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Council Communication 
December 6, 2016, Business Meeting 
 

 

Public Hearing: - Resolutions for New Water, Wastewater and Transportation 

System Development Charges 

 

FROM:  

Michael R. Faught, Public Works Director, michael.faught@ashland.or.us 

 

SUMMARY 

This is an update on the System Development Charge (SDC) Committee recommended SDC 

adjustments based on the updated Water, Sewer and Transportation Master Plans. System 

Development Charges are paid by developers to reimburse the City for the cost of capital 

improvements necessary to expand infrastructure to accommodate new growth and development.  

 

If approved, the capital improvement projects in all three SDC’s will be effective immediately and the 

new Transportation SDC methodology and SDC rates would be effective July 1, 2017.  

 

A summary of the proposed SDC impacts are as follows: 

 

 Residential and commercial wastewater SDC increases by approximately 150%; 

 Residential water SDC increases by .30% and commercial and industrial water SDC is reduced 

by 1.2% to 1.5% depending on water meter size; and 

 Single family residential transportation SDC increases by 5% and all other transportation 

SDCs increase or decrease based on the number of PM peak hour trips as shown in table 5. 

    

BACKGROUND AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
The City Council adopted the Water and Sewer Master Plan updates on April 17, 2012 and the 

Transportation System Plan on March 19, 2013.  The updated master plans include a multitude of 

capital improvement projects needed to maintain service for current and future developments.  Only 

those capital improvements that meet the needs of future developments are included in these SDC 

updates. (Examples include: a new water treatment plant; the TAP line for water; a new wastewater 

oxidation ditch and wastewater outfall for wastewater; and multi-modal transportation projects.     

 

On February 4, 2014, a System Development Committee was established to work with City staff and to 

develop the following System Development Charge updates based on the Water, Wastewater and 

Transportation Master Plans.   
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The members of the committee are as follows: 

 Troy Brown, Jr. 

 Allen Douma 

 Dan Jovick 

 Jac Nickels 

 Carlos Reichenshammer (Chair) 

 Russ Silbiger 

 Rich Rosenthal - Council Liaison 

 

The Committee met eight times from March 4, 2014 to February 17, 2015 (see attached minutes). The 

Committee recommended some adjustments to the consultant’s recommendations, which are included 

into proposed SDC updates.  

 

The details of the proposed SDC adjustments are included in the attached consultant’s report.  A 

summary of the recommendations is as follows: 

 

Wastewater SDC 

Residential Wastewater SDCs for residential development would increase from $.81 per square foot to 

$2.028 per square foot of livable area.  Similarly, the commercial wastewater SDC is based on the 

number of fixture units and that also increases from $124.18 to $187.74, a 151% increase. 

Table 1 Updated Wastewater System Development Charges 

    Current SDC Proposed SDC Change 

  Measurement 

Reimburse- 

ment 

Improve- 

ment Total 

Reimburse-

ment 

Improve- 

ment Total $ % ∆ 

                

Residential $/Square feet $0.40  $0.41  $0.81  $0.195  $1.833  $2.028  $1.22  150% 

Average Residential SDC^ $800  $820  $1,620  $389  $3,665  $4,054  $2,435  150% 

          

Commercial† $/Plumbing fixture $60.79  $63.39  $124.18  $29.92  $282.00  $311.92  $187.74  151% 

                    

^Assumes 2,000 square feet and thirteen plumbing fixture units.  

†Commercial SDC = $/fixture unit. 

 

Water  

Residential Water SDCs would increase by .30% while commercial SDCs would decrease 1.20% to 

1.50% depending upon the meter size. This variance in decreases results because the meter capacities 

are updated to new standards. 

 

 

Table 2 Current and updated Water SDC (displacement meters) 

 Current 2014 2012 Master Plan Update with TAP & Crowson II 
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  SDC Reimbursement Improvement Total SDC % ∆ 

        

Residential 

$/habitable sf $2.60  $0.93  $1.68  $2.61  0.30% 

        

Commercial and Industrial (by displacement meter size)^ 

⅝ x ¾ $4,940  $1,793  $3,084  $4,877  -1.30% 

¾ $8,250  $2,989  $5,140  $8,129  -1.50% 

1 $16,452  $5,976  $10,281  $16,257  -1.20% 

1½ $26,332  $9,561  $16,449  $26,010  -1.20% 

2 $57,654  $20,918  $35,983  $56,901  -1.30% 

3 $98,808  $35,858  $61,685  $97,543  -1.30% 

4 $205,866  $74,704  $128,509  $203,213  -1.30% 

6 $296,424  $107,573  $185,054  $292,627  -1.30% 

            

 

Transportation 

The Single family residential Transpiration SDCs would increase from $2,044 to $2,154, however the 

consultant is recommending that the methodology of determining and assessing the SDC be changed 

from average daily trips (ADT) to PM peak-hour trips.  This change will have minimal impact to 

residential units however some of the commercial SDC will be increased substantially based on the 

number of PM peak-hour trips each development is expected to create. Table 5 compares the current 

and updated trip measures (ADT and PM peak-hour) and SDC for which data have been published by 

the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). 

Table 3 Updated Transportation System Development Charges 

 

   Current Update   

 

ITE 

Land 

Use  

Adjusted 

Avg. 

Weekday 

Trip  $ /ADT 

PM 

Peak-

Hour 

trip 

$ /PM Peak-

Hour trip Difference 

ITE Land Use Code Unit^ Rate $214  Rate $2,112 $ % 

         

RESIDENTIAL          

Single Family Multi-

Family 210 DU  9.55 2,043.70 

          

1.02  $2,154.35  $110.65  5% 

Multi-Family 220 DU  6.28 1,343.04 

          

0.67  $1,415.11  $72.07  5% 

Residential 

Condominium  230 DU 5.68 1,216.42 

          

0.52  $1,098.30  ($118.12) -10% 

Manufactured 240 Occupied DU 4.67 998.46 

          

0.60  $1,267.27  $268.81  27% 

Recreational 

Home/Condo 260 DU 3.16 676.24 

          

0.31  $654.75  ($21.49) -3% 
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   Current Update   

 

ITE 

Land 

Use  

Adjusted 

Avg. 

Weekday 

Trip  $ /ADT 

PM 

Peak-

Hour 

trip 

$ /PM Peak-

Hour trip Difference 

ITE Land Use Code Unit^ Rate $214  Rate $2,112 $ % 

         

INSTITUTIONAL         

Truck Terminals 30 1,000 sf GFA 11.03 2360.85 

          

0.83  $1,753.05  ($607.80) -26% 

Bus Depot  1,000 sf GFA 25.00 5350  NA     

Park 411 Acres 2.01 429.5 

          

4.50  $9,504.50  $9,075.00  2113% 

City  Acres 45.00 9630 

          

4.50  $9,504.50  ($125.50) -1% 

Neighborhood  Acres 4.50 963 

          

4.50  $9,504.50  $8,541.50  887% 

Amusement  Acres 72.00 15,408 

          

4.50  $9,504.50  ($5,903.50) -38% 

Golf Course   430 Holes 34.21 7,320.28 

          

3.56  $7,519.11  $198.83  3% 

Movie Theatre 443 Seats 0.81 173.25 

          

0.32  $675.88  $502.63  290% 

Racquet Club 492 1,000 sf GFA 8.74 1,870.66 

          

0.84  $1,774.17  ($96.49) -5% 

Military Base   501 Employee 1.78 380.92 

          

0.30  $633.63  $252.71  66% 

 Elementary School 520 Student 1.18 252.08 

          

0.28  $591.39  $339.31  135% 

Junior High School  Student 1.30 277.34 

          

0.30  $633.63  $356.29  128% 

High School 530 Student 1.49 318.95 

          

0.29  $612.51  $293.56  92% 

Junior/Community 

College 540  Student  1.44 307.39 

          

0.12  $253.45  ($53.94) -18% 

 Church 560 1,000 sf GFA 10.07 2151.04 

          

0.94  $1,985.38  ($165.66) -8% 

Day Care 

Center/Preschool 565 Student 1.06 229.00 

          

0.84  $1,774.17  $1,545.17  675% 

Library 590 1,000 sf GFA 22.30 4,763.00 

          

7.20  $15,207.19  $10,444.19  219% 

Hospital 610 1,000 sf GFA 15.94 3,406.00 

          

1.16  $2,450.05  ($955.95) -28% 

Nursing Home 620 Occupied Bed 2.47 528.58 

          

0.37  $781.48  $252.90  48% 

         

BUSINESS & 

COMMERCIAL         

Hotel/Motel 310 Occupied Room 4.50 963.48 

          

0.74  $1,562.96  $599.48  62% 

Building 

Materials/Lumber 812 1,000 sf GFA 11.23 2,403.39 

          

5.56  $11,743.33  $9,339.94  389% 

Specialty Retail Center 814 1,000 sf GFA 14.95 3,198.49 

          

5.02  $10,602.79  $7,404.30  231% 
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   Current Update   

 

ITE 

Land 

Use  

Adjusted 

Avg. 

Weekday 

Trip  $ /ADT 

PM 

Peak-

Hour 

trip 

$ /PM Peak-

Hour trip Difference 

ITE Land Use Code Unit^ Rate $214  Rate $2,112 $ % 

Discount Stores 815 1,000 sf GFA 25.77 5,515.37 

          

5.57  $11,764.45  $6,249.08  113% 

Hardware/Paint Stores 816 1,000 sf GFA 18.85 4,033.70 

          

4.74  $10,011.40  $5,977.70  148% 

Nursery-Retail 817 1,000 sf GFA 13.26 2,837.51 

          

9.04  $19,093.47  $16,255.96  573% 

Shopping Center 820        

(under 50,000 sf 

GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 14.55 3,113.02 

          

3.90  $8,237.23  $5,124.21  165% 

(50,000 - 99,999 sf 

GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 15.12 3,236.16 

          

3.90  $8,237.23  $5,001.07  155% 

(100,000 - 199,999 

sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 17.24 3,690.10 

          

3.90  $8,237.23  $4,547.13  123% 

(200,000 - 299,999 

sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 17.89 3,828.96 

          

3.90  $8,237.23  $4,408.27  115% 

(300,000 - 399,999 

sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 16.29 3,485.03 

          

3.90  $8,237.23  $4,752.20  136% 

(400,000 - 499,999 

sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 15.03 3,216.54 

          

3.90  $8,237.23  $5,020.69  156% 

(500,000 - 599,999 

sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 15.15 3,242.27 

          

3.90  $8,237.23  $4,994.96  154% 

High Turnover Sit-

Down Restaurant 832 1,000 sf GFA 29.26 6,262.45 

        

18.49  $39,052.91  $32,790.46  524% 

Fast Food Restaurant 833 1,000 sf GFA 36.09 7,722.72 

        

47.30  $99,902.80  $92,180.08  1194% 

New Car Sales 841 1,000 sf GFA 21.56 4,613.73 

          

2.80  $5,913.91  $1,300.18  28% 

Service Station 844 Gasoline Pump 7.68 1,644.14 

        

15.65  $33,054.52  $31,410.38  1910% 

Supermarket 850 Employee 5.66 1,210.30 

          

8.37  $17,678.36  $16,468.06  1361% 

Convenience Market 851 1,000 sf GFA 20.66 4,422.04 

        

36.22  $76,500.62  $72,078.58  1630% 

Convenience Market 

w/ Gas Pump 853 Gasoline Pump 13.68 2,927.85 

        

19.98  $42,199.96  $39,272.11  1341% 

Apparel Store 870 1,000 sf GFA 11.49 2,459.23 

          

4.20  $8,870.86  $6,411.63  261% 

Furniture Store 890 1,000 sf GFA 1.59 341.32 

          

0.53  $1,119.42  $778.10  228% 

Bank/Savings: Walk-in 911 1,000 sf GFA 17.93 3,836.54  NA     

Bank/Savings: Drive-in 912 1,000 sf GFA 24.80 5,306.59 

        

26.69  $56,372.22  $51,065.63  962% 

         

OFFICE          

Clinic 630 1,000 sf GFA 12.61 2,698.26  NA     

General Office          

(Under 100,000 sf 

GFA) 710 1,000 sf GFA 10.78 
2,306.28 

          

1.49  $3,147.04  $840.76  36% 
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   Current Update   

 

ITE 

Land 

Use  

Adjusted 

Avg. 

Weekday 

Trip  $ /ADT 

PM 

Peak-

Hour 

trip 

$ /PM Peak-

Hour trip Difference 

ITE Land Use Code Unit^ Rate $214  Rate $2,112 $ % 

(100,000-199,999 sf 

GFA) 710 1,000 sf GFA 9.12 
1,951.57 

          

1.49  $3,147.04  $1,195.47  61% 

(200,000 sf GFA and 

over) 710 1,000 sf GFA 7.70 
1,648.34 

          

1.49  $3,147.04  $1,498.70  91% 

Medical Office 

Building 720 1,000 sf GFA 18.11 
3,875.56 

          

4.27  $9,018.71  $5,143.15  133% 

Government Office 

Bldg. 730 1,000 sf GFA 66.17 
14,160.98 

          

1.49  $3,147.04  ($11,013.94) -78% 

State Motor Vehicles 

Dept 731 1,000 sf GFA 159.38 
34,107.15 

        

19.93  $42,094.35  $7,987.20  23% 

U.S. Post Office 
732 1,000 sf GFA 83.64 

17,897.93 
        

14.67  $30,984.65  $13,086.72  73% 

Research Center 
760 1,000 sf GFA 5.16 

1,104.03 
          

1.07  $2,259.96  $1,155.93  105% 

Business Park 
770 1,000 sf GFA 9.63 

2,060.37 
          

1.26  $2,661.26  $600.89  29% 

         

INDUSTRIAL          

General Light 

Industrial 
110 1,000 sf GFA 

7.81 
1,670.57 

          

1.08  $2,281.08  $610.51  37% 

General Heavy 

Industrial 
120 1,000 sf GFA 

1.68 
359.52 

          

0.68  $1,436.23  $1,076.71  299% 

Industrial Park 130 1,000 sf GFA 
7.81 

1,670.57 
          

0.84  $1,774.17  $103.60  6% 

Manufacturing 140 1,000 sf GFA 
4.31 

922.77 
          

0.75  $1,584.08  $661.31  72% 

Warehouse 150 1,000 sf GFA 
5.47 

1,169.64 
          

0.45  $950.45  ($219.19) -19% 

Mini-Warehouse 151 1,000 sf GFA 
1.23 

262.51 
          

0.22  $464.66  $202.15  77% 

Utilities 170 Employees 1.06 226.84  NA     

Wholesale 860 1,000 sf GFA 
3.30 

705.71 
          

0.52  $1,098.30  $392.59  56% 

         

^DU = Dwelling Unit; GFA = Gross Floor Area; sf = Square Feet. 

 

FISCAL IMPLICATIONS: 

If approved, the new capital improvement projects in all three SDC’s will be effective immediately and 

the new Transportation SDC methodology and SDC rates would be effective July 1, 2017. 

 

COUNCIL GOALS: 

N/A 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND REQUESTED ACTION: 

Staff recommends approval of three Resolutions for new Wastewater, Water and Transportation SDC. 
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SUGGESTED MOTIONS: 

(1) I move approval of a resolution titled, “A Resolution Adopting New Transportation Systems 

Development Charges, Pursuant To Section 4.20 Of The Ashland Municipal Code, And Repealing 

Resolution 1999-42; 
(2) I move approval of a resolution titles, “A Resolution Adopting New Wastewater Systems 

Development Charges, Pursuant To Section 4.20 Of The Ashland Municipal Code, And 

Repealing Resolution 2006-27; 

(3) I move approval of a resolution titles, “A Resolution Adopting New Water Systems Development 

Charges, Pursuant To Section 4.20 Of The Ashland Municipal Code, And Repealing Resolution 

2006-27. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Economic & Financial Analysis Summary 

2. Wastewater Resolution 

3. Water SDC Resolution 

4. Transportation Resolution 

5. SDC Committee Minutes 



C i t y  o f  A s h l a n d ,  O r e g o n  

D E P A R T M E N T :   P U B L I C  W O R K S  

SUMMARY OF 

WASTEWATER,  WATER & TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE UPDATES 

Prepared by: 

ECONOMIC & FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 
Vancouver, WA 

July 2016 
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SUMMARY OF SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE UPDATES 

Over the past few years, the City’s System Development Charge (SDC) Task Force and Transportation 
Advisory Board have worked with the City’s staff and consultants to update the Wastewater, Water, And 
Transportation System Development Charges.  All three updates are based on recently completed master 
plans. Table 1 compares the current and updated SDCs for selected land uses.   

• The current and updated Water SDC are measured according to the livable square footage of 
residences and by meter size for non-residential developments.   

• The current and updated Wastewater SDC is based on livable square footage for residential 
developments and on the number of fixture units for commercial developments.  

• The updated Transportation SDC is based on PM Peak-Hour Trips rather than the current Average 
Daily Trips.   

The examples in Table 1 are typical but not unique examples of SDCs by development type and size.  The 
following sections show the current and proposed schedules of the three systems development charges.  
Attached to this summary are the detailed findings for the Wastewater, Water, And Transportation SDC 
updates.   

Table 1. Impact of Updated SDCs on Selected Developments 

Development Wastewater^ Water Transportation Total 
2,000 square foot single family home 

Average daily trips (ADT)   9.55  
 PM peak-hour trips   1.02  

Current $1,620  $5,200  $2,044  $8,864  
Update $4,056  $5,214  $2,154  $11,424  

$ change $2,436  $14  $111  $2,560  
% change 150% 0.3% 5.4% 28.9% 

     
60-unit apartment (1,000 sf/unit) 

Meter size, inches of diameter  4   
Average daily trips (ADT)   6.28  
 PM peak-hour trips   0.67  

Current $48,600  $156,000  $80,635  $285,235  
Update $121,680  $156,408  $84,902  $362,990  

$ change $73,080  $408  $4,267  $77,755  
% change 150% 0.3% 5.3% 27.3% 

     
100,000 square foot retail business with 50 plumbing fixtures 

Meter size, inches of diameter  2   
Average daily trips (ADT)   17.24  
 PM peak-hour trips   3.9  

Current $6,209  $57,654  $368,936  $432,799  
Update $15,596  $56,901  $823,680  $896,177  

$ change $9,387  ($753) $454,744  $463,378  
% change 151% -1.3% 123% 107% 
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WASTEWATER 
The Wastewater SDC for residential developments increases from $0.81/square foot to $2.028/square foot.  
The current and updated Wastewater SDC for commercial developments is based on the number of 
plumbing fixtures.  It increases from $124 per plumbing fixtures currently to $312 per plumbing fixture—
a 151% increase.  

Table 2. Updated Wastewater System Development Charges 
    Current SDC Proposed SDC Change 

  Measurement 
Reimburse- 

ment 
Improve- 

ment Total 
Reimburse-

ment 
Improve- 

ment Total $ % ∆ 
                
Residential $/Square feet $0.40  $0.41  $0.81  $0.195  $1.833  $2.028  $1.22  150% 
Average Residential SDC^ $800  $820  $1,620  $389  $3,665  $4,054  $2,435  150% 
          

Commercial† $/Plumbing 
fixture $60.79  $63.39  $124.18  $29.92  $282.00  $311.92  $187.74  151% 

                    
^Assumes 2,000 square feet and thirteen plumbing fixture units.  
†Commercial SDC = $/fixture unit. 
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WATER 
The current and updated Water SDC for residential developments is assessed based on square footage of 
livable area.  The Water SDC for residential developments increases from $2.60/square foot to 
$2.6069/square foot—a 0.3% increase.  The SDC by displacement meter size decreases about 1.3%.  

Table 3 shows the current and updated Water SDCs by meter technologies and capacities.  Turbine meters 
are a recent technology and have a higher capacity than displacement meters as shown in Table 4. All but 
a few meters currently installed in the City are displacement and most new single-family residences will 
likely continue to use displacement meters.  Non-residential developments are more likely in the future to 
choose turbine meters because they can deliver more water per minute than the same size displacement 
meters.   

Table 3 Current and updated Water SDC (displacement meters) 

 Current 2014 2012 Master Plan Update with TAP & Crowson II 
  SDC Reimbursement Improvement Total SDC % ∆ 

        
Residential 

$/habitable sf $2.60  $0.93  $1.68  $2.61  0.30% 
        

Commercial and Industrial (by displacement meter size)^ 
⅝ x ¾ $4,940  $1,793  $3,084  $4,877  -1.30% 

¾ $8,250  $2,989  $5,140  $8,129  -1.50% 
1 $16,452  $5,976  $10,281  $16,257  -1.20% 

1½ $26,332  $9,561  $16,449  $26,010  -1.20% 
2 $57,654  $20,918  $35,983  $56,901  -1.30% 
3 $98,808  $35,858  $61,685  $97,543  -1.30% 
4 $205,866  $74,704  $128,509  $203,213  -1.30% 
6 $296,424  $107,573  $185,054  $292,627  -1.30% 

            

Table 4. Updated Non-Residential Water SDC Based on Meter Capacities 

Meter Size Turbine Displacement 
(inches) Reimbursement Improvement Total Reimbursement Improvement Total 

       
⅝ x ¾ $1,793  $3,084  $4,877  $1,793  $3,084  $4,877  

¾ 3,586  6,168  9,754  2,994  5,151   8,145  
1 5,970  10,270   16,240  4,787  8,235   13,022  

1½ 11,959  20,572   32,531  5,970  10,270   16,240  
2 19,130  32,909   52,039  11,959  20,572   32,531  
3 41,828  71,955  113,783  17,929  30,842   48,771  
4 71,716  123,369  195,085  23,899  41,113   65,012  
6 149,402  257,008  406,410  59,757  102,797  162,554  
8 215,147  370,106  585,253   -   -   -  
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TRANSPORTATION 
Table 5 shows the current and updated Transportation SDC.  Since the method for determining and 
assessing this SDC has been changed from Average Daily Trips (ADT) to PM Peak-Hour Trips, the impact 
on most non-residential uses is significantly different than for residential developments.  The Transportation 
SDC for a single-family residence increases from $2,044 to $2,154—a 55 increase.   
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Table 5. Updated Transportation System Development Charges 
   Current Update   

 
ITE 

Land Use  

Adjusted 
Avg. 

Weekday 
Trip  $ /ADT 

PM Peak-
Hour trip 

$ /PM 
Peak-Hour 

trip Difference 
ITE Land Use Code Unit^ Rate $214  Rate $2,112 $ % 

         
RESIDENTIAL          

Single Family Multi-Family 210 DU  9.55 2,043.70           1.02  $2,154.35  $110.65  5% 
Multi-Family 220 DU  6.28 1,343.04           0.67  $1,415.11  $72.07  5% 
Residential Condominium  230 DU 5.68 1,216.42           0.52  $1,098.30  ($118.12) -10% 
Manufactured 240 Occupied DU 4.67 998.46           0.60  $1,267.27  $268.81  27% 
Recreational Home/Condo 260 DU 3.16 676.24           0.31  $654.75  ($21.49) -3% 
         

INSTITUTIONAL         
Truck Terminals 30 1,000 sf GFA 11.03 2360.85           0.83  $1,753.05  ($607.80) -26% 
Bus Depot  1,000 sf GFA 25.00 5350  NA     
Park 411 Acres 2.01 429.5           4.50  $9,504.50  $9,075.00  2113% 

City  Acres 45.00 9630           4.50  $9,504.50  ($125.50) -1% 
Neighborhood  Acres 4.50 963           4.50  $9,504.50  $8,541.50  887% 
Amusement  Acres 72.00 15,408           4.50  $9,504.50  ($5,903.50) -38% 

Golf Course   430 Holes 34.21 7,320.28           3.56  $7,519.11  $198.83  3% 
Movie Theatre 443 Seats 0.81 173.25           0.32  $675.88  $502.63  290% 
Racquet Club 492 1,000 sf GFA 8.74 1,870.66           0.84  $1,774.17  ($96.49) -5% 
Military Base   501 Employee 1.78 380.92           0.30  $633.63  $252.71  66% 
 Elementary School 520 Student 1.18 252.08           0.28  $591.39  $339.31  135% 
Junior High School  Student 1.30 277.34           0.30  $633.63  $356.29  128% 
High School 530 Student 1.49 318.95           0.29  $612.51  $293.56  92% 
Junior/Community College 540  Student  1.44 307.39           0.12  $253.45  ($53.94) -18% 
 Church 560 1,000 sf GFA 10.07 2151.04           0.94  $1,985.38  ($165.66) -8% 
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   Current Update   

 
ITE 

Land Use  

Adjusted 
Avg. 

Weekday 
Trip  $ /ADT 

PM Peak-
Hour trip 

$ /PM 
Peak-Hour 

trip Difference 
ITE Land Use Code Unit^ Rate $214  Rate $2,112 $ % 

Day Care Center/Preschool 565 Student 1.06 229.00           0.84  $1,774.17  $1,545.17  675% 
Library 590 1,000 sf GFA 22.30 4,763.00           7.20  $15,207.19  $10,444.19  219% 
Hospital 610 1,000 sf GFA 15.94 3,406.00           1.16  $2,450.05  ($955.95) -28% 
Nursing Home 620 Occupied Bed 2.47 528.58           0.37  $781.48  $252.90  48% 
         

BUSINESS & COMMERCIAL         
Hotel/Motel 310 Occupied Room 4.50 963.48           0.74  $1,562.96  $599.48  62% 
Building Materials/Lumber 812 1,000 sf GFA 11.23 2,403.39           5.56  $11,743.33  $9,339.94  389% 
Specialty Retail Center 814 1,000 sf GFA 14.95 3,198.49           5.02  $10,602.79  $7,404.30  231% 
Discount Stores 815 1,000 sf GFA 25.77 5,515.37           5.57  $11,764.45  $6,249.08  113% 
Hardware/Paint Stores 816 1,000 sf GFA 18.85 4,033.70           4.74  $10,011.40  $5,977.70  148% 
Nursery-Retail 817 1,000 sf GFA 13.26 2,837.51           9.04  $19,093.47  $16,255.96  573% 
Shopping Center 820        

(under 50,000 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 14.55 3,113.02           3.90  $8,237.23  $5,124.21  165% 
(50,000 - 99,999 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 15.12 3,236.16           3.90  $8,237.23  $5,001.07  155% 
(100,000 - 199,999 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 17.24 3,690.10           3.90  $8,237.23  $4,547.13  123% 
(200,000 - 299,999 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 17.89 3,828.96           3.90  $8,237.23  $4,408.27  115% 
(300,000 - 399,999 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 16.29 3,485.03           3.90  $8,237.23  $4,752.20  136% 
(400,000 - 499,999 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 15.03 3,216.54           3.90  $8,237.23  $5,020.69  156% 
(500,000 - 599,999 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA 15.15 3,242.27           3.90  $8,237.23  $4,994.96  154% 

High Turnover Sit-Down Restaurant 832 1,000 sf GFA 29.26 6,262.45         18.49  $39,052.91  $32,790.46  524% 
Fast Food Restaurant 833 1,000 sf GFA 36.09 7,722.72         47.30  $99,902.80  $92,180.08  1194% 
New Car Sales 841 1,000 sf GFA 21.56 4,613.73           2.80  $5,913.91  $1,300.18  28% 

Service Station 844 
Gasoline 

Pump 7.68 1,644.14         15.65  $33,054.52  $31,410.38  1910% 
Supermarket 850 Employee 5.66 1,210.30           8.37  $17,678.36  $16,468.06  1361% 
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   Current Update   

 
ITE 

Land Use  

Adjusted 
Avg. 

Weekday 
Trip  $ /ADT 

PM Peak-
Hour trip 

$ /PM 
Peak-Hour 

trip Difference 
ITE Land Use Code Unit^ Rate $214  Rate $2,112 $ % 

Convenience Market 851 1,000 sf GFA 20.66 4,422.04         36.22  $76,500.62  $72,078.58  1630% 

Convenience Market w/ Gas Pump 853 
Gasoline 

Pump 13.68 2,927.85         19.98  $42,199.96  $39,272.11  1341% 
Apparel Store 870 1,000 sf GFA 11.49 2,459.23           4.20  $8,870.86  $6,411.63  261% 
Furniture Store 890 1,000 sf GFA 1.59 341.32           0.53  $1,119.42  $778.10  228% 
Bank/Savings: Walk-in 911 1,000 sf GFA 17.93 3,836.54  NA     
Bank/Savings: Drive-in 912 1,000 sf GFA 24.80 5,306.59         26.69  $56,372.22  $51,065.63  962% 
         

OFFICE      
    

Clinic 630 1,000 sf GFA 12.61 2,698.26  NA     
General Office      

    
(Under 100,000 sf GFA) 710 1,000 sf GFA 10.78 2,306.28           1.49  $3,147.04  $840.76  36% 
(100,000-199,999 sf GFA) 710 1,000 sf GFA 9.12 1,951.57           1.49  $3,147.04  $1,195.47  61% 
(200,000 sf GFA and over) 710 1,000 sf GFA 7.70 1,648.34           1.49  $3,147.04  $1,498.70  91% 

Medical Office Building 720 1,000 sf GFA 18.11 3,875.56           4.27  $9,018.71  $5,143.15  133% 
Government Office Bldg. 730 1,000 sf GFA 66.17 14,160.98           1.49  $3,147.04  ($11,013.94) -78% 
State Motor Vehicles Dept 731 1,000 sf GFA 159.38 34,107.15         19.93  $42,094.35  $7,987.20  23% 
U.S. Post Office 732 1,000 sf GFA 83.64 17,897.93         14.67  $30,984.65  $13,086.72  73% 
Research Center 760 1,000 sf GFA 5.16 1,104.03           1.07  $2,259.96  $1,155.93  105% 
Business Park 770 1,000 sf GFA 9.63 2,060.37           1.26  $2,661.26  $600.89  29% 
         

INDUSTRIAL      
    

General Light Industrial 110 1,000 sf GFA 7.81 1,670.57           1.08  $2,281.08  $610.51  37% 
General Heavy Industrial 120 1,000 sf GFA 1.68 359.52           0.68  $1,436.23  $1,076.71  299% 
Industrial Park 130 1,000 sf GFA 7.81 1,670.57           0.84  $1,774.17  $103.60  6% 
Manufacturing 140 1,000 sf GFA 4.31 922.77           0.75  $1,584.08  $661.31  72% 
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   Current Update   

 
ITE 

Land Use  

Adjusted 
Avg. 

Weekday 
Trip  $ /ADT 

PM Peak-
Hour trip 

$ /PM 
Peak-Hour 

trip Difference 
ITE Land Use Code Unit^ Rate $214  Rate $2,112 $ % 

Warehouse 150 1,000 sf GFA 5.47 1,169.64           0.45  $950.45  ($219.19) -19% 
Mini-Warehouse 151 1,000 sf GFA 1.23 262.51           0.22  $464.66  $202.15  77% 
Utilities 170 Employees 1.06 226.84  NA     
Wholesale 860 1,000 sf GFA 3.30 705.71           0.52  $1,098.30  $392.59  56% 
         

^DU = Dwelling Unit; GFA = Gross Floor Area; sf = Square Feet. 
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Current SDC Updated SDC Change 
ITE Land Use Code Unit^ Rate $214 Rate $2,112 $ % 

OFFICE 
Clinic 630 1,000 sf GFA 12.61 $,698.26  NA 
General Office 

(Under 100,000 sf GFA) 710 1,000 sf GFA 10.78 $,306.28  1.49 $3,147.04 $840.76 36% 
(100,000-199,999 sf GFA) 710 1,000 sf GFA 9.12 $,951.57  1.49 $3,147.04 $1,195.47 61% 
(200,000 sf GFA and over) 710 1,000 sf GFA 7.70 $,648.34  1.49 $3,147.04 $1,498.70 91% 

Medical Office Building 720 1,000 sf GFA 18.11 $,875.56  4.27 $9,018.71 $5,143.15 133% 
Government Office Bldg. 730 1,000 sf GFA 66.17 $4,160.98  1.49 $3,147.04  ($11,013.94) -78% 
State Motor Vehicles Dept 731 1,000 sf GFA 159.38 $4,107.15         19.93  $42,094.35 $7,987.20 23% 
U.S. Post Office 732 1,000 sf GFA 83.64 $7,897.93         14.67  $30,984.65  $13,086.72 73% 
Research Center 760 1,000 sf GFA 5.16 $,104.03  1.07 $2,259.96 $1,155.93 105% 
Business Park 770 1,000 sf GFA 9.63 $2,060.37  1.26 $2,661.26 $600.89 29% 

INDUSTRIAL 
General Light Industrial 110 1,000 sf GFA 7.81 $1,670.57  1.08 $2,281.08 $610.51 37% 
General Heavy Industrial 120 1,000 sf GFA 1.68 $359.52  0.68 $1,436.23 $1,076.71 299% 
Industrial Park 130 1,000 sf GFA 7.81 $1,670.57  0.84 $1,774.17 $103.60 6% 
Manufacturing 140 1,000 sf GFA 4.31 $922.77  0.75 $1,584.08 $661.31 72% 
Warehouse 150 1,000 sf GFA 5.47 $1,169.64  0.45 $950.45 ($219.19) -19% 
Mini-Warehouse 151 1,000 sf GFA 1.23 $262.51  0.22 $464.66 $202.15 77% 
Utilities 170 Employees 1.06 $226.84  NA 
Wholesale 860 1,000 sf GFA 3.30 $705.71  0.52 $1,098.30 $392.59 56% 

^ DU = Dwelling Unit; GFA = Gross Floor Area; sf = Square Feet 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-          

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING NEW WASTEWATER SYSTEMS 
DEVELOPMENT CHARGES, PURSUANT TO SECTION 4.20 OF THE 
ASHLAND MUNICIPAL CODE, AND REPEALING RESOLUTION 

2006-27. 

RECITALS: 

A. The current Wastewater System Development Charge was approved on 18 October 2006. 
B. The City adopted a new Comprehensive Sewer Master Plan April 17, 2012 that updates the 

previous master plan with new capital improvements and updated construction costs. 

THE CITY OF ASHLAND RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1.  The Wastewater System Development Charges report update and project list 
marked as Exhibit C, is adopted effective immediately.  

SECTION 2.  The methodology for Wastewater System Development charges, marked as 
exhibit B, is adopted, effective immediately.  

SECTION 3.  The System Development Charges Summary per exhibit A, is effective July 
1, 2017. 

SECTION 4.  The existing System Development Charges project list & fee schedule for 
Wastewater adopted by Resolution 2006-27 is repealed, effective July 1, 2017. 

This resolution was duly PASSED and ADOPTED this _________ day of _____________, 
2016, and takes effect upon signing by the Mayor. 

Barbara Christensen, City Recorder 

SIGNED and APPROVED this           day of , 2016. 

John Stromberg, Mayor 
Reviewed as to form: 

David H. Lohman, City Attorney 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-          

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING NEW WATER SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT 
CHARGES, PURSUANT TO SECTION 4.20 OF THE ASHLAND 

MUNICIPAL CODE, AND REPEALING RESOLUTION 2006-27. 

RECITALS: 

A. The current Water SDC was approved on 18 October 2006. 
B. The City adopted a new water master plan April 17, 2012 that updates the previous master 

plan with new capital improvements and updated construction costs. 

THE CITY OF ASHLAND RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1.  The Water System Development Charges report update and project list marked 
as Exhibit C, is adopted effective immediately.  

SECTION 2.  The methodology for Water System Development charges, marked as 
exhibit B, is adopted, effective immediately.  

SECTION 3.  The System Development Charges Summary per exhibit A, is effective July 
1, 2017. 

SECTION 4.  The existing System Development Charges project list & fee schedule for 
Wastewater adopted by Resolution 2006-27 is repealed, effective July 1, 2017. 

This resolution was duly PASSED and ADOPTED this _________ day of _____________, 
2016, and takes effect upon signing by the Mayor. 

Barbara Christensen, City Recorder 

SIGNED and APPROVED this           day of , 2016. 

John Stromberg, Mayor 
Reviewed as to form: 

David H. Lohman, City Attorney 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-          

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING NEW TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 
DEVELOPMENT CHARGES, PURSUANT TO SECTION 4.20 OF THE 
ASHLAND MUNICIPAL CODE, AND REPEALING RESOLUTION 

1999-42. 

RECITALS: 

A. The current Transportation System Development Charge was approved on July 6, 1999. 
B. The City adopted a new Transportation Systems Plan March 19, 2013 through ordinance that 

amends the comprehensive plan. The plan updates the previous master plan with new 
forecasts of trip generation, capital improvements, and updated construction costs. 

THE CITY OF ASHLAND RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1.  The Transportation System Development Charges project list marked as Exhibit B, 
is adopted effective immediately. 

SECTION 2. The existing System Development Charges and project list for 
Transportation adopted by Resolution 1992-42 is repealed, effective July 1, 2017.  

SECTION 3.  The Transportation System Development Charges Methodology and Fee Schedule 
marked as Exhibits A and B, are adopted effective July 1, 2017. 

This resolution was duly PASSED and ADOPTED this _________ day of _____________, 
2016, and takes effect upon signing by the Mayor. 

Barbara Christensen, City Recorder 

SIGNED and APPROVED this           day of , 2016. 

John Stromberg, Mayor 
Reviewed as to form: 

David H. Lohman, City Attorney 
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EXHIBIT A 

ITE  PM Peak-
hour trips 
per unit 

$ /PM 
Peak-hour 

trip 

ITE Land Use 
Land Use 

Code Unit(*) $2,112

RESIDENTIAL
Single Family Multi-Family 210 Dwelling Unit    1.02 $2,154.35 
Multi-Family 220 Dwelling Unit    0.67 $1,415.11 
Residential Condominium 230 Dwelling Unit   0.52 $1,098.30 
Manufactured 240 Dwelling Unit   0.60 $1,267.27 
Recreational Home/Condo 260 Dwelling Unit   0.31 $654.75 

INSTITUTIONAL
Truck Terminals 30 1,000 sf GFA   0.83 $1,753.05 
Park 411 Acres   4.50 $9,504.50 

City Acres   4.50 $9,504.50 
Neighborhood Acres   4.50 $9,504.50 
Amusement Acres   4.50 $9,504.50 

Golf Course   430 Holes   3.56 $7,519.11 
Movie Theatre 443 Seats   0.32 $675.88 
Racquet Club 492 1,000 sf GFA   0.84 $1,774.17 
Military Base 501 Employee   0.30 $633.63 
 Elementary School 520 Student   0.28 $591.39 
Junior High School Student   0.30 $633.63 
High School 530 Student   0.29 $612.51 
Junior/Community College 540  Student    0.12 $253.45 
 Church 560 1,000 sf GFA   0.94 $1,985.38 
Day Care Center/Preschool 565 Student   0.84 $1,774.17 
Library 590 1,000 sf GFA   7.20 $15,207.19 
Hospital 610 1,000 sf GFA   1.16 $2,450.05 
Nursing Home 620 Occupied Bed   0.37 $781.48 

BUSINESS & COMMERCIAL 
Hotel/Motel 310 Occupied Room   0.74 $1,562.96 
Building Materials/Lumber 812 1,000 sf GFA   5.56 $11,743.33 
Specialty Retail Center 814 1,000 sf GFA   5.02 $10,602.79 
Discount Stores 815 1,000 sf GFA   5.57 $11,764.45 
Hardware/Paint Stores 816 1,000 sf GFA   4.74 $10,011.40 
Nursery-Retail 817 1,000 sf GFA   9.04 $19,093.47 
Shopping Center 820 

(under 50,000 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA   3.90 $8,237.23 
(50,000 - 99,999 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA   3.90 $8,237.23 
(100,000 - 199,999 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA   3.90 $8,237.23 
(200,000 - 299,999 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA   3.90 $8,237.23 
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ITE  PM Peak-
hour trips 
per unit 

$ /PM 
Peak-hour 

trip 

ITE Land Use 
Land Use 

Code Unit(*) $2,112

(300,000 - 399,999 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA       3.90 $8,237.23 
(400,000 - 499,999 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA       3.90 $8,237.23 
(500,000 - 599,999 sf GFA) 820 1,000 sf GFA       3.90 $8,237.23 

High Turnover Sit-Down Restaurant 832 1,000 sf GFA     18.49 $39,052.91 
Fast Food Restaurant 833 1,000 sf GFA     47.30 $99,902.80 
New Car Sales 841 1,000 sf GFA       2.80 $5,913.91 
Service Station 844 Gasoline Pump     15.65 $33,054.52 
Supermarket 850 Employee       8.37 $17,678.36 
Convenience Market 851 1,000 sf GFA     36.22 $76,500.62 
Convenience Market w/ Gas Pump 853 Gasoline Pump     19.98 $42,199.96 
Apparel Store 870 1,000 sf GFA       4.20 $8,870.86 
Furniture Store 890 1,000 sf GFA       0.53 $1,119.42 
Bank/Savings: Walk-in 911 1,000 sf GFA  NA  
Bank/Savings: Drive-in 912 1,000 sf GFA     26.69 $56,372.22 

OFFICE
Clinic 630 1,000 sf GFA  NA  
General Office 

(Under 100,000 sf GFA) 710 1,000 sf GFA       1.49 $3,147.04 
(100,000-199,999 sf GFA) 710 1,000 sf GFA       1.49 $3,147.04 
(200,000 sf GFA and over) 710 1,000 sf GFA       1.49 $3,147.04 

Medical Office Building 720 1,000 sf GFA       4.27 $9,018.71 
Government Office Bldg. 730 1,000 sf GFA       1.49 $3,147.04 
State Motor Vehicles Dept 731 1,000 sf GFA     19.93 $42,094.35 
U.S. Post Office 732 1,000 sf GFA     14.67 $30,984.65 
Research Center 760 1,000 sf GFA       1.07 $2,259.96 
Business Park 770 1,000 sf GFA       1.26 $2,661.26 

INDUSTRIAL
General Light Industrial 110 1,000 sf GFA   1.08 $2,281.08 
General Heavy Industrial 120 1,000 sf GFA   0.68 $1,436.23 
Industrial Park 130 1,000 sf GFA   0.84 $1,774.17 
Manufacturing 140 1,000 sf GFA   0.75 $1,584.08 
Warehouse 150 1,000 sf GFA   0.45 $950.45 
Mini-Warehouse 151 1,000 sf GFA   0.22 $464.66 
Utilities 170 Employees  NA  
Wholesale 860 1,000 sf GFA   0.52 $1,098.30 

Source:  City of Ashland, Transportation System Development Charge Update, [Economic & Financial 
Analysis, July 2016] Table 8. 
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AASSHHLLAANNDD  SSYYSSTTEEMM  DDEEVVEELLOOPPMMEENNTT  CCHHAARRGGEE  RREEVVIIEEWW  CCOOMMMMIITTTTEEEE  

MMIINNUUTTEESS  
March 4, 2014 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER: Mike Faught called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m. in the Siskiyou Room, 51 Winburn Way.  
 
Committee Members Present: Dan Jovick, Russ Silbiger, Jac Nickels, and Troy Brown Jr.   
Committee Members Absent: Carlos Reichenshammer, and Allen Douma 
Staff Present: Bill Molnar, Mike Faught, and Tami De Mille-Campos 
Consultant Present: Ray Bartlett (Financial Analyst) 
Council Liaison Present: Rich Rosenthal 
 
Mike mentioned that at some point the committee will need to select a Chair/Vice Chair but the Committee would 
come back to that after introductions. He stated that Ray Bartlett who is the Financial Analyst that did all the work on 
the SDC recommendations is here to present the information. All of the SDC’s that are being presented have been 
recommended, with the exception of a couple of projects that have been added, out of the Water, Sewer and 
Transportation master plans so these are all recommendations based on those adopted documents.   
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
The Committee did a round table introduction. 
 
Jac/Dan m/s to nominate Carlos as chair. All in favor. 
 
OVERVIEW 
Ray stepped through each of the documents which were all drafted in 2012 which now requires changes in all three 
areas. He pointed out that  
 
WATER SDC 
Issues- 
*Drafted in 2012 
*Update all costs to 2014 dollars 
*Add a portion of the TAP project which was originally planned to only be used in the event of an emergency. Since 
then the project has changed and the cost has gone up by roughly 3 milllion dollars. At the time it was planned the 
City hadn’t anticipated having to pay the Medford Water Commission’s SDC which is fairly large.  
 
Mike pointed out that is a supply option for us in 2060. The facility is going to be constructed as a temporary facility 
but at some point it will likely become a permanent facility which means we need to start collecting SDC’s on that 
now. 
 
*Reduce the Crowson II Reservoir project which saves about 1.3 million dollars 
*Review methods of assessment along with the sewer SDC 
 
Reimbursement Fee (see attachments for the cost basis for reimbursement fee) - 
*Value of Existing excess capacity 
*Original cost: 
                     Less accumulated depreciation 
                     Balance of outstanding water debts 
                     No change in capacity 
 
The reimbursement fee was based on 2011 dollars. Ray pointed out that SDC’s are usually reset annually or at 
certain trigger points, such as: 
*A master plan being updated 
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*A large increase on a project included in a master plan or 
*Inflation 
 
Water Improvement Fee (see attachments for the cost basis for the improvement fee) - 
*Only 4.352 million of $44 million included (2011 $’s) 
*Changes since 2011 - 
                                  Medford Water Commission/TAP SDC cost ($2 million emergency service only to future source 
                                  & reduces the size of Crowson II). 
                                  Cost increased by $3.7 million now will be used as a mainline supply; provides benefit to future 
                                  users. 
*Reduces cost of Crowson II reservoir by $1.3 million (2011 $’s); 10% allocated to improvement fee 
 
Residential SDC, $/sf 
$ 2.60 Current 
$2.45 2012 Update (not implemented)  
$2.65 Proposed (2% increase to end user) 
 
SEWER SDC 
The capital improvement projects fall into two categories; priority one and priority two. The current SDC rate did not 
include a number of the projects with are now on the capital improvements list. The system itself is fairly expensive to 
build/operate. 
 
Residential SDC, $/sf 
$ 0.81 Current 
$2.03 Proposed (150% increase to end user) 
 
(See attachments for the cost basis for reimbursement fee and improvement fee)  
 
ASSESSING WATER/SEWER SDC’S 
*Currently: 
 Residential based on size of house 
 Commercial based on number of fixture units  
 
*Alternatively: 
 Residential- 
  Single family: Meter size 
  Multi-family: Greater of meter size or number of housing units x Rate   
 
Mike pointed out that SDC’s really should be based on the demand on the system. Russ brought to the attention of 
the committee that he was involved in a big discussion about 10 years or so ago regarding this. The one size fits all 
method is only theoretically correct. The size of the meter gives you the maximum capacity which is far greater than 
any household could actually use. Some are forced into having a bigger meter size due to simply having a sprinkler 
system which has little to do with the actual maximum capacity rather than your theoretical maximum. Lawn size is 
probably the best way of determining. Meter size is simple and convenient; the fixture method gives you a slightly 
clearer picture of real amount of use. Ray pointed out that it isn’t how much you use in the month; it’s what you use 
instantaneously. You also have to consider the long term picture and the amount of owners that the home may go 
through. Each family will have a different amount of users. At least with the meter size method it practically limits how 
much can be pulled out of the water system instantaneously. Meter size makes a big difference in demand on the 
system. With the fixture method you may have a home with three bathrooms but only two people living there which 
means they are likely to not be using all three bathrooms. Also, on the Commercial side of things it is almost always 
easier to install fixtures after the building is completed so you may not know if fixtures have been installed. It also 
incentivizes the contractor to choose the meter size which will best fit the demand of that building. From a 
conservation standpoint meter size is generally the best way. 



Transportation Commission 
January 23, 2014 

Page 3 of 5 

 

 

 
Bill explained to the committee that as the department that collects the fees he’s had to meet with unhappy 
customers who were increasing fixtures or making some improvements and their argument was that they were 
increasing fixtures but they weren’t increasing demand.  
 
Russ feels we should orient these towards our capacity problems since that’s what we are building out for. 
 
TRANSPORTATION 
Additional TSP project- 
*East Main Street improvement between Walker and Clay Street 
*2014 cost $2.559 million 
*Would add $258 to SDC at 100% eligible 
 
Transportation improvement fee (see attachments for the cost basis for the improvement fee) –  
*Current    $2,043 
*Proposed   $2,196 
Proposed w/Main Street $2,454 
 
Mike added that the Normal Avenue railroad crossing is the only crossing through that area and it would also be an 
East Main connection which is why they had shown it as 50%. Russ feels that the railroad crossing is primarily 
growth related and should be as close to 100% SDC as possible. Mike said that once the connection is made there 
will be pass-through traffic created. There is also a nexus to what is required to be paid for by the builders. On a City 
wide perspective it creates a North/South connection. He pointed out that this initial meeting is really just to bring the 
information to the committee and then come back and go through these things. 
 
SUMMARY 
*Water SDC  2% increase 
*Wastewater 150% increase 
*Transportation 7.5% increase 
 
Mike asked the committee how they would like to proceed now having all of the background data. The committee 
decided to go home and go through all of the projects/data and come back and tackle everything, likely starting with 
Water/Sewer and then Transportation last.  
 
Ray spoke to the credit policy which is a part of the statute.  
 
The Committee agreed to meet every other Tuesday at 1:00 pm. Next meeting March 18 th. 
 
Mike/Troy m/s to nominate Jac as Vice Chair. All in favor. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 2:00 pm 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tami De Mille-Campos, Administrative Assistant              
 



System Development Charge (SDC) Review Committee 
March 18, 2014 
 
Present: Troy Brown, Allen Douma, Dan Jovick, Jac Nickels, (vice-chair) Rich Rosenthal, and Russ Silbiger. 
Absent: Carlos Reichenshammer (Chair) 
 
Staff: Mike Faught, Bill Molnar, Mary McClary 
 
Vice-chair Nickels called the meeting to order at 1:10pm. 
 
Introductions 
The members introduced their name and affiliations.  
 
Troy Brown Jr.---Planning Commission 
Allen Douma---Citizen  
Mike Faught---Public Works Director 
Jac Nickels (vice-chair)---Architect 
Russ Silbiger---Citizen 
Rich Rosenthal---Council Liaison 
Ray Bartlett---Consultant (by phone)  
 
Jac Nickels announced the Committee would approve two sets of minutes at the next meeting. 
 
Troy Brown requested the agenda be sent as a pdf file. 
 
Minute approval 
Set aside. 
 
Public Forum 
No one present. 
 
Water System Development Charges (SDC) 
Mike Faught introduced the consultant Ray Bartlett on the phone.  Mike spoke and presented a PowerPoint 
presentation regarding the current SDC charges and proposed changes. The water SDC charges were $2.60. The 
2012 update reduced it to $2.45, then TAP allocation (SDC to Medford) brought the charge to $2.65. 
 
Ray Bartlett went through the details for the changes of the proposed changes for residential and commercial water 
and the members discussed the recommendations.  Residential SDC is based on the square footage of the residential 
structure, commercial rates for water would be based on meter size, and commercial sewer would be based on 
plumbing fixtures.  Ray would work on an example for the Committee to review at the next meeting to clearly see 
the current charges and the proposed charges. 
 
 
  



Sewer SDC 
The commercial sewer charges would be based on fixture units currently at $124.18, changing to $311.19.  The 
current rate for residential is .81 sq ft and would change to 2.03 sq ft, an 150% increase.  Ray explained the old 
methodology left out the value of the capital improvements made.  Going forward the improvements would not be 
funded with tax but user fees which drove up the cost of the user fees. The tax revenue pays for the debt service on 
the current system until 2024, approximately 1.6 million per year. None of the tax revenues are included in the SDC 
calculations.  After that time Council had already approved the tax monies to be used for Public Works capital 
projects. 
 
Allen asked for an outline of how the projected costs went up 150% to both residential and commercial and 
wondered what this would do to an average home (2,000 sq ft). 
 
The food and beverage tax monies used to pay for the treatment plant, would become a revenue stream for the 
sewer fund to pay debt service for capital projects and the engineers would allocate how much should go to growth 
in the SDC.  Each project has a growth indication and drives the SDCs.  SDC funds can only be used for projects 
identified in the master plan.  The increase is needed now to pay for growth.  If the SDC’s do not cover most of the 
costs then rates increase.  Ashland’s growth has been less than 1% for the past 10 years.  The master plan projects 
are based on that growth.   
 
The members discussed capacity versus rates increase, projects coming up in the future, replacement costs, 
percentage of sewer costs paid by SDC and rates, growth paying for itself, and limitation because of urban growth 
boundaries.  
 
Ashland was in the middle to low range for SDC charges when compared to similar communities mainly because 
other communities adjust annually. We do comprehensive master plans every 5 years and the SDC rates are re-
evaluated.  Water and Sewer growth was calculated by engineers.    
 
The committee asked for a rate impact comparison for several commercial buildings (10,000 sq ft) and an average 
residential structure (1700 sq ft).  The criteria used are based on the American Water Works Association for meter 
capacity for meter size and manufactures. The committee would like to see the comparisons with the sewer SDC 
proposals also. 
 
Mike suggested the Committee pick up the Transportation discussion at the next meeting. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 2:30. 
 
Next meeting: April 1, at 1pm in the Siskiyou Room. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted by: 
Mary McClary 
Administrative Assistant for Electric, IT and  
Telecommunication Departments 
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AASSHHLLAANNDD  SSYYSSTTEEMM  DDEEVVEELLOOPPMMEENNTT  CCHHAARRGGEE  RREEVVIIEEWW  CCOOMMMMIITTTTEEEE  

MMIINNUUTTEESS  
April 15, 2014 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER: Carlos Reichenshammer called the meeting to order at 1:09 p.m. in the Siskiyou Room, 51 
Winburn Way.  
 
Committee Members Present: Russ Silbiger, Carlos Reichenshammer, Allen Douma and Troy Brown Jr.   
Committee Members Absent: Dan Jovick, and Jac Nickels  
Staff Present: Bill Molnar, Mike Faught, and Tami De Mille-Campos 
Consultant Present: Ray Bartlett (Financial Analyst) 
Council Liaison Absent: Rich Rosenthal 
 
Mike mentioned that at some point the committee will need to select a Chair/Vice Chair but the Committee would 
come back to that after introductions. He stated that Ray Bartlett who is the Financial Analyst that did all the work on 
the SDC recommendations is here to present the information. All of the SDC’s that are being presented have been 
recommended, with the exception of a couple of projects that have been added, out of the Water, Sewer and 
Transportation master plans so these are all recommendations based on those adopted documents.   
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
The Committee did a round table introduction.  
 
Minutes approval – March 18th.  Unanimous consent  
 
WATER SDC 
Ray stated the SDC statutes in Oregon have two portions of the SDC; reimbursement fee & improvement fee. The 
reimbursement fee is based on the value of excess capacity that is currently in the system, drought notwithstanding. 
The City in the past has used original cost depreciated for the length of time it’s been in use to calculate the cost 
basis for the reimbursement fee. There are two other commonly used methods in practice; replacement cost or 
replacement cost depreciated for the length of time it’s been in use; both of which produce a much higher SDC than 
what the City of Ashland has chosen to use. Ray pointed out that you are allowed to include projects that are 
financed or under construction. One of the issues that will be looked at is whether or not to take the TAP line & add 
that to the reimbursement fee.  
 
The improvement fee is the value of capacity that hasn’t yet been built; they are projects to be built in the future 
which in the planning process have been identified as necessary to meet population & employment growth that’s 
expected. Although the future can’t be precisely forecasted, the master plan is based on a reasonable forecast of 
population & employment. The current water master plan is designed to go out to the year 2030. The TAP waterline 
is likely to meet demand to 2060.  
 
Ray pointed out that they are simply updating the figures in the 2012 master plan to 2013 dollars, which is the last 
year in which there are audited financials for capital values and using the same measurements that they had for 
capacity for the existing system and the growth.  
 
One of the issues that came up at the previous committee meeting was how the SDC is applied to new development. 
What the City has been using for sewer & water for residences is to calculate what the SDC would be for a 2,000 
square foot house. The City then applies that SDC to the actual square footage of the house that is being built. The 
theory is the larger the house, the higher the demand for water and is a pretty commonly applied method.  
 
For non-residential uses, the water SDC is applied based on the size of the water meter that is installed. The sewer 
system is based on the number of fixture units that are installed.      
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The TAP project was originally left entirely out of the SDC calculation because it was considered to be satisfying only 
emergency demands of the current population & would only be used on a temporary basis. Based on climate change 
it is estimated that it would be used every 4 years or during an emergency (flood, fire etc). A discussion was had 
between Ray and Mike regarding whether or not the TAP project meets the SDC requirements. Mike stated if Council 
approves the TAP project as proposed then the original SDC proposal is what they would continue to recommend, if 
it does change they would recalculate it and bring it back to the committee.     
  
SEWER SDC 
The sewer SDC hasn’t changed since the previous meeting, except for addressing a few of the issues that came up 
at the last meeting. One of those issues was whether or not sewer projects that are being paid for with food and 
beverage tax have been included. Those are not being included and they have removed those facilities that are 
financed and being repaid out of the food and beverage tax. The net is the facilities paid for with user fees and 
SDC’s. There have been major improvements to the wastewater treatment plant since the last master plan was 
updated and the capital improvements list has had additions made to it related to regulatory requirements.         
 
The engineers evaluate what percentages are due to growth. It is required as part of the master planning process 
and all of the projects have different growth projections. 
 
Mike pointed out the master plans calculate the estimated population growth, and they then figure out what that 
impact is to the system. After reviewing the master plans/transportation system plan, the goal for the SDC committee 
is to make a recommendation which will be forwarded to Council for approval. Once the committee has made their 
recommendation a required 90-day notice would be sent out to the homebuilders association and after that it would 
be presented to Council along with a public hearing. 
 
The committee agreed to skip the April 29th meeting in order to have time to go through all of the material. The next 
meeting will be held on May 13, 2014.  

ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 2:15 pm 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tami De Mille-Campos, Administrative Assistant              
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AASSHHLLAANNDD  SSYYSSTTEEMM  DDEEVVEELLOOPPMMEENNTT  CCHHAARRGGEE  RREEVVIIEEWW  CCOOMMMMIITTTTEEEE  

IINNFFOORRMMAATTIIOONNAALL  OONNLLYY  ****NNOO  QQUUOORRUUMM****  
June 10, 2014 

Committee Members Present: Russ Silbiger, Jac Nickels, and Troy Brown Jr.   
Committee Members Absent: Dan Jovick, Carlos Reichenshammer, and Allen Douma 
Staff Present: Bill Molnar, Mike Faught, and Tami De Mille-Campos 
Consultant Present via phone: Ray Bartlett (Financial Analyst) 
Council Liaison Absent: Rich Rosenthal 
Transportation Commissioner Present: Joseph Graf 

Mike pointed out that we did not have a quorum so the committee couldn’t take action on anything during the 
meeting but the meeting could continue due to the scheduling of the conference call with our consultant, Ray Bartlett. 

Informational notes will be taken for submission to the full committee at its next meeting.  

WATER SDC 
Ray provided an example of the current sdc and the proposed sdc based on a 2,000 square foot home. Bill asked if 
the committee wondered where Ashland’s SDC’s stack up with other cities around Oregon. He said he had 
remembered seeing an email, possibly from the League of Oregon Cities, which showed that Ashland was sort of in 
the middle. Bill didn’t recall the details of the document. Mike asked Ray if that was something that he could take a 
look at (as long as it wouldn’t exceed 25% of the contract amount). Ray agreed that he could look into that.    

Ray then stepped through the “Update - water system development charge” document (see attached). The tables 
discussed in the document show the changes to the current water system development charge (SDC) and compares 
the current water SDC to that proposed in the 2012 Comprehensive Water Master Plan (WMP, Final December 
2012), and to this proposed SDC based on changes that have occurred since 2012.  

Table 1 summarizes these three calculations of the water SDC for residential and for commercial & industrial users 
on a ¾-inch water meter.  

Table 2 shows the entire schedule of changes by meter size for commercial & industrial users. 

Table 3 shows the changes in the cost basis of the reimbursement fee. 

Table 4 is from the WMP (Table 9-16) and shows that the Emergency TAP line project is deleted. 

Table 5 shows the list of qualified improvement fee projects and the adjustments made to the original WMP projects 
as of this year. 

Table 6 shows the allocation of the eligible improvement fee projects to residential and commercial & industrial users 
based on the expected number of ¾-inch equivalent meters each customer class is expected to use. 

SEWER SDC 
Ray noted there weren’t any new changes to what was proposed at the April 4th, 2014 meeting. It is pretty much the 
same as what came out of the master plan. The calculations were increased based on the change in asset value 
from 2011 to 2013. The proposed improvement fee resulted in a slight increase, adjusting for inflation. Ray pointed 
out when the SDC was put together originally for the current sdc there were pretty large reductions made in the 
calculation of the sdc, in part because the City was charging a tax on food and beverage, much of which was going 
towards paying for improvements to the sewer system. Those corrections have still been made but the current sdc 
was based on an artificially low sdc. The capital projects have increased due mostly to a pretty dramatic increase in 
sewage treatment requirements.  
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The committee would like to see a summary of the current and proposed, in addition to the rates. Staff will provide 
that.  
 
Transportation SDC 
Russ questioned how they can determine the Transportation sdc based on a list of capital improvements that may or 
may not be completed. Faught stated that is something that the committee will have to decide. Ray pointed out the 
master plan eliminated the low priority and developer driven projects. The question is whether the committee wants 
to trim back any of the high and medium projects. Transportation is harder to predict. Russ commented that maybe 
the Transportation sdc is something that the sdc committee needs to revisit more often than every ten years. Mike 
said he actually recommends that all master plans be updated every five years.  
 
The next meeting will be held at 1:00 pm on July 8th, 2014. 
 

Tami De Mille-Campos, Administrative Assistant              
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SUMMARY 

The following 5 tables show the changes to the current water system development charge (SDC) and 
compares the current water SDC to that proposed in the 2012 Comprehensive Water Master Plan (WMP, 
Final December 2012), and to this proposed SDC based on changes that have occurred since 2012.   

Table 1 summarizes these three calculations of the water SDC for residential and for commercial & 
industrial users on a ¾-inch water meter. Compared to the current water SDC, the 2012 WMP proposed a 
decrease of about 6%, and with the current changes since 2012, a 0.3% increase for the residential SDC and 
a 1.3% decrease for commercial & industrial.  The commercial & industrial SDC decreased due to an 
apparent error in the WMP calculations which is explained below in Table 5. 

 

Table 1 Summary Water SDC 

 
 

 

 

% ∆ from
Reimbursement Improvement Total SDC Reimbursement Improvement Total SDC Current

Current
$/Square Foot of Habitable Area $2.60
$/Meter Size

3/4 $4,940.40

2012 WMP
$/Square Foot of Habitable Area $0.8040 $1.6436 $2.4476 -5.9%
$/Meter Size

3/4 $1,522.18 $3,111.76 $4,633.94 -6.2%

2014 WMP Update with TAP & Crowson II
$/Square Foot of Habitable Area $0.9318 $1.6751 $2.6069 0.3%
$/Meter Size

3/4 $1,792.89 $3,084.22 $4,877.11 -1.3%

Residential Commercial & Industrial
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Table 2 shows the entire schedule of changes by meter size for commercial & industrial users. 

Table 2 Schedule of Current and Proposed Water SDC 

 

 

 

Table 3 shows the changes in the cost basis of the reimbursement fee. The proposed SDC in the WMP was 
based on the fiscal year 2011 (July 1, 2012 through June 30, 20111) audit. The update is based on the most 
recently completed audit ending June 30, 2013, and on the current cost of constructing the TAP water line 
and the Medford Water Commission SDC for water in 2014 dollars.  This project was deleted from the list 
of capital improvements that was used to calculate the improvement fee.  Since this project has been 
financed and is under construction, it can be counted as an existing asset with excess capacity to serve future 
development.  In the 2012 WMP, the project was to serve only emergency water needs and was excluded 
from the calculation of the improvement fee.  Since then, the scope of this project has made it a source of 

% ∆ from
Reimbursement Improvement Total SDC Reimbursement Improvement Total SDC Current

Current
$/Square Foot of Habitable Area $2.60
$/Meter Size

3/4 $4,940.40
1 $8,250.47
1 1/2 $16,451.53
2 $26,332.33
3 $57,654.47
4 $98,808.00
6 $205,866.47
8 $296,424.00

2012 WMP
$/Square Foot of Habitable Area $0.8040 $1.6436 $2.4476 -5.9%
$/Meter Size

3/4 $1,522.18 $3,111.76 $4,633.94 -6.2%
1 $2,537.00 $5,186.00 $7,723.00 -6.4%
1 1/2 $5,074.00 $10,373.00 $15,447.00 -6.1%
2 $8,118.00 $16,596.00 $24,714.00 -6.1%
3 $17,759.00 $36,304.00 $54,063.00 -6.2%
4 $30,444.00 $62,235.00 $92,679.00 -6.2%
6 $63,424.00 $129,657.00 $193,081.00 -6.2%
8 $91,331.00 $186,706.00 $278,037.00 -6.2%

2014 WMP Update with TAP & Crowson II
$/Square Foot of Habitable Area $0.9318 $1.6751 $2.6069 0.3%
$/Meter Size

3/4 $1,792.89 $3,084.22 $4,877.11 -1.3%
1 $2,988.75 $5,140.43 $8,129.18 -1.5%
1 1/2 $5,975.70 $10,280.87 $16,256.57 -1.2%
2 $9,561.48 $16,448.58 $26,010.06 -1.2%
3 $20,917.65 $35,983.04 $56,900.69 -1.3%
4 $35,857.80 $61,685.21 $97,543.01 -1.3%
6 $74,704.35 $128,508.83 $203,213.18 -1.3%
8 $107,573.40 $185,053.61 $292,627.01 -1.3%

Residential Commercial & Industrial
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water to Ashland and it will be available to serve future development.  In this analysis, 90% of the TAP 
line cost is included because it will primarily serve growth and 10% is assumed to be used for emergency 
use by existing development.    

The proposed SDC uses the same criteria as the 2012 WMP and the current methodology. The current and 
WMP methodology divides the cost between single-family residences and commercial & industrial based 
on the equivalent numbers of ¾-inch water meters in service currently. A ¾-inch equivalency is based on 
the amount of water that a certain size meter (e.g., 2-inch meter) can pass instantaneously relative to the 
amount a ¾-inch meter can pass (e.g., a 2-inch meter can pass 5.33 times more water than a ¾-inch meter). 
Single-family residences’ SDCs are based on square footage of habitable (heated) floor area; and, the 
commercial & industrial is based on meter size which varies by the meters’ abilities to provide water 
instantaneously—gallons per minute. Seventy-seven percent of the 3/4-inch meters are in single-family 
residences; therefore, 77% of the eligible reimbursement fee costs are allocated to residences and 23% to 
commercial & industrial users.   
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Table 3 Calculation of Water Reimbursement Fee 

2011 2013 Allocation % ∆

Original Cost $36,180,656 $36,435,280 0.7%
Accumulated Depreciation ($15,228,374) ($17,254,657) 13.3%
Book Value of Hosler Dam ($55,741) -100.0%

Book Value $20,896,541 $19,180,623 -8.2%

Series 1997 Flood & Refunding Bonds ($175,000) -100.0%
Series 2003 Water Revenue Bonds ($2,940,000) ($4,695,862) 59.7%
Series 2009 Water & WW Bonds (FF&C) ($633,551) -100.0%

Principal Outstanding ($3,748,551) ($4,695,862) 25.3%
Investment in Capacity $17,147,990 $14,484,761 -15.5%

Emergency TAP Pipeline & Pump
MWC's SDC $2,620,084
Construction $4,400,000
Less: IFA Forgivable Loan ($950,000)

Net cost of TAP $6,070,084

% Allocation to future development 90.00%
Allocation to future development $5,463,076

Cost Basis for Reimbursement Fee $19,947,837

Current 3/4" Equivalents Meters (EM) Number %
Residential 7,575                     77% $15,359,834
Commercial & Industrial 2,227                     23% $4,588,002

Total 9,802                     100% $19,947,836

Square Feet (SF) of Residential Habitable Area, 2032 16,483,431          $/SF $0.9318
3/4" Commercial & Industrial Equivalents Meters (EM), 2032 2,559                     $/EM $1,792.89
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Table 4 is from the WMP (Table 9-16) and shows that the Emergency TAP line project is deleted. This 
project is under construction and qualifies as a reimbursement fee. Only 9 projects qualify to be 
improvement fee projects; of the $44 million of capital improvements only $4.3 million is included in the 
SDC improvement fee.  The Emergency TAP Pipeline & Pump project has been deleted from the list of 
capital improvements and added to the list of existing capital improvements. Because of this change in 
scope the City was able to reduce the amount of storage needed at the Crowson II reservoir which reduced 
the cost by $1.3 million (in 2012 $’s).  Table 5 shows these calculations.   

Table 4 Original List of Capital Improvements & SDC Eligible, 2012 $'s 
  SDC Eligible 
Capital Project Total Cost % $ 

    
Supply    

FERC Dam Security & Telemetry Impr.  -  25.00%  -  
FERC Dam Spillgate Upgrades(50% Electric, 50% Water)  -  25.00%  -  
FERC Structural Stability Analysis(50% Electric, 50% Water)  -  25.00%  -  
FERC Part 12 Dam Safety Inspection(50% Electric, 50% Water) 160,000  25.00% 40,000  
Ashland Creek West Fork Bridge Construction 120,000  75.00% 90,000  
Sediment TMDLin Reeder Resv. 600,000  75.00% 450,000  
Reeder Resv Study Implementation 30,000  75.00% 22,500  
Reeder Resv Access Road TMDL Compliance 100,000  75.00% 75,000  
Reeder Resv Variable Depth Intake 100,000  0.00%  -  
TID Terrace St Pump Station Improvements 220,000  0.00%  -  
TID Canal Piping: Starlite to Terrace Street 1,100,000  100.00%  1,100,000  
Test existing high capacity wells 50,000  0.00%  -  
Water Conservation Smart Controller Pilot Project 50,000  0.00%  -  
Water Conservation Management Plan (due April 2012) 0  100.00%  -  
Emergency TAP Pipeline & Pump 2,000,000  0.00%  -  

Treatment & Storage    -  
Raw Water Bypass Measurement 25,000  0.00%  -  
SCADA Radio Frequency FCC Compliance 45,000  0.00%  -  
Final CT Disinfection Improvements 85,000  0.00%  -  
Permanganate Feed Facility Study & Implementation 265,000  0.00%  -  
WTP Security Upgrades 50,000  0.00%  -  
Existing Plant Mech. Elec. & Scada Upgrades 1,500,000  0.00%  -  
Ozone /UV Analysis & Disinfection 1,750,000  0.00%  -  
Bear Creek Cu WLA Source Control Study & Implementation 50,000  0.00%  -  
2.6-MG Reservoir & Clearwell (“Crowson II”) 6,746,000  10.00% 674,600  
2.5 MGD Water Treatment Plant 12,000,000  10.00%  1,200,000  

Distribution    
Telemetry Station at Water Warehouse 50,000  0.00%  -  
Water Master Plan Updates 700,000  100.00% 700,000  
Park Estates Pump Station/Loop Road Reservoir Alternatives 2,000,000  0.00%  -  
Lit Way New PRV 341,000  0.00%  -  
Tolman Creek Road New PRV 341,000  0.00%  -  
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  SDC Eligible 
Capital Project Total Cost % $ 

    
Pipe Replacement Program 3,700,000  0.00%  -  
Radio Read Meter Program 1,351,000  0.00%  -  
Hydrant Replacement 616,000  0.00%  -  
Emergency Response Plan Update 20,000  0.00%  -  
Cross Connection Control Plan Update 15,000  0.00%  -  
Safety Plan Update 20,000  0.00%  -  
Granite Reservoir Valving 100,000  0.00%  -  

Piping    
Ivy Lane 346,000  0.00%  -  
Ivy Lane 94,000  0.00%  -  
Normal Ave 517,000  0.00%  -  
Walker Ave 784,000  0.00%  -  
Parker Street 162,000  0.00%  -  
Harmony Lane 65,000  0.00%  -  
Lit Way 35,000  0.00%  -  
Ray Lane 54,000  0.00%  -  
Beach Street 91,000  0.00%  -  
AHS Property 90,000  0.00%  -  
Vista Street 149,000  0.00%  -  
Vista Street 5,000  0.00%  -  
Meade Street 235,000  0.00%  -  
Elkader Street 72,000  0.00%  -  
Ivy Lane 64,000  0.00%  -  
South Mountain Ave 6,000  0.00%  -  
South Mountain Ave 17,000  0.00%  -  
Pinecrest Trail 178,000  0.00%  -  
Pinecrest Trail 396,000  0.00%  -  
Penny Drive 83,000  0.00%  -  
Woodland Drive 52,000  0.00%  -  
Hiawatha Place 58,000  0.00%  -  
Morton Street 130,000  0.00%  -  
Ashland Mine Road 115,000  0.00%  -  
Fox Street 54,000  0.00%  -  
Almeda Drive 35,000  0.00%  -  
Skycrest Drive 162,000  0.00%  -  
Crispin Street 131,000  0.00%  -  
Oak Lawn Ave 29,000  0.00%  -  
Sylvia Street 64,000  0.00%  -  
Black Oak Way 85,000  0.00%  -  
Oak Knoll Dr 287,000  0.00%  -  
Ashland Street 432,000  0.00%  -  
I-5 Crossing 794,000  0.00%  -  
Ditch Road 225,000  0.00%  -  
Lithia 70,000  0.00%  -  
Iowa Street 640,000  0.00%  -  
Granite Street 300,000  0.00%  -  
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  SDC Eligible 
Capital Project Total Cost % $ 

    
B Street 250,000  0.00%  -  
Terrace Street 350,000  0.00%  -  

    
Totals $44,006,000   $4,352,100  
    
    

 

Table5 shows the list of qualified improvement fee projects and the adjustments made to the original WMP 
projects as of this year.  The Crowson II reservoir can be reduced in size at a cost savings of $1.3 million.  
Ten percent of the cost and of the cost reduction are incorporated into the revisions along with an adjustment 
for inflation.  According the ENR Construction Cost Index, construction costs increased 5.45% between 
June 2012 and June 2014.    
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Update, Water System Development Charge June 5, 2014 

 

 

Table 5 SDC Eligible Capital Improvements with Modifications, 2014 $'s 

 

^ENR Construction Cost Index shows a 5.45% increase in construction costs between 2012 and 2014.   

 

Capital Project Total Cost % $ % eligible Cost 2014$'s 2012 $'s 2014 $'s

105.45%

Supply
FERC Part 12 Dam Safety Inspection  (50% Electric, 50% Water) 160,000 25.00% 40,000           40,000        $42,000
Ashland Creek West Fork Bridge Construction 120,000 75.00% 90,000           90,000        $95,000
Sediment TMDL  in Reeder Resv. 600,000 75.00% 450,000         450,000      $475,000
Reeder Resv Study Implementation 30,000 75.00% 22,500           22,500        $24,000
Reeder Resv Access Road TMDL Compliance 100,000 75.00% 75,000           75,000        $79,000
TID Canal Piping: Starlite to Terrace Street 1,100,000 100.00% 1,100,000      1,100,000   $1,160,000

Treatment & Storage -                  -                  
2.6-MG Reservoir & Clearwell (“Crowson II”) 6,746,000 10.00% 674,600         10% -$1,300,000 674,600      $574,000
2.5 MGD Water Treatment Plant 12,000,000 10.00% 1,200,000      1,200,000   $1,265,000

Distribution -                  
Telemetry Station at Water Warehouse 50,000 0.00% -                  -               -                  
Water Master Plan Updates 700,000 100.00% 700,000         700,000      $738,000

Piping -               -                  

Totals 44,006,000 4,352,100 4,352,100 4,452,000

SDC Eligible Adjustments
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Update, Water System Development Charge June 5, 2014 

 

Table 6 shows the allocation of the eligible improvement fee projects to residential and commercial & 
industrial users based on the expected number of ¾-inch equivalent meters each customer class is expected 
to use.  The improvement fee is the allocated cost divided by the forecast square footage of habitable space 
residences are expected to develop; and, the allocated cost divided by the forecast number of ¾-inch 
equivalent meters commercial & industrial customers are expected to develop.   

Table 6 Calculation of Water Improvement Fee 

 

Compared to the current SDC, the proposed residential SDC (reimbursement plus improvement fees) will 
increase 0.3%, and the proposed commercial & industrial SDC will decrease about 1.3%.  The decrease in 
the commercial & industrial SDC is due to an apparent error in the calculations of the WMP.  The WMP 
forecast the number of ¾-inch equivalent meters will increases by 332 (from 2229 in 2012 to 2559 in 2032); 
however, the 2012 calculation of the SDC was based on only 318 new ¾-inch equivalent meters.1  Table 6 
above is based on 332 new ¾-inch equivalent meters.   

1 Comprehensive Water Master Plan, page 9-29 Table 9.15 shows the current and forecast numbers of ¾-inch EM for 
commercial & industrial at 332; page 9-32 shows only 318 EM were included in the calculation of the improvement 
fee.  The reimbursement fee is based on the correct number of ¾-inch EM, 2559 (page 9-29).  

Total Cost Allocation to Improvement Fee, 2014 $'s $4,452,000

3/4" Meter Equivalents
Residential 7,575              77% $3,428,040
Commercial & Industrial 2,227              23% $1,023,960

Total 9,802              100% $4,452,000

Forecast Growth Square Feet of Residential Habitable Area 2,046,408      $/SF $1.6751
Forecast Growth 3/4" equivalent meters 332                  $/EM $3,084.22
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AASSHHLLAANNDD  SSYYSSTTEEMM  DDEEVVEELLOOPPMMEENNTT  CCHHAARRGGEE  ((SSDDCC))  RREEVVIIEEWW  CCOOMMMMIITTTTEEEE  

MMIINNUUTTEESS  
July 8, 2014 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER: Carlos Reichenshammer called the meeting to order at 1:07 p.m. in the Siskiyou Room, 51 
Winburn Way.  
 
Committee Members Present: Russ Silbiger, Carlos Reichenshammer, Allen Douma (arrived at 1:09), Dan Jovick, 
Jac Nickels (arrived at 1:08) and Troy Brown Jr.   
Committee Members Absent: None 
Staff Present: Bill Molnar, Mike Faught, and Tami De Mille-Campos 
Consultant Present via phone: Ray Bartlett (Financial Analyst) 
Council Liaison Absent: Rich Rosenthal 
 
WATER SDC 
Mike pointed out last month we didn’t have a quorum but we did go over some of the documents. At this meeting the 
plan is to summarize the water SDC and answer any questions the committee has. 
 
Dan asked whether there has been any consideration given to those homes with gray water systems.  Mike asked 
Bill if they have gotten many questions regarding gray water. Bill said they do get the occasional question regarding 
gray water. One of the issues regarding gray water is how to calculate it, as well as tracking whether the system is in 
use as it passes from one owner to another.  
 
Ray went over the comparison that was provided by the Community Development department (see attached). 
  
SEWER SDC 
Ray went over 3 basic reasons why the wastewater increases 151%. Also, in 2006 the City decreased the SDC from 
$2,707 for a typical 2,000 square foot house to $1,613—a 40% decrease.  According to the 2006 “Water and 
Wastewater – System Development Charge Fee Schedules Summary Exhibit ‘A’ this was “. . . due to a significant 
downsized allocation of capital facility costs to growth and the removal of the treatment plant funded through the food 
and beverage tax receipts . . .” (page 1).  In the proposed 2014 update, we also remove those elements of the 
WWTP that are funded from the food and beverage tax.   
 

 In 2006 the reimbursement fee was based on a Net Asset Value of $9.7 million.  The 2014 update 
is based on a Net of $8.9 million—an 8% decrease.   

 In 2006 the improvement fee was based on $2.5 million of SDC qualified capital improvements.  
The 2012 Wastewater Master Plan (WWMP) has $9.0 million in SDC qualified capital 
improvements—a 260% increase. 

 In 2006 the WWMP had a design capacity of 2.58 million gallons per day (mgd) while the 2012 
WWMP has a design capacity of 3.18 mgd—a 23% increase. 

 

 
Current Proposed 

 
Parameter 

2006 

SDC 

2014 

SDC 

% 

Change 

Net Asset Value (millions) $9.70  $8.90  -8% 

Capital improvements qualified for SDC (millions) $2.50  $9.00  260% 

Design Capacity (million gallons per day)^ 2.58 3.18 23% 

^Average Daily Dry Weather flow.  The 2006 SDC projected 2.58 mgd by 2023; however, the 2012 

WWMP shows the current flows exceed this flow at 2.85 mgd.   
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Mike noted the waste water capital improvements are regulatory driven. Carlos asked about the exclusion of the food 
and beverage tax against the $9,017,350 growth apportionment. Ray stated that it excludes all of the capital that is 
being paid for by the food and beverage tax. None of the capital that is being proposed in the improvement fee is 
expected to be paid for by the food and beverage tax. At this point the food and beverage tax is paying for capital 
that has already been constructed so it is kept out of the reimbursement fee. Mike pointed out it could be used for 
other projects after the debt is paid off in 2022. Mike asked Ray if that was calculated towards future wastewater 
capital improvements. Russ pointed out there is a nice separation from priority 1 and 2 projects which is pretty close 
to when the majority of the debt is paid off so the food and beverage tax could be allocated to priority 2 projects at 
that time. Mike noted the projects have a completion timeline and we need to start collecting the SDC’s now 
otherwise development isn’t paying their fair share.  
 
Russ read the ballot measure “Funds generated after 2022 not designated for parks will be used for wastewater 
treatment capital improvement projects.” Allen asked what percentage of the capital sewer costs are because we 
have to mitigate the problem we have even if there is no growth. Mike stated that some of the projects are directly 
related to growth and those would be delayed if there was no growth (such as the oxidation ditch listed in priority 2). 
Jac asked if there is no development but they still want to do these projects would rates be increased. Mike 
answered that it would be exactly what you do but that would be a tough conversation to have with Council if the 
project is 100% paid out of SDC’s because it is related to growth. Growth related projects really should be paid for 
with SDC’s. Mike pointed out the water master plan is pretty spot on for the growth projections. He feels very 
comfortable with the schedules based on those growth projections. Ray stated 14.4 million is allocated to rate payers 
which the master plan calls for significant rate increases over the next 5 years to produce the revenue to pay for that. 
It is also coupled with 4 additional debts that the City plans to take out to pay for the improvements. The total debt 
service that as forecast is greater than the food and beverage tax is likely to produce. The food and beverage tax is 
only paying for the capital that was purchased in 2010 and the small amount of the future debt service which doesn’t 
leave a lot of room to allocate money to reduce the proposed SDC. However, Mike and Ray will take a look at the 
impact of the food and beverage tax and get the information back to the committee.  
 
APPROVAL OF WATER SDC 
Russ/Dan m/s to recommend Council adopt the proposed water SDC increase. 
All ayes. Motion passes. 
 
Next meeting scheduled for August 5, 2014 to finish up Sewer. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 2:00 pm 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tami De Mille-Campos, Administrative Assistant              
 



Following is a comparison of the current and proposed sewer, water, and transportation SDCs relative to all other development fees for the 
Meier and McAndrew properties.  Assuming all other fees remain constant, the proposed changes will increase the sum of all fees between 
13.79% (Meier property) and $14.75% (McAndrew property).  The single largest increase among the 3 is sewer that increases 151%.   
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AASSHHLLAANNDD  SSYYSSTTEEMM  DDEEVVEELLOOPPMMEENNTT  CCHHAARRGGEE  ((SSDDCC))  RREEVVIIEEWW  CCOOMMMMIITTTTEEEE  

MMIINNUUTTEESS  
August 5, 2014 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER: Carlos Reichenshammer called the meeting to order at 1:07 p.m. in the Siskiyou Room, 51 
Winburn Way.  
 
Committee Members Present: Russ Silbiger, Carlos Reichenshammer, Allen Douma, and Troy Brown Jr.  
Committee Members Absent: Dan Jovick, and Jac Nickels 
Staff Present: Bill Molnar, Mike Faught, and Tami De Mille-Campos 
Consultant Present via phone: Ray Bartlett (Financial Analyst) 
Council Liaison Present: Rich Rosenthal 
 
Faught pointed out to Bartlett that on the water SDC he has it listed at $700,000 but at Douma’s request during the 
last meeting they looked it up and it is only showing $300,000 for the Water Master Plan updates (project D2). 
Bartlett is going to check into that and see why there is a difference.  
 
SEWER SDC 
Bartlett explained that the cost basis for the Sewer SDC is primarily the improvement fee portion—$1.833/sq. ft.  The 
reimbursement fee portion is relatively small at $0.195/sq. ft.   
 
The improvement fee is based on the Sewer Master Plan that has 3 sets of priority projects: 
 

Priority Time Line 2012 $’s SDC qualified % Included in Update 
Rate Payers 
Other 

1 2012 – 2020 $10,791,000 $3,263,430 30% Yes $3,263,430 $7,527,570 

2 2020 – 2030 $16,713,000 $5,753,920 34% Yes $5,753,920 $10,959,080 

3 Beyond 2030 $5,799,000 $5,153,000 89% No 
 

$5,799,000 

Totals 
 

$33,303,000  $14,170,350  43% 

 
$9,017,350 $24,285,650 

%   100% 43%     27% 73% 

 
Of the $33.3 million of planned improvements about $14.2 million (43%) is attributable to expanding capacity to 
accommodate growth.  Because of the uncertainty of growth and the associated Priority 3 capital improvements, 
these improvements were excluded from the proposed update of the SDC.  This reduced the cost basis for the 
improvement fee from $14.2 million to $9.0 million.  The remaining $24.3 million will have to be paid by rate payers 
and from the Food & Beverage Tax.   
 
In Table 14.1 the annual debt service exceeds the expected amount of revenue from the Food & Beverage Tax in 
each year of the forecast except the first year, leaving nothing to off-set the amount of the proposed SDC.  The 
current debt of approximately $11 million will be fully repaid in FY 2023.  However, over the next five years, the City 
plans to issue an additional $8 million for Priority 1 capital improvements.  That leaves approximately $19.5 million of 
Priority 1 and 2 projects that will be paid from additional borrowing, or from the accumulation of sewer rates, SDC, 
and Food & Beverage Tax revenues. Table 14.1 ends in FY 2020 but capital improvements are schedules out 
beyond 2020.  These projects will require more revenue than the Food & Beverage Tax alone will produce.   
 
Faught added if we think the SDC’s are too high the only way to adjust that is to have the rate payer pay more. What 
we have now is the master plan which lines out what should be allocated to growth versus what should go to the rate 
payer which is how they got to that distribution.  
 
Douma said the allocation percentage is determined by a group of Engineers and he wonders what additional 
information can they use to analyze whether they were right or wrong. Faught answered; really the only way to do 
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that would be to hire new Engineers to challenge the premise and that isn’t a general rule. The Engineers basically 
model the system to determine the proper allocations. Douma questions what influence they have on any of this. 
Faught mentioned he had told everyone to read through the master plans to see if there were any flaws but the big 
question is whether we need the projects or not and these projects were vetted long before they came before this 
committee. He thinks it really comes down to what are the strategies for increasing the SDC’s to meet the growth 
side of it.  
 
Faught stated he thinks Sewer is the easiest to figure out because it is primarily regulatory driven. As we grow we are 
going to have to build the facilities and the proportional share for the developer is outlined in the master plan.  
 
Silbiger/Reichenshammer m/s to recommend Council adopt the proposed sewer SDC increase. 
All ayes. Motion passes. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 2:18 pm 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tami De Mille-Campos, Administrative Assistant              
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AASSHHLLAANNDD  SSYYSSTTEEMM  DDEEVVEELLOOPPMMEENNTT  CCHHAARRGGEE  ((SSDDCC))  RREEVVIIEEWW  CCOOMMMMIITTTTEEEE  

MMIINNUUTTEESS  
October 7, 2014 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER: Carlos Reichenshammer called the meeting to order at 1:29 p.m. in the Siskiyou Room, 51 
Winburn Way.  
 
Committee Members Present: Russ Silbiger, Carlos Reichenshammer, Allen Douma, Dan Jovick, Jac Nickels (non 
participating due to having a project on the SDC list)   
Committee Members Absent: Troy Brown Jr.  
Staff Present: Bill Molnar, Mike Faught, and Tami De Mille-Campos 
Consultant Present via phone: Ray Bartlett (Financial Analyst) 
Council Liaison Present: Rich Rosenthal 
 
TRANSPORTATION SDC 
Douma asked about the memo dated 10/6/14. He thinks there may be a mistake in the calculations shown. The cost 
basis on both of the lines is almost equal to each other but the calculated SDC is quite a bit different between the 
two. It is also missing the current cost basis. Bartlett stated he will go through the calculations and make sure 
everything is calculating correctly. There were several projects listed at 100% when calculating the $2,455 SDC. The 
last time we looked at this list the SDC was actually $2,196 which is almost the same as the SDC being proposed. 
He stated he will go back through and verify these numbers. 
 
Faught pointed out that since the committee last visited the SDC list in March he went through the list of projects and 
asked himself if each of them could arguably be completed within the next 20 years. He proposed eliminating some 
of the projects and then that list was taken to the Transportation Commission for their approval. The Transportation 
Commission approved the list at the September meeting. The projects are still active projects in the Transportation 
System Plan (TSP); they have just been eliminated from the SDC list. Also, project R17 has been updated to reflect 
the accurate estimated project cost. He then went down the list of excluded projects.  
 
Douma asked what the role of the SDC committee is. Faught stated he is looking for Douma and Silbiger to be 
representative of those that have to pay the SDC fees and then Reichenshammer and Jovick represent the opposite 
side. As a developer they get to collect the listed SDC as a reimbursement. The SDC’s haven’t been adjusted since 
2006. Given that, he asked the committee to consider if a 7.2% increase is justifiable. Faught stated you generally 
update your master plan first and then you update the SDC. Silbiger added staff is to present a set of projects that 
they think will have a reasonable chance of being built and then their job is to determine if the set of projects and 
associated percentage allocated to growth is reasonable. Douma said it kind of feels like the numbers are etched in 
stone before it even comes to the SDC committee. Silbiger answered that isn’t really the case because when they 
first met the numbers were much higher and changes have been made, so the committee effected the change. 
 
Molnar stated the committee could also look at the percentage allocated to growth & recommend changes. He feels 
there are a few projects that are more developer driven. He is concerned with the projects listed at 100% SDC 
eligible. The committee went down the list of the 100% projects and Faught/Molnar agreed to meet up after the 
meeting to further discuss them and recommend any further changes to the SDC list. Ray noted if they make 
changes, it will lower the total proposed SDC. 
 
Douma asked if they have the total current cost basis available for comparison. It is not immediately available but 
staff will try to locate the information. 
 
Next meeting date will be determined and emailed to the committee. 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 2:14 pm 

Respectfully submitted, Tami De Mille-Campos, Administrative Assistant              
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AASSHHLLAANNDD  SSYYSSTTEEMM  DDEEVVEELLOOPPMMEENNTT  CCHHAARRGGEE  ((SSDDCC))  RREEVVIIEEWW  CCOOMMMMIITTTTEEEE  
MMIINNUUTTEESS  

February 17, 2015 
 

 
CALL TO ORDER: Carlos Reichenshammer called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m. in the Siskiyou Room, 51 
Winburn Way.  
 
Committee Members Present: Carlos Reichenshammer, Troy Brown Jr., Allen Douma, Dan Jovick, Joe Graf (non 
voting member) 
Committee Members Absent: Russ Silbiger, and Jac Nickels (non participating due to having a project on the SDC 
list)    
Staff Present: Bill Molnar, Mike Faught, and Tami De Mille-Campos 
Consultant Present via phone: Ray Bartlett (Financial Analyst) 
 
TRANSPORTATION SDC 
Bill handed out a revised memo to the committee (see attached). 
 
R41/R44 – Bill pointed out he feels projects R41 & R44 are essentially one project. Currently R44 involves realigning 
Tolman Creek as it comes into Mistletoe. Bill was suggesting reducing that from 100% to 50% because there is some 
developer benefit & R41 be increased to at least 50%. Each project could be constructed individually but for funding 
and growth allocation purposes they should be looked at together.  
 
Ray to make the change to 50% on projects R41 & R44. 
 
X2 – Bill said originally he was speaking only to the railroad crossing in which it is listed as 18.4%. He said the only 
reason he thought it was put into the plan by Council was that it showed a benefit to that are in terms of trying to get 
some south to north connections. It wasn’t so much development driven as it was to make those connections. Mike 
pointed out that right now it was shown at 18.4% and asked Bill if he was recommending an increase? Bill stated he 
feels it should be more than 18.4%. Mike added that he though he and Bill had previously discussed making all of the 
railroads crossings 50% and Bill agreed.   
 
R45 – Bill said this project goes with X2 and is part of the block pattern that is largely development driven. He thinks 
that could be reduced to 25%.  
 
Troy thought the railroad crossings should be less attributed to development because if the development doesn’t 
happen the City still benefits from the crossings. 
 
The committee agrees all railroads should be at 100%. The current need of the railroad projects is to move the traffic 
around, not necessarily for development purposes. 
 
Mike reminded the committee that they could wrap this up with a motion or come back for one more meeting to see 
the final proposal and then vote on it. 
 
Mike informed the committee he would still like to send them a final summary before he presents it to Council. Ray 
will put that together and get that sent out to the committee electronically.  
 
Troy/Dan m/s to approve the proposed Transportation SDC with recommended changes (see attached) for a 
total SDC of $2,112.00. Voice vote. All AYES. Motion passes. 
 
Carlos asked for a reminder of the final Water and Sewer SDC. Ray said he would like to take the time to review 
everything and put together a final SDC list which can then be distributed to the committee electronically along with 
the minutes from this meeting. 
 

These minutes are pending approval by the Committee.
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Mike added that the storm water SDC will be brought back to this committee when that is ready, probably a year or so 
from now. The committee members stated they were willing to remain on the committee. He also pointed out that he 
may come back to this committee when the Downtown parking and muli-modal committee is finishes up. 
 
Alan/Troy m/s to approve all previous meeting minutes. Which include: 3/4/14, 3/18/14, 4/15/14, 6/10/14, 
7/8/14, 8/5/14 and 10/7/14. Voice Vote. All AYES. Motion passes. 
 
Carlos asked when these SDC’s would go into effect. Mike said he probably wouldn’t be able to get in front of the 
Council until mid March or early April and he would like Carlos to attend with him as Chair. Mike said he would need 
to talk with the Legal department regarding the implementation timeline but he is thinking it would be July 1 so that it 
would give people advance notice. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 2:03 pm 
Respectfully submitted, Tami De Mille-Campos, Administrative Assistant              
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