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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:

District Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and System Development Charges (SDC'’s)
Hood View Community Park Debt Service

Happy Valley City Park (owned and operated by the City, not NCPRD)

Happy Valley Area Community Center

Intergovernmental Agreement IGA) Revision

arLDOE

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:

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



o Staff recommendation — either Acceptance or Non-Acceptance
Rationale behind staff recommendation

o 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 27" 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:

e 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)
e 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? [X] YES [ INO

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

STRATEGIC PLAN ALIGNMENT:
e 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

e 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

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.

e Motion: Sharon Koester
e 2nd: Susan McCarty
e 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.

e Motion: Lynn Fisher
e 2nd: Susan McCarty
e Yeas: 8 Abstain: 0 — Motion Carried




























































E. Deficiency Repair and Growth Required Facility Costs

Table 3.8, below, shows the estimated cost per unit for each type of parks facility, the estimated
cost to repair existing deficiencies, and a breakout between residential and non-residential costs
for these new facilities. Estimated costs for Community Parks include both land acquisition and
development (i.e., ballfields, etc.).

TABLE 3.8

POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT DEFICIENCY REPAIR
NEEDS AND SDC ELIGIBLE COSTS

RESIDENTIAL EMPLOYMENT

COST DEFRICIENCY GROWTH  TOTAL GROWTH GROWTH

EACILITY TYPE PERUNIT COSTS COSTS COSTS BORTION PORTION
Community Park Acq. & Dev. (acres)  $306,000 $0  $9,180,000 $9,180,000 $8,996,400 $183,600
Special Use Areas Acq. (nores) $206,000  $1,135,060 $1,954,940 §$3,090,000 $1,915,84] $39,099
Multi-Use Recreation Center (8.f.) $200  $4,494,800 $5,505,200 $10,000,000 $5,395,096 $110,104
Village Green Park/Clvic Center (s.f.) $200 $899,000 $1,101,000 $2,000,000 $1,078,980 $22,020
Trail/Pathway Corridors (acres) $55,000 $0 $1,760,000 $1,760,000 $1,724,800 $35,200
Tralls/Pathway Development (miles) $350,000 $0 $350,000  $350,000 $343,000 £7,000
Total Cosfs $6,528,860 $19,851,140 $26,380,000  $19,454,117 $397,023

4.0 RESIDENTIAL PARKS AND RECREATION SDC RATE

The City’s Residential Parks and Recreation SDC rate is calculated using a series of sequential
formulas which, when completed, yields the total SDC rate for each new dwelling unit in the
City. The formulas identify:

a) the residential improvements cost per capita (Formula 4a, below),

b) the residential improvement fee per dwelling unit (Formula 4b, page 10),
c) the residential tax credit per dwelling unit (Formula 4c, page 10), and

d) the net residential SDC per dwelling unit (Formula 4d, page L1).

The Residential SDC is an “improvement fee” only, and does not include a “reimbursement fee”
component,

A. Formula 4a: Residential Improvements Cost Per Capita

The residential improvements cost per capita is calculated by dividing the residential portion of
net SDC Eligible growth improvement cost (identified in Table 3.8, above) by the increase in the
City's population expected to be created by new development during the planning period (from
Table 3.1, page 5).

Residential Residential
4a. SDC-Eligible 4 Population =  Improvements Cost
Improvement Costs Increase Per Capita
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Table 4.1, below, presents the calculation of the residential improvements cost per capita,

TABLE 4.1
RESIDENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS COST PER CAPITA

Residential Residential
SDC Eligible Population Improvements Cost
Improvement Cogts Increase Per Capita
§19,454,117 + 8,159 = $2,384

B. Formula 4b: Residential Improvement Fee Per Dwelling Unit

The residential improvement fee per dwelling unit is calculated by multiplying the average
number of persons per dwelling unit (from Table 3.2, page 5) by the residential improvements
cost per capita (from Table 4.1, above).

Residential Residential
4b, Persons Per X  Improvements Cost = Improvement Fee Per
Dwelling Unit Per Capita Dwelling Unit

The result of this calculation is displayed in Table 4.2, below.

TABLE 42
RESIDENTIAL IMPROVEMENT FEE PER DWELLING UNIT

Average Residential Residential

Persons Per X Improvements = Improvement Fee

Unit Duwelling Unit Cost Per Capita 2eor Dwelling Unit
Dwelling Unit 3.26 $2,384 $7.772

C. Formula 4c: Residentlal Tax Credit Per Dwelling Unit

Bonds and property taxes will likely be used as future sources for funding capacity
improvements needed to repair deficiencies. A portion of these future bond repayments and
property taxes will be paid by growth. Therefore, a credit must be calculated to account for these
payments in order to avoid charging growth twice; once through the SDC, and a second time
through property taxes. A credit has been caloulated based on the following assumptions;

* $3.3 million in 20 year G.O. bonds at 5.5% for park improvements to be issued in 2007, with
another $3.3 in 20 year G.O bonds issued in 2011,

* 6.0% average annual increase in total City property valuation for taxes,

* 3.0% annual increase in assessed property valuations,

¢ 3.0% annual inflation (decrease in value of money), and

* average 2004 property valuation for new construction at $250,000 per dwelling unit.
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Present Value Tax
4c. of Property = Credit Per
Tax Payments Dwelling Unit
The amount of this credit is shown in Table 4.3, below.

TABLE 4.3
TAX CREDIT PER DWELLING UNIT

Tax Credit Per
Dwelling Unit $3,550

D. Formula 4d: Net Residential SDC Per Dwelling Unit

The net residential SDC rate per dwelling unit is calculated by subtracting the tax credit per
dwelling unit (Table 4.3, above) from the improvement fee per dwelling unit (Table 4.2, page
10).

Improvement Credit *Net
4d. Fee Per - Per = Residential SDC
Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit Per Dwelling Unit

The result of this calculation is shown in Table 4.4, below.
TABLE 4,

NET RESIDENTIAL SDC PER DWELLING UNIT

Improvement Net
Fee Per B Credit Per = Residential SDC
Unit Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit Per Dwelling Unit
Dwelling Unit $7,772 ($3,550) $4,222
5.0 NON-RESIDE RE TION SD E

The City’s Non-Residential Parks and Recreation SDC is calculated using a series of sequential
formulas which, when completed, yields the total SDC rate for each new employee added by
new development in the City. The formulas identify:

a) the Non-Residential Improvement Fee Per Employee (Formula 5a, page 12),

b) the Tax Credit Per Employee (Formula 5b, page 12), and
¢) the Net Non-Residential SDC Per Employee (Formula 5c¢, page 13).
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The Non-Residential SDC is an “improvement fee” only, and does not include a “reimbursement
fee” component. The SDC rate is based on costs required for and benefits received by new
development only, and does not assume that costs are necessarily incurred for capital
improvements when an employer hires an additional employee.

A. Formula Sa: Non-Residentlal Improvement Fee Per Employee

The Non-Residential Improvement Fee Per Employee is calculated by dividing the non-
residential growth-required new facility costs (from Table 3.8, page 9) by the increase in the
City's employment expected to be created by new development through 2020 (from Table 3.1,

page 5),

Non-Residential Employment Non-Residential
5a. Growth-Required + Increase From = Improvement Fee
New Fagility Costs Development Per Employee

Table 5.1 presents the calculation of the Non-Residential Improvement Fee Per Employee.

TABLES.1
NON-RESIDENTIAL IMPROVEMENT FEE PER EMPLOYEE
Non-Residential Employment Non-Residential
Growth-Required Increase Improvement Fee
i From Development Ber Employeg

$397,023 + 2,419 = $164
B, Formula 5b: Non-Residential Tax Credit Per Employee '

Bonds and property taxes will likely be used as future sources for funding capacity
improvements needed to repair deficiencies. A portion of future bond repayments and property
taxes will be paid by growth. Therefore, a credit must be calculated to account for these
payments in order to avoid charging growth twice; once through the SDC, and a second time
through property taxes, A credit has been calculated based on the following assumptions;

» $3.3 million in 20 year G.O. bonds at 5.5% for park improvements to be issued in 2007, with
another $3.3 in 20 year G.O bonds issued in 2011,

* 6.0% average annual increase in total City property valuation for taxes,

* 3.0% annual increase in assessed property valuations,

* 3.0% annual inflation (decrease in value of money), and

* an average of 370 square feet per employee (office)

Present Value of Tax
5b. Tax Payments Per = Credit Per
Employee Employee

The amount of this tax credit is shown in Table 5.2, page 13.
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TABLE 5.2

TAX CREDIT PER EMPLOYEE
Tax Credit
Per Employee
Present Value of Tax Payments = $174

C. Formula 5¢c: Net Non-Residential SDC Per Employee

The net non-residential SDC rate per employee is calculated by subtracting the tax credit per
employee (from Table 5.2, page 12) from the improvement fee (Table 5.1, page 12).

Improvement Tax Credit Net Non-
5c. Fee Per - Per = Residential SDC
Employee Employee Per Employee

The result of these calculations is shown in Table 5.3, below.
TABLE 5.3

NET NON-RESIDENTIAL SDC PER EMPLOYEE

Improvement Tax Net Non-
Fee Per - Credit Per = Residential SDC
Unit Employee Emplovee Per Employee
Employee $164 (5174) 30

Because the amount of the tax credit exceeds the improvement fee per employee, the net non-
residential SDC per employee is $0.

6.0 SUMMAR

The City's growth will require a combination of techniques, including system development
charges and other funds to pay for capital facilities needed to serve the parks and recreation
needs of current and future residents and employees. The City's parks and recreation facility
needs and the CIP should be reviewed and updated at least once every two years. A cost
adjustment index should be adopted to adjust the System Development Charges rates annually to
reflect changes in costs for land and construction. The SDC methodology should also be
periodically updated when significant changes are made to the Parks Master Plan or CIP.
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NORTH CLACKAMAS
PARKS AND RECREATION DISTRICT

Parks and Recreation System Development Charges
Update Methodology Report

1 TR CTI

System Development Charges (SDCs) are one-time fees charged to new development to help
pay a portion of the costs associated with building capital facilities to meet needs created by
growth. SDCs are authorized for five types of capital facilities including transportation, water,
sewer, stormwater, and parks and recreation. The Notth Clackamas Parks and Recreation
District adopted parks and recreation SDCs in 1994 and updated the SDCs methodology in
2004.

In May 2006, citizens of the City of Happy Valley voted to become a part of the North
Clackamas Parks and Recreation District, creating the need for an updated, single Capital
Improvements Plan and SDCs methodology including projects for Happy Valley with those of
the rest of the District. In addition, the new Damascus area plan and updated population and
employment projections developed by Metro were used to reassess District growth needs. This
report presents updated SDC methodologies based on the 2007 — 2030 CIP and documents the
calculation of updated Parks and Recreation SDC rates.

Section 2.0 of this report presents authority and background information including (1) legislative
authority for SDCs; (2) an explanation of “improvement fee” and “reimbursement fee” SDCs;
and (3) requirements and options for credits, exemptions and discounts. Section 3.0 presents the
methodologies used to develop the updated Parks and Recreation SDCs, Section 4.0 presents the
calculation of Residential Parks and Recreation SDC Rates, and Section 5.0 presents the
calculation of Non-Residential Parks and Recreation SDC Rates. The SDC Capital
Improvements Plan that identifies projects that may be funded with SDC revenues is included as
an Appendix to this report.

2.0 AUTHORITY AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION
A. Authority

The source of authority for the adoption of SDCs is found both in state statute and the District’s
own plenary authority to adopt this type of fee. While SDCs have been in use in Oregon since
the mid-1970'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 devclopment 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;
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» 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 "qualified
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 costs related to capital expenditures (operations and
maintenance uses are prohibited).

B. “Improvement fee” and “Reimbursement fee” SDCs

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 Plan (CIP) that lists each project, and the
expected timing and cost 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 funded with
“reinnbl:rW” SDCs do not need to increase capacity, but they must be included in the list
of projects to be funded with SDC revenues.

C. Requirements and Options for Credits, Exemptions, and Discounts

(1) 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 (1) is required as a condition of
development approval, (2) is identified in the Capital Improvement Plan, and (3)
either is not located on or contiguous to property that is the subject of
development 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
parks and recreation improvement can only be used for a credit for a parks and
recreation 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 District 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 Capital
Improvement Plan, or provide a share of the cost of an improvement by other
means (i.e., partnerships, other District revenues, etc.).
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(2) Exemptions

The District may exempt certain types of development, such as “affordable
housing” from the requirement to pay parks SDCs. Exemptions reduce SDC
revenues and, therefore, increase the amounts that must come from other sources,
such as bonds and property taxes.

(3) Discounts

The District may discount the SDC rates by choosing not to charge a
reimbursement fee for excess capacity, or by reducing the portion of growth-
required improvements to be funded with SDCs. A discount in the SDC rates
may also be applied on a pro-rata basis to any identified deficiencies, which must
to be funded from sources other than improvement fee SDCs. For example, the
District may charge new development an SDC rate sufficient to recover only 75%
of identified growth-required costs. The portion of growth-required costs to be
funded with SDCs must be identified in the CIP.

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
acquire the facilities included in the Capital Improvements Plan.

3.0 PARKS AND RECR N SDC METHOD AR

The District’s Parks Master Plan, the Happy Valley Parks Master Plan, and the Damascus plan
identify facilities needed to address District needs. A portion of the facility needs identified in
these plans are included as projects in the District’s 2007 — 2030 SDC Capital Improvements
Plan (appendix).

The District provides a variety of park and recreational facilities and a wide-range of scrvices,
including aquatics, community athlctics, special events, and specialized recreation programs.
District parks, facilities, and services are important community resources benefiting both
existing and future District residents, businesses, non-resident employees, and visitors. The
methodology used to update the District's Parks and Recreation SDCs establishes the required
connection between the demands of growth and the SDCs by identifying specific types of parks
and recreation facilities and analyzing the proportionate need of each type of facility for use by
residents and non-resident employees. The SDCs to be paid by a development meet statutory
requirements because they are based on the nature of the development and the extent of the
impact of the development on the types of parks and recreation facilities for which they are
charged. The Parks and Recreation SDCs are based on population and employment, and the
SDC rates are calculated based on the specific impact a development is expected to have on the
District's population and employment. For facilities that are not generally used by employees
(e.g., neighborhood parks), only a residential parks and recreation SDC may be charged. For
facilities that benefit both residents and employees (i.c., community parks, trails, ctc.), parks and
recreation SDCs may be charged for both residential and non-residential development.

revised as of 09/28/07
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A. Population and Employment Growth

The Parks and Recreation SDCs are based on costs per "capita" (person). Estimates of current
and projected population and employment within the District were calculated using data from
Metro. Metro has developed estimates and projections for population and employment for each
Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) within the region. The most recent TAZ data were
developed in 2005 for the years 2005 and 2030, Projected increases in population and
cmployment between 2007 and 2030 are shown in Table 3.1, below.

TABLE 3.1

PROJECTED POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT
INCREASES FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT (2007 - 2030)

Estimated
2030 jected 2007 Projected Increase

District Population: 145,425 - 112,404 = 33,021
Zone 1 (Milwaukie) Population: 26,626 - 23,211 = 3,415 ‘ O
Zone 2 (Oalfield, Oak Grove/Jennings

Lodge, Southgate/Town Center)

Population: 51,674 - 49,827 = 1,847 ,(“
Zone 3 (Sunnyside, Happy Valley)

Population: 67,124 . 39,366 A T u §
District Employment: 95,211 - 61,788 = 33,424
Zong 1 (Milwaukie) Employment: 14,831 - 11,957 = 2,874
Zone 2 (Oatfield, Oak Grove/Jennings

Lodge, Southgate/Town Center)

Employment: 23,286 - 17,688 = 5,598
Zone 3 (Sunnyside, Happy Valley)

Employment: 57,094 - 32,142 = 24,952

B. Persons Per Dwelling Unit

The Residential Parks and Recreation SDCs are based on costs per capita and are calculated
based on the number of persons per dwelling unit. To determine the appropriate number of
persons per dwelling unit, data gathered for the North Clackamas School District for the 2005
American Community Survey (ACS) was analyzed, and the resulting calculations are displayed
in Table 3.2, below. North Clackamas School District data was analyzed because the school
district’s boundaries are the closest approximation for which ACS data are available.

TABLE 3
AVERAGE PERSONS PER DWELLING UNIT
2000 Census
Avg, Persons
Unit Per Dwelling Unit
Single Family (1 — 2 units) 2.77
Multi-Family (3 or more units) 223
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