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Executive Summary 

 

Over the last several years, the Carl Vinson Institute of Government (CVIOG) has 

conducted a number of feasibility studies for proposed incorporations. Those studies, like this 

one, have been designed to provide the groups and legislators that have commissioned them an 

opportunity to investigate the potential fiscal feasibility of an area being considered for 

municipal incorporation. Essentially what the study seeks to determine is whether the services 

sought to be provided by a hypothetical city along with the necessary administrative apparatus 

can be adequately funded by the revenues that would be available. The House of 

Representatives Governmental Affairs Committee of the Georgia General Assembly has 

required by committee rule that bills proposing incorporation be introduced in the first year of a 

biennial session, and that a feasibility study be conducted before they can be considered in the 

second year and has named the Institute of Government as one of the two university 

institutions qualified to conduct the study. 

 

To determine available revenues, we have looked at the amounts of revenue being paid 

to the county government currently providing services to the area under study and any revenue 

streams uniquely available to municipalities such as franchise fees or shares of local option sales 

taxes. To determine the likely operational expenses associated with providing police, public 

works, planning and zoning, code enforcement, basic administrative costs, as well as capital 

costs associated with those services and administration, we looked at two comparison 

governments in the coastal Georgia area, Pooler and Kingsland. We determined that the 

provision of fire protection and solid waste services by contract would qualify the proposed city 

for a share of Local Option Sales Taxes. 

 

It is important to note the limitations of these types of studies. They cannot predict every 

possible variable that may occur in the future with a potential impact on the costs of 

government. Additionally, the study is not intended to be a model budget for a new city. A 

newly elected city council will endeavor to represent their constituencies and will have a set of 

priorities that may impact both taxing and spending patterns.  

 

We are confident however, that looking at currently available revenues and analyzing 

comparable government municipal government spending that our study reflects a realistic 

assessment of likely fiscal feasibility. Based on our analysis, we find that likely available 

revenues exceed likely expenditures for the services identified to be provided, and therefore 

have concluded that a city comprised of the Chatham Islands study area is fiscally feasible.  
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Table 1: Summary of Estimated Revenues and Estimated Expenditures 

  Study Area 

Annual Operating Expenses $10,185,018 

Annualized Capital Expenses $3,705,825 

Total Annual Expenses $13,890,843 

Total Annual Revenues $16,214,424 

Total Annual Revenues less Expenses (Surplus) $2,323,581 

 

Introduction 

 
 The Islands Community Association, Inc. and State Representative Jesse Petrea engaged 

the Carl Vinson Institute of Government to study an area within unincorporated Chatham 

County in order to aid their consideration of the area’s possible incorporation. Chatham Islands, 

or the “study area,” as it is referred to in this report, is situated in the eastern part of Chatham 

County. The study area comprises the area east of the City of Savannah and west of Tybee 

Island. The southern boundary of the study area tracks the Willington River, while the northern 

boundary tracks the Bull River.  See Appendix A for a map of the study area.  

 

This report provides estimates of revenues and expenditures a potential City of 

Chatham Islands, if incorporated, could anticipate in providing certain municipal services for a 

single fiscal year. The revenue estimates are primarily based upon actual revenues collected for 

the unincorporated area by Chatham County in fiscal year (FY) 2017 as well as projections for 

franchise fees, and the Local Option Sales Tax. Expenditure estimates are primarily based on 

costs for services in the cities of Pooler and Kingsland. For each city that was used to establish 

costs estimates, CVIOG faculty examined its budget documents and conducted interviews with 

city staff to inquire as to the proper allocation of certain costs and to clarify figures and line 

items reported in their budgets.  

 

The cities of Pooler and Kingsland were selected at the outset of the study to be used as 

the primary comparisons for expenditure purposes. These cities are similar in size to the study 

area and are located in the Georgia coastal plain. The fiscal years of 2016 and 2017 were used 

from each city to estimate costs, because they constituted the best available data during the time 

the study was conducted. Both these cities provide municipal services through their own 

directly employed city staff. Both cities directly employ their own police personnel.  
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Estimates given in this report are based on tax levies and service levels for a city not yet 

created; and, thus, they should not be viewed as certainties. While it is our hope that this report 

assists with the public consideration of a potential municipal incorporation, it should not be 

construed to constitute a position either for or against the establishment of a City of Chatham 

Islands by the Carl Vinson Institute of Government (CVIOG).  

 

 

Revenues 

 
The revenue estimates outlined below include all major revenue sources a city 

representing the study area would have collected had it existed in 2017 and assessed taxes and 

fees at rates similar to Chatham County in that same period. Most of the revenue analysis is 

based on revenue collections by Chatham County in 2017. While the most recent available data 

has been used, it should be noted that the amount of revenue generated from different sources 

can vary from year to year due to a variety of factors. We elected to use the most recently 

available data in order to capture the most current revenue climate in the area under study. In 

calculating these estimates, we applied metrics used in prior research that were accepted by 

stakeholders in some of the most recent incorporation studies. Thus, this report uses similar 

revenue estimation methodologies as those provided in both Georgia State University’s 2007 

report, “The Fiscal Impact on Chatham County with Possible Incorporation of Dunwoody, Georgia” and 

the Carl Vinson Institute’s 2008 report, “Revenue and Expenditure Analysis of a Proposed City of 

Dunwoody” to the extent possible.  The method for determining how much revenue was 

assigned as coming from the study area is described in Table 2.  

 

 

Table 2: Study Area Revenue Estimates 

Revenue Source Data Source Amount 

Occupation Taxes 
Ratio of assessed value of commercial property 

in study area to unincorporated area $194,904 

Alcoholic Beverage Excise 

Taxes  

Ratio of assessed value of commercial property 

in study area to unincorporated area $183,478 

Personal Property Taxes 
Ratio of assessed value of commercial property 

in study area to unincorporated area 
$183,478 

Hotel/Motel Taxes There are no hotels/motels in the study area. $0 
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Hotel/Motel Taxes  
There are no hotels/motels in the study area. $0 

(restricted to tourism) 

Bank Shares Taxes 
Ratio of assessed value of commercial property 

in study area to unincorporated area 
$58,492 

Intangible Taxes 
Ratio of assessed value of commercial property 

in study area to unincorporated area  
$544,559 

Development Fund  Zoning 

and Variance Fees and 

Permits 

Ratio of assessed value of residential & 

commercial property in study area to 

unincorporated area 

$43,087 

Real Estate Transfer Tax  

Ratio of assessed value of residential & 

commercial property in study area to 

unincorporated area 

$29,500 

Insurance Premiums 
Ratio of population in study area to 

unincorporated area 
$1,316,689 

Fines & Forfeitures & Court 

Costs 

Ratio of population in study area to 

unincorporated area 
$312,653 

Motor Vehicles Taxes 
Ratio of population in study area to 

unincorporated area 
$813,682 

Public Safety Fees 
Ratio of population in study area to 

unincorporated area  
$31,875 

Local Option Sales Tax 
Estimated based on absent municipality 

guaranteed share of LOST revenue 
$6,220,207 

Energy Excise Tax  
Estimated based on absent municipality 

guaranteed share of LOST revenue 
$637,625 

State Grant – Community 

Development Block Grant 

Unlikely to be eligible for an award due to low 

poverty rate and high median income in the 

study area 

$0 

Franchise Fees  Regression with data set of 32 cities $1,020,752 

Real Property Taxes --Special 

Services District 
2017 actuals from Tax Commissioner $4,350,837 

Real Property Taxes - 

Penalties 

Ratio of Penalties to Property Taxes in 

Unincorporated Chatham  
$19,828 

State Road Maintenance 

Grant 
Estimated based on LMIG Formula $251,862 
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Special Local Option Sales 

(restricted to capital) 

Based ratio of municipal SPLOST shares to 

municipal population shares of county SPLOST 

and population 
$0 

Miscellaneous 
This represents a number of small revenue 

sources. See Appendix B. 
$918 

     

Total Revenue Estimate   $16,214,424 

Relies on FY 2017 data unless otherwise indicated. See Appendix C for county revenue data detail. 

 

A. Methodologies Utilizing Ratios of Assessed Real Property Value 

 
A number of taxes currently collected in the unincorporated area of Chatham County are 

generated solely by commercial activity. In order to obtain estimates of how much revenue 

would be generated by these taxes, a comparison was made between the assessed value of 

commercial property in the study area and the unincorporated area of the county. Assuming 

that the ratio of commercial real property value is a proxy for commercial activity, this ratio was 

applied against actual collections for several revenue sources which are described below. Actual 

county revenues used to tabulate the different revenue estimations were provided by Chatham 

County. Appraised values for the real property in the study area were provided by the 

Chatham Tax Commissioner, as were the tax digest values for the county’s unincorporated area.  

To determine revenue from heavy equipment taxes, the same approach was taken utilizing the 

ratio for industrial property. Table 3 illustrates the ratios of residential, commercial, industrial, 

utility and total assessed property value of the study area to the unincorporated area in 

Chatham County. 
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Table 3: 2016-2017 Property Values in Study Area and Unincorporated Chatham  

 Study Area 

Unincorporated 

Chatham County 

Percent Study 

Area to 

Unincorporated 

AV Residential Prop $1,030,669,366 $3,441,076,505 29.95% 

AV Commercial Prop $109,987,242 $812,827,169 13.53% 

AV Com & Res $1,140,656,608 $4,253,903,674 26.81% 

AV Industrial Prop $1,327,899 $2,355,572,908 0.06% 

AV Utility Prop $146,430 $96,704,893 0.15% 

AV Conservation Prop $84,720 $15,436,543 0.55% 

Total Assessed Value $1,142,215,657 $6,721,618,018 16.99% 

 

Occupation Taxes 

Occupation taxes are levied on persons and entities engaged in occupations or trades for profit-

making purposes. Chatham County levies an occupation tax in the unincorporated area. 

 

Alcoholic Beverage Excise Taxes  

Alcoholic beverage excise taxes are collected on individual retail sales of alcoholic beverages.  

 

Personal Property Taxes 

Personal property taxes are levied on personal property owned by commercial businesses. 

 

Hotel/Motel Taxes 

Hotel/motel taxes are collected based on a percentage of the nightly room rate charged by hotels 

within the jurisdiction of a city or county that levies the tax. Chatham County levies a tax of 6% 

of the nightly room rate. Pursuant to state law, however, only the revenue generated by a 3% 

tax may be spent for general fund purposes; the remaining revenue must be spent on activities 

promoting tourism, generally by contract with a non-profit.  As CVIOG could not verify the 

presence of any hotels in the study area, no potential revenue from this source is allocated to the 

study area.  

 

Bank Shares Taxes 

Cities and counties are permitted to levy a tax on depository financial institutions having offices 

located in their respective jurisdictions.  
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Intangible Taxes 

Intangible taxes are levied on the value of notes to secure debt backed by real estate. Since 

Chatham County funds its municipal-type services through a special services tax district and 

since the county records this districts share of the intangible tax in the Special Services District 

Budget, the intangible tax revenue in this budget is assumed to be the revenue that would 

accrue to the study area upon incorporation.  

 

Development Fund Zoning and Variance Fees and Permits 

 

This amount represents fees charged for permits related to development (e.g., plumbing, 

electrical, HVAC, and building inspections). This figure also represents fees charged of 

applicants for zoning changes and variances. This figure was obtained by applying the ratio of 

assessed value of commercial and residential property in the study area to the unincorporated 

area against the revenue generated by these activities in the unincorporated area.   

 

B. Methodologies Utilizing Ratios of Population of the Study Area to the 

Unincorporated Area 

 

A number of revenue sources depend more directly upon the number of individuals 

engaging in certain behaviors such as the purchase of insurance, watching cable television, 

owning a car, and committing traffic offenses. For these revenue sources, assumptions were 

made that these behaviors are fairly constant across the unincorporated population of Chatham 

County, and thus the ratio of the population of the study area to the entire unincorporated area 

was applied to the actual revenues. Table 4 gives the population figures for the study area and 

unincorporated Chatham County.    
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Table 4: Population Figures for Study Area and Unincorporated Chatham  

 Study Area 

Unincorporated 

Chatham 

County 

Percent Study 

Area to 

Unincorporated 

Population (based on 2010 

Census) 23,538 89,862 26.2% 

 

 

 Study Area Chatham County 

Median Household Income $67,648 $49,596 

Poverty Rate 3.9% 18.0% 

  

Population figures are from the 2010 Census, while income and poverty figures are from the 

American Community Survey, 2012-2016 ACS 5-Year Selected Population estimates utilizing 

block groups that approximated the study area.   

 

Insurance Premiums Tax 

Insurance premiums taxes are collected on policies written for both property and casualty and 

life insurance policies purchased by those insured within the jurisdiction of a city or 

unincorporated areas of a county. The figure given above is based on the ratio of the population 

of the study area to the population of the unincorporated area.  

 

Fines and Forfeitures 

Traffic offenses and certain misdemeanor offenses may be adjudicated in county level 

(recorders) and city level (municipal) courts, and fine revenue from these offenses is retained by 

the local government with jurisdiction. An assumption was made that rates of petty offenses of 

this nature take place on a fairly consistent level across unincorporated Chatham, and the 

population ratio was applied to 2017 actual revenue. 

 

Motor Vehicles 

 

A new Georgia Law (HB 329) provides for a distribution of Local Title Ad Valorem Tax Fee 

(“TAVT”) proceeds. Under the HB 329 statutory structure cities receive a 23% share of the local 

share of TAVT revenues for vehicles registered in the city jurisdiction. The local share 
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represents 65% of the total TAVT revenue collected.  The remaining 35% of the revenue is 

distributed to the state.   

 

Public Safety Fees 

 

Public safety fees are comprised of three elements:  a false alarm fee, a street maintenance fee, 

and fees for bad checks.     

 

C. Local Option Sales Taxes 

 

In order for a city to receive a share of the local option sales tax revenue it must be qualified.  

Under Georgia law, a city is “qualified” if it imposed a tax other than the local option sales tax 

and offers at least three of the following local government services either directly or by contract: 

(1) water; (2) sewage; (3) garbage collection; (4) police protection; (5) fire protection; or (6) 

library.1  Because the proposed new city is planning on providing fire, police and garbage 

collection services, it should qualify to receive a share of the LOST revenue.   

Local Option Sales Taxes (LOST) are distributed to city and county governments based on a 

locally negotiated agreement. Local officials must use several different criteria (e.g., service 

delivery responsibilities, share of population, share of property values, etc.) in determining the 

distribution. In the case where the population of a single city comprises more than 50% of the 

total population of all the cities in the county, that city alone can determine the municipal 

position in the negotiations and can alone come to the final agreement with the county 

regarding the LOST distribution. This is the case with regard to the City of Savannah in the 

negotiations regarding the LOST distribution.    

Upon creation of the new city, the parties to the certification filing could choose to file a 

certification with a newly negotiated distribution. If they choose to not do so, the new city 

would likely receive a minimum share of the LOST proceeds. This revenue share is defined as a 

share of the total municipal share of LOST revenues that is equal the new city’s share of the total 

municipal population. The LOST revenue estimate presented in this report is based on the 

guaranteed minimum provided for in Georgia law (O.C.G.A. § 48-8-89.1 (2017)).  It should be 

recognized that this amount could differ upon renegotiation of LOST in 2022 or before.   

  

                                                      
1 O.C.G.A. § 48-8-80. 
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Local Excise Tax on Energy Used in Manufacturing  

The local excise tax on energy used in manufacturing is an optional local tax. The local 

excise tax is levied at the same rate as the local county/city sales taxes. The revenues 

from this tax are shared between the county and the cities based upon the same 

proportional share each receives from local sales taxes.  

 

D. Community Development Block Grant 

 

Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) are awarded by the federal and state 

governments to local governments meeting certain criteria.  According to the Georgia 

Department of Community Affairs, “Eligible applicants selected for funding will be those 

having the greatest need as evidenced by poverty and per capita income and whose 

applications most adequately address the needs of low and moderate income persons and have 

the greatest impact.”  Based on the very low poverty and relatively high household income in 

the study area, we believe that it is unlikely that the proposed new city would receive CDBG 

funding.   

E. Franchise Fees 

 

Some revenue sources are unique to municipal corporations in Georgia. Franchise fees 

are essentially rental compensation by a private utility company for use of a city’s public rights-

of-way. For estimating the electric, natural gas, cable and telephone franchise fees, the authors 

utilized a regression model with franchise fees paid to 28 cities in Georgia in 2016, which was 

the latest data available.  The data was only available as a total number for franchise fees, and 

not broken down by type.  The regression output is shown in Appendix D. 

 

Franchise Fees - Cable 

Federal and state law allows cities and counties to enter into franchise agreements with cable 

companies to compensate the local government for their use of the public rights-of-way. These 

fees are usually 5% of the revenue derived from cable television services.  

 

Franchise Fees - Electric 

Franchise fees for electric utilities are the result of contracts between municipal corporations 

and electric utility providers that occupy a city’s right-of-way. These agreements typically 

provide that 4% of the gross sales of electric power within a city’s limits less sales taxes and fuel 

costs be paid annually to the city to compensate the city for use and occupancy of public 

property. The sole electric utility provider in the study area is Georgia Power. Pursuant to 
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recent rulings by the Georgia Public Service Commission, half of the annual franchise fee paid 

by Georgia Power to municipal corporations is collected from the rate base of all Georgia Power 

customers statewide (as a cost of doing business) and the other half is collected as a fee solely on 

the electric bills of customers within the municipality collecting the fee. Thus, collection of the 

electric franchise fee would result in an increase of less than 2% in the electric bills of city 

customers. 

 

Franchise Fee - Natural Gas 

Natural gas distribution utilities occupying public rights-of-way in the study area would be 

subject to franchise fees for the use of these rights-of-way were the study area to become a 

municipal corporation.  Such franchise fees to cities are paid out of the rate base of all natural 

gas customers as a cost of doing business.  

 

Franchise Fees - Phone  

Since only landline telephone service requires occupancy of the municipal right-of-way, 

movement away from landline service to internet-based and cell telephony services is making 

this a diminishing revenue source for municipal corporations.  

 

F. Real Property Taxes 

 

The figures given here represent the amount of real property taxes being paid by study 

area residents to the county for the services being provided through county special service tax 

districts. The actual amount billed in Fiscal Year 2017 by the residents who would actually live 

in the study area was provided by the Tax Commissioner’s office.  It should be noted that 

because statutory county homestead exemptions must be applied to the taxable value of 

residential homestead property to determine the amount of revenue generated by application of 

a particular millage rate in county special districts, this specific millage rate does not directly 

equate to a municipal millage rate. In other words, the method utilized here demonstrates the 

amount of property tax revenue being generated in the study area for the county that would 

become available to a municipality that took over the provision of those municipal services 

currently being provided by the county if the amount of property tax collections remained 

constant but was instead collected by a city.  

 

Penalties 

The ratio of penalties to real property taxes in the unincorporated area was applied to the study 

area property taxes provided by the Tax Commissioner. 
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Utilities 

Utility property is taxed differently than other real property. To estimate the amount of utility 

property tax that would be collected in the study area, the ratio of assessed value of utility 

property in the study area compared to the values in the entire unincorporated area was 

calculated. This ratio was then applied to the amount of utility property taxes that were 

collected in the unincorporated area of Chatham County for the special services district.    

 

Mobile Homes 

Property taxes are also applied differently to mobile homes. However, there are so few mobile 

homes in the unincorporated area of Chatham County that the total property tax collected is a 

de minimus amount.   

 

G. Road Maintenance Revenue 

 

Local Maintenance & Improvement (LMIG) Grant Funding 

This grant funding comes from the State of Georgia Department of Transportation (DOT) and 

can be used for a variety of transportation-related improvements and repairs, including 

sidewalks.  However, the funding cannot be used for purposes such as landscaping, 

beautification, lighting or administrative services. The Georgia DOT’s funding guidelines 

include both a population and a mileage factor. These guidelines also specify that it is the owner 

of the roads and the jurisdiction with a certified population that is eligible for these funds.2  See 

Appendix E for the LMIG calculation.  

 

H. Special Local Option Sales Taxes 

 

The Special Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST) is a potential revenue source for local 

governments where the use of the funds is restricted to capital projects. Cities and counties can 

potentially both participate in SPLOST, but there is no guarantee that cities or any particular 

city will receive either revenue or capital projects from this tax. Georgia law specifies that: 

“Prior to the issuance of the call for the referendum and prior to the vote of a county governing 

authority within a special district to impose the tax under this part, such governing authority 

may enter into an intergovernmental agreement with any or all of the qualified municipalities 

                                                      
2 “The amount of your allocation is based on the total centerline road miles for your local road system and the total population of 

your county or city as compared with the total statewide centerline road miles and total statewide population.”  Source: LOCAL 

MAINTENANCE & IMPROVEMENT GRANT (LMIG) PROGRAM GENERAL GUIDELINES & RULES.  Found at: 

http://www.dot.ga.gov/PartnerSmart/Local/LMIGReportsForms/Formula%20Amounts.pdf 
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within the special district.”3 For the purposes of the Special Local Options Sales tax a "qualified 

municipality" means only those incorporated municipalities which provide at least three of the 

following services, either directly or by contract: (A) Law enforcement; (B) Fire protection 

(which may be furnished by a volunteer fire force) and fire safety; (C) Road and street 

construction or maintenance; (D) Solid waste management; (E) Water supply or distribution or 

both; (F) Waste-water treatment; (G) storm-water collection and disposal; (H) Electric or gas 

utility services; (I) Enforcement of building, housing, plumbing, and electrical codes and other 

similar codes; (J) Planning and zoning; (K) Recreational facilities; or (L) Library.4 

 

There are two distribution methods that could potentially leave a city without a share in the 

SPLOST revenue benefits: 

• If the county board of commissioners proposes to fund one or more Level One county projects 

using SPLOST, and the Level One projects would consume 100 percent of the estimated 

SPLOST revenues, no qualified municipality would receive SPLOST funds.5 

 • If the board of commissioners negotiates an intergovernmental contract to determine the 

distribution of SPLOST funds, the agreement is effective so long as the agreement is between 

the county and one or more qualified municipalities representing 50 percent or more of the 

municipal population in the county. 6 

 

In the first case, no city would receive a SPLOST benefit.  In the second case there is a potential 

for cities that are not included in the negotiation/agreement to be excluded from the benefit. In 

the case of Chatham County, for example, the City of Savannah, whose population comprises 

more than 50 percent of the municipal population and would continue to do so after the 

incorporation of the study area, could potentially approve a revenue distribution that excluded 

one or more the other cities in the county. These cases demonstrate there is no guarantee that 

the parties to the negotiation will continue to do so in future negotiations. Moreover, there is no 

provision in Georgia law for newly incorporated cities to get a share of currently negotiated 

SPLOST revenue.  As such and because our approach to providing a conservative revenue 

estimate, we do not posit any revenue for the proposed new city from this source.  

 

  

                                                      
3 O.C.G.A. § 48-8-111. 
4 O.C.G.A. § 48-8-110. 
5 Level One projects are capital projects for the use and benefit of the entire county that are needed to implement 
state-mandated county responsibilities. Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax: A Guide for County Officials, 6th 
Edition. ACCG. Found at: http://www.accg.org/library/legal/SPLOST%202016.pdf  
6 O.C.G.A. § 48-8-115. 
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Expenditures 

 

The expenditure estimates below are based primarily on expenditures incurred by 

comparable governments that provide services similar to those contemplated to be provided by 

a city comprised of the study area. In calculating these estimates, CVIOG first established two 

primary comparable governments, the cities of Pooler and Kingsland. These cities were selected 

based on several factors. Pooler is located in Chatham County and is similarly situated in the 

sense of being city-suburbs to the City of Savannah. Both cities are located in the Georgia 

coastal area which has a distinctive labor market compared to other parts of the state. While the 

comparison cities are not quite as large as the study area, they represent the largest cities in the 

coastal area that have similar demographics and income characteristics. Both the study area and 

the City of Pooler are characterized by relatively high median incomes and very low poverty 

rates. Also, both comparison cities provide the full range of services that are proposed for the 

new Chatham Islands city. Profile data for the study area and the comparison cities is given in 

the table below.  

 

Table 5: Demographic Profile of Study Area and Primary Comparison Cities 

 Study Area Pooler Kingsland 

Population* 23,538 19,140 15,946 

Race-White 

(not Hispanic) 88.68% 65.4% 69.3% 

Race-Black 5.17% 25.4% 23.1% 

Race-Asian 3.61% 0.1% 2.3% 

Race-Other 0.1% 2.5% 1.8% 

Ethnicity-Hispanic** 2.97% 6.6% 5.5% 

Median Income $67,648 $73,125 $53,148 

Poverty % 3.9% 6.5% 10.7% 
* Population figures and racial make-up for the study area were determined based on Census block data 

using GIS mapping. For the comparison cities, their populations reflect the 2010 US Census figures while 

all other demographic data come from the US Census 2015 American Community Survey.  

**Hispanic is recognized as an ethnicity rather than a race in Census Data.  Therefore, the sums of all race 

and ethnic groups here may exceed 100%. 

 

For most of the cost estimates given, the figures were derived by averaging the per 

capita costs of expenditures made by the two comparison cities for both the fiscal years of 2016 

and 2017.7 In some instances, it was not possible to allocate costs to one or more departments 

                                                      
7 Actual expenditures numbers for both cities were used when they were available. 
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because of the way a city had aggregated its costs. To determine how best to interpret the 

budget and other financial documents of each city, faculty from CVIOG interviewed the Finance 

Directors of both Pooler and Kingsland. The explanation for how each estimate was derived is 

included below. The summary of the expenditures is given in Table 6 below. 

 

To determine services on which to estimate expenditures, it was assumed that a city 

comprised of the study area would provide the services currently provided to the 

unincorporated area via the unincorporated special tax districts. This includes police and road 

maintenance. It was also assumed that a new city would be responsible for planning and 

zoning. Other general countywide services would continue to be provided by the county.8 This 

means that new city residents would continue to pay general county taxes. However, the 

unincorporated special district taxes would be eliminated and replaced by a municipal millage 

rate.9 

 

Data from city budgets and financial statements were analyzed in order to provide as 

uniform a basis for comparison as was possible. Because different cities include different 

elements within departmental budgets, a number of adjustments to these budgets needed to be 

made in order to provide a consistent overview of likely expenditures. Adjustments that needed 

to be made included:  

• Allocation of facility maintenance expenditures across departments. 

• Allocation of Public Works administration expenditures across public works 

units. 

• Extraction of municipal court expenditures from the police department budget 

(Pooler) 

• Extraction of the finance, IT, legal, council, and manager/clerk/HR functions from 

a generalized administration budget.  

• Adjustment for capital costs that we account for through a capital cost analysis.  

  

                                                      
8 This would also include general county government operations, all health and welfare services, all court and 
judicial services (except the county recorder’s court whose function would be supplanted by a municipal 
court in a newly incorporated city), animal control, public libraries, and the services of the office of the sheriff, 
the tax commissioner, and the tax assessor. 
9 The provision of public school services and taxes levied to fund those services by the Chatham Board of 
Education would be unaffected by municipal incorporation. 
 



 

17 
 

Table 6: Summary of Expenditure Estimates 

City Council $133,008 

Administration (City Manager and City Clerk) $687,218 

Finance and Human Resources $628,186 

Information Technology $269,280 

Legal Department $28,274 

Marketing / Communications $119,012 

Community Development $641,357 

Municipal Court $449,605 

Police  $4,425,126 

Public Works (Roads and Drainage) $2,636,985 

Sub-Total $10,018,050 

Contingency Fund $166,968 

Total Operating Costs $10,185,018 

Annual Capital for Roads & Drainage $1,987,151 

Annualized Police Capital, and General IT Start-Up** $1,202,556 

Annual Lease Expenditure for Facilities $516,119 

Total Annual and One-Time Capital Costs $3,705,825 

Total Annual Expenditures (Operating + Capital) $13,890,843 

Surplus Based on Total Revenue Estimates $2,323,581 

** This figure represents costs for police vehicles and police equipment, as well as furniture and financial 

software purchased for general government purposes. These costs are amortized over the course of five 

years. Because police capital costs are not included elsewhere, these are treated here as an ongoing annual 

capital expense. 
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Expenditures by Function 

 

Estimates are broken out by functional area. In most cases these costs were estimated by 

averaging the 2016 and 2017 fiscal years expenditures of the comparison cities (i.e., Kingsland 

and Pooler), calculating a per capita cost and multiplying this per capita cost by the study area 

population to arrive at an estimate for the proposed new city. It should be noted that not all of 

the figures we use are directly derived from budget documents. This is the case because based 

on interviews with the respective finance directors we make adjustments based on the details of 

their budget and how certain expenditures should properly be allocated to the specific 

functions.    

 

City Council 

The City of Pooler has six council members and one mayor while the City of Kingsland has four 

council members and a mayor. Both cities assign some portion of staff to the council function.  

In addition to salaries and benefits, these costs also include items such as education and 

training, travel, dues, and fees.   

 

City and Fiscal Year Budget Dept. Budget Per Capita 

Pooler – FY 16 $161,864  $8.46  

Pooler – FY 17 $161,864  $8.46  

Kingsland – FY 16 $47,973  $3.01  

Kingsland – FY 17 $42,750  $2.68  

Average Per Capita Expenditure $5.65  

Study Area Estimate $133,008  
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Administration (City Manager and City Clerk) 

 

These budget lines included costs not just for salaries and benefits but also for studies and other 

discretionary items typically paid for out of a city manager’s budget.  

 

City and Fiscal Year Budget Dept. Budget Per Capita 

Pooler – FY 16 $433,978 $22.67 

Pooler – FY 17 $526,156 $27.49 

Kingsland – FY 16 $478,502 $30.01 

Kingsland – FY 17 $583,831 $36.61 

Average Per Capita Expenditure $29.20  

Study Area Estimate $687,218  

 

 

Finance and Human Resources 

This figure represents all traditional finance functions (accounting, purchasing, contract 

administration, risk management, accounting and payroll) as well as human resource 

department functions. While CVIOG typically breaks out human resource function 

expenditures separately, in the case of the comparison cities used in this study, the human 

resource functions were too tightly integrated with finance to make a separate accounting.   

 

 

City and Fiscal Year Budget Dept. Budget Per Capita 

Pooler – FY 16 $607,569 $31.74 

Pooler – FY 17 $736,619 $38.49 

Kingsland – FY 16 $296,764 $18.61 

Kingsland – FY 17 $285,637 $17.91 

Average Per Capita Expenditure $26.69 

Study Area Estimate $628,186  

 

Information Technology 

The expenditure estimate presented below represents yearly operational costs.  It should be 

noted, however, that in a city’s first year of operations expenses for IT can be expected to be 

higher than in subsequent years.  As a consequence, we estimate additional capital for IT 
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startup. This estimate is included in the General Start-up portion of our estimate of capital 

expenditures presented later in this report. 

 

City and Fiscal Year Budget Dept. Budget Per Capita 

Pooler – FY 16 $173,591 $9.07 

Pooler – FY 17 $210,463 $11.00 

Kingsland – FY 16 $191,439 $12.01 

Kingsland – FY 17 $218,299 $13.69 

Average Per Capita Expenditure $11.44  

Study Area Estimate $269,280  

 

Legal Services 

This figure reflects the per capita average of two fiscal years from the comparison cities.  

However, it should be noted that significant litigation can cause these costs to be higher in any 

given year.10   

 

City and Fiscal Year Budget Dept. Budget Per Capita 

Pooler – FY 16 $26,958 $1.41 

Pooler – FY 17 $35,000 $1.83 

Kingsland – FY 16 $15,000 $0.94 

Kingsland – FY 17 $10,000 $0.63 

Average Per Capita Expenditure $1.20  

Study Area Estimate $28,274  

 

  

                                                      
10 Although the use of cost comparison to comparable cities is a reliable methodology, the legal costs estimated 
here appear low. The comparison cities may be making countervailing expenditures on things like personnel, risk 
management, training, or increased insurance, thus we have not altered our estimate. However, an analysis of a 
larger group of cities suggests that legal services could range between $125,000 and $175,000 annually, 
particularly if the city were to be involved in litigation.  
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Marketing/Community Relations 

 

Not every city creates a marketing or community relations department or explicitly budgets for 

this function. This was the case with regard to the City of Pooler. However, as most cities fulfill 

this function in some manner, and since we were able to identify such expenditures for the City 

of Kingsland, we base our study area estimate on this city’s expenditures.    

 

City and Fiscal Year Budget Dept. Budget Per Capita 

Pooler – FY 16   

Pooler – FY 17   

Kingsland – FY 16 $67,561 $4.24 

Kingsland – FY 17 $93,690 $5.88 

Average Per Capita Expenditure $5.06  

Study Area Estimate $119,012  

 

Community Development 

This figure includes costs for planning and zoning, building inspections, code enforcement, and, 

where applicable, economic development.  

 

City and Fiscal Year Budget Dept. Budget Per Capita 

Pooler – FY 16 $524,135  $27.38  

Pooler – FY 17 $488,989  $25.55  

Kingsland – FY 16 $437,362  $27.43  

Kingsland – FY 17 $456,548  $28.63  

Average Per Capita Expenditure $27.25  

Study Area Estimate $641,357  
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Municipal Court 

Municipal courts for small cities typically involve hiring a part-time judge and one or more 

clerks to handle the paperwork.11 

 

City and Fiscal Year Budget Dept. Budget Per Capita 

Pooler – FY 16 $195,553  $10.22  

Pooler – FY 17 $195,553  $10.22  

Kingsland – FY 16 $510,153  $31.99  

Kingsland – FY 17 $382,360  $23.98  

Average Per Capita Expenditure $19.10  

Study Area Estimate $449,605  

 

Police 

Given that police expenditures are such an important part of a city’s budget, the expenditures 

were analyzed multiple ways to give the best estimate possible. In the first analysis, police 

operational expenditures for the two most recent completed fiscal years of the comparison cities 

were utilized. To calculate the number of officers needed in the study area, the number of 

officers per capita was calculated.   

 

City Population* 
  

Persons per Officer 
Officers 

Pooler – FY 16 23,744 55 431.7 

Pooler – FY 17 23,816 55 433.0 

Kingsland – FY 16 16,720 42 398.1 

Kingsland – FY 17 17,077 42 406.6 

Average Persons per Officer   417.4 

Study Area 25,798     

Study Area Officers 62   

* US Census population estimates. For the study area 2017 population estimate, we inflated the estimate 

of the 2010 population for the study area by the rate of population increase from 2010 to 2017 for 

Chatham County, i.e., 9.6% 

 

                                                      
11 Court costs are sometimes spread across different departments rather than being entirely situated in a municipal court 

department.   
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Then the average expense per officer was calculated for Pooler and Kingsland. This average 

expenditure was applied to the calculated number of officers for the study area to arrive at the 

total operational expenses for Police in the study area. 

  

 

City and Fiscal Year Budget Dept. Budget** Officers Per Officer 

Pooler – FY 16 $4,410,045  55 $80,183 

Pooler – FY 17 $4,476,378  55 $81,389 

Kingsland – FY 16 $2,642,975  42 $62,928 

Kingsland – FY 17 $2,561,693  42 $60,993 

Average Per Officer Expenditure   $71,373 

Estimated Number of Officers for Study Area 62   

Study Area Expenditure Estimate   $4,425,126  

** Kingsland officers figures from FY 2017-18 Budget. Pooler officer figures come from FY 2018 Budget. 

 

No jail costs are included in this figure, as it was assumed that a new city would not maintain 

its own jail and that it would enjoy a similar arrangement with the Chatham County Sheriff as 

do cities in Chatham County. Currently, this arrangement, according to the Chatham County 

Sherriff, involves no charges for municipal uses of jail facilities.   

 

As an alternative to this methodology, CVIOG acquired a dataset of E-9-1-1 calls for law 

enforcement services. Data were provided by the City of Savannah E-9-1-1 unit for the period of 

02/01/17 through 01/31/18.12 Data were for the individual police reporting districts, each of 

which is composed of what appears to be 10-20 blocks of area. Using a map provided, CVIOG 

identified the police reporting districts that were inside the study area and summed the calls 

found in these areas. The data provided by the E-9-1-1 unit divided calls between those that 

came from citizens through central dispatch and those that were officer initiated. The following 

analysis uses the number of calls from citizens as one of the bases for the workload analysis. 

The other basis uses national averages based on estimates by the International Association of 

Chiefs of Police (IACP).  IACP estimates that, in the absence of actual complaint counts, 550 

complaints or incidents will occur for every 1,000 residents, or .55 per resident.  Using this 

assumption, the study area would experience 14,189 calls annually. 

  

                                                      
12 For this time period the E911 service to the study area was provided by the City of Savannah.   
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Total Population 25,798 

Calls per Resident 0.55 

Estimated Annual Calls in Study Area 14,189 

 

Based on information from the IACP, the national average of time per incident is approximately 

45 minutes. Further, the IACP indicates there is a Police Activity Weighting Scale that should be 

applied to the time estimate to account for the time needed to handle calls involving more 

serious crimes. Thus, the calls were increased by 25% to account for this weighting. 

Also, according to studies conducted by the IACP, one third of an officer’s time should be spent 

handling calls for service, one third on preventative patrol, and the other one third used as a 

buffer time for an effective and efficient patrol force. In addition to responding to calls for 

service, the methodology also accounts for the time demand placed on officers as they arrest 

and book alleged suspects with greater weight given to arrests for more serious crime.13   

The number of hours necessary to staff one basic one-officer patrol unit for one year is 2,920. 

This equates to 8 hours a day for 365 days.  Since no one works every single day, a relief factor 

was used account for days an officer would be unavailable due to things such as days off, sick 

days, vacation day, training days and court days. This relief factor is 1.84. It is based on a review 

of police department personnel benefits conducted by the IACP. 

 

Finally, the number was adjusted to account for law enforcement officers in supervisory roles.  

This number of officers was multiplied the per officer expenditures calculated from the actuals 

in the comparison cities. The Workload Analysis yields a number of officers consistent with the 

number anticipated using the ratio of officers to population methodology above. 

  

                                                      
13 http://www.theiacp.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=AKL78d4MBw8%3d&tabid=252 
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Table 7: Police Workload Analysis 

  
Analysis assuming .55 calls 

per Resident 

Analysis based on E-

9-1-1 data 

Annual Calls 14,189 8,734 

Weighted for more time consuming 

calls 
17,736 10,918 

Multiplied by .75 of an hour 13,302 8,188 

Multiplied by 3 to account for 1/3 of 

time spent on calls 
39,906 24,564 

Divided by 2920 to convert to Officers 13.7 8.4 

Multiplied by 1.84 to account for days 

off 
25.1 15.5 

Inflated by 10% for supervisors 27.7 17.0 

Rounded  28 17 

Multiplied by $71,373/officer     

Study Area Expenditure Estimate $1,998,444 $1,213,341 

 

Since it is believed that police expenditures are historically underestimated, the amount of 

$4,425,126 (derived from the average costs per officer in comparison cities method) was used in 

the analysis. This is the largest estimated police expense, and therefore the most conservative 

value to use for evaluating feasibility. However, the relatively low number of calls for service 

from study area suggests that the proposed new city might be adequately police with a smaller 

than average force.     

 

Public Works 

To estimate costs for public works, which would primarily be road and bridge repair and 

maintenance, we obtained the number of local road lane miles within the study area through 

use of GIS mapping technology. For the cities of Kingsland and Pooler we used the Georgia 

Department of Transportation lane miles as reported in their road mileage 400 report series. 

That amount was multiplied against the number of lane miles in the study area. 
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City and Fiscal Year Budget Dept. Budget Lane Miles Cost per Lane Mile 

Pooler – FY 16 $2,741,179  157.25 $17,431.98  

Pooler – FY 17 $2,834,553  157.25 $18,025.77  

Kingsland – FY 16 $1,714,086  142.76 $12,006.77  

Kingsland – FY 17 $1,713,218  142.76 $12,000.69  

Average Cost Per Lane Mile   $14,866  

Number of Lane Miles in study area 177.38   

Study Area Expenditure Estimate $2,636,984.73    

 

Tourism 

Many cities support a tourism promotion function. Cities that do so will typically finance 

tourism promotion activities through a hotel-motel tax.  State law requires that a portion of the 

hotel/motel tax is dedicated to be spent on promoting tourism. Because the study area does not 

have any hotels or motels in the proposed jurisdiction, no hotel-motel revenues are expected. 

However, by the same logic, the proposed city would not have any specific economic 

development incentive to promote tourism (which typically supports the hotel industry). As a 

consequence, we assume that at least initially the new city would not create a tourism 

promotion agency and would also not have any tourism promotion-related expenditures.   

 

Contingency Fund 

These are funds used by cities to cover unforeseen expenditures. The comparison cities did not 

report having a specific contingency fund amount. However, the Government Finance Officers 

Association recommends that governments establish a formal policy on the level of unrestricted 

fund balance that should be maintained in the general fund. In this regard, they recommend 

that the adequacy of unrestricted fund balance in the general fund should take into account 

each government’s own unique circumstances. “Nevertheless, GFOA recommends, at a 

minimum, that general-purpose governments, regardless of size, maintain unrestricted 

budgetary fund balance in their general fund of no less than two months of regular general 

fund operating revenues or regular general fund operating expenditures.14 Because this amount 

typically remains in reserve and is only spent on rare occasions, it is not an expenditure that 

needs to be offset by revenue generated each year. Rather, it can typically be addressed through 

a multi-year allocation. Based on a 10-year cycle of having to use the contingency fund, we 

                                                      
14 See: http://www.gfoa.org/fund-balance-guidelines-general-fund 
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estimate that the proposed new city would need to allocate $170,761 per year to maintain a 

contingency fund.   

 

Annual Capital for Roads and Drainage 

These costs represent the on-going capital costs associated with maintaining roads and 

accompanying drainage; i.e., land, equipment, as well as repairs and alterations to fixed works. 

To determine this figure, cities’ capital expenditures for roads and drainage reported to the 

Georgia Department of Community Affairs for its annual Report of Local Government Finances 

were examined. Cities that consistently reported capital expenditures during the 2013- 2016 

period were selected for analysis. The cities selected tended to be larger due to these cities 

having more consistent capital expenditures and access to a greater level of accounting 

expertise. The resulting cities ranged in population from 30,000 to 100,000. The analysis 

involved averaging per capita expenditures. These numbers were then adjusted for inflation to 

2017 dollar values, and the per capita average of those numbers was then applied against the 

study area’s population. See Appendix F. This figure excludes costs for capital associated with 

services that will continue to be maintained by Chatham County government like libraries, as 

well as capital costs associated with city functions assumed to be covered through operational 

costs. Capital needs for police and fire services were also excluded from this number as they are 

accounted for separately. The estimated cost to the Study Area for public works-related capital 

is $1,987,151. 

Police Capital and General Start-Up 

These costs represent those associated with equipping a city police department as well as some 

general non-police specific city-wide start-up costs. Most of these represent costs associated 

with beginning the operation of a police department due to the large amount of equipment and 

vehicles needed to provide police services. For purposes of calculating this figure, it was 

assumed, based on the recent experiences of Dunwoody, that lease-purchase agreements would 

be used to acquire the needed vehicles and equipment pursuant to a five-year lease at an 

interest rate of 3.63%.15 To arrive at these costs, it was assumed that there would be 62 police 

officers in a study area city department, based on the per capita expenditure methodology. The 

number of officers on a per capita basis was used to calculate the start-up capital needed since it 

was the larger of the two officer estimates, and therefore yielded the most conservative estimate 

of attendant expenditures from the standpoint of evaluating feasibility. 

 

                                                      
15 The use of this interest rate was based on discussion with the Georgia Municipal Association. This 

interest rate incorporates adjustments in borrowing costs from recent changes to federal tax laws. 
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The total costs for equipping an officer includes costs such as a vehicle, furniture, radio, firearm 

and other police equipment needs. The start-up capital investment for a police department is 

calculated based a per officer average cost. Because Dunwoody started its police department in 

2009, this analysis also includes the more recent (FY 2013) capital expenditures for the City of 

Brookhaven Police Department’s inaugural year. The per officer costs for these two cities are 

then averaged and applied against the number of officers assumed for the study area to arrive 

at a total officer police capital cost estimate.  

 

* The City of Dunwoody had 40 officers in 2009 per the city’s FYS 2009 and 2010 CAFRs. Source for 

budget: Dunwoody financial reports and confirmed with the city’s Finance Office 

** The City of Brookhaven had 57 officers in 2013 per the city’s FY 2015 CAFR. Source for budget: 

Brookhaven FY 2016 budget. Capital expenses for FYS 13 and 14 are summed because of the significant 

capital expenditures in 2014, reflecting a continued investment in start-up costs. 

 

In addition to capital expenditures for police, a new city would likely incur some general start-

up costs. Dunwoody’s16 start-up costs included expenditures for furniture and software.  

 

Police capital costs and general start-up costs figured per capita for the study area were added 

together and assumed to be financed over a five year term on similar terms to those used by 

Dunwoody to finance these same expenses.  

  

                                                      
16 Data for Brookhaven’s non-police start-up costs were not available and thus excluded. 

City and Fiscal Year Budget Budget Cost Per Officer 

Dunwoody - FY 09 Police Start-up $2,674,000 $66,850* 

Dunwoody Inflation Adjusted Cost per Officer $74,785 

Brookhaven – FYS 13 & 14 Police Start-up $2,821,824 $49,506 

Brookhaven Inflation Adjusted Cost per Officer $50,016 

Average Start-Up Capital Costs per Officer (inflation adjusted) $62,401 

Number of Officers Estimated for Study Area  62 

Study Area Expenditure Estimate $4,992,080 

City and Fiscal Year Budget Budget Per Capita 

Dunwoody - FY 09 Non-police Start-up $778,000  $16.82  

Inflation Adjusted Per Capita Expense $19.34  

Study Area Expenditure Estimate $499,047  
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Summary of Start-Up Capital  to be Annualized 

  

Police Capital Start-Up Estimate $4,992,080  

General Start-Up Cost Estimate  $499,047  

Total Start-up Cost Estimate $5,491,127  

Amortized over 5 years at 3.63% interest rate* $1,202,556  

 

Facility Costs  

 

Facility costs can vary depending on the kinds of facilities that are needed and the number of 

staff that need to be housed.  In our analysis, we have assumed that the proposed new city will 

either purchase existing fire station facilities or be able to acquire or build other fire service 

facilities at a similar cost.  For the remaining services, we need to estimate a facility cost.  Cities 

take numerous approaches to providing facilities.  Some build high-end landmark-type facilities 

in order to give the city a presence in the community; others house municipal staff in stripped-

down, low-cost buildings.  Still others simply lease nearby office and warehouse facilities.  

Because it is difficult to predict the approach that the proposed new city would take, we have 

chosen to identify space needs and estimate the lease costs for office and warehouse facilities 

reflect the nature of the local real estate market.    

 

In order to estimate space needs we first identified the number of employees in the comparison 

cities who were employed in similar functions17 in FY 2017 as those the study area would 

require, was calculated on a per capita basis. This was then applied to the population of the 

study area to determine the number of employees needed in a city the size of the study area.  

The amount of square footage per employee was then calculated. This was done for both 125 

square feet per employee and 225 square feet per employee. While police department patrol 

officers typically do not use as much facility space as other types of officers, police departments 

also need space for interviewing, records keeping and evidence, so we apply the full space 

estimate for these officers to account for this additional facility need. For the municipal court we 

posit that the court itself could use the city council space for actual court hearings.  It is 

assumed that vehicle maintenance will be contracted out so these employees are not 

                                                      
17 Includes the following departments: City Council, City Administration, Community Development, 

Community Relations, Municipal Court, Finance, Highways and Streets, Human Resources, Information 

Systems, and Police.    
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included. Finally, we allot 800 square feet for council chambers and 2000 square feet for 

warehouse space in addition to staff needs. For Public Works staffing facility needs we only 

estimate a 125 sq. ft. need.    

 

In order to determine lease costs we surveyed real estate listings for the asking rent for lease 

space in the study area. This survey revealed that the market for office space in the study area is 

relatively thin. This finding suggests that the new city may be forced to use retail space as office 

space for some functions. As retail space is somewhat more expensive than office space, this 

affected our estimate of the likely high end rental costs. For our estimation model we used a low 

end office/retail cost of $18 per square foot per year and a high end cost of $22 per square foot 

per year. For industrial space we used a low end office/retail cost of $5 per square foot per year 

and a high end cost of $8 per square foot per year.  

 

Table 8: Facility Lease Space Based on Number of Employees (Minus Fire Service) 

Average No. of employees per 1,000 

population in Comparison Cities 2.62 

Study area population 23,538 

Non-Police Employees needed 62 

Total Employees  124 

Low Est. of Sq. Ft.  (Includes 6,089 sq. ft. of 

Industrial/warehouse Space) 18,248 sq. ft. 

High Est. of Sq. Ft. (Includes 6,089 sq. ft. of 

Industrial/warehouse Space) 27,335 sq. ft. 

 

 Price per sq. ft. Total  Lease Expense 

Low end: $18.00/ sq. ft. $249,303 

High end: $22.00/ sq. ft. $516,119 

 

The summary analysis uses the most expensive lease estimate in order to be conservative. This 

number would include all maintenance costs, given that it is very conservative. 
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Enterprise Services: Solid Waste & Fire 

It is common practice for cities to provide some services on a fee basis and according to a 

separate accounting fund. When this occurs, the result is typically described as an enterprise 

fund-based service. While these enterprise services will occasionally receive small amounts of 

additional revenue or transfer small amounts of revenue to the city’s general fund, in a true 

enterprise fund service arrangement these are limited to rare occasions. Such enterprise services 

are ones that for reasons of fairness are meant to be entirely supported through user fees or 

charges—you pay for what you get. Because citizens do not pay any taxes to support the 

provision of the service, and only those citizens who want the service are required to pay for the 

service, an enterprise fund-based service does not impact the viability of a new city. Whether 

the city provides the service itself, contracts with a private provider, or franchises the delivery 

of the service, consumers of the service pay for the levels and types of services they receive. In 

this respect, an enterprise fund service is one that mimics a business delivery of the service. The 

key difference between a city enterprise fund service and a private business is that the city 

organizes how the service will be delivered; in all other respects there is little or no difference 

between the two. In unincorporated Chatham County, two services—sanitation/solid waste and 

fire—are organized in an enterprise or business-delivery fashion.   

Solid Waste 

It is not infrequent for cities to organize solid waste as either an enterprise fund or as a 

business-delivered service. Most cities that provide these solid waste service directly do so 

primarily for residential customers, leaving commercial customers to arrange with private 

providers for more customized services. Additionally, cities that operate solid waste service 

departments themselves (as opposed to providing the service through franchised or regulated 

private providers) do so via an enterprise fund accounting. Similarly, when a city establishes 

one or more franchises for sanitation service with private haulers or simply regulates the service 

being provided by private haulers, the residents and citizens of the city do not experience a 

potential risk of a tax liability increase. Again, with regard to a franchised or regulated solid 

waste management service provided by private haulers, there is no impact on fiscal viability for 

a potential new city. Providing solid waste services by contract would count for purposes of 

establishing qualified municipality status in sales tax negotiations. 
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Fire Services 

Fire services are not typically delivered as either an enterprise-type service or via a private 

business organization. In this regard, unincorporated Chatham County is in the minority in the 

State of Georgia. However, as the recent proposed change in fire service delivery in the City of 

Savannah (from a tax supported, general fund service to a fee-based, enterprise fund service) 

illustrates, this model is not without its attractions, e.g., it potentially can charge fees to owners 

and types of property (e.g., churches, nonprofits, state-owned property) who have traditionally 

been undertaxed in relation to their demand for services. Traditionally, fire services have been 

tax supported in part because property taxes represent a relatively fair and assured way of 

generating revenue and supporting universal fire service coverage. Because fires have a 

tendency to spread, universal coverage can provide greater overall protection than spottier fee-

for-service coverage as well as simplify decision making by firefighters.   

While a City of Chatham Islands may ultimately choose to deliver fire services as a general fund 

service and levy some combination of taxes or fees needed for this purpose, the existing 

residents of the study area currently receive a level of service that is congruent with the level of 

private fees paid by the fire service customers. Because we can neither account for the revenues 

of a private business, nor properly assess its level of service,18 we can only posit that for the 

purposes of assessing public finance fiscal viability that the current private arrangement for fire 

services is not relevant. Current government revenues (from which the study area’s expected 

revenues are extracted or estimated) do not currently support fire services, so they should not 

be expected in all cases of potential fiscal viability to support these services in the proposed city. 

That is, in some cases the proposed city could simply provide the current level of fire service 

under arrangements that have no net impacts on the city government’s finances, including: 

 Contracting with the existing provider for a price that is similar to the current revenue 

received from subscribers. 

 Franchising with the existing provider such that it continues to charge residents a fee. 

 Providing the service in a manner similar to the current provider with a similar level of 

fees/taxes applied for the service.  

                                                      
18 Institute of Government faculty did attempt to assess certain elements of the current fire services. In particular, 
faculty attempted to assess the likely revenues generated by the current subscription services. In this regard, they 
interviewed the SSFD Fire Chief. It was reported that SSFD did not regularly release proprietary information 
regarding its budget, i.e., its revenues and expenditures. Moreover, it was suggested that the SSFD’s current fee 
structure has been less than fully rational or consistent across subscribers. Consequently, the SSFD has hired a 
consultant to help them to make the fee structure more rational, consistent and fair. The results of the 
consultant’s study will not be available for a number of months, but it is expected to result in substantial changes 
in the fee structure and expected revenues. As such, the Chief suggested that any release of current revenue data 
would be out of date by the time residents must make a decision regarding incorporation. 
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Since municipalities may provide services either directly or by contract, any of these options 

would count as providing fire service for purposes of establishing qualified municipality status 

in sales tax negotiations. 

 

Because the way fire services are delivered in unincorporated Chatham County (by 

subscription to a non-profit that also provide EMS services to the County as a whole and is 

staffed by a mix of career and volunteer firefighters) is relatively unique in the State of Georgia. 

Institute of Government faculty were not able to find any workable comparisons in the state 

even excluding the issue of subscription payments. In an effort to provide the residents of the 

study area with a sense of the nature of the options for fire service in a post-incorporation 

situation, we requested information from the Southside Fire Department (SSFD) about current 

fire services provided and the financial conditions (revenues, expenditures, cross subsidies, etc.) 

under which this provision takes place. Key findings are presented below.  

ISO 

The Southside Fire Department is rated as 2/2X on the Insurance Services Organization’s  Public 

Protection Classification (PPC) scale, which runs from 1 (best) to 10 (worst). What this means is 

that SSFD is generally rated at a 2, but for many areas that are not supplied by the water system 

(the 2X areas), the Department is required to have sufficient tanker trucks/tenders that can carry 

3000+gallons of water to support the fire suppression response. Also, the fire engines that the 

SSFD operate carry more than the average amount of water. Additionally, fire fighter have to be 

trained to use these tankers and associated equipment (e.g., temporary water holding pools).  

It is suggested by the SSFD that the current ISO rating could be at risk in the case of the new city 

forming its own department because in the current situation all of the fire stations in the 

Chatham Emergency Services network respond via automatic aid to incidents in any of the fire 

station districts. A new city would need to establish such aid agreements if it were to have hope 

of maintaining the same ISO rating. An alternative would be to form an automatic aid 

agreement with the Savannah Fire Department. However it was reported that, currently, the 

Savannah Fire Department does not have any such agreement with surrounding fire 

departments. While a 2 PPC rating is not the highest, the traditional view has been that for most 

fire insurers the PPC ratings of 1-3 have tended to be treated as essentially equal for the 

purposes of setting insurance premiums.   

Staffing 

The stations in the study area are being staffed by a mixture of career and volunteer firefighters. 

Many of the volunteers are career firefighters for other departments in the area (e.g., Hunter Air 
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Force base). The mix of volunteers and career staff is estimated at 50/50, and there are about 27 

volunteers in the Southside FD.   

Mixing of Fire and EMS 

The SSFD operates semi-independently from the EMS services provided by the parent non-

profit (Chatham Emergency Services). That is, while fire units will assist EMS responders on 

occasion with risk issues that are peripheral to the medical issues (e.g., spilt gasoline), the fire 

and EMS units run separately with separate staffing; and the revenues and expenditures are 

kept separate. However, EMS staff are available for fighting structure fires as needed. The 

Chatham County government subsidizes the EMS services (at approximately $50K per month), 

but does not subsidize fire services. 

Billing and Revenue 

The SSFD is in the process of revamping their billing system which has been based on old and 

non-updated technology and data. They estimate that over their entire service area (which is 

larger than the study area) about 7000 out of 30,000 properties do not pay their fire subscription 

fees. Some of these are people who are billed but do not pay and some are owners of properties 

that are not incorporated their billing system dataset. Also, SSFD currently does not charge fees 

to governments or non-profits. Those who do not pay their fire subscription fees are reported to 

pay fire insurance premiums that are in excess of the cost of the fire subscription fee. The SSFD 

reports having had to educate the insurance providers to be sure to check on this when insuring 

a property. 

Expenditures and Subsidies 

SSFD estimates that their cost to operate a fire station is approximately $1 million per year. 

Institute of Government faculty calculate that this expenditure is substantially less than the 

comparable cost in the City of Savannah which is approximately $2.2 million per year per 

station. 

According to the Department’s representatives the SSFD is able to accomplish this based on 

three factors: 

 SSFD is able to cross-train and employ EMS staff as firefighters (and thereby get ISO 

credit for Company staffing/deployment) while operating EMS as a separate enterprise. 

This essentially acts as an implicit, non-financial subsidy to the fire service. The value of 

this subsidy is believed to be substantial. 
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 SSFD owns a number of towers (that host their radio systems) that they are able to rent 

out to cell phone providers.  This income is used to support the fire service.  

 The SSFD is not staffed at quite as high a level as the Savannah FD; hence, SSFD’s Class 

2 ISO rating compared to Savannah FD Class 1.    

 The SSFD employs a mix of career and volunteer firefighters.  

Factors that could hamper the Chatham Islands from being able to support a city fire 

department on the same budget as the SSFD currently employs (e.g., because it is able to spread 

these costs over 14 fire station areas) include:    

 The need to purchase their own tanker trucks/tenders (at $500,000 each) since the 

current SSFD tankers support multiple areas that are insufficiently supplied with water 

by the water system. 

 The need for a city fire department to provide for its own training center and training 

record keeping, computerization, administration and record keeping (e.g., of hydrant 

testing, incident response, etc.), radio communication equipment and towers.  

 The loss of an outside revenue source that is currently used to supplement the fee 

revenue in support of the provision of fire services, i.e., revenue from radio/cellular 

towers currently owned by the SSFD and rented out.  

 The loss of the share of fire fee revenues that comes from commercial and industrial 

properties. That, is the study area’s share of the properties of these types in the 

unincorporated area is less than average. 

 The loss of the services of a dispatch center and fleet maintenance center (whose cost are 

spread across numerous stations and crews). 

Fire services are one of the two most expensive services provided by local governments. 

Because fire services are also capital intensive and administratively intensive (i.e., require a 

large measure of record keeping, training, dispatch, supervision, etc. per front-line firefighter), 

fire service delivery tends to experience positive economies of scale. As such, larger fire 

departments will, all else being equal, be more efficient and more capable (e.g., able to handle 

more complex hazards) than is the case for smaller fire departments. These economies of scale 

are not endless but certainly are at work on in the circumstances at issue in this study.    

Currently, the residents of the Chatham Islands study area are receiving a relatively high level 

of service at a budget cost. Institute faculty confirmed that the cost basis per station for the SSFD 
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operations was substantially less than for Savannah Fire Department, but also less on a per 

capita basis than other comparison communities.    

The unique aspects of SSFD represent both a challenge and an opportunity for a new 

city. The challenge is that the new city needs to provide fire services as part of its plan to be 

eligible for certain revenue sources. However, establishing a new city fire department could 

result in foregoing the unique advantages and economies that the SSFD has developed over the 

course of its history. On the opportunity side, cities have abilities to enforce collection of 

revenues that the SSFD does not. One possible resolution would be for the new city to provide 

fire services through a contractual arrangement with SSFD that would allow the city to capture 

some of the economies that the SSFD has created while either collecting the subscription fees or 

assisting the SSFD in its revenue collection efforts.   
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Appendix A 

Map of the Study Area
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Appendix B 

Miscellaneous Revenues 

 

The following table provides greater detail for the revenue sources which individually 

are fairly small. 

 

Revenue Source Methodology 

Study Area 

Estimate Data Source 

Heavy Equipment Taxes 

Ratio of assessed value of 

industrial property in study 

area to Chatham  

unincorporated area $0 

Chatham FY 2019 

Proposed Budget 

Workbook 

Qualifying Fees 

3% of gross annual 

salary/elected official 

$ 918 

 

Pursuant to 

O.C.G.A. § 21-2-131 

Investment Income 

Ratio of Population in 

study area to 

unincorporated area $0 

Chatham FY 2019 

Proposed Budget 

Workbook 

Mobile Home Taxes   (see below) $0 

Chatham FY 2019 

Proposed Budget 

Workbook 

Total Miscellaneous $ 918 

 

Utility Taxes 

Property owned by public utilities is assessed by the state and a local millage rate is applied to 

that assessment. The utility-owned property in the study area is included in the list of 

properties, their values and the tax levy supplied by the Tax Commissioner’s Office. 

 

Heavy Equipment Taxes 

Taxes are assessed on certain heavy equipment typically used in industrial environments. An 

assumption was made that the assessed value of industrial property serves as a proxy for the 

presence of such equipment. The ratio of assessed value of industrial property to the assessed 

value of industrial property in the unincorporated area was applied to the revenue generated 

from heavy equipment taxes in the unincorporated area. A representative of the Tax 

Commissioner’s Office reported that there were no heavy equipment taxes levied in the study 

area.  
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Qualifying Fees 

State law, O.C.G.A. § 21-2-131 provides that municipalities collect qualifying fees for those 

seeking elected office at a rate of 3% of gross annual salary for the elected office being sought. 

Thus, this figure was obtained by averaging the salaries of the elected officials in the 

comparison cities and then multiplying that averaged amount by three percent.  

 

Mobile Homes 

 

Mobile homes typically pay a property tax that is separate from a real estate property tax, one 

that is similar to the tax levy on motor vehicles. Mobile homes tend to be located in the area of 

the county where property values are less than average.  Chatham County reported collecting 

approximately $45,367 in mobile home property taxes in 2017. Because the study area is 

comprised of relatively high value properties, it is unlikely that any major proportion of these 

homes would be located in this area.  Consequently, and in order to provide a conservative 

assessment of revenues, we have not allocated any revenue to this source.  

 

Investment Income 

Normally local governments are able to derive some revenue from interest obtained on 

investments of funds typically made for limited periods of time. As the new city will not have 

any investments at the point of establishment, we did not estimate a figure. 
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Appendix C  

 

2017 Unincorporated County Revenue Figures and Data Sources 

 

 

Revenue Source 

Unincorporated County 

Revenue Figure 

 

Data Source 

Occupation Taxes 

$1,440,375  

 

Chatham  FY 2019 Proposed 

Budget Workbook 

Beverage Excise Taxes 

$1,355,935 

 

Chatham  FY 2019 Proposed 

Budget Workbook 

Personal Property Taxes 

$723,974 

 

Chatham  FY 2019 Proposed 

Budget Workbook 

Energy Excise Tax  

 

$1,631,212 

 

Chatham  FY 2019 Proposed 

Budget Workbook 

Bank Shares Tax 

$432,264 

 

Chatham  FY 2019 Proposed 

Budget Workbook 

Intangible 

$4,024,396 

 

Chatham  FY 2019 Proposed 

Budget Workbook 

Development Fund/ Zoning and 

Variance Fees and Permits 

$160,688 

 

Chatham  FY 2019 Proposed 

Budget Workbook 

Insurance Premiums Tax 

$4,870,709 

 

Chatham  FY 2019 Proposed 

Budget Workbook 

Fines & Forfeitures 

$1,156,570 

 

Chatham  FY 2019 Proposed 

Budget Workbook 

Public Safety Fees 

$117,912 

 

Chatham  FY 2019 Proposed 

Budget Workbook 
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Appendix D 

 

The regression model with the highest explanatory power expressed franchise fees 

as a function of population, assessed value of residential property, assessed value of 

commercial property, assessed value of industrial property, and had dummy variables for 

Augusta, Atlanta, and Athens-Clarke County. The adjusted R2 for this model was .9872 
 

 

Regression Output 

Independent 

Variable Coefficient 
Std. 

Error t P > t 95% Conf. Interval 

Intercept -448892 387516.3 -1.15838 0.260354 -1257237 359452.6 
Population 46.7029 15.27127 3.05822 0.006205 14.84759 78.5582 
Assessed 

Value of 

Residential 

Property 
0.000208 0.000387 0.538177 0.596394 -0.0006 0.001016 

Assessed 

Value of 

Commercial 

Property 
0.001348 0.000435 3.101144 0.00563 0.000441 0.002254 

Assessed Value 

Industrial 

Property 
0.00555 0.002111 2.629075 0.016081 0.001147 0.009954 

Atlanta 

dummy 
26444278 6163046 4.29078 0.000356 13588389 39300167 

Augusta 

dummy 
14901422 2965035 5.025716 6.48E-05 8716467 21086376 

Athens‐Clarke 

County 

dummy 
-390135 1256968 -0.31038 0.759485 -3012125 2231855 
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Appendix E 

 

 

LMIG CALCULATION 

The Georgia DOT funding formula for the LMIG program is as follows:  
 

 
LMIG Formula Factor = (Local Gov. Pop./State Pop.) x 1/3 + (Local Gov. Mileage./Total State 

Mileage) x 2/3 

LMIG Formula Amount = Formula Factor x 2015 LMIG Allocation 
 

 
Calculation Factors 

Grant Total Funding 2018 168,885,000.00 

Georgia Population 
10,310,371 

 

Study Area Population                         25,167  

Georgia Local Road Miles 
108,360.10 

 

Study Area Local Road Miles 
110.15 

 
  

Population Factor 0.000813655 

Mileage Factor 
0.000677669 

 

Total Factor  0.001491324 

  
Calculation Results 

Total Revenue Est. 
$251,862 
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Appendix F 

 

Capital Data Tables 

Data Source: Georgia Department of Community Affairs Capital Expenditures for  

Roads and Drainage 

Population figures reflect U.S. Census Bureau Annual Estimates 2012 -2016 

Public Works Capital Summary 

$84.42  
5-year average of inflation adjusted per capita 

expense (2012 – 2016) 

23,538 Study area population  

$1,987,151  Study Area Public Work Capital Estimate 
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Data for 2012 

City  Population Total Capital Expenditure Roads and Drainage 

  

 

Per Capita 

  

Alpharetta 61,681 $10,656,945  $172.78  

Dalton 33,426 $1,724,675  $51.60  

Dunwoody  47,351 $1,414,108  $29.86  

Gainesville  36,255 $1,286,918  $35.50  

Hinesville  34,707 $562,233  $16.20  

Johns Creek  82,066 $2,498,178  $30.44  

Kennesaw 31,505 $1,146,290  $36.38  

Marietta  58,462 $8,509,096  $145.55  

Milton  35,055 $2,479,277  $70.73  

Newnan  33,673 $2,767,200  $82.18  

Peachtree City  34,649 $3,034,426  $87.58  

Rome  36,384 $1,415,467  $38.90  

Roswell  93,423 $4,204,348  $45.00  

Sandy Springs  99,117 $10,878,390  $109.75  

Smyrna 52,787 $9,479,022  $179.57  

Valdosta 57,413 $3,592,177  $62.57  

Warner Robins 71,794 $1,720,364  $23.96  

Average $71.68  

In 2017 dollars $76.70  
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Data for 2013 

City  Population Total Capital Expenditure Roads and Drainage 

  

 

Per Capita 

  

Alpharetta 61,987 $11,982,395  $193.30  

Dalton 33,426 $2,101,896  $62.88  

Dunwoody  47,722 $1,397,952  $29.29  

Gainesville  36,255 $1,378,044  $38.01  

Hinesville  34,707 $487,893  $14.06  

Johns Creek  82,596 $2,864,875  $34.69  

Kennesaw 31,505 $2,655,899  $84.30  

Marietta  59,089 $14,056,546  $237.89  

Milton  35,055 $4,803,823  $137.04  

Newnan  33,673 $3,175,431  $94.30  

Peachtree City  34,849 $837,627  $24.04  

Rome  36,294 $1,101,475  $30.35  

Roswell  93,820 $3,843,497  $40.97  

Sandy Springs  99,567 $12,434,493  $124.89  

Smyrna 53,515 $26,527,351  $495.70  

Valdosta 56,447 $4,757,106  $84.28  

Warner Robins 72,563 $1,314,499  $18.12  

Average $102.59  

In 2017 dollars $107.72  
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Data for 2014 

City Population Total Capital Expenditure Roads and Drainage 

  

Per Capita 

  

Alpharetta 62,792 $4,432,073  $70.58  

Dalton 33,599 $1,105,985  $32.92  

Dunwoody  48,706 $2,797,566  $57.44  

Gainesville  37,751 $1,139,382  $30.18  

Hinesville  34,764 $1,148,093  $33.03  

Johns Creek  82,944 $6,132,016  $73.93  

Kennesaw 32,588 $2,612,487  $80.17  

Marietta  59,894 $9,038,799  $150.91  

Milton  36,724 $5,572,898  $151.75  

Newnan  35,650 $3,787,943  $106.25  

Peachtree City  35,030 $430,391  $12.29  

Rome  36,367 $1,517,203  $41.72  

Roswell  93,867 $3,899,272  $41.54  

Sandy Springs  101,689 $13,906,805  $136.76  

Smyrna 54,929 $10,198,118  $185.66  

Valdosta 56,804 $5,102,452  $89.83  

Warner Robins 73,306 $2,250,281  $30.70  

Average $77.98  

In 2017 dollars $81.10  
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Data for 2015 

City Population Total Capital Expenditure Roads and Drainage 

 

Per Capita  

 

Alpharetta 63,384 $4,513,545  $71.21  

Dalton 33,803 $2,052,927  $60.73  

Dunwoody  48,646 $2,949,274  $60.63  

Gainesville  38,649 $1,229,548  $31.81  

Hinesville  33,409 $627,402  $18.78  

Johns Creek  83,107 $12,499,308  $150.40  

Kennesaw 33,450 $2,765,135  $82.66  

Marietta  60,171 $8,242,019  $136.98  

Milton  37,576 $5,959,748  $158.61  

Newnan  36,711 $4,662,323  $127.00  

Peachtree City  35,187 $1,886,916  $53.63  

Rome  36,332 $1,362,296  $37.50  

Roswell  94,047 $3,955,600  $42.06  

Sandy Springs  105,095 $15,569,574  $148.15  

Smyrna 56,070 $14,299,350  $255.03  

Valdosta 56,409 $3,005,463  $53.28  

Warner Robins 73,477 $1,894,964  $25.79  

Average $89.07  

In 2017 dollars $92.64  
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Data for 2016 

City Population Total Capital Expenditure Roads and Drainage Per Capita 

Alpharetta 65,338 $348,677.00 $5.34  

Dalton 34,077 $3,283,287  $96.35  

Dunwoody  48,884 $7,855,917  $160.71  

Gainesville  40,000 $2,291,989  $57.30  

Hinesville  33,577 $397,314  $11.83  

Johns Creek  83,873 $5,558,835  $66.28  

Kennesaw 33,627 $2,065,482  $61.42  

Marietta  60,941 $9,847,042  $161.58  

Milton  38,411 $2,427,975  $63.21  

Newnan  37,912 $1,931,636  $50.95  

Peachtree City 35,186 $416,145.00 $11.83  

Rome  36,407 $888,225  $24.40  

Roswell  94,598 $8,110,703  $85.74  

Sandy Springs  105,703 $15,187,415  $143.68  

Smyrna 56,664 $13,000  $0.23  

Valdosta 56,474 $1,106,264  $19.59  

Warner Robins 74,388 $2,617,560  $35.19  

Average $62.10  

In 2017 dollars $63.96  
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