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Chapter 1

Introduction

INTRODUCTION
The State of South Carolina grants the power for cities and counties to collect impact fees on
new development pursuant to the rules and regulations set forth in the South Carolina
Development Impact Fee Act (Code of Laws of South Carolina, Section 6-1-910 et seq.). The
Development Impact Fee Study Report documents existing conditions, anticipates future year
needs and their implementation costs, and recommends maximum allowable impact fees (by
category) in accordance with the rules and requirements of the Act. The report also serves as
the foundation for amending the Town’s Capital Improvements Plan and preparing the Town’s
Development Impact Fee Ordinance and Housing Affordability Analysis that are required by
the Act before implementing a local impact fee system.

WHAT ARE IMPACT FEES?
As communities grow, the demands placed on surrounding infrastructure continue to rise and
eventually necessitate additional capacity improvements to maintain adequate levels of
services. Traditionally, elected officials rely on rising property taxes in addition to state or
federal funding to pay for future year capital improvements. However, recent decreases in
outside governmental funding, increases in construction costs for replacing and expanding
public facilities, and rising resistance to increased property taxes have led many local
governments to consider other funding mechanisms for implementing needed improvements.
Impact fees represent financial payments made from a developer to the local government for
funding certain off-site capital improvements needed to accommodate future growth. Fees
may be collected for many different public facilities and services; including transportation,
water, sewer, municipal facilities and equipment, storm water, and parks. They generally
provide a means for orderly development by mitigating some of the negative impacts of new
growth, while passing costs onto new development rather than existing taxpayers.
Impact fees are most useful in communities that are experiencing rapid growth and have
significant land available for development. According to a recent national survey,
approximately 59% of cities and towns with a population over 25,000 use some form of impact
fees to offset the costs of accommodating new development (results summarized in the Impact
Fee Handbook prepared for the National Association of Home Builders, Updated in 2016).
Two factors control the legality of collecting impact fees. First, local governments must have
authority to impose the fees as a condition of development approval. Second, the design and
implementation of impact fee requirements must not be unfair, arbitrary, unreasonable, or
without rational basis. In addition, impact fees must not violate a developer’s right to due
process or be discriminatory.

STATE ENABLING LEGISLATION
The State of South Carolina grants the power for cities and counties to collect impact fees on
new development pursuant to the rules and regulations set forth in the South Carolina
Development Impact Fee Act (Code of Laws of South Carolina, Section 6-1-910 et seq.). A
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copy of the State enabling legislation is included in Appendix A of the report. The process to
create a local impact fee system begins with a resolution by Town Council directing the
Planning Commission to conduct an impact fee study and recommend a development impact
fee ordinance for legislative action. The Lexington Town Council directed the Planning
Commission to develop recommendations for a development impact fee ordinance on March
4, 2019.
Generally, a government entity must have an adopted comprehensive plan to enact impact
fees; however, certain provisions in State law allow counties, cities, and towns that have not
adopted a comprehensive plan to impose development impact fees. Those jurisdictions must
prepare a capital improvement plan as well as prepare an impact fee study that substantially
complies with Section 6-1-960(B) of the Code of Laws of South Carolina. The Town of
Lexington’s Comprehensive Plan was adopted on July 11, 2016. The Town of Lexington
currently maintains a Capital Improvement Plan that can be amended to support a local impact
fee system.
All counties, cities, and towns are also required to prepare a report that estimates the effect of
development impact fees on the availability of affordable housing before imposing impact fees
on residential dwelling units. Based on the findings of the study, certain developments may be
exempt from impact fees when all or part of the project is determined to create affordable
housing, and the exempt development’s proportionate share of system improvements is
funded through a revenue source other than impact fees. A housing affordability analysis in
support of the Development Impact Fee Study is published as a separate report.
Eligible costs may include design, acquisition, engineering, and financing attributable to those
improvements recommended in the local capital improvement plan that qualify for impact fee
funding. Revenues collected by the county, city, or town may not be used for administrative or
operating costs associated with imposing the impact fee. All revenues from impact fees must
be maintained in an interest-bearing account prior to expenditure on recommended
improvements. Monies must be returned to the owner of record of the property for which the
impact fee was collected if they are not spent within three years of the date scheduled to be
encumbered in the local capital improvement plan. All refunds to private land owners must
include the pro rata portion of interest earned while on deposit in the impact fee account.
The Town of Lexington is also responsible for preparing and publishing an annual report
describing the amount of impact fees collected, appropriated, and spent during the preceding
year for each service area in which impact fees were collected. Subsequent to adoption of a
development impact fee ordinance, the Planning Commission will again be required to review
and update the impact fee study report, capital improvement plan, housing affordability
analysis, and development impact fee ordinance. These updates must occur at least once
every five years. Pursuant to State Law, the Town of Lexington will not be empowered to
recommend additional projects eligible for impact fee funding or charge higher maximum
allowable impact fees until the development impact fee study and capital improvement plan
have been updated.
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STUDY AREA
The study area for the analysis coincides with the Lexington Town Limits in north-central
Lexington County (see Figure 1.1 on the following page). It includes land generally north of
Interstate 20, east of Barr Road and Wildlife Road, south of Old Cherokee Road, and west of
Mineral Springs Road.
One service zone is assumed to represent the study area.

ANALYSIS PERIOD
The base year for the development impact fee study (all three categories) is 2018. The
planning horizon for the parks and recreation and municipal facilities and equipment impact
fee categories is 2028. The planning horizon for the transportation impact fee category is
2038. The ten- and twenty-year planning horizon is a reasonable period of time pursuant to
Section 6-1-960(B)(7) of the South Carolina Development Impact Fee Act.

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
The 2018 population estimate for the Town of Lexington was provided in the Town of
Lexington Fiscal Year 2019 Budget Document. The 2018 employment estimate for the Town
of Lexington was calculated using information from US Census Longitudinal EmployerHousehold Dynamics data for 2015 factored to approximate 2018 conditions (assuming the
population to employee ratio remained constant for the three-year period).
Average persons per household statistics used in the study were based on information
published by the US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013 - 2017 for various
dwelling unit categories. Employee space ratios used in the study were based on information
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ in Trip Generation, Ninth Edition.
Information from both sources is summarized in Appendix B of the report.

SERVICE UNITS
The development impact fee study assumes different service units for the proposed impact fee
categories, as follows:
•
•
•

Parks & Recreation
Municipal Facilities & Equipment
Transportation

Residents
Residents & Employees
Vehicle Trips

Maximum allowable impact fee schedules, by category, use dwelling units and square feet for
reporting results. Statistics were calculated using the service units above and average
persons per household, average employee space ratios, or average trip generation rates (as
appropriate) assumed for the study area (see Appendix B).
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Figure 1.1 – Study Area Map
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= Town of Lexington Limits

NOT TO SCALE

The uses included in the maximum allowable impact fee schedules reflect the type of land
uses routinely submitted to the Town Planning, Building & Technology Department for review.

REPORT ORGANIZATION
Each impact fee category considered for the Town of Lexington is addressed as a
separate chapter in the report. For each chapter, a full analysis and resulting maximum
allowable impact fee schedule are provided. Impact fee chapters are presented in the
following order: parks and recreation, municipal facilities and equipment, and
transportation. Detailed worksheets for each impact fee category are provided in the
Appendix of the report.
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Chapter 2

Parks & Recreation

The parks and recreation impact fee category includes parkland, recreation facilities, parks
and recreation amenities, walking trails, and open space. The chapter inventories existing
park amenities and recreation facilities, estimates replacement costs, calculates a cost-perresident statistic for replacing facilities and amenities currently serving Town residents, and
recommends maximum allowable impact fees that could be collected in the Lexington Study
Area (see Chapter 1, Figure 1.1).

METHODOLOGY
The parks and recreation impact fee category uses a consumption-driven approach. This
approach charges new residential development the cost of replacing existing capacity on a
one-for-one basis, assuming constant current service delivery standards. Total replacement
costs were determined using fee simple land values, site development costs, facility
replacement costs, amenity replacement costs, trail system replacement costs, and related
professional services. The total replacement value (system-wide) was divided by the base
year population estimate (2018) for the Lexington Study Area to determine the cost per capita
for replacing the facilities and amenities currently serving Town park and recreation users.
The replacement cost per capita was multiplied by average persons per household estimates
published in the US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Five Year Estimates,
2013-2017 to determine the maximum allowable impact fee schedule by dwelling unit category
(see Appendix B).

REPLACEMENT VALUE
Replacement values (in 2018 dollars) for park amenities and recreation facilities were
determined using current estimates for fee simple land value; site development costs;
replacement costs for recreation facilities, recreation amenities, and walking trails; and
professional fees. A detailed summary of the cost components included in the analysis is
provided below.

Fee Simple Land Value
Land value information for Town-owned parks and recreation facilities was collected from tax
parcel data maintained by the Lexington County Tax Assessor (in GIS data format). One park
― Palmetto Collegiate Institute ― shares the same tax identification number as Virginia
Hylton Park, and thus the land value for Palmetto Collegiate Institute was omitted from the
analysis to avoid double-counting in the parkland inventory. Collectively, parks and recreation
facilities in the Lexington Study Area is valued at $4,451,225.

Recreation Buildings & Amenities
Recreation facilities and amenities in each park were assumed to include buildings, structures,
equipment, fields, courts, etc. required to provide the programmed services. Information for
seven park locations ― Virginia Hylton Park, Gibson Pond Park, Caractor Park, Corley Street
Park, Icehouse Amphitheater, Lexington Paw Park, and Palmetto Collegiate Institute ― was
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provided by Town staff, including the park address, park name, year built, and total value.
Collectively, the replacement value for recreation facilities and amenities in the Lexington
Study Area is valued at $4,442,854.

Trail System
Virginia Hylton Park and Fourteen Mile Creek Trail provide walking trails. The replacement
value for the trail is valued at $404,573.

Site Development Costs
Site development costs represent incidental expenses incurred by the Town for constructing
parks and walking trails. Site development costs might include clearing, grading, security
lighting, parking, landscaping, utilities, etc. The amount of site development costs varies
greatly from property-to-property based on unique site characteristics.
Historical data is not available to recalculate site development costs associated with existing
parks and recreation facilities and amenities in the Town of Lexington. Therefore, replacement
values for parkland and walking trails were factored by 15% to account for associated site
development costs. This estimate is consistent with industry standards for pre-planning
related activities.
Site development costs assumed for parkland and walking trails in the study area are
summarized in Appendix C of the report. Site development costs associated with Townowned parks and recreation facilities and amenities is valued at $728,371.

Professional Services
State enabling legislation allows recovery of certain professional services through impact fees
associated with parks or recreation buildings and facilities. Eligible professional services may
include studies and reports, surveys, design plans, legal expenses, permitting, and
construction administration. Professional service fees vary greatly based on unique site
characteristics. However, Town staff assumes 10% of the construction costs for new parks,
recreation buildings, and walking trails is a good estimate to represent historical trends. This
assumption was carried through for the analysis.
Professional service fees assumed for parks, recreation buildings, and walking trails in the
study area are summarized in Appendix C of the report. Collectively, professional service fees
for these three categories is valued at $908,037.

OTHER AVAILABLE FUNDING SOURCES
Federal- and state-level grants have been used by the Town of Lexington to build existing
parks and recreation facilities and amenities in the past. Grants generally represent
discretionary, lump-sum funding for specific one-time projects. There is no assurance that
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previous grant monies will be made available again in the future. The analysis assumed some
growth in parks and recreation needs will continue to be funded with grant revenues.
For the period between 2007 and 2017, the Town of Lexington received one grant for $96,250
to purchase the Lexington Paw Park. The analysis assumed a credit of $96,250 for the total
net replacement cost calculations; representing the average award per year ($9,625) and a
ten-year planning horizon (2018 to 2028).

NET TOTAL REPLACEMENT COST
The replacement values noted in this chapter represent the total replacement cost for
rebuilding existing parks, recreation facilities or amenities, and walking trails in 2018 dollars.
Offsets applied to the total replacement cost represent other funding sources available for
implementing improvements. Based on these assumptions, the net total replacement cost for
existing parks, recreation facilities and amenities, and walking trails in the Lexington Study
Area is $9,930,773; detailed in the Table 2.1 below.

Table 2.1 – Total Replacement Cost
Parks and Recreation
Replacement Category

Cost

Fee Simple Land Value

$4,451,225

Recreation Buildings & Amenities

$4,442,854

Walking Trail System

$404,573

Site Development Costs

$728,371

Professional Services

$908,037
Total Replacement Cost

Anticipated Offsets ─ Grant Funding Forecast
(2018 to 2038)
Total Net Replacement Cost

$10,027,023
$96,250
$9,930,773

COST PER CAPITA
The cost per capita represents the burden to each existing resident in the study area (in 2018
dollars) should the Town of Lexington have to rebuild parks, recreation facilities and amenities,
and walking trails using current service delivery standards. This statistic was developed using
two factors: 1) net total replacement cost (system-wide) and 2) a population estimate (2018)
for the Town of Lexington provided in the Town of Lexington Fiscal Year 2019 Annual Budget.
A cost per capita for the service area was calculated by dividing the net total replacement cost
by the Town population estimate:
Cost per Capita = Total Replacement Cost ($9,930,773)
Population Estimate (20,547)
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Based on the analysis, the cost per capita to rebuild the Town’s existing parks system is
$483.32.

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE IMPACT FEES
A maximum allowable impact fee schedule quantifies a fair share cost to expand the Town’s
park and recreation system for new residential development. The cost per capita for park and
recreation facilities was multiplied by average persons per household estimates published in
the US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Five Year Estimates, 2013-2017 for the
various dwelling unit categories to determine recommended maximum allowable impact fees
(see Appendix B in the report for household size estimates).
Table 2.2 summarizes recommended maximum allowable impact fees, by dwelling unit
category, to expand the park and recreation system for new residential development based on
current service delivery standards.

Table 2.2 – Maximum Allowable Impact Fee Schedule
Parks and Recreation
Land Use Category

Cost per Persons per Max. Allowable
Person Household
Impact Fee

Single Family (Attached or Detached)

$483.32

2.66

$1,285

Mobile Home

$483.32

2.43

$1,174

Multifamily (> 2 Dwelling Units)

$483.32

1.93

$932

DISCOUNT RATE
Town Council may choose to apply a discount rate to the maximum allowable impact fees
presented herein. The discount rate could be used to provide a reasonable fee for continued
residential investment or to ensure that impact fees collected for parks and recreation facilities
do not exceed the cost of providing capital improvements identified to accommodate new
growth. Chapter 5 of the report expands on the notion of discount rates for the Town of
Lexington.
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Chapter 3

Municipal Facilities & Equipment

The municipal facilities and equipment impact fee category includes items under the Town’s
public works, police protection, street maintenance, sanitation, and certain government service
departments (i.e., planning and engineering) charged with managing growth. This chapter
inventories existing assets, estimates replacement costs, and recommends maximum
allowable impact fees that could be collected in the Lexington Study Area (see Chapter 1,
Figure 1.1).

METHODOLOGY
The municipal facilities and equipment impact fee category uses a consumption-driven
approach. This approach charges new residential and non-residential development the cost of
replacing existing capacity on a one-for-one basis, assuming constant current service delivery
standards. Total replacement costs are determined using fee simple land values, site
development costs, facility replacement costs, vehicle and equipment replacement costs, and
related professional services.
The replacement value (system-wide) was calculated in two steps. First, total replacement
value was multiplied by the proportionate share of residents and employees in the study area.
Second, the resulting replacement values for residents and employees were divided by current
population or employment estimates (as appropriate) to determine the cost per capita or cost
per employee for replacing municipal facilities and equipment currently serving the study area.
The cost per capita was converted to cost per dwelling unit category using information
published for Lexington in the US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Five Year
Estimates, 2013-2017 (see Appendix B). The cost per employee was converted to cost per
1,000 square feet of gross floor area (GFA) using information published in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation, Ninth Edition (see Appendix B).

REPLACEMENT VALUE
Replacement value (in 2018 dollars) for municipal facilities and equipment was determined
using current estimates for fee simple land value; replacement costs for municipal facilities;
site development costs; professional fees; and replace costs for eligible municipal vehicles and
equipment. A detailed summary of the cost components included in the analysis is provided
below.

Fee Simple Land Value
Land value information for municipal facilities in the service area was collected from tax parcel
data maintained by the Lexington County Tax Assessor (in GIS data format). The Town’s
municipal complex, parks and sanitation office, signal shop, police substation at Hope Ferry
Shopping Center, and Liverman Hospital (storage facility) were included in the analysis. Office
space for the police department in several school locations was omitted from the inventory.
The value of land dedicated to municipal facilities in the study area is $364,587.
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Municipal Buildings
Municipal buildings included in the analysis were used for growth-related services or
equipment storage needs. Five locations were identified for the study area, including the
Town’s municipal complex, parks and sanitation office, signal shop, police substation at Hope
Ferry Shopping Center, and the police storage building at Liverman Hospital. Office space for
the police department in several school locations was omitted from the inventory. Collectively,
the replacement value for municipal buildings is valued at $1,680,750.
A summary of building replacement values for municipal facilities in the study area is provided
in Appendix D of the report.

Site Development Costs
Site development costs represent incidental expenses incurred by the Town for constructing
municipal buildings. Site development costs might include clearing, grading, security lighting,
parking, landscaping, utilities, etc. The amount of site development costs varies greatly from
property-to-property based on unique site characteristics.
Historical data is not available to recalculate site development costs associated with existing
municipal buildings in the Town of Lexington. Therefore, replacement values for land and
facilities were factored by 15% to account for associated site development costs. This
estimate is consistent with industry standards for pre-planning related activities. Site
development costs associated with municipal buildings used for growth-related services or
equipment storage needs are valued at $54,688.

Professional Services
State enabling legislation allows recovery of certain professional services through impact fees
associated with municipal buildings used for growth-related services or equipment storage
needs. Eligible professional services may include studies and reports, surveys, design plans,
legal expenses, permitting, and construction administration. Professional service fees vary
greatly based on unique site characteristics. However, Town staff assumes 10% of the
construction costs for new municipal buildings is a good estimate to represent historical trends.
This assumption was carried through for the analysis.
Professional service fees assumed for municipal buildings in the study area are summarized in
Appendix D of the report. Collectively, professional service costs associated with existing
municipal buildings is valued at $210,003.

Municipal Vehicles & Equipment
Municipal vehicles and equipment with an individual unit purchase price over $100,000 are
included in the analysis to comply with Section 6-1-920(18)(g) of the South Carolina
Development Impact Fee Act. Appendix D of the report inventories eligible town-owned
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municipal vehicles and equipment. The total replacement cost for eligible municipal vehicles
and equipment serving the study area is $1,240,436.

OTHER AVAILABLE FUNDING SOURCES
Federal and state grants have been used by the Town of Lexington to build municipal facilities
or purchase municipal vehicles and equipment. The grants represent discretionary, lump-sum
funding for specific onetime projects. There is no assurance that previous grant monies will be
made available again in the future. The analysis assumed some growth in municipal facilities
and equipment will continue to be funded with grant revenue sources.
In 2014, the Town of Lexington received $733,000 in grant monies for the purchase of a
Caiman Armored 4x4 vehicle. The analysis assumed a credit of $733,000 for the total net
replacement cost calculations; representing the award received for purchase of the vehicle. It
is assumed other grant monies received over the last ten years for municipal facilities and
equipment were used to purchase vehicles and equipment below the $100,000 minimum value
threshold allowed for the impact fee study.

TOTAL REPLACEMENT COST
The replacement values noted in this chapter represent the total replacement cost for existing
municipal buildings, vehicles, or equipment used for growth-related services or storage needs
in 2018 dollars. Offsets applied to the total replacement cost represent other funding sources
available for implementing improvements. Based on these assumptions, the net total
replacement cost for existing municipal facilities, vehicles, and equipment in the Lexington
Study Area is $2,817,464; detailed in the Table 3.1 below.

Table 3.1 – Total Replacement Costs
Municipal Facilities and Equipment
Replacement Category
Fee Simple Land Value

$364,587

Municipal Buildings

$1,680,750

Site Development Costs

$54,688

Professional Services

$210,003

Municipal Vehicles & Equipment ( > $100,000)
Total Replacement Cost
Anticipated Offsets ─ Grant Funding Forecast
(2018 to 2028)
Total Net Replacement Cost
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$1,240,436
$3,550,464
$733,000
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TOWN RESIDENT / EMPLOYEE RATIO
Information published for the Lexington study area estimates 20,547 residents and 13,960
employees live or work in the area (2018 Data). The proportionate share between residents
(59%) and employees (41%) to rebuild municipal facilities and purchase eligible equipment is
as follows: residents — $1,672,312 and employees — $1,145,152.

COST PER CAPITA
The cost per capita represents the burden to each existing resident in the study area (in 2018
dollars) should the Town of Lexington have to rebuild municipal buildings and repurchase
eligible municipal vehicles and equipment using current service delivery standards. The
statistic was developed using two factors: 1) net total replacement cost (system-wide)
attributable to residential uses and 2) a population estimate (2018) for the Town of Lexington
provided in the Town of Lexington Fiscal Year 2019 Annual Budget. The cost per capita for
the service area was calculated by dividing the net total replacement cost by the Town
population estimate:
Cost per Capita = Total Replacement Cost Attributable to Town Residents ($1,672,312)
Population Estimate (20,547)

Based on the analysis, the cost per capita to replace the Town’s existing municipal facilities
and eligible vehicles and equipment is $81.39.

COST PER EMPLOYEE
The cost per employee represents a burden to each existing employee in the study area (in
2018 dollars) should the Town of Lexington have to rebuild municipal buildings and
repurchase eligible municipal vehicles and equipment using current service delivery standards.
The statistic was developed using two factors: 1) net total replacement cost (system-wide)
attributable to non-residential uses and 2) employment estimates (2018) for the Town of
Lexington summarized from US Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics data for
2015 factored to approximate 2018 conditions (assuming the population to employee ratio
remains constant for the three-year period). The cost per employee for the study area was
calculated by dividing the net total replacement cost attributable to non-residential uses by the
Town employment estimate:
Cost per Employee = Total Replacement Cost Attributable to Employees ($1,145,152)
Employee Estimate (14,070)

Based on the analysis, the cost per employee to replace the Town’s existing municipal
buildings and repurchase eligible vehicles and equipment is $81.39.
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MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE IMPACT FEES
A maximum allowable impact fee schedule quantifies a fair share cost to rebuild municipal
buildings and repurchase eligible municipal vehicles and equipment to serve new residential
and non-residential development. The cost per capita for municipal buildings, vehicles, and
equipment was multiplied by average persons per household estimates published in the US
Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Five Year Estimates, 2013-2017 for the various
dwelling unit categories to determine recommended maximum allowable impact fees (see
Appendix B in the report for household size estimates).
The cost per employee for municipal buildings, vehicles, and equipment was multiplied by
employee space ratios developed from information published in the Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ Trip Generation, Ninth Edition to determined recommended maximum allowable
impact fees (see Appendix B in the report for employee space ratio estimates).
Table 3.2, starting on page 3-6, summarizes recommended maximum allowable impact fees,
by dwelling unit category or non-residential land use category, to rebuild municipal buildings
and repurchase eligible municipal vehicles and equipment to serve new development based
on current service delivery standards.

DISCOUNT RATE
Town Council may choose to apply a discount rate to the maximum allowable impact fees
presented herein. The discount rate could be used to provide a reasonable fee for continued
residential and non-residential investment, or to ensure that impact fees collected for municipal
facilities and equipment do not exceed the cost of providing capital improvements identified to
accommodate new growth. Chapter 5 of the report expands on the notion of discount rates for
the Town of Lexington.
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Table 3.2 – Maximum Allowable Impact Fee Schedule for Municipal Facilities and Equipment
Land Use Category

Units

Persons per
Household

Employee
Space Ratio

Cost per
Person

Max
Allowable
Impact Fee

Cost per
Employee

Residential Uses
Single Family (Attached or Detached)

d.u.

2.66

─

$81.39

─

$216

Mobile Home

d.u.

2.43

─

$81.39

─

$197

Multifamily (>2 Dwelling Units)

d.u.

1.93

─

$81.39

─

$157

Hotel

room

─

0.58

─

$81.39

$47

Business Hotel

room

─

0.12

─

$81.39

$9

Motel

room

─

0.13

─

$81.39

$10

tee

─

0.25

─

$81.39

$20

Multiplex Movie Theater

1,000 s.f.

─

1.47

─

$81.39

$119

Recreation Community Center

1,000 s.f.

─

1.06

─

$81.39

$86

Elementary School

1,000 s.f.

─

0.93

─

$81.39

$75

Middle/Junior High School

1,000 s.f.

─

0.80

─

$81.39

$65

High School

1,000 s.f.

─

0.63

─

$81.39

$51

School District Office

1,000 s.f.

─

2.83

─

$81.39

$230

Junior/Community College

1,000 s.f.

─

1.39

─

$81.39

$113

student

─

2.93

─

$81.39

$238

Daycare

1,000 s.f.

─

2.23

─

$81.39

$181

Cemetery

acre

─

0.12

─

$81.39

$9

1,000 s.f.

─

1.29

─

$81.39

$104

Hospital

bed

─

2.83

─

$81.39

$230

Nursing Home

bed

─

2.28

─

$81.39

$185

Clinic

1,000 s.f.

─

4.13

─

$81.39

$336

Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic

1,000 s.f.

─

1.69

─

$81.39

$137

Medical/Dental Office

1,000 s.f.

─

4.00

─

$81.39

$325

General Office Building

1,000 s.f.

─

2.97

─

$81.39

$241

Small Office Building

1,000 s.f.

─

2.03

─

$81.39

$165

Corporate Headquarters

1,000 s.f.

─

3.44

─

$81.39

$279

Single Tenant Office Building

1,000 s.f.

─

2.98

─

$81.39

$242

Government Office Building

1,000 s.f.

─

3.03

─

$81.39

$246

United States Post Office

1,000 s.f.

─

4.09

─

$81.39

$332

Government Office Complex

1,000 s.f.

─

2.56

─

$81.39

$208

Hotel / Motel Uses

Recreational Uses
Golf Driving Range

Institutional Uses

University/College

Library
Medical Uses

Office Uses
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Table 3.2 – Maximum Allowable Impact Fee Schedule for Municipal Facilities and Equipment (cont.)
Land Use Category

Units

Persons per
Household

Employee
Space Ratio

Cost per
Person

Max
Allowable
Impact Fee

Cost per
Employee

Office Park

1,000 s.f.

─

3.13

─

$81.39

$254

Research and Development Center

1,000 s.f.

─

3.42

─

$81.39

$278

Business Park

1,000 s.f.

─

3.08

─

$81.39

$250

Building Materials/Lumber Store

1,000 s.f.

─

0.74

─

$81.39

$60

Variety Store

1,000 s.f.

─

0.66

─

$81.39

$53

Free-Standing Discount Store

1,000 s.f.

─

2.16

─

$81.39

$175

Hardware/Paint Store

1,000 s.f.

─

0.25

─

$81.39

$20

Nursery (Garden Center)

1,000 s.f.

─

3.12

─

$81.39

$253

Nursery (Wholesale)

1,000 s.f.

─

1.67

─

$81.39

$135

Shopping Center

1,000 s.f.

─

2.34

─

$81.39

$190

Automobile Sales (New)

1,000 s.f.

─

2.49

─

$81.39

$202

Automobile Sales (Used)

1,000 s.f.

─

2.17

─

$81.39

$176

Recreational Vehicle Sales

1,000 s.f.

─

0.63

─

$81.39

$51

Automobile Parts Sales

1,000 s.f.

─

1.64

─

$81.39

$133

Tire Store

1,000 s.f.

─

1.55

─

$81.39

$126

Supermarket

1,000 s.f.

─

1.42

─

$81.39

$115

Convenience Market w/ Gas Pumps

1,000 s.f.

─

2.56

─

$81.39

$208

Discount Superstore

1,000 s.f.

─

2.25

─

$81.39

$183

Discount Club

1,000 s.f.

─

1.30

─

$81.39

$105

Sporting Goods Superstore

1,000 s.f.

─

6.48

─

$81.39

$527

Pharmacy with Drive-Through Window

1,000 s.f.

─

1.58

─

$81.39

$128

Furniture Store

1,000 s.f.

─

0.58

─

$81.39

$47

Drive-In Bank

1,000 s.f.

─

3.15

─

$81.39

$256

High-Turnover Restaurant

1,000 s.f.

─

5.28

─

$81.39

$429

Fast-Food w/o Drive-Through Window

1,000 s.f.

─

5.18

─

$81.39

$421

Fast-Food w/ Drive-Through Window

1,000 s.f.

─

10.35

─

$81.39

$842

Fast-Food w/ Drive-Through (No Seating)

1,000 s.f.

─

13.36

─

$81.39

$1,087

Quick Lubrication Vehicle Shop

1,000 s.f.

─

4.35

─

$81.39

$354

Automobile Parts and Service Center

1,000 s.f.

─

1.50

─

$81.39

$122

Gasoline/Service Station

1,000 s.f.

─

4.36

─

$81.39

$354

Retail Uses

Service Uses

Gasoline/Service Station w/ Convenience

1,000 s.f.

─

5.91

─

$81.39

$481

Super Convenience w/ Gas Station

1,000 s.f.

─

3.63

─

$81.39

$295
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Table 3.2 – Maximum Allowable Impact Fee Schedule for Municipal Facilities and Equipment (cont.)
Land Use Category

Units

Persons per
Household

Employee Space
Ratio

Cost per
Person

Max.
Allowable
Impact Fee

Cost per
Employee

Industrial Uses
General Light Industrial

1,000 s.f.

─

1.63

─

$81.39

$132

Industrial Park

1,000 s.f.

─

1.16

─

$81.39

$94

Manufacturing

1,000 s.f.

─

1.59

─

$81.39

$129

Warehousing

1,000 s.f.

─

0.34

─

$81.39

$27

Utility

1,000 s.f.

─

3.22

─

$81.39

$262

Specialty Trade Contractor

1,000 s.f.

─

2.75

─

$81.39

$223
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Chapter 4

Transportation

The transportation system in Lexington includes major streets, roads, and parkways that let
vehicles move throughout the study area. Conditions for pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
facilities were not considered in the analysis. The chapter inventories existing and planned
transportation facilities and their current and forecasted demands, estimates the cost to
provide adequate capacity through the planning horizon, and recommends maximum
allowable development impact fees that could be collected in the Lexington Study Area (see
Chapter 1, Figure 1.1).

METHODOLOGY
The transportation impact fee study assumes an improvements-driven approach, whereby the
need and cost for providing new capacity in the transportation system is influenced by traffic
volumes from the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), maximum service
capacities from the 2013 Florida Department of Transportation Quality/Level of Service
Handbook, and annual growth rates derived from the adopted 2040 South Carolina Statewide
Travel Demand Model and ten-year historical volumes from the SCDOT.
The improvements-driven approach identifies existing and future year deficiencies in the
transportation system, but only future year improvements are included in the transportation
impact fee calculations (new development is not required to address base year deficiencies).
The cost of future year improvements is divided by the number of new vehicle trips anticipated
for the planning horizon (2018 – 2038) to identify a ‘cost per trip’ for making necessary
capacity improvements that keep up with demand. The cost per trip statistic is the basis for
recommending maximum allowable transportation impact fees.
The transportation impact fee analysis for the Lexington Study Area evaluates conditions for
the average annual daily travel period.

TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Base Year Traffic Volumes (2018)
Base year traffic volumes (2018) for major streets, roads, and parkways in the study area were
estimated using average annual daily traffic (ADDT) count information provided by the South
Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT). Base year traffic volumes assumed for this
analysis are presented in Appendix E of the report.
Future Year Traffic Volumes (2038)
Future year traffic volumes (2038) were developed using the trend forecasting capability of the
2040 South Carolina Statewide Travel Demand Model and ten-year historical volumes from
the SCDOT. Specifically, the model and historical counts were used to develop an annual
growth rate for each street, road, or parkway using a comprehensive rate. Annual growth
rates were applied to base year traffic volumes (2018) in the study area through the future
year planning horizon (2038). The rates and future year traffic volumes assumed for this
analysis are presented in Appendix E of the report.
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MAXIMUM SERVICE CAPACITY
Major streets, roads, and parkways in the study area ― defined as US and SC highways and
select secondary roads represented in the SCSWM ― were evaluated using generalized
AADT volume capacities derived from the 2013 Florida DOT Quality/Level of Service
Handbook (based on information in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual). Road characteristics
considered for calculating road capacities included number of through travel lanes, posted
speed limit, presence of exclusive left or right turn lanes, and presence of a center median.
A summary of the assumptions, factors, and thresholds used for calculating generalized
annual average daily traffic volume capacities in the study area is provided in Appendix E of
the report. Maximum service capacities for both base year and future year conditions are
presented in Appendix E of the report.

FACILITY LINK ANALYSIS
A facility link analysis was performed for major streets, roads, and parkways in the study area
to evaluate existing and future year conditions (using traffic volumes and maximum service
capacities presented in Appendix E of the report). Interstate 20 was excluded from the
analysis because it was assumed improvements to the interstate would be the responsibility of
the South Carolina Department of Transportation. Worksheets summarizing the details of the
link analysis are included in Appendix E.
No major, full-corridor transportation projects are programmed for the study area through 2038
that will increase vehicle capacity (acknowledging intersection improvements in the Town of
Lexington LTIP, but these projects were excluded from the analysis). As a result, lane
geometry (number of lanes) for existing and future year conditions were held the same,
meaning existing lane geometry was used to evaluate both conditions. Thresholds to identify
appropriate capacity improvements for expected demands were determined using average
daily traffic volumes and maximum service capacity thresholds summarized in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1 – Maximum Capacity Thresholds
LOS D by Street Cross Section Category (Vehicles per Day)
Less than
35 MPH

Greater than
35 MPH

Two-Lane, Undivided, No Dedicated Left Turn Lanes

12,500

14,200

Three-Lane, Two Travel Lanes with Center Left Turn Lane

15,600

17,700

Four-Lane Divided with Left Turn Lanes at Major Intersections

33,800

39,800

Five-Lane, Four Travel Lanes with Center Left Turn Lane

33,800

39,800

Six-Lane Divided with Left Turn Lanes at Major Intersections

50,900

59,900

Seven-Lane, Six Travel Lanes with Center Left Turn Lane

50,900

59,900

Facility Type

The number of additional lanes (i.e., new road capacity) required to address existing or future
year deficiencies were identified by comparing traffic volumes (demand) to maximum service
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capacities (supply) for links in the study area. A ratio greater than 1.0 (demand / supply)
supported the need for a capacity improvement to address traffic congestion.

Base Year Conditions (2018)
Base year conditions (2018) were analyzed using average daily traffic volumes and maximum
service capacities. Those links with a volume to service capacity ratio greater than 1.0 were
determined to be deficient in the base year. Based on this methodology, one link (0.40
centerline miles) was identified as deficient for the base year conditions analysis. To be
conservative, two additional links (2.2 centerline miles) determined to be deficient in 2019 and
2021 were also considered base year deficiencies since there is not a development impact fee
ordinance in place at this time.
The three deficient links in the base year condition include:
•
•
•

US 378/SC 6 from Dreher Street (S-32-325) to SC 6
US 378 from Old Cherokee Road (S-408) to Hope Ferry Road (S-28)
US 378 from SC 6 to Old Cherokee Road (S-408)

Figure 4.1 on page 4-5 illustrates deficient links for the base year condition (2018 only,
deficient links in 2019 and 2021 were omitted from the map). Worksheets summarizing the
facility link analysis for all 43 road segments in the study area are presented in Appendix E.

Future Year Conditions (2038)
Future year conditions (2038) were analyzed using forecasted daily traffic volumes and
maximum service capacities. Those links with a volume to service capacity ratio greater than
1.0 were determined to be deficient in the future year. Based on this methodology, ten links
(11.75 centerline miles) were identified as deficient for the future year conditions analysis.
The ten deficient links in the future year condition include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

US 1 from US 378 to Parker Street (S-337)
US 378 from US 1 to SC 6
US 378 from Hope Ferry Road (S-28) to I-20
SC 6 from US 1 to Near I-20
US 378/SC 6 from Dreher Street (S-32-325) to SC 6
US 1/378 from Gibson Road (S-176) to Old Chapin Road (S-52)
Barr Road (S-77) from Wildlife Road (S-1207) to Hendrix Street (S-43) to US 1
Dreher Street (S-325) from US 378/SC 6 to Harmon Street (S-61)
Pilgrim Church Road (S – 408) from Old Cherokee Road (S-408) to SC 6
Mineral Spring Road (S-106) from US 378 to I-20

Figure 4.2 on page 4-6 illustrates deficient links for the future year condition. Worksheets
summarizing the facility link analysis for all 43 road segments in the study area are presented
in Appendix E.
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IMPACTS OF ANTICIPATED GROWTH
New growth and development in the study area is expected to significantly impact the
transportation system, which is enumerated using a comparison of results for base year (2018)
and future year (2038) conditions. Overall, results in the facility link analysis table identify
eight future year deficient road segments that would be eligible for development impact fee
funding, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

US 1 from US 378 to Parker Street (S-337)
US 378 from US 1 to SC 6
US 378 from Hope Ferry Road (S-28) to I-20
SC 6 from US 1 to Near I-20
US 1/378 from Gibson Road (S-176) to Old Chapin Road (S-52)
Barr Road (S-77) from Wildlife Road (S-1207) to Hendrix Street (S-43) to US 1
Pilgrim Church Road (S – 408) from Old Cherokee Road (S-408) to SC 6
Mineral Spring Road (S-106) from US 378 to I-20

Figure 4.3 on page 4-7 illustrates deficient links eligible for development impact fee funding.
Details on the list of deficient links eligible for some level of development impact fee funding
are included in Appendix E of the report.

TRANSPORTATION FACILITY IMPROVEMENT COSTS
Transportation facility improvement costs were developed to quantify the financial burden of
implementing capacity improvements in the study area. In most cases, a “balanced” typical
section was assumed for recommending through lane capacity improvements to deficient twoway facilities. For example, a two-lane road was upgraded to a four-lane road when it was
determined to be deficient in the future year. This methodology is consistent with
professionally-accepted transportation planning principles applied by the South Carolina
Department of Transportation (SCDOT) and other local municipalities responsible for
improving roads in the State. Two corridors in the study area ― US1 and US 378 ― currently
have an unbalanced typical street section, and improvements to these facilities included
adding lane capacity to only one side of the road to create a balanced typical section.
Six capacity improvements were made available for addressing deficient links in the study
area, which are summarized in Table 4.2 on page 4-8. Illustrations for the different typical
cross sections are presented in Appendix E of the report. A detailed summary of the cost
components included in the transportation facility improvement costs starts on page 4-8.
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Figure 4.1 – Map of Deficient Links (2018)
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Figure 4.2 – Map of Deficient Links (2038)
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Figure 4.3 – Map of Deficient Links Eligible for Impact Fee Funding
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Table 4.2 – Roadway Improvement Project Type
Existing Street Cross Section

Improved Street Cross Section

Two-Lane, Undivided, No Dedicated Left Turn Lanes

Three-Lane, Two Travel Lanes with Center Left Turn Lane

Two-Lane, Undivided, No Dedicated Left Turn Lanes

Four-Lane Divided with Left Turn Lanes at Major Intersections

Two-Lane, Undivided, No Dedicated Left Turn Lanes

Five-Lane, Four Travel Lanes with Center Left Turn Lane

Three-Lane, Two Travel Lanes with Center Left Turn Lane

Five-Lane, Four Travel Lanes with Center Left Turn Lane

Five-Lane, Four Travel Lanes with Center Left Turn Lane

Six-Lane Divided with Left Turn Lanes at Major Intersections

Five-Lane, Four Travel Lanes with Center Left Turn Lane

Seven-Lane, Six Travel Lanes with Center Left Turn Lane

Construction Costs
Construction costs for the capacity improvements assumed in this analysis were estimated
after consultation with the South Carolina Department of Transportation and using information
the hired consultant (Ramey Kemp & Associates, Inc.) has gathered recently when dealing
with design projects for the SCDOT and counties and private companies in South Carolina.
Table 4.3 summarizes estimated construction costs (per centerline mile) for each of the
identified typical cross sections.

Table 4.3 – Conceptual Road Construction Costs
Improvement Type

Construction Cost per Mile

Widen Two-Lane Road to Three-Lane Road

$2,750,000

Widen Two-Lane Road to Four-Lane Road

$4,000,000

Widen Two-Lane Road to Five-Lane Road

$4,500,000

Widen Three-Lane Road to Five-Lane Road

$3,500,000

Widen Five-Lane Road to Seven-Lane Road

$5,000,000

Right-of-Way Costs
Right-of-way costs for widening facilities in the study area were calculated using several
factors: 1) the right-of-way width of the proposed transportation improvement using the typical
sections presented in Appendix E of the report, 2) required new right-of-way added to the
existing right-of-way width to accommodate the improvement using GIS data, and 3) a
generalized average land value per square foot statistic ($2.25 per sq. ft. for residential
property and $5.00 per sq. ft. for commercial property) to assume for right-of-way acquisition
based on input from several real estate companies working in the Town of Lexington. Cost
estimates for right-of-way needs in the study area are included in Appendix E of the report.
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Professional Services
State enabling legislation allows recovery of certain professional services through impact fees
associated with building new or expanding existing transportation facilities. Eligible
professional services include studies and reports, surveys, design plans, legal expenses,
permitting, and construction administration. Professional service fees vary greatly based on
each transportation corridor’s topography and natural and cultural features. Generally
speaking, design service fees range between ten- and fifteen-percent of the project’s
construction cost. The cost to administer the construction of the project, otherwise known as
construction engineering and inspection, usually ranges between twenty and twenty-fivepercent.
For this analysis, all professional service fees associated with new construction projects was
estimated to be forty percent.

CREDITS & OFFSETS
Credits and offsets were considered for the analysis to account for through trips on the
transportation system and other revenue sources available for implementing recommended
transportation improvements. Detailed summaries of credits and offsets considered for the
analysis are provided below.
Guide Share Funds
Guide share funds are available to each of the South Carolina Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) and Council of Governments (COGs) for system upgrade projects. The
dollar amount is calculated by taking the MPO’s and COG’s specific proportion of the state
population and applying it to the total available funds for system upgrade projects.
There are currently no transportation projects in the Lexington Study Area that would increase
corridor capacity as reported in the Six Year COATS Transportation Improvement Program.
Hospitality Tax
The Town of Lexington levies a two-percent hospitality tax on prepared food sold inside Town
limits. The tax brought in about $250,000 in 2018 and has an available balance of
approximately $1,700,000. Currently, three projects are in the engineering phase of work
using hospitality tax funds. One of those projects is the location of Harmon Street/Azalea
Street/Dreher Street. This project entails relocating portions of Harmon and Dreher Streets
with Azalea Street. This project does not add capacity in the sense that it will add additional
travel lanes; however, the relocation of the roadways will lower future volumes on Dreher
Street between the existing Harmon Street and US 378/SC 6 enough to not require widening
of Dreher Street in the future. Therefore, this project is considered an offset against the costs
that may have been incurred for widening Dreher Street. This is the only roadway project that
will serve as a credit or offset toward transportation impact fees.
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Credit for Through Trips
A through trip represents a trip on the transportation network that neither begins nor ends in
the Lexington Study Area. The analysis assumes an offset to the cost of improvements
eligible for development impact fee funding to account for through trips. The hired consultant
(Ramey Kemp & Associates, Inc.) obtained Streetlight Data from the Town that provides the
percent of traffic that travels through the town. From this data, the consultant determined that
29.87% of the trips neither begin or end in the Town and meet the definition of a through trip.
Therefore, implementation costs for proposed improvements in the Lexington Study Area were
reduced by 29.87% to account for through trips on the transportation network.

RECOMMENDED ROAD PROJECTS
Based on the foregoing analysis, new growth and development in the Lexington Study Area is
expected to significantly impact congestion levels on the transportation network through 2038.
Several transportation improvements are recommended to address these deficiencies, as
follows:
Base Year Deficiencies (2018)
The following transportation improvements are recommended to address deficiencies
observed in 2018. None of these projects are eligible for development impact fee funding
because they are considered existing year deficiencies.
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•

US 378/SC 6 from Dreher Street (S-32-325) to SC 6 – The link analysis for this
overlapping portion of roadway shows a current AADT of 43,200 vehicles per day
(vpd) and a capacity of 40,700 vpd. The volume to capacity ratio is 1.06. The
recommended improvement would be to widen to 7 lanes (3 in each direction with a
middle turn lane) due to the amount of commercial properties along the link. The
construction cost for this segment is $4,700,000.

•

US 378 from Old Cherokee Road (S-408) to Hope Ferry Road (S-28) – The link
analysis for this roadway has the projected 2038 AADT to be 48,300 with a capacity
of 39,800. The volume to capacity ratio is 1.21. The recommended improvement
would be to widen to 7 lanes (3 in each direction with a middle turn lane) due to the
amount of commercial properties along the link. The V/C ratio reaches 1.0 in 2019.
The estimated construction cost for this segment is $10,100,000.

•

US 378 from SC 6 to Old Cherokee Road (S-408) – The link analysis for this
roadway has the projected 2038 AADT to be 46,900 with a capacity of 33,800. The
volume to capacity ratio is 1.39. The recommended improvement would be to widen
to 7 lanes (3 in each direction with a middle turn lane) due to the amount of
commercial properties along the link. The V/C ratio reaches 1.0 in 2021. The
estimated construction cost for this segment in 2021 is $ 10,500,000.
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Future Year Deficiencies (2038)
The following transportation improvements are recommended to address deficiencies
observed in 2038. These projects are eligible for development impact fee funding.
Implementation costs presented for each facility include cost escalation factors out to the year
the facility is determined to exceed capacity. Cost escalation was calculated suing 2019
implementation costs and increasing it by two-percent per year until the facility reaches
capacity.
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US 1 from US 378 to Parker Street (S-337) – The link analysis for this roadway has
the projected 2038 AADT to be 38,000 with a capacity of 27,000. The volume to
capacity ratio is 1.41. The recommended improvement would be to widen to 7 lanes
(3 in each direction with a middle turn lane) due to the amount of commercial
properties along the link. The Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio reaches 1.0 in 2030.
The estimated construction cost for this segment in 2030 is $14,600,000.

•

US 378 from US 1 to SC 6 – The link analysis for this roadway has the projected
2038 AADT to be 36,000 with a capacity of 33,800. The volume to capacity ratio is
1.07. The recommended improvement would be to widen to 7 lanes (3 in each
direction with a middle turn lane) due to the amount of commercial properties along
the link. The V/C ratio reaches 1.0 in 2032. The estimated construction cost for this
segment in 2032 is $8,300,000.

•

US 378 from Hope Ferry Road (S-28) to I-20 – The link analysis for this roadway
has the projected 2038 AADT to be 46,500 with a capacity of 39,800. The volume to
capacity ratio is 1.21. The recommended improvement would be to widen to 7 lanes
(3 in each direction with a middle turn lane) due to the amount of commercial
properties along the link. The V/C ratio reaches 1.0 in 2027. The estimated
construction cost for this segment in 2027 is $29,600,000.

•

SC 6 from US 1 to Near I-20 – The link analysis for this roadway has the projected
2038 AADT to be 28,000 with a capacity of 30,000. The volume to capacity ratio is
1.11. The recommended improvement would be to widen to 5 lanes (3 in each
direction with a middle turn lane) due to the amount of commercial properties along
the link. The V/C ratio reaches 1.0 in 2032. The estimated construction cost for this
segment in 2032 is $9,500,000.

•

US 1/378 from Gibson Road (S-176) to Old Chapin Road (S-52) – The link
analysis for this overlapping portion of roadway shows a current AADT of 59,000 and
a capacity of 39,800. The volume to capacity ratio is 1.48. The recommended
improvement would be to widen to 7 lanes (3 in each direction with a middle turn
lane) due to the amount of commercial properties along the link. The V/C ratio
reaches 1.0 in 2024. The estimated construction cost for this segment in 2024 is $
7,700,000.
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•

Barr Road (S-77) from Wildlife Road (S-1207) to Hendrix Street (S-43) to US 1 –
The link analysis for this roadway has the projected 2038 AADT to be 24,800 and
20,900, respectively and with a capacity of 14,200 for both links. The equates to a
volume to capacity ratio of 1.75 and 1.47, respectively for the two links. The
recommended improvement would be to widen to 5 lanes (2 in each direction with a
middle turn lane). The V/C ratio reaches 1.0 in 2023. The estimated construction
cost for this segment in 2023 is $7,700,000.

•

Dreher Street (S-325) from US 378/SC 6 to Harmon Street (S-61) – The link
analysis for this roadway has the projected 2038 AADT to be 14,900 with a capacity
of 12,500. This equates to a volume to capacity ratio of 1.19. However, as
previously explained earlier in the report, a current Town of Lexington Hospitality Tax
Project will reduce the amount of traffic on Dreher Street in the future, thereby making
this project unnecessary. The V/C ratio reaches 1.0 in 2033.

•

Pilgrim Church Road (S – 408) from Old Cherokee Road (S-408) to SC 6 – The
link analysis for this roadway has the projected 2038 AADT to be 27,300 with a
capacity of 17,700. This equates to a volume to capacity ratio of 1.54. The
recommended improvement would be to widen to 5 lanes (2 in each direction with a
middle turn lane). The V/C ratio reaches 1.0 in 2028. The estimated construction
cost for this segment in 2028 is $12,700,000.

•

Mineral Spring Road (S-106) from US 378 to I-20 – The link analysis for this
roadway has the projected 2038 AADT to be 25400 with a capacity of 17,700. This
equates to a volume to capacity ratio of 1.44. The recommended improvement would
be to widen to 5 lanes (2 in each direction with a middle turn lane). The V/C ratio
reaches 1.0 in 2030. The estimated construction cost for this segment in 2030 is
$15,500,000.

COST PER TRIP
Cost per trip represents the burden to each vehicle trip in the study area to address future year
deficiencies eligible for development impact fee funding. This statistic was developed using
two factors: 1) estimated construction costs to address deficient links and 2) estimated
average daily traffic volumes.
Specifically, the cost per trip was calculated as the difference in 2038 implementation costs
and 2018 implementation costs divided by the difference in 2038 average daily traffic volumes
and 2018 average daily traffic volumes quantified for the entire transportation system. A
through trip discount (29.87%) accounts for trips on the transportation system that neither
begin nor end in the Lexington Study Area. A trip end discount (50%) ensures that two-way
trips are not double charged with a trip beginnings and endings at the same place.
The cost per trip formula is as follows:
2038 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 – 2018 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶
𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 = �
� ∗ (1 − 𝑇𝑇ℎ𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟ℎ 𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇) ∗ (1 − 𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷)
2038 𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴 – 2018 𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴
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Based on the foregoing, the cost per trip is $87.70.

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE IMPACT FEES
A maximum allowable impact fee schedule was developed to quantify the fair share cost of
providing increased capacity in the transportation system to serve new development. The cost
per trip was multiplied by trip generation rates for various residential and non-residential uses
reported in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation, Tenth Edition.
The maximum allowable impact fee formula was as follows:
(Trips generated — pass-by trips) * cost per trip
Pass-by trips in the formula account for trips already using the transportation system that
would visit the site as they pass by on the adjacent street. Table 4.4 summarizes
recommended maximum allowable transportation impact fees for the Fort Mill Study Area.

DISCOUNT RATE
Town Council may choose to apply a discount rate to the maximum allowable impact fees
presented herein. The discount rate could be used to provide a reasonable fee for continued
residential and non-residential investment, or to ensure that impact fees collected for
transportation do not exceed the cost of providing capital improvements identified to
accommodate new growth. Chapter 5 of the report expands on the notion of discount rates for
the Town of Lexington.
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Table 4.4 – Maximum Allowable Impact Fee Schedule for Transportation
Daily
Trip Rate A

Pass-By
Percentage B

Cost
per Trip

Max
Allowable
Impact Fee

ITE
Code

Units

Single Family Detached

210

d.u.

9.44

0%

$87.70

$828

Mobile Home

240

d.u.

5.00

0%

$87.70

$439

Multifamily Housing (1-2 Stories)

220

d.u.

7.32

0%

$87.70

$642

Multifamily Housing (3-10 Stories)

221

d.u.

5.44

0%

$87.70

$477

Senior Living Detached

251

d.u.

4.27

0%

$87.70

$374

Senior Living Attached

252

d.u.

3.70

0%

$87.70

$324

Hotel C

310

room

8.36

10%

$87.70

$660

Business Hotel D

312

room

4.02

10%

$87.70

$317

Motel

320

room

3.35

10%

$87.70

$264

Golf Driving Range

432

tee

13.65

0%

$87.70

$1,197

Movie Theater

C

444

1,000 s.f.

78.09

5%

$87.70

$6,506

Recreation Community Center

495

1,000 s.f.

28.82

0%

$87.70

$2,528

Elementary School

520

1,000 s.f.

19.52

0%

$87.70

$1,712

Middle/Junior High School

522

1,000 s.f.

20.17

0%

$87.70

$1,769

High School

530

1,000 s.f.

14.07

0%

$87.70

$1,234

School District Office

538

1,000 s.f.

14.37

0%

$87.70

$1,260

Junior/Community College

540

1,000 s.f.

20.25

0%

$87.70

$1,776

University/College

550

1,000 s.f

26.04

0%

$87.70

$2,284

Daycare

C

565

1,000 s.f.

47.62

50%

$87.70

$2,088

Cemetery

566

acre

6.02

0%

$87.70

$528

Library

590

1,000 s.f.

72.05

10%

$87.70

$5,687

Hospital C

610

1,000 s.f.

10.72

10%

$87.70

$846

Nursing Home C

620

1,000 s.f.

6.64

10%

$87.70

$524

Clinic

630

1,000 s.f.

38.16

0%

$87.70

$3,347

Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic

640

1,000 s.f.

21.50

0%

$87.70

$1,886

Medical/Dental Office

720

1,000 s.f.

34.80

10%

$87.70

$2,747

710

1,000 s.f.

9.74

10%

$87.70

$769

712

1,000 s.f.

16.19

10%

$87.70

$1,278

714

1,000 s.f.

7.95

10%

$87.70

$627

715

1,000 s.f.

11.25

10%

$87.70

$888

730

1,000 s.f.

22.59

10%

$87.70

$1,783

Land Use Category
Residential Uses

Hotel / Motel Uses

D

Recreational Uses

Institutional Uses

C

Medical Uses

C

Office Uses
General Office Building C
Small Office Building

E

Corporate Headquarters

E

Single Tenant Office Building
Government Office Building C
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Table 4.4 – Maximum Allowable Impact Fee Schedule for Transportation (cont.)
Land Use Category
United States Post Office
Government Office Complex
Office Park

F

E

Research and Development Center

Daily
Trip Rate A

Pass-By
Percentage B

Cost
per Trip

Max
Allowable
Impact Fee

ITE
Code

Units

732

1,000 s.f.

103.94

0%

$87.70

$9,116

733

1,000 s.f.

33.98

10%

$87.70

$2,682

750

1,000 s.f.

11.07

10%

$87.70

$874

760

1,000 s.f.

11.26

10%

$87.70

$889

E

770

1,000 s.f.

12.44

10%

$87.70

$982

Building Materials/Lumber Store

812

1,000 s.f.

18.05

0%

$87.70

$1,583

Variety Store

814

1,000 s.f.

63.47

34%

$87.70

$3,674

Free-Standing Discount Store

815

1,000 s.f.

53.12

17%

$87.70

$3,867

Hardware/Paint Store

816

1,000 s.f.

9.14

26%

$87.70

$593

Nursery (Garden Center)

817

1,000 s.f.

68.10

0%

$87.70

$5,972

Nursery (Wholesale)

818

1,000 s.f.

39.00

0%

$87.70

$3,420

820

1,000 s.f.

37.75

34%

$87.70

$2,185

Business Park

E

Retail Uses

Shopping Center
Automobile Sales (New)

840

1,000 s.f.

27.84

15%

$87.70

$2,075

G

841

1,000 s.f.

27.06

15%

$87.70

$2,017

Recreational Vehicle Sales

842

1,000 s.f.

5.00

0%

$87.70

$439

Automobile Parts Sales

843

1,000 s.f.

55.34

43%

$87.70

$2,766

Tire Store

848

1,000 s.f.

28.52

28%

$87.70

$1,801

Supermarket

850

1,000 s.f.

106.78

36%

$87.70

$5,993

Convenience Market w/ Gas Pumps

853

1,000 s.f.

624.20

66%

$87.70

$18,612

Discount Superstore

854

1,000 s.f.

90.87

21%

$87.70

$6,296

Discount Club

857

1,000 s.f.

41.80

37%

$87.70

$2,309

Sporting Goods Superstore

861

1,000 s.f.

28.75

0%

$87.70

$2,521

Pharmacy with Drive-Through Window

881

1,000 s.f.

109.16

49%

$87.70

$4,882

Furniture Store

890

1,000 s.f.

6.30

53%

$87.70

$260

Drive-In Bank

912

1,000 s.f.

100.03

35%

$87.70

$5,702

High-Turnover Restaurant

932

1,000 s.f.

112.18

43%

$87.70

$5,608

Fast-Food w/o Drive-Through Window H

933

1,000 s.f.

346.23

50%

$87.70

$15,182

Fast-Food w/ Drive-Through Window

934

1,000 s.f.

470.95

50%

$87.70

$20,651

935

1,000 s.f.

459.20

50%

$87.70

$20,136

Quick Lubrication Vehicle Shop

941

1,000 s.f.

69.57

0%

$87.70

$6,101

Automobile Parts and Service Center

943

1,000 s.f.

16.28

0%

$87.70

$1,428

Gasoline/Service Station

944

1,000 s.f.

1,202.83

42%

$87.70

$61,183

Gasoline/Service Station w/ Convenience

945

1,000 s.f.

1,440.02

56%

$87.70

$55,567

Super Convenience w/ Gas Station I

960

1,000 s.f.

837.58

56%

$87.70

$32,321

C

Automobile Sales (Used)

Service Uses

Fast-Food w/ Drive-Through (No Seating)
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Table 4.4 – Maximum Allowable Impact Fee Schedule for Transportation (cont.)
Daily
Trip Rate A

Pass-By
Percentage B

Cost
per Trip

Max
Allowable
Impact Fee

ITE
Code

Units

General Light Industrial C

110

1,000 s.f.

4.96

10%

$87.70

$391

Industrial Park

130

1,000 s.f.

3.37

0%

$87.70

$296

Manufacturing

140

1,000 s.f.

3.93

0%

$87.70

$345

Warehousing

150

1,000 s.f.

1.74

10%

$87.70

$137

Utility

170

1,000 s.f.

13.24

0%

$87.70

$1,161

Specialty Trade Contractor

180

1,000 s.f.

10.22

0%

$87.70

$896

Land Use Category
Industrial Uses

C

Notes:
A - Trip rates published in the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, Volume 2, Data for the "Daily Weekday Period",
"General Urban/Suburban Setting" category were used for Table 4.4.
B – Pass-by percentage rates published in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 3rd Edition for the “Weekday, PM Peak Period”
category were used for Table 4.4 unless otherwise noted in the table.
C – Pass-by percentage rate information was not available in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 3rd Edition. This analysis
assumes information published in the Palm Beach County Trip Generation Rates Table, published on August 13, 2014, as a
substitute.
D – Pass-by rate percentage rate information is not available for the ITE land use code. This analysis assumes information
reported for ITE Code 310 as a substitute.
E – Pass-by rate percentage rate information is not available for the ITE land use code. This analysis assumes information
reported for ITE Code 710 as a substitute.
F – Pass-by rate percentage rate information is not available for the ITE land use code. This analysis assumes information
reported for ITE Code 730 as a substitute.
G – Pass-by rate percentage rate information is not available for the ITE land use code. This analysis assumes information
reported for ITE Code 840 as a substitute.
H – Pass-by rate percentage rate information is not available for the ITE land use code. This analysis assumes information
reported for ITE Code 934 as a substitute.
I – Pass-by rate percentage rate information is not available for the ITE land use code. This analysis assumes information
reported for ITE Code 945 as a substitute.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

Growth and development in the Lexington Study Area (see Chapter 1, Figure 1.1) is expected to
continue through 2028 (2038 for the transportation impact fee analysis), which will likely
overburden existing parks and recreation facilities, municipal facilities and services, and the local
transportation system beyond current service delivery standards or maximum service capacities.
Therefore, it is appropriate to consider a development impact fee program to mitigate a
proportionate share of the anticipated future deficiencies associated with new growth.

DISCOUNT RATE
Maximum allowable impact fees may be adopted at less than 100% of the amounts presented
in previous chapters. Typically, the elected body will apply a discount rate to provide a
reasonable fee for continued residential or non-residential investment or to ensure that impact
fees collected for the various categories do not exceed the cost of providing recommended
capital improvements. The study recommends a discount rate be applied to the maximum
allowable impact fees presented in the report. The discount rate does not need to be the same
across all three impact fee categories; however, a discount rate for any one impact category
must be applied uniformly across all the land use categories represented in the schedule.
Tables 6.1 through 6.4 provide a comparison of different impact fee amounts that may be
collected in the Town of Lexington under a set of hypothetical discount rates. Ultimately, the
discount rate applied to maximum allowable impact fees will be a policy decision of Town Council.

Table 6.1 – Discount Rate Comparison Table #
Parks & Recreation
Land Use Category

Units

Max

0%

25%

50%

75%

Single Family Detached

d.u.

$1,285

$1,285

$963

$642

$321

Mobile Home

d.u.

$1,174

$1,174

$880

$587

$293

Multifamily (3-10 Stories)

d.u.

$932

$932

$699

$466

$233

Note:
# = Hypothetical impact fees presented in Table 6.1 were calculated as Maximum Allowable Impact Fee x (1 – discount rate).

Table 6.2 – Discount Rate Comparison Table #
Municipal Facilities & Services
Land Use Category

Units

Max

0%

25%

50%

75%

Single Family Detached

d.u.

$216

$216

$162

$108

$54

Mobile Home

d.u.

$197

$197

$147

$98

$49

Multifamily (3-10 Stories)

d.u.

$157

$157

$117

$78

$39

General Office Building

1,000 s.f.

$241

$241

$180

$120

$60

Shopping Center

1,000 s.f.

$190

$190

$142

$95

$47

General Light Industrial

1,000 s.f.

$132

$132

$99

$66

$33

Note:
# = Hypothetical impact fees presented in Table 6.2 were calculated as Maximum Allowable Impact Fee x (1 – discount rate).
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Table 6.3 – Discount Rate Comparison Table #
Transportation
Land Use Category

Units

Max

0%

25%

50%

75%

Single Family Detached

d.u.

$828

$828

$621

$414

$207

Mobile Home

d.u.

$439

$439

$329

$219

$109

Multifamily (3-10 Stories)

d.u.

$477

$477

$357

$238

$119

General Office Building

1,000 s.f.

$769

$769

$576

$384

$192

Shopping Center

1,000 s.f.

$2,185

$2,185

$1,638

$1,092

$546

General Light Industrial

1,000 s.f.

$391

$391

$293

$195

$97

Note:
# = Hypothetical impact fees presented in Table 6.4 were calculated as Maximum Allowable Impact Fee x (1 – discount rate).

Table 6.4 – Discount Rate Comparison Table #
All Impact Fee Categories Combined
Land Use Category

Units

Max

0%

25%

50%

75%

Single Family Detached

d.u.

$2,329

$2,329

$1,746

$1,164

$582

Mobile Home

d.u.

$1,810

$1,810

$1,356

$904

$451

Multifamily (3-10 Stories)

d.u.

$1,566

$1,566

$1,173

$782

$391

General Office Building

1,000 s.f.

$1,110

$1,110

$756

$504

$252

Shopping Center

1,000 s.f.

$2,375

$2,375

$1,780

$1,187

$593

General Light Industrial

1,000 s.f.

$523

$523

$392

$261

$130

Note:
# = Hypothetical impact fees presented in Table 6.4 were calculated as Maximum Allowable Impact Fee x (1 – discount rate).
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Appendix
Appendix A ─ State Enabling Legislation
Appendix B ─ US Census Data / ITE Employee Space Ratio Calculations
Appendix C ─ Parks & Recreation Inventory & Analysis Tables
Appendix D ─ Municipal Facilities & Services Inventory & Analysis Tables
Appendix E ─ Transportation Inventory & Analysis

Title 6 – Local Government – Provisions Applicable to Special Purpose
Districts and Other Political Subdivisions
[downloaded from South Carolina Legislature website, December 23, 2016]
www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c001.php
CHAPTER 1
General Provisions
ARTICLE 9
Development Impact Fees
SECTION 6-1-910. Short title.
This article may be cited as the "South Carolina Development Impact Fee Act".
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-920. Definitions.
As used in this article:
(1) "Affordable housing" means housing affordable to families whose incomes do not exceed eighty percent of the
median income for the service area or areas within the jurisdiction of the governmental entity.
(2) "Capital improvements" means improvements with a useful life of five years or more, by new construction or other
action, which increase or increased the service capacity of a public facility.
(3) "Capital improvements plan" means a plan that identifies capital improvements for which development impact
fees may be used as a funding source.
(4) "Connection charges" and "hookup charges" mean charges for the actual cost of connecting a property to a public
water or public sewer system, limited to labor and materials involved in making pipe connections, installation of water
meters, and other actual costs.
(5) "Developer" means an individual or corporation, partnership, or other entity undertaking development.
(6) "Development" means construction or installation of a new building or structure, or a change in use of a building
or structure, any of which creates additional demand and need for public facilities. A building or structure shall
include, but not be limited to, modular buildings and manufactured housing. "Development" does not include
alterations made to existing single-family homes.
(7) "Development approval" means a document from a governmental entity which authorizes the commencement of a
development.

(8) "Development impact fee" or "impact fee" means a payment of money imposed as a condition of development
approval to pay a proportionate share of the cost of system improvements needed to serve the people utilizing the
improvements. The term does not include:
(a) a charge or fee to pay the administrative, plan review, or inspection costs associated with permits required for
development;
(b) connection or hookup charges;
(c) amounts collected from a developer in a transaction in which the governmental entity has incurred expenses in
constructing capital improvements for the development if the owner or developer has agreed to be financially
responsible for the construction or installation of the capital improvements;
(d) fees authorized by Article 3 of this chapter.
(9) "Development permit" means a permit issued for construction on or development of land when no subsequent
building permit issued pursuant to Chapter 9 of Title 6 is required.
(10) "Fee payor" means the individual or legal entity that pays or is required to pay a development impact fee.
(11) "Governmental entity" means a county, as provided in Chapter 9, Title 4, and a municipality, as defined in
Section 5-1-20.
(12) "Incidental benefits" are benefits which accrue to a property as a secondary result or as a minor consequence of
the provision of public facilities to another property.
(13) "Land use assumptions" means a description of the service area and projections of land uses, densities,
intensities, and population in the service area over at least a ten-year period.
(14) "Level of service" means a measure of the relationship between service capacity and service demand for public
facilities.
(15) "Local planning commission" means the entity created pursuant to Article 1, Chapter 29, Title 6.
(16) "Project" means a particular development on an identified parcel of land.
(17) "Proportionate share" means that portion of the cost of system improvements determined pursuant to Section 61-990 which reasonably relates to the service demands and needs of the project.
(18) "Public facilities" means:
(a) water supply production, treatment, laboratory, engineering, administration, storage, and transmission facilities;

(b) wastewater collection, treatment, laboratory, engineering, administration, and disposal facilities;
(c) solid waste and recycling collection, treatment, and disposal facilities;
(d) roads, streets, and bridges including, but not limited to, rights-of-way and traffic signals;
(e) storm water transmission, retention, detention, treatment, and disposal facilities and flood control facilities;
(f) public safety facilities, including law enforcement, fire, emergency medical and rescue, and street lighting facilities;
(g) capital equipment and vehicles, with an individual unit purchase price of not less than one hundred thousand
dollars including, but not limited to, equipment and vehicles used in the delivery of public safety services, emergency
preparedness services, collection and disposal of solid waste, and storm water management and control;
(h) parks, libraries, and recreational facilities;
(i) public education facilities for grades K-12 including, but not limited to, schools, offices, classrooms, parking areas,
playgrounds, libraries, cafeterias, gymnasiums, health and music rooms, computer and science laboratories, and
other facilities considered necessary for the proper public education of the state's children.
(19) "Service area" means, based on sound planning or engineering principles, or both, a defined geographic area in
which specific public facilities provide service to development within the area defined. Provided, however, that no
provision in this article may be interpreted to alter, enlarge, or reduce the service area or boundaries of a political
subdivision which is authorized or set by law.
(20) "Service unit" means a standardized measure of consumption, use, generation, or discharge attributable to an
individual unit of development calculated in accordance with generally accepted engineering or planning standards
for a particular category of capital improvements.
(21) "System improvements" means capital improvements to public facilities which are designed to provide service to
a service area.
(22) "System improvement costs" means costs incurred for construction or reconstruction of system improvements,
including design, acquisition, engineering, and other costs attributable to the improvements, and also including the
costs of providing additional public facilities needed to serve new growth and development. System improvement
costs do not include:
(a) construction, acquisition, or expansion of public facilities other than capital improvements identified in the capital
improvements plan;
(b) repair, operation, or maintenance of existing or new capital improvements;
(c) upgrading, updating, expanding, or replacing existing capital improvements to serve existing development in order
to meet stricter safety, efficiency, environmental, or regulatory standards;

(d) upgrading, updating, expanding, or replacing existing capital improvements to provide better service to existing
development;
(e) administrative and operating costs of the governmental entity; or
(f) principal payments and interest or other finance charges on bonds or other indebtedness except financial
obligations issued by or on behalf of the governmental entity to finance capital improvements identified in the capital
improvements plan.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1; 2016 Act No. 229 (H.4416), Section 2, eff June 3, 2016.
Effect of Amendment
2016 Act No. 229, Section 2, added (18)(i), relating to certain public education facilities.
SECTION 6-1-930. Developmental impact fee.
(A)(1) Only a governmental entity that has a comprehensive plan, as provided in Chapter 29 of this title, and which
complies with the requirements of this article may impose a development impact fee. If a governmental entity has not
adopted a comprehensive plan, but has adopted a capital improvements plan which substantially complies with the
requirements of Section 6-1-960(B), then it may impose a development impact fee. A governmental entity may not
impose an impact fee, regardless of how it is designated, except as provided in this article. However, a special
purpose district or public service district which (a) provides fire protection services or recreation services, (b) was
created by act of the General Assembly prior to 1973, and (c) had the power to impose development impact fees
prior to the effective date of this section is not prohibited from imposing development impact fees.
(2) Before imposing a development impact fee on residential units, a governmental entity shall prepare a report which
estimates the effect of recovering capital costs through impact fees on the availability of affordable housing within the
political jurisdiction of the governmental entity.
(B)(1) An impact fee may be imposed and collected by the governmental entity only upon the passage of an
ordinance approved by a positive majority, as defined in Article 3 of this chapter.
(2) The amount of the development impact fee must be based on actual improvement costs or reasonable estimates
of the costs, supported by sound engineering studies.
(3) An ordinance authorizing the imposition of a development impact fee must:
(a) establish a procedure for timely processing of applications for determinations by the governmental entity of
development impact fees applicable to all property subject to impact fees and for the timely processing of
applications for individual assessment of development impact fees, credits, or reimbursements allowed or paid under
this article;

(b) include a description of acceptable levels of service for system improvements; and
(c) provide for the termination of the impact fee.
(C) A governmental entity shall prepare and publish an annual report describing the amount of all impact fees
collected, appropriated, or spent during the preceding year by category of public facility and service area.
(D) Payment of an impact fee may result in an incidental benefit to property owners or developers within the service
area other than the fee payor, except that an impact fee that results in benefits to property owners or developers
within the service area, other than the fee payor, in an amount which is greater than incidental benefits is prohibited.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-940. Amount of impact fee.
A governmental entity imposing an impact fee must provide in the impact fee ordinance the amount of impact fee due
for each unit of development in a project for which an individual building permit or certificate of occupancy is issued.
The governmental entity is bound by the amount of impact fee specified in the ordinance and may not charge higher
or additional impact fees for the same purpose unless the number of service units increases or the scope of the
development changes and the amount of additional impact fees is limited to the amount attributable to the additional
service units or change in scope of the development. The impact fee ordinance must:
(1) include an explanation of the calculation of the impact fee, including an explanation of the factors considered
pursuant to this article;
(2) specify the system improvements for which the impact fee is intended to be used;
(3) inform the developer that he may pay a project's proportionate share of system improvement costs by payment of
impact fees according to the fee schedule as full and complete payment of the developer's proportionate share of
system improvements costs;
(4) inform the fee payor that:
(a) he may negotiate and contract for facilities or services with the governmental entity in lieu of the development
impact fee as defined in Section 6-1-1050;
(b) he has the right of appeal, as provided in Section 6-1-1030;
(c) the impact fee must be paid no earlier than the time of issuance of the building permit or issuance of a
development permit if no building permit is required.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-950. Procedure for adoption of ordinance imposing impact fees.

(A) The governing body of a governmental entity begins the process for adoption of an ordinance imposing an impact
fee by enacting a resolution directing the local planning commission to conduct the studies and to recommend an
impact fee ordinance, developed in accordance with the requirements of this article. Under no circumstances may the
governing body of a governmental entity impose an impact fee for any public facility which has been paid for entirely
by the developer.
(B) Upon receipt of the resolution enacted pursuant to subsection (A), the local planning commission shall develop,
within the time designated in the resolution, and make recommendations to the governmental entity for a capital
improvements plan and impact fees by service unit. The local planning commission shall prepare and adopt its
recommendations in the same manner and using the same procedures as those used for developing
recommendations for a comprehensive plan as provided in Article 3, Chapter 29, Title 6, except as otherwise
provided in this article. The commission shall review and update the capital improvements plan and impact fees in
the same manner and on the same review cycle as the governmental entity's comprehensive plan or elements of it.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-960. Recommended capital improvements plan; notice; contents of plan.
(A) The local planning commission shall recommend to the governmental entity a capital improvements plan which
may be adopted by the governmental entity by ordinance. The recommendations of the commission are not binding
on the governmental entity, which may amend or alter the plan. After reasonable public notice, a public hearing must
be held before final action to adopt the ordinance approving the capital improvements plan. The notice must be
published not less than thirty days before the time of the hearing in at least one newspaper of general circulation in
the county. The notice must advise the public of the time and place of the hearing, that a copy of the capital
improvements plan is available for public inspection in the offices of the governmental entity, and that members of the
public will be given an opportunity to be heard.
(B) The capital improvements plan must contain:
(1) a general description of all existing public facilities, and their existing deficiencies, within the service area or areas
of the governmental entity, a reasonable estimate of all costs, and a plan to develop the funding resources, including
existing sources of revenues, related to curing the existing deficiencies including, but not limited to, the upgrading,
updating, improving, expanding, or replacing of these facilities to meet existing needs and usage;
(2) an analysis of the total capacity, the level of current usage, and commitments for usage of capacity of existing
public facilities, which must be prepared by a qualified professional using generally accepted principles and
professional standards;
(3) a description of the land use assumptions;
(4) a definitive table establishing the specific service unit for each category of system improvements and an
equivalency or conversion table establishing the ratio of a service unit to various types of land uses, including
residential, commercial, agricultural, and industrial, as appropriate;

(5) a description of all system improvements and their costs necessitated by and attributable to new development in
the service area, based on the approved land use assumptions, to provide a level of service not to exceed the level
of service currently existing in the community or service area, unless a different or higher level of service is required
by law, court order, or safety consideration;
(6) the total number of service units necessitated by and attributable to new development within the service area
based on the land use assumptions and calculated in accordance with generally accepted engineering or planning
criteria;
(7) the projected demand for system improvements required by new service units projected over a reasonable period
of time not to exceed twenty years;
(8) identification of all sources and levels of funding available to the governmental entity for the financing of the
system improvements; and
(9) a schedule setting forth estimated dates for commencing and completing construction of all improvements
identified in the capital improvements plan.
(C) Changes in the capital improvements plan must be approved in the same manner as approval of the original plan.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-970. Exemptions from impact fees.
The following structures or activities are exempt from impact fees:
(1) rebuilding the same amount of floor space of a structure that was destroyed by fire or other catastrophe;
(2) remodeling or repairing a structure that does not result in an increase in the number of service units;
(3) replacing a residential unit, including a manufactured home, with another residential unit on the same lot, if the
number of service units does not increase;
(4) placing a construction trailer or office on a lot during the period of construction on the lot;
(5) constructing an addition on a residential structure which does not increase the number of service units;
(6) adding uses that are typically accessory to residential uses, such as a tennis court or a clubhouse, unless it is
demonstrated clearly that the use creates a significant impact on the system's capacity;
(7) all or part of a particular development project if:
(a) the project is determined to create affordable housing; and

(b) the exempt development's proportionate share of system improvements is funded through a revenue source other
than development impact fees;
(8) constructing a new elementary, middle, or secondary school; and
(9) constructing a new volunteer fire department.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1; 2016 Act No. 229 (H.4416), Section 1, eff June 3, 2016.
Effect of Amendment
2016 Act No. 229, Section 1, added (8) and (9), relating to certain schools and volunteer fire departments.
SECTION 6-1-980. Calculation of impact fees.
(A) The impact fee for each service unit may not exceed the amount determined by dividing the costs of the capital
improvements by the total number of projected service units that potentially could use the capital improvement. If the
number of new service units projected over a reasonable period of time is less than the total number of new service
units shown by the approved land use assumptions at full development of the service area, the maximum impact fee
for each service unit must be calculated by dividing the costs of the part of the capital improvements necessitated by
and attributable to the projected new service units by the total projected new service units.
(B) An impact fee must be calculated in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-990. Maximum impact fee; proportionate share of costs of improvements to serve new development.
(A) The impact fee imposed upon a fee payor may not exceed a proportionate share of the costs incurred by the
governmental entity in providing system improvements to serve the new development. The proportionate share is the
cost attributable to the development after the governmental entity reduces the amount to be imposed by the following
factors:
(1) appropriate credit, offset, or contribution of money, dedication of land, or construction of system improvements;
and
(2) all other sources of funding the system improvements including funds obtained from economic development
incentives or grants secured which are not required to be repaid.
(B) In determining the proportionate share of the cost of system improvements to be paid, the governmental entity
imposing the impact fee must consider the:
(1) cost of existing system improvements resulting from new development within the service area or areas;

(2) means by which existing system improvements have been financed;
(3) extent to which the new development contributes to the cost of system improvements;
(4) extent to which the new development is required to contribute to the cost of existing system improvements in the
future;
(5) extent to which the new development is required to provide system improvements, without charge to other
properties within the service area or areas;
(6) time and price differentials inherent in a fair comparison of fees paid at different times; and
(7) availability of other sources of funding system improvements including, but not limited to, user charges, general
tax levies, intergovernmental transfers, and special taxation.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-1000. Fair compensation or reimbursement of developers for costs, dedication of land or oversize
facilities.
A developer required to pay a development impact fee may not be required to pay more than his proportionate share
of the costs of the project, including the payment of money or contribution or dedication of land, or to oversize his
facilities for use of others outside of the project without fair compensation or reimbursement.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-1010. Accounting; expenditures.
(A) Revenues from all development impact fees must be maintained in one or more interest-bearing accounts.
Accounting records must be maintained for each category of system improvements and the service area in which the
fees are collected. Interest earned on development impact fees must be considered funds of the account on which it
is earned, and must be subject to all restrictions placed on the use of impact fees pursuant to the provisions of this
article.
(B) Expenditures of development impact fees must be made only for the category of system improvements and within
or for the benefit of the service area for which the impact fee was imposed as shown by the capital improvements
plan and as authorized in this article. Impact fees may not be used for:
(1) a purpose other than system improvement costs to create additional improvements to serve new growth;
(2) a category of system improvements other than that for which they were collected; or
(3) the benefit of service areas other than the area for which they were imposed.

HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-1020. Refunds of impact fees.
(A) An impact fee must be refunded to the owner of record of property on which a development impact fee has been
paid if:
(1) the impact fees have not been expended within three years of the date they were scheduled to be expended on a
first-in, first-out basis; or
(2) a building permit or permit for installation of a manufactured home is denied.
(B) When the right to a refund exists, the governmental entity shall send a refund to the owner of record within ninety
days after it is determined by the entity that a refund is due.
(C) A refund must include the pro rata portion of interest earned while on deposit in the impact fee account.
(D) A person entitled to a refund has standing to sue for a refund pursuant to this article if there has not been a timely
payment of a refund pursuant to subsection (B) of this section.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-1030. Appeals.
(A) A governmental entity which adopts a development impact fee ordinance shall provide for administrative appeals
by the developer or fee payor.
(B) A fee payor may pay a development impact fee under protest. A fee payor making the payment is not estopped
from exercising the right of appeal provided in this article, nor is the fee payor estopped from receiving a refund of an
amount considered to have been illegally collected. Instead of making a payment of an impact fee under protest, a
fee payor, at his option, may post a bond or submit an irrevocable letter of credit for the amount of impact fees due,
pending the outcome of an appeal.
(C) A governmental entity which adopts a development impact fee ordinance shall provide for mediation by a
qualified independent party, upon voluntary agreement by both the fee payor and the governmental entity, to address
a disagreement related to the impact fee for proposed development. Participation in mediation does not preclude the
fee payor from pursuing other remedies provided for in this section or otherwise available by law.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-1040. Collection of development impact fees.
A governmental entity may provide in a development impact fee ordinance the method for collection of development

impact fees including, but not limited to:
(1) additions to the fee for reasonable interest and penalties for nonpayment or late payment;
(2) withholding of the certificate of occupancy, or building permit if no certificate of occupancy is required, until the
development impact fee is paid;
(3) withholding of utility services until the development impact fee is paid; and
(4) imposing liens for failure to pay timely a development impact fee.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-1050. Permissible agreements for payments or construction or installation of improvements by fee
payors and developers; credits and reimbursements.
A fee payor and developer may enter into an agreement with a governmental entity, including an agreement entered
into pursuant to the South Carolina Local Government Development Agreement Act, providing for payments instead
of impact fees for facilities or services. That agreement may provide for the construction or installation of system
improvements by the fee payor or developer and for credits or reimbursements for costs incurred by a fee payor or
developer including interproject transfers of credits or reimbursement for project improvements which are used or
shared by more than one development project. An impact fee may not be imposed on a fee payor or developer who
has entered into an agreement as described in this section.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-1060. Article shall not affect existing laws.
(A) The provisions of this article do not repeal existing laws authorizing a governmental entity to impose fees or
require contributions or property dedications for capital improvements. A development impact fee adopted in
accordance with existing laws before the enactment of this article is not affected until termination of the development
impact fee. A subsequent change or reenactment of the development impact fee must comply with the provisions of
this article. Requirements for developers to pay in whole or in part for system improvements may be imposed by
governmental entities only by way of impact fees imposed pursuant to the ordinance.
(B) Notwithstanding another provision of this article, property for which a valid building permit or certificate of
occupancy has been issued or construction has commenced before the effective date of a development impact fee
ordinance is not subject to additional development impact fees.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-1070. Shared funding among units of government; agreements.
(A) If the proposed system improvements include the improvement of public facilities under the jurisdiction of another

unit of government including, but not limited to, a special purpose district that does not provide water and wastewater
utilities, a school district, and a public service district, an agreement between the governmental entity and other unit
of government must specify the reasonable share of funding by each unit. The governmental entity authorized to
impose impact fees may not assume more than its reasonable share of funding joint improvements, nor may another
unit of government which is not authorized to impose impact fees do so unless the expenditure is pursuant to an
agreement under Section 6-1-1050 of this section.
(B) A governmental entity may enter into an agreement with another unit of government including, but not limited to, a
special purpose district that does not provide water and wastewater utilities, a school district, and a public service
district, that has the responsibility of providing the service for which an impact fee may be imposed. The
determination of the amount of the impact fee for the contracting governmental entity must be made in the same
manner and is subject to the same procedures and limitations as provided in this article. The agreement must provide
for the collection of the impact fee by the governmental entity and for the expenditure of the impact fee by another
unit of government including, but not limited to, a special purpose district that does not provide water and wastewater
utilities, a school district, and a public services district unless otherwise provided by contract.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-1080. Exemptions; water or wastewater utilities.
The provisions of this chapter do not apply to a development impact fee for water or wastewater utilities, or both,
imposed by a city, county, commissioners of public works, special purpose district, or nonprofit corporation organized
pursuant to Chapter 35 or 36 of Title 33, except that in order to impose a development impact fee for water or
wastewater utilities, or both, the city, county, commissioners of public works, special purpose district or nonprofit
corporation organized pursuant to Chapter 35 or 36 of Title 33 must:
(1) have a capital improvements plan before imposition of the development impact fee; and
(2) prepare a report to be made public before imposition of the development impact fee, which shall include, but not
be limited to, an explanation of the basis, use, calculation, and method of collection of the development impact fee;
and
(3) enact the fee in accordance with the requirements of Article 3 of this chapter.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-1090. Annexations by municipalities.
A county development impact fee ordinance imposed in an area which is annexed by a municipality is not affected by
this article until the development impact fee terminates, unless the municipality assumes any liability which is to be
paid with the impact fee revenue.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.

SECTION 6-1-2000. Taxation or revenue authority by political subdivisions.
This article shall not create, grant, or confer any new or additional taxing or revenue raising authority to a political
subdivision which was not specifically granted to that entity by a previous act of the General Assembly.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
SECTION 6-1-2010. Compliance with public notice or public hearing requirements.
Compliance with any requirement for public notice or public hearing in this article is considered to be in compliance
with any other public notice or public hearing requirement otherwise applicable including, but not limited to, the
provisions of Chapter 4, Title 30, and Article 3 of this chapter.
HISTORY: 1999 Act No. 118, Section 1.
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Table A.1 − Occupied Housing Units in Lexington, SC
Housing Category

No. of Units

Single Family (Attached or Detached)
Mobile Home
Multifamily (2 or more units)

5,124
364
2,337
Total

7,825

Source:
US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Five Year Estimates, 2013-2017, Table S2504 (Physical Housing Characteristics for Occupied Housing Units)

Table A.2 − Population in Occupied Housing Units in Lexington, SC
Housing Category

Population

Single Family (Attached or Detached)
Mobile Home
Multifamily (2 or more units)

13,645
884
4,510
Total

19,039

Source:
US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Five Year Estimates, 2013-2017, Table B25033

Table A.3 − Persons per Household in Occupied Housing Units in Lexington, SC
Housing Category
Single Family (Attached or Detached)
Mobile Home
Multifamily (2 or more units)
Town-Wide Average

Persons / Household
2.66
2.43
1.93
2.43

Source:
City Explained, Inc., Computation Using US Census Bureau, American Community Survey Data, Tables S2504 and B25033

Table B.1 − Population Estimates for Lexington, SC
Horizon Year
2015
2018
Calculated Factor

Population Statistic
19,447
20,547
1.06

Sources:
Town of Lexington Fiscal Year 2019 Budget Document, Population Estimate for 2018
US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Five Year Estimates, 2011-2015, Table B01003 (Total Population)

Table B.2 − Employee Estimates for Lexington, SC
Horizon Year
2015
2018

Employment Statistic
13,274
14,070

Source:
City Explained, Inc., Computation Using US Census Bureau, American Community Survey Data, Table B01003 (2015 and 2017), and One the Map Statistics for the Town of Lexington (2015)

Screen Capture from One the Map Tool Run for the Town of Lexington, SC on June 20, 2019

Appendix
Appendix A ─ State Enabling Legislation
Appendix B ─ US Census Data / ITE Employee Space Ratio Calculations
Appendix C ─ Parks & Recreation Inventory & Analysis Tables
Appendix D ─ Municipal Facilities & Services Inventory & Analysis Tables
Appendix E ─ Transportation Inventory & Analysis

004320-09-010
005496-01-100
004324-04-011
004326-03-006 & -009
004321-08-009, -010, -011, & -012
004320-09-010
004300-08-023
004300-01-030

TMS Number

Totals

209 S. Lake Drive
241 Gibson Road
210 Corley Street
804 Hendrix Street
107 W. Main Street
104 Hendrix Street
989 Hendrix Street
1104 N. Lake Drive

Location

A

$4,451,225

$2,806,677 B
$375,600
$40,960
$54,340
$1,040,000
―C
$96,250 D
$37,398

Taxable Land Value

Acres

134.35

14.97
58.80
2.57
0.43
2.71
21.25
1.10
32.52
$667,685

$421,002
$56,340
$6,144
$8,151
$156,000
―
$14,438
$5,610

Reserve for Site Development
Costs (15%) E

$511,891

322,768
43,194
4,710
6,249
119,600
―
11,069
4,301

Reserve for Professional
Services (10%) F

= The size and value of Lexington Paw Park (in acres and dollars) was reduced to represent only the areas dedicated to Town of Lexington parks and recreation uses (i.e., 1.10 acres / 8.90 acres = 12.4%).

= Site development costs (15%) are assumed as part of "system improvements costs" summarized in Section 6-1-920(22) of the South Carolina Development Impact Fee Act.

= A professional services allowance (10%) is assumed as part of "system improvements costs" summarized in Section 6-1-920(22) of the South Carolina Development Impact Fee Act.

E

F

= Virginia Hylton Park and the Palmetto Collegiate Institute share the same TMS number; therefore, the land value for Palmetto Collegiate Institute was omitted to avoid double-counting in the park inventory.

C

D

= The size and value of Virginia Hylton Park (in acres and dollars) was reduced to represent only the areas dedicated to Town of Lexington parks and recreation uses (i.e., 14.97 acres / 21.25 acres = 70.4%).

B

= Taxable Land Values were collected from the County of Lexington Property Tax Search website (https://lex-co.sc.gov/services/property-tax-data-search) on June 20, 2019, with the exception of Fourteen Mile Creek Trail because tax information was not available on the website. Taxable
Land Value for this property was collected from the County of Lexington GIS parcel data set.

A

Notes:

Virginia Hylton Park
Gibson Pond Park
Corley Street Park
Caractor Park
Icehouse Amphitheater
Palmetto Collegiate Institute
Lexington Paw Park
Fourteen Mile Creek Trail

Park Name

Table C.1 − Parkland Replacement Values

Public Restrooms
Community Building

107 W. Main Street
104 Hendrix Street

Year Built
1985

1,740
1,838
15,278

Totals

―C
―C
―C
10,500

―C

1,200

2016
1950

―
―C
2016

C

―C

1987

Size (sq. ft.)A

$3,496,199

$825,247
$757,372

$134,000
$1,564,727

$78,653
$55,200 D
$33,000
$48,000

Building ValuationA

$349,620

$82,525
$75,737

$13,400
$156,473

$7,865
$5,520
$3,300
$4,800

Reserve for Professional
Services (10%)B

= Data not available in the South Carolina Municipal Insurance and Risk Financing Fund for the Town of Lexington, Property Schedule, provided by Town officials on June 3, 2019.

C

= Data was only available for building and contents (combined) in the South Carolina Municipal Insurance and Risk Financing Fund for the Town of Lexington, Property Schedule, provided by Town officials on June 3, 2019. Assumed a 50% reduction for the published
building value to account for contents in the building.

D

= A professional services allowance (10%) is assumed as part of "system improvements costs" summarized in Section 6-1-920(22) of the South Carolina Development Impact Fee Act.

B

= Year built, size, and building valuation statistics were captured from information published in the South Carolina Municipal Insurance and Risk Financing Fund for the Town of Lexington, Property Schedule, provided by Town officials on June 3, 2019. Town officials
provided information missing in the table via department head interviews.

A

Notes:

Icehouse Amphitheater

Icehouse Amphitheater
Palmetto Collegiate Institute

Amphitheater

107 W. Main Street

209 S. Lake Drive
503 S. Lake Drive
210 Corley Street
804 Hendrix Street
241 Gibson Road

Virginia Hylton Park

Location

Virginia Hylton Park
Corley Street Park
Caractor Park
Gibson Pond Park

Park Name

Parks Office
Parks Storage Office
Public Restrooms
Public Restrooms
Public Restrooms

Building Type

Table C.2 − Recreation Building Replacement Values

Table C.3 − Recreation Amenities Replacement Values
Facility Type

Park

Location

Facility Valuation A

Town Hall Gardens

Virginia Hylton Park

209 S. Lake Drive

$35,073

Picnic Tables

Virginia Hylton Park

209 S. Lake Drive

$257,750

Gazebos (3)

Virginia Hylton Park

209 S. Lake Drive

$20,948

Veterans Memorial Monument

Virginia Hylton Park

209 S. Lake Drive

$147,000

Stone Fountain

Caractor Park

804 Hendrix Street

$13,000

Fence

Caractor Park

804 Hendrix Street

$14,900

Picnic Shelter

Caractor Park

804 Hendrix Street

$7,673

Playground Equipment

Caractor Park

804 Hendrix Street

$7,900

Walkways

Caractor Park

804 Hendrix Street

$16,000

Rubber Play Surfaces

Caractor Park

804 Hendrix Street

$30,279

Small Shelter

Gibson Pond Park

241 Gibson Road

$23,000

Medium Shelter (3)

Gibson Pond Park

241 Gibson Road

$48,047

Large Shelter

Gibson Pond Park

241 Gibson Road

$149,028

Picnic Tables & Benches

Gibson Pond Park

241 Gibson Road

$46,000

Fencing

Gibson Pond Park

241 Gibson Road

$101,000

Covered Dock

Gibson Pond Park

241 Gibson Road

$12,283

Emergency Call Box

Gibson Pond Park

Medium Shelter (2)

Lexington Paw Park

Notes:

241 Gibson Road

$5,050

989 Hendrix Street

$11,724
$946,655

A
= Facility valuation statistics were captured from information published in the South Carolina Municipal Insurance and Risk Financing Fund for the Town of Lexington, Property
Schedule, provided by Town officials on June 3, 2019.

= A Facility Valuation statistic for the Fourteen Mile Creek Trail was captured from information published in the South Carolina Municipal Insurance and Risk Financing Fund for the Town of Lexington, Property Schedule, provided by Town officials on June 3, 2019.

= Site development costs (15%) are assumed as part of "system improvements costs" summarized in Section 6-1-920(22) of the South Carolina Development Impact Fee Act.

= A professional services allowance (10%) was assumed as part of "system improvements costs" summarized in Section 6-1-920(22) of the South Carolina Development Impact Fee Act.

E

$46,526

$18,400
$28,126

D

$60,686

$24,000
$36,686

Reserve for Professional
Services (10%) E

= Cost per centerline mile for an eight foot wide paved facility was estimated to be $160,000 per mile.

$404,573

$160,000
$244,573

Reserve for Site Development
Costs (15%) D

C

2.70

1.00
1.70

Facility Valuation B, C

= Trail categories and trail lengths reported by the Town of Lexington Parks and Sanitation Department on June 21, 2019.

Totals

Miles of Trail A

B

Paved Trail
Nature Trail & Boardwalk

Trail Category A

A

Notes:

Virginia Hylton Park
Fourteen Mile Creek Trail

Parks with Walking Trails

Table C.4 − Trail System Replacement Values

Table C.5 − Inventory of Other Funding Sources for Parks & Recreation Facilities in Lexington, SC A
Awarding Agency
Lexington County, South Carolina

Revenue Source

Award Amount

Land Donation

$96,250 Lexington Paw Park
Award Total
Ten Year Average
Ten Year Forecast

Notes:
A

= Data used for the inventory of other funding sources was provided by the Town of Lexington on June 21, 2019.

Project
$96,250.00
$9,625.00
$96,250.00

Table C.6 − Total Replacement Costs for the Parks & Recreation System in Lexington, SC
Replacement Category
Fee Simple Land Value
Park & Recreation Buildings & Amenities
Trails & Greenways
Site Development Costs
Professional Services

Cost
$4,451,225
$4,442,854
$404,573
$728,371
$908,037

Total Replacement Cost
Anticipated Offsets - Grant Funding Forecast (2018 to 2028)
NetTotal Replacement Cost

$10,027,023
$96,250
$9,930,773

Cost per Capita Calculation
Net Total Replacement Cost
Base Year Population (2018)
Cost per Resident

$9,930,773
20,547
$483.32
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= A professional services allowance (10%) is assumed as part of "system improvements costs" summarized in Section 6-1-920(22) of the South Carolina Development Impact Fee Act.

Acres

1.94

1.94
―
―
―
―
$54,688

$54,688
―
―
―
―

Reserve for Site Development
Costs (15%) B

$41,928

$41,928
―
―
―
―

Reserve for Professional
Services (10%) C

= The police substation in Hope Ferry Shopping Center is a leased facility; therefore, the land cost was omitted from the inventory.

= The police storage buliding is located on the same site as Liverman Hospital, which is not controlled or operated by the Town of Lexington. The land cost associated with the police storage building was omitted from the inventory.

G

H

= The signal shop building is located on the same site as a water tower for the Town of Lexington Utilities Department, which is not a department recongized for the calculations performed for the municipal facilities and equipment impact fee category. Therefore, the land cost associated with the Town's signal
shop was omitted from the inventory.

F

= The parks and sanitation office building is located on the same site as the Town of Lexington Utilities Department, which is not a department recongized for the calculations performed for the municipal facilities and equipment impact fee category. Therefore, the land cost associated with the Town's public
works office was omitted from the inventory.

E

= The parcel with the Municipal Complex on it includes 21.25 total acres. It is assumed 14.97 acres are used for park and recreation uses, and 6.28 acres are used for municipal government uses. It was also assumed 31% of the property used for municipal government uses (6.28 acres) was used for
municipal facilities and equipment associated with growth-related departments (i.e., 6.28 acres x 31% = 1.94 acres). See Table D.6 − Lexington Town Hall Floor Area Space Allocation for an inventory of growth-related department calculations.

D

= Site development costs (15%) are assumed as part of "system improvements costs" summarized in Section 6-1-920(22) of the South Carolina Development Impact Fee Act.

$364,587

C

Totals

$364,587
―
―
―
―

Taxable Land Value A

= Taxable Land Values were collected from the County of Lexington Property Tax Search website (https://lex-co.sc.gov/services/property-tax-data-search) on June 20, 2019.

111 Maiden Lane
503 S. Lake Drive
979 Hendrix Street
5179 Sunset Boulevard
212 N. Church Street

Location

B

G

004320-09-010
005420-03-002
004300-08-022
004496-02-101
004320-04-004

TMS Number

A

Notes:

Municipal Complex D
Parks & Sanitation Office E
Signal Shop F
Police Substation (Hope Ferry Shopping Center)
Police Storage Building (Liverman Hospital) H

Facility Type

Table D.1 − Municipal Facilities & Equipment Land Replacement Values

5179 Sunset Boulevard
212 N. Church Street

Open Storage Facility

Police Substation (Hope Ferry Shopping Center)

Police Storage Building (Liverman Hospital)

2019

7,052

4,480
38,192

Totals

11,760
―

12,800

300

1,800

1950

2019
―

Size (sq. ft.) A

$1,680,750

$15,000

$175,000
―

$250,000

$20,684

$119,596

$1,100,470

Building Valuation A, B

$168,075

$1,500

$17,500
―

$25,000

$2,068

$11,960

$110,047

Professional Services
Allowance (10%) C

= Professional services allowance (10%) assumed as part of "system improvements costs" summarized in Section 6-1-920(22) of the South Carolina Development Impact Fee Act.

C

= The size and value of this building (in building square feet and in dollars) was reduced to approximate the areas dedicated to municipal facilities and equipment (i.e., 80,000 square feet x 31% = 7,052 square feet and $3,553,916 x 31% = $1,100,470). See table
entitled "Lexington Municipal Complex Floor Plan" for a breakdown of growth vs. non-growth related department calculations.

D

= Building values for the headted storage facility and open area storage facility at 284 Brunner Road provided by Town staff on July 9, 2019.

B

= Year built, size, and building valuation statistics were captured from information published in the South Carolina Municipal Insurance and Risk Financing Fund for the Town of Lexington, Property Schedule, provided by Town officials on June 3, 2019. Town officials
provided information missing in the table via department head interviews.

A

Notes:

284 Brunner Road
284 Brunner Road

Heated Storage Facility

979 Hendrix Street

Signal Shop

2017

2004
1995

111 Maiden Lane

Year Built

503 S. Lake Drive

Location

Municipal Complex D
Public Works Office

Building Type

Table D.2 − Municipal Facility Building Replacement Values

Table D.3 − Municipal Facility Equipment Replacement Values
Make
Caiman
Dodge Ram
Ster
Ster

Model
MRAP 4x4 Armored Personnel Carrier Vehicle
5500
SC 8000 Street Sweeper
LT 7500

Year

Vehicle Cost A

2012
2015
2006
2003

$735,319
$125,866
$164,807
$214,444

Totals

$1,240,436

Note:
A

= Vehicle cost statistics were captured from information published in the South Carolina Municipal Insurance and Risk Financing Fund for the Town of Lexington,
Vehicle Schedule, provided by Town officials on June 3, 2019. Town officials provided information missing in the table via department head interviews.

= Data used for the inventory of other funding sources was provided by the Town of Lexington on June 21, 2019.

= Information on the grant awarding agency was not available at the time of inventory.

B

One-Time Grant

Revenue Source

A

Notes:

―

B

Awarding Agency
$733,000.00

Award Amount

Table D.4 − Inventory of Other Funding Sources for Municipal Facilities & Services in Mount Pleasant, SC A

Award Total
Ten Year Average
Ten Year Forecast

2014

Start Date

$733,000
$73,300
$733,000

MRAP 4x4 Armored Personnel Carrier Vehicle

Project

Table D.5 − Total Replacement Costs for Municipal Facilities and Equipment in Mount Pleasant, SC
Replacement Category
Fee Simple Land Value
Municipal Buildings
Site Development Costs
Professional Services
Municipal Equipement

$364,587
$1,680,750
$54,688
$210,003
$1,240,436
Total Replacement Cost

Anticipated Offsets - Grant Funding Forecast (2018 to 2028)
Net Total Replacement Cost

Total Replacement Cost
Resident Share
Employee Share
Total Replacement Cost for Residents
Total Replacement Cost for Employees

Cost per Resident
Cost per Employee

Cost

$3,550,464
$733,000
$2,817,464

$2,817,464
59%
41%
$1,672,312
$1,145,152

$81.39
$81.39

Table D.6 − Lexington Town Hall Floor Area Space Allocation
Growth-Impacted Department

Square Feet in Town Hall

Police
Planning, Building & Technology
Parks & Sanitation
Streets and Transportation

17,701
4,518
1,398
1,155

Total for All Growth-Impacted Departments

24,772

Total Square Feet in Town Hall

80,000

Percent of Floor Area Eligible for Impact Fee Funding

31%

Notes:
A

= The municipal facilities and equipment impact fee category includes departments that are assumed to increase their
needs for providing services proportionately as the Town continues to grow: police protection; planning, building and
technology; parks and sanitation; and streets and transportation.

Appendix
Appendix A ─ State Enabling Legislation
Appendix B ─ US Census Data / ITE Employee Space Ratio Calculations
Appendix C ─ Parks & Recreation Inventory & Analysis Tables
Appendix D ─ Municipal Facilities & Services Inventory & Analysis Tables
Appendix E ─ Transportation Inventory & Analysis
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