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Meeting Agenda

109 3rd Ave S 

Franklin, TN 37064 

(615)791-3217

Board Room5:00 PMTuesday, November 22, 2016

Call to Order

Citizen Comments

WORKSESSION DISCUSSION ITEMS

Update on the City of Franklin Proposed Public Art Program and Overview 

of Draft Guidelines

16-09811.

Sponsors: Eric Stuckey, Vernon Gerth, Monique McCullough and Amanda Rose

Public Art Guidelines DRAFT 10-27-16.pdfAttachments:

Discussion Regarding the number of units for Bed and Breakfast per the 

City of Franklin Zoning Ordinance.

16-10172.

Sponsors: Ald. Margaret  Martin

Discussion Concerning Road Impact Fees (Deferred from 11-08-16)16-09803.

Sponsors: Vernon Gerth and Paul Holzen

Major Collector Impact Fee Draft - Final

RIF November 2016 BOMA Meeting2

Attachments:

Legislative History 

11/8/16 Work Session referred to the Work Session

*Consideration of Resolution 2016-77, a Resolution authorizing the City of 

Franklin to contribute $400,000 to the Goose Creek Sanitary Sewer 

Extension Project as part of the Lampo Group Corporate Headquarters 

Project. (Deferred from 11/08/16 WS; 11/22/16 WS)

16-09824.

Sponsors: Eric Stuckey and Vernon Gerth

Lampo - Sanitary Sewer Resolution 2016-77 and Exhibits A and B Law ApprovedAttachments:

Legislative History 

11/8/16 Work Session referred to the Work Session
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November 22, 2016Work Session Meeting Agenda

*Consideration of Resolution 2016-85, Authorizing the City of Franklin to 

Enter into an Agreement, Subject to Review and Approval by the Board of 

Mayor and Aldermen, With the Customers of the Goose Creek Sewage 

Treatment Plant (TN0060216) to Construct Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure to 

Connect to the City of Franklin Wastewater Collection System (11/22/16 

WS)

16-09835.

Sponsors: Paul Holzen and Mark Hilty

GCI Sewer Lawsuit vs State of TN 9-28-16

20160413_REP_Goose Creek Inn STP CEI letter report_V1

20160414_REP_Goose Creek Inn Photo CEI Photo Summary_V1

COF 2016-0307 - Exhibit A and B

Cost Estimate 10-31-2016

Res 2016-85 GCI STP Agmnt Resolution

Attachments:

Legislative History 

11/8/16 Work Session referred to the Work Session

*Consideration of Resolution 2016-78, A Resolution to Adopt a Retirement 

Health Savings Plan for Employees and Approve Adoption Agreement with 

ICMA-RC. (11/22/16 WS)

16-09796.

Sponsors: Eric Stuckey, Shirley Harmon and Russ Truell

Resolution 2016-78 Retirement Health Savings Plan_Law Approved.pdf

2016-0328 ICMA-RC_RHSEIPDeclarationofTrust

2016-0328 ICMA-RC_Administrative Services Agreement

2016-0328 ICMA-RC_Retiree Welfare Benefits Plan

Nondiscrimination Requirements

803653 Plan Adoption Agreement executed

Attachments:

Status Report on Special Census.16-10207.

Sponsors: Eric Stuckey

Other Business

Adjournment

Anyone requesting accommodations due to disabilities should contact ADA coordinator at 791-3277.
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City of Franklin 
Public Art Program Guidelines 
Draft Version – October 27, 2016 

 
 

I. Mission and Purpose  
 
 The City of Franklin’s Public Art Program seeks to use art to enhance the quality of life for our 

citizens and visitors by encouraging a heightened sense of place, increasing our community’s visual 
quality of Franklin’s built environment. The Franklin Public Art Program promotes a public 
initiative of outreach and education while working to preserve the city’s rich cultural heritage and 
emerging urban form. The program is committed to creating community through public art and 
builds upon community support to conserve, preserve and make available public art to citizens and 
visitors. The Franklin Public Art Program aims to enrich the community through the integration of 
the vision and work of artists into planning, design and construction of public spaces. 

 
The purpose of the Public Art Program is to: 

1) Interweave art with the urban fabric; 
 

2) Create a unique image and sense of place; 
 

3) Encourage positive civic discourse; 
 

4) Celebrate historic events and persons; 
 

5) Inspire, educate, beautify and give character to public places; 
 

6) Provide opportunities to facilitate the community values of inclusion, civic pride, cultural 
diversity and appreciation of the creative spirit; 
 

7) Enhance the visibility and stature of Franklin in local, regional, national, and international 
arenas; and 
 

8) Foster collective memory and give meaning to place by recalling local and regional history.  
 
 
II. Definitions  

 
Appraisal – a certified estimation of the value of an item.  
 
Art – the expression or application of human creative skill and imagination, typically in 
various types and disciplines, such as but not limited to paintings, sculptures, 
photographs, etc., that are created to be appreciated primarily for their meaning, 
experience, beauty, and/or emotional power.   
 

• Bas-relief – a type of sculpture, carving, or molding in which shapes are carved so that they 
are only slightly higher than the flat background. 

 
• Fresco – the type of art or technique of painting on a moist, plater surface with colors 

ground up in water or a limewater mixture; a picture or design so painted.  
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• Kinetic (sculptures) – the type of art, as sculptural constructions, having movable parts 
activated by motor, wind, hand pressure, or other direct means and often having additional 
variable elements, for example shifting lights.  

 
• Masonry – artwork created using stone, brick, or concrete.  

 
• Mosaic – the type of art of creating images with an assemblage of small pieces of colored 

glass, stone, or other materials; a technique of decorative art or interior decoration; a picture 
or design created in this manner. 

 
• Painting – the process or creation of artwork using paint. 

 
• Sculpture – the art of making two or three dimensional representative or abstract forms, 

especially by carving stone or wood or by casting metal or plaster.  
 

• Topiary - the type of art involving training, cutting, and trimming trees and/or shrubbery 
into ornamental shapes. 

 
Artwork in Public View – art located on the exterior of public or non-residentially zoned private 
property able to be viewed/observed from public property.  
 
Civic Discourse – engagement in conversation intended to enhance understanding. 
 
Design Work – a plan or drawing produced to show the look and function of workings of artwork 
before it is created and installed.  
 
Limited Edition – an edition limited to a small number of copies. 
 
Private Property – Private property – land not owned by the government or dedicated to public use. 
 
Public Art on Private Property – artwork in any media that has been planned and executed with 
the intention of being staged on private, non-residential property for viewing by those on the 
physical public domain located beyond the exterior walls of a building or structure.   
 
Public Art – art in any media that has been planned and executed with the intention of being staged 
in the physical public domain, usually outside and accessible to all. 
 
Public Property – legal designation for the ownership of property by a state entity  
 
Signage – graphic designs as symbols, emblems or works used for identification or as a means of 
giving directions or warning.  
 
Site Plan – an architectural plan that demonstrates the proposed alterations (layout, scale, 
appearance) to a given lot and/or structure. 
 
Sociocultural – of, relating to, or signifying the combination or interaction of social and cultural 
elements. 
 
Urban Fabric – the physical aspect of urbanism, emphasizing building types, thoroughfares, open 
space, frontages, and streetscapes.   

 
Water Feature – an ornamental structure for discharging such a jet or a number of jets, often an 
elaborate or artistic work with basins, sculptures, etc. 
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III. Eligible and Ineligible Artworks  

  
 Public Art in Franklin can be attained by the City through a variety of methods. All artwork 

accessioned into the public art collection is subject to criteria set forth in this policy. All decisions 
regarding the accessioning of artwork are recommended by the Franklin Public Art Commission 
(FPAC), and once approved by BOMA, are considered final.  

 
CRITERIA: 
 

1) Artwork must be consistent with the Scope of the Collection and the Franklin Public Art 
Program Purpose and Mission.  
 

2) Artwork should be of exceptional quality and enduring value as judged by the FPAC.   
 

3) Strong preference is given to artwork that is unique or of a limited edition.  
 

4) Permanently sited artwork shall relate to the architectural, historical, geographical, and/or 
sociocultural context of the site.  
 

5) Funding and documentation for the installation, future maintenance, and decommissioning 
shall be included in an application and FPAC recommendation.   
 

6) As applicable, the artwork shall meet City structural, building, right-of-way, electrical, and 
other codes for safety.  
 

7) As applicable, the artwork shall be accessible to all people and meet Federal Americans 
with Disabilities Act requirements. 
 

8) Artwork must be durable for outdoors and in good condition.  
 

9) Existing artwork shall have provenance information establishing clear title. 
 
 

A. Eligible Artworks: 
 
All artworks commissioned or acquired under the Franklin Public Art Program shall be designed, 
or the process facilitated by, artist(s).  Such artworks may include, but are not limited to: 
 

1) Design work provided by the artists, including: 
i. Artwork mounted or painted on exterior surfaces, fixtures and functional elements. 

 
ii. Outdoor space design elements in areas such as plazas, public parks, arcades, and 

pedestrian passageways. 
 

iii. Artistic design of roadways, bridges, parkways, pedestrian or bicycle pathways, transit 
system improvements, water and watershed facilities, solid waste transfer stations and 
sites with historic, archeological, and unique geological features. 

 
2) Forms of visual art such as, but not limited to: 
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i. Sculptures, including bas-relief (cast), mobile, fountain, environmental, kinetic and 
electronic, in any material or combination of materials. 
 

ii. All paintings, including murals and frescoes on portable and/or permanent structures. 
 

iii. Art forms in clay, fiber and textile woods, metal, plastics, glass mosaics and other 
material; any combination or forms of media. 

 
 

B. Ineligible Artworks: 
 

1) “Art objects” which are mass-produced of standard design such as playground equipment, 
fountains, or statuary objects, unless incorporated into the artwork by a project artist. 

 
2) Directional elements such as graphics, signage unless where these elements are integral 

parts of the original work of art or public art project. 
 
3) Reproductions, by mechanical or other means, of original works of art, unless in cases 

where such reproduction is inherent in the art-making process, such as films, video, 
photography, printmaking, computer imagery or other media arts. 

 
4) Decorative, ornamental or functional elements or architecture except where these elements 

are designed by the artist and/or are an integral part of the artwork by the artist or are the 
results of collaboration among design professionals, including at least one artist. 

 
5) Services or utilities necessary to operate or maintain the artwork in perpetuity. 
 
6) For residential property, artwork is excluded. 
 
7) Artwork painted on unpainted masonry that is part of a historically designated building or 

structure.   
 
9)  Artwork that is considered distasteful not suitable for public viewing as determined by the 

FPAC. 
 

 
IV. City of Franklin Public Arts Commission    
 
The City of Franklin Public Arts Commission (FPAC) is established to provide guidance and 
oversight for art projects which are for public display, outdoors in the City of Franklin.  The 
Commission is also responsible for developing policies, procedures and regulations necessary to 
carry out the program. The Commission shall review and make recommendations concerning all 
aspects of public art, including policy, projects, acquisition, siting, maintenance, adoption, 
deaccessioning, education and outreach. 
The Commission shall consist of sixteen (16) members all of whom are citizens of Williamson 
County and/or own and operate a business in the City of Franklin, nominated by the Mayor and 
appointed by the Board of Mayor and Aldermen.  The membership of the Commission shall consist 
of one representative from:  

 
1) Fine Arts Department of Williamson County Schools;  

 
2) Fine Arts department of Franklin Special School District;  

 
3) O’More College;  
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4) the Board of Mayor and Aldermen;  

 
5) Franklin Municipal Planning Commission;  

 
6) Historic Zoning Commission;  

 
7) Williamson County Cultural Arts Commission 

 
8) Arts Council of Williamson County; 

 
9) Downtown Franklin Main Street Program;   

 
10) Williamson County Convention and Visitors Bureau;  

 
11) Franklin Tomorrow; 

 
12) a licensed landscape architect;  

 
13) a building architect; and 

 
14) three (3) artists from the local community.  

 
 
Members are appointed to a three-year term (initially staggered one, two and three years) and can 
be reappointed for two additional consecutive three-year terms with each member serving no more 
than nine consecutive years. Terms for the BOMA, FMPC, and HZC members serving on the FPAC 
will correspond to their terms/appointments. Each year, the Commission shall elect a chair and vice 
chair from its membership who will serve one year terms. The commission has the power and duty 
to:  
 

1) adopt bylaws for the Commission; 
 

2) initiate, sponsor or conduct, alone or in cooperation with other public or private agencies, 
public programs to further public awareness of, and interest in, the fine and performing 
arts, and cultural heritage of the City; 
 

3) encourage donations and grants to the City for civic arts purposes, to advise the City Board 
of Mayor and Aldermen regarding the receipt of such donations and grants by the City; 
 

4) advise the City concerning the receipt of or purchase of works of art to be placed on public 
property; 
 

5) advise and assist the City in connection with such other artistic and heritage activities as 
may be referred to it by the City; 
 

6) recommend the acceptance or rejection of works of art created for the City or offered as 
gifts, whether temporary or permanent; 
 

7) assist in facilitating public outreach and education about selected artists and public art; 
 

8) oversight of public art projects and proposals; 
 

9) promote open forums to maintain open dialogue with the community; 
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10) make recommendations to BOMA for the approval and acceptance of works of art selected 

for public and private art projects;  
 

11) include arts and peer professionals (art historians, curators, artists, arts administrators, 
critics, architects, designers, landscape architects and other individuals with a professional 
understanding of and experience with the visual arts) in decisions related to all aspects of 
public art planning and design;  
 

12) make recommendations to and coordinate with the City with regard to press 
announcements about the progress of the project and the artist commissioned for the work.  

 
 
V.           Approval for Placement of Artwork on Private Property  

 
A. Submittal of a Proposal.   

 
An application for placement of public art on private property shall be submitted to the Franklin 
Public Arts Commission Coordinator and shall include the following: 
 

1) Preliminary sketches, photographs or other documentation of sufficient descriptive clarity 
to indicate the nature of the proposed art, including an accurate description of the colors, 
size, and materials to be used. 

 
2) An appraisal or other evidence of the value of the proposed artwork, including acquisition 

and installation costs. 
 
3) A site plan clearly showing the location of the art and its relation to pedestrian paths of 

travel on the site and in the vicinity, including adjacent rights-of-way. 
 
4) An elevation or perspective rendering showing the streetscape view of the art, including 

the street elevations of adjacent properties. 
 
5) A narrative statement to demonstrate that the art will be displayed in an area open and 

freely available to the general public, when applicable or that public accessibility will be 
provided in an equivalent manner based on the characteristics of the artwork or its 
placement on the site. 

 
6) An agreement which requires the property owner, successor in interest, and assigns to: 

i. Maintain the art in good condition as required by the City’s Guidelines for Public 
Art. 

 
ii. Indemnify, defend and hold the City and related parties harmless from any and all 

claims or liabilities from the public art, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney. 
 

iii. Maintain liability insurance, including coverage and limits as may be specified by 
the City’s Risk Manager. 

 
 

B.  Evaluation of a Proposal 
 

1) The Franklin Public Arts Commission Coordinator shall schedule a meeting of the Franklin 
Public Arts Commission to review the public art applications using the adopted Guidelines.   
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2) Upon recommendation of the Franklin Public Arts Commission, the public art application is 
forwarded to the Historic Zoning Commission, when applicable (i.e. within Historic 
Preservation Overlay), and the City of Franklin Board of Mayor and Alderman for 
consideration.   

 
 

C.   Ownership of Art on Private Property 
 

1) All art placed on private property remains the property of the applicant, as does the obligation 
to provide all maintenance necessary to preserve the public art in good condition. 

 
2) Maintenance of art includes preservation of the artwork in good condition to the satisfaction of 

the City, protection of the art against physical defacement, mutilation or alteration and securing 
and maintaining fire and extended coverage of insurance and vandalism coverage in an amount 
to be determined by City’s Risk Manager.  Failure to maintain the public art will be declared to 
be a public nuisance. 

 
3) If the owner fails to maintain the public art or fails to meet appropriate insurance requirements, 

upon reasonable notice, the City may take actions to remedy the situation as it deems 
appropriate.   

 
4) All artwork donated to the City becomes the property and responsibility of the City upon 

acceptance by the Board of Mayor and Alderman. 
 

 
VII. Approval for Placement of Artwork on Public Property 

 
A. Submittal of a Proposal 

 
1) All proposals for public art placed on City property are submitted to the City's Public Art 

Coordinator on the appropriate form.  The form must be accompanied by drawings, models, 
photographs or any other graphic depiction that will help to clearly define the artwork.  All 
proposals shall be for original works of art or limited editions by the original artists or their 
agent as previously described. 

 
 

B. Evaluation of a Proposal 
 

1) Once the proposal is received by the Public Art Coordinator, s/he calls together the Franklin 
Public Arts Commission (FPAC).   
 

2) The Commission applies the standard guidelines for public art in making a determination that 
the proposed project is acceptable to the City and should move forward in the approval process. 
 

3) Projects proposed for areas of high historical sensitivity, such as the Historic Preservation 
Overlay, should be given the closest possible scrutiny to determine if the project would be an 
enhancement to the area.  Projects which do not garner the support of the Commission will not 
proceed. 
 

4) If the Commission rejects a proposal, the applicant has the right to appeal this decision to the 
Board of Mayor of Aldermen.  The Commission’s findings and rationale for rejecting the 
project will be made available to the BOMA when considering the appeal. 
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C. Approval of a Proposal 
 
1) Once a project is recommended for placement on City-owned property, it will be reviewed by 

representatives from the following departments.  The City's Public Art Coordinator acts as the 
project manager for all such projects and is responsible for "shepherding" them through the 
following approval stages.   

 
i. The Public Works Department, Parks Department, and Risk Manager reviews the 

proposal to insure: 
 

ii. that the artwork's placement will not create undue difficulties for maintenance of the 
surrounding area. 

 
iii. that the proposed materials are durable and will not create significant maintenance 

problems for the artwork itself. 
 

iv. that any engineering or structural concerns are addressed. 
 

v. to assess whether or not it provides undue risks or safety issues. 
 

vi. In some cases, proposals may take additional review because of their nature, design or 
location. 

 
2) Taking into consideration the Franklin Public Arts Commission recommendation, the Board of 

Mayor and Aldermen has the final approval when considering a proposal. 
 
 

D. Contract Preparation 
Upon conceptual approval of the project by the Board of Mayor and Aldermen, the applicant and 
the City sign a contract establishing the terms of the proposed installation of art in public places.  
The BOMA may delegate authority to sign the contract to the City Administrator as part of the 
conceptual approval process.   

 
 

E. Issuing of Permits 
The applicant is directed to prepare plans and specifications for the artwork where a permit is 
required (i.e. electrical, structural, etc.).  
 
 

F. Labeling of Artwork 
 

1) In order to avoid the use of donated public art for advertising purposes, a standard plaque, 
approved by the Franklin Public Art Commission and provided by the donor, is used for all 
labeling and positioned in such a manner to inform the public of the following:  

 
i. title of artwork  

ii. artist's name 

iii. date of creation 

iv. material(s) used (optional) 

v. short explanation of work (optional) 
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vi. donor’s name, when applicable 
 
 

G. Final Acceptance 
 
1) Maintenance.  Before accepting the project, the Public Art Coordinator provides the Public 

Works Department with a set of plans, specifications, attachments, fabrication details, 
maintenance requirements, and approved contract.   

 
2) Inspection and Acceptance.  All art projects on public property must have final inspection 

approval by the Building & Neighborhood Services Department and by the Public Art 
Coordinator.   

 
3) Ownership.  When applicable (purchased by or donated to the City of Franklin), upon 

installation, inspection, and acceptance, the artwork becomes the property of the City.   
 
 

H. Dedication of Artwork 
 

Once installation of the artwork is complete, the Public Art Coordinator organizes a dedication 
ceremony that presents the piece to the community and recognizes the artistic efforts of the artist.   
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City of Franklin, Tennessee  

Revision to 2014 Road Impact Fee Study 1 August 30, 2016 

 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

 
 
The City of Franklin’s current road impact fee covers only the cost of arterial roads.  The road impact 
fee update study completed in 20141 calculated an option to include collector roads as well.  It 
recommended that if collector road costs are included in the fee, the City should consider dividing its 
jurisdiction into four benefit districts in order to recognize the more localized benefit of collector 
roads.  The City has not yet adopted updated road impact fees based on the 2014 study, but would 
like to have the option to include major collectors, rather than all collectors.  This report revises the 
2014 study in two ways: (1) updating the classification of roadways to reflect the City’s current 
functional classification, and (2) removing minor collector roads from the fee calculations.  The other 
study inputs are unchanged from the 2014 study.  
 
 

Approach and Findings 

 
The 2014 study revised the road impact fee calculations by incorporating the most current data, 
including the most recent road improvement costs and the latest version of the Trip Generation manual.  
The inclusion of collector roads in the road impact fee was the major policy option provided in the 
2014 update. It would require the City to provide credit against the fees for developer’s who dedicate 
right-of-way or construct collectors within their subdivisions.  Finally, it would require the restriction 
of the collector portion of fees collected to be earmarked to be spent in the same benefit district in 
which it was paid. 
 
In contrast, the inclusion of major collectors only, which is the option provided in this revision, would 
not require the City to provide developer credits for internal subdivision collector roads, and would 
not require the creation of benefit districts.  Major collectors, some of which are four-lane roads, are 
similar in function to minor arterials and can reasonably be included in a city-wide service area and 
benefit district. 
 
The 2014 update proposed two significant changes to the methodology:  design costs were added to 
construction and right-of-way costs, and the debt credit was eliminated.  Design costs are a necessary 
component of road improvements, averaging about 6% of total project costs.  The debt credit was 
eliminated because the City’s outstanding road-related debt was for previous arterial street 
improvements that had created excess capacity for growth, and road impact fees are being used to 
retire this debt. 
 
The updated arterial fees are generally somewhat higher than current fees, although there is some 
variation by land use based on updated travel demand factors (trip generation rates and average trip 
lengths).  The increase is primarily due to increased construction costs and the addition of design 
costs.  If major collector roads are added to the city-wide arterial road fee, the resulting fee for all 
major roads would be significantly higher than the current arterial road fee for all land use categories, 
as shown in Table 1 below.  The City could adopt the updated fees at less than 100% of the of the 
maximum fees calculated in this study, and/or phase-in the updated fees based on an increasing 
percentage of the maximum fees over a period of time. 

                                                 
1 Duncan Associates, Road Impact Fee Update, March 2014. 
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Table 1.  Current and Updated Fees for Arterials and All Major Roads 

Current Updated   Percent Potential  Percent

Land Use Type Unit Fee    Fee       Change Fee       Change

Single-Family Detached Dwelling $4,227 $4,833 14% $6,327 50%

Multi-Family Dwelling $2,766 $3,066 11% $4,011 45%

Mobile Home Park Site $2,079 $2,302 11% $3,010 45%

Congregate Care Facility Dwelling $943 $1,078 14% $1,408 49%

Hotel/Motel Room $2,350 $2,525 7% $3,313 41%

Retail/Commercial

Shopping Center/Gen. Retail 1,000 sq. ft. $5,996 $6,381 6% $8,366 40%

Restaurant, Quality 1,000 sq. ft. $11,104 $11,878 7% $15,578 40%

Restaurant, Fast Food 1,000 sq. ft. $16,171 $17,240 7% $22,523 39%

Office/Institutional

Office, General 1,000 sq. ft. $4,045 $4,570 13% $5,978 48%

Hospital 1,000 sq. ft. $5,779 $5,288 -8% $6,916 20%

Nursing Home 1,000 sq. ft. $2,654 $3,040 15% $3,974 50%

Church 1,000 sq. ft. $2,406 $3,218 34% $4,208 75%

Elementary/Sec. School 1,000 sq. ft. $1,185 $1,584 34% $2,073 75%

Industrial

Manufacturing 1,000 sq. ft. $1,776 $2,002 13% $2,622 48%

Industrial Park 1,000 sq. ft. $3,237 $3,586 11% $4,692 45%

Business Park 1,000 sq. ft. $5,934 $6,524 10% $8,534 44%

Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. $1,655 $1,868 13% $2,441 47%

Mini-Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. $809 $869 7% $1,142 41%

Arterials Only All Major Roads

 
Source: Current fees from Table 2; updated and potential fees from Table 19.   
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BACKGROUND AND LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

 
 

Growth Context 

 
Impact fees are most appropriate for 
communities that are experiencing rapid growth.  
The City of Franklin added over 20,000 new 
residents in each of the last two decades, and is 
projected to add about 29,000 more in each of 
the next two decades, as illustrated in Figure 1.2  
This strong growth will necessitate numerous 
capacity-expanding improvements to the major 
roadway system.  The City’s Major Thoroughfare 
Plan projects that the population of the city and 
its urban growth area will increase from 74,650 in 
2008 to 138,819 by 2035, and recommends 80 
road construction and road widening projects, 
most of which will expand capacity to 
accommodate the resulting increase in traffic.3   
 
 

Background 

 
Impact fees are charges that are assessed on new development to help pay for the capital facility costs 
they impose on the community.  Unlike other types of developer exactions, impact fees are based on 
a standard formula and a pre-determined fee schedule.  Essentially, impact fees require that each new 
residential or commercial project pay its pro-rata share of the cost of new infrastructure facilities 
required to serve that development.  
 
The City of Franklin has assessed road impact fees since 1988.  The road impact fee ordinance requires 
the City to “revise the road impact fee study and the schedule of impact fees at least once every five 
years.”  In addition, when the impact fees were reviewed in 2005, the Board requested subsequent 
reviews every two to three years.  The purpose of this study is to update the City of Franklin’s road 
impact fee based on the most appropriate methodology and the most current data. 
 
In 1987, the City of Franklin sought and obtained authority from the Tennessee legislature to enact 
road impact fees. That same year, Duncan Associates was commissioned to prepare an impact fee 
study to calculate the maximum road impact fees that the City could charge. Ordinance 1037 enacting 
road impact fees was adopted by the City in June 1988. The fees were adopted at 60 percent of the 
maximum fees calculated in the original study.  
 
Duncan Associates prepared five subsequent updates of Franklin’s road impact fees, as described 
below.  

                                                 
2City of Franklin, Planning and Sustainability Department, 2012 Development Report.   
3 Wilbur Smith and Associates, City of Franklin Major Thoroughfare Plan, adopted September 23, 2010. 

Figure 1.  City Population, 1980-2030 
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2000. Twelve years after the initial adoption, the City updated the road impact fees, based on 
a study prepared in 2000. The updated fees were adopted in July 2000 with the increase phased 
in over two years. No significant changes to the methodology were made in this update.  
 
2005. Five years later, the road fees were updated based on a new study. No significant changes 
to the methodology were made in this update.  
 
2007. Prior to the 2007 update, the road fees were based the cost of arterial roads, excluding 
I-65 and the Mack Hatcher expressway, and were based on peak hour travel. The 2007 update 
added Mack Hatcher to the definition of the major road system and based the fees on average 
daily travel.  
 
2010-2013. Fees calculated in a study by Duncan Associates in 2010 were adopted in 2011, but 
phased in over two years (25% on July 1, 2011, 65% on July 1, 2012, and 100% of July 1, 
2013). The 2010 update provided the options of including right-of-way (ROW) costs and 
adding collector costs. The City opted to add ROW costs but to continue to exclude collectors.  
 
2014. A study prepared in 2014 added design costs, and calculated an option that would add 
the cost of collector roads. The fee schedules have not been modified based on the 2014 study. 

 
The fees that have been in effect from 2005 to present are summarized in Table 2. 
 

Table 2.  History of Road Impact Fees, 2005-2013 

Land Use Type Unit 2005 2007 2011 2012 2013

Single-Family Detached Dwelling $1,617 $2,191 $2,700 $3,514 $4,227

Multi-Family Dwelling $896 $1,537 $1,844 $2,336 $2,766

Mobile Home Park Site $1,003 $1,144 $1,378 $1,752 $2,079

Congregate Care Facility Dwelling $221 $440 $566 $767 $943

Hotel/Motel Room $649 $1,126 $1,432 $1,922 $2,350

Retail/Commercial

Shopping Center/Gen. Retail 1,000 sq. ft. $3,508 $2,681 $3,510 $4,836 $5,996

Restaurant, Quality 1,000 sq. ft. $3,773 $4,964 $6,499 $8,955 $11,104

Restaurant, Fast Food 1,000 sq. ft. $5,609 $7,177 $9,426 $13,023 $16,171

Office/Institutional 1,000 sq. ft.

Office, General 1,000 sq. ft. $2,716 $1,891 $2,430 $3,291 $4,045

Hospital 1,000 sq. ft. $1,199 $2,867 $3,595 $4,760 $5,779

Nursing Home 1,000 sq. ft. $449 $996 $1,411 $2,074 $2,654

Church 1,000 sq. ft. $754 $1,127 $1,447 $1,958 $2,406

Elementary/Sec. School 1,000 sq. ft. $749 $543 $704 $960 $1,185

Industrial 1,000 sq. ft.

Manufacturing 1,000 sq. ft. $1,529 $830 $1,067 $1,445 $1,776

Industrial Park 1,000 sq. ft. $1,497 $1,513 $1,944 $2,634 $3,237

Business Park 1,000 sq. ft. $1,998 $2,773 $3,563 $4,828 $5,934

Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. $704 $1,078 $1,222 $1,453 $1,655

Mini-Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. $417 $388 $493 $662 $809  
Notes:  Fees effective July 1, 2011 based on 25% of increase from 2007 fees to 2013 fees; fees effective July 1 2012 based on 

65% of increase from 2007 fees to 2013 fees; fees effective July 1, 2013 based on Duncan Associates, Road Impact Fee Update, 

November 2010 (which included right-of-way costs). 
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Legal Framework 

 
Franklin received special authorization to impose a road impact fee from House Bill 1311, which was 
passed during the 1987 session of the Tennessee legislature.  While Franklin’s authorizing act provides 
a broad grant of authority, impact fees must also comply with constitutional standards that have been 
developed by the courts to ensure that local governments do not abuse their power to regulate the 
development of land.  The courts have gradually developed guidelines for constitutionally valid impact 
fees, based on a “rational nexus” that must exist between the regulatory fee or exaction and the activity 
that is being regulated.  The standards set by court cases generally require that an impact fee meet a 
two-part test: 
 
1) The fees must be proportional to the need for new facilities created by the new development; 

and 
 
2) The expenditure of impact fee revenues must provide benefit to the fee-paying development.  
 
Impact fees for various types of developments should be proportional to the impact of each 
development on the need to construct additional or expanded facilities.  The fees do not have to 
recover the full cost, but if the fees are reduced by a percentage from the full cost, the percentage 
reduction should apply evenly to all types of developments. 
 
Impact fees were pioneered by local governments long before state legislatures passed explicit enabling 
acts.  The authority to adopt such fees was found in local government’s “police power” to regulate 
development so as to protect the health, safety and welfare of its citizens.  Developers challenged early 
impact fees, and state court decisions gradually developed a body of case law setting out the standards 
that should govern impact fees.  This section spells out our understanding of the general principles of 
impact fees and some implications for calculating Franklin’s impact fees. 
 
A fundamental principle of impact fees, rooted in both case law and norms of equity, is that impact 
fees should not charge new development for a higher level of service than is provided to existing 
development.  While the impact fees could be based on a higher level of service than the one existing 
at the time of the adoption of the fees, two things are required if this is done.  First, another source 
of funding other than impact fees must be identified and committed to fund the capacity deficiency 
created by the higher level of service.  Second, the impact fees must generally be reduced to ensure 
that new development does not pay twice for the same level of service, once through impact fees and 
again through general taxes that are used to remedy the capacity deficiency for existing development.  
In order to avoid these complications, our general practice is to base the impact fees on the existing 
level of service. 
 
A corollary principle is that new development should not have to pay twice for the same level of 
service.  As noted above, if impact fees are based on a higher-than-existing level of service, the fees 
should be reduced by a credit that accounts for the contribution of new development toward 
remedying the existing deficiencies.  A similar situation arises when the existing level of service has 
not been fully paid for.  Outstanding debt on existing facilities that are counted in the existing level of 
service will be retired, in part, by revenues generated from new development.  To avoid requiring new 
development to pay more than its proportional share, impact fees should be reduced to account for 
future tax payments that will retire outstanding debt on existing facilities. 
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In general, credit against impact fees is not required for funding that has historically been used for, or 
that is committed to be used for growth-related, capacity-expanding improvements.  While new 
development may contribute toward such funding, so does existing development, and both existing 
and new development benefit from the higher level of service that the additional funding makes 
possible.  However, consistent with past studies and standard impact fee practice, credit is provided 
in this update for State and Federal funding. 
 
The City’s road impact fee ordinance allows developers to receive offsets against their impact fees for 
right-of-way (ROW) dedication or construction of a thoroughfare shown on the Major Thoroughfare 
Plan map.  Prior to the 2010 update, ROW costs had been excluded from the impact fee calculation, 
because the City required developers to dedicate a minimum of 60-foot ROW width without credit 
against the impact fee.  The City is now obligated to provide credit for ROW dedication.  If major 
collectors are included in the fee, developers will also need to receive credit for ROW dedications and 
improvements for major collector road dedications and improvements. 
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BENEFIT DISTRICTS 

 
 
The 2014 study proposed benefit districts to acknowledge that collector roads serve a more limited 
area than arterials.  It recommended that if collector roads were included, the collector road portion 
of the fees should be restricted to be spent in a subarea of the city, thus ensuring a stronger nexus 
between fee payment and benefit received.   
 
Impact fee case law states that impact fees must be spent so as to provide a reasonable benefit to the 
fee-paying development.  One way of ensuring reasonable benefit is to create multiple benefit districts 
to ensure that the development fees paid by a development are spent closer to the development than 
would be the case under a single jurisdiction-wide benefit district.  The need for multiple benefit 
districts increases with the geographic size of the community.  On the other hand, the larger the 
number of benefit districts, the more difficult it is to accumulate sufficient funds in any one district to 
make any significant improvements.  Deciding on the appropriate number and location of benefit 
districts requires balancing the need to show reasonable benefit to fee payers with the need to maintain 
sufficient flexibility in impact fee expenditures to address priority improvement needs. 
 
The City’s current impact fee ordinance designates the entire area within the corporate boundaries as 
a single benefit district.  The fact that the City’s road impact fees are currently limited to funding 
improvements to major thoroughfares (expressways and arterials) strengthens the case for a single 
benefit district.  Major thoroughfares are designed to move traffic from one part of the city to another, 
and the entire network acts as an integrated system.  While minor collector roads often serve small 
areas, major collectors are very close in function to minor arterials.  Most of the City’s existing major 
collectors have 3-4 lanes.  Major collectors can reasonably be included in the definition of the city-
wide major roadway system.  Consequently, no benefit districts are proposed as part of the current 
revision. 
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MAJOR ROADWAY SYSTEM 

 
 
A road impact fee system should include a clear definition of the major roadway system that is to be 
funded with the impact fees.  In the City’s current ordinance, the use of impact fee proceeds is 
restricted to arterial road improvements, which is defined as “any capital improvement, including but 
not limited to new roads, additional lanes, widened lanes, intersection improvements, turn lanes, 
bridges, traffic signals, intelligent transportation system (ITS) improvements, and associated drainage 
facilities, that expands the capacity of the city’s arterial road system.”  The arterial road system is 
defined as “all existing and planned arterials, excluding Interstate 65, identified on the city’s adopted 
Major Thoroughfare Plan map.”  The major roadway system includes State roads as well as City roads.  
The current ordinance and impact fee excludes major and minor collector roads from the impact fee 
calculations.  As mentioned in the introduction, this revision includes the option of expanding the 
impact fee to include major collector roads.  Including major collector roads in the calculation of the 
impact fee update will allow the City to program future impact fee revenue for planned major collector 
road improvements.  If this option is adopted, the City would need to amend the impact fee ordinance 
to allow for the expenditure of impact fee funds for major collector road improvements by amending 
the definition of major roadway system.   
 
The major roadway system is thus currently defined as existing and planned arterials identified on the 
adopted Major Thoroughfare Plan map (illustrated in Figure 2 on the following page) within the city 
limits.  Interstate 65, which primarily serves through traffic rather than local traffic, is excluded from 
the arterial roadway system to be funded with the road impact fees.  The Major Thoroughfare Plan 
map also identifies the major collector roads that are included in this update.  Capacity-expanding 
improvements include any improvements to major roadways, including signalization and intersection 
improvements, which primarily have the effect of expanding capacity of the arterial roadway system, 
rather than providing greater access to a particular development or promoting safety.   
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Figure 2.  Major Thoroughfare Plan Map 
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METHODOLOGY 

 

Key components of the road impact fee methodology described in this chapter include service units, 
roadway capacity and the overall formula for calculating the fees.  Subsequent chapters address the 
travel demand schedule, cost per service unit and net cost per service unit (revenue credits).  The final 
chapter presents the updated road impact fee schedule. 
 
 

Service Units 

 
Service units create the link between supply (roadway capacity) and demand (traffic generated by new 
development).  An appropriate service unit basis for road impact fees is vehicle-miles of travel (VMT).  
Vehicle-miles is a combination of the number of vehicles traveling during a given time period and the 
distance (in miles) that these vehicles travel.  
 
The two time periods most often used in traffic analysis are the 24-hour day (average daily trips or 
ADT) and the single hour of the day with the highest traffic volume (peak hour trips or PHT).  As in 
the prior impact fee study, this update utilizes the ADT for calculating the road cost component of 
the impact fee and ADT for calculating the credit component of the impact fee.  While peak hour trip 
(PHT) generation rates are appropriate for assessing the impact of a new development on the need 
for road improvements during the evening peak hour, they tend to be more variable than average daily 
trips depending on size and demographic make-up of a community.  Average daily trips is also the 
best measure for the amount of motor fuel tax that will be generated by new development, which is 
used to calculate the revenue credit for each land use type.  The Tennessee Department of 
Transportation measures traffic counts on major roads using average daily trips; as a result, utilizing 
the ADT for both the cost and credit component of the impact fee eliminates the need to convert 
available traffic counts and projected volumes into PHT.  For these reasons, the consultant 
recommends continuing to use average daily VMT as the service unit for the road impact fee update. 
 
 

Roadway Capacity 

 
Nationally-accepted transportation levels of service (LOS) categories have been developed by the 
transportation engineering profession.  Six categories, ranging from LOS A to LOS F, generally 
describe driving conditions in terms of such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, 
traffic interruptions, comfort and convenience, and safety.  LOS A represents free flow, while LOS F 
represents the breakdown of traffic flow, characterized by stop-and-go conditions. 
   
In contrast to LOS, service volume capacity is a quantitative measure, expressed in terms of the rate 
of flow (vehicles passing a point during a period of time).  Service volume capacity represents the 
maximum rate of flow that can be accommodated by a particular type of roadway while still 
maintaining a specified LOS.  The service volume capacity at LOS E represents the maximum volume 
that can be accommodated before the flow breaks down into stop-and-go conditions that characterize 
LOS F, and thus represents the ultimate capacity of the roadway. 
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As stated in the City’s Major Thoroughfare Plan, LOS C is generally considered to be the minimum 
acceptable LOS for the City of Franklin.  This is consistent with the City’s road impact fees, which 
are based on LOS C.  The City’s 2004 Major Thoroughfare Plan Update identifies maximum daily service 
volumes at LOS C that are appropriate for planning purposes for a wide variety of roadway facilities 
(see Table 3). 
 

Table 3.  Road Capacity by Classification 

Functional No. of Vehicles/Day Capacity/

Classification Lanes (LOS C) Lane     

Collector 2 9,100 4,550

Collector 3 11,300 3,767

Collector 4 14,900 3,725

Collector 5 19,000 3,800

Arterial 2 11,600 5,800

Arterial 3 14,400 4,800

Arterial 4 19,000 4,750

Arterial 5 21,900 4,380

Expressway 2 28,100 14,050

Expressway 4 56,200 14,050

Expressway 6 84,300 14,050  
Source: RPM Transportation Consultants, City of Franklin Major 

Thoroughfare Plan Update, August 2004.   

 
 
 

Formula 

 
The methodology used in Franklin’s current road impact fee system is based on a “consumption-
based” approach.  The consumption-based model simply charges a new development the cost of 
replacing the capacity that it consumes on the major roadway system.  That is, for every vehicle-mile 
of travel (VMT) generated by the development, the road impact fee charges the net cost to construct 
an additional vehicle-mile of capacity (VMC).  The consumption-based methodology is maintained in 
this update, and credits continue to be provided for outstanding road-related debt and outside funding.   
 
Since travel is never evenly distributed throughout a roadway system, actual roadway systems require 
more than one unit of capacity for every unit of demand in order for the system to function at an 
acceptable level of service.  Suppose for example, that the City completes a major arterial widening 
project.  The completed arterial is likely to have a significant amount of excess capacity for some 
period of time.  If the entire system has just enough capacity to accommodate all of the vehicle-miles 
of travel, then the excess capacity on this segment must be balanced by another segment being over-
capacity.  Clearly, roadway systems in the real world need more total aggregate capacity than the total 
aggregate demand, because the traffic does not always precisely match the available capacity.  
Consequently, the standard consumption-based model generally underestimates the full cost of 
accommodating new development at the existing level of service.  Nevertheless, it is a conservative, 
legally-defensible methodology that is simpler to update and provides more flexibility in the 
expenditure of funds than the alternative improvements-driven approach. 
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In most rapidly growing communities, some of the roadways will be experiencing an unacceptable 
level of congestion at any given point in time.  However, it is not necessary to address segment-specific 
existing deficiencies in a consumption-based system, which, unlike an improvements-driven system, 
is not designed to recover the full costs to maintain the desired LOS on all roadway segments.  Instead, 
it is only designed to maintain a minimum one-to-one overall ratio between system demand and system 
capacity.  As discussed above, virtually all major roadway systems have more capacity (VMC) than 
demand (VMT) on a system-wide basis.  Consequently, under a consumption-based system, the level 
of service standard is really a system-wide VMC/VMT ratio of 1.00.  Since Franklin’s major roadway 
system currently operates at better than this level of service (see  Table 13 on page 19), there are no 
existing deficiencies on a system-wide basis.   
 
The recommended impact fee formula is presented in Figure 3.  
 

Figure 3.  Road Impact Fee Formula 

      

Impact Fee = VMT x NET COST/VMT 

     

VMT = TRIPS x %NEW x LENGTH ÷ 2 

     

NET COST/VMT = COST/VMC x VMC/VMT - CREDIT/VMT 

     

Where:    

     

TRIPS = Trip ends during an average weekday 

     

2 = Dividing by two avoids double-counting trips for origin and destination 

     

% NEW = Percent of trips that are primary trips, as opposed to pass-by or diverted-linked trips 

     

LENGTH = Average length of a trip on the major road system 

     

COST/VMC = Average cost to add a new daily vehicle-mile of capacity 

     

VMC/VMT = System-wide ratio of VMC to VMT on major road system (assumed 1:1) 

     

CREDIT/VMT = Revenue credit per VMT 
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TRAVEL DEMAND SCHEDULE 

 
 
The travel demand generated by specific land use types is a product of three factors:  1) trip generation, 
2) percent primary trips and 3) trip length.  The first two factors are well documented in the 
professional literature, and the average trip generation characteristics identified in studies of 
communities around the nation should be reasonably representative of trip generation characteristics 
in Franklin.  In contrast, trip lengths are much more likely to vary between communities, depending 
on the geographic size and shape of the community and its major roadway system. 
 

Trip Generation 

 
Trip generation rates are based on information published in the most recent edition of the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation manual.  Trip generation rates represent trip 
ends, or driveway crossings from the site of a land use.  Thus, a one-way trip from home to work 
counts as one trip end for the residence and one trip end for the work place.  To avoid over-counting, 
all trip rates have been divided by two.  This places the burden of travel equally between the origin 
and destination of the trip and eliminates double-charging for any particular trip.   
 

Primary Trip Factor 

 
Trip rates also need to be adjusted by a “primary trip factor” to exclude pass-by and diverted trips.  
This adjustment is intended to reduce the possibility of over-counting additional travel induced by the 
new development.  Pass-by trips are those trips that are already on a particular route for a different 
purpose and simply stop at a development on that route.  For example, a stop at a convenience store 
on the way home from the office is a pass-by trip for the convenience store.  A pass-by trip does not 
create an additional burden on the street system and therefore should not be counted in the assessment 
of impact fees.  A diverted-linked trip is similar to a pass-by trip, but a diversion is made from the 
regular route to make an interim stop.  The reduction for pass-by and diverted trips utilized in this 
study was drawn from the ITE Trip Generation Handbook and other published information.   
 

Average Trip Length 

 
The average trip length is the most difficult travel demand factor to determine. In the context of a 
road impact fee using a consumption-based methodology, the relevant input is the average length of 
a trip on the major roadway system within the city limits.  The starting point is national data for average 
trip length for specific land uses and trip purposes.  However, these national trip lengths are likely to 
be unrepresentative of travel on the City’s major roadway system.  An adjustment factor can be derived 
by dividing the VMT actually observed on the major roadway system by the VMT that would be 
expected using national average trip lengths and trip generation rates.       
 
The first step in developing the adjustment factor for the local trip length is to estimate the total VMT 
that would be expected on Franklin’s major roadway system based on national travel demand 
characteristics.  Existing land use data for the City were compiled using information from the Franklin 
Planning Department.   
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Existing land uses are multiplied by trip generation rates, percent primary trips and average trip lengths 
and summed to estimate total city-wide VMT.  As shown in Table 4, existing land uses within the city 
limits, using national trip length data, would be expected to generate approximately 2.28 million VMT 
every day. 
 

Table 4.  Expected Vehicle-Miles of Travel 

Existing Trip  Primary  Daily  Length  Daily    

Land Use Type Unit Units   Rates Trips     Trips   (miles)  VMT    

Single-Family Detached Dwelling 16,746 4.76 100% 79,711 9.16 730,153

Multi-Family Dwelling 11,080 3.33 100% 36,896 8.30 306,237

Mobile Home Dwelling 408 2.50 100% 1,020 8.30 8,466

Gen. Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq. ft. 12,320 21.35 43% 113,104 6.27 709,162

Office/Institutional 1,000 sq. ft. 8,479 5.52 75% 35,103 9.96 349,626

Industrial/Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. 5,334 3.42 95% 17,330 9.96 172,607

Total 283,164 2,276,251  
Source:  Existing residential and nonresidential units from City of Franklin, 2012 Development Report, December 2012; daily 

trip rates and primary trip factors from Table 8; daily trips is product of trip rate and primary trips; national average trip length 

from Table 7; daily VMT is product of trips and trip length.   

 
 
The next step in developing the local trip length adjustment factor is to determine actual daily VMT 
on the City’s major roadway system.  An inventory of the existing major roadway system was prepared 
as part of this study (see Table 20 in the Appendix).  Roadway segment lengths and recent traffic 
volumes are used to estimate actual daily VMT.  Since counts were not available for all segments, total 
VMT must be estimated from VMT for segments for which counts are available.  As shown in Table 
5, the City’s major roadway system has an estimated 1,003,055 total daily VMT. 
 

Table 5.  Actual Existing Vehicle-Miles of Travel 

Functional Total  Total   

Classification VMT   Ln-Mi. Veh./Ln Ln-Mi. VMT   

Expressway 138,462 17.60 7,867 17.60 138,459

Other Arterial 612,268 120.59 5,077 146.91 745,862

Subtotal, Arterial 884,321

Major Collector 43,185 10.99 3,929 30.22 118,734

Total 793,915 149.18 194.73 1,003,055

Road Segments w/Counts

 
Source:  VMT and lane-miles of segments with traffic counts and total lane-miles from Table 20 in 

the Appendix; vehicles per lane is VMT on segments with counts divided by lane-miles with counts; 

total VMT is product of vehicles per lane and total lane-miles.  

 
 
Comparing the results of the last two tables, it can be seen that expected VMT using existing land use 
data and national travel demand characteristics significantly over-estimates VMT actually observed on 
the major roadway system.  This result is not surprising, since the VMT estimate does not include 
travel on local roads, the Interstate or on any roadways outside of the Franklin city limits.  
Consequently, it is necessary to develop an adjustment factor to account for this variation.  The local 
travel demand adjustment factor is the ratio of actual to expected VMT on the major roadway system.  
As shown in Table 6, the national average trip length should be multiplied by a local adjustment factor 
of 0.388 if the major road system continues to be defined as arterials, and 0.441 if major collector 
roads are included in the impact fee.  The difference between the two reflects the share of traffic 
attributable to major collector roads. 



Travel Demand Schedule 

 

City of Franklin, Tennessee  

Revision to 2014 Road Impact Fee Study 15 August 30, 2016 

 

   
Table 6.  Local Trip Length Adjustment Factors 

Arterials All Major 

Only    Roads   

Actual Daily Vehicle-Miles of Travel (VMT) 884,321 1,003,055

÷ Expected Daily Vehicle-Miles of Travel (VMT) 2,276,251 2,276,251

Local Adjustment Factor 0.388 0.441  
Source:  Actual VMT from Table 5; expected VMT from Table 4.   

 
 
The national average trip lengths derived from the U.S. Department of Transportation’s 2009 National 
Household Travel Survey for a variety of trip purposes, including home-to-work, doctor/dentist, 
school/church, shopping, and other personal trips, have been adjusted by the local trip length 
adjustment factor.  Since this study provides an option to include major collector roads, the study 
includes two separate travel demand schedules: one that reflects travel on arterial roads only and one 
that reflects travel on both arterial and major collector roads.  The localized trip lengths are shown in 
Table 7.   
 

Table 7.  Average Trip Length by Trip Purpose 

National Local Local Local Local

Trip Length Adjustment Trip Length Adjustment Trip Length

Trip Purpose (miles) Factor (miles) Factor (miles)

To or from work 11.98 0.388 4.65 0.441 5.28

Office/Industrial 9.96 0.388 3.86 0.441 4.39

Medical/Dental 9.61 0.388 3.73 0.441 4.24

Average 9.28 0.388 3.60 0.441 4.09

Single-Family Det. 9.16 0.388 3.55 0.441 4.04

Multi-Family 8.30 0.388 3.22 0.441 3.66

School/Church 8.47 0.388 3.29 0.441 3.74

Family/Personal 6.61 0.388 2.56 0.441 2.92

Shopping 6.27 0.388 2.43 0.441 2.77

All Major RoadsArterials Only

 
Source:  National trip lengths from U.S. Department of Transportation, National Household Travel Survey, 2009 

(office/industrial is 25% work trip length and 75% average trip length); local adjustment factors from Table 6.   
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Travel Demand Schedule 

 
The result of combining trip generation rates, primary trip factors and average trip lengths is a travel 
demand table that establishes the vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) during the average weekday generated 
by various land use types per unit of development.  The recommended travel demand schedules 
associated with both of the road impact fee options are presented in Table 8.   
 

Table 8.  Travel Demand by Land Use 

Daily     %       

Trips/    Primary  Trip Daily Trip Daily

Land Use Type Unit Unit      Trips  Length VMT Length VMT

Single-Family Detached Dwelling 4.76 100% 3.55 16.90 4.04 19.23

Multi-Family Dwelling 3.33 100% 3.22 10.72 3.66 12.19

Mobile Home Park Site 2.50 100% 3.22 8.05 3.66 9.15

Congregate Care Facility Dwelling 1.01 100% 3.73 3.77 4.24 4.28

Hotel/Motel Room 3.45 100% 2.56 8.83 2.92 10.07

Retail/Commercial

Shopping Center/Gen. Retail 1,000 sq. ft. 21.35 43% 2.43 22.31 2.77 25.43

Restaurant, Quality 1,000 sq. ft. 44.98 38% 2.43 41.53 2.77 47.35

Restaurant, Fast Food 1,000 sq. ft. 248.06 30% 0.81 60.28 0.92 68.46

Office/Institutional 1,000 sq. ft.

Office, General 1,000 sq. ft. 5.52 75% 3.86 15.98 4.39 18.17

Hospital 1,000 sq. ft. 6.61 75% 3.73 18.49 4.24 21.02

Nursing Home 1,000 sq. ft. 3.80 75% 3.73 10.63 4.24 12.08

Church 1,000 sq. ft. 4.56 75% 3.29 11.25 3.74 12.79

Elementary/Sec. School 1,000 sq. ft. 7.02 24% 3.29 5.54 3.74 6.30

Industrial 1,000 sq. ft.

Manufacturing 1,000 sq. ft. 1.91 95% 3.86 7.00 4.39 7.97

Industrial Park 1,000 sq. ft. 3.42 95% 3.86 12.54 4.39 14.26

Business Park 1,000 sq. ft. 6.22 95% 3.86 22.81 4.39 25.94

Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. 1.78 95% 3.86 6.53 4.39 7.42

Mini-Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. 1.25 95% 2.56 3.04 2.92 3.47

All Major RoadsArterials Only

 
Source:  Trips are ½ of average daily trip ends on a weekday from ITE, Trip Generation, 9th ed., 2012 (hotel/motel based on 

average of two; elementary/secondary based on average of elementary, middle and high school); primary trips for 

retail/commercial from ITE, Trip Generation Handbook, 2004; primary trips for schools from on Preston Hitchens, “Trip Generation 

for Day Care Centers,” ITE 1990 Compendium of Technical Papers, 1990); primary trips for office and industrial assumed; average 

trip length from Table 7 (fast food restaurant uses one-third shopping trip length). 
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COST PER SERVICE UNIT 

 
The cost per vehicle-mile in this update is based on a set of recent actual major road construction 
projects that add capacity to the roadway system.  Unlike the previous update, the road construction 
costs include the costs of design.  Recent road improvement project costs are summarized in Table 9.  
These recent projects added lanes and measurable capacity to the roadway system.     
 

Table 9.  Road Improvement Costs 

Design/    

Project Name Improvement Year Construction ROW     Total Cost  

Carothers Pkwy, S Carothers-Ladd Pk New 2 Lane 2014 $13,818,227 $344,000 $14,162,227

Carothers Pkwy, Liberty Pike-McEwen New 4 Lane 2009 $6,628,430 $4,000,000 $10,628,430

Mack Hatcher, Hillsoboro-SR 96 W New 4 Lane 2012 $73,500,000 $12,500,000 $86,000,000

McEwen, Carothers-Cool Spgs New 4 Lane 2012 $10,172,167 $1,770,384 $11,942,551

McEwen, Cool Spgs-Jordan Widen 3-5 Lns 2009 $1,444,450 $237,680 $1,682,130

McEwen Dr Temporary Connector New 4 Lane 2013 $2,263,322 $361,253 $2,624,575

S Carothers Parkway New 4 Lane 2012 $16,335,000 $1,942,000 $18,277,000

Subtotal, Arterial $107,826,596 $19,213,317 $145,316,913

3rd Ave N, N Margin-5th Ave New 2 Lane 2014 $4,856,330 $186,500 $5,042,830

Nichol Mill Ln, Seaboard-Mallory New 2 Lane 2012 $1,372,742 $800,975 $2,173,717

Subtotal, Collectors $6,229,072 $987,475 $7,216,547

Total, All Major Roads $114,055,668 $20,200,792 $152,533,460  
Source:  City of Franklin, Engineering Department.   

 
 
The average cost to create an additional lane-mile of roadway can be derived by dividing the cost of 
the recent capacity-expanding road improvement projects by the additional lane-miles created by the 
improvements.  Based on the cost of recent and current arterial and collector road improvements, the 
average costs per lane-mile are calculated in Table 10.   
 

Table 10.  Road Improvement Cost per Lane-Mile 

New Lane- Cost per   

Project Name Miles Lanes Miles Total Cost  Lane-Mile 

Carothers Pkwy, S Carothers-Ladd Pk 2.00 2 4.00 $14,162,227 $3,540,557

Carothers Pkwy, Liberty Pike-McEwen 0.74 4 2.96 $10,628,430 $3,590,686

Mack Hatcher, Hillsoboro-SR 96 W 3.22 4 12.88 $86,000,000 $6,677,019

McEwen, Carothers-Cool Spgs 0.97 4 3.88 $11,942,551 $3,077,977

McEwen, Cool Spgs-Jordan 0.15 2 0.30 $1,682,130 $5,607,100

McEwen Dr Temporary Connector 0.33 4 1.32 $2,624,575 $1,988,314

S Carothers Parkway 1.70 4 6.80 $18,277,000 $2,687,794

Subtotal, Arterial 7.41 32.14 $145,316,913 $4,521,373

3rd Ave N, N Margin-5th Ave 0.26 2 0.52 $5,042,830 $9,697,749

Nichol Mill Ln, Seaboard-Mallory 0.37 2 0.74 $2,173,717 $2,937,455

Subtotal, Collectors 0.63 1.26 $7,216,547 $5,727,418

Total, All Major Roads 8.04 33.40 $152,533,460 $4,566,870  
Source:  Miles and number of lanes from City of Franklin Engineering Department; lane-miles is product of new lanes and 

miles; total cost from Table 9; cost per lane-mile is cost divided by lane-miles.  
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The average cost per unit of capacity added to the major roadway system can be determined by 
dividing the average cost of a new lane-mile by the average daily capacity per lane at LOS C.  The 
average daily capacities per new lane added by the set of recent projects are calculated in Table 11. 
 

Table 11.  Average Capacity per Lane 

New   New New  Capacity/

Project Name Improvement Miles Capacity VMC Ln-Mi. Lane    

Carothers Pkwy, S Carothers-Ladd Pk New 2 Lane 2.00 11,600 23,200 4.00 5,800

Carothers Pkwy, Liberty Pike-McEwen New 4 Lane 0.74 19,000 14,060 2.96 4,750

Mack Hatcher, Hillsoboro-SR 96 W New 4 Lane 3.22 56,200 180,964 12.88 14,050

McEwen, Carothers-Cool Spgs New 4 Lane 0.97 19,000 18,430 3.88 4,750

McEwen, Cool Spgs-Jordan Widen 3-5 Lns 0.15 7,500 1,125 0.30 3,750

McEwen Dr Temporary Connector New 4 Lane 0.33 19,000 6,270 1.32 4,750

S Carothers Parkway New 4 Lane 1.70 19,000 32,300 6.80 4,750

Subtotal, Arterial 9.11 276,349 32.14 8,598

3rd Ave N, N Margin-5th Ave New 2 Lane 0.26 9,100 2,366 0.52 4,550

Nichol Mill Ln, Seaboard-Mallory New 2 Lane 0.37 9,100 3,367 0.74 4,550

Subtotal, Collectors 0.63 5,733 1.26 4,550

Total, All Major Roads 9.74 282,082 33.40 8,446  
Source: Improvement length and new lane-miles from Table 10; new capacity added derived from Table 3; new VMC is product of miles and 

new capacity; capacity per lane is new VMC divided by new lane-miles. 

 
 
The cost per service unit is calculated by dividing the average cost per lane-mile by the average daily 
capacity added.  As shown in Table 12, the arterial cost per service unit is $526 per VMC.  If major 
collectors are included, the major road cost per service unit is $541 per VMC.   
 

Table 12.  Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity 

Arterials Only

Average Cost per Lane-Mile $4,521,373

÷ Average Daily Capacity per Lane at LOS C 8,598

Arterial Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity (VMC) $526

All Major Roads

Average Cost per Lane-Mile $4,566,870

÷ Average Daily Capacity per Lane at LOS C 8,446

Major Road Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity (VMC) $541  
Source:  Average cost per lane-mile from Table 10; average capacity per lane from Table 11.   

 
 
As discussed in the methodology section, the modified consumption-based approach does not 
calculate the cost to have all roadways functioning at LOS C, only the cost to replace capacity 
consumed so that a 1:1 ratio of capacity to demand is maintained system-wide. Dividing the road 
capacity (VMC) by demand (VMT) yields the system-wide VMC/VMT ratios for the arterial system 
and for the major road system if it is expanded to include major collectors.  
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As shown in Table 13, the major roadway system provides 1.12 units of capacity (at LOS C) for every 
unit of demand on the arterial system, and 1.11 when major collectors are included. The cost per VMC 
does not need to be adjusted by the actual VMC/VMT ratio if it is greater than one-to-one, because 
a ratio of one-to-one is assumed in this study. Consequently, the cost per VMT is the same as the cost 
per VMC calculated above. 
 

Table 13.  Existing Level of Service 

Functional Class Total VMC Total VMT VMC/VMT

Arterials/Expressways 988,580 884,321 1.12

Major Collectors 123,059 118,734 1.04

Total Major Roads 1,111,639 1,003,055 1.11  
Source:  VMC from Table 20 in the Appendix; estimated VMT from Table 5. 
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NET COST PER SERVICE UNIT 

 
 
As discussed in the Legal Framework chapter, credit is due against impact fees under three situations:  
(1) there are existing deficiencies, (2) there is outstanding debt on facilities serving existing 
development, or (3) there are dedicated local revenues or outside funding for the same improvements.  
These are each addressed below.  The resulting revenue credits are deducted from the cost per service 
unit calculated in the previous chapter in the conclusion to this chapter to calculate the net cost per 
service unit. 
 
 

Existing Deficiencies 

 
From an impact fee perspective, there are no existing deficiencies.  The fees are based on a system-
wide level of service, defined as a 1-to-1 ratio of system-wide capacity (VMC) to system-wide demand 
(VMT).  There are no existing deficiencies on a system-wide basis as long as the VMC/VMT ratio is 
greater than 1.00.  The actual existing major roadway level of service is a 1.12 VMC/VMT ratio for 
arterials, and a ratio of 1.11 if major collector roads are included (see Table 13 above).  Because the 
fees are based on a LOS that is lower than the actual existing LOS, no deficiency credit is warranted.   
 
 

Outstanding Debt 

 
The City of Franklin currently has seven outstanding debt issues that have been used to fund 
improvements on the arterial system.  As shown in Table 14, the road-related balance for these 
outstanding debt issues is $41.3 million.   
 

Table 14.  Outstanding Road Debt Issues 

Outstanding Road-      Road-Related

Bond Issue Balance    Related    Balance     

General Obligation Refunding Bonds 2004 $1,375,000 55.0% $756,250

County Club & McEwen Reimbursement 2005 $2,715,000 45.0% $1,221,750

Capital Improvement Bonds 2007 $20,000,000 43.0% $8,600,000

Capital Improvement Bonds 2009A $8,060,000 34.6% $2,788,760

Capital Improvement Bonds 2009B $30,625,000 34.6% $10,596,250

Capital Improvement  Bonds 2010 $15,725,000 40.0% $6,290,000

Capital Improvement Refunding Bonds 2012 $21,710,000 51.0% $11,072,100

Outstanding Road Debt $100,210,000 $41,325,110  
Source:  City of Franklin, December 19, 2013.   

 
In cases where outstanding debt is for improvements that are serving existing development, a credit 
is due for future taxes that new development will generate that will be used to retire that debt.  In the 
case of Franklin’s road impact fees, however, no such credit is warranted.  As noted above, the road 
fees are based on a lower level of service.  The cost of the excess capacity in the arterial system alone 
is significantly greater than the amount of the outstanding road-related debt.  The replacement value 
of the excess arterial capacity is $54.8 million (see Table 15 below), compared to only $41.3 million in 
outstanding debt. 
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From the facts presented above, it is clear that the outstanding road debt is for improvements that 
have built excess capacity into the system to accommodate growth, not improvements that are serving 
existing development at the level of service on which the impact fees are based.  In addition, new 
development will not be paying the debt.  The City is using road impact fees, not ad valorem taxes or 
general funds, to retire the road-related debt.  For these reasons, no debt credit against the road impact 
fees is warranted. 
 

Table 15.  Replacement Value of Excess Arterial Capacity 

Existing Arterial Vehicle-Miles of Capacity (VMC) 988,580

– Existing Arterial Vehicle-Miles of Travel (VMT) -884,321

Existing Excess Arterial Capacity (VMC) 104,259

x Average Arterial Cost per VMC $526

Replacement Cost of Arterial Excess Capacity $54,840,234  
Source:  Arterial VMC and VMT from Table 13; cost per VMC from Table 12.   

 

Outside Funding 

 
The amount of intergovernmental revenue that is applied toward funding capacity-expanding capital 
improvements in Franklin is based on anticipated funding over a 7-year period covered by the last two 
adopted regional Transportation Improvement Programs.  Only improvements that are both capacity-
expanding and on the major road network are eligible for credit.  For example, improvements on I-
65 are unrelated to the major roadway system that the fees are designed to fund.  The non-local share 
includes funds programmed from the portion of State gas tax revenues that the City receives through 
the State Street Aid program.  The improvements and funding are summarized in Table 16 below.  
The creditable funding over the 7-year period totaled $116.7 million.  
 

Table 16.  Road Improvements and Funding, FY 2011-2017 

Project Name Description Total Cost Total     Creditable

Columbia South, Downs to SR 397 New Road $5,000,000 $0 $0

Franklin Greenway Multi-Use Path $1,147,500 $630,000 $0

Franklin Traffic Operations ITS Infrastructure $6,000,000 $4,800,000 $4,800,000

Goose Creek Bypass at I-65 New Interchange $30,000,000 $30,000,000 $0

Goose Creek Bypass New Road $2,050,000 $0 $0

Hillsboro Rd, Hwy 96-M. Hatcher New Road $25,000,000 $1,250,000 $1,250,000

I-65 Widening from SR 96-SR840 Freeway Widening $70,000,000 $70,000,000 $0

Mack Hatcher NE Widening Widen Road $15,800,000 $15,800,000 $15,800,000

Mack Hatcher NW Extension Extend Existing Road $76,500,000 $76,500,000 $76,500,000

Mack Hatcher SE Widening Widen Road $15,000,000 $15,000,000 $15,000,000

McEwen Drive Phase 3 Widen Existing Road $15,000,000 $0 $0

McEwen Drive Phase 4 Widen Existing Road $17,500,000 $0 $0

McEwen Drive Extension Extend Existing Road $12,500,000 $0 $0

Lewisburg Pike, SR 397-Donnellson Widen Existing Road $2,800,000 $0 $0

Lewisburg Pike, Donnellson-Old Peyton Widen Existing Road $1,000,000 $0 $0

Lewisburg Pike, Old Peyton-Goose Ck Widen to 4 Lane Divided $8,010,000 $0 $0

Lewisburg Pike, I-65 to 0.3 mi. west Widen 2-4 lanes $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000

Franklin ITS Infrastructure ITS infrastructure $2,300,000 $1,840,000 $1,840,000

Total, FY 2011-2017 $307,107,500 $217,320,000 $116,690,000

          Non-Local Cost          

 
Source:  Nashville Area Metropolitan Planning Organization, Transportation Improvement Program ,FY 2011-2014 and FY 2014-2017.  
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The State and Federal funding credit is shown in Table 17.  At the current cost of borrowing, the 
present value of State and Federal funding revenue that can be anticipated over the next 20 years, 
which is the typical long-term debt repayment period, is about $240 per daily vehicle-mile of travel on 
the arterial system, and $212 per VMT when major collectors are included. 
 

Table 17.  State/Federal Funding Credit 

Arterials   All Major

Only      Roads  

Total Federal/State Capacity Funding, FY 2011-2016 $116,690,000 $116,690,000

÷ Years 7 7

Annual Federal/State Capacity Funding $16,670,000 $16,670,000

÷ Daily Vehicle-Miles of Travel (VMT) 884,321 1,003,055

Average Annual Funding per VMT $18.85 $16.62

x Net Present Value Factor (20 Years @ 4.73%) 12.75 12.75

State/Federal Funding Credit per VMT $240 $212  
Source:  Total Federal/State capacity funding from Table 16; daily VMT from Table 5; present value factor based 

on 20 years at 4.73% discount rate based on average interest rate on state and local bonds in December 2013 

from the Federal Reserve at http://www.federalreserve.gov/releases/ h15/data.htm.   

 
 

Net Cost Summary 

 
As shown in Table 18, reducing the cost per service unit associated by the State and Federal funding 
credit leaves a net cost of $286 per VMT for the arterial system and $329 per VMT if major collectors 
are included.     
 

Table 18.  Net Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Travel 

Average Cost per VMT, Arterials Only $526

– State/Federal Funding Credit per VMT -$240

Arterial Net Cost per Daily VMT $286

Average Cost per VMT, All Major Roads $541

– State/Federal Funding Credit per VMT -$212

All Major Roads Net Cost per Daily VMT $329  
Source:  Average cost per VMT based on cost per VMC from Table 12; 

State/Federal funding credit from Table 17. 
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POTENTIAL FEE SCHEDULES 

 
 
The net cost per unit of development is the product of daily vehicle-miles of travel generated by a unit 
of development and the net cost per VMT.  The option of including major collector roadways in this 
update results in two potential impact fee schedules.  The final two columns in Table 19 present the 
updated fees for arterials only and for the total major roadway system, including collector roads.  These 
represent the maximum fees that can be adopted based on this study. 
 

Table 19.  Potential Fee Schedules, Arterial and All Major Roads 

Land Use Type Unit Arterials Total Arterials Total Arterials  Total  

Single-Family Detached Dwelling 16.90 19.23 $286 $329 $4,833 $6,327

Multi-Family Dwelling 10.72 12.19 $286 $329 $3,066 $4,011

Mobile Home Park Site 8.05 9.15 $286 $329 $2,302 $3,010

Congregate Care Facility Dwelling 3.77 4.28 $286 $329 $1,078 $1,408

Hotel/Motel Room 8.83 10.07 $286 $329 $2,525 $3,313

Retail/Commercial

Shopping Center/Gen. Retail 1,000 sq. ft. 22.31 25.43 $286 $329 $6,381 $8,366

Restaurant, Quality 1,000 sq. ft. 41.53 47.35 $286 $329 $11,878 $15,578

Restaurant, Fast Food 1,000 sq. ft. 60.28 68.46 $286 $329 $17,240 $22,523

Office/Institutional 1,000 sq. ft.

Office, General 1,000 sq. ft. 15.98 18.17 $286 $329 $4,570 $5,978

Hospital 1,000 sq. ft. 18.49 21.02 $286 $329 $5,288 $6,916

Nursing Home 1,000 sq. ft. 10.63 12.08 $286 $329 $3,040 $3,974

Church 1,000 sq. ft. 11.25 12.79 $286 $329 $3,218 $4,208

Elementary/Sec. School 1,000 sq. ft. 5.54 6.30 $286 $329 $1,584 $2,073

Industrial 1,000 sq. ft.

Manufacturing 1,000 sq. ft. 7.00 7.97 $286 $329 $2,002 $2,622

Industrial Park 1,000 sq. ft. 12.54 14.26 $286 $329 $3,586 $4,692

Business Park 1,000 sq. ft. 22.81 25.94 $286 $329 $6,524 $8,534

Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. 6.53 7.42 $286 $329 $1,868 $2,441

Mini-Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. 3.04 3.47 $286 $329 $869 $1,142

VMT/Unit Net Cost/VMT Potential Fee

 
Source:  Daily VMT per unit from Table 8; net cost per VMT from Table 18.   
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APPENDIX 

 
 

Table 20.  Existing Major Roadway Inventory 

Roadway From To Lns Mi. Total w/Ct. ADT  Cap.  VMC  VMT  

Mack Hatcher Hillsboro Rd Franklin Rd 4 1.70 6.80 6.80 17,933 56,200 95,540 30,486

Mack Hatcher Franklin Rd Liberty Pike 2 1.50 3.00 3.00 21,950 28,100 42,150 32,925

Mack Hatcher Liberty Pike Murfreesboro 2 0.85 1.70 1.70 13,340 28,100 23,885 11,339

Mack Hatcher Murfreesboro Lewisberg Av 2 1.30 2.60 2.60 25,057 28,100 36,530 32,574

Mack Hatcher Lewisberg Av Columbia Av 2 1.75 3.50 3.50 17,793 28,100 49,175 31,138

Subtotal, Expressways 7.10 17.60 17.60 247,280 138,462

1st Ave, N Bridge St  E. Main St 2 0.12 0.24 -  -  11,600 1,392 -  

3rd Ave, N 5th Ave N Main St  2 0.34 0.68 -  -  11,600 3,944 -  

3rd Ave, S Main St  S Margin St 2 0.24 0.48 0.48 6,142 11,600 2,784 1,474

5th Ave, N  3rd Ave N Main St 4 0.38 1.52 1.52 17,515 19,000 7,220 6,656

5th Ave, S  Main St  S Margin St 2 0.24 0.48 0.48 5,752 11,600 2,784 1,380

Bridge St. 5th Ave N 1st Ave N 2 0.33 0.66 -  -  11,600 3,828 -  

Carothers Pkwy S of Moores Ln Cool Springs 4 1.08 4.32 4.32 22,213 19,000 20,520 23,990

Carothers Pkwy Cool Springs Murfreesboro 4 2.45 9.80 9.80 11,703 19,000 46,550 28,672

Carothers Pw S Murfreesboro S Carothers Rd 3 1.12 3.36 3.36 6,040 14,400 16,128 6,765

Carters Cr Pike Downs Blvd SW City Limit 2 0.86 1.72 1.72 6,591 11,600 9,976 5,668

Columbia Ave  Mack Hatcher Fairground St 3 1.25 3.75 3.75 19,090 14,400 18,000 23,863

Columbia Ave  Fairground St  Five Points 3 1.00 3.00 3.00 10,542 14,400 14,400 10,542

Columbia Pike  S Boundary Mack Hatcher 2 1.10 2.20 2.20 15,264 11,600 12,760 16,790

Cool Springs Mack Hatcher Carothers Pky 4 1.93 7.72 7.72 26,217 19,000 36,670 50,599

Cool Springs Carothers E McEwen Dr 4 1.35 5.40 -  -  19,000 25,650 -  

Franklin Rd  E Main St  Mack Hatcher 2 1.59 3.18 3.18 16,392 11,600 18,444 26,063

Franklin Rd  Mack Hatcher Moores Lane 2 2.11 4.22 4.22 12,975 11,600 24,476 27,377

Goose Creek By Lewisburg Pike I-65  4 0.84 3.36 3.36 13,685 19,000 15,960 11,495

Hwy 96 W  W Bndry  11th Ave  2 2.72 5.44 5.44 17,541 11,600 31,552 47,712

Hwy 96 W  11th Ave  5th Ave  3 0.43 1.29 1.29 18,962 14,400 6,192 8,154

Hillsboro Rd  3rd Ave N Mack Hatcher 3 1.12 3.36 3.36 17,515 14,400 16,128 19,617

Hillsboro Rd  Mack Hatcher Fieldstone Pw 5 1.00 5.00 5.00 16,740 21,900 21,900 16,740

Hillsboro Rd  Fieldstone Pw N Boundary 5 0.93 4.65 4.65 18,710 21,900 20,367 17,400

Lewisburg Ave S Margin St Mack Hatcher 2 2.10 4.20 4.20 5,165 11,600 24,360 10,847

Lewisburg Pike Mack Hatcher Bowman Rd 2 1.09 2.18 2.18 9,359 11,600 12,644 10,201

Lewisburg Pike Old Peytonsville Goose Cr Byps 4 0.55 2.20 -  -  19,000 10,450 -  

Liberty Pike  Waverly Pl Turning Wheel 2 1.47 2.94 -  -  11,600 17,052 -  

Liberty Pike Turning Wheel Carothers Pky 2 0.86 1.72 -  -  11,600 9,976 -  

Liberty Pike Carothers Pky Mallory Lane 4 0.51 2.04 -  -  19,000 9,690 -  

Liberty Pike  Mallory Lane Mack Hatcher 3 0.95 2.85 2.85 14,238 14,400 13,680 13,526

Liberty Pike  Mack Hatcher Franklin Rd 3 1.15 3.45 3.45 7,528 14,400 16,560 8,657

Main St  1st Ave S 5th Ave  2 0.34 0.68 0.68 10,362 11,600 3,944 3,523

N Margin St. 5th Ave N 2nd Ave N 2 0.26 0.52 -  -  11,600 3,016 -  

W Main St 5th Ave 11th Ave  2 0.43 0.86 0.86 7,389 11,600 4,988 3,177

W Main St 11th Ave  Downs Blvd 2 1.11 2.22 2.22 7,692 11,600 12,876 8,538

Mallory Lane  Moores Lane Cool Springs 4 1.36 5.44 5.44 24,542 19,000 25,840 33,377

Mallory Lane  Cool Springs Liberty Pike 4 1.50 6.00 6.00 18,279 19,000 28,500 27,419

    Lane-Miles    

 
Continued on next page 
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Table 20.  Existing Major Roadway Inventory, continued 

Roadway From To Lns Mi. Total w/Ct. ADT Cap. VMC VMT

W McEwen Dr  Cool Springs I-65  4 0.93 3.72 -  -  19,000 17,670 -  

E McEwen Dr  I-65  Cool Springs 4 1.38 5.52 -  -  19,000 26,220 -  

E McEwen Dr  Cool Springs Wilson Pike 2 1.55 3.10 3.10 6,442 11,600 17,980 9,985

Murfreesboro Rd S Margin St  Mack Hatcher 2 1.32 2.64 2.64 17,935 11,600 15,312 23,674

Murfreesboro Rd Mack Hatcher I-65  5 1.13 5.65 5.65 24,796 21,900 24,747 28,019

Murfreesboro Rd I-65  E Boundary 2 1.87 3.74 3.74 23,343 11,600 21,692 43,651

Peytonsville Rd I-65  Long Lane 4 0.17 0.68 -  -  19,000 3,230 -  

N Royal Oaks Liberty Pike Hwy 96 3 0.81 2.43 2.43 15,077 14,400 11,664 12,212

S Royal Oaks Hwy 96 Mack Hatcher 4 1.18 4.72 4.72 19,435 19,000 22,420 22,933

Wilson Pike N Boundary Clovercroft Rd 2 0.79 1.58 1.58 1,987 11,600 9,164 1,570

Subtotal, Major and Minor Arterials 49.34 146.91 120.59 741,300 612,268

Bakers Bridge Ave Mallory Ln Carothers Pkwy 4 0.77 3.08 -  -  14,900 11,473 -  

Del Rio Pike Carlisle Ln 90
o

 bend 2 1.55 3.10 -  -  9,100 14,105 -  

Downs Blvd Columbia Ave SR 96 W 2 2.67 5.34 5.34 8,224 9,100 24,297 21,958

Fieldstone Pwy Bexley Park Dr Hillsboro Rd 3 0.53 1.59 -  -  11,300 5,989 -  

Fieldstone Pwy Hillsboro Rd Lexington Pkwy 4 0.53 2.12 -  -  14,900 7,897 -  

Fieldstone Pwy Lexington Pkwy Cotton Ln 2 0.42 0.84 -  -  9,100 3,822 -  

Mallory Sta. Rd Franklin Rd Mallory Ln 3 1.49 4.47 4.47 10,490 11,300 16,837 15,630

Gen. Patton Dr City Limits Mallory Station 3 0.60 1.80 -  -  11,300 6,780 -  

Galleria Blvd Bakers Brdg Av Moorse Ln 3 0.38 1.14 -  -  11,300 4,294 -  

Lynnwood Way Franklin Rd West City Limits 2 0.59 1.18 1.18 9,486 9,100 5,369 5,597

Peytonsville Rd Long Lane South City Limits 2 0.80 1.60 -  -  9,100 7,280 -  

Seaboard Ln Aspen Grove Dr Bakers Bridge Av 3 1.32 3.96 -  -  11,300 14,916 -  

Subtotal, Major Collectors 11.65 30.22 10.99 123,059 43,185

Total 68.09 194.73 149.18 1,111,639 793,915

Lane-Miles

 
Source:  Segment descriptions, lanes and miles from City of Franklin Engineering Department, December 19, 2013; collector road service areas from 

Duncan Associates based on review of Google maps; average daily traffic counts (ADT) from Tennessee Department of Transportation traffic history 

(http://www.tdot.state.tn.us/traffichistory/), 2013; “w/ct.” indicates lane-miles for which counts are available; “VMT” is vehicle-miles of travel, which is 

product of miles and ADT for segments with counts; “VMC” is vehicle-miles of capacity, which is product of daily capacity and ADT.     

 



Road Impact Fee Discussion
Board of Mayor & Aldermen Work Session

11/22/2016



What are Road Impact Fees?

Road Impact Fee – Fees that are assessed on new development to help 
pay for the capital facility cost they impose on the community.  
Essentially, impact fees require that each new residential or commercial 
project pay its pro-rata share of the cost of new infrastructure facilities 
required to serve the development.

Legal Framework – courts have gradually developed guidelines for 
constitutionally valid impact fees, based on a “rational nexus” that must 
exist between the regulatory fee or exaction and the activity that is being 
regulated.  Generally, impact fee need to meet a two-part test:

1) The fee must be proportional to the need for a new facilities created 
by the new development; and

2) The expenditure of impact fee revenues must provide benefit to the 
fee-paying development.



Road Impact Fees History

In 1987, the city of Franklin sought and obtained authority from the Tennessee legislature to enact 
road impact fees.

6/16/1988 Ordinance 88-13, “AN ORDINACE TO AMEND ORDINANCE 87-32 AND CHAPTER 
4 OF TITLE 12 OF THE FRANKLIN MUNICIPAL CODE, ESTABLISHING A ROAD 
IMPACT FEE ON NEW DEVELOPMENT TO OFFSET CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
COSTS FOR RAODS GENERATED BY SUCH DEVELOPMENT.”

9/12/2000 Ordinance 2000-24, “AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE CITY CODE OF 
ORDINANCES, TITLE 16, CHAPTER 4, ROAD IMPACT FEES

5/10/2005 Ordinance 2005-27, “AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND TITLE 16, CHAPTER 4 OF THE 
FRANKLIN MUNICIPAL CODE CONCERNING ROAD IMPACT FEES.”

11/13/2007 Ordinance 2007-104, “AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND CHAPTER 4 OF TITLE 16 OF 
THE FRANKLIN MUNICIPAL CODE CONCERNING ROAD IMPACT FEES.”

4/26/2011 Ordinance 2011-07, “AN ORDINACE TO AMEND CHAPTER 4 OF TITLE 16 OF 
THE FRANKLIN MUNICIPAL CODE CONCERNING ROAD IMPACT FEES.”

2/8/2014 Ordinance 2014-09, “AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND VARIOUS SECTIONS OF 
CHAPTER 4 OF TITLE 16 OF THE FRANKLIN MUNICIPAL CODE CONCERNING 
ROAD IMPACT FEES.”



Ord 88-13
Ord 
2000-24

Ord 
2005-27

Ord 
2007-104

Ord 
2011-07

Ord 
2014-09

Use of proceeds of Impact Fee Accounts

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Professional services associated with updating road impact 
fee study

Yes No No No No No
Construction and engineering cost associated with 
collector roadways

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Construction and engineering cost associated with arterial 
roadways

Yes No No No Yes Yes Arterial right-of-way cost

Yes No No No No No Collector right-of-way cost

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Principal sum and interest and other finance cost on 
bonds, notes or other obligations issued by or on behalf of 
the city to finance such road improvements

2 0 0 0 0 0 Benefit districts

No No No No No No Utility relocations cost

Road Impact Fee History



Effective Date 6/2/1988 1/1/2001 1/1/2002 5/10/2005 1/1/2008 2/1/2011 2/1/2012 2/1/2013 9/1/2014

Single-Family Detached Dwelling $425.00 $771.60 $1,028.80 $1,617.00 $2,191.00 $2,700.00 $3,514.00 $4,227.00 $4,911.00

Multi-Family Dwelling $352.00 $438.00 $584.00 $896.00 $1,537.00 $1,844.00 $2,336.00 $2,766.00 $3,112.00

Hotel/Motel Room $306.00 $298.80 $398.40 $649.00 $1,126.00 $1,432.00 $1,922.00 $2,350.00 $2,567.00

Office, General 1000 Sq. Ft $1,323.00 $1,303.80 $1,738.40 $2,716.00 $1,891.00 $2,430.00 $3,291.00 $4,045.00 $4,632.00

Restaurant, Quality 1000 Sq. Ft $3,386.00 $1,816.80 $2,422.40 $3,773.00 $4,964.00 $6,499.00 $8,955.00 $11,104.00 $12,069.00

Shopping 
Center/General Retail 1000 Sq. Ft $1,052.00 $1,299.60 $1,732.80 $2,666.00 $2,681.00 $3,510.00 $4,836.00 $5,996.00 $6,484.00

Road Impact Fee History
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Office, General 1000 Sq. Ft Shopping Center/General Retail 1000 Sq. Ft Restaurant, Quality 1000 Sq. Ft



Road Impact Fee Update

Study Updated January 23, 2014
Study Update August 

2016

Arterials and Collectors NOTE 1

Arterials and Major 
Collectors 

Land Use Type Unit Current Fee
100% Arterial Fee
100% Collector Fee

100% Arterial Fee
75% Collector Fee

100% Arterial Fee
50% Collector Fee

100% Arterial Fee
25% Collector Fee

100% Arterial Fee
100% Major Collector Fee

Single-Family Detached Dwelling $4,911.00 $8,251.00 $7,416.00 $6,581.00 $5,746.00 $6,327.00

Multi-Family Dwelling $3,112.00 $5,233.00 $4,702.75 $4,172.50 $3,642.25 $4,011.00

Mobile Home Park Site $2,338.00 $3,930.00 $3,532.00 $3,134.00 $2,736.00 $3,010.00

Congregate Care Facility Dwelling $1,093.00 $1,836.00 $1,650.25 $1,464.50 $1,278.75 $1,408.00

Hotel/Motel Room $2,567.00 $4,317.00 $3,879.50 $3,442.00 $3,004.50 $3,313.00

Retail/Commercial

Shopping Center / Gen. Retail 1,000 SQ. FT. $6,484.00 $10,878.00 $14,173.50 $8,681.00 $7,582.50 $8,366.00

Restaurant, Quality 1,000 SQ. FT. $12,069.00 $20,255.00 $26,394.50 $16,162.00 $14,115.50 $15,578.00

Restaurant, Fast Food 1,000 SQ. FT. $17,442.00 $29,304.00 $38,200.50 $23,373.00 $20,407.50 $22,523.00

Office/Institutional

Office, General 1,000 SQ. FT. $4,632.00 $7,802.00 $7,009.50 $6,217.00 $5,424.50 $5,978.00

Hospital 1,000 SQ. FT. $5,359.00 $9,012.00 $11,751.75 $7,185.50 $6,272.25 $6,916.00

Nursing Home 1,000 SQ. FT. $3,082.00 $5,181.00 $6,755.25 $4,131.50 $3,606.75 $3,974.00

Church 1,000 SQ. FT. $3,258.00 $5,476.00 $7,139.50 $4,367.00 $3,812.50 $4,208.00

Elementary / Sec. School 1,000 SQ. FT. $1,606.00 $2,697.00 $3,515.25 $2,151.50 $1,878.75 $2,073.00

Industrial

Manufacturing 1,000 SQ. FT. $2,030.00 $3,419.00 $3,071.75 $2,724.50 $2,377.25 $2,622.00

Industrial Park 1,000 SQ. FT. $3,636.00 $6,120.00 $5,499.00 $4,878.00 $4,257.00 $4,692.00

Business Park 1,000 SQ. FT. $6,613.00 $11,132.00 $10,002.25 $8,872.50 $7,742.75 $8,534.00

Warehouse 1,000 SQ. FT. $1,893.00 $3,187.00 $2,863.50 $2,540.00 $2,216.50 $2,441.00

Mini-Warehouse 1,000 SQ. FT. $885.00 $1,487.00 $1,336.50 $1,186.00 $1,035.50 $1,142.00

NOTE 1 - Collector Impact fees shall be spent in the same benefit district in which it was paid.

NOTE 2 - Revision to the Cities MTP resulted in a negligible decrease in Arterial Road Impact Fees.



Collector Impact Fee Summary

• Collector impact fees should be established based on the approved Major 
Thoroughfare Plan.

• Collector impact fees can pay for the engineering, right-of-way and construction 
cost associated with collector roadways.  Collector roadways would need to be 
designed to meet City of Franklin Street Standards.  (Ex: right-of-way width, 
access management, width, design speed, etc.)

• Collector impact fees can provide compensation for right-of-way dedications 
associated with development.

• Benefit districts would be recommended if impact fees include both Major and 
Minor Collectors.  Benefit districts would not be recommended for impact fees 
that include Major Collectors only. 

• Impact fees would not pay for utility relocations.

• In no event may the city apply an offset which is greater than the applicable 
impact fees due from the development project.



Collector Roads

Major Collector

• 4 -5 Lane Roadway.

• No on street parking allowed.

• Limited Driveway & Street Access.

• Design Speed = 40MPH

• Posted Speed = 30-35 MPH

• Design Vehicle = WB-50 must be able to physically travers the street and remain in the correct lane for 
each street.

Minor Collector

• 2-3 lane Roadway.

• on street parking allowed.

• Frequent Driveway & Street Access.

• Design Speed = 35 MPH

• Posted Speed = 25-30 MPH

• Design Vehicle = WB-50 must be able to physically travers the street by using the full width of the 
traveled way if necessary.  



Collector Benefit Districts







 

 

RESOLUTION NO. 2016‐77 
 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY OF FRANKLIN TO CONTRIBUTE $400,000 TO THE 
GOOSE CREEK SANITARY SEWER EXTENTION PROJECT AS PART OF THE LAMPO GROUP 
CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS PROJECT. 

 
WHEREAS, the City approved the Berry Farms PUD Subdivision (Reams‐Fleming Tract), 

Development Plan, revision 1 in June of 2015 (Lampo Group Future Corporate Headquarters); and  
 
WHEREAS, Smith Seckman Reid, Inc. completed a sanitary sewer study for the Goose Creek 

Drainage Basin in May of 2005; and  
 
WHEREAS, Goose Creek Drainage Basin Study recommended the extension of a 12” Sanitary 

Sewer Main from the east side of I‐65 to the west side of I‐65 as shown in Exhibit A and Exhibit B to 
account for existing topography and broader service area; and   

 
WHEREAS, the extension of a 12” sanitary sewer main will allow the City to one day provide 

gravity sanitary sewer to an additional 441 AC of land currently located in the City of Franklin and 
Williamson County as shown in Exhibit A; and 

 
WHEREAS, the development of the Lampo Group Future Corporate Headquarters is expected to 

generate an estimate $270,000 in Sanitary Sewer Access Fees for their development; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City has agreed to make a contribution in an amount not to exceed $400,000 to 

this sanitary sewer extension project as conceptually shown in Exhibit B with the funding source being 
the Water and Wastewater Fund; and 

 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE BOARD OF MAYOR AND ALDERMEN OF THE CITY 

OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE THAT: 
Authority is granted to the City Administrator to reimburse the Lampo Group, based on actual 

cost, in an amount not to exceed Four Hundred Thousand and no/100 Dollars ($400,000.00) following 
the installation, testing, and acceptance of the sanitary sewer main as shown in Exhibit B.  Payment to 
be made within sixty (60) days. 

 
 

IT IS SO RESOLVED AND DONE on this ____ day of ____________, 2016 

 

ATTEST:            CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE: 

By: _____________________________      By: ___________________________ 

     ERIC S. STUCKEY                      DR. KEN MOORE 

     City Administrator                       Mayor 

 

Approved as to Form 

 

By: _____________________________ 

       Shauna R. Billingsley, City Attorney 

Law Dept. approved 11.02.16
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Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 
 

 
Influent bar screens showing severe corrosion, bar screens breaking apart & ineffective  

screening of raw wastewater 

 
Severe corrosion of bar screen structure & metal walls breaking apart 



2 

 

Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 
 

 
Deteriorated condition of structures, piping & wiring, makeshift repairs & replacement 

 of metal piping with PVC and flexible hoses 

 
Digester & aeration basin, deteriorated/corroded metal structures & makeshift repairs of piping 



3 

 

Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 
 

 
Aeration basin, PVC pipe & flexible hose replacing corroded & un-useable aeration lines 

 
Aeration basin walkway corroded through around return sludge line, return sludge line covered with 

plastic bucket, rock & 2 x 4 on bucket & wedged under hand rails is used to hold bucket in place 



4 

 

Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 
 

 
Severely corroded clarifier structure with hole in decking & with metal flaking off of weir trough 

 
Rising solids in clarifier due to clogged sludge return line & inadequate treatment,  

surface skimmer broken & ineffective 



5 

 

Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 
 

 
Clarifier with solids exiting weir trough 

 
Corroded pipes broken off, emergency overflow weir box severely corroded, piping held up  

with broom handle & galvanized pipe, wiring deteriorated, extension cords run across basin 



6 

 

Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 
 

 
Corroded, broken piping, broom handle support 

 
Corroded filter structure & weir troughs, & chlorine feed lines 

 



7 

 

Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 
 

 
Corroded second filter structure & weir trough 

 
Single blower motor beside plant with flexible hose connection to air lines 
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Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 

 

 
Captor de-chlorination solution tank (left) & chlorine solution tank (right) 

 
Chlorination solution & de-chlorination solution feed pumps, wiring, & feed lines 
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Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 
 

 
Deteriorated wiring conditions 

 
Deteriorated electrical system conditions 

 



10 

 

Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 

 

 
Example of extension cords used for wiring, exposed to wet weather & wastewater from treatment units 

 
Corroded access platform & piping, makeshift piping for aeration in final effluent chamber 
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Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 
 

 
Corroded effluent weir box, Captor de-chlorination feed point, effluent discoloration in weir box 

 
Effluent outfall pipe & discharge, cloudy/opaque effluent discharge, white precipitate &  

gray deposits in channel leading to receiving stream Fivemile Creek 
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Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 

 

 

 
Effluent discharge pipe, cloudy/opaque effluent discharge, white & gray precipitate &  

deposits in channel leading into Fivemile Creek, effluent & deposits change from 

 white to gray then to blackish color as it flows toward the stream 
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Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 

 

 
Gray precipitate & deposits in effluent flow 

 
Gray & blackish precipitate & deposits in effluent flow 
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Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES Permit # TN0060216, Williamson County 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection Photo Summary 

 

 
Effluent flow entering from the right into Fivemile Creek, gray & blackish precipitate & deposits 

 
Effluent flow entering Fivemile Creek, showing gray & blackish precipitate & 

 deposits, & discoloration of the receiving stream 
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City of Franklin TN GIS Dept.

COF 2016-0307
Exhibit A
Goose Creek Inn Sewer Extention Project
Conceptual Sewer Design

Tract 1
K&T Associates LLC
424 Old Peytonsville Rd
Map 106 Parcel 17501
Tract 2 
Robert N Moore Jr.
2406 Goose Creek By-Pass
Map 117 Parcel 02200
Tract 3
Mapco Family Centers Inc
2408 Goose Creek By-Pass
Map 117 Parcel 02202

Paul.Holzen
Callout
Existing Goose Creek Inn WWTP
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City of Franklin TN GIS Dept.

COF 2016-0307
Exhibit B
Goose Creek Inn Sewer Extention Project
Conceptual Sewer Design

Tract 1
K&T Associates LLC
424 Old Peytonsville Rd 
Map 106 Parcel 17501
Tract 2 
Robert N Moore Jr.
2406 Goose Creek By-Pass 
Map 117 Parcel 02200
Tract 3
Mapco Family Centers Inc 
2408 Goose Creek By-Pass 
Map 117 Parcel 02202

Paul.Holzen
Text Box
Estimated Project Cost
$ 40,000 - Engineering and Survey Cost
$   4,000 - Permit Fees
$          0 - Easement Cost
$261,000 - Estimated Construction Cost
$  35,000 - Construction Management Cost
$340,000 - Total Estimated Project Cost



Prepared by JSS 030512
Printed 10/31/2016 CITY OF FRANKLIN

Speical Assessment Estimated Cost (002)
CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE 

Rights of Way (ROW)
Detailed Engineering 

Construction (Contract) Meter Size Applic Fee Sewer Conn 
Fee SDF ACCESS INSTALL EDF TOTAL

Construction Management Cost Mapco Express 1" $25.00 $50.00 $5,775.00 $8,400.00 $263.00 $1,800.00 $16,313

SUBTOTAL B&G Rental 3/4" $25.00 $50.00 $1,444.00 $2,100.00 $263.00 $450.00 $4,332
Bond Issuance Cost (0.18% of Subtotal) B&G REntal 1" $25.00 $50.00 $5,775.00 $8,400.00 $263.00 $1,800.00 $16,313

INITIAL ASSESSMENT Goose Creek Inn 2" $25.00 $50.00 $18,480.00 $26,880.00 $263.00 $5,760.00 $51,458

ALL COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION ALLOCATED TO HOMEOWNER AS APPROVED FOR THE ASSESSESSMENT

Str # STREET NAME OWNER                                                                    
(as of 3/5/12) PARCEL ID SI

Legal 
Acres 
(PT)

COF UTILITY ACCT # ASSESSMENT ACCT # 2016 APPRAISED 
LAND VALUE 

2016 IMPROV 
VALUE  

2016 APPRAISED 
VALUE 

2016 ASSESSED 
VALUE  

% of 
ASSESSMENT

COST To PROPERTY 
OWNER (before 

interest)

5 Year Payback 
(Monthly)

INTEREST RATE (Based on COF cost of capital at time of BOMA approval of Initial Assessment) 3.50%

2408 Goose Creek By-Pass Mapco Family Centers Inc Map:117 
Parcel: 02202 000 2.27 NA TBD $1,430,100 $0 $1,430,100 $572,040 24.71% $102,713.96 $1,868.55

2406 Goose Creek By-Pass Moore Robert N Jr Map: 117 
Parcel: 02200 000 5.00 NA TBD $2,260,700 $0 $2,260,700 $904,280 39.06% $162,370.09 $2,953.80

424 Old Peytonsville Rd K&T Associates LLC Map: 106 
Parcel: 17501 000 3.82 NA TBD $1,363,700 $734,000 $2,097,700 $839,080 36.24% $150,662.95 $2,740.82

$5,054,500 $734,000 $5,788,500 $2,315,400 100.00% $415,747.00 $7,563.16

$1,684,833 $244,667 $1,929,500 $771,800 $138,582.33 $2,521.05

$0.00 
$50,000.00 

$415,000.00 

SEWER TAP and CONNECTION FEES 
     Usual and customary fees (rates as of 3/5/12) - SUBJECT TO CHANGE

$325,000.00 

$40,000.00 

COMMENTS

AVERAGE/PARCEL

$747.00 
$415,747.00

GRAND TOTAL - ASSESSMENT DISTRICT

1 of 1 C:\Users\Paul.Holzen\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\AY2BL3OO\Speical Assessment Estimated Cost (002)



RESOLUTION NO. 2016-85

TO BE ENTITLED: “A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY OF FRANKLIN TO ENTER INTO AN 
AGREEMENT, SUBJECT TO REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY THE BOARD OF MAYOR AND 
ALDERMEN, WITH THE CUSTOMERS OF THE GOOSE CREEK SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 
(TN0060216) TO CONSTRUCT SANITARY SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE TO CONNECT TO THE CITY 
OF FRANKLIN WASTEWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM”

WHEREAS, the City of Franklin supports human health and stewardship of the Harpeth River and 
Harpeth River tributaries; and 

WHEREAS, the Goose Creek Sewage Treatment Plant (TN0060216) received a Tennessee 
Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) Commissioners Order requiring closing of the 
facility; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Franklin has the ability to provide sanitary sewer services to the 
customers of the Goose Creek STP upon construction of certain improvements; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Franklin has the ability to construct the improvements and recapture 
costs, including interest, such that existing customers do not fund the connection of the Goose Creek 
STP customers.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE BOARD OF MAYOR AND ALDERMEN OF THE CITY 
OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE, that the City shall endeavor to enter into an agreement, to be reviewed and 
approved by the Board of Mayor and Aldermen, with the sanitary sewer customers of the Goose Creek 
Sewage Treatment Plant (TN0060216) to provide infrastructure for sanitary sewer service through the 
City of Franklin system.

IT IS SO RESOLVED AND DONE on this ____ day of ______ 2016.

ATTEST: CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSE

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

Approved as to Form

By: _____________________________
       Shauna R. Billingsley, City Attorney
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RESOLUTION 2016-78 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF FRANKLIN FOR ADOPTION OF THE 
VANTAGECARE RETIREMENT HEALTH SAVINGS (RHS) PROGRAM 

 
  
 WHEREAS, the City of Franklin is supportive of City programs that advance the ability of 
employees to prosper in retirement, and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City has employees rendering valuable services; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the establishment of a retiree health savings program for such employees serves the 
interests of the City by enabling it to provide reasonable security regarding such employees’ health needs 
during retirement, by providing increased flexibility in its personnel management system, and by assisting 
in the attraction and retention of competent personnel; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City has determined that the establishment of the RHS program (“Program”) 
serves the above objectives; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City 457 and 401 plans supplement the retirement benefit payments from the 
Pension Trust, and 

 
WHEREAS, any portion of terminal leave required as contribution to an RHS plan could serve 

retiring employees by reducing income tax liability in the year of their retirement, and increase the security 
of the Pension Plan by decreasing unplanned demands on Plan assets, and 

 
WHEREAS, the Pension & Trust Committee and City administrative staff have reviewed and 

discussed the advantages and disadvantages of an RHS program. 
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Mayor and Aldermen as follows: 
 
 Section 1. That the Board of Mayor & Aldermen adopts the ICMA Retirement Corporation’s 
VantageCare Retirement Health Savings Program (“Program”) through the City’s integral part trust 
(“Trust”) and the City’s welfare benefits plan (“Plan”), which will be funded by a portion of terminal leave 
upon retirement for City Administrator, Assistant City Administrators and Department Directors. 
 

Section 2. That the assets of the Plan shall be held in trust, with the City serving as the Trustee 
for the exclusive benefit of Plan participants and their survivors, and the assets of the Plan shall not be 
diverted to any other purpose prior to the satisfaction of all liabilities of the Plan. The City has executed the 
Declaration of Trust of the City of Franklin, Tennessee Integral Part Plan in the form of the trust provided 
by the City (Contract No. 2016-0328), a copy of which is attached hereto. 
 

Section 3.  The Human Resources Director shall be the coordinator and contact for the 
Program and shall receive necessary reports, notices, etc. 
 

Section 4.  That this Resolution shall be effective upon adoption. 
 
 
 
 

 

Law Dept. approved (2) 11.17.16



 

Resolution 2016-78                                                                    Page 2 of 2 
 

 IT IS SO RESOLVED AND DONE on this 22nd day of November, 2016. 
 
 
ATTEST:            CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE 
 
 
By: _________________________  By: _________________________ 
Eric Stuckey     Dr. Ken Moore 
City Administrator    Mayor 
 
 
 
 
Approved as to form by: 
 
 
____________________________ 
Shauna R. Billingsley 
City Attorney 

Law Dept. approved (2) 11.17.16
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VantageCare RHS Employer Investment Program

DECLARATION OF TRUST OF THE
City of Franklin, Tennessee

INTEGRAL PART TRUST

COF Contract No. 2016-0328
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WHEREAS, the Employer seeks to provide for the security and welfare of its Employees, their Spouses, Dependents and Beneficiaries 
by funding one or more post-retirement welfare benefit plans, programs or arrangements to provide for life, sickness, medical, dis-
ability, severance and other similar benefits through insurance and self-funded reimbursement plans (collectively a “Plan”); and 

WHEREAS, it is an essential function and integral part of the exempt activities of the Employer to assist Employees, their Spouses, 
Dependents and Beneficiaries by making contributions to and accumulating assets in the trust, a segregated fund, for post-retire-
ment welfare benefits under such a Plan; and

WHEREAS, the authority to provide for the investment and general administration of assets to be used to fund such a Plan is vested 
in the Employer or its designee, who has the authority and shall be subject to the duties with respect to the trust specified in this 
Declaration of Trust; and 

WHEREAS, the Employer wishes to establish this trust to hold assets and income to be used for the exclusive purpose of funding post-
retirement welfare benefits under a Plan for its Employees, their Spouses, Dependents and Beneficiaries.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Employer does hereby establish this trust, to be known as the Declaration of Trust of the City of Franklin, 
Tennessee Integral Part Trust  (hereinafter referred to as the “Trust”), and agree that 

the following constitute the Declaration of Trust (hereinafter referred to as the “Declaration”):

ARTICLE I
DEFINITIONS

1.1 Definitions.  For the purposes of this Declaration, the following terms shall have the respective meanings set forth below unless 
otherwise expressly provided.

(a) “Account” means the investment recordkeeping account established to fund post-retirement welfare benefits on behalf of
Employer’s Employees, their Spouses, Dependents and Beneficiaries.

(b) “Administrator” means the Employer.  The Employer may contract for such administrative services as are necessary to imple-
ment a Plan.

(c) “Beneficiary” means the Spouse and Dependents or the person or persons designated by a Participant pursuant to the terms of
a Plan, who will receive any benefits payable under a Plan in the event of the Employee’s death.  In the case where there is no
designated Beneficiary, any amount of contributions, plus accrued earnings thereon, remaining in a Participant Account must,
under the terms of a Plan, be returned to the Trust.

(d) “Code” means the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended from time to time.

(e) “Dependent” means an individual who is a person described in Code Section 152(a).

(f ) “Employee” means an individual who performs services for the Employer, and who has been designated as eligible to partici-
pate in, and receive benefits under a Plan.

VantageCareRHSEmployerInvestmentProgram

DECLARATION OF TRUST OF THE

City of Franklin, Tennessee

INTEGRAL PART TRUST

Declaration of Trust made as of the _________ day of  ________________ , 2016, by the City of Franklin, Tennessee (hereinafter 
alternatively referred to as the “Employer” or the “Trustee”).  

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the Employer is a governmental entity exempt from federal income tax under the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; and
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(g) “Investment Fund” means any separate investment option or vehicle selected by the Employer in which all or a portion of the
Trust assets may be invested as herein provided.  The Trustee shall not be required to select any Investment Fund.

(h) “Nonforfeitable Interest” means the interest of a Participant or the Participant’s Spouse, Dependent or Beneficiary (whichever
is applicable) in the percentage of Employer Contributions that has vested pursuant to the vesting schedule in a Plan spon-
sored by the Employer.  A Participant shall, at all times, have a one hundred percent (100%) Nonforfeitable Interest in the
Participant’s own contributions, if Participant contributions are permitted pursuant to the terms of the Plan.

(i) “Participant” means an Employee of the Employer who satisfies the requirements for participation in a Plan sponsored by the
Employer.

(j) “Participant Account” means an individual recordkeeping account maintained under a Plan to record the interest of a Partici-
pant in the Plan in accordance with Section 7.4.

(k) “Spouse” means the Participant’s lawful spouse as determined under the laws of the state in which the Participant has his
primary place of residence.

(l) “Trust” means the trust established by this Declaration.

(m) “Trustee”  means the Employer or its designee.

ARTICLE II
ESTABLISHMENT OF TRUST

2.1 The Trust is hereby established as of the date set forth above for the exclusive purpose of providing a funding mechanism for post-
retirement welfare benefits for the Employer’s Employees, their Spouses, Dependents and Beneficiaries.

ARTICLE III
CONSTRUCTION

3.1 This Trust and its validity, construction and effect shall be governed by the laws of the State of  Tennessee.

3.2 Pronouns and other similar words used herein in the masculine gender shall be read as the feminine gender where appropriate, and 
the singular form of words shall be read as the plural where appropriate.

3.3 If any provision of this Trust shall be held illegal or invalid for any reason, such determination shall not affect the remaining provi-
sions, and such provisions shall be construed to effectuate the purpose of this Trust.

ARTICLE IV
BENEFITS

4.1 Benefits.  This Trust may be used to fund benefits on behalf of a Participant, the Participant’s Spouse and Dependents pursuant to 
the terms of a Plan.  

4.2 Form of Benefits.  Assets held in this Trust may be used to reimburse a Participant, his Spouse or Dependents for insurance premi-
ums or other payments expended for permissible benefits described under a Plan.  This Trust may reimburse the Employer, or the 
Administrator for insurance premiums or other payments pursuant to the Plan.

ARTICLE V
GENERAL DUTIES

5.1 It shall be the duty of the Trustee to hold title to assets held in respect of the Account and Plan or Plans in the Trustee’s name, as 
directed by the Employer or its designees in writing.  The Trustee shall not be under any duty to compute the amount of contribu-
tions to be paid by the Employer or to take any steps to collect such amounts as may be due to be held in trust under the terms of 
a Plan.  The Trustee shall not be responsible for the custody, investment, safekeeping or disposition of any assets comprising the 
Trust, to the extent such functions are performed by the Employer or the Administrator, or both.
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5.2 It shall be the duty of the Employer, subject to the provisions of a Plan, to pay over to the Administrator or other person desig-
nated hereunder from time to time the Employer’s contributions, and to keep accurate books and records, or cause its designee to 
keep accurate books and records with respect to the Account and a Plan.

ARTICLE VI
INVESTMENTS

6.1 The Employer may appoint one or more investment managers to manage and control all or part of the assets of the Trust and the 
Employer shall notify the Trustee in writing of any such appointment.

6.2 The Trustee shall not have any discretion or authority with regard to the investment of the Trust and shall act solely as a directed 
Trustee of the assets of which it holds title. To the extent directed by the Employer (or Participants, their Spouses, Dependents or 
Beneficiaries, to the extent provided herein), the Trustee is authorized and empowered with the following powers, rights and du-
ties, each of which the Trustee shall exercise in a nondiscretionary manner:

(a) To cause stocks, bonds, securities, or other investments to be registered in its name as Trustee or in the name of a nominee, or
to take and keep the same unregistered;

(b) To employ such agents and legal counsel as it deems advisable or proper in connection with its duties and to pay such agents
and legal counsel a reasonable fee.  The Trustee shall not be liable for the acts of such agents and counsel or for the acts done
in good faith and in reliance upon the advice of such agents and legal counsel, provided it has used reasonable care in selecting
such agents and legal counsel;

(c) To exercise where applicable and appropriate any rights of ownership in any contracts of insurance in which any part of the
Trust may be invested and to pay the premiums thereon; and

(d) At the direction of the Employer (or Participants, their Spouses, Dependents or Beneficiaries or the investment manager, as
the case may be) to sell, write options on, convey or transfer, invest and reinvest any part thereof in each and every kind of
property, whether real, personal or mixed, tangible or intangible, whether income or non-income producing and wherever
situated, including but not limited to, time deposits (including time deposits in the Trustee or its affiliates, or any successor
thereto, if the deposits bear a reasonable rate of interest), shares of common and preferred stock, mortgages, bonds, leases,
notes, debentures, equipment or collateral trust certificates, rights, warrants, convertible or exchangeable securities and other
corporate, individual or government securities or obligations, annuity, retirement or other insurance contracts, mutual funds
(including funds for which the Trustee or its affiliates serve as investment advisor, custodian or in a similar or related capac-
ity), or in units of any other common, collective or commingled trust fund.

6.3 Notwithstanding anything to the contrary herein, the assets of the Account shall be held by the Trustee as title holder only.  
Persons holding custody or possession of assets titled to the Trust shall include the Employer, the Administrator, the investment 
manager, and any agents and subagents, but not the Trustee.  The Trustee shall not be responsible or liable for any loss or expense 
which may arise from or result from compliance with any direction from the Employer, Administrator, the investment manager, 
or such agents to take title to any assets nor shall the Trustee be responsible or liable for any loss or expense which may result from 
the Trustee’s refusal or failure to comply with any direction to hold title, except if the same shall involve or result from the Trustee’s 
negligence or intentional misconduct.  The Trustee may refuse to comply with any direction from the Employer, the Administra-
tor, the investment manager, or such agents in the event that the Trustee, in its sole and absolute discretion, deems such direction 
illegal.

6.4 The Employer hereby indemnifies and holds the Trustee harmless from any and all actions, claims, demands, liabilities, losses, 
damages or reasonable expenses of whatsoever kind and nature in connection with or arising out of (i) any action taken or omitted 
in good faith by the Trustee in accordance with the directions of the Employer or its agents and subagents hereunder, or (ii) any 
disbursements of any part of the Trust made by the Trustee in accordance with the directions of the Employer, or (iii) any action 
taken by or omitted in good faith by the Trustee with respect to an investment managed by an investment manager in accordance 
with any direction of the investment manager or any inaction with respect to any such investment in the absence of directions 
from the investment manager.  Notwithstanding anything to the contrary herein, the Employer shall have no responsibility to the 
Trustee under the foregoing indemnification if the Trustee fails negligently, intentionally or recklessly to perform any of the duties 
undertaken by it under the provisions of this Trust.
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6.5 Notwithstanding anything to the contrary herein, the Employer or, if so designated by the Employer, the Administrator and the 
investment manager or another agent of the Employer, will be responsible for valuing all assets so acquired for all purposes of the 
Trust and of holding, investing, trading and disposing of the same.  The Employer will indemnify and hold the Trustee harmless 
against any and all claims, actions, demands, liabilities, losses, damages, or expenses of whatsoever kind and nature, which arise 
from or are related to any use of such valuation by the Trustee or holding, trading, or disposition of such assets. 

6.6 The Trustee shall and hereby does indemnify and hold harmless the Employer from any and all actions, claims, demands, liabili-
ties, losses, damages and reasonable expenses of whatsoever kind and nature in connection with or arising out of (a) the Trustee’s 
failure to follow the directions of the Employer, the Administrator, the investment manager, or agents thereof, except as permitted 
by the last sentence of Section 6.3 above; (b) any disbursements made without the direction of the Employer, the Administrator, 
the investment manager or agents thereof; and (c) the Trustee’s negligence, willful misconduct, or recklessness with respect to the 
Trustee’s duties under this Declaration.

ARTICLE VII
CONTRIBUTIONS

7.1 Employer Contributions.  The Employer shall contribute to the Trust such amounts as specified in a Plan or by resolution. 

7.2   Participant Contributions.  If specified in a Plan, each Participant may make voluntary after-tax contributions.  Under no circum-
stances shall Participant Contributions exceed an insubstantial amount. These contributions shall be collected by the Employer 
and remitted to the Trust for deposit at such time or times as required under the terms of the Plan.

7.3   Accrued Leave.  Contributions up to an amount equal to the value of accrued sick leave, vacation leave, or other type of accrued 
leave, as permitted under a Plan.  The Employer’s Plan must provide a formula for determining the value of the Participant’s con-
tribution of accrued leave.  The Employer’s Plan must contain a forfeiture provision that will prevent Participants from receiving 
the accrued leave in cash in lieu of a contribution to the Trust. 

7.4   Accounts.  Employer contributions, and if provided under the terms of a Plan, Participant contributions and contributions of 
accrued leave, and all investment income and realized and unrealized gains and losses, and forfeitures allocable thereto will be 
deposited into one or more Accounts in the name of the Employer for the exclusive purpose of funding benefits on behalf of 
Participants, their Spouses, Dependents and Beneficiaries under a Plan.  The assets in each Account may be invested in Investment 
Funds as directed by the Employer from among the Investment Funds selected by the Employer.  

To the extent provided for under a Plan, amounts deposited in the Account(s) may be allocated to individual Participant Accounts 
for the exclusive benefit of each Participant, his Spouse, Dependents and Beneficiaries.  If permitted under the terms of the Plan, 
the assets in each Participant Account may be invested in Investment Funds as directed by the Participant (or after the death of the 
Participant, his Spouse, Dependents and Beneficiaries) from among the Investment Funds selected by the Employer.

7.5 Receipt of Contributions.  The Employer or, if so designated by the Employer, the Administrator or investment manager or 
another agent of the Employer, shall receive all contributions paid or delivered to it hereunder and shall hold, invest, reinvest and 
administer such contributions pursuant to this Declaration, without distinction between principal and income.  The Trustee shall 
not be responsible for the calculation or collection of any contribution under the Plan, but shall hold title to property received in 
respect of the Plan in the Trustee’s name as directed by the Employer or its designee pursuant to this Declaration.

7.6 No amount in any Account or Participant Account maintained under this Trust shall be subject to transfer, assignment, or alien-
ation, whether voluntary or involuntary, in favor of any creditor, transferee, or assignee of the Employer, the Trustee, any Partici-
pant, his Spouse, Dependent, or Beneficiaries.

7.7 Upon the satisfaction of all liabilities under a Plan to provide benefits to Employees, their Spouses, Dependents or Beneficiaries, 
any amount of Employer contributions, plus accrued earnings thereon, remaining in the Accounts or Participant Accounts shall be 
returned to the Employer. 
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ARTICLE VIII
MULTIPLE PLANS

8.1 If the Employer hereafter adopts one or more other Plans and designates the Trust hereby created as part of such other Plan, the 
Employer or, if so designated by the Employer, the Administrator or an investment manager or another agent of the Employer 
shall, subject to the terms of this Declaration, accept and hold hereunder contributions to such other Plans.  In that event (a) the 
Employer or, if so designated by the Employer, the Administrator or an investment manager or another agent of the Employer, 
may commingle for investment purposes the contributions received under such Plan or Plans with the contributions previously 
received by the Trust, but the books and records of the Employer or, if so designated by the Employer, the Administrator or an 
investment manager or another agent of the Employer, shall at all times show the portion of the Trust Fund allocable to each Plan; 
(b) the term “Plan” as used herein shall be deemed to refer separately to each other Plan; and (c) the term “Employer” as used
herein shall be deemed to refer to the person or group of persons which have been designated by the terms of such other Plans as
having the authority to control and manage the operation and administration of such other Plan.

ARTICLE IX
DISBURSEMENTS AND EXPENSES

9.1 The Employer or its designee shall make such payments from the Trust at such time to such persons and in such amounts as shall 
be authorized by the provisions of a Plan provided, however, that no payment shall be made, either during the existence of or 
upon the discontinuance of the Plan (subject to Section 7.7), which would cause any part of the Trust to be used for or diverted to 
purposes other than the exclusive purpose of funding post-retirement welfare benefits for Employees, their Spouses, Dependents 
and Beneficiaries pursuant to the provisions of a Plan.

9.2 All payments of benefits under the Plan shall be made exclusively from the assets of the Accounts or Participant Accounts of 
Participants to whom or to whose Spouse, Dependents, or Beneficiaries such payments are to be made, and no person shall be 
entitled to look to any other source for such payments.

9.3 The Employer, Trustee and Administrator may be reimbursed for expenses reasonably incurred by them in the administration 
of the Trust.  All such expenses, including, without limitation, reasonable fees of accountants and legal counsel to the extent not 
otherwise reimbursed, shall constitute a charge against and shall be paid from the Trust upon the direction of the Employer.

ARTICLE X
ACCOUNTING

10.1 The Trustee shall not be required to keep accounts of the investments, receipts, disbursements, and other transactions of the 
Trust, except as necessary to perform its title-holding function hereunder.  All accounts, books, and records relating thereto shall 
be maintained by the Employer or its designee.

10.2 As promptly as possible following the close of each year, the Trustee shall file with the Employer a written account setting forth 
assets titled to the Trust as reported to the Trustee by the Employer or its designee.

ARTICLE XI
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

11.1 Neither the Trustee nor any affiliate thereof shall be required to give any bond or to qualify before, be appointed by, or account 
to any court of law in the exercise of its powers hereunder. 

11.2 No person transferring title or receiving a transfer of title from the Trustee shall be obligated to look to the propriety of the acts 
of the Trustee in connection therewith.

11.3 The Employer may engage a Trustee as its agent in the performance of any duties required of the Employer under a Plan, but 
such agency shall not be deemed to increase the responsibility or liability of the Trustee under this Declaration.

11.4 The Employer shall have the right at all reasonable times during the term of this Declaration and for three (3) years after the 
termination of this Declaration to examine, audit, inspect, review, extract information from, and copy all books, records, ac-
counts, and other documents of the Trustee relating to this Declaration and the Trustees’ performance hereunder.
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 ARTICLE XII
AMENDMENT AND TERMINATION

12.1 The Employer reserves the right to alter, amend, or (subject to Section 9.1) terminate this Declaration at any time for any 
reason without the consent of the Trustee or any other person, provided that no amendment affecting the rights, duties, or 
responsibilities of the Trustee shall be adopted without the execution of the Trustee to the amendment.  Any such amendment 
shall become effective as of the date provided in the amendment, if requiring the Trustee’s execution, or on delivery of the 
amendment to the Trustee, if the Trustee’s execution is not required.

12.2 Upon termination of this Declaration and upon the satisfaction of all liabilities under a Plan to provide such benefits, any 
amount of Employer contributions, plus accrued earnings thereon, remaining in the Accounts shall be returned to the Employ-
er. 

ARTICLE XIII
SUCCESSOR TRUSTEES

13.1 The Employer reserves the right to discharge the Trustee for any or no reason, at any time by giving ninety (90) days’ advance 
written notice.

13.2 The Trustee reserves the right to resign at any time by giving ninety (90) days’ advance written notice to the Employer.

13.3 In the event of discharge or resignation of the Trustee, the Employer may appoint a successor Trustee who shall succeed to all 
rights, duties, and responsibilities of the former Trustee under this Declaration, and the terminated Trustee shall be deemed 
discharged of all duties under this Declaration and responsibilities for the Trust.

ARTICLE XIV
LIMITED EFFECT OF TRUST

14.1 Neither the establishment of the Trust or any modification thereof, the creation of any fund or account, nor the payment of 
any benefits, shall be construed as giving to any person any legal or equitable right against the Trustee, the Administrator, the 
Employer or any officer or employee thereof, except as may otherwise be expressly provided in a Plan or in this Declaration.

ARTICLE XV
PROTECTIVE CLAUSE

15.1 Neither the Administrator, the Employer, nor the Trustee shall be responsible for the validity of any contract of insurance or 
other arrangement maintained in connection with a Plan, or for the failure on the part of the insurer or provider to make pay-
ments provided by such contract, or for the action of any person which may delay payment or render a contract void or unen-
forceable in whole or in part.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Employer/Trustee has executed this Declaration by its duly authorized officers, as of the date first herein-
above mentioned.

CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE/TRUSTEE

By: _____________________________________________________
Dr. Ken Moore
Mayor

Attest:

By: _____________________________________________________
Eric S. Stuckey
City Administrator 



ICMA RETIREMENT CORPORATION
777 NORTH CAPITOL STREET, NE
WASHINGTON, DC 20002-4240

1-800-669-7400
PARA ASISTENCIA EN ESPAÑOL LLAME AL 

1-800-669-8216
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