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BEFC-}RE THE BOARD OF'COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR COLUMBIA COUNTY, OREGON

In the Matter of Adopting the Columbia County )
System Development Charge Ordinance ) Ordinance No. 2007-1

The Board of County Commissioners for Columbia County, Oregon, ordains as follows:

SECTION I. TITLE.

This Ordinance shall be known as Ordinance No. 2007-1.

SECTION 2. AUTHORITY.

This ordinance is adopted pursuant to oRS 203.035, and oRS 223.297 through ORS
223.3r4

SECTION 3. PURPOSE.

The purpose ofthis Ordinance is to adoptthe Columbia County System Development Charge
Ordinance

SECTION 4. FINDINGS.

The Board of county commissioners adopts the following findings:

Developers should contribute their fair share to the cost of improvements and
additions to the transportation and parks and reereation facilities that are required to
accommodate the needs of growth. Development has a direct effect on the
Transportation and Parks and Recreation facilities in the county.

The imposition of system development charges will provide a source of revenue to
fund the construction or improvement of facilities which are necessitated by growth.

ORS 223.297 throtgh 223.314, originally adopted in 1989, authorizes local
governments to impose system development charges.

System development charges are charges incurred upon the decision to develop
property at a specific use, density, andlor intensity, and the incurred charge equals,
or is less than the actual cost of providing public facilities commensurate with the
needs of the chosen use, density, andlor intensity.

I

2.

a
J

4

Decisions regarding uses, densities, and/or intensities cause direct and proportional
charges in the amount of the system development charge.
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System development charges are separate from and in addition to any applicable tax,
assessment, charge, fee in lieu of assessment, or other fee provided by law or
imposed as a condition of development.

System development charges are fees for services because they are based upon
receipt of services considering the specific nature of the development.

System development charges are imposed on the activity of development, not on the
land, owner, or property, and, therefore, are not taxes on property or on a property
owner as a direct consequence of ownership of property within the meaning of
Section 1lb, Article XI of the Oregon Constitution or the legislation implementing
that Section.

9. The County has reviewed the system development charge methodology reports for
the City of Scappoose and the City of St. Helens, which are applicable to system
development chargers in the urban growth areas of such cities.

SECTION5. AMENDMENTANDAUTHORIZATION.

The Board of County Commissioners hereby adopts the Columbia County System
Development Charge Ordinance, which is attached hereto as Attachment l, and is incorporated
herein by this reference.

SECTION 6. SEVERABILITY.

The provisions of this Ordinance are severable. If any provision of this Ordinance is
determined to be invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, such provision shall be considered a
separate, distinct and independent provision and the decision shall not effect the validity of the
remaining portions hereof.

APPROVED AS TO FORM BOARD COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

By:
{/1
-Atn lb

F CO , OREGON

County Counsel

Attest:

B

Secretary
Anthony Hyd€, Commissioner

First
Second
Effective Date 22- o
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ATTACHMENT 1

A

SECTION 1 DEFINITIONS.

"Applicant" shall mean the owner or other person who applies for a building or development
permit within the unincorporated boundaries of columbia county.

B. "Board" shall mean the columbia county Board of commissioners.

C. "Building" shall mean any structure, either temporary or permanent, built for the support,
shelter or enclosure of persons, chattels or property of any kind. This term shall include
tents, trailers, mobile homes or any vehicles serving in any way the function of a building.
This term shall not include temporary construction sheds or trailers erected to assist in
construction.

"Building permit" shall mean an official document or certificate authorizing the construction
or siting of any building. For purposes of this ordinance, the term, "Building permit" shall
also include any construction or installation permits which may be required for those
structures or buildings, such as mobile homes, that do not require a building permit in order
to be occupied.

E. "Capitalimprovement" shall mean public facilities or assets used for Transportation or Parks
and Recreation. Capital Improvement does not include costs of the operation or routine
maintenance of Capital Improvements.

"Citizen or other interested person" shall mean any person whose legal residence is within
the boundaries of Columbia County, as evidenced by registration as a voter within the
County, or by other proof of residency; or a person who owns, occupies, or otherwise has an
interest in real property which is located within County boundaries or is otherwise subject
to the imposition of system development charges, as outlined in Section III ofthis Ordinance.

"County" shall mean Columbia County, Oregon.

"Development" shall mean construction of a building or other construction, or making a
physical change in the use of a structure or land, in a manner which increases the usage of
any capital improvement or which will contribute to the need for additional or enlarged
capital improvements.
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"Development Permit" shall mean an official document or certificate authorizing
development other than a building permit, or a permit issued under the Columbia County
ZoningOrdinance or Columbia County Subdivision and Partitioning Ordinance, authorizing
development.

"Dwelling unit" shall mean a building or a portion of a building designed for residential
occupancy, consisting of one or more rooms which are affanged, designed or used as living
quarters for one family only.

"Encumbered" shall mean moneys committed by contract or purchase order in a manner that
obligates the County to expend the encumbered amount upon delivery of goods, the
rendering ofservices, or the conveyance ofreal property provided by a vendor, supplier,
contractor or owner.

L. "Improvement fee" shall mean a fee for costs associated with capital improvements to be
constructed after the effective date of this ordinance. Notwithstanding anything in this
ordinance to the contrary, it is an incurred charge or cost based upon the use of or the
availability for use ofthe systems and capital improvements required to provide services and
facilities necessaryto meetthe routine obligations ofthe use and ownership of property, and
to provide for the public health and safety upon development.

"Owner" shall mean the person(s) holding legal title to real property upon which
development is to occur.

"Person" shall mean an individual, a corporation, apartnership, an incorporated association,
or any other similar entity.

"Qualified public improvement" shall mean a capital improvement that is:

1. Required as condition of development approval;

2. Identified in the capital improvement plan adopted pursuant to Section IV(D), and
is either:

a. Not located on or contiguous to property that is the subject of development
approval; or

Located in whole or in part on or contiguous to property that is the subject of
development approval and required to be built larger or with greater capacity
than is necessary for the particular development project to which the
improvement fee is related.

P. "Reimbursement fee" shall mean a fee for costs associated with capital improvements
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already constructed or under construction on the date of this ordinance. Notwithstanding
anyhing in this ordinance to the contrary, it is an incurred charge or cost based upon the use
of or the availability for use of the systems and capital improvements required to provide
services and facilities necessary to meet the routine obligations of the use and ownership of
property, and to provide for the public health and safety upon development.

"Rural County" shall mean the areas of Columbia County outside the city limits of its
incorporated cities, and outside the Urban Growth Boundaries of the City of St. Helens and
the City of Scappoose.

R. "System development charge" shall mean a reimbursement fee, improvement fee, or a
combination thereof assessed or collected at the time of issuance of a development or
building permit or connection to a capital improvement. System development charges are
separate from and in addition to any applicable tax, assessment, fee in lieu of assessment, or
other fee or charge provided by law or imposed as a condition of development. A system
development charge does not include any fees assessed or collected as part of a local
improvement district or a charge in lieu of a local improvement district assessment, or the
cost of complying with requirements or conditions imposed upon a land use decision,
expedited land division or limited land use decision.

S' "System development charge methodology" shall mean the methodology reports adopted
pursuant to Section III(B), as amended and supplemented pursuant to Section III(H).

SECTION II. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.

For purposes of administration and enforcement of this Ordinance, unless otherwise stated
in this ordinance, the following rules of construction shall apply:

In case of any difference of meaning or implication between the text of this ordinance and
any caption, illustration, summary table, or illustrative table, the text shall control.

The word "shall" is always mandatory and not discretionary; the word "may''is permissive.

Words used in the present tense shall include the future; words used in the singular shall
include the plural and the plural the singular, unless the context clearly indicates the contrary;
and use of the masculine gender shall include the feminine gender.

The phrase "used for" includes "arranged for", "designed for", "maintained for" or "occupied
for".

Unless the context clearly indicates the contrary, where a regulation involves two or more
items, conditions, provisions, or events connected by the conjunction "and", "or" or
"either...or",the conjunction shall be interpreted as follows:

A.

B.

C.

D.

E.
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"And" indicates that all the connected terms, conditions, provisions or events shall
apply.

"Or" indicates that the connected items, conditions, or provisions or events may
apply singly or in any combination.

a
J "Either...or" indicates thatthe connected items, conditions, provisions or events shall

apply singly but not in combination.

F The word "includes" shall not limit a term to the specific example, but is intended to extend
its meaning to all other instances or circumstances of like kind or character.

SECTION III. IMPOSITION OF SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES.

System development charges are hereby imposed, as follows

A. Development Subject to Charges.

System development charges are imposed on all development within the unincorporated
boundaries of the County for capital improvements for Transportation, and Parks and
Recreation. The system development charges shall be paid in addition to all other fees,
charges and assessments due for development.

i g. Rates of Charges.

The County hereby adopts the report entitled "Feasibility and Implementation of
System Development Charges: Parks and Transportation dated August, 2006,
including, without limitation, the methodology for determining system development
charge rates, which is attached hereto as Exhibit 1, and is incorporated herein by this
reference. System development charges, as shown in Exhibit 2, which is attached
hereto and is incorporated herein by this reference, shall be imposed and calculated
for development in the Rural County.

The County hereby adopts the report entitled "City of St. Helens, Oregon System
Development Charge Study", which is attached hereto as Exhibit 3, and is
incorporated herein by this reference. The County shall charge the City of St.
Helens' system development charges for transportation and parks, as set forth in
Exhibit 3, within the City of St. Helens Urban Growth Boundary.

The County hereby adopts the report entitled "City of Scappoose Transportation
System Development Charges", which is attached hereto as Exhibit 4, and is
incorporated herein by this reference. The County shall charge the City of
Scappoose's system development charges for transportation, as set forth in Exhibit
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4, within the City of Scappoose Urban Growth Boundary.

The county hereby adopts the report entitled "City of Scappoose parks and
Recreation Capital Facilities Plan and System Development Charges Methodology
Report, which is attached hereto as Exhibit 5, and is incorporated herein by this
reference. The County shall charge the City of Scappoose's system development
charge for parks, as set forth in Exhibit 5.

System development charges as shown in Exhibit 2, shall be adjusted annually
accordingtotheEngineeringNews Record (ENR) ConstructionCostlndex (CCI) for
the City of Seattle.

)r

System development charges shall be calculated based on the rates in effect on the
date that a building permit application is submitted to the Land Development
Services Department.

C. Administration Surcharge.

Notwithstanding any other provision of this ordinance, for the purpose of partially defraying
the cost of administering this ordinance and collecting the fees imposed hereby, there is
imposed a surcharge in the amount of five (5) percent of the total system development
charges collected for each development in the Rural County.

Payment of Charees.

Except as otherwise provided in this ordinance, an applicant for a building permit shall pay
the applicable system development charges prior to the issuance of the permit.

E. Exemptions.

The following development shall be exempt from payment of the system development
charges:

Non-residential development shall be exempt from a Parks and Recreation system
development charge.

Alteration , expansion or replacement of an existing dwelling unit where no additional
dwelling units are created.

The construction ofaccessory buildings or structures which will not create additional
dwelling units if such accessory buildings or structures will not create additional
demands on the County's capital improvements.
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F. Credits for Developer Contributions of Oualified Public Improvements.

The County may grant a credit against system development charges imposed pursuant to
Section III(A)and (B) for the construction of a Qualified Public Improvement. Such
construction shall be subject to the approval of the County.

The credit provided shall only be for the improvement fee charged for the type of
improvement being constructed, and credit for qualified public improvements may
be granted only for the cost of that portion of such improvement that exceeds the
County's minimum standard facility size or capacity needed to serve the particular
development project or property.

The applicant has the burden of demonstratin gthat aparti cular improvement qualifies
for credit under subsection (4)(b) of this section.

The County may deny the credit provided in this subsection if the County determines
that the application does not meet the requirements ofthis subsection, or by reference
to the capital improvement list, adopted pursuant to oRS 223.309, that the
improvement for which credit is sought was not included in the plan and list adopted
pursuant to ORS 223.309.

4. When the construction of a qualified public improvement gives rise to a credit
amount greater than the improvement fee that would otherwise be levied against he
project receiving development approval, the excess credit may be applied against
improvement fees that accrue in subsequent phases of the original development
project. No credits shall be provided for acapital improvement not identified in the
plan and list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309.

Credits must be used within 5 years from the date the credit is given.

The amount of developer contribution credit to be applied shall be determined as
follows:

The cost of anticipated construction of qualified public improvements shall
be based upon cost estimated certified by a professional architect or engineer.

Prior to issuance of a building or development permit, the applicant shall
submit to the Board, or its designee a proposed plan and estimate of cost for
contributions to one or more Qualified Public Improvements. The proposed
plan and estimate shall include:

a designation of the development for which the proposed plan is
being submitted;

; Ordinance No. 2007-1
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a legal description of any land proposed to be donated and a written
appraisal prepared in conformity with this Section;

a list of the contemplated capital improvements contained within the
plan;

an estimate of proposed construction costs certified by a professional
architect or engineer; and

v a proposed time schedule for completion of the proposed plan.

c. The Board, or its designee shall determine if the proposed qualified public
improvement is:

Required as a condition of development approval;

Identified in the capital improvement plan

Not located on or contiguous to property that is the subject of
development approval or located in whole or in part on or contiguous
to property that is the subject of development approval and required
to be built larger or with greater capacity than is necessary for the
particular development project to which the improvement fee is
related.

The decision of the Board, or its designee as to whether to accept the proposed plan
of contribution and the value of such contribution shall be in writing. A copy shall
be provided to the applicant.

Any applicant who submits a proposed plan pursuant to this Section and desires the
immediate issuance of a building permit or development permit shall pay the
applicable system development charges. Said payment shall be deemed paid under
"protest" and shall not be construed as a waiver of any review rights. Any difference
between the amount paid and the amount due, as determined by the Board, or its
designee, shall be refunded to the applicant.

In the event the amount of developer contribution determined to be applicable by the
Board, or its designee pursuant to an approved plan of contribution exceeds the total
amount of system development charges due by the applicant, the County shall
execute with the applicant an agreement for future reimbursement of the excess of
such contribution credit from future receipts by the County of other system
development charges. Such agreement of reimbursement shall not be for a period in

ll.
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excess of five years from the date of completion of the approved plan of contribution
and shall provide for a forfeiture of any remaining reimbursement balance at the end
of such five year period.

G. Appeals and Review Hearings.

An applicant who is required to pay system development charges shall have the right
to request a hearing to review the denial of any of a proposed credit for contribution
of qualified public improvements pursuant to Section II(F).

Such hearing shall be requested by the applicant within thirty (30) days of the date
of first receipt of the denial. Failure to request a hearing within the time provided
shall be deemed a waiver of such right.

The request for hearing shall be filed with the Board of County Commissioners and
shall contain the following:

The name and address of the applicant;

The legal description of the property in question;

If issued, the date the building permit, development permit, or connection was
issued;

A brief description of the nature of the development being undertaken
pursuant to the building permit, development permit, or connection;

If paid, the date the system development charges were paid; and

A statement of the reasons why the applicant is requesting the hearing.

upon receipt of such request, the county shall schedule a hearing before the
Board of County Commissioners at a regularly scheduled meeting or a special
meeting called for the purpose of conducting the hearing and shall provide the
applicant written notice of the time and place of the hearing.

Such hearing shall be before the Board of County Commissioners and shall be
conducted in a manner designed to obtain all information and evidence relevant to
the requested hearing.

Any applicant who requests a hearing pursuant to this Section and desires the
immediate issuance of a building permit, development permit, or connection shall
pay prior to or at the time the request for hearing is filed the applicable system
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development charges pursuant to Section II(B). Said payment shall be deemed paid
under "protest" and shall not be construed as a waiver of any review rights.

An applicant may request a hearing under this Section without paying the applicable
system development charges, but no building permit, development permit, or
connection shall be issued until such system development charges are paid in the
amount initially calculated or the amount approved upon completion of the review
provided in this section.

8 The County shall advise a person who makes a written objection to the calculation
of a system development charge of the right to petition for review pursuant to ORS
34.010 to 34.100.

H. Biennial Review of Methodology and Rates.

This ordinance and the system development charges methodology shall be reviewed at least
once every two years. The review shall consider new estimates of population and other
socioeconomic data, changes in the cost of construction and land acquisition, and
adjustments to the assumptions, conclusions or findings set forth in the methodology adopted
by Section II(B). The purpose of this review is to evaluate and revise, ifnecessary, the rates
of the system development charges to assure that they do not exceed the reasonably
anticipated costs of the County's capital improvements. In the event the review of the
ordinance or the methodology alters or changes the assumptions, conclusions and findings
of the methodology, or alters or changes the amount of system development charges, the
methodology adopted by reference in Section III(B) shall be amended and updated to reflect
the assumptions, conclusions and findings of such reviews and Section III(B) shall be
amendedto adoptbyreference suchupdated studies. However, no increase shall be imposed
in excess of the index without a hearing before the Board of County Commissioners.

SECTION IV.
CHARGES.

A. Trust Accounts.

The Countyherebyestablishes separate trust accounts to be designated as the "Transportation
SDC Account" and the "Parks and Recreation SDC Account", which shall be maintained
separate and apart from all other accounts of the County. All system development charge
payments shall be deposited into the appropriate trust account immediately upon receipt.
Any frrnds on deposit in system development charges trust accounts which are not
immediately necessary for expenditure shall be invested by the County. All income derived
from such investments shall be deposited in the system development charge trust accounts
and used as provided herein. The County shall provide system development charge
accountings in accordance with ORS 223.3 I l, as amended.

7
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B. Use of System Development Charges.

The moneys deposited into the trust accounts shall be used solely for the purpose of
providing capital improvements which provide for the increased capacity necessitated by
development, including, but not limited to:

design and construction plan preparation;

permitting and fees;

land and materials acquisition, including any costs of acquisition or condemnation;

construction of capital improvements;

design and construction of new drainage facilities required by the construction of
capital improvements and structures;

relocating utilities required by the construction of improvements and structures;

landscaping;

construction management and inspection;

surveying, soils and material testing;

acquisition of capital equipment;

11. repayment of moneys transferred or borrowed from any budgetary fund of the
County which were used to fund any of the capital improvements as herein
provided;
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payment ofprincipal and interest, necessary reserves and costs of issuance under any
bonds or other indebtedness issued by the County to fund capital improvements;

direct costs of complying with the provisions of ORS 223.297 to 223.314, including
the costs of developing system development charges methodologies and providing
an accounting of system development charge expenditures;

administrative costs associated with collection of system development charge
revenues; and

15. environmental testing and mitigation.
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C. Prohibited Uses of System Development Charges.

1. Funds on deposit in system development charge trust accounts shall not be used for:

a. Any expenditure that would be classified as a maintenance or repair expense;
or

b. Costs associated with the construction of administrative office facilities that
are more than an incidental part of other capital improvements.

2 Rural transportation system development charges shall not be spent outside of the
district from which they are collected. The district boundaries are depicted on the
map which is attached hereto as Exhibit 5, and is incorporated herein by this
reference.

D. Capital lmprovements Authorized to be Financed b), Svstem Development Charges.

Any capital improvement being funded wholly or in part with system development charge
revenues shall be included in the County's capital improvement plan. The capital
improvement plan may be modified at any time in accordance with ORS 223.309, as
amended, and shall:

list the specific capital improvement proj ects that the County intends to fund with the
system development charge revenues;

2. provide the estimated cost of each capital improvement project;

3. provide the estimated timing of each capital improvement project; and

4. provide the percentage of costs eligible to be funded with revenues from the
improvement fee for each improvement.

Refunds of System Development Charges.

System development charges shall be refunded in accordance with the following
requirements:

An applicant or owner shall be eligible to apply for a refund ifi

a. Theapplicablebuildingpermit, development permit or connection has expired
and the development authorized by such permit is not complete; or

b. No system development charges have not been expended or encumbered prior

1
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to the end of the fiscal year immediately following the sixth anniversary of
the date upon which such charges were paid. For the purposes ofthis section,
system development charges collected shall be deemed to be expended or
encumbered on the basis of the first system development charges in shall be
the first system development charges out.

2. The application for refund shall be filed with the County and contain the following

a. The name and address of the applicant;

c

b The location ofthe property which was the subj ect of the system development
charge;

Anotarized sworn statement that the petitioner is the then current owner of
the property on behalf of which the system development charges were paid,
including proof of ownership, such as a certified copy of the latest recorded
deed;

d. The date the system development charges were paid;

A copy of the receipt of payment for the system development charges; and,

The date the building permit, development permit, or connection was issued
and the date of expiration, if applicable.

The application shall be filed within ninety (90) days of the expiration of the building
permit, development permit, or connection, or within ninety (90) days of the end of
the fiscal year following the sixth anniversary of the date upon which the system
development charges were paid. Failure to timely apply for a refund of the system
development charges shall waive any right to a refund.

Upon receipt of an application for refund, the County will advise the applicant of the
status of the request for refund, and if such request is valid, the system development
charges shall be returned to the applicant.

5 An applicant for a building permit, development permit, or connection which
is subsequently issued for a development on the same property which was the subject
of a refund shall pay the systems development charges as required by Section III.

F. Challenge of Expenditures.

Any Citizen or other Interested Person, as defined in Section I(F), may challenge an
expenditure of system development charge revenues, as follows:

e
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1 Any such challenge must be received in writing by the County Board of
Commissioners withintwo years following the subject expenditure, and shall include
the following information:

The name and address ofthe citizen or other interested person challenging the
expenditure, as well as a statement as to how the challenger qualifies as a
citizen or other interested person;

b.

c. The reason why the expenditure is being challenged.

The amount of the expenditure, the project, payee or purpose, and the
approximate date on which it was made; and

If the County determines that the expenditure was not made in accordance with the
provisions of this ordinance and other relevant laws, a reimbursement of system
development charges trust account revenues from other revenue sources shall be
made within one year following the determination that the expenditures was not
appropriate.

The County shall make written notification of the results of the expenditure review
to the citizen or other interested person who requested the review.

The County's decision regarding the challenge of a system development charge
revenue expenditure shall be judicially reviewed only as provided in ORS 34.010 to
34.100.
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CoLuturstR CouNTy, OREc,oN
SYSTBU DEVELoPMENT CTTencB FTaSIBILITY STUDY

DRAFT PHASE THREE EXEcUTIve SuuITIeRy
AUGUST 2006

A. Background

!n . 
Jqly of 2003, CglytUtl^9gylg, Ore^gon (the County) engaged Financing Consulting

Solutions^GrouP, Inc..(FCS GROU-P)-Io p.er6rm aP-arks and Transfoftation ryrt.-"d"u"fopmeni
charge (S^DC) feasibility study. Th6 stuby was to focus on the irnplementati"on of SOCr ivittrin
the rural County, inc,luding ali of the upn6orpo-rqted County outsid6 of tfre exiiting u.ban giowti;
boundaries (UGBs).' Phases One and Two of this three-phase effort have beeniompletEd and
delivered.

In Phase One, it was determined that rural Parks and Transportation SDCs are feasible in the
9oyntY. . Upo_n completion of Phase One, the County deteimined that it would be useful to
f1t"ll99 the urban.growth areas.(UGAs)'of the cities of St. Helens and Scappoose, in the hope
that this would allow for the full and equitable recovery of the costs of needdd infrastructurejn
the unincorporated County - both rural and ,,urban',.

In Phase Twoo a methodology^w?s developed to provide a guide for calculating adequate and fair
Parks and Transportation SDCs in the rurll County, and in-the urban growtn ireas 6fSi"ff""r.
and St. Helens.

In this Phase Three Implementation report, _rural charges are calculated using information
provided by the County, gn{ chalges to apply in the uiban growh areas of ST. Helens and
!9upp99!. -are recommended. Thfu execuiive summary .eport marks the documentation for
Phase III of the study.

B. Overview of Phase III
The study scope for Phase III is outlined below:

l. Documentation

2. Review with County Staff
3. Present to the Board of County Commissioners

C. Organuation of Executive Summary

Section II of this executive summary provides a summary of the proposed methodology. SectionIII provides _a description of the rural charge calculations arid 6ther findings. Section IV
summarizes the application of charges in the uiban growth areas.

II. SDC Methodology

A system development charge is a one-time charge, paid at the time of development, intended to
recover the cost of the system (street 9r parks) capabity needed to serve that'development. The
charges also apply to redevelopment when that-red6velopment results in increased sysiem usage.

I. INTRODUCTION

I As used in this document, the term urban growth boundary will describe the area within that boundary, including the
incorporated city.
2 As used in this document, the term urban growth area will describe the area between the urban growth boundary and the
incorporated city limis.
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ColuprsrR Couxry, ORrcou
SysrEM DEVELopMENT CHARGE FeesrgrLrry Sruoy

DRAFT PHASE THREE EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Aucusr 2006

By statute - Oregon Revised Statutes 223.297 through 223.314 - an SDC is the sum of two
components:

' a reimbursement fee, designed to recover costs associated with capital improvements
already constructed or under construction, and

' ln improvemetlt 9., gesigned to recover costs associated with capital improvements to
be constructed in the future.

A. Reimbursement Fee

A_ccording to statute, the purpose of the reimbursement fee is to recover a new user's fair share
of previous system costs, based on the new user's usage of existing capacity. For example, il
transp.ortation engineers estimated that a new developme-nt would use-lo/o of total existing system
capacity, that development's transportation reimburiement fee would equal l%o of the"original
cosl of constructing the system. Or, if the av€rage single-family home is bccupied by 2.6 pe"ople
and the local parks system can-serve a populati6nof 1,600 people, the parks ieimbursem6nt ^fbe

for a single-family home would be 0.loh oithe original cost bf cbnitructing the parks systim.
In the case of Columbia County, there will be no reimbursement fee portion to the recommended
SDCs, because the existing transportation and parks systems were fiinded with tax revenues. As
a result, the owner of a developing property can effectively argue that they have already paiO for
their share of the existing tranipgrtitioh and parks systemi th6ugh the taxes that they irdve paid
over time. This is a reasonable conclusibn, and charging i reimbursement fee to new
development wo.uld essentially result in double-charging th6se"taxpayers who choose to develop
or redevelop their properties.

B. Improvement Fee

According to statute, the purpose of the improvement fee is to recover a new user's fair share of
planned system costs, based-on the new u-ser's usage of the capacity those improvements will
provide. In-other words, the improvement fee recovErs the cost bf a<iditional cafacity - beyond
the current level of capacity - th-at is needed to serve growth.

Moreover, the planned cost of additional capacity that will correct existing deficiencies - that is,
capacity.that is n_eeded to serve existing usei demand - may not be includ-ed in the improvemeni
fee cost basis. Also, the improvement fee cost basis cannof include grant-funded project costs or
other outside contributions. These two requirements result in new uiers paying for o"nty capacity
that serves them specifically and for only fhose costs that are borne directty by-the syst6m. 

-

It should be noted that improvement fee proceeds may be spent only on capital improvements, or
tbe portions thereof, which increase the capacity of the systems for which they were applied.
Thus, with respect to the improvement fee, ihe r6sult of th6 statute is that new uiers are c'h'arged
for only as much as the cost bf the capacity that is required to serve them.

C. Usage and Capacify

As already noted, system development charges are based on a new user's share of system
capacity.

For transportation systems, capacity and usage is defined by vehicle trips. The Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) has extensively studied the number of vehicie trips generated by
all of the different types of land uses - e.g.,- shopping centers, business office's, low-tumover
restaurants, high-turnover restaurants, bowllng alleys,-golf courses, residential homes, mobile
homes, and apartments. The ITE trip generation estimatls are the standard in the transportation

";f FCS { , i'ii .3i ji'
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industry. The Transportation SDC calculation for this study is based on P.M. peak-hour trips (P-
$Ts),_or the number of trips gene_rated by a given land type during the high6st-volume h6ur'in
the 4 P.M. to 6 P.M. weekilay traffic peribd. A sample of hnd useJand the'ir ITE peak-hour trip
estimates is shown below.

Gu*oner Type Feak*lour Trips

Sngle*amily Honre

Apartments

GeneralOffice Bdgr

$ecialty Retail

$rpermarket
Ught lndu$ry
Manufacturing

1.01

0.62

1.49

2.71

6.69

0.98

0.74

per dwdling
per apartment

per 1,000 sq. ft.

per 1,000 sq. ft.

per 1,000 sq. ft.

per 1,000 sq. ft.

per 1,000 sq. ft.

For a parks systen], c.apagity is_in terms of total population and usage is defined by the
occupancy rate of the land use. That is, parks systems-are built to servda certain popuiation
level, and new (residential)_ development is charged based on estimates of their 'averagi
occupancy.rates -_for example, 2.6 persons per residential home and2.l persons per unit in a
multi-family dwelling. For this study, the Parks SDC is calculated on a per-person basis, and
then average occupancy rates are applied in order to determine a ne# development's total
charge.

D. SDC Calculation

A transportation SDC is calculated in the following manner:

' following the statutory requirements summarized above, the recoverable costs for the
reimbursement fee and the improvement fee are determined;

' the unused capacity, in peak-hour trips, of the existing transportation system is
determined;

' the peak-hour trip.capacity added as a result of planned system improvements that will
serve only growth is determined;

' the reimbursement fee equals the recoverable cost of unused capacity in the existing
system divided by the number of new peak-hour trips which that capacit! can serve;

' the improvement fee equals the cost of capacity-increasing improvements divided by the
number of new peak-hour trips that capacity can serve.

A parks_SDC is calculated in the same manner, with the exception being that the usage basis is
per dwelling unit rather than per peak-hour trip.

E. Credits

The_.lgw_requires that credits be provided against the improvement fee, for the construction of
qualified public improvements. Oregon Revised Statutb 2n304 states that, at a minimum,
credits be provided against the improvement fee for

"the construction of a qualified public improvement. A 'qualified public improvement' means a capital
improvement that is required as a condition of development approval, identified in the plan and list
adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309 and either:

(a) Not located on or contiguous to property that is the subject ofdevelopment approval; or

"'i.* F{iS i , iti ii ,1}
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(b) Located in whole or in part on or contiguous to property that is the subject ofdevelopment approval
and required to be built larger or with greater capacity than is necessary for the particular development
project to which the improvement fee is related."

The law further states that credits

"may be granted only for the cost of that portion of such improvement that exceeds the local
govemment's minimum standard facility size or capacity needed to serve the particular development
project or property."

We recommend that the Counfy adopt a credit policy that meets minimum legal requirements,
exceeding them only in the case of granting credits in excess of the improvemenf fee when
warranted. We believe that it is important for the County to retain as much control as possible
over the prioritization and implementation of its capital plan(s) by retaining SDC revenues.
These plans are created to address total system needi - not just th6 needs of-growth. Without
control over how and when those needs are addressed, the re-prioritization of projects over time
can leave important County needs unmet. To avoid this outconie, credits shoul<i:

' Qe for the portion of the actual, estimated, or agreed-upon cost of capacity in excess of
that needed to serve the particular development;

. include no cash reimbursement;

. be for planned projects only; and

. be provided only upon completion of a "qualified public improvement".

F. Indexing

O1eg9n law (ORS 223.304) allows for the periodic indexing of system development charges for
inflation, as long as the index used is

*(A) A relevant measurement of the average change in prices or costs over an identified time period for
materials, labor, real property or a combination of the three;

(B) Published by a recognized organization or agency that produces the index or data source for
reasons that are independent ofthe system development charge methodology; and

(C) Incorporated as part ofthe established methodology or identified and adopted in a separate
ordinance, resolution or order."

We recommend that the County index its charges to the Engineering News Record (ENR)
Construction Cost Index (CCD for the City of Seattle, and adjust the charges annually as per that
index. There is no comparable index for the Portland area.

III. Study Findings

As already noted, the existing transportation and parks systems have been funded solely from tax
revenues. Accordingly, new development has effectively paid for their share of the existing
systems and any unused capaciff therein.

A. Transportation Improvement Fee

The improvement fee calculation was based on the County's Rural Transportation Plan. This
plan consists of capital improvements with a current cost estimate of over $82 million, divided

'r;:: : ;:i ira t:
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among four districts within the County. With assistance from County staff, the project costs were
separated by district, as shown in the following table.

Project Type $27,102,121 $13,398,298 $14,999,567 $26,548,260 Total

Current Costs

Safe$ $
Landslide Movement $

Bridge $
Roadway $
Bike / Pedestrian $
Studies $

Mass Transit $

Proiect Tvpe

$ 280,000.00

$ 250,000.00

$-
$ 1 1,231,353.44

$ 1,449,787 .07

$ 90,000.00

$ 97,157.01

$ 350,000.00

$

$ 250,000.00

$ 10,81s,252.72

$ 3,300,000.00

$ 90,000.00

$ 194,314.02

$ 3,860,673.95
$ 975,000.00
$ 2,778,574.34
$ 57,591,174.1 1

$ 15,599,787.07
$ 474,978.71
$ 768,057.77

2,663,301.24

475,000.00

1,748,574.34

1 7,380,837. 1 I
4,250,000.00

204,978.71

379,429.73

a

$

$

$

$

$

$

567,372.71

250,000.00

780,000.00

1 8,1 63,730.76

6,600,000.00

90,000.00

97,1 57.01

Based on current trip capac_ity and future trip capacity information supplied by the County for
each project, the growth-related capital cost-of each project was deterinined.-The recoveiable
Pgflol of each project cost was determined by the p-ercentage of total future trip capacity in
2025 that will consist of trip capacity added speiifically for groivth - between the y6ars Z00S and
2025.For example, if the future trip capacity for a street after improvement wili be 150 peak-
hour.trips and the street's current trip ca:pacity was 100 PH-Ts, T% of the improvement's costs
would be allocated to growth. The iesuiting costs eligible foi SOC recovery are shown in the
following table.

$9,452,768 $4,508,729 $4,952,495 $9,321,215 Total

Planned Costs District

Safety $

Landslide Movement $

Bridge $

Roadway $

Bike / Pedestrian $

Studies $

Mass Transit $

$ 98,000.00 $

$ 43,7s0.00 $

$$
$ 3,720.973.71 $

$ 507,425.48 $

$ 90,000.00 $

$ 48,578.s0 $

122,500.00 $

-$
87,500.00 $

3,400,338.45 $

1,155,000.00 $

90,000.00 $

97,157.01 $

$ 1,351,235.88
$ 170,625.00
$ 972,501.02
$ 19,421,910.94
$ 5,459,925.48
$ 474,978.71
$ 384,028.88

932,1 55.43

83,1 25.00

612,001.02

5,943,293.02

1,487,500.00

204,978.71

189,714.87

198,580.45

43,750.00

273,000.00

6,357,305.77

2,310,000.00

90,000.00

48,578.50

Finally,
growth

";:l FCS i , i<.i ir ;j'

^fo. gq!_ district, total SDC-eligible costs were divided by projected peak-hour trip
from 2005 through 2025, resulting in each district's transporta'tion iinprovement fee.

Fee

Capacity Expanding CIP

Growth to End of Planning Period
Average Daily Trip Growth to 2025111
Peak-Hour Trip Growth [2]

lmprovement Fee
Per Peak-Hour Trip

The County still has a number of options when implementing this transportation SDC. For
e_Tample, the improvement fees in the table above are the maximum charges allowed by statute.
The County may choose to adopt a lower improvement fee for each district. The following
charges are recommended, by County staff, for adoption.

:i,ir,i:,::r "r', ?i, : i.

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4

$ 9,452,768

$ 2,272

41,597
4,1 60

$4,508,728

$ 7,036

6,408
641

$4,952,495

$ 10,594

4,675
468

$9,321 ,215

$ 19,998

4,661
466
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location Prcpced Charge

District 1

District 2

District 3

District4

$2,250

$2,250

$2,250

$2,250

Per peak-hour bip

Per peak-hourfip

Per peak-hour trip

Per peak-hour trip

B. Parks Improvement Fee

This study was based on the County's capital improvement plan for its parks system. This plan
consists of capital improvements with a current cost estimate of $3.78 million, designed to serve
the County's existing population and growth through year 2025.

rural County population
Parks SDC unit cost of

Charoe Aoolication

Assumed Density

Single-family dwelling unit 2.6 persons $ 10,337.51

Multi-family dnelling unit 2.1 persons $ 8,349.53

Description Prcposed Gharge

Single-hmily residential

Multi-family residential

$750

$605.77

Perdwelling unit

Per dwelling unit

Based on current required capacity and future capacity information supplied by the County for
each project, the growth-related capital cost of each project was determined. The recoverable
portion of each project cost was determined by the percentage of total future capacrty in 2025
that will consist of capacity added specifically for growth - between the years 2005 and 2025.
For example, if a project consisted of expanding a park from 3 acres to 10 acres, 70a/o of the
project cost was allocated to growth. Such allocations resulted in a total improvement fee cost
basis of $1,565,884.

Finally, total SDC-eligible capital costs were divided by projected
growth between 2005 and 2025 * 394 persons. This resulted in a
$3,975.97 perporson. The following charges would apply:

Again, the improvement fees in the table above are the maximum charges allowed by statute.
The County may choose to adopt a lower improvement fee. The following charges are
recommended, by County staff, for adoption.

IV. SDC Application in the Urban Growth Areas

During the course of this study, the County determined that it would be useful to include the
grban growth areas (UGAs) of the cities of St. Helens and Scappoose. There is a strong argument
for such collaboration between the County and cities: the Cbunty is responsible for providing
infrastructure for growth within UGAs, however once incorpoiated, the cities will have to
maintain and work within the infrastructure placed by the- County, and, after an area is
incorporated, the County can only fully recover growth-rblated capita[ costs with the assistance
of cities- In the hope that collaboration between the County and Cities would allow for the full
and equitable recovery of the costs of needed infrastructure in the unincorporated County - both

.;;$ FilS i. , ii.'. :. ,'
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rural and "urban" - and to also ensure that the cities agree with and support the capital
infrastructure placed by the County in the UGAs.
For such collaboration, St. Helens and Scappoose seemed to be logical choices to work with,
because the two cities^and the County had aiieady collaborated on a"study of urban growh arei
needs. It is a desire of the-County th.at a successiul outcome to this study can be dullicated for
the urban growth areas in the rem-aining cities in the County.

The County and the cities signed a memorandum of understanding, summarized below, that
defines their roles and responsibilities in addressing the parks and iiansportation needs of the
urban growth areas.

l. Planning. Cities are responsible for planning (in collaboration with additional service
providers)^in incorporated areas and in their surrounding urban growth areas. The city
planning function includes identification of capital neeils, costs,-and other information
needed to calculate SDCs in the UGAs -- witfiout the corresponding responsibility for
service provision or development permitting and, it follows, SliC colleictiori.

2. Service Provision. The County is ultimately responsible for service provision in the
unincorporated County- including the urban gro*th areas around cities. Oregon law
prov.ides for the identification and codification of service providers through thi urban
service agreement. It will be ne_cessary to clarif through^urban service agreements a
cooperative process for the identification, schedulihg, and-financing of transp6rtation and
parks projects within the Urban Growth Area and who is t-o be responsible for
constructing the planned projects.

3. Fee Adoption,_ Collection and Accounting. The fact that the County is the permitting
ag.e.ncy for all development in the unincorporated County means that oirly the County cai
collect, and subsequently distribute SDCs to the service provider. The County agrees to
validate, adopt, and collect-transportation and parks SDCs calculated to apfly ln each
UGA upon the a9option of such SDCs for transportation and parks within the Urban
Growth Areas. The identified "service provider" would be the reiipient of related system
development charges collected on its behalf in the UGA.

In practice,_the roles will interrelate in the following manner. Each city, in collaboration with the
County and any olher service providers in its UGA, would plan for-its UGA according to the
prgcgs.s contained in the applicable urban services agreement. The identification and
prioritization of needs, .projecls, scheduling and associated costs identified in the plan would
serve as the primary basis for the SDC to apply in the UGA.

-.$r rcs { , iii ii :i:
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

In July of 2003, Columbia County, Oregon (the County) engaged Financing Consulting
Solutions Group, Inc. (FCS Group) to perform a Parks and Transportation system development
charge (SDC) feasibility study. This study focuses on the implementation of SDCs within the
rural County, including all of the unincorporated County outside of the existing Urban Growth
Areas. The study is segregated into three distinct phases. This executive summary covers Phase
I, citing the statutory authority of the County to impose SDCs and providing a policy framework
for doing so.

A system development charge is a one-time fee imposed on new development or some types of
re-development at the time of development to recover a fair and equitable share of the costs of
existing and planned system facilities needed to serve new development. The County initially
adopted Parks and Transportation system development charges in 1993. These charges were
referred to a public vote and subsequently revoked. SDCs have not been re-visited since their
original implementation and voter recall.

Buffering the Portland Metro area, Columbia County seems poised for increased levels of
growth, similar to that experienced by Clackamas and Washington Counties. Columbia County
initiated this feasibility study in an effort to require new development to fund infrastructure
necessary to serve it. Such a mechanism will help ensure that the level of service enjoyed by
existing constituents is not eroded with that new development.

This feasibility study and its work products are designed to provide a clear path forward for the
Counfy to again consider implementing defensible system development charges for Parks and
Transportation. This process and its subsequent products are intended to be transparent to
County constituents, the development community and any other interested or affected
stakeholders. This executive report marks the conclusion of Phase I of the study.

B. Overview of Phase I
The study scope for Phase I was as follows:

Task 1 - Data Collection and Project Kick-Off

1.1 Collect and review data needed for the study. Provide a data needs list identiffing the
documents and data necessary to begin the study.

1.2 Conduct a kick-off meeting with County representatives to review the study scope, roles
and responsibilities, and project timeline. Discuss remaining data needs and/or
clarification, as well as policy issues/concerns.

l;3 Conduct interviews with each of the County Commissioners to gain insight into issues to
be addressed during the study.

Task 2 - Feasibility Analysis

2.1 Compile the data collected in Task l, providing guidelines to determine SDC recoverable
costs, and develop arange of planning level system development charges

2.2 Conduct Oregon transportation and parks SDC comparison survey.

fsg Page IFinancial Consulting Solutions Group, [nc.
(42s) 867-1802
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Task 3 - Review and Present Findings

3.1 Attend one (l) meeting with County staff to review planning level. Request input and
direction from County staffin preparation of writing Phase I report.

3.2 Present findings to County Board of Commissions.

Task 4 - Documentation

4.1 Summarize Phase I study findings in an executive level report. Incorporating feedback
and recommendations from County staff, this report will adciress such issues as:

. Appropriate allocation factors on which to recover SDC revenues;

. The feasibility of collecting a Reimbursement SDC;
o Area specific versus County-wide SDCs;
. Equity considerations; and

o Legal authority to collect SDCs.

4.2 Revise report based on County staff s feedback.

C. Organization of Executive Summary

Section II of this executive summary addresses the legal authority for the County to impose
system development charges, provides an overview of the structure of an SDC, and examines the
islu_e of proportionality in assigning costs. Section III explores area-specific versus uniform
SD_Cs throughout the rural County. Finally, Section IV provides a comparison to other counties
and communities within Oregon.

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
(42s) 867-1802

fsg Page2



Cor-utvrgle CoLrNTy, OREGoN
SYSTEU DEVELOPMENT CHARGE FEASIBILITY STuoy

DRAF r ExECUtvg Sutr,ttrlanv
NoVEMBER 2OO3

II. System Development Charges

A system development charge (SDC) is a one-time fee imposed on development at the time of
development. The charge is intended to promote equity between new and existing constituents
by recovering a proportionate share of the cost of system facilities that serv-e developing
properties. The underlying premise of an SDC is to require growth to pay for all system capital
costs that have been or will be incurred on their behalfto provide servlc6 capacity (i.e., require
growth to pay for growth).

The equity concept of SDCs is premised on the assumption that the existing system was
constructed with excess available capacity in order to provide capacity necessary to serve future
development. As this growth occurs and the system's excess cipaciiy is exhausted, it becomes
necessary to expand the system and recover an equitable level of investment in the system from
new customers. Absent such charges, the cost of constructing additional capacity would become
the burden of all County constituents, rather than being limited to those reqriiring these expanded
facilities. Consequently, growth would receive the benefit of availability, without having paid an
equitable or proportionate share of that benefit.

A. Legal Authority

Legal authority to impose system development charges is provided in Chapter 223 of the Oregon
Revised Statutes. OP.S 223.297 through 223.314 provides a legal framework on which to
structure these charges. As delineated in the statutes, system development charges consist of two
components - a reimbursement fee and an improvement fee. The reimbursement fee is designed
to recoup an equitable and proportionate share of the cost of existing assets with unused capacity
available to serve growth. The improvement fee is designed to recover the cost of future capital
projects that are planned to be undertaken to provide capacity to serve growth.

Limitations to both the reimbursement and improvement fee do apply. Such restrictions are
discussed as we examine each component independently.

B. Overview of Methodology

Exhibit I presents a schematic of the overallprocess undertaken in the calculation of an SDC.

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
(42s) 867-1802
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Exhibit 1.
System Development Charge Process

1. Reimbursement Fee

ORS 223.304 states that the reimbursement fee methodology must account for'othe cost of the
existing facility or facilities, prior contributions by existinglisers, gifts or grants from federal or
state government or private persons, the value of unused capacity available to future system
qse1s." _This passage has been taken to mean that contributioni, gifts, and grants must be
deducted from the fee basis. However, most transportation infrastructure was constructed using
gal tax revenues collected by the State and remitted to the local municipalities. Most parki
infrastructure was originally funded and paid for through the general frind (property taxes),
althorySh this is no longer a County practice. It is still difficulito argue that'someone hasntt
already contributed to the construction of those systems.

Along with RV registration fees, grants and timber sales revenues, the County imposes some
user fees on park users. As we understand, these revenues have been used for operational costs
only. The County currently has no transportation utility.

2.Improvement Fee

ORS 223.304 states that the improvement fee methodology must account for oothe cost of
projected capital improvements needed to increase the capacity of the systems to which the fee is
related." This statute gives the County the legal authority to impose a system development
charge on new development in order to recover t1\e projected costs of future projects undeitaken

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
(42s) 867-t802

Reimbursemsnt Fee Cost Basis lmprov€msnt Fse Cost Basis

Cost of Unused Capacity in the
Existlng Systsm
Less: GEnts & Conlributions
Less: Outstanding Debt Principal

Cost of Capacity-lncr€asing
Capital lmprovem€nt Projecls

RsimbuGemsnt Fes Capacity Basis lmprovsmont F€e Capacity Basis

Available Capacity Crealsd Capacity

Reimburaement
Fao

lmpravement
Fee

sDc
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to prov.ide capacity,to,meet the needs of growth. In cases in which capital projects are
undertaken to meet both cunent and future deficiencies, only the capacity-increabin! project
costs may be included in the improvement fee methodology.

As identified in the County's Rural Transportation System Plan, in total, the County's rural road
s.ysJep is adequate to handle the foreseen growth expected within the near future. Some
deficiencies do exist, howev.er, and are projected to worsen as growth occurs. As delineated by
the statute, the County may impose an impiovement fee to recoier the proportionate cost for any
project exceeding current day capacity iequirements so long as the'coit of meeting existing
deficiencies is borne by existing residents thiough other funding sources.

The Countyls park system has an identified level of service that it is not currently meeting. The
9olupUiq County Forest, Parks and Recreation Master Plan highlights many of these
deficiencies. Similarly, as noted within the County's recent Parks tix lEvy proposal, current
revenues are insufficient to meet current operating expenses, let alone additionaf capital needs. It
is important to note that the County may impose a Parks system development chaige to recover
the costs necessary to expand the parks system to meet ihe needs oflgrowth. Ilowever, the
County may not require new development to meet a standard greateithan that provided to
existing constituents. The County will have two choices if it wisties to impose an improvement
fee on new development:

' The County may invest the capital necessary to eradicate current deficiencies in order to
meet its current standards;

' The County may require new development to meet only the level of service that is
currently being provided to existing constituents.

C. Proportionate Share of Costs

Both the County's Rural Transportation and Parks System Plans identify existing system
deficiencies and future capacity needs. Only capacity related costs, undertaken to meet ihe needs
of growth, may be included in the SDC cost basis. 

-Moreover, 
capital required to meet existing

deficiencies are legally prohibited from inclusion in the SDC caliulation. Including deficiency
costs would require growth to pay for its share of infrastructure costs, as well as a sliare of those
costs attributable to existing constituents. It would similarly be inappropriate and inequitable to
place the entire burden for creating park and transportation system cipacity on growth-occurring
in the rural areas of the County, simply because the infrastruiture faciiities-are also located in the
rural County.

The County's park and transportation systems serve a wide array of users. The County's park
system is enjoyed by rural, urban, and out of County users. County roads are driv'en 6y a
similarly broad number of users. Rural users constitute only a fraction of thetotal user base. It
is therefore important to charge rural development only commensurate with the increased
demands it places on the parks and transportation systems.

Implementation of a rural system development charge will require the County to allocate
capacity-increasing improvement projects to rural areas based on proportionate shares of
projected usage. This might be a difficult process if the capacity neecis for rural development
vary from development occurring in the urban areas of the County. The methociology
recommendations for proportionately assigning costs will be addressed in the Phase II
methodology report.
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rlr. uniform versus Area-Specific system Development charges

County staffhas madg.note-that during the referral of the County adopted system development
charges, implemented in 1993, constituents were concerned that SDC revenues would not be
spent in the same geographic area as they had been collected. There is a further issue over
whether disparate capaciry needs in differeirt areas of the County would warrant creation of area-
specific charges.

A. Comparison to Other Counties

The concern over proportionality, actual or perceived, has been a guiding factor for many other
communities in the State of Oregon. Below, we have listed somE examples of methods other
communities have used to address proportionality in hope that they mifht provide a basis of
comparison for the County to consider-as it evaluates implementin! rura-l system development
charges.

Was hington County Example

Washington qoulty implemented a countywide Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) in 1990 to meet the
capacity required to serve projected growth. Despite its name, Waihington County's TIF is
legally a tax approved by the voters. If deviates from the system developm6nt charge siructure in
application.- However, the methodology for deriving applicable and appropriate cipacity related
glgges is the same as a transportation SDC. The lntdrit is also the sbine. At its incepiion, the
TIF was projected to provide 25 percent of the County's annual capital funding needs.

In.drafting the Traffic Impact Fee, Washington County met some resistance from the affected
cities. Central to the debate surrounding the TIF was the concem that revenues would be
collected in one area of the County, specifically in one city, and spent in another. To resolve the
issue, a prglllon was added to the TIF resolution, enabiing citi-es within the County to collect
and expend TIF revenues within the limits of the city and Ur6an Growth Area (UGA).
All TIF revenues must be expended on projects from the County-approved projects list or on
safety related projects. Further, at least-50 percent of the TIF r-evenues must 6e reserved for
arterial improvements.

C lacknmas County Example

Rather than implementing area-specific SDCs, Clackamas County attempted to ensure equity
among new constituents by developing a capital project improvement list that proportionately
targets cap_acity needs throughout the County. ORS 223.309 requires that a governmental body
imposing SDCs must "prepare a capital impiovement plan, public facilities plan, master plan or
comparable plan that includes a list of the capital improvements that m-ay be funded with
improvement fee revenues and the estimated cost and timing for each improvement" prior to
adopting t!r9 SDC. This improvement list becomes part of the-public record^and provides a clear
plan for addressing capacity needs throughout the County's juriidiction.

Using_a project list to achieve proportionality offers several advantages over implementing area-
s_pecific collection and expenditure requirements. Primarily, absent jurisdictional restrictions, the
Cgunty is better able to fund high priority capacity projects firsi and as needed, rather than
delaying until such time that SDC revenues are sufficient tb fund the improvement portion of the
project. 

- 
Additio_nally, SDC revenues are expended on a timelier basis, providing ongoing and

substantial benefits from the program, although there are no statutory restrictions on ihe timing
of expenditures.
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Yamhill County Example

Yamhill County does not currently impose transportation system development charges on new
development. _ Adopted in 1998, the County Commissioners repealed its transporiation SDC
gndgr political pressure. However, the SDC originally adopted can serve as a useful benchmark
for Columbia County.

Yamhill County adopted three separate transportation SDCs. The County imposed a rural SDC
on all growth occurring outside city boundaries. As is often the caseo ihe l6vel of service for
county roads is often lower than those within city boundaries. In anticipation of city annexation,
Yamhill County also imposed two separate transportation SDCs wlthin the Uiban Growth
Boundaries of the cities of Newberg and of McMinnville. All three were treated as distinct
areas, one to serve rural growth, and two to serve growth occurring within the Urban Growth
Boundaries. Currently in Columbia County, the Cityof St. Helens does not impose SDCs within
the unincorporated areas of its urban growth boundary. The 2001 "Inteiim Development
Standards and Strategies Final Report", prepared for the County, recommended that SDCs be
rJlPosed within the unincorporatedportion oTthe St. Helen's UGB, applying the City's existing
SDC methodology. Although both the County and the City approved the Plan,-it was not
imp_lemented due to concerns raised (about water SDCs) by a water association located in part of
the UGB.

North Clackamas Recreation and Parks District

B. Recommendations

Transportation System Development Charges

Based on the information summarized in preceding sections, and on the input of the County
Board of Commissioners, we recommend that a uniform Transportation system development
charge be implemented throughout the rural County (outside idenlified city UGBs). We further
recommend that the transportation SDCs collected in County sub-areas be tracked and expended
in those areas. It has been suggested that those areas-could match existing road district
boundaries. As Washington County has done, Columbia County may retain oversight by
defining expenditure criteria, as well as by creating the rural transportation project list.

Capagity related capital needs vary throughout the County, and will necessarily deviate among
the different parts of the County. While this fact provides a reasonable rationale for constructing
area-specific (non-uniform) charges, the County objective of limiting the transfer of funds from
one part of the County to another could also be met by spending SDCs in the area in which they
were collected. Road system users would be considered equal beneficiaries of capacity
improvements projects within the County, regardless of location, and therefore would bear an
equal burden ofthe capital costs.

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
(42s) 867-1802

f.$g PageT



CoLuMsle CouNTy, Onscox
Svsteu DevsLopumr CTnRGE FEASrBrLrry STUDy

DRAFT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

NOVEMBER2OO3.l
Porlrs System Development Charges

Based on the information summarized in the preceding sectionso and on the input of the County
Board of Commissioners, we also recommend that a uniform Parks system development charg-e
be implemented throughout the rural County. Park SDC revenues would be collected by the
Cgunty and expended on the highest priority capacity needs. As asserted by the North
Clackamas Parks and Recreation District, park usage does not have an absolute correlation to
location. Rather, parks on one side of the County are frequently visited and enjoyed by residents
from the other side of the County.
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IV. System Development Charge Comparison Survey

Below, we have provided a comparison survey benchmarking the relative SDC level for other
communities throughout the State of Oregon. We feel it is important to note that no two
transportation or park systems are alike. Each community has its own unique system, invested
costso needs and planning standards. Consequently, this survey serves merely to demonstrate a
relative level of investment required to serve growth and imposed as a condition of development.

The chart below list several counties and park districts. The term'oN/A" is used to illustrate that
a jurisdiction does not have responsibility for either that transportation or parks system. The
phrase o'No SDC" indicates that the jurisdiction is responsible for that particular service, but does
not currently charge a system development charge.

Exhibit 2.
County / District System Development Charge Comparison Survey

Jurisdiction
Transportation

sDc
Parks
sDc

Benton County
Clackamas County
Clackamas County/Happy Valleyl
Clatsop Coung2
Jackson County3
Lane County
Marion County
Multnomah County
North Clackamas Parks & Recreation District4
Tualatin Hills Parks & Recreation District
Washington Countys

Yamhill Countyo

No SDC
$2,938
$4,558

No SDC

$1,700
No SDC

$1,550
No SDC

N/A
N/A

$2,530
$1,569

No SDC
N/A

N/A

No SDC

$837
$425
$207

N/A

$930
$2,399

'. SDC rates are based on one Single Family Residence

(1) Joint SDC between Happy Valley and Clackamas County

(2) Road capilal needs are met using Road Dislrict Tax re\,enues.

(3) Jackson County transportation SDC is rounded

(4) North Clackamas Parks & Recreaction Districl is in the process d updating their SDC.

(5) Washingto'l County collects a Traffic lmpact Fee. The methodology is the same as an SDC.

(6) Yamhill County implemented a transportation SDC in 1998. The County Commissioners revoked the charge after a year

A number of cities within the County charge transportation and / or parks SDCs. These charges
are listed below for comparative purposes.

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
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Exhibit 3.
Cify System Development Charge Comparison Survey

Jurisdiction
Transportation

sDc
Parks
SDC

Clatskanie
Columbia City
Rainier
Scappoose
St. Helens
Vernonia

$

$
$
$

No SDC
3,466

No SDC
347

3,084
643

$

$
$
$

No SDC
1,134

No SDC
1,496

814
749

** SDC rates are based on one Single Family Residence

The County has requested that we provide a range of annual revenues that could potentially be
recovered for capacity investment in the parks and transportation systems if the C6unty weie to
adopt s_ystgm development charges. This question beiomes important as the Counf, moves
forward with this study. [f revenues are inadequate to cover ihe administrative burden for
imposing the charges, and a substantial portion of planned capital costs, then the County might
wish to terminate the exploratory process.

We believe it is important to note, that, as permitted by the Oregon statutes, the annual cost of
administering system development charges may be included within the SDC cost basis, thus
recovering the full cost for time spent. Perhaps more importantly, by not adopting SDCs, the
County _would be missing an opportunity to ensure that hew development pays for the costs
required to provide it service. In the short term, absent SDCs, all consiituents would experience
a decreased level of service due to under-capacity. In the long term, the cost of pioviding
services to growth areas would be spread over the County's whole constituent base, creating a de
facto subsidy for new development at the expense of existing residents. This is of course a
policy matter of concern for the County.

In Phase I of this feasibility study, no system development charges have been generated.
Applying a general growth estimate to the highest, lowest and me-dian system development
charges from the county comparison study, the County might gain a sense of ihe annual revenues
recovered to fund capacity expansion projects. Assuming one hundred new residences per year,
the range of revenue recovery would be as follows:

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
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Exhibit 4.
System Development Charge Revenue Recovery

Transportation
sDc

$4,558
$2,'115
$1,550

Assumed Annual Growlh in Equivalent Residential Units2 100

Survey of Chargesl

High
Median
Low

Annually Recovered Revenue3

High
Median
Low

Transportation

$ 455,800 $
21',t,500
155,000

Parks SDG

$2,399
$837
$207

100

Parks

239,900
83,700
20,700

(1) Represents the High, Median and Low Single Family SDC from the survey provided above
(2) Estimate based on 120 units in FY 2W1|2OO2 and 97 units in FY 2OO2I2OO3

(3) High, Median and Low SDC multiplied by the assumed number of ERUS

Both the June 1998 Rural Transportation System Plan and the April 1997 Forests, Parks and
Recreation Master Plan call out specific capital needs. Although, these lists have not been
recently updated, they provide an order-of-magnitude look at transportation and parks capital
needs throughout the County. These capital costs have been escalated to 2003 levels using 3.5%
annual inflation.

Exhibit 5.
Total Identified Rural Transportation Capital Needs

1998 2003

** Assumes compounded inflation of 3.5% annually

Exhibit 6.
Identified Short-Term Parks Capital Needs

1997 2003

Short-Term Capital Proiects $ 2.045.253 $ 2.513.000

** Assumes compounded inflation of 3.5% annually

Short Term Projects
lntermediate Term Projects
Long Term Projects

$ 14,191,000
5,085,000

23,760,000

$ 16,854,000
6,039,000

28,219,000

Total lmprovement Proiects $ 43.036.000 s 51.112.000
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The identified capital projects include both rehabilitative and capacity-inueasing improvement
Projects. Improvement fees are designed to provide a funding sdurce for Capaclty-related
improvement.projects only. Rehabilitative project costs must bd met by the C<iunty and the
existing constituent base with the supplementary-use of reimbursement feei, as applicalile.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

!n . 
Jqly of 2003, Columbia County, Oregon (the County) engaged Financing Consulting

Solutions G1oup, Inc. (FCS Group) to perform a Parks and Transpbrtation system-developmeni
charge (SDC) feasibility study. The study was to focus on the iniplementation of SDCs iryithin
the rural County, including all of the unincorporated County outsid6 of the existing urban growth
boundaries (UGBs).' Phase One, which deiermined that iural Parks and Transflortation SOCs
are feasible in the County, of this three-phase effort has been completed and delivbred.

Upon completion of Phase One, the County determined that it would be useful to include the
urban growth areas (UGAs)' of the cities of St. Helens and Scappoose, in the hope that this
would allow for the full and equitable recovery of the costs of needed infrastruCture in the
unincorporated County - both rural and "urban". St. Helens and Scappoose seemed to be logical
choices to work with, because the two cities and the County had alrdady collaborated on a siudy
of urban glgwth area needs. It is a desire of the County that a successiul outcome to this study
can be duplicated for the urban groMh areas in the remaining cities in the County.

Thistethodology report is designed to provide a guide for calculating adequate and fair Parks
9l{ Tranqportation SDCs in the rural County, and in the urban growth areas oi Scappoose and St.
Helens. This executive summary report marks the documentatibn for Phase II of tlie study.

B. Overview of Phase II
The study scope for Phase II was as follows:

Task I - Work Sessions with Participants (County, St. Helens, and Scappoose)
l.l Prepare for and meet with participants in working group sessions to discuss issues to be

addressed prior to establishing the SDC methodology. One (l) meeting will be held with
all participants and one (l) meeting will be held individually with St. Helens and
Scappoose. Discussion points could include the following:

' Jurisdictional structure for implementation of joint County/Cities' SDCs applicable
in unincorporated UGB areas (e.g. single provider, regional provider, cooperative
providers). FCS Group will discuss precedents (e.g., Happy Valley).

. Cities' existing SDC methodologies and applicability for joint or rural SDCs.
r Roles/responsibilities of participating jurisdictions. (e.g. how fees would be collected

and revenues spent).

. Requirements for master plan updates/modifications to address joint SDCs.
r Required agreements for joint SDC program.

1.2 Prepare meeting summaries for distribution to all participants.

1.3 Draft a memorandum of understanding (MOU) for establishing joint SDCs for use in
developing the SDC methodology report. The methodology established in the report

I As used in this document, the term urban growth boundary will describe the area within that boundary, including the

incorporated city.
2 As used in this document, the term urban growth area will describe the area between the urban growth boundary and the

incorporated city limits.

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
(42s) 867-1802

fsg Page I



CoLuMah Couxry, Onrcon
Svsreu DEvELopMENT Cnencp FeASrBrLrry Sruny

DRAF-I PHASE Two EXECUTIvE SuvruTeny
Ocroean 28, 2004

(Task 2) will then become an exhibit in the final joint SDC agreements. The County will
be responsible for crafting the joint SDC agreements and obtaining appropriate
signatures.

1.4 Prepare for and attend one (l) meeting with all participants to review the MOU. At this
point, qa{icipants-will be committing to the proc-ess, of guiding principles of establishing
joint_SDCs. Specific methodology (Task 2) 6nd SDC rezults lFhlse III - Implementation)
will be determined later.

Task 2 - Prepare Methodology Report
2.1 Prepare draft methodology report. This report will summarize the following:

I Identification ofroles/responsibilities ofparticipatingjurisdictions.
. Agreements
. Collection and transfer of revenues
. Expenditures of SDC revenues

' Descri_p-tion of refinements to Cities' current SDC methodology(ies) for applicability
in the UGA.

' Calculation methodology for joint County/Cities' SDCs applicable in the
unincorporated UGB areas.

: Calculation methodology for rural SDCs.
. Calculation and applicability of credits.

' Identification of data needed to calculate the SDCs. This will include but not be
limited to the following:

' Transportation System Plan and Parks Master Plan

' Capital Improvement Plans (CIP), with growth-related projects identified

' Growth assumptions (in rural County, cities, and UGAs)

2.2 Vp.dut. .methodology report as appropriate based on feedback from participating
jurisdictions, County staff, the Board of Commissioners and legal reviews. Delivei final
report.

2.3 Coordinate legal review of methodology with County/Cities' attorneys.

Task 3 - Review with County StafflParticipating Cities
3.1 Review Phase I product, as necessary, and frnalize Phase II schedule and scope in an on-

site meeting with County staff.

3.2 Review methodology report with participating Cities and County staff in up to three (3)
on-site meetings. Record comments and concerns for incorporation into the methodology
report where appropriate.

Task 4 - Presentation to Public Stakeholders
4.1 Prepare for and present methodology and recommendations in a public forum to all

interested stakeholders. This forum will provide a vehicle to prbsent the County's
objectives and educate the public on the equity issues of ensuiing growth pays for
facilities constructed to serve new development.
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Task 5 - Present to the Board of County Commissioners
5.1 Prepare for and present methodology report in up to two (2) work sessions with the Board

of Commissioners and/or joint with participating Cities. Record comments and concerns
for incorporation into the final methodology report where appropriate.

C. Organization of Executive Summary

Section II of this executive summary identifies the proposed roles and responsibilities of the
participating ju_risdictions. Section III provides a calculation methodology foi both the rural and
urban areas. Section IV identifies the data needed to appropriately dalculate the charges as
proposed in Section tII. Finally, Section V provides a conclusion.

II. Participant Roles and Responsibilities

The definition of participant roles and responsibilities is especially important for three major
functions: planning, providing service, and permitting. The plannin! function is relativ6ly
sjraightforward, if not in the statute, then certainly in practice. The County plans for the "ruraf'
County-the unincorporated area outside of both citie-s and urban growth boundaries. Cities are
responsible for planning (in collaboration with additional service providers) in incorporated areas
and in their surrounding urban growth areas.

The issue of service provision is perhaps more complicated. The County is ultimately
responsible for service provision in all of the unincorporated County - including the urbair
groYt! areas around cities. Upon annexation of urban giowth areas, however, the responsibility
for infrastructure is often, but not automatically, trans6rred. At times, County parks'and roads
remain County property, even though they are located within City boundaries. 

- 
This may take

place for a number of reasons, but usually it is because either (l) the County facility do-es not
meet City standards for condition or (2) the County facility remains highly desirable to the
County (e.g., a destination park). Oregon law provides for thb identification and codification of
service providers through the urban service agreement.

The issue of service provision can be complicated further by the presence of third party service
providers, such as park and recreation districts. Both Sclppoose and St. Helens are further
served by park and recreation districts, though, to the knowledge of the cities, neither district has
an adopted facilities plan in place. District input will be important in determining a final SDC
methodology.

Another-key role is that of the permitting agency. The fact that the County is the permitting
agency for all development in the unincorporated County means that only the County c-an collect,
and subsequently distribute SDCs to the service provider. Collaboration is esiential if the
service provider is to recover eligible infrastructure Costs in the UGA.
So, the city planning function includes identification of capital needs, costs, and other
information needed to calculate SDCs in the UGAs -- without the corresponding responsibility
for service provision or development permitting and, it follows, SDC collectibn. 

-It will be
necessary to clarif through urban service agreements who is to be responsible for constructing
needed UGA capital facilities, as identified in the city-developed plans, This identified "service
provider'o would be the recipient of related system development cliarges collected on its behalf in
the UGA.

In practice, the roles could interrelate in the following manner. A city, in collaboration with the
99unty and any other service providers in its UGB, would plan for its UGB - as it does now.
The needs and associated costs identified in the plan would serve as the primary basis for the
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SDC to apply in its sunounding UGA. The County would agree to collect the SDC in the UGA
yPgn pq-mitting, banking the proceeds in an account designated for infrastructure needs in that
UG4, The party later responsible for construction of the planned infrastructure, likely the city,
would request a9c9s-s 1o that County account for the eli-gible (growth-related) portion of tlie
project cost. It is likely that the designation of available fundin!- would be mad6 on a project-
specific basis to ensure appropriate expenditure of available funds.

II. Proposed Calculation Methodology

A system develgpment charge (SDC) is a one-time fee imposed on development at the time of
development. The charge is intended to promote equity between new and'existing constituents
by recovering a proportionate share ol the cost bf system facilities that servl developing
properties. The underlying premise of an SDC is to require growth to pay an equitable shaie oT
the system capital. costs that have been or will be incurred on their belialf to 

^provide 
service

capacity (i.e., require growth to pay for growth).

A. Basic Calculation tr'ramework

!"g?l authority to impose system development charges is provided in Chapter 223 of the Oregon
Revised Statutes. ORS 223.297 through 223314 provides a legal framework on which- to
structure these charges. As delineated in the statutes, system development charges consist of two
components - a reimbursement fee and an improvement fee. The reimbursement fee is designed
to recoup an equitable and proportionate share of the cost of existing assets with unused capacity
available_to serve groMh. The improvement fee is designed to recover the cost of future iapitdl
projects that are planned to be undertaken to provide capacity to serve growth.

1. Reimbarsement Fee

ORS 223.304 states that the reimbursement fee methodology must account for "the cost of the
existing facility or facilities, prior contributions by existing users, gifts or grants from federal or
state government or private persons, the value of unused capacity available to future system
qse1s." This passage has been taken to mean that contributions, gifts, and grants must be
deducted from the fee basis. In addition, most transportation infrastructure was constructed
using gas tax revenues collected by the State and remitted to the local municipalities. Most parks
infrastructure was originally funded and paid for through the general fund (property taxes).- It is
therefore difficult to argue that someone-hasn't already contributed to the 6onstruction oithose
systems.

Both the cities of Scappoose and St. Helens have both transportation and parks SDCs, These cify
charges are predominately made up of improvement fees. In fact, the St. Helens parks SDC is
the_only one that features a reimbursement fee, due in large part to the City's ibundance of
parks. The County does not currently have transportation oi parks SDCs. It is likely that rural
County SDCs will feature only an improvement fet, for the reasons cited above.

2,Improvement Fee

ORS 223.304 states that the improvement fee methodology must account for o'the cost of
projecled capital improvements needed to increase the capacity of the systems to which the fee is
related." This statute gives the County the legal authority to impoie a system development
charge on new development in order to recover the projected costs offuture projects undertaken
to provide capacity to meet the needs of growth.
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When capital projects are planned to both meet deficiencies and add capacity for growth, only
the capacity-increasing project costs may be included in the improvement-fee riethoiiology. This
fs a1 !rypo{ant distinction, because it means that deficiencies against target service leveli-are not
includable in the improvement fee basis. So, if a component oflhe systern is not meeting service
level. standard.s, a,nd a planned project will bring that component up to existing standards and
provide capacity for growth atthat higher (target) standard, then a community ffces two choices
with regard to the improvement fee. That community may either (l) include only the cost of
growth-related capacity essential to maintain the existing (lower) s6rvice level 6r (2) utilize
{o_t!er (non-improvement fee) funding source to recover the cost of erasing the existing
deficiency and include the cost of growth-related capacity essential to maintain the target
(higher) service level.

3. Calculation Framework

In its simplest terms, the calculation of either fee is very straightforward: it is the eligible cost of
system capacity for growth divided by the growth that it will serve. For the reimbuisement fee,
the eligible cost of capacity for growth ii the cost, after the considerations noted above, of
unused, available, capacity in the existing system. For the improvement fee, the cost of capacity
for growth is planned system capacity that will be added to seive growth.

In.either case, the groMh to be served, the denominator in the calculation, is expressed in the
units that will form the basis of charging. For example, if the parks SDC is to be rbcovered on a
per dwelling unit basis, then the growth to be served by system capacity would be expressed in
dwelling units.

Reimbursement lmprovement
Fee Fee sDc

Cost of Unused Cost of Planned
Capacity in Existing System Capacity to

System + Serve Growth =
Capacity to be

Served
Capacity to be

Served

Sum of
Reimbursement
and lmprovement
Fees

B. Consistency of Existing Charges

The cities of Scappoose and St. Helens use similar bases for their existing charges. For
transportation, charges are based on average daily trip estimates, as determined by land use and
accompanying trip generation estimates found in the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation Manual. For parks, both cities charge on a per dwelling unit basis. Appropriately,
given that existing plans do not link needed parks facilities to commercial development, neither
city charges a parks SDC for nonresidential development.

C. Charge Methodology in the Urban Growth Areas

The differences between the amount and type of existing system facilities, type of existing and
expected development, and the amount and type of needed facilities are significant among the
cities, the urban growth areas, and the rural County. While the Phase I feasibility report
concludes that single charge, not a charge varying by geographic area, in the rural County would
be desirable, this approach would likely not be equitable between urban areas, including cities
and surrounding urban growth areas, and the rural County.

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
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It is therefore recommended that the charge methodologies be consistent, but that they be applied
sep-arately to the rural County and the cit'ies / urUun d"*th ur"u, - based on the diitinct ir6eds,
and existing and expected development (growth) in those areas. As a fallback course of action, ii
would plrhaps. be even more equitable io distinguish befween city and UGA charges, so that
charges for_cities, _UGAs,_and the rural County would all be different. Existing ciiy planning
documents better fit the first approach, becauie they don't distinguish between-city-airO UCA
growth and capital needs.

D. Charge Methodology in the Rural Counfy

As stated in the Phase I report, we recommend that uniform transportation and parks system
!-e19.lqnm91t -charges be implemented throughout the rural County (outside identified city
UGBs). We further recommend that the transportation SDCs collected in County sub-areas b-e
tracked.and expended in those areas. It has been suggested that those areas could match existing
road district boundaries. As Washington County-has done, Columbia County may retaiil
oversight by defining expenditure uiteria, and by ueating the ruraltransportation piojecf list.

9up?g^tlY related capital needs vary throughout the County, and will necessarily deviate among
the different parts of the County. While this fact provides a reasonable rationale for constructin!
area-specific (non-uniform) charges, the County objective of limiting the transfer of funds from
one part.of the- County to another could also be met by spending SDes in the area in which they
were collected. The combined effect of implementing a uniform charge and restricting th-e
transfer of charge proceeds to other areas within the rural County poses an interesting challenge.
In fact, this approach creates an impediment to full cost recovery.

4f un el?ryple, let's assume that the uniform transportation SDC is $100 per average daily trip
(about $1,000 per single family residence) and is calculated to recovei the cosi of systerir
capac.ity_in entire rural County. We will further assume that the area-specific SDC in Aiea A
(withinth€ County) would be $150 per ADT. We will fuither assume that it would be only $50
per ADT in Area B. If SDC proceeds are distributed to each area as they are collected, thenArea
A will receive $100 per ADT in fee revenue when it needs $150, and Area B will receive $100
per ADT in fee revenue when it needs only $50. Area A will be under funded and Area B will
be over funded. This creates a potential legal issue by severing the link between the amount of
the fee and the cost of service. [The strength of thaf linkage,br nexus, largely determines the
validity of the fee as a fee and not a tax.]

If SDC proceeds are instead distributed by need, and are not restricted to where they were
collected, then direct subsidies will result among areas - a practice that led to the recali of the
County's last rural SDCs. In the previous example, Area Awould receive $150 in fee revenue
when it paid only $100, and Area B would receive only $50 in fee revenue when it paid $100.
Area B would be subsidizing Area A.

One way to address the subsidization and revenue distribution issues created by the uniform SDC
approach would be to establish the uniform SDC at the level of the lowest arei-specific SDC. In
the previous example, Area B's charge of $50 would be the uniform SDC. Areb B would have
its needs met, but the SDC would only partially meet the needs of all other areas. The County
could further designate a subset of projects (e.g., arterial routes of Countywide benefiQ thdt
would be of Countywide benefit to also include in the uniform charge basis.

Parks SDCs could be approached similarly. Or, in contrast, park SDC revenues could be
collected by the County and expended on the highest priority capacity needs. As asserted by the
North Clackamas Parks and Recreation District, park usage does not have an absolute correlbtion
to location. Rather, rural parks are accessible to and used by all county residents regardless of
proximity or sub-area.

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
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,l

E. Calculation and Applicability of Credits

ORS Section 223.304 paragraph 3 states, "the ordinance or resolution that establishes or
modifies au tlnprove-mentfee shall also providefor a credit against suchfeefor the construction
of a qualified_ public improvement. A "qualified publii improvem"enti' means a capital
improvement that is requir-ed as a cgndition of deveTopment approval, identified in the-plan
adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309 and either:
(a) Not located on or contiguous to property that is the subject of development approval; or
(b) Located in whole or in part on or contiguous to property that is the subject of development
apprgvql and required to be built larger or with greater capacity than is necbssary for the
particular development project to which the improvementfee is-relaied."
Paragraph 4-of this same section further states that the credit "shall be onlyfor the improvement
fee charged for the Upe o7 improvement being constructed, and credit for qualified public
improvements under subsection (3)(b) of this section may be granted only forihe bost o7 tnat
portion of such improvement that exceeds the government unils minimum'siandard facility size
or capacity needed to serve the particular development project or property".
The terms and conditions under which an SDC credit is to be granted are well defined in the
ORS. There are alternative conceptual bases for determining cred-it levels in the future.

These would all include the following elements:

o Determine qualifications of a project either as

o "off site", or;

o "on-site" and providing capacity in excess of that needed by the development.
o Determine a cost or cost share eligible for credits
o Establish rules for issuance and use of credits including transferability, rate of

redemption, and expiration.

Credits for development make sense as they encourage private enterprise to solve, on a
prospective basis, community needs. However, by consiruciing projects for reimbursement or
c^r.edlt, the developer is imposing a construction sch-edule on the eiiy, lerhaps in conflict with the
Cif'.t established priorities. Due to the credit practices, SDC funcis witt nbt accrue as expected
and the schedule of the CIP may be inverted or shuffled. This may be acceptable in some cases
however it may not be acceptable in others.

The County (and participating cities) faces the following choice: to either grant full credit or
reimbursement, potentially in excess of the legal minimum and acknowledge that this will lead to
occasional re-ordering of CIP projects or to constrain the credit policy to tlie legal minimum.

We recommend that the County adopt a credit policy to meet minimum legal requirements. The
fee should:

1. be against the improvement fee only;

2. be for the portion of the cost that exceeds facility or capacity needed to serve the
particular development;

3. include no cash reimbursement.

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
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F. Data Requirements

The following basic information is needed in order to calculate parks and transportation SDCs
(improvement fees on.ly) f9r the County rural area, and the unincorporated Coirnty within the
urban growth boundaries of the cities ofSt. Helens and Scappoose.

Rural Cou

growth in units in
the rural County for
the same time
period

Scappoose UGA St. Helens UGA

growth in units in
the Scapoose UGA
for the same time
period

growth in units in
the St. Helens UGA
for the same time

Some of this information is readily available in existing planning documents, but much of it will
need to be derived from the plans, or newly developed.- 

-

A sqqlT?ry. of the contents of key documents and remaining needs for each jurisdiction is
provided below.

Columbia County

1998 Rural Transportation System Plan. The Rural TSP identifies $43,036,000 in needed
improvements t-o meet existing demand and growth in average daily trips of 57,341over twenty
Iears (through2017). While the expected growth and associated n-eeds vary among areas of th-e

^C-ouqty. 
it is estimated in the plan that 40.71% of the list of eligible projects (40.71% of

$28,783,000, or $l1,717,700) is iapacity-increasing to meet the needs-of gro^wt[.

It is further indicated in the Plan that the list of improvements will generally sustain the existing,
and.acceptable, service level for County roads. The County will need to v-alidate that the SDC-
eligible-portions of project costs identified in the Plan do not include correcting any existing
service level deficiencies. Also, the project list includes projects that may have betn completedl
Those projects should be removed, and the costs themsblv-es should be updated to 2004-2005
estimates in order to ensure full cost recovery.

1997 Columbia County Forests, Parks and Recreation Master Plan. As of the writing of the
Plan, the County owned "sixteen (16) parks, encompassing approximately 750 acres; 310 acres
of forests lands; and six (6) boat doCk facilities."- These pdrks and their appurtenances are
inventoried in the Plan. Several of the parks are as yet undeveloped. Estimated facilities needs,
including appurtenances and acreage, are included to meet exisling (1990) needs and to serve
growth from 1990 to 2000. The Plan details current and future needs for both developed and
undeveloped parks, however, the cost information is incomplete.

The information in the Parks Plan will need to be updated to isolate the estimated cost of
facilities, trails, and land acquisition needed to serve grbwth in the rural County, again without
increasing the level of service provided to the existing population. The cost infbrmation that is
included in the Plan is incomplete, particularly in the area of future costs, which would likely be
includable in the SDC. Corresponding estimates of the growth in population to be served Uy the
updated project list will also be needed.

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
(42s) 867-t802
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increasing projects

$ cost of capacity-
increasing projects
that will serve
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increasing projects
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Helens UGA
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City of Scappoose

1997 Scappoose Transportation System Plan. The Scappoose TSP identifies $34,289,400 in
needed transportation improvements. Of that total, 92,38j,300 is identified as the cost of short-
term projects, $7,145,600 is identified as the cost of intermediate-term projects, and $24,760,500
is identified as the cost of long-term projects. Appendix E of the Plah estimates that capacity-
increasing project costs total $19.3 miliion. The project list is projected to serve growth in
system-wi@ peak-hour trips of 2,870 vehicular trips (lZ,t9s average daily trips accbrding to
Appendix E) - from the 1995 estimate of 3,620 to the 2015 estimate of 6,q90. Of the l-995
estimate, 1,020 are estimated to be pass-through trips, 1,900 are estimated to have an origin or
destination within the study area, and 700 are-estimated to have both an origin and destination
within.the study area. Of the 2015 forecast, 1,340 are estimated to be pass-through trips, 3,930
are estimated to have an origin or destination within the study area, and,l,220 are estimated to
have both an origin and destination within the study area. fNote: there is no convenient
mechanism to equitably recover the cost of pass-through trips from those who generate them.]

2002 Scappoose Rail Corridor Study. The Rail Corridor Study identifies $17.19 million of
transportation capital improvements intended to improve east-west roadway connections across
the Portland & Western Railroad corridor. A number of these projects supersede or amend
projects contained in the TSP, so a revised project list, that remov-ed 

-any 
dupiication, would be

nq_e.dgd to support defensible SDCs. Projects on this list that come from ihe Rail Corridor Study
will further require an allocation to determine the portion of each that is capacity-increasing to
meet the needs of groMh and therefore SDC-eligible.

In estimating project costs and growth, neither the TSP nor the Rail Corridor Study distinguishes
between that 

-to 
occur within -existing City limits and within the urban growih area.- Such

distinctions will be necessary in order to calculate separate charges for the urban growth areas.
Also, the updated project list will need to include updated project costs. Trip growth estimates
will need to be updated as well, so that the internal consistency befween the ilroject list and the
growth it will serve is preserved.

1997 City of Scappoose Parks and Recreation Capital Facilities PIan and System
Development Charges Methodology Report. The Parks CpC tSDC Plan inventories existing
parks facilities and identifies $11,288,700 of needed facilities, of which $7,864,226 is identified
as growth-related, and therefore, SDC-eligible. Population growth estimates are also included,
forecasting population growth to 9,821 in2016, an increase of 5,691 from the 1996 population of
4,130. This report supports a parks SDC of $1,539 per single family residential dwelling unit.
The information in the Plan will need to be updated to calculate a new charge, one that also
distinguishes the existing City and the UGA.

City of St. Helens

1997 Transportation System Master Plan. The TSP identifies $29,23I,000 in needed
transportation improvements to serve the existing population plus growth. The 2001 System
Development Charge Study identifies a total of $12.6 million (in 1997 dollars) in capacity-
inueasing project costs. The TSP does not provide system-wide trip growth estimates. 

-Theie

estimates are derived, in the SDC study, from average daily trip mile projections provided in the
TSP. [t is estimated from this information that average daily trips will grow from a 1997 total of
30,526 to 52,562 by the end of the study period - buildout. Cost and trip estimates will need to
be updated, with a distinction added between City and UGA needs and growth.

1999 St. Helens Parks Master Plan. The Parks Plan includes an inventory of the City's
existing parks that includes some planned improvements to those parks. It affirms the City's
parks planning standards of seven acres of parks for every 1,000 residents, and a park within
one-half mile of all residences within residential zones. The Plan also includes a section on
future needs that indicates that the City meets its standards in some parts of the City and does not

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
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meet its standards (for proximtry) in othe;s. The 2001 System Development Charge Study, and
information on additional specific parks,s essentially supersedes the SDC-related iiformafion in
the Parks Plan. In that study, additional needed pirks'are identified and their costs estimated.
The.capgc^i^{-increry11e growth+elated, portions of those projects are isolated. The resulting list
tgtals^$5,3O1,000.(2oo0 dollars), of whibh $2,222,905 is'iddntified as capacity increasingjand
tL"l.^ryt" SDc-eligjble, to meet the needs of growth to the projected Uuita6ut population of
15,600, a groMh of 6,000 people from the 2000 population of 9,60b.

There is no discussion in the SDC study and liftle discussion in the Parks Plan on the needs of
the UGA. The following language appears in the plan:

"Within the Urban Growth Boundary the City has ample park acreage, but we do not fully comply
with the desire to have park land within one-half mile of all residences. There are about 23 parcels
of land in the residential sections of the Urban Growth Area that are over 8 acres in size. Ten of
these parcels are vacant. Only a couple are in the southwest portion of the UGA."

In order to calculate parks SDCs for the UGA, those UGA needs will need to be identified and
their costs estimated - distinguishing from improvements needed to meet standards and
improvements needed to meet giowth needs. Likewise, population estimates will be needed for
inside the existing City and the UCA.

IV. Conclusion

Using the unadjusted, dated information from the plans, sample charges can be calculated for
comparative_purposes. Thgs.e sample charges, calcdlated without distiriguishing between inside-
city and the UGA, are provided below.

3 The following parks are not included in either the Parks Plan or the SDC study: Dahlgren Park (in UGA), Dalton Park (in City),
Walnut Tree Park (in City), and Asbury Park (County owned park in UGA).

I
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$11,717,700 in
growth-related,
capacity-increasing
projects

Sample Transportation SDCs

Rural

g

UGA St. Helens UGA

-t-

Sample Parks SDCs

$ 586.72
per ADT, or

$ 5,614.87
per household [3]

5,691 growth in
population for the
same period [1]

$ 1,381.87
per resident, or

$ 1,539.00
per household [2]

$ 571.79
per ADT, or

$ 5,472.05
per household [3]

St. Helens UGA

4

6,000 growth in
population for the
same period [1]

$ 370.48
per resident, or

$ 963.26
per household [2]

57,341 growth in
average daily trips
(ADTs) for the
same period

$ 204.35
per ADT, or

$ 1,9s5.64
per household [3]

lnformation
incomplete

lnformation
incomplete

!

32,895 growth in

ADTs for the same
period [2]

22,036 growth in
ADTs for the same
period [2]

NOTES:

[1] lncludes area within UGB: City and UGA.
Does not include Rail Corridor Study.

[2] lncludes area within UGB: City and UGA.

[3] Does not include any adjustments for other
considerations such as fund balance.

Rural Sca UGA

l- !

NOTES

[1] lncludes area within UGB: City and UGA.

[2] Does not include any adjustments for other
considerations such as fund balance.

protects [1]

$19,300,000 in

roMh-related,
$12,600,000 in
groMh-related,
capacity-increasing
projects [2]

lnformation
incomplete

t1l

$7,864,226 in

rowth-related,
$2,222,905 in
groMh-related,
capacity-increasing
projects [1]
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i/
As stated previously, all information / data inputs, including project lists, existing demand, and
growth estimates, should be updated to reflect current condiilons"anO projections.-This doei not
necessarily- mean that new plans are required, although that would be 

-advisable if conditions
and/or needs have changed significantly since publication. It may be possible to craft defensible
SDCs using- updated information from the existing plans. Thii upd'ated information could in
most cases be used to calculate UGB charges thaidon't distinguish between each city and its
UGA . [n any case, applicable (UGA) -harges would be dollected by the Courity upon
permitting, qg{-qen{tted to_the service providei- agreed to be the city in-most cases. 

-To'the

9xt9n! that eligible 9qfqty facilities are planned in UGAs, those capacity-increasing costs can be
included in the rural SDC basis.

Financial Consulting Solutions Group, Inc.
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EXHIBIT A

Transportation and Parks System Development Charges
Memorandum of Understanding

This Memorandum of understanding (Mou) among columbia county, the city of
Scappoose, and the City of St. Helens identifies that it is to the benefit of all three
agencies to work collaboratively to ensure that transportation and parks facilities are
funded and available to serve existing and future residents of the cities' urban growth
areas (UGAs).

WHEREAS good transportation and parks systems are essential to the health and well
being of a community; and

WHEREAS cities are responsible for planning transportation and parks services in areas
outside of city boundaries and inside city urban growth boundaries, known as urban
growth areas; and

WHEREAS transportation and parks system development charges (SDCs), an instrument
used to fund capital improvements, are not currently applied in urban growth areas in
Columbia County;

THEREFORE, Columbia County, the City of Scappoose, and the City of St. Helens enter
into this Memorandum of Understanding to collaboratively develop and implement
transportation and parks system development charges to apply in the cities' urban growth
areas as follows:

1. Planning. Cities are responsible for planning (in collaboration with additional service
providers) in incorporated areas and in their sunounding urban growth areas. The
city planning function includes identification of capital needs, costs, and other
information needed to calculate SDCs in the UGAs -- without the corresponding
responsibility for service provision or development permitting and, it follows, SDC
collection.

2. Service Provision. The County is ultimately responsible for service provision in the
unincorporated County - including the urban growth areas around cities. Oregon law
provides for the identification and codification of service providers through the urban
service agreement. It will be necessary to clari$ through urban service agreements a
cooperative process for the identification, scheduling, and financing of transportation
and parks projects within the Urban Growth Area and who is to be responsible for
constructing the planned projects.

3. Fee Adoption, Collection and Accounting. The fact that the County is the permitting
agency for all development in the unincorporated County means that only the County
can collect, and subsequently distribute SDCs to the service provider. The County
agrees to validate, adopt, and collect transportation and parks SDCs calculated to
apply in each UGA upon the adoption of such SDCs for transportation and parks
within the Urban Growth Areas. The identified "service provider" would be the
recipient of related system development charges collected on its behalf in the UGA.

In practice, the roles will interrelate in the following manner. Each city, in collaboration
with the County and any other service providers in its UGA, would plan for its UGA

Prepared by FCS Group, Inc.
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EXHIBIT A

according to the process contained in the applicable urban servicss agreement. The
identification and prioritization of needs, projects, scheduling and associated costs
identified in the plan would serve as the primary basis for the SDC to apply in the UGA.

This Memorandum of Understanding is entered into by:

Columbia County City of Scappoose City of St. Helens

Title: Title: Title

Prepared by FCS Group, Inc.
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Columbia County
Transportation & Parks SDG Feasibility Study

Transportation SDC Calculation

Fee

Capacity Expanding CIP

Growth to End of Planning Period
Average Daily Trip Growth lo 2025l1l
Peak-HourTrip Growth [21

lmprovement Fee
Per Peak-Hour Trip

Example lmprovement Fees (Per Average Daily Trip)

Example lmprovement Fees (Per Peak-Hour Trip)

2,174.7s $

1,506.64 $

2,131.57 $

7,808.19 $

14,698.30 $

1,268.03 $

69s.37 $

2,295.19 $

1,408.93 $

3,385.97 $
8,135.42 $

1s,202.78 $
2,227.01 $

1,681.62 $

6,733.s4 $

4,664.93 $

6,599.85 $

24,176.01 $
45,509.44 $

3,926.14 $

2,153.04 $

7,106.45 $

4,362.38 $

10,4E3.78 $

25,189.21 $

47,071.45 $

6,895.37 $

5,206.71 $

10,138.05 $

7,023.34 $
9,936.77 $

36,399.52 $
68,519.23 $

5,91 1.21 $

3,241.63 $

19,138.39

13,258.88

18.758.42

68,714.21
'129,349.1 0

1 1,1 59.06

6,119.48

10,699.51 $

6,568.02 $
15,784.42 $

37,924.99 $
70,871.00 $
10,381.70 $

7,839.24 $

20,1 98.30

12,398.96

29,797.49

71,593.97

133,788.73

1 9,598.35

14,798.75

[1] From 1998 Rural TSP.

[2] 10% of average daily trips.

[3] Source: lnstitute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 7th Edition.

District 4

$9,321,215

$ 19,998

4,661
466

District 3

$4,9s2,495

$ 10,594

675
468

4

District 2

$4,508,728

$ 7,036

6,408
641

District I

$ 9,452,768

$ 2,272

41,597
4,160

4District 32District I

2 Apartmenb
3 General Office Bldg.
4 Retail: hardware / paint store
5 Supermarket
6 Light Manufacturing

Man7

Est.
9.57 per DU

6.63 per DU

9.38 pel|,000 sq. fi.
34.36 per 1,000 sq. fi.
M.68 per 1,000 sq. ft.

5.58 perl,000sq.fi.
3.06 per 1,000 sq. ft.

District 4District 2 Est P-H Trips t3l
1.01 per DU

0.62 per DU

1.49 per 1 ,000 sq. fi.
3.58 per 1,000 sq. ft.

6.69 per 1,000 sq. fi.
0.98 per 1,000 sq. ft.

Q.74 oer 1.000 so. fi.

2 Apartments
3 General Office Bldg.
4 Retail: hardware / paint store
5 Supermarket
6 Light Manufacturing

Manufactu7

81212006 3:04 PM SDC Model - 070306 new CIP SDC Trans
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0istrict 1

Sierks

Caanan
S.V
Pitrsbrrrg / Brnn int
Rarlroad / Old Po.iland Rd
Cater / Scappoossvernonta
Wckstrom / Scaopoos*.Vefil

District 2
Neer Crty Cenetery / Neer City
Apiary i Fernhill
Apiary,/ Slmmons
Fernhill / Femcrest

Oistrict 3

Keasey i Stoney Point lnt
Keasey

District 4
Beaver Falls I N,lustgla Rd
Beaver Falls / (}uincy Nlgyge.

Narrow Road @ Stream
Guardrail
G'rardrail
Itlersectio. Realjgnft ert
RealiEnrlrent or Signat
Rea,ignment
Realignfieni

lnte.sectioil Sighl D,siarice
Sight Distance
Sight Distance
Sight Dislance

Srght Distance
G!ardrall

347 L:lro

340
1 ]r00

s0c
250
't7c

1.500

1 90fl
4,ta9

i,300
'2 20C

790t
26'/6
45%
73%
974
65%
75%

??9 00c
34-/',000

12 000

12 C00

263,301
35 00:i
35 00%
35 0C%

35.00r./i
35.009;

96%
9501

96%
94%

87%
57%

35.

lntersection Realignfl ent
lnterseclion Realignfi ent 363COO

1 20C

4,C00

1.20A

1 300

1,500
1 400

1,000
3 000

1.500
1 500

57

.il

1 620.

472

4.

35.00%

1 f soot,

\7

67
4C5

ii$7

5iJ

?00
5o

100

600

30ll

.150

;'""

300

LANDSLlDE [1OV51\'ENT
Disiricl 1

Oester

\'l sryi
70%
95%

Disln(t 2

Neer Cily

Dislrrct 3

BRI$GE

Disi(cl 4
Clson Ro

1 500

1 5n0

4,000

6 000
6 000
1 8CO

47%

District l
J P Y'/est
Ross Rd
Andeason Rd

ROADWAY

Distnct 1

400mc
42 5000

800
500

40
675

4,4

337 35.000/o 94%

87%
92%
9E%

35.00%
35 001t

63%
89%

35.00%

District 2

None

Disl.ict 3

Pebble Creek (natch io IiBRR)

Disrict 4

Beaver Falls. 2 (march to HBRR)
geaver Dike AriCge

3 :00
3 200

25C

200
360

Scappoose " Vernonia
Sykes
Saulser
Bacheior Fiat, Berg, Benneti,Ha:eo
$able {H.dy ta Bachelor Flfit)

Wrdefl. resurface

Widen

200octj0
3500cc

3,

1 ,lt0
"/ ()fJ

7AC

l.Silcy'4den ies!rface. blke .{.airrage

Yo lo
Growlh

Projected
ADT

8/2/2000 3:04 PM

3304000
350000 1,250,

?.u$l
3 000

5 000
5 Dt,:

SDC Model - 070306 rew CIP
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FCS GROUP

Plamed Curmt Tobl Capacity Lo€tim (Note % in Each)
/rc@s

SDc-Eligible Cosis by Oistrict

$ 9,452,76S $ 4,508,728 S 4,952,495 $ 9,321,215

0

0

2.1 00 00c
?10 mr

r)

()

rli; ilrtr

t

t-

t
!

c

at t)r(
:r(i:n(:

c

C

0

0
0
o

ia alf

\'1 i,9

ta

(l

l.

4

5C

I

?\.A

10u%

100./,

itS',tt

4
Disirict 4
Beaver Falls (Clatskanie to Ouincy)
Conyers Cr*k

STUDIES

Westside Aderiat
Trafsp. Systeni Plan
Transp. Demand i\rgmr

Feasibiiity
Update and Refinemeilt

32%

100%
100%
100%

Mass Transponalion

Oistrict 1

Park & Ride @ S-V or County l-iie

Distflct 2

Park & Ride@ larson

Orstrict 3

Park & Ride cn Hvlv ,17

Disricl 4

l'.1one

1999 ENR Seattle area construclion 6st indq:
Curent (304) SeAde aea mstruclim sst index:

[3] Should be an estimate of @rent needed, mt aclual, €pacity.

100000

40000

T ass-7.a1 I
| 8,ooo.o0 I

330000

169000

169000

$33,525,000 $ 82,048,246

g%

50%

Totals

[1] Frm 1998 Rural TSP.
[2] ln curent year E; reflecls the following ENR assumptions ior 1998 planned 6sts:

%to
GroM/h

x5.c0'{,

Prciected
ADT

2.025.(
1,350.(

Cunst require(
Caoadtu I3l

1 500
1 t00

n,ta

r\la

nr'a

ila

4ia

nla

2,2A)
3.600

812nffi 3:O4PM SDC Model - 070306 rew CIP CIP Trans



Columbia Gounty
Transportation & Parks SDC Feasibility Study

Transportation Customer Data Needed (Rurat County only)

Growth

1998 Total County Population
Rural % of 2000 County Population
Annual % Decrease in Rural's Share
Rural Share of 1998 Population

1998 Rural County Population
Current Rural County Population
2025 Rural County Population

Total Rural County Population Growth: 1998 to 2025
Rural County Population Growth: 1998 to Current
% of Rural Population Growth Currenfly Fulfilled

FCS GROUP

421690 Source: eoputation Research Center, Potttanc! State lJniveNty. lggo-2ooo County tntet@nsal Edinates (July 1).

49j%
-0.9o/o Based on lggo end 20oo rurat and itwrporated @unty poputation suNeys(U,s. Census Burea u). source: 2oo4 Oregan population Repo4
50.0%

21.346
21,340
2',t.7U

l- oro%l

388
-b

8/22006 3:04 PM SDC Model - 070306 new CIP Cusl Trans



L l
Columbia County
Transportation & Parks SDC Feasibility Study

Parks SDC Galculation

lmprovement Fee

Capacig Expanding CIP

Growth to End of Planning Period

lmprovement Fee Unit Cost

FCS GROUP

$ 1,565,884

394 persons

$ 3,975.97 per person

81U2006 3:04 PM SDC Model- 070306 new CIP SDC Park



Columbia County
Transportation & Parks SDC Feasibility Study

Parks Capital Plan

# Location

Totals

[1] Note year of estimale.

[2] ln current year $; reflects the following ENR assumptions:
Seattle area construction cost index for date of estimate:

Current (3/04) Seattle area construction cost index:

[3] Should be an estimate ofcunent needed, not actual, capacity, as per adopted

81212006 3:M PM

FCS GROUP

Planned Current
Cost Cost

$ 3,780,000 $ 3,780,000

standards.

%to
Growth

SDC-eligible
Cost

$ 1,565,884

70% $
43%

100%
0%
Oo/o

30%
25o/o

26%
50%
50%
25o/o

0o/o

0%
25lo

100%
50%
50%
20%
50%
25%
33%
33o/o

33o/o

o%
25%
25%
50Yo

0%
0%

28,000
17,143

150,000
0
0

60,000
50,000
90,741

250,000
100,000

10,000
0
0

50,000
200,000

20,000
75,000
20,000
40,000
50,000
50,000
50,000
30,000

0
25,000

'100,000

100,000
0
0

Current required
Capacity l3l

a

4

0

spaces
ites

acres

7 acres
30 spaces
20 acres
20 spaces

? clrllc

1.5 rniles

5 stalls
0 site$
5 spaces

1C spaces
40 spaces

6 stalls
1C aites
10 sltes
4 cabins

30 sites

Capacity after
lmprovement

10 spaces
7 sites

8,4 acres

10 acres
40 spaces
27 acres
4fl spaces
4 stails
2 miles

8 sta!ls
10 sites
'1il spaces
20 spaces
5D spaces
4 i0ts
I slalls

i 5 siies
"l 5 sites
5 cabins

4C sites
20 acres

1 Scappoose RV Park Day use parking
Tent sites
Development
(none)
(none)
Deveiopment
Access lmprovements
Development
Acquisition and Camping
Restroom and Showers
Traii
(none)
(none)
Restroom / Shower
Add'l RV Sites
Parking Expansion
Parking and Trail Development
Parking Lot Expansion
Development
Restroom / Slrower
Horse Camp Expansion
RV Site Developrnent
Addiiional Cabins
(none)
RV Site Development
Acquisition / Deveiopment
Master Plan Developmenl

$ 40 000 $
40,000

15r1.000

40,000
40,

2
?

Fisher Park
JJ Collins Fark
Gilbert River Boat Ramp
Chapman Landing
CZ Trail
Asburry Acres
Prescott Beach

150,000

5

b
200,000
200.000
350,000
500.000
200 00c

40.000

0
200,000
200,000
350,000
500,000
200,000
40,000

0
0

200,000
200,000

o

10
11

Laurel Beach
Dibblee lsland
Hudson Park 200,000

200,000
40 000

150,000
100,000

8C1,00C

200 00f)
1 50 000
150,000
90 000

12

13

14

15

Beaver Falls
Beaver Eoat Rarnp
tulist Park
Camp Wilkerson

1

1

1

1

16

17

18

19

Cai'cus Creek Park
Big Eddy Park
Scaponia Park
All Parks

100,000
400,000
200.00c]

1 00,

200

SDC Model - 070306 new CIP CIP Park



FCS GROUP

Columbia County
Transportation & Parks SDC Feasibility Study

Parks Customer Data Needed (Rural County only)

County Population Components

Portland State Unlversity
Rural County Population Estimates

Annual Growth Rate (county)

lncorporated County Population Estrmafes

'' Hrlbt,y3 oittd,4iijrfiirHri,rrshet

Office of Economic Analysis

July 1st of year: 2000

21,450

2001

21,630

0.840/"

22,670

48.8%

2002

2't,290
-1.57%

23,310

47.7%

2003 2004 Averaqe Rate
20,830 21,210
-2.16% 1.82% -0.270h

Compounded

-0.28Yo

24,170 24,440 Avenoe % Rate of Dectine
48.3%L 46.5%1 17.ss% -1.36%

Source: Population Resea/ch CenteL Poftland State L|niversity. 2004 Oregon Population Repoft. population Estimates

Source: Population Research Center, Poftland State University. 2oo4 Oregon Poputation Repoft. poputation Estimates

July lstofyear: 2O0O 2005 2O1O 2O1S 2O2O 2025 Averaqe Rate Compounded

1 990

20,316

17,241

Est. 2025Apil 1st of year:

Population Estlrnafes Avenoe%
I ,4^6s6il

081

Census Bureau

County Population

lncorporated

2000

21,479

Enffi*ffi

21

104

20052002
48.9yo 48.4%

of Rural Share ofTotal County Population * Based on Census Burea DaiaForecast

2001Resu/f conservatively high estimates of rural county's o/5 share 2006

46.6%
with Census %forecastrural

2004 50

Source: Oregon State O,ltrce of Economic Anarysrs, Forecasts of Oregon's Coung Populations and Components of Change, 2ooo - 2040.
Repoft release date: April 2004. Base yeat for population forecast: Juty 1, 2000.

0.987%

0.982%

1.0500

1"045%

1.032%

1.027%

Growth Rate (munty) 1.021% '1.0227590/0 1
Calculated(compoundedrate) i.021%

81212006 3:04 PM SDC Model - 070306 new CIP Cust Park



Gurrent Conditions

2005 Total County Population
less: lncorporated County Population

Clatskanie
Columbia City
Prescott
Rainier
St. Helens
Scappoose
Vernonia

Total lncorporated County Population
2005 Total County Population

Current Rural Gounty Population
# Single-family DUs
# Multi-family DUs

Future Conditions

Average rate ofannual growth, 2OOS-2025
2005-2025 County Population Factor
2025 County Population

Rural % of 2005 County Population
% Decrease in Rural's Share
Rural Share of 2025 Population

Future Rural County Population
# Single-family DUs
# Multi-family DUs

Growth

Rural Gounty Population
# Single-family DUs
# Multi-family DUs

FCS GROUP

46,220 source:PopulationResea/Dh centenPo,ttandstateuniversity.2oooceftifredpopulationEstimates(asofJulyl,zoos).

1 ,660 source; eopu lation Research center, Poftland state univeNty. 2oo5 cedified poputation Estima*s (as of Juty 1, 2oos).
1 ,785 Soure: Population Research Centet, Pottland State unive*ty. 2oos Certified poputation E&imates (as of July 1, 2oos).

60 source; Populadon Researci center, Poftlanct state univeNty. 2oos ceft.fred poputation Estima*s (as of July 1, 2oos).
1 ,760 Source: eop ulation Research center, Pofttand state ltnivegty. 2oo5 ceftified population Estimates (as ot Juty 1, zoos).

11,640 source: eopulationResearchcenter,Poftlandstateltnivercity.2oosceilifie(tpopulationEstimates(asof 
Jutyl,2oos).

5,700 sourrE copulation Research center, Potttand state univegty. 2oos cedifred poputation Estimates (as of Juty 1, zoos).
2'275 Source: Population Research center, Poftland state univeMty. 2oos ceilifred poputation Estimates (as of Juty 1, 2oos).

24,880
21,U0

21,340

21,734

1 .023% source: ofrce of Economic Anatysis, Forccasg of oregan's county populations, 2ooo - 2040.
1.226

56,652

46.2o/o

'0.9o/o Baseo on lggo and 2ooo runt and incorporated county ppulation surveys (U.s. census Bureau). source: 2oo4 orcgon population Repoft
38.4%

394
0
0

81212006 3:04 PM SDC Model - 070306 new CIP Cust Park



a EXHIBIT 2

SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE RATE SCHEDULE

Rural Transportation System Development Charge $2,25)lpeakhour trip

Urban Growth Area Tportation System Development Charge
Within Scappoose UGB $2,775lpeakhour trip
Within St. Helens UGB $3,0g4/peak hour trif

Rural Parks System Development Charge
Single Family Dwelling Unit
Multi-family Residential Structure

$75O/dwelling unit
$605.77ldwelling unit
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e'
EXHIBIT 2

RURAL COUNTY SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE RATE SCHEDULE

Rural Transportation System Development Charge 52,250/peakhour trip

Rural Parks System Development Charge
Single Family Dwelling Unit
Multi-family Residential Structure

$750/dwelling unit
$605.77/dwelling unit

(

)

U



EXHIBIT 3
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RE: System Development Charge Study - Final Report

Dear Mr. Little:

Financjal consulting solutions croup, lnc..(FCS croup) is pleased.to provide this final report on theCity of St. Helens System Development,Charge (SDCi Study. This siudy resulred in the fof fo*iniproposed sDCs, considered and adopted by the st. Helens iity council: 
'

March 29,2001

Mr. Brian Little
City Administrator
City of St. Helens
P.O. Box 278
St. Helens, OR 97051

The report is oiganized by majorsection:

t.

il.
lll.
tv.

vt.
vil.
vil.

lntrod uction / Background
SDC Methodology
Water
Sanitary Sewer
Stormwater
Transportation (Streets)

Parks
Conclusion

Copies of the supporting analysis, the adopting ordinance, and the fee resolution are provided in
report appendices.

We want to thank you and City staff for your cooperation and timely support during this study. lt
has been a pleasure working with you and the Ciiy of St. Helens. please do not hesitate to call ifyou have any questions about this report.

Principal-in-charge

FINANCIAL CONSULTING SOLUTIONS CROUP, INC.
8642 ' 154th AVE NE r REDMOND, wA 98052 r votcE: 42s-867-l}o2 r FAX: 42s-867-1g37 r www.fcsgroup.com

Service
Proposed

sDc Basis
Water $2,530.00 per Equivalent Residential Unit
Wastewater $1,271.00 per Equivalent Residential Unit
Stormwater $230.00 per '1,000 Square Feet of lmpervious Area
Transportation $322.00 per Daily Trip End
Parks

f.tg.oij $814.00
$6s7.00

per Single Family Dwelling Unit
per Multi-family Dwelling Unit
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City of St. Helens
System Development Charge Study
March 29,2001

l. lntroduction / Background
ln March of 2000, the City of St. Helens contracted with Financial Consulting Solutions
Croup, lnc. (FCS Croup); Murray, Smith & Associates (MSA); and Shaun Pigoft Associates
(SPA) to perform a System Development Charge (SDC) study for the City's water, sanitary
sewer, stormwater, transportation, and parks services.

A. Background

Located thirty miles northwest of Poftland on the Columbia River, the City of St. Helens is
the Columbia County seat and the home of approximately 9,600 residents. lt has exhibited
steady growth of approximately three percent per year since the early 1900s.

The City of St. Helens initially adopted system development charges for each of the five
eligible services between 1990 and 1993. Since thattime, the City has updated its water
master plan and adopted a new transpoftation system plan, a new parks master plan, and an
updated stormwater master plan. An SDC update was needed to reflect this new
information. ln addition, the City's existing sanitary sewer SDC was calculated based on
needed treatment plant improvements, but without needed trunk lines. The charges
calculated and proposed in this study included the needed sewer trunks, as identifiedby
MSA and City staff. A separate study that will refine these estimates is currently underway.

B. Scope of Services

The following SDC study objective was provided in the City's request for qualifications:

"The selected consultant will be expected to provide full services associated with
development of SDC methodologies and the development of rational, defensibte,
system development charges for sewer, water, storm sewer, streets, and parks."

To meet this objeaive, a study task plan was developed that consisted of the following
major tasks:

1. Collect and review data. Provide a data needs list to the City. Meet with the City to
review initial data, discuss policy objectives, and kickoff the study.

2. Review master plans for SDC eligible projects and associated costs. Review the
adopted public facilities plan, as well as the water, stormwater, transpoftation, and
parks master plans for information to be used in the study. Review the older sanitary
sewer master plan and assess the usability of the information in the plan. Compile a
preliminary list of projects and associated estimated costs from the plan and from the
additional expertise of the project engineer and City staff (for project types not
addressed in the plan, such as trunk lines).

3. Establish SDC Policy Framework. Evaluate and recommend an appropriate policy
framework for the SDC analysis based on City objectives.

4. Develop and Complete TechnicalAnalysis.

r Calculate reimbursement fees using information supplied by the City and applying it
to the methodology recommended by the consultant in Task 3.

t FCS Croup,lnc.



City of St. Helens
System Development Charge Study
March 29,2001

o Calculate improvement fees using information supplied by the City and applying it
to the methodology recommended by the consultant in Task 3,

5. Meetings and Presentations. Prepare for and attend staff work sessions, public
meetings, and city council meetings in support of project team findings.

6. Documentation. Prepare draft and final reports for review by the City. Prepare a draft
ordinance reflecting the recommended fees and fee structures.

-)

)

2

U
FCS Groupr lnc.



City of St. He/ens
System Development Charge Study
March 29,2001

ll. System Development Charge Methodology
A system development charge is a one-time fee imposed on new development or some
types of redevelopment at the time of development. The fee is intended to recover a fair
share of the costs of existing and planned facilities that provide capacity to serve growth.

Oregon Revised Statute 223.297 - 223.314 defines SDCs and specifies how they shall be
calculated, applied, and accounted for. By statute, an SDC is the sum of two components:
t a reimbursement fee, designed to recover costs associated with capital improvements

already constructed or under construction, and

o an improvement fee, designed to recover costs associated with capital improvements to
be constructed in the future.

The reimbursement.fee methodology must consider such things as the cost of existing
facilities and the value of unused capacity in those facilities. the calculation must also
ensure that future system users contribute no more than their fair share of existing facilities
costs. Reimbursement fee proceeds may be spent on any capital improvements related to
the systems for which the SDC applied. Water SOCd must be spent on water
improvements, sewer sDCs must be spent on sewer improvements, etc.

The improvement fee methodology must include only the cost of projected capital
improvements needed to increase system capacity. ln other words, the cost(s) of planned
projects which correct existing deficiencies, or do not otherwise increase capacity, may not
be included in the improvement fee calculation. lmprovement fee proceeds r.y b. ipent
only on capital improvements, or portions thereof, which increaie the capacity of the
systems for which they were applied.

In general, the proposed SDCs were calculated by adding the applicable reimbursement fee
component to the applicable improvement fee component. Under the approach taken,
each separate component was calculated by dividing the eligible cost by il"re appropriate
rneasure of groMh in capacity. The unit of capacity used beiame the basis of the charge.
A sample calculation method is shown below.

Reimbursement Fee lmprovement Fee

Eligible cost
of capacity in

existing facilities

Eligible cost of planned
capacity-increasing

capital improvements

sDc

SDC ($ / unit)+
Crowth in system capacity Crowth in system capacity

The improvement fee calculations for each service were complicated by the fact that several
of the source planning documents used different population projections as the bases for
their recommendations. While this may lead to questioni about the consistency of
planning assumptions over time, it does not necessarily create internal inconsistencies in
the fee calculations. As long as the planning horizon used to develop the capital needs (the
numerator) and the planning horizon used to estimate the growth in system capacity (the
denominator) are the same, the fee is internally consistent. tare has been taken to ensure
that this is the case for each service.
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lll. Water

The city's existing practice is to charge new water connections an sDC of $1,131 per water
equivalent residential unit (ERU)i based on their projected water demand. The proposed
system development charge was calculated using this approach. An alternative SDC was
also calculated using a per account basis. Often, water SDCs are imposed by meter size. tn
this case, customer account records provided the number of watei accounts by customer
class, but not by meter size.

The calculations of the proposed and alternative SDCs are summarized below and provided
in detail in Appendix A.

A. Capacity Basis

The City had little information on billed water usage, so annual usage was estimated in the
following manner. First, water production records were used to identify water production
for a recent twelve.month period, September '1999 through August 20b0. These records
indicated total water production of approximately 784 million gallons-for the year, ln order
to adjust for water losses, we next calculated a water loss factoi by comparing the minimum
water production month to the average dry weather wastewater flow for a month. This
relationship indicated a water loss factor of 41olo. The loss factor applied to total water
production resulted in an estimated annual usage figure of 464 million gallons. Using the
assumed water ERU value of 230 gallons per day, that converts to an ERU total of 5,52i.
The 1993 Water System Master Plan, used as the basis for the list of planned capital
improvements, targets a future population of 16,822 to be served bythe fully constructed
system. The City's 1999 population was estimated to be 9,300. Growth in ERUs was
estimated by "growing" the ERU total proportionately with population growth, first to the
2000 estimated population of 9,600, and then to 16,822. Using this method, the existing
number of ERUs was estimated to be 5,705. The number of ERUs at population 16,822
was projected to be 9,998. Crowth in ERUs, or capacity, was then estimated to be 4,292.
A summary of key customer information is provided in Table ill-l below.

Table llt-l
Water SDC Capacity Basis

I one water equivalent residential unit is equal to 230 gallons per day usage.

t

4

Description 1999 Current End of Period Net Growth

Population 9,300 9,600 1 6 822 7,222

# of Accounts 3,5O4 3,609 6,322 2,714

Annual Usage (MC) 464 NA NA NA

# of ERUs 5,527 5,706 9,998 4,292

FCS Group, Inc,
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B. Reimbursement Fee Calculation

ln order to estimate the cost of unused capacity in the existing water system, the numerator
in the reimbursement fee calculation, and calculate the fee. the following approach was
taken.

o Usin8 the March 30, 2000 detail of water utility plant-in-service, the original cost of
utility plant-in-service - land, building and improvements, machinery and equipmen!
utility plant and systems, transmission and distribution mains, etc. - was compiled and
adjusted as follows:

o Construction work in progress (CWlp), 91,820,000, was added;

o Past contributions in aid of construction, $1 ,414,290, were deducted;

o Net utility debt principal outstanding, $0 at the time of the study, was deducted.

o With the assistance of Murray, Smith and Associates, the project team evaluated each
asset item, first for its capacity relevance, and second for the amount of unused capacity
present. Only utility plant and systems, which included the Lamont Street pump
station, transmission and distribution mains, and CWIP were found to have available
capacity. Construction work in progress is made up of Ranney Collector #3, which will
add capacity to the existing system. lt is allocated 100?o to the fee cost basis.
Approximately forty-three percent of the costs of the Lamont Street pump station and
transmission and distribution mains were allocated to the reimbursement fee cost basis
using the following rationale: of the ultimate projected system capacity (9,998 ERUs),
4,292 ERUs of capacity, or 43olo, is currently available to serve growth. No unused
capacity was assumed for other asset classifications.

o The sum of the costs of unused capacity for each asset item less a proportionate share of
contributions, or $4,930,942, became the reimbursement fee cost basis.

o The alternative reimbursement fees were then calculated as the reimbursement fee cost
basis divided by forecasted growth in system capacity, first, in ERUs and, secondly, in
accounts. The results of these calculations were alternative reimbursement fees of
$1,149 per ERU (projected demand) or $l,B1Z per account.

C. lmprovement Fee Calculation

The following approach was taken to determine the cost of capacity-increasing capital
improvements, the numerator in the improvement fee calculation, and calculate the fee.

o With the assistance of MSA, City staff compiled a list of needed capital projects using
the Water System Master Plan, the current public facilities plan, and staff expertise. The
sum of this list of project costs, adjusted to 2000 dollars, was g 1 9,137,772.

o City staff and the project team then allocated a portion of the cost of each capacity-
increasing project to the improvement fee cost basis depending upon the type and use
of the project. The sum of this list of capacity-increasing project costs, the gross
improvement fee cost basis, was $6,662,795.

o Next, the current water SDC improvement fee fund balance, $g00,103, was deducted
from the gross improvement fee cost basis to (1) recognize that the fund balance is
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available for spending on the project list and (2) prevent new customers from paying for
those project costs twice. This result, $5,862,692, was the improvement fee cost baiis.

o Alternative improvement fees were then calculated as the improvement fee cost basis
divided by forecasted growth in system capacity, first, in ERUs and, secondly, in
accounts. The results of these calculations were alternative improvement fees of 91,366
per ERU (projected demand) or $2,160 per account.

D. Recommended System Development Charge

The recommended water SDC is the sum of the reimbursement fee and the improvement
fee for the ERU-based alternative, adjusted by an administrative cost recovery factor of
0.58%. The administrative cost recovery factor was derived by dividing annual SDC
program accounting and administrative costs, including the amortized cost of this study, by
forecasted annual SDC revenues for all services. The resulting recommended SDC is
provided in Table lll-2 below, with the alternative per account charge provided in Table lll-
3.

Table lll-2
Recommended Water SDC

Unit Description
Reimbunement

Fee
lmprovement

Fee

Administntive
Cost Recovery

System
Development

Charge

Projected Demand in ERUs $'t,149 $1,366 $ts $2,530

Table lll-3
Alternative Water SDC

6

Unit Description
Reimbursement

Fee
lmprovement

Fee

Administr:ative
Cost Recovery

System
Development

Charge

Number of Accounts $1,817 $2,1 60 $23 $4,000

FCS Group, Inc.
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lV. Sanitary Sewer

The City's existing practice is to charge new sanitary sewer connections an SDC of $903
per sanitary sewer equivalent residential unit (ERU)'? based on their projected usage. The
proposed system development charge was calculated using this appioach. An aliernative
SDC was also calculated using a per account basis.

The calculations of the proposed and alternative SDCs are summarized below and provided
in detail in Appendix A.

A. Capacity Basis

As with the water records, the City had little information on billed usage. Annual system
usage was estimated in the following manner. First, treatment plant influent records were
examined to determine average dry weather flow. The most representative month was
found to be September 1999, with influent of 31.48 million gallons (excluding Boise
Cascade). Next, in order to minimize the inclusion of infiltration lnd inflow and rJpresent
actual system usage by customers, this monthly flow estimate was annualized to 37g
million gallons of usage. Using the assumed sanitary sewer ERU value of 221 gallons per
day (goo cubic feet per month), that converts to an ERU total of 4,6g3.
The 1979 St. Helens Vicinity Sewer System Facilities Plan and the 1989 Facilities plan
Update, used in part as the basis for the list of planned capital improvements, targets a
future population of 20,067 to be served by the fully constructed sysiem. The City,s 1999
population was estimated to be 9,300. CroMh in ERUs was estimated by "growingo the
ERU total proportionately with population growth, first to the 2000 estimated population of
9,600, and then to 20,067. By this method, the existing number of ERUs was estimated to
be 4,834. The number of ERUs at population 2O,067 wis prolected to be 10,105. Crowth
in-ERUs, or capacity, was then estimated to be 5,271. A summary of key customer
information is provided in Table lV-t below.

Table lV-l
Sanitary Sewer SDC Capacity Basis

2 One sanitary sewer equivalent residential unit is equal to 22'l gallonsper day usage.

7

Description 1999 Current End of Period Net Growth

Population 9,300 9,600 20,067 1O,467

# of Accounts 3,213 3,317 6,933 3,616
Annual Usage (MC) 378 NA NA NA

# of ERUs 4 683 4,934 10,105 5,271

FCS Groupr lnc.
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B. Reimbursement Fee Calculation

The detailed list of assets used in this analysis initially included stormwater facilities. The
sanitary sewer items summarized here, representing 83% of the list by cost, were identified
and segregated in a separate tabulation. ln order to estimate the cost of unused capacity in
the existing sanitary sewer system, the numerator in the reimbursement fee calculaiion, and
calculate the fee, the following approach was taken.

o Usin8 the March 30, 2000 detail of sanitary sewer utility plant-in-service, the original
cost of utility plant-in-service - land, building and improvements, machinery and
equipment, utility plant and systems, and collection mains - was compiled and adjusted
ac fnl lnrrrc.

o Construction work in progress (CWlp), $0 at the time of the study, was added;

o Due to the fact that past contributions in aid of construction were not tracked by
function, 83% of contributions, 92,979,660, was deducted;

o Net utility debt principal outstanding, $269,994, was deducted.

' With the assistance of Murray, Smith and Associates, the project team evaluated each
asset item, first for its capacity relevance, and second for the amount of unused capacity
present. Only utility plant and systems, which included the sewage treatment plant,
was found to have available capacity. Approximately fifty-two percent of the cost of
utility plant and systems was allocated to the reimbursement fee cost basis using the
following rationale: of the ultimate planned system capacity (lO,I05 ERUs), 5,221 ERUs
of capacity, or 52olo, is currently available to serve groMh. No unused capacity was
assumed for other asset classifications.

o The sum of the costs of unused capacity for each asset item less a proportionate share of
both debt outstanding and contributions, or $2,404,194, became the reimbursement fee
cost basis.

o The alternative reimbursement fees were then calculated as the reimbursement fee cost
basis divided by forecasted growth in system capacity, first, in ERUs and, secondly, in
accounts. The results of these calculations were alternative reimbursement fees of $a56
per ERU (projected demand) or $665 per account.

C. lmprovement Fee Calculation

The following approach was taken to determine the cost of capacity-increasing capital
improvements, the numerator in the improvement fee calculation, and calculate the fee.

o With the assistance of MSA, City staff compiled a list of needed capital projects,
including trunk lines, using the St. Helens Vicinity Sewer System Facilities Plan and the
Facilities Plan update, the current public facilities plan, and staff expertise. The sum of
this list of project costs, adjusted to 2000 dollars, was g'15,247,497.

o City staff and the project team then allocated a portion of the cost of each capacity-
increasing project to the improvement fee cost basis depending upon the type and use
of the project. The sum of this list of capacity-increasing project costs, the gross
improvement fee cost basis, was $5,341,618.

!
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o Next, the current sanitary sewer sDC improvement fee fund balance, $1,0g4,583, was
deducted from the gross improvement fee cost basis to (1) recognize that the fund
balance is available for spending on the project list and (2) prevent new customers from
paying for those project costs twice. This result, $4,257,035, was the improvement fee
cost basis.

o Alternative improvement fees were then calculated as the improvement fee cost basis
divided by forecasted growth in system capacity, first, in ERUs and, secondly, in
accounts. The results of these calculations were alternative improvement fees of $808
per ERU (projected demand) or $1,1 77 per account.

D. Recommended System Development Charge

The recommended sanitary sewer SDC is the sum of the reimbursement fee and the
improvement fee for the ERU-based alternative, adjusted by an administrative cost recovery
factor of 0.58%. As noted previously, the administrative cost recovery factor was derived
by dividing annual SDC program accounting and administrative costs, including the
amortized cost of this study, by forecasted annual SDC revenues for all services. The
resulting recommended SDC is provided in Table lV-2 below, with the alternative per
account charge provided in Table lV-3.

Table lV-2
Recommended Sanitary Sewer SDC

Table lV-3
Alternative Sanitary Sewer SDC

9

, Unit Description
Reimbursement

Fee

lmprovement
Fee

Administntive
Cost Recovery

System
Development

Charge

Projected Demand in ERUs $4s6 $BOB $z $t,2zl

Unit Description
Reimbursement

Fee
lmprovement

Fee
Administrative
Cost Recovery

System
Development

Charge
Number of Accounts $66s $1,177 $tt $1,853

FCS Group, Inc.
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V. Stormwater

The City's existing p-ractice is to charge new development a stormwater SDC of $90.50 per
1,000 square feet of impervious surface area. lmpervious surface area is an accepted and
defensible measure of contribution of runoff and associated use of the stormwater system.
The proposed system development charge was calculated using this approach.

The calculation of the proposed SDC is summarized below and provided in detail in
Appendix A.

A. Capacity Basis

City staff and MSA used detailed City land use information to isolate existing developed
land in.the City, by land use type, as well as remaining buildable land. The [rolect team
found that of 1,930 currently developed acres in the Lity, 1,055 acres are covered with
imperuious surface area. lt was then assumed that the same proportion, 54.5o1o, of the
2,oo1 remaining buildable acres, would be impervious. This analyiis indicated that 1,091
acres, or 47,522,862 square feet, of remaining buildable land will be impervious upon full
development.

A summary of key customer information is provided in Table V-l below.

Table V-l
Stormwater SDC Capacity Basis

Description Developed Buildable

Cross Area (acres) 1,930 2,001

lmperuious Surface Area (acres) 1,055 1 ,og I
lmpervious Surface Area (square feet) NA 47,522,862

B. Reimbursement Fee Calculation

The detailed list of assets used in this analysis initiatly included both sanitary sewer and
stormwater facilities. The stormwater-related items summarized here, representing 17% of
the list by cost, were identified and segregated in a separate tabulation. ln order to estimate
the cost of unused capacity in the existing stormwater system, the numerator in the
reimbursement fee calculation, and calculate the fee, the following approach was taken.

o Usin8 the March 30, 2000 detail of stormwater assets, the original cost of utility plant-
in-service - land, building and improvements, rnachinery and equipment, utility plant
and systems, etc. - was compiled and adjusted as follows:

o Construction work in progress (CWlp), $0 at the time of the study, was added;

o Due to the fact that contributions in aid of construction were not tracked by
function, 17% of contributions, $61 3,301, was deducted;

o Net debt principal outstanding, $1,02 6,743, was deducted.

10 FCS Group, lnc.
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o With the assistance of MSA, the project team evaluated each asset item, first for its
capacity relevance, and second for the amount of unused capacity present. Only utility
plant and systems was found to have available capacity. Twenty-two percent of the cost
of utility plant and systems was allocated to the ieimbursement fee cost basis using the
rationale that 22'/' of the system would be available for a 25-year storm at buildout. No
unused capacity was assumed for other asset classifications.

o The sum of the costs of unused capacity for each asset item less a proportionate share of
both debt outstanding and contributions, or g27,961, became the ieimbursement fee
cost basis.

r The reimbursement fee was then calculated as the reimbursement fee cost basis divided
by the impervious portion of remaining buildable land as an estimate of forecasted
growth in system capacity. The result oi this calculation was a reimbursement fee unit
cost of $0.0006 per thousand square feet of impervious surface area.

C. lmprovement Fee Calculation
The following approach was taken to determine the cost of capacity-increasing capital
improvements, the numerator in the improvement fee calculation, and calcutate the fee.
o With the assistance of MSA, City staff compiled a list of needed capital projects using

the Stormwater Master Plan. The sum of this list of project costs was 921,351,000.
o city staff and the project team then allocated a portion of the cost of each capacity-

in-creasing project to the improvement fee cost basis depending upon the type and uieof the project. The sum of this list of capacity-increasing project costs, the gross
improvement fee cost basis, was g10,gg9,Ol0.

o Next, the current stormwater sDC improvement fee fund batan ce, $262,62g, was
deducted from th.e gross improvement fee cost basis to (l) recognize that the fund
balance is available for spending on the project list and (2) prevent new customers from
paying for those project costs twice. This result, g10,626,3g2, was the improvement
fee cost basis.

o The improvement fee was then calculated as the improvement fee cost basis divided by
the impervious portion of remaining buildable land as an estimate of forecasted growth
in system capacity. The result of this calcutation was an improvement fee unit cost of
$0.2236 per square foot of impervious surface area.

D. Recommended System Development Charge
The recommended stormwater SDC is the sum of the reimbursement fee and the
improvement fee, adjusted by an administrative cost recovery factor of 0.58%. As noted
previously, the administrative cost recovery factor was derived by dividing annual SDCprogram accounting and administrative costs, including the amortized cost oithis study, by
forecasted annual sDC revenues for all services. The risulting sDC unit cost is provided in
Table V-2 below.

t1 FCS Group, Inc.
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Table V-2
Stormwater SDC Unit Cost

The recommended SDC would convert to a charge of $230 per 1,000 square feet of
impervious surface area. A developing "typical" single family residence with 2,500 square
feet or imperuious surface area would pay a stormwater SDC of $525.

Unit Description
Reimbursement

Fee
lmprovement

Fee

Administrative
Cost Recovery

System
Development

Charge

lmpervious Surface Area (sq. ft.) $0.0006 $0.2236 $0.0013 $0.23

t2 FCS Group, Inc.
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Vl. Transportation

The City's existing practice is to charge new development a transportation SDC of $60.71
per daily trip end, as estimated in the lnstitute of Traffic Engineers' Trip Ceneration. Trip
end estimates, including average daily trips and peak-hour trips, are accepted and
defensible measures of vehicle use of the transportation system. Proposed system
development charges were calculated using this approach.

The calculation of the proposed SDC is summarized below and provided in detail in
Appendix A.

A. Capacity Basis

Due to a lack of definitive trip information, two different approaches were taken to estimate
existing average daily trip ends (ADTEs) in the City. First, we assigned representative ADTE
estimates to the customer types identified in the water customer data. Then, we convefted
the number of in-City water accounts to ADTEs by water customer class. For example, Trip
Ceneration, 6'h Edition, estimates that an average single family residence generates 9.57
average daily trip ends. So a growth in single family residences of 1,823 accounts converts
to growth in average daily trip ends of 17,442. Similar assumptions were made for each
customer class, including multi-family residential, small commercial, restaurants, and
industrial / large commercial. The derivation of growth in ADTEs under this approach is

summarized below in Table Vl-l

Table Vl-l
Transportation SDC Capacity Basis #1

Method 1

1999 2000 End of Period Growth
Assumed

ADTEc,lunit

Total ADTE!
Growth

Population 9.300 (1) 9-600 (21 r5.600 (3) 6,000

Develooed Unils rtm wlcr

Sin8le Family Reeldential

Mulli+amily Residential

Commercial

5mall Comrnercial

Restaurants

lndustrial / Large Comrnercial

Total

2,825

2t2

r96
23

I

3.277

2,916

239

202
24

I

4,739

389

329
39

2

s.497

1,823

150

126
l5

I

2.114

9.57 (41

6.63 (41

103.36 (s)

521.36 (6)

2,450.00 (7)

17,442

992

13,O70
7,736

r,581

40.a21

!

l

NOTES:

(l) Planning Commission Draft Executive summary.
(2) Planning Commission Draft Executive Summary.
(31 1997 Transportation System Master Plan.
(41 Trip Generation
(5) Assumed average size 4,000 square foot space with averaSe trip generation of specialty retail & general office.
(6) Assumed average size 4,000 square foot space. high turnover sitdown restaurant.
(7) Assumed 7O0 employees + 3.5 trips per day per employee.

Under the second approach, pieces of information supplied independently in the 1997
Transportation System Plan and by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) were

t3 FCS Group, lnc.
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combined to estimate average daily trip ends within the City. Briefly, in 1997, the Plan
estimated a total of 174,000 average daily trip miles in the City. At an average trip length of
5.7 miles, an ODOT estimate for a comparable community, this convefts to 30,526 average
daily trips and 61,053 average daily trip ends. These totals were then grown consistent
with projected population growth to the end of the planning period - forecasted to be at
buildout population of 15,600. For example, The derivation of growth in ADTEs under this
approach is summarized below in Table Vl-2.

Table Vl-2
Transportation SDC Capacity Basis #2

Method 2

NOTES:

(1) 1997 Transportation System Master Plan.
(2) Plannint Commission Draft Executive Summary.
(3) Planning Commission Draft Executive Summary.
(41 1997 Transportation System Master Plan.
(5) ODOT. Comparable data from McMinnville.

The conservatively higher of the two results, 40,821 ADTEs, was used
calculations because it results in lower fees.

in the SDC

* B. Reimbursement Fee Calculation

We do not recommend that the City adopt a reimbursement fee for the transportation
service, because we could not reasonably identify a valid cost basis. More specifically,
there are two reasons for this determination. First, the City does not have asset cost records
for the transportation infrastructure. Second, construction of the transpoftation system has
been funded through gas tax revenues and a variety of other general tax sources. lt would
be very difficult, if not impossible, to argue that the owner of a developing property had not
already paid for a share of the transportation system through these general taxes.

ln the future, with adequate asset records showing facilities that have been funded by SDC
receipts, it will be possible to establish a reimbursement fee cost basis. The model has
been constructed to allow for such a calculation.

C. lmprovement Fee Calculation

The following approach was taken to determine the cost of capacity-increasing capital
improvements, the numerator in the improvement fee calculation, and calculate the fee.

1997 2000 End of Period Growth
Population 9,060 (1) 9,600 Ql 15.600 (3) 6,000

Average Daily Trip Miles (4)

Avenge Trip Length (miles) (5)

Average Daily Trips
Average Daily Trip Ends

174,O00

5.7
30,526
6'l ,053

184,371
5.7

32,346
64,692

299,603
5.7

52,562
105,124

115,232

20,216
40,432
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o With the assistance of MSA, City staff compiled a list of needed capital projects using
the Transportation System Plan, the current public facilities plan, and staff expertise.
The sum of this list of project costs was $32,041,726.

o City staff and the project team then allocated a portion of the cost of each capacity-
increasing project to the improvement fee cost basis depending upon the type and use
of the project. The sum of this list of capacity-increasing project costs, the gross

improvement fee cost basis, was $13,845,732.

o Next, the current transportation SDC improvement fee fund balance, $765,046, was
deducted from the gross improvement fee cost basis to (1) recognize that the fund
balance is available for spending on the project list and (2) prevent new customers from
paying for those project costs Wvice. This result, $13,080,686, was the improvement
fee cost basis.

o The improvement fee was then calculated as the improvement fee cost basis divided by
rowth as of forecasted rowth in syste m . The result of
is calculation was an improvement per averaSe daily trip end.

D. Recommended System Development Charge

The recommended transportation SDC is the sum of the reimbursement fee ($0 as

recommended in this section) and the improvement fee, adjusted by an administrative cost
recovery factor of 0.58%. As noted previously, the administrative cost recovery factor was
derived by dividing annual SDC program accounting and administrative costs, including the
amortized cost of this study, by forecasted annual SDC revenues for all services. The
resulting recommended SDC is provided in Table Vl-3 below.

Table Vl-3
Recommended Transportation SDC

A developing "typical" single family residence would pay a transportation SDC of $3,084
under this approach. Sample charges for that and other common customer types are
provided in Table Vl4 below.

Unit Description
Reimbursement

Fee
lmprovement

Fee

Administrative
Cost Recovery

System

Development
Charge

Average Daily Trip Ends $0.00 $320.44 $1.8s $322
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:-)
Table Vl-4

Sample Transportation SDCs for lndividual Customers

)

(l) Source: Trip Ceneration, 6th Edition, lnstitute of Traffic Engineers

L._

Customer Type Estimated Daily Trips (l) sDc Basis
1 SFR

2 Apartments
3 GeneralOffice Bldg.
4 Specialty Retail
5 Supermarket
6 Light lndustry
7 Heavy lndustry

9.57 per DU
6.63 per DU

l l.01 per 1,000 sq. ft.

44.67 per 1,000 sq. ft.
1 1 1 .51 per 1,000 sq. ft.

6.97 per 1,000 sq. ft.
1.5 per '1,000 sq, ft.

$3,084
s2,137
$3,549

$1 3,108

$35,940
$2,246
$483

per DU
per DU
per 1,000 sq. ft.

per 1,000 sq. ft.

per '1,000 sq. ft.

per 1,000 sq. ft.
per 1.000 sq. ft.
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VI Parks

The City's existing practice is to charge new development a parks sDC of $564 per
dwelling unit. The proposed system development charge was calculated using ihis
approach, with the addition of a distinction behveen the charges for single family dwelling
units and multi-family dwelling units based on the differences in average number of
occupants.

The calculation of the proposed SDC is summarized below and provided in detail in
Appendix A.

A. Capacity Basis

Population projections in the March 26, 1999 Planning Commission Draft Executive
Sumrnary provided the information needed by the project team for this section. Assuming a
current (2000) population of 9,600 and a buildout population of 15,600, growth of 6,000
residents can be anticipated. The following breakdown of assumed dwelling unit (DU)
densities and the resulting allocation of growth, shown in Table Vll below, was derived
from information supplied in the Planning Commission document.

Table V-l
Parks SDC Capacity Basis

NOTES:

(1) Planning Commission Draft Executive Summary

B. Reimbursement Fee Calculation

For the reimbursement fee, a similar issue exists with the parks service as did with
transportation. ln most cases, parks have been either donated or acquired and constructed
using general tax money, with propefty tax revenues as the primary source. So, a
developing property has paid for a share of existing parks through property taxes on their
undeveloped land and could argue that a full reimbursement fee would represent a double
charge for existing parks. ln order to recognize this factor, we examined the difference
between the assessed valuation of land and the assessed valuation of improvements, under

Assumed DU
Growth Pattern (1)

Assumed DU
Densities

Growth
Allocation

Dwelling Units
Mobile Homes
MFR Units
Low-cost SFR

Moderate-cost SFR

High-cost SFR

Total

5Yo

15olo

3Oolo

4Oolo

10%

2,400

2.10
2.10
2.60
2.60
2.60

2.so

252
756

1,872
2,496

624

6,000

t7 FCS Group, Inc.
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the assumption that undeveloped land has paid less in property taxes and so a smaller share
of existing parks facilities. ln fiscal year 1999-2OOO, the assessed value of land in the City
was $104,122,800 while the assessed value of improvements was $401,305,080. Stated
differently, the assessed value of improvements made up 79.4o1. of the total assessed value
of land and improvements in the City of St. Helens. We applied this percentage to the
"unused capacity' portion identified in existing parks. ln order to estimate the cost of
unused capacity in the existing parks system, the numerator in the reimbursement fee
calculation, and calculate the fee, the following approach was taken.

Using a detail of City parks and their respective costs from the 1999 Parks Master Plan, a list
of City-paid costs was compiled and adjusted as follows:

o Past contributions in aid of construction, $0 at the time of the study, were deducted;

o Applicable net debt principal outstanding, $0 at the time of the study, was
deducted.

r The project team evaluated each existing park, first for its capacity relevance, second for
the amount of unused capacity presen! and finally, for whether or not a portion of its
cost would be recoverable in the fee. Only the Water{ront Park was found to have
recoverable unused capacity. The amount of that recoverable unused capacity was
determined in two steps. First, approximately thirty€ight percent of the costs were
allocated to the reimbursement fee cost basis using the following rationale: of the
ultimate projected system capacity (population 15,600), 6,000 "residents" of capacity,
or 38.46%, is currently available to serve growth, with the remainder available for the
existing population. Second, in order to determine the portion of unused capacity that
was recoverable, we applied the 79.4% factor to recognize that undeveloped land had
paid for 20.6o1" of the park through properg taxes. This adjusted cost, $70,238, became
the reimbursement fee cost basis.

o The reimbursement fee was then calculated as the reimbursement fee cost basis divided
by the forecasted growth in population to buildout. The result of this calculation was a
reimbursement fee of $1 1 .71 per person, applied to residents only.

C. lmprovement Fee Calculation

The City's parks planning standards are to provide 7 acres of parks for every 1,000
residents, and a park within one-half mile of all residences within residential zones. The
development of an improvement fee cost basis was complicated by the fact that while the
City is clearly meeting its parks standards in some parts of the City, it is deficient in other
areas of the City. The cost of correcting existing 'deficiencies' must be excluded from the
improvement fee cost basis. Additionally, while the City had a detailed list of capacity-
increasing improvements needed for existing parks, the City did not have a list of specific
new parks that would satisfy its parks standards. Accordingly, City staff identified four areas
of the City in which parks are needed to meet existing deficiencies and provide for
forecasted growth in the area.

1. The area lz mile west of McBride School and along Sykes Road.

2. The area % mile north near Hankey Road.

3. The area between Millard and Maple Roads, just west of Division.

IB FCS Group, Inc,
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4. The area just east of Highway 30 and Achilles Road.

The capacity-increasing portions of the new parks required to serve these areas as well as
the capacity-increasing portions of improvements to existing parks composed the
improvement fee cost basis. The following approach was taken to determine the cost of
capacity-increasing capital improvements, the numerator in the improvement fee
calculation, and calculate the fee.

o With the assistance of the project team, City staff compiled a list of needed new parks
by area and a list of improvements to existing parks, using the Parks Master Plan and
staff expertise. The sum of this list of project costs was 95,301,000.

o City staff and the project team then allocated a portion of the cost of each capacity-
increasing project to the improvement fee cost basis depending upon the type and use
of the project. The sum of this list of capacity-increasing project costs, the gross
improvement fee cost basis, was $2,222,9O5.

o Next, the current parks SDC improvement fee fund balance, $425,925, was deducted
from the gross improvement fee cost basis to (1) recognize that the fund balance is
available for spending on the project list and (2) prevent new customers from paying for
those project costs twice. This result, $1,796,980, was the improvement fee cost basis.

o The improvement fee was then calculated as the improvement fee cost basis divided by
the forecasted growth in population to buildout. The result of this calculation was an
improvement fee of $299.50 per person, applied to residents only

D. Recommended System Development Charge

The recommended parks SDC is the sum of the reimbursement fee and the improvement
fee, adjusted by an administrative cost recovery factor of 0.58%. As noted previously, the
administrative cost recovery factor was derived by dividing annual SDC program
accounting and administrative costs, including the amortized cost of this study, by
forecasted annual SDC revtinues for all services. Shown in Table Vll-2 below, this
calculation results in an SDC unit cost of $313 per person, to be applied to residents only -
not businesses. Actual charges would be applied as shown in Table Vll-3 below.

Table Vll-2
Parks SDC Unit Cost

Table Vll-3
Recommended Parks SDC

$814 Dwelli Unit

$6SZ per Dwelling Unit
$657 per Dwelling Unit

Unit Description
Reimbursement

Fee
lmprovement

Fee
Administrative
Cost Recovery

System
Development

Charge

Per person $tt.zt $299.s0 $1.80 $313

Customer Type
Assumed
Density sDc

Single Family Residences 2.6

Multi-family Residences 2.1

Mobile Homes 2.1

t9 FCS Group, Inc.
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Vlll. Conc

The City of St. Helens proposed system development charges, to be paid 'by new
development at permitting, are shown in Table Vlll-1 below:

Iable Vlll-1
Proposed SDCs

For informational purposes, the SDC calculation for a "typical" single family residence
under the proposed charges is provided in Table Vlll-2 below. Actual charges may vary
depending upon the characteristics of the individual residence.

su'"p rrtJiilil,i,1,, o.

ronlus

Service
Existing

sDc
Proposed

sDc Basis

Water $1,131.00 $2,530.00 per Equivalent Residential Unit

Wastewater $eo3.oo $1,271.O0 per Equivalent Residential Unit

Stormwater $e0.s0 $230.00 per 1,000 Square Feet of lmpervious Area

Transportation $6o.zt $322.00 per Daily Trip End

Parks $s64.00 $814.00
$6s7.00

per Single Family Dwelling Unit
per Multi-family Dwelling Unit

w{gffi

20 FCS Group, Inc,
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City of St. Helens
SDC Study

DC Calculation: Water

Table 1

Reimbursement Fee

Net Cost Unused Capacity

Crowth to End of Planning Period

Reimbursement Fee

Capacity Expanding CIP:

Crowth to End of Planning Period

lmprovement Fee

Charge

Reimbursement Fee

lmprovement Fee (Base)

SDC Subtotal
plus: Administrative Cost Recovery

Total Base SDC

Fee

Cost Basis

$ 4,930,942

$ 5,962,692

otal

0.s8%

Unit Basis

Accounts ERUs

$ 1,817

2,714

$ 1,149

4,292

$ 1,366

4,292

$ 2,160

2,7"14

$ 2,5t 5

$

$ 1 366
't,149

$2,530
per ERU

$ 3,977
s23

$4,000
per account

$

$

1,817
2,160

FCS Group,lnc. (425) 867-1802 3l29lO1



City of St. Helens
SDC Study
Customer Data Compilation: Water

r I able 2

Customer

Residential

Single Family Residential

Residential - Seniors

Residential - Outside

Muhi-Family Residential
Duplex
Apartments

Commercial
Small Commercial
Small Commercial - Outside
Restaurants

lndustrial / Large Commercial
Over 10Q000 cf
Wholesale

Total

NOTES:

,1) Pan base) Population:
Current Population (est.):

Future Population (est.):

(2) Account information provided by Black &
(3) Usage information estimated from water production summary. lncludes deduction of estimated loss factor

calculated in workspace below as
(4) One ERU -

1993 Master Plan.

minimum water production month & minimum wastewater uent month.
gallons per day lper City stafO

difference between

---zgol

End of Period (1) Net GrowthCurrent Conditions (1)1999 Estimates (1)

#of
Accounts

#of
ERUs (4)

*of
Accounts

#of
ERUs (4)

*of
Accounts

fof
ERUS (4)

Annual

Usage in
MG(3)

*of
ERUS (4)

*of
Accounts (2)

2,714 4,292

1,847
347
151

110

70

't52

l8

l8

2

2,455
461
200

147
93

202

24

24

3,608 5,70s 6,322 9,998

4,301
809
35r

257
163

355

42

42

47

4643,504 s,s27

196

23

23
9

2,378
447
194

142
90

9-300 r999
9.600 20oo

76.822

FCS Group, lnc. (425) 867-1802 3l29l01



City of St. Helens
SDC Study
gxisting lnfrastructure Costs: Water

able 3

Choose Existing Asset Method: (1 * Method t,2 : Method 2)

Method 1: Original Cost

1

Utility Plant-in-Service (3/03/00) (t)
Original

Cost
Noncapacity

Related

Capacity
Related

Unused Used

Caoacitv

Land
Building and improvements
Machinery and equipment
Utility plant and systems (2)

Transmission & Distribution Mains (2)

Mapping/Plans
Construction work in progress (3)

less: Net Utility Debt Principal Outstanding (4)

less: Grant Contributions (5)

$1 53,301

$157,725
$733,338

$1 ,627,794
$8,266,375

$195,815
$1,820,000

$o
s1.414.290

$1 53,301

$157,725
$733,338

$1 ,627,794
$8,266,376

$195,81 5

$1,820,000
$o

s1.414.290

$o
$o
$o

$14,681
$3,548,910

$o
$1,820,000

$o

$'t 53,301

$157,725
$733,338

$1,613,1 14

$4,717,466
$1 95,81 5

$o
$o

$961.641

$o
$o
$0

$o

$0
$o

$o
$o

$0

Al locable Plant-i n-Service $11.540.059 $0 $r 1.540.059

s452.649

s4.930.942 s6.609,117

Method 2: Replacement Cost less Depreciation

Replacement Noncapacity Capacity Unused Used

1 Cqstl6) Eelald Belated Capacltv Capaciry

I
less: Accumulated Depreciation (7) $ 5,170,993
plus: Construction Work in Progress $1,820.000

Net Replacement Plant-in-Service 519.'121,73O $0 519.121.73O 58.170,507 $10'951.223

NOTES:

(1) Source: "Asset Master List by Fund," FA3009, City of St. Helens.
(2) Reflects assumption that Lamont Street pump station and T & D mains are sized to accommodate

the population at end of planning period.
(3) lncludes Ranney Collector #3.
(4) Rate portion only; net of cash and investments.
(5) Non-SDC contributed capital, as listed in 1999 Financial Statement p. 48. Represents constructed assets funded by

federal and state grants only; no contributions were made by developers.

(6) Engineering News Record, Construction Cost lndex, March 27,2OOO.

(7't fu per 1999 Financial Statements, p. 17.

FCS Croup, lnc. (425) 867-1802 3129101



City of St. Helens

SDC StudY

Project List Water

,ibte 4

Proiect
# Source Year

B MP/PFP 2OOCOI 2

c

F

MP 2O00.O2

MP 200GO2

E MP/PFP 2OOGOg 3

Extra (1)

Description

LGvel R6Emir 0.5

12inch mlin on Gouo Rd. frm l+.t 30 to High School 1 2-incfi +inctr

12*rch m.in on Gable Rd..lono 1"il0h sch@l 12jndl ,Hnctr

high Ech@l tDm Wost St, lGinctl 2-incfi
eM upper fHnch

'12inch

2.5

I 2inch +indl

'99 PFP

r993
Project
Cost

2000

C-ost

Project

0.2 rew
&inch

&inch

&inch

Ginctl

new

new

$

MP 2!,0245 lo-inci main

G MP 200245
t+r.ir p.Ellel on
lev€l atoas

H MP/PFP 2@245
t'aMastm mln |tom w

I MP/PFP 2002-05 5 BslddR@fftt

J MP/PFP 2@245 6 Reisb{itatonolRennsyCollecio6*landll2

K MP/PFP 200}06 7 Wat€rTlo8!trantPhnt

L PFP 2002-20 I Por{and lo lrt t{ulty

M PFP 20O2-2O 3O ,f,lad Rd. to R6 Rd.

2Gincfi

87.000

r 16,000 140,441

1,325,000

160,000

3.2

1.9

1.5

3.5

5.0

917

naff4-indrl2inctl

new

new

6inch
new

I

N PFP 2002-20 l0 t2. lho, Rc Rdrilllard to Bad€lot Flrt Rd. l2-incfr 4-indr

o PFP 2W2-2O 1't t2'lhe.8&h€lo. Flsl Rd. ftm Gau. Rd. to RG Rd. 1 2incfl +inctr

P PFP 2@2.N 12 old Pddand Roqd l(r hbrhr tG8 lClindr 2-inctr

o PFP 2002-20 t3 72 RdJllW 30. sst lo
I 2-inctr finctl new 530,000

R MP/PFP 2@2-20 14 B4 Ldcl R6€Mtk (6, 3.5 0.9 new

S MPiPFP 2@2-20 15 waterTtoalnQlPbnluptrrdc(6) 2.5 1.9 ne$,

T MP 2002-20
L.mont Stra€l of Eiditg l+ 0,96 mgd o.i2 mgd neN\t 224,O@
hdl

Total
rlus: SDC Credits Outsanding
'. !ss: Current lmprovement Fee Fund Balance (5)

lotal lmprovement Fee-Eligible Coets

$203,000 518,137,772

NOTES:

(1) All pipes over 8 inches are assumed to be oversized for growth'

Q) 1gg3 proiect costs from City of St. Helens Water System Master Plan'

(3) 2000 projectcosts from City ofSt. Helens budgeted Public Facilities Plan (1999) orderived

from an ENR CCI ration of May 2(DO to luly 1993.

(4) Oversize costs are based on proratd ovenize llow capacities listed'

(5) Source: City staff.

iOi The ouerrir" capacity of this project has been prorated to reflect the capacity of the projea that wil I be used in the planning period.

Additional capacity is available for future cost recovery beyond the planning period.

$6,662,79s

i5,862,692

sDc
Eligible
Cost (4)

$ 300,000

1 6.667

66.667

37,919

2,038,857

228,N0

1,481,,100d new 4,938,000

88,889

238,889

144,444

66,667

45.OOO

294,444

514.286

1,026,000

74,667

FCS Group, lnc. (425) 867-1802 3129101



' City of St. Helens
SDC Study

,''--\r;DC Calculation: Sanitary Sewer
)

Table 1

Reimbursement Fee

Net Cost of Unused Capacity

Growth to End of Planning Period

Reimbursement Fee

Capacity Expanding CIP

Growth to End of Planning Period

lmprovement Fee

Reimbursement Fee

lmprovement Fee

SDC Subtotal
plus: Administrative Cost Recovery

Total SDC

Fee

Cost Basis

$ 2,404,194

$ 4,257,035

0.s8%
I

I

Unit Basis

Accounts ERUs

3,6'16

665$

5,271

456$

5,271

808$

3,616

77$ 111

$ 1,842

$1,853
per account

$

$

665
1,177

$

$

$
$

456
808

$1,271
per ERU

1,2&
7

FCS Croup,lnc. (425) 867-1802 3129lO1



City of St. Helens
SDC Study
Customer Data Compilation: Sanitary Sewer

ible 2

Class

Residential
Single Family Residential
Residential - Outside

Multi-Family Residential
Duplex
Apartments

Comrnercial
Small C-ommercial
Restaurants

Large Commercial
Hotel / Motel
Two Sewers

tndustrial
Boise Cascade - Outside
Wholesale

Total

NOTES:

)
(2\ Account information prorided by &
(3) Usage information provided by City

Dry weatherflow (9/99) -
(4) One ERU -

#

from 1979 Master Plan.

safffrom influent records at treatment plant (excluding Boise Ctscade).
million gallons, annualized to exclude infiltntion and inflow.
gallons per day (900 cfl month)

) Past (base) Population:
Cunent Population (est.):

Future Population (est.):

I

Net GrowthEstimates (1)1999 Current Conditions (1) End of Period (1)

#of
Accounts

#of
ERUs (a)

*of
Accounls

#of
ERUs (4)

Annual

Usa8e in
MG (3)

#of
Accounts (2)

#of
ERUS (4)

#of
tRUs (4)

#of
Accounts

152
107

3,086

3,615 5,271

218
26

I
.,

3

r8
1

1

2,830

t

3.317 4,434

200
24

1

2

3

17
I

139
98

5,9-17

291
205

419
50

2

4

6

35
2

2

6,933 10,105

194
23

'|

2

3

2,742

374 4,6833,213

135

95

l6
I

9.300 1999
9.600 2000

20.067

31.48
22r

FCS Group, lnc. (425) 867-1802 3129101



City of St. Helens

SDC Study

f xisting lnfrastructure Costs: Sanitary Sewer

/Table 3

Choose Existing Asset Method:

Method 1: OrieinalCost

1t : tttethod t,2 : Method 2)I

Utilitv Plant-in-Service (3/03/00) (1)
Original

Cost
Noncapacity Capacity

Related

Unused

Capacitv
Used

CaoacitvRelated

Land
Building and improvements
Machinery and equipment
Utility plans and systems

Collection Mdns
Construction work in progress

less: Net Utility Debt Principal Outstanding (2)

less: Crant Contributions (3, 4)

Allocable Plant-in-Service

Method 2: Replacement Cost less Depreciation

$50,1 62

$23,093
$@7,304

$7,37O,471
$582,895

$o
$269,884

s2.979.660

ss/243BO

$0

$o
$o
$o

$o
$o
$o

$0

$0

$50,1 62

$23,093
$u7,304

$7,370,471
$582,895

$o

$269,884
s2.979,660

$o
$o
$o

$3,844,457
$o
$o

$1 19,618
$1.320.645

$50,1 62

$23,093

$@7,304
s3,526,Q14

$582,895
$o

$1 50,266
$1.659.0t5

s5.424.380 s2.404.194 $3-020.186

Allocable Plant-in-Service
less: Accumulated Depreciation (3, 5)

plus: Construction Work in Progress

Replacement
Cost

s 16,677,161
$ 2,959,312

Noncapacity
Related

Capacity
Related

Unused
Capacity

Used
CapaciV

Net Replacement Plant-in-Service $ 13,718,849 $ $ 13,718,849 $ 6,080,469 $ 2638,380

NOTES:

(1) Source: nAsset Master List by Fund," FA3009, City of St. Helens.
(2) Rate portion only; net ofcash and investments. fu per 1999 Financial 19.

Oregon Economic Development Department (OEDD)

(3) "Sewer - Enterprise Fund," as listed in Financial Statements, includes both the Sewer Fund and the Stormwater Fund.

Proportion that is Sewer: 83% (based on the original costs of existing assets for the two utilities)

Crant Contributions and Accumulated Depreciation is allocated between Sewer and Stormwater based on this percentage.

(4) Non-SDC contributed capital, as listed in 1999 Financial Statement p. 55. Represents constructed assets funded by

federal and state grants only; no contributions were made by developers.
(5) As per 1999 Financial Statements, p. 1 7.

FCS Group, lnc. (425) 867-1802 3129101



City of St. Helens

SDC Study
Project [ist: Sanitary Sewer

rble 4

Project
Source Year

'99 PFP
Project Description

A PFP zOOGO4

B PFP 2OO(L{)4 2 Rail@.d A€nue lnd Pump Stalion

c PFP 20OO{4 Ch.k Sr4t lo Pump Stalion

D PFP 2OOSO4 Rd-

PFP 2OOGO4 7 Hwy.30 (Gable Rd. to lHll6rd and 5l.60n

tu.a (Hwy. 30 to Rr

Extra (2)

&incll

20.067 500/6

Planned
Proiect

Cost

2000
Proje<t
Cost (5)*

100% $ 50.000

420,000

85.000

315.000

235,000

200,000

2.750.000

195.000

732,4@

175,000

750,0@

200,@0

190.000

300,m0

320,0m 636-014

378,000

258,000 512.786

82,000 162.979

488,936

2,603,683

345,833

94.@0 186.829

t60,(Xn
105.mo 208,692

314,032

127 252,418

373,658

u7,820

$3,975,000 $15,247,487

F Staff 2001 Hoad mrl6 upgEde

G Stafi 20OOO4 Sitommtea and lNl reduclion

H Stafi 200G04

I PFP 200$09 I .Ei lo Pqnp Stitjor &inch

J PFP 2OOS9 9
ord 8{'nch

K PFP 2OO$O9 10 Badrolor Flat Rd., RG to F.Lgrcqxts &incfi

L Stafi 200$10 M6h

PFP 201('-20 12 Hwy.30 no{filoPilsb{tgto Der bland Ro.d &inch

2O10.2O 1 3 Ptrbbuo Rd. tom Rcomir b Norfi vemonir Road &incfi
crqildt Bdndary twodl !o Old &inctr

L

PFPM

20%

096

0%

o%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

o%

Main

N PFP 2010-20 14 0%

o MP 2000-20 M.tlulty CGek TMt Ph.* I 3O-inctr 22-indl

P MP zOOGzO 30 Trunk lGinctl 2incfi

o MP 200&20 Stalion .rd F@ ilein 1.62

R MP zOOG2O Grbl€ Ro.d Trunk fHnch

s MP 2000-20 Vomdi. Rosd TMk PhGB I 1o-inctr 2-inctr

T MP 2000-20 souor TMk Rod@mnl 3Gincfi 22-in€tl

u MP 2mO-20 M€tluliycookTrunkPhe I 21-inch 1$inch

V MP 2OOG2O F loct Ps.k TMk lGindt
MP 2@+20 Syl6 Rord Trunk Ertolbn &inch

x MP 2000-20 V.lML Rdd Truf,k Phe ll &inch

Y MP 2WO-20 Cool Trunk Ph@ il Itlinctl

z MP 200p.20 Autucftq Trunk &hch

AA MP 2O0&zO Old Podand Rd. Trunk &inctl

BB MP ?I}OO.2O Fi.t6x Plmp Stdon .nd Fd@ llah

cc MP 200020 BsyviHTrunk lGindr 2inctr

Total
plus: SDC Credits Outstandin8
less: Current lmprovement Fee Fund Balance (D

Total Future Capital Ptoiects for SDC Calculation

NOTES:

(1) MP-Master Plan, PFP- Public Facilities Plan

(2) All pipes over I inches are assumed to be oversized for growth.

0) 1989 project costs from City of St. Helens Sewerage System Facilities Plan Update

(41 1g7g proiect costs from City of St. Helens Vicinity Sewer Facilities Plan

(5) 2OO0proiectcostsfromCityofSt.HelensbudgetedPublicFacilitiesPlan(1999)orderived
from an ENR CCI ratio of May 2000 to April l9B9 or November I 979.

(6) Oversize costs are based on prorated oversize flow capacities listed.

(Z Source: City staff.

nAil
nev,

netv1.34

neu,0%

1$inctr
nevJ

ne$t

new2-incfi

new0.70.7
w

397

31

new

nerJv

lw
new

n6!v

lSinch

0%

o%

0%

0%

I

I

I

$5,341,61 I

i4,257,O35

sDc
Elisible
Cost (6)

s 50,000

47,000

100.000

617,275

3l:16,922

232.'t00

219,266

2,526.968

319.456

178,265

184,683

373,700

155.982

FCS Croup, lnc. (425) 867-1802 3l29lA1
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City of St. Helens

SDC Study
]DC Calculation: Stormwater

Table 1

Reimbursement Fee

Cost of Net Unused Capacity

Crowth to End of Planning Period

Reimbursement Fee

$ 27,963

47,522,862 Square Feet lmpervious

$ 0.0006 per Square Foot lmpervious

lmprovement Fee

Capacity Expanding CIP

Growth to End of Planning Period

$ 10,626,382

47,522,862 Square Feet lmpervious

$ O.22 per Square Foot lmPerviouslmprove

)
Total System

ment Fee

Development Charge

Reimbursement Fee

lmprovement Fee

SDC Subtotal
plus: Administrative Cost Recovery

Total SDC per lmpervious Square Foot

$

$

0.00 per Square Foot lmpervious
o.22 per Square Foot lmpervious

0.22 per Square Foot lmpervious
$0.00 per Square Foot lmpervious

$0.23 per Square Foot lmpervious

$

0.s8%

FCS Croup,lnc. (425) 867-18O2 3129/01



' City of 5t. Helens
SDC Study
Customer Data Compilation: Stormwater (1)

', rble 2

County
Zoning

Total
Acres

Buildable
Acres (2)

Wetland
Acres

Existing

Developed
Acres

Roadway
Acres

Existing +
Roadway

Acres
Percent

lmpervious

Existing Buildable
lmpervious lmpewious
(w/ Roads) Acres

Buildable
lmpervious

Sq. Ft.City Zonins

Suburban Residential
r 07.0
181 .4

33.9
6.8

2/ .5
8.5

19.5
6.0

47.O

14_5

R-r 0
166.2RSUR

6r.540.7 38% 23.4 80.5 3,505,145288.4 211.8

R-7
RP

R-5

392.O
19.0

284.O

9l r.6
15.0

221.6
r 3.9
55.7

835.1
8.9

30.0
5.1

24.8
33.9

6.1

99.6

1M.4
30.2

140.4 240.O

RSUR (3)

UGR

203.s
42.5

347.9
72.7

52% 343,5 590.3 25,713,284
lntense Residential

99.9 386.4 274.2 660.61,621.6 1,135.2

A-5

MHR
UMFR

MHR

85.5
30.0
33.0
84.0

26.4
5.2

12.0
36.4

54.4
18.5

21.O
45.0

38.6
13.1
14-9
31.9

93.0
31.6
35.9
76.9

4.7
6.3

2.6

HC

GC

RC
MC

54.0
38.0

100.0
23.0
3s.0

5.0

17.9
12.O
14.0
6.8
6.r
o.7

2.3

2.O

3.2
2.4

33.8
26.O
84.0
13.0
26.5
4.3

24.0
r8.5
59.6
9.2

r8.8
3.r

57.8
44.5

143.6
22.2
45.3

7.4

237.4232.5 80.o 98.5
Commercial

13.5 138.9 65% 154.3 52.0 2,265,120

HC

GC

1,034.4 431.7 418.0 1 31.1184.7 315.8 72% .4 310.8 13,539,493

5.7
36.4

r.0 0.7PI 86.0 79.3
.6

1.7
11

53.1 195.0 138.4 10%333.0 84.9 333.4 8.5 369,824

ROW

ODOT
ROW

ODOT

495.0
206.0
50.0
50.0

495.0
206.0

50.0
50.0

495.0
206.0

50.0
50.o

801.0 80r.0 801.O 90%

GRAND TOTAT 55% 1,055 1,091 47,522,862635 1,930 801 2,7314,566 2pO1

51%

57.5 9.9 .6 1 85% 272.7 48.9 2,128,995

LI

HI

60.4
95.0

621.0
258.0

22.2
52.5

200.0
157.O

1.5

1.5

327-0
88.0

36.7
4r.0
94.0
t 3.o

26.1

29.1

66.7
9_2

62.8
70.1

160.7
22.2

HI

NOTES:

(1) Source: MSA
(2) DemograFhics

Current Population:
Future Population:

(3) RS/UR desiqnated land

l-d57€-l n-z; and

Planning Commission Executive Summary.

Percentlmpelious Buildaue Arca toToal tmpc'vio{ls Arca tn UGB .

#
9.600 2Ol

1 5,600

FCS Croup, lnc. @251 867-1802

R-l 0.
by the following breakdown:

3l29lO1



City of 5t. Helens
SDC Study

, Existing lnfrastructure Costs: Stormwater

rlabte 3

Choose Existing Asset Method:

Method 1: Original Cost

(1 - Method 1,2 - Method 2)1

Original
Cost

Noncapacity
Related

Capacity
Related

Unused Used
Plant-in-Service (1)

Land

Bui lding and improvements
Machinery and equipment
Utility plant and systems (2)

Mapping/Plan
Construction work in progress
less: Net Utility Debt Principal Outstanding (3)

less: Grant Contributions (4,5)

Allocable Plant-in-Service

$0
$o

$135,'t 15

$1 ,561 ,742
$88,488

$0
$ 1,026,743

s613.301

s14s.302

$o
$0

$1 35,1 1 6

$1,561 ,742
$88,488

$o
$1,026,743

$51 3.301

$0
$o
$o

$343,583
$o
$o

s197,593
s118.027

$o
$o

$135,116
$1,218,158

$88,488
$o

$829,1 50
s495.273

$0
$0
$o
$0
$o
$o
$l)

$0 s145.302 s27.963 $117.339

Method 2: Replacement Cost less Depreciation

Replacement
Cost

Noncapacity
Related

Capacity
Related

Unused Used

less: Accumulated Depreciation (4)

plus: Construction Work in Progress

Net Replacement Plant-i n-Service

NOTES:

(1) Source: "Asset Master List by Fund,"
(2) Unused capacity in existing system:
(3) Rate portion only; net of cash and investments.

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality:
(41 "Sewer - Enterprise Fund," as listed in Financial

$3,'103,431
$608,907

$0

s2,494,524 $0 s2.494.524 s480,062 52.A14.462

Helens.
per MSA; capacity available for 25-year storm at buildout.

the Sewer Fund and the Stormwater Fund.

of St.

l

Portion that is stormwater: t7% (based on the original cosE of existing assets for the two utilities).
Crant Contributions and Accumulated Depreciation are allocated between Sewer and Stormwater based on this percentage.

(5) Non-SDC contributed capital, as listed in 1999 Financial Statement p. 55. Represents constructed assets funded by
federal and state grants only; no contributions were made by developers.

(6) As per 1999 Financial Statements, p. 1 7.

220h

FCS Group, lnc. (4251867-1802 3l29l01



City of St. Helens

SDC Study
Proiect List: Slormwater

'pble 4

ProiKt '99 PFP ExtG (2)
Yer

19990.1 I ffiTd lS sr. 5r%

B PFP/MP t999.04 5r%

199904 lssr b6sr 51%

D PFP/MP 2OO5{9 CFryde.Fdpc 5r%

E PFPruP 2OO'09 5l%

F PFP/MP 2005.09 6 UEGdEfficlHdtiE.t&m.trttrhus.Sdb$S.belffisr 51%

G PFP,/MP 200549 7

H PFP/ilP 20llz)'t9 8 5r%

& sL M du.E.9b 5t%

K PFPIMP 'il hWSt

PFPIUP 20r(L2019 12

L PFP/MP 2O1G2OI9 13 %

PFP/IiIP 201G2019 11 51%
sg 5t%

o PFP/MP 201G2019 t6 ab dMb.hfr
51 96

P PFPn P 20rG2019 17 5r%

o PFP/I P "Zt'tG2019 't8

R PFP/MP 201G2O19 I9
t&tnd.!..{fre ffi

s PFP/MP 20tG2O19 m UEddEphleh ffibln&dd8.lk. hh:aci{ 51 96rsl
T PFP/MP 2OIG2T'19 21 51%

*Rd.du.s- 5t%

v PFP/ilP z)'l().20t9 A
51%

SdCry

z PFPTMP ?910.m19 27

FF PFP/MP MI u.s.$lsd EG*Rd.

GG PFPIVIP 51%

HH PFPIUP
PFPIMP affiF[&.Sd5 51%

JJ PFP/MP 5t%

KK PFP/MP 5t 96

Fffifu.
LL PFPIMP 5t%

Total
plus: 5DC Credits Outslandin8
less: Curent lmprovement Fee Fund Balance (5)

Total Future Capital Prciecls for sDC Calculation

NOTES:

(r) MP-Master Plan, PFP- Public Facilities Plan
(2) O,/etsize capacities are based on lhe ratio of impervious buildable area to total impeilious area in the Urban Growth Boundary (see Table 2)-
(3, 20OO proiect cosls from City of St. Helens budgeted Public Facilities Plan and City of St. Helens Stormwater Master Plan-
(4) Oversize costs are based on prorated oversize capacities listed-
(5) Source: Citysaff.

1999
PrciKt

Cost

2000
Prci€ct

s .t7r.000

1.0't6,000

1.316.000

1.66,1.000

321,000

1,126,000

214.000

135.000

356,000

337,000

311,000

178.mO

109,000

201.000

r37.000

1.0r8.000

r:05.000

1.,16/l.000

421,000

$0 52r.35r,00o

J

sDc
Eligible
Cost (4)

s 240.210

518.160

67t.160

848.640

'r65240

574260
6s S. qlry

5r% 238,000 t2t,3E0

109.1/O

6E.850

51% 32.O00'FPTMP 201G2019 10 uF4.eEffi*iDmslrdk.fimc|ldD.bffiAH. 161.20
345,780

f*.driEffipaaf d.d€hC* g. bh KTdrtem6ts$ I 16 5r% i102.000 205,020

333.540

171,870

181.56

171,870

't58.6 10

73,950

427,0005r% 217,TfO

90.780

55.590

102510

307,0005l 155,5f0

69.870

6l5.060
aldsdzah* 722.570

Fddn ffi rbfu a ffi ffi d7b *ddHr*ild ffi 7t S b
.kldffic& 5196 155,00{, 79,050

t01-0005't961A PFPTUP 201G2O1S tFdoffi!ffir,ii!*Eld*dsr.k& 5't.5t 0

51 96 70,000AB PFP/MP 201G2019 A LiF ddiEffi**r6c.rd$d.hmrs.bMhcd 35,700
d w@ Hth Pt&4 &- bhffi ddh ffi Sr 316 51% 1,lt4o,(xtoCC PFP/MP 530.400

s1% 373.830

291.72lJ

293:50

519,180

12t,lX
460.53{)

61,a,550

746,540

211,710

FCS Group, lnc (4251867-1@2 3n9nl



City of St. Helens

SDC Study
SDC Calculation: Transportation

Table 1

Reimbursement Fee

Cost of Net Unused Capacity

Crowth to End of Planning Period

Reimbursement Fee

lmprovement Fee

$

$

40,821 Average Daily Trip Ends

per ADTE

Capacity Expanding CIP

Crowth to End of Planning Period

lmprovement Fee

Tqle[y$gq lqye[opment Chqlge

$ 13,080,686

40,821 Average Daily Trip Ends

$ 320.44 per ADTE

l
Reimbursement Fee

lmprovement Fee

SDC Subtotal
plus: Administrative Cost Recovery

Total SDC

Example SDCs

0.58%

- per ADTE
320.44 per ADTE

320.44 per ADTE
$1.85 per ADTE

$SZZ perADTE

$

$

$

Customer Type Estimated Daily Trips (1) sDc Basis

1 SFR

2 Apartments
3 General Office Bldg.
4 Specialty Retail
5 Supermarket
6 Light lndustry
7 Heaw lndustry

9.57 per DU
6.63 per DU

1 1 .01 per 1,000 sq. ft.

40.67 per 1,000 sq. ft.

111.51 per 1,000 sq. ft.

6.97 per 1,000 sq. ft.

1 .5 per 1.000 sq. ft.

$3,084
$2,137
$3,549

$13,108
$35,940
$2,246
$483

per DU
per DU
per 1,000 sq. ft.

per 1,000 sq. ft.

per 1,000 sq. ft.

per 1,000 sq. ft.
per 1,000 sq. ft.

(1) Source: Trip Ceneration, 6th Edition, lnstitute of Traffic Engineers

FCS Croup,lnc. (425) 867-1802 3129/01



City of St. Helens
SDC Study
Customer Data Compilation: Transportation

able 2a
Method 1

NOTES:

(l) Planning Commission Draft Executive Summary.
(2) Planning Commission Draft Executive Summary.
B') 1997 Transportation System Master Plan.
t) Trip Generation
j;) nssumed average size 4,000 square foot space with average trip generation of specialty retail & general office.
(6) Assumed average size 4,000 square foot space, high turnover sitdown restaurant.
(7) fusumed 700 employees * 3.5 trips per day per employee.

City of St. Helens
SDC Study
Customer Data Compilation: Transportation

Table 2b
Method 2

1997 2000 End of Period Growth
Population 9.060 (1) 9,600 (2) 15,600 (3) 6,000

Avenge Daily Trip Miles (4)

Average Trip Length (miles) (5)

Average Daily Trips

Average Daily Trip Ends

174,OOO

5.7
30,526
61,053

184,371
5.7

32,346
u,692

299,603
5.7

52,562
105,124

1"15,232

20,216
40,432

NOTES:

(1) 1997 Transportation System Master Plan.
(2) Planning Commission Draft Executive Summary.
(3) Planning Commission Draft Executive Summary.
1) 1997 Transportation System Master Plan.
t) ooOf. Comparable data from McMinnville.

1999 2000 End of Period Growth
Assumed

ADTEsiunit

TotalADTEs
GroMh

Population 9.300 (1) 9,600 (2) 1s,600 (3) 6,000

Developed Units trrm wareo

Single Family Residential

Multi-Family Residential

Commercial

Small Commercial

Restaurants

lndustrial / Large Commercial

Total

2,825

232

196
23

'l

3.277

2,916

239

202
24

1

4,739

389

329
39

2

s,497

1,823

150

126
l5

1

2,114

9.s7 (4)

6.63 (4)

103.36 (s)

s21.36 (6)

2,450.00 (7)

17,442

992

13,O70
7,736

1,581

40,821

FCS Croup, lnc. (425) 867-1802 3129/O'l



City of St. Helens

SDC Study
Existing lnfrastructure Costs: Transportation

' lable 3

Choose Existing Asset Method: (1 : Method 1,2 = Method 2)1

Method 1: Original Cost

Original
Cost

Noncapacity Capacity Unused Used

Utilitv Plant-irpService CaoacityCaoacitvRelatedRelated

Land
lnfrastructure
Construction work in progress

less: Net Debt Principal Outstanding
less: Crant Contributions (1)

$o
$o
$o
$o
$0

$0

$0

$o
$o
$0

$0

$o
$o
$0
$o
$0

$0

$o
$o
$o
$o
$0

$0

$o
$o
$o
$o
$0

$o$0Allocable Plant-in-Service

Method 2: Replacement Cost less Depreciation

Replacement Noncapacity Capacity Unused Used

less: Accumulated Depreciation
plus: Construction Wo* in Progress $0

Net Replacement Plant-in-Service $o $o $0 $0 $0

NOTES:

(1) Non-SDC contributed capital

FCS Croup,lnc. (425) 867-1802 3129lO1



City of 5t. Helens
SDC Study
Project List: Transportation

''. able 4

Proiect .99 PFP Capacity
Extra

Capacily
in ADT

1997
Proiect
Cct

2000
Proiecl
Costf

A PFPIMP '1999(X 1 7600 4000 3600A0T 5 662.000 t 703,008

B PFPIMP I99CO4 2

c PFPIMP 1S9S04 R@PffidBq/* 7500 1600 2900ADT 949,000 1,007,786

E

F

G

MP 1999-g st l{.G sr srti4 {rffi b Hq s}
t99g{x 531

MP t99g(x ffi0M.
PFP

I PFPIMP 200il9 6 14200 3200 r1000ADT r.867.000 1.982.652

1100 500 900ADT 107,787

K PFP/MP 2OO5{9 E 't3,000

L PFP/MP

200t09 t0 41.000 .t3.540

N MP 200509 Sl*&hftMnd8tddlffi 8700 1600

201G20 2100 3100ADT
P PFP/MP 2O1G2O 12 (ffiME 2.030,000

O PFP/MP 2O1G2O 13 5700

7000

2550 3tsoADT

36(xl 3.|00ADT

520,mo 552,212

R PFPIMP 2O1G2O 14 t.1t8.dx) 1,1872s5

s PFP,/MP 2010-20 t5 7300 3700 3600ADT 839.000 E90,972

7 PFPIMP 2O1G2O 16 3850 5350AOT 630,000 669,026

U PFP/MP 2O1U2O 17 2800

PFP/rrP 201om t9
25tO 1

xt10-20
o PFP/I P 2010-20 2 +fool

gbl.ffiasMb

MP 201tr20 166,000

MP 201G20 172.fio

1250ADT r,369,9r0

2W 1100

RdR4 5tm SqlADT
29oo

2800 2000 800ADT 743,000 789,025

hWryga6(h^r bG* Rd-' 1000 3700ADT
ruhhffidMhgffi 3000 t500 I500ADT 952,mO 1,010,972

1500 750 750 ADT ,165,(xlo ,194,657

i200 1500ADT 608.@0 6,15,663

ffiRd) 2200

Hitffiro/G.ebffi 7600 ,t000 36mADT
ttr n 200,000

Tft
LL T[ft CffiM.ryffiR4ffi 9m0 3650 5350ADT

lft nMM.6&ffi I 1000 3550

2000 2i19,000

RaRdffi{kbP@4Rd-} 2800 2000

Total
plus: SDC Credits Outstanding
less: Current lmprovement Fee Fund Balance

Total Future Capital Projects for SDC Calculation

929,231,O@ ]32,041,726

NOTES:

', (l) MP-MasterPlan, PFP- PublicFacilitiesPlan: i Q't 1997 projectcosts from City ofSt. HelensTnnsponation System Plan
(3) 20OO proiecl coss ftom City of SL Helens budgaed Public Facilities Plan (1999) or derived fiom an ENR CCI ntio of May 2OOO to June 1997

. / (4) Oversizecostsarebasedonproratedoverizecapacitieslisted.
(5) Source: City staff.

0

00

0

500

500

o

0

37(E

0

5

0

20o

R

S 0

o
MPT

?

?

2

?

?

?

MP

MP

ItP
MP

?

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

8B

cc

EE

GG

HH

JJ

NN

oo
PP

oo
?

731

sl3,Er'.5,732

Con (4)

5DC
Eligible

5 370.0M

tt6&.R@dPffiFilFffi(ffi
hffir 387,6 r02800 365.000600 2200ADT 83.059

618,109

0 0 9,500 10.088) PFP/MP 199$04 il eSby*Mg*Mhcaruttt

l(xrs-og 5000 1.000.0005 Wdsffib4Radffi(Clrh) 16@ 3400ADT 320.000

4,16.795

't45,638

19.115l00tog 0 0 't6.000I 1Sstffilcffi&6trffiRd)

't97.449DT r.0r r.000 1-013,627

2,386.481

\o77,A75

217,U2

510,5E8

i451,589

271,r27

(X)ADT 360,mo 382,300 81.9t2

3700 630.fi)O 069.026tPIMP 201()-20 lE ffiRd.RffidB€t*hffi 2570 |130AOT {64.702
(wToPl*a)Snuto. ro. 6500 296,000 3t4,33639{n /1600AI)T u4,a!

129.004)T 175,0fi) 185,840

1 1,8

ffiFnR4 SblreGaebF*rld),1G20 o 0 380-000 i103.539

0 0 21 1,000 224,070v MP m10-2o

06ffiM$blffi(kDu)'m 0 0 /65.0O0 .193.805

299.668

,5$.000 1,624,T16 893.627

1,505,4,13

278-303

563,590

.000 713.62 243.282

505.486

217,133

285,96'l

94,127

44:t13

84,i00
ItrtilFlr$tMr$.'tdRd. ffi 7300 200.m0 2lz.u93?00 3600ADT r07,ot9

@I/hbE9 5(x)o 200.000 212,3891600 3400ADT 67,965

86,r96

68.51,1iffiMfrhStffi 7450ADT? tdlft t 200,m0

.000 212,389 68.5,14

Itr$adffi6HgrWO 263m 20.000 21,2395300 2|000ADT 1.280

145,i133

r92.667

FCS Group, lnc. (425) 667-t602

$r 3,080,5E6

!l29l01



City of St. Helens
SDC Study

.- -rSDC Calculation: Parks
\,

Table 1

Reimbursement Fee

Cost of Net Unused Capacity

Crowth to End of Planning Period

Reimbursement Fee

lmprovement Fee

$ zo,z3\

6,000 Persons

$ ll.Zt per Person

Capacity Expanding CIP

Crowth to End of Planning Period

lmprovement Fee

$ 1,796,980

6,000 Persons

$ zgg.so per Person

otal Development

Reimbursement Fee

lmprovement Fee

SDC Subtotal
plus: Administrative Cost Recovery

Total SDC

Example SDCs

$

$

1"t.71

299.s0
per Person
per Person

per Person
per Person

per Person

0.58%
311.20
$1.80

$313

$

Customer Type Density sDc Basis
1 Mobile Homes
2 MFR Units
3 Low-cost SFR

4 Moderate-cost SFR

5 Hieh-cost SFR

2.10
2.'10
2.60
2.60
2.60

$

$

$

$

$

657
657
814
814
814

per Dwelling Unit
per Dwelling Unit
per Dwelling Unit
per Dwelling Unit
per Dwelling Unit

FCS Croup,lnc. (425) 867-1802 3/291O1



City of St. Helens

SDC Study

-----..Customer Data Compilation: Parks
I

Table 2

2000 End of Period Growth
Population 9,600 (1) 15,600 (2) 6,000

Assumed DU
Grorvth Pattern (1)

Assumed DU
Densities

GroMh
Allocation

252
756

1,872
2,496

624

Dwelling Units
Mobile Homes
MFR Units
Low-cost SFR

Moderate-cost SFR

High-cost SFR

Total

Solo

159o

30Yo

4Oolo

10?o

2,400

2."10

2.10
2.60
2.60
2.60

2.50 6,000

I

NOTES:

(1) Planning Commission Draft Executive Summary.

FCS Croup,lnc. (425) 867-1802 3/29/01



City of St. Helens
SDC Study
Existing lnfrastructure Costs: Park

rble 3

jhoose Existing Asset Method: (l - Mehod 1,2 - Method 2)

Method l: Ori8inal Cost

u,**r"",-i*s"*i." o::I"r R'illT,"#'* T'J# *'ff;.T.v 
?"J;lJy l;::fl, c$T.l*

Elack Walnut Park $2s,000 $25,000 $0 $25,000 $0 $25.000
Campbell Park

Civic Pride Park

Columbia Bohnical Gardens

Columbia View Park

Godfrey Park
Heinie Heumann Memorial Park

Highway 30 Greenway
Little League Pa*
McCormick Park

Sand lsland Marine Park

Waterfront Park (Regional) (l )
less: Net E),ebt Principal Outsbnding
less: Crant Contributions (2)

Allocable Plant-in-Service

Method 2: Replacement Cost less Deprecialion

$r3,608

$798.135 $13.608 S784.-5?8

$32,935
$2,200

$228,000
$280,000
$230,000

$0
$0
$0

tr 9,32E

$2,200
$0
$0
$o

$228,000
$280.000
$230,000

$0
t0

$0
$0
$0

$19,328
$2,200

$o
$0
$0

$228,000
$280,000
$230,000

$0
&

$o
$0
$0

$19,328
$2,200

to
$0
$0

$228.000
$280,000

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$o
$o
$0
$0
$0
$o
$0
so

s0

59,762
$0
m

$

$0
$0
$0
$o
$0
$0
$0
$o
$0
$0

$o
$0

$70,238

37a4 5)8 570.238 5714_2qO

1

Replacement
Cost

Noncapacity
Related

Capacity
Related

Unosed
Capacitv

Used
Capacity

Rl locable Plant-in-Service
less: Accumulated Depreciation
plus: Construction Work in Progress

Net Replacement Plant-in-Service

NOTES:

(l ) Paid for out of general fund. Assessed valuation in he City, as provided

by Columbia County Assessor:

Land
lmprovements
% lmprovements rcprcsents portion of capacity property to be developed.
Park assumed to provide capacity available to serve existing and future population at buildouL

(2) Non-SDC contributed capibl

@ sa & $s

$

\
)

t0

$0

20.6%

FCS Croup, lnc. (4251 867-1802 3n9rc1



City of St. Helens

SDC StudY

-- Proiect List: Park

table a

Project
# Source

New Parks
Staff

Staff

Staff

Staff

NOTES:

Year Proiect

2002

2005

2005

20r 0

Threeacre park in Area One (2)

Threeacre park in Area Two (3)

Threeacre park in Area Three (4)

Threeacre park in Area Four (5)

Campbell Park

Civic Pride Park

Codfrey Park

Heine Huemann Park

Little League Park

McCormick Park

Sand lsland Marine Pa*

Columbia View Park

Botanical Garden

New Riverfront Park

New (West Side) SO'acre Park

Ertra
2000

Project
Cost (1)

A
B

c
D

$

$

$

$

144,000

144,000

1,14,000

144,@O

Park Development
1 Staff NA

2 Staff NA

3 Staff NA

4 Staff NA

5 Staff NA

6 Staff NA

7 Sraff NA

I Staff NA

9 Staff NA

10 staff NA

11 Staff NA

388,000

130,000

58,000

190,000

38,000

744,OO0

387,000

50,000

r0,000

330,000

2,400,000

\.iotal

$lus: SoC Credir Outstanding
less: Current lmprovement Fee Fund Balance

Total Future Capital Projects for SDC Calculation

,30'1,000 12,222,905

$5,30't,000

$1,796,980

(l)
(2t
(3)

(4t
(s)

Cost estimated from other park costs. Average loaded cost per icre -
Area One includes the area 112 mile west of McBride School and along Sykes

Area Two includes the area 1/4 mile north near Hankey Road.

Area Three includes the area between Millard and Maple Roads, just west of Division.

Area Four includes the area f ust east of Highway 30 and Achilles Road.

sDc
Eligible

Cost

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

74,O77

26,538

58,000

134,923

20,000

614,769

55,380

55,380

55,380

55,380

19,231

3,U6
126.923

923,O77

$0

FCS Croup, lnc. (425) 867-1802 3/291O1



' -City 
of St. Helens

SDC Study
''."'\\dministrative Cost Recovery

I

Table A

Net Annual Administrative Cost related to SDCs (1)

Amortization of SDC Analysis Cost over 5 years (2):

Net Annual SDC Administrative Cost:

Estimated Annual Proposed SDC Revenues before Admin. Cost:
Water SDC $
Wastewater SDC

Stormwater SDC

Street SDC
Parks SDC

Estimated Annual Revenue

Admin. CosUTotal Annual SDC Revenues

NOTES:

$

$

3,000
B 546

$ 11,546

469,334
222,O33
532,7"17

654,034
1"16,701

$ "1,994,820

0.58% on all SDCs

(1)

(2)
Source: C

Cost of:

at:

over:

Staff.

years

I

(

$37,000
5.0ol"

5

FCS Croup, lnc. (425) 867-1802 3129l01
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Ordinance No. 2836

AN ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES AND
REPEALING ORDINANCE NO. 2619

THE CITY OF ST. HELENS DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Purpose. The purpose of the system development charge is to impose a
portion of the cost of capital improvements for water, wastewater, drainage, streets,
flood control, and parks upon those developments that create the need for or increase
the demand on capital improvements.

Section 2. Scope. The system development charge imposed by this ordinance is
separate from and in addition to any applicable tax, assessment, charge, or fee
otherwise provided by law or imposed as a condition of development.

Section 3. Definitions. For the purposes of this ordinance, the following mean:

Capital improvements.
(a) Facilities or assets used for:

Water supply, treatment and distribution;
Waste water collection, transmission, treatment and disposal;
Drainage and flood control;
Transportation; or
Parks and recreation.

(b) "Capital improvement" does not include costs of the operation or routine
maintenance of capital improvements.

Development. Any manmade change to improved or unimproved real estate,
including but not limited to buildings or other structures, mining, dredging, fitling,
grading, paving, excavation, or drilling operations.

Development Permit. Any City of St. Helens permit to authorize development.

lmprovement fee. A fee for costs associated with capital improvements to
construction after the date the fee is adopted pursuant to Section 4 of this
ordinance.

Land area. The area of a parcel of land as measured by projection of the parcel
boundaries upon a horizontal plane with the exception of a portion of the parcel
within a recorded right of way or easement subject to a servitude for a public
street or scenic or preservation purposes.

Owner. The owner or owners of record title or the purchaser or purchasers under
a recorded sales agreement, and other persons having an interest of record in
the described real property.

oRDtNANcE No. 2$6 - 1 jb6003
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Parcel of land. A lot, parcel, block, or other tract of land that is occupied or may
be occupied by a structure or structures or other use, and that includes the yards
and other open spaces required under the zoning, subdivision, or other
development ord inances.

Permittee means the person to whom a building permit, development permit, a
permit or plan approval to connect to the sewer or water system, or right of way
access permit is issued.

Qualified public improvements. A capital improvement that is:
(a) Required as a condition of residential development approval;
(b) ldentified in the plan adopted pursuant to Section B of this ordinance; and

either:
(i) Not located on or contiguous to a parcel of land that is the subject

of the residential development approval; or
(ii) Located in whole or in part on or contiguous to property that is the

subject of development approval and required to be built larger or
with greater capacity than is necessary for the particular
development project to which the improvement fee is related.

(c) For purposes of this definition, contiguous means in a pubtic way which
abuts the parcel.

Reimbursement fee. A fee for costs associated with capital improvements
constructed or under construction on the date the fee is adopted pursuant to
Section 4 of this ordinance.

System develooment charge. A reimbursement fee, an improvement fee or a
combination thereof assessed or collected at the time of increased usage of a
capital improvement, at the time of issuance of a development permit or building
permit, or at the time of connection to capital improvement. "system
development charge" includes that portion of a sewer or water system
connection charge that is greater than the amount necessary to reimburse the
City for its average cost of inspecting and installing connections with water and
sewer facilities. "System development charge" does not include fees assessed or
collected as part of a local improvement district or a charge in lieu of a local
improvement district assessment, or the cost of complying with requirements or
conditions imposed by a land use decision, expedited land division or limited
land use decision.

Section 4. System Development Charge Established.

System development charges shall be established and may be revised by
resolution of the Councif . The resolution shall set the amount of the charge, the
type of permit to which the charge applies, and, if the charge applies to a
geographic area smaller than the entire City, the geographic area subject to the

1
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charge.

2. Unless otherwise exempted by the provisions of this ordinance or other local or
state law, a system development charge is hereby imposed upon all
development within the City, and upon all development outside the boundary of
the City that connects to or otherwise uses the sewer facilities, storm seweri, or
water facilities of the City.

Section 5. Methodology.

The methodology used to established the reimbursement fee shall consider the
cost of then-existing facilities, prior contributions by then-existing users, the value
of unused capacity, rate-making principles employed to finance publicly owned
capital improvements, and other relevant factors identified by the Council. The
methodology shall promote the objective that future system users shall contribute
no more than an equitabte share of the costs of then-bxisting facilities.

The methodology used to establish the improvement fee shall consider the cost
of projected capital improvements needed to increase the capacity of the system
to which the fee is related.

3. The methodology used to establish the improvement fee or the reimbursement
fee, or both, shall be contained in an ordinance adopted by the Council.

Section 6. Authorized Expenditures.

1 Reimbursement fees shall be applied only to capital improvements associated
with the system for which the fees are assessed, including expenditures relating
to repayment of indebtedness.

lmprovement fees shall be spent only on capacity increasing capital
improvements, including expenditures relating to repayment for such
improvements. An increase in system capacity occurs if a capital improvement
increases the level of performance or service provided by existing facilities or
provides new facilities. The portion of the capital improvement funded by
improvement fees must be related to demands created by current or projected
development. lmprovement fees shall not be expended for costs associated with
the construction of administrative office facilities that are more than an incidental
part of other capital improvements.

A capital improvement being funded wholly or in part from revenues derived from
the improvement fee shall be included in the plan adopted by the City pursuant
to Section B of this ordinance.

2

2

I

3

4 Notwithstanding subsections 1 and 2 of this section, system development charge
revenues may be expended on the direct costs of complying with the provisions
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2

of this ordinance, including the costs of developing system development charge
methodologies and providing an annual accounting of system development
charge expenditures.

Section 7. Expenditure Restrictions.

System development charges shall not be expended for costs associated with
the construction of administrative offices facilities that are more than an
incidental part of other capital improvements.

System development charges shall not be expended for costs of the operation or
routine maintenance of capital improvements.

Section 8. lmprovement Plan. The Council shall adopt a plan that:

2

3

4

1 Lists the capital improvements that may be funded with improvement fee
revenues;

Lists the estimated cost and time of construction of each improvement; and

Describes the process for modifying the plan.

ln adopting this plan, the Council may incorporate by reference all or a portion of
any public facilities plan, master plan, capital improvements plan or similar plan
that contains the information required by this section.

Section 9. Collection of Charge.

The system development charge shall be paid upon issuance of:
(a) A building permit;
(b) Any other permit for development not requiring the issuance of a building

permit;
(c) A permit to connect to the water system; or
(d) A permit to connect to the sewer system.
(e) A right of way access permit.

lf no building, development, or connection permit is required, the system
development charge is payable at the time the usage of the capital improvement
is increased.

lf development is commenced or connection is made to the water or sewer
system without an appropriate permit, the system development charge is
immediately payable upon the earliest date that a permit was required.

The permittee shall pay applicable system development charges when a building
or development permit is issued or when a connection to the water or sewer

1

2

3.

ORDINANCE NO. 2$6 - 4
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1

2

system of the City is made.

No permit shall be issued or connection allowed untilthe charge has been paid
in full, until provision for installment payment has been made pursuant to Section
11 of this ordinance, or unless an exemption is granted pursuant to Section 12 of
this ordinance.

Section 10. Delinquent Charges: Hearing.

when, for any reason, the system development charge has not been paid, the
Finance Officer shall report to the Council the amount of the uncollected charge,
the description of the real property to which the charge is attributed, the date
upon which the charge was due, and the name of the owner.

The City Council shall, by motion, schedule a public hearing on the matter and
direct that notice of the hearing be given to each owner with a copy of the
Finance Officer's report concerning the unpaid charge. Notice of the hearing
shall be given either personally or by certified mail, return receipt requested, or
by both personal and mailed notice, and by posting notice on the parcel at least
10 days before the date set for the hearing.

At the hearing, the Council may accept, reject, or modify the determination of the
Finance Officer as set forth in the report. lf the Council finds that a system
developrnent charge is unpaid and uncollected, it shall, by motion, place a lien
on the property in the appropriate form. Upon completion of the docketing, the
City shall have a lien against the described land for the full amount of the unpaid
charge, together with interest at the legal rate of 10 percent and with the City's
actual cost of serving notice of the hearing on the owners. The lien shall be
enforceable in the manner provided in ORS Chapter 223.

Section 11. lnstallment Payment.

Except as provided for in Section 9.3, when a system development charge of
$25 or more is due and collectible, the owner of the parcel of land subject to the
development charge may apply for payment in 20 semi-annual installments, to
include interest on the unpaid balance, in accordance with ORS 223.208.

The City Administrator shall provide application forms for installments payments,
which shall include a waiver of all rights to contest the validity of the lien, except
for the correction of computational errors.
An applicant for installment payments shall have the burden of demonstrating
the applicant's authority to assent to the imposition of a lien on the parcel and
that the interest of the applicant is adequate to secure payment of the lien.

The City Administrator shall report to the City Finance Officer the amount of the
system development charge, the dates on which the payments are due, the

3

1

2.

3.

4
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name of the owner, and the description of the parcel.

5. The Finance Officer shall docket the lien in the lien docket. From that time, the
City shall have a lien upon the described parcel for the amount of the system
development charge, together with interest on the unpaid balance at the rate
established by the Council. The lien shall be enforceable in the manner provided
in ORS Chapter 223.

Section 12. Exemptions.

1 . Structures and uses established and existing on or before June 1g, 19g1, are
exempt from a system development charge, except water and sewer charges, to
the extent of the structure or use then existing and to the extent of the par6el of
land as it is constituted on that date. Structuris and uses affected by this
subsection shall pay the water or sewer charges pursuant to the terms of this
ordinance upon the receipt of a permit to connect to the water or sewer system.

2. Additions to single-family dwellings that do not constitute the addition of a
dwelling unit, as defined by the State Uniform Building Code, are exempt from a1
portions of the system development charge

3. Alterations, additions, replacements, or changes in use that do not increase the
parcel or structure's use of the public improvement facility are exempt from atl
portions of the system development charge.

4. A project financed by City revenues is exempt from all portions of the system
development charge.

Section 13. Credits.

1. When development occurs that is subject to a system development charge, the
system development charge for the existing use, if applicable, shall be calculated
and if it is less than the system development charge for the use that will result
from the development, the difference between the system devetopment charge
for the existing use and the system development charge for the proposed use
shall be the system development charge. lf the change in the use results in the
system development charge for the proposed use being less than the system
development charge for the existing use, no system development charye shall
be required. No refund or credit shall be given unless provided for by another
subsection of this section.

2. A credit shall be given to the permittee for the cost of a qualified public
improvement upon acceptance by the City of the public improvement. The credit
shall not exceed the improvement fee even if the cost of the capital improvement
exceeds the applicable improvement fee and shall only be for the improvement
fee charged for the type of improvement being constructed.

oRDtNANcE uo. zasa -6 jb6003



3 lf a qualified public improvement is located in whole or in part on or contiguous to
the property that is the subject of development approval and is required to Ue
built larger or with greater capacity than is necessary for the particular
development project, a credit shall be given for the cost of the portion of the
improvement that exceeds the City's minimum standard facility size or capacity
needed to serve the particular development project or property. The applicant-
shall have the burden of demonstrating that a particular imprwement qualifies
for credit under this section. The request for credit shall be filed in writing no later
than 60 days after acceptance of the improvement by the City.

When the construction of a qualified public improvement located in whole or in
part or contiguous to the property that is the subject of development approval
gives rise to a credit amount greater than the improvement fee that would
othenruise be levied against the project, the construction cost may be applied
against improvement fees that accrue in subsequent phases of the original
development project.

Notwithstanding subsections 3 and 4, when establishing a methodology for a
system development charge, the City may provide for a credit against the
improvement fee, the reimbursement fee, or both, for capital improvements
constructed as part of the development which reduce the development's demand
upon existing capital improvements and/or the need for future capital
improvements, or a credit based upon any other rationale the council finds
reasonable.

Credit shall not be transferable from one development to another except in
compliance with standards adopted by the City Council.

7. Credit shall not be transferable from one type of system development charge to
another.

8. Credits shall be used within 10 years from the date the credit is given.

Section 14. Notice.

4

5

6

1 The City shall maintain a list of persons who have made a written request for
notification prior to adoption or amendment of a methodology for any system
development charge. Written notice shall be mailed to persons on the list at least
45 days prior to the first hearing to adopt or amend a system development
charge, and the methodology supporting the adoption or amendment shall be
available at least 30 days prior to the first hearing to adopt or amend. The failure
of a person on the list to receive a notice that was mailed shall not invalidate the
action of the City Council.

The City may periodically delete names from the list, but at least 30 days prior to2
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removing a name from the list must notify the person whose name is to be
deleted that a new written request for notification is required if the person wishes
to remain on the notification list. No legal action intended to contest the
methodology used for calculating a system development charge shall be filed
after 60 days following adoption or modification of the system devetopment
charge ordinance or resolution by the City. A person shill contest the
methodology used for calculating a system development charge only as provided
in ORS 34.010 to 34.100, and not otherwise.

Section 15. Segregation and Use of Revenue.

All funds derived from a particular type of system development charge are to be
segregated by accounting practices from all other funds of the City. That portion
of the system development charge calculated and collected on ac-count of a
specific facility system shall be used for no purpose other than those set forth in
Section 6 of this ordinance.

2- The Finange Ojficer shall provide the City Councilwith an annual accounting,
based on the City's fiscal year, for system development charges showing the
total amount of system devetopment charge revenue collected for each iype of
facility and the projects funded from each account.

Section 16. Appeals Procedure.

1. A person challenging the propriety of an expenditure of system development
charge revenues may appeal the decision or the expenditure to the City Council
by filing a written request with the City Administrator describing with particularity
the decision of the City Council and the expenditure from which the person
appeals. An appeal of an expenditure must be filed within two years of the date
of the alleged improper expenditure.

2. Appeals of any other decision required or permitted to be made by the City
Administrator underthis ordinance must be filed within 10 days of the date of the
decision.

After providing notice to the appellant, the Council shatl determine whether the
City Administrator's decision or the expenditure is in accordance with this
ordinance and the provisions of oRS 223.297 to 223.314 and may affirm,
modify, or overrule the decisions. lf the Council determines that there has been
an improper expenditure of system development charge revenues, the Council
shall direct that a sum equal to the misspent amount shall be deposited within
one year to the credit of the account or fund from which it was spent. The
decision of the Council shall be reviewed onty as provided in ORS 34.010 to
ORS 34.100, and not otherwise.

1

3
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t',i Section 5 shall not be filed later than 60 days after the adoption. A person shall
contest the methodology used for calculating a system development charge only
as provided in ORS 34.010 to ORS 34.100, and not otherwise.

Section 17. Prohibited Connection. No person may connect to the water or sewer
system of the City unless the appropriate system development charge has been paid or
the lien or installment payment method has been applied for and approved.

Section 18. Penalty. Violation of this ordinance is punishable by a fine not to exceed
$500, or any other remedy as provided by law.

Section 19. Construction. The rules of statutory construction contained in ORS
Chapter 174 are adopted and by reference made a part of this ordinance.

Section 20. Severability. The invalidity of a section or subsection of this ordinance
shall not affect the validity of the remaining sections or subsections.

Section 21. Repeal. Ordinance No. 2619 is hereby repealed.

)J

Read the first time:

Read the second time:

Read the third time and passed:

Approved by the Mayor:

ATTESTED BY:

City Recorder

February 21,2001

February 21,2001

March 7,2001

Mayor
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Resolution No. 1305

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARCES

WHEREAS, The City of St Helens conducted a study to determine the appropriate
charges for system development fees; and

WHEREAS, The City Council wishes to implemenr the study.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of St. Helens resolves that its
system development charges and supporting information shall be determined as
follows:

Section 1 System Development Charge Determination

Section 2 System development charges are established using the project lists
provided in Exhibits A - Water Project List; B - Sanitary Sewer Project List; C -
Stormwater Project List; D - Transportation / Streets Project List, and E - Parks
Project List.

Section 3 The System development charges established in Section 1 above shall be
effective on July 1,2001.

Passed and adopted by the City Council on
following vote:

2OO1 by the

Yes:

No:

Attested:

Service System Development Charge

Water $2r530.00 per Equivalent Residential Unit

Wastewater $1,271.00 per Equivalent Residential Unit

Stormwater $230.00 per 1,000 Square Feet of lmpervious Area

Transportation $322.00 per Daily Trip End

Parks $814.00
$6s7.00

per Single Family Dwelling Unit
per Multi-family Dwelling Unit

City Recorder

1Resolution No. 1305

Mayor



Exhibit A
Water Project List

Project
Source Year#

c MP 2000-02

'99 PFP
2000

Project
Cost

$ 750.000

30,000

120,000

3,000,000

105,331

140,441

1,325,000

2,230,000

300,000

4.938,000

160,000

430,000

260,000

120

125,000

530.000

1,350,000

224,O00

$18,137,772 $6,662,795

Project Description

B MP/PFP 2OOO.O1 2 High Level Reseryoir

lz.inch main on Gable Rd. trom Hwy 30 to High Schoot
D MP 2000-02 l2.hch main on Gable Rd. atong High Schoot
E MP/FFP 2OOO-09 3 Steel Mains Replacement

G

F MP 2002{s

MP 2002-o5

lo.inch main to lhe junior high sciool from West St.
f-inch parallel main on Road to serve upper
level areas Ave.

H MP/PFP 2OO2.O5 4 2o-inc-h tt-dnsmi$ion main ftom new ieservoir lo
Blvd.

I MP/PFP 2002-05 5 Base Level Reservoir

J MP/PFP 2OO2-O5 6 Rehabilitation of Ranney Coltec{ofs #1 and f2 (6)

K MP/PFP 2003-06 7 Water Treatrnent Plant

PFP 2002-20 waterline loop -I
Creek

Podland to McNulty

M PFP 2002-20 9 12'line, ltwy 3o/Mi[ad Rd. lo Ross Rd.
N PFP 2002-20 10 12'ilne. Ross RdJMillard to Bachetor Flat Rd.
o PFP 2002-20 11 1f line. Badletor Flat Rd. trom Gabte Rd. lo Ross Rd.
P PFP 2002-20 12 Old Podland Road iO. waterline spdr to UGB

o PFP 2002-20 13
12. fine. well to Achilles 30. westlo

norlh to
R MP/PFP 2OO2.2O 14 Base Level Reservoir (6)

s MP/PFP 2oo2-20 'l 5 Waler Treatrnenl plant Upgrade (6)

T MP 2002-20 Lemml Pump Stiaton of Exlsting
Main

Total

sDc
Eligible

Cost

$ 300,000

16,667

66,667

37,919

2,O38,857

228,O00

1.481 .400

88,889

238.889

144,444

66,667

45,000

294,444

514,286

1.026.000

74,667

2Resolution No.13OS



Exhibit B

Wastewater Project List

#
Project
Source Year

,99 PFP

Priority

2000
Project

Cosl

420,000

85,000

315,000

235,000

750,000

732,OOO

175,000

750,000

200,000

15,247,487 $5,341,618

\

Project Description

A PFP 2000-04 for West McNulty (Hwy.30 to Ross 
$ 50,000

B PFP 2000-04 2 Railroad Avenue and Pump Station

c PFP 2000-04 5 Clark Street to Pump Stration

o PFP 2000{4 area and gth St.
Por{and Rd.

E PFP 2000-04 7 Hwy. 30 (cable Rd. to Miltard Rd.) and pump Stauon

F Staff 2OO1 Head works upgrade

G Staff 2000-04 Stormwater separation and lNl reduclion

H Staff 2OOO-04 Main Redacement

PFP 2005-09 8 Gray Cliff are€ to Pump Stiatlon

J PFP 2005-09 9
Old Portland lo McNulty

Stration

K PFP 2005-09 10 Bachdd Flat Rd., Ross to Fairgrounds

L Staff 2005-10 Main Replacement

L PFP 2010-20 12 Hwy.30 norlh to Pittsburg lo Deef lsland Road

M PFP 2010-20 13 Pitlsbqg Rd. from Reseryoir to Norlh Vemonia Road 190,000

N PFP 2010-20 14
Boundary IrresU to

300,000

o
P

MP 2000-20

MP 2000-20

Md.lulty Creek Trunk Phase I 630,014
Hightvay 30 Trunk 751,292

o MP 2000-20 BaWiew Pump Sialion and Force Main 51

R MP 2000-20 Gable Road Trunk 162,979
s
T

U

MP 2000-20

MP 2000-20

MP 2000-20

MP 2000-20

Vernoflia Road Trunk Phase I 488,936
Soulh Trunk Redacement 2,603,683
Md.,lulty Creek Trunk Phase ll 345,833
Firlock Park Trunk 397,509

w MP 2000-20 Sykes Road Trunk Exlens'ton 186,829
X MP 2000-20 Vemonia Road Trunk Phase ll 318,007

MP 2000-20 McNulty Creek Trunk Phase lll 208,692
z MP 2000-20 ArrbucrEn Trunk

AA MP 2000-20 Old Porlland Rd. Tn nk

BB MP 2000-20 Firlex Pump Staiion and Force Main

cc MP 2000-20 BawewTrunk 347,820

31

3

sDc
Eligible

Cost

$ 5o,ooo

47,000
't00,000

617,275

336,922

232,100

219,266

2,526,968

319,456

178,265

184,683

373,700

155,982

Resolution No. 7305



Exhibit C
Storm Drainage Project List

$
Proiect
Source

'99 PFP

Year

A PFPruP 1999.0{ I MUdb l.cdt b!p..r .t t3S Sl. codh ct
oull.t no.ft ...r ot4th St.rCotuhlb b S. Cohnbl. Rh.r di..h..!.. lncbd..

,bhc h Cohnbb aLd. e..t olUtlo. Or. hduding r..

2000

t ,t7t,000

't.010,000

t.66,t,000

324,000

't.126,000

238,000

2l 4,000

322,OOO

,r02.000

,000

337

337.000

3't r.000

,127.000

'17E,000

't09,000

307.000

Prolect

B PFPruP IOOS.O' 2

3C PFPIMP s99.01

D PFP/MP 2OO5.O8

E PFP/MP 2OO5-09

w PFPruP 20lo-20i9 21

PFP/MP 2010-2010

Y PFPN'P

z . PFPTU? 2010-2019 2t

56
qb.rb h lh. ilonh Trunt Crnyo^ .t t2th S!, lth St., iicd ?6 St. b Cft Sr.

F PFPIMP 2OO5.OO
.rl.thg snd...tr.d culv.d rnd fi?hg rtrr.d .tt.nChi toh U.S. !O arat to !S St. .tong L.mont

G PFP/MP 2OO5.OO
.rhli69 !nd.r.L.d lhhg cn aU b.k..n Coltc St. .ad St. H.bnr Sr. .nd s.

H PFP/MP 20t0-2019 .ri.iln0 und.r.L.d c!lv.rb hhr..clbn ol C.bb Rord ..d OU
ta00

2010-20t9 .n L[& 6[ NW ofU.S. !0 b M{rcn Cr..t
PFPIMP 2010-2010 l0 upsrd. .rLo.s u.d.r.!d en 8un..r lNd. ton Cr.c.nt Or. b CokmDl. tbd.

K PFPlf,.IP 2O1 I I uprrd. .rhndhg ftoi C.rlu Sr. b Tu.t.h SL 20h-t6h Su..t.-
PFP/UP 2010-20.t0 12

.rl.hg r.d.rrE.d tlphg

2010-20le l3 tron lth Sr b 6S S! b.k..n W.rr 3( d SL

M PFP/MP 20t0.2019 ia umrd. .r.l.n oskl.t Stl.r Rord.hd U.S.30
N PFPIMP 2010-2019 t5 kod 2OS Sl.6 Mlton Cn.t

o PFP/MP 2010-2019 16

P PFP/MP 2010-2010 17 WEn.r Ar...rhndtn! ddn .pproxhd.lt 750 L.i b.rl.tn!

o PFPIMP 2010-2019 Upt.d. uatu..hd cclr.tu Xo.ft otC&mU. Ebd..(MGUH..t St. sd rt AI.d.t. Or.

R PFPIMP 2010-2019 19
.rbhg !6d.r.tsd cok.d.d ptph! .y.r.il .rhndhi irom 3.d Sr h tG SL .bne L.hont St.

Umrd..rl.Ung (.d.r.L.d tbht rrbndhg rcm tas st. t. olsr x.bn. b t6s gt. s. otsr H.hn..s PFP/uP 2010-201e 20 Upgrrd..rlrhg plph! foh !5h 8! .ocb otSl. X.bo b !2th S! norh otSt. khn.. Connct S.
gt. b st

T PFPIMP 20to-2ote 2l .rl.hg cnd.r.L.d ptph3 &ng tt$ tL rq6 of OE po.[.nd Rd. .nd cek.d, .t lth

PFPntP 201G201e 22

v PFP/UP 2010-2019 23
Cd.Wct . o.r .bro k t* U4.Sc. S[ b Irbn Sl Uperd..rLb! crd.[E d

sl.

cc

.il.b9 cnd.r.Ed coh.t .t $. Hht.dd. Slbdtvtrbn

UErd. .rl.!E !trAr*d AW ot lryoon..t 3ob. C..ad. fr.
28 uPe.dt Mb .l Colnbl. 8tsd. .t 2!rr St .nC zoh S!

.rblre $d.r.h.d pbh! .t

PFP,/llP 201G201S 28 UE.d..rtrh. !r&.d.d
Bg PFP/MP 2O1

P

E PFP'MP

FF PFPIMP

GG PFPIM?

PFPIM?

II PFPIMP

JJ PFPIIT?

KK ?FPIM?

LL PFPIM?

UErd. .rl.{ne unfrr.Ld an Cotunu.8hd. l.h ardhy St. to IIbr Cr.l.
ln.rd lrcny lbr PU&UC Rd. b S. c9.k.r6 .nd oth. !.Font St.

la.ldnd sv.y.no ldtt.hn! V...onh Rd..och b CohmU. !bd.

U.S. tO no0 olXft.n.ueh St b 575,000
n.w @.v.trE hd&. hn 't.01E.ooo

olCi[d. Rd. b Icltcht C,..t.
h.l.! n.f,cse.yre lGtrt ftoh !Gh.br Fht Rd..orh dor6 Ro.. Rd. b

n.w coary.m. ldy km Mor.. Rd. b h. &^r Adlbr Rd. Conn.clb
1.205.000

convry.M .ron iom lor..
1,46/a,ooo

ln.d n.wsny.y.H t GSry.out clXIIC Rd..rhndhg tbn Fbd.r Rd. b h.r.edy
Po.I.d rnd W..hm R.&od.d conhuhg.ocs. tBtod.. hptovhi.rhhg l5*ch culv.{ so.. u. /t21,000

t37

155,000

.351,000 r0,889,010

4

sDc
Eligible

Cost

3 240.210

518,160

671,160

E48,640

165,2.10

57 4,260

r21,380

l09.l,a0

68,850

761-220

345-7AO

205,O20

333,5,a0

t7 t.870
't81.560

1f 1,87 0

158.01 0

73.950

217,7f O

90,780

55,590

102,5! 0

150,570

89.870

815,060

122.910

79,050

51,5r0
35.700

530.400
373.a30

251,720

2S?,250

5t 9.1 E0

123-120

400,530

61.1.550

7,16.E4O

211,710

Resolution No. 1305



sDc
Eligible

Cost

$ 370,004

83,059

618,'t09

320,000

446,795

145,638

197,445

2.386.481

1,O77,87s

247,O42

610,588

451,589

271,327

81,922

464.702

144,225

129.084

11,894

299,668

893,627

1,505,443

278.303

563,590

243,282

505,486

247,433

286,961

s4,127

M,713

rxhibit D
Transportation / Streets Project List

'99 PFP

Year P Project Description

A PFP/MP 1999-04 Gable Rd. Reconstructbn; Pedesrrlan end Bicycte hp@vements $ 703,008

B PFP/MP 1999.04 2 Sykes Rd, R€construction gnd Pedest.ian lmprovemcnts

c PFP/[4P 1999{4 3
Bechelor Flat Rd. Reconsiruction; Pedestrian and Eicycte

lo

o PFP/MP 1999-04 4 Add Eicysle Parklno Racks around the community

G

E

MP 1999-04

S1. Helens Sl. Strlplng (t3th to Hwy 30)MP 1999-04

F MP 1999-04 Sl. Helens St St.iping (Old Poftland to'tsr)

Columbia 8lvd. Strlplno

H PFP 200549 5 Wert StrueuPlttsbulg Road Connes{on (Clty rhare)

I PFP/MP 2005-09 6 OH Portland Road Reconslruction; Pedosldan and Blcycle

J PFP/MP 2OO5-O9 7 Marzen Sl. Rcconstfuctlon and 6idewalks

K PFP/MP 2OO5{9 8 I llh St. sldswalks (Weit St. to Junio. HlCh)

L PFP/MP 2OO5{9 I lSth Sl. ildowalks (Cowllrz St. to Old Porfland Rd.l

M PFP/MP 200549 10 Sytoe Rd. ildow.lks (Hf,y 30 to Columbla) south sld€ only

N MP 200549 St. Helsns St Ertsnsbn: Psdeslrlan and 6icycle lmpovrmonts

o PFP/MP 2010-20 ll Hwy. !O FEnt.g€ Rd. (Mlllad Rd. b Syke6 Rd.l

P PFP/MP 2O1O-2O 12 Hwy. 30 FDntase Rd. (Columbla Blvd. ro Pnrsbuo Rd.)

o PFP/MP zJ10-20 13
lSth St. Recoostrucliotr; Pedcstdan and Elcycle lmpoyamsnts

5s2,212Blvd- lo

R PFP/MP ZJ1O-aO 14
PiltsburO Rd. Re@nst sclion; Pedcst.ian and Bicycle

1,187,25530 to

s PFP/MP 2o10-m 15
Vemoola Rd. Reconstrucllon; Pede5tdan aod gicycle

890,97230lo

T PFP/MP 2O1O.2O 16
Columbla Blvd. Reconstruclion; Pedestdan and Bicycle

669,026

u PFP/il4P 2010-20 17 Sykes Rd. Reconstructlon (C[y Limlts ro UGB) 382,300

V PFP/MP 2O1G2O 18 Millard Rd. Reconsuuclion.nd Bicycle lmpovements

W PFP/MP 2o1O.N 19 Hwy 30 frcnt.Oe Rd. Sldewalks (Mlllard To Pttsburo) 314,336

O PFP/MP 2o1O-2O m Mllard Rd. suewalks (Hwy 30 to Ross)

P PFP/MP 2010-20 21 west sl. sldewalk lmDnvements (onoon to iath) 94,513

o PFP/MP ?010-20 22 Gable Rd. Sldsw.lkr (Old Podl.od te Hwy 30) 59,469

R MP 2010-20 Gable Rd. Blks Lanes (Old Podland io Hwy 30)

S MP zJ10-20 Vemonla to Bschelor Flat Bika TBI (8PA Eas€m€nt) 176,283

T MP 2010-20 B8chckcr Flal Rd. Blkc Ltnes (Ross Rd. to FalOrcunds) 403,539

u MP zJ10-2o Syles Rd. Blkc Lane Colsmble to Saulscr) 182,655

v MP 2010-20 Saulser Road gike Lanes (Bachelor Flat io Sykeil 224,O70

w MP 2010-m Ob Ponbnd Road Sike Latres (Milbrd lo Gablel

McNulty Erlension 1,369,910

Ross Rd. Extenslon (Bachslor Flat to PitsbuE) 1,741,590

Achlllc6 Rd. Reonstruclion (Hwy 30 to N. Mose Rd-) 403,539
Ross Rd. Rrcotrstrucuon and Bicycle lmpovemenls (Mllad Rd. 789,025to Bach€lor Flat

Milton Way Extenslon (Port Ave, to Gablo Rd,)

Fl.loci Pa.t SLeet Extensloo.nd Pedestdan lmprcve.I6nts (to
1,O10,972

EE MP ,? N- Morse Rd. Rsconstructioo and Pedestdan lmprcvementg
494,867lo

Fialock Perk Reconslructbn rnd Pedeslrlao lmprcvements

lndustrlalWay Exlension (lo Old Po.tland Rd.) 414,'.t59

#
Proiect
Source

2000
Project

Cost

387,610

1,007,786

1.982.652

407,787

13,805

115

43,540

1,O73,627

19

2.'t55.749

,088
531

531

531

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

X

z
AA

BB

DD

FF

GG

HH

5Resolution No.l305
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Transportation / Streets Profect List, continued

?

?

?

?

?

?

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

MP

il
JJ

KK

LL

MM

NN

Tntlic Sigoal at Hlghway 3orulilrrd Rd. Int€rscction

TBtlic Slgnel at Highway 3O/Vemonia Rd. lntecec{bn

Tallic Slgtral et Hlghwey 3orPntsburg Rd, lnters€ction

TEtllc Slgoal it Columbis BtydJvamonia Rd. lnieGectbn

T€mc Slonal at Cotumbla Alvd,/l2th St. tolersoction

Thfic Sional st Columbla Blvd./6th St. tntorseclon

Tratllc Si0nal Coordlnatlon on HiOhwat 3O

Achllles Ro.d SH€watkr (Hwy 30 ro Mi[a(t Rd.)

Ross Rd. Sitewslls (Milerd to Pinsburg Rd.)

212,389

212,389

212,389

21

21,239

264,424

734

s32,O41,726 $13,84s,732

MP

MP

MP

oo
PP

oo

?

?

?

84,100

107,649

67,965

86,136

68,544

68,544

4,260

145,433

192,667

)

6Resolution No. 1305



Exhibit E

Parks Project List

Project
Sou rce

New Parks
A Staff

B Staff

C Staff

D Staff

Park Development
1

2

3

4
5

6

7

8

9

10
11

NOTES:

Year ProjectDescription#

2000
Project

Cost

2CO2

2005

2005

20r 0

Three-acre park in Area One (1)

Three.acre park in Area Two (2)

Three-acre park in Area Three (3)

Three-acre park in Area Four (4)

Campbell Park

Civic Pride Park

Godfrey Pa*
Heine Huemann Park

Liftle League Park

McCormick Park

Sand lsland Marine Park

Columbia View Park

Botanical Garden

New Riverfront Park

New (Vvest Side) SGacre Park

$

$

$

$

144,000

r44,000

144,000

r44,000

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Staff

Staff

staff

Staff

Staff

Staff

5taff

Staff

Staff

Staff

Staff

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

388,000

t30,oo0

58,000

1 90,000

38,000

744,OOO

387,000

50,000

r0,000

330,000

2,400,000
)

$5.30'l,ooo $2,222,905

Area One includes the area 112 mile west of McBride School and along Sykes Road.
Area Two includes the area 1/4 mile north near Hankey Road.

Area Three includes the area between Millard and Maple Roads, just west of Division
Area Four includes the area just east of Highway 30 and Achilles Road.

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)

7

sDc
Elisible

Cost

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

74,077

26,538

s8,000

134,923

20,000

614,769

$

$

$

$

55,380

55,380

55,380

s5,380

19,231

3,846

126,923

923,077

:

L

Resolution No.1305
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CITY OF SCAPPOOSE
Transportation System Development Charges
Methodology Update Report and Rate Study

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Cify of Scappoose implemented System Development Charges (SDCs) for Transportation

facilities in 1992, based on the expected cost for future street improvements at that time. The

City subsequently completed a Transportation Master Plan (Plan) in 1997, and the Scappoose

Rail Conidor Study (Study) in2002. The Plan and Study identify expected transportation needs

for the next twenty years. A portion of the facility needs identified in the Plan and Study are for
capacity-increasing capital improvements needed to accomrnodate growth. These needs may be

funded with SDC revenues.

This report presents the methodology used to update the City's Transportation SDCs,
summarizes the data that is the basis for the SDCs, and documents the calculation of SDC rates.

Section 2.0 presents authority and background information including (1) legislative authority for
SDCs; (2) an explanation of "improvement fee" and "reimbursement fee" SDCs; (3)

requirements and options for credits, exemptions and discounts; (4) guiding concepts for SDCs,

and (5) alternative methodology approaches. The methodologies used to develop Transportation

SDCs are discussed in Section 3.0; and the Transportation SDC rate calculations.are included in
Section 4.0.

Don Ganer & Assoiiates, Inc. as of05/09/05



2.0 AUTHORITY AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A. Legislative Authority

The source of authority for the adoption of SDCs is found both in state statute and in the City's
own plenary authority to adopt this type of fee. White SDCs have been in use in Oregon since

the mid-l970's, State legislation regarding SDCs was not adopted until 1989, when the Oregon

Systems Development Act (ORS 223.297 - 223,314) was passed. The purpose of this Act was

to "..provide a uniform framework for the imposition of system development charges..".

Additions and modifications to the Oregon Systems Development Act have been made in 1993,

1999,2001, and 2003. Together, these pieces of legislation require local governments that enact

SDCs to:

. adopt SDCs by ordinance or resolution;

. develop a methodology outlining how the SDCs were developed;

' adopt a capital improvements program to designate capital improvements that can

be funded with "improvement fee" SDC revenues;

' provide credit against the amount of the SDC for the construction of certain

"qualifi ed public improvements";

' separately account for and report receipt and expenditure of SDC revenues, and

develop procedures for challenging expenditures; and

' use SDC revenues only for capital expenditures (operations and maintenance uses

are prohibited).

B. "Improvement fee " and "Reimb arsement fee " SD Cs

The Oregon Systems Development Act provides for the imposition of two types of SDCs: (1)

"improvement fee" SDCs, and (2) "reimbursement fee" SDCs. "Improvement fee" SDCs may
be charged for new capital improvements that will increase capacity. Revenues from
"improvement fee" SDCs may be spent only on capacity-increasing capital improvements

identified in the required capital improvements program that lists each project, and the expected

timing, cost, and growth-required percentage of each project. "Reimbursement fee" SDCs may

be charged for the costs of existing capital facilities if "excess capacity" is available to

accommodate growth. Revenues from "reimbursement fees" may be used on any capital
improvement project, including major repairs, upgrades, or renovations. Capital improvements

to be funded with "reimbursement fee" SDCs do not need to increase capacity, but they must be

included in the list of projects to be funded with SDC revenues.

2Don Ganer & Associates, Inc. as of05/09/05



C.' Requirements and Optionsfor Credits, Exemptions, and Discounts

(l) Credits

A credit is a reduction in the amount of the SDC for a specific development. The

Oregon SDC Act requires that credit be allowed for the construction of a

"qualified public improvement" which (l) is required as a condition of
development approval, (2) is identified in the city's capital irnprovements
program, and (3) either is not located on or contiguous to property that is the

subject ofdeveloprnent approval, or is located on or contiguous to such property
and is required to be built larger or with greater capacity than is necessary for the
particular development project. The credit for a qualified public improvement
may only be applied against an sDC for the same type of improvement (e.g., a

transportation improvement can only be used for a credit for a transportation
sDC), and may be granted only for the cost of that portion of an improvement
which exceeds the minimum standard facility size or capacity needed to serve the
particular project. For multi-phase projects, any excess credit may be applied
against SDCs that accrue in subsequent phases of the original development
project.

In addition to these required credits, the city may, if it so chooses, provide a

greater credit, establish a system providing for the transferability of credits,
provide a credit for a capital improvement not identified in the City's capital
improvements program, or provide a share of the cost of an improvement by other
means (i.e., partnerships, other City revenues, etc.).

(2) Exemptions

The city may "exempt" certain types of development, such as "affordable
housing" from the requirement to pay SDCs. Exemptions reduce SDC revenues

and, therefore, increase the amounts that must come from other sources, such as

bonds and property taxes.

JDon Ganer & Associates, Inc. as of05/09/05



(3) Discounts

The cify may "discount" the amount of the sDC by reducing the portion of
growth-required improvements to be funded with SDCs. A discount in the SDC

may also be applied on a pro-rata basis to any identified deficiencies to be funded

from non-sDC sources. For example, the city may decide to charge new

development an SDC rate sufficient to pay for some types of facilities but not for
others (i.e., high priority but not medium priority, etc.), or to pay only a

percentage (i.e.,80o/o, 50o/o, etc.) of identified growth-required costs. The portion

of growth-required costs to be funded with SDCs must be identified in the City's
capital improvements program.

Because discounts reduce SDC revenues, they increase the amounts that must

come from other sources, such as bonds or general fund contributions, in order to

achieve or maintain adopted levels of service.

D, Alternative Methodo logt Appro aches

There are three basic approaches used to develop improvement fee SDCs; "standards-driven",
"improvements-driven", and "combination/hybrid".

( 1) Standards-Driven Apprpach

The "standards-driven" approach is based on the application ofLevel of Service
(LOS) Standards for facilities such as arterials, collectors, etc. Facility needs are

determined by applying the Los standards to projected future population and

employment, as applicable. SDC-eligible amounts are calculated based on the

costs of facilities needed to serve growth. This approach works best where

current and planned levels of service have been identified but no specific list of
projects is available.

4Don Ganer & Associates, Inc. as of05/09/05



(2) Improvements-Driven Approach

The "improvements-driven" approach is based on a specific list of planned

capacity-increasing capital improvements. The portion of each project that is

attributable to growth is determined, and the SDC-eligible costs are calculated by

dividing the total costs of growth-required projects by the projected increase in

population and employment, as applicable. This approach works best where a

detailed master plan or project list is available and the benefits of projects can be

readily apportioned between growth and current users.

(3) Combination/Hybrid Approach

The combination/hybrid-approach includes elements of both the "improvements-

driven" and "standards-driven" approaches. Level of Service standards may be

used to create a list of planned capacity-increasing projects, and the growth-

required portions of projects can then be used as the basis for determining SDC-

eligible costs. This approach works best where Levels of Service have been

identified and the benefits of individual projects are not easily apportioned

between growth and current users.

5Don Ganer & Associates, Inc. as of05/09i05



,3.0 TRANSPORTATION SDC METHODOLOGIES

A. SDC Basis and Justification

The "combination/hybrid" approach has been used to update the City's Transportation SDCs.
The updated Transportation SDCs include both "improvement fee" and "reimbursement fee"
components. For the "improvement fee" SDC, a list of planned capital improvement projects
was developed and analyzed to identify: 1) the capacity-increasing portion, 2) the future growth
benefit (versus current capacity needs), and 3) the SDC-eligible portion. For the "reimbursement
fee" SDC, recently completed major transportation facility improvements were analyzed, to
identi$r: 1) the capacity-increasing portion, 2) the future growth benefit (versus cugent capacity
needs), and 3) the SDC-eligible portion. The resulting SDC-eligible project costs were then
divided by the estimated total number of new trip-ends expected during the planning period,
yielding the cost per new trip-end.

The methodologies used for the Transportation SDC establish the required connection between a

project's impacts and the SDC through the use of trip generation data for specific land uses. Trip
Generation (7th Ed., 2003) published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) was used
to estimate the number of new motor vehicle trips generated by each type of new development.

The SDCs to be paid by new development meet statutory requirements because they are based on
the impacts of new trips, and the SDC rates are calculated based on the specific impact (e.g. new
trips) a development is expected to have on the city's transportation sysfem.

B. Fature Trip-Ends

Using buildable lands inventory information provided by the Ciiy of Scappoose and The
Benkendorf Associates Corporation, Kittelson & Associates, Inc. performed an analysis to assess

the total number of new daily trips that are expected to result from future development during the
next twenty years. Trip generation estimates were made for the future development based on the
number of buildable acres within the Urban Growth Boundary OGB). Estimates of daily new
vehicle trip ends were calculated based on information contained in the standard reference Trip
Generationr, 7'h Edition, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), and the
ITE Trffic Engineering Handbook, 2'd Edition.

The projected increases in average daily vehicle trip-ends for the buildable lands are shown in
Table 3.l,page7.
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Land Use

Low Density Residential
Medium Density Residential
High Densiry Residential
Manufactured Home Residential
Industrial (including airport area)
Commercial

TABLE 3.I

PROJECTED GROWTH IN
AVERAGE DAILY TRIP-ENDS

(200s -202s)

Buildable Acres

83.55
80.50

9.34
4.t4

27.38
24.73

Estimated New
Daily Trip-Ends

4,644
4,292
t,287

240
t,640

12.930

TOTAL 229.64 25,033

C. Capital fmprovements Included in the Improvement Fee SDC

The City reviewed all capacity-increasing capital improvements planned for 2005 - 2025. The
cost for all projects totaled $54,692,500, and the SDC-eligible portion of these costs totaled

$23,598,000.' The City Council determined that the SDC rates required to fund all eligible
projects would be excessive. Projects requiring improvement fee SDC revenues totaling
$5,674,403 (24.0% of the total SDC eligible costs) were selected. The list of selected projects is
shown in Table 3.2,page 9. The following information is provided for each project:

1) Project Map Number (Project Number) - Project number on the City's
transportation proj ect map;

2) Project Name and Location (from - to) - Project street name and extents

(from - to);

3) Project Description - a brief description of the project;

4) Project Timing - Project timing priority (short-range or intermediate);

5) Estimated Total Project Cost - the total estimated cost for the project (2005

dollars);

6) Portion Attributable to Growth (%) - the estimated capacity-increasing
portion of the project available to meet growth needs; and

7) cost Attributable to Growth (sDC-Eligible Amount) - the net porrion of the
total project cost that benefits growth.
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TABLE 3.2
SCAPPOOSE TRANSPORTATION SDC CIP PROJECTS

(1)
Project

Map
Number

(2) Project Name and Location
(From - To) (3) Project Description

(4) Project
Timing

(5) Total
Project

Cost
Eslimate

(6) Portion
Attributable
to Growth

(7) Cost
Attributable
to Growth

(sDc-
Eligible)

6

Havlik Drive Crossing &
Extension - Highway 30 to
North Park Drive

Construct new 44-foot-wide
urban collector cross section Short-range $2,064,403 100.0% $2,064,403

4
J.P. West Road - Highway 30
to Scappoose Community Park
Access

Widen to 36-footwide urban
cross section Short-range $1,520,00c 40.7% $619,00C

3
Maple Street - First Street W
to Fourth Street W.

Widen to 44-foot-wide urban
cross section Short-range $482,000 38.7% $187,00C

31
Elm Avenue - Sixth Street E.
to Tenth Street E.

Construct new 36-foot-wide
urban cross section Short-range $750,000 100.0o/c $750,00c

2.t Ninth Street E. - Tyler Street to
E. Columbia Avenue

Construct new 32-foot-wide
urban cross section Short-range $s35,000 100.0% $535,00C

10
First Street W. - Maple Street
to J.P. West Road

lmprove to urban village
standards Short-range $38,50C 38.7% $15,00c

11
First Street W. - J.P. West
Road to Columbia Avenue W.

lmprove to urban village
standards Short-range $220,00c 38.7o/o $85,00c

12
First Street W. - Columbia
Avenue W. to Williams Street

lmprove to urban village
standards Short-range $495,000 38.7Yo $1e2,000

13
First Street W. - Williams
Street to E.J. Smith Road

lmprove to urban village
standards Short-range $220,000 38.7% $85,000

22
Old Portland Road
Realignment - Highway 30 to
Old Portland Road Extension

Construct new 44-foot-wide
urban collector cross section Short-range $685,000 100.0% $685,00(

2
Maple Street - Highway 30 to
First Street W.

Provide curb, gutter, and
sidewalks on both sides

Short-range $51,000 38.7o/o $20,00c

17
Maple Street E. - Highway 30
to Fourth Street E.

Widen to 36-foot-wide urban
cross section Short-range $765,00C 57.1% $437,00C

TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS $7,825,903 $5,674,403
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D. Capital Improvements Included in the Reimbursement Fee SDC

The City's net cost for excess capacity available to serve growth may be used as the basis for a

reimbursement fee. The reimbursable amount may not include gifts or grants from federal or state

government or private persons. The City recently completed one major capacity-increasing capital

improvement that has excess capacity available to serve growth. The following information is provided

for the project:

l) Project Name and Location (from - to) - Crown Zellerbach Road from Highway 30

to West Lane Road;

2) Project Description - widen to industrial arterial standard;

3) Estimated Total Project Cost - $1.7M (2005 dollars);

4) Portion Attdbutable to Growth (%) -96%;

5) Cost Attributable to Growth - $1,632,000;

6) Contributions from gifts or grants from federal or state government or private
persons - $'1,,007,000; and

7) Reimbursement Fee SDC-Eligible Amount - the net portion of the total project cost

that may be collected through a reimbursement fee SDC - $665,280 [:($1,700,000 -
$1,007,000) x 96%1.
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4.0 CALCULATION OF TRANSPORTATION SDC RATES

The Transportation SDC rates are calculated using a series of formulas which:

l. identifu the number of new trips for each type of land use,

2. adjust trip rates to allow for differences in trip lengths,

3. calculate the improvement fee per trip end and unit of development

4. calculate the reimbursement fee per trip end and unit of development,

5. calculate the compliance cost per trip end and unit of development, and

6. calculate the total transportation SDC per unit of development.

A. Formula 1: New Trips Per Unit of Development

The number of new trips generated per day is calculated for each type of land use using the following
formula:

xTrip1 Percent
New Trips

New Trips
Per UnitRate

The primary data source for trip rates included in this methodology is kjpQeuergfie!, /h Edition,
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). ktp_GcgeLsla! conrains trip rates for
different land uses based on trip generation studies conducted nationwide, and provides the base data of
unadjusted counts of trips generated by various types of land use.. The trip rates includ ed in Trip
Geryeration are based on all traffic entering or leaving a primary location, and do not account for trips by
traffic that is passing by and intemrpts a "primary" trip between two other locations. These "pass-by"
trips are not "new" because they would occur regardless of development activity. "New" trips- are often
based on the assumption that all trips from residential land uses are new trips (therefore, percent age :
100%), and all other land uses are evaluated to reflect the percentage of their trips that are "new" versus
the remainder (which are "pass-by" trips). No land use category has greater than 100% new trips, but
some categories may have less (i.e., some commercial categories have as few as 34o/o new trips). The
percentages used to account for pass-by trips in this methodology are based on pass-by data included in
the ITE Trip Generation Handbook. 2nd Edition (2004).

Don Ganer & Associates,,Inc. l0 as of05/09/05



.l Table 4.1 (pages 12 - 16) lists the number of new trips generated for each land use category, using
Fonnula 1. Column I lists land use categories and their ITE code numbers. Column 2 contains either the
Weekday Average or the adjusted Weekday PM Peak Trip Rate from Trip Generation Column 3

identifies the percentage of trips that are new, as opposed to pass-by trips. (NOTE: Because of some

small sample sizes or lack of studies in Trip Generation, there may be land use categories that do not
include trip rates or a number of net new trips generated. For these categories, the trip generation rate for
the land use that is the most similar to the actual land use should be used to determine the Transportation
sDC.)
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TABLE 4.1

NEW TRIPS PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
page I of 5

Weekday o,//o

Average New
Trip Ratel Trios

New

RESIDENTIAL
2t0 F Detached 9.57 100% 9.s7 /dwelling unit
220 6.72 100% 6.72 /dwelline unit

Residential230 5.86 t00% s.86 /dwelline unit
240 Manufactured 4.99 100% 4.99 unit
254 Assisted 2.74 t00% 2.74 /bed

5C Care Retirement 2.8t 100% 2.8r /unit
260 Recreation Hoine 3.16 100% 3.16 /dwelling unit

RECREATIONAL
4tt Park 1.59 t00% 1.59 /acre
412 Park 2.28 100% 2.28 /acre

Park **4t6 4.10 1,00% 4.10 /camp site
420 Marina 2.96 r00% 2.96 /berth
430 GolfCourse 35.74 100%

**432 Golf 12.50 l00o/o

35.7 4 /hole
t2.50 /tee

Recreation/Arcade **435 33.50 rcI% 33.50 iT.S.F.G.F.A
437 33.33 100% 33.33 /lane
443 Movie Theater dout matinee 220.00 100% 220.00 /screen
444 Movie Theater dmatinee ** 202.20 100% 202.20 /screen
445 Mul Movie Theater 0* screens 136.40 100% 136.40 /screen

**473 CasinoA/ideo 134.30 100% 134.30 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
480 Amusement/Theme Park 75.76 100% 7s.76 /acre
488 Soccer lex 71.33 r00% 7 t.33 /field
492 cl 38.70 100% 38.70 /court
492 Healtb/Fitness Club 32.93 rc0% 32.93 /T.S.F.G.F.A
495 Center 22.88 100% 22.88 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

* Abbreviations used in the "Unit" colurnn:
T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Floor Area
T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand S Feet Gross Leaseable Area
V.F.P. : Vehicle Position

** Because there is no ITE W t&_
of ten.Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour

A Rate for
Rate

s code/ca
a factor

\
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TABLE 4.1

NEW TRIPS PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
pape 2 of 5

Weekda' o//o

Average New New
ITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Trip Rate klB$ Unit *

INSTITUTI ONALNVIEDICAL
501 Base 1.78 100% 1.78 /employee
520 Elementary School (Public) 1.29 r00% r.29 /student
522 Middle/Junior High School (Public) 1.62 r00% t.62 /student
530 School t.7t l00q/o t.7l /student
536 Private School -1 2.48 100% 2.48 /shrdent
s40 College 1.20 100% 1.20 /student
550 2.38 100V" 2.38 /student
560 Church 9.1 I l00o/o 9.1 r /T.S.F.G.F.A.

I0}Vo 4.48 /student
r00% 54.00 /T.S.F.G.F.A

565 Day Care Center/Preschool 4.48
590 54.00
610 Hospital I 1.81 l00yo I 1.81 /bed
620 Home 2.37 100% 2.37 lbed
630 Clinic 31.45 r00% 3r.45 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES
310 Hotel./Motel 8.92 100% 8.92 /room
8t2 Materials/Lumber 45.16 52% 23.48 /T.S.F.G.F.A
813

With Groceries 49.t2 72% 35.37 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
814 Specialty Retail Center 44.32 66% 29.25 /T.S.F.G.L.A
815 Discount Store

Without Groceries s6.02 83% 46.50 /T.S.F.G.F.A
8 1 6 Hardw are/P aint Stores 51.29 74% 37.95 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
817 Center 36.08 66% 23.81 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
820 Center 42.94 66% 28.34 /T.S.F G--L-,4-'

G.F.A.823 F Outlet Center 26.59 66% 17.55 /T.S.F

I Abbrqviations used in the "Unit" column:

V.F.P. = Vehicle Fuelins Position

** Because there is no ITE Weekdav Averase Trin Rate for this code/catesorw fhe
Trin Rate shown is the ITF. P M Peak Hnrrr Trin Rarp multinlied bv a facfor of fen

\
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TABLE 4.1

NEW TRIPS PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
ipase 3 of5

Weekday o//o

Average New New
ITE=I,AND USE CqDE/CATEGORY Trips Unit *

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES continu
66% 22.00 /T.S.F.G.F.A841 New Car Sales 33.34

843 Automobile Parts Sales 61.91 57% 35.29i/T.S.F.G.F.A
849 Tire 20.36 72% t4.66 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
850 ket t02.24 64% 65.43 iT.S.F.G.F.A.
851 Convenience Market hour 737.99 39% 287.82 /T.S.F.G.F.A
853 Convenience Market With Fuel Pump s42.60 34% 184.48 /V.F.P
860 Wholesale Market 6.73 83% 5.59 /T.S.F.G.F.A
861 Discount Club 41.80 83% 34.69 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

/T.S.F.G.F.A.862 Home Improvement Superstore 29.80 s2% 15.50
863 Electronics Superstore 45.04 60% 27.02 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
867 Office *+ 34.00 66% 22.44 /T.S.F.G.F.A
880 Pharmacy/Drugstore

Without Drive-Thru Window 90.06 47% 42.33 /T.S.F.G.F.A
881

With Drive-Thru 88.16 5t% 44.96 /T.S.F.G.F.A
890 Furniture Store 5.06 47% 2.38 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
896 Video Rental Store ** 3 r6.00 so%l r s8.oo l/T.s.F.G.F.A

83%l 129.88 r/T.S.F.G.F.A91 I Bank/Savings: Walk-in i56.48
912 BanklSavings: Drive-In 246.49 53% 130.64 /T.S.F.G.F.A

+ Abbreviations used in the "Unit" column:

V.F.P.: Vehicle Fuelins Position

Rate for this code/catesorv. the
Trio Rate shown is the ITIE P,M. Peak Hour Trio Rate multinlied bv a factor of ten
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NEW TRIPS PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
4

TABLE 4.1

Weekday o//o

Average New New
Trin RateITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Trins Trips Unit *

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES
931 a chainRestaurant 89.95 56% 50.37 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
932 HighTurnover, Sit-Down

Restaurant chain or stand alone 127.15 57% 72.48
933 FastFood Restaurant o Drive-Thru 716.00 s0% 358.00

/T.S,F.G.F.A
/T.S.F.G.F.A

934 Fast Food Restaurant Drive-Tbru 496.r2 s0% 248.06 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
Place/Bar **936 113.40 50% 56.70 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

941 Quick Lubrication Vehicle Shop 40.00 s8% 23.20 /Service Stall
942 Atftomobile Care Center ** 40.10 58% 23.26 iT.S.F.G.L.A
944 Gasoline/Service Station

Market or Car Wash 168.56 s8% 97.76 rV.F.P
945 Gasoline/Service Station

(With Convenience Market) t62.78 44%
946 Gasoline/Service Station

7t.62 /V.F.P

(With Convenience Market and Car Wash 152.84 44o/o 67.25 /V.F.P

OFFICE
710 General Office 11.01 100% 1 1.01 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
7 14 Corporate Headquarters Building 7.98 100% 7.98 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
715 Tenant Office 11.57 r00% tI.57 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
7 20 Medical-Dental Offi ce 36.1 3 r00% 36.1 3 /T.S.F.G.F.A
731 State Motor Vehicles 16;6.02 r00% 166.02 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
732 U.S. Post 108.19 83% 89.80 /T.S.F.G,F.A.
750 Office Park tI.42 r00% 11.42 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
760 Research and Development Center 8.11 100% 8.1 1 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
770 Business Park 12.76 t00% 12.76 /T.S.F.G.F.A

*

T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand Souare Feet Gross Floor Area

V.F.P. = Vehicle Fuelins Position

** Because there isrro ITE Weekdav Averase Trin Rate for this code/cateonru fhe
Trio Rate shown is the ITE P,M. Peak HourTrip Rate multiolied bv a factor of ten

I
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TABLE 4.1

NEW TRIPS PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
5 o.f5

w %

Average New New
Trin Rate Trips Trins Unit *

PORT/INDUSTRIAL
030 Truck Terminals 9.8s r00% 9.85 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
090 Park and Ride Lot With Bus Service 4.50 100% 4.50 /Parking Space
093 Rail Transit Station With 2.51 100% 2.51 /Parkins Space
l l0 General Industrial 6.97 r00% 6.97 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
120 General Industrial l.50 r00% 1.50 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
130 Industrial Park 6.96 t00% 6.96 /T.S.F.c.F.A.
140 3.82 r00% 3.82 /T.S.F.G.F.A
150 Warehouse 4.96 100% 4.96 /T.S.F.G.F.A
l5l Mini-Warehouse 2.50 100% 2.50 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
170 Utilities** 7.60 83% 6.31 iT.S.F.G.F.A.

** Because there is no ITE Weekday Averase AriD Rate for this code/catesorv- the
inuttiolied bv a factor of ten

B. Formula 2: Trip Length Adjustment

The ITE trip generation rates do not account for differences in the lengths of trips for different types of
development. Because longer trips have a relatively greater impact on the road system than do shorter
trips, an adjustment factor is needed to account for differences in trip lengths relative to the length of an
"average" trip. The net adjusted trips generated per day is determined for each fype of land use by
multiplying the number of new trips (from Formula l) by the trip length factor for each type of land use:

New X2. Trip Length

Factor

Net Adjusted

Trips Per DayTrips
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f).
Trip length data from surveys conducted for the U.S. Department of Transportation and published in the

"National Personal Transportation Study" (1984) were used in developing the Trip Length Factbrs, as

were concepts and methods recommended by James C. Nicholas, in "The Calculation of Proportionate-
Share Impact Fees" (American Planning Association, 1988), and "Development Impact Fee Policy and

Administration", (American Planning Association, 1 990).

Table 4.2 (pages 18 - 24) lists the net adjusted trips per day for each type of development, as calculated
using Formula 2. Column I repeats the ITE codes and land use categories, and Column 2 repeats the new
trips per day from the last column of Table 4.1. Column 3 presents the trip length factor for each type of
land use. As the result of multiplying the number of trips (Column 2)by thetrip length factor (Column 3),

column 4 displays the net adjusted trips per day for each lbnd use category.

-\,

)

.--)
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NET ADJUSTED TRIPS PER UNIT OF DEVBLOPMENT

TABLE 4.2

page I of5
Trip Net I

New Lensth Adiusted
ITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Trips Factor Trips Unit *

RESIDENTIAL
210 S F Detached 9.s7 1.00 9.57 /dwelline unit
220 Apafiment 6.72 1.00 6.72 /dwelline unit
230 Residenti al Condominium/Townhouse 5.86 L00 s.86 /dwelling unit
240 Manufactured Housing (in Park) 4.99 1.00 4.99 /dwelline unit
254 Assisted Living 2.74 1.00 2.74 lbed
255 Continuing Care Retirement 2.8t 1.00 2.81 /unit
260 Recreation Home 3.16 1.00 3.r6 /dwelline unit

RECREATIONAL

I
!

411 City Park 1.59 l.l1 1.76 /acre
412 County Park 2.28 1.1 I 2.52 /acre
416 Campground/RV Park ** 4.10 1.11 4.s4 /camp site
420 Marina 2.96 1.11 3.27 lberth
430 GolfCourse 35.74 1.1 1 39.53 /hole

Range **432 Golf 12.50 l.l I 13.83 Itee
Recreation/Arcade **435 M 33.50 1.11 37.06 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

437 Bowling Alley 33.33 l.ll
443 MovieTheater w/out matinee 220.00 1.1 1

36.87 /lane
243.36 /screen

444 Movie Theaterdmatinee ** 202.20 1.11 223.67 /screen
445 Multiplex Movie Theater (10* screens) ** t36.40 l.l I 150.88 /screen
473 Casino/Video Poker/Lottery ** 134.30 1.1 I 148.s6 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
480 Amusement/Theme Park 75.76 1.11 83.80 /acre
488 Soccer 71.33 1.11 78.90 /field
492 Racquet/Tennis Club 38.70 1.11 42.81 /court
492 Health/Fitness Club 32.93 1.1 1 36.43
495 Recreation/CommuniW Center 22.88 1.50 34.32

/T.S.F.G.F.A
iT.S.F.G.F.A.

* Abbreviations used in the "Unit" column:
T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Floor Area
T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Leaseable Area I

V.F.P. : Vehicle Fueling Position
I

** Because there is no ITE Weekday Average Trip Rate for this code/catesorry. the
Trip Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Trip Rate multiplied by a factor of ten.
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TABLE 4.2

NET ADJUSTED TRIPS PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENI
paPe 2 al'5

Trip Net

New Lensth Adiusted
ITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Trios Factor Trips Unit t

INSTITUTIONAL/NIEDICAL
501 Military Base 1.78 1.06 1.89

0.51 /student520 Elementary School (Public) |.29 0,40
522 Middle/Junior High School (Public) 1.62 0.40 0.65 /student

530 Hieh School (Public) t.71 0.75 r.28 /student
536 Private School (K - 12) 2.48 0.7s 1.86 /student

540 Junior/Community Colleee 1.20 0.75 0.90 /student
550 University/College 2.38 0.7 5 1.78 /student
560 Church 9.1 I 0.75 6.83 /T.S.F.G.F.A
565 Day Care Center/Preschool 4.48 0.40 |.79 /student

590 Library 54.00 0.40 2t.54 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

610 Hospital 11.81 1.06 t2.52 /bed

620 Nursing Home 2.37 1.06 2.51 ft,ed
630 Clinic 3r.45 1.06 33.33 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES
310 HoteL/Motel 8.92 1.24 11.09 /room
812 Building Materialsllumber 23.48 0.84 19.81 iT.S.F.G.F.A.
813 Free-Standine Discount Superstore

/T.S.F.G.F.AWith Groceries 35.37 0.84 29.84

814 Specialty Retail Center 29.25 0.84 24.68 iT.S.F.G.L.A.
815 Free-Standine Discount Store

Without Groceries 46.50 0.84 39.23 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
816 Hardware/Paint Stores 37.95 0.84 32.02 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

817 Nursery/Garden Center 23.8r 0.84 20.09 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

820 Shoppins Center 28.34 0.84 23.91 /T.S.F.G.L.A.
823 Factory Outlet Center 17.55 0.84 14.81 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

* Ahhrcviefinns rrced in the "TInifrr cnlrrmn'
T S F G F ,A = Thorrsand Sorrare Feet Gross Floor Area
T S F G I- A = Thorrccnd Snrrete Feef Grns.q f .eareehle Area
V F P = Vehicle Frrelino Position

** Recarrse there is no TTF Weekdav Averase Trin Rate for this code/catesorv- the
Trin Rnte shnwn is the TTtr. P M Peek l{nrrr Trin Rnfe mrrlfinlied hv n factor of ten

Don Ganer & Associates, Inc. l9 as of05109/05



New

NET ADJUSTED TRIPS PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

Nei
3 5

T

TABLE 4.2

Lips Factor Trips Unit *ITE LAND USE CODVCATE

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES (co ntinued)
22.00 0.84 18.56 /T.S.F.G.F.A.84i New Car Sales

/T.S.F.G.F.A.35.29 0.84 29.77843 Automobile Parts Sales

0.84 12.37 /T.S.F.G.F.A.849 Tire Superstore 14.66

65.43 0.84 55.20 /T.S.F.G.F.A.850 Supermarket
iT.S.F.G.F.A.287.82 0.42 t2L68851 Convenience Market (24 hour)

184.48 0.42 78.00 /V.F.P853 Convenience Market With Fuel Pump
/T.S.F.G.F.A.5.59 0.84 4.71860 Wholesale Market

0.84 29.27 /T.S.F.G.F.A.861 Discount Club 34.69
15.s0 0.84 13.07 /T.S.F.G.F.A.862 Home Improvement Superstore

/T.S.F.G.F.A.27.02 0.84 22.80863 Electronics Superstore
0.84 18.93 ir.s.F.G.F.A.867 Office Supply Superstore ** 22.44

880 Pharmacy/Drugstore
42.33 0.84Without Drive-Thru Window 3s.7 r /T.S.F.G.F.A.

881 Pharmacy/Drusstore
44.96 0.84 37.93 /T.S.F.G.F.A.With Drive-Thru Window

/T.S.F.G.F.A2.38 0.84i 2.ot890 Fumiture Store
133.29 /T.S.F.G.F.A.158.00 0.84896 Video Rental Store **

129.88 0.84 109.57 /T.S.F.G.F.A91 I BanVSavinqs: Walk-in
r30.64 0.84 t10.21 /T.S.F.G.F.A,912 Bank/Savings: Drive-In

* Ahhreviations used in the "Ijnit" column:
T S F G F A :Thorrsand SouareFeet Gross Floor Area
T S F.G L A : Thousand Souare Feet Gross Leaseable Area
V F P = Vehicle Fuelins Position

** Recause there is no ITE Weekdav Averase Trio Rate for this code/cateeorv. the
Trin Rate shnwn is the TTF. P M. Peak Hour Trin Rate multinlied bv a factor of ten.
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TABLE 4.2

NET ADJUSTED TRIPS PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
pase 4 of5

Trip Net
New Leneth Adiusted

ITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Trins Factor Trins Unit *

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES (continued)
931 OualiW Restaurant (not a chain) 50.37 1.00 50.47 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
932 Hish Turnover. Sit-Down

Restaurant (chain or stand alone) 72.48 0.50 36.24 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
933 Fast Food Restaurant CNo Drive-Thru) 358.00 0.50 179.00 iT.S.F.G.F.A
934 Fast Food Restaurant (With Drive-Thru) 248.06 0.50 124.03 /T.S.F.G.F.A
936 Drinking Place/Bar ** s6.70 0.s0 28.35 iT.S.F.G.F.A
941 Quick Lubrication Vehicle Shop 23.20 0.84 t9.57 /Service Stall
942 A,,fiomobile Care Center ** 23.26 0.84 t9.62 /T.S.F.G.L.A.

41.33 /V.F.P
944 Gasoline/Service Station

(no Market or Car Wash) 97.76 0.42
945 .Gasoline/Service Station

(With Convenience Market) 71.62 0.42 30.28 A/.F.P
946 Gasoline/Service Station

(With Convenience Market and Car Wash 67.25 0.42 28.43 /V.F,P

OFFICE
710 General Office Building 11.01 1.06 tt.67 /T.S.F,G.F.A.
714 Corporate Headquarters Buildine 7.98 1.06 8.46 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
715 Sinele Tenant Office Buildins tL.57 1.06 12.26 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
720 Medical-Dental Office Buildine 36.13 l 06 38.29 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
731 State Motor Vehicles Dept. 166.02 1.06 t7 s.96 /T.S.F.G.F.A
732 A.S. Post Office 89.80 1.06 95.17 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
750 Office Park tt.42 1.06 12.10 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
760 Research and Development Center 8.1 1 1.06 8.60 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
770 Business Park tzJ6 1.06 13.52 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

* Abbreviations used in the "[Jnit" column:
T S F GF A = Thorrsand Sotr:reFeet Gross Floor Area
T,S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand Scuare Feet Gross Leaseable Area
V F P : Vehicle Frrelinp Position

** Becattse there is no ITE Weekdnv Average Trin Rate for fhis code/cafesorv the
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TABLE 4.2

NET ADJUSTED TRIPS PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
5 5

Trip Net

New Leneth Adiusted

ITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Trips Factor Trins Unit *

PORT/INDUSTRIAL
1.06 10.44 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
0.84 3.80 lP

030 Truck Terminals 9.85

090 Park and Ride Lot With Bus Service 4.s0
093 Lisht Rail Transit Station With Parkine 2.5t 0.84 2.t2 iParkine Space

110 General Lieht Industrial 6.97 1.06 7.39 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
120 General Heavy Industrial L50 r.06 1.59 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
130 Industrial Park 6.96 1.06 7.38 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
140 Manufacturing 3.82 1.06 4.05 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
150 Warehouse 4.96 r.06 5.26 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
151 Mini-Warehouse 2.50 1.06 2.65 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
170 Utilities** 6.3r 1.06 6.69 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

* Abbreviations used in the "Ijnit" column:
T S F GF A :Thousand SorrareFeetGross FloorArea
T.S-F.G-I- A : Thousand Souare Feet Gross Leaseable Area
V F P : Vehicle Frrelins Position

** Because there is no ITE Weekdav Averase Trin Rate for this code/catesorv. the
Trin Refe sholm is the TTF. P M Peak Horrr Trin Rate mrrltinlied bv a factor of ten.

C. Formula 3: Imprdvement Fee Per Trip-End

The capital improvements included in Table 3.2, page 8 are selected transportation system capacity needs

identified for inclusion in the improvement fee transportation SDC. To calculate the Improvement Fee

Per Trip End, the SDC-eligible amount from Table 3.2 is divided by the total average number of new trip-

ends from Table 3.l,page 7, as shown in the following formula:

3

Improvement Fee
SDC-Eligible

Costs

Total
New Daily
Trip-Ends

Improvement
Fee Per

Trip-End

Calculation of the Improvement Fee Per Trip-End is shown in Table 4.3,page 23
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TABLE 4.3

IMPROVEMENT FEE PER TRIP END

$5,674,403 25,033 s227

D. Formula 4: Improvement Fee Per Unit (by Type of Land Use)

The improvement fee per unit of development is calculated for each type of land use by

multiplying the net adjusted number of trips for each land use (from Table 4.2) by the

improvement fee per new trip-end (from Table 4.3, above)

' Improvement Fee

SDC-Eligible
Costs

Net Adjusted

Trips Per Unit

Total
New Daily
Trip-Ends

Improvement
Fee Per

Trip-End

X\

Table 4.4 (pages 24 - 28) displays the improvement fee per unit for each land use category. Column 1

repeats the ITE land use codes and categories, and Column 2 repeats the net adjusted trips for each land

use category (from Table 4.2). The improvement fee per trip-end is shown in Column 3. The

Improvement Fee Per Unit is calculated by multiplying the net adjusted trips for each land use category

(Column 2) by the improvement fee per trip-end (Column 3).

4.

Improvement

Fee Per

Trip-End

Improvement

Fee

Per Unit

)
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TABLE 4.6

IMPROVEMENT FEE PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
I 5

Fee Per
-!irpL
Fee Per

lberth
/hole
Itee

a factor of ten.

/T.S.F.G.F.A

Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Rate

Net
Adiusted

Unit *Trip-End UnitITE LAND USE CODE/CATEG Trins

RESIDENTIAL
9.57 s227 $2,112 /dwelling unit210 Single Family Detached

$ 1.s2s /dwelline unit6.72 $221220 Apartment
$ 1.330 /dwelling unit5.86 s227230 Residential Condominium/Townhouse

4.99 9227 $ 1,133 /dwelling unit240 Manufactured Housing (in Park)
2.74 $227 s622 /bed254 Assisted Livine

/unit2.81 $227 $638255 Continuing Care Retirement
s227 $7 l7 /dwelling unit260 Recreation Home 3.16

RECREATIONAL
1.76 $227 $399 lacre411 CiW Park
2.52 $227 $s73 lacre412 County Park
4.54 s227 $ I,030 /carnp site416 Campground/RV Park **
3.27 $227420 Marina

39.53 $227

$743

$8,974430 GolfCourse
432 Golf Driving Ranse ** 13.83 $227 $3,1 39

$8.412435 Multipumose Recreation/Arcade ** 37.06 $227
36.87 $227 $8,369437 Bowline Alley

243.36 s227 $55,243

/lane
/screen443 Movie Theater w/out matinee

418.41 $227 $94,992 /screen444 Movie Theater w/matinee **
$64.88s /screen445 Multiplex Movie Theater (10r screens) ** 28s.84 s227

$33.723148.56 s227
83.80 s227 $19.024 /acre

/T.S.F.G.F.A473 Casino/Video Poker/Lottery **
480 Amusement/Therne Park

78.90 $227 $17,911 /field488 Soccer Complex
42.8t $227 $9,718 /court492 Racquet/Tennis Club

/T.S.F.G.F.A492 Health/Fitness Club 36.43 $227 $8,269
s7.79r /T.S.F.G.F.A495 Recreatior/Community Center 34.32 $227

* Abbreviations used in the "Ijnit" column:

T.S.F.G.F.A. = Thousand Square Feet Gross Floor Area

T.S.F.G.L,A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Leaseable Area

V.F.P. = Vehicle Fueling Position

*+ Because there is no ITE Weekday Average Trip Rate for this code/category, the
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TABLE 4.6

IMPROVEMENT FEE PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
ipage 2 of 5

Net Improvement Impr
Adiusted Fee Per Fee Per

*ITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Trips Trin-End

INS TITUTIONAL/NIEDICAL
/employee501 Military Base 1.89 $227 $428

520 Elementary School (Public) 0.51 $227 $117 /student

522 Middle/Junior Hieh School @ublic) 0.65 $227 $147 /student
/student530 Hieh School (Public) t.28 $227 $291

536 Private School (K - l2) 1.86 $227 $422 /student

540 Junior/Community Colleee 0.90 $227 $203 /student
1.78 $227 $403 /student550 Universiry/Colleee

560 Church 6.83 $227 $ 1,551 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
565 Day Care Center/Preschool t.79 $227 $406 istudent

590 Librarv 21.54 $227 $4,891 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
610 Hospital t2.52 $227 $2,841 /bed
620 Nursing Home 2.51 s227 $s70 /bed
630 Clinic 33.33 $227 $7,566 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES
:fO AoteYtvtotei 1 1.09 $227 $2,517 /room
812 Buildins Materialsllumber 19.81 $227 $4,497 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
813 Free-Standing Discount Superstore

With Groceries 29.84 $227 $6,773 /T.S.F.G.F.A
814 Specialty Retail Center 24.68 s227 $5,602 /T.S.F.G.L.A.
815 Free-Standing Discount Store

Without Groceries 39.23 $227 $8,904 /T.S.F.G.F.A
8 1 6 Hardware/Paint Stores 32.02 $227
817 Nursery/Garden Center 20.09 $227 $4,560
820 Shopping Center 23.9r s227 s5,427 /T.S.F.G.L.A.
823 Factory Outlet Center 14.81 s227 $3,361 iru.S.n.C.r.n.

* Abbreviations used in the "Unit" column:
T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Floor Area
T.S.F.G.L.A.: S Feet Gross Leaseable Area
V.F.P. : Vehicle Position

** Because there is no ITE Weekday Average Trip Rate for this code/category, the
Trip Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Trip Rate multiplied by a factor of ten

$7 268 S.F.G.F.A.
S.F.G.F.A.
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TABLE 4.6

IMPROVEMENT FEE PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

Fee Per Fee Per

Unit

I

$4 t4 /T.S.F.G.F.A
S.F.G.F.A

Iru6r
Net Improvement

Adiusted
Trip EndTrinsITE LAND USE CODEiCATEGORY

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES (continued)
18.56 $227841 New Car Sales

$6,75829.77 $727843 Automobile Parts Sales
$2,807 /T.S.F.G.F.A12.37 $227849 Tire Superstore

/T.S.F.G.F.A$227 $12,53155.20850 Supermarket
$27.622 /T.S-F.G.F.A12t.68 s22X851 Convenience Market
s17,705 /V.F.P.78.00 $227853 Convenience Market With Fuel

/T.S.F.G.F.A$227 $ 1,0704.71860 Wholesale Market
/T.S.F.G.F.A.$227 s6,64429.27861 Discount Club
/T.S.F.G,F.A13.07 $227 $2,968862 Home Improvement Superstore

22.80 $227 $5,175863 Electronics Superstore
s4.297

/T.S.F.G.F.A.
iT.S.F.G.F.A.18.93 s227867 Office Supply Superstore **

880 Pharmacy/Drugstore
/T.S.F.G.F.A.$227 $8,10635.7 rWithout Drive-Thru Window

881 Pharmacy/Drugstore
/T.S.F.G.F.A.37.93 $227 $8,610With Drive-Thru Window

2.0t890 Furniture Store
r33.29

$2271 s4ss !n,sncEe
$227 | $30,2581/T.S.F.G.F. A.896 Video Rental Store **

/T.S.F.G.F.A.t09.57 s227 $24,8729i 1 Bank/Savings: Walk-in
$2s,0181,t0.21 $227912 B Drive-In /T.S.F.G.F.A

* Abbreviations used in the "Unit" column:

T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand Feet Gross Floor Area

T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Leaseable Area

V.F.P. : Vehicle Fueling Position

** Because there is no ITE A Rate for this

Trip Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Rate a factor of ten.
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JU

Net Improvement Impr
Adiusted Fee Per

IMPROVEMENT FEE PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

tqs
Fee P

*

TABLE 4.6

Trips Trip-End Unit

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES (continued)
50.47 $227931 Quality Restaurant (not a chain)

s227932 High Tumover, Sit-Down
$227

s I 1,457In.s.p"c.r.a.
i

' '- -- '. :-- ---_:

$8,226ilT.S.F.G.F.A36.24Restaurant (chain or stand alone)
/T.S.F.G.F.A179.00 $2271 $40,633Drive-933 Fast Food Restaurant (No

t24.03 $227934 Fast Food Restaurant (With Drive-Thru)
$6,43528.35 $227936 Drinking Place/Bar **

$22719.s7941 Quick Lubrication Vehicle Shop
t9.62 s227942 Automobile Care Center **

/Service Stall
/T.S.F.G,L.A.

$4

$4 454

9 44 Ga;oline/Service Station
$9,383 /V.F.P41.33 s227(no Market or Car Wash)

945 Gasoline/Service Station
30.28(With Convenience Market) $227 4 A/.F.P

946 Gasoline/Service Station
A/.F.P28.43 s227 $6,454(With Convenience Market and Car Wash

OFFICE
$227 $2.649 /T.S.F.G.F.A.710 General Office Buildine 11.67

8.46 $227 $ 1,920 /T.S.F.G.F.A.7 14 Corporate Headquarters Building
12.26 $227 s2,784715 Sinele Tenant Office Buildine /T.S.F.G.F.A.

/T.S.F,G.F.A.38.29 $227 $8,6927 20 Medical-Dental Offrce Building
$39.942 /T.S.F.G.F.A.175.96 s227731 State Motor Vehicles Dept.
$21,,604 /T.S.F.G.F.A.95.17 $227732 U.S. Post Office

$227 s2,74712.10750 Office Park
$227 s 1,9518.60760 Research and Development Center

13.52770 Business Park

* Abbreviations used in the !'Unit" column

V.F.P. : Vehicle Fueling Position

$227 $3 070 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

/T.S.F.G.F.A.
/T.S.F.G.F.A.

T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand S

T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand uare Feet Gross Floor Area
Feet Gross Leaseable Area

*+ Because there is no ITE W Rate for this code/

Trip Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Trip Rate multiplied by a factor of ten.

$28 155 S.F.G.F.A
S.F.G.F.A.

\
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TABLE 4.6

ImprNet Improvement
Adiusted Fee Per

Trip-End
Fee Per

:tITE LA}ID USE CODE/CATEGORY Trips

PORTiINDUSTRIAL
$227 $2,370 i/T.S.F.G.F.A.10.44030 Truck Terminals

I

I

$862 /Parking Space3.80 s227090 Park and Ride Lot With Bus Service
2.12 $227093 Light Rail Transit Station With Parking

$227 $1,6771ir.S.F.G.F.A.
$481l/P

110 General Lieht Industrial 7.39
/T.S.F.G.F.A.1.59 $227 $361120 General Heaw Industrial
iT.S.F.G.F.A.7.38 $227 $1,674130 Industrial Park

$919 /T.S.F.G.F.A140 Manufacturins 4.05 $227

$227 $ 1,193 /T.S.F.G.F.A150 Warehouse 5.26
/T.S.F.G.F.A.2.65 s227 $601151 Mini-Warehouse
/T.S.F.G.F,A6.69 $227t $i,518170 Utilities**

+ Abbreviations used in the "Unit" column:

T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Floor Area

T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Leaseable Area

V.F.P. : Vehicle Fueling Position

** Because there is no ITE Weekday Average Trip Rate for this code/category, the!

Trip Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Trip Rate multiplied by a factor of ten.

IMPROVEMENT FEE PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
5 of 5

E. Formala 5: Reimbursement Fee Per Trip-End

One capital improvement is identified on page 9 for inclusion in the reimbursement fee transportation

SDC. To calculate the Reimbursement Fee Per Trip End, the SDC-eligible amount identified on page 9 is

divided by the total average number of new trip-ends from Table 3.1, page 7, as shown in the following

formula:

5

Reimbursement Fee

SDC-Eligible
Costs

Total
New Daily
Trip-Ends

Reimbursement
Fee Per

Trip-End

Calculation of the Reimbursement Fee Per Trip-End is shown in Table 4.5, page 29
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-).
TABLE 4.5

REIMBURSEMENT FEE PER TRIP END

$665,280 25,033 $27

F. Formula 6: Reimbursement Fee Per Unit (by Type of Land Use)

The reimbursement fee per unit of developrnent is calculated for each type of land use by

multiplying the net adjusted number of trips for each land use (from Table 4.2) by the

reimbursement fee per new trip-end (from Table 4.5, above).

Reimbursement Fee

SDC-EIigible
Costs

Net Adjusted

Trips Per Unit

Total
New Daily
Trip-Ends

Reimbursement

Fee Per

Trip-End

Reimbursement
Fee Per

Trip-End

6. X
Reimbursement

Fee

Per Unit

Table 4.6 (pages 30 - 34) displays the reimbursement fee per unit for each land use category. Column I

repeats the ITE land use codes and categories, and Column 2 repeats the net adjusted trips for each land

use category (from Table 4.2). The reimbursement fee per trip-end is shown in Column 3. The

Reimbursement Fee Per Unit is calculated by multiplying the net adjusted trips for each land use category

(Column 2) by the reimbursement fee per trip-end (Column 3).
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TABLE 4.6

REIMBURSEMENT FEE PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

Reimb
Fee Per

I of!

Unit *

$27i $2581/dwetlin_g ugit
$27 $ l8l /dwell unrt

/dwel unrt

/T.S.F.G.F.A.
36.87 $27 $99s /lane

243.36

/screen

R cirnhrrrcernenlNet
Adjusted Fee Per

Trips Trip-EndITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY

RESIDENTIAL
9.s7
6.72220

srqele210

5.86 $27 $ 158230 Residential Condominium/Townhouse
240 Manufactured Housins (in Park) 4.99 $27 $ 135 /dwelling unit

2.74 $27 $74 /bed254 Assisted Livine
2.81 $27 s76 /unit255 Continuing Care Retirement

$8s /dwelline unit260 Recreation Home 3.16 $27

RECREATIONAL
$47 /acre4l I City Park 1.76 $27

$27 $68 lacre412 County Park 2.52

416 Camnsround/RV Park ** 4.s4 s27 $122 /camp site

/berth420 Marina 3.27 $27 $88

$ 1.067 lhole430 GolfCourse 39.53 s27
13.83 $27 $373 Itee432 Golf Driving Range ++

435 Multipuruose Recreation/Arcade ** 37.06 s27 $ 1,001

437 Bowlins Alley
443 Movie Theater ilout matinee

223.67 $27 $6,039444 Movie Theater w/matinee **
445 Multiplex Movie Theater (10* screens) ** 1s0.88 $27 $4,074 /screen

$4.011 /T.S.F.G.F.A473 Casino/Video Poker/Lottery ** 148.s6 $27
83.80 s27 $2.263 /acre480 Amusement/Theme Park

488 Soccer Complex 't8.90 s27 $2,130 /fieId
$ 1.1s6 /court492 Racquet/Tenhis Club 42.81 $27

36.43 $27 $984 /T.S.F.G.F.A492 HealthFitness Club
495 Recreation/Community Center 34.32 $27 s927 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

* Abbreviations used in the "Unit" column:
T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Floor Area
T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Leaseable Area
V.F.P. : Vehicle Fueling Position

** Because there is no ITE Weekday Average Trip Rate for this code/category, the

Trip Rate shown is the tTE P.M. Peak Hour Trip Rate multiplied by a factor of ten
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REIMBURSEMENT FEE PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

TABLE 4.6

ipage 2 of 5
RcimhrrrcemenlNet Reimb

Fee PerAdiusted Fee Per
Unit Unit *ITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Trips Trio-End

INSTITUTIONAL/MEDICAL
1.89501 Military Base
0.51520 Elementary School (Public)

$sl
$14 /student

$17 /student

$27t

$27

27

0.65522 Middle/Junior Hieh School (Public)
t.28 $21 $3s530 Hieh School (Public)

$s01.86 $27536 Private School -t2
/sftrdent0.90 $27 $24s40 I

$481.78 $27ssO u
$ 184 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

/student

6.83 $27560 Church
r.79565 Day Care Center/?reschool

21.54590 Library
12.52610 Hospital

$48 /student

$582 /T.S.F.G.F.A
s338 /bed

$68 d$27

$27

$27

$27

2.51620 Nursing Home
/T.S.F.G,F.A.33.33 s27 $e00630 Clinic

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES
/room1 1.09 $27 $299310 Hotel/lVlotel

$s35 /T.S.F.G.F.A19.81 $278 I 2 Building Materials/Lumber
813 Discount

.S.F.G.F.A$806s2729.84With Groceries
/T.S.F.G.L,A.24.68 $27 $666814 Specialty Retail Center

Discount Store815
$ 1,0s9 /T.S.F.G.F.A39.23 $27Without Groceries

32.02 $27 $86581 6 HardwarelPaint Stores
20.09 $27i ss42817 Center

$27 .S.F.G23.91820 Shopping Center
$27 s40014.81823 Factory Outlet Center

* Abbreviations used in the "Ijnit" column

S.F.G.F.A.

Feet Gross Floor Area
Feet Gross Leaseable Area

T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand

T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand

V.F.P. : Vehicle Fueling Position
illi

** Because there is no ITE Rate for this code/cate the

Trip Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Trip Rate multiplied by a factor of ten

/sfudent
/srudent

.S.F.G.F.A

.S.F.G.F.A
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TABLE 4.6

Net
Adjusted Fee Per

Trips Trio-EndTTE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY

INSTITUTIONAL/MEDICAL
i 8.56 $27 $s01501 Military Base

29.77 s27i $804520 Elementary School (Public)
$334

/sfudent
/student522 Middle/Junior Hieh School (Public) 12.37 $27

55.20530 Hieh School (Public) s27
7

$1 90 /shrdent

$g 85 /studentt2t.68536 Private School (K - 12)

78.00 s27 $2,106 /student540 Junior/Community Collese
/shrdent4.7r s27 $t27550 University/College

$790 /T.S.F.G.F.A.560 Church 29.27 $27
13.07 $27 $3s3 /student565 Day Care Center/?reschool

/T.S.F.G.F.A.22.80 527 $616590 Librarv
$s1I /bed610 Hospital 18.93 $27

0.00 927 $o /bed620 Nursing Home
35.7r s27i, $964630 Clinic /T.S.F.G.F.A.

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES
2.0r $27 $s4310 Hotel/IVIotel

/T.S.F.G.F.A.r33.29 $27 $3,599812 Building Materials/Lumber
8 I 3 Free-Standing Discount Superstore

lr0.2r $27 $2.976 /T.S.F.G.F.A.With Groceries
0.00 $27 $0 /T.S.F.G.L.A814 Specialry Retail Center

815 Free-Standing Discount Store
Without Groceries $27

$27

0.00

0.00
SO,/T.S.F.G.F.A,

/T.S.F.G.F.A.816 Hardware/Paint Stores
$0 /T.S.F.G.F.A.0.00 $27817 Nursery/Garden Center

$21 $0 /T.S.F.G.L.A.820 Shoppinq Center 0.00
/T.S.F.G.F.A.0.00 $27 $0823 Factory Outlet Center

REIMBURSEMENT FEE PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

bursemen Reimb
Fee Per

ipage 3 of 5

{<

/roorn
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$27 $3,349 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
$27 $7651/T.S.F.G.F.A.

$s28 /Service Stall

$27 $530 /T.S.F.G.L.A

$36s /T.S.F.G.F'.A

\

TABLE 4.6

REIMBURSEMENT FEE PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
page 4 of 5

Net Reimbursement Reimb

Fee PerAdjusted Fee Per

ITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Trips Trio-End Unit Unit *

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES (continued)
931 QualiW Restaurant (not a chain) s0.47 $27 $ 1,363 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

932 HishTurnover. Sit-Down
Restaurant (chain or stand alone) 36.24 $27 $978 iT.S.F.G.F.A.

933 Fast Food Restaurant (No Drive-Thru) r79.00 $27 $4,833 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

934 Fast Food Restaurant (With Drive-Thru) 124.03

936 Drinking Place/Bar ** 28.35

941 Ouick Lubrication Vehicle Shop 19.57 $27

942 Automobile Care Center ** t9.62
944 Gasoline/Service Station

(no Market or Car Wash) 4r.33 $27 $1 116 /V.F.P

$818 /V.F.P
945 Gasoline/Service Station

(With Convenience Market) 30.28 $27

946 Gasoline/Service Station
(With Convenience Market and Car Wash 28.43 s27 $768 /V.F.P

OFFICE
710 General Office Buildine 11.67 s27 $3 1s /T.S.F.G.F.A.

714 Corporate Headquarters Building 8.46 s27 s228 /T.S.F.G.F.A

715 Sinele Tenant Office Building 12.26 $27 s33 1 /T.S.F.G.F.A

720 Medical-Dental Office Buildine 38.29 $27 $ 1.034 /T.S.F.G.F.A
731 State Motor Vehicles Dept. r7s.96 $27 $4,7s 1 /T.S.F.G.F.A

732 U.S. Post Office 9s.r7 $27 70 /T.S.F.G.F.A
$327 /T.S.F.G.F.A750 Office Park t2.t0 $27

760 Research and Development Center 8.60 $27 $232 /T.S.F.G.F.A

770 Business Park 1,3.52 $27

* Abbreviations used in the "Ijnit" column
T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand Feet Gross Floor Area
T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand S Feet Gross Leaseable Area
V.F.P. : Vehicle Position

*+ Because there is no ITE W A Rate for this the

Trip Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Trip Rate multiplied by a factor of ten.
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REIMBURSEMENT FEE PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

TABLE 4.6

page 5 of5
P eimhrrrccmenlNet Reimb. I

Adiusted Fee Per Fee Per

ITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Trips Trip-End Unit Unit *

$282 iT.S.F.G.F.A.
/P

$s7 /P

PORT/INDUSTRIAL
030 Truck Terminals
090 Park and Ride Lot With Bus Service

093 Rail Transit Station With P s27

r0.44

2.t2
3.80 S

S

$27i sl03

110 General Lieht Industrial 7.39 $27 $199 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
120 General Heaw Industrial 1.59 s27 $43 /T.S.F.G.F.A

/T.S.F.G.F.A130 Industrial Park 7.38 s27 $199
140 Manufacturins 4.05 $27 $ 109 /T.S.F.G.F.A
150 Warehouse 5.26 s27 $r42 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
l5l Mini-Warehouse 2.65 s27 $72 /T.S.F:G.F.A.
170 Utilities** 6.69 $27 $ 181 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

* Abbreviations used in the "Unit" column
T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Floor Area
T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Leaseable Area
V.F.P. : Vehiole Fueline Position

** Because there is no ITE A Rate &f Lhiq code/category, the

Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Rate a factor of ten.

G, Formula 7: Compliance Cost Per Trip.grg

The City incurs costs to comply with legal requirements for SDCs and may recoup a portion of those costs

in accordance with ORS 223.307(5), Compliance costs during the 2U-year collection period have been

estimated as follows:

Transportation System PIan, CIP, and SDC Methodology Updates
(4 X $175,000 for consulting and staff services)

Annual SDC-CIP Management, Accounting and Reporting Costs (approximately
$10,000 per year for consulting, legal, audit; financial reporting and
staff services)

Total Estim ated 20 -y ear Compliance Costs

$700,000

$200.000
$900,000
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To calculate the Compliance Cost Per Trip End, the Estimated 20-year Compliance Costs identified on

page 14 is divided by the total average number of new trip-ends frorn Table 3.1, page 7, as shown in the

following formula:

7

20-year
Compliance

Costs

20-Year
Compliance

Costs

$900,000.

Net Adjusted

Trips Per Unit

Total
New Daily
Trip-Ends

Compliance
Cost Per
Trip-End

Calculation of the Compliance Cost Per Trip-End is shown in Table 4.7, below

TABLE 4.7

COMPLIANCE COST PER TRIP END

Total
New Daily
Trip-Ends

Compliance
Cost Per
Trip-End

$36

H. Formula 8: Compliance Cost Per Unit (by Type of Land Use)

The compliance cost per unit of development is calculated for each type of land use by multiplying

the net adjusted number of trips for each land use (from Table a.\ by the'compliance cost per

new trip-end (from Table 4.7, above)

25,033

Compliance

Cost Per

Trip-End

Compliance

Cost

Per Unit
8 X

'a-*r)

Table 4.8 (pages 36 - 40) displays the compliance cost per unit for each land use category. Column 1

repeats the ITE land use codes and categories, and Column 2 repeats the net adjusted trips for elch land

use category (from Table 4.2). The compliance cost per trip-end is shown in Column 3. The Compliance

Cost Per Unit is calculated by multiplying the net adjusted trips for each land use category (Column 2) by

the compliance cost per trip-end (Column 3).
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TABLE 4.8

COMPLIANCE COST PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
I of 5

liance;

Cost Per Cost Per

-@, Wj:

$36 $34s /dwel unlt

Net
Adiusted

ITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Trips

RESIDENTIAL
210 Sinele Family Detached 9.57

220 Apartment 6.72 s36 $242 /dwelling unit

230 Residential Condominium/Townhouse 5.86 $36 $21 I /dwelling unit

240 Mamfactured Housins (in Park) 4.99 $ 180 i/dwelling unit$36

254 Assisted Living 2.74 $36 $99 /bed

255 Continuinq Care Retirement 2.81 $36 $101 /unit
260 Recreation Home 3.16 s36 $114 /dwellins unit

RECREATIONAL
411 City Park r.76 $36 s63 /acre

412 County Park 2.52 s36 $91 /acre

416 CamperoundlRV Park ** 4.54 $36 $163 site

$36 118 /berth42O Marina 3.27

430 GolfCourse 39.53 $36 $1,423 /hole

432 Golf Drivins Ranse ** 13.83 $36 $498 /tee
$t 334 /T.S.F.G.F.A
$1 327 llane

$8 761 /screen

435 Multipurpose Recreation/Arcade ** 37.06 s36
437 Bowline Alley 36.87 $36

443 Movie Theater ilout matinee 243.36 $36

444 Movie Theater dmatinee ** 223.67 $36 $8,0s2 /screen

445 Multiplex Movie Theater (10* screens) *+ 150.88 $36 $5,432 /screen

473 CasinoA/ideo Poker/Lottery ** 148.56 $36 $5,348 /T.S.F.G,F.A
83.80 s36 $3 17l/acre
78.90 s36 $z 841 /field

480 AmusemenVTheme Park
488 Soccer Complex
492 RacqueVTennis Club 42.81 s36 $ 1,541 /court
492 HeaIth/Fitness Club 36.43 $36 $1.311 /T.S.F.G.F.A

495 Recreation/Community Center 34.32 $36 $1.236 iT.S.F.G.F.A

* Abbreviations used in the "Unit" column

T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Floor Area

T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Leaseable Area

V.F.P. : Vehicle Fueling Position

** Because there is no ITE Weekday Average Trip Rate for this code/category, the

Trip Rate shown is the ITE P.M; Peak Hour Trip Rate multiplied by a factor of ten.
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COMPLIANCE COST PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

TABLB 4.8

Dape 2 of'5

Net Compliance Compl. 
;

Adiusted Cost PerCost Per
*TripsITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY

INSTITUTIONAL/MEDICAL
$68 /ernployee1.89 s36501 Mi Base

0.51520 Elementary School (Public)
0.6s522 Middle/Junior High School (Public)
r.28530 High School (Public)
1.86536 Private School (K - l2)
0.90540 Junior/Community College
1.78550 University/College
6.83560 Church
r.79565 Day Care CenterlPreschool

2t.54590 Library
12.52610 Hospital
2.51620 Nursins Home

$776 i/T.S.F.G.F.A.

$36

s36

$19 /student

$23 /student

$46 /student

$67 /student

$64 /student

$246 /T.S.F.G.F.A
$64 /sfudent

$4s I /bed

$90 lbed
$1 200 /T.S.F.G.F.A

$36
6

$36

$36

$36

$36

$36

$36

$32 /student

s36

$36

33.33630 Clinic

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES
$399 /roomI 1.09 $36310 Hotel/Ivfotel

/T.S.F.G.F.A.$36 $71319.81812 Building Materials/Lumber
8l 3 Free"Standing DiScount Superstore

$ I,074 /T.S.F.G.F,A29.84 $36With Groceries
$36 $888 /T.S.F.G.L.A.24.68814 Retail Center

815 Free-Standing Discount Store
/T.S.F.G.F.A.39.23 $36 $1,412Without Groceries

32.02 s36i $1,1538 I 6 Hardware/Paint Stores /T.S.F.G.F.A
/T.S.F.G.F.A$36 $72320.09817 Nursery/Garden Center

23.91 $36820 Shopping Center
14.81 $36823 Factory Outlet Center

* Abhreviations used in the "Unit" column:
T S F G F A : Thorrsand Souare Feet Gross FloorArea
T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand Souare Feet Gross Leaseable Area
V F P = Vehicle Fuelins Position

$86 I /T.S.F.G.L,A.
$s33 /T.S.F.G.F.r^,,.
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TABLE 4.8

COMPLIANCE COST PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
3 5

Net Compliance Compl. i

Cost Per IAdiusted Cost Per

Trios Trip-End *

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES (continued)
r 8.56 $36 $668 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

29.77 $36 $1 072 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
841 New Car Sales

843 Automobile Parts Sales

849 Tire 12.37 $36 s44s iT.S.F.G.F.A.

$l 987 /T.S.F.G.F.A.8s0 55.20 $36

851 Convenience Market 121.68 $36 $4.381 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

853 Convenience Market With Fuel 78.00 $36 $2,808 /V.F.P

860 Wholesale Market 4:tl $36 $ 170 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

861 Discount Club 29.27 $36 $ 1,054 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

862 Home t3.07 $36 s47r /T.S.F.G.F.A

863 Electronics Superstore 22.80 $36 $821 /T.S.F.G.F.A

867 Office ,1.* 18.93 $36 $682 /T.S.F.G.F.A

880
Without Drive-Thru Window 35.7r $36 $ 1,286 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

881 Pharmacy/Drugstore
With Drive-Thru Window 37.93 $36 $ 1,366 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

890 Furniture Store 2.0r $36 $72 /T.S.F.G.F.A,

896 Video Rental Store *+ 133.29 $36 $ 799 iT.S.F.G.F.A.

$36 $3 IT Q,!,Gf ,l\,
S.F.G.F.A.$36 $3 8 IT

911 Bank/S Walk-in r09.57

9 12 Bark/Savings: Drive-In tt0.2r

* Abbrbviations used in the "Unit" column:
T.S-F-G^F.A. = Thousand Souare Feet Gross Floor Area
T S F G I A :ThousandSouareFeetGross LeaseableArea

't*
Trin Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour TrilRate multiolied bv a factor of ten.

1
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COMPLIANCE COST PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

TABLB 4.8

Net
Adiusted Cost Per Cost Per

4 5

TriBs tlp.Etrd Unit *UnitITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES (continued)
s0.47 s36931 Quality Restaurant (not a chain)

932 Hish Turnover. Sit-Down
s36Restaurant (chain or stand alone) 36.24 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

iT.S.F.G.F.A.

$1 8t7 /T.S.F.G F.A

$t 305

$6t79.00 $36933 Fast Food Restaurant (No Drive-Thru)
$4.46s /T.S.F.G.F,A.934 Fast Food Restaurant (With Drive-Thru) 124.03 $36

s36 $ 1,021936 Drinking Place/Ba.r ** 28.35

941 Ouick Lubrication Vehicle Shop t9.57 $36 $70s

/T.S.F.G.F,A.
/Service Stall

$706 /T.S.F.G.L.A942 Afiomobile Care Center ** 19.62 $36
944 Gasoline/Service Station

(no Market or Car Wash) 4r.33 $l /V.F.Ps36
945 Gasoline/Service Station

(With Convenience Market) 30.28

946 Gasoline/Service Station
$36 $l F.P

28.43 $36 $ 1,024 /V.F.P(With Convenience Market and Car Wash'

OFF'ICE
s420 /T.S.F.G.F.A.710 General Office Buildins rt.67 $36

8.46 $36714 Corporate Headquarters Building
715 Sinsle Tenant Office Buildine 12.26 $36

$304 /T.S.F,G.F.A.
/T.S.F.G.F.A.

$1.379 iT.S.F.G.F.A7 20 Medical-Dental Office Buildine 38.29 $36
175.96 $36 $6,334 /T.S.F.G.F.A731 State Motor Vehicles Dept.

732 U.S. Post Off,rce 95.t7 $36 $3,426 /T.S.F.G.F.A

$436 /T.S,F.G.F.A750 Office Park t2.t0 $36
$36 $309 /T.S.F.G.F.A760 Research and Development Center 8.60

13.52 s36 $487 /T.S.F.G.F.A770 Business Park

*

V F 'P = Vehicle Frelino Pnsitinn

** Recarrse there is no TTF- Weekdav Averase Trin Rafe for this code/cafesotw the
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Net
Cost PerAdiusted

Trips

PORT/INDUSTRIAL
10.44030 Truck Terminals
3.80090 Park and Ride Lot With Bus Service

ssl5

Unit *

COMPLIANCE COST PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

Cost Per

/Parking S3I 7$s36

TABLE 4.8

C

$36

_w_

$376 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

$76s362.12093 L Rail Transit Station With P

7.39I l0 General Light Industrial /T.S.F.G.F.A$36

$36

$266
S G.F A.FIT57$l.s9120 General Industrial

/T.S.F.G.F.A.s266$367.38130 Industrial Park
/T.S.F.G.F.A$36 $1464.05140
/T.S.F.G.F.A.$ 189$365.26150 Warehouse
/T.S.F.G.F.A.$es2.65 s36151 Mini-Warehouse

s24r iT.S.F.G.F.A.$366.69170 Utilities**

**

I. Formula 9: Total Transportation SDC Per tlnit (by Type of Land Use)

The Total Transportation SDC per unit of development is calculated for each type of land use by adding

the improvement fee per unit (from Table 4.4, pages 24 - 28), the reimbursement fee per unit (fi-om Table

4.6, pages 30 - 34), and the compliance cost per unit (from Table 4.8, pages 36 - 40).

9

Improvement

Fee Per

Unit

Reimbursement

Fee Per

Unit

Compliance

Cost Per

Unit

Total

Transportation

SDC Per Unit

I +

Table 4.9 (pages 4L - 45) displays the Total Transportation SDC per unit for each category. Columns I

repeats the ITE codes and caiegories, and columns 2,3, and4 display the improvernent fee from Table

4.4, reimbursement fee from Table 4.6, and compliance cost from Table 4.8, respectively' The Total

Transportation SDC per unit is calculated by adding columns 2,3 and 4, with the result displayed in

colurnn 5.
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)u,

TOTAL TRANSPORTATION SDC PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
I of 5

TABLE 4.9

Impr Reimb. Compl. TOTAL
Fee Per Fee Per Cost Per SDC Per

ITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Unit Unit

RESIDENTIAL
210 Sinele Family Detached $2,172 $2s8 $34s $2,77 5 /dwelling unit
220 Apartment $ 1,525 $ 181 $242 $ 1,949 /dwelling unit
230 Residential Condominium/Townhouse $ 1,330 $ 158 $211

240 Manufactured Housing (in Park) $ 1,133 $ l3s $r80
$ee

ling unit
s795 /bed

51,447 /dwel
$1,699 /dwell unrt

254 Assisted Living $622 $74

255 Continuins Care Retirement $638

260 Recreation Home s7 t7

RECREATIONAL
411 City Park $399

412 County Park $s73
416 Campground/RV Park x* $ 1,030

420 Marina $743
430 Golf Course s8,974
432 Golf Driving Range ** $3,139

untt

site

s4,010 /tee

$8l s /unit
$916

$63 $s l0 lacre

$73 I /acre

$950 /berth
$1 I,465 /hole

s76
$8s

$101

$114

$47

$373

s68

$1,067

s122
$88

$el
$163

$118

$1,423

$498

$ 1,3 l5

/T.S.F.G.F.A,435 Multipurpose Recreation/Arcade ** s8,412 $1,001 $ 1,334 sr},747
437 Bowline Alley $8,369 $99s $1,327 $10,692i/lane
443 Movie Theater dout matinee $55,243 $6,571 $8,761 $70,574 /screen
444 Movie Theater Vmatinee ** $94,992 $11,299 $ 15,065 $ 121,355

$82,893
/screen

/screen445 Multiplex Movie Theater (10* screens) ** $64,885 $7,718 $10,290
$43,082 /T.S.F.G.F.A.473 Casino/Video Poker/Lottery ** $33,723 $4,011 $5,348

480 Amusement/Theme Park $t9,024 s2,263

488 Soccer Complex $17,91I $2, I 30

492 RacqueVTennis Club $9,718 $1,156

$3,017 $24,303 /acre
$2,841 $22,882'lfield

/court$ 12,4151 54$

492 HeaItUFitness Club $8,269 $984 $1,311 $10,564
495 Recreation/Community Center s7,791 $927

* Abbreviations used in the "Unit" column
T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand uare Feet Gross Floor Area

V.F.P.: Vehicle Position

/T.S.F.G.F.A
s|,236 $9,953 /T.S.F.G.F.A

T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand Feet Gross Leaseable Area

A*+ Because there is no ITE W
Rate is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour

Rate for this code/ca the

Rate a factor of ten

Don Ganer & Associates, Inc 4l as of05i09l05



TOTAL TRANSPORTATION SDC PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

TABLE 4.9

Impr Reimb

Fee Per Fee Per Cost Per

ITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY Unit Unit

$sl$428501 Military Base
$117520 Elementary School (Public)
$147 st7522 Middle/Junior Hieh School (Public)
s29 I $3s530 Hieh School (Public)

$s39

INSTITUTIONAL/MEDICAL

$14

C

*

$187 ,/student

,Page
2ol5

3$2
$372i /student

$s47' /
$149 /student

$68

$1e

/student

Unit

s46

I TOTAL
SDC Per i

$422 $s0 $67536 Private School (K - 12)
/student$24 $32 $260$203540 Junior/Community College
/student$403 $48 $64 $s 15550 University/College

$ 1,551 $r 84560 Church $246
$64

$1,981 /T.S.F.G.F.A
$s l8 student$406 $48565 Day Care Center/Preschool

iT.S.F.G.F.A$4,891 $s82 $776 $6,248590 Library
$3,630 /bed$2,841 $338 $4s t610 Hospital

$72e lbed$570 $68 $90620 Nursing Home
$ 1,200 $9,666 /T.S.F.G.F.A.$7,566 s900630 Clinic

$0$0

$0COMMERCIAL/SERVICES $0

s299310 Hotel/IVlotel $2,5r7
$4,497 $s35 $5,745 /T.S.F.c.F.A

s3,216 /room

$0

$713

$0

$0

$0

$399

812 Building Materials/Lumber
$0 $0813 Free-Standing Discount Superstore

$6,773 $806With Groceries
$5,602 $666

s.F,G:F,A
S.F.G.L.A.$7,156

$0

$888
$ 1,074

$0

$8,652

814 Specialty Retail Center
$0$0815 Free-Standing Discount Store

$1,059 /T.S.F.G.F.A

$0

$11 76

$0

$1,412Without Groceries s8,904
s7,268 $86s816 Hardware/Paint Stores S.F.G.F.A

S.F.G.F.A
$9,286
$5,826

$1,153

$723$4,560 $s42817 Nursery/Garden Center
55,427820 Shopping Center

S.F.G.F.A$4,294
s6,934 /T.S.F.G.L.A$861

$533

$646
$400$3,361823 Factory Outlet Center

i

* Abbreviations used in the "Unit" column:

T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Floor Area

T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Leaseable Area
V.F.P. = Vehicle Fueling Position

Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Tri Rate

Rate for this code/cate the** Because there is no ITE W
a factor of ten.
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l/u
TOTAL TRANSPORTATION SDC PER UNIT OF DBVELOPMENT

3 gls
TOTAL

TABLE 4.9

Reimb. ComplImpr
SDC PerFee Per Cost PerFee Per

Unit *UnitUnit UnitUnitITE T..AND USE CODE/CATEGORY

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES contin
s4,214841 New Car Sales
$6,758843 Automobile Parts Sales

$5,3 83 /T.S.F.G.F.A
$8,633 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
$3,586 /T.S.F,G.F.A

$s0 1

$334

$804

$668

s44s
$l

s2,807849 Tire
$ 12,531850 Supermarket
$27,622851 Convenience Market (24 hour)
$17,705853 Convenience Market With Fuel

$1,070860 Wholesale Market
s6,644861 Discount Club
$2,968862 Home Improvement Superstore
$5, I 75863 Electronics Superstore
$4,297867 Office Supply Superstore **

$3,791 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

s5,490 /T.S.F.G.F.A.
$0i

$1 8 /T.S.F

9iNI .F$22,6
$3 85

$6,61I /T.S.F.G.F.A.$82 I

$35,288 i/T.S.F
$1,490

$0

$51 1

$616

$3s3

$790

$r27
$2, I 06

$ 1,987

$ 170

$2,808

81

$ 1,054

s47l i

$682

$0

$ 1,3-67 
i 
/T:S.F.G.F.A.

$8,488 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

,9,F'A
:-G:F:A

$0880 Pharmacy/Drugstore
$10,356 /T.S.F.G.F.A.$8,106 $964 $1,286Without Drive-Thru Window

$o $0$o $o881 P
/T.S.F.G.F.A.$ 1,3 66 $11;000$8,610 $1,024With Drive-Thru Window

s455 $54890 Furniture Store
$30,258 $3,599896 Video Rental Store ** $38,655 i/T.S.F.G.F.A

$s82 /T.S.F.G,F.A

$31,77 5 /T.S.F.G.F.A

$72

$3,944
s4,799

$2,958s24,8729l I Bank/Savinss: Walk-in
$31 ,961 /T.S.F.G.F.As2,976 $3,968$25,0189 12 BanUSavings: Drive-In

* Abbreviations used in the "Unit" column:
Feet Gross Floor AreaT.S.F.G.F,A. : Thousand

T.S,F.G.L.A. : Thousand Feet Gross Leaseable Area

PositionV.F.P. : Vehicle Fueling

Rate for this code/cate the** Because there is no ITE
Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Trt Rate mul

A
a factor of ten.
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Impr Reimb

Cost Per SDC PerFee Per Fee Per

Unit Unit

COMMERCIAL/SERVICES (continued)
$1,363$11,457931 Restaurant anot

$0932 Hieh Turnover, Sit-Down
$8,226Restaurant (chain or stand alone)

$40,633933 Fast Food Restaurant (No Drive-Thru)
$35,969

TRANSPORTATION SDC PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT

TOTALC

,kUnit

56,444

$ 14,636ilT.S.F.G.F.A
$0

page 4 o/ 5
TOTAL

$1 817

$51,910 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

TABLE 4.9

s 1,305
$0$0

$4,833

$978 $ 10,509'/T.S.F.G.F.A

/T.S.F.G.F.A

I

$3,349 $4,465$28,1 55ith Drive-Thru934 Fast Food Restaurant
$8,222 /T.S.F.G.F.A.$765 $ 1,021$6,435Place/Bar **936

/Service Stall$70s $5,676$4,443 $s28941 Quick Lubrication Vehicle Shop
/T.S.F.G,L.A$706 $5,690$4,454 $530942 Autornobile Care Center **

$0$0 s0$o944 Gasoline/Service Station
$ 11,987 N.F.P$1,116 $1,488$9,383(no Market or Car Wash)

945 Gasoline/Service Station
Convenience Mar

946 Gasoline/Service Station
(With Convenience Market and Car Wash

OFF'ICE
710 General Office Building
7 14 Corporate Headquarters Building
715 Single Tenant Office Building
7 20 Medical-Dental Office Building
731 State Motor Vehicles Dept.

732 U.S. Post Office
750 Office Park

$3,426, $27 ,600 lT.S.F.G.F.A

$3 56ilT.S.F.G.F.A

$4, 5I;
$2,570

$309 $2,493 iT.S.F.G.F.A.

$ 1,090 A/.F.P$8 78r

$1 A/.F.P.024 $8,245

$420 /T.S.F.G.F A$3,3 84

$304 $2,453 i/T.S.F.G.F.A

$436 s3 1O:/T.S.F.G.F.A

$441

$0

$818
$0

$768

$0

$0

$315

$228
$33 1

$1,034

$327
$232

$o

$0

$6,874

$0

$ 1,951

$0

$2,747

$2,649

$21,604

$1,920

$39,942

$2,784
$8,692

$0s0

$0 $0

$0$0

$0

s6,454

$ 1,379

s6,334
$11,105 /T.S.F
$51 ,027 /T.S.F

G.F.A
G_F,A

$01

760 Research and Development Center
/T.S.F.G.F.A.$487 $3,922$3,070 $36s770 Business Park

* Abbreviations used in the "Unit" column:

T.S.F.G.F.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Floor Area

T.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand Square Feet Gross Leaseable Area

V.F.P. : Vehicle Fueling Position

** Because there is no ITE Weekday Averase Trip Rate for this code/category. the

Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Rate multi a factor of ten.
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Impr Reimb

SDC Per

TOTAL TRANSPORTATION SDC PER UNIT OF DEVELOPMENT
5 of 5

TOTAL

TABLE 4.9

C l.

Fee Per Fee Per Cost Per

Unit Unit Unit *Unit UnitITE LAND USE CODE/CATEGORY

PORT/INDUSTRIAL
/T.S.F.G.F.A.s2,370 s282 $376 s3,027030 Truck Terminals

$ 1,101 lParking Space$862 $103 $137090 Park and Ride Lot With Bus Service
$614 /Parking Spact$481 $s7 $76093 Lieht Rail Transit Station With Parking

s|,677 $199 $266110 General Lieht Industrial
$43 $s7

$2,t421lT.S.F.c.F.A
$461 1/T.S.F.G.F.A.$361120 Genenl Heavy Industrial

/T.S.F.G.F.A.$ 199 s266 $2,139130 Industrial Park $1,674
$919 $109 $146 $ 1,174140 Manufacturing

$r,524
/T,S.F.G.F.A.
/T.S.F.G.F.A.$1,193 $142 $i89150 Warehouse

$l l8
$768 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

s 1,939 /T.S.F.G.F.A.

T.S.F.G.F : Thousand S Feet Gross Floor Area

$72

$l 81

$95

$24r
s60ll5l Mini-Warehouse

170 Utilities**

* Abbreviations used in the "LInit" column:

Feet Gross Leaseable AreaT.S.F.G.L.A. : Thousand
V.F.P. : Vehicle Fueline Position

** Because there is no ITE Weekday Average Trip Rate for this code/category, the

Trip Rate shown is the ITE P.M. Peak Hour Trip Rate multiplied factor of ten.
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EXHIBIT 5

w
CITY OF SCAPPOOSE

Parks and Recreation Capital Facilities plan and
System Development Charges Methodo logy Report

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Scappoose is experiencing tremendous population growth, and is expected to
expand to nearlv two-and-a-half times its current population during the next twentv
vears (1997 - 2016). Parks and recreation resources within the City are currently vervlimited' with schools providing for most neighborhood and cornmunitv parks
facilitu needs.

This plan identifies current levels of service, addresses growth needs through a
detailed methodology for parks and recreation system development charges, , and
provides suggestions for funding non-growth items as well as those growth-related
capital improvements not.paid bv ryrt.i development charges.

:

2.0 NEEDS ANALYSIS

The needs analvsis section of this report presents the basis for development of the
'capital facilities plan. In particular, this section of the report includes:

A. Survey data reviewed by the ad hoc committee
B. Population information for the City of Scappoose
c current inventory of parks and recreation facilities,
D. Parks, recreation, and opens space facility types and standards, and.
E. Needs, based on the application of standards and other data.

A. Swory Data

The University of oregon's trnstitute of Recreation Research and Service conducted
a survey in 1991 on behalf of the Scappoose Park & Recreation District and the
Scappoose Library District. The survey gathered a variety of information, including
opinions concerning:



' the importance of various parks and recreation programs and activities to the i

qualitv of life,

' the level of interest in developing and building specific t.vpes of park.
recreation, and cuitural facilities improvements,

. desired communitv center programs, and

. program^irg activitv suggestions

The survey resPonses rvere reviewed by the ad hoc committee and used indeveloping reconunendations for improrr"mur,ts to be ir,"f,ra.a ;-;;"-";;r,;;
faciiities plan' A summa ry ofkey survev responses is included as Appendix A.

B. Popttlation lrrformatiott

The planning period for this report is twenty years (L\\7_ZOLG). The population of
the City of Scappoose grew from 3,529 persons in 1990 to about 4,1.30 in r996,for an
average annual growth rate of about 2.7%. Economic & Engineering Services, Inc.,
contracted by the City of scappoose to conduct a waterut,rdy, has performed a
demographics analysis that forecasts growth at 4.0% per year through 2000, 4.5% per
year between 2001 and 2005, 5.0% per.year between 2005 and 20t"0, S.S% per year
between 201L and ZO-1.5, and, l% per year between 2015 and 2020; Using these
assumptions, the City will have a population of about g,Bzl in the vear 201d, nearly
2.5 times as many residents as in 1995!

As this growth occurs, the demographic make-up of the communitv may change,
and the community's parks and recreation interests may also change significantly
and rapidly' For this reason, it is recommended that communitv interests and
parks and recreation needs be monitored ttirough the use of surveys and similar
techniques, ?nd that the parks and recreation Capital Facilities plan be updated at
least once every three year.

I

2
Don Ganer & Associates

214/97 (as adopted 3/319n



C. InoentoU o.f Existing Facilities

The Citv of scappoose recentlv opened Heritage park, a 'town square' speciai use
park located on the site of the Citv's new librarv and former "temporarv' Cilv Hall.
The Citv also owns severai parcels along scappoose Creek that are suitable for use as
part of a linear park/ traii system, and an eightv (80) acre forested natural resource
area.

I

Most of the Citv's active recreation facilities, including ballfields, tennis courts,
plavgrounds, and other facilities have been provided primarilv bv Scappoose school
District U' . steinfield's, Inc., also provides land on which two little league baseball
fields have been constructed. .{n inventory of existing facilities is included in Table2'7' Facility locations are also indicated on ,;" cit-v of scappoose parks and
Recreation Facilities planning Map (Appendix B).

D. Facility Types and. Standard.s

Descriptions of each of the major types of parks and recreation facilities to be
included in the City's parks and recreation system have been developed. Th"y
include:

. .ini-park

. neighborhood park
o comrnunifv/ school park
. special use park/facilitv
. linear park/ trail
o oPen space/forest/natural area resource
. athletic/ sports facilities

Complete descriptions including use and characteristics, service area, desirable size,
and Level of service (Los) standard are identified in Table 2;2.

3
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TABLE 2.2

City of Scappoose
Pa1ks, Recreation 

"rrd 
Op"n Space

Facility Types and Standards

Tvpe of Facjlitv

Viru-Park

Nergirborhod park

C.:mmuruWlSchol park

Usc rnd Chriacteristics

SSljg.grted park.rgoiiry rvhich mav indude benctres. davesrpment, prcnit tables.'ar:r,lor ;Aier';;r];' il;Itili:usuall v easIl V accessr bt e onr v_-lo- a ai"iiit I "lirt v reodents.May ierve ds neighborhood' park- tin -"ur-ir,,r, restnctedaccess to other parF facrlities. --"

l-Tk fu.rfity designed to s€rve the dailv actve and Dassrvereqeabon needs- oi a "aghborh;. 
-Lir;;ifi'-,f;;l;

ffi SS[**r'"::i,r"ri,::*n*m:H"r*n"t
ffi :ffi "'"HF*i#tS;n* jH;;#[i#*t:
or other bamers. Does not ,"d"a"."iltElo? # s,te parkrng.

1*o ot divece envircnrnental qualities and use:
:a.u u Fr"i;L;'oi's',om to 2o,om persons.-tfffflfla,:

fi E",::TE1[H:fi *nH;lH3X*A;;*:":"$ff
or on a sdrool site and ma1 rndud"-#;'i&;;ld"games, court

ffiffim['ffifffix.mit,H" i

service Arer pesirrbtc si.e , i[l'|f"';ll,
LOS

vanable uDto
1.0'acre

Z0 aqes
(w/neiebor-
hoa pXrtsr

uo to
1/4 mrie
radius

1 to 5 acres Z0 acres
(wlmiru parks

!*T_*e of land compr_su1g natuial q man_made resourcess9$ as. a strean, river. ridge lfte. service ."aa; ;6litv ;;#inght-of-way. Mav be "*dto .on"e.t- par i;;j;# ;;?JJ;r.nt€rest.SuIf, cienirvidthtoprctd-riifi*"'Ji"?Ji*a.ii"if^-J",,ii#ii;';i"1fi id+.:n-ft T;',Jm€ffii{:
IT.FS, horseback 

"dilg, "[c. 
' f.urri,i;d";acuues mavnclude restroqns and / c,r liridted p"ri*g. '--

Y*,$lffiJn-@T.AU"ffi ,n:#"i?*,".jwalkwhys, boardwa.lks, 
^terp*W"-"iiC':,ii. 

" *

Attrretrc/sportsFaciiitiesiffiH-;SEryJr_,EJr,*EEfi,,"ffi 
ffnHff4.qdd, basketball, *c. . May E',*;iail; cqnmunitv cr

ffi H{l"HftH'F'i*;t**#x.'i:#$=,

Speoal Use Park/Facitty Facilities or d€as fot
reqeahonal activibes, such
angnas, s€ruor cent€f,s, etc.

Linear park/ Trail

Open Space/Forest/
r\atural Area Resource

speoalized or singie Frpos€as town squares, m-a.nnas. zoG.

Citv 5 to 20 acres J.5 acres

vanable variable nostandard

City variable 1.g6 acres

variable variable nostandard

city variable see below

a) nostsrdrd
b) noshdrd
c) nostrrdrd
d) nostsrdrd
e ) no stsrdrd
f) nostndrd

noshdrd
no stndrd
nostndrd
0:05

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
f;i
i)
i)

9qldoq Basketball Corts
Ughted TennisCqrrts
Rec. Baseball/Softball Fields
HChted Baseball/Softball Fields
Uefited Sccer Fields
(ec. Soccer/ Football. Fields
9 ynpa{ums / Recreation Centers
Football Stadiurns
Run/Walk Tracks
Aguatics C€nters

f;i
i
j

5
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E. Facility Needs

The facilitv standards identified in Table 2.2 provide oblective criteria bv whichfuture facilitv needs can be determined. using these criteria, the Citu can identifuboth deficiencies and growth-related needs, and develop a prioritized list of capitalimprovement proiects. As improvements are completed, a new list of prioritized
projects can be developed based on the faciiitv standards.

The Capital Facilitie-s p1q. included in section 3.0 of this report rvas developedthrough the application of the standards identified in Table 2.2. The plan identifies
projects by year for the first five vears, and then bv five-vear period for the nextfifteen years' The plan is based on expected facilitv needs based on population
growth through 2016. A list of facility needs, based on the application of the
standards from Tabl e Z2, is includea in faUte Z.g.

The City of scappoose Parks and Recreation Facilities planning Map (Appendix B),
identifies existing facititv locations, neighborh oodlmini_park service areas, publicly
owned potential park sites, vacant land within the existing City limits, and the
proposed location of a linear park/ trail system. This map can be used as a tool in
planning for and siting future facilities.;

6
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/)

CITY OF SCAPPOOSE

Parks and Recreation Capital f"ttitv fvueas

TABLE 2.3

1996 Need

Based on 1996 ..9r+rpisl
..Standard Irtv.entorv (Deficit)

s.26 {.00 14.26\

2016 Popul:tion Estimate:

l9?9 Ppp.sh_risry

Neighborhooci/ Miru Park raqer
Conng g$l.School park racre r

. Ilr-ep96"d
Standard/

?.q9
3.50

l0i5 Neeci

3aseci on

Stanciarci

19.64

14.37

: s.:9
, .19

n/ a

n/ a

.\dditional.

Required 
.

1l,f_4_. .

8.37'.

10.84

0.49

rl/3.
n/ a.

Linear Park/Trarls (acrer 1.E5 7.15 ,0.24 )
,\quatrcs Facriihes 0.05 0.2055 tl.0 10.21)
Alhlgli 

91_9. pgrts Faci I ities, ..n9-.s-t3.ldlld... .... ..n.Lt...y3riable nla
cgnnsq.ty_ 

I geru gr_ center (sq:.$:)............q!..o_.p.F.qlft{d 
.... .. ....n/-3.; .......7.,99-5 n{?

' 9xq9pt foq. g.g-uihcs facrlities,
pr.o.y!.9ig..t!._o_{.r_thrs$.s/.:p..-o..ry. tacilities,
i r.so..$!_4c.t:-d..t n .$e. s. 

gq!. 
e. 

p g me,-te..c

S.gng,rgnrg/_-sShool Park facriities
in the Capital Facili ties Plan.
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{.0 sDc METHODOLOGY

The methodology section of this report presents the rationaie for how the parks and
Recreation sDC's were developed. In particular. this section of the report:

A' Discusses and presents the methodology approach used to develop the
SDC's,

B' Explains the difference between "reimbursement fee" and ,,improvement
fee'' SDC's,

C. Analyzes credits,
D' Establishes ttre rational nexus of benefit for the sDC, and
E. Presents growth proiections and summarizes census data regarding

persons per dwelling unit.

A. SDC Methodology Apptoach

The three basic approaches used in developing SDC.s are: (A) Level of Service(Los)-oriven, (B) Capital projects-Driven, and (C) Combination. Los-Dri;;;;;,;
work best when individual public facilities cannot be allocated between current and
future users on the basis of objective data, and instead are p-.ria.a on the basis of a
level of service- The amount of the sDC is determined by multiplying the proposed
Los for each facility by the estimated cost per unit of facility. prior to the supreme
Court decision in Dolan a. Tigard., the LoS-Driven approach was routinely used in
developing parks and recreation sDC's; however, this approach has been largely
replaced because of the stricter requirements imposed by Dolan.

capital Proiects-Driven sDC's are based on a specific list of planned capital
improvements' and the amount of the SDC is determined by allocating a portion of
the cost of the planned improvements (the "fair share" that can be attributed to
growth) among the projected developments that will be paying sDC,s. Capital
Projects-Driven SDC's work best when individuat public facilities can be allocated
between current and future users on the basis of obiective data.

l

Don Ganer & Associates 10 21 41 97 (asadopted 3 I 3 | 9n



'{ "combination' approach uses elements of both the LoS-Driven approach and the
Capital Projects-Driven approach. LoS standards are used to determine faciiih.
needs' identifu deficiencies, and develop a list of capital improvement projects.
These projects are then used as the basis for an 'improvement fee, SDc. .{"reimbursement 

fee' SDC mav also be developed if e.Kcess capacitv exists.

The city of scappoose parks and recreation sDC rvas developed using a''combination 
approach" and includes onlv an "improvement fee'' component.

A Capital Facilities PIan (CFP) designed to increase the LoS provided to all Citv
residents during the next twenty vears (lgg7 - 2016) has been developed and is
included in section 3.0 Capitai Faciiities Plan. SDC's cannot be used to pav for
eliminating deficiencies in the current LoS, or for providing a higher LoS than that
which currently exists unless either (1) alternative reven.ru ,orr."us are identified to
pay for elirninating existing deficiencies, or (2) the primarv recipients of the higher
LoS will be future residents. The CFP identifies the portion of the cost of each
project that is intended to serve growth. Project costs which are attributable to
growth may be funded through the use of SDC revenues, and remaining costs must
be funded from non-SDC sources.

The growth-related .portion of facilities costs identified in the CFp total s $7,g64,226.
The City has determined that SDC's will be used to fund r00% of the growth-relatua
costs of neighborhoodlmini park site.acquisition and development, and, S0% of the
growth-related costs of communitylschool park site acquisition and development.
These costs tota | $2,867,750. The remaining 54,996,476in identified growth-related
faciiity needs including linear park/trails, aquatics/athletics/.orn^.r.jry center, and
50% of community/school park site u.quirition and development will be funded
from non-sDc sources, such as grants, donations, bonds, partnerships,
sponsorships, and combinations of these methods.
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B. "Reimbursemmt 
fee,, and. ,,Improoement 

fee,,SDC,s

l"-ot"ton systems Development Act provides for the imposition of two types ofsDC's: (1) "reimbursement" fees, and (2) "improvement,, fees. Reimbursement feesDC's may be charged for the costs associated with capital improvements which arealreadv constructed or are 'under construction, and mav b" .Lurgud-r;':;].j.lr:
capacity is available to accommodate growth. "Improvement" fees mav be chargedfor new capital improvements that will increase capacitv avaiiable for newdevelopment.

The standard for each facility included in this plan is based primarilv on the currentLevel of service (Los) provided to City residents. The City currentlv owns an eightv(80; utt" tract designated as a Forest/Natural Area ftesource. The NRpA does notrecommend the application of Los standards to these types of facilities, sodeterminations of "capacity" cannot be made. The City ao", ,,o* ,", provide anyother facilities at levels which exceed those inctuded in the standards; therefore, noexcess capacity exists. The sDc is an "improvement fee,, only and a; ;;;;;"a "reimbursement fee,' component.

C, Credits

A credit is a reductions in the amount of the sDC which a development is requiredto Pa)'' A credit must be allowed for the construction of a ',qualified publicimprovement". A :'qualified public improvement,, is a capital improvement
whlch (1) is required as a condition of developrnent approval, (2) is identified in thecapital improvement plan, and (3) either is not located on or contiguous to property
that is the subiect of development approval, or is located in whole or in part on orcontiguous to property the subiect of development approval and required to be builtlarger or with greater capacity than 'is necessary for the particular development
project to which the improvement fee is related.
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The credit for a qualified public improvement mav only be applied against an sDCfor the same fupe of improvement (i.e., parks and recreation, etc.), and mav begranted onlv for the cost of that portion of an improvement which exceeds themirumum standard facilitv size or capacitv (LOS standard) needed to serve the
particular project. For multi-phase projects, anv excess credit mav be applied against
SDC's that accrrre in subsequent phases of the original development project.

In addition to these required credits, the Citv of scappoose may, if it so chooses,
provide a greater credit' establish a system providing for the transferabirity 

"r.r.aitr,provide a credit for a capital improvement not identified in the capital
improvement plan, or provide a share of the cost of an improvement, bv other
means' Credits which exceed those required bv statute *u., u. provided, j", ,*"
must be applied uniformlv to all development.

D. Nerrrs of Benefit

The "rational nexus of benefit" principle requires a reasonable connection (1)
between the need for new parks and recreation facilities and growth from sDc-
paying development, and (2) between the expenditure of SDC revenues and the
benefits received by sDc-paying development. sDC revenues must u. .*p.rra"a
within a "reasonable" period of time (usuallv interpreted to mean within 10 years)
in order for anv benefits from new capital facilities to be considered timelv.

The Capital Facilities Plan (cFP) identifies the capacity-increasing improvements
planned for parks and recreation facilities in the City of Scappoose. B".uuru the SDC
is an "improvement fee" and includes no reimbursement component, the CFp
provides the nexus of benefit between the SDC-paying development and the benefit
to be received.

sDc revenues may be used to expand existing community facilities, add new
community facilities, and add neighborhood facilities in order to meet the capacity
needs created by growth. sDc revenues may not be used to add or expand facilities
in order to alleviate deficiencies in built-out.areas, or to construct facilities which are
not related to growth; these needs must be addressed using non-SDC revenue
sources.
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The Citv's parks and recreation faciiities are used, for the most part, bv individuaisrand groups rather than businesses or other non-residential land uses, therefore theSDC for parks and recreation faciiities is charged onlv to residential development.

E, Populat:iott Grozuth and persons per Dutetlhry Llnit

The sDC is based on projected growth-rerated capital costs per ,,capita,, 
(person) andis calculated bv dividing the growth related costs bv the projected increase inpopulation during the planning period (1996 - zoTG). Estimated population growthwas based on a PoPulation estimates included in a recent studv of lvater needs forthe Citv of scappoose. The estimated population increase'is shown in Table 4.1.

TABLE 4,1

ESTIMATED CITY POPULATION INCREASE

^- Proiected Estimated Est. Increase
ZOt6 eq&lig 1996 population in population

9,821 -q130=5,69l

The sDc is based on capital costs per capita and is charged based on the number of
Persons per dwelling unit. Dwelling units typically house different numbers of
Persons depending on the type of unit (i.e., single familv, multi-family, etc.). Todetermine the appropriate number of persons per dwelling unit, census datamaintained by the Center for Populatior, R"r"u.ch and Census at portland Stateuniversity was analyzed, and the resulting calculations are displayed in rable 4.;.' 

-

TABLE 4.2

AVERAGE PERSONS PER DWELLINC UNIT

Type of Uail

Single-Family

Multi-Family

lvlanufadured Housing

1990Census
Avg. Persons

Per,Dwelling Uqit

2.97

2.74

228
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Citv of scappoose Parks and Recreation Facilities sDC is calculated using a series offormulas which identifu :

a) the net growth-related facilities costs to be included in calculating the
improvement fee component,,

b) the net grorvth-related faciiities cost per capita
c) the compliance and administrative cost per capita.
d) the standard cost per capita, and
e) the SDC rates for each tvpe of dwelling unit.

A. Formula 1: Net Grouth-related Facilities Costs

The Net growth-relateci facilities costs to be included in calculating the sDC rates aredetermined by subtracting from the total growth-related costs (from the CFp) anvestimated amounts that are expected to be paid from non-sDC sources, such asbonds or general tax revenues.

1 Total

Crowth-Related

Facilities Costs

Total
Growth-Related
Facilities ,Costs

s7,1x4,226

Expected

Funds From

Other Sources

Expected
FundsFrom

Other Sources

s4,996,476

Net
Growth-Related

Facilities Costs

Net
Growth-Related
Facilitieq Costs

$2,867,750

Table 5'1' presents the calculation of the net growth-related facilities costs.

TABLE 5.1

NET GROWTH-RELATED FACILITIES COSTS
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B. Formuta Z Net Facilities Cost pn Capita

The facilities cost per capita is caiculated bv dividing the net growth-related faciiitiescost bv the expected increase in the Citv of scappoose's population during the nexttwenty years.

2. Net Growth-Related

Facilities Cost

Population
Increase

Population
Increase

5,697

Population
Increase

Facilities Cost

Per Capita

Facilities Cost
Per Capita

$504

Compliance/ Admin.
Cost Per Capita

Table 5.2 presents the carcuration of the facilities cost per capita.

TABLE 5.2

FACILTNES COST PER CAPITA

Net
Growth-Related
Facilities Cost

$2,967,750

3. Total Compliance/

Administration Cost

C. Formula J: Compliance/Administration Cost per Capita

oRs 223'307(5) allows the city of scappobse to recoup the direct costs of complyingwith oregon law regarding sDC's. Recoupable costs include .or,r,rrur,r]
engineering and legal fees as well as the cost of accounting for revenues andexpenditures. The total compliance/administrative cost is estimated to be S% ofcollected SDC revenues. The compliance/administrative cost per capita isdetermined by dividing the estimated total compliance/administration cost by the
estimated population increase during the planning period:

Don Ganer & Associates
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Table 5'3 presents the carcuration of the compliance cost per capita

TABLE 5.3

COMPLIANCE/ ADMINISTRATION COST PER CAPITA

Total Compliancel
Administration Cost

$ 143,350

Facilities Cost

Per Capita

Estimated
Population,lncrease

5,697

Compliance/Admin
Cost, Per Capita

' 
925

Standard Cost

Per Capita

Standard Cost
Per Capita

$s29

'D. Fonnula 4: Stand,ard Cost pn Capita

The standard Cost Per capita represents the equivalent amount of revenuerequired from each new resident in order to pav for required capital facilities andpav comPliance/administration costs. The calculation is completed bv adding thefacilities cost per capita (from Tabre 5.2) and ;.."*ou;;".;;;;it.utior, cost percapita (from Table 5.3).

4.

Facilities Cost
Per Capita

Compliance/Admin

Cost Per Capita

Compliance/Admin
Cost Per Capita

$2s

+

The results of this calculation are displayed in Table 5.4.

TABLE 5.4

STANDARD COST PER CAPITA

$s04
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E. Formula S: SDC pet Darclting llnit
The -sDc Per Drveiling Urut is calctrlated bv multipivrng the average number of
Persons per dweiling urut (Table 4.2) bv the Stanoard Cost per Caprta tTable 5.4).

5. Persors Per

Dwelling Unit

ffp" 
"r 

n*dfi"g ttrit

Single-Familv:

MulU-Farnily:

Minufactured Housing:
(in desi gnated manufaltured
housing park)

Standarci Cosr

Per Caprta

L9t

2.L4

228

SDC ?er

Dwellng Unit

SDC Per
Dr,trellint Unit

s 1,539

s 1,132

sL2ffi

.\

The res'rrits of these calcujatroru are dispiayed in Table 5.5:

TAFI F 5.5

SDC PER DWELLING UNIT

Average Standard
PcsonsPer X Cost

fhvelling Unit Pe' Cafita

9529

s529

s529

The City has determined that manufachrred. housing rvhich is sited in areas other
than designated manufactured housing parks places a burd.en on facilities
comParable to that of site-constructed single-family housing. Therefore,
manufacfured housing which is not located in a d,esignated manufactured housing
Park wiu pay the s.me sDc as other singlefamily d.welling units.

This section provides a description of a variety of alternative revertue sources which
nay be used to fund Parks and recreation facilities and, improvements. For each of
the funding alternatives listed, there is a brief description and a short discrrssion of
the potential for implementing the alternative in the ciry. The following is an
overview of com:nonly used funding sources. Ad.d.itional fund.ing ,o*J* .ot
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A. General Obtigation Bonds (G.O. Bonds)

c'o' Bonds are debt instruments rvhich mav be sold bv the Citv to fund new parksand recreation -faciiities, or makc impiovements to eiiitin;t io;rrr,tur. These arerepaid with propertv tax revenue generated bv a special lew that is outside thelimits imposed by ballot measure #5 (lgg0), and, #42 (1996). voters must uoorouuG'o' Bond sales' The Citv is experiencing rapid growth, and the assessed valuationof real and personal propertv within the citv can be expected to increase
substantially in future years because of the high level building activitv and risingproperty values' This high rate of growth increases the Citv,s debt capacity forfinancing needed facitities and makes G.o. Bonds a good option for supplementing
SDC revenues to fund large projects or groups of proiects during the next twentvyears.

B. Reoenue Bonds/Certificates of participation

Revenue bonds and certificates of participation are debt instruments which commit
specific revenue sources, such as service/ user fees or special tax revenues for
rePavment of principal and interest on borrowed funds. Revenue bonds are widely
used by utility and enterprise operations to fund large scale improvements, and. thev
do not require voter approval. [n order for them to be used for parks and recreation
facilities would have to identifu and pledge a non-ad valorem source of revenues,
such facilitv user fees- A reiiable long-term source of revenue is not currentlv
available to commit for large scale projects. [n order for revenue bonds and/or
certificates of participation to be viable funding options, new revenue sources
would be needed.

C, Special AssessmentlLocal Improoement District

Residents may choose to form a local improvement district (LID) to pay for capital
improvements through special assessments on their properfy for a period of years.
This method requires the approval of at least oo% oitt 

" o*r,.rs of land within the
proposed district, and must represent at least 60To of the land abutting the.proposed
improvement. The use of LID's may be appropriate for neighborhoojpurt .
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D. General hmd Reoenues

General funds revenues consist chieflv of propertv tax revenues derived from thet'oter approved tax base and operating ievies, and are subject to the sig combinedlimit on local government taxing agencies imposed by Measure J5 (1990), and the"cut and cap" limits imposed by Measu rc #47 (1996). General fund revenues mavoffer a limited source of funds for operations and maintenance, or for ,,pay-as-vou-
go" capital improvements. The restrictions and requirements imposed by ballot
measures f5 and #47 make the use of current unrestricted general fund revenuesvery unlikely for parks and recreation operations and maintenance or capital
improvements.

E Seial Leoies for Capital Improoements

A serial levy for capital improvements provides for a separate property tax lew
outside the limits of ballot measure #5 and #47, to fund a specific list of projects
over a specified period of time. This method is similar to a G.o Bond except that
instead of borrowing a large amount all at once and then repaying the bonded debt,
proiects are scheduled and paid for on a "pay as you go" basis. These levies require
voter approval and, per ballot measure t47, must receive that approval in a general
election in an even numbered year, or in another election in which at least S0% ot
registered voters participate. The City could, use this method to develop ,,packages,,
of projects to be completed over a specified period of years. unlike bonds, this
revenue source is "debt-free" and provides for funding without commitment of
other revenues.

F. Usu Fees and Rents

User fees and rents are direct charges to individuals and groups who use specific
Programs, facilities and services. These fees and rents help pay a portion of the costs
of providing programs and services. Any. fees that are imposed as the result of
conversion or a shift from ad valorem taxes require voter approvalr p€r ballot
measure #47' User fees generally are set at levels sufficient to cover only a poiiion
of program and maintenance costs, and are rarely used to fund capital costs.
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G. Fed,eraUState/Other Grants

Grants from federal, state, and other government agencies, and foundations
sometimes make funds available to serve specific purposes reiated to parks and
recreation, such as land and water conservation, open space preservation, and
blighted area improvement. Grants often have conditions and limitations, such as
providing for project planning but not for construction, and/or thev t; ;.0;;
local match, either in dollars, in-kind services, or both. The availuuifiry of grants
has decreased in recent vears due to federal and state cutbacks in funding. The City
should explore the availability of grants to provide for needs identified in the
twenty year master plan and for other worthwhile projects.

H. Sponsorshipr/portrrerships

Public private, and/or not.for-profit organizations mav be willing to fund outright
or join together or with the City to provide a facility and/or service for the
community. The City has a rich history of public/ private partnerships and
sponsorship of recreation activities and facilities, making this a viable way of
meeting some facilitv and programming needs.

7.0 CONCLUSION

The Citv's explosive growth will require a combination of techniques, including
svstem development charges, bond revenues, and other sources to pav for capital
facilities needed to serve the parks and recreation needs of current and future
residents. As growth occurs and the demographics of the community change, the
city's parks and recreation facility needs will also change and should be periodically
monitored through the use of opinion surveys and similar techniques. The Capital
Facilities PIan (CFp) should be reviewed and update d at least once every three years
to reflect changes in parks and recreation facility needs. The System Development
Charges methodology should also be periodically updated when significant changes

to the CFP estimates become outdatedand/or when cost
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ApnendixA

a

survey compieted for scappoose park & Recreation District and
Scappoose Librarv Distnci bv Institute of Recreation Research and
,t:Y.u, Department of Leisure studies & services and Deparhnent
of Planning, Public Policv, and lv{anagemenu universitv ofbregon.

furvey mailed to 500 randomlv selected households within Citv of
Scappoose and surrounding rego rrs; L}4compieted survev
questionnaires were returnld eS%).

Average length of residencv of respondents: IV.6 years

1 Importance of factors to eualiV oflife (in %l - Suwey euestion r1_:

Park Maintenance

Cultural Activities

Sports Programs

Youth Programs

Adult Programs

Family Activities

Senior Activities

Open Space

Bike Trails

Fishing Areas

Library Programs

Other

v"ry
Important

-

Vury
UnimportantImportant

-

48.5

33.0

35.0

39.8

44.4

38.4

43.0

23.7

33.3

35.0

nla

nla

2't,0

Not
Neutral Important

25.3

45.0

27.0

JJ.J

23.2

23.0

29.9

24.2

n.0

nla

3.0

8.0

9.0

2.9

7.1

4.0

2.0

5.2

6.L

7.0

n/a

nla

1.0

5.0

2.0

1.0

3.0

3.0

4.0

4.7

10.1

3;0

nla

n/a

8.7

31.3

8.0

27.0

4V.6

12.1

28.0

37.1

26.3

27.0

nla

1Survey Summary

nla n/a
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