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City of Franklin

Meeting Agenda

109 3rd Ave S 

Franklin, TN 37064 

(615)791-3217

Board Room4:00 PMThursday, December 4, 2014

Approval of Minutes

Budget and Finance Minutes from November 13, 2014

Presentation of Comprehensive Annual Financial Report14-61601

Sponsors: Russ Truell

Presentation of Cool Springs Conference Center Annual Financial Report14-70602

Sponsors: Russ Truell

Consideration of Resolution 2014-82 Adopting a Revised Debt 

Management Policy

14-66203

Sponsors: Russ Truell

2013 US Local Government Medians

PFM Peer Cities Analysis Horizontal

Debt Affordability section of Debt Policy

Attachments:

Consideration of Resolution 2014-83, a Resolution to Issue Capital 

Improvement Bonds in an Amount Not To Exceed $15 Million

14-66304

Sponsors: Russ Truell

Franklin 2014 G O  Initial ResolutionAttachments:

Consideration Of Resolution No. 2014-90, A Resolution To Revise Section 

E Of The Purchasing Policy For City Of Franklin Procurements Not 

Pertaining To New Construction (01/08/15 Finance 4-0)  .

14-69905

Sponsors: Brian Wilcox

Res. No. 2014-90 for Purchasing Policy 2014.11.25.1139

Exhibit A to Res. No. 2014-90 for Purchasing Policy 2014.11.25.0951

Attachments:

Consideration Of Ordinance No. 2014-38, And Ordinance Establishing 

Policy For Suspension And Debarment Of Vendors And Contractors As 

Needed (01/08/15 Finance 4-0) SECOND AND FINAL READING.

14-70006

Sponsors: Brian Wilcox

Ord. No. 2014-38 Debarment and Suspension 2014.12.01.1448Attachments:
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December 4, 2014Budget & Finance Committee Meeting Agenda

Consideration Of Resolution No. 2014-89, A Resolution Establishing 

Procedure For Suspension And Debarment Of Vendors And Contractors 

As Needed (01/08/15 Finance 4-0).

14-70107

Sponsors: Brian Wilcox

Res. No. 2014-89 for for Debarment and Suspension Procedure 2014.12.01.1516

Exhibit A to Res. No. 2014-89 for Debarment and Suspension Procedure 2014.12.01.1518

Attachments:

Consideration of Ordinance 2014-39, an Ordinance to Amend the 

FY2014-2015 Budget

14-64608

Sponsors: Russ Truell

2015 2nd Qtr Budget Amendment OrdinanceAttachments:

Consideration of Resolution 2014-91, a Resolution to Authorize Capital 

Improvements at Cool Springs Conference Center. (01/08/15 Finance 4-0)

14-67809

Sponsors: Russ Truell

Sample capital outlay request formsAttachments:

Monthly Reports for December14-61710

Sponsors: Russ Truell

Transit report Oct 2014

Conference Center - October 2014 Financial Summary

Local Sales Tax report - Sept 2014

Construction Activities report - Oct 2014

Fuel Hedging report - Oct 2014

Investment Report - Oct 2014

Monthly Permit summary - Sept 2014

Property Tax report - Oct 2014

Local Sales Tax chart - print in color

Attachments:

Other Business

Adjournment

ANYONE REQUESTING ACCOMODATIONS DUE TO DISABILITES SHOULD CONTACT A.D.A. COORDINATOR, AT 550-5721 AT 

LEAST 10 DAYS PRIOR TO THE MEETING, IF POSSIBLE.
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2013 US Local Government Medians 
Demonstrate Stability of Sector 
 

The local government sector continues to stabilize as local governments emerge from the 
severe national recession; a trend we expect to continue. The medians support our stable sector 
outlook, even as many local governments still face slow recovery in local housing markets and 
weak employment growth.  

» Full value (FV) has generally increased across local government sub-sectors. This 
increase reflects the national recovery in property values as well as an uptick in new 
construction in some areas. Median FV across cities and school districts is up 12.5% and 
5.0%, respectively. 

» Fund balance as a percentage of operating revenues remains stable to slightly 
declining. We believe that the lack of growth in this ratio represents generally stable 
reserves and growing revenue bases. Fund balance medians for cities and school districts 
are down slightly compared with those in 2012, but still higher than in previous years. 

» Cash balances also show stability across local government sub-sectors. The median for 
cities remains unchanged. The medians for school districts and counties declined 
minimally. These trends indicate that cash balances remain generally healthy and are a 
source of credit stability for the local government sector. 

» Net direct debt as a percentage of FV increased for the city and county sub-sectors. 
Given the growth in FV, this suggests that local governments are beginning to invest in 
deferred infrastructure needs and are experiencing renewed public support for tax-
backed debt.  

» Pension ratios indicate that pensions are not a substantial drag on overall credit 
quality despite severe pension pressures affecting a limited number of local 
governments. School district medians are higher relative to cities and counties. This 
reflects the poor funded status of many statewide teacher cost-sharing plans, as well as 
the fact that school district expenditure profiles are more heavily weighted toward 
personnel costs. 

 
 
 
 

  THIS REPORT WAS REPUBLISHED ON 21 AUGUST 2014 WITH (A REFERENCE TO THE 2013 NET DIRECT DEBT / 
FULL VALUE WAS INSERTED IN THE TABLE UNDER EXHIBT 5 ON PAGE 6.) 
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Median Data in Detail 
This medians report conforms to our updated general obligation rating methodology. (See US Local 
Government General Obligation Debt). As such, the medians presented here are different than in 
previous years and include new pension-related metrics and institutional framework score. For these 
new measures, historical data will be available in future medians reports as we accumulate data as each 
year passes. The medians as presented in previous years are provided in the appendix. 

We used data from a variety of sources to calculate the 2013 medians, many of which have differing 
reporting schedules. Whenever possible, we calculated these medians using available data for fiscal year 
2013, however there are some exceptions. Population data is based on the 2010 Census. Median 
Family Income is derived from the 2012 American Community Survey. Pension-related medians are 
based on three-year averages of the fiscal 2010 through 2012 period due to the lagged timing of 
pension reporting. In total, data were derived from a set of 3,030 cities, 918 counties and 3,455 school 
districts. We used these data to calculate the medians for all historical years provided in this report. 
However, not all of these issuers have 2013 data available for all of our metrics. Therefore, the 2013 
dataset is smaller across all three sectors for most metrics. As such, the 2013 medians calculated as of 
the date of this publication may differ somewhat from the 2013 medians we calculate for next year’s 
medians 

                                             
EXHIBIT 1 

2013 Local Government Medians 
 

 

 

 

 

   Cities  Counties School Districts 

2013 Full Value (in $millions)  $ 1,956  $ $7,543  $ 2,005  

Percent change in Full Value from 2012 to 2013   12.5%  -2.3%  5.3% 

2012 Full Value (in $millions)  $ 1,738  $  $7,721  $ 1,905  

2013 Fund Balance as % of Revenues   25.4%  23.9%  14.6% 

2012 Fund Balance as % of Revenues   26.2%  25.6%  14.8% 

2013 Cash Balance as % of Revenues    27.8%  27.7%  19.3% 

2012 Cash Balance as % of Revenues    27.8%  28.7%  17.7% 

2013 Net Direct Debt / Full Value (%)   1.26%  0.63%  1.46% 

2012 Net Direct Debt / Full Value (%)   1.06%  0.52%  1.48% 

3-Year Average of Moody's Adjusted Net Pension Liability / Full 
Value (%)  

 1.34%  0.85%  2.49% 

3-Year Average of Moody's Adjusted Net Pension Liability / 
Operating Revenues (x)  

 1.16   1.05   1.20  

Source: Moody’s Investors Service 

  

This publication does not announce 
a credit rating action.  For any 
credit ratings referenced in this 
publication, please see the ratings 
tab on the issuer/entity page on 
www.moodys.com for the most 
updated credit rating action 
information and rating history. 

https://www.moodys.com/researchdocumentcontentpage.aspx?docid=PBM_PBM162757
https://www.moodys.com/researchdocumentcontentpage.aspx?docid=PBM_PBM162757
http://www.moodys.com/


 

 

  

U.S. PUBLIC FINANCE 

3   AUGUST 21, 2014 
   

MEDIAN REPORT: 2013 US LOCAL GOVERNMENT MEDIANS DEMONSTRATE STABILITY OF SECTOR 
 

EXHIBIT 2 

Full Value Is Trending Upwards Across Most Major Local Government Sub-Sectors 
Cities – Median Full Value 

 
 

Counties – Median Full Value 

 
 

School Districts – Median Full Value 

 
Source: Moody’s Investors Service 
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   Cities  Counties School Districts 

2013 Full Value (in $millions)  $ 1,956  $ $7,543  $ 2,005  

Percent change in Full Value from 2012 to 2013   12.5%  -2.3%  5.3% 

2012 Full Value (in $millions)  $ 1,738  $  $7,721  $ 1,905  

Source: Moody’s Investors Service 
 

Median full value showed improvement across the majority of local governments in 2013. Cities saw 
the largest increase with the median value of the sub-sector increasing by 12.5%. School districts also 
saw an increase in this metric, with the median growing by 5.3% compared with 2012. Given that 
cities and school districts comprise the majority of our rated local governments, the improvements in 
full value across these two large sub-sectors indicate broad growth in the metric.  

The general strength in median full value is a result of property value recoveries across much of the 
nation. Additionally, while growth in full value related to new construction has not regained its pre-
recession peak, some areas of the country have begun to see renewed residential and commercial 
development. While the median for counties is lower in 2013 than in 2012, the decline was minimal 
at just 2.3%. This divergence from the other two primary local government sub-sectors toward 
stability rather than growth may reflect that counties often encompass large swaths of rural or 
unincorporated land that does not always follow the same market patterns. 

EXHIBIT 3 

Fund Balances Remain Healthy Across All Local Government Sub-Sectors 

 
Source: Moody’s Investors Service 
 

 

 

   Cities  Counties School Districts 

2013 Fund Balance as % of Revenues   25.4%  23.9%  14.6% 

2012 Fund Balance as % of Revenues   26.2%  25.6%  14.8% 

Source: Moody’s Investors Service 
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Median fund balances as a percentage of revenues were generally stable from 2012 to 2013. While the 
medians of this metric across all three sub-sectors declined slightly, fund balances remain generally 
healthy. Additionally, local governments have experienced increases in overall revenues. So although 
median fund balances declined slightly as a percentage of operating revenues, this is partially 
attributable to generally stable fund balances compared with generally growing operating revenues.  

Property taxes provided a strong anchor during the recession and have begun to improve slowly. Sales, 
income and other taxes have also begun to increase, and at a much faster rate. Combined with local 
governments’ ability to control costs through staffing and salary adjustments, the overall financial 
position of these entities has remained largely unchanged year over year. While the median for school 
districts is notably lower than that of cities and counties, this is consistent with our observation that 
school districts need less fund balance to operate consistently given generally more predictable revenues 
and expenditures.  

EXHIBIT 4 

Cash Balances are Stable and Healthy Across All Local Government Sub-Sectors 

 
Source: Moody’s Investors Service 
 

 

 

   Cities  Counties School Districts 

2013 Cash Balance as % of Revenues    27.8%  27.7%  19.3% 

2012 Cash Balance as % of Revenues    27.8%  28.7%  17.7% 

Source: Moody’s Investors Service 
 

Like fund balances, median cash balances as a percentage of revenues were also generally stable from 
2012 to 2013. Similar to median fund balances, cash balances are healthy and reflect increases in 
revenues. As with fund balance, school districts maintain lower cash balances due to their generally 
more predictable cash inflows and outflows. However, the median for school districts has increased for 
the past three years, providing another indicator of generally improving health and stability in the sub-
sector. 
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EXHIBIT 5 

Growth in Net Direct Debt, Especially for Cities, Due to Meeting Deferred Infrastructure Needs 

 
Source: Moody’s Investors Service 
 

 

 

   Cities  Counties School Districts 

2013 Net Direct Debt / Full Value (%)   1.26%  0.63%  1.46% 

2012 Net Direct Debt / Full Value (%)   1.06%  0.52%  1.48% 

Source: Moody’s Investors Service 
 

The median net direct debt as a percentage of full value for both cities and counties is higher in 2013 
compared to 2012. As local governments have emerged from the recession, many have begun to invest 
in infrastructure needs that were deferred in recent years. For school districts, the slightly lower median 
debt level represents stability in this metric. Part of the increase in this metric for counties is also a 
result of the moderate decline in total full value. For cities, the median reflects an increase in the 
issuance of new debt at a rate that has outpaced the increase in full value. 
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New Pension Metrics 
Our updated general obligation methodology includes two explicit sub-factors related to pensions that 
incorporate a series of adjustments we make to data reported by local governments. These adjustments 
include the re-calculation of accrued liabilities using a market-based, high-grade corporate bond index 
as a discount rate, rather than the investment return-based discount rate used by most public pension 
plans. We also allocate shares of multi-employer cost-sharing plans to participating local governments 
based on pro-rata contributions. Unlike our pension adjustments for states, we currently rely on 
reported actuarial values of assets for local governments due to data availability limitations. We expect 
to rely on market values of assets when the data becomes more widely reported under new 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board 68 accounting standards. 

EXHIBIT 6 

Pensions Not Substantial Negative Credit Factor for Most Local Governments 

 
Source: Moody’s Investors Service 
 

 

 

   Cities  Counties School Districts 

3-Year Average of Moody's Adjusted Net Pension Liability / Full 
Value (%)  

 1.34%  0.85%  2.49% 

3-Year Average of Moody's Adjusted Net Pension Liability / 
Operating Revenues (x)  

 1.16   1.05   1.20  

Source: Moody’s Investors Service 
 

The medians of key ratios reflecting Moody’s Adjusted Net Pension Liabilities (ANPLs) indicate that 
despite severe pension pressure for some local governments, pensions are not currently a substantial 
drag on credit quality in general. Heightened school district pension medians relative to those of cities 
and counties reflect the poor funded status of many statewide teacher cost-sharing plans, as well as the 
larger proportion of school district operations dedicated to personnel costs. Notably, school district 
pension medians are positively impacted by the prevalence of state “on-behalf” payments, where the 
state pays all or a portion of local school district pension costs (e.g. Illinois and Kansas). Our approach 
to incorporating these state payments into our key pension metrics is economic: we allocate ANPLs 
between local districts and the state in proportion to the source of employer contributions.   
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Institutional Framework 
This metric measures local governments’ legal ability to match revenues with expenditures. 
Institutional framework scores are meant to indicate a variety of factors such as: tax caps, influence of 
organized labor, revenue raising ability, predictability of revenues and expenditures, etc. For the 
majority of municipalities, we determine the score annually on a sector-wide basis for each state (click 
here for scores by state and sector). For example, in most cases, cities in Arizona will have the same 
institutional framework score. Possible scores range from Aaa to B and below. 

The median score for both cities and counties across all states is Aa. For school districts, the median 
score is one notch lower at A. The lower median score for school districts is indicative of several 
factors, including limitations on laying off teaching staff, influence of organized labor, reliance on state 
funding, and generally fewer options for raising additional revenue. Despite these factors, all three 
sectors exhibit moderate to strong legal ability to maintain balanced operations.  

  

https://www.moodys.com/researchdocumentcontentpage.aspx?docid=PBM_PBM162754
https://www.moodys.com/researchdocumentcontentpage.aspx?docid=PBM_PBM162754
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EXHIBIT 7 

Six-year history of select medians 
      Cities 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Full Value (in $000s) $1,776,454 $1,818,853 $1,784,100 $1,752,014 $1,738,500 $1,956,121 

Full Value Per Capita ($) $95,578 $97,740 $94,480 $91,870 $89,159 $87,456 

MFI (as % of US median) 114.3% 114.3% 114.3% 114.3% 115.2% 115.2% 

Fund Balance as % of Revenues 23.4% 23.0% 23.1% 24.8% 26.2% 25.4% 

5-Year Dollar Change in Fund Balance as % of 
Revenues 

-- -- -- 1.9% 2.5% 6.8% 

Cash Balance as % of Revenues  25.7% 24.8% 24.5% 26.5% 27.8% 27.8% 

5-Year Dollar Change in Cash Balance as % of 
Revenues 

-- -- -- 2.7% 2.7% 7.0% 

Institutional Framework -- -- -- -- -- Aa 

Operating History: 5-Year Average of Operating 
Revenues / Operating Expenditures (x) 

-- -- 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Net Direct Debt / Full Value (%) 0.99% 1.01% 1.03% 1.04% 1.06% 1.26% 

Net Direct Debt / Operating Revenues (x) 0.97 1.00 1.01 0.94 0.93 0.87 

3-Year Average of Moody's Adjusted Net Pension 
Liability / Full Value (%) 

-- -- -- -- -- 1.34% 

3-Year Average of Moody's Adjusted Net Pension 
Liability / Operating Revenues (x) 

-- -- -- -- -- 1.16 

       Counties 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Full Value (in $000s) $7,130,825 $7,473,673 $7,394,736 $7,438,795 $7,720,904 $7,543,244 

Full Value Per Capita ($) $75,787 $79,637 $80,022 $79,103 $77,087 $77,228 

MFI (as % of US median) 93.7% 93.7% 93.7% 93.7% 94.2% 94.2% 

Fund Balance as % of Revenues 24.5% 24.4% 25.3% 24.7% 25.6% 23.9% 

5-Year Dollar Change in Fund Balance as % of 
Revenues 

-- -- -- 0.8% 0.7% 5.4% 

Cash Balance as % of Revenues  26.0% 25.1% 26.3% 28.3% 28.7% 27.7% 

5-Year Dollar Change in Cash Balance as % of 
Revenues 

-- -- -- 1.5% 1.3% 10.1% 

Institutional Framework -- -- -- -- -- Aa 

Operating History: 5-Year Average of Operating 
Revenues / Operating Expenditures (x) 

-- -- 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.00 

Net Direct Debt / Full Value (%) 0.49% 0.49% 0.50% 0.49% 0.52% 0.63% 

Net Direct Debt / Operating Revenues (x) 0.64 0.65 0.70 0.65 0.65 0.71 

3-Year Average of Moody's Adjusted Net Pension 
Liability / Full Value (%) 

-- -- -- -- -- 0.85% 

3-Year Average of Moody's Adjusted Net Pension 
Liability / Operating Revenues (x) 

-- -- -- -- -- 1.05 
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School Districts 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Full Value (in $000s) $1,908,824 $1,966,085 $1,948,822 $1,925,039 $1,905,015 $2,005,474 

Full Value Per Capita ($) $82,328 $84,365 $83,116 $80,776 $78,745 $79,083 

MFI (as % of US median) 104.6% 104.6% 104.6% 104.6% 103.1% 103.1% 

Fund Balance as % of Revenues 10.6% 11.1% 12.1% 14.1% 14.8% 14.6% 

5-Year Dollar Change in Fund Balance as % of 
Revenues 

-- -- -- 5.0% 3.8% 3.5% 

Cash Balance as % of Revenues  15.4% 15.5% 15.3% 16.7% 17.7% 19.3% 

5-Year Dollar Change in Cash Balance as % of 
Revenues 

-- -- -- 3.3% 1.4% 2.4% 

Institutional Framework -- -- -- -- -- A 

Operating History: 5-Year Average of Operating 
Revenues / Operating Expenditures (x) 

-- -- 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.00 

Net Direct Debt / Full Value (%) 1.32% 1.32% 1.35% 1.41% 1.48% 1.46% 

Net Direct Debt / Operating Revenues (x) 0.74 0.72 0.74 0.75 0.75 0.74 

3-Year Average of Moody's Adjusted Net Pension 
Liability / Full Value (%) 

-- -- -- -- -- 2.5% 

3-Year Average of Moody's Adjusted Net Pension 
Liability / Operating Revenues (x) 

-- -- -- -- -- 1.20 

Source: Moody’s Investors Service 
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Appendix 

The following are medians of key metrics as we have presented them in past years’ reports.  

2013 Publicly Rated US Local Government Medians – Cities 
 

EXHIBIT 8 

US Local Government Medians - US Cities (All) 
   Selected Indicators   US Local Government Medians 

Median Moody's GO/Issuer Rating Aa3 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)   $22,054  

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   29.89% 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   27.01% 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value   1.26% 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   2.78% 

Total Full Value (000)   $1,957,842  

Population 2010 Census    16,918  

Full Value Per Capita   $85,626  

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV   8.56% 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)     115.16% 

 

EXHIBIT 9 

Medians by Rating - US Cities (All) 
     

     

    US Local Government Medians  

Selected Indicators       Aaa Aa A Baa Ba B 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)     $59,130 $27,048 $8,416 $15,614 $118,889 $20,635 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues  32.05% 30.42% 29.99% 10.28% 2.59% 3.52% 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues 29.97% 27.70% 26.27% 8.24% -2.43% 3.35% 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value     0.81% 1.17% 1.66% 2.75% 1.48% 7.88% 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value) 2.16% 2.74% 3.25% 4.42% 3.75% 9.11% 

Total Full Value (000)       $6,972,374 $2,379,844 $707,516 $793,995 $2,048,785 $1,423,516 

Population 2010 Census     37,080 21,253 8,545 11,600 17,353 31,925 

Full Value Per Capita       $170,754 $97,140 $63,447 $55,143 $50,652 $42,799 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV     7.30% 8.05% 11.19% 10.33% 16.14% N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)     181.67% 126.99% 94.64% 79.84% 80.12% 80.10% 
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EXHIBIT 9 

Medians by Rating - US Cities (Population > 500,000) 

      

 US Local Government Medians   

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)       $776,660 $875,779 N/A N/A N/A 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     23.83% 14.97% N/A N/A N/A 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   18.90% 13.37% N/A N/A N/A 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       1.52% 2.16% N/A N/A N/A 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   3.64% 4.14% N/A N/A N/A 

Total Full Value (000)         $78,296,618 $79,159,316 N/A N/A N/A 

Population 2010 Census       731,424 741,206 N/A N/A N/A 

Full Value Per Capita         $106,436 $78,272 N/A N/A N/A 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       6.96% 5.13% N/A N/A N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       97.32% 88.43% N/A N/A N/A 

 

EXHIBIT 10 

Medians by Rating - US Cities (100,000 < Population < 500,000) 
     

     

      

   US Local Government Medians   

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)       $192,976 $136,780 $248,744 $456,184 N/A 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     28.92% 26.76% 14.00% 0.32% N/A 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   31.46% 24.47% 7.70% 0.32% N/A 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       1.28% 1.36% 3.17% 3.76% N/A 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   2.58% 3.50% 4.71% 4.42% N/A 

Total Full Value (000)         $23,537,362 $12,656,574 $11,436,290 $8,944,754 N/A 

Population 2010 Census       203,264 156,185 167,086 162,121 N/A 

Full Value Per Capita         $108,898 $73,920 $56,881 $61,281 N/A 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       8.74% 6.33% 9.64% N/A N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       121.25% 92.06% 76.11% 71.83% N/A 
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EXHIBIT 11 

Medians by Rating - US Cities (50,000 < Population < 100,000) 
   

       

US Local Government Medians 

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)       $60,147 $59,379 $79,988 $94,673 N/A 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     43.80% 31.87% 11.63% 8.92% N/A 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   39.05% 29.06% 10.64% 7.77% N/A 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       0.57% 1.22% 1.26% 2.45% N/A 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   2.14% 3.22% 3.02% 2.98% N/A 

Total Full Value (000)         $10,200,608 $5,844,619 $3,993,416 $4,191,648 N/A 

Population 2010 Census       63,737 67,249 64,184 65,003 N/A 

Full Value Per Capita         $149,789 $78,533 $61,295 $63,146 N/A 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       7.30% 7.76% 6.78% 9.99% N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       166.10% 107.85% 81.77% 77.51% N/A 

 

EXHIBIT 12 

Medians by Rating - US Cities (Population < 50,000) 
      

      
    US Local Government Medians    

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba B 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)       $34,001 $20,299 $7,347 $6,650 N/A $20,635 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     33.36% 32.04% 32.08% 14.32% N/A 3.52% 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   27.78% 28.59% 28.10% 11.51% N/A 3.35% 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       0.75% 1.07% 1.63% 2.45% N/A 5.87% 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   1.89% 2.37% 3.11% 4.67% N/A 9.08% 

Total Full Value (000)         $5,339,263 $1,848,747 $639,279 $461,306 $795,297 $1,306,546 

Population 2010 Census       22,284 16,780 8,070 9,464 3,620 19,376 

Full Value Per Capita         $219,670 $105,302 $63,952 $52,616 $49,714 $48,055 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       7.24% 8.96% 12.25% 14.72% N/A N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       214.75% 134.78% 96.40% 79.91% 84.96% 86.95% 
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2013 Publicly Rated US Local Government Medians – Counties 
 

EXHIBIT 13 

US Local Government Medians - US Counties (All) 
       Selected Indicators           US Local Government Medians 

Median Moody's GO/Issuer Rating         Aa2 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)           $34,099  

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues           19.79% 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues           15.82% 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value           0.63% 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)           1.76% 

Total Full Value (000)           $7,543,244  

Population 2010 Census            83,029  

Full Value Per Capita           $77,228  

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV           6.45% 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)             94.20% 

 

EXHIBIT 14 

Medians by Rating - US Counties (All) 
      

     

  US Local Government Medians 

Selected Indicators       Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)     $379,912 $60,630 $12,024 $7,691 N/A 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   31.00% 34.33% 34.87% 0.68% N/A 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues 27.94% 32.67% 38.90% 0.48% N/A 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value     0.66% 0.66% 0.85% 0.78% N/A 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value) 2.15% 2.05% 1.70% 3.46% N/A 

Total Full Value (000)       $61,583,694 $9,186,007 $2,157,177 $2,556,943 N/A 

Population 2010 Census     508,640 106,567 34,827 49,542 N/A 

Full Value Per Capita       $107,185 $79,159 $60,864 $58,920 N/A 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV     4.07% 6.60% 9.79% 10.05% N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)     125.93% 96.28% 80.08% 81.57% N/A 
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EXHIBIT 15 

Medians by Rating - US Counties (Population > 1 Million) 
     

      
  US Local Government Medians 

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)       $791,879 $2,233,966 $1,817,189 N/A N/A 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     27.96% 19.05% 14.99% N/A N/A 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   24.78% 16.98% 11.75% N/A N/A 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       0.46% 0.38% 0.52% N/A N/A 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   3.27% 2.89% 2.71% N/A N/A 

Total Full Value (000)         $141,687,866 $286,823,287 $185,763,666 N/A N/A 

Population 2010 Census       1,320,134 2,223,852 1,416,441 N/A N/A 

Full Value Per Capita         $75,405 $117,260 $115,74 N/A N/A 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       3.90% 3.18% 4.77% N/A N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       100.40% 105.75% 106.79% N/A N/A 

 

EXHIBIT 16 

Medians by Rating - US Counties (250,000 < Population < 1 Million) 
    

      

 US Local Government Medians  

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)       $257,990 $172,845 $191,241 N/A N/A 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     52.03% 26.98% 29.46% N/A N/A 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   42.52% 30.35% 27.95% N/A N/A 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       0.70% 0.40% 1.29% N/A N/A 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   2.21% 2.81% 3.96% N/A N/A 

Total Full Value (000)         $56,230,645 $34,992,169 $22,654,713 N/A N/A 

Population 2010 Census       534,543 375,992 413,344 N/A N/A 

Full Value Per Capita         $109,283 $78,255 $72,998 N/A N/A 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       4.05% 5.22% 6.01% N/A N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       125.93% 104.06% 94.19% N/A N/A 
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EXHIBIT 17 

Medians by Rating - US Counties (100,000 < Population < 250,000) 

    

      

  US Local Government Medians 

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)       $176,810 $66,922 $160,600 N/A N/A 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     44.89% 40.16% 20.48% N/A N/A 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   37.21% 38.18% 11.80% N/A N/A 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       1.58% 0.61% 0.82% N/A N/A 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   2.82% 1.81% 2.85% N/A N/A 

Total Full Value (000)         $25,920,680 $11,671,681 $8,019,151 N/A N/A 

Population 2010 Census       189,134 154,543 134,168 N/A N/A 

Full Value Per Capita         $142,773 $72,838 $47,286 N/A N/A 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       3.73% 6.94% 9.46% N/A N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       128.88% 99.65% 84.03% N/A N/A 

 

EXHIBIT 18 

Medians by Rating - US Counties (Population < 100,000) 
    

      
   US Local Government Median 

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)       N/A $31,912 $11,032 $4,785 N/A 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     N/A 35.88% 34.12% 1.09% N/A 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   N/A 36.23% 37.61% 0.76% N/A 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       N/A 0.71% 0.74% 0.81% N/A 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   N/A 1.61% 2.00% N/A N/A 

Total Full Value (000)         N/A $4,288,571 $1,938,328 $1,121,898 N/A 

Population 2010 Census       98,970 52,610 29,598 19,286 N/A 

Full Value Per Capita         N/A $82,347 $60,028 $58,920 N/A 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       N/A 8.05% 11.26% N/A N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       140.51% 92.96% 77.69% 65.72% N/A 
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2013 Publicly Rated US Local Government Medians –School Districts 
 

EXHIBIT 19 

US Local Government Medians - School Districts (All) 
  Selected Indicators           US Local Government Medians 

Median Moody's GO/Issuer Rating         Aa3 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)           $34,099  

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues           19.79% 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues           15.82% 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value           1.46% 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)           3.18% 

Total Full Value (000)           $2,005,474  

Population 2010 Census           20,870 

Full Value Per Capita           $79,083  

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV           8.72% 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)         103.07% 

 

EXHIBIT 20 

Medians by Rating - US School Districts (All) 
     

     

  US Local Government Medians  

Selected Indicators       Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)     $89,042 $54,156 $19,266 $17,200 $28,570 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   27.21% 20.70% 18.93% 6.67% -6.33% 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues 25.69% 16.80% 15.22% 5.40% -6.46% 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value     0.71% 1.28% 1.75% 3.20% 2.94% 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value) 2.47% 2.94% 3.41% 4.60% 7.13% 

Total Full Value (000)       $8,456,024 $3,771,212 $873,224 $516,564 $364,893 

Population 2010 Census     40,086 32,804 11,985 10,291 18,490 

Full Value Per Capita       $160,036 $90,475 $64,603 $62,550 $48,753 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV     5.57% 7.41% 11.46% 14.31% 20.20% 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)     182.48% 119.93% 90.67% 83.15% 76.30% 
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EXHIBIT 21 

Medians by Rating - US School Districts (Population > 200,000) 

    

      

   US Local Government Medians   

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)       $353,118 $326,000 $426,985 N/A N/A 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     34.38% 16.92% 5.83% N/A N/A 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   32.70% 15.95% 5.59% N/A N/A 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       1.83% 1.24% 1.56% N/A N/A 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   4.04% 3.24% 3.48% N/A N/A 

Total Full Value (000)         $22,086,941 $26,286,351 $25,401,244 N/A N/A 

Population 2010 Census       276,437 284,811 399,046 N/A N/A 

Full Value Per Capita         $84,390 $78,042 $73,121 N/A N/A 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       4.80% 5.57% 8.19% N/A N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       111.43% 99.07% 81.34% N/A N/A 

 

EXHIBIT 21 

Medians by Rating - US School Districts (100,000 < Population < 200,000) 

   

      

  US Local Government Medians 

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)      $193,602 $171,689 $151,298 $161,655 N/A 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     14.38% 18.87% 12.85% 3.77% N/A 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   11.38% 17.11% 9.50% 3.37% N/A 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       1.21% 1.26% 1.36% 2.96% N/A 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   2.43% 3.16% 4.53% 5.64% N/A 

Total Full Value (000)         $20,647,520 $11,181,100 $9,606,252 $8,918,257 N/A 

Population 2010 Census       124,003 130,938 127,931 113,031 N/A 

Full Value Per Capita         $128,704 $80,117 $65,153 $77,316 N/A 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       9.35% 6.74% 8.37% 21.36% N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       166.92% 107.57% 87.95% 79.93% N/A 
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EXHIBIT 22 

Medians by Rating - US School Districts (50,000 < Population < 100,000) 
   

      

  US Local Government Medians  

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)       $111,657 $94,019 $85,936 $133,960 N/A 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     39.18% 19.34% 12.39% 2.36% N/A 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   34.08% 16.40% 10.16% 1.37% N/A 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       0.29% 1.45% 1.66% 4.02% N/A 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   3.39% 3.19% 4.38% 5.36% N/A 

Total Full Value (000)         $9,834,701 $5,743,704 $3,630,547 $4,089,633 N/A 

Population 2010 Census       63,753 68,799 65,337 64,586 N/A 

Full Value Per Capita         $166,784 $82,159 $57,486 $57,118 N/A 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       5.65% 8.45% 9.34% 7.31% N/A 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       190.97% 115.13% 80.62% 93.26% N/A 

 

EXHIBIT 23 

Medians by Rating - US School Districts (10,000 < Population < 50,000) 
   

      

  US Local Government Medians  

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)      $75,377 $41,247 $27,101 $31,088 $31,526 

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     25.69% 21.10% 16.81% 2.29% -11.22% 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   25.10% 16.78% 13.72% 0.92% -12.10% 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       0.62% 1.38% 2.08% 3.11% 7.89% 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   2.02% 2.96% 3.64% 4.63% 10.00% 

Total Full Value (000)        $5,737,416 $2,358,692 $1,204,999 $915,374 $1,128,680 

Population 2010 Census       25,470 24,109 18,312 17,888 21,347 

Full Value Per Capita         $187,587 $94,517 $59,255 $56,067 $39,728 

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       5.74% 8.22% 11.18% 9.83% 10.58% 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       213.05% 125.05% 90.34% 97.40% 74.96% 
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EXHIBIT 24 

Medians by Rating - US School Districts (Population < 10,000) 

    

      

  US Local Government Medians  

Selected Indicators         Aaa Aa A Baa Ba 

Total General Fund Revenues (000)     $34,457  $19,997  $10,334  $6,522  $8,326  

General Fund Balance as % of Revenues     70.36% 25.13% 24.67% 13.68% -6.33% 

Available General Fund Balance as % of Revenues   54.13% 19.49% 18.81% 12.02% -6.46% 

Direct Net Debt as % of Full Value       0.44% 0.75% 1.52% 3.06% 1.32% 

Overall Debt Burden (Overall Net Debt as % Full Value)   3.37% 2.49% 2.74% 4.36% 3.01% 

Total Full Value (000)      $1,961,437  $1,783,691  $456,944  $267,211  $131,014  

Population 2010 Census       6,347  7,241  5,988  4,303   5,932  

Full Value Per Capita         $306,630  $121,254  $74,781  $62,914  $61,828  

Ten Largest Taxpayers as % of AV       N/A 6.52% 14.18% 22.92% 30.56% 

MFI as a % of US (2012 ACS)       N/A 136.54% 91.77% 77.03% 80.87% 
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Introduction

• Moody’s Municipal Financial Ratio Analysis (MFRA) is a

comprehensive database of standardized and comparable 

financial data and operating credit statistics.

• PFM has a subscription to Moody’s MFRA database.

• The Moody’s MFRA data for Franklin is as of June 30, 2013. 

• Primarily, PFM used Moody’s MFRA database to create a 

standardized comparable analysis of Franklin to other triple-A 

rated cities. Unless otherwise noted, All data used in this 

analysis comes from Moody’s MFRA database.

2© Public Financial Management, Inc.



Aaa Rated Local Governments:

All Aaa Rated (Moody’s) Cities

3

Total 190 Cities

Source: Moody’s

© Public Financial Management, Inc.

Acton, MA Charlottesville, VA Hudson, OH New Castle Town, NY Skokie, IL

Alexandria, VA Chatham Borough, NJ Huntersville, NC Newport Beach, CA South Portland, ME

Alpharetta, GA Chesterfield, MO Huntington Town, NY Newton, MA St Louis Park, MN

Alpine Borough, NJ Collierville (Town of), TN Huntsville, AL North Castle Town, NY Strongsville, OH

Anderson Township, OH Columbus, OH Indianapolis, IN Northbrook, IL Summit, NJ

Apple Valley, MN Concord, MA Iowa City, IA Norwalk City, CT Sunnyvale, CA

Austin, TX Coppell, TX Irving, TX Oklahoma City, OK Tredyffrin Township, PA

Avon Town, CT Coronado, CA Jupiter, FL Orono, MN Troy, MI

Beachwood, OH Danville, CA Kenilworth, IL Overland Park, KS Upper Arlington, OH

Bedford Town, NH Darien Town, CT Kings Point Village, NY Palm Beach Gardens, FL Upper Merion Township, PA

Bedford Town, NY Deerfield, IL Lake Bluff, IL Palo Alto, CA Upper Saddle River Borough, NJ

Bedminster Township, NJ Denver, CO Lake Forest, IL Paradise Valley, AZ Vernon Hills, IL

Bellevue, WA Dover, MA Lake Oswego, OR Pepper Pike, OH Vienna, VA

Belmont, MA Dublin, OH Lake Success Village, NY Pittsford Town, NY Virginia Beach, VA

Bernards Township, NJ Durham, NC Larchmont Village, NY Plano, TX Wallingford Town, CT

Bernardsville Borough, NJ Eagan, MN Leawood, KS Plymouth, MN Washington Township, OH

Beverly Hills, CA Easton Town, CT Lenexa, KS Portland, OR Wauwatosa, WI

Birmingham, MI Eden Prairie, MN Lexington, MA Prairie Village, KS Wayland, MA

Bloomfield Township, MI Edina, MN Lincoln, NE Princeton Township, NJ Wayne Township, NJ

Bloomington, MN Fairfax, VA Lower Gwynedd Township, PA Raleigh, NC Wellesley, MA

Boca Raton, FL Fairfield Town, CT Lower Merion Township, PA Richardson, TX West Chester Township, OH

Boston, MA Farmington Town, CT Madison Town, CT Ridgefield Town, CT West Des Moines, IA

Boulder, CO Florham Park Borough, NJ Madison, WI Rochester, MN West Hartford Town, CT

Bowie, MD Fort Collins, CO Mahwah Township, NJ Rockville, MD Westerville, OH

Brecksville, OH Franklin Lakes Borough, NJ Manhattan Beach, CA Roseville, MN Westlake, OH

Brentwood, TN Franklin, TN Maple Grove, MN Roswell, GA Weston Town, CT

Bronxville Village, NY Garden City Village, NY Marco Island, FL Rumson Borough, NJ Weston, FL

Brookfield, WI Germantown, TN Mason, OH Rye City, NY Weston, MA

Brookline, MA Glastonbury Town, CT Mendham Township, NJ Salt Lake City, UT Westport Town, CT

Buffalo Grove, IL Glenview, IL Menlo Park, CA San Antonio, TX Wheaton, IL

Burnsville, MN Greenburgh Town, NY Minnetonka, MN Sands Point Village, NY Whitpain Township, PA

Cambridge, MA Greensboro, NC Mission Hills, KS Santa Monica, CA Wilmette, IL

Cary, NC Greenwich Town, CT Montgomery, OH Saratoga, CA Wilton Town, CT

Champaign, IL Harding Township, NJ Morris Township, NJ Scarsdale Village, NY Winchester, MA

Chandler, AZ Herndon, VA Mountain Brook, AL Schaumburg, IL Winnetka, IL

Chapel Hill, NC Highland Park, IL Naperville, IL Scottsdale, AZ Winston-Salem, NC

Charleston, SC Hilton Head Island, SC New Berlin, WI Seattle, WA Woodbridge Town, CT

Charlotte, NC Hingham, MA New Canaan Town, CT Simsbury Town, CT Woodbury, MN
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Peer Analysis of 10 Identified Cities 

Of the 192 Aaa rated cities, PFM researched 10 cities (inclusive of the 2 other TN Aaa credits) to 

determine the most comparable to Franklin, Tennessee. The following criteria is included in our research:

 Location to Metropolitan City

 Total General Fund Revenues

 Overall Net Debt Outstanding

 Direct Net Debt Per Capita 

 Average Annual Tax Increase 

 Top Ten Tax Payers as % of Total 

 2012 Estimated Population 

 Percent Change in Population from 2010 to 2012

 2012 Estimated Per Capita Income 

 2012 Estimated Median Home Value 

 Debt Service - % of Operating Expenditures

 Total Current Assets

 Sales Tax Rate

 Property Tax Rate

© Public Financial Management, Inc.



PFM surveyed 8 Cities OUTSIDE of TN to begin 

the peer analysis (noted in red font below): 

5

Source: Moody’s
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Acton, MA Charlottesville, VA Hudson, OH New Castle Town, NY Skokie, IL

Alexandria, VA Chatham Borough, NJ Huntersville, NC Newport Beach, CA South Portland, ME

Alpharetta, GA Chesterfield, MO Huntington Town, NY Newton, MA St Louis Park, MN

Alpine Borough, NJ Collierville (Town of), TN Huntsville, AL North Castle Town, NY Strongsville, OH

Anderson Township, OH Columbus, OH Indianapolis, IN Northbrook, IL Summit, NJ

Apple Valley, MN Concord, MA Iowa City, IA Norwalk City, CT Sunnyvale, CA

Austin, TX Coppell, TX Irving, TX Oklahoma City, OK Tredyffrin Township, PA

Avon Town, CT Coronado, CA Jupiter, FL Orono, MN Troy, MI

Beachwood, OH Danville, CA Kenilworth, IL Overland Park, KS Upper Arlington, OH

Bedford Town, NH Darien Town, CT Kings Point Village, NY Palm Beach Gardens, FL Upper Merion Township, PA

Bedford Town, NY Deerfield, IL Lake Bluff, IL Palo Alto, CA Upper Saddle River Borough, NJ

Bedminster Township, NJ Denver, CO Lake Forest, IL Paradise Valley, AZ Vernon Hills, IL

Bellevue, WA Dover, MA Lake Oswego, OR Pepper Pike, OH Vienna, VA

Belmont, MA Dublin, OH Lake Success Village, NY Pittsford Town, NY Virginia Beach, VA

Bernards Township, NJ Durham, NC Larchmont Village, NY Plano, TX Wallingford Town, CT

Bernardsville Borough, NJ Eagan, MN Leawood, KS Plymouth, MN Washington Township, OH

Beverly Hills, CA Easton Town, CT Lenexa, KS Portland, OR Wauwatosa, WI

Birmingham, MI Eden Prairie, MN Lexington, MA Prairie Village, KS Wayland, MA

Bloomfield Township, MI Edina, MN Lincoln, NE Princeton Township, NJ Wayne Township, NJ

Bloomington, MN Fairfax, VA Lower Gwynedd Township, PA Raleigh, NC Wellesley, MA

Boca Raton, FL Fairfield Town, CT Lower Merion Township, PA Richardson, TX West Chester Township, OH

Boston, MA Farmington Town, CT Madison Town, CT Ridgefield Town, CT West Des Moines, IA

Boulder, CO Florham Park Borough, NJ Madison, WI Rochester, MN West Hartford Town, CT

Bowie, MD Fort Collins, CO Mahwah Township, NJ Rockville, MD Westerville, OH

Brecksville, OH Franklin Lakes Borough, NJ Manhattan Beach, CA Roseville, MN Westlake, OH

Brentwood, TN Franklin, TN Maple Grove, MN Roswell, GA Weston Town, CT

Bronxville Village, NY Garden City Village, NY Marco Island, FL Rumson Borough, NJ Weston, FL

Brookfield, WI Germantown, TN Mason, OH Rye City, NY Weston, MA

Brookline, MA Glastonbury Town, CT Mendham Township, NJ Salt Lake City, UT Westport Town, CT

Buffalo Grove, IL Glenview, IL Menlo Park, CA San Antonio, TX Wheaton, IL

Burnsville, MN Greenburgh Town, NY Minnetonka, MN Sands Point Village, NY Whitpain Township, PA

Cambridge, MA Greensboro, NC Mission Hills, KS Santa Monica, CA Wilmette, IL

Cary, NC Greenwich Town, CT Montgomery, OH Saratoga, CA Wilton Town, CT

Champaign, IL Harding Township, NJ Morris Township, NJ Scarsdale Village, NY Winchester, MA

Chandler, AZ Herndon, VA Mountain Brook, AL Schaumburg, IL Winnetka, IL

Chapel Hill, NC Highland Park, IL Naperville, IL Scottsdale, AZ Winston-Salem, NC

Charleston, SC Hilton Head Island, SC New Berlin, WI Seattle, WA Woodbridge Town, CT

Charlotte, NC Hingham, MA New Canaan Town, CT Simsbury Town, CT Woodbury, MN



Additional Comparable Cities

• Additionally, the City requested the following cities to be 

added to the analysis:

6

* Bellevue, WA * Kirkland, WA

* Broomfield, CO * Natick, MA

* Carmel, IN * Olathe, KS

* Cary, NC (included in PFM’s selection) * Overland Park, KS

* Castle Rock, CO * Pearland, TX

* Dublin, OH * Redmond, WA

* Eden Prairie, MN * Rock Hill, SC

* Issaquah, WA * Woodbury, MN (included in PFM’s selection)

© Public Financial Management, Inc.



PFM Selected Aaa Cities
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Within 50 miles of Metropolitan City

Total General Fund Revenues ($ million)3

Overall Net Debt Outstanding ($ million)2

Direct Net Debt Per Capita ($)2

Average Annual Collected Property tax Increase/decrease (%)3

Top Ten Tax Payers as % of Total (%)3

2012 Estimated Population1

Percent Change in Population from 2010 to 2012 (%)

2012 Estimated Per Capita Income ($)1

2012 Estimated Median Home Value ($)1

Debt Service - % of Operating Expend. (%)2

Total Current Assets ($ million)2

Sales Tax Rate (%)4

Property Tax (per/$100)3 

Notes

Franklin, TN Nashville 52,677 315,501 1,452 4.19 8.33 63,117 1.01 38,342 309,400 17.90 72,495 9.25 0.38 info from 2013 CAFR

Brentwood, TN Nashville 66,918 160,514 737 -3.74 9.96 39,012 5.27 56,559 489,700 10.00 69,314 9.25 0.44 info from 2013 CAFR

Cary, NC Raleigh 259,500 369,300 912 4.43 4.80 145,693 7.73 42,332 302,500 9.04 106,841 6.75 0.33 info from 2013 CAFR

Chandler, AZ Phoenix 195,520 525,779 1,172 N/A N/A 239,538 1.45 30,388 232,900 17.20 362,628 7.80 N/A info from 2013 CAFR

Germantown, TN Memphis 39,426 134,547 576 1.96 4.66 38,844 -5.28 50,429 286,100 8.70 59,897 9.75 1 .485 info from 2013 CAFR

Huntersville, NC Charlotte 34,917 125,459 793 N/A 7.44 49,344 5.50 38,556 247,200 8.80 45,647 7.25 0.28 info from 2013 CAFR

Maple Grove, MN Minneapolis 34,782 257,969 2,448 -13.85 11.10 64,420 4.63 42,956 249,300 27.80 305,784 7.28 0.00 info from 2013 CAFR

Mason, OH Cincinnati 33,531 127,324 1,782 -0.91 7.80 31,039 1.06 40,918 222,300 10.90 76,972 6.75 6.72 info from 2013 CAFR

Rockville, MD
District of 

Columbia
101,205 314,264 1,264 3.54 8.01 63,244 3.32 50,160 481,700 15.30 46,733 6.00 0.29 info from 2013 CAFR

Weston, FL Miami 36,686 131,236 182 3.47 5.72 65,448 5.83 41,941 390,700 1.20 109,411 6.00 2 .00 info from 2013 CAFR

Woodbury, MN Minneapolis 75,002 329,816 974 6.20 9.16 64,496 4.09 42,050 271,200 19.50 152,080 7.13 N/A info from 2012 CAFR

1 Source: factfinder2.census.gov
2 Source: Moody's Investors Service
3 Source: Individual CAFRs
4 Source: sales-tax.com



Within 50 miles of Metropolitan City

Total General Fund Revenues ($ million)3

Overall Net Debt Outstanding ($ million)2

Direct Net Debt Per Capita ($)2

Average Annual Collected Property tax Increase/decrease (%)3

Top Ten Tax Payers as % of Total (%)3

2012 Estimated Population1

Percent Change in Population from 2010 to 2012 (%)

2012 Estimated Per Capita Income ($)1

2012 Estimated Median Home Value ($)1

Debt Service - % of Operating Expend. (%)2

Total Current Assets ($ million)2

Sales Tax Rate (%)4

Property Tax (per/$100)3 

Notes

Franklin, TN Nashville 52,677 315,501 1,452 4.19 8.33 63,117 1.01 38,342 309,400 17.90 72,495 9.25 0.38 info from 2013 CAFR

Bellevue, WA Seattle 171,886 892,076 1585 -1.10 7.57 124,600 1.83 55,136 541,600 0.00 182,963 9.50 1.18 info from 2013 CAFR

Broomfield, CO Denver 26,808 664,116 3620 0.00 18.02 58,799 3.03 36,783 274,900 0.00 178,882 8.15 2.90 info from 2013 CAFR

Carmel, IN Indianapolis 2,455 639,514 5,108 N/A N/A 80,060 1.10 52,068 293,600 29.90 N/A 7.00 1.00 info from 2012 Audit

Castle Rock, CO Denver 22,858 306,744 799 1.23 38.63 51,573 7.11 47,147 275,900 0.05 66,229 7.90 4.00 info from 2013 CAFR

Dublin, OH Columbus 62,404 201,272 1,641 -0.04 7.78 43,103 3.24 49,939 330,300 10.09 654,156 7.50 2.95 info from 2012 CAFR

Eden Prairie, MN Minneapolis 41,796 185,871 791 -0.29 11.60 62,004 -1.08 48,999 311,800 10.30 82,971 7.28 1.46 info from 2013 CAFR

Issaquah, WA Seattle 34,774 32,135 1,035 N/A N/A 30,690 0.84 47,949 444,900 10.00 35,910 9.50 N/A info from 2012 CAFR

1 Source: factfinder2.census.gov
2 Source: Moody's Investors Service
3 Source: Individual CAFRs
4 Source: sales-tax.com

Additional Cities Selected by The City

8© Public Financial Management, Inc.



Additional Cities Selected by The City
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Within 50 miles of Metropolitan City

Total General Fund Revenues ($ million)3

Overall Net Debt Outstanding ($ million)2

Direct Net Debt Per Capita ($)2

Average Annual Collected Property tax Increase/decrease (%)3

Top Ten Tax Payers as % of Total (%)3

2012 Estimated Population1

Percent Change in Population from 2010 to 2012 (%)

2012 Estimated Per Capita Income ($)1

2012 Estimated Median Home Value ($)1

Debt Service - % of Operating Expend. (%)2

Total Current Assets ($ million)2

Sales Tax Rate (%)4

Property Tax (per/$100)3 

Notes

Franklin, TN Nashville 52,677 315,501 1,452 4.19 8.33 63,117 1.01 38,342 309,400 17.90 72,495 9.25 0.38 info from 2013 CAFR

Kirkland, WA Seattle 90,098 346,215 542 2.76 4.37 81,480 67.01 51,229 464,200 5.10 118,263 9.50 1.87 info from 2013 CAFR

Natick, MA Boston 123,880 81,181 2,460 N/A N/A 33,071 0.20 49,792 429,200 8.40 70,487 6.25 N/A info from 2013 Audit

Olathe, KS Kansas City 74,549 541,247 1,826 0.00 5.39 128,563 1.90 56,550 194,600 31.70 213,819 8.88 1.00 info from 2013 CAFR

Overland Park, KS Kansas City 132,728 578,710 840 20.51 5.90 179,236 2.48 55,296 224,300 23.70 130,349 8.50 11.87 info from 2013 CAFR

Pearland, TX Houston 52,617 896,581 3,588 0.16 5.61 99,800 6.06 32,196 179,000 29.50 92,526 8.25 0.71 info from 2013 CAFR

Redmond, WA Seattle 83,866 350,897 1,202 1.79 25.54 55,360 3.13 60,090 456,500 7.40 102,605 9.50 1.73 info from 2013 CAFR

Rock Hill, SC Charlotte 54,472 153,954 948 -0.48 10.22 67,423 -2.58 21,954 134,000 8.90 27,565 7.00 9.35 info from 2013 CAFR

1 Source: factfinder2.census.gov
2 Source: Moody's Investors Service
3 Source: Individual CAFRs
4 Source: sales-tax.com
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Rating Report Comments from PFM Comparable Cities
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 Strong financial position with historical operating surpluses with significant 

reserves.

 Cities maintain formal policies requiring the maintenance of a working 

reserve.

 Large pay-go capital financing plan results in manageable debt position.

 Debt burden remains very manageable given the rapid amortization schedule 

already in place.

 Along with a reserve policy, cities’ management have formal policies to guide 

budget practices, investment, capital spending, debt management and 

economic development and long-term financing planning and forecasting.

 Large/Growing/Diverse tax base with strong socio-economic indices

© Public Financial Management, Inc.









The Board of Mayor and Aldermen of the City of Franklin, Tennessee, met in regular 

session on December 9, 2014, at 7:00 p.m. at the City Hall, Franklin, Tennessee, with the 

Honorable Ken Moore, Mayor, presiding.

The following Aldermen were present:

The following Aldermen were absent:

There were also present Eric Stuckey, City Administrator/Recorder, and Russell Truell, 

Chief Financial Officer.

After the meeting was duly called to order, the following resolution was introduced by 

________________, seconded by _____________ and after due deliberation, was adopted by the 

following vote:

AYE:

NAY: 
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RESOLUTION NUMBER 2014-083

INITIAL RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY OF FRANKLIN, 
TENNESSEE TO ISSUE ITS GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS IN THE 
AGGREGATE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF NOT TO EXCEED FIFTEEN 
MILLION DOLLARS ($15,000,000) 

WHEREAS, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen (the “Board”) of the City of Franklin, 
Tennessee (the “Municipality”) desires to authorize not to exceed $15,000,000 to finance the 
general improvement projects described below.

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board that for the purpose of financing the (i) acquisition of 
land for and the design, construction and equipping of public facilities, including fire stations; 
(ii) design, construction and improvements to, streets and roads and acquisition of rights-of-way in 
connection therewith;  (iii) design, construction and improvements to sidewalks, signalization, and 
signage; (iv) acquisition of all property real and personal, appurtenant thereto, or connected with 
any of the foregoing; (v) payment of legal, fiscal, administrative, architectural and engineering 
costs incident to any of the foregoing (collectively, the "Projects"); (vi) reimbursement to the 
appropriate fund of the Municipality for prior expenditures for the foregoing costs: and (vii) 
payment of costs incident to the indebtedness described herein, the Municipality shall borrow 
money and incur indebtedness through the issuance of general obligation bonds in the aggregate 
principal amount of not to exceed $15,000,000 which shall bear interest at a rate or rates not to 
exceed the maximum rate permitted by law and which shall be payable from ad valorem taxes to 
be levied on all taxable property within the Municipality in an amount sufficient to pay when due 
the annual amount payable by the Municipality for the bonds as and when it becomes due and 
payable.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board that the Recorder of the Municipality be, 
and is, hereby directed and instructed to cause the foregoing initial resolution relative to the 
issuance of general obligation bonds in the amount not to exceed $15,000,000 to be published in 
full in a newspaper having a general circulation in the Municipality, for one issue of said paper 
followed by the statutory notice, to-wit:

N O T I C E

The foregoing resolution has been adopted.  Unless within twenty (20) days from the date 
of publication hereof a petition signed by at least ten percent (10%) of the registered voters of the 
Municipality shall have been filed with the Recorder of the Municipality protesting the issuance 
of the general obligation bonds, such bonds will be issued as proposed.

Recorder
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Adopted and approved this 9th day of December, 2014.

___________________________________
Mayor

ATTEST:

______________________________
Recorder
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STATE OF TENNESSEE )

COUNTY OF WILLIAMSON )

I, Eric Stuckey, certify that I am the duly qualified and acting Recorder of the City of 

Franklin, Tennessee, and as such official I further certify that attached hereto is a copy of 

excerpts from the minutes of a regular meeting of the governing body of the Municipality held 

on December 9, 2014; that these minutes were promptly and fully recorded and are open to 

public inspection; that I have compared said copy with the original minute record of said meeting 

in my official custody; and that said copy is a true, correct and complete transcript from said 

original minute record insofar as said original record relates to not to exceed $15,000,000 general 

obligation bonds of said Municipality.

WITNESS my official signature and seal of said Municipality on this the ______ day of 

_________, 2014.

___________________________________
Recorder

(SEAL)

10800030.1



RESOLUTION 2014-90

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A REVISED PURCHASING POLICY FOR CITY OF 
FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE PROCUREMENTS NOT PERTAINING TO THE DESIGN 
AND/OR CONSTRUCTION OF NEW INFRASTRUCTURE AND FACILITIES

WHEREAS, in 2004, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen of the City of Franklin established methods to 
comply with the Municipal Purchasing Law of 1983, as amended, and to provide for a more formal process for the 
procurement of equipment, services, and materials for the operation of municipal government but not pertaining to 
the design and/or construction of new infrastructure and facilities; and

WHEREAS, on July 26, 2011, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen adopted Resolution No. 2011-26, a 
resolution adopting a revised purchasing policy for the City; and

WHEREAS, on January 14, 2014, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen adopted Resolution No. 2014-06, a 
resolution adopting a revised purchasing policy for the City; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen believes it is in the best interest of the City of Franklin to 
clarify that Section E of the Purchasing Policy applies not only to bids but also to proposals and other submittals 
received pursuant to a formal procurement solicitation issued by the Purchasing Office; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen believes it is in the best interest of the City of Franklin to
direct the Purchasing Manager to recommend to the Board of Mayor and Aldermen that it reject any such submittal 
of a vendor or contractor who is in default on the payment of taxes, licenses, fees or other monies of whatever nature 
that may be due the City by the vendor or contractor whenever the Purchasing Manager becomes aware of such 
default rather than having the Purchasing Manager not accept the bid of a vendor or contractor who is in such 
default; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen believes it is in the best interest of the City of Franklin to 
implement a revised Purchasing Policy for procurements not pertaining to the design and/or construction of new 
infrastructure and facilities in order to reflect these changes and to otherwise update Section E of the City’s policy.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF MAYOR AND ALDERMEN OF 
THE CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The purchasing policy for City of Franklin procurements not pertaining to new construction 
adopted by Resolution No. 2014-06, and any and all subsequent changes or revisions, are hereby repealed in their 
entirety. In place thereof, the purchasing policy for City of Franklin procurements not pertaining to the design 
and/or construction of new infrastructure and facilities, attached as Exhibit A hereto, is adopted.

Section 2. The Purchasing Manager of the City shall be responsible for the administration and enforcement 
of the policy hereby adopted.

Section 3. Changes or revisions to the policy hereby adopted shall be made only by resolution of the Board 
of Mayor and Aldermen of the City of Franklin.

Section 4.  The effective date of the policy hereby adopted shall be immediate upon passage and adoption 
of this resolution, the public welfare and the welfare of the City requiring it.

Adopted this _____ day of ________________, 2015.

ATTEST: CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE

BY: BY:
Eric S. Stuckey, City Administrator/Recorder Dr. Ken Moore, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

BY:
Kristen L. Corn, Staff Attorney
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A. General Provisions

This City of Franklin (“City”) Purchasing Policy shall apply to the purchase of materials, supplies, vehicles and 
equipment, the purchase of services other than those pertaining to the design and/or construction of new 
infrastructure and facilities, and to secure leases and lease-purchases and to dispose of and transfer surplus 
personal property for the proper conduct of the City’s business.

All contracts, leases and lease-purchase agreements are subject to the approval of the Board of Mayor and 
Aldermen, unless otherwise provided by resolution or ordinance.  Any contracts, leases and lease-purchase 
agreements extending beyond the end of the current fiscal year shall be so noted prior to consideration by the 
Board of Mayor and Aldermen.

Whenever the City undertakes its own competitive procurement process for the procurement of goods and/or 
services not pertaining to the design and/or construction of new infrastructure and facilities, then the City is 
hereby authorized to utilize the one or more of the following procurement methodologies best suited for the 
intended procurement:

 request for quotations (not for purchases valued at $25,000 or more)
 solicitation for bids
 request for proposals
 request for qualifications

This Purchasing Policy is intended to promote the public interest and preserve and enhance the public trust by 
establishing a transparent procurement system by which the City conducts its non-construction related purchasing, 
and by providing vendors with a fair forum for competing for City business.

B. Responsibilities of Departments

The following are the responsibility of each Department:

1. Departments shall be responsible for purchases and projects valued less than $25,000.  (In the context of this 
Policy, whenever any dollar thresholds are referenced, the estimated total value of the purchase or project, 
including all components related thereto, either over the course of the term of the award or, in the absence of a 
term of award, over the course of the next twelve (12) months, shall be considered.)

2. Departments shall use pricing established pursuant to citywide or statewide contracts if and as available.  The 
use of pricing established by cooperative purchasing arrangements approved by the City Administrator for use 
by the City, as well as pricing established by other Tennessee local governments pursuant to a competitive 
process involving “public advertisement” (hereby defined to mean the same as that term is used in T.C.A. § 6-
56-301 et seq., the Tennessee Municipal Purchasing Law of 1983, as it may be amended from time to time) 
and sealed submittals, are also allowed and may be used in lieu of competitive pricing established by the City 
of Franklin.

3. Departments shall advise the Purchasing Office and the Finance Department as to the method of payment that 
best meets the needs of the City, but payment by electronic means (either direct deposit – such as “ACH” or 
“Electronic Funds Transfer” – or purchasing card) shall be the default method of payment.
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4. Before placing an order for any non-emergency purchase valued at or greater than $10,000, departments shall 
prepare and submit a requisition, on the form prescribed by the Purchasing Office, and await approval thereof.  
For orders for emergency purchases valued at or greater than $10,000, the requisition may be completed 
within ten (10) calendar days after placing the order (and see “Emergency Purchases” below).

5. Purchases valued less than $25,000 but not less than $10,000 shall not be made unless and until, wherever 
possible, the Department shall have obtained and forwarded to the Purchasing Manager competitive pricing 
quotations from at least three (3) vendors, said quotations to be either supplied in writing by the vendor or 
reduced to writing by the Department, accompanied by a tabulation of the comparative aspects of the 
quotations obtained, a recommendation as to which quotation should be accepted and a requisition for the 
recommended quotation.

6. All foreseeable purchases, including those valued less than $10,000, should not be made unless and until the 
Department Head or his or her authorized representative is satisfied that the value of the purchase is fairly 
priced and not more than what would be expected in the current market place.  At the discretion of the 
Department Head or his or her authorized representative, for foreseeable purchases valued less than $10,000, 
the Department should, whenever it is prudent to do so, obtain multiple competitive pricing quotations, said 
quotations to be either supplied in writing by the vendor or reduced to writing by the Department.

7. As soon as possible but within ten (10) calendar days of receipt of items ordered, Departments shall be 
responsible for verifying that the items conform to the order.  The process for taking delivery of items is as 
follows:
a. Inspect the goods to verify that they are in acceptable condition.
b. Verify that all operating manuals and warranty cards are included in the delivery of the goods, if 

applicable.
c. Verify that the number of items ordered have been delivered, making special note when all or part of a 

particular order has been back-ordered.
d. Ensure that purchases of capital assets of the City have been properly reported, either directly or 

indirectly, to the Finance Department and the City’s Risk Manager and, if rolling stock, Fleet 
Maintenance, on forms prescribed by those respective offices, so that records of such purchases may be 
updated, insurance coverage may be obtained, and vehicle tags may be obtained, all in a timely manner.

8. Departments shall be responsible for reviewing, approving and allocating to the proper budget code all 
invoices submitted for payment.

9. It shall be the responsibility of each Department to allow time for competitive solicitation, ordering and 
delivery pursuant to this Purchasing Policy.

10. No employee shall make any indication that he/she will recommend a particular product for purchase, 
knowingly bind the City to a specific vendor, or make any representation as to his or her authority to bind the 
City by contract when such is not the case.
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C. Responsibilities of Purchasing Manager

The following are the responsibility of the Purchasing Manager:

1. The Purchasing Manager shall assist all Departments in purchasing operating materials, supplies, vehicles, 
equipment and services to which this Purchasing Policy applies.

2. The Purchasing Manager shall be responsible for facilitating the competitive process by which all purchases 
to which this Purchasing Policy applies and valued at or greater than $25,000 are made.

3. For all purchases to which this Purchasing Policy applies and valued at or greater than $10,000, the 
Purchasing Manager shall advocate the purchase of required products and services only either from the lowest 
responsible and responsive bidder or from the responsible and responsive respondent whose proposal or other 
submittal is most advantageous to the City.

4. The Purchasing Manager shall advise the Departments about the source and availability of products and 
services needed by the various Departments.

5. The Purchasing Manager shall provide current vendor files available for use and review by Departments.
6. The Purchasing Manager shall, upon request, obtain prices on comparable items.
7. The Purchasing Manager shall provide vendor lists, prepare Purchase Orders as necessary, and maintain 

orderly files.
8. The Purchasing Manager shall be alert on an ongoing basis for new sources and for improved products and 

services.
9. In coordination with individual Departments, the Purchasing Manager shall assist in the preparation of 

specifications.
10. The Purchasing Manager shall prepare all legal notices for competitive solicitations and shall also place 

additional notice of bid in appropriate publications and place on the City Website as necessary to assure 
ample opportunity for vendors to bid.

11. The Purchasing Manager shall on an ongoing basis pursue consolidating the purchase of as many products 
and services as economically possible in order to reduce costs and/or improve services provided to the City.

12. The Purchasing Manager shall investigate complaints from Departments of poor performance by vendors, or 
complaints about inferior products, and shall, in consultation with the City’s Law Department, choose which, 
if any, remedies are available to the City to pursue.

13. The Purchasing Manager shall be responsible for disposing of the City’s surplus personal property of any 
value by means of a competitive process and in compliance with City ordinance, except in cases involving 
data security or other mitigating circumstances.  The Purchasing Manager shall develop the appropriate 
documentation for the Finance Department in accordance with the City Code.

14. The Purchasing Manager shall be responsible for administering and overseeing the City’s Purchasing Card 
program.

15. The Purchasing Manager shall be responsible for following this Purchasing Policy and the Municipal 
Purchasing Law of 1983, as amended, including keeping and filing required records and reports, as if they 
were set out herein and made a part hereof and within definitions of words and phrases from the law as herein 
defined.
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D. Circumstances under which sealed bids or proposals pursuant to public advertising are not required

1. Authorized sole-source purchases (see below).
2. Authorized emergency expenditures (see below).
3. Purchases from instrumentalities created by two (2) or more cooperating governments.
4. Purchases from non-profit corporations whose purpose or one of whose purposes is to provide products and 

services specifically to municipalities.
5. Purchases, leases or lease-purchases of real property.
6. Purchases, leases, or lease-purchases of used or secondhand articles consisting of goods, equipment, 

materials, supplies, or commodities, pursuant to T.C.A. § 12-3-1202.
7. Purchases through other units of government as provided in the Municipal Purchasing Law of 1983, as may 

be amended from time to time.
8. Purchases directed through or in conjunction with the State Department of General Services.
9. Purchases from Tennessee Rehabilitative Initiative in Correction (TRICOR).
10. Professional service contracts as provided in T.C.A. §12-3-1209.
11. Other professional services, including actuarial, architectural design, financial and compliance audit, 

engineering design, financial advisory, legal counsel and medical.
12. Tort liability insurance as provided in T.C.A. § 29-20-407.
13. Purchase of fuels, fuel products or perishable commodities.

E. Rejection of Bids, Proposals or Other Submittals

The Purchasing Manager shall recommend to the Board of Mayor and Aldermen to reject any and all bids, 
proposals or other submittals received pursuant to a formal procurement solicitation issued by the Purchasing 
Office, or parts thereof, for any product or service to which this policy applies, whenever, prior to the Board of 
Mayor and Aldermen making an award pursuant to such a formal procurement solicitation, the Purchasing 
Manager believes the public interest would be best served by such rejection.  The Purchasing Manager shall 
recommend to the Board of Mayor and Aldermen that it reject any such submittal of a vendor or contractor who is 
in default on the payment of taxes, licenses, fees or other monies of whatever nature that may be due the City by 
the vendor or contractor whenever, prior to the Board of Mayor and Aldermen making an award pursuant to such 
a formal procurement solicitation, the Purchasing Manager becomes aware of such default.

F. Conflict of Interest, Use of Position, Solicitation

There are several sources of law and regulations, as they may be amended from time to time, that apply to 
conflicts of interest, use of position and solicitation.  They are incorporated by reference and adopted as if fully 
stated herein.
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a. City Charter

Article VIII (“Finance”), Section 16 (“Officers not to be Interested in City Contracts or Work”) of the City of 
Franklin Charter reads as follows:

No member of the Board of Mayor and Aldermen, or officer elected by said Board, shall be interested in any 
contract, or work of any kind whatever, under its control and direction, and any contract in which any such 
person shall have an interest shall be void and cannot be enforced.

b. City of Franklin Municipal Code

Title 1 (“General Administration”), Chapter 8 (“Ethics”) of the City of Franklin Municipal Code sets forth the 
Code of Ethics for the City of Franklin, which applies to all full-time and part-time elective or appointed officials 
and employees of the City.

c. City of Franklin Regulations

Article XXII (“General Policies and Procedures”), Section E (“Business Dealings”), of the City of Franklin 
Human Resource Manual, as it may be amended from time to time, reads as follows:

Except for the receipt of such compensation as may be lawfully provided for the performance of City duties, 
and except as noted below, no City officer or employee shall be privately interested in or profit, directly or 
indirectly, from business dealings with, of or by the City.
Regular full-time, regular part-time and temporary employees of the City may, subject to the approval of the 
City Administrator, contract to perform services for the City by meeting the following criteria:  (1) the service 
performed must not be any service which the employee might provide in the normal scope of their regular 
duties; (2) the employee would be required to bid or submit a proposal in the same manner as any other 
prospective provider of service; and (3) the service performed must not present a conflict of interest nor a 
conflict of time with the employee’s regular duties.

Article XXII (“General Policies and Procedures”), Section I (“Use of Position”), of the City of Franklin Human 
Resource Manual, as it may be amended from time to time, reads in part as follows:

No City officer or employee shall make or attempt to make private purchases in the name of the City, nor 
otherwise use or attempt to use status as a City employee to secure unwarranted privileges or exemptions.

Article XXII (“General Policies and Procedures”), Section F (“Acceptance of Gratuities”), of the City’s Human 
Resource Manual, as it may be amended from time to time, reads as follows:

No City officer or employee shall accept or solicit any money or other consideration or favor from anyone 
other than the City for the performance of an act which the officer or employee would be required or expected 
to perform in the regular course of employment; nor shall any officer or employee accept, directly or 
indirectly, any gift, gratuity, or favor of any kind which might reasonably be an attempt to influence the 
individual’s actions with respect to City business.  For further explanation, see Title 1, Chapter 8 (“Ethics”), 
of the Municipal Code.

d. Statutes

Certain state statutes may apply to purchases involving city officers, committee members, etc.  Selected statutes 
may be found in Appendix A to this Purchasing Policy attached hereto for reference.
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G. City Officer and Employee Communication with Vendors

Between the time a procurement solicitation for sealed submittals is issued by the City and the time an award is 
made, members of the Board of Mayor and Aldermen as well as employees of the City shall refrain from any 
form of communication with one or more vendors that may be competing for the award about any aspect of the 
procurement other than either in the context of a public meeting or by way of the Purchasing Office.  The 
foregoing is not meant to preclude a representative of the City from answering questions from vendors if the 
question is already addressed in the solicitation documents, if the City representative is certain of the correct 
answer and if the Purchasing Office is informed of the communication.  Otherwise, any inquiries from one or 
more vendors that may be competing for such an award shall be directed to the Purchasing Office which shall 
determine if an addendum to the solicitation should be prepared and issued to all vendors known or thought to be 
interested in the procurement opportunity.  Vendors that may be competing for a procurement award shall be 
instructed that, until that award has been made, they shall not communicate about either the content of or the 
procurement process pertaining to this procurement solicitation with any official, employee or other representative 
of the City except through the City’s Purchasing Office.  The City reserves the right to disqualify any vendor that 
initiates unauthorized communication with the City during the procurement phase.

H. City Officer and Employee Business Dealings with the City

See Article XXII (“General Policies and Procedures”), Section E (“Business Dealings”), of the City of Franklin 
Human Resources Manual.

See also Title 1 (“General Administration”), Chapter 8 (“Ethics”), of the City of Franklin Municipal Code.

I. Tie Bids and Tie Quotes

In the event of tie bids or tie quotes (that is, when two or more responsible and responsive vendors offer products 
that meet all specifications, terms and conditions at identical total pricing for the minimum or estimated quantity 
indicated), then the tie bids or tie quotes shall be broken by means of one of the following methods, in descending 
order:

1. The award shall be made to the vendor who bid or quoted the soonest delivery of the product or 
completion of the service of all the vendors submitting the tie bids or tie quotes.

2. The award shall be made to the vendor who offered the pricing for the longest period of time for potential 
future orders of all the vendors submitting the tie bids or tie quotes.

3. If one or more of the vendors submitting the tie bids or tie quotes competed for the City’s business the 
last time the City solicited bids or quotes for the same product or service, then the award shall be made to 
the vendor who offered the lowest pricing at that time of all the vendors submitting the tie bids or tie 
quotes.

4. If one or more of the vendors submitting the tie bid or tie quote have done business with the City within 
the most recent 24 months, then the award shall be made to the vendor who has done the most business 
with the City (measured in dollars) in that time frame of all the vendors submitting the tie bids or tie 
quotes.
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5. The award shall be made by means of random selection, such method to be administered by the 
Purchasing Manager and to give equal opportunity to all the vendors submitting the tie bids or tie quotes.

J. Determining Responsible and Responsive Respondents

As noted above, products and services shall be purchased either from the lowest responsible and responsive 
bidder or from the responsive and responsible respondent whose proposal or other submittal is most advantageous 
to the City.  In determining whether a competing vendor is responsible and responsive, the following shall be 
taken into consideration:

1. The ability of the competing vendor to perform the contract or provide the material or service required.
2. Whether the competing vendor can perform the contract or provide the service promptly, or within the time 

specified, without delay or interference.
3. The character, integrity, reputation, judgment, experience, and efficiency of the competing vendor.
4. The previous and existing compliance by the competing vendor or a predecessor in interest with laws and 

ordinances relating to the contract or service.
5. The quality of the competing vendor’s performance of previous contracts or services, including the quality of 

such contracts or services in other municipalities, or performed for private sector customers.
6. The sufficiency of financial resources and the ability of the competing vendor to perform the contract or 

provide the service.
7. The ability of the competing vendor to provide future maintenance and service for the use of the materials, 

supplies, vehicles, equipment or contractual service contracted.
8. Compliance by the competing vendor with all specifications in the solicitation for bids or proposals.
9. The ability of the competing vendor to deliver and maintain any requisite bid bonds or performance bonds.

K. Emergency Purchases

When in the judgment of the City Administrator, the Department Head or the Purchasing Manager there exists an 
emergency impinging on public health, safety or welfare and a purchase valued at or greater than $10,000 is 
necessary, then the competitive purchasing provisions contained in this Purchasing Policy may be waived; 
provided, however, that if the emergency purchase is valued at or greater than $25,000 it shall be reported to the
Board of Mayor and Aldermen at its next scheduled meeting.

L. Sole-Source Purchases

In the context of this Policy, whenever any dollar thresholds are referenced, the estimated total value of the 
purchase or project, including all components related thereto, either over the course of the term of the award or, in 
the absence of a term of award, over the course of the next twelve (12) months, shall be considered.  Sole-source 
purchases valued at less than $10,000 may be authorized by the end-user department.  Sole-source purchases 
valued at less than $25,000 but not less than $10,000 may be authorized by the Purchasing Manager upon being 
satisfied that it is not possible to obtain competitive pricing quotations from at least three (3) vendors.  Except as 
noted below, sole-source purchases valued at or greater than $25,000 may not be made unless and until 
individually authorized by the Board of Mayor and Aldermen.  Authorized sole-source purchases do not require 
sealed bids or proposals pursuant to public advertising.  The criteria for evaluating sole-source purchases valued 
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at or greater than $10,000 are presented in Appendix B to this Purchasing Policy.  Sole-source purchases valued at 
or greater than $25,000 that do not require individual authorization by (but which shall still be reported to) the 
Board of Mayor and Aldermen include:

a. Repairs to, maintenance of, licenses for and/or maintenance agreements for products already in use by the 
City, so long as the product manufacturer representative has stated in writing that the vendor is the sole 
source available to the City of Franklin, and so long as the vendor has stated in writing that the quoted 
pricing is the lowest municipal unit pricing available at that time and in the foreseeable future for the 
quantity indicated.  Examples:  engine repairs made by the manufacturer or the manufacturer’s 
representative for a vehicle; license and maintenance agreements for computer software.

b. Purchases of items necessary to maintain, expand or improve a manufacturer-specific system already in 
use by the City and that requires interconnectivity of and/or communication between the component parts, 
so long as the product manufacturer representative has stated in writing that the vendor is the sole source 
available to the City of Franklin, and so long as the vendor has stated in writing that the quoted pricing is 
the lowest municipal unit pricing available at that time and in the foreseeable future for the quantity 
indicated.  Examples:  water meters and related parts; traffic signal equipment and related parts; athletic 
field lighting (and related parts) connected to a centralized master control; automated external 
defibrillators; cardiac monitors; telemetry/supervisory control and data acquisition equipment.

c. Purchases of items that have, for good and sufficient reason, previously been standardized by the City, so 
long as the product manufacturer representative has stated in writing that the vendor is the sole source 
available to the City of Franklin, and so long as the vendor has stated in writing that the quoted pricing is 
the lowest municipal unit pricing available at that time and in the foreseeable future for the quantity 
indicated.  Examples:  low-pressure wastewater collection grinder pumps and related parts; self-contained 
breathing apparatus; vehicle exhaust evacuation systems at individual fire stations, including installation
if only one authorized installer is assigned to serve the City; vehicle extrication equipment.

M. Purchasing Card Program

The Purchasing Card Program shall be administered by the Purchasing Manager pursuant to procedures 
established therefor.  The Purchasing Manager shall coordinate with Department Heads in determining to which 
employees and officers of the City to issue Purchasing Cards.  Employees who are authorized and expected to 
travel on behalf of the City and at the City’s expense shall be issued purchasing cards and are expected to use 
same in lieu of being given travel advances.

Employees’ participation in the City of Franklin Purchasing Card Program is a privilege and a convenience that 
includes certain responsibilities.  Although the purchasing card is issued in the cardholder’s name, it is City 
property and therefore must be used in accordance with City policy and rules, especially as follows:

1. The Purchasing Card is provided to employees based on their need to purchase business-related goods 
and services.  A card may be revoked at any time based on change of assignment or location.  The card is 
neither an entitlement nor a reflection of title or position.

2. The card is for business-related purchases only; personal charges (even if intended for future 
reimbursement) and charges for alcoholic beverages and entertainment are specifically prohibited.
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3. The cardholder is the only person entitled to use the card and is accountable for all charges attributable to 
the card.

4. Improper use of the card, including any personal charges (even if intended for future reimbursement) and 
charges for alcoholic beverages and entertainment, shall be considered misappropriation of City funds, 
which may result in disciplinary action, up to and including termination.

5. Cardholders are expected to comply with internal control procedures in order to protect the City’s assets.  
This includes (a) making sure that each transaction is electronically processed in full and on time; (b) 
keeping and submitting on time detailed invoices or itemized payment receipts that substantiate each and 
every charge attributed to the purchasing card issued to the cardholder; (c) assisting the City upon request 
with reconciling the City’s billing cycle statements; and (d) taking reasonable precautions to secure the 
purchasing card against loss and/or theft.

6. Failure to submit on time adequate and legible supporting documentation for each transaction or to 
otherwise comply with City rules will carry consequences, possibly including reduction or loss of card 
spend authority, reimbursement for unsubstantiated purchases, and/or disciplinary action, up to and 
including termination.

7. Cardholders are responsible for resolving any discrepancies between charged and documented amounts 
by contacting the vendor and/or the City Purchasing Office.

8. A lost or stolen purchasing card shall, as soon as possible upon discovery of the loss or theft, be reported 
to the City Purchasing Office and/or to the issuing bank.

9. A cardholder must surrender his or her card upon termination of employment (i.e., retirement or voluntary 
or involuntary separation).

N. Payment for Purchases

All payments to vendors and service providers shall be made by the Finance Department except for those made by 
purchasing card.  Payment by electronic means (either direct deposit – such as “ACH” or “Electronic Funds 
Transfer” – or purchasing card) shall be the default method of payment.

It shall be the responsibility of the Departments to provide sufficient and accurate documentation to the Finance 
Department for prompt payment.  Such documentation shall include invoices (approved and allocated to the 
proper budget code) and packing lists, receiving forms or other evidence of receipt.

O. Consolidation of Purchases

The Purchasing Manager, working in cooperation with Departments, shall on an on-going basis investigate ways 
and methods to consolidate as many purchases as possible.  The purpose of consolidation is to allow the City to 
realize economies of scale, savings through reducing inventories of parts and supplies as well as reducing the 
number of vendors and accompanying financial record keeping.
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P. Use of Internet Auctions for Purchases of City Property

The use of internet auctions is generally prohibited as a method for making City purchases unless specifically 
authorized in advance by the City Administrator.

Q. Vendor Protests

Vendor protests shall be handled in accordance with the City’s Vendor Protest Procedure for procurements not 
pertaining to new construction, as approved by resolution of the Board of Mayor and Aldermen.

R. Disciplinary Action

Any employee who fails or refuses to comply with the provisions of this Purchasing Policy shall be subject to 
disciplinary action pursuant to and as provided in the Human Resources Manual, as it may be amended from time 
to time.

S. Requests for Proposals

Requests for competitive sealed proposals may be used only when qualifications, experience, or competence are 
more important than price in making the purchase, and either (1) when there is more than one (1) solution to a 
purchasing issue and competitive sealed proposals would assist in choosing the best solution; or (2) when there is 
no readily identifiable solution to a purchasing issue and competitive sealed proposals would assist in identifying 
one (1) or more solutions.  The request for competitive sealed proposals shall state the relative importance of price 
and other evaluation factors.  The award shall be made to the responsible respondent whose proposal the 
governing body determines is the most advantageous to the City, taking into consideration price and the 
evaluation factors set out in the request for competitive sealed proposals.  No other factor may be used in the 
evaluation.
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APPENDIX A
SELECTED STATUTES APPLYING TO OFFICERS, COMMITTEE MEMBERS, ETC.

§ 6-54-107.  Interest of officer in municipal contracts prohibited.

a. No person holding office under any municipal corporation shall, during the time for which such person 
was elected or appointed, be capable of contracting with such corporation for the performance of any 
work that is to be paid for out of the treasury.  Nor shall such person be capable of holding or having any 
other direct interest in such a contract.  "Direct interest" means any contract with any business in which 
the official is the sole proprietor, a partner, or the person having the controlling interest.  "Controlling 
interest" includes the individual with the ownership or control of the largest number of outstanding shares 
owned by any single individual or corporation.

b. No officer in a municipality shall be indirectly interested in any contract to which the municipality is a 
party unless the officer publicly acknowledges such officer's interest.  "Indirectly interested" means any 
contract in which the officer is interested but not directly so, but includes contracts where the officer is 
directly interested but is the sole supplier of goods or services in a municipality.

c. 1.  Any member of a local governing body of a county or a municipality who is also an employee of such 
county or municipality may vote on matters in which such member has a conflict of interest if the member 
informs the governing body immediately prior to the vote as follows:  "Because I am an employee of 
(name of governmental unit), I have a conflict of interest in the proposal about to be voted.  However, I 
declare that my argument and my vote answer only to my conscience and to my obligation to my 
constituents and the citizens this body represents."

2.  In the event a member of a local governing body of a county or a municipality has a conflict of interest 
in a matter to be voted upon by the body, the member may abstain for cause by announcing such to the 
presiding officer.  Any member of a local governing body of a county or municipality who abstains from 
voting for cause on any issue coming to a vote before the body shall not be counted for the purpose of 
determining a majority vote.

3.  The vote of any person having a conflict of interest who does not inform the governing body of such 
conflict as provided in subdivision (c)(1) shall be void if challenged in a timely manner.  As used in this 
subdivision (c)(3), "timely manner" means during the same meeting at which the vote was cast and prior 
to the transaction of any further business by the body.

4.  Nothing in this subsection (c) shall be construed as altering, amending or otherwise affecting the 
provisions of § 12-4-101(a). In the event of any conflict between this subsection (c) and § 12-4-101(a), 
the provisions of § 12-4-101(a) shall prevail.
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§ 6-54-108.  Penalty for unlawful interest of officer.

Every officer of such corporation who shall unlawfully be concerned in making such contract, or who shall 
unlawfully pay money upon the same to or for any person declared incapable in § 6-54-107, shall forfeit the 
amount so paid; and such officer shall be jointly and severally liable to an action for the same, which action may 
be prosecuted by any citizen of the corporation in its name.

§ 12-4-101.  Personal interest of officers prohibited.

(a) (1) It is unlawful for any officer, committee member, director, or other person whose duty it is to vote for, let 
out, overlook, or in any manner to superintend any work or any contract in which any municipal corporation, 
county, state, development district, utility district, human resource agency, or other political subdivision created 
by statute shall or may be interested, to be directly interested in any such contract.  "Directly interested" means 
any contract with the official personally or with any business in which the official is the sole proprietor, a partner, 
or the person having the controlling interest.  "Controlling interest" includes the individual with the ownership or 
control of the largest number of outstanding shares owned by any single individual or corporation.  This
subdivision (a)(1) shall not be construed to prohibit any officer, committee person, director, or any person, other 
than a member of a local governing body of a county or municipality, from voting on the budget, appropriation 
resolution, or tax rate resolution, or amendments thereto, unless the vote is on a specific amendment to the budget 
or a specific appropriation or resolution in which such person is directly interested.

….

(b) It is unlawful for any officer, committee member, director, or other person whose duty it is to vote for, let out, 
overlook, or in any manner to superintend any work or any contract in which any municipal corporation, county, 
state, development district, utility district, human resource agency, or other political subdivision created by statute 
shall or may be interested, to be indirectly interested in any such contract unless the officer publicly 
acknowledges such officer's interest.  "Indirectly interested" means any contract in which the officer is interested 
but not directly so, but includes contracts where the officer is directly interested but is the sole supplier of goods 
or services in a municipality or county.

(c) (1) Any member of a local governing body of a county or a municipality who is also an employee of such 
county or municipality and whose employment predates the member's initial election or appointment to the 
governing body of the county or municipality may vote on matters in which the member has a conflict of interest 
if the member informs the governing body immediately prior to the vote as follows:  “Because I am an employee 
of (name of governmental unit), I have a conflict of interest in the proposal about to be voted.  However, I declare 
that my argument and my vote answer only to my conscience and to my obligation to my constituents and the 
citizens this body represents.”  The vote of any such member having a conflict of interest who does not so inform 
the governing body of such conflict shall be void if challenged in a timely manner.  As used in this subdivision 
(c)(1), “timely manner” means during the same meeting at which the vote was cast and prior to the transaction of 
any further business by the body.

(2) Any member of a local governing body of a county or a municipality who is also an employee of such county 
or municipality and whose employment began on or after the date on which the member was initially elected or 
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appointed to serve on the governing body of the county or municipality shall not vote on matters in which the
member has a conflict of interest.

(3) (A) In the event a member of a local governing body of a county or a municipality has a conflict of interest in 
a matter to be voted upon by the body, such member may abstain for cause by announcing such to the presiding 
officer.

(B) (i) Any member of a local governing body of a municipality who abstains from voting for cause on any issue 
coming to a vote before the body shall not be counted for the purpose of determining a majority vote.

(ii) This subdivision (c)(3)(B) shall in no way be construed to apply to any county having a metropolitan form of 
government and having a population in excess of five hundred thousand (500,000), according to the 1990 federal 
census or any subsequent federal census.

….

§ 12-4-102.  Penalty for unlawful interest.

Should any person, acting as such officer, committee member, director, or other person referred to in § 12-4-101, 
be or become directly or unlawfully indirectly interested in any such contract, such person shall forfeit all pay and 
compensation therefor.  Such officer shall be dismissed from such office the officer then occupies, and be 
ineligible for the same or a similar position for ten (10) years.
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APPENDIX B
SOLE-SOURCE PURCHASES VALUED AT OR GREATER THAN $10,000

Sole-source purchases valued at or greater than $10,000 shall be made only when an item is unique and possesses 
specific characteristics that can be filled by only one source and must have prior approval by the Purchasing 
Manager or, if the purchase is valued at or greater than $25,000, then the Board of Mayor and Aldermen.  In 
determining whether to authorize sole-source purchases valued at or greater than $10,000, factors such as the 
following shall be considered:

1. whether the vendor possesses exclusive and/or predominant capabilities or the item contains a 
patented feature providing a superior utility not obtainable from similar products;

2. whether the product or service is unique and easily established as one-of-a-kind;
3. whether the program requirements can be modified so that competitive products or services may be 

used;
4. whether the product is available from only one source and not merchandised through wholesalers, 

jobbers or retailers; and
5. whether items must be interchangeable or compatible with in-place items.

After review of the written justification from the requisitioning department and ascertaining that the item to be 
purchased meets one or several of the above criteria, and so long as the product manufacturer representative has 
stated in writing that the vendor is the sole source available to the City of Franklin, and so long as the vendor has 
stated in writing that the quoted pricing is the lowest municipal unit pricing available at that time and in the 
foreseeable future for the quantity indicated, then, in lieu of competitive purchasing procedures, the Purchasing 
Manager shall either authorize the sole-source purchase or, if the purchase is valued at or greater than $25,000,
then forward the request to the Board of Mayor and Aldermen for its consideration.

Based in part on Rule No. 0690-3-1-.03(3) of Rules of the Tennessee Department of General Services, Purchasing 
Division.
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AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FRANKLIN MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADD 
CHAPTER 10, TO BE ENTITLED “DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION,” TO 
TITLE 5, ENTITLED “MUNICIPAL FINANCE AND TAXATION”

WHEREAS, the City of Franklin often conducts a competitive process for the 
procurement of goods and services with an anticipated cost of $25,000 or more; and

WHEREAS, the process of evaluating submittals in response to a solicitation for bids, a 
request for proposals or a request for qualifications is time consuming and not productive in the 
case of not currently responsible vendors and contractors; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen wish to create and utilize a system of 
debarment and suspension for the City of Franklin in order to protect the public interest by 
conducting business only with currently responsible vendors and contractors; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen believe it is in the best interest of the 
City of Franklin to amend the Franklin Municipal Code by adding a new Chapter 10 to Title 5 to 
implement a debarment and suspension system.

NOW THEREFORE:

SECTION I:  BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF MAYOR AND ALDERMEN 
OF THE CITY OF FRANKLIN, Tennessee, that the following Chapter 10 be added to Title 5 of 
the Franklin Municipal Code:

TITLE 5
CHAPTER 10

DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION

Sec. 5-1001 Purpose.

(1) This chapter adopts a system to debar, suspend or exclude from consideration those 
vendors and contractors who have been non-responsive or in breach of an agreement 
with or obligation to the City.  It also provides for reciprocal exclusion of persons 
who have been excluded under State law, federal law or the laws of other states.

(2) The purpose of the debarment and suspension system adopted herein is to protect the 
public interest by conducting business only with currently and recently responsible 
vendors and contractors.

Sec. 5-1002 Interpretation.

These rules shall be construed to secure a just, speedy, and fair determination.  Reference should 
be made first to the plain language of this chapter, then to State and federal rules governing 
debarment and suspension.
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Sec. 5-1003 Definitions.

Whenever they appear in this Chapter, the words defined below shall have the meanings set forth 
below, unless:

(a) the context in which they are used clearly requires a different meaning; or

(b) a different definition is prescribed for a particular provision.

(1) Assistant City Administrator means an assistant city administrator or successor 
position of the City.

(2) Chief Financial Officer means the chief financial officer or successor position of the 
City.

(3) City means the City of Franklin, Tennessee.

(4) City Administrator means the city administrator or successor position of the City.

(5) City Attorney means the city attorney or successor position of the City.

(6) Contract means all types of City agreements, regardless of what they may be called, 
for the procurement or disposal of supplies, services, or construction.

(7) Contractor means any person having a contract with the City.

(8) Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel means the City Administrator 
or, if in the best interest of the City, a neutral third party retained by the City.

(9) Debarring or Suspending Official means the Chief Financial Officer or, if conflicted, 
an Assistant City Administrator.

(10) Excluded or Exclusion means:

(a) That a Person is prohibited from transacting business with any United States 
of America federal, state, local or other governmental agency whether the 
Person has been debarred, suspended or Voluntarily Excluded; or

(b) The act of excluding a Person.

(11) May denotes the permissive.

(12) Person means any business, individual, union, committee, club, other organization, or 
group of individuals.

(13) Procedure means the City of Franklin Procedure Pertaining to Debarment and 
Suspension, adopted by resolution, as may be amended.

(14) Shall denotes the imperative.
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(15) State means the State of Tennessee.

(16) Voluntarily Excluded means the status of a Person who has agreed to a Voluntary 
Exclusion.

(17) Voluntarily Exclusion means a Person’s agreement to be Excluded under the terms of 
a settlement between the Person and one or more agencies.

Sec. 5-1004 Exclusion.

(1) The City’s formal procurement solicitations shall require each potential submitter of a 
bid, proposal or other competitive submittal to declare whether such potential 
submitter or its proposed subcontractors, or any principals of the potential submitter 
or its proposed subcontractors:

(a) Have, within the three (3) years immediately preceding the published notice 
pertaining to the procurement solicitation, been debarred, suspended or 
otherwise Excluded from transacting business with any United States of 
America federal, state, local, other governmental agency or publicly owned 
utility; or

(b) Have, within the three (3) years immediately preceding the published notice 
pertaining to the procurement solicitation, been convicted of or been found 
liable in a civil judgment for the commission of any of the causes of 
debarment identified in this Chapter.

(2) To determine whether a Person is Excluded, the City may check its own database
and/or that of any other local government including the District of Columbia and/or 
any publicly owned utility of the United States of America, the State and/or any other 
state of the United States of America, and/or the U.S. General Services 
Administration, any of which such databases contain the names and other information 
about Persons who are debarred, suspended or otherwise Excluded by the respective 
agency.

Sec. 5-1005 Authority to Debar or Suspend.

(1) After reasonable notice to the person involved and reasonable opportunity for that 
person to be heard, the Debarring or Suspending Official, after consultation with the 
City Attorney, shall have authority to debar a person for cause from consideration for 
award of contracts.  The debarment shall be for a period of not more than three (3) 
years.

(2) The Debarring or Suspending Official, after consultation with the City Attorney, shall 
have authority to suspend a person from consideration for award of contracts if there 
is probable cause for debarment.  The suspension shall be for a period not exceeding 
six (6) months.

(3) The authority to debar or suspend shall be exercised in accordance with Procedure.
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Sec. 5-1006 Causes for Debarment or Suspension.

The causes for debarment or suspension include the following:

(1) conviction for commission of a criminal offense as an incident to obtaining or 
attempting to obtain a public or private contract or subcontract, or in the 
performance of such contract or subcontract;

(2) conviction under State or federal statutes of embezzlement, theft, forgery, 
bribery, falsification or destruction of records, receiving stolen property, or any 
other offense indicating a lack of business integrity or business honesty which 
currently, seriously, and directly affects responsibility as a City contractor;

(3) conviction under State or federal antitrust statutes arising out of the submission 
of bids or proposals,

(4) violation of contract provisions, as set forth below, of a character which is 
regarded by the Debarring or Suspending Official to be so serious as to justify 
debarment action:

(a) deliberate failure without good cause to perform in accordance with the 
specifications or within the time limit provided in the contract; or

(b) a recent record of failure to perform or of unsatisfactory performance in 
accordance with the terms of one or more contracts; provided that failure to 
perform or unsatisfactory performance caused by acts beyond the control of 
the contractor shall not be considered to be a basis for debarment;

(5) falsification or material representation on any solicitation documents;

(6) any other cause the Debarring or Suspending Official determines to be so 
serious and compelling as either to affect responsibility as a City contractor, 
including debarment by another governmental entity or publicly owned utility 
for any cause listed in Procedure, or to threaten the public interest or the best 
interest of the City; and

(7) for failure to act and conduct business with honesty and integrity, for failure to 
avoid even the appearance of impropriety in the conduct of business, or for 
violation of or engaging in activity with a City employee or other official which 
activity violates either Chapter 8 (Ethics) of Title 1 (General Administration) of 
the Franklin Municipal Code or the City’s Human Resources Manual statement 
on business dealings with, of or by the City.
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Sec. 5-1007 Decision to Debar or Suspend.

In deciding whether to debar or suspend, the Debarring or Suspending Official shall have wide 
discretion to protect the public interest.  The Debarring or Suspending Official is not obligated to 
debar a Person even if a cause for debarment or suspension exists.  The Debarring or Suspending 
Official may consider the seriousness of the acts or omissions and any mitigating or aggravating 
factors.  If the Debarring or Suspending Official decides to exercise authority to debar or 
suspend, then the Debarring or Suspending Official shall issue, in accordance with Procedure, a 
written decision to debar or suspend. The decision shall:

(a) state the reasons for the action taken; and

(b) inform the debarred or suspended person involved of its rights to administrative 
review.

Sec. 5-1008 Notice of Decision to Debar or Suspend.

A copy of the decision under Section 5-1007 (Decision to Debar or Suspend) of this Chapter
shall be provided as soon as practicable to the debarred or suspended person and any other party 
intervening.

Sec. 5-1009 Finality of Decision to Debar or Suspend.

(a) A decision under Section 5-1007 (Decision to Debar or Suspend) of this 
Chapter shall be final and conclusive, unless fraudulent, or the debarred or 
suspended person requests administrative review in accordance with Section 5-
1010 (Administrative Review of Decision to Debar or Suspend) of this Chapter.

(b) A Person may not challenge any final action taken under these rules based upon 
the City’s failure to follow any technical requirement of these rules unless and 
to the extent that the City’s failure amounts to a failure of fundamental fairness 
such that the Person is deprived of due process of law as may be required by 
constitutional law.

Sec. 5-1010 Administrative Review of Decision to Debar or Suspend.

(a) A debarred or suspended person or other person aggrieved by a decision to 
debar or suspend may request administrative review of the debarment or 
suspension by means of this mandatory Procedure which must be utilized and 
exhausted prior to seeking judicial review or remedy.

(b) The aggrieved person seeking administrative review of a debarment or 
suspension shall file a request for administrative review.  The request for 
administrative review shall be shall be prepared and filed in accordance with 
Procedure.

(c) After notice of a request for administrative review has been filed pursuant to 
Subsection (b) of this Section, a contractor may not discontinue such review
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without prejudice, except as authorized by the Debarment or Suspension 
Administrative Review Panel.

(d) The Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel shall, in 
accordance with Procedure, consider and decide whether, or the extent to which, 
the debarment or suspension is in accordance with the Constitution, statutes, 
ordinances, Procedure, and the best interests of the City, and is fair. The 
proceeding shall be de novo.  Any prior determinations by administrative 
officials shall not be final or conclusive.

(e) A determination of an issue of fact by the Debarment or Suspension 
Administrative Review Panel under Subsection (d) of this Section shall be final 
and conclusive unless arbitrary, capricious, fraudulent, or clearly erroneous.

Sec. 5-1011 Jurisdiction and Venue.

The Courts of Williamson County, Tennessee shall have jurisdiction over an action between the 
City and a person who is subject to a suspension or debarment proceeding, to determine whether 
the debarment or suspension is in accordance with the Constitution, statutes, ordinances, and 
Procedure, provided the mandatory administrative Procedure has been utilized and exhausted in 
accordance with Section 5-1010 (Administrative Review of Decision to Debar or Suspend) of 
this Chapter. The Courts of Williamson County, Tennessee shall have such jurisdiction, whether 
the actions are at law or in equity, and whether the actions are for declaratory, injunctive, or 
other equitable relief.

Sec. 5-1012. Severability Clause.

The provisions of this chapter are hereby declared to be severable. If any of its sections, 
provisions, exceptions, or parts should be held unconstitutional or void, then the remainder of the 
chapter shall continue to be in full force and effect, it being the legislative intent now hereby 
declared that this chapter would have been adopted even if such unconstitutional or void matter 
had not been included herein.
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SECTION II:  BE IT FINALLY ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF MAYOR AND 
ALDERMEN OF THE CITY OF FRANKLIN, Tennessee, that this Ordinance shall take effect 
after second and final reading, the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Franklin requiring 
it.

ATTEST: CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE

BY:  BY:  
Eric S. Stuckey, City Administrator Ken Moore, M.D., Mayor

PASSED ON FIRST READING:

PASSED ON SECOND READING:

Approved as to form:

BY:  
Kristen L. Corn, Staff Attorney



RESOLUTION 2014-89

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A CITY OF FRANKLIN PROCEDURE PERTAINING TO 
DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION

WHEREAS, the City of Franklin often conducts a competitive process for the procurement of 
goods and services with an anticipated cost of $25,000 or more; and

WHEREAS, the process of evaluating submittals in response to a solicitation for bids, a request 
for proposals or a request for qualifications is time consuming and not productive in the case of not 
currently responsible vendors and contractors; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen wish to create and utilize a system of debarment 
and suspension for the City of Franklin in order to protect the public interest by conducting business only 
with currently responsible vendors and contractors; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen has now passed Ordinance No. 2014-38 of the 
City of Franklin, an ordinance amending the Franklin Municipal Code by adding a new Chapter 10 to 
Title 5 to implement a debarment and suspension system; and

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 2014-38 of the City of Franklin calls for a City of Franklin 
Procedure Pertaining to Debarment and Suspension to be adopted by resolution.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF MAYOR AND 
ALDERMEN OF THE CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The City of Franklin Procedure Pertaining to Debarment and Suspension, attached as
Exhibit A hereto, is adopted.

Section 2. Changes or revisions to the procedure hereby adopted shall be made only by 
resolution of the Board of Mayor and Aldermen of the City of Franklin.

Section 3.  The effective date of the policy hereby adopted shall be immediate upon passage and 
adoption of this resolution, the public welfare and the welfare of the City requiring it.

Adopted this _____ day of ________________, 2015.

ATTEST: CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE

BY: BY:
Eric S. Stuckey, City Administrator/Recorder Dr. Ken Moore, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

BY:
Kristen L. Corn, Staff Attorney
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1. Application.

This Procedure applies to all debarments or suspensions of persons from consideration for award 
of City contracts.

2. Initiation of Suspension.

After consultation with the director of any affected end-user department(s) of the City and, 
where practicable, the contractor or prospective contractor who is to be suspended, and upon 
issuance of a notice of suspension, including a copy of a written determination by the Debarring 
or Suspending Official that probable cause exists for debarment as set forth in Section 5-1005
(Authority to Debar or Suspend) of the Franklin Municipal Code, a contractor or prospective 
contractor shall be suspended. (An affected end-user department of the City is a City department
that has used or could use the supplies, services, or construction offered or supplied by the 
contractor or prospective contractor. If more than one affected end-user department of the City
is involved, then the Debarring or Suspending Official may designate one or more 
representatives of all the affected end-user departments of the City to be consulted in respect to 
the suspension.)  The notice of suspension, including a copy of such determination, shall be sent 
by the Debarring or Suspending Official by whatever means of the choosing of the Debarring or 
Suspending Official to the suspended contractor or prospective contractor as soon as practicable 
after issuance of the written determination. Such notice shall:

(a) state that the suspension is for the period it takes to complete an investigation into possible 
debarment including any appeals of a debarment decision but not for a period in excess of three 
(3) months;

(b) state that bids or proposals will not be solicited from the suspended person, and, if they are 
received, they will not be considered during the period of suspension; and

(c) state that if an administrative review of the suspension has not already been requested, then 
the suspended person may request such a review in accordance with Section 5 (Request for 
Administrative Review) of this Procedure.

3.  Effect of Suspension.

A contractor or prospective contractor is suspended upon issuance of the notice of suspension.
The suspension shall remain in effect during any administrative review or appeal. The 
suspension may be terminated by the Debarring or Suspending Official who issued the notice of 
suspension, by a court, or by the Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel, but 
otherwise shall terminate only when either the suspension has expired or a debarment decision 
has taken effect.
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4. Initiation of Debarment.

After consultation with the director of any affected end-user department(s) of the City, the City 
Attorney, and, where practicable, the contractor or prospective contractor who is to be debarred, 
the Debarring or Suspending Official may issue, by certified mail, return receipt requested, to the 
contractor or prospective contractor a written notice of proposed debarment. This notice shall:

(a) state that debarment is being considered;

(b) set forth the reasons for the proposed debarment, including a determination by the Debarring 
or Suspending Official that probable cause exists for debarment as set forth in Section 5-1005
(Authority to Debar or Suspend) of the Franklin Municipal Code;

(c) state that if an administrative review of the proposed debarment has not already been 
requested, then the contractor or prospective contractor may request such a review in accordance 
with Section 5 (Request for Administrative Review) of this Procedure; and

(d) state that the contractor or prospective contractor may be represented by counsel.

A copy of such notice shall be provided to the City Attorney and the director of any affected end-
user department(s) of the City. (An affected end-user department(s) of the City is a City 
department that has used or could use the supplies, services, or construction offered or supplied 
by the contractor or prospective contractor. If more than one affected end-user department of the 
City is involved, then the Debarring or Suspending Official may designate one or more 
representatives of all the affected end-user departments of the City to be consulted in respect to 
the proposed debarment.)

5. Request for Administrative Review.

A contractor or prospective contractor that has been notified of a suspension or proposed 
debarment may request in writing that an administrative review be conducted. Such request 
must be received by the Debarring or Suspending Official deciding the suspension or proposing 
the debarment within ten (10) City business days of the Debarring or Suspending Official issuing 
the notice of suspension or notice of proposed debarment. If no request is received within such
period, then a final determination may be made as set forth in Section 9 (Determination of 
Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel; Final Decision) of this Procedure after 
consulting with the Debarring or Suspending Official and the director of any affected end-user 
department(s) of the City.

6. Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel.

If an administrative review is requested, then the Debarment or Suspension Administrative 
Review Panel shall be convened to conduct the administrative review hearing and to make a final 
decision. The Purchasing Manager or successor position of the City shall send a written notice 
of the time and place of the administrative review hearing. Such notice shall be sent by certified 
mail, return receipt requested, and shall state the nature and purpose of the proceedings. Copies 
of the administrative review hearing notice shall be sent to the Debarment or Suspension 
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Administrative Review Panel, the City Attorney and the director of any affected end-user 
department(s) of the City.

7. Authority of Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel.

The Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel, in the conduct of the administrative 
review hearing, is authorized but not required to:

(a) hold informal conferences to settle, simplify, or fix the issues in a proceeding, or to consider 
other matters that may aid in the expeditious disposition of the proceeding either by consent of 
the parties or upon such panel’s own initiative;

(b) require parties to state their positions with respect to the various issues in the proceeding;

(c) require parties to produce for examination those relevant witnesses and documents under 
their control;

(d) rule on motions and other procedural items on matters pending before such panel;

(e) regulate the course of the hearing and conduct of participants therein;

(f) receive, rule on, exclude, or limit evidence, and limit lines of questioning or testimony 
which are irrelevant, immaterial, or unduly repetitious;

(g) fix time limits for submission of written documents in matters before such panel;

(h) impose appropriate sanctions against any party or person failing to obey an order under 
these procedures, which sanctions may include:

(i) refusing to allow the disobedient party to support or oppose designated claims or 
defenses, or prohibiting that party from introducing designated matters in evidence;

(ii) excluding all testimony of an unresponsive or evasive witness; and 

(iii) expelling any party or person from further participation in the hearing; and

(i) take official notice of any material fact not appearing in evidence in the record, if such fact 
is among the traditional matters of judicial notice.

8. Administrative Review Hearings Procedures.

(a) Administrative review hearings shall be as informal as may be reasonable and appropriate 
under the circumstances and in accordance with applicable due process requirements. The 
weight to be attached to evidence presented in any particular form will be within the discretion of 
the Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel. Stipulations of fact agreed upon by 
the parties may be regarded and used as evidence at the administrative review hearing. The 
parties may stipulate the testimony that would be given by a witness if the witness were present. 
The Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel may require evidence in addition to 
that offered by the parties.



City of Franklin, Tennessee Procedure Pertaining to Debarment and Suspension

Exhibit A to Resolution No. 2014-89 Page 4 of 4

(b) An administrative review hearing may be recorded but need not be transcribed except at the 
request and expense of the contractor or prospective contractor. A record of those present, 
identification of any written evidence presented, and copies of all written statements and a 
summary of the hearing shall be sufficient record.

(c) Opening statements may be made unless a party waives this right.

9. Determination of Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel; Final 
Decision.

The Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel shall issue a written determination. 
Copies of such determination shall be sent to the Debarring or Suspending Official, the
contractor or prospective contractor, the City Attorney, and the director of any affected end-user 
department(s) of the City. The contractor or prospective contractor shall have ten (10) days from 
issuance of the Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel’s determination to file 
comments about the determination. The Debarment or Suspension Administrative Review Panel
may request oral argument. After consultation with the Debarring or Suspending Official and
the director of any affected end-user department(s) of the City, the Debarment or Suspension
Administrative Review Panel shall issue a final decision. Both the Debarment or Suspension
Administrative Review Panel’s determination and its final decision shall recite the evidence 
relied upon. When debarment is recommended or ordered, the length of the debarment, the 
reasons for such action, and to what extent affiliates are affected, all shall be set forth. In 
addition, the final decision shall inform the debarred person of its rights to judicial review under 
Section 5-1011 (Jurisdiction and Venue) of the Franklin Municipal Code.

10. Effect of Debarment.

A debarment decision will take effect upon issuance. After the debarment decision takes effect, 
the contractor shall remain debarred until a court, Debarment or Suspension Administrative 
Review Panel, or the Debarring or Suspending Official that issued the decision, orders otherwise 
or until the debarment period specified in the decision expires.

11. Maintenance of List of Debarred and Suspended Persons.

The Purchasing Manager or successor position of the City shall maintain and update as necessary
a list of debarred and suspended persons.  Such list shall be available to the public upon request.



ORDINANCE NO. 2014 – 39

WHEREAS, the City Charter, Article VIII, provides for adoption of an annual 
budget for departments of the City of Franklin, and 

WHEREAS, an annual budget process appropriating funds to the various 
departments and divisions of the City government for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
2014 has been completed in accordance with state law and local ordinances, 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED, by the Board of Mayor and Aldermen of 
the City of Franklin, Tennessee:

SECTION I:  That the annual budget for the City of Franklin for the Fiscal Year 
2014-2015 shall be amended and does allocate and appropriate additional funding as 
follows:

GENERAL FUND
EXPENDITURES
General Expenses-Contingency for items arising
after passage of the budget Decrease ($     57,500)
BNS-Reclassification of 3 Inspector II positions
to Inspector III Increase $         7,500
Finance-Payroll Upgrades Increase $       50,000

-----------------
Net Increase (Decrease) to Total General Fund Balance              $                0

FACILITIES TAX FUND
EXPENDITURES
Sanitation-Mechanical cranes for transfer station
(including installation) Increase $   310,000
Sanitation-Additional funding for 2nd of two truck bed
inserts Increase $       4,055 

---------------
Net Increase (Decrease) to Total Facilities Tax Fund Balance ($ 314,055)

SECTION II:  That each department of the City shall limit its expenditures to the 
amount appropriated; that any changes or amendments to the appropriations set forth in 
the budget shall be made in accordance with the City Code, Article VIII.

SECTION III:  That this Ordinance shall take effect on December 31, 2014, from 
and after the passage on Second and Final Reading; the health, safety and welfare of 
the citizens of the City of Franklin requiring it.

ATTEST: CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE 

By:  ___________________________ By:  ________________________ 
ERIC S. STUCKEY DR. KEN MOORE
City Administrator Mayor 

PASSED FIRST READING: ______________________
PUBLIC HEARING: ______________________
PASSED SECOND READING: ______________________
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City of Franklin US Dollar 10/31/2014 logo.jpg Portfolio CharacteristicsFixed Income Allocation

Security Type Market Value
% Fixed 
Income % Assets

US Agency (USD) 7,518,600.00 42.8 42.8

US Treasury (USD) 10,030,862.50 57.2 57.1

Fixed Income Total 17,549,462.50 100.0 100.0

Par Value 17,500,000

Market Value 17,549,462.50

Total Cost 17,496,869.05

Unrealized Gain/Loss 52,593.45

Annual Income 121,250.00

Fixed Income Totals

Average Yield 0.51

Average Maturity 1.82

Average Coupon 0.69

Average Duration 1.80

Average Moody Aaa

Average S&P AA+

Average Fitch Not Rated

Weighted Averages

Government Portfolio Advisors, LLC

City of Franklin

Portfolio Characteristics - Settled Trades
US Dollar

10/31/2014
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PORTFOLIO HOLDINGS- SETTLED TRADES
City of FranklinCity of FranklinCity of FranklinCity of Franklin
October 31, 2014

CallCallCallCall TradeTradeTradeTrade AmorAmorAmorAmor BookBookBookBook MarketMarketMarketMarket MarketMarketMarketMarket MarketMarketMarketMarket AccruedAccruedAccruedAccrued TotalTotalTotalTotal UnrealizedUnrealizedUnrealizedUnrealized Pct.Pct.Pct.Pct. DurDurDurDur DurDurDurDur

Cusip         Par ValueCusip         Par ValueCusip         Par ValueCusip         Par Value SecuritySecuritySecuritySecurity DateDateDateDate DateDateDateDate PricePricePricePrice YieldYieldYieldYield PricePricePricePrice YieldYieldYieldYield ValueValueValueValue InterestInterestInterestInterest ValueValueValueValue Gain/LossGain/LossGain/LossGain/Loss AssetsAssetsAssetsAssets MatMatMatMat CallCallCallCall

US TreasuryUS TreasuryUS TreasuryUS Treasury
912828VR8 2,500,000 UNITED STATES TREAS NTS 03-27-14 100.00 0.62 100.35 0.43 2,508,790.00 3,269.36 2,512,059.36 8,716.58 14.3 1.78 1.78

0.625% Due 08-15-16

912828WA4 2,500,000 UNITED STATES TREAS NTS 03-27-14 99.85 0.70 100.23 0.51 2,505,665.00 686.81 2,506,351.81 9,415.60 14.3 1.94 1.94

0.625% Due 10-15-16

912828A59 2,500,000 UNITED STATES TREAS NTS 12-18-13 99.98 0.64 100.11 0.57 2,502,735.00 5,891.39 2,508,626.39 3,359.13 14.3 2.10 2.10

0.625% Due 12-15-16

912828SC5 2,500,000 UNITED STATES TREAS NTS 03-27-14 100.07 0.84 100.55 0.63 2,513,672.50 5,468.75 2,519,141.25 11,970.71 14.3 2.22 2.22

0.875% Due 01-31-17

10,000,000 0.70 0.53 10,030,862.50 15,316.32 10,046,178.82 33,462.02 57.1 2.01 2.01

US Agency BulletUS Agency BulletUS Agency BulletUS Agency Bullet
313378CN9 2,500,000 FEDERAL HOME LOAN 

BANKS

03-12-12 99.96 0.66 100.29 0.23 2,507,275.00 3,083.33 2,510,358.33 8,384.87 14.3 0.79 0.79

0.600% Due 08-17-15

313380L96 2,500,000 FEDERAL HOME LOAN 

BANKS

07-11-13 99.99 0.51 100.28 0.23 2,507,017.50 5,590.28 2,512,607.78 7,284.20 14.3 1.05 1.05

0.500% Due 11-20-15

3137EADJ5 2,500,000 FEDERAL HOME LN MTG 

CORP

12-18-13 100.03 0.99 100.17 0.94 2,504,307.50 6,458.33 2,510,765.83 3,462.36 14.3 2.69 2.69

1.000% Due 07-28-17

7,500,000 0.72 0.47 7,518,600.00 15,131.94 7,533,731.94 19,131.43 42.8 1.51 1.51

Cash AccountCash AccountCash AccountCash Account
cash Cash Account 0.10 6,562.50 6,562.50 0.0

TOTAL PORTFOLIOTOTAL PORTFOLIOTOTAL PORTFOLIOTOTAL PORTFOLIO 17,500,00017,500,00017,500,00017,500,000 0.710.710.710.71 0.510.510.510.51 17,556,025.0017,556,025.0017,556,025.0017,556,025.00 30,448.2630,448.2630,448.2630,448.26 17,586,473.2617,586,473.2617,586,473.2617,586,473.26 52,593.4552,593.4552,593.4552,593.45 100.0100.0100.0100.0 1.801.801.801.80 1.801.801.801.80
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City of Franklin Net of Allocated Fees | US 10/31/2014 logo.jpg Historical P

Time Weighted Return Inception (12/31/2013) to Date

Industry Sector
Month

To Date
Quarter
To Date

Year
To Date

Latest
1 Year

Inception
To Date

Treasury 0.33 0.33 1.05 1.05

Agency 0.24 0.24 0.69 0.69

Cash -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01

Account 0.29 0.29 0.83 0.83

Index

ML 0-3 Year Treasury Index 0.18 0.18 0.53 0.53

ML 90 Day Bill 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03

ML 0-5 year Treasury Index 0.39 0.39 1.01 1.01

Performance History

Government Portfolio Advisors, LLC

City of Franklin

Historical Performance
Net of Allocated Fees | US Dollar

10/31/2014
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Yield Curve Distribution
vs. 0-3 Treasury Benchmark 

City of Franklin
11/4/2014

Effective 

Duration

Modified 

Duration

Portfolio 1.78 1.78

Benchmark 1.44 1.45

Difference 0.34 0.33

Modified 

Duration Market Value

Portfolio 

Weight

Benchmark 

Weight

Overweight/ 

Underweight

Effective 

Duration Market Value

Portfolio 

Weight

Benchmark 

Weight

Overweight/ 

Underweight

17,548,481$        17,548,481$        

0 - .5 -$     0% 16% -16% 0 - .5 -$     0% 16% -16%

0.5 - 1 2,507,250$     14% 17% -3% 0.5 - 1 2,507,250$     14% 17% -3%

1 - 1.5 2,507,975$     14% 18% -4% 1 - 1.5 2,507,975$     14% 18% -4%

1.5 - 2 5,014,063$     29% 20% 9% 1.5 - 2 5,014,063$     29% 20% 9%

2 - 2.5 5,014,844$     29% 17% 11% 2 - 2.5 5,014,844$     29% 17% 11%

2.5 - 3 2,504,350$     14% 11% 3% 2.5 - 3 2,504,350$     14% 11% 3%

3 - 3.5 -$     0% 0% 0% 3 - 3.5 -$     0% 0% 0%

3.5 - 4 -$     0% 0% 0% 3.5 - 4 -$     0% 0% 0%

4 - 4.5 -$     0% 0% 0% 4 - 4.5 -$     0% 0% 0%

4.5 - 5 -$     0% 0% 0% 4.5 - 5 -$     0% 0% 0%

5 + -$     0% 0% 0% 5 + -$     0% 0% 0%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

0 - .5 0.5 - 1 1 - 1.5 1.5 - 2 2 - 2.5 2.5 - 3 3 - 3.5 3.5 - 4 4 - 4.5 4.5 - 5 5 +

Portfolio Weight Benchmark Weight

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

0 - .5 0.5 - 1 1 - 1.5 1.5 - 2 2 - 2.5 2.5 - 3 3 - 3.5 3.5 - 4 4 - 4.5 4.5 - 5 5 +

Portfolio Weight Benchmark Weight

*Please review the last page of this report for our disclaimer 
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Government Portfolio Advisors, LLC

PERFORMANCE REPORT
 NET OF FEES NET OF FEES NET OF FEES NET OF FEES

City of FranklinCity of FranklinCity of FranklinCity of Franklin
From 09-30-14 to 10-31-14

Portfolio Value on 09-30-14 17,505,202.5

Accrued Interest 27,930.35

Contributions 0.00

Withdrawals 0.00

Market Value Change in Period 43,010.00

Interest 10,330

Portfolio Value on 10-31-14 17,556,025.00

Accrued Interest 30,448.26

Average Capital 17,533,132.85

Total Return 51,257.08

Return for PeriodReturn for PeriodReturn for PeriodReturn for Period 0.290.290.290.29

Annualized Return for period 3.50

7



Government Portfolio Advisors, LLC

PORTFOLIO SUMMARY - SETTLED TRADES
City of FranklinCity of FranklinCity of FranklinCity of Franklin
October 31, 2014

YieldYieldYieldYield

TotalTotalTotalTotal Total AdjustedTotal AdjustedTotal AdjustedTotal Adjusted Pct.Pct.Pct.Pct. OnOnOnOn Est.AnnualEst.AnnualEst.AnnualEst.Annual

Security TypeSecurity TypeSecurity TypeSecurity Type CostCostCostCost CostCostCostCost Market ValueMarket ValueMarket ValueMarket Value AssetsAssetsAssetsAssets CostCostCostCost IncomeIncomeIncomeIncome

Cash and Equiv. 6,562.50 6,562.50 6,562.50 0.0 0.10 6.56

Fixed Income 

Investments

17,492,166.88 17,496,869.05 17,549,462.50 100.0 0.71 121,250.00

TOTAL PORTFOLIOTOTAL PORTFOLIOTOTAL PORTFOLIOTOTAL PORTFOLIO 17,498,729.3817,498,729.3817,498,729.3817,498,729.38 17,503,431.5517,503,431.5517,503,431.5517,503,431.55 17,556,025.0017,556,025.0017,556,025.0017,556,025.00 100.0100.0100.0100.0 0.710.710.710.71 121,256.56121,256.56121,256.56121,256.56
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Government Portfolio Advisors, LLC

EARNED INCOME REPORT
City of FranklinCity of FranklinCity of FranklinCity of Franklin

From 09-30-14 To 10-31-14

BeginningBeginningBeginningBeginning EndingEndingEndingEnding

SecuritySecuritySecuritySecurity AccruedAccruedAccruedAccrued PurchasedPurchasedPurchasedPurchased SoldSoldSoldSold InterestInterestInterestInterest AccruedAccruedAccruedAccrued EarnedEarnedEarnedEarned Amortization/Amortization/Amortization/Amortization/ EarnedEarnedEarnedEarned

SymbolSymbolSymbolSymbol DescriptionDescriptionDescriptionDescription InterestInterestInterestInterest InterestInterestInterestInterest InterestInterestInterestInterest ReceivedReceivedReceivedReceived InterestInterestInterestInterest InterestInterestInterestInterest AccretionAccretionAccretionAccretion IncomeIncomeIncomeIncome

US Agency (USD)US Agency (USD)US Agency (USD)US Agency (USD)

US Agency Bullet

313378CN9 FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANKS 1,791.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,083.33 1,291.67 119.47 1,411.14

0.600% Due 08-17-15

313380L96 FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANKS 4,513.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,590.28 1,076.39 21.62 1,098.00

0.500% Due 11-20-15

3137EADJ5 FEDERAL HOME LN MTG CORP 4,305.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 6,458.33 2,152.78 -25.84 2,126.94

1.000% Due 07-28-17

10,611.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 15,131.94 4,520.83 115.25 4,636.08

US Agency (USD) Total 10,611.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 15,131.94 4,520.83 115.25 4,636.08

US Treasury (USD)US Treasury (USD)US Treasury (USD)US Treasury (USD)

US Treasury

912828VR8 UNITED STATES TREAS NTS 1,953.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,269.36 1,316.24 -3.49 1,312.74

0.625% Due 08-15-16

912828WA4 UNITED STATES TREAS NTS 7,172.13 0.00 0.00 -7,812.50 686.81 1,327.18 163.25 1,490.43

0.625% Due 10-15-16

912828A59 UNITED STATES TREAS NTS 4,567.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,891.39 1,323.43 24.99 1,348.42

0.625% Due 12-15-16

912828SC5 UNITED STATES TREAS NTS 3,626.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,468.75 1,842.73 -64.40 1,778.33

0.875% Due 01-31-17

17,319.24 0.00 0.00 -7,812.50 15,316.32 5,809.58 120.35 5,929.93

US Treasury (USD) Total 17,319.24 0.00 0.00 -7,812.50 15,316.32 5,809.58 120.35 5,929.93

TOTAL PORTFOLIO TOTAL PORTFOLIO TOTAL PORTFOLIO TOTAL PORTFOLIO 27,930.3527,930.3527,930.3527,930.35 0.000.000.000.00 0.000.000.000.00 -7,812.50-7,812.50-7,812.50-7,812.50 30,448.2630,448.2630,448.2630,448.26 10,330.4110,330.4110,330.4110,330.41 235.60235.60235.60235.60 10,566.0110,566.0110,566.0110,566.01
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City of Franklin Net of Fees | US Dollar 9/30/2014 - 10/31/2014 logo.jpg Activity and Issuer OverPortfolio Allocation as of 10/31/2014

Issuer Market Value % Assets Yield

Not Applicable 6,562.50 0.0 0.1

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANKS 5,014,292.50 28.6 0.6

FEDERAL HOME LN MTG CORP 2,504,307.50 14.3 1.0

UNITED STATES TREAS NTS 10,030,862.50 57.1 0.7

Total 17,556,025.00 100.0 0.7

Activity Summary
Month to Date

Beginning Value 17,505,202.50

Accrued Interest 27,930.35

0.00

 

43,010.00

7,812.50

Net Contributions/Withdrawals  

Market Value Change in Period

Income Received

Change in Accrued Interest 2,517.91

Ending Value 17,556,025.00

Accrued Interest 30,448.26

Management Fees Paid By Client -2,083.33

Change in Portfolio

Government Portfolio Advisors, LLC

City of Franklin

Activity and Issuer Overview - Settled 
TradesNet of Fees | US Dollar

9/30/2014 - 10/31/2014
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City of Franklin US Dollar 9/30/2014 logo.jpg Duration/Maturity Distrib

Duration Number Market Value
% FI

Holdings
Average

YTM
Average
Coupon

Average
Duration

Under 1 Yr 1 2,508,030.00 14.3 0.2 0.600% 0.9

1 Yr - 2 Yrs 2 5,010,262.50 28.6 0.4 0.562% 1.5

2 Yrs - 3 Yrs 4 9,988,160.00 57.1 0.8 0.781% 2.3

Distribution by Duration Distribution by Duration

Maturity Number Market Value
% FI

Holdings
Average

YTM
Average
Coupon

Average
Duration

Under 1 Yr 1 2,508,030.00 14.3 0.2 0.600% 0.9

1 Yr - 2 Yrs 2 5,010,262.50 28.6 0.4 0.562% 1.5

2 Yrs - 3 Yrs 4 9,988,160.00 57.1 0.8 0.781% 2.3

Distribution by Maturity Distribution by Maturity

Government Portfolio Advisors, LLC

City of Franklin

Duration/Maturity Distribution
US Dollar

9/30/2014
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City of Franklin US Dollar 10/31/2014 logo.jpg Rating Distribution

S&P Rating Number Market Value
% FI

Holdings
Average

YTM
Average
Coupon

Average
Duration

AA+ 7 17,549,462.50 100.0 0.7 0.693% 2.8

Distribution by S&P Rating Distribution by S&P Rating

Moody Rating Number Market Value
% FI

Holdings
Average

YTM
Average
Coupon

Average
Duration

Aaa 7 17,549,462.50 100.0 0.7 0.693% 2.8

Distribution by Moody Rating Distribution by Moody Rating

Government Portfolio Advisors, LLC

City of Franklin

Rating Distribution
US Dollar

10/31/2014
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City of Franklin

Transaction Summary
10/1/2014 - 10/31/2014

US Dollar

Interest
Trade Date Settle Date Symbol Security Amount
10/15/2014 10/15/2014 912828WA4 UNITED STATES TREAS NTS 7,812.50

0.625% Due 10-15-16

Total Interest 7,812.50

Expenses
Trade Date Settle Date Symbol Security Amount
10/31/2014 10/31/2014 manfee Management Fee 2,083.33

Total Expenses 2,083.33

Government Portfolio Advisors, LLC 13



Oct 2014 Nov 2014 Dec 2014
Fixed Income Investments 7,812.50 6,250.00 7,812.50

US Agency (USD) 0.00 6,250.00 0.00

US Treasury (USD) 7,812.50 0.00 7,812.50

Total 7,812.50 6,250.00 7,812.50

Grand Total 21,875.00

Government Portfolio Advisors, LLC

10/1/2014 - 12/31/2014
US Dollar

Income Projection
City of Franklin
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This report is for general informational purposes only and is not intended to provide specific advice or recommendations. Government Portfolio Advisors (GPA) is an investment advisor registered with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission and is required to maintain a written disclosure statement of our background and business experience.
 
Questions About an Account:  GPA's monthly report is intended to detail our investment advisory activity managed by GPA.  In addition, at the request of the account, the report may include bank balances, 
LGIP balances and other funds that are held but not invested at the direction of GPA.  The custodian bank maintains the control of assets and executes (ie. Settles) all investment transactions. The custodian 
statement is the official record of security and cash holdings and transactions. GPA recognizes that clients may use these reports to facilitate record keeping and that the custodian bank statement and the 
GPA report should be reconciled and differences resolved. Many custodians use a settlement date basis which may result in the need to reconcile due to a timing difference.

Account Control
GPA does not have the authority to withdraw funds from or deposit funds to the custodian. Our clients retain responsibility for their deposit funds to the custodian. Our clients retain responsibility for their 
internal accounting policies, implementing and enforcing internal controls and generating ledger entries or otherwise recording transactions.

Market Value
Generally, market prices in GPA's reports are derived from closing bid prices as of the last business day of the month as supplied by Interactive Data or Bloomberg. Where prices are not available from 
generally recognized sources the securities are priced using a yield-based matrix system to arrive at an estimated market value. Prices that fall between data points are interpolated. Non-negotiable FDIC –
insured bank certificates of deposit are priced at par. Although GPA believes the prices to be reliable, the values of the securities do not always represent the prices at which the securities could have been 
bought or sold. Explanation of the valuation methods for money market and TERM funds is contained in the appropriate fund information statement.

Amortized Cost
The original cost of the principal of the security is adjusted for the amount of the periodic reduction of any discount or premium from the purchase date until the date of the report. Discount or premiums 
with respect to short term securities (those with less than one year to maturity at time of issuance) is amortized on a straightline basis. Such discount or premium with respect to longer term securities is 
amortized using the constant yield basis.

 
Financial Situation
In order to better serve you, GPA should be promptly notified of any material change in your investment objective or financial situation.

Callable Securities
Securities subject to redemption prior to maturity may be redeemed in whole or in part before maturity, which could affect the yield represented. Certain call dates may not show up on the report if the call 
date has passed and it is continuously callable.

Duration
The duration listed on the reports is duration to maturity and duration to call.   These reports do not calculate the effective duration that incorporates callable bonds.   GPA will provide this number in the 
strategic reports. 

Portfolio
The securities in this portfolio  are not guaranteed or otherwise protected by GPA, the FDIC (except for non-negotiable certificates of deposit) or any government agency. Investment in securities involves 
risks, including the possible loss of the amount invested.

Rating
Information provided for ratings is based upon a good faith inquiry of selected sources, but its accuracy and completeness cannot be guaranteed.

Government Portfolio Advisors, LLC

Disclaimer & Terms
10/31/2014
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BUILDING PERMIT SUMMARY  

PERMITS ISSUED & FEES RECEIVED

Including Construction Valuation

From: 9/1/14-9/30/14

 FEESBUILDING PERMITS 

ISSUED

# of PERMITS 

ISSUED 

Residential (inc Townhomes/ Duplexes)  73 $66,070 

BUILDING PERMIT FEE $66,070 
$62,387  48New

$1,623  11Addition
$1,214  9Miscellaneous

$846  5Renovation

Non-Residential (inc Multi-Family)  30 $50,240 

BUILDING PERMIT FEE $50,240 
$35,999  8New

$7,763  13Interior Finish (Build-Out)
$785  3Miscellaneous

$5,693  6Renovation

$116,310 

TOTAL BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED:  103

TOTAL BUILDING PERMIT FEES:

ADDITIONAL PERMITS 

ISSUED

Residential (inc Townhomes/ Duplexes)  258 $16,972 

Electrical $5,321  96

Mechanical $4,889  97

Plumbing $6,682  63

Swimming Pool $30  1

Demolition $50  1

Non-Residential (inc Multi-Family)  205 $34,180 

Electrical $19,641  125

Mechanical $5,738  47

Plumbing $8,801  33

$51,152 

TOTAL ADDITIONAL PERMITS ISSUED:  463

TOTAL ADDITIONAL PERMIT FEES:

Page 1 of 311/5/14 H:\Crystal Reports\Crystal Reports - 

READY\Monthly Building Permits\Updated 

10.3.14 - USE THESE\Monthly Permit 



Total Residential Fees:

Total Non Residential Fees: $135,206 

$445,398 

$580,604 TOTAL FEES RECEIVED:

ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT FEES FEES

Residential (inc Townhomes/ Duplexes) $362,356 

PLAN REVIEW FEE $170 

REINSPECTION FEE & AFTER HOURS INSPECTION FEE $250 

GARBAGE CONTAINER FEE $3,675 

FACILITIES TAX $151,382 

ROAD IMPACT FEE $206,879 

Non-Residential (inc Multi-Family) $50,786 

PLAN REVIEW FEE $8,932 

REINSPECTION FEE & AFTER HOURS INSPECTION FEE $400 

GARBAGE CONTAINER FEE $750 

FACILITIES TAX $13,044 

ROAD IMPACT FEE $27,660 

$413,142 TOTAL ADDITIONAL FEES:
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ESTIMATED VALUATION OF BUILDING PERMITS VALUATION

Residential
$15,704,292 

Valuation of Construction

New $15,176,933 

Addition $243,400 

Miscellaneous $139,761 

Renovation $144,199 

Non-Residential
$28,675,180 

Valuation of Construction

New $24,356,487 

Interior Finish/Build-Out $2,158,452 

Miscellaneous $166,000 

Renovation $1,994,241 

$44,379,472 TOTAL ESTIMATED VALUATION OF BUILDING PERMITS*

*Includes all new residential construction (single family detached dwellings and townhomes), new non-residential construction 

(including multi-family dwellings), accessory buildings, additions, tenant build-out, renovations, and miscellaneous 

construction.  Estimated Valuations (Construction Costs) are provided by Applicants on Building Permit Applications only.

Permit values transacted during the month do not necessarily equal dollars collected because of the timing of the payment and                     

actual issuance of the permits.
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CITY of FRANKLIN

2014 PROPERTY TAX COLLECTIONS

As of October 31, 2014

YEAR Beginning Balance 150 Corrections 600 Refunds 400 Adjustments 100 Pickups 210 Cleanup
700 Returned 

Checks
200 Receipts AR Balance

2014 $14,197,645 ($15,828) $0 $0 $23,826 $0 $0 ($2,427) $14,203,216

2013 $12,342,702 $12,625 $0 $8 $242,133 $310,928 ($310,928) ($12,462,859) $134,609

2012 $11,902,186 ($37,154) $132,011 ($167) $219,575 $0 $154 ($12,197,436) $19,170

Prior Years        

(2005 - 2011)
$74,656,547 ($172,006) $837,477 ($17,310) $1,724,031 ($600) $22,114 ($76,988,935) $61,318

Beginning Balance does not include RR & Public Utilities added later, rollbacks & other adjustments

RR and Public Utilities typically added in January (reflected in 100 PICKUPS); typically about $200k annually

2011 and earlier have been turned over to Clerk & Master to initiate legal action for collection

Receipts include penalty & interest (bills are issued in October and Penalty/interest apply starting the following March)

OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP

10 Year Avg 6.09% 12.53% 45.55% 49.04% 87.19% 96.20% 97.38% 97.77% 98.03% 98.23% 98.40% 98.53%

2013 6.56% 12.97% 42.85% 44.23% 89.62% 96.53% 97.65% 98.24% 98.44% 98.65% 98.82% 98.93%

2014 -0.17%
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