
Jacksonville City Council 
Memo 
 
 

Courthouse Second Floor 
 
 
 

Date: August 27, 2015      City Council Meeting: September 1, 2015 
From: Jeff Alvis, City Administrator                         Study Session  
 
                         
This is a reminder that we have a Study Session for the Courthouse Second Floor scheduled for 
September 1, 2015 at 5:00 pm.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Please let the City offices know if you will need any special accommodations to attend or participate in the meeting by 
calling (541) 899-1231.  Informational documents for items on this agenda are available for review on the City website 
www.jacksonvilleor.us.  A recording of the meeting will be available on the website within one week of the meeting.   

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
CITY OF JACKSONVILLE 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

OLD CITY HALL, 205 W Main St 
 
CITY COUNCIL            September 1, 2015 
Study Session – Courthouse Second Floor      5:00 pm 
City Council Meeting                 6:00 pm  

 
1) CALL TO ORDER (includes call to order, pledge of allegiance) 
 
2) a.  MINUTES (August 18, 2015)  
 b.  BILLS LIST 

  
3) PUBLIC COMMENT (items not on the agenda) limited to 3 minutes per speaker. 
 
4) STAFF / DEPARTMENT REPORTS 
 a. Admin Department - Jeff Alvis / Stacey McNichols / Kimberlyn Kerneen 
 b. Planning Department - Ian Foster 
 c. Police Department - Chief Towe  
 d. Fire Department - Chief Hull  

 
5) ACTION / DISCUSSION ITEMS 

(The public will be allowed to speak, one time, to certain items during the action/discussion items.  In 
order to speak you must sign in with the Recorder under the item for which you wish to speak) 
 
a. Public Hearing: Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Change Map Amendment – Postponed 
b. City Wide Yard Sale Requests  
c.  Public Hearing: Surplus Property Tax Lot 2100 - Cochran 
d. Visitor Information Center Management Agreement Reporting Structure 
e. ORDINANCE NO. O2015-006 Water SDC’s Methodology 
f.  Approve Proposal for Engineering Services for Main St. Parking Lot 
 

 

6) MAYOR AND COUNCIL COMMITTEE REPORTS   
  
7) ADJOURN 

http://www.jacksonvilleor.us/
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Transcribed by:  Kimberlyn Kerneen 
 

 
 
 
 

August 18, 2015 at Old City Hall, 205 W Main St, Jacksonville 
 
1) CALL TO ORDER (includes call to order, pledge of allegiance) 6:00 pm 

Present: Councilors Jesser, Gregg, Wall, Lewis, Bennington and Mayor Becker. Absent: Councilor Garcia 
Staff Present: Jeff Alvis, Devin Hull, Ian Foster, Kimberlyn Kerneen and City Attorney, Sydnee Dreyer.  

 
2) a.  MINUTES (minutes from August 4, 2015 meeting) 
  Move to: Approve the Minutes 

Motion by: Councilor Wall 
Seconded by: Councilor Lewis 

Vote: 
   Ayes: Unanimous 
   Motion Carries  

 
b.  BILLS LIST 

Move to: Approve the Bills 
  Motion by: Councilor Jesser 

Seconded by: Councilor Lewis 
   Roll Call Vote: 
   Ayes:  6 

Nays: 0  
Motion Carries 

 Council asked questions. Jeff and Devin answered. 
 
3) PUBLIC COMMENT (items not on the agenda) limited to 3 minutes per speaker. 

Garry Penning – 1 West Main, Medford: On August 15 one of the Rogue Disposal & Recycling trucks caught fire. 
Garry wanted to thank the Fire, Police and Public Works Departments for keeping everyone safe and protecting 
the environment. He thanked the people at Pony Espresso for providing cold water during the hot situation. He 
wanted to give Jeff Edwards a special thank you for doing everything he could to make sure structures and 
people were not hurt. He states that Jacksonville can be proud of their town and the people that work and live 
here.  

 
4) STAFF / DEPARTMENT REPORTS 
 a. Admin Department - Jeff Alvis / Stacey McNichols / Kimberlyn Kerneen 

 Jeff Alvis:  The old pews have found a new home at the Jacksonville Community Center. ODOT will be 
grinding and paving from Oregon St. to the top of the hill next Tuesday and Wednesday night starting at 7 
pm to about 6 or 7 am in the morning. Council asked questions. Jeff answered.  

 b. Planning Department  
 Ian Foster: Keegan House Update – Since the last update our Building Official, Dale Bohannan, and Ian were 

able to inspect the building and found the house structure in pretty good shape. It has been determined that 
the shed and barn structure does need to be demolished.  There is evidence the barn is actually not the 
original or a historical structure. They will be fencing the site off to keep people out. Council asked 
questions. Jeff and Ian answered.   

 Planning Dept. Update: Everything in the Planning Dept. seems to be going well. Celeste will be leaving soon 
and Ian wanted to acknowledge what a huge part of the department she has been and they will really miss 
her. She has been indispensable. He also states they are an adaptive department and they look forward to 

Action minutes along with electronic recordings of the meeting, which may be reviewed on-

line on the City of Jacksonville website http://www. jacksonvilleor.us.    
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Transcribed by:  Kimberlyn Kerneen 
 

filling that position. Council wanted to know where we were at with the code changes since we are in this 
transition. Ian updated the Council. 

 c. Police Department – Chief Towe 
 d. Fire Department  

 Chief Hull: State Fire Marshall State Management Team Update: Chief Hull reports on the fire in the Warm 
Springs area. He spent five days with the Incident Management Team containing the fire and setting the 
base camp for fire firefighters. Council asked questions. Devin answered. 

  
5) ACTION / DISCUSSION ITEMS 

(The public will be allowed to speak, one time, to certain items during the action/discussion items.  In order to 
speak you must sign in with the Recorder under the item for which you wish to speak) 

 

a. Public Hearing: Water SDC Methodology 
  
      Public Hearing was opened at 6:30 pm 
 Mayor reads order of procedure for Public Hearing 

 
 Council Discussion: Jeff Alvis and James Parmenter gave a brief recap of the original presentation from May 

19, 2015. Council asked questions. Jeff and James answered. 
 

Public Comment: None 
 
Move to:  Close the Public Hearing 

  Motion by: Councilor Jesser 
Seconded by: Councilor Bennington 

   Vote: 
   Ayes: Unanimous 
   Motion Carries 
 
 Public Hearing Closes at 6:40 pm 
 
 b. City Attorney, Sydnee Dreyer, Update on New Marijuana Laws 

 Public Comment: None 
 Council Discussion:  Sydnee gave an update on the status of House Bill 3400 and Senate Bill 460. She 

explained that it was a good idea to have the information at the front end of this matter. She believes getting 
briefed and up to speed in order to make an educated decision on adopting an Ordinance is a good idea. 
Council asked questions. Sydnee answered. 

  
 c. Surplus Property Acquisition Request “Set Public Hearing if Needed” 

 Public Comment: Larry Smith – 315 Laurelwood Dr., Larry states that in 1989 when the JWA started the whole 
process of putting the conservation easement together they didn’t realize there was a mistake in the 
recording of the conservation easement. Tax Lot 601 is under the conservation easement and this lowers the 
value of the property immensely. When you do the assessment on the property it has no accessibility and 
that continues to lower the value of the property. The original agreement was between the JWA, the City of 
Jacksonville, and the Land Conservancy to have the lands under a conservation easement. It can be sold but 
everyone has to agree to it.  

 Council Discussion:  Jeff stated he took some of the Council on a tour of the property prior to this Council 
meeting.  He explained the different approaches the Council can take to surplus this property. He also 
expressed a concern over the tax lot ability to sell due to the conservation easement. Council asked 
questions. Jeff and Larry answered. 

Move to:  Retain ownership of lot 601 
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Transcribed by:  Kimberlyn Kerneen 
 

Motion by: Councilor Jesser  
Seconded by: Councilor Lewis 

   Vote: 
   Ayes: 6 

Motion Carries 
 

6) MAYOR AND COUNCIL COMMITTEE REPORTS   
 

a. Councilor Gregg: He will be scheduling a Public Safety Committee meeting for the near future. Councilor Gregg 
felt it was important to prepare some type of list of recommendations for the citizens of Jacksonville to help 
avoid the extreme fire dangers. Chief Hull, Councilor Gregg and Jeff Alvis met to determine the 7 most 
dangerous activities that people should be made aware of during this fire season. Notices will be hung around 
town and placed on our City website. 

b. Councilor Bennington: Planning is doing a good job and staff is cranking through things. It came to his attention 
last month that it would be helpful to have an abbreviated study session about lead based paint and 
remediation practices. Steve Asher has offered to come and give a 15 minute readers digest version of the 
Federal EPA rule in regards to structures older than 1978 and removal of lead based paint. Jeff states that if 
Council would like this study session Councilor Bennington can call Kim to set up the study session. 

c. Councilor Wall: No committee report 
d. Councilor Lewis:  No committee report. Given that we are in the heart of Britt season he would like to see more 

police patrol during these concerts. Jeff will speak with Chief Towe.  
e. Councilor Jesser: He wanted to discuss the memo that the Mayor sent out a few days prior in regards to Council 

members eating up staff time. He expressed his concern about Council wasting staff time and money repetitively 
and he feels it has to stop. He wanted to remind Council that we sit here talking about saving dollars and 
pennies looking at a billing structure and asking questions about a $42.00 bill. He continues to say that we don’t 
forget about the resources that can be wasted going down rabbit holes. We have a very well-oiled machine that 
doesn’t get paid a lot of money. The Mayor commented that he addressed the memo to everybody because it 
needed to be even though it was addressed to one incident that triggered it.   

f. Mayor Becker:  No report. 
 

7) ADJOURN 7:18 pm 
 
 
  
Paul Becker, Mayor                 Kimberlyn Kerneen, City Recorder 
                       
Date approved:          



Vendor Name Description Amount

Alan Harper  attorney services for planning dept - July 2015 1,225.00

Alan Harper  attorney services - June 2015 455.00

Alan Harper  attorney services for planning dept - June 2015 140.00

Staples Advantage  office supplies for admin 54.61

1,874.61    

Vendor Name Description Amount

City of Medford  fuel for PD - July 2015 779.47

Rogue Shred  LLC  confidental shred for PD 65.60

845.07       

Vendor Name Description Amount

City of Medford  vehicle maintenance for FD - July 2015 275.83

City of Medford  fuel for FD - July 2015 342.27

Driver and Motor Vehicle Services  DMV records - FD 3.00

TekPrinting Services  Inc.  t-shirts & shorts for FD 263.36

884.46       

Vendor Name Description Amount

Alan Harper  attorney services for cemetery dept - July 2015 420.00

420.00       

Vendor Name Description Amount

Advantage Tire  tires for street equipment 398.00

Beaver Tree Service  tree removal and pruning - several locations throughout the city 4,075.00

Blue Mountain Rock  crushed rock for street dept 60.00

City of Medford  equipment maintenance for street equip. - July 2015 1,138.57

Grabowski Paving  patching on 5th st. and Huener St. 820.00

Hubbard's Home Center  blower for street dept 299.95

Jackson County Community Justice clean up parking lot beds  blackberry bushes and brush 1,200.00

PPG Architectural Finishes paint sprayer repairs 85.00

8,076.52    

Vendor Name Description Amount

Absolute Golf Cars repair and service water meter reading cart 100.00

Accela  Inc. # 774375 2nd contract payment - Springbrook water migration 1,564.00

Finance and Accounting Branch  Water Storage O & M 7,359.79

GC Systems  PRV stems for water dept 504.97

Paramount Supply Company  supplies for water dept 14.43

Rogue Community College wastewater school - Hector Carrillo 210.00

Rogue Community College wastewater school - Eric Villarreal  210.00

Siskiyou Pump Service  Inc.  madrona pump motor rebuild 2,791.00

12,754.19  

Vendor Name Description Amount

Salvador Salazar lawn maintenance - city buildings and parks 800.00

800.00       

CITY OF JACKSONVILLE

Bills Against the City - City Council

SEPTEMBER 1, 2015

FIRE PROTECTION FUND

PARKS FUND

GENERAL FUND - ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT

GENERAL FUND - POLICE DEPARTMENT

WATER FUND

CEMETERY FUND

STREETS FUND

V:\Treasurer\Bills, Utilities, Payroll Payments\FY 2015-2016 PAYMENTS\City Council Bills\September\September 1, 2015 Bills List.xls 1 of 2



Vendor Name Description Amount

Vendor Name Description Amount

Adam Garrett Bunch  illustration for Brunner Plaza interpretive panel 250.00

Alan Harper  attorney services for water SDC's - June 2015 70.00

Alan Harper  attorney services for water SDC's - July 2015 140.00

GSI Water Solutions  Inc.  water rights permit application and storage contract 232.50

Southern Oregon Media Group  notice of public hearing for water SDC's 342.07

1,034.57    

Vendor Name Description Amount

Alan Harper  attorney services for code re-write - June 2015 210.00

210.00       

TOTAL: 26,899.42  

APPROVED BY: DATE:

HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND

SDC FUND 

V:\Treasurer\Bills, Utilities, Payroll Payments\FY 2015-2016 PAYMENTS\City Council Bills\September\September 1, 2015 Bills List.xls 2 of 2



Jacksonville City Council 
Agenda Item Report 
 
 

Public Hearing: Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Change Map Amendment 
 
 
 

Date: August 27, 2015      City Council Meeting: September 1, 2015 
From: Jeff Alvis, City Administrator                    Agenda Item: 5a.  
 
                         
The Public Hearing for the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Change Map Amendment that was 
scheduled for the September 1, 2015 City Council meeting has been postponed to October 6, 2015 
City Council meeting. 
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Agenda Item Report 
 
 

 

City Wide Yard Sale Requests 
  
 
 

Date: August 27, 2015     City Council Meeting: September 1, 2015         
From: Jeff Alvis, City Administrator             Agenda Item: 5b. 
                          
 
Synopsis: 
 
We have two non-profit organizations requesting adjustments to the City Wide Yard Sale that will 
take place September 11-13, 2015.   
 

1. First Presbyterian Church would like extended hours for set up time on the 10th of 
September. JMC 5.04.10 C (1) (a) states: Set-up may begin the Thursday before the sale itself 
after 6:00 p.m. and set-up must cease by 10:00 p.m. Their request is to begin set up at 8:00 
am. City Council has granted their request in the past.  

 
2. In past years the Booster Club has used the courthouse grounds for the City Wide Yard Sale. 

The Jacksonville Rotary Club has now taken over the Jacksonville Booster Club 
participation in the City Wide Yard Sale. The Rotary Club would like to request to use the 
courthouse grounds this year. In addition, they are requesting a one hour early start time 
for set up on the 10th of September. 

 
Fiscal Impact: 
 
N/A 
 
 
Recommendations: 
 

1. Approve First Presbyterian Church to have an early start time for set up on the 10th of 
September starting at 8 am. 

2. Approve the Rotary Club to use the courthouse grounds with an early start up time of 5 pm. 
 
 
Exhibits:  
 
Letter from First Presbyterian Church – Dustin Thompson 
Letter from Rotary Club of Jacksonville – Donna Briggs 
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Agenda Item Report 
 
 

 

Public Hearing: Surplus Property Tax Lot 2100 - Cochran 
 
 
 

Date: August 25, 2015     City Council Meeting: September 1, 2015          
From: Jeff Alvis, City Administrator             Agenda Item: 5c. 
                         
Synopsis: 
 
The Cochran’s are interested in purchasing a surplus piece of property owned by the City that is 
adjoining their property. Tax Lot 2100 was acquired by the City in 1994 from Jackson County. The 
odd shape and location of the property would make it difficult to sell on its own. The Cochran’s 
own the adjoining Tax Lot and are in the process of working with the State Highway Department 
to abandon the old Right of Way where the past Highway used to exist. 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
 
As part of standard disposition of real property we are required to fully disclose the nature of the 
sale and any appraisal or market value evaluations that were done. 
 

• Real Market Value according to Jackson County is $ 9,320.00. 
• Market Value based on an assessment we had is between $ 66,000-$76,000. 
• This assessment is based on the property being buildable. (See attached planning memo) 
• Cochran’s offer for the property is $ 4,500.00 (Attached letter from Cochran’s) 

 
Options: 
 

1. Council may choose to accept this offer 
2. Have the City Administrator negotiate a counter offer  
3. Decide not to sell at this time 

 
Recommendations: 
 
Staff recommends using the real market value from the county. 
 
Exhibits:  
 
Exhibit “A” - Chris Cochran Letter and exhibits 
Exhibit “B” - Staff Report from Planning  
Exhibit “C” – RMA from County/Market Analysis (CMA) 
Exhibit “D” – Aerial Map 
Exhibit “E” – ODOT Approval to Abandon Right-of-Way 
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Agenda Item Report 
 
 

 

Visitor Information Center Management Agreement Reporting Structure 
  
 
 

Date: August 25, 2015     City Council Meeting: September 1, 2015         
From: Jeff Alvis, City Administrator             Agenda Item: 5d. 
                          
 
Synopsis: 
 
On June 16, 2015, the Council approved the Visitor Information Center Management Agreement. 
At that time, Council requested a report for measurable goals to show how they plan to be 
successful. 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
 
N/A 
 
 
Recommendations: 
 
N/A 
 
 
Exhibits:  
 
Visitor Information Center Management Agreement Reporting Structure 
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To:   Jacksonville Oregon City Council 

From:   Jack Berger, President, Jacksonville Chamber of Commerce 

RE:   Visitor Information Center Management Agreement Reporting Structure 

Date: August 23, 2015 

Quarterly reporting is provided to city administration and the Mayor.  In addition regular in-person 

meetings allow for full discussion of issues and ideas.  The structure of the reporting moving forward 

is outlined below. 

Section 1:  Visitor Contact Counts & Observations.  Quantitative reporting on numbers of contacts 

through the Visitor Information Center with comparison to previous years.  Qualitative comments on 

nature of inquiries. 

Section 2:  Management Agreement Objectives Anecdotal reporting on activities performed in relation 

to the Goal & Objectives outlines in the Management Agreement. 

 

Goal:  to promote Jacksonville as a desirable, year-round destination 

Objective 1 – Create positive, efficient visitor interactions and deliver appropriate and correct 

destination information 

Objective 2 – Encourage Increased Overnight Stays 

Objective 3 – Support and promote a variety of activities for visitors 

Objective 4 – Maintain the Visitor Information Center in accordance with the historic character 

of Jacksonville 

Objective 5 – Develop and implement promotional campaigns which attract visitors to 

Jacksonville 

Objective 6 – Effectively fulfill the role of Destination Marketing Office in relation to Travel 

Oregon, Travel Southern Oregon and other travel industry associates. 

 

 

  

Jacksonville Chamber of Commerce 
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Section 3: Marketing Effectiveness 

 
Website Metrics Reporting on 1. Audience Size, 2. Page Views, 3. Referrals and 4. Popular 

Content as compared to benchmarks established from previous year.  

Audience Size & Page Views are overall indicators of the number of 

people using the website and the extent of their usage – looking for 

increases in both numbers.  Referrals and Popular Content will be used 

to measure the impact of individual ads or campaigns and social media 

content.      

Will also report on tracking custom landing pages & custom URLs 

associated with ad campaigns strategic partners.    

  

Facebook & Instagram Reporting on the number of users engaged with social media outlets.  

Goals is to increase the number of users and the level of engagement.  

Individual Post traffic will also be monitored.  

  

Occupancy Rates  Determined by the number of Room Nights Available divided by the 

number Room Nights Rented during the quarter from the Transient 

Lodging Tax Reporting.  Will compare to previous year.  Some work still 

needs to be done with the existing data to establish benchmarks.  There 

may need to be some additional work to collect missing information 

from previous years and to ensure complete reporting moving forward. 

 

 

 

 

 Ch a m ber  o f  Co m m erc e  
185 North Oregon, PO Box 33, Jacksonville, OR  97530 

541-899-8118     chamber@jacksonvilleoregon.org 
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Agenda Item Report 
 
 

 

ORDINANCE NO. O2015-006 Water SDC’s Methodology 
  
 
 

Date: August 27, 2015     City Council Meeting: September 1, 2015         
From: Jeff Alvis, City Administrator             Agenda Item: 5e. 
                          
 
Synopsis: 
 
On August 18, 2015 a Public Hearing was held for the Water SDC’s Methodology to hear any public 
comment. There were no comments objecting to the new methodology.  
 
 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
 
Reflects new Water SDC rates 
 
 
 
Recommendations: 
 
Adopt Ordinance No. O2015-006 Water SDC’s Methodology 
 
 
 
 
Exhibits:  
 
Ordinance No. O2015-006 Water SDC’s Methodology – Exhibit A 
 
 



ORDINANCE NO O2015-006  
 

 
AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING A POLICY AND METHODOLOGY FOR THE 
IMPOSITION AND COLLECTION OF WATER SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT 
CHARGES FOR THE CITY OF JACKSONVILLE, OREGON. 
 
  WHEREAS, the City continually strives to expand and improve its water system; 
 
  WHEREAS, a consulting firm, Civil West Engineering, recently prepared an 
analysis for the Water System Development Charge (SDC) which makes outline 
recommendations for revising and methodology for calculating the City’s Water SDC’s 
described in Exhibit “A”; 
 
  WHEREAS, the City wishes to implement an amended Water System 
Development Charge (SDC) to ensure that development occurring within the City of 
Jacksonville contributes to funding water development at a level commensurate with their 
impact on the water system; 
 

WHEREAS, the City may adopt new Water SDC’s and modify fees pursuant to 
JMC Chapter 3.12. 
 
  NOW, THEREFORE, the City of Jacksonville ordains as follows: 
 
SECTION 1.  Collection and Use of Charge 
 
  The City of Jacksonville shall collect the SDC as per section 3.12.090 of the 
Jacksonville Municipal Code. 
 
SECTION 2.  SDC Methodology 
 
  The Water System Development Charge Study, Exhibit “A”, is adopted for the 
purpose of establishing the methodology and assessment of SDCs for water facilities.  
 
SECTION 3.  System Development Charge Calculations. 
 

(a) Based on the methodology specified in Exhibit “A”, the SDC charge consists 
of: 

   (i)  Improvements:  $2,600.66 per Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU) 
 
   (ii)  Reimbursement: $102.52 (EDU) 

 
(b) Based upon the recommendation contained on Section 4 of the methodology 
of Exhibit A, the charges are to be re-evaluated on an annual basis. 

 
SECTION 4.  This Ordinance shall be effective October 1, 2015.  Any applicant who has 
submitted a planning or building application for a structure on or before the date of signature 
below shall be subject to the previous SDC methodology for that structure regardless of date of 



final approval. 
  

PASSED this 1st day of September, 2015 by the City Council of the City of Jacksonville, 
Oregon. 
 
 
 
 
 
       _____________________________                                              
       Paul Becker, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
____________________________                                                     
Kimberlyn Kerneen, City Recorder  



EXHIBIT "A"
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1.0 Executive Summary 
1.1. Background 
The City of Jacksonville is located in Jackson County, Oregon approximately 5 miles west of Medford.  It 
was named for Jackson Creek which runs through the community and was the site of one of the first 
placer gold claims in the area.  The town is accessed off Highway 238 which runs from Central Point to 
Jacksonville.  The City water system serves residential and commercial customers through approximately 
1,400 water service connections. 

Recently, Jacksonville took on the task of planning and updating the infrastructure throughout the city.  
The services of Civil West Engineering were secured to help with this process in November 2012.  The 
first steps were to complete a new Water Master Plan (WMP).  This WMP was completed August 2013 
and was the basis for this System Development Charge (SDC) Methodology. 

This methodology was prepared to present and summarize the methods and systems that can be used to 
establish water SDC’s for the City of Jacksonville.  This methodology will be able to give possible 
options for funding the new Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) list presented in the WMP. 

The SDC methodologies and calculations presented herein are consistent with the framework set forth by 
the Oregon SDC legislation encapsulated within ORS 223.297 to ORS 223.314. 

1.2. Report Organization 
The following sections comprise this SDC Methodology for the City of Jacksonville as presently 
constituted: 

 Section 1 – Executive Summary.  This section provides a brief overview and summary of the 
SDC Methodology and is intended to provide the reader with the important facts and findings 
contained in the overall plan. 

 Section 2 – Introduction.  This section provides information on the background of SDC’s in 
Jacksonville and the legal and statutory background for the establishment of SDC’s within the 
State of Oregon.   

 Section 3 – Water System SDC Methodology.  This section provides a detailed accounting of 
the water system SDC methodology. 

 Section 4 – Compliance Costs.  This section provides a detailed accounting and methodology for 
the establishment of a compliance cost for the maintenance of SDC programs for the 
Methodology. 

 Appendices.  The Appendices includes information that is referenced in this study but is not 
included in the referenced planning documents. 

1.3. Overview of SDC Methodology 
Water was the only infrastructure analyzed in this methodology and recommendations were prepared for 
an appropriate and defendable SDC.  A summary of that effort is provided below. 

Section 1 
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 Water System SDC 

The projects in the water system CIP, established in the 2013 WMP, have been carefully analyzed to 
determine what percentage of each project is dedicated to providing capacity for future growth.  Based on 
the analysis, the total SDC eligible project costs have been established. 

Population estimates and the City’s projected growth rates were used to establish the projected or future 
equivalent dwelling units (EDU’s) that will require additional capacity in the system.  The water system 
SDC was established by dividing the SDC eligible project costs by the total projected EDU growth in the 
system. 

Credits should be developed, as appropriate, to eliminate the potential for “double-dip” charges that could 
result from a new user paying both increased user fees in support of a loan to construct new facilities in 
addition to paying SDC fees for the same facility. 

A summary of the SDC Methodology for the water system is provided below in Table 1.2.1-1.  For 
detailed coverage of the water system SDC Methodology, see Section 3.0 of this Methodology. 
 
Table 1.3.1-1 – Water SDC Summary (excluding MWC and compliance costs) 

SDC Component SDC Amount

Reimbursement Fee 
  Per Section 3.6 

$102.52 

Improvement Fee 
  Per Section 3.7 

$2,600.66 

Subtotal of Water SDC Fees $2,703.18 

 Compliance Costs 

Oregon law allows a utility service provider to use SDC revenues to pay for costs associated with 
complying with and administering SDC programs.  While this is not a separate category, it is acceptable 
to assess a “compliance charge” when collecting SDC fees. 

Acceptable compliance cost activities include accounting and auditing costs, SDC methodology updates 
and plans, master planning costs, CIP administration costs, and other costs that are determined to be 
necessary to support and properly manage an SDC program. 

It was estimated that the City will face an annual compliance cost of around $8,900 related to 
administration of the SDC programs and maintaining proper infrastructure planning. A summary of the 
estimated SDC compliance expenses is provided below in Table 1.2.2-1. 
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Table 1.3.2-1 – Calculation of SDC Compliance Expenses 

Compliance Activity Estimated 
Cost 

SDC 
Eligibility (%) 

Frequency 
(years) 

Annual $ 

General Accounting/Administration Costs 

Auditing/Accounting $2,400 100 1 $2,400 
SDC Methodology Administration & 
Annual Adjustments 

$3,000 100 1 $3,000 

SDC Methodology Update $10,000 100 10 $1,000 
Water System Compliance Costs 

Water Master Planning $50,000 50 10 $2,500 
Subtotal of Annual Costs $65,400   $8,900 

Collection of funds to pay for these annual SDC compliance costs should be in the form of a percentage 
surcharge on all SDC’s collected.  Therefore, an estimate must be made of the revenue that the City is 
projecting to collect over the planning period.  Based on the analysis in Section 4.0, a surcharge of 
12.54% on all SDC’s will be required to collect adequate funds to properly administer an SDC program 
for the City of Jacksonville. 

 Sample SDC Assessment 

A simple example (Table 1.2.3-1) of an SDC assessment would be for a new single family dwelling unit, 
or one EDU.  The assessment for this new customer would be as follows: 

Table 1.3.3-1 – Sample Residential SDC Assessment 

SDC Sector SDC Charge per EDU 
Jacksonville Water System $2,703.18 
MWC Water System $1,587.07 
Compliance Cost Surcharge (12.54%) $338.99 

Total Residential SDC $4,629.24 

Therefore, the total SDC in the City of Jacksonville would be approximately $4,629 for a new residential 
dwelling.  This does not include any potential reductions for SDC credits that may be appropriate in 
Jacksonville depending on how the City undertakes the various CIP projects in the future (see Section 
3.8). 

 SDC Ordinance and Methodologies 

The SDC program in the City of Jacksonville is to be established through the ordinance process.  A single 
ordinance will set the ground work for the City and will provide the legal clout necessary to govern the 
administration and operation of the ordinance.  The new ordinance must pass through the regular and 
required ordinance process before being adopted as law within the City.  Upon completion of the process, 
the new ordinance will replace the old ordinance. 

In addition to a new ordinance, a new resolution will be established to set the particular charge and other 
details for the water system SDC.  This approach will allow the City to easily update SDC charges on a 
regular basis by simply passing a new resolution for the SDC program.  There will be no need to adjust 
the SDC ordinance in the future.
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2.0 Introduction to SDC 
Methodology 
2.1. Background 
The City of Jacksonville owns and maintains a water distribution system that includes four (4) storage 
reservoirs, three (3) pump stations and over 29 miles of pipe that deliver water to the customers of the 
city.  The City currently has two main sources of water supply: 

1. A municipal use water right for 400 acre-feet (AF) per year (130.36 million gallons (MG)) of 
stored water from Lost Creek Reservoir; and 

2. Water purchased from the Medford Water Commission (MWC).   

The purpose of this study is to develop and discuss the methodology used to update the existing SDC 
program for the water distribution system. 

 Summary of Previous SDC Charge Structure 

In 1991 HGE Engineers & Planners created a Water Master Plan that included a brief SDC Methodology.  
At the time HGE proposed an SDC of $1,663/Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU).  Since then the City of 
Jacksonville has had one revision to the city SDC Methodology and numerous revisions from the MWC.  
The table below, Table 2.1.1-1, shows some of the revisions that have been applied since the previous 
master plan in 1991. 

Table 2.1.1-1 – Previous SDC Methodology Summary 

SDC Effective 
Date Jacksonville SDC Medford Water 

Commission SDC Current 

1991 $1,663.00 -- No 
July 1, 1994 $1,456.00 $456.08 No 
January 1, 2002 $1,456.00 $782.69 No 
April 1, 2014 $1,456.00 $1,587.07 Yes 

The most current revision, effective April 1, 2014, states that the current Jacksonville SDC is $1,456.00 
and the MWC SDC is $1,587.07.  Therefore, the combined SDC of $3,043.07 is being applied at the time 
of this methodology. 

2.2. Oregon SDC Law 
The State of Oregon has established statutory law for the development, assessment, and administration of 
SDC’s for local governments, utility districts, and similar agencies.  Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 
223.297 - 223.314 authorizes local governments and service districts to assess SDC’s for various 
infrastructure sectors including sewer, water, storm drainage, streets, and others. 

In addition to specifying the infrastructure systems for which SDC’s may be assessed, the SDC legislation 
provides guidelines on the calculation and modification of SDC’s, accounting requirements to track SDC 
revenues and the adoption of administrative review procedures.  The full statute can be found in 
Appendix B of this methodology but a summary of the statutory SDC provisions is provided here. 

Section 2 
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 SDC Structure 

SDC’s are typically developed around two separate modes or philosophies of SDC logic.  They are: 

1. Reimbursement SDC 
2. Improvement SDC 

SDC’s can also be assessed based on a combination of reimbursement and improvement charges.  In 
addition to these charges, the statute allows agencies to recover administrative costs that are necessary to 
set up, comply with and administer SDC programs.  We will refer to these costs as compliance costs. 

Reimbursement SDC.  A reimbursement SDC is designed to recover capital costs for projects that have 
already been undertaken.  Current legislation requires that the reimbursement SDC be established by an 
ordinance or resolution that sets forth the methodology used to calculate and assess the charge.  The 
methodology must integrate a number of factors when determining an appropriate SDC cost including: 

1. The cost of existing facilities when they were constructed or implemented 
2. Remaining capacity available for growth or development use 
3. Prior contributions from existing users 
4. The value of unused capacity 
5. Ratemaking principles employed to finance the capital improvements 
6. Grants or other funding sources that must be subtracted from the eligible costs 
7. Other relevant factors 

The objective of a reimbursement SDC is that future system users contribute an equitable portion of the 
capital costs of developing new facilities with excess capacity. 

A typical example of how a reimbursement SDC could be utilized is with a recently upgraded or 
constructed booster pump station (BPS).  BPS are required to be designed and constructed to handle a 
future (20 or 25 year) projected capacity.  The additional cost required for the construction of a new 
booster pump station that can not only handle existing flows but future projected flows becomes the SDC 
eligible portion of the project cost.   

For example, if a booster pump station was built five years ago, but has additional capacity available for 
future growth, the value of the remaining unused capacity of the station can be calculated and assessed as 
a reimbursement SDC eligible project cost to all new customers that wish to utilize some of the remaining 
capacity during the remainder of the design period (15 or 20 years, or whatever the case may be). 

Improvement SDC.  The improvement SDC is designed to recover costs of planned capital 
improvements as they appear on an adopted capital improvement list or capital improvement plan (CIP).  
The improvement SDC must also be specified in an ordinance or resolution and is subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. The costs of projected capital improvements will increase the capacity of the system. 
2. Projects must appear on an approved and adopted CIP list or be added to the list through 

development review and approval. 
3. Projects must serve more than the development for which the SDC is being charged.  

Specifically, to be considered a qualified project: 
a. the project is not located on or contiguous to property that is being developed, or 
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b. the project is 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.   

Revenues generated from improvement SDC’s must be dedicated to capacity increasing capital 
improvements or the repayment of debt on such improvements.  An increase in capacity is established if 
an improvement increases the level of service provided by existing facilities or provides new facilities.  
The portion of such improvements funded by improvement SDC’s must be related to current or projected 
development. 

Combined SDC.  In most cases, growth needs due to development will be met through a combination of 
existing available capacity (reimbursement SDC) and future capacity enhancing improvements 
(improvement SDC).  The sum of reimbursement and improvement SDC’s is commonly referred to as a 
combined SDC.  However, when utilizing a combined SDC, the methodology must demonstrate that the 
charge is not based on providing the same capacity-increasing result due to both SDC’s.  In short, an 
agency cannot “double-dip” when using a combined SDC.  This is usually accomplished by structuring 
the fee to reflect the weighted average cost of existing and new facilities.    

Compliance Costs.  Oregon law allows SDC revenue to be utilized by the assessing agency for costs 
incurred in an effort to comply, administer, study, and update an SDC program.  Compliance costs 
include, but are not necessarily limited to: 

1. Auditing and accounting costs 
2. Master/Facilities Planning Costs and Planning Updates 
3. SDC Methodology Development Costs and Updating of SDC Plans 
4. Maintenance of a Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) list 

Compliance costs are typically assessed based on a percentage of the overall or projected annual SDC 
revenue.  These revenues must be used to maintain or administer an active SDC program.  Compliance 
costs are discussed in Section 4.0. 

 SDC Credits 

Oregon law requires that an SDC credit be provided against any assessed improvement fee for the 
construction of “qualified public improvements.”  Qualified improvements, as discussed above, are 
improvements that are required as a condition of development approval, are included on the CIP list and 
are either: 

1. not located on or contiguous to the property being developed, or 
2. 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. 

In simple terms, if a new water pump station appears on a CIP list and is required for a specific 
development to be undertaken, the owner of the development can construct the new pump station and 
receive an SDC credit for the SDC eligible portion of the project costs, assuming that the new station is 
needed to serve more customers than are represented by the development alone. 

An additional credit must be included in the methodology for the present worth of financing payments 
that may occur in the future for an undertaken improvement.  In short, new users cannot be required to 
pay SDC’s for specific improvements as well as pay increased user rates to pay back loans that were 
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required to construct the improvements.  This form of “double-dipping” is overcome by establishing a 
credit based on the present worth of a potential increase in monthly user rates over a specified period of 
time. 

 Update and Review Requirements 

SDC methodology is public information and must be made available for public review. 

The SDC ordinance must include procedures and practices for not only the establishment but the 
modifying and updating of SDC fees.  Public agencies must maintain a list of persons and organizations 
who have made a written request for notification prior to the adoption or amendment of any new or 
updated SDC fees.   

However, changes to the SDC rates resulting from: 

1. changes to costs in materials, labor, or real property as applied to projects in the required project 
list, or 

2. application of a cost index that considers average change in costs of materials, labor, or real 
property and is published for purposes other than SDC rate setting (i.e. ENR Construction Cost 
Index) 

are not considered “modifications” to the SDC.  As such, the local agency is not required to adhere to the 
notification provisions associated with these modifications. 

If changes to the SDC methodology or assessment amounts do represent a modification, the notification 
provisions in the Oregon law require a 90-day written notice period prior to the first public hearing, with 
the new SDC methodology available for review at least 60 days prior to the public meeting. 

 Other SDC Statutory Provisions 

Other provisions of the Oregon legislation require: 

1. Development of a capital improvement program/plan (CIP) or comparable planning effort that 
lists the improvements that may be funded with improvement fee revenues and the estimated 
timing and cost of each improvement. (This is usually accomplished through a master planning 
effort.) 

2. Based on the specific utility, deposit of SDC revenues into dedicated and individual accounts and 
the annual accounting of revenues and expenditures.  The annual accounting effort must include a 
list detailing the amount spent on each project funded, in whole or in part, by SDC revenues, 
including costs attributed to complying with the SDC legislation. 

3. Creation of an administrative appeals procedure, in accordance with the legislation, whereby a 
citizen or other interested party may challenge any expenditure of SDC revenues. 

4. Preclusion against challenging the SDC methodology after 60 days from the enactment of or 
revision to the SDC ordinance or resolution. 

2.3. Capacity Replacement Protocol 
It is common to have a system in place that allows a new land use or development to replace an existing 
land use and provide an adjustment to SDC’s. 
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For example, if someone buys an old house, tears it down, and constructs a new residential home in its 
place, no new flows or demands are added to the system, and no new capacity is required to service the 
new residence.  Therefore, it would be appropriate to waive SDC fees in this instance. 

If someone tears down a number of old homes to build a new apartment complex, the project must be 
carefully considered, and an adjustment made, depending on how many new units there will be compared 
to the previous land use. 

Capacity replacement issues must be handled on a case by case basis and a process developed to allow a 
fair adjustment when existing capacity use is replaced with a different use. 

2.4. Public Education and Input to Methodology 
A successful SDC Methodology update must incorporate a public education and public input component 
that effectively conveys information to interested and affected groups in the community and allows them 
a forum to ask questions, voice concerns and seek resolutions.   
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3.0 Water System SDC Methodology 
3.1. Introduction 
This section describes the methodology and SDC calculation for the potable water system for the City of 
Jacksonville.  Included are descriptions of the existing and future demand requirements on the water 
system, existing and future equivalent dwelling units (EDU) for the calculation of SDC’s, the projects and 
project costs developed to address deficiencies and satisfy future demand needs, and a calculation of the 
recommended justifiable SDC for the city (per EDU). 

The City’s Water System Master Plan (August 2013, Civil West Engineering Services, Inc.) has been 
used to establish present and future water demand, system capacity, capital improvement project 
development, project costs and other information that will be used in this methodology. 

3.2. Water System Overview and Background 

 Overall Water System Description 

The water distribution system in Jacksonville includes a number of separate elements to obtain and treat 
water for domestic consumption, and transmit water to individual customers.  A brief overview of the 
different system elements is provided below. 

Sources.  The City of Jacksonville buys water from the Medford Water Commission (MWC) and holds 
water rights on the Lost Creek Reservoir, a tributary of the Rogue River.  The Lost Creek Reservoir rights 
are treated by the MWC and utilized during the months of May-September.  The City then purchases 
water from the MWC during the months of October-April.  MWC primarily uses Big Butte Springs as a 
water source.  Big Butte Springs is located about thirty miles northeast of Medford and five miles east of 
the town of Butte Falls.  MWC has an intergovernmental agreement with the City of Jacksonville to 
provide a maximum water use of 600 gallons per minute (gpm) in the winter and 1,500 gpm (2.0 million 
gallons per day (gpd)) in the summer. 

As part of the water supply contract between Jacksonville and MWC, the City is required to obtain water 
rights to meet their summertime demands and develop its own water management and conservation plan.  
Quantities to meet their 2020 summertime demands must be secured by 2015.  This work has already 
been started by the City. 

Treatment.  In Jacksonville, water treatment is provided by the Medford Water Commission.  The City 
of Jacksonville does not provide any water treatment. 

Distribution.  The City’s water distribution system consists of piping ranging in size from 1.5-16 inches 
in diameter and three pump stations.  Pipe materials within the water system include asbestos cement 
(transite), ductile iron, polyvinyl chloride (PVC), galvanized steel and cast iron.   

Three pump stations are located throughout the City at the following locations: 

 Madrona Pump Station (2-60 hp and 1-50 hp pumps) – Pumps water from MWC facilities to the 
City of Jacksonville and the Britt Tanks; 

 Laurelwood Pump Station (2-25 hp and 1-40 hp pumps) – Pumps water to the Coachman Hills 
Tank; 

Section 3 
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 MaryAnn Pump Station (2-15 hp pumps) – Pumps water to the Westmont Tank. 

Currently, there are four separate pressure zones.  The Britt Tanks control the water flow in the lower and 
base level pressure zone.  The Westmont Tank controls the water flow to the first high level zone and the 
Coachman Hills Tank controls the water to the second high level pressure zone. 

Storage.  The City operates four treated water storage tanks within the distribution system, totaling 3.45 
MG.  A summary of each tank is provided below: 

 Britt Tank Site (Britt #1) – Concrete tank constructed in 1911.  The roof was badly damaged and 
replaced sometime after 1991.  The City plans to decommission this tank as it is nearing the end 
of its useful life.  Total volume is 250,000 gallons. 

 Britt Tank Site (Britt #2) – Britt Tank #2 is located adjacent to Britt Tank #1 and was constructed 
in 1997.  The tank is a circular, pre-stressed concrete tank that is painted green.  Britt Tank #2 
appears to be in good condition with some damage to the stucco coating at the roof line.  The two 
Britt tanks receive water directly from the Madrona Pump Station and are located at an elevation 
of 1,800 feet above sea level.  These two tanks serve the main pressure zone in town which is 
known as the base level pressure zone.  These two tanks, as well as the Madrona Pump Station, 
also serve the lowest elevation pressure zone with the aid of a pressure reducing valve (PRV) in 
the City.  Total volume is 2.0 MG. 

 Westmont Reservoir – The Westmont Reservoir is located at the west end of town near Westmont 
Drive.  The tank is a glass-fused to steel tank that was built in 1997.  This tank is in great 
condition.  Water is conveyed from the Britt reservoirs through the MaryAnn pumps station to the 
Westmont tank.  The Westmont tank is located at a base elevation of 2,050 feet above sea level 
and controls its own pressure zone which is known as the first high level.  Total volume is 
200,000 gallons. 

 Coachman Hills Tank – The Coachman Hills Tank is located in the southern part of the City just 
off of Powderhorn Drive.  This is a partially buried, concrete tank with a steel roof.  This tank 
was built in 1997 and is in good condition with minor cracking at the corners.  The Coachman 
Hills tank is located at an elevation of 2,175 feet above sea level and serves the highest pressure 
zone in the City which is known as the second high level.  Total volume is 1.0 MG. 

 Population and Population Projections 

According to US Census data of 2010, the City of Jacksonville population increased from 2,235 people in 
2000 to 2,785 in the year 2010.  This indicates a population growth of 20.4% over the ten year time 
period.  Other 2010 US Census Data for Jacksonville includes: 

1.25 persons per housing unit (total population / total housing units) 
89% of housing units occupied 
11% of housing units vacant 

The Jackson County Adopted Population Forecast of 2007 predicted that the City of Jacksonville would 
grow by 1.4% annually.  This estimates that the population of Jacksonville will grow from 2,807 as 
reported in 2011 to 3,919 by the year 2035.  This represents nearly a 40% increase over that time period.  
Figure 3.2.2-1 provides a graphical representation of the historic population growth of the City of 
Jacksonville. 
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Figure 3.2.2-1 – Jacksonville Historical Population Growth 

The following table, Table 3.2.2-1, details the projected growth of Jacksonville. 

Table 3.2.2-1 – Jacksonville Projected Population Growth 

Year Population 
2011 2,807 
2015 2,968 
2020 3,181 
2025 3,410 
2030 3,656 
2035 3,919 

3.3. EDU Methodology and Projected Growth 

Local water system capacity is commonly defined using a system that seeks to reduce all customers, 
including residential and non-residential users, to a common denominator called an equivalent dwelling 
unit (EDU).  An equivalent dwelling unit represents the demand or quantity of water required on a daily 
basis by an average residential customer within the system.  The cumulative demand or impact on the 
system generated by all the users can therefore be expressed in terms of a multiple of EDU’s. 

An example of using the EDU method to describe non-residential water use follows: 

A restaurant is a non-residential water customer that uses more water than a typical household.  A 
review of the water records for a particular restaurant may show that, over a period of time (a typical 
yearly operation) that the restaurant used as much water as 14 average residential customers in the 
community.  Therefore, it can be said that the restaurant’s water use or water demands are equivalent 
to 14 residential dwellings.  More simply, the restaurant is equal to 14 EDU’s.  This value can be used 
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to calculate and compare the regular water use at the restaurant, or any non-residential customer, to 
the water use in the residential sector of the system. 

In order to project future EDU’s it is assumed that the EDU growth rate will equal the customer growth 
rate.  This logic assumes that all sectors in the community will grow at a rate similar to that of the overall 
customer population.  Under this assumption it is anticipated that, for example, commercial enterprises 
will expand in response to population growth and job creation.   

In determining the appropriate EDU for the city the consumption data for 2011 was analyzed.  The first 
step was to determine the amount of single family residential (SFR) meters in Jacksonville.  It was 
determined that there was 1,160 SFR meters.  These were the meters that were analyzed in order to 
determine the current EDU.  This is done due to the fact that the EDU analysis is based on residential 
water consumption, therefore, we must base this on SFR meters.  For each month in 2011 the monthly 
water use per SFR was determined.  Then the average monthly use was calculated for the entire year 
based off those monthly calculations. 

Based on this analysis of the modified water sales records for 2011 (Water Master Plan, 2013), the 
average quantity of water sold to a typical single-family dwelling unit is 9,890 gallons per month.  This 
volume sold per month becomes the basis for EDU calculations with 1 EDU = 9,890 gallons per month in 
metered sales.  Other users can then be described as an equivalent number of EDUs based on their relative 
water consumption.  For example, a commercial business that had an average metered consumption of 
19,780 gallons per month uses twice the amount of water as the typical single-family dwelling and can be 
considered 2 EDUs. 

The current and projected EDU analysis is as follows: 

Jacksonville 
 2013 EDU Total 1,638 
 2035 EDU Total 2,163 
 Growth in EDU’s  525 

3.4. CIP Project Summary and Project Costs 
An integral component in this water SDC Methodology is the establishment of a Water System Capital 
Improvement Plan or CIP.  The CIP list will show past and future projects along with their actual or 
estimated project costs.  Projects on the CIP that have been completed will form the basis for 
reimbursement SDC’s as defined in Section 2.  Projects that remain to be completed will form the basis 
for improvement SDC’s, also defined in Section 2. 

 Master CIP List 

The 2013 Water Master Plan developed for Jacksonville established the CIP list shown in Table 3.4.1-1 
below (Civil West, 2013).  For the purpose of this methodology the possible reimbursement projects have 
also been added along with a water supply project. 
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Table 3.4.1-1 – Jacksonville CIP list including recent planning documents 

Project 
No. 

Project Description Adjusted Cost 
Estimate 

1 Laurelwood Pump Station Upgrades  $160,273.43  
2 Laurelwood Pump Station Emergency Power  $89,983.38  
3 Mary Ann Pump Station Emergency Power  $70,441.54  
4 Upgrade Water Meters to Remote Read  $449,916.92  
5 New 750,000 gallon tank  $1,174,548.00  
6 Beekman Square Water Line Replacement  $63,624.61  
7 Spur off 'M' Street Water Line Replacement  $39,765.38  
8 Applegate Road Water Line Replacement  $251,014.25  
9 South End of 8th Street Water Line Replacement  $91,649.74  
10 South 4th Street Water Line Replacement  $453,249.64  
11 1.0 Million Gallon Tank to City Limits Water Line Replacement  $332,514.35  
12 South City Limits to E. California Water Line Replacement  $708,581.27  
13 Coachman Drive Water Line Replacement  $348,420.51  
14 Cleveland Drive Water Line Replacement  $450,674.35  
15 Conestoga Drive Water Line Replacement  $156,183.28  
16 North Fifth Avenue Water Line Replacement  $83,507.31  
17 Graham Street Water Line Replacement  $112,100.51  
18 Grove Street Water Line Replacement  $71,577.69  
19 Hill Street Water Line Replacement  $257,528.20  
20 Laurelwood Drive Water Line Replacement  $259,346.05  
21 M' Street Water Line Replacement  $71,577.69  
22 Richard Way Water Line Replacement  $133,005.74  
23 Stagecoach Drive Water Line Replacement  $212,990.97  
24 Surrey Drive Water Line Replacement  $94,065.70  
25 Widean Water Line Replacement  $123,613.54  
26 Acquisition of Additional Water Rights  $300,000.00  
 CIP List Total $6,560,154.07 

27 SDC Methodology $9,212.00 
28 Financial Analysis $12,112.00 
29 Water Supply Evaluation $7,222.00 
30 Water System Master Plan $25,284.00 
 Planning Documents Total $53,830.00 
 TOTAL $6,613,984.07 

 
The adjusted cost estimate column above takes into account the current Engineering News Record Index 
(ENR Index).  For this Methodology the ENR Index used as current was March 2015 (9972.38).  The 
recent Master Plan was completed in August 2013 and the ENR Index at that time was 9545.33.  The 
ENR Index value is updated monthly to adjust for inflation, material and labor costs, changes in the 
industry, and other factors that affect the cost of engineering and construction efforts. 

3.5. Determination of Project SDC Eligibility 
The SDC methodology must include a discussion of the percentage of each project’s cost that can be 
attributed, as necessary, to growth and, therefore, be considered SDC eligible.  As discussed previously, 
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SDC’s must be based on a project’s costs or the portion of a project’s cost that is necessary to add system 
capacity in response to or in anticipation of growth. 

When determining what percentage of a project should be considered SDC eligible, one must consider 
existing capacity needs versus future capacity needs.  If a project is developed to provide a 50% increase 
in capacity to an element of the water treatment or distribution system, 50% of the project costs would be 
considered to be SDC eligible.  If a project is developed to provide service to a new area not currently 
served by municipal water and where development is expected to occur, the project could be considered 
to be 100% SDC eligible.   

Using this approach, all of the projects presented in Section 3.4 were reviewed to determine SDC 
eligibility.  For projects already completed, the actual project costs were used to determine eligible SDC 
reimbursement costs.  For projects completed or in progress, budget costs were used to determine SDC 
eligibility. 

A brief description is provided below to illustrate the logic and approach taken to determining the 
eligibility of each project on the CIP list. 

Project 1: Laurelwood Pump Station Upgrades 

The Laurelwood Pump Station is located at the end of Laurelwood Road.  There is a steep entry road to 
the pump station that is too steep for a maintenance truck to travel down and there is also no room for a 
turnaround making maintenance on this pump station very laborious.  It was recommended that earthwork 
and grading be done at this site to allow for vehicles to enter, turn around and exit.  Laurelwood PS has 
also had some mechanical issues that cause severe water hammer and surging.  This project is 
maintenance and upgrades only with no capacity being added to the system, which makes this project not 
SDC eligible. 

Projects 2 and 3: Laurelwood and Mary Ann Pump Station Emergency Power 

The Laurelwood Pump Station needs backup power in the case of an emergency.  Since water from this 
station fills the one million gallon reservoir, in the case of a power outage, several homes would be 
without water should the power outage last longer than the water in the one million gallon tank. 

The Mary Ann Pump Station also needs backup power in the case of an emergency.  Since water from 
this station fills the 200,000 gallon reservoir, in the case of a power outage, several homes would be 
without water should the power outage last longer than the water in the 200,000 gallon tank.   

Neither of these projects are SDC eligible.  

Projects 4: Upgrade Water Meters to Remote Read 

The City of Jacksonville currently has meters that can be read quickly and easily using a touch wand 
system.  However, it still takes City staff approximately one week a month to visit all of the meters and 
collect the data.  One way to decrease the amount of time spent reading meters is to install remote read 
meters that can be read from a vehicle as the vehicle drives by.  The system will automatically read the 
amount of water usage and limit the amount of time the public works staff has to visit each meter.  This 
will not add additional capacity and not SDC eligible. 
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Project 5: New 750,000 gallon tank 

Over the planning period the city’s water storage need will increase as the city grows.  Beginning in the 
year 2025 there will be a water storage shortfall.  Then by the end of the planning period, 2033, the deficit 
will reach just over 300,000 gallons according to the water master plan.  So prior to that time a new 
750,000 gallon storage tank has been proposed in the CIP.  This will solve the water storage deficit that 
the city will have and also provide for continued growth past the 20-year planning period. 

This tank will also serve as the replacement for the deteriorating 250,000 gallon Britt Tank #1.  Since this 
is 33% of this storage volume will be replacement of existing storage only 67% is directly related to new 
growth.  Therefore, this project is 67% SDC eligible. 

Project 6 and 7: Beekman Square and Spur off ‘M’ Street Water Line Replacement 

These waterline replacements are both an upgrade in the size of pipe.  The purpose of these upgrades is to 
make sure adequate fire flow is obtained in each of these areas.  This will create greater fire flow, which 
is much needed at these locations.  This project is tied more to life safety and serves a very small area that 
is already developed, therefore, these projects are not SDC eligible. 

Project 8: Applegate Road Water Line Replacement 

There is currently approximately 1,400 feet of 4-inch water line that runs along Applegate Road between 
Elm Street and Graham Street.  The piping around the area is mainly 8-inch piping.  The existing piping 
should be upgraded to 8-inch to prevent fire flow restrictions to the residents along this section of 
roadway.  This project will address life safety issues along with added capacity to the system.  This 
section of Applegate Road and the area around it has the potential for additional residents that would 
benefit from this added capacity to the system.  This project will be 50% SDC eligible due to the benefit it 
will have to future residents. 

Project 9: South End of 8th Street Water Line Replacement 

South of the intersection of California Street and 8th Street, a 2-inch water line runs to the south under 
Scenic Drive toward Laurelwood Drive.  This line should be replaced with an 8-inch line to allow for 
additional flow to provide future development in the area.  Since the majority of this is related to future 
growth this project is 75% SDC eligible. 

Project 10: South 4th Street Water Line Replacement 

South 4th Street currently has a 4-inch cast iron water line running under the street.  The surrounding area 
is mainly comprised of 8-inch piping.  The flow through this section is constricted at times limits the flow 
to residents.  This line should be replaced with 8-inch PVC.  This will upgrade the system and avoid 
future problems.  This is within the core of the city center and it is anticipated that this line will serve very 
little new development directly. 

This will however, allow for a better functioning system and additional capacity to future residents in 
surrounding areas.  Therefore, this project will be 15% SDC eligible due to the benefit and capacity that 
will be received by surrounding residents. 
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Projects 11-25: Asbestos-Concrete Water Line Replacement 

The remaining 15 projects on the CIP list are water line replacement of existing asbestos-cement piping.  
Many of these water lines are reaching their maximum life expectancy since they were installed in the late 
1940’s and 1950’s. 

The only project that can be considered SDC eligible is Project 19, Hill Street water line replacement.  
Currently, this pipe is a 6-inch water line and will be upgraded to an 8-inch water line.  This will add 
some additional capacity and provide for the small amount of future growth in the area.  Therefore, this 
project will be considered 25% SDC eligible.  The remaining asbestos concrete water line replacements 
are not SDC eligible. 

Project 26: Acquisition of Additional Water Rights 

Based on the Water Management and Conservation Plan (WMCP) completed by GSI Water Solutions, 
Inc., the City of Jacksonville is in need of additional water rights to supply the residents with sufficient 
water now and in the upcoming years.  The City routinely exceeds the current 400 acre feet (AF) of 
supply that is used May 1-September 30.  In 2011 the total demand during that timeframe was 464 AF.  
This translates to the fact that approximately 16% of this water acquisition will used for existing 
residents.  In the next 10 years and 20 years, the City is expected to require an additional 245 AF and 277 
AF of water respectively. 

Approximately 84% of this project is directly related to the growth of the City and the increase of future 
residents’ water supply.  Therefore, this project is found to be 84% SDC eligible. 

Projects 27 and 28: SDC Methodology / Financial Analysis 

Oregon law allows a utility service provider to use SDC revenues to pay for costs associated with 
complying with and administering SDC programs.  Development of the SDC methodology and the 
Financial Analysis are intended to plan for future growth.  Therefore these two planning documents are 
100% SDC eligible. 

Projects 29 and 30: Water Supply Evaluation and Water System Master Plan 

In order to present various options of additional water supply for the City, a small evaluation was 
prepared by GSI Water Solutions, Inc.  This evaluation presented some options of acquiring additional 
water rights to overcome the deficiency that the City has.  This evaluation is considered a planning effort 
for future water system expansion and is considered 100% SDC eligible. 

Master planning efforts include assessment of existing facilities, their capacities and conditions, and the 
capabilities of the existing systems to provide service to existing and future customers.  Master planning 
also includes efforts to predict the infrastructure needs associated with growth and development.  Master 
planning efforts cover both existing facilities and expansion; therefore it is assumed that this project is 
100% SDC eligible. 

3.6. Reimbursement SDC 
As stated previously, Oregon Law includes provisions for a reimbursement SDC to be developed for 
projects that have been completed and that have remaining capacity available to service growth.  The two 
primary projects considered for Jacksonville are the most recent planning documents, this SDC 
Methodology and the Water Master Plan. 
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Each of these projects fall into the reimbursement category and can be applied to the SDC.  Therefore, the 
potential reimbursement SDC is $102.52 per EDU.  The following table, Table 3.6-1, shows the summary 
of the reimbursement SDC. 
 
Table 3.6-1 – Water Reimbursement SDC Summary 

Project 
No. 

Project Description Total Cost % 
Eligible 

SDC Eligible 
Cost 

27 SDC Methodology $9,212.00 100 $9,212.00
28 Financial Analysis $12,112.00 100 $12,112.00
29 Water Supply Evaluation $7,222.00 100 $7,222.00
30 Water System Master Plan $25,284.00 100 $25,284.00
   

Total Reimbursement Eligible Costs (A) $53,830.00
Total Growth EDU's (B) 525

Recommended Reimbursement Water SDC (A/B) $102.52

As projects are completed over time, they will need to be transitioned from improvement SDC projects to 
reimbursement SDC projects. 

3.7. Improvement SDC 

Calculation of the improvement SDC is based upon the methodology and the establishment of the SDC 
eligible project costs as outlined in the preceding Sections 3.4 and 3.5. 

Table 3.7-1 below illustrates the calculation used to establish the improvement SDC for the City of 
Jacksonville.  The potential improvement SDC is $2,600.66 per EDU. 

Table 3.7-1 – Water Improvement SDC Summary 

Project 
No. Project Description Total Cost % 

Eligible 
SDC Eligible 

Cost 
5 New 750,000 gallon tank $1,174,548.00 67 $786,947.16
8 Applegate Road Water Line Replacement $251,014.25 50 $125,507.13
9 South End of 8th Street Water Line 

Replacement 
$91,649.74 75 $68,737.31

10 South 4th Street Water Line Replacement $453,249.64 15 $67,987.45
19 Hill Street Water Line Replacement $257,528.20 25 $64,382.05
26 Acquisition of Additional Water Rights $300,000.00 84 $252,000.00

   
Total Improvement Eligible Costs (A) $1,365,561.09

Total Growth EDU's (B) 525
Recommended Improvement Water SDC (A/B) $2,600.66

3.8. SDC Credits – Water System 

An analysis of potential SDC credits should be included as part of an SDC methodology.  Credits may be 
appropriate to offset financing costs that will be paid by all system customers including new customers.  
Credits are also appropriate for developers who construct or otherwise provide improvements to the 
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system that are part of the current CIP project list.  A brief description of a few potential SDC credit 
scenarios is provided below. 

 Improvement Offset Credit 

In the case of a developer completing some or all of a CIP project, the credit provided should be equal to 
the value of the improvement made, though the credit cannot exceed the amount of SDC that the 
developer would have been required to pay. 

For example:  

Assume that a developer undertakes a subdivision that would require him to pay $100,000 in SDC 
fees for the water system.  This same developer elects to or needs to construct a new waterline to 
service this development and this waterline is part of the CIP.  Since the waterline is part of the water 
system CIP and the developer paid to construct the line, the developer is eligible to receive an SDC 
credit for the improvements that he completed.  If we assume the project cost to install the waterline 
is around $120,000, the developer is only eligible to receive SDC credits up to the $100,000 that he 
would have paid as an SDC. 

It should be noted that the determination of improvement offset credits requires judgment as development 
situations can vary.  The city should maintain an open policy when working with developers to identify a 
fair and reasonable offset credit when it applies. 

It should also be reiterated that offset credits are not available for improvements undertaken by a 
developer that do not appear on the CIP and are not part of the SDC methodology. 

 Financing Credit – Project Costs and Potential Loan Amounts 

Financing credits should be applied to SDC’s so that new users who have been assessed an SDC do not 
end up paying twice due to new debt loads incurred to undertake improvements or portions of 
improvements intended to increase system capacity.  As growth-related debt service may be repaid with 
SDC revenue and rate increases, it is critical that the users who have paid SDC’s receive an appropriate 
credit for the present value of rate increases that will likely be imposed for the purposes of paying back 
debt. 

Establishing a precise financing credit for Jacksonville is difficult as it is not currently known to what 
level the city will elect to undertake projects, how those projects will be funded, or what percentage of the 
project funding will require a rate increase.   

When this information is available, Jacksonville should establish a credit schedule to adjust SDCs for new 
users to avoid a double-charge for funding improvements. 

 Present Worth Analysis of User Rate Increase and SDC Credits 

It would be appropriate to provide a credit to new customers to offset the “double-dip” effects of paying 
an increased rate to payback a loan supporting the SDC eligible portion of a project in addition to paying 
the SDC itself.  The following example will illustrate: 

Assume the City undertakes a $1,000,000 project to construct a new facility.  It is determined that the 
project is 50% SDC eligible and the other half of the project will be paid through a loan.  The terms of 
the loan are as follows: 
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Term:   20 years (240 months) 
Rate:   5% 
Principal: $1,000,000 with $500,000 being SDC eligible 
Number of EDU’s setting rate of payback:  Existing customer base or 640 EDU’s 

Assuming the City obtains the $1,000,000 loan, a monthly rate increase of around $10.31 per EDU 
would be required.  Approximately $5.15 of that increase would be to cover the SDC eligible 
portion of the project.  New customers would be charged an SDC to pay for their share of the SDC 
eligible portion of the project. 

To avoid charging a rate increase in addition to an SDC, a present worth analysis of the $5.15 
portion of the rate increase should be completed and a credit established.  The amount of the credit 
will vary depending on the period of time in the planning period that the new customer joins the 
system and begins paying the higher rates.  A range of potential credits for this example scenario is 
discussed below: 

1. A new customer joins the system early in the planning period and has nearly 20 years of 
increased rate payments in front of them.  In this case, the present worth of a $5.15 per 
month rate increase over 20 years (at 5% interest) is around $780. 

2. A new customer joins the system in the middle of the planning period with only 10 years of 
increased payments in front of them.  Under this scenario, the present worth of a $5.15 rate 
increase over 10 years (at 5% interest) is around $486. 

3. A new customer joins the system toward the end of the planning period with only 5 years 
remaining in the 20-year planning cycle.  Under this scenario, the present worth of a $5.15 
rate increase over the remaining 5 years (at 5% interest) is around $273. 

The amount of the credit that would be appropriate to offset the “double-dip” effect of a rate increase and 
an SDC charge varies with the following: 

1. The amount of the loan and the resulting rate increase required to pay it back 
2. The percentage of SDC eligibility for a specific project 
3. The number of years remaining within the planning period or the remaining term left on the loan 

payback 

Should the City elect to offer an SDC credit to offset a “double-dip” effect, a credit schedule should be 
established once a project is undertaken, a loan obtained, and a rate increase set to pay back the loan.  A 
simple schedule can be established that varies based on years or months of time into the loan terms.  
When a new customer joins the system, the City can simply review the credit schedule for each affected 
project and total up each credit depending on the month that the new customer joins the system. 

3.9. Water System SDC Summary 

Section 3 has been developed to provide the City of Jacksonville with the methodology needed to 
establish the recommended allowable SDC’s for the water storage, distribution system and other various 
components.  The following table provides a summary of the information utilized to complete this 
analysis: 
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Table 3.9-1 – Water SDC Summary (before compliance costs) 

SDC Component SDC Amount

Reimbursement Fee 
  Per Section 3.6 

$102.52 

Improvement Fee 
  Per Section 3.7 

$2,600.66 

Subtotal of Water SDC Fees $2,703.18 

Based on the summary in Table 3.9.1, the recommended defendable SDC for the water system is 
approximately $2,703 per EDU without the application of an SDC credit or SDC compliance costs for 
new growth in Jacksonville. 

It should be reiterated that this calculation represents the SDC’s that can be assessed and defended with 
proper methodology.  The City has the autonomy to charge less than this amount if desired.  However, if 
adequate SDC fees are not collected and projects must be undertaken to satisfy growth requirements, 
funds will have to be obtained from other sources, such as from user rate increases. 

3.10. SDC Assessment Schedule for Residential and Non-residential 
Customers 

The SDC established in Section 3.9 above is based on a cost per EDU or cost per single residential 
dwelling.  For most non-residential developments, a plan review must be performed to determine the 
equivalent number of EDU’s the development will require. 

 Residential and Non-residential Assessment Table 

The following tables, Table 3.10.1-1 and Table 3.10.1-2, should be used to assess water system SDC’s for 
both residential and non-residential customers that wish to connect to the Jacksonville system. 

Table 3.10.1-1 – Residential and Non-Residential Customers Assessment Schedule for Water 
System SDC’s 

Enterprise Number of 
EDU’s 

Units 

Apartments 0.75 per dwelling unit (EDU) 
Apparel Store 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Athletic Club 0.3 per 1,000 ft² 
Auto Care 0.1 per service bay 
Auto Parts Sales 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Auto Sales 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Bank, Drive-in 0.3 per 1,000 ft² 
Bank, Walk-in 0.3 per 1,000 ft² 
Building Material and Lumber Store 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Cab Company 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Car Wash, Automated na See meter sizing assessment in Table 

3.10.1-2 
Car Wash, Self Service 0.7 per stall 
Cemetery 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
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Enterprise Number of 
EDU’s 

Units 

Church 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Community/Junior College 1.0 Per 250 gross square ft² 
Convenience Market (Open 24 Hours) 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Convenience Market (Open 15-16 Hours) 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Convenience Market with Gasoline Pumps 0.2 

0.1 
per 1,000 ft² 

per pump 
Day Care 0.2 per student 
Drinking Establishment  0.7 per 1,000 ft² 
Furniture Store 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Hardware/Paint 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Health/Fitness Club 0.3 per 1,000 ft² 
Hospital 1.0 See meter sizing assessment in Table 

3.10.1-2 
Industrial 1.0 See meter sizing assessment in Table 

3.10.1-2 
Library 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Lodge/Fraternal 0.3 per 1,000 ft² 
Manufacturing 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Medical/Dental Office  0.4 per 1,000 ft² 
Mini-warehouse Storage and warehouses 0.1 per 1,000 ft² 
Mobile Home Park 0.75 Per dwelling unit 
Motel (not including laundry facilities or 
pools) 

0.3 per room 

Nursery Garden Center 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Nursing Home 0.3 per bed 
Office Building 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Retail establishment, shopping center, 
grocery, etc. 

0.2 per 1,000 ft² 

Post Office 0.2 per 1,000 ft² 
Quick Lubrication Vehicle Stop 0.1 per bay 
Recreational Facility, Multipurpose 0.3 per 1,000 ft² 
Restaurant, any type 4 per 1,000 ft² 
Schools 1.4 Per 250 gross square ft² 
Service Station 0.1 per bay 
Service Station w/Convenience Market 0.1 

0.2 
per pump 

per 1,000 ft² 
Single Family Detached Housing 1 per house 
Fish Processing Facility na See meter sizing assessment in Table 

3.10.1-2 
Pools and aquatic facilities na See meter sizing assessment in Table 

3.10.1-2 
Brewery na See meter sizing assessment in Table 

3.10.1-2 
Movie Theatre 0.3 per 100 seats 
Commercial/Coin-Op Laundry na See meter sizing assessment in Table 

3.10.1-2 
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Table 3.10.1-2 – Equivalency Table to Convert Meter Size to Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDU) for 
Customers not Included in Table 3.10.1-1 (AWWA Manual M-6) 

Meter Size EDU factor based on 5/8” EDU factor based on 3/4” 
5/8” 1.00 0.67 
3/4” 1.50 1.00 
1” 2.50 1.67 

1-1/2” 5.00 3.33 
2” 8.00 5.33 
3” 15.00 10.00 
4” 25.00 16.67 
6” 50.00 33.33 
8” 80.00 53.33 

10” 115.00 76.67 
12” 215.00 143.33 

When a specific land use is not included in Table 3.10.1-1 or if the table does not fit the application well, 
Table 3.10.1-2 should be used to convert the meter size of a new customer into an equivalent EDU 
amount.  Staff should review the new customer’s land use plans carefully to ensure that the proper meter 
size is being utilized by the new property. 

3.11. Potential Appeal Process for Calculation of Water System EDU’s 

While Table 3.10.1-1 and Table 3.10.1-2 include a wide assortment of residential and non-residential 
customer types and meter size estimates, along with an estimate of the number of EDU’s that should be 
associated with a new customer, the City cannot address all potential customers through simple tables.  
Furthermore, in some cases, the assessment system may not fairly represent a new customer’s actual 
impact on the water system.  This is often the case in the commercial or industrial developments where 
water use varies greatly from one business to another.  In these cases, the city can allow for an appeal 
process so that new customers are assessed at a fair and reasonable rate.   

The following provides a sample appeal process that could be utilized in Jacksonville when it is deemed 
appropriate: 

A single EDU in Jacksonville is assumed to be a water demand of around 9,890 gallons per month on 
average.  If a new customer disagrees with the assessment that is calculated using Table 3.10.1-1, 
they may be allowed to appeal the assessment and request a trial period to track water use and 
compare their own water consumption (and therefore their equivalent water demand) to the average 
city water usage per EDU.  The average monthly water consumption of the new customer should be 
compared against the city’s typical average.  If this results in a lower EDU rating, an adjustment to 
the assessment could be made. 

The city may wish to hold an SDC deposit during the appeal period.  The amount of the deposit 
should be established by the city.  A reasonable deposit amount equal to one-half (1/2) the amount 
estimated using Table 3.10.1-1 may be appropriate.  Depending on the results of the winter water use, 
the new user may either receive a refund of some of the SDC payment or be required to pay 
additional SDC costs. 

A specific example of the above appeal process follows: 
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A new restaurant wishes to open in Jacksonville.  Through a plan review, it is determined that the 
restaurant has 2,000 square feet of floor space.  Based on Table 3.10.1-1 the assessment to the 
restaurant would be for 8 EDU’s. 

The restaurant owner protests and appeals this calculation.  They are charged for 4 EDU’s as a 
deposit and are allowed to track the water use during the winter months of their first year in 
operation.  At the end of this period, they produce water bills showing that they used an average 
of 20,000 gallons per month.  This equates to around 5 EDU’s of water use. 

The restaurant is charged for an additional 1 EDU’s worth of water system SDC’s.  Through the 
appeal process, the restaurant reduced the SDC assessment for water by a full 3 EDU’s. 

The inclusion of an appeal process will necessitate additional administration of individual customer 
SDC issues, and may increase the costs associated with SDC compliance and administration.  
Appeals should only be considered for non-residential customers.  Residential customers should be 
assessed based on the recommendations in Table 3.10.1-1. 
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4.0 Compliance Costs 
4.1. Introduction 
Oregon law includes provisions that allow SDC revenues to be used to offset costs incurred by local 
governments in complying with the provisions of SDC law, including expenses associated with 
developing SDC methodologies, master planning, administration and updating of CIP’s, and other 
compliance related costs.  Recent amendments to the law require annual accounting of SDC expenditures, 
including revenue collected and attributed to the costs of compliance.  The expenses of this annual 
accounting process are also considered to be related to the costs of compliance and can, therefore, be paid 
for with SDC revenues. 

4.2. Compliance Costs 
Unlike reimbursement and improvement SDC’s, compliance costs do not represent another category of 
system development charges.  For the City of Jacksonville, it is recommended that compliance costs be 
established as a “percentage” of the total SDC’s that are likely to be assessed each year.  The additional 
surcharge that is to be added to all SDC’s will provide the funds necessary to administer each of the SDC 
programs and comply with current SDC laws and requirements. 

The following sections provide a brief description of the components that will make up the compliance 
cost methodology. 

 Auditing/Accounting Costs 

As mentioned previously, the city will be required to complete annual accounting and auditing of all the 
SDC programs that are implemented.  Jacksonville must account for all revenues collected through SDC 
assessments, as well as all expenses and project costs that are fully or partially paid for with SDC funds, 
and all other debits or credits from the SDC funds. 

For the purposes of this Methodology, it will be assumed that auditing and accounting expenses will not 
exceed $2,400 per year. 

 SDC Methodology and Administration 

It will be assumed that the city will have to perform regular updates of their SDC methodology due to the 
following: 

1. To account for increases in project costs (inflation) 
2. Additions to the capital improvement plan (CIP) 
3. Adjustments for project financing specifics as projects develop (i.e. interest rates, grants, etc.) 
4. Population or growth rate changes 
5. Other issues that may change the SDC charge. 

These updates may be required, to a greater or lesser extent, on an annual basis. 

While the cost of administering and updating the City’s methodology may vary, it is recommended that 
the City plan on budgeting approximately $3,000 per year for this purpose.  This will include costs for 
consulting assistance as well as covering some of the administrative costs of city staff as they address 
SDC issues, determine assessments, track funds, and other administrative tasks each year. 

Section 4 
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It is also assumed that a full SDC methodology update will be required at least once each decade as 
planning efforts are updated.  This major SDC methodology update may be required once every ten years 
and would ensure that the city’s SDC methodology meets all current legal requirements as well as being 
coordinated with updated planning efforts and CIP’s. 

 Infrastructure Planning Efforts 

Most master planning and facilities efforts include a planning period of 20 years.  However, in many 
cases, planning is updated before the end of the planning period.  Changes in the city needs, development 
pressures, regulatory changes, or other issues often prompt planning to be updated or repeated on a more 
regular basis than the planning period suggests. 

For the purposes of establishing compliance costs, it is recommended that water system planning be 
repeated on a schedule of at least once every 10 years.  It may be that a major planning effort is required 
in year 1 and a less involved planning effort or update is appropriate for year 10.  In any event, the city 
should be collecting revenues through the planning process that will allow them to update their planning 
documents as required. 

In figuring the reimbursement SDC in Section 3, it was determined that 100% of the new Water Master 
Plan would be SDC eligible.  Therefore, it can be argued that 100% of the future costs associated with 
planning should be considered SDC eligible.  However, much of the future efforts that go into system 
planning consist of assessing existing facilities, their capacities and condition, and the capabilities of the 
existing systems to provide service to existing and future customers.  The planning efforts also include 
efforts to predict the infrastructure needs associated with growth and development.  Therefore, the 
compliance cost associated with infrastructure planning should be shared in part by the SDC programs 
and in part by the existing users in the system. 

For the purposes of this analysis, it is recommended that 50% of the future planning costs be considered 
attributable to growth and are therefore, considered to be SDC eligible.  The individual costs of these 
planning efforts are estimated in Table 4.2.5-1. 

 Total Estimated SDC Revenue 

Since it was recommended that compliance costs should be charged as a percentage surcharge of SDC 
revenues, the amount of SDC revenue that is anticipated to be collected must be established. 

For this calculation, we must make an assumption as to what the city will choose to charge for its SDC 
program.  This may require adjustment once the final SDC charge is established.  Once the annual 
compliance costs and annual revenue expected for SDC’s is established, we can calculate the percentage 
surcharge that must be included to cover the annual compliance costs over and above the regular SDC 
revenues. 

Based on historic growth in the City and projections in the Water System Master Plan (2013), an average 
of 26 new EDU’s per year can be anticipated.  The justifiable SDC is $2,703.18 per EDU, before 
compliance costs.  Therefore, the estimated annual SDC revenue is $70,969.55. 

Table 4.2.6-1 below summarizes the estimated revenue expected within the water system. 
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 Calculation of Compliance Expenses 

The following table illustrates and summarizes the estimated compliance costs that will be associated with 
the proper administration of an SDC program in the City of Jacksonville.  These expenses include annual 
costs for accounting and administration as well as longer term costs for planning efforts. 

Table 4.2.5-1 – Calculation of SDC Compliance Expenses 

Compliance Activity Estimated 
Cost 

SDC 
Eligibility (%) 

Frequency 
(years) 

Annual 
Cost 

General Accounting/Administration Costs 

Auditing/Accounting $2,400 100 1 $2,400 
SDC Methodology Administration & 
Annual Adjustments $3,000 100 1 $3,000 

SDC Methodology Update $10,000 100 10 $1,000 
Water System Compliance Costs 

Water Master Planning $50,000 50 10 $2,500 
Subtotal of Annual Costs $65,400   $8,900 

Based on this analysis, it is estimated that $8,900/year would be required to properly administer the entire 
SDC program in Jacksonville.  This includes costs for planning as well as general administration. 

 Summary of SDC Revenue and Calculation of Compliance Surcharge 

Within each section of this methodology, an effort was made to establish the growth potential, over a 20-
year planning period.  If we assume that growth occurs evenly over the planning period, we can assume a 
straight line growth rate and determine the annual growth in the water system. 

If we then multiply the average cost per EDU by the growth expected, we can calculate the estimated 
annual revenue within the City. 

Table 4.2.6-1 below summarizes the estimated revenue and the compliance surcharge expected within the 
water system. 

Table 4.2.6-1 – Calculation of Anticipated SDC Revenue and Cost Charge Percentage 

Estimates of SDC Revenues Added 
EDU’s/year 

SDC 
Charge/EDU 

Annual 
Revenue 

Estimated Annual Water SDC Revenues 26.25 $2,703.18 $70,969.55 
Compliance Cost Charge (Annual Cost/Annual 
Revenue)   12.54% 

By dividing the annual calculated compliance costs in Table 4.2.5-1 by the total estimated annual revenue 
in Table 4.2.6-1, we can calculate an appropriate SDC surcharge that is required to administer the SDC 
program in Jacksonville.   

Based on this analysis, it is recommended that compliance costs of approximately 12.54% of the SDC 
revenue be collected for the SDC program.  On average, this surcharge should produce enough revenue 
annually to assist the City with the compliance and administration of the water system SDC program. 
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It should be noted that compliance costs should be shared between all infrastructure sectors as other sector 
SDC’s are implemented.  When other infrastructure sectors are implemented, the percentage may change 
according to the possible additional time and effort required by staff.  Therefore, when SDC’s are 
collected, the City must deposit an appropriate amount into each SDC account taking care to separate the 
individual SDC charges as well as an appropriate portion of the compliance costs into each separate 
account.  
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About This Report

The following report is an update to the League of Oregon Cities’ 2010 System Development Charges
(SDCs) report and includes comparative data on SDC charges. In 2001, the League worked with Oregon
State University to conduct the first SDC rate survey. The purpose of the survey was to provide cities
considering SDCs useful parameters for determining rates. The report was updated in 2004, 2007, and
2010. Reports from 2001 and 2010 are available on the League website in the Publications Library; hard
copies of the 2004 and 2007 reports are available from the League office.

Data used in this SDC report were gathered from an online survey1 sent to executive staff at Oregon’s
242 cities in March of 2012. The League received responses from 143 cities (59 percent response rate).
Population numbers used in this report are the 2012 certified population estimates from Portland State
University’s Population Research Center.2

Disclaimer: Survey responses are reported as received from cities and have not been individually
validated by the League. Due to the wide range of unique factors that may impact an individual city’s
SDC rates, no conclusions about cities that did not respond to the survey can be made based on the
results in this survey.

1 Survey participants were also given the option to complete the survey using a fillable PDF form; 44 percent chose
the PDF option.
2 2012 certified population estimates were the most current available at the time of the survey. See
http://pdx.edu/prc/population estimates 0 for additional information on population estimates.



Introduction

System Development Charges (SDCs) are a financing tool used by many cities to fund the cost of
infrastructure needed to serve new development or increases in use of a property. These one time
charges on new development (and some redevelopment) are collected when someone increases the use
of a capital improvement, obtains a development permit, obtains a building permit, or connects to a
capital improvement. Cities, counties, and special districts are all authorized to charge SDCs.

In 1989, the Oregon Legislature adopted statutes to govern the use of SDCs in an effort to create a
uniform statewide system (ORS 223.297 to 223.314). The statutes provide guidelines for how to
calculate and amend SDC rates, outline accounting requirements, and give guidance on administrative
review procedures. According to the statute, the purpose of the law is “to provide equitable funding for
orderly growth and development in Oregon’s communities” (ORS 223.297). SDCs ensure that financial
costs of infrastructure related to growth are equitably shared among new development.

Cities have been collecting SDCs since the 1970s. Most cities with SDCs originally collected for water and
sewer improvements. The League 2013 survey results show that water and sewer remain the two most
popular types of SDCs for responding cities, but SDCs can be used for any of the following public
facilities:

Water supply, treatment and distribution;
Waste water collection, transmission, treatment and disposal;
Drainage and flood control;
Transportation; and/or
Parks and recreation.

Establishing SDCs
In order to consider an SDC, a city must be anticipating new development that will either use up existing
facility capacity or require an increase in current facility capacity (among other requirements – see SDC
Checklist on p.3). The city must have a plan (capital improvement plan, public facilities plan, master plan,
or comparable plan) and a list of SDC eligible projects; the list must include estimated cost, timing, and
percentage of cost eligible to be funded with SDC revenues. Before establishing SDCs, a city must make
decisions on the SDC types and rates to implement.

Two types of SDC fees are allowed by statute: a reimbursement fee and an improvement fee. Both must
be based on capacity related to the development (or be growth related). A city can choose to charge
one or the other or a combination of both, but development cannot be charged twice for the same
capacity. Each type of fee has specific parameters.



Reimbursement fees must be “based on
the value of unused capacity available to
future system users” (ORS 223.304) and
are used to recover costs of facilities
already constructed or under
construction. In order to make use of a
reimbursement fee, a city needs good
documentation of prior financing, rate
making principles, unused capacity
available for future users, gifts and
grants, and other relevant factors.
Reimbursement fee methodology should
ensure future users pay no more than an
equitable share of the capital costs for
existing facilities.

Improvement fees are used to fund
planned future capital improvements that
are needed to increase the capacity of

the system for future users as described in an approved capital improvement plan and list. The plan for
future improvements should provide standards for serving the existing population and show how these
must increase or change for future growth. Improvement fees must demonstrate consideration of
improvement project costs as identified in the plan and project list and the need for increased capacity
for future system users.

The law does not prescribe a specific methodology for calculating reimbursement and improvement
SDCs but does provide general guidelines and required components for determining rates. Under
Oregon law, the city must develop and publish an SDC fee calculation methodology that is open to a
judicial review and notification process. The methodology should clearly show that the charge is not
based on providing the same system capacity. A city can choose not to enact the full SDC as calculated
under the methodology, but cannot exceed that amount.

An SDC is the product of the net capital cost of a specific project and the total service units (service units
will vary by infrastructure system) that will result from the development. Although the law does not
prescribe methodologies, overtime some general standards for methodologies have evolved. For
example, many transportation SDC methodologies use a standard trip generation calculator. Rates vary
considerably between cities due to differences in population growth rates, existing infrastructure, and
extent of planned future infrastructure. In the League survey, cities were asked to include the basis of
their methodology; additional information is available by directly contacting cities.

SDC CHECKLIST

Cities interested in establishing SDCs need the following:

Capital improvement plan or equivalent
List of capital improvement projects with
estimates, timing, and eligible costs
Established and published methodology based
on guidelines in ORS 223.304
Proper accounting procedures and annual
reporting in place
Administrative appeals process in place
Adherence to notification provisions as outlined
in ORS 223.304
Credit policy in place

(Review ORS 223.297 to 223.314 for complete details on SDC
requirements.)



Additional SDC Requirements

In addition to developing the reimbursement fee and improvement fee methodologies, cities with SDCs
must follow certain notification and accounting requirements and establish a credit system.

Specific notification provisions related to amendments and adoption of SDCs are prescribed in ORS
223.302. Cities can increase SDCs without notice if the change is the periodic application of a specific
cost index, such as an inflationary cost adjustment, or a change in the cost of materials, labor, or real
property applied to projects in the capital improvement list.

Once cities establish and charge an SDC, they must adhere to certain accounting requirements. State law
is specific on how SDC revenues can be spent, and so accounting records must meet certain
requirements to show the flow of SDC monies. Reimbursement fees can only be spent on capital
improvements to the systems for which the fees are assessed (can include costs related to repaying
debt); improvement fees can only be spent on capacity increasing capital improvements. SDCs cannot be
spent to repair existing infrastructure or to otherwise address existing deficiencies, and SDCs collected
for one area cannot be used for another (for example, water SDCs can only be used for water
infrastructure).

To ensure spending limitations are met, cities are required to publish an annual report on how SDCs
were used in the previous year, and SDCs must be deposited in accounts specifically designated for such
funds. Cities must also have an administrative appeals procedure that allows for the challenge of an
expenditure of SDC revenues. Any misspent funds must be replaced from sources other than SDCs
within one year of the discovery that the funds were misspent.

Cities that charge SDCs and impose conditions on development must establish a credit system if the
condition on development is in the SDC project list. For example, if a city requires a developer to build a
capital improvement (as identified in the adopted capital improvement plan) as a condition of
development, the city must offer the developer a credit against their improvement fee. If the
improvement must be built larger or with greater capacity than needed by the development, then the
developer is entitled to additional reimbursement, which cities often satisfy with SDC revenues.

For more information on SDCs, see page 14 26 of the League’s City Handbook and the League model
SDC ordinance.



2013 SDC Survey Results Summary
Key Findings

According to the League’s 2013 survey results, SDCs remain a popular tool for cities seeking to fund
infrastructure. Of the 143 cities that responded, 76 percent charge at least one SDC. Most cities charge
four or five SDCs; only eight cities charge one SDC. Of those cities with SDCs, water and sewer SDCs were
the most common at 85 percent (93 cities); stormwater SDCs were the least common at 55 percent (60
cities). For all SDCs, charging an improvement fee is more common than charging a reimbursement fee;
however, many cities charge both.

The survey confirms the findings of previous League studies: SDC rates vary greatly among cities, and
policy decisions on SDC fee implementation vary as well. Thirty eight cities (approximately 39 percent of
cities responding to the question) have given a waiver, reduction or delayed payment for their SDCs in
the last three years. A reduction is the most common form of accommodation, followed by phased or
delayed payments. A number of cities have chosen to adopt an SDC rate lower than their methodology,
with water and transportation SDCs being the most likely to have a lower adopted rate.3

Geographic and Population Distribution of Responding Cities
The League received 143 responses (59 percent of all cities) representing 50 percent of Oregon’s
population. The majority of survey respondents were from smaller cities.

Figure 1: Survey Respondents by Population Group
Population Number of Responding

Cities
Percent of Responding

cities
Percent of Oregon

Cities
999 or less 42 29% 34%
1,000 to 4,999 58 41% 35%
5,000 to 19,999 26 18% 20%
20,000 to 49,999 9 6% 7%
50,000 to 149,999 6 4% 3%
150,000 or above 2 1% 1%

Figure 2: Survey Respondents by Region
Region Number of Responding

Cities
Percent of Responding

cities
Percent of Oregon

Cities
Central Oregon 13 9% 10%
Eastern Oregon 19 13% 23%
Oregon Coast 29 20% 12%
Portland/Mt. Hood 18 13% 17%
Southern Oregon 19 13% 12%
Willamette Valley 45 32% 26%

3 Tables for the individual SDCs provide the names of cities charging lower rates than their methodologies.



The Willamette Valley and the Oregon Coast were both heavily represented, comprising 32 percent and
20 percent of responding cities respectively.

Survey Summary

109 cities (45 percent of all cities and 76 percent of survey respondents) reported having SDCs. The vast
majority of cities with no SDCS were small cities. Out of the 34 cities with no SDCs, 94 percent had a
population lower than 5,000.

Figure 3: Summary of SDCs by Type

Type of SDC
Have
SDCs Parks Sewer Stormwater Transportation Water

Number of cities
with SDC

109 70 93 60 66 93

% of 143
responding
cities

76% 49% 65% 42% 46% 65%

% of all 242
cities in Oregon

45% 29% 38% 24% 27% 38%

The majority of cities with SDCs had four or five SDCs (57 percent).

Figure 4: Number of SDCs per City

Number of SDCS Number of Cities Percentage of Cities with SDCS

5 35 32%
4 27 25%
3 15 14%
2 23 21%
1 8 7%

SDC Policy Decisions and Accommodations

Several questions in the survey sought to identify trends in policy decisions related to SDC
accommodations. For example, under Oregon law cities can choose to adopt an SDC fee lower than that
calculated by their methodology, and a number of cities responding to the survey have chosen to do so:



seven for parks, 13 for sewer, 11 for stormwater, 18 for transportation, and 18 for water.4 At least one
city reported a rate based on 60 percent of the maximum allotted through the methodology.

Instead of, or in addition to, not adopting the full SDC as allotted through the methodology, some cities
choose to offer accommodations to encourage development. Thirty nine percent (38 out of 98) of those
who answered have offered some form of accommodation. A reduction is the most common form of
accommodation, followed by phased or delayed payments.

Figure 5: Number of Cities with Accommodations

Yes No
Total responses to

question
Moratorium 3 46 49 
Waiver 4 43 47 
Reductions 15 35 50 
Phased payments 13 38 51 
Delayed payments 12 38 50 
SDC repeal 1 47 48 

The following tables (p.8 to 61) provide summary and detail information for each type of SDC. Individual
city rates are based on the specifications in Figure 6:

Figure 6: Example SDC specifications for Residential and Nonresidential

Example 1 – House (Residential): Example 2 Office Building (Nonresidential):

Single family, 3 bedroom home Professional building for general office use
Lot size: 9,000 sq. ft. Lot size: 47,000 sq. ft.
Building size: 2,000 sq. ft. Building size: 20,000 sq. ft.
Development value: $190,000 Development value: $960,000
Land value: $60,000 Land value: $180,000
Parking spaces: 2 Parking spaces: 50
Water meter size: 3/4 inch Water meter size: 2 inches
Water flow (gallons/mo.): 6,000 Water flow (gallons/mo.): 33,000
Fixture units: 16 Fixture units: 64
Number of employees: N/A Number of employees: 96
Impervious Square Footage: 1,000 sq. ft. Impervious Surface Area: 50% of Lot Size

Storage: 35% of Sq. Footage
ITE Code #710

4 Some cities were uncertain if their adopted rates were lower than their methodology, so actual number of cities
with lower rates may be even higher.
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SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES
 
      223.297 Policy. The purpose of ORS 223.297 to 223.314 is to provide a uniform framework for the
imposition of system development charges by local governments, to provide equitable funding for orderly growth
and development in Oregon’s communities and to establish that the charges may be used only for capital
improvements. [1989 c.449 §1; 1991 c.902 §25; 2003 c.765 §1; 2003 c.802 §17]
 
      Note: 223.297 to 223.314 were added to and made a part of 223.205 to 223.295 by legislative action, but
were not added to and made a part of the Bancroft Bonding Act. See section 10, chapter 449, Oregon Laws
1989.
 
      223.299 Definitions for ORS 223.297 to 223.314. As used in ORS 223.297 to 223.314:
      (1)(a) “Capital improvement” means facilities or assets used for the following:
      (A) Water supply, treatment and distribution;
      (B) Waste water collection, transmission, treatment and disposal;
      (C) Drainage and flood control;
      (D) Transportation; or
      (E) Parks and recreation.
      (b) “Capital improvement” does not include costs of the operation or routine maintenance of capital
improvements.
      (2) “Improvement fee” means a fee for costs associated with capital improvements to be constructed.
      (3) “Reimbursement fee” means a fee for costs associated with capital improvements already constructed, or
under construction when the fee is established, for which the local government determines that capacity exists.
      (4)(a) “System development charge” means a reimbursement fee, an improvement fee or a combination
thereof assessed or collected at the time of increased usage of a capital improvement or issuance of a
development permit, building permit or connection to the 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 local government for its average cost of inspecting and installing connections with water and sewer
facilities.
      (b) “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. [1989 c.449 §2; 1991 c.817 §29; 1991 c.902 §26; 1995 c.595 §28; 2003 c.765 §2a; 2003 c.802
§18]
 
      Note: See note under 223.297.
 
      223.300 [Repealed by 1975 c.642 §26]
 
      223.301 Certain system development charges and methodologies prohibited. (1) As used in this
section, “employer” means any person who contracts to pay remuneration for, and secures the right to direct and
control the services of, any person.
      (2) A local government may not establish or impose a system development charge that requires an employer
to pay a reimbursement fee or an improvement fee based on:
      (a) The number of individuals hired by the employer after a specified date; or
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      (b) A methodology that assumes that costs are necessarily incurred for capital improvements when an
employer hires an additional employee.
      (3) A methodology set forth in an ordinance or resolution that establishes an improvement fee or a
reimbursement fee shall not include or incorporate any method or system under which the payment of the fee or
the amount of the fee is determined by the number of employees of an employer without regard to new
construction, new development or new use of an existing structure by the employer. [1999 c.1098 §2; 2003
c.802 §19]
 
      Note: See note under 223.297.
 
      223.302 System development charges; use of revenues; review procedures. (1) Local governments
are authorized to establish system development charges, but the revenues produced therefrom must be expended
only in accordance with ORS 223.297 to 223.314. If a local government expends revenues from system
development charges in violation of the limitations described in ORS 223.307, the local government shall replace
the misspent amount with moneys derived from sources other than system development charges. Replacement
moneys must be deposited in a fund designated for the system development charge revenues not later than one
year following a determination that the funds were misspent.
      (2) Local governments shall adopt administrative review procedures by which any citizen or other interested
person may challenge an expenditure of system development charge revenues. Such procedures shall provide
that such a challenge must be filed within two years of the expenditure of the system development charge
revenues. The decision of the local government shall be judicially reviewed only as provided in ORS 34.010 to
34.100.
      (3)(a) A local government must 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.
      (b) If a local government has adopted an administrative review procedure for objections to the calculation of
a system development charge, the local government shall provide adequate notice regarding the procedure for
review to a person who makes a written objection to the calculation of a system development charge. [1989
c.449 §3; 1991 c.902 §27; 2001 c.662 §2; 2003 c.765 §3; 2003 c.802 §20]
 
      Note: See note under 223.297.
 
      223.304 Determination of amount of system development charges; methodology; credit allowed
against charge; limitation of action contesting methodology for imposing charge; notification
request. (1)(a) Reimbursement fees must be established or modified by ordinance or resolution setting forth a
methodology that is, when applicable, based on:
      (A) Ratemaking principles employed to finance publicly owned capital improvements;
      (B) Prior contributions by existing users;
      (C) Gifts or grants from federal or state government or private persons;
      (D) The value of unused capacity available to future system users or the cost of the existing facilities; and
      (E) Other relevant factors identified by the local government imposing the fee.
      (b) The methodology for establishing or modifying a reimbursement fee must:
      (A) Promote the objective of future system users contributing no more than an equitable share to the cost of
existing facilities.
      (B) Be available for public inspection.
      (2) Improvement fees must:
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      (a) Be established or modified by ordinance or resolution setting forth a methodology that is available for
public inspection and demonstrates consideration of:
      (A) The projected cost of the capital improvements identified in the plan and list adopted pursuant to ORS
223.309 that are needed to increase the capacity of the systems to which the fee is related; and
      (B) The need for increased capacity in the system to which the fee is related that will be required to serve the
demands placed on the system by future users.
      (b) Be calculated to obtain the cost of capital improvements for the projected need for available system
capacity for future users.
      (3) A local government may establish and impose a system development charge that is a combination of a
reimbursement fee and an improvement fee, if the methodology demonstrates that the charge is not based on
providing the same system capacity.
      (4) The ordinance or resolution that establishes or modifies an improvement fee shall also provide for a credit
against such 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 of development approval; or
      (b) 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.
      (5)(a) The credit provided for in subsection (4) of this section is only for the improvement fee charged for the
type of improvement being constructed, and credit for qualified public improvements under subsection (4)(b) of
this section may be granted only for the cost of that portion of such improvement that exceeds the local
government’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 improvement qualifies for credit
under subsection (4)(b) of this section.
      (b) A local government may deny the credit provided for in subsection (4) of this section if the local
government demonstrates:
      (A) That the application does not meet the requirements of subsection (4) of this section; or
      (B) By reference to the 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.
      (c) 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 the project receiving development approval, the excess
credit may be applied against improvement fees that accrue in subsequent phases of the original development
project. This subsection does not prohibit a local government from providing a greater credit, or from
establishing a system providing for the transferability of credits, or from providing a credit for a capital
improvement not identified in the plan and list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309, or from providing a share of
the cost of such improvement by other means, if a local government so chooses.
      (d) Credits must be used in the time specified in the ordinance but not later than 10 years from the date the
credit is given.
      (6) Any local government that proposes to establish or modify a system development charge 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.
      (7)(a) Written notice must be mailed to persons on the list at least 90 days prior to the first hearing to
establish or modify a system development charge, and the methodology supporting the system development
charge must be available at least 60 days prior to the first hearing. The failure of a person on the list to receive a
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notice that was mailed does not invalidate the action of the local government. The local government may
periodically delete names from the list, but at least 30 days prior to removing a name from the list shall 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.
      (b) Legal action intended to contest the methodology used for calculating a system development charge may
not be filed after 60 days following adoption or modification of the system development charge ordinance or
resolution by the local government. A person shall request judicial review of the methodology used for calculating
a system development charge only as provided in ORS 34.010 to 34.100.
      (8) A change in the amount of a reimbursement fee or an improvement fee is not a modification of the system
development charge methodology if the change in amount is based on:
      (a) A change in the cost of materials, labor or real property applied to projects or project capacity as set
forth on the list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309; or
      (b) The periodic application of one or more specific cost indexes or other periodic data sources. A specific
cost index or periodic data source must be:
      (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 of the system development charge methodology; and
      (C) Incorporated as part of the established methodology or identified and adopted in a separate ordinance,
resolution or order. [1989 c.449 §4; 1991 c.902 §28; 1993 c.804 §20; 2001 c.662 §3; 2003 c.765 §§4a,5a;
2003 c.802 §21]
 
      Note: See note under 223.297.
 
      223.305 [Repealed by 1971 c.325 §1]
 
      223.307 Authorized expenditure of system development charges. (1) Reimbursement fees may be
spent only on capital improvements associated with the systems for which the fees are assessed including
expenditures relating to repayment of indebtedness.
      (2) Improvement fees may be spent only on capacity increasing capital improvements, including expenditures
relating to repayment of debt for such improvements. An increase in system capacity may be established if a
capital improvement increases the level of performance or service provided by existing facilities or provides new
facilities. The portion of the improvements funded by improvement fees must be related to the need for increased
capacity to provide service for future users.
      (3) System development charges may not be expended for costs associated with the construction of
administrative office facilities that are more than an incidental part of other capital improvements or for the
expenses of the operation or maintenance of the facilities constructed with system development charge revenues.
      (4) Any capital improvement being funded wholly or in part with system development charge revenues must
be included in the plan and list adopted by a local government pursuant to ORS 223.309.
      (5) Notwithstanding subsections (1) and (2) of this section, system development charge revenues may be
expended on the costs of complying with the provisions of ORS 223.297 to 223.314, including the costs of
developing system development charge methodologies and providing an annual accounting of system
development charge expenditures. [1989 c.449 §5; 1991 c.902 §29; 2003 c.765 §6; 2003 c.802 §22]
 
      Note: See note under 223.297.
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      223.309 Preparation of plan for capital improvements financed by system development charges;
modification. (1) Prior to the establishment of a system development charge by ordinance or resolution, a local
government shall prepare a capital improvement plan, public facilities plan, master plan or comparable plan that
includes a list of the capital improvements that the local government intends to fund, in whole or in part, with
revenues from an improvement fee and the estimated cost, timing and percentage of costs eligible to be funded
with revenues from the improvement fee for each improvement.
      (2) A local government that has prepared a plan and the list described in subsection (1) of this section may
modify the plan and list at any time. If a system development charge will be increased by a proposed
modification of the list to include a capacity increasing capital improvement, as described in ORS 223.307 (2):
      (a) The local government shall provide, at least 30 days prior to the adoption of the modification, notice of
the proposed modification to the persons who have requested written notice under ORS 223.304 (6).
      (b) The local government shall hold a public hearing if the local government receives a written request for a
hearing on the proposed modification within seven days of the date the proposed modification is scheduled for
adoption.
      (c) Notwithstanding ORS 294.160, a public hearing is not required if the local government does not receive
a written request for a hearing.
      (d) The decision of a local government to increase the system development charge by modifying the list may
be judicially reviewed only as provided in ORS 34.010 to 34.100. [1989 c.449 §6; 1991 c.902 §30; 2001
c.662 §4; 2003 c.765 §7a; 2003 c.802 §23]
 
      Note: See note under 223.297.
 
      223.310 [Amended by 1957 c.397 §3; repealed by 1971 c.325 §1]
 
      223.311 Deposit of system development charge revenues; annual accounting. (1) System
development charge revenues must be deposited in accounts designated for such moneys. The local government
shall provide an annual accounting, to be completed by January 1 of each year, for system development charges
showing the total amount of system development charge revenues collected for each system and the projects that
were funded in the previous fiscal year.
      (2) The local government shall include in the annual accounting:
      (a) A list of the amount spent on each project funded, in whole or in part, with system development charge
revenues; and
      (b) The amount of revenue collected by the local government from system development charges and
attributed to the costs of complying with the provisions of ORS 223.297 to 223.314, as described in ORS
223.307. [1989 c.449 §7; 1991 c.902 §31; 2001 c.662 §5; 2003 c.765 §8a; 2003 c.802 §24]
 
      Note: See note under 223.297.
 
      223.312 [1957 c.95 §4; repealed by 1971 c.325 §1]
 
      223.313 Application of ORS 223.297 to 223.314. (1) ORS 223.297 to 223.314 shall apply only to
system development charges in effect on or after July 1, 1991.
      (2) The provisions of ORS 223.297 to 223.314 shall not be applicable if they are construed to impair bond
obligations for which system development charges have been pledged or to impair the ability of local
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governments to issue new bonds or other financing as provided by law for improvements allowed under ORS
223.297 to 223.314. [1989 c.449 §8; 1991 c.902 §32; 2003 c.802 §25]
 
      Note: See note under 223.297.
 
      223.314 Establishment or modification of system development charge not a land use decision. The
establishment, modification or implementation of a system development charge, or a plan or list adopted pursuant
to ORS 223.309, or any modification of a plan or list, is not a land use decision pursuant to ORS chapters 195
and 197. [1989 c.449 §9; 2001 c.662 §6; 2003 c.765 §9]
 
      Note: See note under 223.297.
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Proposal for Engineering Services for Main St. Parking Lot 
 
 
 

Date: August 26, 2015      City Council Meeting: September 1, 2015 
From: Jeff Alvis, City Administrator                    Agenda Item: 5f. 
 
                         
Synopsis: 
 
The purpose of this scope of work of services is to describe the proposed approach, costs and 
schedule proposed by Civil West Engineering to complete a parking lot expansion for Main Street.  
 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
 
The fees will be paid out of parking district fees and transportation SDC’s. 
 
 
Recommendations: 
 
Approve proposal from Civil West not to exceed $17.096.00. 
 
 
Exhibits:  
 
Engineering Scope of Services – Exhibit A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











Exhibit A

City of Jacksonville
City Hall Parking Expansion

Principal 
Engineer

Project 
Manager

Senior 
Project 

Engineer
Project 

Engineer
Engr 
Tech
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Subcontractor 
Support

Total 
Hours Total Fee

$145.00 $130.00 $123.00 $116.00 $98.00 $78.00 $44.00 Lump Sum

Tasks

1 Project Management and Administration
a   Admin, Coordination, Project Management 2 4 6 $810.00

  Task Total 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00 6 $810.00
2 Kickoff Meeting and Data Gathering 
a   Project kickoff meeting and review of concept plan details 4 4 $520.00
b   Collection of additional survey data if required (allowance) 2 $990.00 2 $1,186.00

  Task Total 0 4 0 0 2 0 0 $990.00 6 $1,706.00
3 Design Phase Services - Parking 
a   Preparation of plans for parking area 1 8 32 41 $4,321.00
b   Plan review and comment process to produce finals 2 8 10 $1,044.00

  Task Total 1 10 0 0 40 0 0 $0.00 51 $5,365.00
5 Project Documents
a   Development of technical specifications 1 2 12 15 $1,581.00
b   Development of contract docs and front ends 4 8 12 $1,304.00

  Task Total 1 6 0 0 20 0 0 $0.00 27 $2,885.00
6 Bid Phase Support
a   Bid administration, response to questions, addenda, etc. 6 2 8 $976.00
b   Participate in bid opening and bid reviews process 2 2 $260.00
c   Administer contracts and issue notice to proceed 2 8 10 $612.00

  Task Total 0 10 0 0 2 0 8 $0.00 20 $1,848.00
7 Construction Phase Support
a   Coordination, management, and oversight 1 8 2 11 $1,341.00
b   Process payment requests and change orders as needed 4 2 6 $676.00
c   Site Inspection, and associated Reports 2 8 10 $884.00

  Task Total 1 14 0 0 0 12 0 $0.00 27 $2,901.00
8 Project Closeout Services
a   Final inspections, punch lists, and physical closeout of work 1 2 2 5 $561.00
b   Final payments, financials, warranty and other documentations 2 2 4 $348.00
c   Completion of project album 2 4 6 $372.00

  Task Total 1 4 0 0 2 2 6 $0.00 15 $1,281.00
9 Project Reimbursables
a   Travel costs, mileage, meals, etc. 0 $150.00
b   Clerical expense, copies, postage, etc. 0 $150.00

  Task Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00 0 $300.00

Total 6 52 0 0 66 14 14 $990.00 152 $17,096.00

June 10, 2015

Engineering Fee Structure
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Complaint Letter 
 
 
 

Date: August 27, 2015      City Council Meeting: September 1, 2015 
From: Jeff Alvis, City Administrator               Council Discussion  
 
                         
Synopsis: 
 
On August 24, 2015 Nancy Brown turned in a complaint to Chief Towe, Mayor Becker and the City 
Council in regards to a citation her grandson received on August 1, 2015.   
 
Chief Towe met with Mrs. Brown and reviewed the audio and vehicle camera from that stop. After 
her meeting, Mrs. Brown turned in a follow up letter pertaining to her original complaint. 
 
With the video cameras, the City recently purchased, we are able to help resolve situations that 
could escalate without them.  
 
 
Exhibits:  
 

• Letter dated August 21, 2015  
• Letter dated August 26, 2015  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Jacksonville City Council 
Memo 
 
 

 

Complaint Letter  
 
 
 

Date: August 27, 2015      City Council Meeting: September 1, 2015 
From: Jeff Alvis, City Administrator               Council Discussion  
 
                         
Synopsis: 
 
FYI…. The City has received two complaint letters in regards to the Oregon Wine Experience. 
 
 
Exhibits:  
 

• Letter from Linda Graham  
• Letter from Penni Viets 
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