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SECTION 1

1. Introduction
1.1 Authorization
In August 2018, the Bend Park & Recreation District (District or BPRD) contracted with Galardi
Rothstein Group to update its System Development Charge (SDC) methodology. This report
presents the updated methodology that was developed in conformance with Oregon legal
requirements, standard industry practice, and the District’s policy objectives and
comprehensive plan.

1.2 Report Organization
This section presents information on the District’s SDC project objectives, and the policy and
legal framework for the methodology. Subsequent sections of this report present the SDC
methodology, including:
•

Section 2 – SDC Cost Basis – Presents the current and future levels of service used to
determine growth capacity needs, and the growth-related costs in aggregate based on
the updated SDC project list.

•

Section 3 – SDC Assessment – Provides information on system-wide unit costs per
person, assumptions of number of persons per dwelling unit, and the process for
determining future inflationary adjustments.

Separate from the methodology, the District will adopt by resolution, the following items which
are included in the appendix of this report:
•

Appendix A – SDC Project List – Provides the list of projects needed to increase park,
trails, and recreation system capacity for future growth, that are to be funded with SDC
revenue. The list includes the project description, and the estimated cost, timing, and
portion of cost eligible for SDC funding.

•

Appendix B – SDC Schedule – Provides the results of the regression analysis used to
estimate persons per household for different sizes of single-family residential homes,
which forms the basis for a tiered SDC fee structure. Also lists SDCs by residential
development type and fee structure (average and tiered), based on the methodology
and project list presented in this report. Consistent with Oregon law and the District’s
SDC ordinance, the fees presented in Appendix B may be adjusted periodically for
changes in costs or changes in the project list.

Note: The calculations contained in this report were produced by computer spreadsheets where numbers
extend beyond the decimal places shown in the tables presented, so slight variations exist due to
rounding. However, these variations are not material.
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1.3 Background
System development charges are an important funding source for parks, trails, and recreation
facility capital improvement projects. The District last updated its SDC methodology in 2009.
In July 2018, the District completed the Bend Park & Recreation District Comprehensive Plan
(comprehensive plan) and subsequently embarked on an effort to update the parks SDC
methodology.
The primary objectives of the SDC update are to (1) revise the project list and SDC calculations
to reflect the new comprehensive plan project priorities and levels of service and (2) evaluate
the following SDC-related policy issues:
•

Consider allocating a portion of growth costs to nonresident employees

•

Evaluate SDC assessment options for residential development

•

Create a more equitable distribution of SDCs among varying types of residential
development

•

Consider inclusion of SDC waivers for deed-restricted affordable housing

1.4 Policy Framework
Oregon legislation (Oregon Revised Statutes 223.297-314) establishes guidelines for the
calculation and administration of SDCs. Within these guidelines, local governments have
latitude in selecting approaches that best align with local policy objectives.
The updated methodology presented in this report reflects feedback from stakeholders obtained
through a combination of facilitated stakeholder group meetings, written comments, and
discussions with individual stakeholders and the District Board of Directors. In addition,
community feedback during the comprehensive plan shaped the SDC methodology update.
Key elements of the updated methodology are summarized in Table 1-1 below.
Table 1-1
Key Elements of the Methodology

Methodology Element

Recommendations

Growth Cost
Allocation

Allocate costs to residents plus
overnight visitors only.

Residential SDC
Assessment

Scale SDCs based on dwelling size:
•

Single-family residential based
on square feet tiers

•

Multifamily based on number of
bedrooms

Considerations
No definitive data source on relative park use by
nonresident employees currently exists. Inclusion
of a commercial SDC would add administrative
complexity and contribute minimal revenue.
Statistical analysis of local data shows average
occupancy increases with size of home.
Implementation issues differ between singlefamily and multifamily dwellings.

In addition, the following recommendations related to SDC implementation and administration
were developed as part of the SDC update:
•

Waive SDCs for the first 400 deed-restricted affordable housing units through December
31, 2022. Specific details about the implementation and requirements of this waiver will
be adopted by separate District resolution.
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•

Defer implementation of tiered SDCs for residential development as follows:
o

Single-family tiers implemented after the City of Bend’s transportation SDC
update is completed so that any adjustments to preliminary tier thresholds may
be coordinated. In the meantime, the updated SDC will be implemented on July
1, 2019, on an average unit basis.

o

Multifamily tiers implemented July 1, 2020. This allows for completion of the
City of Bend’s permitting software update. In the meantime, the average rate for
all multifamily dwelling sizes will be implemented on July 1, 2019.

1.5 Legal Framework
Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 223.297 through 223.314 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 adoption of administrative review procedures. Key
elements of provisions that pertain to the methodology and project list are summarized below.

1.5.1 SDC Structure
An SDC may include a reimbursement fee, an improvement fee, or a combination of the two.
1.5.1.1 Reimbursement Fee
The reimbursement fee is based on the value of available 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.
1.5.1.2 Improvement Fee
The improvement fee is designed to recover the costs of planned capital improvements that add
system capacity to serve future users. An increase in system capacity may be established if a
capital improvement increases the level of performance or service provided by existing facilities
or provides new facilities. The portion of the improvements funded by improvement fees must
be related to the need for increased capacity to provide service for future users.

1.5.2 Project List
Local governments are required to prepare a capital improvement program or comparable plan,
prior to establishment of an SDC, that includes a list of the improvements that the jurisdiction
intends to fund with improvement fee revenues and the estimated timing, cost, and eligible
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portion of each improvement. The project list may be updated at any time. If an SDC is to be
increased by a proposed modification to the list then required action includes: (1) written notice
provided to interested parties at least 30 days prior to adoption of the proposed modification
and (2) hold a public hearing on the proposed modification if a request is received in writing up
to seven days before the date of the planned adoption.

1.5.3 Credits
A credit must be provided against the improvement fee for the construction of “qualified public
improvements.” Qualified public improvements are improvements 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.

1.5.4 Methodology Review and Notification Requirements
The methodology for establishing or modifying improvement or reimbursement fees must be
available for public review prior to adoption. 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 that are resultant of a methodology amendment. The requirements for any changes
to the fees that represent a modification to the methodology are: (1) 90-day written notice prior
to first public hearing, and (2) SDC methodology made available for review 60 days prior to the
public hearing.
Application of one or more cost indices periodically is allowable and is not considered a change
in the methodology, and is therefore not subject to the above review and notification
procedures, provided that the index is published by a recognized agency, independent from the
methodology, and incorporated into the methodology or adopted separately by ordinance or
resolution. Furthermore, “a change in the costs of materials, labor, or real property as applied to
projects or project capacity” 1 in the adopted project list are not considered modifications to the
SDC methodology. As such, the local government is not required to adhere to the methodology
notification provisions.

1.5.5 Other Provisions
Other provisions of the legislation include:
•

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.

•

Expenditure of SDCs may include costs of complying with the provisions of the law,
including costs of developing SDC methodologies and providing an annual accounting of
SDC expenditures.

•

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.
Furthermore, in the event a written objection to the calculation of an SDC is received, the

1 2017 Oregon Revised Statutes 223.304 (8)(b)(A)
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local government must provide information on the right to petition for review pursuant to
ORS 34.010, and about any locally adopted administrative review procedures.
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SECTION 2

2. SDC Cost Basis
2.1 Introduction
The methodology used to calculate parks SDCs begins with the determination of growth costs
(the costs in aggregate associated with meeting the capacity needs of future growth).
This section presents the projected future growth needs and the basis for determining the costs
that will be recovered from growth through the SDCs (growth share).

2.2 Level of Service
The District—through adoption of the comprehensive plan—is planning for acquisition and
development of the park system consistent with the community’s desired level of service (LOS).
As identified in the comprehensive plan, LOS targets include both access goals
(neighborhood/community parks within ½ mile walking distance of all residences) and park
quantity goals (e.g., acres per thousand population). Both goals are considered in development
of the specific projects included on the SDC project list. However, for purposes of determining
growth’s share of project list costs, the SDC methodology focuses on the planned LOS for a
particular park or facility as defined by the equation below:
Existing Q + Planned Q
= Planned LOS
Future Population Served

Where:
Q = quantity (acres of parks, miles of trails, or area of facilities) and
Future Population Served = projected 2028 resident population + overnight visitors

2.2.1 Population
Park capacity is measured in terms of people served; in the case of the SDC methodology this
includes service area resident population and nonresident overnight visitors.
Table 2-1 provides resident and overnight visitor population data derived from recent planning
documents and other data sources.
Table 2-1
Service Area Population Estimates
Item

2018

2028

Growth

Overnight Visitors2

90,137
5,189

113,004
6,158

22,867
969

Total Population

95,326

119,162

23,836

Population1

1

From BPRD Comprehensive Plan

2

2018 number of rooms (3,007) from Visit Bend x average occupants per room (1.73) where occupants per
room based on 2.5 persons (RRC Associates) and occupancy rate of 69% (Smith Travel Research Data);
growth over the planning period based on 2040 Bend area employment forecast (Bend Metropolitan Planning
Organization).
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For purposes of the SDC analysis, overnight visitor population is the number of traveler
accommodation rooms multiplied by 1.73 occupants per room (2.5 people adjusted for an
average occupancy rate of 69.0 percent). Consistent with the current methodology and other
Oregon communities, overnight visitors, while visiting the District, are assumed to equal
residents in terms of potential for park use.

2.2.2 Current and Future LOS
The comprehensive plan identifies the following park classifications that are included in the
SDC analysis:
•
•
•
•

Neighborhood & Community Parks
Regional Parks
Trails
Indoor Recreation Facilities

Table 2-2 summarizes existing and planned future park quantities for each classification in
order to calculate the existing and future LOS and SDCs.
The comprehensive plan identifies planned projects designed to maintain (in the case of
neighborhood and community parks) or enhance (in the case of trails and recreation facilities)
the future LOS for all existing and future park users. Only a portion of the comprehensive plan
projects are included in the SDC project list shown in Appendix A. Table 2-2 shows the planned
additional quantities resulting from the SDC project list.
Table 2-2
Summary of Existing and Planned Parks, Trails, and Facilities1
Existing
Planned
Unit
Developed
Additional
Type
Type
Units
Units1
Parks
Neighborhood & Community
Acres
716.7
116.9
Regional
Acres
1,144.3
0.0
Trails
Miles
69.8
22.5
Indoor Recreation Facilities2

SQ FT

130,901

Total
Future
Units

37,603

833.6
1,144.3
92.3
168,504

1

Based on new parks from SDC project list (Table A-1); planned indoor recreation facility expansion
funded partially from other non-SDC sources
2

Includes Juniper Swim and Fitness Center, Larkspur Community Center, and The Pavilion

Table 2-3 shows the existing and future LOS by park type. The future LOS for neighborhood
and community parks and regional parks is lower than the existing LOS. The future LOS for
both trails and recreation facilities increases slightly as a result of the community’s desire for
enhanced LOS, as determined through the comprehensive plan process. The District will
acquire and develop additional parks and trails beyond those included in the SDC project list
with other non-SDC funding sources, in order to achieve the LOS targets established in the
comprehensive plan.
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Table 2-3
Existing and Planned Levels of Service (Units per 1,000)
Unit
Units/1,000 Population1
Type
Type
Existing
Future2
Parks
Neighborhood & Community
Acres
7.5
7.0
Regional
Acres
12.0
9.6
Trails
Miles
0.73
0.77
Indoor Recreation Facilities
SQ FT
1,373
1,414
1

Existing and total future park quantities (Table 2-2) divided by 2018 and 2028 total
population per 1,000 (from Table 2-1)
2

Based on new parks from SDC project list only (Table A-1)

2.2.3 Implications for SDC Cost Basis
The LOS analysis provides a basis for determining the capacity needs of growth by park type in
order to determine an equitable share of project list costs (for purposes of development of the
improvement fee cost basis) and capacity available in the existing system to meet growth’s
needs (for purposes of the reimbursement fee cost basis).
Table 2-4 provides a summary of the capacity analysis. It begins with determination of park
units needed by 2028 based on the planned LOS (Table 2-3) and the 2028 population (Table 2-1).
Then, the source of the units – existing system inventory and planned improvements from the
project list – is identified for each park classification. Existing development needs are assumed
to be met first from the existing inventory of parks and facilities; any additional need resulting
from a planned increase in the LOS is met through a portion of the project list improvements.
Table 2-4
Capacity Needs – Developed Acreage, Trails and Recreation Facilities
Units From
Unit
Total Units
Existing
Type
Type
Needed1
Inventory2

Units From
Project List3

Project List
Allocation
(%)4

100.0%
0.0%
82.0%
89.6%

0.0%
0.0%
18.0%
10.4%

Parks
Neighborhood & Community
Regional
Trails
Indoor Recreation Facilities

Acres
Acres
Miles
SQ FT

166.7
228.9
18.5
33,706

Future Growth Units
49.9
116.9
228.9
0.0
0.0
18.5
0
33,706

Parks
Neighborhood & Community
Regional
Trails
Indoor Recreation Facilities

Acres
Acres
Miles
SQ FT

666.8
915.4
73.8
134,798

Existing Development Units
666.8
0.0
915.4
0.0
69.8
4.0
130,901
3,897

Parks
Neighborhood & Community
Regional
Trails
Indoor Recreation Facilities

Acres
Acres
Miles
SQ FT

833.6
1,144.3
92.3
168,504

Total Units
716.7
1,144.3
69.8
130,901

116.9
0.0
22.5
37,603

100.0%
0.0%
100.0%
100.0%

1

Future LOS (Table 2-3) x Population/1,000 (Table 2-1)
Existing inventory (from Table 2-2) first meets needs of existing development; any excess capacity available to meet growth
needs
3
Total need, less units from existing inventory
4
Equal to number of units needed from project list divided by total project list additional units (Table 2-2)
2
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In cases where the future LOS is lower than the existing LOS, a portion of growth’s capacity
needs will be met through excess capacity in existing developed park acreage. This is most
significantly the case for regional parks.
In cases where the future LOS is higher than the existing LOS, there is no excess capacity and a
portion of the project list units are needed to serve existing development. This is the case for
trails and indoor recreation facilities. The project list allocation percentage is the capacity need
met by the project list, divided by the total additional units from the project list (from Table 2-2).

2.3 Improvement Fee Cost Basis
The project list allocation percentages by park type shown in Table 2-4 are applied to the
planned project improvement costs from the project list (shown in Table A-1) in order to
determine the total costs to be recovered from growth through the improvement SDC.
The improvement fee cost basis is limited to the costs of new parks, trails and facilities that are
needed to meet the needs of future development (Table A-1). Existing available SDC funds
(collected from what is now existing development) will be used to fund capacity improvements
at existing parks; these improvements are shown in Appendix A, Table A-2, and are excluded
from improvement fee costs shown in Table 2-5. The improvement fee cost basis also excludes
the portion of indoor recreation facility expansion that will be funded through other (general
fund) sources.
Table 2-5 shows the development of the improvement fee cost basis for new parks and facilities
based on the total costs by park type from the project list (Table A-1). The SDC share by park
type is based on the project cost allocations shown in Table 2-4. The total improvement fee cost
basis is about $72.5 million.
Table 2-5
Improvement Fee Cost Basis
Type

New Parks/
Facilities $1

Neighborhood & Community Parks
SDC Share %
SDC $

$56,884,087
100%
$56,884,087

Regional Parks
Trails
SDC Share %
SDC $
Indoor Recreation Facilities
SDC Share %
SDC $
All Parks
Total
SDC $

$0.00
$4,756,652
82.0%
$3,901,724
$13,114,467
89.6%
$11,755,342

1 Costs

$74,755,205
$72,541,152

from project list (Appendix Table A-1); SDC Share % from Table 2-4
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2.4 Reimbursement Fee Cost Basis
While growth capacity needs will primarily be met through future acquisition and
development, there are a couple of notable exceptions: (1) prior acquisition of parkland that will
be developed by the District during the 10-year planning period in order to meet part of
growth’s capacity needs for neighborhood and community parks, and (2) prior investment in
regional parks that will meet capacity need for growth through existing available capacity. The
reimbursement fee cost basis for these two components is shown in Table 2-6.
Table 2-6
Reimbursement Fee Cost Basis

Type
Neighborhood and Community2
Regional3
Total

Existing
Acreage For
Growth1
47
224

Acquisition
Cost
$4,978,535
$6,484,904
$11,463,439

Less
Outstanding
Bond Principal
$3,019,996
$2,583,745
$5,603,742

SDC Cost
Basis
$1,958,538
$3,901,159
$5,859,697

1

Prior acquisition of park acreage that will be developed for growth during the 10-year period
Includes purchase cost of Alpenglow Park (36.7 acres), Goodrich Pasture Park (2.5 acres), Northpointe Park (2.7
acres) and Pine Nursery Park (5 acres)
2

3

Includes purchase cost of Riley Ranch Nature Reserve (181 acres) and a portion of Shevlin Park (43 acres)

The District previously acquired acreage at Alpenglow Park (36.7 acres), Pine Nursery Park (5
acres), Goodrich Pasture Park (2.5 acres) and Northpointe Park (2.7 acres), all of which will be
used to meet capacity needs of future growth. For purposes of the reimbursement fee cost
basis, the prior acquisition costs are included in Table 2-6 for neighborhood and community
parks.
Because the acquisition of Alpenglow Park was funded through a District bond, the portion of
the outstanding bond principal associated with the purchase is deducted from the total
acquisition cost, as the remaining bond costs will be paid through taxes.
For regional parks, the cost basis includes acquisition costs for Riley Ranch Nature Reserve and
a portion of Shevlin Park, which total 224 acres. Much of other existing regional parkland was
donated. A portion of Riley Ranch Nature Reserve was bond funded, so an adjustment is made
to deduct outstanding bond principal from the cost basis. As shown in Table 2-6, the total
reimbursement cost basis is about $5.9 million.

2.5 SDC Compliance Costs
Local governments may spend SDCs on the costs of complying with the SDC statutes.
Compliance costs include costs related to developing the SDC methodology and project list, as
well as annual accounting, budgeting, and legal costs.
Table 2-7 shows the calculation of the estimated compliance costs based on a 10-year planning
period. As shown in Table 2-7, the estimated compliance costs include 50 percent of the
comprehensive plan costs (associated with development of the project list and other
information needed for the SDC methodology).
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Table 2-7
SDC Compliance Costs
Total
Costs1

%

$

Comprehensive Plan

$195,000

50%

$97,500

Accounting, Budgeting, Legal

342,000

100%

342,000

SDC Methodology Update

129,500

100%

129,500

Total

$666,500

Component

Growth

$569,000

1

10-year planning period

Other compliance costs include District administration costs associated with accounting,
budgeting, legal, external costs for SDC consulting, and auditing. Total compliance costs over
the 10-year planning period are estimated to be $569,000.

2-6

METHODOLOGY REPORT | PARKS SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES

SECTION 3

3. SDC Assessment
3.1 Introduction
Once the aggregate growth costs have been determined, the next step in the methodology is to
determine how the SDCs will be assessed to individual developments.
The SDC for an individual development is based on the system-wide unit cost per person and
the number of people attributable to a particular development. This section presents the systemwide unit costs and the assumptions related to estimated people per dwelling unit for different
residential development types.

3.2 System-wide Unit Costs ($/Person)
The growth in total population (23,836) is divided into the growth costs described in Section 2 to
determine the costs per unit, as shown in Table 3-1.
Table 3-1
System-wide Unit Costs/Person
Component

Cost Basis1

$/Person

% of Total

Improvement SDC Cost Basis
Reimbursement SDC Cost Basis
SDC Compliance Costs
Bond Credit2
Total

$72,541,152
5,859,697
569,000

$3,043
246
24
-54
$3,259

93%
8%
1%
-2%
100%

$78,969,849

1

From Tables 2-5, 2-6, and 2-7
2
Present value of future annual debt payments per person associated with recreation facilities

3.2.1 Bond Credit
As discussed previously, the District issued a general obligation bond in 2012 to pay for a
limited number of park improvements. The portion of outstanding bond funds associated with
community and regional parks was deducted directly from the reimbursement fee cost basis.
The District also funded a portion of existing indoor recreation facilities (The Pavilion) with
bond funds. Since the SDC project list includes indoor facility costs associated with future
growth, a credit is provided against the total SDCs for the portion of outstanding bond
principal associated with existing indoor recreation facility investments 2. The credit is
calculated as the present value of future bond principal costs per person and equals $54, as
shown in Table 3-1.

3.2.2 Total Costs per Person
The total growth cost to be recovered through SDCs is about $79.0 million as shown in Table 31. Each component of the growth cost is divided by the total growth in population during the
2 As of the end of fiscal year 2019, the District will have paid $5.2 million (17%) of the total $30.6 million in bond principal owed.
Recreation facility costs represent about 38% ($11.6 million) of total bond costs; therefore, the credit is based on a present value of
38% of future bond principal payments (about $9.0 million to be paid over 14 years).
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planning period (23,836 as shown in Table 2-1) to determine the SDC cost per person. The
combined cost per person, net of the bond credit, is $3,259, shown in Table 3-1.

3.2.3 Administrative Costs
Separate from the compliance and infrastructure costs discussed in Section 2, the District incurs
other costs associated with administration of the SDC program. These costs include both
internal administration as well as payments to the City of Bend and Deschutes County for
assessment and collection of the SDCs. The administrative costs are established by each entity
and are in addition to the costs per person shown in Table 3-1. Administrative costs are
reviewed periodically by each entity separate from the SDC methodology update process, and
as such are adopted and modified by resolution.

3.3 Development Occupancy Assumptions
SDCs are assessed to different development types based on average dwelling and visitor room
occupancy. Local, regional, and national data were analyzed, and the results show that the
typical household size (i.e., people per dwelling unit) varies by the size of the housing unit (as
measured by number of bedrooms and quantity of living space) and the type of unit (single
family, multifamily, and mobile or manufactured homes).
For this analysis, “local” data refers to information for the City of Bend, Oregon, and/or
Deschutes County, depending on the data set. The “single family” analysis was conducted
specifically on data for single-family detached units, while multifamily reflects analysis for
structures with two or more attached units.

3.3.1 Single-Family Residential
U.S. Census data, specifically, from the American Community Survey (ACS) Public Use
Microdata Sample (PUMS) for Deschutes County were used to estimate occupancy for all
single-family residential dwelling units, which as shown in Table 3-2, averages 2.5 persons per
dwelling unit.
Table 3-2
Single-Family Dwelling Unit Occupancy
Category
All Single-Family Dwelling Sizes1
4-Tier Structure2
<1,000 SQFT
1000-1600 SQFT
1601-3000 SQFT
>3,000 SQFT

Avg. People per
Dwelling Unit
2.50
1.86
2.16
2.45
2.74

12017

ACS PUMS for Deschutes County, weighted average for all single-family
households in Deschutes County (Public Use Microdata Area 00400)
2

Based on 2011 Oregon Housing Activity Survey & 2012 tax lot SQFT estimates
for BPRD tax boundary from Deschutes County Assessor’s Office

In addition, Oregon Household Activity Survey (OHAS) data collected within the BPRD Tax
District in 2011, the most recent survey available, were used to develop a tiered SDC structure,
based on dwelling unit size, as measured by square footage. The OHAS data were spatially
linked to tax lot and improvement information for a similar year (2012) from the Regional Land
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Information System (RLIS), allowing for locally derived estimates of people per dwelling unit to
be calculated for different square footage categories 3.
Initially, a three-tier structure was developed from the data, through an iterative process,
beginning with more disaggregate square footage categories and then aggregating based on
sample size and similarities in average persons per dwelling.
However, following feedback from stakeholders, an additional tier was added on the lower end
of the range, based on a linear-logarithmic regression analysis 4. Table B-1 in Appendix B shows
the detailed occupants per household estimated by the regression model, and the averages
within each tier that were used to develop the occupancy estimates by tier shown in Table 3-2.
Based on the regression analysis, the persons per household range from 1.86 for tier 1 (less than
1,000 SQ FT) to 2.74 for tier 4 (over 3,000 SQ FT). The regression analysis shown in Appendix B
may be used by the District in the future to modify the tier thresholds shown in Table 3-2, in
order to coordinate a scaled single-family residential fee structure with the City of Bend’s
transportation SDC update.

3.3.2 Multifamily Residential
As with single-family residential, U.S. Census data were used to estimate occupancy for all
multifamily residential dwelling units, which as shown in Table 3-3, averages 1.70 persons per
dwelling unit.
Furthermore, a dwelling size option was also developed, but in the case of multifamily, each
tier is based on the number of bedrooms, as opposed to dwelling area. Limitations on data and
concerns over administration requirements of a dwelling area basis resulted in the
recommendation to use number of bedrooms.
Table 3-3 provides the average people per dwelling unit for each bedroom category. The
bedroom data were calculated from the ACS PUMS 2017 aggregated Deschutes & Lane counties
sample to provide a sufficiently robust sample size, as compared to Deschutes County alone.
Table 3-3
Multifamily Dwelling Unit Occupancy
Category
All Multifamily Dwelling Sizes1
Number of Bedrooms Category2
0 Bedrooms
1 Bedrooms
2 Bedrooms
3+ Bedrooms

Avg. People per
Dwelling Unit
1.70
1.08
1.19
1.93
2.50

1

2017 ACS PUMS for Deschutes County, weighted average for all multifamily households

2

2017 ACS PUMS for Deschutes & Lane counties

3 Based on square footage of the home (excluding garages or structures outside the living area of the home). As defined by the
Deschutes County Assessor’s Office, household living area also includes basement and attic area.
4 A linear-logarithmic relationship assumes that the rate of change (or number of people) increases initially, but then levels off once
the dwelling reaches a certain size.
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3.3.3 Other Housing
Table 3-4 presents occupancy assumptions for other types of housing. Occupancy for mobile
homes is based on 2017 ACS data for Deschutes County. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) will
be assessed based on the same occupancy as the smallest multifamily residential category (0
bedrooms).
Table 3-4
Occupancy Assumptions - Other Housing
Category
Mobile homes (per home)1
Accessory Dwelling Units (per unit)2

1
2

Avg. People per
Unit
2.26
1.08

2017 ACS for Deschutes County
Based on Multifamily 0 bedrooms (Table 3-3)

Residential occupancy for dormitories will be estimated on the per person cost basis for each
individual development at the time of permitting. Developments that provide housing for
those wholly dependent upon care by others, such as memory care facilities, will be exempt
from paying an SDC.

3.3.4 Overnight Visitors
Occupancy assumptions for overnight visitor accommodations are based on estimated persons
per guest unit of 2.5 5, adjusted down for an average annual guest unit occupancy rate of 69
percent, based on the historical average from 2014 to 2018 from Visit Bend Hotel Occupancy
Report. The resulting persons per guest unit is 1.73.

3.4 SDC Schedule
The SDC for each development type is determined by multiplying the net cost per person from
Table 3-1 by the average number of people per unit for each residential development type.
Table B-2 in Appendix B includes the updated SDCs and occupancy assumptions for each
residential category. As discussed previously, administration charges adopted by Board
resolution are added to the SDCs; Table B-2 also shows the SDCs inclusive of the District and
other agency (City of Bend and Deschutes County) administration costs of about 1.9 percent,
combined.

3.4.1 Inflationary Adjustments
As allowed by Oregon law, the District will annually update the SDCs by resolution based on
application of cost indices. The SDC project list includes a combination of land acquisition and
development costs; therefore, the District will use information published by the Deschutes
County Assessor’s Office and the Engineering News Record (ENR) U.S. 20-City Average
Construction Cost index to determine the annual inflationary adjustment.

5 Source: Estimation of Bend, Oregon, Visitor-Trips and Visitor-Days, prepared by RRC Associates, February 16, 2015.
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The inflationary adjustment will be based on the following formula:
Annual percent change in ENR Construction Cost index x percent of project list costs for development +
Annual percent change in land value within the District x percent of project list costs for land acquisition
The specific percentages attributable to land and development will change as the SDC project
list changes; therefore, the District may implement modifications to the inflationary adjustment
formula through adoption of separate future resolution(s). The cost components of the current
project list are: development (77%) and land acquisition (23%).
The District intends to base the adjustment on the ENR index published for December of each
year. Land costs will be based on the market value of all real property, adjusted for the
estimated value of improvements added, as reported by the Assessor’s Office annually in the
fall.
The District may make future changes to the inflationary adjustment process, assumptions and
cost indices through adoption of a separate Board resolution.
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