2.06% 2.11% 2.15% 2.05% 1.74% 1.64% 1.56% 1.70% 1.77% 1.49%

Total Population Income
Kenmore Population 18,678 18,784 19,020 19,212 19,142 19,227 19,577 19,805 20,035 20,263 20,460 20,780 21,020 21,170 21,405
Per Capita Income 31,692 31,692 31,692 31,692 31,692 36,543 36,543 36,543 39,234 39,234 39,234 39,234 39,234 39,234 39,234
Total Population Income 591,943,176 595,302,528 602,781,840 608,866,704 606,648,264 702,612,261 715,402,311 723,734,115 786,053,190 794,998,542 802,727,640 815,282,520 824,698,680 830,583,780 839,791,323

Graph G: Kenmore Price of Government
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Graph H: Kenmore Citizens’ Total Income
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Graph I: Kenmore Citizens’ Total Income vs. Kenmore Adjusted Revenues
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Price of Government: City Comparison
These tables show a comparison of Kenmore against 9 nearby cities. Audited 2013-2014 data is not available for cities besides Kenmore. Because of this,
the “Average” percentages Kenmore is projected against in 2013 and 2014 is a forecasted trend line based on previous 2009-2012 data.

Key Low POG :~HIg~P~~ Avg. POG Kenmore

3.87%
1.88%
1.61%
4.67%~.
4.22%
3.22%
1.6%
2.54%
4.33%
31 %~

2.74%
1.91%
1.66%
7:33%
5.57%
2.90%
I ~72%
2.61%
5.66%
3!57%

a. e

1.56%
1.95%
2.10%

~7~32%
5.06%
2.43%
1.89%
2.20%
4.40%

.2 %

**Kenmore is lowest, Maple Valley is included as next lowest

IV~

Average .26°o 2.26% ~. 2.30% 2.37% . 39%
*Average Adjusted POG in 2013 and 2014 is forecasted
**Kenmore is lowest, Maple Valley is included as next lowest

City
Kenmore

Actual Price of Government
No Adustments to Total Revenues

2009 2010 2011 2012

Brier
Lake Forest Park

Kirkland
Woodinville

2013* 2014* 14-Yr Avg

MaoleValle
Covington
Mountlake Terrace

1.93%
1.86%

1.79%
1.98%
2.10%
568%
3.44%
2.55%
2.11 %
2.96%
5.56%

A erase

Graph J: Actual POG
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2.77%

8.00%

7.00%

6.00%

5.00%

4.00%

3.00%

2.00%

1.00%

0.00%

*Average POG in 2013 and 2014 is forecasted

2.58%
4.99%

City
Kenmore

Table K
Adjusted POG

Adjusted for Contracts and One-Time Revenues
2009 2010 2011 2012

• Kenmore

)( Bothell

I Maple Valley**

1. Average

Avg Forecasted POG

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013* 2014*

Brier
Lake Forest Park
Bothell
Kirkland
Woodinville

2013* 2014* j4-YrAvg
1.74%
1.86%
1.59%
3.00%
2.36%
2.68%
1.53%
2.40%

Maole Valle

1.64%
1.88%
1.65%
3.14%
2.33%
2.66%
1. 4°o

2.21%

1.49% 1.66%1.56%
1.94%
2.05%
2.86%
2.74%
2.38%
1.81%
2.06%Covington

1.70% 1.77%
1.97%I
2.08%I
3.30%I
2.06%I
2.52%’
1.85%~

1.84%
3.07%
2.37%
2.56%

2.34%
1.68°c

2.43% . 2 0%

Graph K: Adjusted POG
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Table L
Per Capita Income for 2008-2012

City Per Capita Income
Kenmore 39,234
Brier 39,686
Lake Forest Park 47,775
Bothell 36,455
Kirkland 51,229
Woodinville 48,181
Maple Valley 35,937
Covington 32,776
Mountlake Terrace 28 52
Average 39,936
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Graph 1: 2008-2012 Per Capita Income
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POG Difference Summary: Low Tax Base City Comparison

To obtain a more apples-to-apples Adjusted Price of Government comparison, the table belows depicts only the 6 Low Tax Base Cities from the previous 9 city research. Adjusted P0
contract revenues/expenses and one-time revenues are excluded. The second table shows what Kenmore actually collected in revenue each year, compared against what the City hy
collected in revenue if Kenmore’s POG was the average of the 6 Low Tax Base Cities. The Difference in Kenmore Actual versus Average Expected shows the additional revenue the City woul
Kenmore Citizen’s Price of Government was the average of the 6 Low Tax Base Cities.

Key Low P00 High POG Avg. P00 Kenmore

Table M

Low Tax-Base Cities Adjusted POG

Contract Modified POG minus One-Time Revenues

City 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013* 2014* 4-Yr Avg
Kenmore 1.74% 1.64% 1.56% 1.70% 1.77% 1.49% 1.66%
Brier 1.86% 1.88% 1.94% 1.97% 1.91%
Lake Forest Park 1.59% 1.65% 2.05% 2.08% 1.84%
M~ple VaIley** .53% 1 54% 1J~Y11% . 500 1.68%

Covington 2.40% 2.21% 2.06% 2.71% 2.34%
Mountlake Terrace 3.1 5%~~ 3~O/o ~

*ver1age 2.04°c 2.04% 2.11°~ 2. 50/ 2 28°c 2.35% 2. 1°o
*Average POG in 2013 and 2014 is forecasted, Kenmore Revenue in 2014 is forecasted
**Kenmore is lowest, Maple Valley is included as next lowest

Table N
Kenmore POG Difference Summary

Kenmore’s revenue compared to Kenmore’s hypothetical revenue using Low Tax-Base City Average POG
Revenue and Income Information 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013* 2014* 6~.Yr.Avg.
Total Population Income 794,998,542 802,727,640 815,282,520 824,698,680 830,583,780 839,791,323 809426,: ~6
(Total Population multiplied by Per Captita income)

Kenmore’s Revenue 13,818,878 13,194,751 12,691,077 14,036,856 14,713,979 12,501,996 3,435,391
(Modified for contracts and one-time revenues)

Average Expected Revenue 16,238,011 16,349,592 17,235,615 18,536,797 18,937,310 19,735,096 7,090,004
(6-City Avg POG as % of Kenmore Pop. Income)

Difference in Kenmore Actual versus 2,419,133 3,154,841 4,544,538 4,499,941 4,223,331 7,233,100 3,65~ 613

Average Expected :~

Graph M: Low Tax-Base Cities POG
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Graph N: Kenmore POG Difference Summary
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AddressKenmore Stands Misconceptionsamong Peers

Two Caveats
f si s s eis
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Sales Tax Comparison
Ke rim ore

Graph A: Local Sales Tax Collected Per Capita in 2012
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Property Tax Comparison

Graph B: Assessed Valuation Per Capita in 2014
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Property Tax Comparison
Kenmore

700,000

Graph C: Median Home Value
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Property Tax Comparison
Kenmore

Graph D: Total Property Tax Paid by Median Home in 2014
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Property Tax Comparison
Kenmore

Graph E: Total Property Levy Rate in 2014
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Property Tax Comparison
Kenmore

Graph F: City Share of Levy Rate in 2014
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The Price of Government



The Price of Government
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The percentage of personal income a
Kenmore Citizen pays to the City



Definitions of Revenue

Actual Revenue

• This is the raw revenue with no adlustmenls for anything

Adjusted Revenue

• Contract Differences: Adjustments to revenues and expenses to non-
Contract cities are made to provide the closest apples-to-apples
comparison possible among cities of difference sizes

• One-time Revenues: These are removed to normalize annual numbers

Contract One-Time
Differences Revenues

I I I
Sale ofLong-term Federal orUtility Revenue Fire Expense PropertyDebt Proceeds State Grants Proceeds



~. . .Other i.’etinitions

Price of Government

• POG derived from Total Revenue

Adjusted POG

• POG derived from Adlusted Revenue

Kenmore Population

• From the Washington Office of Financial Management

Per Capita Income

• 5-year Estimates from US Census Bureau

Total Population Income

• Calculated by multiplying Per Capita Income by Total Population



The Value in POG

Trend
Corn pa risonComparison Against Others

Against Self

Two Caveats

co to



Kenmore’s Price of Government

4.50%

Graph G: Kenmore Price of Government

4.00%

3.50%

3.00%

2.50%

2.00%

1.50%

R a .--.

City Hall Short-term Loan A . R 522 Grant Proceeds

1.00%

0.50%

0.00%
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‘.‘Price of Government 0’Adlusted POG

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014*

-

1-time Constwction Grant
1-time Sale of Prope

[A.~ 1-time Sale of Prope ‘

*Kenmore Revenue in 2014 is Forecasted



Citizen Total Income vs. Adlusted Revenues

Graph I: Kenmore Citizens’ Total Income vs. Kenmore Adjusted Revenues
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Tax and Income Corn pa rison
Kenmore

Graph L: 2008-2012 Per Capita Income
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2013* 2014*

K e nmo re

—~ Kenmor

N Bothell

I Maple Valley**

~.. Average

Avg Forecasted POG

POG Comparison

Graph J: Actual POG
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*Average POG in 2013-2014 and Kenmore Revenue in 2014 is Forecasted **Kenmore is Lowest. M Valley is included as Next Lowest.



POG Comparison

3.50%

3.00%

2.50%

Graph K: Adjusted POG
K en in ore

High Average

•
I Maple Valley**

N Mountlake Terrace

~ Average

Avg Forecasted POG

2.00%
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0.50%
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*Average P00 in 2013-2014 and Kenmore Revenue in 2014 is Forecasted **Kenmore is Lowest. M Valley is included as Next Lowest.



POG Summary: Low Tax Base Cities

Ta. e M: Lo x-Ba~e Ci ie juste€I l~ ic® ®vér men
Co parison of h 6 Low Tax Bas i ies, to md a more equal comparison

City 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013* 2014* 4YrAvg

Kenmore
1.74% 1.64% 1.56% 1.70% 1.77% 1.49% 1.66%

Brier
1.86% 1.88% 1.94% 1.97% 1.91%

LFP
1.59% 1.65% 2.05% 2.08% 1.84%

M. Valley
1.53% 1.54% 1.81% 1.85% 1.68%

Covi ngton
2.40% 2.21% 2.06% 2.71% 2.34%

MLT
3.15% 3.30% 3.27% 3.17% 3.22%

Aver ge
.04% 2.04% 2.1 % 2.25% 2.28% 2.35/o 2.11%

*Average POG in 201 3-2014 and Kenmore Revenue in 2014 is Forecasted



POG Summary: Low Tax Base Cities

Kenmore

Graph M: Low Tax-Base Cities Adjusted POG Average

3.50%
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______________________________________ N Mountlake Terrace
1.50% ‘..~“Average

Avg Forecasted POG

1.00%

0.50%

0.00%
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*Average POG in 2013-2014 and Kenmore Revenue in 2014 is Forecasted **Kenmore is Lowest. M Valley is included as Next Lowest.



POG Difference Summary: Low Tax Base Cities

Ken more Actual
Revenue

Average Expected
Revenue

e N: enmo e• i e en e inP®G Summ ry
From Kenmore’s Adjusted POG as - oercentage of Kenmore’s Total opul tion I come

Fro 6-City Avera o e POG - s a percentage of Kenmo e’s Total P pulation Inco e

ge Shows the additional reve ue he City wou d collect if the Ave a e Low Tax Base City OG was used

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013* 2014* 6YrAvg.

794998542 802727640 815282520 824698680 830583780 839791 323 809426846

13 818 878 13 194 751 12 691 077 14 036 856 14 713 979 12 501 996 13 435 391

16238011 16349592 17235615 18536797 18966200 19758315 1709000

Difference in Actual
vs. Expected

2419,133 3,154 841 4,544 538

*Average POG in 201 3-2014 and Kenmore Revenue in 2014 is Forecasted

4499941 4,252,221 7 256,319 3 654,61

Kenmore’s Act at Revenue

KenmoresAv . xpected
Reven e

Difference in ctual & Aver
xpected

Revenue Information

Total Population
Income



POG Difference Summary: Low Tax Base Cities

Graph N: Kenmore POG Difference Summary for Low Tax Base Cities
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Revenue co lections are at historically low levels
when compared to overall economy

7.5%
General Fund-State revenue as percentage of Washington personal income

7.0%

6.5%

6.0%

5.5%

Proj ted
> In 1990, GF-S revenue equaled about 7% of total —.—*

personal income.

4.5% > If the same were true today, we would have about
$15 billion in additional revenue for current biennium.

4.0%

3.5%
1983 1987 1991 1995 1999 2 3 2007 2011 2015

Fiscal Year

Wash ngton Slate Econom c and Revenue Forecast Counci pie r 2013 4



Value of Comparison Financial Data

Highlights Difference in Tax Bases

Compares Kenmore to other Cities

Compares Kenmore to Self over Time

Serves as a Reference Point when seeking Voter
Approved Additional Revenue


