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WHAT ACTION ARE YOU REQUESTING FROM THE BOARD?  
 
NCPRD staff is seeking Board input and response to a number of Issues and related proposals 
that the City of Happy Valley has expressed centered around the District’s use of capital and 
operating funds within the City of Happy Valley. 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  
 
The City Manager of Happy Valley has provided the District Administrator Don Krupp with a list 
of ten concerns and actions requested by the City with regard to the District’s use of capital and 
operating funds generated within the City. It was expressed that if the District did not provide an 
acceptable response to the proposed actions by the City, then the City would begin considering 
options which could include de-annexation from the NCPRD. 
 
The Board was provided a list of these items at a previous Issues Session and directed staff to 
work first with the District Advisory Board to gather their input for consideration by the Board at 
a future study session to aid the Board in formulating their District response to the City. 
 
NCPRD staff organized the ten concerns and proposed actions into five related subject areas: 
 

1. District Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and System Development Charges (SDC’s) 
2. Hood View Community Park Debt Service 
3. Happy Valley City Park (owned and operated by the City, not NCPRD) 
4. Happy Valley Area Community Center 
5. Intergovernmental Agreement IGA) Revision 

 
Staff met with the DAB on three occasions to discuss the concerns and proposed actions and 
formulate DAB recommendations to the Board.  The first meeting was the December DAB 
meeting where staff made the DAB aware of the situation and the Boards request for DAB 
consideration and recommendations.  Considering that several DAB members have not been in 
their position during the time since Happy Valley annexed into the District staff provided a 
significant amount of historical background information that would inform the DAB and provide a 
common understanding and context for the concerns being addressed.  The next meeting was 
the January DAB meeting where staff once again provided the list of concerns, grouped into the 
five subject areas above in the following format: 
 

 The Issue and/or proposed action as expressed verbatim by the City 



 Staff recommendation – either Acceptance or Non-Acceptance 

 Rationale behind staff recommendation 

 If Non-Acceptance was recommended, then an Alternative Proposal to the City was 
provided that could address the concern from the District perspective 

 
Staff advised the DAB that the DAB was free to approve or modify the staff recommendations 
and alternative proposals or offer their own and that staff would provide both the staff and DAB 
input to the Board for their final consideration and action. 
 
The January DAB meeting was productive in gaining a clearer understanding of the concerns 
and proposals but it did not result in the DAB taken any action.  We advised that the Board 
wanted the DAB to take their time so they feel comfortable with the issues and proposed 
actions, understanding the implications such actions carry for both the District and the City.  It 
was determined that we would hold a special meeting on January 27, 2016 to finalize the DAB’s 
recommendations to the Board. 
 
At the January 27th meeting the DAB went through each item, voting on each before moving on 
to the next item.  There were eight of nine DAB members present so the voting totaled eight.  
The DAB actions were as follows: 
 

 Accept Recommendation of Acceptance of Non-Acceptance with Alternative Proposal  
o Six items received an 8-0 vote (Yeas, Nays) 
o One item received a 7-1 vote (Yeas, Nay) 
o One item received a 6-1-1-1 vote (Yeas, Nay, Abstain) 

 Accept Staff Recommendation with DAB addition 
o One item received an 8-0 vote 
o One item received a 6-1-1 vote 

 
The minutes of the meeting are attached that list each item and the DAB votes and proposals.  
Staff believes they have obtained a sufficient amount of input to provide to the Board for 
consideration as the Board deliberates and determines official response to the City of Happy 
Valley.     
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS (current year and ongoing): 
Is this item in your current budget?  YES  NO 
 

What is the cost? Potential impacts to the annual capital plan budget and the annual operating 
plan budget 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN ALIGNMENT: 

 How does this item align with your Department’s Strategic Business Plan goals? 
o Serving the broad needs of the District through equitable distribution of 

resources, assets and programs.  Achieve economies of scale to deliver greater 
value to District residents 

 How does this item align with the County’s Performance Clackamas goals?   
o Impacts all of the Boards Goals in Performance Clackamas 

 



LEGAL/POLICY REQUIREMENTS:  
County Counsel was involved in the creation of the IGA between the City and the NCPRD and 
has advised on potential de-annexation implications and impact on the District. 
 

PUBLIC/GOVERNMENTAL PARTICIPATION:   
The District has received input and guidance from its board appointed District Advisory Board, 
consisting of two city representatives (Milwaukie and Happy Valley), one Milwaukie Center 
representative and six citizen at-large members, three from west of I-205 and three from east of 
I-205.  The District is not aware of any community engagement efforts initiated by the City 
regarding their concerns, requested actions or possible implications related to de-annexation.  
The District has not directly engaged District residents regarding these issues.   
 

OPTIONS:  
 

1. Accept staff recommendations with DAB modifications. 
2. Accept staff recommendations without DAB modification 
3. Propose alternative response to staff recommendation 
4. Request further research and analysis before taking action 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff recommends option 1 with two clarifying actions 

A. For Issue 5, delay hiring an independent auditor to first determine if the City and the 
District can meet and resolve the accounting issue related to use of SDC’s at Hoodview 
Community Park and save the expense of an external auditor 

B. For Issue 6, address the DAB’s recommendation to increase the District financial 
contribution from the District’s General Fund to the City of Happy Valley as part of an 
Operating Budget discussion and IGA revision as this payment is defined in the current 
IGA. 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

 Minutes from January 27, 2016 DAB Special Meeting with Recommendations 

 Background material provided to DAB at December 2016 DAB meeting, including 
accounting of SDC’s and Hood View Construction costs  

 Copy of City of Happy Valley Park CIP and SDC rates pre-annexation 

 Copy of NCPRD’s Adopted CIP and SDC Rates Post Happy Valley Annexation (includes 
Happy Valley projects carried over from their Master Plan and listed in the IGA) 

 NCPRD Capital investments since District inception through completion of Hood View 
Community Park 

 Annexation and Service Agreement signed November 2, 2006 

 
SUBMITTED BY:  
Division Director/Head Approval ________GB_________ 
Department Director/Head Approval ______________ 
County Administrator Approval __________________   
 

For information on this issue or copies of attachments, please contact ______________@ 503-__________ 















  
 

any project in the NCPRD CIP - is conditioned upon the availability of capital funds.  The community center that 

was added to the NCPRD CIP is currently shown as part of the $33 million Hood View Community Park project 

and is therefore 45.89% SDC eligible.  The remaining 54% of funding would need to come from other capital 

funding sources such as a District general obligation bond.   

The District is lacking in indoor multi-use community centers throughout the District, not just Zone 3.  The only 

district managed “community center” is the limited-use Milwaukie Center which was developed by the City of 

Milwaukie as a Senior Center prior to the formation of NCPRD.  According to Clackamas County Department of 

Community Development, the City of Milwaukie used community development block grant funding to construct 

the Milwaukie Center on property deeded to the City of Milwaukie by the county decades ago.  NCPRD assumed 

operation of the Milwaukie Center in an Intergovernmental Agreement with the City of Milwaukie upon 

formation of the District.  

MOTION 

 Motion to accept staffs alternate clarifying proposal. 

 Motion: Sharon Koester 

 2nd: Susan McCarty 

 Yeas: 7   Abstain: 1 – Robin Condie  – Motion Carried 
 

IGA Revision 

10. New IGA to recognize projects that have been completed and arrangements for conditions set out above  

 

Staff recommends acceptance of this proposal.   

 

District Staff agrees that the District and the City will need to negotiate a revised IGA to reflect the resolution of the 

Issues outlined above.   

MOTION 

 Motion to accept staffs acceptance of this proposal. 

 Motion: Lynn Fisher 

 2nd: Susan McCarty 

 Yeas: 8   Abstain: 0 – Motion Carried 


































































































































