Nathan Vasquez, Multnomah County District Attorney

1200 SW 1st Avenue, Suite 5200, Portland, OR 97204-1193
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October 21, 2025
via email only

Benjamin Al-Amreeki
benjaminalamreeki@gmail.com

Trevor Byrd
Deputy City Attorney
trevor.byrd@portlandoregon.gov

Re:  Petition of
Dear Mr. Al-Amreeki and Mr. Byrd:

On October 6, 2025, petitioner submitted a public records request to the City of Portland
for, in relevant part:

Portland Business License Registration and Status for following businesses:
1. C & S QUALITY HOMECARE & REPAIR INC
2. 24/7 Properties LLC
3. Platinum Plus Properties LLC
4. Pacific Plus Properties LLC

The City denied the request, citing ORS 314.835, which exempts certain state and local tax
data from disclosure. Petitioner then sought review by this office pursuant to ORS 192.422. In its
response to the petition the City now asserts that it does not possess any records responsive to this
request. That is, the City asserts that it does not issue or maintain business licenses or registrations.

The City relates that the confusion is understandable; it taxes businesses within the City
and this tax is called a “Business License.” See Portland City Code 7.02.010 (“The term license as
used in the Business License Law does not mean a permit, nor is it regulatory in any manner. It is
strictly for revenue purposes.”) The City does possess tax return information submitted by
businesses within the City, as required by the city code. The City maintains that such information
is exempt for the reasons previously stated.!

Petitioner argues that “whether a business is licensed, and the status of that license, is
fundamentally a regulatory matter, not a tax matter.” The City does not challenge this premise.
Rather, the City has answered by way of its response to this petition that none of the businesses
identified in the request are licensed by the City; but neither is any other business within the City.

To the extent petitioner contests the City’s factual assertion that it does not maintain a
business registry apart from its collection of tax return information, this is not a dispute cannot be
resolved in the absence of a factual record, and ORS chapter 192 gives neither petitioner nor this

! Petitioner specifically disclaims any interest in tax data in his petition.
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office the investigative tools to develop such a record for consideration. Petition of Wisnewski,
MCDA PRO 25-07 (2025) (“a challenge to the thoroughness of a public body’s search for records
is not within the authority delegated to this office by the legislature™); Petition of PRADA, MCDA
PRO 23-134 (2023) (“this office has consistently held that the legislature has not granted us the
authority to entertain factual challenges to a public body’s assertion that it does not possess a
record responsive to a public records request.”) Petition of Sordyl, MCDA PRO 16-31 (2016) (“As
to the assertion that no records in addition to this exist, we have repeatedly held that we are not
legally or practically empowered to evaluate such a claim.”)

ORDER

Accordingly, the petition is denied.
Regards,

NATHAN VASQUEZ
District Attorney

Multynty, Orii
By:

Adam Gibbs

General Counsel
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