
CLACKAMAS COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
 

Policy Session Worksheet 

Presentation Date:    2/16/16    Approx Start Time:   2:30 PM       Approx Length: 60 minutes 

Presentation Title:  NCPRD Response to Concerns Expressed by the City of Happy Valley   

Department:  The North Clackamas Parks & Recreation District 

Presenters:  Gary Barth, Director BCS, Laura Zentner, Deputy Director BCS, Chris 
Storey, County Counsel to NCPRD 

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

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

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

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



 Staff recommendation – either Acceptance or Non-Acceptance 

 Rationale behind staff recommendation 

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

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

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

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

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

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

STRATEGIC PLAN ALIGNMENT: 

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

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

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

 



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

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

OPTIONS:  
 

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

 
RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff recommends option 1 with two clarifying actions 

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

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

 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

 Annexation and Service Agreement signed November 2, 2006 

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

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



              
DISTRICT ADVISORY NCPRD BOARD 

SPECIAL SESSION 
Meeting Minutes 

  Date:   January 27, 2016 

Time:  5:00-6:30 p.m.  

Location: NCPRD Aquatic Center 
 

1) Chair David Noble called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. A Quorum was Present. 

DAB members present: David Noble, Sharon Koester, Michael Morrow, Susan McCarty, Wilda Parks, Robin 
Condie, Lynn Fisher, and Bill Bersie;  Absent: Suzanne Montalbano 

NCPRD Staff members present: Gary Barth, Laura Zentner, Kandi Ho, Katie Dunham, Joe Loomis, Brad 
Custer 

NCPRD Board members present:  Commissioner Jim Bernard 

Guests: Drenda Howatt – Clackamas County Admin., Mary Jo Cartasegna – Clackamas County Admin., 
Chris Story – Clackamas County Counsel, Don Krupp – NCPRD Administrator, Jason Tuck – City 
Manager/Happy Valley, Lisa Batey – Alternate DAB Representative /City of Milwaukie 

 
2) Business Agenda (Action) 

 
The Agenda for this Special Session is to address staff recommendations on each of the issues brought forth by the 

City of Happy Valley prior to a formal meeting with the NCPRD Board.  Chair Noble recognized the efforts of DAB 

members, Staff, City Representatives, and NCPRD Board Members in ongoing efforts to resolve any outstanding issues.  

Chair Noble established the protocol for the evening requesting that members address the Chair directly as each 

individual issue was brought forth.  There would be a brief period for discussion between issues followed by a motion 

which would be recorded so that DAB recommendations were clear for the NCPRD Board. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and System Development Charges: 

1. HV control all SDC expenditures and CIP within Zone 3 

Staff recommends non-acceptance of this proposal.   

The District should retain authority over the calculation, assessment, adoption, collection and use of District park SDC’s 

within the District boundaries and SDC Zones as adopted by ordinance.  Zone 3 includes the City and the City’s Urban 



  
 

Growth Management Area (UGMA).  However District constituents throughout all of Zone 3 are represented by the 

District Board and not the Happy Valley City Council.   

Alternative Proposal:  The District acknowledges Zone 3 includes the City and the City’s UGMA.  Therefore it is 

recommended that the District work collaboratively with the City in determining the prioritized use of SDC’s for District 

capital improvements throughout all of Zone 3.  The District Board has already taken steps towards addressing this issue 

with the adoption of Ordinance 06-2014 that amended the SDC ordinance to require that SDC’s collected within a Zone 

be used within that zone with the only exceptions being those outlined in the amendment associated with debt service 

and SDC administrative costs.  

The District would consult with the City on an annual basis to gather City input and recommendations on the District 

capital plan for Zone 3, which would then be provided to the DAB and the District Budget Committee before going before 

the District Board for final approval.   

MOTION 

 Motion to accept staffs alternative proposal. 

 Motion: Robin Condie 

 2nd: Susan McCarty 

 Yeas: 8  Abstain: 0 – Motion Carried 

 

2. Reconcile SDC’s to appropriate zones (approx. $5Mil+ to HV Zone) 

Staff recommends acceptance of this proposal.   

District staff proactively identified the need to reconcile the SDC accounts after the completion of the Hood View 

Community Park acquisition and Phase 1 improvements.  Staff completed that reconciliation and all three SDC zone 

accounts now reflect their actual, reconciled zone funds available for CIP projects. Staff has assured City staff that these 

accounts have been reconciled. 

Follow-Up Proposal: Staff recommends a joint meeting between the City and the District to review this reconciliation 

and reach concurrence and acceptance of the reconciliation to resolve this issue.  

MOTION 

 Motion to accept staffs proposal with Follow-Up. 

 Motion: Robin Condie 

 2nd: Wilda Parks 

 Yeas: 8  Abstain: 0 – Motion Carried 

 

 



  
 

 

3. City approves CIP for Zone 3 and NCPRD adopts 
 

Staff recommends non-acceptance of this proposal.   

Staff recommends that the District maintain authority over the development, adoption, and implementation of the 

District Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).   

As noted in Issue 1 above, while Zone 3 includes the City and the City’s UGMA - District constituents are not represented 

by the City’s elected council.   

Alternative Proposal:  The District acknowledges that Zone 3 consists of the City and the for City’s UGMA.  Therefore it 

is recommended that the District work collaboratively with the City of Happy Valley in development of the District CIP 

throughout all of Zone 3.  The City would be consulted whenever regarding updates or proposed revisions to the CIP, 

after which final recommendations will be provided by District staff to the DAB for input before submitting to the Board 

for final approval and adoption. 

MOTION 

 Motion to accept staffs alternative proposal. 

 Motion: Sharon Koester 

 2nd: Susan McCarty 

 Yeas: 8  Abstain: 0 – Motion Carried 

4. SDC rate setting required to have City approval 

Staff recommends non-acceptance of this proposal. 

The City does not have authority over SDC rates of the District.  Staff recommends that the District maintain 

authority over the development and adoption of the District Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and the resulting SDC 

rates required to support that CIP.    

District Ordinance 02-2004 requires that the CIP and rate schedules be reviewed every five years by the Board 

with updated growth forecasts and a revised CIP.  It has been eight years since the current District CIP and rate 

schedule was adopted.  The District had planned on a review and revision of the CIP and SDC rate schedule for 

Board consideration and adoption in FY 15/16.  A consultant was selected through an RFP process but the work 

was then put on hold pending resolution of this Issue.  It is recommended that staff proceed with this project.   

Alternative Proposal:  As part of that update process, it is recommended that the cities within NCPRD be consulted 

on the District’s CIP projects proposed within their cities and UGMA’s as outlined above.  The projected population 

growth rates and the resulting SDC rate should also be reviewed with the cities to be considered in the context of 

other SDC’s that exist within that jurisdiction as part of the final recommendation to the DAB for review and input 

before submitting to the District Board for review and approval. 



  
 

MOTION 

 Motion to accept staffs alternative proposal. 

 Motion: Susan McCarty 

 2nd: Lynn Fisher 

 Yeas: 8  Abstain: 0 – Motion Carried 
 

5. No new SDC’s go to Hood View debt as its already paid up to max SDC eligible level 

Staff recommends acceptance of the proposal that SDC’s used for the Hood View debt not exceed the eligible level. Staff 

disagrees with the statement that Hood View financing has reached the maximum SDC eligible limit.  

The cost to acquire 30 acres for the Hood View Community Park and complete phase 1 development of the sports fields 

was $21.7 million; $10.4 in funds available at that time -  including $2 million from the City of Happy Valley – and the 

remaining $11.3 from an $8 million 20-year capital bond plus interest to maturity.  The financing plan included use of 

NCPRD SDC’s to the maximum amount allowable per the adopted CIP and SDC rate schedule, no more and no less.   

The Hood View Community Park project is in the currently adopted CIP on which SDC rates were calculated and at full 

build out was projected at $33.7 million.    Per NCPRD Ordinance, the amount of SDC’s that can be used for land 

acquisition for this community park is 73.26%.  Since it is assumed that the city’s $2 million contribution came from the 

collection of city Park SDC’s generated prior to annexation into NCPRD, the District included that $2 million in city funds 

towards in the SDC allowable amount calculation. The amount of SDC’s eligible for community park development is 

45.89%.   

District staff has completed a review and reconciliation of the costs incurred to acquire the land and complete Phase 1 

of Hood View Community Park and sources of funding used.  Based on that reconciliation, the District has not reached 

the maximum allowable use of SDC’s at this time.  Through December 2015 a total of $3.9 million in principal and interest 

had been paid on the Hood View debt, leaving $7.5 of principal and interest remaining to be paid through maturity in 

2028.  Of the $7.5 million remaining, approximately ½ or $3.8 million remains SDC eligible before reaching the SDC 

maximums of 73.26% for land acquisition and 45.89% for development.  Based on prior SDC collection history District 

staff estimates that about $2.5 million of that $3.8 million of SDC’s will be generated within the city of Happy Valley and 

the remaining $1.3 million throughout the remainder of the District.      

Alternative Proposal:  Staff recommends that the District and City staff along with representatives from the District 

Board and City Council meet to review the financing plan for Hood View, the SDC allowable limits and the staff 

reconciliation of sources and uses of funds to resolve this issue.   

MOTION 

 Motion to have numbers reviewed by an independent auditor agreeable to both parties paid for by district. 

 Motion: Lynn Fisher 

 2nd: Michael Morrow 

 Yeas: 8  Abstain: 0 – Motion Carried 



  
 

Happy Valley City Park (owned and operated by the City) 

6. Add Capital Replacement of HV park improvements to NCPRD Budget 

Staff recommends non-acceptance of this proposal.  

 The District is not allowed to use District capital funds on assets it does not own or have a commensurate level of 

operating control over per an agreement with the owner of the asset. When the City annexed into the District, 

they retained ownership and operating control of Happy Valley City Park.   

Per the Intergovernmental “Annexation” Agreement (IGA) entered into between the City and the District, the 

District did agree to provide the City with $50,000 a quarter from the District general fund to operate and 

maintain Happy Valley City Park, along with some other city park facilities.  That annual payment in FY 15/16 is 

budgeted at $266,082. It is the city’s discretion how that money is expended so long as they meet or exceed the 

maintenance standards set out in the IGA, which includes repair of damaged equipment and maintaining park 

structures, signage or appurtenances in a clean, attractive, safe and structurally sound condition. 

Alternative Proposal:  The District and the City could re-engage in discussions to negotiate an Operating 

Agreement between the City and the District that would allow the District to use capital funds for projects at 

Happy Valley City Park for District benefit.  This approach has been proposed by the District staff in the past as a 

possible solution but has been rejected by the city staff.  It has not been proposed by the District Board to the City 

Council.   

It is worth noting that many public agencies use general obligation bonds to address capital needs including the 
repair and replacement of existing agency assets.  If an agency were to issue a capital bond, those capital funds 
would also be restricted to assets owned or managed by that agency issuing the bond. 
 

MOTION 

 Motion to accept staffs alternative proposal with review and possible increase in contribution. 

 Motion: Susan McCarty 

 2nd: Wilda Parks 

 Yeas: 6    Abstain: 1 – Robin Condie   Nays: 1 – Michael Morrow  - Motion Carried 
 

7. Continue with tax revenue transfer to cover our costs for HV Park maintenance 
 
Staff recommends acceptance of this proposal.   
 
As noted in Issue 6 above, the District is providing a current tax revenue transfer as outlined in the IGA.   
 
Alternative Proposal:  An alternative to the existing tax transfer payment provided for in the IGA would be to 
transfer operations and maintenance responsibilities for Happy Valley City Park to the District in lieu of the 
annual tax revenue transfer payment.  This could possibly achieve cost savings through District park 
maintenance operating efficiencies, which would free up District general fund revenue for minor capital repair 
and replacement.  Unlike capital funds, there is no ownership or operating control restriction on the use of 



  
 

general fund.  This alternative has been discussed by the City and the District in the past but the City has elected 
to stay with the current tax transfer payment.    
 

MOTION 

 Motion to accept staffs acceptance of this proposal. 

 Motion: Wilda Parks 

 2nd: Susan McCarty 

 Yeas: 8    Abstain: 0 – Motion Carried 
 

8. Concept – transfer more GF revenues to us and we transfer a district wide SDC amount to be agreed upon 

Staff recommends non-acceptance of this proposal. 

This proposal assumes that Happy Valley has authority over the District’s general fund or SDC’s.  That is not the 

case and is legally impermissible.   

Alternative Proposal:  None. Resolution to the other Issues will hopefully address this Issue. 

MOTION 

 Motion to accept staffs non-acceptance of this proposal. 

 Motion: Wilda Parks 

 2nd: Susan McCarty 

 Yeas: 6    Abstain: 1 – Robin Condie  Nays: 1 – Michael Morrow   - Motion Carried 

 

9. Community Center (design, location, timing, and partnership decisions) decided by City 
a. Recognize this is a district wide project that needs to be built with District funds and operated with 

district funds similar to Milwaukie Center and North Clackamas Park.  
b. SDC’s may be used as match if HV agrees. 

Staff recommends partial acceptance of this proposal. 

Alternative Clarifying Proposal:  Staff recommends that the District proceed with a high level east-side 

community center study as budgeted for in the FY15/16 operating plan to determine possible locations, designs 

and estimated costs of such a facility contained as contemplated in the adopted CIP.  Per the IGA, the City has 

been engaged in this effort as the location of the facility and the design and amenities of any such facility are to be 

mutually agreed upon by the District and the City before development.  That project was placed on hold pending 

resolution of this issue. 

As background, the City of Happy Valley identified a “Multi-Use Recreation Center” in their adopted park CIP 

prior to annexation into NCPRD.  Per the IGA the District then included a community center project in the 

District’s CIP upon Happy Valley’s annexation into the District.  At that time, it shifted from a proposed city 

owned and operated community center to a proposed District owned and operated community center serving 

capable of serving a broader population.  The IGA acknowledges that the construction of such a facility - as with 



  
 

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

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

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

funding sources such as a District general obligation bond.   

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

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

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

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

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

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

formation of the District.  

MOTION 

 Motion to accept staffs alternate clarifying proposal. 

 Motion: Sharon Koester 

 2nd: Susan McCarty 

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

IGA Revision 

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

 

Staff recommends acceptance of this proposal.   

 

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

Issues outlined above.   

MOTION 

 Motion to accept staffs acceptance of this proposal. 

 Motion: Lynn Fisher 

 2nd: Susan McCarty 

 Yeas: 8   Abstain: 0 – Motion Carried 


































































































































