
November 22, 2021
Item No. 9.4.

Impact Fee Collection Rate
  
Sponsor: Jason Schubert, Carol Cotter
  

Reviewed By CBC: Impact Fee Advisory Committee
  

Agenda Caption:Public Hearing, presentation, discussion, and possible action regarding an 
ordinance amending Chapter 107, “Impact Fees,” Article II, “System-Wide Impact Fees,” Sections 
107-71 “System-Wide Impact Fees For Water Services,” 107-72 “System-Wide Impact Fees For 
Wastewater Services,” and 107-73 “System-Wide Roadway Impact Fees” of the Code of Ordinances 
of the City of College Station, Texas by amending certain sections relating to water, wastewater, and 
roadway impact fee collection rates.
 

Relationship to Strategic Goals: 

 Core Services and Infrastructure
 Diverse & Growing Economy

 

Recommendation(s): Staff requests Council receive the presentation and provide direction 
regarding impact fee collection rates. Individual members of the Impact Fee Advisory Committee 
(IFAC) have provided written comments that are attached. The tables in the proposed ordinance 
have the existing collection rate amounts that can be adjusted as desired. If the impact fee collection 
rates are to remain the same, no action is needed for this item.
 

Summary: System-wide impact fees were adopted in fall 2016 for water, wastewater, and roadways. 
As per state law, impact fee studies are to be updated at least every five years. With each study, a 
maximum assessable impact fee is calculated based on the land use assumptions (10-year growth 
projections) and capital improvement plans included in the study. The existing impact fee collection 
rates are provided along with potential adjustment alternatives. Benchmark comparisons and 
projected revenues based on the alternatives are also provided.
 
Impact fee rates are a calculation of cost per service unit.  Water and wastewater service unit are 
defined as living unit equivalents (LUEs), representing a typical connection for one single-family 
residence (based on a 5/8” water meter). There is a conversion factor for larger water meters that 
determines their number of LUE equivalents. For roadways, the service unit is vehicle-miles which is 
a measurement of the number of trips a site generates and its trip length. Trip generation and trip 
length vary for each of the 66 different types of land uses. A comparison of the maximum assessable 
impact fees per service unit from the 2016 studies and the 2021 studies are as follows: 
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Comparison of Maximum Assessable Impact Fees
Impact Fee Type 2016 Max Fee

Per Service Unit
2021 Max Fee

Per Service Unit
Water $2,917 $3,877
Wastewater $5,519 $5,572
Roadway Service Area A $1,061 $499
Roadway Service Area B $1,072 $1,261
Roadway Service Area C $2,556 $2,127
Roadway Service Area D $4,004 $3,452

 
Water and Wastewater Collection Rate
As noted previously, water and wastewater impact fees depend upon the size of the water meter 
installed. Larger water meters have greater capacity so have a conversion factor to assess the number 
of LUEs. The tables below compare the max impact fees calculated for water and wastewater in 
relation to the existing collection rate. The adopted collection rate for water generally represents a 17% 
collection rate ($500 / $2,917). The adopted collection rate for wastewater represents a 54% collection 
rate ($3,000 / $5,519) for 5/8” meters and 27% for larger meters. Doubling the existing collection rate, 
25%, 50%, and 100% of max impact fee are provided as examples of potential collection rate 
alternatives. Impact fee amounts for each of the alternatives is provided as an attachment.
 

Water Impact Fee Collection Rate Comparisons
Meter 

Size
Equiv. 

LUE
Existing 

Collection 
Rate

Double 
Existing 

Collection 
Rate

25% of 
2021 Max

50% of 
2021 Max

100% of 2021 
Max

5/8" 1 $500 $1,000 $969 $1,939 $3,877
1" 3.3 $850 $1,700 $3,231 $6,462 $12,923

1.5" 10.7 $5,350 $10,700 $10,339 $20,677 $41,354
2" 10.7 $5,350 $10,700 $10,339 $20,677 $41,354
3" 26.7 $13,350 $26,700 $25,847 $51,693 $103,386
4" 53.3 $26,650 $53,300 $51,693 $103,387 $206,773
6" 106.7 $53,350 $106,700 $103,387 $206,773 $413,546
8" 180 $90,000 $180,000 $174,465 $348,930 $697,860

10" 266.7 $133,350 $266,700 $258,467 $516,933 $1,033,866
*Red numbers reduced an additional 50%
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Wastewater Impact Fee Collection Rate Comparisons
Meter 

Size
Equiv. 

LUE
Existing 

Collection 
Rate

Double 
Existing 

Collection 
Rate

25% of 
2021 Max

50% of 
2021 Max

100% of 
2021 Max

5/8" 1 $3,000 $5,572** $1,393 $2,786 $5,572
1" 3.3 $5,100 $10,200 $4,643 $9,287 $18,573

1.5" 10.7 $16,050 $32,100 $14,859 $29,717 $59,434
2" 10.7 $16,050 $32,100 $14,859 $29,717 $59,434
3" 26.7 $40,050 $80,100 $37,147 $74,293 $148,586
4" 53.3 $79,950 $159,900 $74,293 $148,587 $297,173
6" 106.7 $160,050 $320,100 $148,587 $297,173 $594,346
8" 180 $270,000 $540,000 $250,740 $501,480 $1,002,960

10" 266.7 $400,050 $800,100 $371,467 $742,933 $1,485,866
*Red numbers reduced an additional 50%
**Limited by max fee

 
Roadway Collection Rate
The service unit is vehicle-miles, which is a measurement of the number of trips a site generates and 
its trip length. Trip generation and trip length vary for each of the 66 different types of land uses. The 
current collection rate is a flat rate across the four service areas (see attached Roadway Impact Fee 
Service Area Map). When roadway impact fees were adopted, the flat collection rate for residential 
land uses was established at $375 per vehicle mile (equates to $1,500 for a single-family home) and 
was further reduced for non-residential land uses to $80 per vehicle. Averaging the four Service Areas 
together, $375 per vehicle mile represents a 17% collection rate for residential uses and $80 per 
vehicle mile is a collection rate of less than 4% for non-residential uses. When comparing to the max 
fee of each Service Area, $375 per vehicle mile represents a collection rate range from 9% to 35% for 
residential and $80 per vehicle mile represents a collection rate range from 2% to 7.5% for non-
residential.
 
Having a flat collection fee across all Service Areas allows a proposed land use to pay the same fee 
regardless of where it is located within the City. Revising the collection rate to a percentage of the max 
rate for each Service Area requires a development to pay its equitable share of the infrastructure needs 
based on the Service Area in which it is located. A percentage of the max fee method allows 
developments to pay a lower impact fee if the Service Area in which it is located has a lower max fee 
due to a smaller amount of infrastructure needed to accommodate the forecasted growth in that area.
 
With the 2021 roadway impact fee study, the trip rates for each use were updated from the prior 9th 
edition of the ITE Trip General Manual to the 11th edition. If the existing collection rates are retained, 
the actual fees to be assessed will vary slightly from the existing amounts due to the changes in trip 
rates. For example, a single-family home would reduce from $1,500 to $1,410 as the vehicle miles per 
service unit for single-family reduced from 4 to 3.76. The table below compares the existing collection 
rates to other potential collection rate adjustment alternatives including double the existing collection 
rate and 25%, 50%, and 100% of the 2021 maximum assessable rates. There are numerous other 
scenarios if wanting to pursue other percentages, flat rate alternatives, or retaining a differential 
between residential and non-residential collection rates. Impact fee amounts for each of the 
alternatives is provided in an attachment.
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Roadway Impact Fee Collection Rate Comparisons

Service 
Area

Existing Collection Rate
(residential / non-

residential)

Double Existing Collection 
Rate (residential / non-

residential)

25% of 
2021 
Max

50% of 
2021 
Max

100% of 
2021 
Max

A $375 / $80 $499* / $160 $124 $249 $499
B $375 / $80 $750 / $160 $315 $630 $1,261
C $375 / $80 $750 / $160 $531 $1,063 $2,127
D $375 / $80 $750 / $160 $863 $1,726 $3,452

                *Limited by max fee
 
 
Benchmarks
Cities within Texas have adopted impact fees to various degrees. Some have adopted utility related 
impact fees and others have adopted roadway impact fees. The charts provided below compare the 
adopted collection rate of various cities and depict the maximum impact fee amount that was 
calculated, if it exceeds the amount that was adopted.

 

* City utilized 50% credit method.
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* City utilized 50% credit method.
**Amounts represent average of Service Areas.

Implementation Alternatives
Timing/Phasing
As done with the adoption of system-wide impact fees, there is the potential to phase in adjustments 
to the collection rate over a period of time. In implementing a change in the collection rate, it is possible 
to place an implementation waiting period of several months from adoption (i.e. 6 months, 1 year, etc.) 
or provide a date specific implementation (i.e. July 1, 2022, January 1, 2023, etc.).  Note that state law 
does not require a phased or delayed schedule.
 
Grandfathering
With the initial adoption of system-wide impact fees, there was not a grandfathering provision though 
state law required an initial one-year waiting period on platted property before impact fees could be 
assessed. There is the potential to grandfather projects such as an approved and active preliminary 
plan and or final plat filed, though implementation of any grandfathering provisions will affect the 
amount of impact fees that can be collected. A generalized map of unplatted property has been 
attached for reference (orange areas are not platted). Note that state law does not require 
grandfathering provisions other than a limit on increasing the maximum assessable rate.
 
Impact Fee Revenue Projections
The impact fee revenues that are projected vary based on the collection rate that is adopted. Phasing-
in a change to the collection rate or grandfathering properties affect the revenues projected over the 
10-year study horizon. The first table below provides 10-year revenue projections for the different 
collection rate alternatives with the assumption that all properties would pay the existing collection rate 
for the first year and then the new collection rate is in effect for the remaining 9 years. The second 
table assumes the same collection rate for the first year for all properties and that all platted properties 
would remain grandfathered to the existing collection rate while properties currently unplatted would 
pay the new collection rate. For purposes of this projection, it is assumed that 75% are platted so pay 
the existing collection rate and 25% would pay the new collection rate after a one year phase-in.
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Impact Fee Projections With No Grandfathering (millions)*
Impact Fee Type Existing 

Collection 
Rate

Double 
Existing 

Collection 
Rate

25% of 
2021 Max

50% of 
2021 Max

100% of 
2021 Max

Water $4.1M $8.2M $12.6M $24.9M $49.4M
Wastewater $22.2M $44.4M $18.0M $34.6M $66.9M

 
Roadway Service 

Area A $2.0M $3.0M $1.5M $2.9M $5.7M
Roadway Service 

Area B $1.9M $3.4M $3.2M $6.3M $12.3M
Roadway Service 

Area C $2.1M $4.0M $4.2M $8.0M $15.8M
Roadway Service 

Area D $1.7M $3.2M $8.9M $17.5M $34.8M
Roadway Total $7.7M $13.6M $17.8M $34.7M $68.6M

*One-year phase-in
 

Impact Fee Projections With Grandfathering (millions)* 
Impact Fee Type Existing 

Collection 
Rate

Double 
Existing 

Collection 
Rate

25% of 
2021 Max

50% of 
2021 Max

100% of 
2021 Max

Water $4.1M $5.2M $4.7M $8.9M $17.4M
Wastewater $22.2M $44.4M $17.8M $29.7M $38.0M

 
Roadway Service 

Area A $2.0M $2.2M $1.3M $1.9M $2.9M
Roadway Service 

Area B $1.9M $2.9M $2.8M $3.6M $5.1M
Roadway Service 

Area C $2.1M $2.6M $2.6M $3.6M $5.5M
Roadway Service 

Area D $1.7M $2.1M $3.5M $5.7M $10.0M
Roadway Total $7.7M $9.8M $10.2M $14.8M $23.5M

*One-year phase-in. Platted properties grandfathered to existing rate (assume 75% platted, 25% not platted)
 

Budget & Financial Summary: 
 

Attachments: 
1. IFAC Written Comments - Combined
2. Ordinance
3. Impact Fee Amounts for Sample Land Uses
4. Roadway Service Areas Map
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5. Generalized Map of Unplatted Property
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From:
To: Kristen Hejny
Subject: Written Comments to IFAC November 4 Agenda Items
Date: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 10:03:58 AM

***** This is an email from an EXTERNAL source. DO NOT click links or open attachments
without positive sender verification of purpose. Never enter USERNAME, PASSWORD or
sensitive information on linked pages from this email. *****

Hi Kristen,
 
Per the direction to the IFAC members last week, please consider this email my written comments to
items on the November 4 agenda.
 
5.1: As voted during the public meeting, I recommend council review and adopt the semi-annual IF
report.
 
5.2: (Addressed by topic below)
 
Growth assumptions: Like many of the IFAC members, I do not believe the growth assumptions
accurately reflect expected population trends in this community during the next several years. The
pandemic and changes in Americans’ workplaces, commutes, and communities may very likely result
in sustained growth of College Station as a destination for remote workers. Accordingly, demands on
housing and infrastructure will persist, and we need to carefully reevaluate these new reasons why
people may move to College Station. I would strongly recommend revising estimates upward for this
update. Should that growth not materialize, council can always revise these estimates in the future.
 
Area rates: I believe rates should be equally applied across the city. We should not be selecting
winners and losers—advantaging or disadvantaging certain areas, developers or
business/homeowners. We are a transient, vehicle dependent community. We cannot assume the
impacts of growth/development will be isolate to one small area of the city. The consultants have
admitted as much and indicated a 4 mile commute is average around town. Rates should continue to
apply uniformly across the city for predictability and fairness in future growth. This will be especially
important as infill and redevelopment projects become more common during the next decade.
 
CIP Projects: I generally agree with the areas and projects identified in the report as
expansion/construction projects. As Chair Christensen frequently points out, we need to focus on
supporting growth on the west side of town (i.e., west of Wellborn Road). This especially means we
need to focus on infrastructure that allows vehicular traffic to avoid crossing the Union Pacific
railroad line whenever possible. I would recommend prioritizing such projects when possible.
 
5.3: As indicated in my public comments, I support increasing the current collection rates above the
current rates. These rates were modest, have aided in collecting useful funds, and they have clearly
not impacted commercial or residential growth in our community. I strongly disagree that council
should enact a large increase (up to and including adopting the max collection rate). Such a change
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would be punitive and would negatively impact growth and very important industries in this
community. I believe council could adopt a collection rate up to double the current collection rate
without creating any concerns. The council may choose to phase this in over time as well as certain
grandfathering options.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns regarding the foregoing
recommendations. Thanks.
 
Best,
 
Jeremy Osborne
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IFAC Committee Statement 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

After the final meeting of the IFAC, I’d like to lay out my thoughts on the overall endeavor.  

First, I’d like to thank staff for working tirelessly to prepare this study for our consideration. College 
Station staff is top notch and I am proud to serve for them.  

In regards to the study, I found it to be well laid out and sensible. My thoughts are that we should at 
least explore what Mr. Murr laid out in regards to growth. Obviously, he had his own ax to grind, but if 
we are underselling growth that would be an issue. Impact fees are a policy that I believe in, but for 
everyone to get on board, we need to be as transparent as possible. Either I was misunderstanding or 
there was disconnect between our growth predictions and his conservative growth projections. It should 
be addressed before there is movement to discredit the entire system. 

Corporate Drive – I could be mistaken, but at city council the night the comp plan was adopted, I 
thought they made a change to the plan in regards to how Corporate Drive would connect to Pebble 
Creek. Was that reflected in this final study or am I misremembering? 

In terms of implementation, anything “in the works” now should be grandfathered at the previous rate. I 
cannot determine what constitutes “in the works” but I would argue that it should be something with 
significant progress made and not something that is merely in the early phases of development. Staff 
should create a cut-off point in their process, i.e. once it reaches “X” it qualifies for grandfathering. 

We should implement fees right away and not give a buffer time. Since impact fees exist as of right now, 
you are not developing without them in mind. 

We should look further into an established program in which credits can be given based off certain 
criteria. For instance, an apartment complex that sets aside units for section 8 should get a credit. Any 
home buyer that uses the city’s down payment assistance program should have their impact fees 
waived. Developers that build roads that are of a higher quality, therefore the city will not have to do as 
much maintenance on, should receive a credit. This way we are encouraging builders to meet our vision 
for the future of College Station. 

Once again, thank you for all the time and effort put into the study.  

 

William Wright 
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From:
To: Kristen Hejny
Subject: Jim Jones - IFAC Comment"s
Date: Thursday, November 11, 2021 4:34:07 PM

***** This is an email from an EXTERNAL source. DO NOT click links or open attachments
without positive sender verification of purpose. Never enter USERNAME, PASSWORD or
sensitive information on linked pages from this email. *****

In Regards to the Kimley Horn Report:

 

The issue is this, we have a consultant creating a very complex
report that most involved do not completely understand, and the
outcome of the report can swing wildly based on the consultant’s
assumptions. A case can be made from the fact that the city hired
the consultant, and there could be an underlying directive to make
the max fee as high as possible, for which they would utilize the
higher assumptions to achieve that objective. On the flipside, if
the developers were to hire the consultant, then there could be an
underlying directive to make the fees as low as possible, thus
utilizing different assumptions. There are probably hundreds of
assumptions in the report, from construction costs, finance costs,
growth, what infrastructure will be needed, etc. Here are some
examples of the bad assumptions that can be easily identified, but
one can make a case that there are many more:

 

When the consultant was asked in the IFAC meeting, he admitted
these things:

1. Including past projects. When considering only the
infrastructure in question, not other budgetary needs, the use
of the past projects in their total need estimate creates a
scenario where it is double dipping if the tax rate does not
correspondingly go down when the max fee is adopted.  It is
because the citizens are already paying a tax rate that
services the debt on these projects.  The use of these projects
adds tens of millions of dollars to the total need.
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2. Low growth projections tied with excess infrastructure
capacity.  Their growth projections are intentionally low, and
they said it was because we can’t annex.  I would point out
that most of our new permits don’t come from land that has
been annexed in recent years, and we have plenty of land to
service the growth for the next 10 years.  It was pointed out
the infrastructure they counted in "Area D" would service at
least 5,000 homes, yet they had no strong explanation for
why they would count that much infrastructure, yet only
estimate 693 homes being built over 10 years in "Area D". 

3. Lower overall growth projections than the city has averaged
for the last 5 years. The total single-family estimate in the
report was only 3,354 homes which comes out to 335 per
year, and the average single-family permit number for the
last 6 years was over 600.  If we apply a decent annual
growth percentage then the estimate for single family homes
should be over 7,000 in the next 10 years.  Doesn’t the city
continuously promote a strong growth rate in all its
marketing?

4. The consultant pointed out how they are using 50% on the 4
lane divided thoroughfares.  The issue here is that the first
two lanes the developer will have to build are much more
costly than the 2nd two lanes, so perhaps they should only be
using 35%.  Additionally, the 2nd two lanes will not be needed
within the 10 year window since the first two lanes haven’t
been built yet and most have no timeline for starting.  They
most definitely will not be needed based on the low growth
numbers the consultant has presented.

 

I believe these are just a few of the observations from the
possibly swayed assumptions utilized, which caused the report to
drastically overstate what the fees should be. It's my opinion that
the report is not accurate, thus should not be relied upon in
determining future impact fees.

Regards, Jim
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Comments on Impact Fee Report  

Richard T. Woodward, Ph.D. 
 
PART 1: MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE IMPACT FEES  

When evaluating the calculations of the maximum allowable impact fees, the key phrase is 
“attributable to new growth.” The only valid costs that should be included in the maximum 
allowable fees are those that will arise because of new construction. This is a difficult calculation, 
fraught with uncertainty about what exactly will be built and about what capital projects will be 
required due to new construction. When analyzing the validity of the maximum allowable fees, 
there are two critical pieces: the numerator, which is an estimate of the capital improvement costs 
that are anticipated to be attributable to new growth, and the denominator, an estimate of the 
number of housing units over which these costs should be shared.  
 
Water and wastewater project costs attributable to new growth 

There was little discussion of the water and wastewater costs. The developers, who have clear 
knowledge of the anticipated needs and a clear incentive to make objections known, did not express 
significant reservations. It is my conclusion that these costs are reasonable. 

 
Roadway project costs attributable to new growth 

There was significant discussion of the roadway costs early on in IFAC’s discussion, but it seems 
that the projects were scaled back to reasonable levels that are in fact attributable to new growth. 
The report makes it clear that costs included in the CIP list are only those that are truly additional 
– costs that are already borne by the developers are not included in the list. Furthermore, in our 
final meeting there was little discussion of the final set of projects included in the list.  
 
One assumption that seems questionable to me was the assumption that the transportation demand 
factor is the same in all four service areas. However, since by statute only roadway costs within a 
service area can be included and these must be applied only to construction within the service area, 
this assumption has a negligible effect on the final cost per service unit. It is my conclusion, that 

the roadway project costs are probably the best possible estimate of those costs that are 

attributable to new growth in each service area. 

 
Land use assumptions 

There may be concerns with the land-use numbers and these might be on the low side. If the 
denominator is wrong, this could result in an overestimate of the appropriate costs per housing 
unit. To some extent this is mitigated by the percentage utilization – if there is an underestimate in 
the number of houses to be constructed there is also an underestimate in the utilization rate. 
However, this is not complete and it appears that no utilization rate adjustment is being made in 
the roadway calculations. Moreover, it was convincingly argued that there may be an 
underestimate of the number of units to be built over the next decade in Service Area D, which is 
estimated at only 693 and 751 single and multi-family units respectively given proposed 
development in that area and the historical record. Finally, in the city’s recently adopted 
Comprehensive Plan, it is estimated that the city’s population will grow by nearly 40,000 between 
2020 and 2030. It is hard to reconcile, therefore, the impact fee report’s estimates of only 8,209 
additional units (3,356 single-family units and 4,853 multi-family units) with the historical data or 
the predicted growth.  
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 2 

 
It is my conclusion that the predicted number of housing units to be built over the next decade 

may be underestimated. Staff and the consultants should convincingly clarify how their 

numbers are consistent with historic growth rates and population growth rates that have been 

endorsed by the city. If there is an underestimate, this may be greatest in the areas where the 

most open space remains (Service Areas C and D), where the number of service areas predicted 

could be off by a factor of two or more. 

 
PART 2: COLLECTION RATE 

In the rest of my discussion, I will focus on the collection rate separately from the calculation of 
the maximum allowable fee. That is, I consider how collection rates should be set assuming the 
maximum fee calculated correctly, capturing the costs that are attributable to a new service unit. 
  
Compared to the discussion of the maximum allowable fees, the discussion of the rate received 
very little attention in the IFAC meetings. Other than benchmarks from other cities, staff provided 
no analysis to assist in the committee’s deliberations. This is unfortunate. There are several 
important issues that should influence the city’s decision about the rate that should be charged and 
there is substantial scholarly literature and empirical analysis that could have informed this 
discussion. I had not understood that IFAC was charged with weighing in on this issue until well 
into our meeting on November 4, so I did not investigate the matter in depth prior to that meeting. 
Since that time, however, I have had an opportunity to review some of the relevant economic 
literature on the matter. In my comments below I discuss the rate that should be used on several 

aspects of the decision based on my training and experience as an economist and my reading of 

some of the relevant literature.  

 

What rate should be used? 
If the maximum allowable rate is correct and all the projects are in fact attributable to new growth, 
then this amount is a good estimate of real costs that will result in the city because of new 
development. Collection at a rate anything below 100% is a subsidy – costs are resulting because 
of an action and those costs must be paid. If those costs are not paid through impact fees, they must 
be paid for through either reduced city services or increased taxes. 
  
While there are often good reasons to subsidize activities (see below), one of the basic tenants of 
economic efficiency is that when an economic agent is not responsible for the costs of their actions, 
the result will be economically inefficient. Imagine, for example, that a lumberjack could sell 
timber that they did not purchase. The result would excessively high rates of deforestation. The 
same basic principle applies here. 
 
It is not surprising, therefore, that the economic literature that evaluates impact fees finds that they 
are more efficient than the alternative in which the costs that result from new construction are paid 
through city-wide taxes. Models that have studied this (Brueckner, 1997; Jones & Snow, 2015) 
have found that impact fees are, from an efficiency perspective, the preferred approach.  
 
Based on my economics training and the literature that I have studied, it is my opinion that the 

city should seek to significantly increase the collection rate with a target of reaching a point 
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where for most homes the impact fee captures 100% of the true costs attributable to new 

development. 

 
Effects on housing prices and the market 

There are, however, consequences of imposing impact fees. Each $1 increase in the impact fee 
must be paid for by the buyer, the seller, or a shared between the two parties. There is abundant 
empirical evidence that impact fees increase the price of new homes – buyers pay at least a share 
of the fee. For example, Burge & Ihlanfeldt (2006) found “a $1.00 increase in non-water/sewer 
impact fees will increase the price of small, medium, and large homes by $0.39, $0.82, and $1.27, 
respectively.” Why would the effect be less that 1:1 for small homes? Probably because 
competition in that market cannot bear a price increase, meaning that the costs are absorbed by the 
developer. Somewhat surprisingly, numerous studies have found as Burge & Ihlanfeldt (2006), 
that a $1 increase in the impact fee has resulted in an increase in the price of more than $1? This 
has been attributed to an increase in demand, since impact fees can lead to lower property tax rates 
and/or improved services (Burge & Ihlanfeldt, 2006; Mathur, 2013). For example, one study found 
that “an impact fee assessment of $1,182 for a single family dwelling increased the price of new 
housing by $3,300 to $4,500” (Evans-Cowley & Lawhon, 2003). Numerous studies have found 
that for each $1 increase in the impact fee, prices increase by more than $1, suggesting that the 
impact fees are correlated with other factors that lead to increases in the demand for housing. 
 
Overall, therefore, it seems likely a decision to charge a higher rate will translate into higher home 
prices – the cost of the impact fee will largely be borne by new home purchasers, not the 
developers. At the same time, over the long term, there is evidence that impact fees translate into 
improved public services and/or lower tax rates, which makes new homes more attractive. 
 
When the price of homes goes up, the number of homes that are sold will tend to fall – demand 
curves are downward sloping. This is probably particularly true in College Station, where good 
substitutes exist in the existing stock of housing, outside the city limits or in Bryan. Hence, a 
decision to increase the impact fees will affect the housing market. There will be fewer sales 
between willing buyers and sellers. However, in my opinion, that may be a desirable outcome from 
the perspective of the city for three reasons. 
 
First, if fewer homes are built, then costs attributable to that development will fall. Second, it is 
important to remember that bigger is not necessarily better – cities all over the country are 
struggling today from decisions decades ago to grow at all costs and are now burdened with an 
expensive and deteriorating infrastructure.  
 
Third, one should note that developable land within the City of College Station is a finite resource. 
Any lot that is developed today is a lot that cannot be developed in the future. We are running out 
of space. Allowing public policy and market forces to slowly work out the best use for that finite 
resource is wise.  
 
It is my conclusion that impact fees will have a direct effect on the prices of homes in our 

community and this will result in a reduction in the rate of growth of the housing stock in the 

city. However, this need not be a bad thing. Rather, given recent changes in annexing laws, the 

city needs to treat developable land as a scarce finite resource. Using that land slower than 
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would occur under a free market is economically efficient and would allow for more careful city 

planning. 

 
Impacts on affordable housing 

Because the formula used to set the impact fees are based on a per service unit basis, the fees are 
clearly regressive – smaller inexpensive homes are affected much more than more expensive 
homes. Moreover, if the prices of small homes increase by less than $1 for each dollar in impact 
fees, then the impact fees directly affect the developers’ profit margin, discouraging the 
construction of the home types that are greatly needed in College Station.  
 
Hence, any decision on the collection rate should acknowledge and make accommodations for the 
housing types that are perceived to be undersupplied currently and an impact fee offers a clear way 
to subsidize such housing. City staff informed the IFAC that it is possible to include provisions to 
allow reduced impact fees on a case-by-case basis, thus encouraging affordable housing. This 
means that higher collection rates are even more attractive. If the impact fee is $200, then Council 
can give a $200 incentive to build a house that will meet critical needs. If the fee is $2,000, then 
the potential incentive is ten times greater. In conclusion, it is my opinion that if the council 

responds to the need, a strong impact fee policy can be leveraged to provide a strong incentive 

to increase affordable housing in our community. 

  
Differential impact fees across areas 

The roadway impact fees are estimated for four service areas and the estimated attributable costs 

per service unit varied dramatically, from $1,876 per single-family in Service Area A, to $12,979 

in Service Area D. If calculated correctly, these are real costs attributable to growth in these areas. 

If the collection rate is set at 50%, that means that the city is providing a subsidy of nearly $6,500 

in Area D and only $940 in Area A. If a flat rate were used, say $1,000, this would mean that 

development in Area A would actually be subsidizing development in Area D.  

Been (2005) states the importance of differential fees very clearly:  

To encourage efficiency… impact fees must be structured as prices, meaning that 
they must fully reflect the costs of servicing the development and, accordingly, 
must be tailored to the particular characteristics of a development (its distance from 
existing streets or roads, for example, or whether its geography makes it difficult to 
serve with water and sewer mains) that affect the cost of service. (p. 146) 

Failure to charge different fees in different areas is not only economically inefficient, it is also 

unfair. The value per acre of undeveloped property near the center of the city will tend to be greater, 

while the impacts of development there is lower. Both efficiency and fairness are best served by 

creating fees that vary with the costs that development imposes on the city. 

It is my conclusion, therefore, that economic efficiency demands a differential rate across areas. 

A flat-rate approach as was adopted in 2016 does not provide the correct signals to the 

marketplace; it encourages development in the areas where it is most costly to the city, and 

results in inequitable treatment of those carrying out development.  
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Grandfathering 

When a government develops a reputation of acting capriciously, there will be a strong negative 
effect on business investment. The implementation of the impact fee should be done in a way that 
respects good-faith investments that developers have made in our community. On the other hand, 
all entrepreneurs know that government policies change, sometimes for the better, sometimes for 
the worse.  
 
I believe that any higher impact fee rate should not be imposed on properties that have already 

been platted, and perhaps for larger projects that are well underway. In recognition that some 

investments are made years before platting, a gradual approach to the final rate is desirable. 

 
Intergenerational fairness 

Some would argue that that since impact fees did not exist in the past, it is unfair to impose them 
in the future. There is some merit to this point: a home buyer in a market in 2025 will be charged 
for fiscal impacts that were not charged on a home buyer in 2005; the costs of the impacts created 
by the home in 2005 were covered by property taxes. 
 
However, just because something was cheaper in the past does not mean that it will or should 
always remain so. The cost of a college education in the 1950s was a tiny fraction of what it is 
today. Moreover, the city must be forward-looking and fiscally prudent in its planning and impact 
fees are fiscally prudent. A well-managed city benefits future residents just as it does current 
residents.  
 
It is my opinion that the fact that impact fees were not paid in the past is not a justification for 

not charging them in the future. Rather, moving to a more efficient system of impact fees is fair 

to both current and future residents of College Station. 
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Ordinance Form 8-14-17

ORDINANCE NO. _____

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 107, “IMPACT FEES,” ARTICLE II, 
“SYSTEM-WIDE IMPACT FEES,” SECTION 107-71, “SYSTEM-WIDE IMPACT FEES 
FOR WATER SERVICES”, SECTION 107-72, “SYSTEM-WIDE IMPACT FEES FOR 
WASTEWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT SERVICES”, AND SECTION 107-
73, “SYSTEM-WIDE ROADWAY IMPACT FEES” OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES 
OF THE CITY OF COLLEGE STATION, TEXAS, BY AMENDING CERTAIN 
SECTIONS RELATING TO WATER, WASTEWATER, AND ROADWAY IMPACT FEE 
COLLECTION RATES; PROVIDING A SEVERABILITY CLAUSE; DECLARING A 
PENALTY; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COLLEGE STATION, 
TEXAS:

PART 1: That Chapter 107, “Impact Fees,” Article II, “System-Wide Impact Fees,” of the 
Code of Ordinances of the City of College Station, Texas, be amended as set out in 
Exhibit “A” attached hereto and made a part of this Ordinance for all purposes.

PART 2: If any provision of this Ordinance or its application to any person or circumstances 
is held invalid or unconstitutional, the invalidity or unconstitutionality does not 
affect other provisions or application of this Ordinance or the Code of Ordinances 
of the City of College Station, Texas, that can be given effect without the invalid 
or unconstitutional provision or application, and to this end the provisions of this 
Ordinance are severable.

PART 3: That any person, corporation, organization, government, governmental subdivision 
or agency, business trust, estate, trust, partnership, association and any other legal 
entity violating any of the provisions of this Ordinance shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall be punishable by a fine of not less 
than twenty five dollars ($25.00) and not more than five hundred dollars ($500.00) 
or more than two thousand dollars ($2,000) for a violation of fire safety, zoning, or 
public health and sanitation ordinances, other than the dumping of refuse. Each day 
such violation shall continue or be permitted to continue, shall be deemed a separate 
offense. 

PART 4: This Ordinance will be effective January 1, 2022.
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ORDINANCE NO._____ Page 2 of 4

Ordinance Form 8-14-17

PASSED, ADOPTED and APPROVED this 22nd day of November, 2021.

ATTEST: APPROVED:

_____________________________ _____________________________
City Secretary Mayor

APPROVED:

_______________________________
City Attorney
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EXHIBIT A
 

That Chapter 107, “Impact Fees,” Article II, “System-Wide Impact Fees,” Section 107-71, 
“System-Wide Impact Fees for Water Services,” Section 107-72, “System-Wide Impact Fees for 
Wastewater Services,” and Section 107-73, “System-Wide Roadway Impact Fees” of the Code of 
Ordinances of the City of College Station, Texas, is hereby amended to replace Exhibit I, 
“Collection Rate Imposed Per Service Unit for System-Wide Water Services”, Exhibit N, 
“Collection Rate Imposed Per Service Unit for System-Wide Wastewater Collection and 
Treatment Services, and Exhibit S, “Collection Rate Per Service Unit for Roadway Impact Fees” 
as follows:

Exhibit I: Collection Rate Imposed Per Service Unit for System-Wide Water Services 

Assessment Date

Plat Recorded On or After 01/01/2022

Building Permit Application DateWater Meter
Size

Plat Recorded Prior to 01/01/2022

Prior to 01/01/2023 On or After 01/01/ 2023

5/8" x 3/4" $500 $500 $500

1” $850 $850 $850

1-1/2” $5,350 $5,350 $5,350

2” $5,350 $5,350 $5,350

3” $13,350 $13,350 $13,350

4” $26,650 $26,650 $26,650

6” $53,350 $53,350 $53,350

8” $90,000 $90,000 $90,000

10” $133,350 $133,350 $133,350
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Exhibit N: Collection Rate Imposed Per Service Unit for System-Wide Wastewater Collection 
and Treatment Services 

Assessment Date

Plat Recorded On or After 01/01/2022

Building Permit Application DateWater Meter
Size

Plat Recorded Prior to 01/01/2022

Prior to 01/01/2023 On or After 01/01/ 2023

5/8" x 3/4" $3,000 $3,000 $3,000

1” $5,100 $5,100 $5,100

1-1/2” $16,050 $16,050 $16,050

2” $16,050 $16,050 $16,050

3” $40,050 $40,050 $40,050

4” $79,950 $79,950 $79,950

6” $160,050 $160,050 $160,050

8” $270,000 $270,000 $270,000

10” $400,050 $400,050 $400,050

Exhibit S: Collection Rate Per Service Unit for Roadway Impact Fees 

Assessment Date
Plat Recorded On or After 01/01/2022

Building Permit DatePlat Recorded 
Prior to 01/01/2022

Prior to 01/01/2023 On or After 01/01/2023
Land Use Type Land Use Type Land Use TypeService 

Areas Residential Non-
Residential Residential Non-

Residential Residential Non-
Residential

A $375 $80 $375 $80 $375 $80

B $375 $80 $375 $80 $375 $80

C $375 $80 $375 $80 $375 $80

D $375 $80 $375 $80 $375 $80
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Impact Fee Amounts for Sample Land Uses 
 
 
Comparison of water impact fees between the existing collection rate and various alternatives.  
 

Sample Potential Water Impact Fees 

Land Use Example 

Typical 
Dom. 
Meter 

Size 

Typical 
Irr. 

Meter 
Size 

Existing 
Collection 

Rate 

Double 
Existing 

Collection 
Rate 

25% of 
2021 
Max 

50% of 
2021 
Max 

100% of 
2021 
Max 

Single Family Home 
5/8" x 
3/4" 

- $500  $1,000 $969  $1,939  $3,877  

50-unit Apartment Complex 3" 1" $14,200  $28,400 $29,077  $58,155  $116,309  

80,000 sq ft Home 
Improvement Store 

2" 1.5" $10,700  $21,400 $20,677  $41,354  $82,708  

80,000 sq ft Shopping Center 3" 1.5" $18,700  $37,400 $36,185  $72,370  $144,740  

80,000 sq ft Supermarket 3" 1.5" $18,700  $37,400 $36,185  $72,370  $144,740  

5,000 sq ft Office Building 
5/8" x 
3/4" 

5/8" x 
3/4" 

$1,000  $2,000 $1,939  $3,877  $7,754  

3,000 sq ft Fast Food 
w/Drive-Thru 

1" 
5/8" x 
3/4" 

$1,350  $2,700 $4,200  $8,400  $16,800  

*Includes both Domestic + Irrigation  
 

 
Comparison of wastewater impact fees between the existing collection rate and various 
alternatives.  
 

Sample Potential Wastewater Impact Fees 

Land Use Example 
Typical 

Dom. Meter 
Size 

Typical 
Irr. Meter 

Size 

Existing 
Collection 

Rate 

Double 
Existing 

Collection 
Rate 

25% of 
2021 
Max 

50% of 
2021 
Max 

100% of 
2021 
Max 

 
Single Family Home 5/8" x 3/4" - $3,000  $5,572** $1,393  $2,786  $5,572   

50-unit Apartment 
Complex 

3" - $40,050  $80,100 $37,147  $74,293  $148,586   

80,000 sq ft Home 
Improvement Store 

2" - $16,050  $32,100 $14,859  $29,717  $59,434   

80,000 sq ft Shopping 
Center 

3" - $40,050  $80,100 $37,147  $74,293  $148,586   

80,000 sq ft Supermarket 3" - $40,050  $80,100 $34,147 $74,293  $148,586   

5,000 sq ft Office Building 5/8" x 3/4" - $3,000  $5,572** $1,393  $2,786  $5,572   

3,000 sq ft Fast Food 
w/Drive-Thru 

1" - $5,100  $10,200 $4,643  $9,287  $18,573   

*Includes only Domestic 
** Limited by max fee 
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The following tables provide comparisons of roadway impact fees for the existing collection rate 
($375 per vehicle mile – residential, $80 per vehicle mile – non-residential) and other alternatives. 
As the maximum assessable fee is different for each Roadway Service Area, a table is provided 
for each. 
 
 

Sample Potential Fees Service Area A 
Collection Rate $375/$80 $375/$80 $499** / $160 $124 $249 $499 

Land Use 
Existing 

Collection 
Rate 

11th 
Edition* 

Double Existing 
Collection Rate 

25% of 
2021 
Max 

50% of 
2021 
Max 

100% of 
2021 
Max 

Single Family Home $1,500 $1,410 $1,876 $466 $936 $1,876 

50-unit Apartment Complex $46,500 $38,250 $50,898 $12,648 $25,398 $50,898 

80,000 sq ft Home 
Improvement Store 

$15,488 $17,024 $34,048 $26,387 $52,987 $106,187 

80,000 sq ft Shopping 
Center/Plaza 

$31,360 $39,872 $79,744 $61,802 $124,102 $248,702 

80,000 sq ft Supermarket $77,696 $87,040 $174,080 $134,912 $270,912 $542,912 

5,000 sq ft Office Building $2,384 $2,304 $4,608 $3,571 $7,171 $14,371 

3,000 sq ft Fast Food 
w/Drive-Thru 

$7,838 $7,927 $15,854 $12,287 $24,673 $49,446 

*The 2021 study updated the trip rates from the ITE Trip Generation Manual 9th edition to the 11th edition. 
**Limited by max fee. 

 
 
 

Sample Potential Fees Service Area B 
Collection Rate $375/$80 $375/$80 $750 / $160 $315 $630 $1,261 

Land Use 
Existing 

Collection 
Rate 

11th 
Edition* 

Double Existing 
Collection Rate 

25% of 
2021 
Max 

50% of 
2021 
Max 

100% of 
2021 Max 

Single Family Home $1,500 $1,410 $2,820 $1,184 $2,369 $4,741 

50-unit Apartment Complex $46,500 $38,250 $76,500 $32,130 $64,260 $128,622 

80,000 sq ft Home 
Improvement Store 

$15,488 $17,024 $34,048 $67,032 $134,064 $268,341 

80,000 sq ft Shopping 
Center/Plaza 

$31,360 $39,872 $79,744 $156,996 $313,992 $628,482 

80,000 sq ft Supermarket $77,696 $87,040 $174,080 $342,720 $685,440 $1,371,968 

5,000 sq ft Office Building $2,384 $2,304 $4,608 $9,072 $18,144 $36,317 

3,000 sq ft Fast Food 
w/Drive-Thru 

$7,838 $7,927 $15,854 $31,213 $62,427 $124,952 

*The 2021 study updated the trip rates from the ITE Trip Generation Manual 9th edition to the 11th edition. 
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Sample Potential Fees Service Area C 
Collection Rate $375/$80 $375/$80 $750 / $160 $531 $1,063 $2,127 

Land Use 
Existing 

Collection 
Rate 

11th 
Edition* 

Double 
Existing 

Collection 
Rate 

25% of 
2021 Max 

50% of 
2021 Max 

100% of 
2021 Max 

Single Family Home $1,500 $1,410 $2,820 $1,997  $3,997  $7,998  

50-unit Apartment Complex $46,500 $38,250 $76,500 $54,162  $108,426  $216,954  

80,000 sq ft Home 
Improvement Store 

$15,488 $17,024 $34,048 $112,997  $226,206  $452,626  

80,000 sq ft Shopping 
Center/Plaza 

$31,360 $39,872 $79,744 $264,650  $529,799  $1,060,097  

80,000 sq ft Supermarket $77,696 $87,040 $174,080 $577,728  $1,156,544  $2,314,176  

5,000 sq ft Office Building $2,384 $2,304 $4,608 $15,293  $30,614  $61,258  

3,000 sq ft Fast Food 
w/Drive-Thru 

$7,838 $7,927 $15,854 $52,617  $105,333  $210,764  

*The 2021 study updated the trip rates from the ITE Trip Generation Manual 9th edition to the 11th edition. 
 
 
 

Sample Potential Fees Service Area D 
Collection Rate $375/$80 $375/$80 $750 / $160 $863 $1,726 $3,452 

Land Use 
Existing 

Collection 
Rate 

11th 
Edition* 

Double 
Existing 

Collection 
Rate 

25% of 
2021 Max 

50% of 
2021 Max 

100% of 
2021 Max 

Single Family Home $1,500 $1,410 $2,820 $3,245  $6,490  $12,980  

50-unit Apartment Complex $46,500 $38,250 $76,500 $88,026  $176,052  $352,104  

80,000 sq ft Home 
Improvement Store 

$15,488 $17,024 $34,048 $183,646  $367,293  $734,586  

80,000 sq ft Shopping 
Center/Plaza 

$31,360 $39,872 $79,744 $430,119  $860,238  $1,720,477  

80,000 sq ft Supermarket $77,696 $87,040 $174,080 $938,944  $1,877,888  $3,755,776  

5,000 sq ft Office Building $2,384 $2,304 $4,608 $24,854  $49,709  $99,418  

3,000 sq ft Fast Food 
w/Drive-Thru 

$7,838 $7,927 $15,854 $85,515  $171,029  $342,059  

*The 2021 study updated the trip rates from the ITE Trip Generation Manual 9th edition to the 11th edition. 
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