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Summary

SUMMARY

The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT), in cooperation with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), is proposing to extend and construct Pellissippi Parkway
(State Route (SR) 162) from the current terminus of Pellissippi Parkway/Interstate 140 at
SR 33 (Old Knoxville Highway) to US 321/SR 73 (Lamar Alexander Parkway) in Blount
County. Figure S-1 illustrates the regional location of the proposed action.

Figure S-1. Regional Location

SCALE IN MILES

) (N i LEGEND
. . R3¢ \§ @ o )
Q' Madisonville =7 Cherokee W\ J il [ EIS StudyArea

National Forest T ey | m—|-140/Existing Pellissippi Parkway

TDOT and FHWA are preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to identify and evaluate the
environmental effects of the proposed project and to identify measures to minimize harm.

Project Background

The concept of extending Pellissippi Parkway as a four-lane divided highway to US 321/SR
73 has been a part of the Knoxville regional transportation planning vision since 1977. At
that time, Pellissippi Parkway was a four-lane divided, limited access highway extending
from Oak Ridge Highway (SR 162) in Solway to 1-40/1-75. In March 1977, local officials of
Blount County, Maryville and Alcoa made the first of three requests to the Tennessee

PELLISSIPPI PARKWAY EXTENSION

Page S-1



Summary

General Assembly for funding to extend the parkway southeast to New Walland Highway
(now US 321/SR 73/Lamar Alexander Parkway). In 1986, the Pellissippi Parkway extension
was one of six Bicentennial Parkways included in the 1986 Urgent Highway Needs Plan
enacted by the General Assembly. Pellissippi Parkway (designated as 1-140) between
I-40/1-75 and SR 33 was designed and built in four sections between 1987 and 2005. The
completion of the parkway from SR 33 to US 321/SR 73 was included in the 1995 Knoxville
Region Long Range Transportation Plan Update and has been included in the plan’s
subsequent updates, including the Knoxville Regional Mobility Plan - 2009-2034.

Purpose of the Proposed Action and Transportation Needs

The purpose of the proposed action is to develop and implement a transportation solution in
the northern portion of Blount County, east of Alcoa and Maryville, that would:

¢ Enhance regional transportation system linkages;

e Improve circumferential mobility by providing travel options to the existing radial roadway
network in Blount County, Maryville, and Alcoa;

e Enhance roadway safety on the roadway network, including the Maryville core; and

e Assist in achieving acceptable traffic flows (LOS) on the transportation network or not
adversely affect traffic flows on existing transportation network.

In addition, the proposed transportation solution should support community goals and plans
and minimize adverse impacts to neighborhoods and businesses, to farmlands, and to the
natural and cultural environment.

The proposed action is intended to address identified transportation needs in the study
area. These needs have been identified during the public and agency coordination activities
conducted for the project between April 2006 and February 2008, as well as through prior
planning efforts and review of current transportation and community plans. The
transportation needs are:

¢ Limited mobility options in Blount County and Maryville due to the primarily radial
roadway network that now exists;

e Poor local road network with substandard cross sections;
e Lack of a northwest/east connection east of Alcoa and Maryville to help serve:

— Expanding residential development occurring in eastern Alcoa and Maryville and
northern Blount County; and

— Demand for trips between Maryville and Alcoa and the Knoxville area to the north as
shown by high traffic volumes between the areas on US 129 (approximately 50,000
vehicles-per-day) and SR 33 (approximately 6,000 vehicles-per-day).

e Safety issues on roadways in the area, including roads in the Maryville core that through
travelers between north and western portions of the county and the eastern portions of
the county must pass. Numerous rear-end crashes and angle crashes have been
reported due to high volumes of traffic and lack of access management along the
roadways; and
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Traffic congestion and poor levels of service on the major arterial roads in the study
area (US 129/Alcoa Highway, SR 33, US 411/SR 35 and US 321/SR 73).

Alternatives Considered

This DEIS evaluates the following alternatives:

The No-Build Alternative would not extend Pellissippi Parkway east beyond its existing
terminus at SR 33. Traffic would continue to enter and exit Pellissippi Parkway at the
existing interchange with SR 33.

Build Alternatives A and C would extend Pellissippi Parkway as a new four-lane
divided roadway, with interchanges at SR-33, SR-35/US 411/SR 35, and SR-73/US 321
(Figure S-2). Alternatives A and C would share a common alignment from SR 33 to the
vicinity of Brown School Road south of Wildwood Road. At that point Alternative C
would diverge to the east of Alternative A. Alternative A would be approximately 4.38
miles in length, while Alternative C would be about 4.68 miles in length. The proposed
right-of-way (ROW) for either alignment alternative would be a minimum of 300 feet and
would be designed for traffic traveling 60 miles-per-hour.

Build Alternative D would use portions of existing Sam Houston School Road,
Peppermint Road, Hitch Road, and Helton Road (see Figure S-2). Under Alternative D,
an improved two-lane roadway would be constructed using the existing roadway
alignment where possible, while straightening curves and realigning intersections and
using new locations to provide a continuous route with a 50 mile-per-hour design speed.
The length of this corridor would be approximately 5.77 miles. The proposed typical
section for the upgraded two-lane network would consist of one travel lane in each
direction with wide outside shoulders, and a center turn lane at major intersections.

Transportation and Environmental Consequences

The No Build Alternative would have minimal environmental impacts, but it would not:

Enhance the regional transportation system;

Provide travel options to the existing radial roadway network in Blount County or
address the need for circumferential mobility;

Provide improved transportation services in the northeastern section of the county to
serve the needs of existing land use trends;

Address roadway safety within the existing roadway network, including the Maryville
core;

Be consistent with local and regional plans; and

Address traffic congestion within the existing local transportation network by providing
other travel options;

The primary benefits of the Build Alternatives would include:

Completion of Pellissippi Parkway (SR 162) as a part of the regional network;

Adding a non-radial route on the east side of Alcoa and Maryville, thus contributing to
circumferential mobility;
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Figure S-2. Build Alternatives
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¢ Reducing the potential for crashes in the Maryville core by allowing through traffic to
bypass the city core;

e Contributing to the implementation of local and regional community and transportation
plans; and

e Creation of jobs related to the construction of the proposed project.
The primary adverse impacts of the Build Alternatives would be:

e Potential residential and business relocations;

e Acquisition of active farmland;

e Potential impacts to archaeological sites;

e Potential noise impacts to nearby residences;

e Impacts to streams, wetlands, and floodplains; and

e Temporary construction impacts.
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Unresolved Issues

The project currently has two unresolved issues: archaeological sites and hazardous
materials sites.

Build Alternatives A and C would each affect five archaeological sites that are potentially
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, while Alternative D would affect one
potentially eligible archaeological site. Once a Preferred Alternative is selected, more
detailed archaeological and engineering studies will be conducted to resolve these issues
prior to approval of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

Build Alternatives A and D would each affect one potentially contaminated site, while
Alternative C would affect two potentially contaminated sites. Once a Preferred Alternative
is selected, a Phase Il Contamination Assessment will be conducted on the site(s) within
that alternative to verify or refute potential contamination concerns. The results will be
reported in the FEIS.

Major Actions in the Project Vicinity

The cities of Alcoa and Maryville, and Blount and Knox counties are working together to
facilitate the development of a major new mixed-use development, Pellissippi Place, at the
northwest terminus of the proposed project. The new development is on a 450-acre tract of
land where 1-140 (Pellissippi Parkway) intersects with SR 33. The first phase of Pellissippi
Place broke ground November 2008, with business and research elements projected to
open in 2010 or 2011. Pellissippi Place is expected to create more than 7,300 new jobs by
2030, and is estimated to house 1.2 million square feet for research and development
activities.

Permits

The following permits would be required from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), and the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation (TDEC) to implement any of the Build Alternatives:

¢ Individual or general Aquatic Resource Alteration Permits (ARAP) from the State of
Tennessee;

¢ Individual or Nationwide Permit for impacts to waters of the United States (US),
including wetlands and aquatic resources, from the USACE pursuant to Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act. Other agencies such as the US Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) may be involved in the
permitting process;

e TVA 26a permit; and

e National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater General Permit
for Construction Activities for construction projects disturbing one or more acres of land.
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Agency Coordination and Public Involvement

The public, regulatory and resource agencies, and other stakeholders have been offered
opportunities to provide input on the development of the purpose and need statement and
the alternatives considered in the DEIS. A Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was published
on April 25, 2006. Early coordination packages were sent to approximately 58 agencies,
officials, and organizations on May 1, 2006. The coordination package was distributed to
other agencies, officials and/or organizations as they were identified beyond that date.
Public scoping meetings were held on June 13, 2009, and public information meetings were
held on October 25, 2007, and February 19, 2008 to explain the project and the NEPA
process, and to invite public input on the purpose and need and alternatives to be
considered.

TDOT developed the Tennessee Environmental Streamlining Agreement (TESA) for the
environmental and regulatory coordination of major transportation projects, which applies to
this project. Eight agencies concurred with TESA’s Concurrent Point 1 (Purpose and Need
of the Project and Study Area), and Concurrent Point 2 (Alternatives to be Evaluated in the
DEIS). An agency field review was conducted to review preliminary alternatives prior to
Concurrence Point 2. Eight agencies concurred with Concurrence Point 3 (Preliminary
DEIS), and their comments were incorporated into the final DEIS prior to its release for
public review and comment.

Input from the agency coordination and public meetings has been considered and used to
refine the Build Alternatives and to provide additional information for use in the evaluation of
environmental impacts.

A public hearing will be scheduled and advertised following the circulation of the DEIS for
public comments. The public is encouraged to review the document, attend the hearing, and
provide comments and input.

Following the conclusion of the public comment period for the DEIS, TDOT and FHWA wiill
consider the comments received and will determine the Preferred Alternative. An FEIS will
then be prepared to evaluate the Preferred Alternative and identify necessary mitigation
measures.

SAFETEA-LU Statute of Limitations

The FHWA may publish a notice in the Federal Register, pursuant to 23 USC 8139(]),
indicating that one or more federal agencies have taken final action on permits, licenses, or
approvals for the subject transportation project. If such notice is published, claims seeking
judicial review of those federal agency actions will be barred unless such claims are filed
within 180 days after the date of publication of the notice, or within such shorter time as is
specified in the federal laws pursuant to which judicial review of the federal agency action is
allowed. If no notice is published, then the time that is otherwise provided by the Federal
laws governing such claims will apply.
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Environmental Commitments

In addition to following the standard requirements of the TDOT Standard Specifications for
Road and Bridge Construction, the following commitments are proposed:

Historic Resources. If the project involves relocating the Anne Elizabeth Thompson
Pershing historic marker (identified by the Tennessee Historical Commission as Blount
(BT).2361) along Buchanan Road, it should be re-erected in a pull-off (instead of just by
the road), which is safer and makes the marker more accessible to the public.

Archaeological Resources. Pursuant to TCA 11-6-107(d), if human remains are
identified, construction work must be halted, and the state archaeologist, the county
coroner and local law enforcement must be contacted immediately. In addition, a
representative of Native American tribes will be notified in the event they wish to be
present.

Threatened and Endangered Species. Removal of trees with loose bark and greater
than six inches in diameter at breast height will occur only between October 15 and
March 31 to avoid the summer roosting time for the Indiana bat.

Erosion and siltation control best management practices will be stringently adhered to
since several of the threatened or endangered species noted in this DEIS have been
found downstream of the project.

The contractor will be required to prepare and implement a revegetation plan that has
been approved by TDOT. If an area of mixed forest must be permanently removed for
temporary use (i.e., construction staging), it will be replaced with plantings of native tree
species within the affected area. The contractor will adhere to project conditions
identified in the Biological Assessment and agency concurrence letters.

Construction Impacts. Construction activities will be confined within the permitted
limits to prevent unnecessary disturbance of adjacent wetland areas.

Airport Coordination. Since the northern half of the project area is within six miles of
the McGhee Tyson Airport, once the selected alternative is under design, TDOT will
inform the FAA Memphis Airports District Office of the nature of construction. TDOT will
provide to the FAA detailed layout drawings and elevations along with the completed
FAA Form 7460-1.

Design Features. TDOT will follow a Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) design process
to develop the appropriate design features such as speed, median type and width, and
right-of-way width. TDOT also will investigate the provision of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities within the project right-of-way, as part of the CSS design process.

Karst Topography. Special care should be taken to minimize unnecessary impacts to
the habitats of the numerous karst features in the project study area, since many areas
of the state rich with karst have not been surveyed for rare species.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT), in cooperation with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), proposes to extend Pellissippi Parkway (SR 162) from its
current terminus at SR 33 (Old Knoxville Highway) to US 321/SR 73/Lamar Alexander
Parkway in Blount County. Figure 1-1 illustrates the regional context of the project, and
Figure 1-2 shows the study area. Since this project is proposed to be funded in part with
federal transportation funds, the FHWA and TDOT are preparing an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
to identify and evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed project and to identify
measures to minimize harm. The contents of the EIS conform to the guidelines of the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the FHWA.

Figure 1-1: Regional Location Map
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Figure 1-2: Study Area
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Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

NEPA requires that projects receiving federal funding that have the potential for significant adverse
environmental effects be reviewed in an EIS. An EIS:
= |dentifies alternative solutions that meet the project’s purpose and need;

= Provides an assessment of the effects of the alternatives on the natural and built environment;
and

= |dentifies measures to avoid. minimize or mitiaate neaative effects.

1.1 Context of the Project

The study area (Figure 1-2) is in northern Blount County, encompassing portions of the
cities of Maryville (the county seat), Alcoa and Rockford, and the unincorporated Eagleton
Village.

Blount County is bordered on the north by Knox County, home to the majority of
employment in the East Tennessee region. Interstate 40 (1-40) runs through Knox County,
and SR 115/US 129 (Alcoa Highway) and SR 33 are major roadways connecting Alcoa and
Maryville with Knox County. Blount County’s neighbor to the east is Sevier County, the
fastest growing county in East Tennessee, while Blount County is the region’s second
fastest growing county.

Blount County is bounded on the west by a chain of lakes created by the Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA). The Little River, flowing out of the Great Smoky Mountains, winds its way
across the county and through the study area before flowing into Fort Loudon Lake on the
west edge of Blount County. The southeastern portion of Blount County contains part of the
Great Smoky Mountains National Park (GSMNP), the most visited park in the National Park
System, with about 10 million visitors annually. Cades Cove, the single-most visited
destination in the GSMNP, lies within Blount County. The city of Townsend on

US 321/SR 73 in eastern Blount County is the gateway to this portion of the GSMNP.

The study area is generally bounded on the west by US 129 (SR 115/Alcoa Highway), on
the south by US 321/SR 73, and on the east and northeast by the Little River. The western
third of the study area is urbanized and includes portions of the cities of Maryville, Alcoa,
and Rockford. This portion of the study area is almost completely built out with commercial
uses (downtown commercial, large shopping or retail developments, and highway
commercial); industrial facilities (such as the Alcoa aluminum manufacturing facility);
transportation uses (highways, rail lines, and McGhee Tyson Airport); institutional uses
(such as Maryville College, city and county governmental offices, and Blount Memorial
Hospital); and scattered individual homes and residential subdivisions.

The middle third of the study area (generally centered on SR 33) is mostly residential (with
primarily low- and medium-density subdivisions); highway commercial activities are
concentrated along the major roadways. The eastern third of the study area consists of
lower density, newer residential developments, scattered older residential on larger lots,
open land, fields, and active farmland. Numerous small streams that flow into the Little
River dissect the entire study area.
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Blount County has experienced substantial population growth in recent years, and that
growth is expected to continue, resulting in substantial increases in housing units. Since the
1950s, residential development has spread beyond the core cities into the countryside.
Substantial growth has been moving east from US 129 past SR 33, and moving south from
Wildwood Road toward the southern city limits of Maryville.

The study area is of sufficient size to include consideration for a reasonable range of
alternatives, including No-Build, Transportation System Management (TSM), Transit, and
Build Alternatives.

1.2 Project History

1.2.1 Initial Planning for Pellissippi Parkway

In 1977, Pellissippi Parkway was a four-lane divided, limited access highway extending from
Oak Ridge Highway (SR 162) in Solway to 1-40/1-75, connecting the cities of Farragut and
Knoxville. In March 1977, local officials of Blount County, Maryville and Alcoa made the first
of three requests to the Tennessee General Assembly for funding to extend the parkway
southeast to New Walland Highway (now US 321/SR 73). In 1986, the Pellissippi Parkway
extension was one of six Bicentennial Parkways included in the 1986 Urgent Highway
Needs Plan enacted by the General Assembly. The plan described this project as a 19.5-
mile extension of Pellissippi Parkway from 1-40 in western Knox County to US 321/SR 73 in
eastern Blount County; the plan identified the extension as 1-140.

Pellissippi Parkway (designated as 1-140) between 1-40/I-75 and SR 33 was designed and
built in four sections between 1987 and 2005. The section between Northshore Drive in
Knox County and US 129 (Alcoa Highway) in Blount County was completed in 1992. The
next section, extending the original Pellissippi Parkway to Northshore Drive with a new
interchange at 1-40/1-75, opened in 1997. The section between US 129 (Alcoa Highway)
and Cusick Road opened in 2003, and the section between Cusick Road and SR 33 opened
in late 2005. The section of Pellissippi Parkway between SR 33 and US 321/SR 73 is the
remaining undeveloped portion of the parkway that was identified in the state’s 1986 Urgent
Highway Needs Plan.

Figure 1-3 illustrates the sections of Pellissippi Parkway that have been completed, as well
as the remaining section envisioned in the 1986 Plan.

The proposed extension of Pellissippi Parkway from SR 33 to US 321/SR 73 was included
in the Knoxville Urban Area Transportation Planning Organization’s (TPO) 1995 update of
the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The project has been included in the
subsequent updates of the region’s long-range transportation plan and is listed as Project
Number 232 in the current 2009 to 2034 Knoxville Regional Mobility Plan.

The six-year federal transportation legislation (Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century, or TEA-21), passed in 1998, included the extension of Pellissippi Parkway between
SR 33 and US 321/SR 73 in the High Priority Projects Program (Section 106, Subtitle F).
TEA-21 authorized $8.85 million for Fiscal Years 1998 through 2003 to implement the
project.
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Figure 1-3: Sections of Pellissippi Parkway Completed
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1.2.2 Prior NEPA Evaluation

In January 1999, TDOT initiated a NEPA-level Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate
the effects of alternatives for the project. The FHWA approved the EA in October 2001,
and TDOT held a public hearing in November 2001. In April 2002, the FHWA issued a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), and property acquisition was to have begun in
June 2002.

In June 2002, the Citizens Against the Pellissippi Parkway Extension (CAPPE) filed suit
against the USDOT, FHWA, and TDOT in the US District Court for the Middle District of
Tennessee. The lawsuit alleged that the FHWA should have prepared an EIS in
compliance with NEPA, and that the FHWA failed to document properly the decision not to
prepare an EIS. In July 2002, the District Court imposed a preliminary injunction on
planning, financing, contracting, land acquisition, and construction of the project. The
FHWA then withdrew the FONSI and sought a voluntary remand to allow the agency to
reconsider its decision, but the District Court denied that motion.
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Following an appeal by the FHWA, in August 2004, the District Court issued an order
modifying its previous injunction. That order allowed the FHWA and TDOT to reconsider
and reissue the relevant environmental documents. In September 2004, TDOT announced
that the next phase of development for the proposed Pellissippi Parkway Extension project
would be the preparation of an EIS.

1.2.3 Current NEPA Evaluation

On April 17, 2006, in conformance with the requirements of Section 6002 of the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A Legacy for Users of 2005
(SAFETEA-LU), TDOT formally notified the FHWA of its intent to initiate the NEPA EIS
process for this project.

A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for the project was published in the Federal
Register on April 25, 2006.

On June 13, 2006, TDOT held a local government briefing and two public scoping meetings
in the study area. Atthose meetings, TDOT updated the public on the status of the project
since the last public hearing on the EA. The public was asked to provide input on the
transportation needs for the project, the range of alternatives that should be considered,
and issues of concern to be addressed in the new EIS.

On October 25, 2007, TDOT held a public information workshop in the study area. The
purpose of this meeting was to provide an update of the EIS study; present the revised
Purpose and Need Statement for public comment; and seek public input on the alternatives
to be studied in the Draft EIS (DEIS). TDOT held another public meeting on the project on
February 19, 2008, to encourage additional comments on alternatives to be evaluated in the
DEIS.

1.3 Purpose of the Project

The proposed project is intended to address the following transportation needs in the study
area, which were identified during the public and agency coordination activities conducted
between April 2006 and November 2007, as well as through prior planning efforts and
review of current transportation and community plans:

¢ Limited mobility options in Blount County and Maryville because of the county’s primarily
radial roadway network;

e Poor local road network with substandard cross sections (with narrow lanes, sharp
curves and insufficient shoulders) in the eastern portion of the county;

e Lack of a northwest/east connection east of Alcoa and Maryville to help serve:

— Expanding residential development occurring in eastern Alcoa and Maryville and
northeastern Blount County; and

— Demand for trips between Maryville and Alcoa and the Knoxville area to the north as
shown by high traffic volumes between the areas on US 129 (approximately 50,000
vehicles-per-day) and SR 33 (approximately 6,000 vehicles-per-day).
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e Safety issues on roadways in the area, including roads in the Maryville core. People
traveling between the north and western portions of the county and the eastern portions
of the county must pass through the Maryville core. Numerous rear-end crashes and
angle crashes have been reported, due to high volumes of traffic and lack of access
management along the roadways; and

e Traffic congestion and poor levels of service (LOS) on major arterial roads in the study
area (in particular US 129, SR 33, and US 411).

Based on input received from local officials and the public, and reviews of previous planning
studies and current plans, the following objectives were also developed for this study:

e Provide travel options for motorists to the County’s existing radial roadway network;

e Enhance the regional transportation system linkages;

¢ Enhance roadway safety on the county’s roadway network, including the Maryville core;
and

e Assist in achieving acceptable traffic flows (LOS) on the transportation network or not
adversely affect traffic flows on the existing transportation network.

Other objectives include:

e Support community goals and plans;
¢ Minimize adverse impacts to neighborhoods and businesses;
¢ Minimize adverse impacts to farmlands; and

¢ Minimize adverse impacts to the natural and cultural environment.

1.4 Transportation Needs to be Addressed

The arterial road network in Blount County is essentially a radial network, extending out
from the center of Maryville. The city of Maryville’s Urban Growth Strategy (2005) states,
“Maryville currently has a deficient circumferential road system.” The existing transportation
system requires travelers moving between the northwestern portion of Blount County and
the eastern portions of the county to use a route that includes portions of US 129, Broadway
Avenue (SR 33) and/or Hall Road (SR 35)/Washington Street (SR 35/US 321/SR 73), and
US 321/SR 73. This substantial movement of traffic must travel through the Maryville core.

1.4.1 Daily Traffic Volumes

As a part of this study, TDOT conducted a traffic forecast study to provide objective
estimates of future traffic volumes with and without the proposed Pellissippi Parkway
Extension. The traffic forecasting process utilized existing (2006) traffic count data and
future (2014 and 2030) volumes projected by the Knoxville regional travel demand model,
then projected the traffic for the base year (2015) and the design year (2035) of the
proposed project.

The SR 162 (Pellissippi Parkway Extension) Traffic Forecast Study defines the process
followed to produce the 2015 and 2035 traffic forecasts for the roadways in the study area.
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Additional forecasts for minor routes in the study area are contained in the SR 162
(Pellissippi Parkway Extension) Traffic Operations Technical Report. These reports are
included in Volume 2: Technical Studies, which is on file with the TDOT Environmental
Division office.

Base Year versus Design Year

The Base Year of a project is generally the year following the expected opening of the roadway
to traffic. For this project, the base year is expected to be 2015.

The Design Year of a project is generally 20 years after the roadway opens, assuming the
roadway is designed to function well (i.e., accommodate traffic demand) for 20 years into the
future. The design year for this project is 2035.

The average annual daily traffic (AADT) forecasts for the 2015 base year and for the 2035
design year without the proposed project are illustrated in Figure 1-4 and summarized
below.

Alcoa Highway (US 129) between Pellissippi Parkway and SR 35 (Hall Road) would
range between 31,570 and 56,100 AADT in 2015, with the heavier traffic occurring
south of Hunt Road (SR 335). By 2035, AADT would range between 40,280 and
61,120. These AADTSs represent an increase of 28 percent north of SR 335, and a nine
percent increase south of SR 335 along Alcoa Highway.

Alcoa Highway Bypass (US 129) between SR 35 and US 321/SR 73 has an AADT of
47,740 in both the base and design years.

Hall Road (SR 35) has a base year AADT of 23,220 to 27,460, with no change
anticipated to 2035 because of the built-out nature of development along the road.

Washington Street (SR 35) between SR 33 and US 321/SR 73 has AADTSs in the base
year of about 24,500. By 2035, the traffic volumes would be about 26,000 AADT west
of US 411 (Sevierville Road). East of SR 411, the AADT would grow to 37,890 (an
almost 54 percent increase).

US 321/SR 73 has base year AADTSs ranging from 27,240 near the Blount Memorial
Hospital to 29,090 between the Alcoa Bypass and SR 33 (Broadway Avenue). By 2035,
the AADTSs will range between 37,430 and 48,380 between the Alcoa Bypass and the
Blount Memorial Hospital (increases of 28 to 42 percent over 2015 volumes).

Broadway Avenue (SR 33) between Wildwood Road and Washington Street (SR 35)
has an AADT of 13,170 in the base year, increasing by 90 percent to 25,060 AADT in
2035.

Old Knoxville Highway (SR 33 north of Wildwood Road) between Hunt Road (SR 335)
and Pellissippi Parkway (I-140) would have a substantially higher 2015 AADT than
segments south or north of it because of the influence of the Pellissippi Place
collaborative research and development park currently being developed east of SR 33 at
the intersection with Pellissippi Parkway. The AADT on SR 33 for the base year would
be 34,350, and by 2035, the AADT on that segment would double to 65,850.

PELLISSIPPI PARKWAY EXTENSION
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

Figure 1-4: Average Annual Daily Traffic Forecasts
(2015 and 2035, No-Build Scenario)
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