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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS

Clintonville Road Maintenance and Transportation Utility Fee
by

Andrew Robert Eveland

American Public University System November 3, 2019

Charles Town, West Virginia

Professor Glenn Starks, Thesis Professor

This paper presents a new method of transportation infrastructure revenue generation for
the City of Clintonville, Wisconsin in the form of a Transportation Utility Fee (TUF). A TUF is
a relatively rare revenue generation policy that treats city roads as a utility and charges for its
use. The TUF is assessed against properties based on the estimated use of the utility generated
by those properties. The formulas used for assessment rate generation are taken from the
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Institute of Transportation Engineers Transportation Utility Manuals, 8th-10th editions and
applied to each applicable property within the city of Clintonville. The data for Clintonville
properties was collected from tax assessment and fire inspection documents and analyzed.
Revenue generation estimates based on this data show that Clintonville, and other small cities
like it, can more equitably fund transportation infrastructure needs via the TUF than via property
taxes. This paper shows a possible avenue for municipal revenue generation in communities
where state law restricts local taxation options.

7

TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER

PAGE

I.

INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................10

II.

LITERATURE REVIEW..................................................................................................13
The Context of Municipal Revenue Generation................................................................13
The Transportation Utility Fee: Concept and History.......................................................16
Political and Legal Challenges..........................................................................................19

III.

METHODOLOGY ...........................................................................................................23
Data Collection Technique and Analysis..........................................................................24
Infrastructure Revenue Requirements...............................................................................29
Data Manipulation.............................................................................................................30
Limitations of the Study....................................................................................................30

IV.

RESULTS .........................................................................................................................32
Mandatory Adjustments for Fairness and Legality…………….......................................37
Assessing the Potential Revenue Pool...............................................................................38

V.

DISCUSSION ..................................................................................................................40
Low Income Rate Reductions...........................................................................................40
Schools…………..............................................................................................................41
Binning..............................................................................................................................42

8
Down-Town Reduction.....................................................................................................47
Non-Use Exemption..........................................................................................................47
Maximum Contributions/Fee Caps...................................................................................48
Recommendation..............................................................................................................49
Option One- 4 Cent Rate with Daily Trip Cap.................................................................50
Option Two- 3 Cent Rate with No Modifications............................................................54
Property Tax Reduction....................................................................................................58
Request for Evaluation......................................................................................................59
Final Thoughts.................................................................................................................60
LIST OF REFERENCES.................................................................................................62

LIST OF TABLES

9
TABLE

PAGE

1. ITE Trip Generation Table Sample...........................................................................................18
2. ITE Trip Generation Table 8th Edition Residential Sample.....................................................25
3. ITE Trip Generation Table 8th Edition Non-Residential Sample..............................................26
4. Projected Clintonville Transportation Infrastructure Revenue Needs.......................................30
5. ITE Property Categories Found in Clintonville.........................................................................33
6. Clintonville Raw Data. . ...........................................................................................................34
7. Multi-Rate Revenue Generation Estimates................................................................................38
8. Multi-Rate Fee Per-Property Estimates.....................................................................................39
9. Binning by Area.........................................................................................................................43
10. Hillsboro Binning by Trip Generation Rates...........................................................................44
11. Clintonville Trip Generation Rate Bin Model........................................................................ 45
12. 4 Cent-per-Trip with Cap Model........................................................................................... 50
13. 3 Cent-per-Trip Model............................................................................................................54

10
Introduction

Citizens demand services from their government. Governments require revenue to
provide those services. Citizens do not like giving their hard-earned dollars to the government.
This dynamic, known to everyone in the United States, drives the give and take battle between
taxes and services that dominates the relationship between regular citizens and the government
that serves them. This conflict exists between citizens and all levels of government, from the
local level, to the state, to the federal government.
In the scheme of the American system, the local or municipal governments often find
themselves victims to choices made at the state and federal levels. Municipal governments are
weaker than the state and federal governments both legally and politically. Municipal
governments are subject to the laws and regulations of both the state and the federal government
and must operate within their mandates. Additionally, the representatives of local government
do not have the megaphones of media and money that state and federal politicians have to
influence the voting public. As such, state governments have been able to enact legislation and
craft policy over time that have benefited themselves often at the expense of municipal
governments.
This has certainly been the case in the State of Wisconsin. When Wisconsin’s
constitution was amended in 1908 to allow for the state income tax, the intent was to give 90%
of that money to municipalities for local use and property tax relief. Income tax collected at the
state level use to be the primary source of revenue for Wisconsin municipalities. However, state
income tax revenues distributed to municipalities have fallen drastically over the last three
decades as the state redirected those funds to state level programs. Now, municipalities rely
twice as much on property tax as state aid for revenue (Stein, 2019). In addition to the
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reductions in state aid, the state drastically restricts municipalities’ abilities to raise revenue.
Wisconsin municipalities are not allowed to enact a Local Option Sales Tax (LOST) or a Special
Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST). In addition, the amount of revenue raised through
property taxes is restricted by state-imposed levy limits and most cities operate at the edges of
these levy limits every year. The decline in state aids and restrictions placed on municipalities to
generate revenue have hampered municipal abilities to fund much needed programs and
infrastructure, especially in fiscally difficult times when tax revenues shrink.
One of the most important and expensive elements of local infrastructure that a city needs
to maintain are its roadways and they have not escaped the budgetary retraction. It should be
noted here that Wisconsin cities do receive a small percentage of the revenue generated via the
state’s gasoline tax for road maintenance, which, combined with property taxes, forms the vast
majority of street maintenance funding (Voulgaris, 2014). However, increases in fuel efficiency
and a decline in inflation-adjusted revenue per vehicle-mile traveled have reduced the returns
from this tax (Junge & Levinson, 2012). Increasingly, Wisconsin cities are looking for new
means of revenue generation to meet these budget shortfalls.
The City of Clintonville is no exception. Clintonville is a city of 4,500 in North-East
Wisconsin. Situated an hour West-North-West of Green Bay and just north of the Fox River
Valley, Clintonville survives via a strong industrial base which includes metal fabrication,
manufacturing, paper products, and packaging. The City of Clintonville is responsible for
maintaining 38 miles of road and over the past four years has budgeted, on average, just under
$148,000 per year for road maintenance which includes material, equipment, and payroll
(Clintonville Budget, 2019). This is not enough revenue to maintain the road system that
currently exists and the industries that provide the economic base for the city require that the
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city’s road system remains robust and in good working order. The deterioration of city streets is
a well-known problem locally and according to the city government, residents have rightfully
complained about the condition of city streets in recent years (Eveland, 2017). To reverse the
declining state of city streets, the city needs to obtain more revenue for road maintenance and
updating transportation infrastructure.
As the city is prohibited by state law from imposing taxes beyond the property tax and
any increase to property tax levies is generally limited to net new construction for the year,
Clintonville cannot raise the additional revenue via taxes. A possible solution does exist for the
City of Clintonville, a solution that would raise needed revenue, would not be considered a tax
under the law, and would draw the needed revenue directly from those who benefit most from
the roads. This solution is called a Transportation Utility Fee. The Federal Highway
Administration under the Department of Transportation defines a Transportation Utility Fee or
TUF as “a financing mechanism that treats the transportation system like a utility in which
residents and businesses pay fees based on their use of the transportation system rather than taxes
based on the value of property they occupy,” (CIFS, 2019). A TUF treats the city’s roads as a
public utility, the same as a public electrical utility, water and sewer service, or a storm water
utility. Under a TUF, residents, public organizations, and businesses would have to pay a fee
based on the amount of traffic that they generate.
Measuring road usage is not as simple as monitoring electricity consumption; one cannot
simply go to a house and read a meter. Still, there are several reliable models for estimating trip
generation, which is the number and type of vehicles going to or from a property on a daily basis.
Additionally, a municipal government could devise as many pricing schemes to achieve different
policy objectives as the imagination can devise.
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Enacting a Transportation Utility Fee (TUF) in Clintonville, Wisconsin will raise the
revenue needed for road maintenance and construction while shifting revenue collection from a
tax structure, which affects all property owners based on property values, to a fee system that
charges people and organizations in proportion to their rate of road system utilization.
In the following sections, this study will provide an overview of different TUF models
that have been used in municipalities across the country. Successes, failures, obstacles, legal
challenges, and public receptions will be recognized. Finally, one or more TUF proposals,
optimized for the City of Clintonville, will be laid out along with revenue generation estimates
and cost estimates to local organizations and private citizens.

Literature Review

The Context of Municipal Revenue Generation

The Transportation Utility Fee (TUF) is a municipal tool still in its infancy. While the
first TUF was enacted over 30 years ago, the practice has not expanded far from its policy
birthplace in the State of Oregon. Because the TUF is a relatively unknown policy tool there is
not a great deal of scholarly research about the practice. The majority of the available literature
on the subject focuses on the court battles that TUF-enacting municipalities have fought to
determine whether their TUFs, as written and executed, are fees or taxes. As such, this literature
review will summarize that research as well as provide an overview of related topics such as
infrastructure funding, municipal revenue generation authorities, and the trip generation models
used in TUF calculations in order to provide the context for a reader to understand how and why
a Transportation Utility Fee may be applied in Clintonville, Wisconsin.
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To understand the reasoning behind an argument for Transportation Utility Fees one
needs to understand the context from which they are coming. American transportation
infrastructure is in a state of disrepair. In Value Capture for Transportation Finance, Iacono
(2009) relates that raising the existing transportation system to a state of good repair would
require an annual investment of $255 billion from all revenue sources for the next half-century
(2009). Mathur (2009) and Jang and Kwon(2014) both present the problem that local
governments in the United States are increasingly finding themselves with inadequate revenues
to meet the demands of their citizens. In many states, tax revenues generated through state
income and sales taxes have been redirected from municipalities to state-level programs. In A
TUF Sell: Transportation Utility Fees, Voulgaris (2014) relates that sources of revenue such as
fuel taxes have dried up due to mismatched rates of cost inflation between the item taxed and the
price of the services the taxes were meant to pay for. Additionally, wage stagnation and
economic malaise have slowed property value growth in many hard-hit communities, greatly
hindering property tax revenues.
According to Ihlanfeldt (2011), municipal governments essentially have three options.
The first is to raise their mill rates to maintain revenue despite a shrinking tax base. The second
is to seek alternate sources of revenue, and the third is to reduce services. For many, raising mill
rates is not an option as 34 states currently limit municipal property taxes (Jang & Kwon, 2014).
Municipal governments have designed many plans for raising additional revenue for
transportation infrastructure through legal and equitable means. The best of these have become
staples in communities across the country and are well documented in policy literature.
Increasingly, cities are moving towards raising revenue from fees and assessments due to stateimposed legal constraints on municipal taxation (Jang & Kwon, 2014). As Jang and Kwon point
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out in Enterprising Government: The Political And Financial Effects Of Fee-Supported
Municipal Services (2014), from 1970 to 2006, property taxes have decreased from 37% to 24%
of locally generated revenue and user charges have increased from 9% to 14% of locally
generated revenue.
One of these options is the wheel tax. Despite the name, a wheel tax is not actually a tax,
but a fee placed on vehicles registered inside a municipality. According to City Administrator
Sharon Eveland, if the City of Clintonville were to establish a $20-wheel tax on its 4,852 eligible
vehicles, it would only generate $97,040 per year to put towards transportation infrastructure
(Eveland, 2017). Additionally, Eveland notes that the fee would almost entirely hit residents
while missing businesses and tax-exempt institutions that generate traffic.
Municipal governments have also begun utilizing impact fees for new transportation
infrastructure projects. Impact Fees are fees assessed to new private construction to fund the
necessary development of new public infrastructure needed by the new properties (Wiewel et al,
1999). This could include roads, sidewalks, storm drainage, and water and sewer utilities.
According to Mathur (2009), impact fees are a useful means of revenue generation and generally
perceived to be equitable as they are directly target the properties who necessitate the new
infrastructure.
A similar concept, although not as widely used, is the Value Capture Model (VCM). The
VCM seeks to offset the cost of new construction by extracting wealth from the private
properties that draw a substantial benefit from the construction. Highway interchanges near
heavy industry or frontage roads for strip malls or other businesses would be typical candidates
for executing the VCM. Revenue collection with a VCM can take different forms, including
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special assessment districts near the improvement, profit-windfall taxes, or even joint publicprivate funding for project construction (ITE, 1997; Iacono, 2009).
Many cities, under continuous fiscal strains, find themselves increasing the portion of
their revenue to debt service. This has led many to a reduction of economic activity as citizens
become dissatisfied with the diminishing quality of services they receive in exchange for the
continually increased tax burden (Anderson, 2012). This decline may accelerate the Tiebout
Effect, the widely accepted principle in local government and economics that citizens vote with
their feet and will relocate if they can receive a better rate of return (services) on their
investments (taxes) elsewhere (Gill & Rodriguez-Pose, 2012). In Dissolving Cities, Anderson
(2012) shows how the very existence of a municipal government may become untenable and
dissolution of the city, township, or local government may be the most prudent option for the
people who live there.

The Transportation Utility Fee: Concept and History

The Transportation Utility Fee (TUF), the primary focus of this paper, is a relatively
young municipal revenue generation model in the United States and is still very limited in use.
A TUF, as mentioned in the introduction, is “a financing mechanism that treats the transportation
system like a utility in which residents and businesses pay fees based on their use of the
transportation system rather than taxes based on the value of property they occupy,” (CIFS,
2019). The first municipality to institute a TUF was Fort Collins, Colorado in 1984. The Fort
Collins TUF survived an immediate court challenge to its legality, spurring the city of La
Grande, Oregon to enact their own TUF policy. While the Fort Collins TUF was discontinued
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after three years, the La Grande TUF continued and jump-started the use of TUFs in that state.
In 1987, Oregon was the only state in the nation with active TUFs (Ewing, 1994). Oregon has
since become the epicenter for municipal TUF policies, having 30 municipalities with active
TUFs as of 2014 (League of Oregon Cities). While TUF use outside of Oregon is still rare,
municipal governments across the country are considering TUF implementation and a few have
already done so.
Many different methodologies can be used to calculate fee assessments in a
Transportation Utility Fee model. However, the existing research is clear that the more
accurately the policy in question can relate the fee to the service the greater the chance that the
TUF in question will be found by the courts to be within the bounds of the law (Ewing 1993,
1994; Carlson et al, 2007; Junge & Levinson, 2012; Turely, 2014)). The most widely used
methods of fee assessment currently in use rely on a practice called trip generation. Trip
generation is a traffic volume estimation method that correlates a relationship between vehicle
trips and characteristics of the sites being travelled to or from (Tripi, 2011). Trip generation
models create an estimate of end trips, which is the unit of measure being charged by a
municipality in a Transportation Utility Fee policy in the same way a water and sewer utility
charges by gallons. The water and sewer utility is not actually charging for the water, but using
it as a measure of system usage. This is the model that the TUF emulates (Carlson et al, 2007).
The complexity and accuracy of trip generation models can vary a great deal and it should be
noted that inaccuracy in this context is often a result of over-simplifying the model, which
provides fuel for legal challenges. The most prominent trip generation model in use is the Trip
Generation Manual by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). In 2014, 16 of 25 TUF
ordinances mandate the use of ITE-generated rates for their models (Turley, 2014) and by 2017,
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24 of 33, or 73% of functioning TUF districts used trip generation rates to establish fees and 18
specifically mandate the use of the ITE Trip Generation Manual (Ewing, 2017). Thus, the ITE
Trip Generation Manual provides a kind of baseline from which communities begin planning
TUF policies.
Trip Generation 8th Edition 2008 is the result of over 4,800 studies conducted in the
United States and Canada since the 1960s primarily in suburban areas with limited public
transportation services and limited pedestrian amenities (Tripi, 2011). From this data, the ITE
has been able to create trip generation estimates for different types of properties, and, using these
estimates, municipalities can estimate the end trip generation of local properties in order to
assess utility fees. Below is a sample from the Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition.

Table 1: ITE Trip Generation Table Sample

The column on the left shows the Land Use Categories in gray, with further breakdowns
for greater accuracy within those sections. On the far right are the Trips per Unit at peak PM
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hours per unit. The center column shows the “unit” used for each category. These three points
of data form the building blocks on which municipalities build Transportation Utility Fees using
ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, although it should be noted that this study will not be using PM
Peak Hour rates but rather daily average rates in its calculations.
From here, local governments begin the difficult work of applying the theories and
formulas into the form of politically, financially, and legally accepted policy. In Transportation
Utility Fees (1993) and Transportation Utility Fees: Passing Legal Muster, Reid (1994) argues
that in many ways TUFs are regarded as superior to property taxes as a vehicle for municipal
revenue generation for the purpose of transportation infrastructure for three reasons. The first is
that TUFs have the ability to generate revenue from properties that are often tax-exempt,
charging them for services they use. The second reason is that the amount of the service fees rise
or fall in proportion to the use of the service. Finally, because the TUF is a fee rather than a tax,
municipalities typically have far more authority to adjust the charges or fee rates to meet the
revenue requirements for the services being provided. Despite their potential effectiveness,
however, TUFs can be politically and legally difficult.

Political and Legal Challenges

Politically, TUFs are a double-edged sword. As the TUF is a fee, not a tax, its
implementation is typically not subject to a public referendum and the authority to impose the
fee lies entirely with the local government (Jang & Kwon, 2014). Still, while voters may not
vote on the fee itself, they do vote for councilmen and mayors, and studies have shown a
preference from mayors to utilize fee systems rather than property tax increases to meet revenue
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needs (Jang & Kwon, 2014). A utility fee system may be more palatable than a tax as there is
general disapproval of increased taxation and a relatively positive view of fees directly targeting
the users of services (Seggerman et al, 2010). The merits of a transportation utility fee as a userfee may appear fairer to the voting public than a tax because it can be seen as having both
horizontal and vertical equity. Horizontal equity in that all who use the system pay for it, and
vertical equity in that businesses which both generate traffic and have the ability to pay will pay
more. Horizontal and vertical equity are key to a public perception of fairness (Mahieu et al,
2017).
Currently, TUFs currently exist in a gray area as the canon of case law is insufficiently
robust. While TUFs are, by name, fees, the legal determination of its nature depends on the
characteristics of the policy, not its label (Ewing, 1993). Scholars of TUF legality frequently fall
back on legal reasoning established in the case of Emerson College v. City of Boston (1984)
(Junge & Levinson, 2012). This case establishes a kind of eye test to establish whether a
municipal charge is a fee or a tax. According to this ruling, to legally be a fee, the charge must
have three attributes: First, the entities being charged the fee are the ones who directly benefit
from those expenditures and the revenues generated are not shared with others. Second, the fee
must be voluntary, meaning that it can be avoided by not using the service. Lastly, the revenue
raised by these fees must be solely dedicated to the provision of the service (Emerson College v.
City of Boston 1984).
Many municipalities have defended TUF policies in court and the results have been a mix
of success and failures. The court statements themselves and the limited scholarly literature
examining them show that TUF legality is determined by nuanced readings of the municipal
TUF policies and gauging them against legal and scholarly definitions of revenue collection
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terms such as tax, fee, or special assessment under state laws. The first legal challenge to a TUF
was Brewster v. City of Pocatello (1987), in which the Supreme Court of Idaho ruled that the
TUF was a hidden tax, and was therefore, illegal as the city was prohibited by state law from
imposing taxes beyond property tax. In State of Florida v. Port Orange (1994), the court
decided that the Transportation Utility Ordinance (TUO) imposed by Port Orange was a toll that
was simultaneously indiscriminate in its imposition of fees on Port Orange residents in relation
to their road usage and entirely forgiving of toll collection for road users who live outside the
city limits. The court determined that the TUO resembled a tax more than a fee. Additional
guidance was created through the case of Bloom v City of Fort Collins (1989) where the decision
stated that the amount of the special fee needed to be reasonably related to the cost of the service,
but mathematical exactitude is not required (Turley, 2014). Other cities have TUF policies still
standing that may not pass legal muster if challenged, while still other cities have withdrawn
them prior to legal challenge. In Transportation Utility Fees (1993), Ewing surveyed nine TUFusing municipalities and found two jurisdictions, La Grande, OR and Beaumont, TX assigning
flat fee schedules for properties regardless of road use, which Ewing determined could not
survive a legal challenge should one arise. Two more cities, Ashland, OR and Soap Lake, WA,
used the number of employees at a business as an inaccurate surrogate for trip generation and
these were also unlikely to survive legal challenge (1993). Soap City’s TUF would go on to be
invalidated in 1995 (Junge & Levinson, 2012). In Transportation Utility Fees: Passing Legal
Muster, Ewing argues that to be considered a fee rather than a tax, municipalities should avoid
giving exemptions to tax exempt properties (1994). However, Austin, Texas has used a TUF
policy since 1992 and that policy gives exemptions to public schools and public universities
(City of Austin, 2019) and has never received a legal challenge.
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While the legal and political feasibility of Transportation Utility Fees is still debatable,
the examination of legal precedents and case studies do highlight some lessons that a
municipality should recognize to maximize its chances of success in enacting a TUF policy:
•

The trip generation architecture used to calculate fees needs to be as accurate as
possible. Over-generalization of fee-paying entities and ignoring real differences
in their end-trip generation gives the TUF a strong tax-like characteristic (Ewing,
1994; State of Florida v. Port Orange, 1994).

•

The revenue generated needs to directly go towards the services being paid for by
the TUF (Emerson College v. City of Boston, 1984).

•

TUF policies should avoid exempting properties that are already tax exempt as
this gives the TUF the appearance of being an attempted hidden tax. TUF
policies should exempt undeveloped properties and vacant buildings for the same
reason (Ewing, 1994).

•

When implemented, TUF revenues should be used to offset a portion of property
taxes used for road maintenance to reaffirm that the TUF is intended to more
accurately align the funding of the service with the service users, not merely as a
tool for additional revenue generation. This will also make the TUF more
palatable to voters (Jang & Kwon, 2014).

The legal and political challenges experienced by TUF-enacting municipalities around the
country provide a base of knowledge that could enable a successful TUF policy in Clintonville.
The following section on research approach and methodology will cover policy structures, fee
assessment models, and provide the legal authorities to execute them under Wisconsin state law.
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Methodology

This study seeks to explore the possibility of transitioning municipal road repair and
maintenance funding from a property tax system to a TUF model which provides the same or
greater revenue to the City of Clintonville while spreading the burden of cost more equitably
among the users of the road system based on their rates of road usage. It hypothesizes that
enacting a TUF in Clintonville, Wisconsin, will raise the revenue needed for road maintenance
and construction while shifting revenue collection from a tax structure which affects all property
owners proportionally to the assessed values of their properties to a fee system that charges
people and organizations in proportion to their rate of road system utilization.
There are two theories which serve well as lenses through which to interpret and evaluate
the implementation of a TUF in Clintonville, Wisconsin. The first, the Benefits Received
Theory, is used frequently when studying issues of taxation and can be used to address the TUF
itself. At its core, the Benefits Received Theory contends that those who benefit from a service
are the ones who should pay for that service. It seeks to clearly expose the relationship between
those who pay for services and those who receive them. It seeks to identify whether or not taxes
and fees collected are actually returned to those who paid for them in the form of services or if
they go elsewhere. It also evaluates the return on investment for any tax or fee, examining the
magnitude of the cost versus the benefit of the service. As such, this theory often runs into
conflict when used in the context of government revenue-seeking as so much of taxation fits
better into an Ability to Pay framework than a Benefits Received framework (Duff, 2004).
However, this is a discussion of shifting revenue generation from taxation to utility fees, and as
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such, the Benefits Received Theory is an appropriate position from which to approach the topic.
In asking these questions, the Benefits Received Theory drives at questions of economic
practicality and fairness to citizens, two of the primary concerns present when considering TUF
implementation.
The second theory, the Multiple Streams Theory, can be used to evaluate the environment
which gives the impetus to pursue new methods of revenue generation as well as context for
understanding their political and economic viability. This theory, derived from John Kingdon’s
1984 book, Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policies, purports that in order for political or
policy change to occur, three separate currents must come together at the same time. First, a
policy problem must arise that needs to be addressed. Second, a viable policy solution to the
problem must also be available for discussion, debate, and execution. Lastly, a political and
social environment in which to approach, debate, and enact technically possible solutions must
exist. Only when these three forces converge, can policy change occur (Beland & Howlett,
2016). At the level of local government where political action in response to public sentiment
can occur faster than at higher levels, such a meeting of the streams may be presently occurring
to address a residential population that feels taken advantage of by tax policies that benefit
businesses at their expense and feels overwhelmed by a cumbersome property tax burden.

Data Collection Technique and Analysis
Validating the viability of a Transportation Utility Fee in the City of Clintonville will be
a three-phase process. The first two stages are the relatively objective processes of data
collection and analysis while the third stage attempts to use the data analyzed from the second
stage to form financially, legally, and politically viable public policy options.
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The first phase of the process is data collection. All TUF-eligible properties, both public
and private, within the City of Clintonville will be catalogued and divided into categories
according to the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual 8th through 10th
Editions. A portion of the ITE Trip Generation Manual 8th Edition is shown in Table 2.

The

column on the left identifies what type of property is being looked at. It is also assigned an ITE
code, which is simply a reference number for the property type. The center column, Units,
shows a unit of measurement. The Unit is a variable that allows the user to relate the third
column, Rate, to the actual property and the amount of traffic that property generates on a daily
basis. The column on the right, Rate, shows the average number of end trips, trips beginning or
ending at that property type per day, per the Unit in the center column.
Table 2: ITE Trip Generation Table 8th Edition Residential Sample

The second category, Non-Residential Use, is slightly more complex but still quite
simple. Non-Residential operates in the same manner as Residential except that the Units of
Measure are different depending on the type of property. These Units currently consist of 1,000
ft2 of floor space (Kft2), number of Employees, number of Storage Units, average number of
Occupied Rooms, Students, Picnic Sites, Beds, Service Bays, and Fueling Stations. Table 3 is an
excerpt from the ITE Trip Generation Manual of non-residential property types that this study is
likely to encounter in Clintonville, Wisconsin.
Table 3: ITE Trip Generation Table 8th Edition Non-Residential Sample
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The second phase of the process applies the Trip Generation calculations to the
Clintonville property data gathered in phase one to establish the Transportation Utility Fee. To
begin this process, the municipality must begin with a desired revenue (DRev) target and then
assess the Yearly Total End Trips ( YTET) generated by all TUF-eligible properties within the
city.
The Yearly Total End Trips is generated through the following equation:
•

Yearly Total End Trips (YTET) = The Sum of (Measurement Unit x Trip
Generation Factor x 365) for all eligible properties.

Where:
•

Measurement Unit (MU): The measurement unit for each type of property being
charged. This may be guest rooms for a hotel, number of dwelling units in an
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apartment complex, or square footage of an industrial production facility (Column
B).
•

Trip Generation Factor: Total average daily trips per Unit (Column C).

•

All 365 days of the year are considered

The municipality then divides Desired Revenue by Yearly Total End Trips to establish
the Base Rate (BR). This tells the municipality how much they need to charge per end-trip to
meet their revenue needs. The Base Rate will be used to establish the Transportation Utility Fee
(TUF) as it will be assessed against each property.

This is expressed as:

•

DRev / YTET = BR

•

Base Rate: The financial charge levied per end trip

Finally, this gives the municipality the needed information to assess the Transportation
Utility Fee (TUF) for each individual eligible property within the city.
•

TUF = MU x TGF x BR (daily)

•

TUF = MU x TGF x BR x 365 (yearly)

Both Measurement Unit and Trip Generation Factor will be taken from the
recommendations in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manuals.
For the Clintonville model, we will use this calculation with minimal adjustments. The
only immediate adjustment we will make is an exemption for unoccupied properties, which case
law has made clear cannot be charged under a TUF model. We will then divide categories into
residential and non-residential use. As Table 2 shows, residential use is divided into multi-
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family dwellings and stand-alone single-family residences as their trip generation rates are
substantially different according to ITE.
This will be the basic calculation done for all occupied TUF-eligible properties in
Clintonville. The needed Unit data has been collected through tax assessment data, fire
inspection data, garbage collection records, satellite imagery via Google Earth, and in-person
observation. Any question as to ITE Code or Property Description can be addressed via public
records and/or direct observation.
After this basic data is captured and recorded the final phase of this study will follow.
The final phase will examine the impact of exemptions, discounts, and maximum limits on fee
assessments to the overall policy process. This stage is by far the most subjective in the process
as the goal is to create policy options that are financially, legally, and politically feasible. The
investigation of data manipulation and TUF policy options will be conducted with the objective
of meeting the predicted costs of the city’s annual transportation infrastructure needs.

Infrastructure Revenue Requirements
This study assesses that between road maintenance and yearly road replacement the City
of Clintonville requires an estimated $603,179 per year for its transportation infrastructure needs.
This annual cost was derived by reviewing the City’s 2020-2026 Capital Improvement Plan and
the 2019 Annual Budget. From the Capital Improvement Plan, a calculation was made of the
total cost of road reconstruction projects, road resurfacing, and relevant equipment, which was
then divided by seven, the total number of years the Capital Improvement Plan. From the 2019
Annual Budget, the amount listed for street maintenance, including contracted services and
operating expenses, was added to a conservative estimate of the cost of salaries and benefits
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directly attributed to the street maintenance activities. The annual Capital Improvement Plan
costs combined with the 2019 Annual Budget costs results in the estimated revenue of $603,179
that the City would be allowed to generate through the Transportation Utility.
Table 4: Projected Clintonville Transportation Infrastructure Revenue Needs
Total 2020-2026 Capital Expenditures for
Streets
Average annual Capital Expenditures for
Streets/ 7 years
2019 Annual Street Maintenance Budget
2019 Estimated Salaries and Benefits for
Street Maintenance Activities
Total Annual Revenue Needed

$3,188,000
$455,429
$72,750
$75,000
$603,179

Data Manipulation
The collected results will then be subjected to hypothetical policy modifications that
other TUF-implementing municipalities have commonly used to achieve their policy objectives.
Those modifications will be critiqued based on their financial impact to Clintonville, their
legality in Wisconsin, and any disproportionate political difficulties they may create. The
modifications that will be applied and evaluated will include exemptions or rate-reductions for
educational institutions and places of worship, artificial caps on monthly fees, and staggering
Base Rates into different price groupings based on a property’s monthly Trip Generation Rates
or Units of Measure, a process known as binning. The application of these policy options to the
collected and analyzed data will carry us into the Discussion portion of this thesis.

Limitations

31
This study did encounter obstacles that result in some unfortunate limitations. The
reliance on second-hand data (gathered primarily through municipal tax assessments and fireinspections) to establish the square footages of many structures sometimes raised questions about
a property’s size. On occasion different, data sources offered conflicting square footage
assessments. Also, some of the data from the public sources appeared to be outdated, assigning
parcels to business entities which no longer exist. To mitigate this, when data concerning a
structure’s size (or existence) were in doubt, either the smaller assessment was logged and used
or the property was omitted from the study entirely.
Additionally, this study logged 20 church properties in the City of Clintonville. As
churches are tax-exempt, the majority (17 in total) did not have any building measurements
available via property tax assessments. Rather than eliminate the properties entirely, this study
chose to assign each of the 17 churches with no area measurements available an area of 1,000 ft2.
This is, without any doubt, a gross underestimation of actual floor space. While any actual
policy measure will require accurate floor space measurements, for this study’s purpose of
creating revenue generation estimates for the city, the use of a conservative 1,000 feet2 estimate
was preferable to omitting the 17 properties entirety.
Finally, a copy of The Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual
could not be obtained due to its cost. As such, this study relied on limited data from the ITE Trip
Generation Manuals that have been used by other municipalities or organizations. This study
uses data from the 8th,9th, and 10th Editions of the ITE Trip Generation Manual to calculate trip
generation rates. Undoubtably, trip generation rates have been updated from that time and
additional, more specific, property categories have been created in subsequent years.
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It bears repeating that the purpose of this study is to create multiple TUF options for the
City of Clintonville with revenue generation estimates based on previously used or otherwise
logical policy modifications. It provides revenue estimates and examples of possible policy
structures to serve as a launching point to fabricate actual plans and policy. The creation and
implementation of any TUF policy in the City of Clintonville should be based on its own
independent property evaluation and measurement process, whether conducted internally or
contracted to a private entity. The second-hand data used for property assessments in this study
is sufficient for total revenue generation estimates for the city but should not be used in any
actual transportation utility fee calculations.

Results
This study collected data on 194 unique, non-residential, non-city owned, improved
properties, both of business and non-profit varieties, 17 of which were found to be vacant and
removed from the study. Legal precedents demonstrate that levying utility fees against vacant
properties that do not show obvious signs of utility usage gives the TUF the unwanted
appearance of a tax rather than a fee. In addition to the 177 documented non-residential
properties, this study logged 14 apartment complexes comprising 240 living units, 1534 single
family residences, and duplexes and triplexes comprising 180 single family dwelling units.
While some properties within the city limits were inevitably missed as this data was primarily
collected by collating and cross-referencing several unique public record sources rather than via
a first-hand survey, this data encompasses the vast majority of eligible TUF properties and
provides an excellent baseline for evaluating the feasibility and make-up of possible TUF
policies in Clintonville.
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All properties were divided by ITE category codes which assign ITE-established average
end-trips per day per property type. Properties in the Clintonville study were grouped into 44
different ITE categories as follows on Table 5.
Table 5: ITE Property Categories Found in Clintonville
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Garage

180

Specialized Services

437

Bowling Alley

140

Manufacturing/Industry

210

Single Family Homes

492

Gym

150

Warehousing

220

Apartments/Multi-Fam

495

Rec Compound

151

Storage Units

320

Motel

520

Elem School

160

Funeral Home

430

Golf Course

522

Middle School

530

High School

710

Office

912

Bank

536

Private School

720

Dentist

925

Pub

540

Tech School

815

Discount Retail

931

Restaurant

556

Cemetery

816

Home Supply

933

Fast Food/No DT

560

Church

826

Specialty Retail

934

Fast Food/W DT

565

Day Care

841

Car Lot

936

Café

580

Museum

843

Auto Parts Store

942

Auto Repair

620

Assisted Living Center

850

Grocery

945

Gas Station

603

Medical Clinic

881

Pharmacy

948

Car Wash

640

Veterinary Clinic

890

Furniture Store
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The raw data for all applicable Clintonville properties, compiled and entered into ITE
Trip Generation standards as taken from the 8th through 10th Editions of the ITE Trip Generation
Manual follows on Table 6. Properties have been grouped by ITE code for ease of computation.

Table 6: Clintonville Raw Data
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Mandatory Adjustments for Fairness and Legality

Some of the property types listed in this chart, specifically those in the 8 and 9 hundred
categories, are entitled to a rate reduction as a great deal of their associated traffic volume is
pass-by traffic, rather than end-trips. This means that much of the traffic interacting with those
locations is doing so in the course of its travel to other locations. As such, the ITE recommends
a 60% rate reduction for applicable properties of less than 50,000 square feet and a 40% rate
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reduction for properties over 50,000 square feet. For the sake of creating a safe and conservative
baseline from which to begin, the recommended reduction is applied in all following
calculations.

Assessing The Potential Revenue Pool
The following table, Table 7, consolidates the data in Table 6 from individual property
entries to groups based on the type of property for ease of understanding and manipulation. In
addition to this, the previously mentioned rate reductions for pass-by traffic have been applied to
all 800 and 900 series ITE codes. Lastly, six different TUF options have been provided: 1, 3, 5,
10, 25, and 50 cents per trip generated to provide a baseline of understanding of the potential
revenue generation pool for the city versus the cost to different entities to which the fee is
applied.

Table 7: Multi-Rate Revenue Generation Estimates
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At this point, it bears reminding that trip generation rates are based off decades of
research by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. Also, the number of units presented in
these charts is a fixed number. The only number in these charts that the municipal government
can control is the rate of charge, and in this, they have a great deal of freedom. The table above
gives us an idea of the revenue generation potential of a TUF policy.
However, in any discussion of economic and revenue generation policy, we must also
address the hardship placed on the entities subject to the fee. That information can be found
below, in Table 8, which shows the yearly average cost to each property based on its ITE tripgeneration-rates and three different per-trip rates.

Table 8: Multi-Rate Fee Per-Property Estimates

Total Revenue Generated by Rate-----

As you can see, under the .05 plan, a single-family home only pays $174 a year while the
average cost to an industrial property becomes $5,894 and $13,806 for a car dealership. As you
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can see, shifting transportation infrastructure revenue generation from a property tax model to a
transportation utility fee model represents a dramatic shift in the burden of responsibility for
transportation infrastructure funding.

Discussion

Low-Income Rate Reductions

The City of Clintonville would be well-served by implementing a TUF. A TUF would
simultaneously create a structure that ties responsibility for maintaining the transportation system
to those who derive the most benefit from it while divorcing revenue generation responsibility
for that utility from property taxes. However, the city must also keep in mind the financial
struggles of its citizens. To this end, even though it would cost the city needed revenue,
Clintonville may want to consider implementing a low-income fee reduction for residential
properties. Without any other modifications to the above rate schedule, residential properties
account for about one-third of generated revenue and so any income-based reduction would only
affect this portion of the revenue pool.
The city government will certainly have its own opinions concerning the institution of a
low-income fee-reduction and if so, under what criteria. One convenient option available to the
city would be to tie the application of a low-income TUF credit to a state-wide, home-heating
assistance program which serves a similar function in Clintonville and elsewhere throughout the
State of Wisconsin. The Wisconsin Home Energy Assistance Program (WHEAP) provides
financial assistance for home heating costs to low-income households and is currently active
within the city. Citizens of Wisconsin receive home-heating via many different means, running
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the gamut from wood stoves, to private gas and electric companies, to public utilities. The
WHEAP program provides state payment directly to service provider on behalf of the consumer
if the household meets their low-income qualification criteria. The income threshold required for
WHEAP benefits is 60% of the state median household income. For a single person household
this is about $26,700 to just over $55,000 for a family of four (Home Energy Plus, 2019).
The City could simply apply a subsidy for the transportation utility fee for households
already enrolled in and approved by WHEAP. Beyond being a simple mechanism for the city
government to know who is qualified (as well as citizens knowing what subsidies they are
eligible for), tying a TUF subsidy to WHEAP may provide additional legal cover for a TUF
subsidy. Should a lawsuit cite the city subsidizing the TUF payments for low income residents as
evidence that the TUF resembles a tax, they may also have to engage the state-wide WHEAP
program which provides a very similar function.

Schools
One of the more politically difficult aspects of Clintonville’s TUF enactment is the dollar
amount of the assessment directed at local schools. Schools generate a great deal of traffic and
Clintonville Middle and High Schools, and the Saint Martin Lutheran School are three of the
highest traffic generating properties in the entire city. The High School generates more than
twice as much traffic as the next highest, non-school property and under the basic TUF formula,
is assessed its fee as such. Clearly, this fact will generate a great deal of consternation with the
public.
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In practice, however, the fee assessed to a school will likely be similar to the fee assessed
to the owner of an apartment building. The apartment owner is being assessed a fee based on the
number of living units in the building and as such, will likely pass that fee on to the renters,
either as an additional fee or included in a slightly higher rental fee. Under a TUF, schools are
charged based on the number of students enrolled. As such, one option for the school district
administration would be to add a fee to enrollment, in the same manner in which many schools
now impose technology fees. At a 5-cent rate this would amount to a manageable $31.20 per
student, but at 50 cents, an imposing and untenable $312 per student.
Some cities, including Austin, Texas have exempted educational institutions from having
to pay transportation utility fees. While this may be attractive politically, the use of categorical
exemptions for the benefit of the public interest while the receiver of the exemption is one of the
heaviest traffic generators in the city, gives the TUF the appearance of a tax and makes it
vulnerable to legal challenges.

Binning

Another option available to simplify the process is a practice known as binning. Binning
simply means grouping, and in a binning mechanism, the municipality groups properties based
on like characteristics and assigns fee rates to those groupings. For instance, a municipality
could make bins based on square footage ranges. Rather than charge each entity according to its
exact trip generation rate multiplied by its exact unit of measure (1,000 ft2, fuel position, etc.),
the properties are grouped into ranges according to their units of measure and/or ITE category.
This method simplifies the assessment process. Each bin could be assessed a flat TUF rate, or a
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TUF rate derived from only a single variable within the TUF equation, while making the other
constant. A very simple and easily understandable form of binning would be grouping properties
into separate bins by square foot ranges and applying the same number of units to each property
within the bin. To provide an example, I have taken all non-residential properties which use
square footage for ITE trip generation in Clintonville and divided them into nine different
categories. The division is shown in Table 9 below.

Table 9: Binning by Area

As shown in Table 7, at a 5 cent per-trip charge, the non-residential revenue generation
total stands at just over $600,000 per year. With the binning system annotated in Table 9 applied
to non-residential properties using square footage as a factor in ITE trip generation calculations,
that number falls to $456,000.
A more elaborate binning method is used in Hillsboro, Oregon. In Hillsboro, their binned
TUF policy ignores ITE property categories for eligible non-residential properties and bases its
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fees on square footage multiplied by binned ranges of trip generation rates. A brief explanation
is shown below, in Table 10, drawn from Hillsboro’s original 2008 program.
Table 10: Hillsboro Binning by Trip Generation Rates

When viewing the table, it is important to remember that the municipality begins with a
revenue target and works from there to apportion responsibility for meeting that revenue goal
among the properties of the city. Hillsboro determined that 48% of their local transportation
infrastructure funding was to be generated by residential properties and 52% by non-residential
properties (Baily, 2012). That basis represents the beginning point for establishing the
residential to non-residential rate ratios.
After doing that, bins were established. This system grouped properties into eight bins
with bins 1-6 pertaining to properties that use square footage as a unit of measure for establishing
trip generation rates. Each property within a bin is charged a base monthly payment (the same
for all bins) plus an additional set fee per 1,000 ft2 of floor space. The additional set fee is
unique to each bin. Under Hillsboro’s 2019 rates, a 3,000 ft2 non-residential property that
generates trips at a rate of 3.5 per day per 1,000 ft2 would be put into bin 1 and charged only
$1.04 a month plus the base fee of $4.18. The monthly rate of charge is established by
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multiplying the charge assigned to the bin number by the 1,000 ft2 unit of measure (City of
Hillsboro, 2019).
Bin 7 is comprised of properties that do not use area in trip calculation rates, such as
schools and gas stations. These properties use the standard trip generation format used earlier in
this paper; however, the city only allows for an assessed maximum of 1500 trips per month in
their rate calculations. Bin 8 is residential, for which they used a flat, per-dwelling, fee.
If you notice, among bins one through six, as the trip generation rates increase, so does
the monthly fee. This maintains consistency with the benefits-received principle which holds
that as transportation utility usage increases, so should assessed fees.
Using the Hillsboro binning model as a template, this study offers a structure for the City
of Clintonville working on some of the same premises. This study used the city’s estimated
revenue goals as a desired total, then enforced a roughly 50/50 divide in responsibility for that
revenue generation between residential and non-residential property. For the sake of simplicity,
the base fee element used in Hillsboro was removed and all revenue generation was rolled into
the bin-specific set fees. Table 11, below, shows the results of this exercise.
Table 11: Clintonville Trip Generation Rate Bin Model
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One potential difficulty with this binning method is the range of large values lumped
together in the Trips/TGSF category. A 10,000 ft2 facility in bin 5 with an ITE assessed rate of
151 trips per day at an arbitrary per trip charge of 5 cents would be billed $27,557 per year with
no reductions or modifications applied. A similar 10,000 ft2 facility with an ITE assessed rate of
400 trips would be charged $73,000 over the course of the year at the same rate. Yet, in this
binned system, both entities would be charged the same fee dependent only on what the
municipality determined the monthly fee per TGSF should be for that bin.
A second difficulty in using the binning process may be that even though the use of bins
simplifies the municipal accounting and assessment process for many properties, it adds an
additional layer of complexity and process to the policy. If binning is the only modification
made to a TUF model for applying assessments, it is no obstacle, but if the municipality intends
to apply other modifications such as property exemptions based on various criteria, or maximum
trip generation rates, the additional layer of processing may become burdensome. Like any
policy mechanism, binning has its advantages and disadvantages.
The binning method could ease assessment calculations for the city. It would possibly
also reduce complaints of inaccuracy in fees based on incorrect unit of measure assessments.
However, binning as a method of complaint mitigation is a two-sided coin based on perspective.
On one hand, grouping entities together based on ranges gives the municipality a lower needed
threshold of exactitude, while on the other hand, the very act of binning as a policy proclaims
that from the very beginning, everyone’s transportation utility assessment will be somewhat
inaccurate, as shown in the hypothetical example above, and could have validity implications.
Still, as was covered earlier, mathematical exactitude is not legally required for a special fee, but
the binning process is still a less accurate fee mechanism, which opens the policy to legal attack.
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Downtown Reduction
Another policy option that may work to benefit the community along several fronts is a
downtown business rate reduction. Retail stores, salons, and eating and drinking establishments
located in congested, downtown areas have a unique role in providing life and character to a
community. Encouraging businesses to establish themselves in downtown areas by paying their
TUF fees may be an incentive to encourage growth. These establishments, when in the 800 and
900 ITE categories are already entitled to the 60% pass-by reduction. Additionally, in the
downtown area, they tend to be smaller physical spaces. Having the municipality pay the TUF
assessments for them would be a relatively low-cost endeavor. Finally, the simple reality is that
businesses that are more spread out, such as suburban shopping centers and business parks
generate more traffic than pedestrian-heavy downtown areas where people often visit multiple
business on foot rather than driving to and from each one individually. Reducing the TUF for
downtown retail and eateries could present an even more accurate assessment of their trip
generation rates.

Non-Use Exemptions and Reductions
An additional possible exemption, and an aspect of legal importance in defining the TUF
as a true utility fee and not a hidden tax, is a non-use exemption or reduction for residential
properties meeting certain criteria. Just as a person may choose not to use a municipal electric
service or water service by simply not using lights or bathrooms, they may decline the
transportation utility by not using the utility. Assessing the fee for water or electricity may be
easier for the city in some respects as both of these are metered services, but a proxy indicator
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could be used in its place for a transportation utility. Two possibilities present themselves: If a
property owner does not have a driver’s license or if there is no vehicle registered to that
property address, their property may be exempted or receive a rate reduction.

Maximum contributions

While it is the case that the transportation utility fee is a more equitable mechanism with
which to pay for transportation infrastructure than property taxes from a benefits-received
perspective and its policy success as a revenue generation mechanism elsewhere in the country
indicates that it is at least functional, if not equitable, in terms of an ability to pay perspective,
the resulting financial burden of changing from a property tax structure to a transportation utility
fee structure constitutes a significant and perhaps unsettling shift in financial responsibilities to
some individuals and organizations within the city. This should not be downplayed or dismissed
simply because the reasoning behind a TUF’s equitability is sounder than that of property taxes.
Traditions and policy precedents matter to communities. Consistency of policy mechanisms and
financial obligations to the government provide a sense of stability and long-term continuity of
lifestyle and identity. The shift of financial responsibility for transportation infrastructure as
predicated by the enactment of a transportation utility fee constitutes a dramatic shift in those
responsibilities.
One method of cushioning this shift is the use of traffic generation maximums. By
imposing a set maximum limit on daily or monthly trips generated by a property for TUF
assessment purposes, the municipality can tighten the gap between residential and nonresidential revenue generation responsibilities, as well as narrow the gap between heavy trafficgenerating non-residential properties and non-residential properties that generate little or
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moderate amounts of traffic. A cap on traffic generation rates also provides an expense ceiling
for large businesses or organizations that contemplate future growth. This would serve to reduce
concerns of rising overhead costs associated with expansion and may even serve to encourage
local growth as a method of maximizing utility once the maximum fee threshold has been
reached.

Recommendations
To fully fund Clintonville’s transportation infrastructure needs, the city needs to locally
generate an estimated $603,179. This goal can quite feasibly be reached using a transportation
utility fee policy mechanism. It is the recommendation of this study that the City of Clintonville
set a transportation utility fee revenue goal slightly below the estimated annual need for
transportation infrastructure funding. Any remaining need can be met through the property tax
mechanism as it currently exists. One of the general requirements for legally meeting the
definition of a utility fee is that the revenue raised must go towards, and may not exceed, the cost
of the service provided. Aiming for a revenue goal slightly short of the revenue need will
minimize the chance of an accidental over-collection that would necessitate a refund or other
corrective action, an unnecessary and unwanted complication in the first vulnerable years of a
new policy.
In addition to being mathematically feasible, the burden of financial responsibility as
dictated by a transportation utility fee would be more equitable than the current system of
revenue generation through property taxes in terms of the benefits received principle. However,
this reassessment of financial responsibility marks a dramatic shift from precedent and may also
require a delicate hand to make the specific policies and practices effective for Clintonville.
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To best balance the city’s financial need with concern for the well-being of property
owners that will face an increased financial burden under a TUF policy, this study recommends
one of two options.

Recommended Option One
The first recommended option is the application of the standard ITE trip generation
model with a 500 trip per day cap on all property assessments and a per-trip charge of 4 cents.
The maximum trip cap functions in much the same way as an unlimited data plan on a cellular
device, acknowledging the higher price paid by that consumer and agreeing to take no more for
essentially unlimited usage. It also may act as an incentive for business expansion in the
Clintonville area as any business already assessed at the trips per day maximum can expect to
pay no more for transportation infrastructure regardless of how much they grow in the future.
The estimates for the policy as described are shown in Table 12 below.

Table 12: 4 Cent-per-Trip with Cap Model
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As the data shows, a standard ITE trip generation model charging 4 cents per end-trip
with a 500 per-day maximum trip assessment generates just under $600,000. Approximately
43% of that total is generated by residential property and 57% through non-residential properties.
The yearly charge to a single-family home would be about $140.00 or $11.66 per month. The
yearly charge per unit in a multi-family dwelling such as a duplex, triplex, or apartment would be
about $97.00 or $8.08 per month.
The 500 trip per-day cap on end-trips resulted in a reduced assessment for 24 nonresidential properties. At that maximum rate, the yearly assessed fee for each of those properties
is $7,300. The most significant assessment reduction as a result of this imposed maximum
belongs to the Kwik Trip gas station on Main Street. At 4 cents per-trip with no maximum
imposed, Kwik Trip would be assessed a fee of $24,716 over the course of the year. The 500 trip
per-day maximum reduces this figure by $17,416.
Undoubtably, Clintonville public schools and their assessments would be of great interest
to the community as public schools tend to be beloved local institutions, generate large amounts
of traffic, generate no income themselves, and would likely pass the burden of this utility fee on
to the families of the students who attend the institutions. Both Clintonville Middle School and
High School would reach the maximum daily trip threshold and be charged $7,300 a year. If
these fees were turned into a student fee by the district and passed on to their families, the family
of each high school student would receive a bill for $14.40 per year and the family of each
middle school student would be charged $21.79 under their current enrollment levels. Because
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current enrollment levels of the local public elementary school were not available, a per-student
charge was impossible to asses, however, based on the square footage, an acceptable alternate
unit of measure, the elementary school did not reach the maximum end-trip threshold.

Recommended Option Two
The second recommended option would be a standard ITE trip generation model with a
per-trip charge of 3 cents and no artificially imposed maximum. This plan represents a
compromise approach to the problem of infrastructure spending while keeping the policy clear of
any legal challenges by not performing any kind of manipulation to the trip generation model
such as trip maximums, binning, or exemptions. The 3-cent plan would generate an estimated
$534,000 per year. This number is $69,179 short of the estimated $603,179 needed for annual
transportation infrastructure spending and would require the city government to pursue other
funding sources such as grants, an endeavor in which the city has recently been quite successful.
At 3 cents per-trip with no maximum, the highest traffic generating properties would pay their
full assessed fee but all properties would be paying at a lower rate than the minimum required to
completely fund the city’s transportation infrastructure needs. The estimates for this plan are
shown below in Table 13.
Table 13: 3 Cent-per-Trip Model
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As the data shows, a standard ITE trip generation model charging 3 cents per end trip
generates just over $534,000. Approximately 36% of that total is generated by residential
property and 64% through non-residential properties. While this is a dramatic departure from the
traditional model that puts the vast majority of the burden directly on families through the

58
property tax, this ratio, for Clintonville, is a much fairer division based on trip generation
metrics.
Under the 3-cent model, the yearly charge to a single-family home would be about
$105.00 or $8.75 per month. The yearly charge per unit in a multi-family dwelling such as a
duplex, triplex, or apartment would be about $73.00 or $6.08 per month.
The hardest hit properties under this plan are the Kwik Trip gas station and Econo-Foods
grocery store, each with yearly assessments in the range of $18,000, followed by Seagrave
Manufacturing and the retail store, Fleet Farm, assessed at approximately $16,800 and $13,500
per year, respectively. In addition, with no maximum limit imposed, Clintonville Middle School
and High School, which have different trip generation rates per student, would pay the
unadulterated trip generation assessment at 3-cents per trip, totaling $9,493 for the high school
and $9,097 for the middle school. If these fees were turned into a student fee and passed on to
families, the family of each high school student would receive a bill for $18.73 per year and the
family of each middle school student would be charged $27.16 under their current enrollment
levels.
Either model proposed is an entirely feasible approach to transportation infrastructure
revenue generation that superior to the current property tax model. However, the imposition of
either policy should be accompanied by two secondary policy changes, property tax reduction,
and a policy providing citizens with an avenue for requesting traffic generation re-evaluations
and necessary recourse in the case of legitimate grievances.

Property Tax Reduction
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The purpose of a TUF is to supply funding to the transportation utility via a fee that
charges people or properties based on the amount of benefit they receive from the utility. Local
funding for the transportation infrastructure in Clintonville, like most cities, currently comes via
the property tax. This is not to say that the property tax necessarily covers the needed levels
revenue to maintain the system at an acceptable level. In fact, many roads exist in what is
considered an unacceptable state of disrepair. However, a portion of the property tax, none-theless, is going to fund transportation infrastructure. As such, it is only logical, fair, and fitting,
that the imposition of a TUF policy should be accompanied by some level of property tax
reduction.
It is important to remember that imposing a TUF should not be seen as having the
primary goal of simply generating more revenue. It is a means of more fairly generating the
required revenue for transportation infrastructure by tying the size of the assessment to the
benefit gained by the individual user. Imposing these policy changes side-by-side, in addition to
making the TUF more politically palatable, provides an extra layer of legal evidence that the
TUF is not simply an attempt to impose a tax by another name in order to acquire additional
revenue.

Request for evaluation
One important element of implementing a transportation utility fee policy or any other
policy mechanism that imposes potential financial hardship on citizens is a formalized system of
redress for those affected. This should not be ignored. A TUF, even in its most basic and
unmodified form assesses charges to properties based on several variables, such as size of the
property or structure in question, number of employees or members. Even the traffic generation
rate applied to the property or the ITE category into which the property is classed may
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reasonably be challenged by the affected party. As a matter of fairness as well as political
palatability, a formal redress system should be put in place to address potentially legitimate
objections. One example could be to allow property owners the option of procuring their own
trip generation study for their properties.
Additionally, in the process of categorizing and assessing thousands of properties,
difficulties will inevitably be encountered, from properties that do not fit cleanly into one
category or another, to properties which generate traffic at significantly different rates than the
ITE established averages, to simple clerical mistakes in documenting and accounting by the
surveying and processing personnel.
Not only is this an issue of fairness and perhaps political practicality, but one of legality.
In the case of Bloom v The City of Fort Collins (1989), the judge stated in his judgement that the
fee must be related to the cost of the service provided but mathematical exactitude is not
required. A redress system provides the mechanism to remain within that legal requirement and
also demonstrates the city’s intent from the beginning to abide by the requirement.

Final Thoughts
The use of property taxes for transportation infrastructure at the local level is a deeply
rooted practice in American history and, as such, may be difficult to alter. However, the creation
of transportation utility fees and their success as a policy tool has demonstrated that other, fairer
options exist which are financially and politically feasible. This study shows how a TUF policy
in the City of Clintonville could provide needed revenue for transportation infrastructure in a
manner that is financially responsible for the city, financially possible for the residents and
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business that reside there, and fair in assigning proportional responsibility for generating those
funds to those who benefit from the transportation system.
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