
Work Session

City of Franklin

Meeting Agenda

109 3rd Ave S 

Franklin, TN 37064 

(615)791-3217

Board Room4:00 PMTuesday, October 25, 2016

Call to Order

Citizen Comments

WORKSESSION DISCUSSION ITEMS

Presentation on Transportation Access Management Strategies and 

Techniques

16-08961.

Sponsors: Engineering and Jonathan Marston

_AccessManagementPresentation.pptx

1_AccessManagementHandout.pdf

2_AccessManagementAdditionalInfot.pdf

3_BalancingAccessMobility.pdf

4_GoodForBusiness.pdf

Attachments:

Consideration of Event Permit for the Turkey Trot 5K Sponsored by 

Graceworks Ministries on November 24, 2016 in Cool Springs (10/25/16 

WS)

16-08782.

Sponsors: Deb Faulkner

Turkey Trot REVISED 2016 AppAttachments:

Consideration of Event Permit for Christmas Parade sponsored by the 

Kiwanis Club of Franklin on December 3, 2016 in Downtown Franklin.  

(10/25/16 WS)

16-08793.

Sponsors: Deb Faulkner

Christmas Parade 2016 REVISED AppAttachments:

Consideration of Event Permit for Dickens of a Christmas sponsored by 

the Heritage Foundation on December 10-11, 2016 in Downtown Franklin 

(10/25/16 WS).

16-08804.

Sponsors: Deb Faulkner

Dickens 2016 REVISED AppAttachments:
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October 25, 2016Work Session Meeting Agenda

Presentation of Housing Commission Report16-08505.

Sponsors: Building and Neighborhood Services (BNS) and Chris Bridgewater

CDBG Briefing Notes to BOMA 102516Attachments:

Consideration of Contract 2016-0077 Emergency Rehabilitation Grant 

Program with Community Housing Partnership Utilizing Community 

Development Block Grant Funds for Program Year 2014-2015  (10/25/16 

WS)

16-08456.

Sponsors: Building and Neighborhood Services (BNS) and Chris Bridgewater

CONTRACT 2016-0077 Emergency Rehab CHP 2014-15Attachments:

Consideration of Contract 2016-0227 for Public Facilities Improvements to 

BRIDGES of Williamson County Utilizing Community Development Block 

Grant Funds from Program Year 2015-2016.  (10/25/16 WS)

16-08467.

Sponsors: Building and Neighborhood Services (BNS) and Chris Bridgewater

CONTRACT 2016-0227 Public Facilities to BRIDGES from CDBG 2015-2016Attachments:

Consideration of Contract 2016-0035 for Public Facilities Improvements to 

the Park Street Project of Franklin Housing Authority Utilizing Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG) Funds from Program Year 2015-2016 

(10/25/16 WS)  .

16-08478.

Sponsors: Building and Neighborhood Services (BNS) and Chris Bridgewater

CONTRACT 2016-0035 Public Facilities to FHA from CDBG 2015-2016Attachments:

Consideration of Contract 2016-0226 for Public Facilities Grant to 

Community Housing Partnership Utilizing Community Development Block 

Grant Funds from Program Year 2015-2016. (10/25/16 WS)

16-08489.

Sponsors: Building and Neighborhood Services (BNS) and Chris Bridgewater

CONTRACT 2016-0226 Public Facilities to CHP from CDBG 2015-2016Attachments:

*Consideration of Resolution 2016-69, A Resolution to Adopt the Project 

List for Phase I of the FY 2017-2026 CIP (Capital Investment Program) 

(Continued from 10/11/16 WS)

16-084210.

Sponsors: Eric Stuckey and Paul Holzen

RESOLUTION 2016-69 - CIP- Second Draft.pdf

9-30-2016 Phase I Projects

Capital Funding Model - September 2016 09 09-16

CIP Funding Model  -BOMA - 09132016 09-09-16

Franklin Debt Capacity Update 8 12 2016

Attachments:

Legislative History 

10/3/16 Work Session referred to the Work Session

10/11/16 Work Session referred to the Work Session

Page 2 City of Franklin Printed on 6/22/2020

http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3711
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=2a672116-55fc-4cf4-9447-fc59b4f17781.pdf
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3706
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=ffdbcc5a-83e3-441c-879d-46bb2d06c15d.pdf
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3707
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=6ac28a07-d487-47da-bd1d-5a69a0c38b75.pdf
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3708
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=af3a45f8-6464-40c0-a43d-e905ad8785a7.pdf
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3709
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=32244c2c-f806-4e83-9af3-35e2092322a6.pdf
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3703
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=8cc42cad-b9f8-4b15-bbe6-44509cca8463.pdf
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=761d1f83-b3fa-49c7-baaa-801e04315aca.pdf
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=327aae4f-c1b5-47ed-b9aa-5529ab77d3d2.pdf
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=9da11abc-4e52-4825-9c2f-26c918fdcc89.pdf
http://franklintn.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=74424070-ba76-4237-ac3f-8b6406be74cc.pdf


October 25, 2016Work Session Meeting Agenda

*Consideration of Amendment 3 to TDOT Agreement 060118/PIN 

108409.00 for the Hillsboro Road Improvements Project (COF Contract 

No. 2011-0028)

16-084911.

Sponsors: Paul Holzen

PIN_108409.00_Hillsboro_Road_Amendment_3_Request_08-04-2016

COF 2011-0028 Amend 3 _Law Approved_1

Attachments:

*Consideration of a Professional Services Agreement (COF Contract No. 

2016-0306) with CDM Smith for the SCADA Construction Engineering and 

Inspection Services Project in the Not-to-Exceed Amount of $432,641.00

16-088612.

Sponsors: Mark Hilty, Paul Holzen and Patricia McNeese

2016-0306  PSA with CDM Smith for SCADA CEI_with Attachment.Law ApprovedAttachments:

Discussion of Goose Creek Inn Wastewater Treatment Facility16-090513.

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

Attachments:

Consideration of Resolution 2016-79, A Resolution Granting Additional 

Funding/Support to the Harpeth Square Project and Authorizing the City 

Administrator to Modify the Existing Road Impact Fee Offset Agreement 

Between the City of Franklin and Harpeth Associates LLC. (COF Contract 

No. 2014-0344) as Necessary to Effectuate Such Changes.  (10/25/16 

WS)   .

16-088814.

Sponsors: Paul Holzen

COF 2014-0344 Harpeth Square Development - Amendment 1

COF 2014-0344 Amendment 1 - Revised Exhibits

COF 2014-0344 and COF 2014-0345

Res 2016-79  Harpeth Square Development - COF 2014-0344 Amendment 1_Law Approved (3)

Attachments:
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Consideration of Resolution 2016-80, A Resolution Granting Additional 

Funding/Support to the Harpeth Square Project and Authorizing the City 

Administrator to Modify the Agreement for Reimbursement of Cost for 

Sanitary Sewer and Water Distribution Improvements Between the City of 

Franklin and Harpeth Associates LLC.  (COF Contract No. 2014-0345) as 

Necessary to Effectuate Such Changes.   (10/25/16 WS).

16-088915.

Sponsors: Paul Holzen

16-0089 Submitted COF 2014-0345 Amendment 1 - Revised Exhibits.pdf

COF 2014-0345 Harpeth Square Recovery Agreement -Amendment 1_JM

COF 2014-0344 and COF 2014-0345

2016-80 RES Harpeth Square Dev_Contract 2014-0345 Amnd 1.Law Approved (2)

Attachments:

Consideration of Ordinance 2016-41, an Ordinance to Amend the 

FY2016-2017 Budget (Amendment #3); File 16-0834 presented at 

10-20-16 Budget & Finance Committee; 10/25/16 WS and 1st Reading 

BOMA 8-0; 11/22/16 2nd Reading 8-0) THIRD AND FINAL READING

16-092916.

Sponsors: Eric Stuckey, Russ Truell and Michael Walters Young

Ord 2016-41 FY 2017 Budget Amendment 3_with Exhibits A and B_Law Approved.pdf

2016 Budget Amendment #3 Memo

Exhibit A - ORD 2016-41.pdf

Exhibit B - Ord 2016-41.pdf

Impact of 2016-41 - FY 2017 Budget Amendment #3

FY 2017 Franklin Blank Program Enhancement Form - BNS

FY 2017 Franklin Blank Program Enhancement Form - GIS-IT

RearLoaderQuote

Attachments:

Consideration of DRAFT Resolution 2016-73, A Resolution to Revise the 

Organizational Charts within the Building & Neighborhood Services and 

Information Technology Departments. (10/25/16 WS)

16-092617.

Sponsors: Eric Stuckey and Vernon Gerth

Status Report on Special Census.16-090018.

Sponsors: Vernon Gerth

Other Business

Adjournment

Anyone requesting accommodations due to disabilities should contact ADA coordinator at 791-3277.
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Why Access Management
is Good for Communities
Board of Mayor and Aldermen
City of Franklin, Tennessee

Philip B Demosthenes, LLC and 
Barge, Waggoner, Sumner & Cannon, Inc

October 25, 2016



The careful 
consideration of the 
location, type and 
design of access to 
a roadway.

What is Access 
Management?

2



Source of travel delay

Frequent location of 
traffic crashes. 

Every minute of travel 
delay increases costs

Increases product and 
service cost, retail & 
industrial

Increased cost 
decreases 
competitiveness in the 
market place

A new signal adds 
delay and costs

Why is Access 
Management 
Important to 
Franklin?
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Access management should 
vary with roadway importance.

Arterials must handle large 
volumes safely.

Collectors are safer, flexible, 
but have limited capacity.

More access, more turbulence, 
more crashes, lower 
performance.

Access 
Management 
Uses Hierarchy
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Designing for Safety is About Limiting 
and Managing Vehicular Conflicts

If you reduce the rate at which a motorist encounters 
conflicts you will reduce the rate of crashes.

Source: Florida DOT
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As the number of access 
points per mile increase, 
so does the frequency of 
crashes. 

And the rate also 
increases.

40 driveways per mile will 
increase crashes by 60% 
compared to 20 per mile.

Each access = 4%

No Such Thing as Safe Access

Source: NCHRP 420
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Left turns are 
the highest 
percentage of 
crash related 
maneuvers, 
74%  – that’s 
why medians 
are important

7



SR-96 crash rate is 
about 14.9 million 
vehicle miles

Decreasing 
crash rates by 
adding 
medians

Source: Florida DOT
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Allowing an access is a decision that will 
diminish public safety and roadway function.

Every Access Point is 
Fundamentally a Safety Problem

Photo by Dr. J. L. Gattis, University of Arkansas
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Two Basics 
That We Apply

1. Make choices that 
reduce the conflict 
rate experienced by 
travelers.

2. Reduce the potential 
severity of the 
conflicts that are 
allowed.
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Nationwide, about 630 
people die each week 

Over 19 deaths each 
week in Tennessee

Over 3,300 crashes 
reported weekly 

Over 1,350 injuries 
reported  weekly 

Roadways are the most 
dangerous public facilities on 

the face of the Earth

11



Manage access type to limit 
conflict points and severity

Separate the conflict points –
increase decision time

Provide reasonable access at 
each property 

What are the Principles of 
Access Management?
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Well-designed 
driveways and 
intersections

Turn lanes at 
intersections and high 
volume driveways

Fewer, well-spaced 
traffic signals

Eliminate mid-block 
left turns with a 
raised median

Successful 
Techniques
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Old driveways are problematic
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Newer designs have smoother 
flow and are easier to use
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Right-turn only driveways 
with islands
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Site and secondary circulation 
reduces driveway needs
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A raised median would prevent a left turn 
attempt across 4 lanes of opposing traffic 

while also blocking others.
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Combination of roundabouts and medians:
High circulation and very low crash rates 
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Crashes are 
reduced by 
30–60 percent

Capacity is 
increased by 
20–40 percent

When Access Management is 
Applied to a Specific Corridor

East Bound on SR-96 at Royal Oaks

20



Over 5,400 crashes 
in 2015 
(About 15/day)

About $87,900,000 
in actual cost/loss 
in 2015

Expect more in 
2016

More than 55% of 
these crashes are 
access related

Losses and 
costs while 
traveling in 
Williamson 
County
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830 reported crashes in 5 years (166 p/yr)
About $2 million annually in crash costs
Median should reduce the crash frequency by about 40–50%.
Means about 400 fewer crashes in next 5 yrs. 
Fewer police, fire and medical responses

Example: Murfreesboro Road (SR-96) 
west of I-65 to Mack Hatcher Parkway 
(5,800 ft)
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Crashes on  
MURFREESBORO ROAD

Property Damage: 83
Injury: 29

Property Damage: 25
Injury: 6

Property Damage: 94
Injury: 24

MURFREESBORO ROAD
MURFREESBORO ROAD 

(I-65 TO ROYAL OAKS)

14 driveways
(72 per mile rate)
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A median would eliminate 
over 200 conflict points 

232 less 206 left related paths = 26 remaining right turn conflicts24



Access management helps retail 

Reduced road delays, less 
congestion, improved speeds

Make area attractive by 
landscaping

Improvement projects have 
positive impacts on property 
values

Studies, see handout, document 
either stable or increased land 
values for corridors after 
construction of access control 
management projects.

Retail will not be successful 
unless there is good employment, 
fat wallets.

Retail
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100%
81%
65%
45%
36%
25%

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%

Reduction in 
Avg. System 

Speed

Market Area 
Relative to 

Previous Size

40 mph

20 mph

Original Trade Area

Reduced Trade Area

Source: Florida DOT

35 mph to 25 mph 
means over 50% 
reduction in 
market area

Market Area: Retail Market Area 
Shrinks as Arterial Speed is reduced
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For Franklin, arterials are critical life-lines for the 
economy, the movement of commerce and labor.
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is, and will remain 
a critical 
component 
economic success.

The purpose of 
access 
management is to 
keep the arterial 
system efficient 
and safe.

Quality and 
Efficiency of 
Transportation 
Infrastructure
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Questions?

Philip Demosthenes

phil@pdemos.com
Principal, Philip B Demosthenes, LLC

Daniel Spann PE, PTOE

daniel.spann@bwsc.net
Barge, Waggoner, Sumner & Cannon, Inc.
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Phil Demosthenes
Principal, Philip B Demosthenes LLC

Independent Tr ansportation Consultant

P r e s e n t a t i o n  b y

For more information, contact

Daniel Spann, P.E., PTOE
Barge Waggoner Sumner & Cannon, Inc.
615.252.4305
daniel.spann@bwsc.net

Phil Demosthenes
Philip B Demosthenes LLC
303.744.2632
phil@pdemos.com

C i t y  o f  F r a n k l i n
B o a r d  o f  M a y o r  A n d  A l d e r m a n  W o r k  S e s s i o n

T u e s d a y ,  O c t o b e r  2 5 ,  2 0 1 6

Why Access Management
is Good for Communities
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BALANCING ACCESS AND MOBILITY

Answers to your questions

1 Gluck, J., H. Levinson and V. Stover, NCHRP Report 420: Impacts of Access 
Management Techniques, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C.: National 
Academy Press, 1999.

2 Preston, H., et al. Statistical Relationship between Vehicular Crashes and Highway 
Access, Minnesota Department of Transportation, Report MN-RC-1998-27, August 
1998.

3 USA Today, Money, 5/6/2004.
4 Holland, R., Planning Against a Business Failure, ADC Info #24, University of 

Tennessee, October 1998.
5 Urban Land Institute, Shopping Center Development Handbook, Second Edition, 

Washington D.C., 1985, p. 101. 
6 Iowa State University, Iowa Access Management Research and Awareness Project, CTRE,

1997.
7 Eisele, W. and W. Frawley,  A Methodology for Determining Economic Impacts of 

Raised Medians: Data Analysis on Additional Case Studies, Research Report 3904-3, 
Texas Transportation Institute, College Station, Texas, October 1999.

8 Vargas, F.A. and Y. Guatam, Problem: Roadway Safety vs. Commercial Development 
Access, ITE, Compendium of Technical Papers, 1989.

9 Plazak, D. and H. Preston, Long-Term Impacts of Access Management on Business 
and Land Development along Minnesota Interstate-394, Proceedings of the 2005 Mid-
Continent Transportation Research Symposium, CTRE - Iowa State University, 2005.

10  Rees, M., T. Orrick, and R. Marx, Police Power Regulation of Highway Access 
and Traffi c Flow in the State of Kansas, presentation, 79th Annual Meeting of the 
Transportation Research Board, Washington D.C., January 10, 2000.

11 TRB Committee on Access Management, Access Management Manual, Transportation 
Research Board, 2003.

12 Parsonson, P., et al., Effect on Safety of Replacing an Arterial Two-Way Left-Turn 
Lane with a Raised Median, Proceedings of the First National Conference on Access 
Management, Federal Highway Administration, 1993.

13 Lu, J., et al., Methodology to Quantify the Effects of Access Management on Roadway 
Operations and Safety, 3 volumes, prepared by the University of South Florida for the 
Florida Department of Transportation, 2001.

14 S/K Transportation Consultants, Inc., National Highway Institute Course No. 133078: 
Access Management, Location and Design, April 2000.

References

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

Offi ce of Operations

400 Seventh Street, SW
Washington, DC 20590

www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/access_management
 August, 2006

FHWA-HOP-06-107
EDL 14294

You may be reading this primer because 
your state transportation agency or local 
government has told you about plans that 
will affect access to your business. They 
may be planning to install a raised median on 
your roadway, to close a median opening, or 
to reconfi gure your driveway. Perhaps your 
request for a driveway is under review or the 
regulating agency has imposed conditions 
on its approval. Or, maybe the state or local 
agency is planning a new access policy and 
you have questions or concerns about the 
economic effects of these changes.

Whatever the reason, it is important for you 
to understand the basis for these changes 
and how they might affect your business.
This primer will address questions you may 
have about access management and its effect 
on business activity and the local economy. 
It focuses on economic concerns that may 
arise in response to proposed access changes 
or policies, including potential impacts on 
business activity, freight and deliveries, 
parking for customers, and property or resale 
value of affected property.

SAFE ACCESS
IS GOOD FOR 

BUSINESS

Suggested Reading 
Material Attached

Two of many recommended 
sources for learning more 
about Access Management, as 
published by the U.S. Department 
of Transportation Federal 
Highway Administration Office 
of Operations and the Florida 
Department of Transportation.

The presentation will address:
•	What is Access Management?

•	Balancing access and mobility

•	 Techniques to successfully manage 
access

•	Crash reduction and safe access

•	Mobility and travel time

•	 Traffic congestion and effect on 
business market area

•	 Economic vitality, reliability, and 
thriving community

Before Access Management

More Conflicts

After Access Management

Fewer Conflicts

Why Access Management is  
Good for Communities
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Mr. Philip Demosthenes
Principal, Philip B Demosthenes LLC • Denver, Colorado, USA 

phil@pdemos.com • www.pdemos.com • 303-744-2632

Phil is an independent transportation consultant specializing in preparing access management 
programs, policies, and standards for all agencies and classifications of roadways. Subject matter 
expertise includes access management, roundabout planning services, program and policy 
development, design criteria, corridor planning, training, and design and safety assessments. 
Additional services include facilitation of project implementation, public outreach, and litigation 
support.

Public clients since 2004 include several State DOTs, Metropolitan Planning Organizations, 
Municipalities, Universities, Institute of Transportation Engineers; American Society of Civil 
Engineers; Canadian Provinces of British Columbia and Alberta; the National Traffic Safety Research 
Center of the People’s Republic of China; and the Emirates of Abu Dhabi and Dubai of the United 
Arab Emirates. 

Locally, Phil has recently has been involved with the SR 109 Access Management Study for the 
Nashville Area Metropolitan Planning Organization. This project provided the Nashville MPO, 
Tennessee DOT, and local government partners with a set of customized access management strategies 
and a plan for coordinating access management decisions along 32 miles of rural and suburban 
SR 109. The project included an evaluation of existing access management problems and potential 
solutions; an assessment of current access management guidelines and practices; and a report on the 
local benefits of effective access management. The project provided a customized plan to improve and 
manage access along SR 109 that is consistent with the stakeholders’ shared vision for growth and 
community development along the corridor.

Since 2002 he has been a part-time instructor for the University of California, Berkeley, providing 
courses in access management and roundabout planning and design to transportation professionals 
throughout California.

He is one of the co-authors of the new TRB Access Management Manual (2014), and the access 
management chapters in the ITE publications “Urban Street Geometric Design Handbook” (2008) and 
the “Traffic Engineering Handbook” (2009). 

Phil got his start in access management with the Colorado DOT where he created then managed 
their state-wide access management program. He was responsible for the continuing development, 
implementation, research, and daily administration including objectives, procedures, policies, 
regulation revisions, access management planning, agency training, and local government assistance. 
Phil also assisted in highway project-related access planning and design. He then retired after 28 years 
to enter private practice. 

Phil is an Emeritus member of the Transportation Research Board (TRB) Committee on Access 
Management, past chairman of several subcommittees, including Outreach, Research, and Legal and 
Right-of-Way Issues. A full member of the Committee on Eminent Domain and Land use, and a full 
member of the TRB Committee on Roundabouts where he serves as committee research coordinator 
to help identify research needs, promote research, and obtain research funding. Phil has kept very 
active in research having served on thirteen National Cooperative Highway Research Program 
(NCHRP) panels, and also on consultant teams for three other NCHRP projects.
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A 1989 study found that more 
than 70 percent of the 
businesses impacted by an 
access management project in 
Florida reported no change in 
property value, while 13 
percent reported some 
increase in property value.

A study in Texas (1999) 
determined that land values 
along Texas corridors with 
access management projects 
stayed the same or increased. 
They found very few exceptions 
to this observation.

Florida 
and
Texas

Approximately 62 percent of 
surveyed businesses reported 
no changes in business sales 
following the retrofit of a 
boulevard in Fort Lauderdale.

A survey conducted in Orlando 
also found that 80 percent of 
the drivers believed that the 
road was safer with improved 
traffic flow.

Approximately 60 percent of 
the drivers, however, did 
indicate that required U-turns 
were not convenient.

1998 Florida 
Survey 
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In 2000, a study of 
properties impacted by 
access changes determined 
that the majority of adjacent 
business remained the same 
after the access 
management project was 
completed, even for the 
businesses that had direct 
access before the project 
and access restricted to 
frontage roads following 
project completion.

Kansas

Evaluated 280 businesses 
along six commercial 
corridors. They performed this 
analysis by issuing a survey to 
the local business. 

The survey focused on 
business use, business 
operation, access 
management, street 
environment, and corridor 
characteristics. 

Most businesses with shared 
driveways or traffic signals at 
their driveways had a positive 
perception of access 
management, while driveways 
with a right-in right-out 
configuration were perceived 
by the businesses to negatively 
impact patronage.

Washington, 
2006
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A study of commercial property 
values adjacent to a major access 
management project and found 
that changes in access had little or 
no effect on property values. 

Local economy and the general 
location of the property were 
determined to be greater 
contributors to the value of 
properties. 

After a comprehensive analysis of 
population, changes in income, 
types of retail businesses, and 
retail sales from 1980-2000, 
further evaluated land values and 
business productivity and 
determined that the impacts of 
access management improvement 
projects were either neutral or 
positive for all business types.

Minnesota, 
2007

Iowa researchers evaluated sales 
tax data and determined that sales 
along the corridors outpaced those 
of the overall community by 10 to 
20 percent following the completion 
of adjacent access management 
projects.

The business owner surveys further 
indicated that more than 85 percent 
of the businesses reported that 
their sales either remained the 
same or increased.

Only five percent reported a 
decrease after the implementation 
of access management, although 
they did not identify any direct 
correlation between this decrease 
and the access management 
implementation.

Iowa, (1998) 
five case 
studies with 
raised 
medians, 
TWLTLs, and 
driveway 
consolidation
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Golden was a five 5 lane 
commercial strip with 
TWLTL and signals 
Installed 4 roundabouts 
and raised median

Golden, 
Colorado

66% crash rate reduction. 99% drop in injury rate

Golden, CO Sales Tax Results
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Places where paths cross, diverge or 
merge are considered potential conflicts

What do we mean by 
“roadway conflicts”? 

Severe 
Consequences:
not all conflicts 
are the same
22 crossing conflicts
“kill zone”
8 merging
8 diverging

Graphic from Teachamerica and Florida DOT
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Bike

Ped

Full movement driveways increase 
bike and pedestrian hazards

Medians reduce bike and 
pedestrian conflicts
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Based on business tax 
records from before the 
TWLTLs were replaced by 
raised medians, they found 
that 21 business owners 
reported a decrease in sales, 
while 15 reported an 
increase in sales following 
median construction. 

The results suggested that 
the raised median did not 
lead to an overall negative 
impact, although some mid-
block businesses may have 
suffered more than others. 

From TWLTL to Raised 
median on 6 lanes

Memorial 
Drive, Atlanta 
Georgia
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27.3 % of all 
reported crashes
Almost 25% of all 
traffic fatalities
Almost 50% of all 
traffic injuries

Signalized and Unsignalized
Intersections

Signals Increase Accidents
(a 2002 study in Colorado)

28 rural intersections88 urban intersections
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Capacity Benefits

Source: Florida and Colorado DOT

Efficient transportation is a critical component of economic 
development and the welfare of society locally, regionally and 
nationally.

This is even more important in the global economy where 
economic opportunities are increasingly related to the mobility of 
people, goods, and information.

Transportation systems affects development patterns, and when 
efficient, they provide economic and social benefits that result in 
better accessibility to markets, employment, and community 
facilities at a lower cost.

Connecting to more locations and increases the value and 
effectiveness of trade.

Reduces cost and time for freight movements keeping costs lower 
and more competitive at point of sale.

Transportation and the Economy
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Reliability—lowers the risk of unintended delay and scheduling 
failures and provides assurances of long-term, on-time 
performance and prevention of loss and damage, maintaining the 
value of the initial investments in production location and reliable 
distribution systems

Market size–adds to economies of scale in production, 
distribution, and consumption, increasing economic opportunity 
and growth

Productivity—increases productivity gained from access to a larger 
and more diverse base of needed production resources such as 
raw materials, parts, energy, and labor, and satisfies a broader 
markets for more diverse outputs

Transportation and the Economy

A very important part of an economy is production.

Processing raw materials or creative ideas to create products to 
sell has high profits – generating new capital.

Retail circulates money, produces useful taxes, but does not 
produce ‘imports’ except for tourist services.

Production requires efficient movement of goods – raw materials 
and finished products. 

Every additional minute of transportation increases overhead, 
increases product price and decreases its competitiveness in the 
market place.

A new signal slows traffic and the economy.

Retail is important but not the only 
important business sector
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There is a right to 
develop property 
and access to the 
property is a 
necessity to 
develop and use. 

But property rights 
do not include the 
right to create 
safety problems on 
public facilities.

There is no right to create safety 
problems or hazards

Abutting owners 
have no rights to 
control the design 
and operation of 
the public roadway 
or rights to the 
character or 
volume of traffic.

Property rights do not extend 
onto the right of way
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Converting TWLTLs to raised 
medians – a Florida study.

6 lane roads averaged a 73% 
reduction.

4 lane roads averaged a 33% 
reduction in left turn crashes.

Before and after 
adding restrictive 
medians

Source: Leman Ctr for Transp Research, Florida International Univ. 2012

Synthesis of Highway Practices
Access Management on Crossroads in the Vicinity of Interchanges, 
332
Land Development Regulations that Support Access Management, 
233
Driveway Regulation Practices, 304
Circular 456, Driveway and Street Intersection Spacing
Reports
NCHRP Report 304, Driveway Regulation Practices
NCHRP Report 337, Cooperative Agreements for Corridor 
Management
NCHRP Report 348, Access Management Guidelines for Activity 
Centers
NCHRP Report 351, Access Rights: A Synthesis of Highway Practice
NCHRP Report 395, Capacity and Operational Effect of Midblock 
LT's
NCHRP Report 420, Impacts of Access Management Techniques
NCHRP Report 524, Safety of U-Turns at Unsignalized Median 
Openings
NCHRP Report 548, A Guidebook for Including Access Management 
in Transportation

Access Management Resources
Standing Committee on  Access Management
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Nashville MPO – SR 109 Access Study

Nashville MPO – SR 109 Access Study
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Mitigate Business Impacts
An important aspect of minimizing the impact of 
access management projects and medians is to 
maintain open access to businesses during the 
construction phase.

Access Management is 
Good for Business

Clearly sign business entrances from the roadway

Provide temporary and/or secondary business access points, where 
feasible

Schedule construction during after-business hours or during times of 
low usage for seasonally oriented businesses

Avoid blocking business entrances with construction equipment or 
construction barriers

Provide alternative parking, if possible and avoid taking or blocking 
parking spaces

Establish a single point of contact in the agency about the construction 
project to communicate with property and business owners

Provide regular project progress reports to business and property 
owners

Potential actions to mitigate 
construction impacts

Source: MDOT Access Management Manual
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ACCESS
Roads serve two primary purposes. One is 

mobility and the other is access.  Mobility is the efficient 
movement of people and goods.  Access is getting those 
people and goods to specific properties.  A roadway 
designed to maximize mobility typically does so in 
part by managing access to adjacent properties.  A good 
example is an Interstate Highway.  While a motorist 
could expect to travel quite efficiently over a long 
distance using an Interstate Highway, the number of 
access points is restricted to only freeway interchanges 
every few miles. This type of roadway serves primarily 
a mobility function.  At the other extreme, a local 
residential street would provide easy and plentiful 
access to all adjacent properties, but long distance travel 
on such a roadway would be impossible.  This type of 
roadway serves primarily an access function.  

Most state roads serve a function somewhere 
between the Interstate Highway and the local road 
described above.  One of the most important 
responsibilities of the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) is to ensure that the design 
of each state road properly balances access and 
mobility.  Access management is used to provide 
this very important balance.

Many business and property owners have 
expressed concerns regarding the FDOT access 
management policies.  Some feel that the process is 
unfair.  Others feel that the engineers and planners who 
make access management decisions are not sensitive to 
the needs of the business community. This brochure is 
intended to provide you with a better understanding of 
access management to dispel these concerns. 

Access management is the 
careful planning of the location, 
design, and operation of 
driveways, median openings, 
interchanges, and street 
connections.

The purpose of access management 
is to provide access to land 

development in a manner that 
preserves the safety and efficiency of 

the transportation system.

Driveways

Medians

Median Openings

Interchanges and
Ramps

What is Access Management?
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CONFLICTS
NO, the standards are 
based on over 40 years of 
experience and research

By reducing conflicts.
Conflict points are locations along a roadway 

where two vehicle’s paths can legally cross.  At a four 
way intersection there are as many as 36 conflict points.  
Each conflict point is a location where a crash can occur.  
A basic principle of access management is to limit 
the number of conflict points along a roadway by 
limiting the number of driveways and median 
openings and restricting certain movements at 
some median openings.  Drivers can be overwhelmed 
by conflict points in close proximity to one another, 
increasing the potential for crashes. Good access 
management practice strives to separate conflict points 
by providing a reasonable distance between driveways 
and between median openings.  

Access Management reduces crashes

Before Access Management

After Access Management

Many business and property owners have asked 
us this question.  The answer is no.  The standards 
developed by FDOT are based on research done 
around the world for the last 40 years. Much of this 
research involved studying actual locations, many in 
Florida,  where different access management strategies 
have been used.  The studies evaluated the impacts of 
different access management treatments on crashes, 
congestion, and even business performance.  The 
standards used by FDOT are thought to provide the 
optimal balance between access and mobility, 
and consider the characteristics of different types of 
roadways.

More Conflicts

Less Conflicts

Does FDOT just think this stuff up?

How does Access Management 
improve safety?
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VALUE
Businesses can be hurt by 
congested, high collision 
roadways near their entrance.

When safety and capacity deteriorate, one of the 
ways to fix the problem is to add lanes.  Although a 
roadway may eventually need to be widened, good 
access management practices can delay the need 
to widen the road for several years. 

In cases where roadways cannot be widened,  
good access management will help reduce congestion. 
Congestion results in safety problems and also 
discourages motorists from using the road, since most 
customers try to avoid unsafe or congested roadways 
whenever possible.

Studies have found that “destination” businesses 
(doctors, specialty retail stores, service-oriented 
businesses) are not affected by access management 
modifications.  Interviews with both customers and 
business owners have shown that most people have 
no problem making a slightly longer trip, including 
U-turns, to access destination businesses. Although 
pass-by businesses (convenience stores, gas stations, 
fast food restaurants) may be impacted more by access 
management modifications, studies have shown that 
even pass-by businesses are not negatively impacted as 
long as reasonable access is provided. As traffic flow 
is made more efficient, the roadway can handle 
more traffic and congestion levels decrease. This 
results in more motorists being exposed to your 
business. 

No, access management does 
not impact the demand for 
goods and services.

What will happen if 
access management is  
not implemented?

Does access 
management keep 
customers away?
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CONGESTION
In Florida’s past, the pinnacle of accessibility was 

the small corner business with driveways on both 
roads.  As you drive down our highways you see the 
old corner gas stations and strip shopping centers built 
in our recent history.  These small corner lots are now 
hard to access due to growing traffic queues and high 
traffic volumes. Florida’s traffic volumes are growing so 
fast that there is no way to keep up with the demand.  
Even with wider roads we have seen:
•	 Longer queues of traffic
•	 Greater congestion
•	 Peak traffic hours spreading over much of the day
•	 More difficulty for customers to turn in and 

out of businesses (especially turning left out of 
unsignalized driveways)

What do your customer’s want?
With the changing nature of our customer traffic, 

the customer is responding to this change. Customers 
are seeking businesses with:
•	 Driveways unblocked by queues of traffic
•	 Easy access to neighboring businesses
•	 Access to signalized intersections and side streets 

to make left turns
•	 Safe driving conditions

Small corner properties are more 
difficult to access.

This queue is blocking street traffic  
and additional customers

How did Florida’s 
growth affect customer 
traffic?

A well-designed driveway enhances business
5
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IMPACT
This question is asked quite often. We recognize 

that most business owners have invested a significant 
amount of their time and savings to establish and grow 
their businesses.  The last thing FDOT wants to do is 
to have a negative impact on a business.  In fact, FDOT 
strives to provide the citizens of Florida with a safe and 
efficient state roadway system.  Such a system is critical 
to the economic prosperity of our state.

 In general, studies have found that access 
management modifications do not negatively 
impact businesses.  Businesses succeed or fail due to 
many factors. Studies have found that businesses do not 
fail at a higher rate along roadways that undergo access 
management modifications than along all roadways in 
general. 

In order to make the best access management 
decisions possible, FDOT relies upon business and 
property owners, as well as others in the community, 
to provide input to the process.  Information such as the 
specific access requirements of each business, internal 
traffic circulation and parking, truck requirements, 
plans for expansion, and any unusual circumstances 
are all  very valuable to the engineers and planners 
who develop access management plans.

Most businesses see no loss 
in business due to access 
management improvements. 

Do access management 
projects harm 
businesses?

6
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CUSTOMERS
A number of surveys have been done to solicit 

input from drivers regarding access management 
projects. Motorists were asked to provide their opinions 
regarding changes to several roadways that had 
undergone access improvements. The over-whelming 
majority of motorists stated that they liked the 
changes, felt the roadway was safer because of the 
changes, and that the selection of businesses they 
frequented was not affected by the changes.

•	 In Florida, studies in Central Florida and South 
Florida show that the majority of corridor business 
operators saw an increase or no change in their 
customer traffic.

•	 In Texas and Florida, studies have shown that 
business expectations of bad impacts were 
higher than what actually happened when these 
same business operators were questioned after 
construction.

•	 In Iowa, studies across the state showed 80% of the 
businesses reported sales at least as high as they 
were before the access management projects were 
completed.

•	 In Kansas, fifteen businesses that had claimed 
inverse condemnation lawsuits due to perceived 
access problems were studied to see if the impacts 
of access management had been as bad as the 
owners had expected.  In all the cases, except one, 
the businesses were still in operation or actually 
upgraded.  The only case of failure was a gas station 
where the roadway changes required customers to 
go two miles out of their way.

Business owners report that the 
actual impacts to their properties 
were much less than they 
anticipated.

Your customers favor access 
managed highways 4 to 1.

Drivers surveyed along 5 improved corridors in 
Central Florida FDOT District 5 (Ivey Harris & Walls 
- 1995)

The Driver Survey

78% felt safer

84% felt traffic 
moved better

What do your customers 
think of access 
management?

What have studies 
shown about business 
impacts of access 
management?
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What can businesses 
and neighborhoods do 
to promote good access 
management?

COOPERATE
Through public forums and 
working directly with FDOT.

PUBLIC FORUMS: One way to participate is to 
attend the public meetings that are held in advance 
of new access management projects to discuss issues 
specific to your property or business. Typically these 
meetings are announced using fliers, either mailed or 
hand delivered, along the roadway. Another method 
is to contact your District FDOT office and request 
that someone contact you individually to discuss your 
concerns or issues.

ACCESS MANAGEMENT COMMITTEES:  
Each FDOT District also has an access management 
committee responsible for making decisions regarding 
access management on the state highway system.  
If a property owner is concerned about an access 
management decision that affects their property or 
business, they can appeal to this committee and request 
the opportunity to present their concerns in person or 
in writing.  

Work with FDOT and your 
neighbors to make your 
driveways safer.

Access Management strategies can help 
businesses, even those operating on older highway 
corridors by providing these benefits to your customer.  
These benefits can be accomplished by:
•	 Properly designed driveways shared by multiple 

businesses
•	 Better approaches to businesses from safer and 

better looking medians
•	 Moving driveways away from traffic signal 

intersections allowing easier access for 
customers, even during times of peak congestion 

There are many other ways that businesses and 
FDOT can work together to make access management 
successful.  Contact your District FDOT office and 
someone will be happy to discuss issues specific to 
your business or property.

You can help us understand 
your needs better than 

anyone!

Business can be our strongest  
Access Management partner

How can business 
owners participate in 
the process?
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SAFETY
More efficient traffic flow and 
improved safety are two of 
the biggest benefits of access 
management.

As traffic flow is made more efficient, the 
roadway can handle more traffic and congestion 
levels decrease.  This results in more motorists 
being exposed to your business.  Also, as safety 
of a roadway improves, motorists are more likely to 
be positive about the surrounding area.  If it is very 
difficult to access a business due to a poorly designed 
driveway, motorists may go to businesses that do not 
have these problems.  This is especially true of older 
drivers.  Additionally, traffic accidents often result in 
motorists taking alternate routes to avoid congestion 
associated with accidents.  Some of these diverted 
motorists could be potential customers.
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Crash Rate Index

Crash Rates for Median Treatments
Florida Crash Study

Long, Gan, Morrison, University of Florida  1993

I n  t he nat iona l  st udy done by t he 
Transportation Research Board,  crash data showed 
a strong relationship between the access points 
per mile and the crash rate. There are generally 
2.1 times more crashes when you increase access 
points from 10 to 40 per mile.

The access spacing implications are clear. 
Increasing the spacing between access points and 
providing greater separations of conflicts will 
reduce the number and variety of events to which 
drivers must respond. This translates into fewer 
accidents, as well as shorter delays.

The University of Florida conducted a 
statewide study of all urban and suburban multi-
lane state highways.  This study showed that there 
were significant safety improvements for roads 
with restrictive medians.

In another access management project on 
State Road 436 in Seminole County, Florida, 
crash statistics were compared for the three years 
before and the three years after the project. It was 
determined that the overall number of accidents 
was reduced by 35 %; the number of injuries 
by 29%; and the number of angle and left turn 
crashes (which are usually more serious) by 58%. 
And this was despite a significant increase in the 
average daily traffic.

Crash Rate Index

NCHRP Report 420 “Impacts of Access Management Techniques” 2000

25% crash rate reduction

C
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a
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What positive impacts 
will good access 
management have on 
my business?
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A study in Orlando shows most customers do 
not find U-turns an inconvenience

U-TURNS
Yes, and the latest studies show 
U-turns are a safe alternative to 
direct left turns.

The answer to this question is an overwhelming 
yes. The most recent research on the safety of U-turns 
reveals that crashes causing injuries are reduced by 
more than 25% through encouraging right turns 
followed by U-turns, compared to direct left turns. 
Surveys of motorists have shown that a vast majority 
of them have no problem making U-turns to access 
businesses.  In fact, most felt that access management 
improvements make roads safer and approve of the 
changes, despite minor inconveniences associated with 
U-turns.  FDOT carefully evaluates U-turn locations 
and makes minor roadway improvements where 
needed to accommodate U-turning traffic.  Some large 
vehicles, of course, may need to take alternate routes as 
U-turns can be very difficult for some larger trucks.

U-turns are often much safer than direct left turns, 
especially on high volume, high speed, or congested 

roadways.

18%
total crash rate 

27%
injury fatality 

crash rate 
reduction

John Lu, Ph.D., P.E. University of South Florida    2001

Will customers make 
U-turns to access 
businesses?
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INTERCHANGES

Even merchants and truck delivery staff felt access 
management was an improvement

Congestion near ramps can 
cause crashes and problems on 
the freeway or Turnpike.

FDOT places a special emphasis on access 
management in the vicinity of interchanges.  The main 
purpose of an interchange is to move large volumes 
of traffic between a freeway and the cross street. It 
is the interface between the high-speed freeway and 
lower speed crossroad. If there are intersections and/
or driveways in close proximity to the interchange 
ramps, the efficient functioning of the interchange 
can deteriorate. Usually driveways located just after a 
ramp are difficult to get into or out of, and many have 
extensive accident history.  The resulting congestion 
near ramps can cause crashes and problems not only 
on the crossroad but also on the freeway. In order to 
preserve the capacity and safety of the interchange, 
the area surrounding the interchange must be free of 
conflicting movements.

Yes, trucks are always  taken into 
consideration.

Many businesses depend on trucks for deliveries 
and other functions.  We also realize that many trucks 
are not typically able to make certain movements (such 
as U-turns).  We strive to develop a plan that will 
accommodate truck access to businesses in a manner 
as convenient as possible.  Sometimes this will require 
that trucks follow a slightly different route to arrive at 
the property.  

90% of truck 
operators in a south Florida 
study felt that access 
management improvements 
improved safety

Business Owner’s Opinions

64% felt no inconvenience to trucks

TRUCKS

Why is access 
management critical in 
interchange areas?

Are trucks considered 
in the evaluation?

Many restaurant chains have learned that being 
in the right “vicinity” is more important than 

direct access

District 4: Traffic Operations   Freddie Vargas
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Hopeful ly th is brochure has 
answered some of the questions that 
you as a business or property owner may 
have.  We need and value your input 
as we strive to make the state highway 
system as safe and efficient as possible.  
Please feel free to contact your local or 
District FDOT office if you would like 
to discuss specific access management 
issues with one of our staff. For more 
information call 850 414-4900.

Access Management helps us preserve your investment in 
our highways and your business

Just think about 

the corridors in your 
community that have well 
designed access management 
versus the one with poor 
access management. Which 
one do you like to travel on 
and which ones have the most 
vibrant businesses?

Office of the State Transportation 
Planner
Systems Planning Office
www.dot.state.fl.us/planning

Access
Management
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You may be reading this primer because 
your state transportation agency or local 
government has told you about plans that 
will affect access to your business. They 
may be planning to install a raised median on 
your roadway, to close a median opening, or 
to reconfi gure your driveway. Perhaps your 
request for a driveway is under review or the 
regulating agency has imposed conditions 
on its approval. Or, maybe the state or local 
agency is planning a new access policy and 
you have questions or concerns about the 
economic effects of these changes.

Whatever the reason, it is important for you 
to understand the basis for these changes 
and how they might affect your business.
This primer will address questions you may 
have about access management and its effect 
on business activity and the local economy. 
It focuses on economic concerns that may 
arise in response to proposed access changes 
or policies, including potential impacts on 
business activity, freight and deliveries, 
parking for customers, and property or resale 
value of affected property.

SAFE ACCESS
IS GOOD FOR 

BUSINESS



One reason managing access on major roads 
is so important is that driver safety is reduced 
when access is not properly located and 
designed. Imagine, for example, a driveway 
on an interstate freeway – it would certainly 
cause serious safety concerns. These same 
safety problems occur with improperly 
designed access to major arterial roads.

Managing access on your road can result in better 
traffi c fl ow, fewer crashes, and a better shopping 
experience for you and your neighboring businesses.
Consider the effects of adding more access points to 
a highway. A national study in the late 1990s looked at 
nearly 40,000 crashes and data from previous studies to 
determine the crash rate associated with adding access 
points to major roads. It found that an increase from 10 to 
20 access points per mile on major arterial roads increases 
the crash rate by about 30% (1). The crash rate continues 
to rise as more access is permitted. This is why studies 
consistently show that well-managed arterials are often 
40 to 50 percent safer than poorly managed routes (2).

Why is my access being changed or reviewed?

How exactly does this improve the situation on my road?

The access changes being proposed for your business or road are part of a 
growing effort by government agencies to improve how major transportation 
corridors are managed. These efforts, known as access management, involve the 
careful planning of the location and spacing of driveways, street connections, 
median openings and traffi c signals. Access management can also involve 
using medians to channel left-turns to safe locations, and providing dedicated 
turn lanes at intersections and access points to remove turning vehicles from 
through lanes. The combined purpose of these strategies is to reduce crashes 
and traffi c delay.

To understand access management, it is important to know that roads 
have different primary functions; either to provide access or move traffi c.
 • The main function of minor roads, like neighborhood collectors and 

local streets, is to provide access. Minor roads must operate at slower 
speeds so people can enter and exit homes and businesses safely and 
conveniently. 

 • The main function of major roads, like interstate freeways and regional 
highways, is to move traffi c over long distances at higher speeds. Access 
to these roads must be carefully managed so requests for new access to 
development do not contribute to unsafe or congested conditions.

“In the four years I 
have lived here we at 
times have seen a lot 
of rear end collisions 
here, and we haven’t 
seen one now for a 

long time.” 

–– E. Stanley Tripp of Tripp’s 
Auto Sales in Spencer, Iowa, 
commenting on a median 
project in his area.

1

Transportation Research Board, Access Management Manual 2003

10 20 30 40 6050 700
0

1

2

3

4

5

1 1.3
1.7

2.1
2.8

4.1

In
de

x:
 R

at
io

 to
 1

0 
A

cc
es

s
Po

in
ts

 p
er

 M
ile

Access Points per Mile

Crashes and Access Density

14

How can I have a say in the access management project on my road?

Where can I go to learn more about access management?
Hopefully this primer has answered some of the questions that you, as a business 
or property owner, may have. Your state or local transportation agency or your 
state’s Federal Highway Division offi ce (on larger projects) are other excellent 
resources to point you to the right project manager, or to answer your general 
questions concerning access changes. These transportation agencies need and 
value your input as they strive to provide a safe and effi cient highway system. 

For the latest information on access management or to order the latest Access 
Management Library CD/DVD collection, go to www.accessmanagement.gov.
Other important sources for information on the economic effects of access 
management include the TRB Access Management Manual, and NCHRP 
Report 420: Impacts of Access Management Techniques, which are both 
available from the Transportation Research Board at www.trb.org.

Get involved! All government agencies are required to involve the public in 
transportation policy and project decisions. Most state transportation agencies 
offer open house meetings during transportation project planning and design, 
and both state and local government agencies conduct public meetings and 
hearings when making important policy or regulatory changes that involve 
access management. Prospective business owners can also review area master 
plans to research potential changes.

This involvement works best when ideas and concerns are conveyed in a 
cooperative manner, understanding that there are two issues at stake – providing 
adequate access and creating a safe and effi cient driving environment. 

These meetings are opportunities for you to hear more about an access 
management project or plan and to make the planners and engineers aware 
of how it impacts your business. This might involve issues related to internal 
traffi c circulation and parking, deliveries, plans for expansion, etc. Knowing 
this information early in project planning or design allows them to make 
better project decisions and can result in changes that reduce or avoid adverse 
impacts on your business.

For example, many businesses depend on trucks for deliveries and other 
functions. Larger trucks are not typically able to make certain movements 
(such as U-turns). It is important to work with agency staff to develop a plan 
that will accommodate truck access to your business in a manner as convenient 
as possible. Sometimes this will require that trucks follow a slightly different 
route to arrive at the property. Project planners can work with you to assure 
that trucks will be able to access your business. This is just one of many ways 
your input is important.

It is important for you as a stakeholder in an access management project to 
attend public meetings and hearings and to voice your ideas and concerns.
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What can be done to keep my business going during construction?

YES,
WE ARE
OPEN

There’s no doubt about it, road construction can disrupt customers and drivers, 
but there are ways adverse impacts can be minimized. Two key issues during 
construction are maintaining open access to businesses for customers and 
deliveries, and having suffi cient sign visibility so your customers know you 
are open, and know how to enter and exit your site during this period.
When your road is scheduled for reconstruction, your transportation agency 
will initially notify you about what to expect in terms of traffi c, duration of 
construction, any foreseeable disruptions, and so on. It is important for you to 
respond to them about your special needs and concerns. Below are some of 
the things that you can ask of the agency:

 • Provide clear signs from the roadway to business entrances;
 • Provide temporary and/or secondary business access points, where feasible;
 • Schedule construction for after business hours or to occur during times 

of low usage for seasonally-oriented businesses;
 • Provide alternative parking, if possible and avoid taking or blocking 

parking spaces;
 • Stagger construction along a corridor so impacts are localized and 

staged;
 • Expedite construction through incentive/disincentive programs;
 • Avoid blocking business entrances with construction equipment or 

construction barriers;
 • Establish a single point of contact in the agency about the construction 

project to communicate with property and business owners and help 
address issues that may arise;

 • Provide regular project progress reports to business and property 
owners.

Business owners certainly may see drops 
in gross revenues during construction. But 
these are not unlike drops you may routinely 
experience during expansions, remodeling, 
seasonal variations, or other self-initiated 
management. Experience has shown that 
“construction” drops are temporary too, 
and that retail sales typically return to pre-
construction levels or greater. Research 
fi ndings from corridors in Texas indicate 
that businesses did not change employment levels 
during construction periods. This fi nding indicates that retailers understand 
that construction projects are a temporary and perhaps even an inevitable 
disruption to business, and that loyal patrons will return to stable businesses. 
The same research found that gross revenues typically either returned to pre-
construction levels or were higher after construction was complete (7).

What about congestion and the effect it has on my market area?

Example of Crash Involving Left-Turn Movement from Driveway

Access management not only improves roadway safety, it also helps reduce 
the growing problem of traffi c congestion. Frequent access and closely spaced 
signals increase congestion on major roads. As congestion increases, so does 
delay, which is bad for the economy and frustrating to your customers.
Well-managed arterials can operate at speeds well above poorly managed 
roadways – up to 15 to 20 miles per hour faster. This means more traffi c 
past your door and better exposure for your business.  It also means a 
more convenient shopping experience for your customers.

2

How does access management improve safety?
Each access point creates potential 
confl icts between through traffi c 
and traffi c using that access. Each 
confl ict is a potential crash. Access
management improves safety by 
separating access points so that 
turning and crossing movements 
occur at fewer locations. This
allows drivers passing through 
an area to predict where other 
drivers will turn and cross, and also 
provides space to add turn lanes. 

The fi gure to the right shows how basic changes in access design, such as 
incorporating a median or changing a full median opening to a directional 
opening, can reduce traffi c confl icts and the potential for crashes.

Using Medians to 
Reduce Potential Crashes

Types of Traffi c Confl icts

If crashes and congestion become frequent on 
your roadway, people will seek out other routes. 

Bear in mind that a single crash can tie up 
traffi c and potential customers for hours.
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To address this question, it’s important to fi rst determine the type of business 
that you own – drive-by or destination.

 • “Destination businesses” are businesses that customers plan to visit 
in advance of the trip. Examples include electronics stores, doctor or 
dentist offi ces (in fact most offi ces), major retailers, insurance agencies, 
sit down restaurants, etc. 

 • “Drive-by businesses” are those that customers frequent more on 
impulse or while driving by, such as convenience stores, gas stations, or 
fast food restaurants.

If you own a drive-by business, your clients will 
expect to get in and out easily from the highway. 
For you, the critical issues are visibility,
signage, and convenient access.  If your site is 
relatively small, a driveway connecting to the 
highway may not be your best option. A driveway 
on a highway service road or a private circulation 
lane serving several properties can increase the 
convenience of your access and the volume of 
customers you can accommodate. Convenient 
access can be provided by periodic connections between the service road and 
the highway, or through the shared private access points. Short driveways or 
open frontages not only cause safety hazards for pedestrians and traffi c, but 
have less capacity than local roads or long driveways.

If you are the owner of a destination business, your customers 
are planning their trips in advance. A driveway on a congested 
highway or a highway that is perceived as unsafe may actually 
intimidate customers from making the trip. Most small destination 
businesses or specialty stores benefi t more from access to a lower 
speed minor road, such as a neighborhood collector road. The greater 
exposure that a major road provides is an advantage for larger 
destination businesses, but it’s a good idea to have access from more 
than one roadway. Allowing customers to enter and exit from different 
directions will increase safety and convenience.

How will a change in access affect the success of my business?

Access
management
has no impact 
on the demand 
for goods and 

services.

“Our business 

has increased 

about 20% in 

customer count.” 

–– C. Randy Rosenburger
of City Looks in Ankeny 
Iowa.
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Efforts by government agencies to manage access in site 
development and road projects can help businesses, even those 
operating on older highway corridors, in a variety of ways. Here 
are some specifi c benefi ts to you and your customers:
 • Fewer roadway delays and better traffi c fl ow will result, 

which will preserve and possibly even enhance the 
market reach of businesses in your corridor;

 • Safer approaches to businesses result from installation of 
medians, which can also be landscaped to improve the 
image of the area;

 • Properly designed entrances shared by multiple businesses 
allow more site area for parking, more customer options 
to access your site, and improved landscaping or other site 
amenities;

 • Service roads along the highway allow customers to enter and exit businesses 
conveniently and safely, away from faster moving through-traffi c;

 • Internal connections between businesses allow customers to circulate 
easily, without reentering a busy road; and/or

 • Driveways and service road entrances farther away from signalized 
intersections allow easy access for customers, even during times of 
peak congestion.

So what’s the bottom line on access management?

“It has been a very positive 
thing all the way around, 
from the economic, and the 
community sides. We have 

improved our tax base, we have 
improved our traffic problem, 
and plus we have improved 
our business community.”

–– Chuck Fisher, Supt. Public Works 
Ankeny, Iowa

In brief, minimizing the number of curb cuts, consolidating driveways, 
constructing landscaped medians, and coordinating internal site circulation and 

parking among several businesses results in a visually pleasing and more functional 
corridor. That protects your investment in your business, the public investment in 

the roadway, and can even help attract new investment into the area.

“There are a lot of beautification projects 
going on, tree plantings and what have you. 
I think the landscaping in the medians has 
very much added to the very nice decorum of 
Ankeny. It will make a nice impression for 

those visiting Ankeny, or living here.”

–– Andy Kasper, Iowa Realty, Ankeny, Iowa
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 • Service roads that run behind highway properties are often less 
disruptive to existing businesses than frontage roads, less costly for an 
agency, and more functional than a frontage road.

 • Rear service roads can provide access to businesses on each side and can 
operate safely from both directions. Frontage roads provide access only to 
businesses fronting on the highway and are much safer when designed for 
one-way traffi c.

 • Additional right-of-way will be needed for the frontage or service road and 
for connecting a service road back to the highway or side street. If your site 
will be impacted, it is important to work with the agency on how to reduce 
adverse effects. For example, if your site becomes nonconforming under 
local zoning regulations because of a smaller setback or other change, ask 
the local agency if they will waive that status, given that it was caused by a 
government right-of-way taking.

What are the other issues with frontage or service roads?

What are other commonly used access management techniques?

Regulate minimum 
spacing of median 

openings and access 
connections (driveways 
and street connections).

Limit the number 
of access points 
per property, or 

consolidating access 
points and encouraging 

shared driveways.

Establish standards 
for driveway width, 

driveway throat length 
and internal drive aisles 
to move traffi c smoothly 
off of the adjacent street.

Move access points 
away from signalized 

intersections and 
freeway ramps.

Incorporate right- 
and left-turn lanes 

into roadways.

Close or replace a 
full median opening 

with a directional 
opening.

Provide a service road 
or parallel collector 

roads and side streets 
for site access along an 

arterial roadway.

Promote
interconnection of 
parking lots and 
unifi ed on-site 

circulation systems.

Install a median on an 
undivided roadway or 
replace a continuous

 two-way left-turn lane 
with a median.

Just think about 
the roads in your 
community where 

access has been 
carefully planned 

and compare them 
to those having lots 
of driveways, open 
frontages, and no 
median. Which 

roads do you prefer 
to travel on and 

which corridors have 
the most vibrant 

businesses?

Location and access are factors, but not the most important factors 
that determine whether businesses succeed or fail. The main reason that 
businesses fail is lack of management expertise (3). The main reasons that 
businesses succeed include (4):
 • the experience of management,
 • how well customers are served,
 • the quality of the product or service provided,
 • adequate fi nancing and investment,
 • well-trained employees,
 • the level and nature of competition, and
  • keeping costs competitive.

Given that access is not the primary reason that businesses survive or 
fail, it follows that a change in access will not be the primary cause 
of whether a business will survive or fail. In fact, access is one of 
the lesser factors that customers will consider when weighed against 
price, service, product, and store amenities.

This is not to say that good access is not important to your business. 
Whether your business is large or small, it is important that you 
can handle customer traffi c demand. If you operate or develop 
major retail centers, factories, or campuses, proper location and design 
of access is essential to customers and employees. For shopping 
centers, the Urban Land Institute’s Shopping Center Development 
Handbook states “poorly 
designed entrances and 
exits not only present a 
traffi c hazard, but also 
cause congestion that can 
create a negative image of 
the center (5).”This is also 
true for small businesses, 
especially those on the 
intersection of busy roads. 
If your business is diffi cult 
or unsafe to enter or exit, 
then customers may be 
dissuaded from visiting.

How important is access to the success of my business?

4

Is this a sign of a store doing great business, or one that 
is telling customers to try the next guy down the street?



What has been the impact to businesses where this type of thing has been done?

5

Studies of the business impacts of access management projects in Florida, 
Iowa, Minnesota, Kansas and Texas have consistently found that most 
businesses continue to do well when the project is completed. These results 
are particularly true for destination businesses. However, most drive-by 
oriented businesses are not unduly affected either. Drive-by businesses have 
been adversely affected by reconstruction projects that reduce their visibility 
from the major road or cause them to have highly circuitous or inconvenient 
access. However, these are not typical impacts of access management projects 
and where they do occur, it is not uncommon for transportation agencies to 
compensate business owners for losses.

Business activity: Access management projects alone do not appear to 
increase or decrease business failure rates (6). This makes sense considering 
that many factors other than highway access can affect business success. 
“Before and after” studies of businesses in Florida, Iowa, Minnesota, and 
Texas along highways where access has been managed found that the vast 
majority of businesses do as well or better after the access management 
projects are completed. The turnover rate (the proportion of businesses that 
close or move out each year) of businesses in Iowa and Minnesota was studied 
along newly access-managed corridors and was similar to or lower than that 
of the surrounding area. For example:

Businesses affected by access management projects in Iowa tended to do at least as 
well in terms of growth in retail sales, but usually better than those in surrounding 

communities, after the projects were completed. Most of these Iowa business 
proprietors said that sales were similar or greater following the completion of the 

projects. Only fi ve percent reported a sales decrease (6).

Business Proprietors’ Reported Sales ComparisonsImpact of Access Management on Retail Sales Growth
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The purpose of these roads is to provide lower-speed access to commercial 
sites along a major roadway and to separate business traffi c from higher-speed 
through traffi c. Connections of frontage or service roads to side streets or onto 
the highway must be well away from signalized intersections, so entering and 
exiting traffi c doesn’t confl ict with traffi c queuing at signals.

How will I get access while I’m waiting for a frontage or service road to be fi nished?

Frontage roads maintain good visibility for businesses along a major road 
and typically it is apparent how to enter and exit the road to get to a business. 
Points of entry can be signed to identify businesses that can be accessed 
from that entrance, if it is not already apparent. It’s a good idea to provide 
signs where a service road or frontage road connects at a side street, 
so customers know they can obtain access to businesses that may not be 
visible from the side street.

How will people know how to get to my business from the highway?

Some sites may need to be given temporary access to the major roadway until 
the service road system is complete. This is typically needed when a service 
road is being constructed in segments through the development process, rather 
than built by a transportation agency as part of a road construction project. 
Most agencies will require you to remove your temporary driveway and build 
a driveway to the frontage or service road at a later time, so it’s important to 
design your site access and circulation to accommodate that change.

10

FRONTAGE or SERVICE ROADS
A frontage road is a type of service road that parallels a major 

road or freeway and is located between the road and building sites 
abutting the road. Service roads can also run behind businesses.

Rear service roads providing access to highway commercial properties. A frontage road.



The decision on whether or not to signalize a median opening or access point 
depends on many factors, including the volume of traffi c using the access, the 
proximity of other traffi c signals, and the potential impact on public safety 
and traffi c congestion. Most signal warrants are related to traffi c volumes, but 
some consider school crossings, crash history, pedestrian crossings, “factory” 
peaks, and other situations. Unwarranted signals cause undue delays as 
motorists wait at a red light while little or no cross traffi c exists. Worse, 
unwarranted signals may eventually be disobeyed or ignored by frustrated 
motorists who are only one reckless incident away from causing an accident 
or emerging as a casualty themselves. For these reasons, median openings and 
driveways should not be signalized where they do not meet the requirements 
of a traffi c signal study.

The limited number of before-and-after studies have found that truck deliveries 
may be inconvenienced, at worst, but may in fact benefi t from improved 
opportunities resulting from a change in access. And while the actual studies 
may be few, the anecdotal comments are many and favorable.

 • Alternative access through side streets, service roads, or internal connections 
with neighboring developments helps increase accessibility on busy or 
median separated roads – especially if the result allows several properties 
access to a signal.

 • Minor roadway improvements, such as additional pavement on the shoulder, 
may be needed to accommodate U-turning traffi c.

 • Some trucks and large vehicles may need to take alternate routes as U-turns 
can be diffi cult to negotiate.

 • Medians can be landscaped to enhance the image of an area and help attract 
investment and customers.

Merchant and trucker opinions about a median 
project in Ft. Lauderdale, Florida

Why not just signalize all median openings and high volume driveways?

What about impacts on truck deliveries?

Merchant opinions of median changes 
on Oakland Park Blvd., Florida

9

What are the other issues with medians and median opening closures?
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Property values: Most property owners surveyed following an access 
management project do not report any adverse effect of the project on property 
values. Often, such projects can have a positive effect by cleaning up the 
patchwork of driveways and curb cuts. For example: 

Customers and deliveries: The majority of customers and truck 
drivers surveyed in before-and-after studies have reacted positively to access 
management projects as improving both safety and traffi c fl ow. Business 
customers surveyed about access management projects in Iowa, Texas and 
Florida overwhelmingly supported the projects because their drive became 
quicker, easier and safer (6).

A study of property values on Texas
corridors with access management 

projects found that land values 
stayed the same or increased, with 

very few exceptions (7).

More than 70% of the businesses impacted 
by a project in Florida involving several 

median opening closures reported no 
change in property value, while 13% 
reported some increase in value (8).

A 2005 study of commercial 
property values along a major access 
management project in Minnesota

found that property values depend more 
on the strength of the local economy 

and the general location of the property 
in the metropolitan area; changes in 
access seemed to have little or no 
effect on the value of parcels (9).

A study of Kansas properties impacted 
by access changes found that the 

majority were suitable for the same 
types of commercial uses after the 
access management project was 

completed. This was true even for 
businesses that had direct access before 
the project and access only via frontage 

roads after project completion (10).

6

Business owners report that the actual impacts 
to their businesses were much less than they 

anticipated. Most adverse impacts were due to 
construction and not to access changes.

“If anything, our business 

has increased, which very 

much surprised me.” 

–– D. Stanley Tripp of Tripp’s Auto Sales 
in Spencer, Iowa
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There are many access management techniques, each with a specifi c purpose 
and different type of impact. One common type of access change is the 
building of a median on a road or closing existing median openings. Another 
common type of project is providing a frontage road or a rear service road 
along a highway for access to businesses. Below is an overview of these 
strategies, the types of issues or impacts associated with these projects, and 
how you can work with the agency to adjust to these changes.

What are some common types of access management projects and what are the impacts?

Medians can have a profound effect on driver safety compared to two-
way left-turn lanes. Adding a median to a road that previously had a 
continuous two-way left turn lane can reduce the crash rate about 37% 
and the injury rate about 48% (11). For example, when a continuous 
two-way left turn lane was replaced with a median on Atlanta’s 
Memorial Drive, the crash rate was cut in half (12).
One reason a two-way left turn lane is less safe than a median is that a 
driver who is turning left must be able to ensure that the traffi c is clear 
from two directions in multiple lanes. When this is not quite possible, 
drivers will sometimes use a two-way left-turn lane in the middle of the 
road while attempting to merge into traffi c. Such maneuvers can lead to 
serious crashes and become more frequent as traffi c volumes increase.

MEDIANS  and  MEDIAN OPENINGS

Openings in the median provide for different turning or crossing maneuvers, 
depending on how they are designed. 

 • A directional median opening only allows certain 
movements, usually a left-turn in or U-turn. 

• A full median opening allows all turning and crossing 
movements and is often signalized. 

Where too many full median openings exist, agencies may reconstruct the 
median and close the excess median openings.

Why use a median and not a two-way left turn lane?

Turn lanes at median openings provide a safe haven for turning vehicles.

A median is a grass or raised divider in the center of a road that separates 
opposing traffi c and discourages or prevents vehicles from crossing the divider.

Confl icts and potential crashes 
associated with continuous 

two-way left turn lanes

8

Won’t I lose customers if they can’t turn left into my business anymore?
The number of your customers making left turns into your business is likely 
already very low during peak travel periods or if you are on a congested 
roadway. This is because left turns into any business become increasingly 
diffi cult as traffi c volumes in the opposing lanes increase. 

Perhaps today your customers wait with appre-
hension to turn left as cars queue behind them, 
or must shoot across a busy road to complete a 
left turn out. A turn lane at a median opening or 
signalized intersection will allow them to wait 
safely to complete a U-turn when traffi c clears, and 
that is truly a safer option on a busy road. In fact, 
the left-turn into and out of a driveway is less 
safe than a U-turn and comprises the majority 
of driveway crashes. Studies have shown that 
making a U-turn at a median opening to get to the 
opposite side of a busy highway is about 25% safer 
than a direct left turn from a side street or other 
access point (13).

Surveys show that a majority of drivers have no problem making 
U-turns at median openings to get to businesses on the opposite side of 
the road. Where direct left-turns are prohibited, studies show that motorists 
will change their driving or shopping patterns to continue patronizing specifi c 
establishments. In fact, most drivers are reporting that access management 
improvements made the roads safer and that they approve of the changes, 
despite minor inconveniences associated with U-turns.

Some owners of drive-by businesses have 
reported a loss of customers following a median 
project or other change that has eliminated the 
left-turn-in opportunity (and less often left-
turn-out), although the majority do not. For 
example, a before-and-after study of a median 
reconstruction project in Florida involving 
numerous median-opening closures found that 
the majority of surveyed merchants, 68% 
of the 96 respondents, reported little or no 
economic impact to their businesses, although 
27% reported some type of loss (14). Generally, 
businesses that feel they were adversely impacted 
also have competition nearby or may have 
experienced reduced visibility of signage.

“Because of the design of the roads, 
the timing of the traffic signals, and 
the way the traffic is broken up, it has 

become very convenient for people to 
pull into a safe haven, or storage lane 
within the raised median, take their 

time and make a safe and convenient 
u-turn to access properties that were 

concerned about that problem.”

–– Kurt Easton, Executive Director of Merritt Island 
Redevelopment Agency, Florida

Percentage of crashes by 
driveway movement.
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There are many access management techniques, each with a specifi c purpose 
and different type of impact. One common type of access change is the 
building of a median on a road or closing existing median openings. Another 
common type of project is providing a frontage road or a rear service road 
along a highway for access to businesses. Below is an overview of these 
strategies, the types of issues or impacts associated with these projects, and 
how you can work with the agency to adjust to these changes.

What are some common types of access management projects and what are the impacts?

Medians can have a profound effect on driver safety compared to two-
way left-turn lanes. Adding a median to a road that previously had a 
continuous two-way left turn lane can reduce the crash rate about 37% 
and the injury rate about 48% (11). For example, when a continuous 
two-way left turn lane was replaced with a median on Atlanta’s 
Memorial Drive, the crash rate was cut in half (12).
One reason a two-way left turn lane is less safe than a median is that a 
driver who is turning left must be able to ensure that the traffi c is clear 
from two directions in multiple lanes. When this is not quite possible, 
drivers will sometimes use a two-way left-turn lane in the middle of the 
road while attempting to merge into traffi c. Such maneuvers can lead to 
serious crashes and become more frequent as traffi c volumes increase.

MEDIANS  and  MEDIAN OPENINGS

Openings in the median provide for different turning or crossing maneuvers, 
depending on how they are designed. 

 • A directional median opening only allows certain 
movements, usually a left-turn in or U-turn. 

• A full median opening allows all turning and crossing 
movements and is often signalized. 

Where too many full median openings exist, agencies may reconstruct the 
median and close the excess median openings.

Why use a median and not a two-way left turn lane?

Turn lanes at median openings provide a safe haven for turning vehicles.

A median is a grass or raised divider in the center of a road that separates 
opposing traffi c and discourages or prevents vehicles from crossing the divider.

Confl icts and potential crashes 
associated with continuous 

two-way left turn lanes
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Won’t I lose customers if they can’t turn left into my business anymore?
The number of your customers making left turns into your business is likely 
already very low during peak travel periods or if you are on a congested 
roadway. This is because left turns into any business become increasingly 
diffi cult as traffi c volumes in the opposing lanes increase. 

Perhaps today your customers wait with appre-
hension to turn left as cars queue behind them, 
or must shoot across a busy road to complete a 
left turn out. A turn lane at a median opening or 
signalized intersection will allow them to wait 
safely to complete a U-turn when traffi c clears, and 
that is truly a safer option on a busy road. In fact, 
the left-turn into and out of a driveway is less 
safe than a U-turn and comprises the majority 
of driveway crashes. Studies have shown that 
making a U-turn at a median opening to get to the 
opposite side of a busy highway is about 25% safer 
than a direct left turn from a side street or other 
access point (13).

Surveys show that a majority of drivers have no problem making 
U-turns at median openings to get to businesses on the opposite side of 
the road. Where direct left-turns are prohibited, studies show that motorists 
will change their driving or shopping patterns to continue patronizing specifi c 
establishments. In fact, most drivers are reporting that access management 
improvements made the roads safer and that they approve of the changes, 
despite minor inconveniences associated with U-turns.

Some owners of drive-by businesses have 
reported a loss of customers following a median 
project or other change that has eliminated the 
left-turn-in opportunity (and less often left-
turn-out), although the majority do not. For 
example, a before-and-after study of a median 
reconstruction project in Florida involving 
numerous median-opening closures found that 
the majority of surveyed merchants, 68% 
of the 96 respondents, reported little or no 
economic impact to their businesses, although 
27% reported some type of loss (14). Generally, 
businesses that feel they were adversely impacted 
also have competition nearby or may have 
experienced reduced visibility of signage.

“Because of the design of the roads, 
the timing of the traffic signals, and 
the way the traffic is broken up, it has 

become very convenient for people to 
pull into a safe haven, or storage lane 
within the raised median, take their 

time and make a safe and convenient 
u-turn to access properties that were 

concerned about that problem.”

–– Kurt Easton, Executive Director of Merritt Island 
Redevelopment Agency, Florida

Percentage of crashes by 
driveway movement.



The decision on whether or not to signalize a median opening or access point 
depends on many factors, including the volume of traffi c using the access, the 
proximity of other traffi c signals, and the potential impact on public safety 
and traffi c congestion. Most signal warrants are related to traffi c volumes, but 
some consider school crossings, crash history, pedestrian crossings, “factory” 
peaks, and other situations. Unwarranted signals cause undue delays as 
motorists wait at a red light while little or no cross traffi c exists. Worse, 
unwarranted signals may eventually be disobeyed or ignored by frustrated 
motorists who are only one reckless incident away from causing an accident 
or emerging as a casualty themselves. For these reasons, median openings and 
driveways should not be signalized where they do not meet the requirements 
of a traffi c signal study.

The limited number of before-and-after studies have found that truck deliveries 
may be inconvenienced, at worst, but may in fact benefi t from improved 
opportunities resulting from a change in access. And while the actual studies 
may be few, the anecdotal comments are many and favorable.

 • Alternative access through side streets, service roads, or internal connections 
with neighboring developments helps increase accessibility on busy or 
median separated roads – especially if the result allows several properties 
access to a signal.

 • Minor roadway improvements, such as additional pavement on the shoulder, 
may be needed to accommodate U-turning traffi c.

 • Some trucks and large vehicles may need to take alternate routes as U-turns 
can be diffi cult to negotiate.

 • Medians can be landscaped to enhance the image of an area and help attract 
investment and customers.

Merchant and trucker opinions about a median 
project in Ft. Lauderdale, Florida

Why not just signalize all median openings and high volume driveways?

What about impacts on truck deliveries?

Merchant opinions of median changes 
on Oakland Park Blvd., Florida
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What are the other issues with medians and median opening closures?
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Property values: Most property owners surveyed following an access 
management project do not report any adverse effect of the project on property 
values. Often, such projects can have a positive effect by cleaning up the 
patchwork of driveways and curb cuts. For example: 

Customers and deliveries: The majority of customers and truck 
drivers surveyed in before-and-after studies have reacted positively to access 
management projects as improving both safety and traffi c fl ow. Business 
customers surveyed about access management projects in Iowa, Texas and 
Florida overwhelmingly supported the projects because their drive became 
quicker, easier and safer (6).

A study of property values on Texas
corridors with access management 

projects found that land values 
stayed the same or increased, with 

very few exceptions (7).

More than 70% of the businesses impacted 
by a project in Florida involving several 

median opening closures reported no 
change in property value, while 13% 
reported some increase in value (8).

A 2005 study of commercial 
property values along a major access 
management project in Minnesota

found that property values depend more 
on the strength of the local economy 

and the general location of the property 
in the metropolitan area; changes in 
access seemed to have little or no 
effect on the value of parcels (9).

A study of Kansas properties impacted 
by access changes found that the 

majority were suitable for the same 
types of commercial uses after the 
access management project was 

completed. This was true even for 
businesses that had direct access before 
the project and access only via frontage 

roads after project completion (10).

6

Business owners report that the actual impacts 
to their businesses were much less than they 

anticipated. Most adverse impacts were due to 
construction and not to access changes.

“If anything, our business 

has increased, which very 

much surprised me.” 

–– D. Stanley Tripp of Tripp’s Auto Sales 
in Spencer, Iowa



What has been the impact to businesses where this type of thing has been done?

5

Studies of the business impacts of access management projects in Florida, 
Iowa, Minnesota, Kansas and Texas have consistently found that most 
businesses continue to do well when the project is completed. These results 
are particularly true for destination businesses. However, most drive-by 
oriented businesses are not unduly affected either. Drive-by businesses have 
been adversely affected by reconstruction projects that reduce their visibility 
from the major road or cause them to have highly circuitous or inconvenient 
access. However, these are not typical impacts of access management projects 
and where they do occur, it is not uncommon for transportation agencies to 
compensate business owners for losses.

Business activity: Access management projects alone do not appear to 
increase or decrease business failure rates (6). This makes sense considering 
that many factors other than highway access can affect business success. 
“Before and after” studies of businesses in Florida, Iowa, Minnesota, and 
Texas along highways where access has been managed found that the vast 
majority of businesses do as well or better after the access management 
projects are completed. The turnover rate (the proportion of businesses that 
close or move out each year) of businesses in Iowa and Minnesota was studied 
along newly access-managed corridors and was similar to or lower than that 
of the surrounding area. For example:

Businesses affected by access management projects in Iowa tended to do at least as 
well in terms of growth in retail sales, but usually better than those in surrounding 

communities, after the projects were completed. Most of these Iowa business 
proprietors said that sales were similar or greater following the completion of the 

projects. Only fi ve percent reported a sales decrease (6).

Business Proprietors’ Reported Sales ComparisonsImpact of Access Management on Retail Sales Growth

Same
53%

Decreased
5%Uncertain

9%

Increased
33%

• In the 1990s, retail 
businesses along eight 
recently access managed 
roadways in Iowa were 
compared to their 
surrounding communities

• The businesses along the 
managed corridors 
experienced much higher 
retail sales growth during 
the decade than those 
businesses in other 
locations in these eight 
communities

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%
35%

40%

45%

50%

8 Case Study
Communities

Businesses
Along

Managed
Roadways

In the 1990s, retail businesses 
along eight recently access 
managed roadways in Iowa 
were compared to their 
surrounding communities.

The businesses along 
the managed corridors 
experienced much higher 
retail sales growth during the 
decade than those businesses 
in other locations in these 
eight communities.

•

•

Uncertain
9%

Decreased
5%

Increased
33%

Same
53%

The purpose of these roads is to provide lower-speed access to commercial 
sites along a major roadway and to separate business traffi c from higher-speed 
through traffi c. Connections of frontage or service roads to side streets or onto 
the highway must be well away from signalized intersections, so entering and 
exiting traffi c doesn’t confl ict with traffi c queuing at signals.

How will I get access while I’m waiting for a frontage or service road to be fi nished?

Frontage roads maintain good visibility for businesses along a major road 
and typically it is apparent how to enter and exit the road to get to a business. 
Points of entry can be signed to identify businesses that can be accessed 
from that entrance, if it is not already apparent. It’s a good idea to provide 
signs where a service road or frontage road connects at a side street, 
so customers know they can obtain access to businesses that may not be 
visible from the side street.

How will people know how to get to my business from the highway?

Some sites may need to be given temporary access to the major roadway until 
the service road system is complete. This is typically needed when a service 
road is being constructed in segments through the development process, rather 
than built by a transportation agency as part of a road construction project. 
Most agencies will require you to remove your temporary driveway and build 
a driveway to the frontage or service road at a later time, so it’s important to 
design your site access and circulation to accommodate that change.

10

FRONTAGE or SERVICE ROADS
A frontage road is a type of service road that parallels a major 

road or freeway and is located between the road and building sites 
abutting the road. Service roads can also run behind businesses.

Rear service roads providing access to highway commercial properties. A frontage road.
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 • Service roads that run behind highway properties are often less 
disruptive to existing businesses than frontage roads, less costly for an 
agency, and more functional than a frontage road.

 • Rear service roads can provide access to businesses on each side and can 
operate safely from both directions. Frontage roads provide access only to 
businesses fronting on the highway and are much safer when designed for 
one-way traffi c.

 • Additional right-of-way will be needed for the frontage or service road and 
for connecting a service road back to the highway or side street. If your site 
will be impacted, it is important to work with the agency on how to reduce 
adverse effects. For example, if your site becomes nonconforming under 
local zoning regulations because of a smaller setback or other change, ask 
the local agency if they will waive that status, given that it was caused by a 
government right-of-way taking.

What are the other issues with frontage or service roads?

What are other commonly used access management techniques?

Regulate minimum 
spacing of median 

openings and access 
connections (driveways 
and street connections).

Limit the number 
of access points 
per property, or 

consolidating access 
points and encouraging 

shared driveways.

Establish standards 
for driveway width, 

driveway throat length 
and internal drive aisles 
to move traffi c smoothly 
off of the adjacent street.

Move access points 
away from signalized 

intersections and 
freeway ramps.

Incorporate right- 
and left-turn lanes 

into roadways.

Close or replace a 
full median opening 

with a directional 
opening.

Provide a service road 
or parallel collector 

roads and side streets 
for site access along an 

arterial roadway.

Promote
interconnection of 
parking lots and 
unifi ed on-site 

circulation systems.

Install a median on an 
undivided roadway or 
replace a continuous

 two-way left-turn lane 
with a median.

Just think about 
the roads in your 
community where 

access has been 
carefully planned 

and compare them 
to those having lots 
of driveways, open 
frontages, and no 
median. Which 

roads do you prefer 
to travel on and 

which corridors have 
the most vibrant 

businesses?

Location and access are factors, but not the most important factors 
that determine whether businesses succeed or fail. The main reason that 
businesses fail is lack of management expertise (3). The main reasons that 
businesses succeed include (4):
 • the experience of management,
 • how well customers are served,
 • the quality of the product or service provided,
 • adequate fi nancing and investment,
 • well-trained employees,
 • the level and nature of competition, and
  • keeping costs competitive.

Given that access is not the primary reason that businesses survive or 
fail, it follows that a change in access will not be the primary cause 
of whether a business will survive or fail. In fact, access is one of 
the lesser factors that customers will consider when weighed against 
price, service, product, and store amenities.

This is not to say that good access is not important to your business. 
Whether your business is large or small, it is important that you 
can handle customer traffi c demand. If you operate or develop 
major retail centers, factories, or campuses, proper location and design 
of access is essential to customers and employees. For shopping 
centers, the Urban Land Institute’s Shopping Center Development 
Handbook states “poorly 
designed entrances and 
exits not only present a 
traffi c hazard, but also 
cause congestion that can 
create a negative image of 
the center (5).”This is also 
true for small businesses, 
especially those on the 
intersection of busy roads. 
If your business is diffi cult 
or unsafe to enter or exit, 
then customers may be 
dissuaded from visiting.

How important is access to the success of my business?

4

Is this a sign of a store doing great business, or one that 
is telling customers to try the next guy down the street?
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To address this question, it’s important to fi rst determine the type of business 
that you own – drive-by or destination.

 • “Destination businesses” are businesses that customers plan to visit 
in advance of the trip. Examples include electronics stores, doctor or 
dentist offi ces (in fact most offi ces), major retailers, insurance agencies, 
sit down restaurants, etc. 

 • “Drive-by businesses” are those that customers frequent more on 
impulse or while driving by, such as convenience stores, gas stations, or 
fast food restaurants.

If you own a drive-by business, your clients will 
expect to get in and out easily from the highway. 
For you, the critical issues are visibility,
signage, and convenient access.  If your site is 
relatively small, a driveway connecting to the 
highway may not be your best option. A driveway 
on a highway service road or a private circulation 
lane serving several properties can increase the 
convenience of your access and the volume of 
customers you can accommodate. Convenient 
access can be provided by periodic connections between the service road and 
the highway, or through the shared private access points. Short driveways or 
open frontages not only cause safety hazards for pedestrians and traffi c, but 
have less capacity than local roads or long driveways.

If you are the owner of a destination business, your customers 
are planning their trips in advance. A driveway on a congested 
highway or a highway that is perceived as unsafe may actually 
intimidate customers from making the trip. Most small destination 
businesses or specialty stores benefi t more from access to a lower 
speed minor road, such as a neighborhood collector road. The greater 
exposure that a major road provides is an advantage for larger 
destination businesses, but it’s a good idea to have access from more 
than one roadway. Allowing customers to enter and exit from different 
directions will increase safety and convenience.

How will a change in access affect the success of my business?

Access
management
has no impact 
on the demand 
for goods and 

services.

“Our business 

has increased 

about 20% in 

customer count.” 

–– C. Randy Rosenburger
of City Looks in Ankeny 
Iowa.
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Efforts by government agencies to manage access in site 
development and road projects can help businesses, even those 
operating on older highway corridors, in a variety of ways. Here 
are some specifi c benefi ts to you and your customers:
 • Fewer roadway delays and better traffi c fl ow will result, 

which will preserve and possibly even enhance the 
market reach of businesses in your corridor;

 • Safer approaches to businesses result from installation of 
medians, which can also be landscaped to improve the 
image of the area;

 • Properly designed entrances shared by multiple businesses 
allow more site area for parking, more customer options 
to access your site, and improved landscaping or other site 
amenities;

 • Service roads along the highway allow customers to enter and exit businesses 
conveniently and safely, away from faster moving through-traffi c;

 • Internal connections between businesses allow customers to circulate 
easily, without reentering a busy road; and/or

 • Driveways and service road entrances farther away from signalized 
intersections allow easy access for customers, even during times of 
peak congestion.

So what’s the bottom line on access management?

“It has been a very positive 
thing all the way around, 
from the economic, and the 
community sides. We have 

improved our tax base, we have 
improved our traffic problem, 
and plus we have improved 
our business community.”

–– Chuck Fisher, Supt. Public Works 
Ankeny, Iowa

In brief, minimizing the number of curb cuts, consolidating driveways, 
constructing landscaped medians, and coordinating internal site circulation and 

parking among several businesses results in a visually pleasing and more functional 
corridor. That protects your investment in your business, the public investment in 

the roadway, and can even help attract new investment into the area.

“There are a lot of beautification projects 
going on, tree plantings and what have you. 
I think the landscaping in the medians has 
very much added to the very nice decorum of 
Ankeny. It will make a nice impression for 

those visiting Ankeny, or living here.”

–– Andy Kasper, Iowa Realty, Ankeny, Iowa
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What can be done to keep my business going during construction?

YES,
WE ARE
OPEN

There’s no doubt about it, road construction can disrupt customers and drivers, 
but there are ways adverse impacts can be minimized. Two key issues during 
construction are maintaining open access to businesses for customers and 
deliveries, and having suffi cient sign visibility so your customers know you 
are open, and know how to enter and exit your site during this period.
When your road is scheduled for reconstruction, your transportation agency 
will initially notify you about what to expect in terms of traffi c, duration of 
construction, any foreseeable disruptions, and so on. It is important for you to 
respond to them about your special needs and concerns. Below are some of 
the things that you can ask of the agency:

 • Provide clear signs from the roadway to business entrances;
 • Provide temporary and/or secondary business access points, where feasible;
 • Schedule construction for after business hours or to occur during times 

of low usage for seasonally-oriented businesses;
 • Provide alternative parking, if possible and avoid taking or blocking 

parking spaces;
 • Stagger construction along a corridor so impacts are localized and 

staged;
 • Expedite construction through incentive/disincentive programs;
 • Avoid blocking business entrances with construction equipment or 

construction barriers;
 • Establish a single point of contact in the agency about the construction 

project to communicate with property and business owners and help 
address issues that may arise;

 • Provide regular project progress reports to business and property 
owners.

Business owners certainly may see drops 
in gross revenues during construction. But 
these are not unlike drops you may routinely 
experience during expansions, remodeling, 
seasonal variations, or other self-initiated 
management. Experience has shown that 
“construction” drops are temporary too, 
and that retail sales typically return to pre-
construction levels or greater. Research 
fi ndings from corridors in Texas indicate 
that businesses did not change employment levels 
during construction periods. This fi nding indicates that retailers understand 
that construction projects are a temporary and perhaps even an inevitable 
disruption to business, and that loyal patrons will return to stable businesses. 
The same research found that gross revenues typically either returned to pre-
construction levels or were higher after construction was complete (7).

What about congestion and the effect it has on my market area?

Example of Crash Involving Left-Turn Movement from Driveway

Access management not only improves roadway safety, it also helps reduce 
the growing problem of traffi c congestion. Frequent access and closely spaced 
signals increase congestion on major roads. As congestion increases, so does 
delay, which is bad for the economy and frustrating to your customers.
Well-managed arterials can operate at speeds well above poorly managed 
roadways – up to 15 to 20 miles per hour faster. This means more traffi c 
past your door and better exposure for your business.  It also means a 
more convenient shopping experience for your customers.

2

How does access management improve safety?
Each access point creates potential 
confl icts between through traffi c 
and traffi c using that access. Each 
confl ict is a potential crash. Access
management improves safety by 
separating access points so that 
turning and crossing movements 
occur at fewer locations. This
allows drivers passing through 
an area to predict where other 
drivers will turn and cross, and also 
provides space to add turn lanes. 

The fi gure to the right shows how basic changes in access design, such as 
incorporating a median or changing a full median opening to a directional 
opening, can reduce traffi c confl icts and the potential for crashes.

Using Medians to 
Reduce Potential Crashes

Types of Traffi c Confl icts

If crashes and congestion become frequent on 
your roadway, people will seek out other routes. 

Bear in mind that a single crash can tie up 
traffi c and potential customers for hours.



One reason managing access on major roads 
is so important is that driver safety is reduced 
when access is not properly located and 
designed. Imagine, for example, a driveway 
on an interstate freeway – it would certainly 
cause serious safety concerns. These same 
safety problems occur with improperly 
designed access to major arterial roads.

Managing access on your road can result in better 
traffi c fl ow, fewer crashes, and a better shopping 
experience for you and your neighboring businesses.
Consider the effects of adding more access points to 
a highway. A national study in the late 1990s looked at 
nearly 40,000 crashes and data from previous studies to 
determine the crash rate associated with adding access 
points to major roads. It found that an increase from 10 to 
20 access points per mile on major arterial roads increases 
the crash rate by about 30% (1). The crash rate continues 
to rise as more access is permitted. This is why studies 
consistently show that well-managed arterials are often 
40 to 50 percent safer than poorly managed routes (2).

Why is my access being changed or reviewed?

How exactly does this improve the situation on my road?

The access changes being proposed for your business or road are part of a 
growing effort by government agencies to improve how major transportation 
corridors are managed. These efforts, known as access management, involve the 
careful planning of the location and spacing of driveways, street connections, 
median openings and traffi c signals. Access management can also involve 
using medians to channel left-turns to safe locations, and providing dedicated 
turn lanes at intersections and access points to remove turning vehicles from 
through lanes. The combined purpose of these strategies is to reduce crashes 
and traffi c delay.

To understand access management, it is important to know that roads 
have different primary functions; either to provide access or move traffi c.
 • The main function of minor roads, like neighborhood collectors and 

local streets, is to provide access. Minor roads must operate at slower 
speeds so people can enter and exit homes and businesses safely and 
conveniently. 

 • The main function of major roads, like interstate freeways and regional 
highways, is to move traffi c over long distances at higher speeds. Access 
to these roads must be carefully managed so requests for new access to 
development do not contribute to unsafe or congested conditions.

“In the four years I 
have lived here we at 
times have seen a lot 
of rear end collisions 
here, and we haven’t 
seen one now for a 

long time.” 

–– E. Stanley Tripp of Tripp’s 
Auto Sales in Spencer, Iowa, 
commenting on a median 
project in his area.

1

Transportation Research Board, Access Management Manual 2003
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How can I have a say in the access management project on my road?

Where can I go to learn more about access management?
Hopefully this primer has answered some of the questions that you, as a business 
or property owner, may have. Your state or local transportation agency or your 
state’s Federal Highway Division offi ce (on larger projects) are other excellent 
resources to point you to the right project manager, or to answer your general 
questions concerning access changes. These transportation agencies need and 
value your input as they strive to provide a safe and effi cient highway system. 

For the latest information on access management or to order the latest Access 
Management Library CD/DVD collection, go to www.accessmanagement.gov.
Other important sources for information on the economic effects of access 
management include the TRB Access Management Manual, and NCHRP 
Report 420: Impacts of Access Management Techniques, which are both 
available from the Transportation Research Board at www.trb.org.

Get involved! All government agencies are required to involve the public in 
transportation policy and project decisions. Most state transportation agencies 
offer open house meetings during transportation project planning and design, 
and both state and local government agencies conduct public meetings and 
hearings when making important policy or regulatory changes that involve 
access management. Prospective business owners can also review area master 
plans to research potential changes.

This involvement works best when ideas and concerns are conveyed in a 
cooperative manner, understanding that there are two issues at stake – providing 
adequate access and creating a safe and effi cient driving environment. 

These meetings are opportunities for you to hear more about an access 
management project or plan and to make the planners and engineers aware 
of how it impacts your business. This might involve issues related to internal 
traffi c circulation and parking, deliveries, plans for expansion, etc. Knowing 
this information early in project planning or design allows them to make 
better project decisions and can result in changes that reduce or avoid adverse 
impacts on your business.

For example, many businesses depend on trucks for deliveries and other 
functions. Larger trucks are not typically able to make certain movements 
(such as U-turns). It is important to work with agency staff to develop a plan 
that will accommodate truck access to your business in a manner as convenient 
as possible. Sometimes this will require that trucks follow a slightly different 
route to arrive at the property. Project planners can work with you to assure 
that trucks will be able to access your business. This is just one of many ways 
your input is important.

It is important for you as a stakeholder in an access management project to 
attend public meetings and hearings and to voice your ideas and concerns.



1 Gluck, J., H. Levinson and V. Stover, NCHRP Report 420: Impacts of Access 
Management Techniques, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C.: National 
Academy Press, 1999.

2 Preston, H., et al. Statistical Relationship between Vehicular Crashes and Highway 
Access, Minnesota Department of Transportation, Report MN-RC-1998-27, August 
1998.

3 USA Today, Money, 5/6/2004.
4 Holland, R., Planning Against a Business Failure, ADC Info #24, University of 

Tennessee, October 1998.
5 Urban Land Institute, Shopping Center Development Handbook, Second Edition, 

Washington D.C., 1985, p. 101. 
6 Iowa State University, Iowa Access Management Research and Awareness Project, CTRE,

1997.
7 Eisele, W. and W. Frawley,  A Methodology for Determining Economic Impacts of 

Raised Medians: Data Analysis on Additional Case Studies, Research Report 3904-3, 
Texas Transportation Institute, College Station, Texas, October 1999.

8 Vargas, F.A. and Y. Guatam, Problem: Roadway Safety vs. Commercial Development 
Access, ITE, Compendium of Technical Papers, 1989.

9 Plazak, D. and H. Preston, Long-Term Impacts of Access Management on Business 
and Land Development along Minnesota Interstate-394, Proceedings of the 2005 Mid-
Continent Transportation Research Symposium, CTRE - Iowa State University, 2005.

10  Rees, M., T. Orrick, and R. Marx, Police Power Regulation of Highway Access 
and Traffi c Flow in the State of Kansas, presentation, 79th Annual Meeting of the 
Transportation Research Board, Washington D.C., January 10, 2000.

11 TRB Committee on Access Management, Access Management Manual, Transportation 
Research Board, 2003.

12 Parsonson, P., et al., Effect on Safety of Replacing an Arterial Two-Way Left-Turn 
Lane with a Raised Median, Proceedings of the First National Conference on Access 
Management, Federal Highway Administration, 1993.

13 Lu, J., et al., Methodology to Quantify the Effects of Access Management on Roadway 
Operations and Safety, 3 volumes, prepared by the University of South Florida for the 
Florida Department of Transportation, 2001.
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You may be reading this primer because 
your state transportation agency or local 
government has told you about plans that 
will affect access to your business. They 
may be planning to install a raised median on 
your roadway, to close a median opening, or 
to reconfi gure your driveway. Perhaps your 
request for a driveway is under review or the 
regulating agency has imposed conditions 
on its approval. Or, maybe the state or local 
agency is planning a new access policy and 
you have questions or concerns about the 
economic effects of these changes.

Whatever the reason, it is important for you 
to understand the basis for these changes 
and how they might affect your business.
This primer will address questions you may 
have about access management and its effect 
on business activity and the local economy. 
It focuses on economic concerns that may 
arise in response to proposed access changes 
or policies, including potential impacts on 
business activity, freight and deliveries, 
parking for customers, and property or resale 
value of affected property.

SAFE ACCESS
IS GOOD FOR 
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RESOLUTION 2016-69 

A RESOLUTION TO ADOPT THE PROJECT LIST FOR PHASE I OF THE FY 2017-2026 CIP (CAPITAL 

INVESTMENT PROGRAM) 

WHEREAS, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen (BOMA) has determined that the FY 2017-2026 

Capital Investment Program (CIP) as has been presented represents their intent as to the capital projects  

needing to be accomplished within the next several years; and 

WHEREAS, the BOMA has reviewed the FY 2017-2026 CIP and ranked its top nine (9) priority  

projects for consideration of funding; and 

WHEREAS, the BOMA has provided adequate funding capacity for these projects through a  

variety of sources including the Invest Franklin initiative; and 

WHEREAS, City Staff has recommended and presented to the BOMA the FY 2017-2026 Capital  

Funding Model for consideration inclusive of many internal and external sources which can be leveraged  

to fund the projects itemized below to maximize available funding. 

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

OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE, that the following FY 2017-2026 CIP projects be approved for funding for the  

approximate amounts shown below utilizing funding as recommended by City Staff: 

1. East McEwen (Phase IV)        $27,478,800 

2. East / Southeast Multipurpose Park       $13,200,000 

3. Sidewalk “Gaps”          $  1,250,000 

4. Fire Station 7          $  4,330,000 

5. Franklin Road Improvements        $14,340,000 

6. Goose Creek Interchange Lighting       $     870,000 

7. Major Street Resurfacing        $  5,400,000 

8. Public Safety Communications System       $  4,600,000 

9. Mallory Station / Royal Oaks / Liberty Pike Intersection Improvements (Phase 1)  $  2,200,000 

     

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF MAYOR AND ALDERMEN OF THE CITY OF  

FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE that those capital improvement projects listed in the FY 2017-2026 CIP not  

designated as being funded by this Resolution will be continually evaluated on a case by case basis and in  

accordance with the established priority rankings for funding should additional funds be made available or  

those projects slated for funding are delayed and the designated funding not be needed at the present  

time. 

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 
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ID Name Category Status
Star

Ranking
 Estimated

Cost 
PK16014 East/Southeast Multipurpose Park Parks & Recreation Pending 4 13,200,000.00$    8 13,200,000.00$      1
ST16007 East McEwen Drive Improvements ‐ Phase 4 Transportation Active 4 26,428,800.00$    8 39,628,800.00$      2
ST16037 Sidewalk Gaps Transportation Pending 4 1,250,000.00$      8 40,878,800.00$      3
FD16001 Fire Station 7 (Goose Creek Area) Facilities Active 4 4,330,000.00$      7 45,208,800.00$      4
ST16009 Franklin Road Improvements & Streetscape Transportation Active 4 14,340,000.00$    7 59,548,800.00$      5
ST16002 Goose Creek Interchange Lighting Transportation Pending 3 870,000.00$         6 60,418,800.00$      6
FM16001 New City Hall Facilities Active 4 24,100,000.00$    5 84,518,800.00$      7
ST16014 Franklin Rd & Mallory Station Rd Int. Improv. Transportation Pending 3 3,920,000.00$      5 88,438,800.00$      8
PK16018 Eastern Flank Circle (Loop Road) Repair Parks & Recreation Pending 4 130,000.00$         4 88,568,800.00$      9
PK16020 Bicentennial Park Schematic Design & Construction Parks & Recreation Active 4 1,905,000.00$      4 90,473,800.00$      10
ST16030 Sidewalk Lewisburg Ave Transportation Pending 4 580,000.00$         4 91,053,800.00$      11
PK16002 Main Barn Restoration (Harlinsdale) Parks & Recreation Pending 4 698,000.00$         3 91,751,800.00$      12
PK16008 Jim Warren Park Renovations Parks & Recreation Pending 3 2,885,000.00$      3 94,636,800.00$      13
PK16009 Liberty Park Improvements Parks & Recreation Pending 1 557,000.00$         3 95,193,800.00$      14
ST16008 East McEwen Dr. Right‐Turn Bypass Lane Transportation Pending 4 974,400.00$         3 96,168,200.00$      15
ST16011 Mallory/N Royal Oaks & Liberty Intersection Imp. Transportation Pending 3 4,440,000.00$      3 100,608,200.00$    16
ST16017 Long Lane/Old Peytonsville Rd Connector at I‐65 Transportation Active 3 12,790,000.00$    3 113,398,200.00$    17
ST16031 Liberty Pike Sidewalk Transportation Pending 3 102,000.00$         3 113,500,200.00$    18
ST16038 Major Street Resurfacing Transportation Pending 2 13,800,000.00$    3 127,300,200.00$    19
PK16001 Hayes Home Restoration (Harlinsdale) Parks & Recreation Pending 4 718,500.00$         2 128,018,700.00$    20
PK16010 Splash Pad Parks & Recreation Pending 1 600,000.00$         2 128,618,700.00$    21
PK16013 Greenway & Bridge (Harlinsdale to Fulton Greer) Parks & Recreation Pending 3 652,944.00$         2 129,271,644.00$    22
ST16012 East McEwen Drive Extension ‐ Phase 5 Transportation Active 1 12,587,800.00$    2 141,859,444.00$    23
ST16015 Carothers Parkway Widening (Falcon Creek to SR‐96) Transportation Pending 3 16,676,000.00$    2 158,535,444.00$    24
ST16019 N Royal Oaks Blvd (Alexander Plaza to Liberty Pk) Transportation Pending 1 8,688,400.00$      2 167,223,844.00$    25
ST16028 Clovercroft Road (SR96 to Oxford Glen) Transportation Pending 3 14,458,150.00$    2 181,681,994.00$    26
ST16029 Multi‐Use Trail S Royal Oaks Transportation Pending 1 810,000.00$         2 182,491,994.00$    27
TOC16001 Carothers Parkway (South) ITS Extension Transportation Pending 4 1,375,000.00$      2 183,866,994.00$    28
TOC16002 ITS Camera at Columbia Ave & Mack Hatcher Pkwy Transportation Pending 2 85,000.00$           2 183,951,994.00$    29
PK16004 North Barn Restoration (Harlinsdale) Parks & Recreation Pending 2 689,400.00$         1 184,641,394.00$    30
PK16005 Harlinsdale Vistor Center & Museum Parks & Recreation Pending 2 3,100,760.00$      1 187,742,154.00$    31
PK16006 Worker House I & II (Harlinsdale) Parks & Recreation Pending 2 342,000.00$         1 188,084,154.00$    32
PK16012 Greenway (Pinkerton to Bicentennial) Parks & Recreation Pending 3 5,710,126.00$      1 193,794,280.00$    33
PK16016 Lockwood Glen Park Parks & Recreation Pending 2 210,750.00$         1 194,005,030.00$    34
PK16019 Harlinsdale Farm Interurban Trail Connection Parks & Recreation Pending 2 128,000.00$         1 194,133,030.00$    35

Project Information Cumulative
Total

Total
Votes
(X of 9)

Counter

FY 2017‐2026 CIP ‐ BOMA Selections ‐ Non‐Weighted
(Facilities, Parks & Recreation, and Transportation Projects)
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Ranking
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Cost 

Project Information Cumulative
Total

Total
Votes
(X of 9)

Counter

FY 2017‐2026 CIP ‐ BOMA Selections ‐ Non‐Weighted
(Facilities, Parks & Recreation, and Transportation Projects)

ST16004 Carothers Parkway Extension Transportation Pending 1 5,172,000.00$      1 199,305,030.00$    36
ST16006 Jordan Road Improvements Transportation Active 4 2,062,000.00$      1 201,367,030.00$    37
ST16013 Aspen Grove Dr & Seaboard Ln Intersection Improv. Transportation Active 2 1,708,000.00$      1 203,075,030.00$    38
ST16016 Lewisburg Pike Imp. (Donelson Crk Pkwy to SR‐397) Transportation Pending 3 12,720,000.00$    1 215,795,030.00$    39
ST16018 S. Margin Infrastructure Upgrades (1st to Columbia) Transportation Pending 4 7,393,680.00$      1 223,188,710.00$    40
ST16022 Carothers Parkway Widening (Long Lane to Falcon Creek) Transportation Pending 3 9,435,629.00$      1 232,624,339.00$    41
ST16024 Multi‐Use Trail Mack Hatcher (Franklin to Hillsboro) Transportation Pending 3 2,295,000.00$      1 234,919,339.00$    42
ST16025 Multi‐Use Trail Oxford Glen Dr (Dalily to McEwen) Transportation Pending 3 870,000.00$         1 235,789,339.00$    43
ST16026 Multi‐Use Trail Forrest Crossing Blvd Transportation Pending 3 375,000.00$         1 236,164,339.00$    44
ST16027 Boyd Mill Ave (Downs to SR96W) Transportation Pending 2 7,421,542.00$      1 243,585,881.00$    45
ST16032 West Main Street (Natchez St to Downs Blvd) Transportation Pending 4 8,752,750.00$      1 252,338,631.00$    46
ST16034 Jordan Road (McEwen ‐ Liberty) Transportation Pending 1 2,400,000.00$      1 254,738,631.00$    47
ST16036 Hillsboro Road Temporary Sidewalk Transportation Pending 1 550,000.00$         1 255,288,631.00$    48
TOC16003 ITS Camera at Franklin Rd & Mallory Station Rd Transportation Pending 2 85,000.00$           1 255,373,631.00$    49
TOC16007 Lewisburg Pike ITS Extension Transportation Pending 1 150,000.00$         1 255,523,631.00$    50
PK16003 Maintenance Building Restoration (Harlinsdale) Parks & Recreation Pending 1 549,000.00$         0
PK16007 North Pavilion & Restroom Facility (Harlinsdale) Parks & Recreation Pending 1 292,500.00$         0
PK16011 Greenway (Aspen Grove to Mack Hatcher) Parks & Recreation Pending 3 907,255.00$         0
PK16017 Greenway (Lewisburg to I‐65/Harpeth River) Parks & Recreation Pending 1 3,300,000.00$      0
ST16001 Carlisle Lane Improvements Transportation Pending 1 4,186,000.00$      0
ST16003 Peytonsville Road Extension Transportation Pending 1 16,812,000.00$    0
ST16005 Peytonsville Rd & Pratt Ln Intersection Improv. Transportation Pending 1 5,016,000.00$      0
ST16010 Beta Drive Extension Transportation Pending 1 4,306,000.00$      0
ST16020 Multi‐Use Trail SR‐96W (Vera Valley Dr to 9th Ave) Transportation Pending 2 1,913,867.00$      0
ST16021 Multi‐Use Trail (Mack Hatcher Pkwy to EFBP) Transportation Pending 1 1,987,451.00$      0
ST16023 Multi‐Use Trail 1st Ave (South Margin to Bridge) Transportation Pending 1 1,470,000.00$      0
ST16033 Carters Creek Pk (Old Carters Creek ‐ Downs Blvd) Transportation Pending 2 23,287,500.00$    0
ST16035 Columbia Ave (Downs Blvd to Fowlkes St) Transportation Pending 2 17,900,000.00$    0
TOC16004 Hillsboro Road ITS Extension Transportation Pending 3 700,000.00$         0
TOC16005 Highway 96 West ITS Extension ‐ Phase 1 Transportation Pending 1 285,000.00$         0
TOC16006 Highway 96 West ITS Extension ‐ Phase 2 Transportation Pending 1 310,000.00$         0
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 Description
This section of greenway will transition to a multi-use pathway in certain sections.  The trail will connect to the proposed Mack Hatcher multi-use pathway in the future.  The intersection of Mack 
Hatcher and Lewisburg Pike will be particularly difficult to manage but an at-grade crossing is proposed at this traffic light.  From Mack Hatcher, the trail will continue south along Lewisburg 
Pike until it heads east near the intersection of Donelson Creek Parkway along the southern edge of the Waters Edge development to the Harpeth River.  The trail will again say along the south 
side of the Harpeth until Five Mile Creek.  A bridge crossing to the East side of Five Mile Creek provides an opportunity to connect via easements south to Berry Farms.

Project # PK16014

Priority 4 Star Project

 Justification

Useful Life 20+

Project Name East/Southeast Multipurpose Park

Category Parks and Recreation

Type New

Total Cost $13,200,000

Contact Park Director

Department Parks

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
1,200,0001,200,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
12,000,0004,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000Construction

1,200,000 4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000 13,200,000Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
13,200,0001,200,000 4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000Parkland Dedication

1,200,000 4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000 13,200,000Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 1
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Park16014 - Southeast Multi-Purpose Park

BOMA Ranking: 1
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 Description
Improvement of East McEwen Drive, from 800 feet east of the roundabout at Cool Springs Boulevard/Oxford Glen Drive to Wilson Pike (SR-252). The project shall be constructed as a four (4) 
lane, median divided facility with turn lanes as requred.  Project shall include: access management (as allowable), curb & gutter, street lights, ITS Infrastructure, and accomodations for 
pedestrians and bicycles.  Approximate project length of 8,200 LF.

Project # ST16007

Priority 4 Star Project

 Justification
Congestion Mitigation: The Cools Springs Area is a major employment area within middle TN.  As development continues along Carothers Parkway so does the AADT on McEwen Drive.  
McEwen Drive is an important East / West Connector between Nolensville, La Vergne, Smyrna and Rutherford County.  In the last few years the Board has approved 5.2 Million SF of Office, 
450,000 SF of retail, 700 hotel rooms and 2,418 multifamily units at the Carothers and McEwen Intersection alone.  Improving this roadway will help to significantly reduce congestion for 
commuters trying to access the Cool Springs area.  

Safety: This rural roadway is an important East / West Connector between Nolensville, La Vergne, Smyrna and Rutherford County.  This roadway has significate vertical and horizontal issues 
that need corrected to improve safety.  

Economic Development: The City has invested heavily in the Carothers McEwen area over the last few years.  We are now seeing the private market invest millions of dollars into office and 
retail space along Carothers Parkway.  These upgrades are needed to reduce congestion and improve safety so that we can retain and attract new businesses long term.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name East McEwen Drive Improvements - Phase 4

Category Transportation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $26,428,800

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Active

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
100,000100,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
3,500,0002,500,000 1,000,000ROW and Easements
1,000,000500,000 500,000Construction Engineering / 

Inspection
21,828,80010,914,400 10,914,400Construction

2,600,000 1,000,000 11,414,400 11,414,400 26,428,800Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
24,977,6602,600,000 1,000,000 10,688,830 10,688,830Road Impact Fees
1,091,440545,720 545,720Stormwater

359,700179,850 179,850Wastewater Renewal

2,600,000 1,000,000 11,414,400 11,414,400 26,428,800Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 2
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ST16007 - East McEwen Drive Improvement 

BOMA Ranking: 2
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 Description
Improvement of roudabout at East McEwen Drive and Cool Springs Boulevard/Oxford Glen Drive. The project consists of the construction of a riight-turn bypass lane for westbound motorists 
turning right from East McEwen Drive onto Cool Springs Boulevard.  Approximate project length of 1,000 LF.

Project # ST16008

Priority 4 Star Project

 Justification
Congestion Mitigation: The Cools Springs Area is a major employment area within Middle TN.  As development continues along Carothers Parkway so does the AADT on McEwen Drive.  
McEwen Drive is an important East / West Connector between Nolensville, La Vergne, Smyrna and Rutherford County.  In the last few years the Board has approved 5.2 Million SF of Office, 
450,000 SF of retail, 700 hotel rooms and 2,418 multifamily units at the Carothers and McEwen Intersection alone.  Improving this intersection will help to significantly reduce congestion for 
commuters trying to access the Cool Springs area.  

Safety:  This roundabout has one of the highest crash rates within the city.  The high crash rate is probably due to lack of public understanding of how to drive through a roundabout and the high 
volume of traffic utilizing this roundabout.    The addition of right-turn bypass lane is anticipated to reduce both congestion and accidents at this intersection.  

Economic Development: The City has invested heavily in the Carothers McEwen area over the last few years.  We are now seeing the private market invest millions of dollars into office and 
retail space along Carothers Parkway.  These upgrades are needed to reduce congestion and improve safety so that we can retain and attract new businesses long term.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name East McEwen Dr. Right-Turn Bypass Lane

Category Transportation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $974,400

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
70,00070,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
350,000350,000ROW and Easements
59,40059,400Construction Engineering / 

Inspection
495,000495,000Construction

70,000 350,000 554,400 974,400Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
949,65070,000 350,000 529,650Road Impact Fees
24,75024,750Stormwater

70,000 350,000 554,400 974,400Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 15
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ST16008 - East McEwen Dr. Right Turn Bypass Lane

BOMA Ranking: 15
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 Description
Annual budget of $250,000 over a 5-year period to "fill-in" gaps in the existing sidewalk network.

Project # ST16037

Priority 4 Star Project

 Justification
Segments of sidewalk that do not have logical connections (e.g gaps) exist in many areas around the City.  An dedicated budget item on an annual basis would allow the City the opportunity to 
complete existing sidewalk networks by "filling-in" these gaps.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Sidewalk Gaps

Category Transportation

Type New

Total Cost $1,250,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
1,250,000250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000Construction

250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 1,250,000Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
1,250,000250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000General

250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 1,250,000Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 3
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 Description
New Fire Station at the Williamson County AG Complex

Project # FD16001

Priority 4 Star Project

 Justification
The City currently operates a temporary fire station at the Williamson County AG Complex.  This temporary fire station needs to be replaced with a permanent facility.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Fire Station 7 (Goose Creek Area)

Category Emergency Services

Type New

Total Cost $4,330,000

Contact Fire Chief

Department Fire

Status Active

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
80,00080,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
250,000250,000Construction Engineering / 

Inspection
3,900,0003,900,000Construction

100,000100,000Equip/Vehicles/Furnishings

80,000 4,150,000 100,000 4,330,000Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
4,330,00080,000 4,150,000 100,000Facilities Tax

80,000 4,150,000 100,000 4,330,000Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 4
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 Description
Improvement of Franklin Road, from the bridge at the Harpeth River to Hooper Lane. The project shall be constructed as a three (3) facility.  Project shall include: curb & gutter, street lights, ITS 
Infrastructure, sidewalks, and typical streetscape elements.  Approximate project length of 3,500 LF.

Project # ST16009

Priority 4 Star Project

 Justification
Congestion Mitigation: This project will provide limited congestion mitigation as it relates to vehicular traffic.    

Safety:  Pedestrian safety and utility upgrades are on the primary reasons for moving this project forward.  This project will provide a safe way for pedestrians to access Harlinsdale Farm, Jamison 
Station and the Factory.  As more events are moved to Harlinsdale Farm the priority of this project continues to increase.   

Economic Development: Downtown Franklin is a destination point that attracts numerous visitors and business to City.   We need to continue investment within our historic downtown area to 
ensure that it remains a safe and walkable community to all residents and visitors

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Franklin Road Improvements & Streetscape

Category Transportation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $14,340,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Active

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
50,00050,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
2,500,0002,500,000ROW and Easements

900,000450,000 450,000Construction Engineering / 
Inspection

10,890,0005,445,000 5,445,000Construction

2,550,000 5,895,000 5,895,000 14,340,000Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
11,360,9002,550,000 4,405,450 4,405,450Road Impact Fees

544,500272,250 272,250Stormwater
1,500,000750,000 750,000Hotel/Motel Tax

311,300155,650 155,650Water Capacity
234,00078,000 156,000Wastewater Capacity
311,300155,650 155,650Water Renewal
78,00078,000Wastewater Renewal

2,550,000 5,895,000 5,895,000 14,340,000Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 5
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S16009 - Franklin Rd Improvements & Streetscape

BOMA Ranking: 5
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 Description
Interchange Lighting for Goose Creek at I-65.  The City will need to partner with TDOT to fund 50% of the cost associated with this project.

Project # ST16002

Priority 3 Star Project

 Justification
Safty: Lighted interscetions and interchanges tend to have fewer crashes than unlighted intersections/interchanges.  The majority of the intersection crashes at night are primarily assoicated with 
visibility.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Goose Creek Interchange Lighting

Category Transportation

Type New

Total Cost $870,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
60,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
60,000

60,000Construction Engineering / 
Inspection

60,000

750,000Construction 750,000
870,000Total 60,000 810,000

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
435,000General 30,000 405,000
435,000MPO/TDOT Funding 30,000 405,000
870,000Total 60,000 810,000

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 6
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ST16002 - Goose Creek Interchange Lighting

BOMA Ranking: 6
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 Description
The resurfacing (e.g. paving) of major roadways within the City are proposed to be included in the Capital Investment Plan (CIP) as follows:

2017 - Cool Springs Blvd, from Mack Hatcher Pkwy to East McEwen Dr
2018 - Royal Oaks Blvd/Mallory Ln, from Mack Hatcher Pkwy to Cool Springs Blvd
2019 - Mallory Ln, from Cool Springs Blvd to Moores Ln
2020 - Liberty Pk, from Franklin Rd to Broadgate Dr/Waverly Pl
2021 - Del Rio Pk, from Cotton Ln to Hillsboro Rd
2022 - Carothers Pkwy, from Long Ln to Isabella Ln
2023 - East McEwen Dr, from Cool Springs Blvd to Wilson Pk
2024 - Boyd Mill Ave/Carlisle Ln, from SR-96W (Jim Warren Park) to Del Rio Pk

As expected, any scheduled maintenance would be signficantly postponed by the funding over major reconstruction projects.  For example, the funding of the East McEwen Drive Phase 4 Project 
would eliminate the immediate need to repave that section of East McEwen Drive, as repaving would be performed as a part of the reconstruction project.

Project # ST16038

Priority 2 Star Project

 Justification
Currently, the City of Franklin Streets Department primarily utilizes State Street Aid to fund the maintenance (e.g. paving) of City streets.  The yearly shortfall in available funds for resurfacing 
projects forces the City to extend to time between pavement maintenance to an undesirable level (e.g. greater than 20 year cycle).  To meet the needs of the entire City, large projects must be 
broken into many projects over a multi-year timespan.  This can lead to shorter pavement life and less than desirable rideability.

The inclusion of major resurfacing projects in the Capital Investment Plan (CIP) would allow the Streets Department to focus their annual budget on local streets and minor collectors.  This 
additional funding would also allow for a shorter cycle between paving cycles, which will lead to better street conditions.

Useful Life 10-20 years

Project Name Major Street Resurfacing

Category Transportation

Type Maintenance

Total Cost $13,800,000

Contact Streets Director

Department Streets

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
13,800,0002,400,000 1,700,000 1,300,000 900,000 1,800,000Construction 3,100,000 1,700,000 900,000

2,400,000 1,700,000 1,300,000 900,000 1,800,000 13,800,000Total 3,100,000 1,700,000 900,000

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
13,800,0002,400,000 1,700,000 1,300,000 900,000 1,800,000General 3,100,000 1,700,000 900,000

2,400,000 1,700,000 1,300,000 900,000 1,800,000 13,800,000Total 3,100,000 1,700,000 900,000

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 19
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Possible Phase II CIP Projects
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Summary of Possible Phase 2 Projects 

ID Name BOMA 
Rank 

Reason for consideration: 

FM16001 New City Hall 7 Received 5 of 9 BOMA Votes.  The Board should consider future planning for City Hall. 
ST16014 Franklin Rd & Mallory Station Rd 

Int. Improvements 
8 Received 5 of 9 BOMA Votes.  Significant Peak Hour Delays at the intersection. 

PK16018 Eastern Flank Circle (loop Road) 
Repair 

9 Received 4 of 9 BOMA Votes.  Roadway is a maintenance problem for the Parks Department. 

PK16020 Bicentennial Park Schematic 
Design & Construction 

10 Received 4 of 9 BOMA Votes.  Staff would recommend that we look at phasing the project and 
work with the board to determine how to proceed. 

ST13030 Sidewalk Lewisburg Ave 11 Received 4 of 9 BOMA Votes.  This fills in a gap within our downtown and has been requested 
by the residents. 

ST16011 Mallory/N Royal Oaks & Liberty 
Intersection Imp. 

16 Significate delay anticipated at this intersection due to private development / investment 
along the Carothers and Mallory corridor. 

ST16017 Long Lane Old Peytonsville Rd 
Connector 

17 Significate private development / investment within the Southeast area of the City.  This 
investment is driving the need for improved connectivity to keep up with Development. 

PK16013 Greenway Harlinsdale to Cheek & 
Fulton Greer Park 

22 Possible partnership with Friends of Franklin Park and Heritage Foundation. 

TOC16001 Carothers Parkway (South) ITS 
Extension 

28 Need to extend ITS infrastructure to the Goose Creek Area due to the number of signals and 
need to connect to Fire Station 7. 

PK16012 Pinkerton Park to Bicentennial 
Park 

33 Possible partnership with Friends of Franklin Park and Heritage Foundation. 

ST16006 Jordan Road Improvements 37 This is a rural road in an urban environment.  The Roadway needs significant upgrades. 
ST16013 Aspen Grove & Seaboard Ln 

Intersection 
38 Significant peak hour delays at this intersection.  The city has applied to obtain a CMAQ grant 

with the Nashville area MPO. 
ST16018 S. Margin Infrastructure Upgrades 40 All water, sewer and storm infrastructure needs to be replaced.  This is a high priority to help 

with operations and maintenance of the infrastructure. 
PK16020 Multiuse Trail (Vera Valley – 9th 

Ave) 
N/A The City has obtained a grant from TDOT for this project.  City staff recently submitted on 

another grant opportunity to help fund this project.    
ST16005 Peytonsville Rd & Pratt Ln 

Intersection 
N/A The City has committed to completing this project long term.  

ST16023 Multiuse Trail 1st Ave (South 
Margin to Bridge) 

N/A Possible partnership with Friends of Franklin Park and Heritage Foundation. 
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 Description
New City Hall Building

Project # FM16001

Priority 3 Star Project

 Justification
The City has assessed the need for a new City Hall and believes that the existing City Hall is inadequate to meet present and foresseable future needs, given the rapid growth and increased 
demand for superior municipal services in Franklin.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name New City Hall

Category General Services

Type New

Total Cost $24,100,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Project & Facilities Mgmt.

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
800,000400,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
400,000

800,000Construction Engineering / 
Inspection

400,000 400,000

22,000,000Construction 11,000,000 11,000,000
500,000Equip/Vehicles/Furnishings 500,000

400,000 24,100,000Total 400,000 11,400,000 11,400,000 500,000

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
24,100,000400,000Facilities Tax 400,000 11,400,000 11,400,000 500,000

400,000 24,100,000Total 400,000 11,400,000 11,400,000 500,000

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 7
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 Description
Reconstruction of intersection at Franklin Road (SR-6/US-31) and Mallory Station Road to allow for more efficient peak hour movements. Approximate project length of 1,000 LF.

Project # ST16014

Priority 3 Star Project

 Justification
Congestion Mitigation: Capacity at this intersection is approaching failures and it currently has significate peak hour delays.  

Safety: No existing safety concerns at this intersection.  Pedestrian facilities should be incorporated to the intersection improvement to comply with the Cities master plan.

Economic Development: Redevelopment and future economic development along this corridor is limited.  This improvement is needed to maintain our high quality of life by reducing congestion 
and improving safety along this Major Arterial Roadway.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Franklin Rd & Mallory Station Rd Int. Improv.

Category Transportation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $3,920,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
216,000216,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
680,000680,000ROW and Easements
324,000324,000Construction Engineering / 

Inspection
2,700,0002,700,000Construction

216,000 680,000 3,024,000 3,920,000Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
1,892,500108,000 340,000 1,444,500General
1,892,500108,000 340,000 1,444,500Road Impact Fees

135,000135,000Stormwater

216,000 680,000 3,024,000 3,920,000Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 8
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ST 16014 - Franklin Rd & Mallory Station Rd

BOMA Ranking: 8
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 Description
Cover existing DBST with West TN Mix

Project # PK16018

Priority 3 Star Project

 Justification

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Eastern Flank Circle (Loop Road) Repair

Category Parks and Recreation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $130,000

Contact Park Director

Department Parks

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
130,000130,000Construction

130,000 130,000Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
130,000130,000Hotel/Motel Tax

130,000 130,000Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 9
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City of Franklin GIS Dept.

Park16018 – Eastern Flank Circle Repair

BOMA Ranking: 9
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 Description
Located at 214 N. Margin St.:  Update the current 2008 master plan and design for construction of a paving system or ground cover for the park surrounding the Bicentennial park pavilion, east 
side of the park and the Worley property if purchased by the City.  Design and prepare construction documents to include but not limited to soil testing, stormwater management needs, vehicular 
load requirements, local regulations and flood restrictions.  Project areas are highlighted.

Project # PK16020

Priority 4 Star Project

 Justification

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Bicentennial Park Schematic Design & Construction

Category Parks and Recreation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $1,905,000

Contact Park Director

Department Parks

Status Active

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
145,000145,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
200,000100,000 100,000Construction Engineering / 

Inspection
1,560,000780,000 780,000Construction

145,000 880,000 880,000 1,905,000Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
1,905,000145,000 880,000 880,000Hotel/Motel Tax

145,000 880,000 880,000 1,905,000Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 10
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 Description
Build a sidewalk along the north side of Lewisburg Ave.  This project will require the installation of curb and gutter, storm infastrcutre and a rebuilding at least one lane of traffic.

Project # ST16030

Priority 4 Star Project

 Justification
This will provide additional sidewalk in our downtown and provide connectivity to Thompson Alley and the Park.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Sidewalk Lewisburg Ave

Category Transportation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $580,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
80,00080,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
100,000100,000ROW and Easements
400,000400,000Construction

80,000 100,000 400,000 580,000Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
580,00080,000 100,000 400,000General

80,000 100,000 400,000 580,000Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 11
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City of Franklin TN GIS Dept.

ST16030 - Sidewalk Lewisburg Ave

BOMA Ranking: 11
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 Description
Intersection improvements to North Royal Oaks Boulevard, Liberty Pike and Mallory Lane.  This intersection is projected to be at a failure level in the next 3-4 years based on the proposed 
development along Carothers Parkway.  If this porject is not completed, there will be significant delays at this key intersection.

Project # ST16011

Priority 3 Star Project

 Justification
Congestion Mitigation:  It is anticipated that this roadway will reach failure levels within the next 5 years.  The increased traffic is a result of all the development along Carothers Parkway and 
other areas within Cool Springs.  

Safety: No existing safety concerns at this intersection.  Pedestrian facilities should be incorporated to the intersection improvements to comply with the Cities master plan.

Economic Development: Redevelopment and future economic development in the Cool Springs area continues.  This improvement is needed to maintain our high quality of life by reducing 
congestion and improving safety along this Major Arterial Roadway.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Mallory/N Royal Oaks & Liberty Intersection Imp.

Category Transportation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $4,440,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
216,000216,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
1,200,0001,200,000ROW and Easements

324,000Construction Engineering / 
Inspection

324,000

2,700,000Construction 2,700,000
216,000 1,200,000 4,440,000Total 3,024,000

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
4,137,400216,000 1,200,000Road Impact Fees 2,721,400

135,000Stormwater 135,000
55,000Water Capacity 55,000

112,600Wastewater Renewal 112,600
216,000 1,200,000 4,440,000Total 3,024,000

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 16
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ST16011 - Mallory/N Royal Oaks & Liberty Intersection

BOMA Ranking: 16
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 Description
Included in the update to the Major Thoroughfare Plan are 2 crossings of I-65. This project is one of those crossings as is intended to connect Old Peytonsville Road with Long Lane. The main 
advantage of this crossing is to allow for traffic interconnectivity across I-65 without having to use Goose Creek By-Pass or Highway 96. Limits of construction are from Five Mile Creek Bridge 
to 500 feet east of Baskin Property.  Approximately 2,500 LF.

Project # ST16017

Priority 3 Star Project

 Justification
Congestion Mitigation: AADT on Carothers Parkway and Lewisburg Pike is expected to reach 25,000 VPD.  The Board has approved numerous developments in the South East section of the 
City.  Approvals include approximately 2,663 Single Family Units, 2,004 Multi-Family Units, 1.8 Million SF in Retail and 3.4 Million SF in Office/Civic Development.  In addition TDOT has 
approved 7 traffic signals along Goose Creek Bypass.  This option will provide an important alternative route to avoid future congestion.  

Safety: As traffic increases on Carothers Parkway and Lewisburg Pike this roadway will become increasingly important.  This connection will help reduce traffic on our arterial roadways and 
provide options to avoid future congestion at the Goose Creek Interchange.
Economic Development: This roadway will help future and existing businesses in the area by reducing congestion and making this an attractive place to live and work.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Long Lane/Old Peytonsville Rd Connector at I-65

Category Transportation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $12,790,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Active

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
450,000450,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
4,500,0004,500,000ROW and Easements

840,000420,000Construction Engineering / 
Inspection

420,000

7,000,0003,500,000Construction 3,500,000
450,000 8,420,000 12,790,000Total 3,920,000

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
12,014,000450,000 8,032,000General 3,532,000

350,000175,000Stormwater 175,000
49,50049,500Water Capacity
49,500Wastewater Capacity 49,500

180,00090,000Reclaimed Water Capacity 90,000
49,50049,500Water Renewal
97,50024,000Wastewater Renewal 73,500

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

450,000 8,420,000 12,790,000Total 3,920,000

BOMA Ranking: 17
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ST16017 - Long Lane Old Peytonsville Rd Connector

BOMA Ranking: 17
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 Description
This trail segment connects large sections of existing trails maintained by Williamson County Parks and Recreation, formerly Chestnut Bend HOA through open space along the Harpeth and 
Williamson County trails through Cheek Park and Judge Fulton Greer Park.  A bridge to connect the internal trails at the Park at Harlinsdale to the existing Chestnut Bend trails.  Sign kiosk, 
trailhead at Harlinsdale, Cheek Park and at Judge Fulton Greer locations.

Project # PK16013

Priority 3 Star Project

 Justification

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Greenway & Bridge (Harlinsdale to Fulton Greer)

Category Parks and Recreation

Type New

Total Cost $652,944

Contact Park Director

Department Parks

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
110,000110,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
537,900Construction Engineering / 

Inspection
537,900

5,044Equip/Vehicles/Furnishings 5,044
110,000 652,944Total 542,944

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
652,944110,000Parkland Dedication 542,944

110,000 652,944Total 542,944

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 22
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Park16013 - Greenway (Harlinsdale to Cheek & Fulton Greer Park)

BOMA Ranking: 22
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 Description
Project includes: 35,000 LF fiber optic cable, 13,000 LF of conduit with pull boxes, and five (5) closed caption television (CCTV) cameras.

Project # TOC16001

Priority 4 Star Project

 Justification
The project will provide communication to/from Carothers Parkway (from Long Lane to Murfreesboro Road), Fire Station 7 (Ag Center), the seven (7) intersections along Goose Creek Bypass 
(SR-248) and Peytonsville Road (from Lewisburg Pike to Long Lane), and the existing CCTV camera at Lewisburg Pike (SR-106/US-431).  Approximate project length is 35,000 LF.

Useful Life 10-20 years

Project Name Carothers Parkway (South) ITS Extension

Category Transportation

Type New

Total Cost $1,375,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Traffic Ops. Center (TOC)

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
125,000125,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
50,00020,000 30,000Construction Engineering / 

Inspection
1,200,000400,000 800,000Construction

545,000 830,000 1,375,000Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
1,375,000545,000 830,000General

545,000 830,000 1,375,000Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 28
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TOC16001 – Carothers Parkway (South) ITS Extension

BOMA Ranking: 28
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 Description
From the existing trails at Pinkerton Park, the Greenway would head north and west along the banks of the Harpeth River, this time higging a small shelf below Fort Granger Park as the trail 
approaches Downtown Franklin.  City-owned property on the north side of the Harpeth and the Battleground Academy property provide trailhead opportunities.  A crosswalk over Franklin Road 
would be required and these would connect via sidewalk to Downtown Franklin.  The Greenway continues west along the north bank of the Harpeth until it is across the Harpeth River from 
Bicentennial Park which connects into existing trails within Bicentennial Park along the Harpeth River to the Williamson County Recreation Center.  Potential trailhead and kiosk with permeable 
parking at city owned property on Daniels Drive.

Project # PK16012

Priority 3 Star Project

 Justification

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Greenway (Pinkerton to Bicentennial)

Category Parks and Recreation

Type New

Total Cost $5,710,126

Contact Park Director

Department Parks

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
551,817551,817Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
425,419425,419ROW and Easements
459,847459,847Construction Engineering / 

Inspection
4,273,0434,273,043Construction

551,817 425,419 4,732,890 5,710,126Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
5,710,126551,817 425,419 4,732,890Parkland Dedication

551,817 425,419 4,732,890 5,710,126Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 33
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City of Franklin GIS Dept.

Park 16012 - (Pinkerton Park to Bicentennial Park)

BOMA Ranking: 33
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 Description
Improvement of Jordan Road, from Aspen Grove Road to Mallory Lane. Reconstruction of Jordan Road to City standard two (2) lane facility with turn lanes as required.  Project shall include: 
curb & gutter, ITS Infrastructure, and accomodations for pedestrians and bicycles.  Approximate project length of 1,700 LF.

Project # ST16006

Priority 4 Star Project

 Justification
Congestion Mitigation: As McEwen Town Center develops out this roadway will become extremely important to help reduce traffic on Mallory Ln, Cool Springs Blvd and Mallory Lane.  The 
developer of McEwen Town Center was required to improve Jordan Road; however, those conditions were removed by the FMPC and BOMA.   

Safety: This rural roadway is located in a very urban area and has extremely narrow lanes and significant geometric issues that need to be corrected.  Ideally this would happen as McEwen Town 
Center develops out its remaining property.  

Economic Development: Redevelopment and future economic development in the Cool Springs area continues to occur.  Upgrades are needed to reduce congestion and improve safety so that we 
can retain and attract new businesses long term.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Jordan Road Improvements

Category Transportation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $2,062,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Active

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
50,00050,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
500,000500,000ROW and Easements
162,000162,000Construction Engineering / 

Inspection
1,350,0001,350,000Construction

50,000 500,000 1,512,000 2,062,000Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
1,968,10050,000 500,000 1,418,100General

67,50067,500Stormwater
26,40026,400Wastewater Renewal

50,000 500,000 1,512,000 2,062,000Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 37
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ST16006 - Jordan Road Improvement
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 Description
Reconstruction of intersection at Aspen Grove Drive and Seabord Lane to allow for more efficient peak hour movements. Approximate project length of 1,000 LF.

Project # ST16013

Priority 2 Star Project

 Justification
Congestion Mitigation: Capacity at this intersection is at failure levels during both the AM and PM peak hours.   The Board has funded a project for city staff to evaluate and make 
recommendations to the full BOMA on possible solutions.

Safety: Pedestrian facilities should be incorporated into the intersection improvement project to comply with the Cities long range master plan.

Economic Development: Redevelopment and future economic development along this corridor is possible.  Upgrades are needed to reduce congestion so that we can retain and attract new 
businesses long term.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Aspen Grove Dr & Seaboard Ln Intersection Improv.

Category Transportation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $1,708,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Active

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
50,00050,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
650,000650,000ROW and Easements
108,000Construction Engineering / 

Inspection
108,000

900,000Construction 900,000
50,000 650,000 1,708,000Total 1,008,000

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
1,663,00050,000 650,000General 963,000

45,000Stormwater 45,000
50,000 650,000 1,708,000Total 1,008,000

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 38
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ST16013 - Aspen Grove Dr & Seaboard Ln Intersection
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 Description
This project is to upgrade Sanitary Sewer, Water and Stormwater infrastructure in our historic downtown area.  We are having issues with all utilities along this corridor and they are in need of 
upgrades and replacement.

The existing stormwater system mainly consists of a series of intermittent roadside ditches and culverts.  This area has been a problem since the early 90's with no improvements made.  The 
roadways lack drainage infrastructure.  This infrastructure is needed to help protect localized flooding during heavy rain events.  This project would also include the install of a water quality 
feature at the Harpeth River.  The goal is to extend infrastructure into the Parkview Area to address localized flooding

Project # ST16018

Priority 4 Star Project

 Justification
Congestion Mitigation: Congestion along S. Margin Street is very heavy during peak hours and events.  This project would not increase vehicular capacity but would provide need and key 
pedestrian connections within our historic downtown area.  

Safety: Providing sidewalks and street lights in our historic downtown area will help ensure our downtown remains a safe and walkable community.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name S. Margin Infastructure Upgrades (1st - Columbia)

Category Transportation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $7,393,680

Contact

Department Streets

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
342,912171,456 171,456Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
2,250,0002,250,000ROW and Easements

514,368514,368Construction Engineering / 
Inspection

4,286,4004,286,400Construction

171,456 171,456 2,250,000 4,800,768 7,393,680Total

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
5,813,070171,456 171,456 2,250,000 3,220,158General

642,960642,960Stormwater
294,690294,690Water Renewal
642,960642,960Wastewater Renewal

171,456 171,456 2,250,000 4,800,768 7,393,680Total

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: 40
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 Description
Extend ten (10) foot multi-use trail from Vera Valley Drive to 9th Avenue in Downtown Franklin.  Approximate project length is 5,800 LF.

Project # ST16020

Priority 2 Star Project

 Justification
This project will provid pedestrian, bicycling access to Freedom Middle School, Freedom Intermediate School from the neighborhoods surrounding Hwy 96 West. Two other schools exist with in 
the vicinity of this trail – Poplar Grove School and Johnson Elementary. Students from these two schools will also benefit as they will have access to this trail (if it is constructed). Also, Jim 
Warren Park, three subdivisions (Clairemonte, Spencer Hall, West Field Estates) and two churches (The Church of West Franklin, The Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witness) and a Fire Station are 
located along SR 96, with in this project vicinity.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Multi-Use Trail SR-96W (Vera Valley Dr - 9th Ave)

Category Transportation

Type New

Total Cost $1,913,867

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
97,59197,591Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
450,000ROW and Easements 450,000
146,386Construction Engineering / 

Inspection
146,386

1,219,890Construction 1,219,890
97,591 1,913,867Total 450,000 1,366,276

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
1,852,87397,591General 450,000 1,305,282

60,994Stormwater 60,994
97,591 1,913,867Total 450,000 1,366,276

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: N/A
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 Description
Reconstruction of the intersection of Peytonsville Road and Pratt lane to a conventional T-intersection.  The included section Old Peytonsville Road shall be reconstruction as a four (4) lane, 
median divided facility, while the included section of Pratt Lane shall be reconstructed as a two (2) lane facility.  Both streets shall have turn lanes as required.  Project shall include: access 
management (as allowable), curb & gutter, ITS Infrastructure, and accomodations for pedestrians and bicycles.  Approximate project length of 2,300 LF.

Project # ST16005

Priority 1 Star Project

 Justification
Congestion Mitigation: Peytonsville Road provides access between SR840 and the Goose Creek Interchange.  Traffic will increase in this area as development continues.  In addition this roadway 
will see heavy traffic when accidents occur on SR-840 and I-65.

Safety: Peytonsville Rd & Pratt Ln have geometric issues that need to be addressed as traffic increases in this area of the City.  It was agreed upon by the Reams-Fleming Team and the City that 
Reams Fleming will not be allowed to have access to Pratt Lane until the City makes the necessary safety upgrades to this intersection.

Economic Development: Lampo Group is currently proposing their cooperate headquarters in the southern section of Reams-Fleming PUD.  This includes approximately 650,000SF of 
commercial office space.   As Reams-Fleming develops the city will need to fund this improvement to reduce congestion and provide alternative routes so that we can retain businesses long term.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Peytonsville Rd & Pratt Ln Intersection Improv.

Category Transportation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $5,016,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
194,400194,400Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
2,100,0002,100,000ROW and Easements

291,600Construction Engineering / 
Inspection

291,600

2,430,000Construction 2,430,000
194,400 2,100,000 5,016,000Total 2,721,600

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
4,894,500194,400 2,100,000General 2,600,100

121,500Stormwater 121,500
194,400 2,100,000 5,016,000Total 2,721,600

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: N/A
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ST16005 - Peytonsville Rd & Pratt Ln Intersection
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 Description
This project would connect Pinkerton Park,  Historic downtown Franklin and would eventaully be extended to Bicentennial Park.  Construction would include a 12' wid multipuse trail on the east 
side of 1st Ave

Project # ST16023

Priority 1 Star Project

 Justification
This project was identified as a short term project as part of the CTNP.

Useful Life 20+

Project Name Multi-Use Trail 1st Ave (South Margin to Bridge)

Category Transportation

Type Improvement

Total Cost $1,470,000

Contact Engineering Director

Department Streets

Status Pending

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Expenditures FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
70,000Design/Planning 

(Professional Services)
70,000

200,000ROW and Easements 200,000
50,000Construction Engineering / 

Inspection
50,000

1,150,000Construction 1,150,000
1,470,000Total 70,000 200,000 1,200,000

TotalFY 17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21Funding Sources FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26
1,470,000General 70,000 200,000 1,200,000
1,470,000Total 70,000 200,000 1,200,000

Capital Improvement Plan FY2017-2026

BOMA Ranking: N/A
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ST16023 - Multiuse Trail 1st Ave (South Margin to Bridge)
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City of Franklin 
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Capital Financing Model ‐ September 13, 2016

Executive Summary

This financing model has been built to determine answers to the following questions:

 ‐ What is the amount of available resources from all funds which can be spent on Capital Projects over the next ten years?
 ‐ How much will Phase I of the FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program cost?
 ‐ What will be the amount of remaining resources after those projects are paid for? And, 
 ‐ What will be the impact on the City's debt capacity and overall debt service?

This model has three main sections:

 ‐ Phase I CIP Project Detail Sheets, which itemize the annual and cumulative funding needs by source by project.
 ‐ 10‐year Financing Analysis with detailed forecasts for most major internal funds of the City of Franklin.

 ‐ This Executive Summary with summaries of current, future and remaining resources, annual and cumulative cost estimates for all Phase I CIP 
projects and a revised Debt Capacity Analysis given the revised cost of projects. 

In building this model, staff has tried to be conservative with our revenue projections and prudent when determining available resources. 
"Available fund balances" are current estimated balances in most funds as of June 30th, less amounts reserved either through state law or BOMA 
policy. 

The result is mostly positive ‐ due to the prudent management of the community and the passage of the Invest Franklin initiative, the City can 
afford to take on all Phase I projects and have reasonable levels of remaining resources to fund additional phases of the FY 2017‐2026 Capital 
Improvement Program. 

Capital Financing Model BOMA Work Session - September 13, 2016 Page 2



City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Existing Resources (Cash)

FY 2015 Actual FY 2016 Projected  FY 2017 Forecast 
Internal

110 General
Capital Funding Account (<45%) 8,347,536$                                     8,101,435$                                     8,101,435$                                    
1.5 Cent Capital Set‐Aside  508,038$                                         1,034,046$                                     1,714,782$                                    
Invest Franklin ‐$                                                  ‐$                                                  3,176,766$                                    

124 Sanitation Fund ‐$                                                  ‐$                                                  32,294$                                          
128 Road Impact Fund 397,796$                                         4,582,150$                                     4,880,814$                                    
130 Stormwater 4,783,235$                                     4,436,729$                                     4,658,995$                                    
135 Facilities Tax 6,717,764$                                     6,348,411$                                     9,260,411$                                    
150 Hotel Motel 2,749,596$                                     2,388,275$                                     3,269,693$                                    
155 In Lieu of Parkland 2,494,076$                                     4,425,966$                                     5,633,491$                                    
421 Water 
431 Sewer

Sub‐Total Internal Resources 25,998,041$                                    31,317,012$                                    41,653,681$                                   

External
MPO/TDOT ‐$                                                  ‐$                                                  8,630,000$                                    
Army Corp of Engineers ‐$                                                  ‐$                                                  ‐$                                                 
County Facilities Tax 2,021,022$                                     3,262,263$                                     4,212,263$                                    
Utility Agreements ‐$                                                  ‐$                                                  475,000$                                        
Developer Contributions 550,000$                                         550,000$                                         550,000$                                        

Sub‐Total External Resources 2,571,022$                                      3,812,263$                                      13,867,263$                                   

Total All Available Resources 28,569,063$                                   35,129,275$                                    55,520,944$                                  

The following shows the various funding sources currently available for use on Capital projects. While the City aggressively looks for outside funding 
to assist in stretching taxpayer dollars, the vast majority of resources available to the City are internal in nature. 

‐$                                                   925,000$                                         ‐$                                                  

Capital Financing Model BOMA Work Session - September 13, 2016 Page 3



City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Projected Resources (Cash)

Fund Balance Total
Available  FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Available

Internal
General
Capital Funding Account 8,101,435$      ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 8,101,435$      
1.5 Cent Capital Set‐Aside  1,034,046$      680,736$         687,543$        694,419$        701,363$        708,377$        715,460$        722,615$        729,841$        737,140$        744,511$        8,156,051$      
Invest Franklin ‐$                  3,176,766$      3,208,534$     3,240,619$     3,273,025$     3,305,755$     3,338,813$     3,372,201$      3,405,923$     3,439,982$     3,474,382$     33,236,000$    

Sanitation Fund ‐$                  32,294$           244,165$        588,923$        556,343$        521,641$        484,723$        445,495$        403,857$        359,705$        312,933$        3,950,079$      
Road Impact Fund 4,582,150$      298,664$         838,593$        111,484$        131,256$        153,639$        352,228$        372,842$        103,176$        76,783$          98,114$          7,118,929$      
Stormwater 4,436,729$      222,266$         216,697$        210,537$        203,759$        196,328$        188,214$        179,373$        169,778$        159,377$        148,135$        6,331,192$      
Facilities Tax 6,348,411$      2,912,000$      2,312,000$     2,312,000$     2,312,000$     2,312,000$     2,312,000$     2,312,000$      2,312,000$     2,312,000$     2,312,000$     30,068,411$    
Hotel Motel 2,388,275$      881,418$         1,134,099$     1,139,140$     1,295,873$     1,458,643$     2,049,163$     2,401,230$      1,843,140$     2,547,764$     2,709,614$     19,848,360$    
In Lieu of Parkland 4,425,966$      1,207,525$      1,255,000$     1,005,000$     1,005,000$     1,005,000$     1,005,000$     1,005,000$      1,005,000$     1,005,000$     1,005,000$     14,928,491$    
Water Funding* 552,500$         863,620$        311,120$        ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 1,727,240$      
Sewer Funding* 372,500$         528,500$        156,000$        179,850$        179,850$        ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 1,416,700$      

External
MPO/TDOT ‐$                  8,630,000$      1,555,000$     ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 10,185,000$    
Army Corp of Engineers ‐$                  ‐$                  ‐$                 750,000$        ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 750,000$         
County Facilities Tax 3,262,263$      950,000$         950,000$        950,000$        950,000$        950,000$        950,000$        950,000$        950,000$        950,000$        950,000$        12,762,263$    
Utility Agreements ‐$                  475,000$         ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 475,000$         
Developer Agreements 550,000$         ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 550,000$         

Total 35,129,275$   20,391,669$   13,793,750$   11,469,242$  10,608,470$  10,791,232$  11,395,601$  11,760,756$   10,922,714$  11,587,751$  11,754,689$  159,605,150$ 

Ongoing Resources

This summarizes the projected cash resources available to the City for the FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program. Existing Fund Balance is shown at the far left, while annual anticipated revenue 
contributions are provided for the ten‐year timeframe of the program. Available Debt Service, and the impact on available cash resources, are shown in the page entitled "Debt Capacity Analysis"  on 
another summary. Detailed funding sheets for most internal funds are provided in the section entitled "10‐year Financing Analysis" at the end of this packet.
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Stormwater,  $4,436,729 
, 14%

Facilities Tax,  $6,348,411 
, 20%

Hotel Motel,  $2,388,275 
, 7%

In Lieu of Parkland, 
$4,425,966 , 14%

External,  $550,000 , 2%Existing Resources by Fund ‐ FY 2017
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Year‐By‐Need Phase I Analysis

Total
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Needed

Internal
General
Cash 580,000$         655,000$         250,000$        250,000$        250,000$        ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 1,985,000$      
Debt 7,025,000$      5,732,880$      8,955,630$     15,357,300$  11,034,550$  ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 48,105,360$    

Sanitation Fund ‐$                  ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  
Road Impact Fund 250,000$         250,000$         250,000$        250,000$        250,000$        ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 1,250,000$      
Stormwater 50,000$           50,000$           272,250$        272,250$        ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 644,500$         
Facilities Tax 225,000$         2,102,500$      3,552,500$     1,500,000$     1,500,000$     ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 8,880,000$      
Hotel Motel 195,000$         195,000$         ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 390,000$         
In Lieu of Parkland ‐$                  250,000$         600,000$        350,000$        350,000$        ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 1,550,000$      
Water Funding 552,500$         863,620$         311,120$        ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 1,727,240$      
Sewer Funding 372,500$         528,500$         156,000$        179,850$        179,850$        ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 1,416,700$      

External
MPO/TDOT 8,630,000$      1,555,000$      ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 10,185,000$    
Army Corp of Engineers ‐$                  ‐$                  750,000$        ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 750,000$         
County Facilities Tax 500,000$         500,000$         ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 1,000,000$      
Utility Agreements 475,000$         ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 475,000$         
Developer Agreements ‐$                  550,000$         ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 550,000$         

Total 18,855,000$   13,232,500$   15,097,500$   18,159,400$  13,564,400$  ‐$                 ‐$                  ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 78,908,800$    

The following shows the annual need for Phase I capital projects by funding source. Detailed funding sheets by project are available later in this packet in the section entitled "Phase I CIP 
Projects".  It is important to note that unlike previous schedules, a large amount of funding is requested to come from debt service. This is further explained under the sheet entitled "Debt 
Capacity Analysis".

Ongoing Resources
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Remaining Resources

FY 2017‐2026 Projected Resources Phase I Project Needs Balance Remaining 
Internal

110 General
Pay‐as‐you‐go Cash 1 16,257,486$                                              1,985,000$                                       14,272,486$                                   
Debt Service 2 80,000,000$                                              48,105,360$                                    31,894,640$                                   

124 Sanitation Fund 3,950,079$                                              ‐$                                                3,950,079$                                    
128 Road Impact Fund 7,118,929$                                              1,250,000$                                     5,868,929$                                    
130 Stormwater 6,331,192$                                              644,500$                                        5,686,692$                                    
135 Facilities Tax 30,068,411$                                            8,880,000$                                     21,188,411$                                 
150 Hotel Motel 19,848,360$                                            390,000$                                        19,458,360$                                 
155 In Lieu of Parkland 14,928,491$                                            1,550,000$                                     13,378,491$                                 
421 Water  1,727,240$                                              1,727,240$                                       ‐$                                               
431 Sewer 1,416,700$                                              1,416,700$                                       ‐$                                               

External
MPO/TDOT 10,185,000$                                            10,185,000$                                  ‐$                                               
Army Corp of Engineers 750,000$                                                 750,000$                                        ‐$                                               
County Facilities Tax 12,762,263$                                            1,000,000$                                     11,762,263$                                 
Utility Agreements 475,000$                                                 475,000$                                        ‐$                                               
Developer Contributions 550,000$                                                 550,000$                                        ‐$                                               

Total 206,369,150$                                         78,908,800$                                  127,460,350$                               

Notes:

2 Debt Service resource is an estimated amount of $80,000,000 based upon the amount of capacity gained from the amount of existing debt service to be 
retired and the addition of the $0.07 of property tax from the  Invest Franklin initative. 

It is important to note that the difference between the project respources shown on the page entitled "Projected (Cash) Resources" and this page is 
the conversion and estimation of available debt service capacity. Please see footnote 2 for more information. 

The following shows the anticipated balances in available funding at the end of the ten‐year CIP horizon after the $78,908,800 worth of Phase I 
projects have been paid for. 

1 Pay as you go cash includes the balance of the Capital Funding Account (over 45% of fund balance in the General Fund) and the accumulated total of the 
1.5 Cent property tax allocation for capital projects. 
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City of Franklin 
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Debt Capacity Analysis

Proposed Debt Issuances FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Balance           
(FY 2027‐FY 2042)

2017 4.50% 15,000,000$         150,000$          1,141,875$      1,141,875$      1,141,875$      1,141,875$      1,141,875$      1,141,875$      1,141,875$      1,141,875$      1,141,875$      12,560,625$         

2019 4.50% 25,000,000$         200,000$         1,775,313$      1,775,313$      1,775,313$      1,775,313$      1,775,313$      1,775,313$      1,775,313$      23,079,063$         

2021 4.50% 10,000,000$         150,000$         654,500$         654,500$         654,500$         654,500$         654,500$         9,817,500$           

A New Debt Service  150,000$          1,141,875$      1,341,875$      2,917,188$      3,067,188$      3,571,688$      3,571,688$      3,571,688$      3,571,688$      3,571,688$      45,457,188$         

B Existing Debt Service 12,966,453$     11,975,848$    11,772,869$    11,735,204$    11,705,707$    11,273,302$    11,236,584$     13,173,630$    11,623,560$    11,534,574$    58,044,000$         
C (A + B) Cumulative G.O. Debt Service 13,116,453$     13,117,723$    13,114,744$    14,652,392$    14,772,895$    14,844,990$    14,808,272$     16,745,318$    15,195,248$    15,106,262$    103,501,188$       

Debt Funding Analysis

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026

D et Increase Debt Service Year over Year 150,000$          1,270$             (1,709)$            1,535,939$      1,656,442$      1,728,537$      1,691,819$      3,628,865$      2,078,795$      1,989,809$     

E Invest Franklin 3,176,766$       3,208,534$      3,240,619$      3,273,025$      3,305,755$      3,338,813$      3,372,201$      3,405,923$      3,439,982$      3,474,382$     

F (E‐D) Annual Balance of Invest Franklin  Funds 3,026,766$       3,207,264$      3,242,328$      1,737,087$      1,649,314$      1,610,276$      1,680,383$      (222,941)$        1,361,188$      1,484,574$     

3,026,766$       6,234,029$       9,476,357$       11,213,444$     12,862,758$     14,473,034$     16,153,417$     15,930,475$     17,291,663$     18,776,237$    Cumulative Net Balance Invest Franklin

How the debt is issued is dependent upon many factors; but none more important than the ability to pay. The chart below shows the annual increase in debt service necessary to service the proposed $50,000,000 in new 
bonds (Row D). Row E shows the available resources predicted to be generated annually from the $0.07 Invest Franklin initiative approved this spring by the BOMA. Row F is the difference on an annual basis. As the chart 
shows, sufficient capacity exists through the increase in revenues generated by Invest Franklin to accommodate the servicing of the proposed new debt. As important, the entire proposed level of resources is not 
exhausted by FY 2026, the end of the current CIP horizon. This means that additional resources are available for pay as you go financing and/or additional debt service for Phase II CIP projects. 
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FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026

Proposed City of Franklin General Obligation Debt Service ‐ FY 2017 ‐ 2026

Existing Debt Service New Debt Service

Summary: 

A key financing component to the FY 2017‐
2026 Capital Improvement Plan is the issuance 
of debt. In order to finance Phase I of the CIP, 
staff is recommending the issuance of 
$50,000,000 worth of General Obligation 
(G.O.) bonds in three separate issuances for a 
duration of 20 years. The assumed interest 
rate is 4.5%. 

The three issuances ‐ one in FY 2017, FY 2019, 
and FY 2021 will fund East McEwen Phase 4, 
Franklin Road, Hillsboro Road Phase II, and the 
East/Southeast Park. The impacts on the 
overall debt service are shown above and to 
the right. 
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City of Franklin 
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Phase I CIP Projects
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Phase I CIP: East McEwen Drive ‐ Phase 4

Total
East McEwen Drive ‐ Phase 4 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Available
Internal
General ‐$                 2,350,000$     750,000$           7,384,550$        7,384,550$    ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                17,869,100$   
Sanitation Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Road Impact Fund 250,000$         250,000$         250,000$           250,000$           250,000$        ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                1,250,000$      
Stormwater ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Facilities Tax ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Hotel Motel ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
In Lieu of Parkland ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Water Funding ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Sewer Funding ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    179,850$           179,850$        ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                359,700$         

External
MPO/TDOT ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    4,000,000$        4,000,000$    ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                8,000,000$      
County Facilities Tax ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$               
Developer Agreements ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  

Total 250,000$        2,600,000$     1,000,000$        11,814,400$      11,814,400$  ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                27,478,800$   

Improvement of East McEwen Drive, from 800 feet east of the roundabout at Cool Springs 
Boulevard/Oxford Glen Drive to Wilson Pike (SR‐252). The project shall be constructed as a 
four (4) lane, median divided facility with turn lanes as required.  Project shall include: 
access management (as allowable), curb & gutter, street lights, ITS Infrastructure, and 
accommodations for pedestrians and bicycles.  Approximate project length of 8,200 LF.  
The budget has been updated based on additional time and cost associated with accepting 
federal funds in the amount of $8,000,000.
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Phase I CIP: East / South East Multipurpose Park

Total
East/Southeast Park FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Available
Internal
General 300,000$         ‐$                 2,100,000$     2,350,000$       2,350,000$    ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                7,100,000$      
Sanitation Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                   ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 
Road Impact Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                   ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 
Stormwater ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                   ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 
Facilities Tax ‐$                 50,000$           1,500,000$     1,500,000$       1,500,000$    ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                4,550,000$      
Hotel Motel ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                   ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 
In Lieu of Parkland ‐$                 250,000$         600,000$         350,000$          350,000$        ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                1,550,000$      
Water Funding ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                   ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 
Sewer Funding ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                   ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 

External
MPO/TDOT ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                   ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 
County Facilities Tax ‐$                 ‐$                   ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$               
Developer Agreements ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                   ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 

Total 300,000$        300,000$        4,200,000$     4,200,000$       4,200,000$    ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                13,200,000$   

New Southeast Multi‐Purpose Park on the city‐owned 180‐acre parcel).  The park would 
include a minimum of 8 lighted multi‐purpose rectangular sports fields that could be 
used for football, lacrosse, rugby and soccer.  The Franklin Cowboys football program 
would move from Jim Warren Park to this new park when completed.  This park should 
have a range of passive uses as well to serve as a Community Park for neighborhoods in 
this area.  A master plan should be developed for the park to guide phased development 
of the park. 
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Phase I CIP: Sidewalk Gaps

Total
Sidewalk Gaps FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Available
Internal
General 250,000$         250,000$         250,000$           250,000$           250,000$        ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                1,250,000$      
Sanitation Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Road Impact Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Stormwater ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Facilities Tax ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Hotel Motel ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
In Lieu of Parkland ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Water Funding ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Sewer Funding ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  

External
MPO/TDOT ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
County Facilities Tax ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$               
Developer Agreements ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  

Total 250,000$        250,000$        250,000$           250,000$           250,000$       ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                1,250,000$      

Annual budget of $250,000 over a 5‐year period to "fill in" gaps in the existing sidewalk 
network.  Segments of sidewalk that do not have logical connections exist in many areas 
around the City.  A dedicated budget item on an annual basis would allow the City the 
opportunity to complete existing sidewalk networks by "filling‐in" these gaps.
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Phase I CIP: Fire Station 7

Total
Fire Station 7 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Available
Internal
General ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Sanitation Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Road Impact Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Stormwater ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Facilities Tax 225,000$         2,052,500$     2,052,500$        ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                4,330,000$      
Hotel Motel ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
In Lieu of Parkland ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Water Funding ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Sewer Funding ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  

External
MPO/TDOT ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
County Facilities Tax ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$               
Developer Agreements ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  

Total 225,000$        2,052,500$     2,052,500$        ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                4,330,000$      

The City currently operates a temporary fire station at the Williamson County AG Complex.  
This temporary fire station needs to be replaced with a permanent facility.
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Phase I CIP: Franklin Road Improvements 

Total
Franklin Road Improvements FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Available
Internal
General ‐$                 1,532,880$     4,405,630$        5,622,750$        ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                11,561,260$   
Sanitation Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Road Impact Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Stormwater ‐$                 ‐$                 272,250$           272,250$           ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                544,500$         
Facilities Tax ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Hotel Motel ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
In Lieu of Parkland ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Water Funding ‐$                 311,120$         311,120$           ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                622,240$         
Sewer Funding ‐$                 156,000$         156,000$           ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                312,000$         

External
MPO/TDOT ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
County Facilities Tax ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$               
Army Corps of Engineers ‐$                 ‐$                 750,000$           ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                750,000$         
Developer Agreements ‐$                 550,000$         ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                550,000$         

Total ‐$                 2,550,000$     5,895,000$        5,895,000$        ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                14,340,000$   

Improvement of Franklin Road, from the bridge at the Harpeth River to Hooper Lane. The 
project shall be constructed as a three (3) facility.  Project shall include: curb & gutter, 
street lights, ITS Infrastructure, sidewalks, and typical streetscape elements.  Approximate 
project length of 3,500 LF.
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Phase I CIP: Goose Creek Interchange Lighting

Total
Goose Creek Lighting FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Available
Internal
General 30,000$           405,000$         ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                435,000$         
Sanitation Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Road Impact Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Stormwater ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Facilities Tax ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Hotel Motel ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
In Lieu of Parkland ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Water Funding ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Sewer Funding ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  

External
MPO/TDOT 30,000$           405,000$         ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                435,000$         
County Facilities Tax ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$               
Developer Agreements ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  

Total 60,000$           810,000$        ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                870,000$         

Interchange Lighting for Goose Creek at I‐65.  The City will need to partner with TDOT to 
fund 50% of the cost associated with this project.
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Phase I CIP: Major Street Resurfacing

The list above is not final, and maybe subject to change. 

Total
Major Street Resurfacing FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Available
Internal
General 2,400,000$     ‐$                 1,700,000$        ‐$                    1,300,000$    ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                5,400,000$      
Sanitation Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Road Impact Fund ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Stormwater ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Facilities Tax ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Hotel Motel ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
In Lieu of Parkland ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Water Funding ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
Sewer Funding ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  

External
MPO/TDOT ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  
County Facilities Tax ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$               
Developer Agreements ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                    ‐$                    ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                  

Total 2,400,000$     ‐$                 1,700,000$        ‐$                    1,300,000$    ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                5,400,000$      

The resurfacing (e.g. paving) of major roadways within the City are proposed to be included 
in the Capital Investment Plan (CIP) as follows: 

2017 ‐ Cool Springs Blvd, from Mack Hatcher Pkwy to East McEwen Dr.
2019 ‐ Royal Oaks Blvd/Mallory Ln, from Mack Hatcher Pkwy to Cool Springs Blvd.
2021 ‐ Mallory Ln, from Cool Springs Blvd to Moores Ln.     
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Phase I CIP: Hillsboro Road Phase II

Total
Hillsboro Road Phase II FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Available
Internal
General 4,625,000$     1,850,000$     ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                6,475,000$      
Sanitation Fund ‐$                  ‐$                  ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 
Road Impact Fund ‐$                  ‐$                  ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 
Stormwater 50,000$           50,000$           ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                100,000$         
Facilities Tax ‐$                  ‐$                  ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 
Hotel Motel 195,000$         195,000$         ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                390,000$         
In Lieu of Parkland ‐$                  ‐$                  ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 
Water Funding 552,500$         552,500$         ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                1,105,000$      
Sewer Funding 372,500$         372,500$         ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                745,000$         

External
Fed/MPO/TDOT 600,000$         1,150,000$     ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                1,750,000$      
County Facilities Tax 500,000$         500,000$         ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                1,000,000$      
Utility Agreements 475,000$         ‐$                  ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                475,000$         
Developer Agreements ‐$                  ‐$                  ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                 

Total 7,370,000$     4,670,000$     ‐$                ‐$                 ‐$                 ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                ‐$                12,040,000$   

This project is the second phase of the overall Hillsboro Road Improvements Project, 
creating roadway and utility infrastructure upgrades to Hillsboro Road, State Route 
106. Aspects of this project include:

Widening from a 2‐lane roadway with shoulders to 3‐lanes (includes a new center turn 
lane) with curb and gutter (widening is symmetrical along the roadway’s existing 
centerline); New 4.0’ Bike lanes on both sides;  New 3.0’ grass strip with street trees;  
New 5.0’ sidewalk along both sides of the roadway, up to Claude Yates;  New street 
lighting along both sides using decorative street light poles;  Northbound right turn 
lanes (in addition to the 2 travel lanes and center turn lane) to be added in front of 
Franklin High School and at both of the Joel Cheek Blvd. and Claude Yates Drive 
Intersections;  Installing a traffic control signal at Claude Yates Drive to help with 
Franklin High School Traffic;  Upgrading the Joel Cheek Blvd. traffic signal;  Relocating 
all overhead utilities into underground duct banks;  Upgrading older and undersized 
water and sanitary sewer utility lines; and Installing a new storm water sewer system 
with catch basins and yard inlets.  These upgrades take place in both State Rights‐of‐
Way and City/Public Easements. 
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City of Franklin 
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

10‐Year Financing Analysis
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Fund: General Fund Percent of Total CIP Revenues  31.0%

Totals
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026

Capital Funding Account (1) 8,101,435       ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   8,101,435         

1.5 Cent Capital Set‐Aside 1,714,782       687,543          694,419          701,363          708,377          715,460          722,615          729,841          737,140          744,511          8,156,051         

Invest Franklin  (2) 3,176,766       3,208,534       3,240,619       3,273,025       3,305,755       3,338,813       3,372,201       3,405,923       3,439,982       3,474,382       33,236,000       

Totals 12,992,983$     3,896,077$       3,935,038$       3,974,388$       4,014,132$       4,054,273$       4,094,816$       4,135,764$       4,177,122$       4,218,893$       49,493,486$    

Assumptions
(1) Balance of Capital Funding Account (that portion of G.F. Reserves over 45% of fund balance) varies and will be finalized only once preliminary FY 2016 Audited Financials are available. 

(3) Available Balance will be finalized only once preliminary FY 2016 Audited Financials are available. 

Projections

(2) Both the 1.5 Cent Capital Set Aside and the Invest Franklin receipts assume a conservative 1% growth year‐over‐year for the 10‐year CIP horizon. Further increases may occur in FY 2022 at the time 
of the next revaluation of property, dependent upon what future BOMA's decide to do. For this analysis, no change in the rate is assumed. 

General Fund: The largest funding source for Capital 
Projects is the General Fund. The property tax contributes 
the most to capital resources within the General Fund (Both 
in the form of the Invest Franklin initiative and in FY 2025 
when the bonds for the TIF district are paid off. It is 
anticipated that annual tax revenue will flow to the general 
fund for either operations and/or increased debt capacity. 
The amount of debt capacity is under review by the City's 
financial advisers and City staff.) 
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Fund: Sanitation Percent of All Revenues  2.5%

Totals
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 10‐year

Available Fund Balance ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                     
Net Revenues 32,294            244,165          588,923          556,343          521,641          484,723          445,495          403,857          359,705          312,933          3,950,079         

Totals 32,294$             244,165$          588,923$          556,343$          521,641$          484,723$          445,495$          403,857$          359,705$          312,933$          3,950,079$       

(1) Available Balance will be finalized only once preliminary FY 2016 Audited Financials are available. 

Projections

Sanitation & Environmental Services Fund: This Special 
Revenue fund accounts for the fees collected in the collection 
and disposal of residential and commercial garbage. The 
primary component within the fund are those fees charged for 
disposal of refuse. In recent years, the City has worked to 
reduce the subsidy from the General Fund for sanitation and 
recycling operations. 

Beginning in FY 2018, the fund should be able to sustain 
without transfers from the General Fund, and will be able to 
be self‐sustaining by FY 2019. This surplus should be reserved 
(at least in part) for Capital Renewal and Replacement. Given 
the growth of the community, another transfer station may be 
a real possibility. 
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Fund: Road Impact Percent of All Revenues  4.5%

Totals
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 10‐year

Available Fund Balance 4,582,150       ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   4,582,150         
Net Revenues (1) (2) 298,664          838,593          111,484          131,256          153,639          352,228          372,842          103,176          76,783            98,114            2,536,779         

Totals 4,880,814$       838,593$          111,484$          131,256$          153,639$          352,228$          372,842$          103,176$          76,783$             98,114$             7,118,929$       

(1) Net Revenues less Debt Service and possible offsets.
(2) Assumes average of $4,250,000 collected annually from FY 2017‐FY 2026. 
(3) Available Balance will be finalized only once preliminary FY 2016 Audited Financials are available. 

Projections

Road Impact Fund: The Road Impact Fund is the special 
revenue fund created for the accounting of expenditures in 
accord with City Ordinance 88‐13 on the proceeds of road 
impact fees from new development.  These funds can be used 
to pay for new arterial roads, directly or through payment of 
debt service on bonds associated with the projects. 

The fund primarily is dedicated to servicing debt on already 
constructed arterial roadways. During the FY 2017‐2026 CIP 
horizon, the debt service obligation assigned the Road Impact 
Fund is over $38 million. (And nearly $50 million total 
outstanding) Assuming the current balance is maintained as a 
sinking fund and reasonable collections remain to come into 
the fund, this obligation should be able to be met. But few ‐ if 
any ‐ new obligations should be planned at this time. 
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Fund: Facilities Tax Fund Percent of All Revenues  18.8%

Totals
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 10‐Year

Starting Balance 6,348,411       ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   6,348,411         
Net Funding 2,912,000       2,312,000       2,312,000       2,312,000       2,312,000       2,312,000       2,312,000       2,312,000       2,312,000       2,312,000       23,720,000       

Totals 9,260,411$       2,312,000$       2,312,000$       2,312,000$       2,312,000$       2,312,000$       2,312,000$       2,312,000$       2,312,000$       2,312,000$       30,068,411$    

(1) Available Balance will be finalized only once preliminary FY 2016 Audited Financials are available. 

Projections

Facilities Tax Fund: A special revenue fund used to account for 
the proceeds authorized by a private act of the Tennessee 
General Assembly of 1987 for the City to levy and collect a 
privilege tax on new development to provide that new 
development contribute its fair share of providing new public 
facilities made necessary by growth. Such taxes may be 
expended only upon police, fire, sanitation, and parks and 
recreation.

With the only known funding request against the fund any 
remaining costs of Fire Station 8 and Fire Station 7, (together 
both should be no more than $5,000,000), ample resources are 
available to spend from the Facilities Tax on eligible capital 
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Fund: Stormwater Percent of Total CIP Revenues  4.0%

Totals
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026

Available Balance 4,436,729       ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   4,436,729         
Available Capital Funding 222,266          216,697          210,537          203,759          196,328          188,214          179,373          169,778          159,377          148,135          1,894,463         

Totals 4,658,995$       216,697$          210,537$          203,759$          196,328$          188,214$          179,373$          169,778$          159,377$          148,135$          6,331,192$       

Assumptions
(1) Available Balance will be finalized only once preliminary FY 2016 Audited Financials are available. 

Projections

Stormwater Fund: A special revenue fund used to account for 
the City’s Stormwater drainage projects and operations that 
prevent water issues.  Revenues are primarily from charges to 
residential and commercial customers based on roofs and paved 
areas.  

This is another fund dependent upon development. Should 
development increase faster than projected, or fees are 
increased, more money maybe come available for capital 
needs/requests. As it is, little annual surplus is forecast after 
operational concerns are met.   ‐

 500,000
 1,000,000
 1,500,000
 2,000,000
 2,500,000
 3,000,000
 3,500,000
 4,000,000
 4,500,000
 5,000,000

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026

Available Balance Available Capital Funding

Stormwater Capital Funding ‐ FY 2017‐2026

Capital Financing Model BOMA Work Session - September 13, 2016 Page 24



City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Fund: Hotel Motel Tax  Percent of Total CIP Revenues  12.4%

Totals
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026

Available Balance 2,388,275       ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   2,388,275         
Available Capital Funding 881,418          1,134,099       1,139,140       1,295,873       1,458,643       2,049,163       2,401,230       1,843,140       2,547,764       2,709,614       17,460,085       

Totals 3,269,693$       1,134,099$       1,139,140$       1,295,873$       1,458,643$       2,049,163$       2,401,230$       1,843,140$       2,547,764$       2,709,614$       19,848,360$    

Assumptions
(1) Available Balance will be finalized only once preliminary FY 2016 Audited Financials are available. 

Projections

Hotel Motel Tax: The Hotel/Motel Tax has been used in the past 
for those types of infrastructure projects which promote 
recreation and tourism. Specifically, these monies have been 
used for servicing debt related to the acquisition of the Carter's 
Hill Battlefield, Eastern Flank Battlefield and the Park at 
Harlinsdale Farm. 

Future growth assumes between 4‐5% growth in revenues from 
hotel stays annually, less all known costs (existing debt service 
and the City's contribution to the Williamson County Convention 
& Visitors Bureau).   ‐
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City of Franklin DRAFT
FY 2017‐2026 Capital Improvement Program Financing Model

Fund: Percent of Total CIP Revenues  9.4%

Totals
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026

Available Balance 4,425,966       ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   ‐                   4,425,966         
Available Capital Funding 1,207,525       1,255,000       1,005,000       1,005,000       1,005,000       1,005,000       1,005,000       1,005,000       1,005,000       1,005,000       10,502,525       

Totals 5,633,491$       1,255,000$       1,005,000$       1,005,000$       1,005,000$       1,005,000$       1,005,000$       1,005,000$       1,005,000$       1,005,000$       14,928,491$    

Assumptions
(1) Available Balance will be finalized only once preliminary FY 2016 Audited Financials are available. 

Projections

In Lieu of Tax Parkland

In Lieu of Parkland Fund: The In Lieu of Parkland Fund was  
created in FY 2015 for the purpose of satisfying requirements of 
Section 5.5.4 of the City of Franklin Zoning Ordinance for 
developers seeking alternatives to the development of green 
space within developments. Funds can be used only for the 
acquisition or development of public parks, greenways/blue 
ways, open space sites, and related facilities. 

The important issue of concern with these funds is the nexus 
issue: funds can only be spent in the quadrant of the community 
in which they are collected. Although funds are likely to be 
generated annually in excess of a million dollars, they cannot be 
spent City‐wide. This limits how much can be spent on a 
particular project. 
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- Available Resources
- Phase I Project Details 
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- Debt Capacity Review
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Executive Summary
This financing model has been built to determine answers to the 
following questions:

- What is the amount of available resources from all funds which 
can be spent on Capital Projects over the next ten years?
- How much will Phase I of the FY 2017-2026 Capital Improvement 
Program cost?
- What will be the amount of remaining resources after those 
projects are paid for? And, 
- What will be the impact on the City's debt capacity and overall 
debt service?

City of Franklin, Tennessee 
FY 2017-2026 Capital Investment Program
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Executive Summary
This model has three main sections:
- An Executive Summary with summaries of current, future 
and remaining resources, annual and cumulative cost 
estimates for all Phase I CIP projects and a revised Debt 
Capacity Analysis given the revised cost of projects. 
- Phase I CIP Project Detail Sheets, which itemize the annual 
and cumulative funding needs by source by project.
- 10-year Financing Analysis with detailed forecasts for most 
major internal funds of the City of Franklin.

City of Franklin, Tennessee 
FY 2017-2026 Capital Investment Program
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Executive Summary
In building this model, staff has tried to be conservative with 
our revenue projections and prudent when determining 
available resources. "Available fund balances" are current 
estimated balances in most funds as of June 30th, less 
amounts reserved either through state law or BOMA policy. 

The result is mostly positive - due to the prudent 
management of the community and the passage of the 
Invest Franklin initiative, the City can afford to take on all 
Phase I projects and have reasonable levels of remaining 
resources to fund additional phases of the FY 2017-2026 
Capital Improvement Program. 

City of Franklin, Tennessee 
FY 2017-2026 Capital Investment Program
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Available Resources
Taking into account all available fund balances which 
can be used for capital purposes and forecasting all 
future revenues for the next decade, we project nearly 
$160,000,000 in cash (or over $206,000,000 in cash + 
debt) is available for capital projects between now and 
the end of FY 2026. 

City of Franklin, Tennessee 
FY 2017-2026 Capital Investment Program
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Available Resources

*Water & Sewer resources shown only those available for Phase I capital 
projects. Amount to be further refined. 

City of Franklin, Tennessee 
FY 2017-2026 Capital Investment Program

Presentation to Board of Mayor & Aldermen September 13, 2016

Fund Balance Total
Available FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Available

Internal
General

Capital Funding Account 8,101,435$    -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                8,101,435$      
1.5 Cent Capital Set-Aside 1,034,046$    680,736$       687,543$       694,419$       701,363$       708,377$       715,460$       722,615$       729,841$       737,140$       744,511$       8,156,051$      
Invest Franklin -$                 3,176,766$    3,208,534$    3,240,619$    3,273,025$    3,305,755$    3,338,813$    3,372,201$    3,405,923$    3,439,982$    3,474,382$    33,236,000$    

Sanitation Fund -$                 32,294$          244,165$       588,923$       556,343$       521,641$       484,723$       445,495$       403,857$       359,705$       312,933$       3,950,079$      
Road Impact Fund 4,582,150$    298,664$       838,593$       111,484$       131,256$       153,639$       352,228$       372,842$       103,176$       76,783$          98,114$          7,118,929$      
Stormwater 4,436,729$    222,266$       216,697$       210,537$       203,759$       196,328$       188,214$       179,373$       169,778$       159,377$       148,135$       6,331,192$      
Facilities Tax 6,348,411$    2,912,000$    2,312,000$    2,312,000$    2,312,000$    2,312,000$    2,312,000$    2,312,000$    2,312,000$    2,312,000$    2,312,000$    30,068,411$    
Hotel Motel 2,388,275$    881,418$       1,134,099$    1,139,140$    1,295,873$    1,458,643$    2,049,163$    2,401,230$    1,843,140$    2,547,764$    2,709,614$    19,848,360$    
In Lieu of Parkland 4,425,966$    1,207,525$    1,255,000$    1,005,000$    1,005,000$    1,005,000$    1,005,000$    1,005,000$    1,005,000$    1,005,000$    1,005,000$    14,928,491$    
Water Funding* 552,500$       863,620$       311,120$       -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                1,727,240$      
Sewer Funding* 372,500$       528,500$       156,000$       179,850$       179,850$       -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                1,416,700$      

External
MPO/TDOT -$                 8,630,000$    1,555,000$    -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                10,185,000$    
Army Corp of Engineers -$                 -$                -$                750,000$       -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                750,000$          
County Facilities Tax 3,262,263$    950,000$       950,000$       950,000$       950,000$       950,000$       950,000$       950,000$       950,000$       950,000$       950,000$       12,762,263$    
Utility Agreements -$                 475,000$       -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                475,000$          
Developer Agreements 550,000$        -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                550,000$          

Total 35,129,275$  20,391,669$ 13,793,750$ 11,469,242$ 10,608,470$ 10,791,232$ 11,395,601$ 11,760,756$ 10,922,714$ 11,587,751$ 11,754,689$ 159,605,150$  

Ongoing Resources

-$                 
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Phase I CIP Project Details
Eight (8) projects are identified in the funding analysis provided 
herein:
- East McEwen (Phase IV)
- East / Southeast Multipurpose Park
- Sidewalk “Gaps”
- Fire Station 7
- Franklin Road 
- Goose Creek Interchange Lighting
- Major Street Resurfacing
- Hillsboro Road Phase II

City of Franklin, Tennessee 
FY 2017-2026 Capital Investment Program
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Phase I CIP Project Details 
The following shows the financing needs for Phase I CIP projects as 
ranked by BOMA members and identified by staff. 

City of Franklin, Tennessee 
FY 2017-2026 Capital Investment Program

Presentation to Board of Mayor & Aldermen September 13, 2016

Total
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 Needed

Internal
General

Cash 580,000$       655,000$       250,000$       250,000$       250,000$       1,985,000$      
Debt 7,025,000$    5,732,880$    8,955,630$    15,357,300$ 11,034,550$ 48,105,360$    

Sanitation Fund -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                -$                   
Road Impact Fund 250,000$       250,000$       250,000$       250,000$       250,000$       1,250,000$      
Stormwater 50,000$          50,000$          272,250$       272,250$       -$                644,500$          
Facilities Tax 225,000$       2,102,500$    3,552,500$    1,500,000$    1,500,000$    8,880,000$      
Hotel Motel 195,000$       195,000$       -$                -$                -$                390,000$          
In Lieu of Parkland -$                250,000$       600,000$       350,000$       350,000$       1,550,000$      
Water Funding 552,500$       863,620$       311,120$       -$                -$                1,727,240$      
Sewer Funding 372,500$       528,500$       156,000$       179,850$       179,850$       1,416,700$      

External
MPO/TDOT 8,630,000$    1,555,000$    -$                -$                -$                10,185,000$    
Army Corp of Engineers -$                -$                750,000$       -$                -$                750,000$          
County Facilities Tax 500,000$       500,000$       -$                -$                -$                1,000,000$      
Utility Agreements 475,000$       -$                -$                -$                -$                475,000$          
Developer Agreements -$                550,000$       -$                -$                -$                550,000$          

Total 18,855,000$ 13,232,500$ 15,097,500$ 18,159,400$ 13,564,400$ 78,908,800$    

Ongoing Resources
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Phase I CIP Project Details
- Of the eight (8) projects in Phase I, two (Sidewalk “Gaps” & 
Fire Station 7) are fully funded as Pay-As-You-Go projects. 
- Of the $78,908,800 in Phase I projects, $48,105,360 is 
proposed to be funded through debt financing, some $14 
million less than what was proposed in August in the Debt 
Capacity Analysis provided by PFM. 
- Of the $78,908,800 in Phase I projects, $12,960,000 (17%) 
comes from “External Sources”; that is, sources such as the 
Federal or State governments, the MPO, the County Facilities 
Tax, or agreements and contributions from utility companies or 
private developers

City of Franklin, Tennessee 
FY 2017-2026 Capital Investment Program
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Remaining Resources
- The chart below shows the anticipated remaining resources after 

construction of all Phase I projects. 

City of Franklin, Tennessee 
FY 2017-2026 Capital Investment Program
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FY 2017-2026 Projected Resources Phase I Project Needs Balance Remaining 
Internal

110 General
Pay-as-you-go Cash 1 16,257,486$                                             1,985,000$                                      14,272,486$                                   
Debt Service 2 80,000,000$                                             48,105,360$                                   31,894,640$                                   

124 Sanitation Fund 3,950,079$                                                -$                                                  3,950,079$                                      
128 Road Impact Fund 7,118,929$                                                1,250,000$                                      5,868,929$                                      
130 Stormwater 6,331,192$                                                644,500$                                         5,686,692$                                      
135 Facilities Tax 30,068,411$                                             8,880,000$                                      21,188,411$                                   
150 Hotel Motel 19,848,360$                                             390,000$                                         19,458,360$                                   
155 In Lieu of Parkland 14,928,491$                                             1,550,000$                                      13,378,491$                                   
421 Water 1,727,240$                                                1,727,240$                                      -$                                                  
431 Sewer 1,416,700$                                                1,416,700$                                      -$                                                  

External
MPO/TDOT 10,185,000$                                             10,185,000$                                   -$                                                  
Army Corp of Engineers 750,000$                                                   750,000$                                         -$                                                  
County Facilities Tax 12,762,263$                                             1,000,000$                                      11,762,263$                                   
Utility Agreements 475,000$                                                   475,000$                                         -$                                                  
Developer Contributions 550,000$                                                   550,000$                                         -$                                                  

Total 206,369,150$                                           78,908,800$                                   127,460,350$                                 
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Debt Capacity Analysis
- The model assumes three debt issuances in the next five years: 

$15,000,000 in FY 2017, $25,000,000 in FY 2019 and $10,000,000 in FY 
2021. The chart below shows the revised debt service chart for 
General Obligation debt during the horizon of the CIP. 

City of Franklin, Tennessee 
FY 2017-2026 Capital Investment Program
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Debt Capacity Analysis & Invest Franklin
- The model assumes using most of the $0.07 raised through the Invest 

Franklin initiative to service debt while other funds and capital reserves 
will be used for pay as you go projects. The table below shows the 
balance of Invest Franklin Funds if they are used in this way.

City of Franklin, Tennessee 
FY 2017-2026 Capital Investment Program
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FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Net Increase Debt Service Year over Year 150,000$         1,270$              (1,709)$            1,535,939$      1,656,442$      

Invest Franklin 3,176,766$      3,208,534$      3,240,619$      3,273,025$      3,305,755$      

Annual Balance of Invest Franklin  Funds 3,026,766$      3,207,264$      3,242,328$      1,737,087$      1,649,314$      

Cumulative Net Balance Invest Franklin 3,026,766$      6,234,029$      9,476,357$      11,213,444$   12,862,758$   

FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026

Net Increase Debt Service Year over Year 1,728,537$      1,691,819$      3,628,865$      2,078,795$      1,989,809$      

Invest Franklin 3,338,813$      3,372,201$      3,405,923$      3,439,982$      3,474,382$      

Annual Balance of Invest Franklin  Funds 1,610,276$      1,680,383$      (222,941)$        1,361,188$      1,484,574$      

Cumulative Net Balance Invest Franklin 14,473,034$   16,153,417$   15,930,475$   17,291,663$   18,776,237$   
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Capacity Model Overview

The Capacity Model includes:

• Actual, Audited Revenues and Expenditures for FY 2015

• Estimated, Unaudited FY 2016 Revenues and Expenditures

• Budgeted FY 2017 Revenues and Expenditures

• Revenue and Expenditure Growth Rate Assumptions for FY 2018 – 2022 provided by 
the City

• Bonds issued in FY 2017, FY 2019 and FY 2021 to cover CIP project needs of $82.3 
million which results in bonds issued totaling $63.8 million
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CIP Summary

3

Project Description
Projects

1 East McEwen Drive - Phase 4 2,600,000    1,000,000    12,164,000  12,164,400  -                 -                  25,328,400 27,928,400
Net Funding Needs 2,350,000 750,000 7,914,000 7,914,400 - - 16,578,400 18,928,400

2 East/Southeast Multipurpose Park 1,200,000    4,000,000    4,000,000    4,000,000    -                 -                  12,000,000 13,200,000
Net Funding Needs - 3,800,000 3,800,000 3,800,000 - - 11,400,000 11,400,000

3 Sidewalk Gaps 250,000        250,000        250,000        250,000        250,000        -                 1,000,000 1,250,000
Net Funding Needs 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 - 1,000,000 1,250,000

4 Fire Station 7 80,000          4,150,000    100,000        -                 -                 -                 4,250,000 4,330,000
Net Funding Needs - - - - - - - -

5 Franklin Road Improvements & Streetscape -                 2,550,000    5,895,000    5,895,000    -                 -                 14,340,000 14,340,000
Net Funding Needs - 1,900,000 4,405,450 5,155,450 - - 11,460,900 11,460,900

6 Goose Creek Interchange Lighting 60,000          810,000        -                 -                 -                 -                 810,000 870,000
Net Funding Needs 30,000 405,000 - - - - 405,000 435,000

7 Major Street Resurfacing -                 2,400,000    -                 1,700,000    -                 1,300,000    5,400,000 5,400,000
Net Funding Needs - 2,400,000 - 1,700,000 - 1,300,000 5,400,000 5,400,000

8 Hillsboro Road 15,000,000 - 15,000,000
Net Funding Needs 15,000,000 - - - - - - 15,000,000

Project Subtotal 19,190,000 15,160,000 22,409,000 24,009,400 250,000 1,300,000 63,128,400 82,318,400
Net Funding Needs 17,630,000 9,505,000 16,369,450 18,819,850 250,000 1,300,000 46,244,300 63,874,300

Bonds Issued 27,135,000 35,189,300 1,550,000 63,874,300

CIP Work Sheet

August 2016 Analysis
2022

5 Year Total 
(18-22)

Project 
Total

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021



Debt Service to Budget Metrics
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Debt Assumptions:  
Interest rate of 5.00%
20 year, level debt service 

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

New Debt Service - 2,177,383 3,492,094 5,001,063 5,058,973 5,125,439

Estimated Gen Fund Budget (GF Revenues) 62,851,566 64,679,768 66,609,758 68,217,387 69,909,525 72,111,789

New Debt Service / Budget 0.00% 3.37% 5.24% 7.33% 7.24% 7.11%

Existing Debt Service 7,651,190 7,079,596 7,084,969 7,080,820 7,085,047 7,086,321 

Existing Debt Service / Budget 12.17% 10.95% 10.64% 10.38% 10.13% 9.83%

New + Existing Debt Service 7,651,190 9,256,978 10,577,063 12,081,883 12,144,019 12,211,760 

New + Existing Debt Service / Budget 12.17% 14.32% 15.88% 17.71% 17.37% 16.94%
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12.17% 10.95% 10.64% 10.38% 10.13% 9.83%

0.00% 3.37% 5.24%
7.33% 7.24% 7.11%

Existing Debt Service / Budget New Debt Service / Budget
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Debt Management Policy Ratios

The City’s updated Debt Management Policy includes the following ratios:

1. Direct debt as a % of Full Value  < 1.75%

2. Direct debt of Operating Revenues of  < 3.00X

3. Total Governmental Funds Debt Service as a % of expenditures < 25%

The City also has a reserve fund policy to maintain at least 33% of General Fund 
Revenues.
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Policy Ratios

Assumptions:  
Market Value/Full Value grows at 1%
Governmental Expenditures grow at 1%
Operating Expenses include debt service to be paid out of the General Fund

Debt Policy

FY 2017 (Series 2017 Bonds) 1.3% 2.4 14.9% 61.9% 10.8%

FY 2018 1.2% 2.2 16.2% 62.8% 12.8%

FY 2019 (Series 2019 Bonds) 1.4% 2.5 17.4% 64.5% 14.1%

FY 2020 1.3% 2.3 19.0% 66.7% 15.5%

FY 2021 (Series 2021 Bonds) 1.2% 2.1 18.9% 69.3% 15.3%

FY 2022 1.1% 2.0 18.3% 72.2% 15.1%

(1) Moody's 2013 Aaa Median = 38.5%
(2) This metric is no longer reported by Moody's.

≤ 1.75% ≤ 3.00x ≤ 25% > 30%

Affordability Matrix 

Direct Debt % of 
Full Value

Direct Debt to 
Operating 
Revenue

Govt. Fund DS % 
Govt. 

Expenditures

General Fund 
Balance as a % of  

Operating 
Revenues(1)

Debt Service as a 
% of  Operating 
Expenditures(2)



 

August 4, 2016 
 
Ms. Denise Baker 
Transportation Program Monitor - Region 3  
TDOT Local Programs Development Office 
James K. Polk Bldg., 6th Floor 
505 Deaderick Street 
Nashville, TN 37243 
 
RE: PIN 108409.00 Hillsboro Road Improvements – Amendment Number 3 Request 
 Federal Project Number:  STP-EN-106(22) 
 State Project Number:  94014-3230-04 
 Agreement Number: 060118 
 
Dear Ms. Baker, 
 
The City of Franklin formally requests an Amendment Number 3 to the original contract (060118) for PIN 
108409.00, Hillsboro Road (SR-106) Intersection Improvements at Claude Yates Drive extending from Joel 
Cheek Blvd to Mack Hatcher Pkwy.  This project is currently under construction. We issued the City’s 
construction notice to proceed to the contractor on April 18, 2016.  They have 430 consecutive calendar days to 
complete the construction project by June 21, 2017.  Per Amendment Number 2, the TDOT contract completion 
date is October 31, 2016.  Can we extend the TDOT contract completion date until October 31, 2017, which will 
get us through the whole construction phase, and allow for final project invoice submittals?   
 
The City of Franklin has worked diligently to move this project forward since Amendment Number 2 was 
approved.  But, our right-of-way and final design phases lasted longer than originally planned.  The City regularly 
encountered extended timeframes for right-of-way negotiations and condemnations, which is not uncommon.  
Also, the final construction plans process encountered many revisions before they could be approved by TDOT 
and the City. But as stated above, we are currently under construction.   
 
Thank you for your consideration of this request for a time extension until October 31, 2017.   
 
Very sincerely, 
 
 
 
William Banks 
Staff Engineer 
City of Franklin 
109 Third Avenue South Suite 142 • Franklin, TN 37064 
615-550-6677 (Direct) • 615-791-3218 (Main Office) 
william.banks@franklintn.gov 

mailto:william.banks@franklintn.gov
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Amendment Number: 3 
Agreement Number: 060118  

Project Identification Number: 108409.00 
Federal Project Number: STP-EN-106(22)  

State Project Number: 94LPLM-F3-026  

 
THIS AGREEMENT AMENDMENT is made and entered into this ___________ day of 

__________, 20___ by and between the STATE OF TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION, an agency of the State of Tennessee (hereinafter called the "Department") 

and CITY OF FRANKLIN (hereinafter called the "Agency"), for the purpose of providing an 

understanding among the parties of their respective obligations related to the management of the 

project described as:  

 
“Intersection Improvements at Claude Yates Drive extending from Joel Cheek Blvd to Mack Hatcher 

Pkwy (SR-397)” 

 
1. The language of Agreement # 060118 dated January 10, 2014, Section B.2 a) 

Completion Date is amended to change the first sentence of Section B.2 a) from: 
 

The Agency agrees to complete the herein assigned phases of the Project 
on or before OCTOBER 31, 2016.  
    to 
The Agency agrees to complete the herein assigned phases of the Project 
on or before OCTOBER 31, 2017. 

 
All provisions of the original contract not expressly amended hereby shall remain in full force 

and effect. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Law Dept. approved 10.07.16
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this instrument to be executed by their 
respective authorized officials on the date first above written. 
 
 
 
 

CITY OF FRANKLIN STATE OF TENNESSEE 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

By:    By:    
 Ken Moore  Date  John C. Schroer  Date 
 Mayor  Commissioner 
    

 
APPROVED AS TO 

FORM AND LEGALITY 

 
APPROVED AS TO 

FORM AND LEGALITY 

By:    By:    
 Shauna Billingsley  Date  John Reinbold  Date 
 Attorney  General Counsel 
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CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE 
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 

COF Contract No. 2016-0306 
 
 

THIS PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is by 
and between the City of Franklin, Tennessee, hereinafter referenced as City, 
and CDM SMITH hereinafter referenced as Consultant, who mutually agree 
as follows: 
 
DECLARATIONS. City desires to retain Consultant to provide engineering, 
related technical, and other services in connection with City’s project 
hereinafter referenced as Project. The Project is described as follows:  
 

SCADA CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING  
AND INSPECTION SERVICES 

 
1. SCOPE OF SERVICES. Consultant shall provide construction 

engineering and inspection services for the Project in accordance 
with the Scope of Services (Services) as found in Attachment A which 
shall be considered as an integral part hereof. 

 
2. Consultant shall submit as a part of Attachment A an individual Fee 

Schedule and a Completion Schedule for the Project based on the 
detailed Scope of Services.  

 
3. In event of a conflict between this Agreement and the attached 

document(s), this Agreement shall supersede conflicting terms and 
conditions. 
 

4. Consultant shall be paid on a monthly basis for work performed 
based on the Fee Schedule as contained in Attachment A in the 
Amount of FOUR HUNDRED THIRTY-TWO THOUSAND SIX 
HUNDRED FORTY-ONE AND No/100 DOLLARS ($432,641.00).  

 
 

The Board of Mayor and Aldermen Approved this Agreement on the 
______ Day of ________ 201__. 

  

Law Dept. approved 10.14.16



 

   
 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
 
ARTICLE 1.   SERVICES.   Consultant will: 
1.1 Act for City in a professional manner, using that degree of care and skill 

ordinarily exercised by and consistent with standards of competent 
consultants using the standards in the industry: 

1.2 Consider all reports to be confidential and distribute copies of the same 
only to those persons specifically designated by the City. 

1.3 Perform all services under the general direction of a senior professional 
employee, licensed and/or registered in the State of Tennessee, when 
appropriate. 

1.4 Designate, in writing, the sole Project representative to coordinate with 
City the Services to be provided, including all contact information. 

1.5 Unless provided for in the Project Scope of Services (Attachment A), 
Consultant shall perform all Services with his own forces (employees). 
Should sub-consultants be proposed to be used in the Project, a listing 
of said sub-consultants with Services to be performed shall be provided. 
After approval of this Agreement, no substitute for sub-consultants shall 
be allowed unless approved by City.  

1.6 Retain pertinent records relating to the services performed for a period 
of seven (7) years following the completion of the work; during this 
period the records shall be available for review by City at all reasonable 
times. 

 
ARTICLE 2. CITY’S RESPONSIBILITIES. City, or its authorized 
representative, will: 
2.1 Provide Consultant with all information regarding the Project, which is 

available to, or reasonably obtainable by, the City. 
2.2 Furnish right-of-entry onto the Project site for Consultant’s necessary 

field studies and surveys. Consultant will endeavor to restore the site to 
its original condition and shall remain solely liable for all damages, costs 
and expenses, including reasonable attorneys’ fees, for failure to make 
such restoration. 

2.3 Designate, in writing, the sole Project representative to coordinate with 
and direct the Consultant, including all contact information.  

2.4 Guarantee to Consultant that it has the legal capacity to enter into this 
contract and that sufficient monies are available to fund Consultant’s 
compensation. 

 
ARTICLE 3.   GENERAL CONDITIONS. 
3.1 Consultant, by the performance of services covered hereunder, does not 

in any way assume, abridge or abrogate any of those duties, 
responsibilities or authorities customarily vested in other professionals 
or agencies participating in the Project. 
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3.2 Consultant shall be responsible for the acts or omissions of any party 
involved in concurrent or subsequent phases of the Project acting upon 
written instruction issued by the Consultant. 

3.3 Neither City nor Consultant may assign or transfer its duties or interest 
in this Agreement without written consent of the other party.  

3.4 ALLOCATION OF RISK AND LIABILITY; GENERAL. Considering the 
potential liabilities that may exist during the performance of the 
services of this Agreement, the relative benefits and risks of the Project, 
and the Consultant’s fee for the services rendered, and in consideration 
of the promises contained in this Agreement, the City and the 
Consultant agree to allocate and limit such liabilities in accordance with 
this Article.  

3.5   INDEMNIFICATION. Consultant agrees to indemnify and hold City 
harmless from and against legal liability for all judgments, losses, 
damages, and expenses to the extent such judgments, losses, damages, 
or expenses are caused by Consultant’s negligent act, error or omission 
in the performance of the services of this Agreement. In the event 
judgments, losses, damages, or expenses are caused by the joint or 
concurrent negligence of Consultant and City, they shall be borne by 
each party in proportion to its own negligence.   

3.5.1 SURVIVAL. The terms and conditions of this paragraph 
shall survive completion of this services agreement. 

3.6 LIMITATIONS OF RESPONSIBILITY.  Consultant shall not be 
responsible for (a) construction means, methods, techniques, sequences, 
procedures, or safety precautions and programs in connection with the 
Project unless specifically undertaken in Attachment A,  Scope of 
Services ; (b) the failure of any contractor, subcontractor, Consultant, or 
other Project participant, not under contract to Consultant, to fulfill 
contractual responsibilities to City or to comply with federal, state, or 
local laws, regulations, and codes; or (c) procuring permits, certificates, 
and licenses required for any construction unless such procurement 
responsibilities are specifically assigned to Consultant in Attachment A, 
Scope of Services.  

 
ARTICLE 4.  TERMINATION BY THE CITY. The City may terminate this 

Agreement in accordance with the following terms and conditions: 
4.1 Termination for Convenience. The City may, when in the interests of 

the City, terminate performance under this Agreement with the 
Consultant, in whole or in part, for the convenience of the City. The 
City shall give written notice of such termination to the Consultant 
specifying when termination becomes effective. The Consultant shall 
incur no further obligations in connection with the work so terminated, 
other than warranties and guarantees for completed work and 
installed equipment, and the Consultant shall stop work when such 
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termination becomes effective. The Consultant shall also terminate 
outstanding orders and subcontracts for the affected work. The 
Consultant shall settle the liabilities and claims arising out of the 
termination of subcontracts and orders. The City may direct the 
Consultant to assign the Consultant’s right, title and interest under 
termination orders or subcontracts to the City or its designee. The 
Consultant shall transfer title and deliver to the City such completed 
or partially completed work and materials, equipment, parts, fixtures, 
information and Contract rights as the Consultant has in its 
possession or control. When terminated for convenience, the 
Consultant shall be compensated as follows: 

(1) The Consultant shall submit a termination claim to 
the City specifying the amounts due because of the 
termination for convenience together with costs, 
pricing or other data required by the City. If the 
Consultant fails to file a termination claim within 
one (1) year from the effective date of termination, 
the City shall pay the Consultant the amount the 
City deems the Consultant is due. 

(2) The City and the Consultant may agree to the 
compensation, if any, due to the Consultant 
hereunder. 

(3) Absent agreement to the amount due to the 
Consultant, the City shall pay the Consultant the 
following amounts: 
(a) Contract costs for labor, materials, 

equipment and other services accepted under 
this Agreement; 

(b)  Reasonable costs incurred in preparing to 
perform and in performing the terminated 
portion of the work, and in terminating the 
Consultant's performance, plus a fair and 
reasonable allowance for direct job site 
overhead and earned profit thereon (such 
profit shall not include anticipated profit or 
consequential damages); provided however, 
that if it reasonably appears that the 
Consultant would have not profited or would 
have sustained a loss if the entire Agreement 
would have been completed, no profit shall 
be allowed or included and the amount of 
compensation shall be reduced to reflect the 
anticipated rate of loss, if any; 
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The total sum to be paid the Consultant under this Section shall 
not exceed the total Agreement Price, as properly adjusted, 
reduced by the amount of payments otherwise made, and shall 
in no event include duplication of payment. 

 
4.2 Termination for Cause. If the Consultant does not perform the work, or 

any part thereof, in a timely manner, supply adequate labor, 
supervisory personnel or proper equipment or materials, or if it fails to 
timely discharge its obligations for labor, equipment and materials, or 
proceeds to disobey applicable law, or otherwise commits a violation of 
a material provision of this Agreement, then the City, in addition to 
any other rights it may have against the Consultant or others, may 
terminate the performance of the Consultant, in whole or in part at the 
City’s sole option, and assume possession of the Project Plans and 
materials and may complete the work. 

 
In such case, the Consultant shall not be paid further until the work is 
complete. After Completion has been achieved, if any portion of the 
Contract Price, as it may be modified hereunder, remains after the cost 
to the City of completing the work, including all costs and expenses of 
every nature incurred, has been deducted by the City, such remainder 
shall belong to the Consultant. Otherwise, the Consultant shall pay 
and make whole the City for such cost. This obligation for payment 
shall survive the termination of the Agreement. 

  
In the event the employment of the Consultant is terminated by the 
City for cause pursuant to this Section and it is subsequently 
determined by a Court of competent jurisdiction that such termination 
was without cause, such termination shall thereupon be deemed a 
Termination for Convenience under this Section and the provisions of 
Section 4.1 shall apply. 

4.3 Termination for Non-Appropriation. The City may also terminate this 
Agreement, in whole or in part, for non-appropriation of sufficient 
funds to complete or partially complete the Project, regardless of the 
source of such funds, and such termination shall be on the terms of 
Section 4.1.  

4.4 The City’s rights under this Section shall be in addition to those 
contained elsewhere herein or provided by law. 
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ARTICLE 5.   SCOPE OF SERVICES. Consultant shall provide the Services 
as described in Attachment A, Scope of Services. 
5.1 By mutual agreement, this Agreement and scope can be amended by the 

parties. The scope and fee for any additional tasks or services under such 
amendment shall be mutually negotiated and agreed to in writing prior 
to beginning such additional tasks or services. 

5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSIBILITY. 
Where drilling/sampling services are involved, the samples obtained 
from the Project site are the property of the City. Should any of these 
samples be recognized by the Consultant to be contaminated, the City 
shall remove them from the Consultant’s custody and transport them to 
a disposal site, all in accordance with applicable government statutes, 
ordinances, and regulations. For all other samples, the Consultant shall 
retain them for a sixty (60)-day period following the submission of the 
drilling/sampling report unless the City directs otherwise; thereafter, 
the Consultant shall discard the samples in accordance with all federal, 
state and local laws. 

 
ARTICLE 6.   SCHEDULE. 
6.1 TIME OF THE ESSENCE.  The parties agree that time is of the essence 

with respect to the parties’ performance of all provisions of the 
Agreement. 

6.2 Before executing this Agreement, the Consultant shall have prepared 
and submitted for approval to the City a Completion Schedule for the 
Project with milestones for the various stages (tasks) of the Services as 
outlined in the Scope of Services. The Consultant shall submit and 
obtain the City’s approval for any proposed changes to the logic, 
durations, sequences, or timing of tasks as approved in the Completion 
Schedule. 

6.3 FORCE MAJEURE.  Neither party will be liable to the other for any 
delay or failure to perform any of the services or obligations set forth in 
this Agreement due to causes beyond its reasonable control, and 
performance times will be considered extended for a period of time 
equivalent to the time lost because of such delay plus a reasonable 
period of time to allow the parties to recommence performance of their 
respective obligations hereunder.  Should a circumstance of force 
majeure last more than ninety (90) days, either party may by written 
notice to the other terminate this Agreement. The term "force majeure" 
as used herein shall mean the following: acts of God; strikes, lockouts or 
other industrial disturbances; acts of public enemies; orders or 
restraints of any kind of the government of the United States or of the 
State or any of their departments, agencies or officials, or any civil or 
military authority; insurrections, riots, landslides, earthquakes, fires, 
storms, tornadoes, droughts, floods, explosions, breakage or accident to 
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machinery, transmission pipes or canals; or any other cause or event not 
reasonably within the control of either party. 

6.4 Should City request changes in the scope, extent, or character of the 
Project, the fee and the time of performance of Consultant’s Services as 
indicated in Attachment A shall be adjusted equitably.  

 
ARTICLE 7.   USE OF DOCUMENTS, DATA. 
7.1 All Documents, including, but not limited to, reports, drawings, 

specifications, and computer software prepared by Consultant pursuant 
to this Agreement are instruments of service in respect to the Project. 
Consultant shall retain an ownership and property interest therein 
(including the right of reuse at the discretion of the Consultant) whether 
or not the Project is completed.  
7.1.1 USE OF DATA SYSTEMS:  Ownership, property interests and 

proprietary rights in data systems used by Consultant do not 
extend to the data created by or supplied to Consultant by the 
City; all rights to that data (including derivative or hidden data 
such as metadata) shall vest solely in City at the moment of 
creation.  

7.1.2 DISCLOSURE OF DOCUMENTS/DATA.  City may be required 
to disclose documents or data under state or federal law. City 
shall notify Consultant if a request for data or documents has 
been made and shall give Consultant a reasonable opportunity 
under the circumstances to respond to the request by redacting 
proprietary or other confidential information.  Consultant waives 
any right to confidentiality of any document, e-mail or file it fails 
to clearly mark on each page as confidential or proprietary. In 
exchange, Consultant agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold 
harmless City for any claims by third parties relating thereto or 
arising out of (i) the City's failure to disclose such documents or 
information required to be disclosed by law, or (ii) the City's 
release of documents as a result of City's reliance upon 
Consultant representation that materials supplied by Consultant 
(in full or redacted form) do not contain trade secrets or 
proprietary information, provided that the City impleads 
Consultant and Consultant assumes control over that claim. 

7.2 By execution of this Agreement, Consultant and his sub-consultant(s) 
grant the City a royalty-free, perpetual, irrevocable, and assignable 
license to use any and all intellectual property interest Consultant or 
his sub-consultant(s) possess to any drawings, details, specifications, 
documents, and other information created before each of their first 
involvement with the Project and subsequently incorporated into the 
Project’s documents. City-furnished data that may be relied upon by 
Consultant is limited to the printed copies that are delivered to the 
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Consultant pursuant to Article 2 of this Agreement. Any copyrighted 
electronic files furnished by City shall be used by Consultant only for 
the Project as described herein.  City’s posting or publication of such 
documents created by Consultant for City shall constitute fair use and 
shall not constitute an infringement of Consultant’s copyright, if any.   

7.3 Documents that may be relied upon by City are limited to the printed 
copies (also known as hard copies) that are signed or sealed by the 
Consultant. Files in electronic media format of text, data, graphics, or of 
other types that are furnished by Consultant to City are only for 
convenience of City, unless the delivery of the Project in electronic media 
format has been dictated in Attachment A, Scope of Services. Any 
conclusion or information obtained or derived from electronic files 
provided for convenience will be at the user’s sole risk.  

7.4 Because data stored in electronic media format can deteriorate or be 
modified inadvertently or otherwise without authorization of the data’s 
creator, the party receiving electronic files agrees that it will perform 
acceptance tests or procedures within sixty (60) days, after which the 
receiving party shall be deemed to have accepted the data thus 
transferred. Any errors detected within the 60-day acceptance period 
will be corrected by the party delivering the electronic files. Unless 
stated otherwise herein, Consultant shall not be responsible to maintain 
documents stored in electronic media format after acceptance by City. 

7.5 When transferring documents in electronic media format, Consultant 
makes no representations as to long term compatibility, usability, or 
readability, of documents resulting from the use of software application 
packages, operating systems, or computer hardware differing from that 
as required of, and used by, Consultant at the beginning of this Project.  

7.6 City may make and retain copies of Documents for information and 
reference in connection with use on the Project by the City, or his 
authorized representative. Such Documents are not intended or 
represented to be suitable for reuse by City or others on extensions of 
the Project or on any other project. Any such reuse or modifications 
without written verification or adaptation by Consultant, as appropriate 
for the specific purpose intended, will be at City’s sole risk and without 
liability or legal exposure to the Consultant or to Consultant’s sub-
consultants.  

7.7 If there is a discrepancy between the electronic files and the hard copies, 
the hard copies govern.  

7.8 Any verification or adaptation of the Documents for extensions of the 
Project or for any other project will entitle Consultant to further 
compensation at rates to be agreed upon by City and Consultant. 
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ARTICLE 8.   INSURANCE. 
8.1 During the performance of the Services under this Agreement, 

Consultant shall maintain the following minimum insurance: 
a) General Liability Insurance with a combined single limit of 

$1,000,000 per occurrence and $2,000,000 annual aggregate. 
b) Automobile Liability Insurance with a combined single limit of 

$1,000,000 for each person and $1,000,000 for each accident. 
c) Workers’ Compensation Insurance Coverage A in accordance with 

statutory requirements and Coverage B, Employer’s Liability 
Insurance, with a limit of $500,000 for each occurrence. 

d) Professional Liability Insurance with a limit of $1,000,000 annual 
aggregate. 

8.2 Consultant shall add the City an additional insured on all policies unless 
otherwise prohibited. 

8.3 Consultant shall, upon execution of this Agreement, furnish City 
certificates of insurance, which shall include a provision that such 
insurance shall not be canceled without at least thirty (30) days’ written 
notice to City. 

8.4 No insurance, of whatever kind or type is to be considered as in any way 
limiting other parties’ responsibility for damages resulting from their 
activities in the execution of the Project. City agrees to include, or cause 
to be included, in the Project’s construction contract, such requirements 
for insurance coverage and performance bonds by the Project’s 
construction contractor as City deems adequate to indemnify City, 
Consultant, and other concerned parties against claims for damages and 
to insure compliance of work performance and materials with Project 
requirements.  

 
ARTICLE 9.   PAYMENT. 
9.1 City will pay Consultant for services and expenses in accordance with 

the Fee Schedule proposal submitted for the Project as part of the Scope 
of Services. Consultant’s invoices will be presented at the completion of 
the work or monthly and will be payable upon receipt.  Payment is due 
upon presentation of invoice and is past due thirty (30) days from invoice 
date. City shall give prompt written notice of any disputed amount and 
shall pay the remaining amount.  

9.2 Consultant shall be paid in full for all services under this Agreement, 
including City authorized overruns of the Project budget or unforeseen 
need for Consultant’s services exceeding the original Scope of Services. 

9.3 TRAVEL; EXPENSES 
City shall reimburse reasonable expenses, including travel and meals, 
when specified in the Scope of Services, but only in accordance with the 
City’s Travel and Expense Policy and Procedures Manual. The 
maximum amount will be applied as of the date of travel and as listed 
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in the per diem reimbursement rates on the “CONUS” website developed 
by the United States General Services Administration, located at 
www.gsa.gov [click on ‘per diem rates’ under the ‘etools’ category].   

 
 
ARTICLE 10.   MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
10.1 EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY. In connection with this 

Agreement and the Project, City and Consultant shall not discriminate 
against any employee or applicant for employment because of race, color, 
sex, national origin, disability or marital status. City and Consultant 
will take affirmative action to ensure that the contractor used for the 
Project does not discriminate against any employee and employees are 
treated during employment without regard to their race, age, religion, 
color, gender, national origin, disability or marital status. Such action 
shall include, but not be limited to, the following: employment, 
upgrading, demotion, or transfer; recruitment or recruitment 
advertising; layoff or termination, rates of pay or other forms of 
compensation; and selection for training, including apprenticeship. 
10.1.1 Consultant shall insert the foregoing provision in all contracts 

relating to this Project. 
10.2 TITLE VI – CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964. City and Consultant shall 

comply with all the requirements imposed by Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d), 49 C.F.R., Part 21, and related statutes 
and regulations. 
10.2.1 Consultant shall insert the foregoing provision in all contracts 
relating to this Project. 

10.3 NO THIRD PARTY RIGHTS CREATED.  City and Consultant each 
binds itself and its successors, executors, administrators, permitted 
assigns, legal representatives and, in the case of a partnership, its 
partners, to the other party to this Agreement and to their successors, 
executors, administrators, permitted assigns, legal representatives and 
partners of such other party in respect to all provisions of this 
Agreement.  The Services provided for in this Agreement are for the sole 
use and benefit of City and Consultant. Nothing in this Agreement shall 
be construed to give any rights or benefits to anyone other than City and 
Consultant. 

10.4 WARRANTIES/LIMITATION OF LIABILITY/WAIVER.  City reserves 
all rights afforded to local governments under law for all general and 
implied warranties.  City does not waive any rights it may have to all 
remedies provided by law and therefore any attempt by Consultant to 
limit its liability shall be void and unenforceable. 
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ARTICLE 11.   EXTENT OF AGREEMENT: 
11.1 APPLICABLE LAW/CHOICE OF FORUM AND VENUE.  This 

Agreement is made under and will be construed in accordance with the 
laws of the State of Tennessee without giving effect to that state's choice 
of law rules.  The parties’ choice of forum and venue shall be exclusively 
in the courts of Williamson County, Tennessee. Any provision of this 
Agreement held to violate a law or regulation shall be deemed void, and 
all remaining provisions shall continue in force.  

11.2 ENTIRE AGREEMENT.  This Agreement, including these terms and 
conditions, represent the entire Agreement between City and 
Consultant for this Project and supersedes all prior negotiations, 
representations or agreements, written or oral.  This Agreement may be 
amended only by written instrument signed by City and Consultant.  

 
ARTICLE 12.   DISPUTE RESOLUTION, BREACH. 
12.1 If a dispute should arise relating to the performance of or payment for 

the Services under this Agreement, the aggrieved party shall notify the 
other party of the dispute within a reasonable time after such dispute 
arises. During the pendency of any dispute, the parties shall continue 
diligently to fulfill their respective obligations hereunder.  No 
arbitration or mediation shall be required as a condition precedent to 
filing any legal claim arising out of or relating to this Agreement.  No 
arbitration or mediation shall be binding.   

12.2  BREACH.  Upon deliberate breach of the Agreement by either party, the 
non-breaching party shall be entitled to terminate the Agreement with 
notice, with all of the remedies it would have in the event of termination, 
and may also have such other remedies as it may be entitled to in law 
or in equity.  

 
ARTICLE 13. SURVIVAL.   
 The provisions contained in this Professional Services Agreement shall 

survive the completion of or any termination of the Agreement, contract 
or other document to which it may accompany or incorporate by 
reference or which subsequently may be modified, unless expressly 
excepted from this Article upon consent of both parties. 
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BY: _________________________   BY: _______________________ 
       Consultant’s Signature            Dr. Ken Moore 
       TITLE: ___________________           Mayor 
       Date: ___________________              Date: ___________________ 
 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
Shauna R. Billingsley, City Attorney 
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1.0 Project Background 
An important piece of the future growth and management of the City of Franklin’s water and 

wastewater systems is the replacement of the antiquated Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition 

(SCADA) system that is currently utilized by the City to manage and control the existing water 

distribution, wastewater collection system, water treatment, and wastewater treatment systems. 

This proposal is for the construction services associated with the implementation of the designed 

upgrades to the SCADA system. 

2.0 Scope 

Task G, General Services During Construction (SRF Basic Engineering) 

For this project, we have assumed that General Services or Office Services will include: G1) 

Preparation of conformed drawings and specifications, G2) Project management, G3) Project 

meetings, G4) Engineering reviews, clarifications, and interpretations, G5) Site visits by engineering 

and management staff and G6) Witnessing of Factory Testing.  

Task G1, Preparation of Conformed Drawings and Specifications 

CDM Smith will incorporate addendum material into the bid drawings and specifications to prepare 

conformed drawings and specifications. We have assumed that the drawing set will consist of 32 

drawings and that six sets of printed conformed documents (drawings and specifications) will be 

prepared. 

Task G2, Project Management 

This task includes management of the project team, establishing and monitoring consulting 

schedules and budgets, invoicing, reporting, and general coordination of the project.  The following 

subtasks further define the work under this task. Each of these subtasks was budgeted assuming a 

total project timeframe of 52 weeks (50 weeks of construction duration plus 2 weeks of 

preparation and close out time.) 

Task G2A – CDM Smith Project Kickoff Meeting 

CDM Smith will hold an internal project kickoff meeting for initial planning and coordination with 

the team. This meeting will establish roles, responsibilities, expectations, communication protocol, 

processes and procedures, scope, schedule, budgets, etc. We assume that five staff members will 

participate in the kickoff meeting. 

  

Attachment A to Exhibit A 

City of Franklin, Tennessee 

Proposal for SCADA System Construction 

Management Services 
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Task G2B – General Administration of the Construction Contract 

This task will include coordinating project technical staff, monitoring the progress and cost of each 

task, budget control, preparing monthly progress reports for submission to the City of Franklin 

(COF), and preparing monthly invoices for submission to COF.  

Task G2C – Final Documentation Filing and File Review 

At the end of the project the CDM Smith team will complete final documentation, review the files, 

and complete final file maintenance and turn over a complete final set of documents to the City of 

Franklin. 

Task G3, Project Meetings 

We anticipate that five types of meetings requiring CDM Smith participation will occur during 

construction: G3A) Preconstruction meeting, G3B) Monthly progress meetings, G3C) Special 

meetings, G3D) Periodic CDM Smith project team meetings, and G3E) Bi-weekly conference calls 

between the CDM Smith project manager and the COF project manager. The anticipated scope and 

budget for the special meetings are based on those special meetings identified in the specifications, 

plus an allowance for unplanned special meetings.  

Task G3A - Preconstruction Meeting  

CDM Smith will prepare a pre-construction meeting agenda and conduct a preconstruction meeting 

in Franklin, Tennessee with the Contractor, and others as appropriate, to explain construction 

administration procedures and to delineate project requirements and constraints. CDM Smith will 

prepare and distribute minutes of the meeting within one week. We assume that this meeting will 

be no more than 3 hours long and will be attended in person by the CDM Smith project manager, 

the CDM Smith instrumentation and control engineer, and a local CDM Smith construction specialist 

and the CDM Smith Client Service Leader.  We assume that the CDM Smith electrical engineer will 

attend by phone.  

Task G3B - Monthly Progress Meetings  

CDM Smith will conduct monthly progress meetings with the Contractor, COF representatives, and 

others as necessary to review submittal status, completed and ongoing activities, planned work 

schedules, and to discuss issues. CDM Smith will prepare an agenda for each meeting and will 

prepare meeting minutes subsequent to each meeting. Meeting minutes will be distributed to all 

parties within five business days following the meeting. CDM Smith has budgeted for a total of 11 

monthly progress meetings. These will be attended in person by the CDM Smith Construction 

Specialist and will be attended by phone by the CDM Smith electrical engineer and the 

instrumentation and control engineer. We assume that the CDM Smith project manager will attend 

two of the meetings in person and 9 of the meetings by phone. 

Task G3C – Special Meetings 

The specifications identify several special meetings (see the list below), and in some cases 

additional special meetings will be required in between the monthly progress meetings to resolve 

time sensitive problems. Our assumptions are outlined in the list below. 
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1. Maintenance of System Operations Special Meeting (1 meeting) – This meeting will be 

attended by the CDM Smith construction specialist, project manager, electrical engineer, 

and instrumentation and control engineer. The electrical engineer will attend by phone. 

CDM Smith will also request that City personnel with responsibility for the wastewater 

collection system, the water distribution system, and SCADA for the water and wastewater 

treatment plants attend. 

2. I&C Submittal Review Coordination, Standards and Conventions, and Historical Data 

Management and Reports Meeting (1 meeting) 

3. I&C Draft Graphics Review Meeting (1 meeting) 

4. I&C Second Graphics Review and Factory Testing Pre-Coordination Meeting (1 meeting) 

5. I&C Field Testing Pre Coordination Meeting (1 meeting) 

6. Other unplanned special meetings (1 meeting) 

 

Task G3D – Periodic CDM Smith Team Coordination Meetings 

We have budgeted for 24, half hour conference calls to coordinate with the team and identify and 

clear up any ‘roadblocks’ to progress. These will occur as the need arises. 

Task G3E – Bi-Weekly Coordination Call with COF 

The CDM Smith project manager and senior construction specialist will hold 26 half hour bi-weekly 

coordination calls with COF. The CDM Smith Client Service Leader will also attend half of these calls. 

Task G4, Engineering Reviews, Clarifications and Interpretations  

This task includes G4A) Review of shop drawings and other submittals, G4B) Review of payment 

applications, G4C) Review of schedule submittals, G4D) Response to RFIs, and G4E) Review of 

final/closeout submittals. CDM Smith will set up an e-room or an equivalent platform for 

management of submittals and other documents. This will be accessible to the contractor for 

uploading submittals and viewing files. The City will also have access. 

Task G4A - Review Shop Drawings and Other Submittals 

CDM Smith will process and track the Contractor's shop drawing and product data submittals on 

equipment and methods.  Each submittal will be reviewed to determine conformance with the 

design concept and compliance with the contract documents.   

A comprehensive list of submittals and deliverables required from the Contractor will be prepared, 

based on the provisions of the Contract Documents.  The list will include shop drawings, product 

data, samples, operation and maintenance manuals, start-up and testing reports, record documents, 

and other submittals as required, with related specification references.  The submittal schedule will 

be distributed at the Preconstruction Meeting and maintained similar to a checklist throughout the 

construction period. The budget for this task assumes review of up to 75 total submittals and 

resubmittals. The budget also assumes that any third submittals will be considered additional 

services that will be paid for by the Contractor. 
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Task G4B - Review of Schedule of Values and Applications for Payment 

CDM Smith will review and assist COF with negotiation of the schedule of values.  In addition, CDM 

Smith will review 12 monthly applications for payment from the Contractor for compliance with 

the established procedure for their submission, noting particularly the relationship of the payment 

requested to the schedule of values, work completed, and materials and equipment delivered at the 

site but not incorporated in the Work. The reviewed and approved payment application will be 

forwarded to the COF with recommendation for action.  Accurate project cost records will be 

maintained, including monthly payments and proposed, pending, or approved changes in the work. 

Task G4C - Schedule Reviews 

 CDM Smith will review the Contractor's initial construction schedule to ensure that the activities 
are comprehensive, the workflow is logical, the relationships between tasks is logical, and that the 
schedule appropriately considers maintenance of system operation constraints. CDM Smith will 
monitor the Contractor’s actual progress and compare it to the approved schedule.  CDM Smith will 
interface with the COF staff on issues involving scheduled shut-downs, tie-ins, start-ups, 
commissioning, etc., to ensure adequate lead time is provided for proper coordination and 
preparation for these activities. We have budgeted for review of the initial schedule submittal plus a 
total of 11 subsequent schedule submittals. 

Task G4D - Response to RFIs  

CDM Smith will respond to Requests for Information and interpretation or clarification of the 
drawings and specifications.  When required, sketches or other documentation will be prepared to 
accompany responses.  CDM Smith will maintain a log of Requests for Information, indicating 
subject of request, date of request, originator of request, person responsible for response and date 
of response. The budget for this task assumes that responses will be prepared for a total of 20 RFIs. 

Task G5, Site Visits by Office Staff  

No onsite services are proposed. Instead we propose to provide regular visits by a local CDM Smith 
construction specialist supplemented by visits from the CDM Smith electrical and instrumentation 
and control engineers. The local construction specialist will provide general construction 
observation while the electrical and instrumentation and control engineers will provide specialized 
technical observation.  

Disruption of the operation of any part of the water and wastewater systems can have far reaching 
consequences. As a result, one of the challenges that the contractor will face is staging of his work in 
a way that will allow him to meet the “Maintenance of System Operations” requirements that are 
established in the contract documents to prevent compromising the integrity of the City’s 
operations. Different contractors will have different solutions to this problem and the particular 
solution used by the selected contractor will impact the number of trips and the level of effort 
required for CDM Smith construction observation staff. Thus, the assumptions we outline below for 
Tasks G5A and G5B are our best guess at the level of effort and number of trips. 

Four categories of site visits are outlined below. They include: Construction specialist site visits, 
technical discipline member site visits, a substantial completion inspection, and a final completion 
inspection.  
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Task G5A – Construction Specialist Site Visits  

We have assumed that the local construction specialist will need 4 hour per week for the first 12 
weeks, 12 hours per week for the next 25 weeks, and 4 hours per week for the last 13 weeks, or a 
total of 400 hours. The three periods of time correspond to 1) the initial period of time where 
submittals and procurement will be taking place and site work will be limited, 2) the middle period 
of time when most construction will take place, and 3) the time between substantial completion 
and final completion. In addition to general observation, the local construction specialist will 
provide on-the-ground support for the technical staff when issues arise. We have also budgeted for 
3000 automobile miles during this time period. 

Task G5B - Technical Discipline Site Visits for Interim Inspections 

Periodic site visits will be made by the CDM Smith instrumentation and control engineer during 
construction. The visits will be timed to coincide with the functional demonstration test (FDT) 
activities defined in the specifications, thus no hours are included for this task and instead those 
hours are accounted for under Task S2, Functional Demonstration Testing Observation.  

Task G5C - Substantial Completion  

Following notice from the Contractor that all of the Work is ready for its intended use, CDM Smith 

and COF, accompanied by the Contractor, will conduct an inspection to determine if the Work is 

Substantially Complete. If COF and CDM Smith consider the work Substantially Complete, CDM 

Smith will deliver a Certificate of Substantial Completion to the Contractor along with a checklist of 

items that must be complete for the work to be considered finally complete. The substantial 

completion inspection will be attended by the CDM Smith construction specialist, electrical 

engineer, and instrumentation and control engineer. We assume that the substantial completion 

inspection will take two days. Upon completion of the inspection the CDM construction specialist 

and engineers will prepare a certificate of substantial completion and a checklist. 

Task G5D - Final Completion 

CDM Smith will conduct a final inspection to determine if the Contractor’s work is acceptable so 

that CDM Smith may recommend final payment to the Contractor. Accompanying the 

recommendation for final payment, CDM Smith will indicate that the Work is acceptable to the best 

of CDM Smith's knowledge, information and belief and based on the extent of the services 

performed and furnished by CDM Smith under this Agreement. We have assumed that the   

inspection will be performed by the CDM Smith construction specialist, electrical engineer, and 

instrumentation and control engineer. We assume that the final completion inspection will take two 

days and that only one final completion inspection will be required. Upon completion of the 

inspection the CDM construction specialist and engineers will prepare a certificate of final 

completion for the City’s consideration and execution. 

Task G6, Witnessing of Factory Testing  

As with the Functional Demonstration Test (FDT), we have assumed that the Witnessed Factory 

Test (WFT) will be done in stages.  The instrumentation engineer will require up to three trips of 20 

hours each, which includes preparation time, travel and visit time, and memorandum preparation 

time, as well as travel costs. 
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Task S, Special Services 

Special services are services that are not part of the normal services provided under General and 

Resident Services. We have assumed that Special Services will include: S1) Change order claim 

review and negotiation assistance, S2) Witnessing of functional testing and startup, and S3) 

Preparation of record drawings. These are defined in detail below. 

Task S1, Change Management (SRF Basic Engineering) 

This task includes review of contractor claims and proposals, preparation of requests for proposal, 

assistance of COF in negotiating change order scope, schedule and cost, and preparation of change 

orders, including the final reconciliation change order. RPR staff effort associated with change 

management are covered under the resident services task costs. Office support cost associated with 

change management is included under this task. As the level of effort for this item cannot be 

predicted, we propose to establish an allowance of $20,000 for this item. 

Task S2, Functional Demonstration Testing (FDT) Observation (SRF Other 

Engineering) 

This task involves engineer observation of functional demonstration testing by the Contractor. We 

have assumed that the instrumentation and control engineer will have to make up to three trips of 

two days each. As previously mentioned, the Maintenance of System Operations solution developed 

by the contractor will dictate the actual number of FDT trips required, so the number of visits and 

level of effort identified above are our best estimate of what will be required. Since the electrical 

improvements for this project are minor in nature, we have assumed that no electrical engineering 

hours will be required for functional demonstration testing observation. 

Task S3, Preparation of Record Drawings (SRF Other Engineering) 

CDM Smith will review the final as-built information submitted by the Contractor, and will revise 

the construction drawings to reflect the record conditions based on the Contractor’s Record 

Drawing information, supplemented with any additional information gathered during inspection 

activities. Final Record Drawings will be provided to COF in the following format: electronic 

drawing files on CDs (AutoCAD and PDF), and two sets each of full-size and half-size prints. 

 

Task SRF, SRF Related Services (SRF Administrative and Legal) 

These services are services that are required under the SRF rules and include contract labor 

compliance, disbursement preparation guidance and review, closeout document preparation, and 

miscellaneous meetings and tasks. Contract labor compliance is monitoring that is required to 

verify that Davis-Bacon Act labor practices requirements are being followed.  

 

Task SRF1, Contract Labor Compliance 

This task includes providing labor compliance services for administering, monitoring and enforcing 

labor standards as required under the Davis-Bacon Act which is required by the State Revolving 

Fund Loan Program. In general, the rules require: 

• Comprehensive field interviews within two weeks of the start of the project, 

• Comprehensive field interviews within two weeks of the end of the project, 
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• Weekly interviews with a randomly selected employee of the general contractor or a 

subcontractor, 

• Monthly review of the pay requests for labor compliance, especially with respect to 

interview information 

Specifically, the work includes but may not be limited to the following: 

• Determine the specific labor standards parameters applicable for the construction project.  

• Participate in the pre-construction meeting and inform contractors of wage and reporting 

obligations. 

• Create and maintain a project Labor Standards Administration File.  

• Conduct on-site field employee interviews on Form HUD-4720. 

• Reconcile employee interviews with Certified Payrolls.  

• Verify and document posting of federal notices on jobsite.  

• Perform ongoing and timely monitoring reviews of the weekly Certified Payroll Reports and 

related submissions for compliance.  

• Notify the prime contractor in writing of any labor discrepancies or suspected violations 

and define the corrective actions to be taken including restitution payments.  

• Identify violations and investigate complaints of underpayment to workers. 

• Prepare the Notice of Labor Standards Violation Report and HUD 5.7 Enforcement Report 

for the underpayments to workers, if necessary. 

• Prepare various reports for contract and labor compliance including but not limited to the 

Contract and Subcontract Activity Report, and Semi-Annual Labor Standards Enforcement 

Report.  

• Review the final project file and participate in the final review meeting. 

• Records: Interview forms and certified payrolls will be kept with the rest of the project 

records for three years after the contract is completed. 

The actual level of effort required for this task is dependent on the number of 

contractors/subcontractors that must monitored, the number of employees each 

contractor/subcontractor has, and the number and magnitude of problems that arise during a 

project. We propose establishing an allowance of 640 hours for this task and monitoring the 

expenditures on a monthly basis. 
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Task SRF2, Disbursement Preparation Guidance and Review 

This task includes reviewing of the Contractors pay applications to confirm compliance with the 

SRF requirements and providing guidance on disbursement request preparation as necessary. This 

task also includes filling out SRF checklists and forms, performing budget adjustment assistance, 

coordinating with SRF after disbursement requests have been sent in and assisting with revisions if 

necessary. We assume that a total of twelve disbursement requests will occur. 

Task SRF3, Closeout Documents Preparation 

This task includes compilation and review of documents associated with closing out the SRF loan. 

 

Task SRF4, Miscellaneous Meetings/Tasks 

This task includes assistance with numerous miscellaneous tasks and meetings. Examples include: 

• Assistance with assembly of authority to award, 

• Attendance at pre-construction meeting, 

• Assistance with response to state audits, EPA audits, internal audits, 

• Files review during the project (files will be reviewed during SRF periodic inspections, 

• Fiscal sustainability plan composing and compilation, 

• Change order review and assistance with submittal to SRF, 

• Plans and specifications addendum review and assistance with submittal to SRF, and 

• Other liaison services with SRF. 

 

Since it isn’t possible to accurately define the level of effort and complete scope of miscellaneous 

items, we propose establishing an allowance of $25,000 for this task and monitoring the 

expenditures on a monthly basis. 

 

3.0 Time of Completion/Schedule 
The proposed schedule for the proposed task is as follows: 

• Conforming of drawings and specifications – This will be completed within one week of 

receipt of executed contract from the contractor. 

• Preparation of record drawings – This be completed within 15 days of receipt of record 

drawing information from the contractor. 

• All other tasks will be completed as dictated by the construction progress and construction 

contract documents. 

4.0 Compensation and Payment 
The work under this contract will be performed for a not to exceed budget of $432,641. A 

breakdown of the cost for this amendment is provided in Table 1. The work will be performed on a 

billing rates basis in accordance with the rates established in Table 2. 

  



Table 1

Summary of Budget by Task

Franklin SCADA Construction Services Proposal
Task No. G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 G6 S1 S2 S3 SRF  

LABOR Rate

Conforming 

Drawings

Project 

Management

Project 

Meetings

Reviews, 

Clarifications 

and 

Interpretations

Office Staff 

Visits

Witnessing 

Factory Tests Change Mgmt

Functional 

Demo Testing

Preparation of 

Record 

Drawings

SRF 

Assistance Totals

Officer $230 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Project Manager $190 3 75 84 61 0 0 32 0 4 0 259

Senior Technical Specialist $205 2 23 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34

Technical Specialist $185 2 2 25 113 0 0 36 0 0 0 178

Senior Engineer/Scientist $160 2 2 177 109 80 60 40 60 0 0 530

Engineer/Scientist $130 6 77 50 123 0 0 0 0 12 0 268

Junior Engineer/Scientist $110 0 0 0 113 0 0 0 0 0 0 113

Senior Designer $125 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 0 50

Designer/Drafter/Technician $105 12 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 38 0 60

Administrative Staff $85 7 35 9 0 0 0 8 0 8 0 67

TOTAL HOURS 46 214 354 528 80 60 116 60 100 0 1558

TOTAL DOLLARS $5,805 $32,681 $58,015 $79,285 $12,800 9600 $19,820 $9,600 $11,740 $0 $239,346

OTHER DIRECT COSTS

Car Mileage $0.58 $0 $0 $1,368 $0 $1,920 $90 $0 $90 $0 $0 $3,468

Rental Car $70 $0 $0 $675 $0 $300 $450 $0 $450 $0 $0 $1,875

Air Fare $700 $0 $0 $5,600 $0 $2,800 $2,100 $0 $2,100 $0 $0 $12,600

Meals $44 $0 $0 $900 $0 $360 $270 $0 $270 $0 $0 $1,800

Hotel $127 $0 $0 $1,430 $0 $1,040 $780 $0 $390 $0 $0 $3,640

Apartment Rental $1,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Telephone $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Document Reproduction $800 $970 $560 $1,440 $540 $100 $180 $200 $800 $0 $5,590

Shipping $150 $460 $0 $840 $64 $0 $0 $10 $350 $0 $1,874

Miscellaneous Equipment/Supplies $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

TOTAL ODCs Plus 0% Markup $950 $1,430 $10,533 $2,280 $7,024 $3,790 $180 $3,510 $1,150 $0 $30,847

OUTSIDE PROFESSIONALS

Structural - Special Inspection 15% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Civil Infrastructure Associates $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $45,000 $45,000

Scheduling Subconsultant $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Geotechnical - Materials Testing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Site Observation Sub $0 $480 $7,040 $4,200 $36,560 $0 $0 $0 $0 $54,400 $102,680

Subtotal OPs $0 $480 $7,040 $4,200 $36,560 $0 $0 $0 $0 $99,400 $147,680

Subtotals with Ten Percent Markup 10% $0 $528 $7,744 $4,620 $40,216 $0 $0 $0 $0 $109,340 $162,448

TOTALS $6,755 $34,639 $76,292 $86,185 $60,040 $13,390 $20,000 $13,110 $12,890 $109,340 $432,641

Special ServicesGeneral Services
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Table 2 

Billing Rates 

 

  

Labor Category Rate 

Officer $230 

Project Manager $190 

Senior Technical Specialist $205 

Technical Specialist $185 

Senior Engineer/Scientist $160 

Engineer/Scientist $130 

Junior Engineer/Scientist $110 

Senior Designer $125 

Designer/Drafter/Technician $105 

Administrative Staff $85 

  

Notes: 

1. The onsite construction specialist will invoice to CDM Smith at $85 per hour 

2. Outside professionals will be marked up by ten percent 

3.  Other direct costs will be invoiced at actual cost 
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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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Goose Creek Inn Sewer Extention Project
Conceptual Sewer Design

Tract 1
K&T Associates LLC
424 Old Peytonsville Rd 
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Robert N Moore Jr.
2406 Goose Creek By-Pass 
Map 117 Parcel 02200
Tract 3
Mapco Family Centers Inc 
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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
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AMENDMENT NO. 1 (COF CONTRACT NO. 2014-0344)
ROAD IMPACT FEE OFFSET AGREEMENT

Revised 9-7-2016

This Amendment is entered into between THE CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE 
(“City”) and Harpeth Associates LLC, (“Developer”), on this the ______day of ________, 2016, 
pursuant to Title 16, Chapter 4 of the Franklin Municipal Code (“FMC”).

WHEREAS, the Developer has previously submitted to the Franklin Municipal Planning 
Commission the Harpeth Square PUD Subdivision, Development Plan Project No. 4713, for 
approval (the “Development Project”); and 

WHEREAS, the City has required the Developer to design and construct certain arterial 
roadway improvements, including the dedication of arterial right-of-way, the engineering design 
of non-site related arterial improvements and/or the construction of certain non-site related 
arterial improvements as a requirement of the Development Project; and

WHEREAS, the City is requiring improvements, as part of the Development Project, to
the arterial roadways of 1st Ave. N. and Bridge St., Franklin Rd / E. Main St., Signal 
Modifications at E. Main St. and 1st Ave., and Traffic Signal Improvements at 2nd Ave and 
Bridge Street; and

WHEREAS, the Developer has made application to offset a portion of the costs of 
construction of these improvements against any Road Impact Fees due from the Development 
Project, and the estimated amount of such eligible costs, and potential offset, was determined by 
the Road Impact Fee Administrator (City Engineer) on December 22, 2014, to be One Million 
Two Hundred Eighty-Three Thousand Three Hundred Fifty-Five and No/100 Dollars 
($1,283,355.00) as shown in Exhibits A1 and A2.

NOW THEREFORE, the City and the Developer, their successors and assigns, do 
hereby agree as follows:

1. The foregoing recitals are incorporated into this Agreement and made a part thereof.

2. The Agreement (COF Contract No. 2014-0344) dated March 16, 2015 is hereby deleted in its 
entirety and replaced with this Amendment.

3. The Developer has submitted reliable information related to the costs of construction of the 
arterial roadway improvements as conceptually shown on Exhibit A1 and A2.

4. The total estimated cost of right-of-way, engineering/design and the cost of labor, equipment, 
supplies and material used to construct the arterial roadway improvements is One Million 
Five Hundred Seventy Thousand Six Hundred Forty-Six and No/100 Dollars 
($1,570,646.00), and the estimated total Road Impact Fees anticipated from the Development 
are Eight Hundred Fifty-Six Thousand Five Hundred Forty-Four and 93/100 Dollars
($856,544.93).
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5. In lieu of updating the pavement markings on Franklin Road (Exhibit A2), the Developer 
shall contribute Twenty Nine Thousand Six Hundred Twenty-Three and No/100 Dollars 
($29,623.00) in Road Impact Fees to the City.

6. Following acceptance of the Arterial Roadway Improvements as shown in Exhibit A1, the 
City shall reimburse the Developer, based on the actual construction cost (arterial 
improvements only), and in an amount not to exceed the actual Road Impact Fees generated 
by the development, plus an additional Two Hundred Fifty-Six Thousand Five Hundred 
Seventy-Eight and No/Dollars ($256,578.00).  The Developer may submit periodic 
invoices, no more frequently than every (90) days, to the City during the course of 
construction.  Said invoices shall be payable within thirty (30) days after approval by the City 
Engineer, subject to the collection of Road Impact Fees generated by the Development.  

7. The Developer agrees to extend the sidewalk, curb and gutter, drainage, landscaping and 
lighting along the frontage of 144, 142 and 134 2nd Ave and to include the milling/paving for
100% of 2nd Ave. as shown in Exhibit B.  The City agrees to reimburse the Developer for the
total cost of right-of-way, engineering/design and the cost of labor, equipment, supplies and 
materials for the work, as shown in Exhibit B, for an amount not to exceed Three Hundred 
Thirty Thousand Six Hundred Ninety-Three and No/100 Dollars ($330,693.00).  Funding 
for these improvements shall be paid from the City’s General Fund or other approved 
funding source.  The Developer may submit periodic invoices, no more frequently than every 
(90) days, to the City during the course of construction. Said invoices shall be payable within 
thirty (30) days after approval by the City Engineer. Invoices shall include copies of 
contracts and vendor invoices associated with the improvements.  Proof of payment, such as 
copies of cancelled checks, shall also be provided.

8. The City agrees to reimburse the Developer, based on the actual construction cost associated 
with streetscape improvements, in an amount not to exceed Two Hundred Ten Thousand 
One Hundred Sixteen and No/100 Dollars ($210,116.00) for streetscape items as 
conceptual shown in Exhibit C.

9. Within sixty (60) days of completion and acceptance of the Improvements, the Developer 
and the City shall settle on a final billing.  The Developer will provide reasonable 
documentation for all costs and provide notarized release of liens.

10. The City and Developer agree that the terms and conditions contained herein shall be binding 
and shall ensure to their heirs, representatives, successors, and assigns and that there are no 
understandings or agreements between them except as contained in this instrument. 

11. The City shall have no liability except as specifically provided in this Agreement.

12. Applicable Law/Choice of Forum and Venue.  This Agreement is made under and will be 
construed in accordance with the laws of the State of Tennessee without giving effect to that 
state’s choice of law rules.  The parties’ choice for forum and venue shall be exclusively in 
the courts of Williamson County, Tennessee.
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13. Entire Agreement.  This Amendment and Agreement together with its exhibit(s) constitutes 
the entire agreement between the parties and may not be modified except as by a written 
agreement by both parties.  

.

WITNESS our hands on the dates as indicated.

DEVELOPER

Harpeth Associates LLC

By:

Print Name:

Title:

STATE OF TENNESSEE )
)

COUNTY OF )

Before me, , a Notary Public of said County and
State, personally appeared , with whom I am personally 
acquainted (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence), and who, upon oath, 
acknowledged self to be (or other officer 
authorized to execute the instrument) of ________________________, the within named 
bargainor, a ________________, and that as such executed the 
foregoing instrument for the purposes therein contained.

Witness my hand and seal on this day of , 20 .

Notary Public
My Commission Expires:
CITY

CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE, a 
municipality

By:
DR. KEN MOORE
Mayor

Date:
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By:
ERIC S. STUCKEY
City Administrator

Date:

STATE OF TENNESSEE )
)

COUNTY OF WILLIAMSON )

Before me, the undersigned Notary Public of said County and State, personally appeared 
DR. KEN MOORE and ERIC S. STUCKEY, with whom I am personally acquainted (or proved 
to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence), and who, upon oath, acknowledged themselves to be 
the Mayor and City Administrator, respectively, of the City of Franklin, Tennessee, the within 
named bargainor, a municipality, and that as such Mayor and City Administrator executed the 
foregoing instrument for the purposes therein contained, by signing the name of the municipality 
by themselves as Mayor and City Administrator.

Witness my hand and seal this day of , 20 .

Notary Public
My Commission Expires:

Approved as to form by:

_____________________________________
Shauna R. Billingsley, City Attorney
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RESOLUTION 2016-79

A RESOLUTION GRANTING ADDITIONAL FUNDING/SUPPORT TO THE HARPETH SQUARE PROJECT 
AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR TO MODIFYTHE EXISTING ROAD IMPACT FEE 
OFFSET AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF FRANKLIN AND HARPETH ASSOCIATES LLC. (COF 
CONTRACT NO. 2014-0344) AS NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE SUCH CHANGES  

WHEREAS, Harpeth Associates LLC., (“Developer”) has previously submitted to the Franklin 
Municipal Planning Commission the Harpeth Square PUD Subdivision, Development Plan Project No. 4713, 
for approval (the “Development Project”); and 

WHEREAS, The City of Franklin, Tennessee (“City”) has required the Developer to design and 
construct certain arterial roadway improvements, including the dedication of arterial right-of-way, the 
engineering design of non-site related arterial improvements and/or the construction of certain non-site 
related arterial improvements as a requirement of the Development Project; and

WHEREAS, the City is requiring improvements, as part of the Development Project, to the arterial 
roadways of 1st Ave. N. and Bridge St., Franklin Rd / E. Main St., Signal Modifications at E. Main St. and 1st

Ave., and Traffic Signal Improvements at 2nd Ave and Bridge Street; and

WHEREAS, the Developer has made application to offset a portion of the costs of construction for
these improvements against any Road Impact Fees due from the Development Project, and the estimated 
amount of such eligible costs, and potential offset, was determined by the Road Impact Fee Administrator 
(City Engineer) on December 22, 2014, to be One Million Two Hundred Eighty-Three Thousand Three 
Hundred Fifty-Five and No/100 Dollars ($1,283,355.00); and

WHEREAS, based on final design, the anticipated Road Impact Fees which will be fully offset based 
on the improvements being made by the Developer is Eight Hundred Fifty-Six Thousand Five Hundred Forty-
Four Thousand and 93/100 ($856,544.93); and

WHEREAS, the Developer is in the process of finalizing the design and is requesting additional City 
funding/participation in the project.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Mayor and Aldermen of the City of Franklin, 
Tennessee, that approval is granted for Request(s) _________ as shown on Exhibit A. This funding is in 
addition to the Road Impact Fees in the amount of Eight Hundred Fifty-Six Thousand Five Hundred Forty-
Four Thousand and 93/100 ($856,544.93) being offset by the City.  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF MAYOR AND ALDERMEN OF THE CITY OF 
FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE that the City Administrator is hereby authorized to update, finalize and execute 
Amendment No. 1 (COF Contract 2014-0344) to the Road Impact Fee Offset Agreement consistent with 
Request(s) _____. 

IT IS SO RESOLVED AND DONE on this ___ day of ________________, 2016.
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ATTEST: CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE

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

Approved as to Form

By: _____________________________
       Kristen L. Corn, Assistant City Attorney
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Resolution 2016-79
Exhibit A
PG 1 of 1

Request 1:  In lieu of updating the pavement markings on Franklin Road the Developer shall make a 
$29,623.00 contribution out of their Road Impact Fees.  

Request 2: The City shall contribute $256,578.00 for additional arterial roadway improvements to 1st Ave 
North and Bridge St as part of the Harpeth Square Development Project.  

Request 3: The City shall pay a not to exceed amount of $330,693.00 for the developer to extend the 
sidewalk, curb and gutter, drainage, landscaping and lighting along the frontage of 144, 142 
and 134 2nd Ave North and include some additional milling/paving for 2nd Ave.  

Request 4: The City shall contribute $210,116.00 for streetscape improvements along 1st Ave, Bridge St 
and 2nd Ave.
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12/9/2010

AMENDMENT NO. 1 (COF CONTRACT NO. 2014-0345)
AGREEMENT FOR REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS 

FOR SANITARY SEWER AND WATER DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS
Revised 10-7-2016

This Agreement between THE CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE (“City”) and Harpeth 
Associates LLC, (“Developer”), entered into on this the day of , 2016, subject 
to the following premises, terms and conditions.

WHEREAS, the Developer has previously submitted to the Franklin Municipal Planning 
Commission the Harpeth Square PUD Subdivision, Development Plan Project No. 4713 for 
approval (“Development”); and 

WHEREAS, the Developer has been required, as a condition of approval, to construct 
certain off-site sanitary sewer improvements (“Sewer Improvements”) and water distribution 
improvements (“Water Improvements”) that will become a part of the Franklin sanitary sewer 
and water distribution systems and will be available for the use and benefit, not only of 
businesses and residents within the Development, but also for other present and future 
customers of the Franklin sanitary sewer and water distribution systems that are located
outside the Development; and 

WHEREAS, the Developer is therefore entitled, pursuant to Sections 18-108 and 18-208 
of the Franklin Municipal Code, to be reimbursed for a portion of the costs of construction of 
the said Improvements as described herein; and

WHEREAS, the Developer has incurred or, based upon reasonable estimates of the City 
Engineer, will incur, costs of THREE HUNDRED FIFTEEN THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED EIGHT AND 
NO/100 DOLLARS ($315,908.00) in the construction of the Water Improvements, including 
labor, equipment, supplies, materials, engineering design, supervision, inspection, legal and 
acquisition costs for easements and right-of-way, including without limitation the costs, 
including attorney fees, of eminent domain proceedings associated therewith.  Of these costs,
the City Engineer has determined that the additional cost of upsizing the Water Improvements,
as requested by the City, is THREE HUNDRED FIFTEEN THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED EIGHT AND 
NO/100 DOLLARS ($315,908.00); and

WHEREAS, the determiniation as to eligible cost reimbursement is generally based upon 
the difference in sizing and capacity of the lines and other facilities needed for the 
Development and that needed or required by the City for water distribution systems as a whole 
(e.g. the “cost of upsizing”); and
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WHEREAS, the City may, in its discretion, consider other factors necessary for an 
equitable sharing of costs.

NOW THEREFORE, the City and the Developer, their successors and assigns, do hereby 
agree as follows:

1. The foregoing recitals are incorporated into this Agreement and made a part 
thereof.

2. The Agreement (COF Contract No 2014-0345) dated March 16, 2015 is hereby 
deleted in its entirety and replaced with Amendment No. 1.

3. The City agrees to be responsible for the necessary offsite Sewer Improvements 
required, as a condition of approval, of the Harpeth Square PUD Subdivision.  The Developer is 
not entitled to any sanitary sewer recapture or reimbursement associated with Sewer 
Improvements.  

4. The total estimated cost of the Water Improvements is $315,908.00.  The 
Development is estimated to generate a total of $69,771.00 in Water Access Fees.   The City 
agrees to provide an additional, not to exceed, reimbursable amount of $112,158.00 for the 
Water Improvements.

5. Reimbursement for the Water Improvements shall be made until such time as 
the eligible costs have been fully reimbursed by providing a reimbursment to the Developer 
against the Water Line Access Fees paid by users, who are hereafter provided a connection to 
the Water Improvements as shown in Revised Exhibit B, located within the Water Recovery 
Area as shown in Revised Exhibit C.

6. The Developer may submit periodic invoices, no more frequently than every 
ninety (90) days, to the City during the course of construction.  Said invoices shall be payable 
within thirty (30) days after approval by the City Engineer, subject to collected Water Access 
Fees. Invoices shall include copies of contracts and vendor invoices associated with the Water 
Improvements.  Proof of payment, such as copies of cancelled checks, shall also be provided.

7. Within sixty (60) days of completion and acceptance of the Water 
Improvements, the Developer and the City shall settle on a final billing.  The Developer will 
provide reasonable documentation for all such cost and provide notarized release of liens.  

8. The parties agree that, except as recited in this Agreement, the Deveoper has no 
further right of reimbursement with respect to the Water Improvements, and the Developer 
expressly releases the city from any further claim.  
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9. The City and Developer agree that the terms and conditions contained herein 
shall be binding and shall ensure to their heirs, representatives, successors, and assigns and 
that there are no understandings or agreements between them, except as contained in this 
instrument. 

10. The City shall have no liability, except as specifically provided in this Agreement.

11. Applicable Law/Choice of Forum and Venue.  This Agreement is made under and 
will be construed in accordance with the laws of the State of Tennessee without giving effect to 
that state’s choice of law rules.  The parties’ choice for forum and venue shall be exclusively in 
the courts of Willamson County, Tennessee.

12. Entire Agreement.  This Amendment and Agreement, together with its exhibit(s) 
constitute the entire agreement between the parties and may not be moidified except as by a 
written agreement by both parties.  

Approved by the Franklin Board of Mayor and Alderman on , 2016.

WITNESS our hands on the dates as indicated.

DEVELOPER

Harpeth Associates LLC

By:

Print Name:

Title:

Date: __________________________________

STATE OF )
)

COUNTY OF )
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Before me, , a Notary Public of said County and 
State, personally appeared , with whom I am personally 
acquainted (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence), and who, upon oath, 
acknowledged self to be (or other officer 
authorized to execute the instrument) of RURAL PLAINS PARTNERSHIP, the within named 
bargainor, a general partnership, and that as such executed the 
foregoing instrument for the purposes therein contained, by personally signing the name of the 
general partnership by self as .

Witness my hand and seal, at Office in , Tennessee, this day of 
, 20 .

Notary Public
My Commission Expires:
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CITY

CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE

By:
Dr. KEN MOORE
Mayor

Date:_____________________________________

By:
ERIC S. STUCKEY
City Administrator/Recorder

Date:_____________________________________

STATE OF TENNESSEE )
)ss:

COUNTY OF WILLIAMSON )

Before me, the undersigned Notary Public of said County and State, personally 
appeared Dr. Ken Moore and Eric S. Stuckey, with whom I am personally acquainted (or proved 
to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence), and who, upon oath, acknowledged themselves to 
the Mayor and City Administrator, respectively, of the City of Franklin, Tennessee, the within 
named bargainor, a municipality, and that as such Mayor and City Administrator executed the 
foregoing instrument for the purposes therein contained, by signing the name of the 
municipality by themselves as Mayor and City Administrator.

WITNESS, my hand and seal on this the day of , 2011.

Notary Public
My Commission expires:

Approved as to form by:
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________________________________
Shauna R. Billingsley, City Attorney
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RESOLUTION 2016‐80 
 

A RESOLUTION GRANTING ADDITIONAL FUNDING/SUPPORT TO THE HARPETH SQUARE PROJECT 
AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR TO  MODIFY THE AGREEMENT FOR 
REIMBURSEMENT OF COST FOR SANITARY SEWER AND WATER DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS 
BETWEEN THE CITY OF FRANKLIN AND HARPETH ASSOCIATES LLC. (COF CONTRACT NO. 2014‐
0345) AS NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE SUCH CHANGES  
 
WHEREAS,  Harpeth  Associates  LLC.,  (“Developer”)  has  previously  submitted  to  the  Franklin 

Municipal Planning Commission the Harpeth Square PUD Subdivision, Development Plan Project No. 4713, 
for approval (the “Development Project”); and  

WHEREAS, the Developer has been required, as a condition of approval, to construct certain off‐
site sanitary sewer improvements (“Sewer Improvements”) and water distribution improvements (“Water 
Improvements”) that will become a part of the Franklin sanitary sewer and water distribution systems and 
will be available for the use and benefit, not only of businesses and residents within the Development, but 
also for other present and future customers of the Franklin sanitary sewer and water distribution systems 
that are located outside the Development; and  

WHEREAS,  the Developer  is  therefore  entitled,  pursuant  to  Sections  18‐108  and  18‐208  of  the 
Franklin  Municipal  Code,  to  be  reimbursed  for  a  portion  of  the  costs  of  construction  of  the  said 
Improvements as described herein; and 

WHEREAS, the Developer has incurred or, based upon reasonable estimates of the City Engineer, 
will  incur,  costs of THREE HUNDRED FIFTEEN THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED EIGHT AND NO/100 DOLLARS 
($315,908.00)  in  the  construction  of  the  Water  Improvements,  including  labor,  equipment,  supplies, 
materials, engineering design, supervision, inspection, legal and acquisition costs for easements and right‐
of‐way,  including without  limitation  the  costs,  including  attorney  fees,  of  eminent  domain proceedings 
associated  therewith.    Of  these  costs,  the  City  Engineer  has  determined  that  the  additional  cost  of 
upsizing the Water Improvements, as requested by the City, is THREE HUNDRED FIFTEEN THOUSAND NINE 
HUNDRED EIGHT AND NO/100 DOLLARS ($315,908.00); and 

WHEREAS, the Developer is in the process of finalizing the design and is requesting additional City 
funding / participation in the project. 

  NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Mayor and Aldermen of the City of Franklin, 
Tennessee, that approval is granted for Request(s) _________ as shown on Exhibit A.   
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF MAYOR AND ALDERMEN OF THE CITY OF 
FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE that the City Administrator is hereby authorized to update, finalize and execute 
Amendment No. 1 (COF Contract 2014‐0345) to the Agreement for Reimbursement of Cost for Sanitary 
Sewer and Water Distribution Improvements consistent with Request(s) ______.   

 
IT IS SO RESOLVED AND DONE on this ___ day of ________________, 201__. 

ATTEST:          CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE: 

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

Law Dept. approved (2) 11.02.16
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Approved as to Form 
 
By: _____________________________ 
       Kristen L. Corn, Assistant City Attorney 

Law Dept. approved (2) 11.02.16
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Resolution 2016‐80 
Exhibit A 
PG 1 of 1 
 
 
 
Request 1:   The Developer shall no longer be required to complete the offsite sanitary sewer 

improvements required as part of the Development Project.   
 
Request 2:  The City shall contribute an additional $112,158.00 to the offsite public water distribution 

improvements required as part of the Development Project. 
 
 
 

Law Dept. approved (2) 11.02.16



 

 

ORDINANCE NO. 2016‐41 
 

               TO BE ENTITLED: “A ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE BUDGET OF THE CITY OF FRANKLIN FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2016‐2017” 

 
WHEREAS,  the Board of Mayor and Aldermen established the annual budget for the City 

of Franklin for the Fiscal Year 2016‐2017, by Ordinance 2016‐12, effective July 1, 2016; and  
 
WHEREAS,  the City Charter, Article VIII, provides for adoption of an annual budget for 

departments of the City of Franklin; and  
 
WHEREAS, an annual budget process appropriating funds to the various departments and 

divisions of the City government for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2016 has been completed in 
accordance with state law and local ordinances; and   

 
WHEREAS, the rate of growth within the community continues to far outpace anticipated 

demand and budgeted staffing levels; and  
 
WHEREAS, new regulations require that the City of Franklin participate in the Tennessee 

OneCall program requiring adequate staffing for all inquiries that may arise; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen desires to support the reorganization of the 

Building & Neighborhood Services Department to provide adequate staffing to ensure proper and 
timely  inspections  to ensure  the  safety of  all  structures within  the City  and  enable  continued 
economic development; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen also desires to support the reorganization 

of  the  Information  Technology  Department  to  comply with  the  regulations  of  the  Tennessee 
OneCall System; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen find it is in the best interests of the citizens 

of the City of Franklin to modify the annual budget from time to time.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED, by the Board of Mayor and Aldermen of the City of 

Franklin, Tennessee: 
 
SECTION I:  That the annual budget for the City of Franklin for the Fiscal Year 2016‐2017 

shall be amended and does allocate and appropriate additional funding as follows: 
 

GENERAL FUND       [Amendment 1] 
    REVENUE 
    Property Tax Revenues          Increase    $   75,000     
    Building Permit Revenues        Increase    $   76,107     
    Transfer from Water & Wastewater      Increase    $   14,668 
 
    EXPENDITURES  

Building & Neighborhood Services      Increase    $ 136,437 
Information Technology         Increase                $     29,338  
                     ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
  Net Increase (Decrease) to Total General Fund Balance               $            ‐  
 

Law Dept. approved 10.31.16



 

 

SANITATION & ENVIRONMENTAL    [Amendment 2] 
SERVICES FUND 

    REVENUE 
 
    EXPENDITURES 

SES Collection            Increase    $  164,900     
                  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Net Increase (Decrease) to Sanitation    
& Environmental Services Fund Balance        ($ 164,900) 

 
 
CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND      [Amendment 3] 

    REVENUE 
 
    EXPENDITURES 

Contribution to Williamson County Performing     Increase    $   500,000   
Arts & Enrichment Center     

                  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
  Net Increase (Decrease) to Capital  

Projects Fund Balance              ($  500,000)  
 

DRUG FUND          [Amendment 4] 
    REVENUE 
 
    EXPENDITURES 

Vehicles            Increase    $     70,000   
                  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

  Net Increase (Decrease) to Drug Fund Balance                                      ($   70,000) 
 
WATER & WASTEWATER FUND   [Amendment 5] 

    REVENUE 
 
    EXPENDITURES 

Transfers to General Fund        Increase    $     14,668   
                  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

  Net Increase (Decrease) to Water &      
Wastewater Fund Balance                            ($   14,668) 

 
 
SECTION II:  That each department of the City shall limit its expenditures to the amount 

appropriated; that any changes or amendments to the appropriations set forth in the budget shall 
be made in accordance with the City Code, Article VIII. 

 
SECTION III: The City of Franklin hereby adopts the amended Organization and Personnel 

Charts for the Building and Neighborhood Services Department, to be incorporated within the FY 
2016‐17 Budget, as shown  in Exhibit A, attached, with  two  (2) additional Building  Inspector  III 
positions to be added and funds for these new positions to be provided via Amendments 1 and 5 
of this Ordinance.  

 

Law Dept. approved 10.31.16



 

 

SECTION IV: The City of Franklin hereby adopts the amended Organization and Personnel 
Charts  for  the  Information Technology Department,  to be  incorporated within  the FY 2016‐17 
Budget, as shown in Exhibit B, attached, with one (1) additional GPS/GIS Technician position to be 
added and funds for the new position to be provided via Amendments 1 and 5 of this Ordinance.  

 
 
SECTION V:  That this Ordinance shall take effect on after the passage of the Third and 

Final Reading; the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of the City of Franklin requiring it. 
 
ATTEST:           CITY OF FRANKLIN, TENNESSEE  
 
 
By:  ___________________________    By:  ________________________  
        ERIC S. STUCKEY                     DR. KEN MOORE 
        City Administrator                     Mayor  
 
  
PASSED FIRST READING:    ______________________ 
PUBLIC HEARING:      ______________________ 
PASSED SECOND READING:    ______________________ 
PASSED THIRD READING:    ______________________ 
 
  

Law Dept. approved 10.31.16



City of Franklin, Tennessee Exhibit A 

FY 2017 Operating Budget Ord 2016‐41

Organizational Chart (Existing) 
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City of Franklin, Tennessee Exhibit A 

FY 2017 Operating Budget Ord 2016‐41

Staffing by Position (Existing)

Position Pay Grade
F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T

Building & Neigh. Svcs. Director  Grade K 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Building Official  Grade I 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Zoning & Development Coor. Grade H 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Plans Examiner III Grade H 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Building Inspector IV Grade G 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0
Plans Examiner II Grade G 0 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 0
Zoning Administrator Grade G 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Neighborhood Resources Super. Grade F 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Housing Development Coor.  Grade F 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Plans Examiner I Grade F 0 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 0
Permitting Operations Supervisor Grade F 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Building Inspector III Grade F 0 0 3 0 3 0 6 0 6 0
Building Inspector II Grade E 0 0 4 0 5 0 2 0 2 0
Technical Support Specialist  Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Zoning Enforcement Officer Grade E 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0
Signs/Design Standards Admin.  Grade E 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Neighborhood Resources Coor. Grade E 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Building Inspector I Grade D 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Permit Technician Grade D 4 0 3 0 3 0 4 0 4 0
Planning Associate Grade D 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Administrative Assistant Grade D 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Sr. Building Inspector ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sr. Building Inspector/Elect. ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Build. Insp. ‐ Plumb/Mech. Ex.Sr. ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fire Code Plans Examiner ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Build. Inspect. ‐ Electrical ‐‐‐ 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Building Inspector ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Combo Inspector ‐ Grade 1 ‐‐‐ 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Combo Inspector ‐ Grade 2 ‐‐‐ 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

26 2 31 0 32 0 33 0 33 0

FY 2017FY 2016

Total

FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
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City of Franklin, Tennessee Exhibit A 

FY 2017 Operating Budget Ord 2016‐41

Organizational Chart (Proposed) 

Note: For detailed counts and authorized positions, please see following page entitled "Staffing by Position"
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City of Franklin, Tennessee Exhibit A 

FY 2017 Operating Budget Ord 2016‐41

Staffing by Position (Proposed)

Position Pay Grade
F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T

Building & Neigh. Svcs. Director  Grade K 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Building Official  Grade I 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Zoning & Development Coor. Grade H 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Plans Examiner III Grade H 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Building Inspector IV Grade G 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0
Plans Examiner II Grade G 0 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 0
Zoning Administrator Grade G 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Neighborhood Resources Super. Grade F 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Housing Development Coor.  Grade F 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Plans Examiner I Grade F 0 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 0
Permitting Operations Supervisor Grade F 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Building Inspector III Grade F 0 0 3 0 3 0 6 0 8 0
Building Inspector II Grade E 0 0 4 0 5 0 2 0 2 0
Technical Support Specialist  Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Zoning Enforcement Officer Grade E 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0
Signs/Design Standards Admin.  Grade E 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Neighborhood Resources Coor. Grade E 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Building Inspector I Grade D 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Permit Technician Grade D 4 0 3 0 3 0 4 0 4 0
Planning Associate Grade D 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Administrative Assistant Grade D 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Sr. Building Inspector ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sr. Building Inspector/Elect. ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Build. Insp. ‐ Plumb/Mech. Ex.Sr. ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fire Code Plans Examiner ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Build. Inspect. ‐ Electrical ‐‐‐ 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Building Inspector ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Combo Inspector ‐ Grade 1 ‐‐‐ 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Combo Inspector ‐ Grade 2 ‐‐‐ 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

26 2 31 0 32 0 33 0 35 0

FY 2016 FY 2017

Total

FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
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City of Franklin, Tennessee Exhibit B 

FY 2017 Operating Budget Ord 2016‐41

Staffing by Position (Existing)

F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T
Info Technology Director Grade L 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Assistant IT Director Grade K 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Information Systems/Database Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Communications Infrastructure Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Customer Support/Analytics Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Network Operations Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
GIS Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Senior Information Systems Analyst Grade H 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Information Systems Analyst II Grade H 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 0
DataCenter/Security Engineer Grade H 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
GIS Specialist Sr Grade G 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Information Imaging Specialist /Trainer Grade G 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Network Engineer Grade G 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Communications Infrastructure Tech II Grade G 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
DataCenter Tech I Grade F 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 1 0
Network Technician I Grade F 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 1
Information Systems Analyst I Grade F 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
ITS Specialist Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
GIS Specialist Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
IT Help Desk Administrator Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Intern Intern 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1
Applications Development Manager ‐‐‐ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Communications Services Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Database Admin./Webmaster ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Database Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
GIS Applications Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Financial Applications Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Business Services Applications Man. ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Network Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Public Safety Applications Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Administrative Assistant ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Asset Analyst I ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Totals 17 2 18 2 20 2 20 2 20 2

FY 2017FY 2015 FY 2016
Position Pay Grade

FY 2013 FY 2014
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City of Franklin, Tennessee Exhibit B 

FY 2017 Operating Budget Ord 2016‐41

Organizational Chart (Proposed)

Note: For detailed counts and authorized positions, please see following page entitled "Staffing by Position"
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City of Franklin, Tennessee Exhibit B 

FY 2017 Operating Budget Ord 2016‐41

Staffing by Position (Proposed)

F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T
Info Technology Director Grade L 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Assistant IT Director Grade K 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Information Systems/Database Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Communications Infrastructure Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Customer Support/Analytics Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Network Operations Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
GIS Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Senior Information Systems Analyst Grade H 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Information Systems Analyst II Grade H 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 0
DataCenter/Security Engineer Grade H 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
GIS Specialist Sr Grade G 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Information Imaging Specialist /Trainer Grade G 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Network Engineer Grade G 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Communications Infrastructure Tech II Grade G 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
DataCenter Tech I Grade F 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 1 0
Network Technician I Grade F 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 1
Information Systems Analyst I Grade F 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
ITS Specialist Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
GPS/GIS Technician Grade E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
GIS Specialist Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
IT Help Desk Administrator Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Intern Intern 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1
Applications Development Manager ‐‐‐ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Communications Services Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Database Admin./Webmaster ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Database Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
GIS Applications Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Financial Applications Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Business Services Applications Man. ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Network Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Public Safety Applications Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Administrative Assistant ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Asset Analyst I ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Totals 17 2 18 2 20 2 20 2 21 2

FY 2016 FY 2017
Position Pay Grade

FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
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October 12, 2016 
 
TO:  Members of the Board of Mayor and Aldermen 
  Members of Budget and Finance Committee  
 
FROM:  Eric Stuckey, City Administrator 

Russ Truell, ACA/CFO 
Mike Lowe, Comptroller 
Michael Walters Young, Budget & Analytics Manager 
 

RE:  Consideration of Ordinance 2016-41, 2nd Quarter 2017 Budget Amendments 
 
Purpose 
The purpose of this item is to amend the Fiscal Year 2017 Budget for compliance with State budgeting 
guidance regarding: 
 
1. Ensuring authorizations in place to balance each fund’s budget on a cash basis on June 30, 2016. 
 
Background 
The State Comptroller has provided guidance that budget amendments are to be on the cash basis and 
must occur prior to fiscal year end (June 30) to ensure no fund has a deficit fund balance or deficit cash 
balance at June 30.   
 
In order to stay ahead of this responsibility, staff is proposing five budget amendments.   
 
The amendments are as follows: 
 

1. Increase within the General Fund of $165,775 for the addition of three (3) personnel in three 
departments. The personnel additions include:  
a. Two (2) positions in Building & Neighborhood Services at the cost of $136,437 for one-

half year. This includes one (1) Building Inspector III and one (1) Electrical Inspector 
(also a Building Inspector III). Continued record construction within the City of Franklin 
has caused strain on existing staff. To maintain appropriate service levels, we 
recommend the addition of both positions to the department. A detailed packet of 
information is attached with performance measurement data on inspections and permits 
for the last three years.  

b. One (1) position in Information Technology at the cost of $29,338 for one-half year. This 
position is for a GPS/GIS Technician, originally asked for as a Program Enhancement 
Request during the FY 2017 Budget Process. This position is necessary for the City’s 
staffing of the Tennessee One-Call System, which we are legally required to provide 
effective January 1, 2017. A packet is attached describing the position and organizational 
chart changes.  

The increase is proposed to be offset from increasing Property Tax Revenue and Building 
Permit Revenue estimates for FY 2017, as increased transfers from Water & Wastewater 
under Amendment 5. 



 

2. Increase of $164,900 in the Sanitation & Environmental Services Fund for the purpose of 
replacing a rear loader. The rear loader to be replaced – 134.REL - was a 2008 Ford Rear 
Loader which was originally requested for replacement in FY 2017 budget process. We had 
hoped it could make it throughout the year, but sufficient equipment failures have occurred 
and it must be replaced. The vehicle replacement is available through a cooperative 
purchase vendor and can be put in service quickly. The increase will come from fund 
balance. Revenues will be examined throughout the year to try to make up the difference. A 
quote is attached to this memorandum.  

3. Increase of $500,000 in the Capital Projects Fund for a one-time contribution to the 
Williamson County Arts Center. Funding will come from the balance of the Williamson 
County Facilities Tax, which is part of the Capital Projects Fund. The estimated total fund 
balance within the County Facilities Tax at the end of Fiscal Year 2016 was $3,262,263, and 
through two months of FY 2017, collections are on pace with budget estimates. This 
contribution will still keep sufficient funds available for Phase I CIP projects (Hillsboro 
Road Phase II and Mallory/Royal Oaks/Liberty Pike Phase I). 

4. Increase of $70,000 in the Drug Fund for the purpose of purchasing of vehicles. The increase 
will come from fund balance, which at year end was substantially higher than anticipated.  

5. Increase of $14,668 in the Water & Sewer Fund for the purpose funding one-half the FY 2017 
cost of the requested new GPS/GIS Technician budgeted in Amendment 1. The increase will 
come from fund balance. Revenues will be examined throughout the year.  
 

This is the third budget amendment during this Fiscal Year to the budget. We envision several more 
during the course of the Fiscal Year.   
 
Financial Impact 
The amendments, as proposed, would result in: 
 
1. General Fund: No Change.  
 
2. Sanitation & Environmental Services Fund: Decrease of Fund Balance of $164,900.  
 
3. Drug Fund: Decrease of Fund Balance of $70,000.  
 
4. Capital Projects Fund: Decrease of Fund Balance (from Williamson County Facilities Tax funds) 

of $500,000.  
  
5. Water & Wastewater Fund: Decrease of Fund Balance of $14,668.  
 
Options 
 
1. Approve amendment(s) as proposed and forward to BOMA. 
 
2. Make changes to the amendment(s) where desired and forward to BOMA. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends approval of the amendments. 
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City of Franklin, Tennessee Exhibit A 

FY 2017 Operating Budget Ord 2016‐41

Staffing by Position (Existing)

Position Pay Grade
F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T

Building & Neigh. Svcs. Director  Grade K 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Building Official  Grade I 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Zoning & Development Coor. Grade H 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Plans Examiner III Grade H 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Building Inspector IV Grade G 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0
Plans Examiner II Grade G 0 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 0
Zoning Administrator Grade G 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Neighborhood Resources Super. Grade F 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Housing Development Coor.  Grade F 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Plans Examiner I Grade F 0 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 0
Permitting Operations Supervisor Grade F 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Building Inspector III Grade F 0 0 3 0 3 0 6 0 6 0
Building Inspector II Grade E 0 0 4 0 5 0 2 0 2 0
Technical Support Specialist  Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Zoning Enforcement Officer Grade E 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0
Signs/Design Standards Admin.  Grade E 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Neighborhood Resources Coor. Grade E 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Building Inspector I Grade D 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Permit Technician Grade D 4 0 3 0 3 0 4 0 4 0
Planning Associate Grade D 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Administrative Assistant Grade D 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Sr. Building Inspector ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sr. Building Inspector/Elect. ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Build. Insp. ‐ Plumb/Mech. Ex.Sr. ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fire Code Plans Examiner ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Build. Inspect. ‐ Electrical ‐‐‐ 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Building Inspector ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Combo Inspector ‐ Grade 1 ‐‐‐ 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Combo Inspector ‐ Grade 2 ‐‐‐ 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

26 2 31 0 32 0 33 0 33 0

FY 2017FY 2016

Total

FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
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City of Franklin, Tennessee Exhibit A 

FY 2017 Operating Budget Ord 2016‐41

Staffing by Position (Proposed)

Position Pay Grade
F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T

Building & Neigh. Svcs. Director  Grade K 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Building Official  Grade I 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Zoning & Development Coor. Grade H 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Plans Examiner III Grade H 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Building Inspector IV Grade G 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0
Plans Examiner II Grade G 0 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 0
Zoning Administrator Grade G 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Neighborhood Resources Super. Grade F 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Housing Development Coor.  Grade F 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Plans Examiner I Grade F 0 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 0
Permitting Operations Supervisor Grade F 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Building Inspector III Grade F 0 0 3 0 3 0 6 0 8 0
Building Inspector II Grade E 0 0 4 0 5 0 2 0 2 0
Technical Support Specialist  Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Zoning Enforcement Officer Grade E 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0
Signs/Design Standards Admin.  Grade E 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Neighborhood Resources Coor. Grade E 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Building Inspector I Grade D 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Permit Technician Grade D 4 0 3 0 3 0 4 0 4 0
Planning Associate Grade D 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Administrative Assistant Grade D 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Sr. Building Inspector ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sr. Building Inspector/Elect. ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Build. Insp. ‐ Plumb/Mech. Ex.Sr. ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fire Code Plans Examiner ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Build. Inspect. ‐ Electrical ‐‐‐ 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Building Inspector ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Combo Inspector ‐ Grade 1 ‐‐‐ 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Combo Inspector ‐ Grade 2 ‐‐‐ 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

26 2 31 0 32 0 33 0 35 0

FY 2016 FY 2017

Total

FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
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City of Franklin, Tennessee Exhibit B 

FY 2017 Operating Budget Ord 2016‐41

Staffing by Position (Existing)

F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T
Info Technology Director Grade L 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Assistant IT Director Grade K 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Information Systems/Database Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Communications Infrastructure Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Customer Support/Analytics Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Network Operations Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
GIS Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Senior Information Systems Analyst Grade H 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Information Systems Analyst II Grade H 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 0
DataCenter/Security Engineer Grade H 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
GIS Specialist Sr Grade G 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Information Imaging Specialist /Trainer Grade G 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Network Engineer Grade G 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Communications Infrastructure Tech II Grade G 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
DataCenter Tech I Grade F 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 1 0
Network Technician I Grade F 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 1
Information Systems Analyst I Grade F 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
ITS Specialist Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
GIS Specialist Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
IT Help Desk Administrator Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Intern Intern 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1
Applications Development Manager ‐‐‐ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Communications Services Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Database Admin./Webmaster ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Database Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
GIS Applications Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Financial Applications Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Business Services Applications Man. ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Network Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Public Safety Applications Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Administrative Assistant ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Asset Analyst I ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Totals 17 2 18 2 20 2 20 2 20 2

FY 2017FY 2015 FY 2016
Position Pay Grade

FY 2013 FY 2014
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City of Franklin, Tennessee Exhibit B 

FY 2017 Operating Budget Ord 2016‐41

Staffing by Position (Proposed)

F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T F‐T P‐T
Info Technology Director Grade L 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Assistant IT Director Grade K 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Information Systems/Database Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Communications Infrastructure Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Customer Support/Analytics Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Network Operations Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
GIS Manager Grade J 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Senior Information Systems Analyst Grade H 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Information Systems Analyst II Grade H 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 0
DataCenter/Security Engineer Grade H 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
GIS Specialist Sr Grade G 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Information Imaging Specialist /Trainer Grade G 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Network Engineer Grade G 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Communications Infrastructure Tech II Grade G 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
DataCenter Tech I Grade F 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 1 0
Network Technician I Grade F 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 1
Information Systems Analyst I Grade F 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
ITS Specialist Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
GPS/GIS Technician Grade E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
GIS Specialist Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
IT Help Desk Administrator Grade E 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Intern Intern 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1
Applications Development Manager ‐‐‐ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Communications Services Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Database Admin./Webmaster ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Database Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
GIS Applications Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Financial Applications Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Business Services Applications Man. ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Network Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Public Safety Applications Manager ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Administrative Assistant ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Asset Analyst I ‐‐‐ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Totals 17 2 18 2 20 2 20 2 21 2

FY 2016 FY 2017
Position Pay Grade

FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
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City of Franklin, Tennessee
FY 2017 Operating Budget 

Impact of Ordinance 2016-41 on Budgets

e) The Water & Wastewater Funds balance will be reduced by $14,668.

Fund 110 - General Fund
A B C(B‐A) D (B/A)

2017 2017
Budget Amended $ %

Beginning Balance* 39,249,586$       39,249,586$       ‐$                0.00%

Revenues  $     64,147,849   $     64,313,624   $      165,775  0.26%

Expenses
Personnel  $     45,110,622   $     45,110,622   $                  ‐    0.00%
Operations  $     16,462,227   $     16,628,002   $      165,775  1.01%
Capital  $        2,575,000   $        2,575,000   $                  ‐    0.00%

Expenses  $     64,147,849   $     64,313,624   $      165,775  0.26%

Ending Balance 39,249,586$       39,249,586$       ‐$                0.00%

Fund 124 - Sanitation & Environmental Services Fund
A B C(B‐A) D (B/A)

2017 2017
Budget Amended $ %

Beginning Balance* 767,350$            751,496$            (15,854)$        ‐2.07%

Revenues  $        9,372,227   $        9,372,227   $                  ‐    0.00%

Expenses
Personnel  $        3,004,482   $        3,004,482   $                  ‐    0.00%
Operations  $        6,383,599   $        6,548,499   $      164,900  2.58%
Capital  $                      ‐     $                      ‐     $                  ‐    0.00%

Expenses  $        9,388,081   $        9,552,981   $      164,900  1.76%

Ending Balance 751,496$            570,742$            (180,754)$      ‐24.05%

Difference

The following demonstrates the impact of Ordinance 2016‐41 on five separate funds: the General Fund, the 
Sanitiation & Environmental Services Fund, the Drug Fund, the Capital Projects Fund and the Water & 
Wastewater Funds. It is important to note: 

a) The General Fund has no impact on the bottom line by these transfers. 

Difference

b) The Sanitation & Environmental Services Fund balance will be reduced by $164,900.
c) The Drug Fund balance will be reduced by $70,000.
d) The Capital Projects Fund balance will be reduced by $500,000. 

Budget & Finance Committee Finance Department 10/20/2016



City of Franklin, Tennessee
FY 2017 Operating Budget 

Impact of Ordinance 2016-41 on Budgets
Fund 140 - Drug Fund

A B C(B‐A) D (B/A)
2017 2017
Budget Amended $ %

Beginning Balance* 515,642$            515,642$            ‐$                0.00%

Revenues  $           124,010   $           124,010   $                  ‐    0.00%

Expenses
Personnel  $                      ‐     $                      ‐     $                  ‐    0.00%
Operations  $             72,500   $           142,500   $         70,000  96.55%
Capital  $                      ‐     $                      ‐     $                  ‐    0.00%

Expenses  $             72,500   $           142,500   $        70,000  96.55%

Ending Balance 567,152$            497,152$            (70,000)$        ‐12.34%

Fund 310 - Capital Projects Fund
A B C(B‐A) D (B/A)

**Please Note: The Capital Projects Fund is not budgeted. 2017 2017
Beginning** Amended $ %

Beginning Balance* (7,887,886)$       (7,887,886)$       ‐$                0.00%

Revenues  $                      ‐     $                      ‐     $                  ‐    0.00%

Expenses
Personnel  $                      ‐     $                      ‐     $                  ‐    0.00%
Operations  $                      ‐     $           500,000   $      500,000  100.00%
Capital  $                      ‐     $                      ‐     $                  ‐    0.00%

Expenses  $                      ‐     $           500,000   $      500,000  0.00%

Ending Balance (7,887,886)$       (8,387,886)$       (500,000)$      6.34%

Funds 421 & 431 - Water & Wastewater Fund 
A B C(B‐A) D (B/A)

2017 2017
Budget Amended $ %

Beginning Balance* 33,549,525$       33,549,525$       ‐$                0.00%

Revenues  $     26,150,977   $     26,150,977   $                  ‐    0.00%

Expenses
Personnel  $        6,173,894   $        6,173,894   $                  ‐    0.00%
Operations  $     13,131,062   $     13,145,730   $         14,668  100.00%
Capital  $        5,401,035   $        5,401,035   $                  ‐    100.00%

Expenses  $     24,705,991   $     24,720,659   $        14,668  0.06%

Ending Balance 34,994,511$       34,979,843$       (14,668)$        ‐0.04%

*All beginning balances estimated as of June 30, 2016

Difference

Difference

Difference

Budget & Finance Committee Finance Department 10/20/2016



FY2017 PROGRAM ENHANCEMENT REQUEST FORM
Department Priority: 1 of 1

Department:
Division:

 Title:

REQUESTED PROGRAM ENHANCEMENT FUNDING
Ongoing Annual Cost

(FY17 & Future)
Compensation

$48,182
$0

Benefits
Benefits auto-calculated at 30% of compensation -->> $0 $14,455
Expenses

$5,000
$63,300
$3,200
$1,500

$800

TOTAL $73,800 $62,637

PURPOSE / DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

SERVICE IMPLICATION

$800

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

41900   BUILDING & NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES
Inspection Section

Inspector III (2 positions)

$0

$28,909

83510   FURNITURE, FIXTURES (<$25,000)

89520   VEHICLES (>$25,000)

83540   COMPUTER HARDWARE (<$25,000)

82390   PUBLICATIONS, NON-TRAINING

Description
Account

82455   CELLULAR TELEPHONE SERVICE

One-Time Cost
(FY17 Only)

$199,073

TOTAL
FY17 Request

$0

Purpose: Use this form to spell out your request for additional personnel and/or programs. We will work with you to tally the 
requests and create a prioritized list.

$1,500

$5,000
$63,300
$3,200

81110   REGULAR PAY $96,364

Failure to approve this request will result in an increase in not meeting level of service commitment.  All of the planning and 
strategies for minimizing number of personnel needed to meet a variable work load depend on having a flexible and multiple 
certified work force.  

The cost for one‐half year would be $62,637 in Personnel & Benefits and $73,800 in Expenses for a total of $136,437. 
This cost is proposed to be funded one‐half between additional Property Tax Revenues and Building Permit 
Revenues. 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Two Inspector III positions are requested.  Inspector III's will have the proficiency, experience, and State certifications to allow for 
maximum flexibility and efficiency in delivering inspection services immediately.  The BNS Inspector III position corresponds
directly to the entry level Inspector positions in other departments.  Inspectors in BNS have acted as Inspector III's for decades, 
but the recent requirements for State Certification have led to a tiered set of job descriptions.  

FY 2017 Franklin Blank Program Enhancement Form - BNS - FY 2017 10/14/2016
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City	of	Franklin	‐	BNS
2016	Monthly	Inspections	Audit	by	Inspector
Roger	 Layman

Day	of	
Month

July August September October November December January February March April May June Totals

1 24 18 17 14 22 16 11 13 135
2 21 17 19 10 20 15 12 13 18 145
3 20 18 13 14 7 10 13 13 108
4 18 15 15 9 17 10 12 12 108
5 19 20 16 13 17 12 17 114
6 16 22 18 18 17 16 17 17 141
7 22 18 19 18 11 9 11 12 120
8 16 16 14 16 14 13 12 14 16 131
9 16 14 16 20 17 16 11 11 18 139
10 22 20 33 16 18 13 13 16 151
11 18 19 18 20 20 13 12 12 132
12 17 25 14 8 17 10 13 104
13 35 30 21 36 14 11 13 14 174
14 20 34 17 32 16 12 17 148
15 20 13 26 11 16 11 11 108
16 29 20 16 14 15 18 10 23 14 159
17 25 25 18 15 12 16 10 18 21 160
18 15 30 12 20 11 16 14 16 134
19 17 17 10 12 12 14 15 97
20 27 18 21 21 18 13 11 129
21 17 27 16 15 8 12 10 11 116
22 16 21 39 15 13 20 12 136
23 17 17 20 17 16 13 14 114
24 15 21 13 13 16 15 20 113
25 24 19 21 18 13 22 14 131
26 20 21 11 12 25 16 105
27 15 16 14 17 19 9 18 108
28 23 25 19 10 11 18 10 20 16 152
29 18 18 11 9 12 15 18 21 18 140
30 17 15 11 13 15 23 94
31 18 21 14 10 63
Totals: 415 471 276 382 314 310 264 301 278 259 296 343 3,909

Insp/	Day	
12	or	Less 0% 0% 0% 14.29% 16.67% 26.32% 27.78% 28.57% 59.09% 31.25% 23.81% 22.73% 21%

July	1,	2015	‐	June	30,	2016
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FY2017 PROGRAM ENHANCEMENT REQUEST FORM
Department Priority: 1 of 1

Department:
Division:

 Title:

REQUESTED PROGRAM ENHANCEMENT FUNDING
Ongoing Annual Cost

(FY17 & Future)
Compensation

$42,828
$0

Benefits gis
Benefits auto-calculated at 30% of compensation -->> $0 $0
Expenses

TOTAL $0 $42,828

PURPOSE / DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

SERVICE IMPLICATION

One-Time Cost
(FY17 Only)

$57,176

TOTAL
FY17 Request

$0

Purpose: Use this form to spell out your request for additional personnel and/or programs. We will work with you to tally the 
requests and create a prioritized list.

$0

$1,500
$0
$0

81110   REGULAR PAY $42,828

41350   INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY (IT)

GPS/GIS Tech

$0

$12,848

83000   SUPPLIES

Description
Account

$0

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Failure to add this position will inhibit the City's abilities to service the One‐Call System and maintain its existing GIS operations.

The cost for one‐half year would be $27,838 in Personnel & Benefits and $1,500 in Expenses for a total of $29,338. 
This cost is proposed to be split one‐half between the General Fund and the Water & Wastewater Fund.
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

GPS/GIS Tech ‐ Pay Grade E

With the City joining in the Tennessee OneCall system, it's more important now than ever to make sure all city assets are properly 
GPS'ed.  Adding a position in the GIS division would give IT the ability to GPS city assets and properly get them into the GIS system 
and into our asset management system.  In addition, this position would be used to confirm as‐builts received from developers on
new subdivisions.  

FY 2017 Franklin Blank Program Enhancement Form - GIS - FY 2017 10/14/2016
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