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SERVICE AREA

In an impact fee system, a "service area" is the geographic area in which the capital facilities provide service
to new development. Impact fees are calculated on the basis of the facilities that are provided within that
service area, and impact fees collected within a service area must be spent within the same service area.
A small or compact community may have only one service area, while a larger one may have several.

The City of White House is a small community. The estimated population within the current City limits
Is less than 5,000, and its incorporated area covers less than nine square miles. It has one fire hall and one
police station, and its several parks are easily accessible to all City residents. If the revenues from impact
fees are divided between two or more districts, it may take longer than it reasonably should to accumutate
enough funds in the reserves of either district to carry out important projects. Consequently, it is
recommended that the City assess impact fees within a single, jurisdiction-wide service area,

The City's land development regulations also apply to a planning area adjacent to the city limits in Sumner
County. The planning area jurisdiction extends from one-tenth to one mile into the unincorporated
county. It would be possible for the City to collect impact fees from new development in this area.
However, the City does not currently provide many services to this area. It does not construct or
maintain roads, and is not obligated to provide police and fire protections services, although it does
respond 1o some emergency calls from the area pursuant to mutual aid agreements. While residents of
the planning area may utilize City pack facilities, the City does not currently have any park facilities in the'
area. There is also no data on the population of the area or the number of housing units existing in the
area. For these reasons, we recommend that the impact fee service area for all four types of facilities be
limited to the City's ncorporated junisdiction.

The recommended service area for all four types of impact fees is the entire incorporated area, as
llustrated in Figure 1.
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GROWTH TRENDS

While the City is small, it is growing rapidly. Prior to 1990, the Figure 2

City's population growth was essentially linear (see Figure 2).  CITY POPULATION, 1960-1995
The City's population increased by 50 to 100 persons 000 -
annually, and its annual growth rate gradually declined from a
highof 5.1 percent in the 1960s to alow of |.7 percent in the
late 1980s (see Table 2). Since 1990, however, growth has %o
been extremely rapid. The City has not annexed any land
since 1990, so the growth has come entirely from new
development. 1000

4.000

2.000
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Projecting future growth for a small community is a difficutt 960 165 1970 1975 1980 1385 19%0 1995

undertaking. The growth pressures experienced by the City
since 1990 are unprecedented in its history, A stngle large residential development, or a major
annexation, could easily double the City's population in a single year. The most reasonable approach is
to assume that recent trends will continue in the near term. Since the City has historicaliy grown in a
linear fashion, a linear projection (assuming the addition of a fixed number of persons per year) may be
more appropriate than an exponential projection (using a compounded annual growth rate). Over the
near term, the two methodologies will produce reasonably similar results. To be conservative, the linear
projection will be assumed for the purposes of this study. Based on the linear method, the curvent 1995

population of the city is estimated to be 4,578, and the population is projected to increase to 6,168 by
the year 2000, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2
POPULATION TRENDS AND PROJECTIONS, 1960-2000
City of White House, Tennessee

il Avg. Annuarl
: Year | Population | Annual | Growth
! Growth { Rate

11960 865 | NA | NA_

1970 1423 ! 56 | 5.10% |
01980 2225 | 80 | 458%
1986, 2795 95 | 388% |
1990 2987 1 48 | 168% |
(A9 4260 318 | 928%
1995 4578 318 R O
L2000 6168 ; 318 ! 544% |

Sources: 1960, 1970, 1980 and 1990
decennial censuses and 1986 and 1994
special censuses lor Cily of White House:
1995 and 2000 estimates assume annual
popuialion growth ol 318 persons.
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assessment of impact fees. A diverted trip is similar to a pass-by trip, but a diversion is made from the
regular route to make an interim stop. On a system-wide basis, this trip also does not add an additional
burden on the street system, so it is not considered in assessing impact fees. The reduction for pass-by
and diverted trips was drawn from the ITE manual and other published information.

Local data on average trip lengths is not available. However, a reasonable estimate of average trip length
can be determined based on the physical size of the community. White House is roughly three miles
across at its widest dimension. A trip from the outskirts of the city to the geographic center of the city
would be about one and one-half miles, Since only travel on major roads is of interest, an estimated trip
length of one mile should be reasonable for most types of trips.

As noted above, the travel demand generated by a land use is a project of trip generation, primary trip
factors and average trip length. The travel demand factors and VMT generation for a representative range
of land uses are presented in Table 3.
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Using these travel demand characteristics and available information about existing land use in the city, it
Is possible to develop a rough estimate of system-wide daily VMT on the City major road system. As

shown in Table 4, existing development in the aty is estimated to generate approximately 7,694 VMT
per day on the City's major road system.

Table 4
ESTIMATED TOTAL VMT, 1995

! . LlandUse | UnitType | Units ! VMT/AUnit | VMT )
| Single-Family | Dwelling 1454} 478 6.950
‘Duplex | Dwellng | 118| 324! 382
E_M}}Uifgmi_ly__“,_,_____DEV,%H!'[‘Q___ o8 324 382
|MobileHome | Dweling | 18] 241 43
Ollice (Est) 1 1000sf | j000! 998 ogg!
 Commercial (Est) | 1,000l ; 25001 19441 4860]
|Industrial | L000st | 5440|349’ 1899 |
(City Buildings | 1000sf ‘  406{ 998 405
LibraryMuseun {10008l | 63, 2275 143’
(BlemSchool | Stdent | 620] 085 341
| High School cStudent L7061 069 1177
i Park Acre ' 102.9, 1.12: 115,
: Total VMT 17,6941

Source; Number of units from Appendix Table A-4:: VMT
per unit from Table 3.

Roadway Capacity

The supply side of the demand/supply service unit equivalency is represented by vehicle-miles of capacity
(VMC). For a roadway, the VIMC, or number of service units provided, is simply the product of the daily
capacity of the roadway and the length of the roadway.

The actual capacity of an individual roadway segment is affected by a host of factors, including frequency
of signalized intersections, signal timing, intersection configuration (including turn lanes), lane width,
percent of truck traffic, etc. The engineering analysis required to precisely estimate the capacity of
individual segments is generally not appropriate for impact fee analysis, however, both because it would
be prohibitively expensive and because it is simply not practical to do for future roadway improvernents

i advance of engineenng design. Instead, planning-level capacity estimates are appropriate for impact fee
analysis.

Aninventory of the City's major roadway system was developed as part of this study. [t identifies the
length of each road segment and paving and shoulder widths. Average daily vehicle Capacities for rural
state tughways and local roadways were adjusted for paving and shoulder widths for each roadway
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Current traffic count information is unavailable for most of the major roadways, making it impossible to
determine whether and to what extent existing traffic may be exceeding capacity on individual roaciway
segments.  Such information, however, is not essential in developing a road impact fee system. Road
impact fees are most appropriately based on the system-wide relatjonship between demand and capacity,
rather than the level of traflic on individual roadway segments.

Typically, road impact fees charge new development the cost of adding a unit of capacity to the roadway

system for every unit of travel demand placed on the roadway system. The City's current major road

system provides far more than one unit of capacity for every unit of demand (for example, City-

maintained streets alone provide more than three VMC for every VMT). While some portions of the

Major roadway system are currently experiencing congestion (i.e., Highway 76 west of the Interstate),
Hitis also clear that most of the rest of the system has considerable excess capacity.

Road Cost

The cast per road service unit is determined by dividing the cost of a mile of roadway by the capacity of
aroadway. According to City staff, the estimated cost of constructing a roadway to City design standarls
is about $750,000 to $800,000 per mile with curb and gutter and about $600,000 to $750,000 per mile
with open swale drainage. These cost estimates are likely to be conservative, since they cover only
construction costs and do not include right-of-way costs. Taking the midpoint of these estirmates, and.

dividing by the average capacity of a City street, yields an estimated cost of $97 per vehicle-mile of
capacity, as shown in Table 6.

Table 6
COST PER ROAD SERVICE UNIT

__ CostFactor . Volue |

Rood CosiMile | $750,000 |
ADT Capacity ! 7.700 |

" Cosl/Service Unit 197

Source: Road cost from City of White
House Public Works Department;
capacity from Table §.

The cost per service unit used i the impact fee calculations should be reduced to account for other taxes
and user fees that will be generated by new development and available for capacity-expanding
Improvements to the major roadway system. The primary source of such funding iikely to be available
will come from gasoline and other motor fuel taxes. Based on current gasoline tax rates, average motor
fuel efficiency and the percentage of such funds spent on capital improverments, new development should
receive a gas tax credit of $17 per VMT, as shown in Table 7.
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Table

9

MAXIMUM ROAD IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

|
Single Family

Duplex
' Multi-Family
' Mobile Home
 HolelMolel
fB_an _ -
Church

: Communily College
{ Convenience Market

. Day Care Center

| Discount Siore.

? E]_GW.KSQF?QU_@_QFYSC}?-Q?I 7, i

' Golf Course

“High School

‘Hospilal
Library

Light Industry 7

Land Use

1 Hoe 17 a0l ssn
0 olooosf | 545 80
o 1000 sf ; B

Medical Clinic/Office

‘Mini-Warehouse
+ Office (25,000 sf+)
Office (<25.000 s

7 Park

Racquel Club___

. Restourant, Fast Food

| Restaurant, Quality .

; Service Stalion

Shopping Center
Supermarket/Food Store

. Warehousing

_.I__Room
. 1000sf |

1000sl |

10008l

1000 st %80 I
1000sf | _594: gm0

- 1000sf | 2630]

_1000s( |

|_1000 51

Units

| Dweling |

_Dwelling _

VMT/
| Unit

I Net Costf
| yMr

478 880 |
' Dwelling | 324!  $80 i

_| Dwelling |

t

644  $80

5535 380

535

380

-
80 .

839 880 . 36

11000 s

22.75 380

1000 sf

| 100050 |

349, $80
17.09]  $80

| 820%
sz

1.31

1000 sf

. 1000 sf

8.31|
11.65

Acre

1.12

1000

8.57

;1000 sf

85341

380 _

| 1000sf |
_Hose |
1000 sf |

1000 sf

1000s( ¢

4823

1944  $80
17.56.  $80

244, $80

.. 580
124] %80

Source:; VMT/unit [rom Table 3: net costVMT from Table 8.
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Figure 3
EXISTING PARK FACILITIES
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Table 12

QUTSTANDING PARK DEBT
r Bond Issue ‘ Ongmc:l ‘ Qulstanding Percent Criginal Qutstanding
| Tolal Debt Total Debt Qutstanding Park Debt Park Debt
i Series 1990 '} $1000,000 | _ $675,000 67.5% $580,000 $391,500
i Series 1992A b 1,345,000 | $1 185,000 88.1% $850,000 $748,850
I Series 19928 ; 51,000,000 | $975,000 97.5% $650,000 $633,750
| Tolal | $3345000 | $2,835,000 NA $2,080,000 $1,774,100

Subtracting the $1.77 million in outstanding park debt from the $3.03 million in total park replacement
costs results in a net park replacement cost of about $1.26 million. Dividing the net park cost by the
existing population y:elds a net park cost of $274 per person, as shown in Table 3.

Source: City of White House, 1995 (outstanding park debt is product of peréent of original
tolal issue cutstanding by original park debt).

Table 13
NET PARK COST PER PERSON

Net Cost Factor

Ji Value ]:
~ Total Park Replacement ¢ Ccsl 1 $3.031,510
" Quistanding Park Debt | $1,774,100 |

, Net Park Replacement Cost | $1,257.410 |

i Estimated 1995 Population 4,578

- NetPark Cost per Person ! $274 |
Scurce: Tolal cost from Table 1I;
outstanding debt from Table [2; 1995

population from Table 2.

Local Park Cost Share

The cost of park facilities attributable to new development should also be reduced to take into account
the availability of outside funding sources. There are currently three sources of park grant funds available
to Tennessee cities: the Natural Resource Trust Fund (NTRF), the Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCF), and the Local Parks and Recreation Fund (LPRF). The NTRF and LWCF are federally-funded,
and the amounts of funding are subject to major fluctuations in response to shifting federal budget
priorities. On the other hand, the state-funded LPRF has a more stable source of revenue derived from
a portion of the property transfer tax. This fund is accumulating at a rate of about $2 million annually, and

Impact Fee Study
City of White House, Tennessee




POLICE FACILITIES

The police impact fee is designed to fund capital improvernents for the City's Police Department. The
City provides police protection for the entire community from a single, centrally-located station.
Therefore, a single jurisdiction-wide service area is appropriate for the City's police impact fees.

Existing Police Facilities

The City's existing police facilities include the police station located on land shared with the community
center, and a firing range and radio building, both of which are ocated on land owned by the City sewer
utility. Existing capital equipment includes 16 vehicles and radio building and station equipment. The total
replacernent cost of existing capital facilities and equipment, exclusive of any land costs, is just under $ 1
million, as shown in Toble 6. The location of existing police and fire facilities is shown in Figure 4.

Table 16
EXISTING POLICE FACILITIES AND COSTS
i Facility/ 1 Number Unit ! Replacement
. Equipment 1 ! Cost i Cost
 Police Station o _ooNA 5460500
| FiingRange 4| i JNAY 85,000
‘ RadioBuilding ! 1 1 NA 85600
Patrol Vehicle 9 . $22,000 :  $198,000
Chiefs Vehicle L 819000 $19,000
.. Detective's Vehicle ~ b, 819000 ;519,000
CBlazer o1, 825000 i $25000
Tuck L. $19000 ;  $i9000
_Ambulance 1 | 830,000 530,000
‘AnimalControl i1 : 815000 | $15000
- CommunicationTruck | | ' $50,000 |  $50,000
' Station Equipment | | .. NA 594400
| Hond-heldRadios 8 ' §2500; 20,000
Radio Bldg Equip ‘ ] NA E $5.000
;_Tolql Replacement Cost ! $965,500

source: Replacement cosls for buldings, station equipment and radio
building equipment lrom City insured value listings; unil costs from City of
While House Police Departmenl, 1995,

Impacl Fee Study
City of While House, Tennesses



Police Debt Credit

The City's police impact fees cannot be based on the fufl cost of existing facilities, since existing residents
have not completely paid for these facilities. The only outstanding debt on police facilities is the portion
of the total outstanding debt from the 1930 bond issue attributable to the remodeling of the police station.
The originat cost of the police station remodeling was $70,000. Since 67.5 percent of the original bond
debt is still outstanding (see Table 12), the outstanding debt attributable to police facilities is $47,2.50.
Subtracting this amount from the total police replacement costs and dividing the result by the existing
population yields a net police cost of $200 per person, as shown in Table | 7.

Table 17
NET POLICE COST PER PERSON
i Net Cost Factor Value
i Tolal Replacement Cost | $965,500
| Quistanding Debt | $47,250
. Nel Replacement Cost | $918,250
| 1995 Population ; 4,578
i_“l\]_(?l Cost per Person $200

Source: Tolal cost from Table I6;

outslanding debt is $70,000 station |
remodeling limes 67.5% outslanding

principal on 1990 bond from Table 12;

1995 population [rom Table 2.

The City has not historically received any grant funds for capital improvements for the police department,
nor are any such funds anticipated to be available in the foreseeable future. The City is currently receiving
a three-year COPS grant from the US Department of Justice, Office of Community Oriented Policing
Services. However, this grant is exclusively designed to cover 75 percent of the salary and fringe benefits
of one additional police officer, and does not cover any capital costs, Consequently, no reduction from
the net cost per person is warranted in computing the police impact fees.

Maximum Police Impact Fees

While the net capital costs for police facilities have been calculated on a per capita basis, they will be
allocated to both residential and nonresidential development based on the “functional population”
assoctated with the land use. The concept of functional population and the calculations used to derive the
functional population for various land use types are described in Appendix A. Based on the data, analysis
and assumptions presented in this study. the maximum police impact fees that could be charged by the
City are presented in Table 18

Impae! Fee Study
City of White House, Tennassee



FIRE FACILITIES

The fire impact fee is designed to fund capital improvements for the City's Fire Department. The City
provides fire protection for the entire community from a single, centrally-located station. Therefore, a
single jurisdiction-wide service area is appropriate for the City's fire impact fees.

Existing Fire Pacilities

The City's existing fire station (see Figure 5) occupies half of a building located on a portion of the
Municipal Park tract. The other half of the building is occupied by the Parks Department maintenance
facility. Existing capital equipment includes two fire engine/pumpers, a rescue/pumper, two other vehicles

and fire fighter gear. The total replacement cost of existing capital facilties and equipment, exclusive of
any tand costs, is about $0.67 million, as shown in Table 19.

Table 19
EXISTING FIRE FACILITIES AND COSTS

: Facility/ Number 1] Unil ' Replacement |

... ... Equipment | Cost ,  Cost _

FireSigon . 1 i NA 517,414 .
Pumpers .2 i $175000 5350,000 ‘
. RescuefPumper oo BI25.000 . $125.000.

~ Utility Vehicle G Lo 825000 0 825000
- Automobile ] 1 ' $19000 $19,000
Tumowss & 10 P $1000 $10,000
" Air Packs .8 " sis0 $12,000
! Tolal Replacement Cost ! _$668,414

Source: Replacement costs {or slation from City insured value lislings;
numbers and unit costs {rom Cily of White House Fire Deparlment, 1995,

Figure 5
EXISTING FIRE STATION

2 HwC
LR
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Table 21
MAXIMUM FIRE IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

= - ) | -
, Funchoxlml NetCost | Maximum
Land Use Unit Population i
, per Person Fee/Unit
- per Unil !
_Single-Family |  Dwelling | 1.4] $132 - B186
; Multi-Family | Dwelling | 104 e 132 ¢ 8137
Mobile Home | Dweling | 087 | _ $132 | 8l
. Commercial | L000sq.ft. | 125 _ 8132 %165
Cffice 1 L000sq.t ;403 1 8132 . 3532
| dndustrial ] 1000sq.ft | 187 | s spay

Source: Functional population/unit from Table A-2 and A-3; net cosl per
person from Table 20.
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Table A-1
PERSONS PER UNIT BY TYPE
City of While House, 1995

1990 1995 Regional . - B
. Census Estimated | Average Expected Estimated Persons
Housing Type . ) . 1995 i 1995 per
Housing Housing Household Population | Population Uit
| Count Units Size op } "°P n
Single-Family | 962 | 1,454 3.308 L4810 0 4084 ; 281
Duplex 1. 78 118 2.434 .28 24, 207
Multi-Family | 78] 118 | 2082 o242 2050 174
i Mobile Home 12 8 2.958 53 45 . 2.50
| Total i 1,130 1,708 NA E 5,392 4578 | 2.68 |

Sources: 1990 housing units by type from census; 1995 estimated tolal housing unils derived {rom 1995
population estimate of 4,578 {(see Table 2) and tolal average personsfunit of 2.68 from 1990 census; 1995
housing units by type based on total and 1990 housing distribution; average household size for Soulh
Allantic census division from Robert W. Burchell, el. al., The New Practitioner’'s Guide to Fiscal Impact
Analysis, Center for Urban Policy Research, 1985, p. 64; expected 1995 population by housing type is
product of 1995 unils by regional average household size; estimated 1995 population by unit type is
expected populalion limes ratio of total estimated population to lotat expecled copulation; persons per unit
by type is ratio of estimated 1995 population lo estimated 1995 housing unils.

A8

Of the 6-hour day used in the functional population calculations, it is assumed that people spend eight
hours, or one-half of their waking hours, at home. The other half of the day spent away from home
accounts for working, shopping and other away-from-home activities. This functional population factor
for residential development essentially distributes the cost of public safety facilities evenly between

residential and nonresidential development. The functional population for single-family, duplex, multi-
farmily and mobile home units is shown in Table A.- 2.

Table A-2

RESIDENTIAL FUNCTIONAL POPULATION PER UNIT
. Housing Type Persons/ Occupancy T Functional
I Unit Factor | Population !
e oo _perUnit
 Single:Family | 281 ! 050 14l
: Duplex 1 207 @ 050 104 !
- Muli-Fomily 174 | 0.50 L 0er
| MobileHome | 250 050 125 |

Source: Persons/unit [rom Table A-1; occupancy lacior
assumed (see lext),

Impact Fee Study
Cily of White House, Tennessee



Table A-3

NONRESIDENTIAL FUNCTIONAL POPULATION PER 1,000 SQ. FT.

Factor Commercial Olfice Industrial

Weekday ADT/1000 sf 23.41 593 ; 3.49
Weekend ADT/1000s] 30.39 0.36 0.50
i Employees/1000sf 1.96 3.58 | 166
Average Vehicle Occupancy | 78 | 147 . L1
i Visitors/1000s( 3971 5.14 2.39 |
| Weekday Func Pop/1000sl 1 37l 2.56 119
' Weekend Func Pop/l000 sl . 182 016 ;017
+ Tolal Func Pop/1000 sf 4.03 | 1.87 0.90

Source; Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, Sth Edition, 1991; employees
per 1,000 sq. [I. from Nalional Association of Ollice and Industrial Parks, America's Fulure
Office Space Needs, 1990 p. 22; average vehicle occupancy from Federal Highway
Administration, 1990 Nationwide Personal Transportation Study; lunctional population from

formula in Figure A-1.

Total functionat population for the City can be estimated based on existing land use data and functional
population ratios for various land use categories. As can be seen from Table A-4, the City's current
functional population estimate of 4,269 is slightly lower than the current population estimate of 4,578 (see
Table 2). This is due to the fact that White House is somewhat of a bedroom community, and more
people leave the aty for jobs or shopping than enter the city for such reasons. Nevertheless, the
lunctional population is reasonably close to the residential population. The public safety impact fees will
be based on the cost per residential population and the functional population associated with various land
use types. Thisis a conservative approach, since the cost per person is lower than the cost per functional

populaton.
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