ALBANY CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA

Wednesday, September 28, 2022
6:00 p.m.

Council Chambers, City Hall
333 Broadalbin Street SW
Hybrid Format
Watch on YouTube: https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofalbany
Watch on Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/cityofalbany/live_videos
Please be respectful and help the meeting to proceed efficiently by refraining from applause, cheering,
displaying signs, or other disruptions. Presenters and members of the public participating virtually will keep
microphones muted and cameras off. If a participant disrupts the meeting, the participant’s microphone
and camera will be turned off. If disruption continues, the participant will be removed from the meeting.
1.

Call to order and pledge of allegiance

2.

Roll call

3.

Proclamations
a. Bullying Prevention Month [Page 4]
b. Domestic Violence Awareness Month [Page 5]

4.

Presentations
a. Therapeutic Spa Replacement Project – Monica Weber [Verbal]

5.

Public hearing
Persons wanting to provide testimony during public hearings at city council meetings may:

1- Email written comments to the staff contact, listed below, including your name and subject of the
public hearing, before noon on the day of the meeting.
2- To testify virtually during the public hearing, register by emailing the staff contact, listed below,
before noon on the day of the meeting, with your name; phone number; and if you are speaking
for, against, or neutral on the project/subject. The mayor will call upon those who have registered to
speak.
3- Appear in person at the meeting and register to speak using the sign-up sheet on the table.

a.

Public Works SDC Methodology Update for Small Homes – Rob Emmons [Pages 6-67]
1 ) Methodology for Water System SDCs
RES NO. ________ p. 7
2 ) Methodology for Wastewater System SDCs
RES NO. ________ p. 22
3 ) Methodology for Transportation System SDCs
RES NO. ________ p. 44
The staff contact for this public hearing is: rob.emmons@cityofalbany.net

council.cityofalbany.net

1

ALBANY CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
September 28, 2022

6.

Page 2 of 3

Business from the public
Persons wanting to provide comments may:

1- Submit written comments and/or register to speak at www.cityofalbany.net/council/materials
before noon on the day of the meeting; or
2- Appear in person at the meeting and register to speak using the sign-up sheet.

7.

Adoption of consent agenda
a. Resignations and Appointments [Pages 68-75]
1 ) Accepting Jennifer Garner-Kizer’s resignation from the Planning Commission
2 ) Accepting Steph Napa’s resignations from the Community Development Commission and the
Traffic Safety Commission
3 ) Accepting Russ Allen’s resignation from the Parks & Recreation Commission
4 ) Appointing Amelia (Karen) Cardosa to the Planning Commission
b. Minutes [Pages 76-81]
1 ) August 22, 2022, work session
2 ) September 14, 2022, council meeting
c. Recommendations to OLCC [Pages 82-83]
1 ) Approve Limited On-Premises License Application for Wine Crush LLC, at 329 2nd Avenue SW
2 ) Approve Limited On-Premises License Application for Bai Bua Thai Kitchen LLC, dba Jinda Thai
Restaurant, at 236 1st Avenue SW
d. Adoption of resolutions
1 ) Accept and Appropriate Assistance to Firefighters Grant – Shane Wooton [Pages 84-85]
RES NO. ________ p. 85
2 ) Parking Restriction Modifications for ST-22-11, Transit Stop Improvements Phase 1 – Chris Bailey
[Pages 86-95]
RES NO. ________ p. 87
MOTION: ___________________________________________________________________________________________________

8.

Staff report(s)
a. Review and Adopt Strategic Plan – Peter Troedsson, Mary Dibble, Matt Harrington [Pages 96-121]
MOTION ________
b. Citizen Advisory Groups (CAGs) Optimization Project – Mary Dibble, Peter Troedsson [Pages 122-127]
MOTION ________
c. Future of Real Property at 205 Madison Street NE – Matthew Ruettgers [Pages 128-132]
RES NO. ________ p. 130
d. Add 1.0 FTE Human Resources Programs Coordinator Position – Holly Roten [Page 133]
MOTION ________
e. Salary Grade Adjustment for Stormwater Maintenance I – Chris Bailey [Page 134]
MOTION ________

9.

Business from the council

10. City manager report
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11. Recess to executive session to discuss labor negotiations in accordance with ORS 192.660 (2)(d)
12. Reconvene
13. Next meeting dates
Monday, October 10, 2022; 4:00 p.m. work session
Wednesday, October 12, 2022; 6:00 p.m. meeting
14. Adjournment
This meeting is accessible to the public via video connection. The location for in-person attendance is
accessible to people with disabilities. If you have a disability that requires accommodation, please notify city
staff at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting at: cityclerk@cityofalbany.net.
Testimony provided at the meeting is part of the public record. Meetings are recorded, capturing both inperson and virtual participation, and are posted on the City website.
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PROCLAMATION
Bullying Prevention Month
October 2022
WHEREAS, bullying is the aggressive use of power targeting another person or group of people with
repeated, unwanted words or actions, hurting them emotionally or physically; and
WHEREAS, bullying includes actions such as making threats, spreading rumors, attacking someone
physically or verbally, and excluding someone from a group on purpose; and
WHEREAS, while most reported bullying happens in a school setting, a significant percentage of
school-age bullying also happens in places like on the playground, on the bus, in a neighborhood, or
on the internet; and
WHEREAS, targets of bullying are at an increased risk for depression, anxiety, sleep difficulties, lower
academic achievement, and dropping out of school and students who are repeatedly bullied often fear
such activities as riding the bus, going to school, interacting online, and attending community activities;
and
WHEREAS, more U.S. high school students who identify as LGBTQ are bullied, cyberbullied, or
they stay home due to safety concerns than their straight and cisgendered peers; and
WHEREAS, various researchers have concluded that bullying is the most common form of violence,
affecting millions of American children and adolescents annually; and
WHEREAS, children who bully are at greater risk of engaging in more serious violent behaviors; and
WHEREAS, children who witness bullying often feel less safe, helpless to stop it, and intimidated.
NOW, THEREFORE, I, Alexander D. Johnson II, Mayor of the City of Albany, do hereby proclaim
January 2022, as
Bullying Prevention Month
in Albany, and I also call upon parents, caregivers, teachers, and schools to adopt a trauma-informed
approach and play an important role in preventing and addressing bullying and its harmful effects.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have
hereunto set my hand and caused the
seal of the City of Albany to be affixed
this 28th day of September 2022.

Alexander D. Johnson II, Mayor
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PROCLAMATION
Domestic Violence Awareness Month
October 2022
WHEREAS, domestic violence is a serious, widespread, and hidden societal problem that affects 10
million adults in the United States each year, regardless of race, age and income; and
WHEREAS, as many as one in four women are victims of domestic violence; and
WHEREAS, domestic violence rates in Oregon are higher than the national average for all genders;
and
WHEREAS, more than half of the state's population of women and girls have experienced domestic
and sexual violence; and
WHEREAS, aging people and people with disabilities are more likely to experience violence; and
WHEREAS, domestic violence is one of the most cited factors for why children enter the foster care
system; and
WHEREAS, survivors deserve a system that provides emergency support and long-term solutions,
includes housing stability for survivors and their families, and is a network in their community that
supports healing.
NOW, THEREFORE, I, Alexander D. Johnson II, Mayor of the City of Albany, do hereby proclaim
October 2022, as
Domestic Violence Awareness Month
in Albany, and I call upon residents to join me in raising awareness of domestic violence prevention
and recognizing the courage and inspirations of survivors, community leaders, police, judges,
healthcare workers, and advocates who are working on solutions to end domestic violence.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have
hereunto set my hand and caused the
seal of the City of Albany to be affixed
this 28th day of September 2022.

Alexander D. Johnson II, Mayor
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RESOLUTION NO. ________

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A METHODOLOGY FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT CHARGES FOR THE WATER SYSTEM AND REPEALING RESOLUTION
NO. 6767 (A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A METHODOLOGY FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF
SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES FOR THE WATER SYSTEM).
WHEREAS, through the previous adoption of ordinances establishing and amending Albany Municipal
Code 15.16 regarding system development charges, the council of the City of Albany has declared its
intent to comply with the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 223.297 through 223.314; and
WHEREAS, the methodology for calculation of system development charges for the water system is
specifically described in the attached Methodology Report – Water System Development Charges; and
WHEREAS, the methodology for calculating residential system development charges is updated to
reflect a scaled system; and
WHEREAS, the scaled system is based on the measured impact of residential development on the City
of Albany water system; and
WHEREAS, the methodology for calculating commercial and industrial system development charges has
not changed; and
WHEREAS, the proposed methodology establishes a combined reimbursement and improvement fee
and defines a maximum allowable system development charge; and
WHEREAS, a notification of a new methodology was sent to interested parties 90 days prior to the
September 28, 2022, adoption hearing, with the methodology available for review 60 days prior as
required in ORS 223.304(7)(a).
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Albany City Council that Resolution No. 6767 is
hereby repealed as of the effective date of this resolution; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the attached Water System Development Charge methodology is
hereby adopted as of the effectilve date of this resolution; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Water System Development Charge methodology established
by this resolution and the repeal of Resolution No. 6767 shall be effective January 1, 2023.
DATED THIS 28TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2022.
_______________________________________
Mayor
ATTEST:

____________________________________________
City Clerk
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Methodology Report

Water System Development
Charges
Prepared For

City of Albany

October 2004
With September 2022
Revisions
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SystemDevelopment
Development Charge
Methodology
System
Charge
Methodology
City of Albany Water System
1.0 City of Albany Water System
INTRODUCTION
Purpose of System Development Charges (SDCs)
SDC fees are an important source of revenue for financing new public facilities or expansions to
existing facilities. These fees are designed to recover all, or a portion, of the capital investment
required to provide sufficient capacity in a utility system to serve new customers.
Capital improvements needed to provide new capacity in a utility system must generally be
constructed in large increments. Therefore, system expansions are usually constructed years in
advance of when the added capacity will be fully utilized. As a result, some portions of current
system users’ monthly rates are used to pay for a portion of the system capacity to serve future users.
System development charges, designed to recover the investment in this extra capacity, are often
charged to new customers either to avoid charging existing users for these extra capacity costs or to
partially compensate the existing users for the costs they have previously incurred to provide the
system capacity to serve new customers.
In Oregon, the development and implementation of SDCs is regulated by Oregon Revised Statute
(ORS) 223.297-316. In Albany, the authority to impose system development charges is contained in
Chapter 15.16 of the Albany Municipal Code (AMC). Oregon law allows that an SDC may include a
reimbursement fee, an improvement fee, or a combination of the two.
Reimbursement Fee
The reimbursement fee is based on the value of available reserve capacity for capital improvements
already constructed or under construction. The methodology used to calculate the reimbursement fee
must consider the cost of existing facilities, prior contributions by existing users, the value of unused
capacity, grants, and other relevant factors. The objective of the reimbursement fee methodology is
to require new users to contribute an equitable share of the capital costs of existing facilities. When
new users connect, they pay for their share of the available reserve capacity through the SDC
reimbursement fee, and the money received can be used to retire existing debt or to fund other capital
needs.
Improvement Fee
The improvement fee is designed to recover all or a portion of the costs of planned capital
improvements that add system capacity to serve future customers. Revenues generated through the
improvement fees are dedicated to funding capacity-increasing capital improvements or the
repayment of debt on such improvements.
Combined Fee
The combined fee is simply the sum of the reimbursement and improvement fees. Together, the
reimbursement and improvement fees recover new development’s proportionate share of existing and
new facilities.
ALBANY’S SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE METHODOLOGY
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Oregon law also requires the development of a system development charge methodology for each
system that intends to impose an SDC charge. The methodology must describe the assumptions and
rationale behind the final SDC fee that is adopted by the community imposing the fee. In Albany, the
development of the water SDC was guided by the Mayor’s Water Task Force. The Task Force
reviewed the capital improvement plan for the water system presented in the 2004 Water Facility Plan
and provided guidance regarding the financial and policy decisions that were made during the
development of the SDC methodology.
ALBANY’S SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE POLICIES
In order to provide equitable and consistent application of the system development charge fees
proposed in this methodology, the following statements represent the City’s most significant policies
relating to the implementation and application of SDC fees to customers in Albany:
1. No new connections may be made to the City water system and no existing connections may be
upgraded to allow greater use of the water system unless the corresponding water system
development charge has been paid or the installment payment method has been applied for and
approved.
2. To ensure equity, no exception to the payment of the required SDC fees will be allowed for nonprofit organizations, low-income development, public facilities, or other water customers
connecting to or intensifying their use of the water system.
3. A system development charge shall apply to the particular lot or tract for which it is issued. Any
changes of use which require additional connections or intensification of use to the water system
shall cause an additional systems development charge to be paid.
4. Because the water system development charge is closely related to the cost of construction of the
capital improvements, the system development charge shall be adjusted on the first day of July of
each calendar year. The adjustment shall be based upon the Seattle Construction Cost Index
published by the Engineering News Record (ENR) by calculating the percentage
increase/decrease in the index for the period since the last adjustment and then applying that
percentage to the figures used to calculate the system development charge.
In addition to these policy statements, there may be other policies relating to the implementation of
the SDC fees included in the Albany Municipal Code and/or other City rules and regulations.
SDC DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
The general approach used for determining reimbursement and improvement fee SDCs is shown
schematically in Figure 1. This approach requires a step-by-step analysis of the value and the
capacity of the system that is available to new customers. For the reimbursement fee calculation, the
SDC fee is based on the value of the existing system that has capacity available to serve new
customers. For the improvement fee, the calculation is based on the value of the system capacity that
will be available to new customers once the planned capital improvements are completed.
SDC fee units relate to a customer’s potential claim on system capacity. Because the SDC is charged
before there is a record of the customer’s actual use, it is important to select a fee unit that fairly
represents the customer’s future demand on the system. The Mayor’s Water Task Force
recommended the size of the water meter as the basis for determining fee units for nonresidential
customers.
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Water meters vary by size and amount of water they can deliver to the customer. New
nonresidential developments determine the appropriate water meter size based on projected water
demands and plumbing code requirements. For this reason, meter size is the most popular fee unit for
nonresidential development; the meter size relates to potential demand on system capacity and is
information that is available at the time of connection.
Residential development will be charged based on the number of dwelling units and equivalent
residential unit (ERU) factors for different types of housing development. ERU factors are
determined based on the average summer water use per dwelling, as calculated from historical
local customer billing data. Single-family residential dwellings will be charged based on the size
of the dwelling unit, reflecting a regression analysis that determined the relationship between
living area (measured in square feet) and a customer’s average day summer (June through
September) water use.
To apply the proposed SDC fee to all meter sizes, the fee must be expressed in terms of an equivalent
¾-inch meter (the smallest meter size in Albany’s system). Once developed, that The unit cost of
capacity for an ERU (or ¾-inch water meter) is then applied to multiplied by the number of meter
equivalents ERUS represented by the development other meter sizes to develop determine the base
SDC fee for both the reimbursement fee and the improvement fee. The final step in developing the
total SDC fee is to combine the individual fees are then combined and prepare a to determine the
total fee schedule for each type of development. meter size.
Figure 1: SDC Development Process
Determine Capacity Needs
Existing Demand

Growth Demand

Define Facilities Needed to Meet Demands
Existing Facilities

New Facilities

Develop SDCs
Existing
Capacity ($)

New Capacity ($)
Growth Units

Total

SDCr

SDCi

SDC REIMBURSEMENT FEE (SDC-R)

Determine SDC-R Cost Basis
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The reimbursement fee cost basis is equal to the value of the existing system’s available reserve
capacity, minus the value of grants, developer contributions, local improvement district revenues, and
property tax supported debt principal. Because there are many ways to value the existing water
system, it is important to remember that the reimbursement fee cost basis reflects the portion of
existing system costs associated with available capacity that the community wants to potentially
recover through an SDC-R.
After reviewing five alternative methods for Albany’s water system, the Mayor’s Water Task Force
determined that the existing system should be valued using the facilities’ replacement cost value. The
replacement cost value approach reimburses existing customers for the cost of their investment plus a
return on investment equal to the inflation rate, but rate but does not recognize the remaining useful
life (depreciation) of the existing facilities. Replacement costs were calculated by adjusting the
acquisition cost of each facility for inflation (as estimated by the ENR construction cost index for
Seattle) that has occurred since the asset was constructed. The existing system’s total replacement
cost was valued at approximately $58.8 million.
To avoid charging future utility users for the existing debt-financed facilities both through SDCs and
again through property taxes or user charges, Albany’s outstanding water debt was considered. The
City currently has two outstanding bonds for the water system: 1) a 1998 General Obligation (G.O.)
Bond used to refund bonds used previously to purchase the system from PP&L, and 2) a 1993
revenue bond used to fund storage improvements. Based on a recommendation of the Task Force, the
proposed methodology deducts property tax supported debt principal for the G.O. bond from the
reimbursement fee cost basis. In this way, no double-charge occurs because the SDCs do not include
the facility costs paid through property taxes. The 1993 revenue bonds were used to fund the
Broadway reservoir and related improvements. The proposed reimbursement SDC does not include
storage costs, as there is no available capacity in the existing system (see further discussion below).
Therefore, no further adjustment is required.
It is also important to deduct the value of system improvements that have been funded through
developer contributions, local improvement district revenues, and grants. These values represent
improvements that were not funded by the City and do not warrant any reimbursement to the City for
prior investment. Once property tax supported water debt and developer contributions are deducted
from the existing system’s replacement cost, the existing system’s net replacement value is
approximately $62.3 million, as shown in Table 1.
Table 1: Net Replacement Cost Value of Albany's Existing System
Water
System
Component
Source
Treatment
Storage
Pumping
Pipes
Total

Replacement
Cost
Value 1
$636,750
$9,589,664
$6,416,956
$841,755
$41,357,903
$58,843,027

Less:
Contributions

2

GO Bond
Adjustment

($59,451)

($109,927)
($1,826,028)
($1,221,893)
($160,284)
($11,776,837) ($5,552,217)
($11,836,288) ($8,870,349)

Net
Replacement
Value3
$467,372
$7,763,635
$5,195,063
$681,471
$24,028,849
$38,136,390

Indexed Net
Replacement
Value4
$763,943
$12,713,036
$8,453,884
$1,108,363
$39,219,083
$62,258,309

1

Source: City of Albany Water Fund Fixed Asset Summaries
Assets funded by developer contributions, grants, and local improvement districts.
3
Rounded to the nearest dollar
2
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4

Assets are adjusted for inflation based on the year of construction. Inflation is estimated using the change in the Engineering News Record
Construction Cost Index between year constructed and December 2017 ENR Seattle CCI Index 11443

Determine Value of Available System Capacity
The available system capacity, as used in this portion of the methodology, represents the capacity in
the existing water system that is available to serve new customers. The goal in this portion of the
methodology development is to determine the value of the existing system that is available to serve
future customers.
Each of the major components of water system was evaluated for available capacity. Treatment,
storage, source, and pumping were each evaluated on a system-wide basis (as opposed to individual
facilities) because they are comprised of relatively few facilities that are sized in large increments.
However, pipes were evaluated by individual pipe project (as constructed) and then summarized to
determine system-wide capacity. This approach was necessary because the distribution network has
numerous pipes of differing capacities at locations throughout the network and so the actual
construction cost could be used for the cost basis.
The results of the available capacity analysis are as follows:
•

Treatment (available capacity = 34%). The Vine Street Water Treatment Plant is currently
Albany’s only treatment facility. While the Vine Street Plant is essentially operating at capacity
currently, it is necessary to consider how this plant will operate once the Joint Water Project
(JWP) is completed. The existing plant’s current capacity is 16 mgd and is anticipated to be
expanded to 20 mgd by buildout of the urban growth boundary. The JWP will initially provide
10 mgd capacity for the City of Albany and is planned for future expansion to 20 mgd. The
completion of the JWP will add system capacity, reduce existing system needs for emergency
water storage, eliminate the existing need for an emergency water supply, and raise the level of
service for existing customers. In recognition of these factors, the Facility Plan allocated the
initial cost for the JWP to both existing and future customers. Future expansion of the JWP and
the future capacity-increasing project for the Vine Street Plant are allocated completely to future
customers in the improvement fee. The growth capacity provided from these improvements (i.e.,
the future JWP [10 mgd] and Vine Street Plant [4 mgd] expansions) will be 14 mgd. Since the
total growth demand is 25 mgd, that leaves 11 mgd (25 – 14 = 11) of future capacity to be
provided from existing Vine Street facilities and the Phase I JWP improvements. For the purposes
of this analysis, it is assumed that both the Vine Street and the JWP plants will be used equally to
meet that remaining 11 mgd growth demand. Thus, the existing Vine Street Plant will provide 50
percent of the future 11 mgd or 5.5 mgd. This 5.5 mgd represents 34% of the total current
capacity (16 mgd) of the Vine Street Water Treatment Plant.

•

Storage (available capacity = 0%). The current demand for water system storage exceeds the
current available capacity, so there is no storage available for future customers to use. Therefore,
reservoir value is excluded from the reimbursement fee cost basis.

•

Source (available capacity = 48%). The South Santiam River via the Santiam-Albany Canal is
currently Albany’s sole source of water supply. The Canal delivers South Santiam River water
directly to the Vine Street Water Treatment Plant. The Canal’s existing capacity is adequate to
meet buildout source water requirements of 20 mgd for the Vine Street Plant. As mentioned
above, 5.5 mgd of future treatment demand will be met by existing capacity at the Vine Street
Plant. Similarly, existing Canal capacity will also be used to meet this demand. In addition, the 4
mgd Vine Street Plant expansion will also be served by existing Canal capacity; resulting in a
total of 9.5 mgd (5.5 + 4) of existing Canal capacity available for future source water
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requirements. This represents 48% (9.5/20) of the total existing canal capacity available for
source water (20 mgd).
•

Pumping (available capacity = 37%). The existing pump facilities have capacity available to
provide service to future customers. Thirty-seven percent or 6,688 gpm of the total existing
pumping capacity (18,250 gpm) is available and will be used by future customers.

•

Pipes (available capacity = 46%). The existing pipes were evaluated to identify available
capacity by pipe construction project. Only those pipes greater than or equal to 12 inches were
considered for evaluation because the value of existing capacity in smaller pipes is recovered
through Albany’s water connection fee. Connection fees are designed to recover the equivalent
cost of constructing the minimum size water line to serve the property; generally, 8-inch for
single–family residential land use zones and 12-inch for all other land use zones. Because of the
connection fee contribution, the values of 12-inch pipes in land use zones other than single-family
residential were removed from the final evaluation. The remaining available capacity was further
reduced by removing the value of contributions through developer-paid site improvement projects
or local improvement projects. The available capacity of individual pipe segments was totaled to
determine a system-wide value of available pipe capacity.

The resulting percentages of available capacity were applied to the net system replacement value to
calculate the value of available capacity to be used by growth, as shown in Table 2. For example, the
treatment facilities net asset value ($12,713,036) was multiplied by 34% (the portion of the existing
treatment system available for growth, rounded) to determine the value of the existing treatment
system available for growth ($4,370,106). The total indexed value of Albany’s existing system assets
as of June 30, 2002, that are available to new customers is approximately $23 million.
Table 2: Value of Albany's Existing Available Capacity from Assets (as of June 30,
2002)
Water System
Components
Source
Treatment
Storage
Pumping
Pipes
Total
1

Net Replacement Value 1, 2
$763,943
$12,713,036
$8,453,884
$1,108,363
$39,219,083
$62,258,309

Available
Capacity

Value of Existing
Available Capacity 1, 2

48%
34%
0%
37%
46%

$362,873
$4,370,106
$0
$406,147
$17,868,909

$23,008,035

Rounded to the nearest dollar

2.

Costs are indexed to December 2017 ENR Seattle CCI (11443)

Oregon law provides the authority to modify the project list and move constructed projects from the
improvement fee to the reimbursement fee calculation (ORS 223.309 (2)). Many of the SDC-I
eligible projects in the 2004 methodology have been constructed and now have existing available
capacity. The total value of Albany’s existing capacity for growth from projects constructed since the
2004 methodology is approximately $21 million as shown in Table 3.
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Table 3: Value of Albany's Existing Available Capacity Constructed 2003-2018
Replacement Cost 1,2

Water System Components
Joint Water Project, Phase I
East End Transmission Project
North Albany Distribution Projects, Phase II
Zone 1 Distribution Projects
Central Albany Transmission Projects
Development Driven Pipe Projects, Phase II
Knox Butte Reservoir Project, Phase I
Total
1

$17,047,438
897,427
489,503
383,214
1,367,993
627,244
138,376
$20,951,194

Rounded to the nearest dollar

2.

Costs are indexed to December 2017 ENR Seattle CCI (11443)

The total value of existing capacity for growth is approximately $43.96 million as shown in Table 4.
Table 4: Total Value of Albany's Existing Available Capacity
Water System Components

Replacement Cost

Assets as of June 30, 2002
Construction (2003-2018)
Total

$23,008,035
$20,951,194
$43,959,229

1

Rounded to the nearest dollar

2.

Costs are indexed to December 2017 ENR Seattle CCI (11443)

Determine Base SDC-R for Albany
The SDC-R fee is the total value of existing available capacity ($14 million) divided by the number of
future growth units. Meter size is used as a basis for existing and growth units because it relates to a
customer’s potential claim on system capacity and because it is information required at the time a
request for connection to the water system is made. The number of meters by meter size and their
hydraulic equivalencies are used to calculate the number of equivalent residential units ERUs for the
unit cost calculation.
Existing and growth units are determined by the size and number of meters in the water system. The
total number of Albany meters (excludes those in Millersburg) existing in July 2003 was determined
to be 14,244. Standard hydraulic equivalency tables (AWWA M6 Table 2-2) are used to compare the
hydraulic potential or capacity of each meter to a ¾-inch meter. For example, if the hydraulic
capacity of a ¾-inch meter is set at one (1) ERU, then the number of ERUs associated with a 2-inch
meter would be 5.33 because the hydraulic capacity of a 2-inch meter is 5.33 times that of a ¾-inch
meter. When the standard hydraulic equivalencies are applied to Albany’s existing meter data, the
result is 17,437 existing equivalent meters or ERUs as shown in Table 5.
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Table 5: Standard Hydraulic Equivalencies and Existing Growth Units

1

Meter Size

Number of
Existing Meters

Standard Hydraulic
Equivalencies

¾ inch
1 inch
1½ inch
2 inch
3 inch
4 inch
6 inch
8 inch
10 inch
Total

12,949
798
201
226
37
19
10
3
1
14,244

1
1.67
3.33
5.33
10.67
16.67
33.33
53.33
76.67

Existing Growth
Units 1
12,949
1,333
669
1,205
395
317
333
160
77
17,437

Rounded to the nearest whole number

To estimate the average amount of water required by each ERU today, the current maximum day
demand (excluding Millersburg) is divided by the current number of ERUs. Since the existing
demand is 15 mgd (million gallons per day), the resulting capacity requirements per ERU are 860 gpd
(gallons per day, rounded).
The next step is to determine how many ERUs will be served by the water system at buildout. The
Facility Plan projected a total maximum day water demand of 40 million gallons per day (mgd). To
estimate the total number of ERUs at buildout, the buildout demand (40 mgd) is divided by the
capacity requirement per ERU (860 gpd per ERU). The result is 46,499 ERUs at buildout.
The final step is to determine the number of growth driven ERUs by subtracting the 17,437 existing
ERUs from the 46,499 projected for buildout. The result is 29,062 additional ERUs that can be
served between now and buildout. These calculations are summarized in Table 6.
Table 6: Determining Future Growth Units
Existing Growth Units
Existing Meters
Existing Growth Units ERUs
Demand per ERU
Maximum Day Demand (Less Millersburg)
Current Demand per ERU Today
Future Growth Units
Maximum Day Demand at Buildout
Total Growth Units ERUs at Buildout
Future Growth Units ERUs

14,244
17,437

meters
ERUs

15
860

Mgd
ERUs

40
46,499
29,062

Mgd
ERUs
ERUs

* Rounded to the nearest whole number
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The SDC-R is calculated by dividing the value of existing available capacity ($43.96 million) by the
number of future growth units (29,062 ERUs). The maximum allowable SDC-R per EDU is
$1,513/ERU. The calculation method is summarized in Table 7 below:
Table 5 7: Maximum Allowable SDC-R
Value of Existing Available Capacity
Future Growth Units
Maximum Allowable SDC-R

$43.96
29,062
$1,513

Million
ERUs
Per ERU

SDC IMPROVEMENT FEE (SDC-I)

Determine SDC-I Cost Basis
The improvement fee cost basis is equal to the net value of the future, growth-related system
improvements. The cost basis is defined by the projected costs of planned capacity-increasing
improvements, minus expected grants and developer contributions. Once defined, these projected
costs reflect the maximum amount that could be collected through the SDC improvement fee.
As stated in the SDC-R section above, Oregon law provides the authority to modify the project list
and move constructed projects from the improvement fee to the reimbursement fee calculation (ORS
223.309 (2)). Many of the previous SDC-I eligible projects have been constructed and now have
existing available capacity included in the SDC-R cost basis. Other projects have not been
constructed and remain SDC-I eligible. ORS 223.304 (8) provides the authority to make project cost
and indexing changes to the remaining SDC-I eligible projects.
Table 8 summarizes the remaining capital improvement projects outlined in the 2004 Water Facility
Plan with future available capacity for growth. The updated list identifies a total of $61.9 million in
capital improvement needs; $57.6 million of which are capacity increasing projects that are required
to serve customer growth through 2074. Detailed project descriptions and allocation methodologies
are provided in the 2004 Water Facility Plan.
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Table 8: SDC-I Eligible Projects
Allocation Percentage
Project Stage & Description
Stage 2
Ellingson Rd. Reservoir Project, Phase I
• Pipe Ellingson from Pacific to reservoir
(P24)
• 4 MG concrete reservoir (S6)
• 6 MGD pump station with room for
expansion (PS13)
Vine St. WTP Projects, Phase II
• Vine St WTP Facility Plan Update Ph2
(Planning-2)
Stage 3
Central Albany Transmission Project
• Cross town transmission pipeline from
Knox Butte Road to Main Street (P25)
• Cross town transmission pipeline from
Queen along Main Street and Hill Street
to 34th Avenue (P26)
Reservoir Projects, Phase II
• Increase level 2 pump station capacity
(PS12)
Ellingson Road Reservoir Project, Phase II
• A 4 MG concrete reservoir (S9)
• Expand Ellingson Road Pump Station to 1
MGD (PS14)
Vine St. WTP Projects, Phase III
• Vine St WTP Facility Plan Update Ph3
(Planning-2)
Stage 4
Joint Water Project, Phase II
• Added capacity at WTP, and 2 GM
additional reservoir storage (JWP-2)
Development Driven Pipe Projects
• Pipeline from 34th Avenue along Hill
Street alignment to Lochner Road, along
Lochner Road to Ellingson Rd (P28)
• Pipeline from P29, parallel with
Shortridge Street, to 40th Avenue, east to
Three Lakes Road, north to Grand Prairie
Road (P30)
• Pipeline along Grand Prairie Road from
Three Lakes Road to pipeline stub out
east of Waverly Drive (P31)
• Pipeline along Three Lakes Road from

Improvement
Fee Cost Basis

Total Cost1

Existing

Growth

$1,470,000

0%

100%

$1,470,000

$4,480,000
$1,930,000

0%
0%

100%
100%

$4,480,000
$1,930,000

$455,000

45%

55%

$250,250

$13,350,00
0
$2,635,000

22%

78%

$10,413,000

35%

65%

$1,712,750

$15,000

0%

100%

$15,000

$4,480,000
$643,000

0%
0%

100%
100%

$4,480,000
$643,000

$455,000

53%

47%

$213,850

$5,903,000

0%

100%

$5,903,000

$1,750,000

0%

100%

$1,750,000

$521,000

0%

100%

$521,000

$311,000

0%

100%

$311,000

$1,305,000

0%

100%

$1,305,000
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Grand Prairie Road to 21st Avenue (P32)
•

Pipeline along Hwy 20 from Goldfish
Farm Road to Scravel Hill Road, along
Scravel Hill Road to Knox Butte Road
(P33)
• Pipeline from Knox Butte Road south to
existing 24-inch pipeline along Goldfish
Farm Road (P34)
• Pipeline along Santa Maria Avenue from
Scravel Hill Road to Clover Ridge Road
(P36)
• Pipeline along Ellingson Road from
elevated storage to Lochner Road (P37)
• Pipeline along Ellingson Road from
Lochner to Columbus Street, Columbus
Street to existing 16-inch pipeline (P38)
Knox Butte Reservoir Project, Phase I
• Pipeline along Knox Butte Road and
Scravel Hill Road from Gold Fish Farm
Road to proposed Knox Butte Reservoir
(P27)
• A 5 MG concrete storage reservoir (S7)
Knox Butte Reservoir Project, Phase II
• A 5 MG concrete storage reservoir (S8)
Wildwood Reservoir Project
• Add a 0.5 MG concrete storage reservoir
(S10)
Total

$728,000

0%

100%

$728,000

$156,000

0%

100%

$156,000

$1,678,000

0%

100%

$1,678,000

$290,000

0%

100%

$290,000

$954,000

0%

100%

$954,000

$6,790,000

0%

100%

$6,790,000

$5,298,000

0%

100%

$5,298,000

$5,298,000

0%

100%

$5,298,000

$1,037,000

0%

100%

$1,037,000

$61,932,000

$57,626,850

1.

Costs are indexed to December 2017 ENR Seattle CCI (11443)

The City issued a water revenue bond in the fall of 2003 to fund Albany’s share of the Joint Water
Project improvements and related projects. The 2004 Water Financial Plan includes an annual
transfer from the SDC fund to the debt service fund, equal to growth’s share of the 2003 bond
principal. Because SDCs will be used to retire growth’s share of the 2003 bond principal (through the
life of the bond), the principal costs do not become part of water rate revenue requirements, and no
double-charge occurs.

Determine Base SDC-I for Albany
The SDC-I is calculated by dividing the total value of planned facilities needed to meet growth
demand ($57.63 million) by the number of future growth units (29,062 ERUs). The maximum
allowable SDC-I per EDU is $1,983. The calculation method is summarized in Table 9 below:
Table 9: Maximum Allowable SDC-I
Value of Future Available Capacity
Future Growth Units
Maximum Allowable SDC-I

$57.63
29,062
$1,983

Million
ERUs
Per ERU
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1.

Costs are indexed to December 2017 ENR Seattle CCI (11443)

COMBINED SDC FEE SCHEDULE FOR THE CITY OF ALBANY
Oregon SDC law requires that the methodology demonstrate that the combined SDC charge is not
based on providing the same capacity through the reimbursement and improvement fee components.
The Albany SDC methodology accomplishes this requirement. Specifically, the methodology
determines total growth capacity requirements and the portion of capacity to be met through existing
system available capacity and future capacity expansion. Furthermore, when calculating the
individual reimbursement and improvement unit costs, the cost bases are divided by the total
projected growth units for the planning period. Therefore, the combined fee represents a weighted
average cost of existing and available capacity.
ORS 223.304 (8) provides the authority to make a change in the amount of a reimbursement fee and
an improvement fee if the change is based on project cost and indexing changes. The project list and
cost updates described in this methodology were examined and completed by early 2018 and indexed
to the December 2017 Seattle Engineering News-Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index of 11443.
The combined SDC shown in Table 10 below has been further indexed from the December 2017
ENR Construction Cost Index (11,443) to the November 2018 April 2022 ENR Construction Cost
Index (11,532 14,493.29):
Table 10: Maximum Allowable Combined SDC per ERU
Indexed to December 2017
ENR CCI 11,443

Indexed to November 2018 April
2022 ENR Seattle CCI 14,493.29

Reimbursement Fee
Improvement Fee

$1,513
$1,983

$1,525 $1,916
$1,998 $2,512

Total Fee per ERU

$3,496

$3,523 $4,428

The combined SDC per ERU is the total fee that a single-family residential customer or a
nonresidential customer with a ¾-inch meter would pay.
Residential Water SDC Schedule
A regression analysis was conducted from Albany water customer billing data, to determine the
functional relationship between summer water use (a consideration in water system facility
sizing) and the size of the dwelling unit (in SQ FT). The analysis indicates that as the living area
of a house increases, so does the amount of water consumed, and the slope of that relationship
(water use per SQ FT) is generally constant.
The resulting formula for single-family SDC is:
Living area (in SQ FT) X $1.87 per SQ FT
Residential housing with more than one unit will be charged based on the number of dwelling
units and the cost per dwelling as shown in Table 11. An analysis of water use per dwelling unit
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for Albany water customers indicated that the mean water use per
duplex/triplex/quadplex was 0.52 ERUs and apartment structures are 0.41 ERUS.

unit

for

Table 11: Residential Water System Development Charges1
Category
Single-Family
Duplex/Triplex/Fourple
Apartments (>4 units)

Units
SQ FT
Dwelling
Dwelling

Reimbursement
Fee/Unit
$0.81
$996
$786

Improvement
Fee/Unit
$1.06
$1,306
$1,030

Total
SDC/Unit
$1.87
$2,303
$1,815

1.

Costs are indexed to April 2022 ENR Seattle CCI (14,493.29)

Nonresidential Water SDC Schedule
Standard hydraulic equivalency tables are used to calculate the SDC for nonresidential larger meters.
Nonresidential Water SDCs by meter size are shown in Table 9 12 below (Indexed to November
April 2022 ENR Construction Cost Index 11,532 14,493.29):
Table 9 12: Nonresidential Water System Development Charges1

Meter Size
3/4 inch
1 inch
1½ inch
2 inch
3 inch
4 inch
6 inch
8 inch
10 inch
12 inch

Hydraulic
Capacity/ ERU
Reimbursement
Factor
Fee
1.00
$1,916 $1,525
1.67
$3,200 $2,546
3.33
$6,381 $5,077
5.33
$10,214 $8,127
10.67
$20,447 $16,269
16.67
$31,945 $25,418
33.33
$63,871 $50,821
53.33
$102,197 $81,316
76.67
$146,924 $116,904
103.33
$198,012 $157,554

Total SDC Fee
Improvement Fee
$2,512 $1,998
$4,194 $3,337
$8,364 $6,655
$13,387 $10,652
$26,799 $21,323
$41,868 $33,314
$83,711 $66,607
$133,943 $106,576
$192,564 $153,219
$259,523 $206,497

$4,428 $3,523
$7,395 $5,883
$14,745 $11,732
$23,601 $18,779
$47,246 $37,592
$73,813 $58,732
$147,582 $117,428
$236,140 $187,892
$339,488 $270,123
$457,536 $364,051

1.
Costs are indexed to April 2022 ENR Seattle CCI (14,493.29)
Costs are indexed to November 2018 ENR Seattle CCI (11532)

INFLATIONARY ADJUSTMENTS
In accordance with Oregon statutes and current City’s policy, the SDCs will be adjusted annually
based on a standard inflationary index. Specifically, the City plans to use the ENR Seattle CCI as the
basis for adjusting the SDCs annually. The cost bases shown in this report are indexed to the
December 2017 ENR CCI for Seattle, 11,443. The combined maximum allowable SDC in Tables 1112 have been indexed to the November 2018 April 2022 ENR CCI for Seattle, 11,532 14,493.29.
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RESOLUTION NO. ________

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A METHODOLOGY FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT CHARGES FOR THE WASTEWATER SYSTEM AND REPEALING
RESOLUTION NO. 6766 (A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A METHODOLOGY FOR THE
DEVELOPMENT OF SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES FOR THE WASTEWATER
SYSTEM).
WHEREAS, through the previous adoption of ordinances establishing and amending Albany Municipal
Code 15.16 regarding system development charges, the Council of the City of Albany has declared its
intent to comply with the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 223.297 through 223.314; and
WHEREAS, the methodology for calculation of system development charges for the wastewater system
is specifically described in the attached Methodology Report – Wastewater System Development Charges; and
WHEREAS, the methodology for calculating residential system development charges are updated to
reflect a scaled system; and
WHEREAS, the scaled system is based on the measured impact of residential development on the city of
Albany wastewater system; and
WHEREAS, the methodology for calculating commercial and industrial system development charges has
not changed; and
WHEREAS, the proposed methodology establishes a combined reimbursement and improvement fee
and defines a maximum allowable system development charge; and
WHEREAS, a notification of a new methodology was sent to interested parties 90 days prior to the
September 28, 2022, adoption hearing, with the methodology available for review 60 days prior as
required in ORS 223.304(7)(a).
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Albany City Council that Resolution No. 6766 is
hereby repealed as of the effective date of this resolution; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the attached Wastewater System Development Charge
methodology is hereby adopted as of the effectilve date of this resolution; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Wastewater System Development Charge methodology
established by this resolution and the repeal of Resolution No. 6766 shall be effective January 1, 2023.
DATED THIS 28TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2022.
_______________________________________
Mayor
ATTEST:

____________________________________________
City Clerk
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Methodology Report

Wastewater System
Development Charges
Prepared For

City of Albany

November 5, 2018
With September 2022 Revisions
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SECTION 1

Introduction
Oregon legislation establishes guidelines for the calculation of system development charges
(SDCs). Within these guidelines, local governments have some latitude in selecting technical
approaches and establishing policies related to the development and administration of
SDCs. A discussion of this legislation follows, along with the recommended methodology
for calculating wastewater SDCs for the City of Albany (the City), in accordance with state
law and industry standard practices.
In Albany, the authority to impose system development charges is contained generally in
Chapter 15.16 of the Albany Municipal Code (AMC) and more specifically for the
wastewater system in Chapter 10.01.080 of the AMC.

SDC Legislation in Oregon
In the 1989 Oregon state legislative session, a bill was passed that created a uniform
framework for the imposition of SDCs statewide. This legislation (Oregon Revised Statute
[ORS] 223.297-223.316), which became effective on July 1, 1991, (with subsequent
amendments), authorizes local governments to assess SDCs for the following types of
capital improvements:
•
•
•
•
•

Drainage and flood control
Water supply, treatment, and distribution
Wastewater collection, transmission, treatment, and disposal
Transportation
Parks and recreation

The legislation provides guidelines on the calculation and modification of SDCs, accounting
requirements to track SDC revenues and expenditures, and the adoption of administrative
review procedures.

SDC Structure
SDCs can be developed around two concepts: (1) a reimbursement fee, and (2) an
improvement fee, or a combination of the two. The reimbursement fee is based on the costs
of capital improvements already constructed or under construction. The legislation requires the
reimbursement fee to be established or modified by an ordinance or resolution setting forth
the methodology used to calculate the charge. This methodology must consider the cost of
existing facilities, prior contributions by existing users, gifts or grants from federal or state
government or private persons, the value of unused capacity available for future system
users, rate-making principles employed to finance the capital improvements, and other
relevant factors. The objective of the methodology must be that future system users
contribute no more than an equitable share of the capital costs of existing facilities. Use of
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reimbursement fee revenues are restricted only to capital expenditures for the specific
system which they are assessed, including debt service.
The methodology for establishing or modifying an improvement fee must be specified in an
ordinance or resolution that demonstrates consideration of the projected costs of capital
improvements identified in an adopted plan and list, that are needed to increase capacity in the
system to meet the demands of new or expanded development, including increased
industrial loading. Use of revenues generated through improvement fees are dedicated to
capacity-increasing capital improvements or the repayment of debt on such improvements.
An increase in capacity is established if an improvement increases the level of service
provided by existing facilities or provides new facilities.
In many systems, growth needs will be met through a combination of existing available
capacity and future capacity-enhancing improvements. Therefore, the law provides for a
combined fee (reimbursement plus improvement component).

Credits
The legislation requires that a credit be provided against the improvement fee for the
construction of “qualified public improvements” by a developer or other private party.
Qualified public improvements are improvements that are required as a condition of
development approval, identified in the system’s capital improvement program, and either
(1) not located on or contiguous to the property being developed, or (2) located in whole or
in part, on or contiguous to, property that is the subject of development approval and
required to be built larger or with greater capacity than is necessary for the particular
development project to which the improvement fee is related.

Update and Review
The methodology for establishing or modifying improvement or reimbursement fees shall
be available for public inspection. The local government must maintain a list of persons who
have made a written request for notification prior to the adoption or amendment of such
fees. The legislation includes provisions regarding notification of hearings and filing for
reviews. “Periodic application of an adopted specific cost index or… modification to any of
the factors related to the rate that are incorporated in the established methodology” are not
considered “modifications” to the SDC methodology. As such, the local government is not
required to adhere to the notification provisions under these circumstances. The criteria for
making adjustments to the SDC rate, which do not constitute a change in the methodology,
are further defined as follows:
•

“Factors related to the rate” are limited to changes to costs in materials, labor, or real
property as applied to projects in the required project list.

•

The cost index must consider average change in costs in materials, labor, or real
property and must be an index published for purposes other than SDC rate setting.

The notification requirements for changes to the fees that do represent a modification to the
methodology are 90-day written notice prior to first public hearing, with the SDC
methodology available for review 60 days prior to public hearing.
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Other Provisions

Other provisions of the legislation require:
•

Preparation of a capital improvement program or comparable plan (prior to the
establishment of a SDC), that includes a list of the improvements that the jurisdiction
intends to fund in whole or in part with SDC revenues and the estimated timing, cost,
and eligible portion of each improvement.

•

Deposit of SDC revenues into dedicated accounts and annual accounting of revenues
and expenditures, including a list of the amount spent on each project funded, in whole
or in part, by SDC revenues.

•

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

The methodology presented in the following section has been prepared in accordance with
Oregon SDC requirements.
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SECTION 2

Wastewater SDC Methodology
Overview
The general methodology used to calculate wastewater SDCs begins with an analysis of
system planning and design criteria to determine growth’s capacity needs, and how those
needs will be met through existing system available capacity and capacity expansion. Then,
the capacity to serve growth is valued to determine the “cost basis” for the SDCs, which is
then divided by the total growth capacity units to determine the system-wide unit costs of
capacity. The final step is to determine the SDC fee schedule, which identifies how different
users of the system will be charged, based on their estimated capacity requirements. The
methodology assumes that all customers connecting to, or intensifying their use of the City’s
sanitary sewer system will be charged the SDC.

Determine Capacity Needs
Table 1 summarizes the existing conditions and expected future conditions for the
wastewater system from various planning documents. The primary relevant design criteria
for the system include the following:
•

Average dry weather flow (ADWF): the average flow at the Water Reclamation
Facility (WRF) during the dry weather season, usually defined as May through
October. ADWF is used to evaluate capacity for future temperature mitigation
projects.

•

Peak Wet Weather Flow (PWWF): the peak flow modeled for the collection system,
which includes base wastewater flow (BWF), groundwater infiltration, and rainfall
derived infiltration and inflow. PWWF is used to evaluate capacity needs for the
collection system, as well as certain components of the treatment facilities (influent
pump station, secondary clarifiers, disinfection and outfall).

•

Maximum month dry weather flow (MMDWF): the maximum month flow at the
WRF during the dry weather season, usually defined as May through October.
MMDWF is used to evaluate capacity for tertiary filters in the wastewater treatment
process.

•

Maximum month Biochemical Oxygen Demand (MMBOD): The quantity of
oxygen used in the biochemical oxidation of organic matter in a specified time and at
a specified temperature. BOD is a measurement of wastewater strength and is used
to evaluate capacity for secondary treatment (aeration basins or vertical loop reactors
(VLRs).

•

Maximum month Total Suspended Solids (MMTSS): Solids in the wastewater that
are removable by laboratory filtering and approximate the quantity of solids that are
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available to be removed from the wastewater through sedimentation. TSS is a
measurement of wastewater strength and is used to evaluate capacity for sludge
management and dewatering facilities.

Table 1
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
City of Albany Wastewater System Planning Assumptions
Existing1
Capacity Parameter
Conditions

Flow (mgd)
Average Dry Weather Flow
Max Month Dry Weather Flow
Peak Wet Weather Flow
Loadings (lbs/day)
BOD Maximum Month
TSS Maximum Month
1West

Buildout2
Design

Growth
(Buildout minus
Existing)

5.4
7.6
54.1

18.0
23.4
80.1

12.6
15.8
26.0

10,883
11,770

22,140
29,790

11,257
18,020

Yost Associates Technical Memorandum (8/3/18) adjusted to exclude Millersburg flows & loads
CH2M Project Definitions Report, TM 2-2 June 2005; adjusted to exclude Millersburg flows & loads

2Source:

The existing and future (buildout) flows and loadings shown in Table 1 exclude actual and
projected discharges by the City of Millerburg (Millersburg). Albany has provided sewer
service to Millersburg through an intergovernmental agreement since 1979. Millersburg's
wastewater is transported to the Albany WRF for processing and discharge through
Albany's wastewater discharge permit. While buildout design flows and loadings for the
Albany WRF include the anticipated flow and loading from Millersburg, Millersburg has
reimbursed Albany for its share of plant capacity. Since this SDC methodology has been
developed for Albany specifically, both costs and capacities presented in this report are
adjusted to exclude Millersburg’s contributions.
Table 1 shows Albany flows and loads under existing conditions and projected design flows
and loads at buildout. The difference between the buildout capacity requirements and
existing conditions is the total projected growth need over the planning period.

Available Capacity
The total capacity needs of growth will be met in part by existing system available capacity,
as well as future capacity expansion. Table 2 (next page) provides a summary of the
existing capacities by major treatment function and for each of the City’s lift stations and
compares the capacity to existing flows and loads in order to determine the portion of
available capacity by component and facility. As with Table 1, the capacities and flows and
loads shown in Table 2 have been adjusted to exclude Millersburg’s share of WRF capacity.
Furthermore, the wetlands facility available capacity has been adjusted to exclude capacity
owned by a large industrial customer (ATI). With the exception of the wetlands, most
treatment facilities have some amount of available capacity, as do most of the lift stations.
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Table 2
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
Treatment and Lift Station Available Capacity Analysis
Design
Albany
Criteria
Capacity2
WWTP 1
Influent Pump Station
Headworks
Grit Removal
Secondary Treatment
Secondary Clarifiers
Tertiary Filters
Chlorine Contact
Solids Processing
Wetlands
Outfall

PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
MMBOD
PWWF
MMDWF
PWWF
MMTSS
ADWF
PWWF

Lift Stations3
Maple St.
Queen Ave.
Umatilla
Oak Creek
College Green
34th Ave.
Marion St.
Oak St.
Century Drive
Charlotte St. (Decommission)
North Albany
Columbus St.

PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF

Existing
Flow/Load

Available Capacity
Quantity
%

61
62
62
10,890
61
62
14,490
5.4
61

54
54
54
10,883
54

7.1
8.0
8.0
7.0
7.1

10%
12%
12%
0%
10%

54
11,770
5.4
54

8.0
2,720
7.1

12%
17%
0%
10%

4,800
440
500
7,400
400
4,680
190
400
1,500
500
2,600
1,000

4,500
120
850
1,100
300
3,100
160
60
800
100
2,700
400

300
320
(350)
6,300
100
1,580
30
340
700
400
(100)
600

0%
73%
0%
85%
25%
34%
16%
85%
47%
80%
0%
60%

1Source:

West Yost Associates Technical Memorandum (8/3/18)
capacity = 90% of total capacity for all WWTP facilities, except Wetlands which also excludes ATI
capacity; lift station capacity based on 100% of existing lift station firm capacity
3Source: Wastewater Collection System Facility Plan Table 1, February 2015
2Albany

The City also utilized hydraulic modeling results to evaluate existing system available
capacity in the collection system during high flow conditions. Specifically, the existing
capacity and peak wet weather flow (during 5-year design storm) were determined for each
modeled pipe segment to determine the available capacity by pipe segment to prevent or
reduce the likelihood of sewer system overflows. Then, each segment was weighted based
on its proportion of total system pipe length in order to determine the overall system
available capacity for the collection system. Based on this analysis, the available collection
system capacity was estimated to be 41 percent.

Develop Cost Basis
As discussed in Section 1, the reimbursement fee is intended to recover the costs associated
with the available capacity in the existing system; the improvement fee is based on the costs
of capacity-increasing future improvements needed to meet the requirements of growth.
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The value of capacity needed to serve growth in aggregate within the planning period, is
referred to as the “cost basis.”

Reimbursement Fee Cost Basis
As discussed in Section 1, the reimbursement fee is based on the costs of capital
improvements already constructed or under construction. In developing the cost basis, the
methodology must consider the cost of existing facilities, prior contributions by existing
users, gifts or grants from federal or state government or private persons, the value of
unused capacity available for future system users, and other relevant factors.

Fixed Assets
Table 3 (next page) shows the calculation of the reimbursement fee cost basis for the
Albany’s wastewater system, based on the fixed assets of the system as of June 30, 2017.
Consistent with statutory requirements, the cost basis reflects the costs of the system, as well
as contributed costs in the form of grants or contributions from developers or private
persons. Interest expense is also added for certain facilities previously financed (wetlands
and a portion of the WRF expansion). The City’s fixed asset records were used to identify
asset values by major facility type. Contract payment information for bid items related to
the more recent (2010-2011) WRF expansion was used to breakdown the total costs by major
unit process.
In establishing the existing system cost or value for SDC purposes, there are a variety of
approaches used in the industry. Based on prior policy, Albany's approach is “Appreciated
Book Value” (where appreciated book value is equal to inflated 1 asset cost less accumulated
depreciation). This approach recognizes both changes in the value of the dollar since the
facilities were constructed, as well as the reduced asset life since construction in the form of
deprecation.
The available capacity for each component is generally determined from the analysis
summarized in Table 2 and reflects the facility-specific design criteria. In the case of the
additional VLR basin built during the WRF expansion, 100 percent of facility costs are
included, as this improvement was made entirely for future growth. As shown in Table 3,
the reimbursement cost basis related to existing system fixed assets is about $25.3 million.

Work in Progress
As of July 1, 2018, there were a number of projects from the City’s Wastewater Collection
System Facility Plan (February 2015) that are under construction that will also provide
capacity for future growth. Table 4 (page 11) summarizes the “Work in Progress” for these
projects. Entirely new collection system sewers that provide service to growth areas
provide 100 percent new capacity for future growth, while replacement of existing sewers
generally provides both new capacity for growth, as well as replacement of capacity for
existing development. Collection system work in progress totals about $21.7 million, of
which about $9.2 million is associated with capacity for future growth.

1 Assets are adjusted for inflation based on the year of construction. Inflation is estimated using the change in the Engineering
News Record Construction Cost Index between year constructed and December 2017.
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Table 3
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
Reimbursement Fee Cost Basis – Fixed Assets (as of June 30, 2017)
Design
Original
Contributed
Appreciated
Contributed
Net of
Description
Basis
Cost
GrantBook Value
GrantContributed
Interest
Funded
Funded
Funds
Land
Wetlands
ADWF
$4,639,457
$754,006
$6,139,534
$6,139,534
$967,138
WWTP
General
$781,505
$1,039,258
$1,039,258
North Albany
PWWF
$130,285
$253,247
$253,247
McKibben Property
PWWF
$69,319
$78,206
$78,206
General
PWWF
$273,737
$21,298
$561,791
$153,657
$408,134
Subtotal
$5,894,303
$8,072,036
$153,657
$7,918,379
Plant & Buildings
Pump Station
PWWF
$2,103,465
$0
$0
Headworks
PWWF
$556,000
$0
$0
Secondary
MMBOD
$1,262,519
$0
$0
Secondary Clarifiers
PWWF
$0
$0
$0
Solids Processing
MMTSS
$6,253,079
$6,034,413
$6,034,413
Outfall
PWWF
$1,004,967
$0
$0
General
General
$2,237,715
$889,822
$889,822
General Plant
General
$1,506,171
$650,393
650,393
$0
Subtotal
$14,923,916
$7,574,628
$650,393
$6,924,235
WRF Expansion
Pump Station
PWWF
$8,034,330
$803,433
$8,931,554
$893,155
$8,038,398
Headworks
PWWF
$20,970,675
$2,097,067
$23,312,548
$2,331,255
$20,981,293
Secondary
MMBOD
$1,184,342
$118,434
$1,316,602
$131,660
$1,184,942
Secondary Clarifiers
PWWF
$13,498,817
$1,349,882
$15,006,280
$1,500,628
$13,505,652
Solids Processing
MMTSS
$21,032,472
$2,103,247
$23,381,246
$2,338,125
$21,043,121
Outfall
PWWF
$7,209,154
$720,915
$8,014,227
$801,423
$7,212,805
VLR Basin
MMTSS
$993,384
$99,338
$1,104,319
$110,432
$993,887
Subtotal
$72,923,174
$7,292,317
$81,066,775
$8,106,677
$72,960,097
Wetlands
Wetlands
ADWF
$10,702,622
$8,312,973
$9,715,826
$7,546,506
$2,169,320
Land Improvements
ADWF
$57,157
$57,157
$57,157
Subtotal
$10,759,779
$9,772,983
$7,546,506
$2,226,477
1Available capacity percentages from Table 2 by unit process or lift station; general assets based on overall growth share (14 percent)

Available Capacity1
%
$

0%
14%
0%
10%
10%

$0
$141,874
$0
$8,127
$42,410
$192,411

10%
12%
0%
10%
17%
10%
14%

$0
$0
$0
$0
$1,019,478
$0
$121,474
$0
$1,140,952

10%
12%
0%
10%
17%
10%
100%
14%

$835,284
$2,422,275
$686
$1,403,396
$3,555,111
$749,495
$993,887
$9,960,134

0%
0%

$0
$0
$0
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Table 3 (Continued)
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
Reimbursement Fee Cost Basis – Fixed Assets (as of June 30, 2017)
Design
Original
Contributed
Description
Basis
Cost
GrantFunded
Lift Stations
Maple St.
PWWF
$3,350,136
Oak Creek
PWWF
$4,009,562
34th Ave.
PWWF
$2,069,434
North Albany
PWWF
$4,352,620
Columbus St.
PWWF
$412,157
$79,716
Lift Station
PWWF
$667,444
Subtotal
$14,861,353
Collection
Sewer Lines
PWWF
$30,825,710
Interceptors
PWWF
$730,455
Subtotal
Total

$31,556,165
$150,918,690

Appreciated
Book Value

$1,462,308
$3,738,889
$1,761,278
$3,704,452
$178,488
$326,007
$11,171,422

Contributed
GrantFunded

$34,522
$34,522

Net of
Contributed
Funds

Interest

Available Capacity1
%
$

$1,462,308
$3,738,889
$1,761,278
$3,704,452
$143,966
$326,007
$11,136,900

0%
85%
34%
0%
60%
10%

$0
$3,183,108
$594,619
$0
$86,380
$33,876
$3,897,983

$29,722,911
$546,917

$7,155,802

$22,567,109
$546,917

41%
41%

$9,252,515
$224,236

$30,269,828
$147,927,672

$7,155,802
$23,647,557

$23,114,026
$124,280,115

17%

$9,476,751
$24,668,231

14%

$642,988

Plus WRF Capitalized
General
$4,806,081
$4,710,025
$4,710,025
Interest
Net Value
$155,724,771
$152,637,697
$23,647,557 $128,990,140
1Available capacity percentages from Table 2 by unit process or lift station; general assets based on overall growth share (14 percent)

$25,311,219

Source: City of Albany
Appreciated Book Value based on December 2017 ENR Seattle (11,443)
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Table 4
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
Reimbursement Fee Cost Basis - Work in Progress
Description
Collection
RFI - Wet Weather Pump Station
RFI - Force Main - Wet Weather Pump Station
RFI - Rehabilitation
P7 - Waverly Drive to south of RR tracks
P8 - Adjacent to Waverly Lake from Salem Ave. to Swan Lake
P9 - Bain Street from Swan Lake toward Lansing Avenue and east 940 feet
P-10 Swan Lake to Airport Road
P11 - Airport Road to Timber Linn Lake
P22 - New sewer from east end of Somerset Dr. to east side of Burkhart-Truax overflow channel
P23 - New sewer from east side of Burkhart-Truax overflow channel to Charlotte St. lift station
Total
Source: City of Albany September 2018

Design
Basis

Original
Cost

Net of
Contributed

Available Capacity
%
$

PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF

$5,360,000
$5,757,000
$1,398,000
$1,157,000
$1,324,000
$1,918,000
$3,041,000
$751,000
$607,500
$405,000
$21,718,500

$5,360,000
$5,757,000
$1,398,000
$1,157,000
$1,324,000
$1,918,000
$3,041,000
$751,000
$607,500
$405,000
$21,718,500

39%
39%
39%
38%
38%
7%
59%
63%
100%
100%
42.5%

$2,090,400
$2,245,230
$545,220
$439,660
$503,120
$134,260
$1,794,190
$473,130
$607,500
$405,000
$9,237,710
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Improvement Fee Cost Basis
The cost of future capacity-increasing improvements (the improvement fee cost basis) is
presented in Tables 5 and 6. The improvements are based on costs identified in recent
system planning documents; specially, the Wastewater Collection System Facility Plan,
February 2015, and the West Yost Technical Memorandum, August 2018 (related to
wastewater treatment improvements). Costs have been updated to December 2017 using
inflation factors from the Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (CCI)
for Seattle. Each improvement was reviewed to determine the portion of costs that expand
capacity for growth for Albany customers versus remedy an existing deficiency or replace
existing capacity. An increase in system capacity may be established if a capital
improvement increases the level of performance or service provided by existing facilities or
provides new facilities.

Treatment
Table 5 presents the planned capital improvements associated with treatment facilities or
future requirements at the WRF. With the exception of the influent pump station expansion
and the sludge facility improvements, 100 percent of the planned improvements provide
new capacity required to serve future system growth. The improvement fee cost basis is
limited to the portion of the planned capacity expansion needed to serve growth in Albany,
so facility costs exclude 10 percent associated with Millersburg’s share of capacity. The
treatment-related improvement costs for growth total almost $167.4 million 94 percent of
total).

Collection
Collection system pipelines (10-inch and larger) and lift stations are evaluated individually
to determine the portion of project costs associated with capacity expansion for growth
versus service to existing customers. All new development projects are needed to extend
the system to new growth areas and are 100 percent capacity for growth. Other high and
low priority projects include a portion of costs for existing development and future growth,
where the future growth share ranges from 3 percent to 86 percent depending on the
improvement. As a result of this process, approximately 81 percent of the total cost ($62.5
million) of planned collections system projects are included in the improvement fee cost
basis.
Overall, the improvement fee cost basis includes almost $218 million for Albany’s portion of
the planned improvements through build out of the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).
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Table 5
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
Improvement Fee Cost Basis – Treatment
Project #
T-1
T-2
T-3
T-4
T-5
T-6
T-7
T-8
T-9
T-10
T-11
T-12
T-13

Project Description

Influent Pump Station Expansion
Headworks 4th Channel Equipment & Screening Equipment
Headworks Grit Removal Equipment
VLR No. 1A
VLR No. 2A
Vertical Loop Reactors 9-14
Blower Building #2
Secondary Clarifier #4
Tertiary Filters
Chorine Contact Basin Expansion
Sludge Composting and Dewatering Facilities
Future Temperature Mitigation Projects
Outfall and Diffuser No. 2
Total
Source: City of Albany
Costs reflect December 2017 ENR Seattle (11,443)

Albany's Cost
$15,218,000
$1,882,000
$2,943,000
$1,352,000
$3,273,000
$23,607,000
$5,897,000
$5,283,000
$47,151,000
$2,786,000
$25,560,000
$38,321,000
$4,856,000
$178,129,000

%

SDC-Eligible
$

93%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
62%
100%
100%
94%

$14,153,000
$1,882,000
$2,943,000
$1,352,000
$3,273,000
$23,607,000
$5,897,000
$5,283,000
$47,151,000
$2,786,000
$15,847,000
$38,321,000
$4,856,000
$167,351,000

Design
Basis

Time
Period

PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
MMBOD
MMBOD
MMBOD
MMBOD
PWWF
MMDWF
PWWF
MMTSS
ADWF
PWWF

15+ Years
15+ Years
15+ Years
5 Years
5-15 Years
15+ Years
15+ Years
15+ Years
15+ Years
15+ Years
5 Years
TBD
15+ Years
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Table 6
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
Improvement Fee Cost Basis - Collection
SDC-Eligible
Time
(Years)1
5-15
5
5-15
5-15
5-15
5-15
5-15
15+
15+
15+
15+
15+
15+
15+
15+
15+
15+

Project Description
Cox Creek Interceptor
Ferry Street and 28th Avenue
Columbus Street Projects
Century Drive - Draperville Projects
North Albany Lift Station Project
Hill Street Project
Marion Street Projects
Columbus Street Extension Project
Marion Street Extension Project
Three Lakes Road Projects
Highway 20 Projects
Timber Linn Projects
Knox Butte Road Projects
Burkhart Creek Lift Station
Springhill Drive Projects
Quarry Road Lift Station
West Thornton Lake Projects
Total

Albany's Cost
$4,796,000
$5,040,000
$582,000
$14,049,000
$2,815,000
$2,026,000
$1,369,000
$1,936,000
$1,355,000
$6,118,000
$4,294,000
$3,671,000
$4,808,000
$957,000
$4,696,000
$957,000
$3,031,000
$62,500,000

%
65%
3%
75%
86%
63%
18%
64%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
81%

$
$3,107,000
$151,000
$437,000
$12,099,000
$1,773,000
$365,000
$875,000
$1,936,000
$1,355,000
$6,118,000
$4,294,000
$3,671,000
$4,808,000
$957,000
$4,696,000
$957,000
$3,031,000
$50,630,000

Design
Basis
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF
PWWF

Source: City of Albany
1Definitions: The time period for most projects is primarily development driven and are subject to change.
Costs reflect December 2017 ENR Seattle (11,443)

Develop SDC Schedule
System-wide unit costs of capacity are determined by dividing the reimbursement fee and
improvement fee cost bases by the aggregate growth-related capacity requirements from
Table 1. The unit costs are then applied to the capacity requirements of a typical dwelling
unit to determine the maximum allowable fee per equivalent dwelling unit (EDU).
Furthermore, the base (residential) EDU rate is scaled up for higher strength commercial
customers and is based on actual flows and loadings from industrial customers based on
their estimated wastewater flows and strengths.

EDU Capacity Requirements
Table 7 (next page) presents the calculation of the capacity requirements by design criteria
per residential EDU based on information from the Wastewater System Facilities Plan
(CH2M-Hill, June 1998), as well as other customer billing data, 2010 Census information,
and recent plant flow and load data. Estimating capacity requirements begins with the
average base residential flow per person, which is estimated to be 75 gallons per day (gpd).
The base flow per EDU is estimated based on the residential flow per person (from the
Facilities Plan) multiplied by an average of 2.51 persons per household (from 2010 Census
data). Average dry weather (ADW) infiltration and inflow (I/I) is added to base flow per
EDU to determine the ADWF per EDU of 347 gpd.

36

Attachment B

Table 7
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
Estimated EDU Capacity Requirements
Line #
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
(1)
(2)

Component
Value
Source
Flow assumptions (gpd)
Base flow per person
75 Wastewater Facility Plan
Base flow per EDU
188 Line 1 X Line 11
Future ADW I/I per EDU
159 3-year average
ADWF per EDU
347 Line 2 + Line 3
PWWF per new EDU
716 Growth in PWWF / Line 10
MMDWF per new EDU
436 Growth in MMDWF / Line 10
Loading assumptions (lbs/day)
MMBOD per EDU
0.383496 Existing MMBOD / Line 9
MMTSS per EDU
0.414752 Existing MMTSS / Line 9
EDU Assumptions
Current EDUs
28,378 (1)
Future Additional EDUs
36,254 (2)
Persons per household
2.51 2010 Census Data
Estimated based on current population, persons per household and customer billing data
Estimated based on future ADWF and line 4

To estimate EDU requirements for each system design parameter, the projected future
design flows are divided by projected future EDUs, where future EDUs are estimated by
dividing projected future ADWF (from Table 1) by the ADWF per EDU (347 gpd). Loading
assumptions (MMBOD and MMTSS) per EDU are based on recent loading data at the WRF
and estimated current EDUs from population and billing data. Table 7 shows these results.

Residential Dwelling Requirements
Base flow estimates per dwelling unit were developed from three years of average winter
month (November through February) water use records obtained from the city’s billing
system. Winter average water use is a reasonable estimate of customer wastewater flows,
as outdoor water uses (that do not return to sewer system) are generally minimal during
this time. Table 8 provides the resulting EDU factors that represent the winter average
flows for Duplex/Triplex/Fourplex and Apartment dwelling units, relative to that of an
average Single-Family dwelling.
Table 8
Residential Dwelling Unit EDU Factors
Dwelling Type

Tier Description (SQ
FT)

EDU Factor1

1.00
Single Family (Average)
Single Family Tiers
1
<=1000
0.73
2
1000-1250
0.89
3
1250-3000
1.00
4
>3000
1.09
Duplex/Triplex/Fourplex
na
0.90
Apartment (>4 units)
na
0.68
1) Based on winter (November – February) average water use per dwelling unit,
relative to an average single-family dwelling.
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EDU factors were also developed for different sizes of single-family dwellings, based on
information in the City’s Geographical Information System (GIS). Figure 1 shows the
distribution of average winter water use (in gallons per day per unit) by house size.
Figure 1 Residential Winter Average Water Use by Size of Dwelling

The relatively uniform water use for dwellings between 1,250 SQ FT and 3,000 SQ FT,
and the significantly lower and higher average use for dwellings on the lower and upper
ends of the distribution is most supported of a tiered SDC structure. The 4-tiered
structure shown in Table 8 reflects both the technical analysis illustrated in Figure 1, and
administrative considerations (i.e., consistency with the transportation SDC
methodology).
Based on prior policy, the same capacity requirements per EDU are applied to single family
residential and multifamily residential dwelling units, and

Nonresidential Requirements
Commercial development is classified into 3 strength categories: low, medium, and high.
The capacity requirements per EDU shown in Table 7 are the same for applied to both low
strength commercial and residential dwelling units. However, the loading assumptions per
EDU for medium and high strength commercial customers are higher and reflect the same
assumptions as past wastewater SDC studies:
Medium strength: MMBOD = 0.909 lbs/day; MMTSS = 0.698 lbs/day
High strength: MMBOD = 2.063 lbs/day; MMTSS = 1.237 lbs/day
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Unit Costs and Maximum Allowable SDC per EDU
Tables 8 9 and 9 10 (next page) show the reimbursement and improvement fee calculations
per EDU for the different strength classes.
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Table 8 9
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
Reimbursement Fee (SDCr) Calculation
ADWF

MMDWF

mgd

mgd

Reimbursement Cost Basis
Assets
Work in Progress
Total
Growth Capacity
Unit Cost ($/unit)
Capacity per EDU
SDCr per EDU – Residential/Low
SDCr per EDU – Medium
SDCr per EDU – High

$0
$0
$0
12.6
$0
0.000347
$0
0.000347
0.000347

System Component
PWWF
$0

$0
15.8
$0
0.000436
$0
0.000436
0.000436

mgd
$19,535,232
$9,237,710
$28,772,942
26.0
$1,108,101
0.000716
$794
0.000716
0.000716

MMBOD

MMTSS

Lbs/day
$711
$0
$711
11,257
$0
0.383496
$0
0.909
2.063

lbs/day
$5,775,276
$0
$5,775,276
18,020
$320
0.414752
$133
0.698
1.237

MMBOD

MMTSS

lbs/day
$34,129,000
11,257
$3,032
0.383496
$1,163
0.909
2.063

lbs/day
$15,847,000
18,020
$879
0.414752
$365
0.698
1.237

Total
$25,311,219
$9,237,710
$34,548,929

$926
$1,017
$1,190

Table 9 10
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
Improvement Fee (SDCi) Calculation
ADWF
Improvement Fee Cost Basis
Growth capacity
Unit Cost ($/Unit)
Capacity per EDU
SDCi per EDU – Residential/Low
SDCi per EDU – Medium
SDCi per EDU – High

mgd
$38,321,000
12.6
$3,043,765
0.000347
$1,057
0.000347
0.000347

MMDWF
mgd
$47,151,000
15.8
$2,980,234
0.000436
$1,301
0.000436
0.000436

System Component
PWWF
mgd
$82,533,000
26.0
$3,178,503
0.000716
$2,277
0.000716
0.000716

Total
$217,981,000

$6,162
$8,004
$11,977
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The reimbursement fee cost basis of approximately $34.6 million is allocated across design
parameter and then divided by the estimated future growth by parameter to determine the
unit costs of capacity. Then, the EDU capacity requirements (from Table 7) are multiplied
by the unit costs to determine the reimbursement fee SDC (SDCr) per EDU. For residential
and low strength commercial development the maximum allowable SDCr is $927 per EDU.
For medium and high strength commercial development the maximum allowable SDCr per
EDU is $1,017 and $1,190, respectively. The same process is used to determine the
improvement fee (SDCi) per EDU shown in Table 9 10. The maximum allowable SDCi
ranges from $6,162 per EDU for residential and low strength commercial, to $11,977 per
EDU for high strength commercial.
Because of the variability and system impact of significant industrial customers, these users
are charged based on their individual flows and loads, and the system unit costs of capacity
from Tables 9 10 and 9 10. For purposes of determining peak flows, MMDWF and PWWF
are combined, and assessed each industrial customer based on their peak day flow. The
formula for charging industrial customers as as follows:
Average flow (mgd) X $3,043,765 + Peak flow (mgd) X $7,266,838 + MMBOD (lbs/day) X $3,032 +
MMTSS (lbs/day) X $1,200

Compliance Costs
Local governments are entitled to expend SDC revenue on the costs of complying with the
SDC statutes. Compliance costs generally include costs associated with developing the SDC
methodology and project list (i.e., a portion of master planning costs). Table 10 11 shows the
calculation of the compliance charge per EDU. SDC study costs are 100 percent related to
new growth, and master planning costs are allocated in proportion to the growth share of
total project costs from Tables 5 and 6 combined (91 percent). Growth costs are annualized
by dividing the estimated cost for each item by the estimated number of years before update
(5 years for SDC study, and 10 years for master planning). The total annual costs are then
divided by the estimated annual number of new EDUs which yields a fee of approximately
$37 per EDU.
Table 10 11
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
Compliance Charge
Component
Years
Total
SDC Study
Master Planning1

5
10

Total Annual Costs
Estimated Additional EDUs per year
Compliance Charge/EDU
1Albany portion of costs only

$25,000
$500,000
$525,000

Growth
100%
91%

Annualized
$5,000
$45,294
$50,294
1,358
$37

Maximum Allowable SDC Fee
Table 12 provides a summary of SDCs per EDU indexed from the December 2017 ENR
Construction Cost Index (11,443) to the April 2022 ENR Construction Cost Index
(14,493.29):
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Table 12
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
Inflation Adjusted SDCs per EDU
SDC Component
December
2017 (ENR =
11443)
Reimbursement Fee/EDU
Residential/Low
Medium
High
Improvement Fee/EDU
Residential/Low
Medium
High
Compliance/EDU

April 2022
(ENR =
14493.29)

$926
$1,017
$1,190

$1,173
$1,288
$1,507

$6,162
$8,004
$11,977
$37

$7,805
$10,138
$15,170
$47

The maximum allowable combined reimbursement and improvement SDCs per EDU for
residential and commercial customers are shown in Table 11 13. The maximum allowable
combined SDC for a residential dwelling unit is $7,088. Table 11 13 also shows the total
maximum allowable SDC per EDU, inclusive of compliance costs for each residential
development category. The combined SDC, including the compliance charge for a typical
single-family residential dwelling unit is $7,125 $9,024.
Table 13
City of Albany Sewer System SDC Analysis
Combined Maximum Allowable SDC per Equivalent Dwelling Unit
Component
EDUs

Amount1 per
Dwelling Unit

Single Family Residential
Reimbursement SDC per EDU
Improvement SDC per EDU
Compliance Fee
Total SDC per Typical Single-Family EDU

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

$1,173
$7,805
$47
$9,024

Single-Family Residential Tiers
Tier 1
Tier 2
Tier 3
Tier 4
Duplex/Triplex/Fourplex per Dwelling Unit
Apartment (>4 units) per Dwelling Unit

0.73
0.89
1.00
1.09
0.90
0.68

$6,588
$8,032

$9,024
$9,836
$8,122
$6,137

1

Costs are indexed to April 2022 ENR Seattle CCI (14,493.29)

Commercial development is charged based on the number of EDUs, where a typical EDU
is estimated to have six (6) plumbing fixtures (sinks, toilets, etc). The maximum
allowable SDC per EDU ranges from $9,024 for low strength commercial, to $16,724 for
commercial high strength, for the first six plumbing fixtures, as shown in Table 14.
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Table 11 14
City of Albany Sewer System SDC
Analysis
Combined Maximum Allowable SDC per Equivalent Dwelling Unit Commercial and
Industrial Unit1
Component
Amount (Up to 6
$/Additional
Fixtures)
Fixture (Over 6)
Commercial SDC
Commercial Low
$9,024 $7,125
$1,504 $1,188
Commercial Medium
$11,473 $9,055
$1,912 $1,510
Commercial High
$16,724 $13,204
$2,787 $2,201
Industrial SDC Formulas:
Average flow (mgd) X $3,043,765 $3,855,123 + Peak flow (mgd) X $7,266,838
$9,203,914 + MMBOD (lbs/day) X $3,032 $3,840 + MMTSS (lbs/day) X $1,200
$1,520
Compliance charge = $37 $47 X number of EDUs, where EDUs = (Combined SDCi
and SDCr) / $7,088 $8,977
1

Costs are indexed to April 2022 ENR Seattle CCI (14,493.29)

As discussed previously, industrial customers are charged based on their individual
flows and loadings applied to the unit costs of capacity. For purposes of determining
compliance charges, an industrial customer’s EDUs are estimated by dividing the
combined SDCi and SDCr for the customer by $8,977 (the combined SDCi and SDCr for a
residential dwelling unit) to determine the number of EDUs, and then multiplying the
number of EDUs by $47 per EDU.

Inflationary Adjustments
In accordance with Oregon statutes and current City’s policy, the SDCs will be adjusted
annually based on a standard inflationary index. Specifically, the City plans to use the ENR
Seattle CCI as the basis for adjusting the SDCs annually. All costs in this report have been
indexed to the December 2017 April 2022 ENR CCI for Seattle, 11,443 14,493.29.
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RESOLUTION NO. ________
A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A METHODOLOGY FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT CHARGES FOR THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AND REPEALING
RESOLUTION NO. 6726 (A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A METHODOLOGY FOR THE
DEVELOPMENT OF SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES FOR THE TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM).
WHEREAS, through the previous adoption of ordinances establishing and amending Albany Municipal
Code 15.16 regarding system development charges, the Council of the City of Albany has declared its
intent to comply with the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 223.297 through 223.314; and
WHEREAS, the methodology for calculation of system development charges for the transportation
system is specifically described in the attached Methodology Report – Transportation System Development Charges;
and
WHEREAS, the methodology for calculating residential system development charges is updated to
reflect a scaled system; and
WHEREAS, the scaled system is based on the measured impact of residential development on the City
of Albany transportation system; and
WHEREAS, the methodology for calculating commercial and industrial system development charges has
not changed; and
WHEREAS, the proposed methodology establishes a combined reimbursement and improvement fee
and defines a maximum allowable system development charge; and
WHEREAS, a notification of a new methodology was sent to interested parties 90 days prior to the
September 28, 2022, adoption hearing, with the methodology available for review 60 days prior as
required in ORS 223.304(7)(a).
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Albany City Council that Resolution No. 6726 is
hereby repealed as of the effective date of this resolution; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the attached Tranportation System Development Charge
methodology is hereby adopted as of the effectilve date of this resolution; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Transportation System Development Charge methodology
established by this resolution and the repeal of Resolution No. 6726 shall be effective January 1, 2023.
DATED THIS 28TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2022.
_______________________________________
Mayor
ATTEST:

____________________________________________
City Clerk
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SECTION 1

Introduction
Background
The City of Albany (the City) initiated a process to update system development charges
(SDCs) for the transportation system, in conjunction with adoption of the Transportation
System Plan (TSP) in February 2010. This report describes the updated SDC methodology
and calculations for the City’s transportation system. The revised methodology and
calculations are consistent with the framework set forth by Oregon SDC legislation (ORS
223.297-316). In Albany, the authority to impose SDCs is contained in Chapter 15.16 of the
Albany Municipal Code (AMC).

Oregon SDC Law
Oregon Revised Statutes 223.297-223.316 authorize local governments to assess SDCs for the
following types of capital improvements:
•
•
•
•
•

Drainage and flood control (i.e., storm water)
Water supply, treatment, and distribution
Wastewater collection, transmission, treatment, and disposal
Transportation
Parks and recreation

In addition to specifying the infrastructure systems for which SDCs may be assessed, the
SDC legislation provides guidelines on the calculation and modification of SDCs,
accounting requirements to track SDC revenues, and the adoption of administrative review
procedures. A summary of key provisions is provided below.

SDC Structure
Oregon law allows that an SDC may include a reimbursement fee, an improvement fee, or a
combination of the two.

Reimbursement Fee
The reimbursement fee is based on the value of available reserve capacity associated with
capital improvements already constructed or under construction. The methodology used to
calculate the reimbursement fee must consider the cost of existing facilities, prior
contributions by existing users, the value of unused capacity, grants, and other relevant
factors. The objective of the reimbursement fee methodology is to require new users to
contribute an equitable share of the capital costs of existing facilities. When new users
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connect, they pay for their share of the available reserve capacity through the SDC
reimbursement fee, and the money received can be used to retire existing debt or to fund
other capital needs.

Improvement Fee
The improvement fee is designed to recover all or a portion of the costs of planned capital
improvements that add system capacity to serve future customers. Revenues generated
through the improvement fees are dedicated to funding capacity-increasing capital
improvements or the repayment of debt on such improvements.

Credits
The legislation requires that a credit be provided against the improvement fee for the
construction of “qualified public improvements.” Qualified public improvements are
improvements that are required as a condition of development approval, identified in the
system’s capital improvement program, and either (1) not located on or contiguous to the
property being developed, or (2) located in whole or in part, on or contiguous to, property
that is the subject of development approval and required to be built larger or with greater
capacity than is necessary for the particular development project to which the improvement
fee is related.

Albany’s SDC Methodology and Policy Framework
In Albany, development of the transportation SDC methodology was guided by the Albany
City Council and community stakeholders through numerous public meetings. The 2010
Transportation System Plan provided the project list used to guide financial and policy
decisions during the development of the SDC methodology.

SDC Policies
In order to provide equitable and consistent application of the proposed SDCs, the
following statements represent the City’s most significant policies relating to the
implementation and application of SDC fees to customers in Albany:
1. No new development that adds trips to the City transportation system can occur unless
the corresponding transportation SDC has been paid or the installment payment method
has been applied for and approved.
2. To ensure equity, no exception to the payment of the required SDC fees will be allowed
for non-profit organizations, low-income development, public facilities, or other
customers adding trips to the transportation system.
3. An SDC shall apply to the particular lot or tract for which it is issued. Any changes of
use which add additional trips to the transportation system shall cause an additional
SDC to be paid.
4. Because the transportation SDC is closely related to the cost of construction of the capital
improvements, the SDC shall be adjusted on the first day of July of each calendar year.
The adjustment shall be based upon the Seattle Construction Cost Index published by
the Engineering News Record (ENR) by calculating the percentage increase/decrease in
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the index for the period since the last adjustment and then applying that percentage to
the figures used to calculate the SDC.
• In addition to these policy statements, there may be other policies relating to the
implementation of the SDC fees included in the Albany Municipal Code and/or other City
rules and regulations.

Overview of Methodology
The recommended SDC methodology is based on a combined reimbursement and
improvement structure. This structure, which is shown graphically in Figure 1-1, consists of
the following three elements:
•
•
•

Determine capacity needs
Develop cost basis
Develop SDC schedule

FIGURE 1-1—OVERVIEW OF RECOMMENDED SDC METHODOLOGY

Determine Capacity Needs
Growth Demand

Existing Demand
Existing Facilities

New facilities

Develop Cost Basis

÷
TOTAL SDC

=

Existing
Capacity ($)

New Capacity ($)
Growth units

REIMB. FEE

IMPROVEMENT FEE

Develop SDC Schedule
The reimbursement fee is based on the value of available capacity in the system that will
serve growth. The improvement fee is based on future capital costs associated with
providing growth’s additional capacity needs (above what is already available in the
system). Together, the reimbursement and improvement fees recover costs equal to
growth’s capacity needs.
The value of existing system available capacity is added to the cost of future improvements
needed for growth to determine the SDC cost basis. The cost basis is then divided by the
forecast growth units (trips) to determine the system-wide unit cost of capacity ($/trip).
Finally, the SDCs for individual developments are determined by applying the unit costs to
the individual development’s estimated capacity requirements (trips per unit of
development).
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SECTION 2

Determine Capacity Needs
Oregon SDC law requires explicit analysis of growth capacity requirements, and
demonstration of how those capacity needs will be met through existing and future
facilities. This section describes the approach to determining growth capacity needs for
different types of improvements.

System-Wide Growth Capacity Requirements
Like most infrastructure systems, roadway systems are designed to accommodate peak rates
of use, which typically occur during the weekday afternoon period between the hours of 4
and 6 p.m. (the “PM peak”). Therefore, roadway system capacity is typically measured by
trip generation and mobility standards during the PM peak.
The travel demand model used to identify transportation improvement needs in the 2010
Transportation System Plan relied upon weekday PM peak hour trip data. The travel
demand model for the City has 20,558 existing trips that travel within or through the Albany
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) area. The existing model includes internal-internal trips,
internal-external, external-internal trips, and external-external trips. Each type of trip has
two ends, so total existing trip ends are 41,116. Table 2-1 identifies the total number of trip
ends for each type of trip under existing conditions and projected 2030 conditions.
Table 2-1
Model Vehicle Trip Ends and Percent Growth

InternalInternal

InternalExternal &
ExternalInternal

ExternalExternal

Total Trip
Ends

Net of ExternalExternal

Existing Trip Ends

15,622

14,156

11,338

41,116

29,778

Projected Trip Ends

22,006

21,258

17,272

60,536

43,264

Growth Trip Ends

6,384

7,102

5,934

19,420

13,486

As shown in Table 2-1, the travel demand model has 60,536 weekday PM peak hour trip
ends of which approximately 32 percent (19,420) are growth-related trips. External-external
or “through” trips have neither an origin nor a destination in the City; when externalexternal trips are removed from total trip ends, the net is 13,486 growth trips.

Project Cost Allocations
The system-wide growth in trips will be accommodated by existing roadway reserve
capacity, as well as planned future capacity expansion. Capacity expansion comes in the
form of both new facilities and expansion of existing facilities (roadways and intersections).
A key component of the SDC methodology is allocation of existing facility and planned
future facility costs to growth, in proportion to estimated capacity requirements. Table 2-1
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presented the system-wide capacity requirements of growth; however, for purposes of
determining potential SDC-eligibility, individual projects are analyzed to determine the
portion of costs needed for future growth requirements versus existing development
deficiencies. The cost allocation approaches that form the basis of this methodology are
described below. The SDC statutes require that improvement SDC revenues be spent only
on the portion of project costs related to future growth. Therefore, the project cost
allocations, establish the maximum potential SDC-eligibility for each project. The City may
elect to reduce the resulting SDC by funding few projects, or smaller portion of project costs
from SDCs.

Roadway and Intersection Facilities
The roadway and intersection cost allocation basis by project type is summarized in
Table 2-2, and described in subsections below.
Table 2-2
Summary of Project Cost Allocations
Project Type

SDC-eligible

Basis

varies by project

Growth based on share of 2030
trip volume

100%

No existing deficiency; new
capacity needed entirely for
growth

Existing road improvements
Existing intersection improvements
Urban upgrades
Existing facilities with recent improvements
New roadways or extensions
New intersection improvements
Right of way associated with existing
roadway expansion

Future Improvements (Improvement Fee)
For expansion/upgrade of existing facilities (i.e., roadway capacity projects, urban
upgrades, and non-development driven intersection improvements), trip generation data by
roadway link (from the City’s travel demand model) were used to quantify growth’s
utilization of future roadway and intersection capacity. Growth capacity utilization is
estimated based on the growth in trips over the planning period, as a percentage of total
future trips for individual roadway links.
For state-owned roadway facilities, the percentage of ‘through trips’ (external-external trips)
are removed to reduce the SDC-eligible share to trips associated with local growth only. For
projects where additional right of way is needed to expand roadway capacity exclusively for
growth (i.e., existing mobility standards are being met), the right of way costs are allocated
100 percent to new development.
For intersection projects, growth capacity is based on the ratio of future and existing
entering vehicle volumes at the intersections, as determined by the City’s travel demand
model.
New roadways and extensions driven by future development capacity requirements are
allocated 100 percent to growth, since the capacity is needed entirely for new development.
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Similarly, traffic signals that are not needed to meet existing mobility standards, but are
needed once the growth trips are added to the intersection, are assumed to be 100 percent
growth-related, since there is no existing deficiency.

Existing Facilities (Reimbursement Fee)
For recently constructed facilities, the travel demand model was used to determine new
development’s share of the future 2030 traffic volumes on each roadway segment and
intersection, similar to the analysis used to determine growth’s share of the future project
improvements.

Bike and Pedestrian Capacity Analysis
Unlike roadway and intersection projects, trip data for bike and pedestrian improvements is
not available. Therefore, growth capacity needs for bike and pedestrian facilities are
evaluated based on the planned level of service (LOS) basis. The planned LOS is defined as
the quantity of future facilities per 1,000 population served.
The following equation shows the calculation of the planned LOS:

Existing Q + Planned Q
= Planned LOS
Future Population Served
Where:
Q = quantity (miles of bike or pedestrian facilities), and
Future Population Served (within the UGB) = 63.820 (1,000’s)
The existing and future miles of bike and pedestrian facilities are shown in Table 2-3. As
indicated, the total future miles of bikeways are 87, including the 55 miles existing. Existing
and future miles of pedestrian facilities are 57 and 95, respectively.
Table 2-3
Existing and Future Bike and Pedestrian Facilities

Bicycle Facilities

Existing

Future (Total)

New

Bike Lanes

55

78

23

Bike Boulevard

0

6

6

Sharrows

0

2

2

55

87

32

Sidewalks on Arterials and
Collectors

46

71

25

Pedestrian Esplanades

0

2

2

Multi-Use Path

11

22

11

57

95

38

Bicycle Facility TOTALS
Pedestrian Facilities

Pedestrian Facility TOTALS
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Population for existing and 2030 conditions is presented in Table 2-4. Growth during the
planning period is estimated to be 16,190.
Table 2-4
Population Growth

Population

Existing

Year 2030

Population
Growth

47,630

63,820

16,190

Table 2-5 presents the existing and planned LOS for bike and pedestrian facilities, based on
the existing and planned future facilities presented in Table 2-3 divided by the existing and
projected 2030 population presented in Table 2-4.
Table 2-5
Existing and Planned LOS (miles per 1,000 population)
Existing LOS

Planned LOS

Bike

1.15473

1.35786

Pedestrian

1.19672

1.48126

The capacity requirements, or number of facility miles, needed for the existing population
and for the growth population are estimated by multiplying the planned (future) LOS for
each facility type (from Table 2-5) by the population of each group (from Table 2-4). The
need for the existing population is equal to the planned LOS multiplied by the existing
population (47,630). Existing users’ needs are assumed to be met first by the existing
inventory of facilities; any shortfall is assumed to come from planned improvements. The
total capacity need required by growth is equal to the product of the planned LOS and the
projected increase in population over the planning period (16,190).
Total capacity needs for the existing and growth populations are shown in Table 2-6, based
on the LOS and population information shown in Tables 2-5 and 2-4. The additional need
for facilities by the existing population is equal to the total inventory needed less the
existing inventory (from table 2-3). As Table 2-6 indicates, the total additional need (i.e.
current deficit) for bikeways is 10 miles, and for pedestrian paths is 14 miles. These deficits,
along with growth’s capacity needs will be met through the planned improvements.
Table 2-6
Existing and Growth Capacity Needs for Bike and Pedestrian Facilities
Existing
Population
Need

Existing
Inventory

Existing Need
from
Improvements

Growth
Need

Bike

65

55

10

22

Pedestrian

71

57

14

24
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Improvements to the bike and pedestrian systems come from two categories of projects;
1) urban upgrades and 2) bike and pedestrian projects, as shown in Table 2-7. Of the total 32
miles of bikeways, and 38 miles of pedestrian ways added, 20 miles are associated with
urban upgrades, and the remaining (12 miles of bike and 18 miles of pedestrian) are
associated with new bike and pedestrian projects.
Table 2-7
Existing and Growth Allocation
Additions
from
Urban
Upgrades
(miles)

Additions
from
Bike/Ped
Projects
(miles)

Total
Miles
Added
(1)

Urban
Upgrade
Existing
Allocation
(miles) (2)

Urban
Upgrade
Growth
Allocation
(miles) (2)

Bike/ Ped
Project
Existing
Allocation
(miles)

Bike/ Ped
Project
Growth
Allocation
(miles/%)

Bike

20

12

32

13

7

0

12 (100%)

Pedestrian

20

18

38

13

7

1

17 (94%)

1)

From Table 2-3

2)

Based on average of all urban upgrade projects: 65% existing and 35% growth (see Table 3-2 in
following section)

The costs of the bike and pedestrian improvements associated with the urban upgrade
projects are not itemized separately from the other street improvement costs; therefore, all
costs are allocated based on traffic volumes, as described previously. Based on the project
list from the adopted TSP, and data from the travel demand model, overall, existing and
new development are allocated 65 percent and 35 percent of urban upgrade project costs,
respectively. Applying these percentages to the mileage from urban upgrades, results in an
allocation of 13 miles for existing and 7 miles for growth.
As indicated in Table 2-6, the existing deficiencies for bike and pedestrian facilities are 10
miles and 14 miles, respectively.
For bike improvements, the existing development
allocation from urban upgrades (13 miles) is sufficient to address the existing deficiency;
therefore, 100 percent of additional bike improvements are allocated to growth. For
pedestrian facilities, an existing deficiency of 1 mile remains to be met from the other
pedestrian projects. Based on a total of 18 miles of additional pedestrian projects, the
maximum growth allocation is 17 miles (94 percent).

Studies
Cost allocations for studies vary based on the type of study. The TSP is allocated in
proportion to total future trip generation (growth is 32 percent). Capacity-related projects
are allocated 100 percent to growth (e.g., Knox Butte and Santiam studies), and safety and
accessibility audits are 0 percent SDC-eligible.
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Cost Basis
The cost basis represents the total costs needed to meet the demands of growth through
2030, as determined by the project cost allocation analysis described in Section 2.

Reimbursement Fee
The SDCr is calculated based on the inflated book value of reserve capacity from arterial
and collector street improvements built with city funds (exclusive of grants and developer
contributions) since 1997. Specific projects included in the reimbursement fee cost basis are
shown in Appendix Table 1. As shown in Table 3-1, the total value of the reimbursement
projects is $18.3 million, of which $5.9 million is allocated to growth, based on the capacity
analysis described in Section 2.
Table 3-1
Reimbursement Fee Cost Basis
Growth
Total

$

%

Roadways
Intersections
Sidewalk Improvements
TSP

$14,994,052
$2,644,003
$88,829
$570,456

$4,965,607
$621,929
$62,180
$285,228

33%
24%
70%
50%

Total

$18,297,340

$5,934,945

32%

1Costs are based on the Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (Seattle)
in February 2010 of 8647

Improvement Fee
Table 3-2 summarizes the improvement fee cost basis. The improvement fee cost basis
reflects allocation of individual projects from the SDC project list; detailed information on
the SDC project costs and allocations is provided in Appendix Table 2. Project costs include
construction costs and right-of-way (ROW) acquisition, and allocation percentages reflect
the approaches described in Section 2 for each project type 1.

1 Section 2 identifies the maximum allocation of pedestrian improvements that are not part of urban upgrades (sidewalks,
esplanades, and multiuse path) as 94%; however, the adopted TSP included these projects as 70% funded from SDCs based
on the draft TSP analysis; therefore, these projects are assumed to remain at the lower SDC funding.

PAGE 10
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Table 3-2
Improvement Fee Cost Basis
Growth
Total
NEW ROADWAYS & EXTENSIONS

$

%

$57,027,000

$57,027,000

100%

$9,135,000

$9,135,000

100%

OTHER INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS

$10,684,000

$3,198,960

30%

URBAN UPGRADE

$93,700,000

$33,190,540

35%

EXISTING ROADWAY CAPACITY
IMPROVEMENTS

$65,506,000

$30,185,620

46%

BIKE LANES, SHARROWS, BOULEVARDS

$2,113,000

$2,113,000

100%

SIDEWALKS, ESPLANADES & MULTI-USE
PATHS

$27,550,000

$19,285,000

70%

$880,000

$562,000

64%

INTERSECTIONS - DEVELOPMENT DRIVEN

STUDIES & POLICIES
Total

$266,595,000 $154,697,120
58%
are based on the Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (Seattle) in
February 2010 of 8647.
1Costs

As shown in Table 3-2, the total improvement costs are estimated to be $267 million, of
which, $155 million (58 percent) is allocated to growth.
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SECTION 4

SDC Schedule
The transportation SDC for an individual development is based on the total cost per trip
(including the reimbursement and improvement fees) and the number of trips attributable
to a particular development.

Maximum-Allowable Unit Costs ($/Trip)
Table 4-1 provides a summary of the SDC cost bases indexed from the February 2010
ENR Construction Cost Index (8,647) to the April 2022 ENR Construction Cost Index
(14,493.29).
Table 4-1
Inflation Adjusted SDC Cost Basis
Cost Basis Component
Improvement
Reimbursement
Total

February 2010
(ENR = 8647)
$154,697,120
$5,934,945

April 2022 (ENR
= 14493.29)
$259,288,796
$9,947,598

$160,632,065

$269,236,394

Table 4-2 provides a summary of SDCs per trip end. Based on the approaches outlined in
Sections 2 and 3, and the inflation-adjusted cost bases shown in Table 4-1, the maximumallowable cost per trip is equal to $11,911 19,964, as shown in Table 4-21, and is comprised of
the following components:
$440 $738 (reimbursement fee) + $11,471 $19,227 (improvement fee)
Table 4-1 2
Maximum Allowable Transportation Unit Costs of Capacity ($/Trip)
Improvement

Cost Basis (1)
Growth Trip Ends (2)

$154,697,120
$259,288,797
13,486

Reimbursement
$5,934,945
$9,947,598
13,486

Combined
$160,632,065
$269,236,394

SDC per Trip End
$11,471 $19,227
$440 $738
$11,911 $19,964
1Costs are based on the Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index
(Seattle) in April 2022 of 14,493.29.
(1) From Table 3-1 and 3-2
(2) From Table 2-1

Oregon SDC law requires that the methodology demonstrate that the combined SDC charge
is not based on providing the same capacity through the reimbursement and improvement
fee components.
The Albany SDC methodology accomplishes this requirement.
Specifically, the methodology determines total growth capacity requirements and the
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portion of capacity to be met through existing system available capacity and future capacity
expansion. Furthermore, when calculating the individual reimbursement and improvement
unit costs, the cost bases are divided by the total projected growth units for the planning
period. Therefore, the combined fee represents a weighted average cost of existing and
available capacity.

Trip Generation Rates
The standard practice in the transportation industry is to use Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates to determine the SDCs for individual developments. ITE
trip rates by land use are based on studies from around the country, and in the absence of
local data, represent the best available source of trip data for specific land uses. Trip rates
for common land use types, from the current volume of the ITE manual, are provided in
Table 4-23.

Table 4-23
Trip Rates for Sample Development Types

ITE
Code
210
220
140
710
820
931

Description
1 Single Family (Average)
1 apartment
Manufacturing
general office
shopping center
quality restaurant

Units

ITE PM peak
trips

1 dwelling unit
1 unit
1000 sf
1000 sf
1000 sf
1000 sf

0.94 1.00
0.51 0.62
0.74 0.73
1.44 1.49
3.40 3.71
7.80 7.49

Single-Family Residential Tiers by Dwelling Size
Oregon Household Activity Survey (OHAS) data were used to develop a tiered single
family residential SDC structure, based on dwelling unit size. Specifically, trip rates were
developed for four subcategories of single-family residential development based on a
sample of Linn County households from the Oregon Household Activity Survey (OHAS).
The OHAS trip data was matched with information on dwelling unit size (finished area
in square feet) from the Linn County Assessor’s Office to determine adjustment factors
for large and small homes.
Unlike ITE PM peak trips, the trip generation information from household survey data
include travel generated from household members only and exclude trips made by
visitors, including friends, deliveries, and service workers. Because of this difference
between trip generation data sources, the rates calculated from household travel surveys
are used to create relative adjustments to the average single-family residential trip rate
from ITE. The resulting trip rate adjustments for each dwelling size category are shown
in Table 4-4.
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Table 4-4
ITE Trip Adjustments for Single-Family Residential Tiers
Tier

Description (SQ FT)
<=1000
1000-1250
1250-3000
>3000

1
2
3
4

ITE Adj. Factor
0.63
0.81
1.00
1.34

Pass-By Trip Adjustments
Pass-by trip adjustments are applied to the ITE trip rates for certain land use types. Pass-by
trips refer to trips that occur when a motorist is already on the roadway, as in the case of a
traveler stopping by a fast-food restaurant on the way home from work. In this case, the
motorist making a stop while “passing by” is counted as a trip generated by the restaurant,
but it does not represent a new trip on the roadway. Such trip adjustments, also referred to
as linked trips or trip chaining, differ by land use and are studied and reported by the ITE.
Sample pass-by trip adjustments are shown in Table 4-5.
Table 4-3 5
Pass-by Trip Adjustments for Sample Development Types
ITE
Code
210
220
140
710
820
931

Description
1 Single Family
1 apartment
Manufacturing
general office
shopping center
quality restaurant

Pass by Factor
1.00
1.00
0.92
0.92
0.50
0.50

Sample SDCs
The transportation SDC for an individual development is based on the cost per trip
(including the reimbursement and improvement fees) and the number of trips attributable
to a particular development, where the number of development trips is computed as
follows:
Number of Development Trips = Trip Generation Rate X Pass-By Adjustment X Development Units
Example SDCs for sample development types are shown in Tables 4-6A&B 4-5. The
maximum allowable SDC for a single-family dwelling unit is $11,911 $19,964, including
SDCi of $11,471 $19,227 and a SDCr of $440 $738.
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Table 4-6A 4-4
Sample Single Family SDC based on Maximum-Allowable Unit Costs2
ITE
Adjustments1
ITE
Code
210
210
210
210

Description
Single Family Tier 1
(<=1000 SQ FT)
Single Family Tier 2
(1001-1250 SQ FT)
Single Family Tier 3
(1251-3000 SQ FT)
Single Family Tier 4
(>3000 SQ FT)

Units
1 unit
1 unit
1 unit
1 unit

PM peak trips
0.59
0.76
0.94
1.26

Cost per Unit
Pass by
Factor

"I"

"R"

Combined

1.00

$11,344

$435

$11,799

1.00

$14,612

$561

$15,173

1.00

$18,073

$693

$18,766

1.00

$24,225

$929

$25,155

1

ITE Peak PM Trips rates x Adjustment Factors from Table 4-4.
are based on the Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (Seattle) in April
2022 of 14,493.29.
2Costs

Table 4-6B
Sample non-single family SDC based on Maximum-Allowable Unit Costs1
Cost per Unit
ITE
Code
220

Description
apartment

Units
1 unit

140

manufacturing

1000 sf

710

general office

1000 sf

820

shopping center

1000 sf

931

quality restaurant

1000 sf

ITE PM
peak
trips
0.51
0.62
0.74
0.73
1.44
1.49
3.40
3.71
7.80
7.49

Pass by
Factor
1.00
0.92
0.92
0.50
0.50

"I"

$9,806
$5,850
$13,089
$7,809
$25,471
$15,197
$32,685
$19,501
$74,983
$44,737

"R"

$376
$224
$502
$298
$977
$583
$1,254
$748
$2,877
$1,716

Combined

$10,182
$6,074

$13,592
$8,107
$26,448
$15,780
$33,939
$20,249
$77,860
$44,607

1Costs

are based on the Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (Seattle) in April
2022 of 14,493.29.
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SECTION 5

Implementation Considerations
Adoption of Reduced Fee Level
The SDCs presented in Section 4, represent the maximum allowable SDCs that the City may
charge based on the methodology described in this report, and the SDC Project List. The
City may choose to adopt reduced fee levels to balance community interest and objectives.

Impact on Credits for Qualified Public Improvements
As indicated in Section 1, Oregon SDC statutes require that the City provide credits against
the improvement fees for construction of “qualified public improvements.” If the City
adopts an SDC that is below the maximum-allowable, as determined by the methodology
and Project List, then the credit need only apply to projects that are funded by the reduced
fee level.

SDC Assessment
Exceptional Users
By necessity, an SDC calculation methodology must employ a variety of assumptions about
the nature of demands placed by future system users, the costs and timing of growth-related
capital improvements, and system capacity use. There are limits to how precise these
assumptions may be because of data limitations. For most new developments, the margin
of error in predicting system impact is within an acceptable range. However, it is possible
that one or a few exceptional prospective users alone may have sufficient impact on future
system use and capital improvements to invalidate certain basic assumptions of a particular
SDC calculation.
It is recommended that for developments determined during staff review, to exhibit trip
characteristics significantly different from those on which the existing rate is based, the City
Traffic Engineer will assign a trip rate based on the best available information at the time of
actual SDC calculations.

Alternative Trip Generation Calculation
The City’s local land use code contains provisions to require a Traffic Impact Analysis

(TIA) to be submitted and approved for certain types of developments. Developments that
must comply with the TIA requirements are provided with an opportunity to combine that
process with a request for an optional alternate trip rate calculation. The data requirements
for each process are similar and taking this into account helps facilitate the establishment of
data needed for the alternate trip rate calculation earlier in the development planning
process.
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Annual Inflationary Adjustments
Per the City’s current SDC policy, the transportation SDCs should continue to be adjusted
based on an inflationary index. The City uses the Engineering News Record Construction
Cost index for Seattle as the basis for adjusting all of its SDCs. Costs are based on the
Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (Seattle) in February 2010 of 8647
April 2022 of 14,493.29.
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Appendix Table 1 - Reimbursement Fee Project List
Volume
Facility
Roadways
34th Ave: Hwy 99 to Marion
34th Ave: Marion to Waverly
Clover Ridge Rd: Knox Butte to Summerset
Elm St: Queen to 24th
Geary (10th/17th), 14th (Geary/Clay) & Clay
(Santiam/14th)
Grand Prairie: Waverly to I-5
Hill St: 9th to Queen
Marion: 13th to 24th
Marion: 24th to 34th
Marion: 34th to Railroad
N. Albany Rd: Hickory to Hwy 20
Pacific and 9th: Geary to Jackson
Queen: Marion to Main
Salem Rd: Chicago to Albany Ave
Salem: Lake to city limits
Santiam: Cleveland to Main
Waverly: Grand Prairie to 36th Ave
Timber St: Hwy 20 to Three Lakes
Timber/Knox Butte Property Acquisition

Total

Growth

Intersection: 99E / Hwy 20 / 9th (underpass)
Intersection: Killdeer & Hwy 99
Intersection: N. Albany Rd roundabout
Intersection: N. Albany Rd & Hickory
Intersection: N. Albany Rd & W. Thornton
Lake Dr

Reimbursement SDC Cost Basis
1Costs

%

Total

Growth

1,582
1,456
595
464

627
588
356
103

40%
40%
60%
22%

$2,680,516
$884,577
$22,998
$370,957

$1,062,379
$357,233
$13,760
$82,346

3,413

486

14%

$831,198

$118,360

1,220
849
557
388
322
1,068
4,789
1,254
936
734
1,737
2,103

603
132
258
93
203
49
1149
309
69
54
1260
840

49%
16%
46%
24%
63%
5%
24%
25%
7%
7%
73%
40%
100%
100%

$153,378
$1,434,791
$1,431,601
$922,109
$288,102
$1,258,259
$249,557
$885,260
$451,320
$1,087,715
$1,098,882
$369,819
$408,704
$164,308

$75,809
$223,077
$663,112
$221,021
$181,630
$57,729
$59,875
$218,138
$33,270
$80,023
$797,117
$147,717
$408,704
$164,308

50%
70%

$570,456
$88,829

$285,228
$62,180

$17,599
$61,524
$55,845
$44,703
$74,554
$204,326
$8,760

TSP
Sidewalk Improvements
COMPLETED INTERSECTION PROJECTS
Intersection 14th & Clay
Intersection Goldfish Farm Rd & Hwy 20

Costs1

Growth

1,393
2,106

188
951

13%
45%

2,025
3,575
1,146
1,217

325
1190
226
52

16%
33%
20%
4%

$130,402
$136,245
$109,440
$278,533
$223,974
$1,036,098
$205,029

29%

$524,282

$154,618

$18,297,340

$5,934,945
$5,934,945

are based on the Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (Seattle) in February 2010 of

8647.
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Appendix Table 2 Improvement Fee Project List
1
Project
#

B1
B2
B3
B4
B5
B6
B7
B8
B9
B10
B11
B12
B13
B14
B15
B16
B17
B18
B19
B20
B21
I1
I2
I3
I4
I5
I6
I7
I8
I9
I10
I11
I12
I13
I14
I15
I16
I17
I18
I19
I20
I21
I22
I23
I24
I25

2
Project

14th Avenue
Waverly Drive
Hill Street
24th Avenue
Jackson Street
Center Street
US 20, North Albany
1st Avenue
2nd Avenue
Madison Street/7th Avenue
7th Avenue
Takena
Liberty/Lakewood
12th Avenue (West)
Bain Street
South Shore Drive
Shortridge Street
24th Avenue
38th Avenue and 39th Avenue
Lyon Street
Ellsworth Street
Main Street/Salem Avenue/3rd Avenue
Main Street/Santiam Avenue/4th Avenue
14th Avenue/Heritage Mall Access
14th Avenue/Clay Street
Waverly Avenue/14th Avenue
Waverly Avenue/Queen Avenue
Waverly Avenue/Grand Prairie
US 20/North Albany Road
US 20/Springhill Drive
Knox Butte/Century Drive
34th Avenue/Marion Street
US 20 (Lyon Street)/2nd Avenue
US 20/Clay Street
OR 99E/34th Avenue
34th Avenue/Hill Street
Ellingson Road/Columbus Street
Waverly Avenue/14th Avenue
Queen Avenue/Geary Street
Waverly Avenue/34th Avenue
US 20 (Ellsworth Street)/1st Avenue
US 20 (Lyon Street)/1st Avenue
US 20 (Lyon Street)/1st Avenue
US 20 (Ellsworth Street)/2nd Avenue
OR 99E/Waverly Avenue
US 20/Waverly Drive

3

4

5

Total Project
Growth
TSP Priority
Cost
Percentage
(2010 $)

short
short
long/dev
short
short
short
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
mid
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
mid
short
short
short
short
short
short
short
long/dev
long/dev
short
short
short
mid
mid
mid
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
mid
mid
mid
mid
long/dev
long/dev

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
69%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
13%
23%
0%
100%
16%
20%
32%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
22%
23%
23%
23%
27%
29%

6
TSDCi
Eligible

$2,000
$2,000
$5,000
$5,000
$743,000
$743,000
$5,000
$5,000
$674,000
$674,000
$6,000
$6,000
$31,000
$31,000
$43,000
$43,000
$43,000
$43,000
$40,000
$40,000
$95,000
$95,000
$53,000
$53,000
$76,000
$76,000
$32,000
$32,000
$49,000
$49,000
$33,000
$33,000
$27,000
$27,000
$44,000
$44,000
$106,000
$106,000
$2,000
$2,000
$4,000
$4,000
$1,088,000 $1,088,000
$255,000
$175,950
$41,000
$41,000
$10,000
$10,000
$41,000
$41,000
$72,000
$72,000
$175,000
$175,000
$40,000
$5,200
$14,000
$3,220
$345,000
$0
$345,000
$345,000
$23,000
$3,680
$185,000
$37,000
$192,000
$61,440
$350,000
$350,000
$500,000
$500,000
$77,000
$77,000
$1,901,000 $1,901,000
$42,000
$42,000
$18,000
$3,960
$80,000
$18,400
$10,000
$2,300
$17,000
$3,910
$959,000
$258,930
$853,000
$247,370

63

Attachment C

TRANSPORTATION SDC METHODOLOGY

1
Project
#

I26
I27
I28
I29
I30
I31
I33
I34
I35
I36
I36
I37
I38
I39
I40
I41
I42
I43
I44
L1
L2
L3
L4
L4
L5
L6
L6
L9
L10
L11
L12
L13
L14
L15
L15
L16
L17
L18
L19A
L19B
L19C
L20
L21

2
Project

US 20/Waverly Drive
OR 99E/Queen Avenue
OR 99E/34th Avenue
OR 99E/Killdeer Avenue
US 20/Timber Street
US 20/Timber Street
Knox Butte/New North/South Collector
Springhill Dr./Hickory St.
Gibson Hill Rd/Crocker Ln
Timber St Extension/18th Ave/Spicer Dr ROW
Timber Str. Extension/18th Ave/Spicer Dr
OR 99E / 29th Ave
Salem Avenue/Geary Street
OR 99E/Lyon Street
OR 99E/53rd Avenue
Ellingson Road / Lochner Road
53rd Avenue Extension / Industrial Property
Access
Clover Ridge Road / Knox Butte
Goldfish Farm Road / Knox Butte
53rd Avenue Extension
Waverly Drive
Washington/Calapooia/1st/2nd
Timber Street Extension ROW
Timber Street Extension
Main Street - 7th Avenue - Hill Street
North Albany Road
North Albany Road ROW
Queen Avenue
New North Albany Connector
Funding is for 15% construction west of
Crocker ($145/lf) and 40% construction east of
Crocker
Spicer Drive Extension (West of Timber St.)
Spicer Drive Extension (East of Timber St.)
Goldfish Farm Road Extension
Dogwood Avenue Extension
New North/South Collector – LID Knox Butte to
Somerset
New North/South Collector – Knox Butte to US
20 (Santiam)
New East/West Collector
Expo Parkway Extension (south of Dunlap)
Timber St Extension to Somerset Avenue
Somerset Avenue Extension - LID
Somerset Avenue Extension – wetlands to
Charlotte
Somerset Avenue Extension – Timber Ridge
Road to NE +/- 950 feet
Santa Maria Avenue Extension
Knox Butte Road Widening ROW

3

4

5

Total Project
Growth
TSP Priority
Cost
Percentage
(2010 $)

6
TSDCi
Eligible

long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
mid
short
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev

29%
26%
32%
28%
44%
44%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
28%
28%
16%
38%
100%

$240,000
$894,000
$456,000
$3,207,000
$571,000
$619,000
$525,000
$345,000
$410,000
$650,000
$863,000
$106,000
$845,000
$205,000
$550,000
$500,000

$69,600
$232,440
$145,920
$897,960
$251,240
$272,360
$525,000
$345,000
$410,000
$650,000
$863,000
$29,680
$236,600
$32,800
$209,000
$500,000

long/dev

100%

$500,000

$500,000

long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
short
short
long/dev
mid
mid
short
long/dev

100%
100%
54%
36%
42%
100%
100%
64%
29%
100%
12%

$350,000
$350,000
$350,000
$350,000
$18,600,000 $10,044,000
$1,394,000
$501,840
$100,000
$42,000
$966,000
$966,000
$2,708,000 $2,708,000
$1,292,000
$826,880
$5,847,000 $1,695,630
$19,000
$19,000
$0
$0

long/dev

100%

$5,818,000 $5,818,000

long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev

100%
100%
100%
100%

$982,000
$982,000
$1,666,000 $1,666,000
$1,013,000 $1,013,000
$3,294,000 $3,294,000

short

100%

$2,548,000 $2,548,000

long/dev

100%

$3,662,000 $3,662,000

long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
short

100%
100%
100%
100%

$3,723,000 $3,723,000
$996,000
$996,000
$1,720,000 $1,720,000
$383,000
$383,000

long/dev

100%

$566,000

$566,000

long/dev

100%

$625,000

$625,000

long/dev
short

100%
100%

$1,872,000 $1,872,000
$1,478,000 $1,478,000
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1
Project
#

L21
L22
L22
L23A

L23B

L24A
L24B
L25
L26
L27
L28
L30
L31
L32
L33
L33
L34
L35
L36
L37
L38
L39
L40
L41
L42A
L42B
L43
L44
L45
L46
L47
L48
L49
L50
L51
L52A
L52B
L53

2
Project

Knox Butte Road Widening
Knox Butte Road Widening ROW
Knox Butte Road Widening
Knox Butte Road Widening – from Goldfish
Farm Road 970 feet to the east
Knox Butte Road Widening – from Timber
Ridge Street 730 feet to the west
Funding is 25% of street improvement + 50% of
pedestrian bridge
Knox Butte Road Widening – from Timber
Ridge Street 1,120 feet to the east
Knox Butte Road Widening – from UGB 8,495
feet to the west
Dunlap Avenue Extension
Springhill Road Widening
US 20 Widening
Ellingson Road Extension
Oak Street
Fescue Street to Three Lakes Road Connector
Fescue Street Extension
Three Lakes Road Realignment ROW
Three Lakes Road Realignment
Looney Lane Extension
Albany Avenue Widening
W Thornton Lk Dr, N Albany Rd & N Alb Middle
School
Springhill Drive
Scenic Drive
Century Drive
Gibson Hill Road
Skyline Drive
Crocker Lane North (LID)
Crocker Lane South – from Gibson Hill Road
north to L42A
Funding is 15% of Pheasant Run frontage
Valley View Drive
West Thornton Lake Drive
Allen Lane
Columbus Street
Grand Prairie Road
Spicer Drive
Scravel Hill Road
Quarry Road
Spicer Road
Goldfish Farm Road – from Dogwood Avenue
south 1,365 feet
Funding is right-of-way only
Goldfish Farm Road – from Highway 20 north
2,320 feet
Ellingson Road
Funding is for 24ft of right-of-way (3 to 5 lanes)
at $6/s.f. and 25% construction

3

4

5

Total Project
Growth
TSP Priority
Cost
Percentage
(2010 $)

6
TSDCi
Eligible

long/dev
short
long/dev

60%
100%
56%

$3,169,000 $1,901,400
$31,000
$31,000
$825,000
$462,000

long/dev

52%

$717,000

$372,840

long/dev

52%

$659,000

$342,680

long/dev

47%

$896,000

$421,120

long/dev

47%

$6,792,000 $3,192,240

long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
short
long/dev
long/dev
short
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev

100%
61%
18%
61%
100%
100%
100%
59%
59%
100%
26%

$1,045,000
$3,406,000
$8,351,000
$5,740,000
$2,130,000
$886,000
$3,054,000
$750,000
$1,868,000
$914,000
$1,177,000

$1,045,000
$2,077,660
$1,503,180
$3,501,400
$2,130,000
$886,000
$3,054,000
$442,500
$1,102,120
$914,000
$306,020

long/dev

11%

$565,000

$62,150

long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
short

18%
10%
52%
6%
0%
30%

$4,158,000
$748,440
$6,842,000
$684,200
$3,199,000 $1,663,480
$3,816,000
$228,960
$1,523,000
$0
$1,721,000
$516,300

long/dev

30%

$2,808,000

$842,400

long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev

40%
11%
56%
49%
53%
32%
21%
21%
54%

$3,695,000
$6,097,000
$2,689,000
$4,549,000
$2,260,000
$868,000
$9,699,000
$3,493,000
$676,000

$1,478,000
$670,670
$1,505,840
$2,229,010
$1,197,800
$277,760
$2,036,790
$733,530
$365,040

long/dev

82%

$1,645,500 $1,349,310

long/dev

82%

$2,798,500 $2,294,770

long/dev

49%

$5,847,000 $2,865,030
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1
Project
#

L54-a
L54-b
L55
L55
L56
L57
L58
L59
L60
L61
L62
M1
M2-a
M2-b
M2-c
M3
M4
M5
M6
M7
M8
M9
M10
M11
M12
M13
P1
P2
P3
P4
P5
P6
P7
P8
P9
P10
P11
P12
S1
S2
S3
S4
S5
S6
S7
S8
S9

2
Project

Lochner Road – North
Lochner Road - South
Three Lakes Road ROW
Three Lakes Road
US 20 - East of I-5
Santa Maria Avenue
Oak Street
Water Avenue
US 20 Superelevation and Widening
Three Lakes Road
Oak Creek Parkway
Funding is for 25% construction west of
Columbus
Queen/Geary Periwinkle Path
Oak Creek Loop Trail (south of Oak Creek)
Oak Creek Loop Trail (north of Oak Creek)
Oak Creek Crossing Trails
West Timber-Linn Trail
South Waterfront Trail
Albany-Corvallis Multiuse Path
Albany-Corvallis Multiuse Path
East Timber-Linn Trail
Bain Street/Waverly Lake Trail
Lebanon Trail
Periwinkle Trail Extension
East Albany Willamette River Bridge
99E/Oak Creek
US 20/99E Undercrossing
Springhill Drive
99E/24th Avenue
Oregon 99E: Burkhart to Waverly
Ferry Street
Columbus Street
Geary Street
Airport Road
Killdeer Street
Waverly Drive
Albany-Santiam Canal Pedestrian Esplanade
Thurston Street Canal Pedestrian Esplanade
Gibson Hill Road
ADA Accessibility Audit
Hwy 20 Corridor & Downtown Refinement Plan
Safety Audit
OR 99E Speed Study
Downtown STA
Albany TSP MPO Update
Major Corridors
Wayfinding
Interstate 5 / OR 99E / Knox Butte

3

4

5

Total Project
Growth
TSP Priority
Cost
Percentage
(2010 $)

short
long/dev
short
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
short
short
long/dev
long/dev

44%
44%
42%
42%
44%
91%
65%
50%
22%
0%

long/dev

100%

short
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
mid
mid
mid
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
mid
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev
short
short
short
short
short
short
mid
long/dev
long/dev
long/dev

70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
70%
0%
100%
0%
0%
0%
32%
0%
0%
100%

$3,722,000
$4,548,000
$287,000
$4,569,000
$2,068,000
$694,000
$2,187,000
$4,070,000
$3,122,000
$1,879,000

6
TSDCi
Eligible

$1,637,680
$2,001,120
$120,540
$1,918,980
$909,920
$631,540
$1,421,550
$2,035,000
$686,840
$0

$16,456,000 $16,456,000
$46,000
$2,680,000
$1,787,000
$838,000
$161,000
$76,000
$1,477,000
$761,000
$277,000
$153,000
$581,000
$1,528,000
$7,657,000
$129,000
$1,500,000
$542,000
$129,000
$129,000
$725,000
$277,000
$791,000
$485,000
$174,000
$88,000
$1,232,000
$1,863,000
$1,034,000
$25,000
$250,000
$30,000
$0
$0
$350,000
$0
$25,000
$100,000

$32,200
$1,876,000
$1,250,900
$586,600
$112,700
$53,200
$1,033,900
$532,700
$193,900
$107,100
$406,700
$1,069,600
$5,359,900
$90,300
$1,050,000
$379,400
$90,300
$90,300
$507,500
$193,900
$553,700
$339,500
$121,800
$61,600
$862,400
$1,304,100
$723,800
$0
$250,000
$0
$0
$0
$112,000
$0
$0
$100,000

66

Attachment C

TRANSPORTATION SDC METHODOLOGY

1
Project
#

S10
T1
TOTALS

2
Project

Interstate 5 / US 20 (Santiam)
ADA Accessibility Projects

3

4

5

Total Project
Growth
TSP Priority
Cost
Percentage
(2010 $)

long/dev
mid

100%
70%

6
TSDCi
Eligible

$100,000
$430,000

$100,000
$301,000

$267 M

$155 M

1Costs are based on the Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (Seattle) in February
2010 of 8647.
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McIntosh, Kinzi
Subject:

RE: Resignation

From: Jennifer Garner-Kizer
Date: August 11, 2022 at 08:42:52 PDT
To: "Smith, Marilyn" <Marilyn.Smith@cityofalbany.net>
Subject: Resignation

[WARNING! This email came from outside our organization. Do NOT click unknown attachments or links
in email.]

Hello Marilyn,
I wanted to let you know that I have sold my home and will no longer be a
resident of Albany starting October 1, 2022.
It is with great regret that I will be resigning my seat on the Planning
Commission as my location will make me ineligible.
Please let me know the best way to carry out my seat or if immediate
resignation is required.
Thank you for the opportunity to serve and represent my community. Best
to you all in your endeavors.
Regards,
Jennifer Garner- Kizer

Talent Acquisition Manager
Living Hope Family First Live

______________
DISCLAIMER: This email may be considered a public record of the City of Albany and subject to the State
of Oregon Retention Schedule. This email also may be subject to public disclosure under the Oregon
Public Records Law. This email, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s)
and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or
1

69

McIntosh, Kinzi
Subject:

RE: Community Development Commission Resignation

From: Stephanie Nappa
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2022 2:02 PM
To: Freelander, Beth <Beth.Freelander@cityofalbany.net>; Catlin, Anne <Anne.Catlin@cityofalbany.net>
Subject: Re: Community Development Commission Meeting | September 19, 2022
[WARNING! This email came from outside our organization. Do NOT click unknown attachments or links in email.]
Hello Beth and Anne,
This will be my last CDC meeting, as I am preparing to move to the Chicago area at the end of this month. It's been a
pleasure to serve on the commission and to work with both of you for the betterment of Albany.
Anne, you'll still see me around for a bit as I'll continue to working remotely for the COG until I find a new position in
Chicago.
- Steph

1
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McIntosh, Kinzi
Subject:

RE: Traffic Safety Commission

From: Stephanie Nappa
Sent: Wednesday, September 7, 2022 4:43 PM
To: Shultz, Shelley <Shelley.Shultz@cityofalbany.net>; Irish, Ron <Ron.Irish@cityofalbany.net>
Subject: Re: Traffic Safety Commission | Monday, September 12, 2022
[WARNING! This email came from outside our organization. Do NOT click unknown attachments or links in email.]
Hello Ron and Shelley,
This will be my last TSC meeting, as I will be moving to the Chicago area at the end of the month. My partner had a job
opportunity come up that he decided to take, so unfortunately w e'll be leaving Albany. I've greatly enjoyed working with
this commission and the two of you to help improve transportation in Albany over the past few years.
Ron, I'll make an announcement during business from the commission, and you may want to ask the group to select a
new chair at that time.
See you next week,
- Steph
______________
DISCLAIMER: This email may be considered a public record of the City of Albany and subject to the State of Oregon
Retention Schedule. This email also may be subject to public disclosure under the Oregon Public Records Law. This
email, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and
privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy all copies of the original message.
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McIntosh, Kinzi
Subject:

FW: Resignation

From: Russell Allen
Date: September 19, 2022 at 02:11:58 EDT
To: Peter Troedsson <peter.troedsson@cityofalbany.net>
Cc: Kim Lyddane <kim.lyddane@cityofalbany.net>
Subject: Resignation
It is with a heavy heart that I must resign from the Parks and Recreation Commission as
well as CARA. Changes in my life will necessitate a move out of Albany within the next
month or so. It is been my honor and privilege to work with wonderful people
committed to simply making life better in this great city. I am likely not going far, so
please continue to reserve a golf cart for me to drive at the next Art & Air Festival!
Russ Allen
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ALBANY CITY COUNCIL
MINUTES

Monday, August 22, 2022
Work Session
Council Chambers, City Hall
Approved: DRAFT
Call to Order
Mayor Alex Johnson II called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.
Roll Call
Councilors present:

Mayor Alex Johnson II and Councilors Dick Olsen, Matilda Novak, Stacey
Bartholomew (virtual), Ray Kopczynski, Bessie Johnson, and Marilyn Smith

Councilors absent:

None.

Business from the Public
None.
Economic Sewer and Water Grant Awards
4:01 p.m.
Economic Development Director Seth Sherry introduced the agenda item and shared information
from the staff report.
Chris Hansen, a local real estate broker, spoke about the need for flexible manufacturing facilities in
the City of Albany. Responding to a question from Councilor Matilda Novak, Hansen said there are
currently no vacancies for facilities like those being proposed and the size would be roughly 22,000
square feet.
Responding to a question from Councilor Ray Kopczynski, Sherry said the city is looking into how the
Enterprise Zone would fit with this space and these businesses. Christopher Bronn from CorrQuest
spoke about his business and how the proposed space would help his business.
MOTION: Kopczynski moved to award the grants. Novak seconded the motion. Deputy City Clerk
Gabe Shepherd reminded the Council that the grants would be on the consent agenda of the August
24, 2022, council meeting. No vote was taken on the motion.
Public Works Director Chris Bailey and Sherry answered questions from Councilor Dick Olsen about
the funding of the grants. Bailey confirmed that funding came from water and sewer ratepayers, with
the goal that the investment of the funds would increase water and sewer revenue from the new
supported businesses.
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Unnecessary Noise Ordinance, AMC 7.08.050
4:12 p.m.
This item was moved down the agenda. Code Compliance Officer Kris Schendel introduced the item
and noted that no city has regulations governing children at play. Schendel answered questions from
Councilor Bessie Johnson about noise made by loud cars, saying that regulating vehicle noise is a
traffic issue and can be enforced by police officers.
Novak, said that just because no other jurisdiction has regulated noise of children at play, does not
mean that Albany cannot be the first. Novak suggested that regulations could be based purely on
decibel reading.
Community Development Director Matthew Ruettgers answered a question from Councilor Stacey
Bartholomew, detailing the process of notifying neighbors of sound variances.
Recess to executive session
4:35 p.m.
Johnson II read the executive session script and recessed the council into executive session at 4:36
p.m.
Reconvene
Johnson II reconvened the council from executive session at 5:43 p.m.

5:43 p.m.

Business from the Council
5:43 p.m.
Councilor Stacey Bartholomew requested that staff report on how the city is preparing for climate
change, specifically water conservation and usage.
City Manager Report
5:30 p.m.
City Manager Peter Troedsson spoke about the Northwest Art and Air Festival, noted that Emma Dean
had resigned as the Executive Director of Helping Hands, and spoke about the process and purpose
of the “business from the public” agenda item.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:51 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Reviewed by,

Gabe Shepherd
Deputy City Clerk

Peter Troedsson
City Manager

*Documents discussed at the meeting that are not in the agenda packet are archived in the record. Documents from staff
are posted to the website after the meeting. Documents submitted by the public are available by emailing
cityclerk@cityofalbany.net.
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ALBANY CITY COUNCIL
MINUTES

Wednesday, September 14, 2022
Council Chambers, City Hall
Hybrid format
Approved: DRAFT
Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance
Mayor Alex Johnson II called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. The mayor led the pledge of allegiance.
Roll Call
Councilors present:

Mayor Alex Johnson II and Councilors Dick Olsen (arrived at 6:03), Matilda
Novak, Stacey Bartholomew, Ray Kopczynski, Bessie Johnson, and Marilyn
Smith

Councilors absent:

None

Proclamation
Hispanic Heritage Month
The mayor read the proclamation in English.
Miriam Cummins read the proclamation in Spanish by video.
Special Presentation
6:05 p.m.
Michelle Robinson, executive director of Furniture Share, presented slides.* She spoke about what
Furniture Share does and who they serve. They are funded by grants, donors, and business sponsors.
Public Hearing
2021 CDBG Consolidated Annual Performance Evaluation Report (CAPER) and Community Needs
OPEN: Johnson II declared the public hearing open at 6:23 p.m.
Planner II Beth Freelander appeared virtually and presented slides.* She explained the CDBG program’s
goals and accomplishments in 2021. Freelander said staff would like input on community needs for the
next five-year plan. A survey is available on the CDBG page of the City’s website. Staff is also consulting
with local agencies to learn what the agencies see as community needs and gaps in services.
Freelander asked Johnson II to read a letter in support of the CAPER* into the record.
No one else wished to speak.
CLOSE: Johnson II closed the public hearing at 6:32 p.m.
MOTION: Councilor Ray Kopczynski moved to support the vision and program expressed in the CAPER.
Councilor Marilyn Smith seconded the motion, which passed 6-0.
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Business from the Public
6:34 p.m.
Darla Luther, of Albany, said the City is misinforming the public about water cross-connections and
backflow devices. She is being required to install a backflow device because she has a well. She provided
a report that states that there is no cross-connection on her property.
Utility Superintendent – Water Scott LaRoque said the code requires a backflow device on wells because
of the potential for cross-connection. Cross-connection can happen very easily, and the best
management practice is to require a device to protect the city system.
Kathryn Sandoval, of Albany said she would like the City to put the senior center sign back on the
Riverfront Community Center. She also requested that a panel be formed to advise the council on some
of their decisions.
Lise Grato, executive director of the Albany Downtown Association, gave a downtown update.
Second reading of ordinance
Amending Albany Municipal Code (AMC) 7.08.050, Unnecessary Noise

6:55 p.m.

City Attorney Sean Kidd read the ordinance for a second time in title only: AN ORDINANCE AMENDING
ALBANY MUNICIPAL CODE (AMC) SECTION 7.08.050 UNNECESSARY NOISE.
MOTION: Smith moved to adopt the ordinance. Kopczynski seconded the motion. It passed 6-0, and
was designated Ordinance No. 5989.
Adoption of consent agenda
6:56 p.m.
a. Resignations and Appointments
1) Accepting Sonja Neperud’s resignation from the Human Relations Commission
2) Accepting Robin Steele’s resignation from the Library Board
3) Appointing Shane Fagan to the Housing Affordability Task Force
4) Appointing Faren Leader to the Housing Affordability Task Force
b. Approval of minutes
1) July 25, 2022, city council work session
2) August 8, 2022, city council work session
3) August 24, 2022, city council meeting
c. Recommendations to OLCC
1) Approve annual liquor license renewals
d. Adoption of resolutions
1) Accept easement from CW-Pheasant Run, LLC (SI-21-06)
RES NO. 7134
2) Apply for CIS Lexipol Grant
RES NO. 7135
3) Apply for OSFM Wildfire Readiness Grant
RES NO. 7136
e. Award of contract
1) Temporary contract extension for utility bill printing and mailing services for Infosend
f. Adopt meeting calendar
1) November and December 2022 Meeting Dates
Novak objected to a sentence in the August 24, 2022, minutes quoting her. She said she did not state or
imply what is attributed to her.
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MOTION: Kopczynski moved to adopt the consent agenda with one amendment to 7.b.3), minutes. Smith
seconded the motion, which passed 6-0.
Staff reports
6:59 p.m.
a. Reclassification of library position
Library Director Eric Ikenouye said he is requesting to change one position from Library Aide to Library
Assistant and to increase a Librarian I position by six hours per week. The money to make these changes
is in the budget.
MOTION: Smith moved to approve the changes as requested. Novak seconded the motion, and it
passed 6-0.
b. SDC financing
Finance Director Jeanna Yeager said this is a request by a property owner to retroactively finance
transportation system development charges associated with their development permit.
MOTION: Smith moved to adopt the resolution. Councilor Stacey Bartholomew seconded the motion.
It passed 6-0 and was designated Resolution No. 7137.
Business from the Council
7:03 p.m.
Councilor Dick Olsen said he would like to encourage City staff to find ways to not cut trees. Acting City
Manager Shane Wooton said he will relay Olsen’s comments to the Parks & Recreation Department.
Bartholomew said she thinks the request to add “senior” to the Riverfront Community Center sounds
reasonable. Johnson II asked Wooton to take the suggestion to Parks and Recreation Director Kim
Lyddane.
Councilor Bessie Johnson said the new limitations on state hospital stays for people charged with crimes
will send more mentally challenged people to Albany. She asked City Attorney Sean Kidd to comment.
Kidd said he shares the concern. There isn’t anything the City by itself can do.
Councilor Matilda Novak asked if we could pass an ordinance for the safety of Albany’s citizens. Kidd
said yes, we could pass an ordinance, but state and federal law supersede City ordinances.
Recess to Executive Session
The council recessed to executive session at 7:19 p.m.
Reconvene
The council reconvened into regular session at 8:08 p.m.
MOTION: Kopczynski moved to authorize staff to enter into negotiations for the transaction of real
property within the city. Smith seconded the motion, and it passed 4-2, with Bartholomew and Olsen
voting against.
MOTION: Kopczynski moved to authorize staff to enter into negotiations for the transaction of real
property in the City of Lebanon. Smith seconded the motion, and it passed 6-0.
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MOTION: Kopczynski moved to ratify the successor bargaining agreements for the AFSCME general
and transit units. Bartholomew seconded the motion, and it passed 6-0.
Olsen asked to recall Darla Luther. He asked her about specifics of her water system. Olsen, Bailey,
LaRoque, and Luther discussed how and when backflow devices are required and connected. Olsen said
he was concerned about the safety of the water supply.
Bailey said backflow devices cost “a couple hundred” dollars, and the required annual test is about $35.
Olsen asked if the City should just install the devices, to make sure it’s done right. Bailey said some
smaller water systems do that, and bill the customer. Requiring backflow devices is best management
practice for backflow prevention and the model code in many cities around the state. It provides the
highest level of protection and is the only way we can ensure that cross-connection doesn’t happen.
Novak said the report Luther submitted shows that there is no cross-connection. Bailey said staff is not
alleging that there is a cross-connection. If the council wishes to change the Albany Municipal Code for
more flexibility, they can do so.
Olsen said he would withdraw his objections. He said Luther should get the required backflow device.
Johnson II asked Kidd if the council needed to do anything? Kidd said no.
MOTION: Novak moved to amend the ordinance so it’s more clear cut and more fair to the people who
live in this town. The motion died for lack of a second.
Next Meeting Dates
Wednesday, September 28, 2022; 6:00 p.m. meeting
ADJOURNMENT
There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:34 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Reviewed by,

Allison Liesse
City Clerk

Peter Troedsson
City Manager

*Documents discussed at the meeting that are not in the agenda packet are archived in the record. Documents from staff
are posted to the website after the meeting. Documents submitted by the public are available by emailing
cityclerk@cityofalbany.net.
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ATTACHMENT 1

RESOLUTION NO. ________
A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING AND APPROPRIATING A GRANT FROM THE U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF HOMELAND SECURITY (CFDA #97.044) FOR FISCAL YEAR 2021 ASSISTANCE TO
FIREFIGHTERS GRANT TO PURCHASE ONE FIRE ENGINE AND ASSOCIATED EQUIPMENT
AND COMMITTING TO PROVIDE THE REQUIRED LOCAL MATCH.
WHEREAS, at its December 1, 2021 Meeting, the Albany City Council by Resolution No. 7062 approved
application for the U.S. Department of Homeland Security Assistance to Firefighters Grant to purchase a new
fire engine and associated equipment; and
WHEREAS, the Fire Department applied for the grant and has been notified by the U.S. Department of
Homeland Security of an award of $642,727 for the stated purpose; and
WHEREAS, the grant requires a cost share from the City of 10 percent; and
WHEREAS, this funding in the amount of $642,727 will be used for costs associated with the engine purchase
and the City of Albany’s required local match is $64,273, which is appropriated in the Equipment Replacement
Fund; and
WHEREAS, Oregon Local Budget Law provides that expenditures in the year of receipt of grants, gifts,
bequests or devices transferred to the local government in trust for a specific purpose may be made after
enactment of a resolution or ordinance authorizing the expenditure (ORS 294.326(3)).
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albany City Council accepts the U.S. Department of
Homeland Security Assistance to Firefighters Grant in the amount of $642,727, approves the required local
match of $64,273, and authorizes the City Manager to execute the agreements and conditions for their
acceptance; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the grant funds are hereby appropriated as follows to Fiscal Year 2023:
Resources
20325811-420060
Requirements
20325811-700000

Debit

Credit
$642,727

$ 642,727

DATED AND EFFECTIVE THIS 28TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2022.
______________________________________
Mayor
ATTEST:
____________________________________________
City Clerk
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RESOLUTION NO. ________
A RESOLUTION CREATING PARKING RESTRICTIONS ON VARIOUS PUBLIC STREETS WITHIN
THE CITY OF ALBANY.
WHEREAS, the Albany Transit Development Plan (TDP) was developed in conjunction with the Albany Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization (AAMPO) Regional Transportation Plan; and
WHEREAS, the TDP is a guide for regional investment in public transportation; and
WHEREAS, the streets described below are public streets under City jurisdiction; and
WHEREAS, the strategies presented in the plan provide incremental improvements to make the local bus
services faster, easier for riders and prospective riders to understand, and more convenient; and
WHEREAS, implementing the first phase of the TDP will include construction of 28 transit stops that require
parking modifications on various public streets.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Albany City Council that the following parking restrictions
be implemented:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The addition of 50 feet of yellow curb on the north side of First Avenue SE west of its intersection with
Montgomery Street.
The addition of 48 feet of yellow curb on the north side of First Avenue SE east of its intersection with
Jackson Street.
The addition of 29 feet of yellow curb on the east side of Main Street south of its intersection with First
Avenue SE.
The addition of 40 feet of yellow curb on the south side of Second Avenue SE west of its intersection with
Jefferson Street.
The addition of 25 feet of yellow curb on the east side of Hill Street north of its intersection with 28th
Avenue.
The addition of 57 feet of yellow curb on the north side of 28th Avenue east of its intersection with Oak
Street.
The addition of 66 feet of yellow curb on the west side of Geary Street north of its intersection with 21st
Avenue.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE THIS 28TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2022.

______________________________________
Mayor
ATTEST:

____________________________________________
City Clerk
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MESSAGE FROM THE CITY

MANAGER

CITY OF ALBANY, OREGON

MESSAGE FROM THE

CITY MANAGER
Peter Troedsson

To our Albany community,
The City’s Strategic Plan is a working document that
captures community goals and objectives under four
main themes: Great Neighborhoods, Safe City, Healthy
Economy, and Effective Government. The Strategic Plan
will be reviewed and updated by the City Council every
other year and informs all other master plan documents,
the budget, and department work plans.

A strategic plan should align with current community values and needs.
A strategic plan reflects current community values and
needs. Updating the plan provides an opportunity to
check in with the community and ensure that our goals
align with needs. The plan works like an action-oriented
road map we can use to make progress toward the city’s
four themes.
This current update process started in 2021. Council,
staff, and consultants met between November 2021 and
June 2022 to brainstorm and identify themes and goals
important for the Albany community. The community was
engaged several times in different ways to solicit input.
The result was a list of goals that fit into the four themes
that have been pillars of Albany’s Strategic Plan for years.
This affirms the work of previous Councils in identifying
those themes and making steady progress toward them.
It also allows the current Council to include updated
goal areas based on new challenges and opportunities.
Finally, it underscores the value of the strategic planning
process as a work in progress.

4

Challenges identified in the current update include the
COVID-19 pandemic and its unprecedented impact on
the operations of local government; rapidly increasing
inflation and supply chain issues; and a potential
recession that exacerbates a city budget already
challenged in its ability to support needed city services.

101

This plan will provide guidance for our budgeting over the next four years.
New goal areas that emerged in this update were
ensuring cybersecurity; promoting environmental
sustainability; strengthening community engagement;
and improving our outreach to promote diversity and
inclusion.
Strategic planning is vital work for the Albany City Council
to undertake at regular intervals, in order to keep
emerging community needs at the forefront of our goals
and objectives.
Thank you to the citizens of Albany, the City Council, and
City staff for their contribution to this working plan. It
will provide guidance for our budgeting over the next
four years, and I am grateful for the efforts of all who
contributed.
Sincerely,

Peter Troedsson
City Manager

5
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7

ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY

The City of Albany’s Strategic Plan is built on three foundational elements: our mission, our vision, and
our values.
City Council and the Executive Leadership Team developed these fundemental elements as part of
the first strategic plan, adopted in 2007. They continue to reflect the core identity of the organization.
They summarize the City’s purpose — why we do what we do — and what we expect from our staff
and elected officials. Using these organizational building blocks as a foundation, staff and Council can
work to achieve the Council goals and objectives in this plan.

OUR MISSION
Our mission statement is based on the principles of high quality and continuous improvement.

"Providing quality public services for a better Albany community."

OUR VISION
Our vision statement presents a compelling future toward which our strategic plan is directed.

"A vital and diverse community that promotes a
high quality of life, great neighborhoods,
balanced economic growth, and quality public services."
8
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OUR
VALUES
TRANSPARENT, OPEN, AND HONEST
GOVERNMENT. This value reflects our
first and most important responsibility.
Our competence is measured and,
in fact, reinforced through active
engagement of those we serve. We
maintain an organizational reputation
for openness, honesty, and integrity.
DEDICATION TO SERVICE. Our
primary duty is to the people we
serve. We are accessible, responsive,
consistent, and understanding. We
provide assistance beyond our
customers’ expectations, and we find
effective solutions to problems that
they bring to our attention.
FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY. Proper use
of public resources is a trust which we
continually guard. In our management
of this trust, we must avoid even
the appearance of impropriety. In
our management of public funds,
we constantly strive for the greatest
possible efficiency and effectiveness to
sustain affordable services.

PERSONAL HONESTY AND INTEGRITY.
Each of us demonstrates the highest
standards of personal integrity and
honesty in our public activities to
inspire confidence and trust in our
government.
EXCELLENCE. We continually pursue
excellence by being creative and
professional, taking risks, showing
initiative, and being committed to our
community and team. In this pursuit,
we support continuing education and
training for all team members.
TEAMWORK. We are a team that
emphasizes high levels of trust and
cooperation and a commitment to
excellent communications within
the organization. We encourage
employees to exercise independent
judgment in meeting customer needs
through professional behavior that is
consistent with our values.

A HUMANE AND DIVERSE
ORGANIZATION. We are a humane
organization that honors diversity
and protects individual rights. Open
communication, respect for others,
compassion, and a sense of humor
contribute to our positive work
environment. We make it possible for
every employee to achieve his or her
full potential. We value the cultural
and social diversity that is reflected in
our community, and we welcome the
changes and new perspectives that this
diversity brings to us. We protect those
individuals whose basic rights are
placed in jeopardy.
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STRATEGIC PLAN THEMES

Our strategic plan looks out over a five-year period. It provides the team with direction in addressing immediate
needs while planning for long-term projects and initiatives. Council and staff strive to move beyond the plan to
foster a culture of strategic management through regular check-ins, progress reports, and updates to the plan.
The team regularly consults the goals, measures objectives, and develops actions as part of the individual
department work/operational plans to advance the City’s vision and support the four themes that serve as the
foundation of our community services. The strategic plan also informs the biennial budget to align resources
with implementing the goals and objectives. The strategic plan is updated in alternating years by Council and
staff. These regular updates allow the plan to adapt to forces of change such as community demographics, state
and federal mandates, fiscal constraints, economic conditions, emerging technologies, and other influences on
the City's ability to deliver quality public services for a better Albany community.

THEMES
The themes identify the core
expected outcomes supported by
the implementation of the goals
and objectives. These themes are
aligned with the City’s mission,
vision, and values. They have been
reaffirmed many times since they
were first identified by Council in
the 2007 strategic plan.

GOALS

OBJECTIVES

The goals in this strategic plan are
achievable outcomes that provide
broad, long-term direction under
each theme. While some goals
may carry over from the previous
plan, new goals often reflect
significant community changes or
unanticipated events.

Objectives are more specific
and measureable. They help
track progress toward each goal.
Objectives are identified over a
shorter term and typically cover
the plan period. Departments use
both the goals and objectives in
developing their work/operations
plans. Regular progress will be
reported in department and
organizational communications.

OUR STRATEGIC PLAN HAS FOUR THEMES
THAT REFLECT OUR MISSION AND VISION:

GREAT
NEIGHBORHOODS

SAFE
CITY
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The strategic planning process is
a continual exercise, adjusting to
changing community conditions
through periodic review and updates.

HEALTHY
ECONOMY

EFFECTIVE
GOVERNMENT
11
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STRATEGIC PLAN THEMES

Great Neighb
GOAL 1:

Create and sustain a city of diverse
neighborhoods where residents
feel good about where they live.
NEW Facilitate neighborhood beautification efforts to
improve safety and engagement in our neighborhoods.
NEW
Encourage diversified housing options for households
of all income levels and sizes.

GOAL 2:

Provide an efficient transportation
system with safe streets
and alternative modes of
transportation.
NEW Improve mobility through the development of a
connected and safe pedestrian network, creating walkable
neighborhoods.
NEW

Encourage pedestrian-oriented housing development
options.

Work with local and regional partners to evaluate the
feasibility of constructing an additional Willamette River
crossing.

Enforce City ordinances when properties are neglected
or abandoned to prevent erosion of property values and
quality of life.

Ensure that public facilities, services, sidewalks, and public
transportation are ADA accessible.

NEW

Consider amendments to the Albany Development Code
standards that may hinder development rather than provide
clear standards that promote healthy, sustainable, and
affordable development and/or redevelopment.

Utilize available street funding to maintain arterial and
collector streets to a minimum Pavement Condition Index
(PCI) score of 60, indicating fair or better condition. Address
local street needs as funding allows.
Seek additional sources of funding for street maintenance.
Work as a cooperative partner of the Albany Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization (AAMPO) for the funding
of street and transit improvements.
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hborhoods
When updated transit routes are implemented, monitor
ridership trends and evaluate stop locations to increase
ridership, and improve service frequency and overall system
performance.

GOAL 3:

Provide effective stewardship of
Albany’s significant natural, cultural,
and historic resources.
Continue to partner and coordinate with community groups,
such as the Calapooia Watershed Council, on watershed
improvement programs and projects to meet Oregon's
Statewide Planning Goal 5.

GOAL 4:

NEW

GOAL 5:

Identify and implement resource
conservation and efficiencies where
feasible.
NEW Attract and
promote green business
development where
possible.
NEW Develop a fiscally
responsible action plan
that protects our natural
environment and our
limited resources.

Provide diverse recreational,
educational, and cultural
opportunities that enrich the lives
of our citizens.
NEW Increase the number of cultural events as resources
permit.
NEW Provide opportunities that promote healthy living,
recreation, activities, and attractions for people of all ages.

Increase circulated items at the Albany Public Library.
Seek new funding to support library services.

13
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STRATEGIC PLAN THEMES

Safe City
GOAL 1:

Ensure a safe community by
protecting people and property.
NEW

Explore options for crime prevention through
environmental design in an effort to increase safety while
reducing crime.
Participate in the FEMA National Flood Insurance Program
and maintain the City’s Community Rating System (CRS)
rating.
Use Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds
to provide funding to community programs that assist the
vulnerable children and families in our city.
Collaborate with neighboring communities to improve
emergency response reliability and provide a consistent
level of emergency response and life safety services.
Plan for equipment replacement and facilities maintenance
to adequately address emergency equipment and vehicle
needs and long-term maintenance of department facilities.
Reduce property code violations, substandard housing
conditions, and inadequate infrastructure.

Pursue projects that eliminate blight and increase
community safety.
Continue to minimize the impact of fires on our community.
Plan for adequate staff for increasing calls for service,
response times, and community growth.
Facilitate continued development of property surrounding
Fire Station 12 as an emergency responder training center.

GOAL 2:

Provide safe, sufficient, and reliable
drinking water, sewage disposal,
and drainage systems.
Optimize the operation and management of the Vine Street
and Albany-Millersburg water treatment plants to meet
regulatory requirements and system demand; efficiently
manage energy consumption; and improve water system
resilience.
Effectively manage biosolids waste at the Albany-Millersburg
Water Reclamation Facility.
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STRATEGIC PLAN THEMES

Healthy Econ
GOAL 1:

Enhance the value and diversity of
Albany’s economy by attracting,
retaining, diversifying, and
expanding local businesses.
NEW

Promote trades and vocational training.

NEW

Support business development in South and East
Albany in order to provide more connectivity to services for
existing and incoming residential development.
Provide a supportive environment for the development and
expansion of businesses, especially those that are locally
owned or provide living-wage jobs.
Identify the availability of commercial and industrial
land in the Economic Opportunities Analysis. Facilitate
development consistent with community goals.

GOAL 2:

Strengthen the area’s role as
a leading regional economic
center through local and regional
coordination and collaboration on
economic development planning
and projects.
NEW

Create an economic development strategy.

NEW

Explore options for the future of the airport related to
best use for the Albany community.
Collaborate with organizations focused on business
retention, expansion, startup development, and
entrepreneurship to establish new firms and strengthen
existing local businesses.
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nomy
GOAL 3:

Focus on living-wage jobs, training,
and education opportunities for
Albany residents. Work to achieve
a healthy balance of housing and
jobs.
Focus on the creation and retention of living-wage jobs that
support a healthy local economy and community.
Support the area’s educational resources as vital to the
social and economic well-being of the community.
Encourage opportunities for increasing skill levels of local
workers and entrepreneurial development.

GOAL 4:

Create a readily identifiable
downtown core that is unique
and vibrant with a mixture
of entertainment, housing,
specialty shops, offices, and other
commercial uses.
NEW

Attract a destination hotel in downtown Albany.

NEW

Support the development of the waterfront.

Leverage urban renewal dollars to maximize the total
investment and development effort in Central Albany.
Create an increase in assessed value through public-private
partnerships that encourage private investment through
strategic public investment.
Recognize and support Albany’s unique historic character as
a major cultural and tourist-oriented economic resource.
Promote increased residential density in the downtown core.
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STRATEGIC PLAN THEMES

Effective
Government
GOAL 1:

Effectively and efficiently deliver the
services that Albany’s citizens need,
want, and are willing to support.
NEW
Leverage technology to decrease costs and increase
efficiencies.
NEW
Develop a cybersecurity plan to protect city data
and information and maintain cybersecurity resilience for
business continuity.
NEW
Develop and maintain plans for the management and
replacement of public works assets and core infrastructure.

Monitor and apply for grants that further advance strategic
plan goals and objectives.
Cooperate and partner with neighboring jurisdictions
to provide assistance, maximize efficiencies, and meet
common goals and objectives.
Ensure compliance with all federal and state regulations
relating to municipal services.

Establish personnel succession planning for executive and
other key leadership positions throughout the organization.
Provide responsive, efficient, customer-oriented service and
meet mandated deadlines for project reviews.
Develop a full stormwater management program and
identify a stable funding strategy for stormwater utility
functions.
Participate in national performance benchmarking for
comparison with other jurisdictions.
Implement process improvement projects that reduce
processing time and costs or increase revenues.
Maintain annual audit results establishing conformance to
requirements and generally accepted accounting principles.
Maintain or improve the City’s bond ratings.
Maintain appropriate levels of Information Technology (IT)
systems availability and services rating.
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NEW

GOAL 2:

Develop a city communications
and engagement strategy that will
support an engaged and informed
citizenry and build public trust.
NEW

Pursue effective ways to deal with misinformation.

NEW

Engage youth in local government.

NEW

Improve accessibility to local government.

NEW

Enhance efforts in diversity, equity, and inclusion.

Include communications and public engagement activities in
all initiatives, programs, and major projects.
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ABOUT THE UPDATE PROCESS

The 2021-2022 Update Process:
In 2021, SSW Consulting was hired to facilitate the strategic
plan update process for 2021- 2022. In November, the
consultant conducted interviews with each city councilor and
department director. During the interviews, priorities started
to emerge, and these served as the basis for a workshop
hosted in January 2022. The Council and staff met for a
one-day workshop to discuss and explore the themes and
potential goals and objectives for the strategic plan. The goal
of the workshop was to imagine what the Albany community
would look like in ten years.
To inspire ideas, collaboration, and then refinement of goal
areas, the group completed visioning, context mapping, and
idea mapping exercises. The information captured during
these activities provided a foundation for the rest of the
process and the summaries that follow represent the robust
conversations and explorations that took place during this
important phase.
VISIONING EXERCISE:
The visioning exercise resulted in six themes: livability as
the outcome; economic development as a tool; housing;
diversifying housing, employment, and recreation; a holistic
view of the city: public safety and walkability; and the
waterfront project and redevelopment.
CONTEXT MAPPING:
Staff and Council worked together to make a list of
considerations in light of opportunities, challenges,
economic climate, community trends, technology factors,
uncertainties, and political factors.
The information captured in the context mapping exercise
provides a backdrop for developing actionable goals. Several
factors were identified as part of the exercise; most are
summarized on this page and page 21.
Opportunities: Expand community engagement with more
opportunities to interact with the Council and city manager.
Improve social service outreach with mental health court,
expungement clinic, and homelessness. Enhance efforts
in diversity, equity, and inclusion. Develop a long-term
economic development plan to improve growth and
infrastructure planning. Become more business-friendly,

address urban renewal spending, attract green businesses,
and make our downtown unique. Evaluate the budget for
revenue streams, expenditures, and cost savings (health
insurance plans, contracts for competitive pricing), and
consider how to effectively communicate the budget to
the community. Consider dedicated funding streams for
development related to Oregon House Bill 2001 (HB2001)*,
and contemplate different types of neighborhoods
or housing developments. Consider opportunities for
special districts to possibly expand service areas and/or
reduce costs. Find new ways to involve all age groups with
recreational programs, increase volunteer opportunities,
and especially, get youth involved in volunteer activities.
Challenges: Managing state and federal mandates such
as vaccines, completing the ADA transition plan**, and
the implementation of HB2001. Dealing with population
growth alongside a housing shortage, particularly affordable
housing, and homelessness. Reducing water usage.
Maintaining streets, infrastructure, and service levels in
general. Addressing budget constraints (expenses outpacing
revenues, low city reserves, funding for infrastructure
maintenance), so that the City can be proactive and solutionfocused rather than reactive. Improving communication and
collaboration among councilors, public, and staff in pursuit
of building trust and increasing diversity. Addressing staffing
challenges of attracting and retaining skilled, long-term
employees.
Economic Climate: Rising inflation, and massive increase to
the CPI. Supply chain challenges.
Community Trends: Seeking improvements to public
transportation and ways to increase ridership. Identifying
ways the City can help support appropriate and effective
interventions for drug abuse and mental health issues,
and pursuing federal, state, and county money to provide
meaningful funding.
Technology factors: Increasing broadband access.
Leveraging technology to decrease costs and increase
efficiencies. Seeking ways to build on the momentum of
increased citizen engagement to fuel future growth.
Uncertainties: Committing to rebuilding dwindling City

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*HB2001: Oregon House Bill 2001 was passed by the Legislature in 2019. It expands the ability of property owners to build certain traditional housing
types, like duplexes, in residential zones.
**ADA transition plan: This document outlines the City's plan for compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.
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Context mapping exercise

reserve funds. Building the required flexibility (financially
and otherwise) to address future unknown federal and
state mandates, and environmental uncertainties such as
weather, wildfires, deforestation. Weathering the uncertainty
that comes with each election cycle at all levels (local, county,
state, and federal.)
Political factors: Anticipating current and future state
and federal mandates and the distrust of government at
the federal level which has a trickle-down effect to local
government. Dealing effectively with misinformation.
Improving Council and staff communication in order to
better understand public complaints and effectively address
them where possible. Connecting with the public on a more
personal level, such as coffee dates and phone calls.

IDEA MAPPING:
As a result of the context mapping, eight workshop
themes were identified: smart growth, long-range
planning, infrastructure, fiscal sustainability, partnerships,
engagement, civic pride, and housing.
This work set the stage for the goals and objectives outlined
in the strategic plan.

PLAN ALIGNMENT AND
IMPLEMENTATION STRUCTURE:
To understand plan alignment, it’s important to understand
the partnership between the Council and City staff. The Council
sets policy (the “what”) and staff executes the policy (the “how”).
Council sets goals and priorities and approves the City budget.
Staff provides technical expertise, aligns goals with resources,
and carries out projects and programs.

Aligning our goals across the organization

Department
work /operational
plans updated
annually in
alignment with
strategic plan
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UPDATING THE PLAN

Community Engagement Activities:
Polco Survey
April 4–22, 2022
Community Conversations
May 31, 2022
Farmers Market
June 4, 2022
Strategic Plan Team input
June–July 2022
Organizational outreach took
place during July and August 2022.
Directors identified staff in their
departments who could help to
flesh out the new goals that had
emerged, evaluate their feasibility,
and identify objectives and actions
to move them forward. As experts
in the field, the Strategic Plan Team
was critical to the success of the
Strategic Plan update.

In February 2022, the Council held a work session to revisit
the goal areas. Council decided that the new goal areas
fit nicely into the four themes identified in the 2019-2023
Strategic Plan document (Great Neighborhoods, Safe City,
Healthy Economy, and Effective Government). Working with
those four themes, Council then identified new goal areas.
The new goal areas helped to form the questions used
during the next two phases, community engagement and
organizational outreach.

Following the adoption of the
strategic plan by Council in
September 2022, the Strategic Plan
Team will identify Key Performance
Indicators (KPIs) to effectively measure progress on
achieving plan goals and objectives.

What do
you enjoy
most about
Albany?

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND
ORGANIZATIONAL OUTREACH:
During April, May, and June of 2022, City Manager's Office
staff conducted the community engagement phase to
solicit public input in a variety of formats. In June 2022,
the consultant visited the Council again and provided
a summary of the community engagement results. The
responses indicated that the majority of people love Albany,
its events, downtown, history and people; and specifically,
the waterfront, trails, and parks. People also generally
enjoy the location of Albany and its proximity to the beach,
mountains, and metro areas. Concern was expressed about
many of the same issues identified by the City Council, such
as environmental sustainability, homelessness, housing
affordability and availability, safety issues, and providing
ways for the community to connect in meaningful ways.
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What are the
top 1-2 issues
for Albany to
address in the
next 5 years?
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FUTURE STRATEGIC PLAN REVIEW

SUPPLEMENTAL DOCUMENTS

The City’s Biennial Budget is approved by the Budget
Committee and adopted by the City Council every two years.
A review of this strategic plan will take place every two
years, during the second year of the biennium, when the
budget is not under review. Every four years, the City will
complete a comprehensive update of the Strategic Plan. The
comprehensive update will be informed by the Council and
community. It will include Council goal setting, community
surveys, and organizational outreach.

Capital Improvement Plan
Visit cityofalbany.net/cip

The Strategic Plan will be used to:
•
Inform department work/operational plans, master plans,
and other supplemental documents, such as those listed
to the right.
•
Define actions in department work/operational plans.
•
Identify key performance indicators (KPIs) to track
progress on achieving the plan goals and objectives. KPIs
will be reviewed annually and the data will be published
in an online dashboard, provided in periodic staff updates
to Council, and through other outreach to keep the
community informed about progress.
Highlight relevant plan theme(s) in all staff memos to
•
Council.
To stay informed on the progress of the strategic plan, visit
cityofalbany.net/strategicplan

Comprehensive Plan
Visit cityofalbany.net/cd/compplan
Emergency Operations Plan
Contact 541-917-7725 for more information.
Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan
Visit cityofalbany.net/em/make-a-plan
Parks System Master Plan
Visit cityofalbany.net/parks/master-plan
Police Work Plan (formerly APD Strategic Plan)
Visit cityofalbany.net/police
Sewer Master Plan
Available by contacting Public Works, 541-917-7676.
Stormwater Master Plan
Available by contacting Public Works, 541-917-7676.
Transit Development Plan
Contact 541-917-7667 for more information.
Transportation System Plan
Visit cityofalbany.net/pw/transportation
Urban Forestry Management Plan
Available by contacting Park Maintenance, 541-917-7759.
Water Master Plan
Available by contacting Public Works, 541-917-7676.
__________________________
If you have barriers to accessing these materials online,
there are public computers available for use at both
Albany Public Library locations. If you would like
to schedule an appointment to review a printed
copy of a plan at City Hall, contact 541-917-7500 or
communications@cityofalbany.net to make arrangements.
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CITY OF ALBANY, OREGON
STRATEGIC PLAN

2022
FY 2026
FY

To stay informed, visit

cityofalbany.net/strategicplan
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ALBANY CITY COUNCIL
September 16, 2022, for the September 28, 2022, City Council Meeting

Page 2 of 2

Budget Impact:
Undetermined at this time, Linn County Assessor’s Summary Report for 2021 lists a real market value of the
land at $196,420.
MR:kc
Attachments (2): 205 Madison Street Property Location Map and Linn County Assessor Summary
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RESOLUTION NO. ________

A RESOLUTION OF THE ALBANY CITY COUNCIL DECLARING THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT
205 MADISON STREET NE SURPLUS.
WHEREAS, the City of Albany owns the certain property located at 205 Madison Street NE, being Linn
County tax parcel 11S03W06DA 00100; and
WHEREAS, the described property is currently land the City has no further need for; and
WHEREAS, the City intends to offer the described property for sale at a later date.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Albany City Council to declare the property located at 205
Madison Street NE surplus and authorize the city manager to take appropriate actions in preparation to dispose
of/sell said property including but not limited to seeking an appraisal of the current value of the property and
advertising for public hearing.
DATED AND EFFECTIVE THIS 28TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2022.

______________________________________
Mayor
ATTEST:

____________________________________________
City Clerk
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LINN County Assessor's Summary Report
Real Property Assessment Report
FOR ASSESSMENT YEAR 2021
Tax Status
Acct Status
Subtype

Account #
Map #
Code - Tax #

83002
11S03W06DA 00100
00846-83002

Legal Descr

HACKLEMAN'S ADDITION
Block - 124

Mailing Name

ALBANY CITY OF

MA
01

940
300

NONASSESSABLE
ACTIVE
NORMAL

Deed Reference #

SA
01

2013-16974
10-10-2013 / $0
UNKNOWN

Sales Date/Price
Appraiser

Agent
In Care Of
C/O JAMES V B DELAPOER
Mailing Address PO BOX 40
ALBANY, OR 97321
Prop Class
RMV Class

December 23, 2021 12:01:26 pm

NH
012

Situs Address(s)
ID# 1 205 MADISON ST NE

Unit
7813-1
Situs City
ALBANY
Value Summary
AV

RMV Exception

MAV

Land
Impr.

RMV
196,420
0

Code Area Total

196,420

115,430

115,430

0

Grand Total

196,420

115,430

115,430

0

Code Area
00846

Land
Impr.

Code
Area

Plan
ID# RFPD Ex Zone

Value Source

00846

1

Market

Land Breakdown
TD% LS
104

S

Grand Total
Code
Area

ID#

Yr
Built

Stat
Class

Description

Improvement Breakdown

Size

Type

Trended
RMV

41,668.00

196,420

41,668.00

196,420

TD%

Grand Total
Code
Area

Land Class

CPR %

0
0

Total
Sq. Ft.

Ex% MS Acct #
0

Trended
RMV
0

Exemptions/Special Assessments/Potential Liability

NOTATION(S):
CITIES AND TOWNS ORS 307.090 ADDED 2018
CITY
Comments:

***** CAP NOTE - Type C ******************************************
Value review and pcl change due to zoning.
2014MX: ASSESSABLE TO NON-ASSESSABLE DUE TO OWNERSHIP BY CITY. 1/3/14 JS

Page

1 of 1
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Map Source: City of Albany

205 Madison Street NE
Property Location Map
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