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Subject: Purringtons 
Date: Tue, 9 Dec 1997 09:15:20 -0700 

From: "Ransom, Mike (Corporate)" <MRansom@simplot.com> 
To: "'trandean@ci. pocatello .id. us"' <trandean@ci. pocatello .id. us> 

CC: "'valerayn@ci. pocatello .id. us"' <valerayn@ci.pocatello.id. us> 

Dean, 

I hope that you got a copy of my previous correspondence. Assuming you 
are generally aware of the issue that Harlan Mann has raised, I wanted 
to provide you with some additional information .. 

According to Harlan, there are two main problems: 

* 
* 

The occupancy tax administration by the county, and
The quarterly assessment for personal property. 

He also observed problems concerning the annual adjustment to the base 
assessment roll and calculation of the annual increment on a per parcel 
basis. 

Occupancy Tax 1� 
Again, according to Harlan, the assessor has determined the value of ft. � 

Purringtons building to be $1,796,300. The assessor told him the f)))t,fil 7 ✓ 
building would be occupied 302 days, and therefore assessed the building ,-fJ • f(/,1/CA/ /}/f/f'

t/ Lt,
at 302/365 X $1,796,300, or $1,486,254 -- the assessed value for 1997 r!� /� ti""/ 
occupance tax purposes. Purportedly all the tax levied on the occupancy J-/.. �/4 i/ • ·'t _,,'_ti 
value will go to other tax districts and none to the PDA. lftV �r 
The main issues with respect to the handling of occupancy tax roll rest 
with the following: 
* What was the building's percentage of completion on January 1
according to Harlan, the county is not following the statute in 
determining this amount, but just applies the occupancy procedure for
the value for the year. See Chapter 39, Title 63, Idaho Code -- 63-3901 
* After determining the value actually in place on January 1, then
the assessor is supposed to use the occupancy procedure for the balance 
of the improvement made subsequently -- which is what the county seems 
to be doing for all of the value, while ignoring the first point. 
* Harlan also takes exception to the county's procedure of paying
the other tax districts off the top first, without proportioning the 
amounts between all districts including the PDA. And apparently, the 
procedure for handling the occupancy tax denies any amount to the PDA 
until the following year? 

The issue with respect to the assessment of the personal property is as 
follows: 

* The personal property in Purrington's was worth $972,813, and
was only asssessed at 75% since it was placed in service after the first
half of the first quarter in 1997. According to Harlan, the statute 
mandates that if property is placed in service at any time during the 
quarter it should be assessed for the whole quarter and the balance of 
they year. In other words, for Purringtong it should have been assessed 
at 100%.

Clearly, the tax increment to be available from Purrington's will be 
insufficient to pay for the bond debt service this coming May. If 
Harlan is correct, the PDA may have been shorted a substantial sum. 
Whether he is correct or not, I could not verify without checking out 
the facts more completely with the Assessors office. I have seen the 
cited statute in the Idaho Code, and understand that point. 

I think the PDA should review this issue to make sure its handling by 

 

,,4,P py�.1.tf·� 
� 

12/09/97 10:10:07 


















