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Estimate of Fiscal Impact 
 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 
State Expenditure   

General Fund $0 $0 
Other and Federal See Below $0 
Full-Time Equivalent Position(s) 0.00 0.00 

State Revenue   
General Fund $0 $0 
Other and Federal $0 $0 

Local Expenditure Undetermined $0 
Local Revenue $0 $0 

 
Fiscal Impact Summary 
This bill could increase the Department of Transportation’s (DOT) recurring Other Fund 
expenses by $80,000,000 annually.  The department indicates that this estimate is based upon 
data that was available in 2014, 2015, and early 2016.  Further, the department indicates that 
costs could be less than $80,000,000 based on the most recent department ten-year construction 
plan and budget.  The department also indicates the cost will depend on the actual projects for 
which the agency is able to contract in a given year.  The expenditure impact to local 
governments is undetermined. 

Explanation of Fiscal Impact 

State Expenditure 
This bill requires an entity undertaking a transportation improvement project to bear the costs 
related to relocating water and sewer lines, up to 7.5 percent of the total project cost.  Relocation 
of the water and sewer lines includes lines maintained and operated by a public water system or a 
public sewer system and located within the rights of way for a transportation improvement 
project that must be relocated to undertake the project or are otherwise required to be relocated 
by the department.  Section 44-55-20(13) defines a public water system as any publicly or 
privately owned waterworks system that provides water for human consumption.  A public sewer 
system is defined as any publicly or privately owned sewer system that provides sewer services 
to the public.  Transportation improvement project is defined as a permanent improvement, 
construction, reconstruction, or alteration to the public highway system undertaken by the 
department, a county, or a municipality.  The bill does not grant the department the authority to 
prevent or materially limit a public water system’s utilization of property located within a state 
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transportation improvement project’s right of way for water and sewer construction, installation, 
maintenance, or operations.  Additionally, the department may acquire additional rights of way 
to facilitate the location of utilities outside the rights of way currently contained in the public 
highway system.  Additional rights of way acquired pursuant to this bill must be funded pursuant 
to an agreement entered into between the department and the utility desiring to utilize the newly 
acquired right of way.  
 
Department of Transportation.  The agency estimates that this bill could increase expenses by 
$80,000,000 annually.  The agency indicates that this estimate was based upon data available in 
2014, 2015, and early 2016.  
 
To provide this estimate, the department calculated a cost per mile to relocate utilities by 
reviewing previous year’s projects involving road widening and bridge replacement.  The 
department’s contracts included the cost when the department was responsible for relocation.  
The department then applied the per mile relocation cost to relevant planned projects and capped 
the relocation cost at 7.5 percent of the total project cost. 
 
The department indicates that costs could be less than $80,000,000 based on the most recent 
department ten-year construction plan and budget.  The department also indicates the cost will 
depend on the actual projects for which the agency is able to contract in a given year.  Further, 
the department expects costs may be lower because the mathematical calculation is based on all 
road widening and bridge replacement projects needing utilities relocated and project costs at the 
high-end of the budget. 

State Revenue 
N/A 

Local Expenditure 
The Revenue and Fiscal Affairs Office contacted all forty-six county governments and the 
Municipal Association of South Carolina (MASC) regarding the expenditure impact of this bill.  
Horry County indicated that this bill would have increased its expenditures for a recently 
completed highway project by almost $5,900,000. The county’s total expenditures for the project 
were $98,300,000. Relocation of utilities for the project cost $9,162,891. The county paid 
$1,478,181 of the utility relocations because the utility possessed the prior right of way affected 
by the project, and the utility paid the remaining $7,684,710 where the county possessed the 
prior right of way. Under this bill, the county would have been responsible for $7,372,500 (7.5 
percent of $98,300,000) instead of $1,478,181. In addition, Horry County noted that the total 
cost of utility relocation would remain the same. The effect of the bill would have been to shift 
the cost between the county and the utility, in this case, the Grand Strand Water and Sewer 
Authority, a special purpose district.  
 
Charleston County did not provide costs for a specific utility relocation, but the county 
referenced two projects that will be undertaken over the next ten years and funded by a voter-
approved transportation sales tax. These two projects would cost $700,000,000 and 
$360,000,000. Applying 7.5 percent to each of these projects could increase costs for utility 
relocation by about $50,000,000 and $25,000,000 respectively. Charleston County noted these 
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increases would likely result in the removal of planned projects because the transportation sales 
tax revenue estimates did not account for a 7.5 percent cost of sewer or water line relocation as 
part of the cost for planned projects in the county. Lancaster County indicated it did not 
anticipate any impact, as the county is not engaged in road construction beyond resurfacing and 
maintenance. Other responding counties did not provide an estimate. The MASC has not 
responded at this time.     
 
As noted above in the discussion of Horry County’s response, the bill effectively shifts the cost 
of utilities relocation between the road project and the utilities. The total cost to relocate the 
utilities is unchanged. If the utility is a local government, such as a public service district, and the 
road project is conducted by a municipality or county, the shift in costs is between local 
governments, so there is no net change in local government expenditures. If the transportation 
project is a DOT project and the utility is owned and operated by a local government such as a 
municipality, county, or special purpose district, the local government utility will experience a 
cost savings and the state will incur a cost increase. If the utility is a privately owned waterworks 
system or a private not-for-profit sewer system, the bill may increase local government 
expenditures for a road project without a corresponding offsetting decrease in expenditure by 
local government utilities.  
 
Because of the various combinations of parties that may be effected, the expenditure impact of 
this bill on local government cannot be estimated. Determination of the expenditure impact is 
further complicated, because increased costs and savings depend upon the specific project plans 
and costs, and the existence of prior rights.     

Local Revenue 
N/A 
 
 


