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I. Introduction
The objective of this Technical Memorandum is to make recommendations applicable to Blount
County’s transportation planning efforts and assist the County’s growth management strategy.
This report incorporates many of the findings from Maryville Technical Memorandum #11 ⎯
Transportation Issues. However, this Memorandum concentrates on issues that affect all of
Blount County and not just Maryville. The focus is on major corridors and critical intersections
in Blount County and those areas under high development pressure in the immediate future. This
work does not include manipulation of a County transportation model, or comprehensive
geometric, capacity, and/or safety analysis of any location under study.
Detailed
recommendations for system modifications or improvements are not provided. Therefore,
follow-up studies may be necessary.
This Memorandum was developed through field observations, literature research and review, and
interviews of stakeholders including city/county planners, engineers, and regional and state
planners. Through these sources, it became clear that several transportation issues are facing
Blount County. These issues are discussed in Sections II through IV of this Memorandum.
Section II discusses recommended circumferential corridors around Maryville. If implemented,
these corridors will improve circulation throughout Blount County and can alleviate congestion
on some existing corridors. Section III discusses existing transportation corridors in Blount
County that are perceived to be either unsafe or congested. Section IV discusses existing
intersections that are perceived to be either unsafe or congested. Section V discusses issues
relating to implementing transportation improvements in Blount County.
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Key contributors to this memorandum include Blount County, the City of Maryville, the
Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT), and the Knoxville Regional Transportation
Planning Organization (TPO). Documents gathered for this Memorandum include:

Blount County Provided:
• Blount County Roadway Needs Study ⎯ December 2000
• Highway 321 Corridor Study ⎯ September 1998
City of Maryville Provided:
• Downtown Maryville⎯Status Report of City of Maryville Plans and Programs⎯February
2002
• Maryville Urban Growth Plan⎯April 1999
• City of Maryville Annexation Team Report to City Manager (Sample)
• Blount County Policies Plan⎯June 1999
• Nine Counties. One Vision. (Report)
• Maryville Land Development Regulations
• Knoxville Urban Area Congestion Management System (DRAFT)⎯August 2002
• Excerpts from the Maryville General Development Plan ⎯ Transportation Plan ⎯ January
1990
TDOT Provided:
• March 2002 Top Management Report
• Advance Planning Report (APR) ⎯ SR−336 (Montvale Rd) from the Maryville South City
Limits to US−321 (SR− 73)⎯February 1997
• APR-Proposed I-140 Extension (Pellissippi Pkwy) from Cusick to US− 321 (S.R.
73)⎯December 1996
• APR-Sandy Springs Rd Extension from Montvale Station to Montvale (SR−336)⎯October
2000
• APR-Morganton Road from S.R. 335 to Foothills Mall Drive⎯March 2002 (Project put on
Hold April 2002)
• Feasibility Study⎯Maryville-Alcoa Bypass from US−129 (SR−115) near Topside to
US−321 (S.R. 73)⎯January 2001
• Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Maps for Blount County
TPO Provided:
• Knoxville Regional Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) Proposed Highway
Projects 2002−2025
• TPO’s web link (http://www.knoxtrans.org).
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II. Recommended Circumferential Corridors around Maryville
Some of the traffic congestion problems facing Blount County are related to the lack of
circumferential access around Maryville. All principal arterials in Blount County are part of
Maryville’s radial transportation network. The existing road network resembles spokes on a
wagon wheel with the center of the wheel being downtown Maryville. Therefore, trips across
Blount County must enter downtown Maryville. Downtown Maryville’s arterial system is
congested and somewhat discontinuous. Improving circumferential access around Maryville will
improve traffic circulation throughout Blount County by allowing motorists to avoid downtown
Maryville.
A Currently Proposed Circumferential Corridor, along with Recommended Corridors are
discussed in Sections A and B, respectively. The Currently Proposed Circumferential Corridor
came from the data collection efforts outlined in Section I. The Recommended Corridors are
recommendations created for this memorandum to improve circulation around Maryville. The
recommendations strive to maximize mobility through efficient traffic movements. When
combined with appropriate land use regulations (zoning and subdivision regulations) the
recommended transportation projects need not contribute to urban sprawl. Please refer to Figure
1 for a map of Maryville with the proposed and recommended circumferential corridors
included.
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Figure 1: Circumferential Concept
A.

Currently Proposed Circumferential Corridor

Proposed Pellissippi Parkway
Pellissippi Parkway is proposed to connect its current location northwest of Maryville at Alcoa
Highway (US− 129) south to East Lamar Alexander Parkway (US−321, SR− 73)6. An estimate
of the proposed location was made using data from the TPO. This link will improve Blount
County traffic flow by allowing many tourists visiting the Smoky Mountains National Park to
bypass congested downtown Maryville. Furthermore, this roadway will improve circumferential
6

It is under consideration to extend Pellissippi Parkway completely around Maryville. This proposal has not been
approved as part of the community’s transportation plan. The extension of the Parkway would be a controlled
access freeway and begin at East Lamar Alexander Parkway, and loop completely around Maryville and rejoin
Alcoa Highway near Topside Road. The proposed location is inside Blount County’s limits.
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access in the northeast quadrant of Maryville. If this extension of Pellissippi Parkway is not
built, another connector is recommended in this area. Growth in the northeast segment of the
County can be expected with this new roadway due to the improved access between this area and
Knoxville.

B.

Recommended Circumferential Corridors

Maryville is sufficiently developed such that creating continuous circumferential corridors inside
the City is not plausible. Therefore, several smaller corridors connecting major radial arterials
are proposed to improve circumferential connectivity around Maryville. Efforts should be made
to connect these corridors where possible. Most of the recommended circumferential corridors
are proposed to aid local circulation and should therefore be designed to collector road standards.
By improving local circulation and providing alternate routes within Maryville, traffic volumes
on the major arterials that extend through Blount County should be decreased within Maryville’s
urban growth boundary. Recommended Corridors #6 and #7 alter/connect a state route. These
two corridors will likely accommodate a larger amount of non-local traffic. These two routes
will need to be designed to arterial standards.
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Recommended Circumferential Corridor #1
This corridor is in Alcoa’s city limits between Alcoa Highway (US−129) and S. Hall Road
(SR−35). The roadway connection will improve traffic circulation. Pistol Creek currently forms
a natural barrier between the north and northwest quadrants of Maryville. A strip mall access
road currently bridges Pistol Creek. This unofficial route is used by local traffic seeking a
connection between Home Avenue and Calderwood Street. Adding a collector roadway across
Pistol Creek will aid local circulation between these two quadrants of Maryville by providing a
safer and more direct route than through the parking lot. This corridor could be built by
improving existing roads, improving the Pistol Creek crossing, and eliminating a small section of
the strip mall along Calderwood. If eliminating a small section of the strip mall is not an option,
it may be possible to design a roadway to skirt the strip mall structures. Winding around the
strip mall would require tight turning radii and would form an indirect route similar to the current
operations. It is recommended to eliminate a section of the mall and create a direct route from
Home Avenue to SR−35.
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Recommended Circumferential Corridor #2
This corridor will connect Louisville Road to Robert C. Jackson Drive in the northwest quadrant
of Maryville. This corridor is mostly inside Alcoa’s City Limits. The land along this corridor is
currently vacant. Adding a collector roadway at this location will improve local circulation in
the northwest quadrant of Maryville. Currently, vehicles must either travel into Maryville and
take Bessemer Street, or travel out of town and use West Hunt Road (SR−335) to traverse this
distance. The recommended corridor will require approximately 0.75 miles of roadway on new
location. Robert C. Jackson Drive will not require geometric improvements. At least one creek
will have to be crossed, and several overhead transmission lines will need to be avoided. If this
corridor is built in conjunction with Recommended Circumferential Corridor #3, access around
the entire northwest quadrant of Maryville will be improved from Louisville Road to Morganton
Road.
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Recommended Circumferential Corridor #3
This recommended corridor will connect Ross Drive to Worthington Boulevard on the west side
of Maryville. The land required for this corridor is currently vacant and is located within
Maryville’s city limits. This corridor will improve local circulation by providing access between
Lamar Alexander Parkway (US−321) and Morganton Road. To traverse this distance, vehicles
must currently travel into town along Big Springs Road or Lamar Alexander Parkway, or travel
out of town and use William Blount Drive (SR−335). Ross Drive is a light industrial area and
Worthington Boulevard is residential. The recommended corridor will require approximately
one mile of roadway on new location. Laurel Bank Branch will have to be crossed. If this
corridor is built in conjunction with Recommended Circumferential Corridor #2, access around
the entire northwest quadrant of Maryville will be improved from Louisville Road to Morganton
Road.
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Recommended Circumferential Corridor #4
This corridor will connect Carpenters Grade Road to Ridge Road in Blount County. This land is
currently vacant. This corridor will improve local circulation by providing access across
Broadway, Montvale Road, and Ridge Road. To traverse this distance, vehicles must currently
wind through several intersections along Cochran Road, Forrest Hill Road, Montvale Road, and
Ridge Road; or travel into town along Montvale Station Road or Montvale Road. Montvale
Road currently experiences high levels of congestion. This corridor may decrease the amount of
traffic along Montvale Road by providing improved circulation on the south side of Maryville.
The corridor will require approximately 1.3 miles of roadway on new location. Sandy Springs
and Carpenters Grade Roads do not need geometric improvements for this corridor.
Improvements should be considered for Ridge Road, however. Pistol Creek will have to be
crossed. If this corridor is built in conjunction with Recommended Circumferential Corridor
#5, access around the entire south half of Maryville will be improved from Broadway in the west
to Lamar Alexander Parkway in the east.
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Recommended Circumferential Corridor #5
This corridor will connect Ridge Road to Pleasant Hill Road in Blount County. This corridor
will improve local circulation by providing a continuous route from Montvale Road in the west
to Lamar Alexander Parkway in the east along Ridge Road and Pleasant Hill Road. To traverse
this distance, vehicles must currently utilize Duncan Road, Memorial Drive, and Wilkinson Pike.
The corridor will require approximately 0.8 miles of roadway on new location. Geometric
improvements should be considered for Ridge Road and Pleasant Hill Road. If this corridor is
built in conjunction with Recommended Circumferential Corridor #4, a continuous route
around the entire south half of Maryville will be provided from Broadway in the west to Lamar
Alexander Parkway in the east.
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Recommended Circumferential Corridor #6
This corridor will connect Old Glory Road to William Blount Drive in Blount County. This
corridor will enable SR−335 to form a continuous, uninterrupted roadway from Alcoa Highway
(US−129) north of Maryville to Broadway (US−129) southwest of Maryville. Local circulation
will be improved, along with decreased confusion for out-of-town drivers utilizing SR−335. The
recommended corridor will require minimal miles of roadway on new location. South Old Glory
Road will need geometric improvements for approximately 1.2 miles to achieve arterial
geometric design standards. At least one creek must be crossed. A grade separation is
recommended at the railroad crossing located along this corridor. A firing range and school will
need to be avoided. This corridor should decrease traffic at the intersection of William Blount
Drive with Lamar Alexander Parkway. It was noted by a city official that a high rate of
collisions occur at this intersection. If this corridor is built in conjunction with Recommended
Circumferential Corridor #7, a continuous route around three-quarters of Maryville will be
provided from Alcoa Highway in the north to Lamar Alexander Parkway in the east.
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Recommended Circumferential Corridor #7
This corridor will connect William Blount Drive to Lamar Alexander Parkway within Blount
County. If this corridor is built in conjunction with Recommended Circumferential Corridor
#6, SR−335 will form a continuous, uninterrupted route around three-quarters of Maryville from
Alcoa Highway in the north to Lamar Alexander Parkway in the east. This route is an alternative
to the Proposed Pellissippi Parkway South Loop discussed in the footnote of Section II-A. It
will be located closer towards Maryville and designed to arterial standards, instead of freeway
standards. This, in conjunction with effective land use planning, will help slow the effect of
urban sprawl while providing an adequate bypass of Maryville for through traffic. Local
circulation will also be improved. The termini of the recommended corridor at Lamar Alexander
Parkway east of town should be located as near to the termini of the Proposed Pellissippi
Parkway (discussed in Section II-A) as possible. The recommended corridor will require
approximately 13 miles of roadway on new location.
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III. Deficient Corridors
Several corridors within Blount County are deficient. Many of the corridors do not meet current
geometric design standards. Others are simply over capacity. Several are perceived by the
public to be unsafe. Many of these corridors have travel lanes narrower than the ideal 12’ width
and have little or no shoulder. It should be a goal for the County to provide 12’ lanes with
adequate shoulders on all roadways classified as Collectors or Arterials. This alone will increase
safety and improve the capacity of the existing corridors.
This section discusses corridors inside Blount County that are not located entirely inside any
City’s limits. Please refer to Table 1 for a list of the corridors determined to be deficient along
with their 2000 and 2003 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and percent growth over those years.
The corridors are organized into two categories: State Route and Non-State Route. Funding for
improvements to state routes should come from the state. Blount County must provide the funds
for non-state route improvements. County officials may therefore be more concerned with nonstate route roadway improvement needs. Please note that the entire roadway corridor listed is
deficient due to congestion, geometrics, or safety. The more precise locations listed within the
roadway corridors are where ADT data was available from TDOT. Corridors experiencing faster
growth should be considered for improvements before low- to no-growth corridors. Please refer
to Figure 2 for a map of these corridors. The corridors are discussed in more detail on the
following pages.
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Table 1
Deficient Corridors in Blount County

Road

Carpenters Grade Rd.
Ellejoy Rd.
Martin Mill Pk.
Mint Rd.
Morganton Rd.
Nails Creek Rd.
Old Niles Ferry Rd.
Wildwood Road
Alcoa Highway (US-129)
Knoxville Hwy. (SR-33)

2000
ADT

2003
ADT

% Change per
Year ('00-'03

N/A

N/A

N/A

3,600

4,060

4.26%

Just East of Knoxville Hwy.
At County Line

N/A
630

2,430
620

N/A
-0.53%

Just South of US-411
West of Carpenter's Grade Rd.

5,200
1,620

5,780
1,680

3.72%
1.23%

Just East of Walker Rd.
Walker Rd.
Co. Limits

3,450
1,730

4,070
1,720

5.99%
-0.19%

830

750

-3.21%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

6260

7460

6.39%

From

To
Non-State Routes
Maryville City Limits
Mint Rd.

River Rd.

Marshall Rd.

Jefferies Hollow Rd.

McCannom

Inside Blount County
Knoxville Hwy.

Nails Creek Rd.

State Routes
Inside Blount County

At County Line

Montvale Rd. (SR-336)

Maryville City Limits

Six Mile Rd.

N/A

N/A

N/A

Sevierville Rd. (US-411)

River Rd.
Doc Norton Rd.

Doc Norton Rd.
Co. Limits

6760
3610

5950
4780

-3.99%
10.80%

N/A

N/A

N/A

6870
5540

7000
6540

0.63%
6.02%

Topside Road (SR-333)
Wm. Blount Rd. (SR-335)

Inside Blount County
Lamar Alexander Pkwy.
Morganton Rd.

Morganton Rd.
US-411

N/A= Data not available
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Figure 2: Map of Deficient Corridors

A.

Deficient Non-State Route Corridors

Many non-state route corridors in Blount County can be deemed deficient. All of the corridors
listed behave as either minor arterials or major collectors. Despite not being a state route, they
carry considerable traffic and are of major importance to Blount County’s transportation
network. Because they are not designated as state routes, Blount County is responsible for the
funding to provide needed maintenance and improvements to these corridors.
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Carpenters Grade Road
This corridor in south Blount County extends from Maryville in the north to Mint Road in the
south. According to input received in public forums and design charrettes, many residents feel it
is unsafe. It is a narrow two-lane road with no shoulders. Bus drivers familiar with this route
noted it is in need of improvements due to the narrow driving surface.

Recommendation:
Widening the roadway to two 12’ lanes with adequate shoulders should be investigated. Any
improvements should be designed to a minimum 40 mph design speed. Furthermore,
construction of the Recommended Circumferential Corridor #4 discussed in Section II-B will
improve traffic circulation in this area and should decrease the amount of through traffic on this
radial street.

Ellejoy Rd.
This rural corridor in northeast Blount County extends from River Road in the west to the Blount
County line in the east. According to input received in public forums and design charrettes,
many residents feel this two-lane roadway with no shoulders is unsafe and congested. The
posted speed limit ranges from 40 to 45 mph.

Recommendation:
Widening the roadway to two 12’ lanes with adequate shoulders should be investigated. Any
improvements should be designed to a minimum 45 mph design speed. The ADT volumes
reported by TDOT do not indicate that adding more lanes is necessary at this time. Spot
improvements at intersections and sharp curves could improve the capacity of the roadway.
Widening the lanes to 12’ and providing shoulders will also improve the capacity of the
roadway.

Martin Mill Pike
This corridor in northern Blount County extends from Knoxville Highway in the west to the
Blount County line in the east. According to input received in public forums and design
charrettes, many residents feel it is unsafe and congested. The roadway consists of two very
narrow lanes with no shoulder.

Recommendation:
Widening the roadway to two 12’ lanes with adequate shoulders should be investigated. Any
improvements should be designed to a minimum 40 mph design speed. The ADT volumes
reported by TDOT do not indicate that adding more lanes is necessary at this time. Furthermore,
widening the lanes to 12’ and providing shoulders will improve the capacity of the roadway.
Spot improvements at intersections could also be investigated to improve the capacity of the
roadway.
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Mint Road
This corridor in southwest Blount County extends from Old Niles Ferry Road in the north to
Walker School Road in the west. The roadway consists of two narrow lanes with no shoulder.
According to input received in public forums and design charrettes, many residents feel it is
unsafe and congested. The posted speed limit is 40 mph.

Recommendation:
Widening the roadway to two 12’ lanes with adequate shoulders should be investigated. Any
improvements should be designed to a minimum 40 mph design speed. The ADT volumes
reported by TDOT do not indicate that adding more lanes is necessary at this time. Furthermore,
widening the lanes to 12’ and providing shoulders will improve the capacity of the roadway.
Spot improvements at intersections could also be investigated to improve the capacity of the
roadway.

Morganton Road
This corridor in western Blount County extends from Maryville in the east to the Blount County
line in the west. According to input received in public forums and design charrettes, many
residents feel this roadway is unsafe and congested. It is a narrow two-lane roadway with no
shoulders and poor geometric features. The posted speed limit is 45 mph, but is reduced in many
areas for hazards such as sharp curves and railroad tracks. There are areas of new development
along this corridor. Bus drivers familiar with this route noted it is in need of improvements due
to the occurrence of blind intersections.

Recommendation:
At a minimum, the travel lanes should be increased to 12 feet and shoulders should be provided.
From William Blount Drive to Foothills Mall Drive, a multilane section should be considered
due to the amount of development in the area. A TDOT study confirms the need for
improvements in this area. Spot improvements at intersections could also be investigated to
improve the capacity of the roadway.

Nails Creek Road
This corridor in northeast Blount County extends from Wildwood Road in the west to near the
Blount County line the east. It is a narrow two-lane roadway with no shoulders and poor
geometric features. The posted speed limit ranges from 40 to 45 mph, but sharp curves in many
locations reduce the safe travel speeds. Furthermore, vegetation encroaches on the roadway in
many areas, causing driver discomfort and decreasing sight distance.
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Recommendation:
Widening the roadway to two 12’ lanes with adequate shoulders should be investigated. This
will improve the safety and capacity of the roadway. Spot improvements at intersections and
dangerous curves could also be investigated to improve the safety and capacity of the roadway.
If the vegetative growth along this corridor is located inside the R.O.W., it should be adequately
maintained. If not, enough R.O.W. should be purchased to allow for proper roadside
maintenance. Any improvements should be designed to a minimum 40 mph design speed.

Old Niles Ferry Road
This corridor in western Blount County extends from Maryville in the east to the Blount County
line in the west. According to input received in public forums and design charrettes, many
residents feel this roadway is unsafe and congested. It is a narrow two-lane roadway with no
shoulders and poor geometric features. The posted speed limit ranges from 30 to 40 mph. There
are many areas of new development along this corridor. Bus drivers familiar with this route
noted it is in need of improvements due to the narrow, uneven driving surface.

Recommendation:
At a minimum, the travel lanes should be increased to 12 feet and shoulders should be provided.
Due to the amount of development occurring along most of this route, a three-lane section should
be considered. Any improvements should be designed to a minimum 40 mph design speed.

Wildwood Road
This corridor in northeast Blount County extends from Knoxville Highway in the west to Nails
Creek Road in the east. The posted speed limit ranges from 40 to 45 mph on this two-lane
roadway with no shoulders.

Recommendation:
Widening the roadway to two 12’ lanes with adequate shoulders should be investigated. This
will improve the safety and capacity of the roadway. Spot improvements at intersections could
also be investigated to improve the safety and capacity of the roadway. Any improvements
should be designed to a minimum 40 mph design speed.

B.

Deficient State-Route Corridors

Several corridors on the State Route system in Blount County can be deemed deficient. The
State of Tennessee maintains and provides improvements for these roadways. Because of the
generally high volume of traffic these routes carry, they are of importance to Blount County.
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Alcoa Highway (US− 129, SR− 115)
This corridor extends from the Blount County line in the north into downtown Maryville in the
south. This corridor is congested and many residents feel it is unsafe. Some segments of this
corridor have freeway design characteristics, but most of the corridor is designed as an arterial.
This can lead to unsafe speed differentials between segments.

Recommendation:
This corridor is currently under study by TDOT. A public meeting was held in Alcoa on June
29, 2004, to discuss proposed improvements. It is proposed to relocate approximately 5.5 miles
of US− 129 onto new location. The existing roadway will remain to serve the existing
businesses. The new roadway will be six lanes wide with 12’ shoulders. An Environmental
Assessment (EA) was approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in March of
2004. Furthermore, with the proposed extension of Pellissippi Parkway northeast of Maryville,
this corridor should experience less traffic.
Knoxville Highway (SR−33)
This corridor in northern Blount County extends from Maryville in the south to the Blount
County line in the north. The geometric design of the roadway appears adequate, with wide
lanes, generally good sight distance, and adequate shoulders. However, many residents feel this
road experiences excessive congestion.

Recommendation:
The ADT volumes reported by TDOT, along with a site visit, reinforce the residents’ belief that
this roadway is congested. Increasing the number of travel lanes on the roadway should
therefore be investigated. The bridges over Pistol and Brown Creeks are currently under study
by TDOT. If these bridges are to be replaced, they should be designed to accommodate future
widening of SR− 33.

Montvale Road (S.R. 336)
This corridor in southern Blount County extends from Lamar Alexander Parkway in the north to
Six Mile Road in the south. The corridor is congested at the northern terminus and transitions to
a rural setting as it progresses southbound. The southern section is characterized by deficient
geometric features, including poor horizontal and vertical geometry, narrow lanes, and a lack of
suitable shoulder along much of the route. The posted speed limit is 45 mph, but is reduced in
many areas due to sharp curves or other deficient geometric features.

Recommendation:
An APR was prepared by TDOT in 1997 and is currently under review for modifications. A
public hearing was held July 8, 2004, in Maryville to discuss the proposed recommendations.
From
the
Maryville
south
city
limits
north
to
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Montvale Station Road, a three-lane curb and gutter section with a multi-use path on the west
side of Montvale Road is proposed. From Montvale Station Road north to Lamar Alexander
Parkway the following three proposed alternatives are being considered:
• A continuation of the three-lane curb and gutter section with the multi-use path
• A five-lane curb and gutter section with sidewalks and shoulders
• A split one-way pair with a sidewalk on the west side of each route
If Montvale Road is improved south of Maryville’s city limits in Blount County, it should be
considered to maintain the proposed three-lane section. Increasing the width of the existing
lanes to 12’ and providing shoulders may be an adequate improvement in this area, however.
The multi-use path may not be necessary in the county. State funds are available.
Sevierville Road (US− 411)
This corridor in northeastern Blount County stretches from Maryville in the west to the County
line in the east. It is a two-lane roadway with no shoulders. The posted speed limit ranges from
40 to 45 mph, but is reduced in many areas due to the curvature of the roadway. Vegetative
cover encroaches on the roadway and limits sight distance in many areas of this rural corridor.

Recommendation:
This roadway is congested; increasing the number of travel lanes along the corridor should
therefore be investigated. If widening is not warranted, shoulders should be provided. In
addition to constructing shoulders, spot improvements at intersections could be performed to
improve the capacity of the corridor. If the vegetative growth along this corridor is located
inside the R.O.W., it should be adequately maintained. If not, enough R.O.W. should be
purchased to allow for proper roadside maintenance. Any improvements should be designed to a
minimum 45 mph design speed.
Topside Road (SR− 333)
This corridor in northern Blount County extends from Alcoa Highway in the east to Louisville
Road in the west. According to input received in public forums and design charrettes, many
residents feel this roadway is congested. The geometric features of the two-lane corridor are
good from Pellissippi Parkway west towards Louisville. Shoulders are provided on this section,
and either left turn lanes or a center two-way left turn lane is provided in many areas. From
Pellissippi Parkway east towards Alcoa Highway, the geometric features are somewhat deficient.
There are no shoulders and many obstacles such as brick mailboxes are located close to the travel
lanes. Sight distance is limited in many places due to vegetative growth, also.
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Recommendation:
If traffic volumes warrant, increasing the number of travel lanes should be considered. If not,
shoulders should be provided and sight distances should be improved. Hazardous obstacles close
to the travel lanes should be relocated to a safer distance. If the vegetative growth along this
corridor is located inside the R.O.W., it should be adequately maintained. If not, enough R.O.W.
should be purchased to allow for proper roadside maintenance. Any improvements should be
designed to a minimum 40 mph design speed.
William Blount Road (SR− 335)
This corridor in western Blount County extends from Lamar Alexander Parkway in the north to
Broadway in the south. The geometric design of the roadway appears adequate, with wide lanes,
good sight distance, and adequate shoulders. According to input received in public forums and
design charrettes, many residents feel this road experiences excessive congestion, however.

Recommendation:
The ADT volumes reported by TDOT reinforce the residents’ belief that this roadway is
congested. Increasing the number of travel lanes along the corridor should therefore be
investigated. If a study demonstrates that adding lanes is not necessary, spot improvements at
intersections such as adding right- and/or left-turn lanes could be performed to improve capacity.
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IV. Deficient Intersections
This section documents some of the key intersection locations within Blount County where
operational and/or safety deficiencies exist. The emphasis of this section concerns intersections
outside of city limits, unless the intersection is deemed critical to circulation throughout Blount
County. These intersections may be termed deficient due to obsolete roadway geometry,
deficient capacity, or because of safety concerns. Not surprisingly, many of these intersections
are located along corridors discussed in Section III. Please refer to Figure 3 for a map of these
intersections. The intersections are discussed in more detail on the following pages. It should
also be noted that guide signs denoting the roadway names are often missing from intersections
in Blount County. This can cause confusion for the unfamiliar driver. It is recommended that
roadway guide signs be provided at major intersections.
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Figure 3: Map of Deficient Intersections

23

Alcoa Highway (US− 129) at Broadway (US− 411)
This intersection is within Maryville’s city limits, but is critical to circulation throughout Blount
County. There are heavy merge and weave movements of traffic in this three-legged
unsignalized intersection. The first movement is southbound on US−129 transitioning to
westbound on US− 411 then immediately crossing to the south side of US−411 in order to turn
left onto Cooper Street or Montgomery Lane. The second major movement is travelers on
southbound US−411 weaving to the eastern-most lanes in order to turn right onto Foothills Mall
Drive.

Recommendation:
This location should be studied further. Based on an engineering study of traffic, planned
growth in the area, and geometric options, the proper course of action can be developed.
William Blount Drive (SR−335) at Morganton Road
This is a four-legged signalized intersection. A church is located on one corner of the
intersection, houses are on two corners, and one corner is vacant. William Blount Drive and
Morganton Road each have two through lanes, and William Blount Drive also has left turn lanes.
According to input received in public forums and design charrettes, many residents feel this
intersection is congested.

Recommendation:
William Blount Drive may need to be widened (as discussed in Section III-A). If so, the
additional through lanes will improve congestion at this intersection. It should also be
considered to add right turn lanes on W. Blount Drive and left turn lanes on Morganton Road to
improve the efficiency of the signal.

William Blount Drive (S.R. 335) at Lamar Alexander Parkway
This unsignalized intersection has poor sight distance looking west onto Lamar Alexander
Parkway from William Blount Drive. Vehicles on Lamar Alexander Parkway are generally
traveling at a high rate of speed, making pulling out from William Blount Drive difficult.

Recommendation:
Consider grading the crest vertical curve on Lamar Alexander Parkway west of William Blount
Drive to improve the sight distance. If this is cost prohibitive, a signal warrant analysis could be
performed. However, even if warranted, it may be undesirable to install a signal on Lamar
Alexander Parkway at this location.
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Carpenters Grade Road at Mint Road
This is a three-legged intersection. There is a stop sign on Carpenters Grade Road, while Mint
Road is free flowing. Both roads are two lanes wide with no turn lanes. Carpenters Grade Road
intersects Mint Road at a bad skew. Sight distance is also limited.

Recommendation:
The geometry of this intersection needs to be improved such that Carpenters Grade Road
intersects Mint Road at as near to a 90 degree angle as possible. Enough R.O.W. should be
purchased to ensure adequate sight triangles from a stopped position on Carpenters Grade Road
to see advancing traffic on Mint Road. It is currently rural in this area, and it is recommended
that the R.O.W. be purchased before any development occurs at this location.

Carpenters Grade Road at Bert Garner Road
This is a three-legged intersection. There is a stop sign on Bert Gardner Road, while Carpenters
Grade Road is free flowing. Both roads are two lanes wide with no turn lanes. Bert Gardner
Road intersects Carpenters Grade Road at a bad skew. Sight distance is also limited. According
to input received in public forums and design charrettes, many residents feel this intersection is
unsafe.

Recommendation:
The geometry of this intersection needs to be improved such that Bert Gardner Road intersects
Carpenters Grade Road at as near to a 90-degree angle as possible. Enough R.O.W. should be
purchased to ensure adequate sight triangles from a stopped position on Bert Gardner to see
advancing traffic on Carpenters Grade Road. It is currently rural in this area, and it is
recommended that the R.O.W. be purchased before any development occurs at this location.

Carpenters Grade Road/Peterson Road/Raulston Road/Cochran Road Five-Legged
Intersection
This five-legged intersection at the Maryville City limits is thought of as unsafe and congested
by many residents. Carpenters Grade Road does not stop, while Raulston Road, Cochran Road,
and Peterson Road are stop sign controlled. There is a market on one corner of this intersection,
and there is a large subdivision in close proximity to this location.

Recommendation:
Like almost all five-legged intersection, this one does not operate well. This location should be
studied further. Based on an engineering study of traffic, planned growth in the area, and
geometric options, the proper course of action can be developed. Coordination between the City
of Maryville and Blount County would have to be achieved due to the location of this
intersection.
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Louisville Road (SR− 334) at Miser Station Road
This is a four-legged intersection, with Miser Station Road being stop controlled and Louisville
Road free flowing. A gas station is located at the corner of this intersection. According to input
received in public forums and design charrettes, many residents feel this intersection is unsafe
and congested. Sight distances seemed adequate. Traffic on Louisville Road is generally
traveling at a high rate of speed, however. Both Louisville Road and Miser Station Road have
two lanes, with no left turn lanes at the intersection.

Recommendation:
Adding left turn lanes to both Louisville Road and Miser Station Road would improve the
functionality of the intersection. If the intersection meets signal warrants, a traffic signal should
be considered. If it does not meet warrants, a yellow flashing warning beacon could be added.
The intersection of Louisville Road and Topside Road is also noted (below) as being unsafe and
congested. A signal at either of these adjacent intersections should improve the functionality of
the other by slowing traffic along Louisville Road and creating gaps in the traffic stream.
Louisville Road (SR− 334) at Topside Road (SR− 333)
This is a three-legged intersection. There is a stop sign on Topside Road, while Louisville Road
is free flowing. A gas station is located on one of the corners of this lakeside intersection. Both
roads are two lanes wide with no turn lanes. According to input received in public forums and
design charrettes, many residents feel this intersection is unsafe and congested.

Recommendation:
Sight distance is obstructed by vegetation at the stop sign on Topside Road. Maintenance should
be performed to increase sight distance. Additionally, traffic on Louisville Road is traveling at a
high rate of speed, making it difficult to depart from Topside Road. The area is congested.
Adding left turn lanes to both Topside and Louisville roads would improve the functionality of
this intersection. If the intersection meets signal warrants, a traffic signal should be considered.
If it does not meet warrants, a yellow flashing warning beacon could be added. The intersection
of Louisville Road and Miser Station Road is also noted (above) as being unsafe and congested.
A signal at either of these adjacent intersections should improve the functionality of the other by
slowing traffic along Louisville Road and creating gaps in the traffic stream.
Knoxville Highway (SR−33) at Martin Mill Pike
This is a three-legged intersection. There is a stop sign on Martin Mill Pike, while SR−33 is free
flowing. Both roads are two lanes wide with no turn lanes. Martin Mill Pike intersects SR−33 at
a bad skew. Sight distance is also limited. Many residents feel this intersection is congested.
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Recommendation:
The geometry of this intersection needs to be improved such that Martin Mill Pike intersects
SR−33 at as near to a 90-degree angle as possible. Enough R.O.W. should be purchased to
ensure adequate sight triangles from a stopped position on Martin Mill Pike to see advancing
traffic on SR−33. As noted in Section III-A, SR−33 is congested. During peak times, few safe
gaps in traffic exist on SR−33 that allow drivers on Martin Mill Pike to exit. If the intersection
meets signal warrants, a traffic signal should be considered. If SR−33 is widened and this
intersection is geometrically improved, a signal may not be necessary.

V. Issues for Transportation Improvement Implementation
The primary issue concerning transportation improvement projects in Blount County is funding.
The County’s transportation budget is approximately $5 million per year. The county is
responsible for maintaining approximately:
• 1,100 miles of roadway
• 62 bridges larger than 20’ that are part of the State-Aid Bridge Replacement Program
• 100 bridges less than 20’ that the County maintains
Snow and ice removal in the winter and bridge repairs or maintenance receive funding priority.
Roadway maintenance and improvements receive the remainder of the funding. This is generally
enough to cover only basic improvements such as patching potholes and resurfacing existing
roads. Mowing and signal installation and maintenance must also be performed with these
funds.
Blount County currently has very limited roadway design capabilities. Therefore, a consultant
must be hired to design all but the simplest roadway improvement projects. With limited funds
available, this can make roadway improvements cost prohibitive.
Another issue related to Blount County’s transportation system is the lack of adequate roadway
standards. Many new subdivisions are being constructed that feed onto deficient roadways. It
should be considered to require developers to share the price of roadway improvements adjacent
to their projects. In some locations, this has occurred voluntarily but there is currently no legal
enforcement to require this.
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Compensation is currently not legally required from adjacent cities that annex roadways after the
County performs improvements. It should be considered to require financial compensation by a
City to the County if it annexes a roadway within a set period after the County provides funding
for improvements. While the concern of annexation may not deter the County from providing
needed roadway improvements near City limits, it is unfair for the County not to be
compensated.

VI. What Is Next?
This Technical Memorandum focuses on major corridors and those areas under high
development pressure in the immediate future. As a result, projects with minimal impact to the
“big picture” issue of improved corridor mobility are not discussed.
This Technical Memorandum is not a complete long-range transportation plan. Additional
tasks, beyond the scope of this Memorandum, are recommended for creating an acceptable longrange plan. Some of these tasks could include:
• Creating a transportation model for Blount County (from which the following elements
can be identified).
o An updated roadway functional classification system for major corridors.
o A comprehensive list of transportation-related projects to occur in the near
future.
o Long-range capacity needs.
o A financial plan for project implementation.
• Isolated studies concerning detailed recommendations for specific system modifications
or improvements should be performed.
• Transit alternatives and their impact.
• Creating comprehensive roadway design standards.
• Requiring compensation for roadways that are annexed by adjacent cities within short a
time span of the County funding improvements.
As stated previously, the focus of this Memorandum concerns Blount County’s major corridors,
those areas under high development pressure in the immediate future, and the need for improved
circumferential mobility around Maryville. Any future action should be done in a manner that
promotes coordination between agencies and jurisdictions.
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Blount County Technical Memorandum #10
To:

Blount County

From:

Hunter Interests Inc. and The Growth Management Institute

Subject:

Experience in Comparable Counties

Date:

August 27, 2004

I. Introduction
Many counties throughout the United States have engaged in planning and growth management.
Many of them have initiated growth strategy programs in response to issues raised as city growth
has spilled over into County territory⎯a phenomenon that Blount County is experiencing today.
Counties are not always prepared for growth outside incorporated municipalities. In most states,
counties were founded primarily to administer governmental functions in rural areas.
Nevertheless, when urban growth spreads into unincorporated areas, counties must find ways to
wisely manage it to produce fiscally and socially positive development.
This Technical Memorandum presents a sampling of planning and growth management
techniques being employed by four other counties in the United States: Sarasota County, FL;
Anne Arundel County, MD; Lexington/Fayetteville County, KN; and Whatcom County, WA. It
is no accident that all have growth boundaries, two of them mandated by state law; their
experience in managing boundaries can be instructive for Blount County decision makers. In
addition, these counties were selected because their growth experience is similar in significant
respects to Blount County and/or they are administering programs that Blount County may find
beneficial for implementing its growth strategy.

URBAN ECONOMICS • FINANCE • REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT
121 MAIN STREET • ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 • (410) 269-0033 • fax (410) 280-9163

II. Examples

A.

Lexington-Fayette County, Kentucky
Growth Strategy Approaches:
•
45-year experience with urbangrowth boundary
•
Rural Management Strategy

1.

The Community

The Lexington area is famous throughout the world for its horse farms. Grand houses and barns
surrounded by beautiful bluegrass meadows bordered by white fences are a national as well as
local treasure. In addition to the thoroughbred horse industry, the area’s steady growth over the
last 40 years is attributable to the its advantageous location at the intersection of two Interstate
highways (I-64 and I-75) and to its historic position as a commercial, financial, and educational
center within the Kentucky Bluegrass Country.
Since 1958, the city and county have jointly managed growth, which has been continuously
increasing since World War II. From 1970 to 1995 the area’s population grew from 174,300 to
240,000 and during the 1990s growth was occurring at a rate of about 1.5 percent per year. The
population in 2004 stands at about 261,000. Employment also increased, from 96,700 to 143,550
during the period from 1970 to 2000. Major increases in corporate growth have complemented
employment increases at the University of Kentucky and in the regional health care industry.
Construction in the mid-1980s of the Toyota assembly plant just 15 miles north of the county has
sparked additional regional development.

2.

Urban Growth Boundary/Service Area

Lexington/Fayette County is known not only for its metropolitan (city/county) form of
government but also because it established the first urban growth boundary in the nation in 1958.
The boundary circumscribed an “Urban Service Area” in which urban services were to be
extended to support urban development. Land outside the boundary in what was termed the rural
service area was to remain in a rural state. The boundary effects were strengthened by a state
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requirement forbidding subdivisions of lots smaller than ten acres in areas lacking sanitary sewer
systems. (Karst subsoil conditions in the region limit the use of septic systems.) The state law
has allowed the city/county government to control growth areas through its planning of sewer
extensions. In the late 1960s, the 10-acre minimum lot size in the rural service area was included
in the zoning ordinance and subdivision regulations. Thus, instead of half-acre and one-acre lots
being subdivided prior to designation of the rural service area, agricultural uses have been
maintained.
The urban service area was expected to accommodate about 20 years’ growth. Some small
expansions occurred over time but the city/county governments’ efforts to coordinate delivery of
urban services with land use planning helped hold the boundary fairly firm for decades. With the
adoption of the 1996 master plan, however, the urban service area received significant
expansions to recognize growth pressures especially in the east and southeast. The added area is
expected to allow residential development for 15,000 to 37,000 new residents, depending on the
densities achieved. A minor expansion of the boundary occurred with adoption of the 2001
comprehensive plan. Currently, of the 285 square miles that comprise Fayette County,
approximately 85 square miles (or 30%) of the county is designated as the urban service area and
200 square miles (70%) is in the rural service area.

3.

Rural Service Area

The demarcation of urban and rural areas was intended primarily to maintain the economic
stability of the horse farms which then and now have been threatened by rising land prices and
the possibility of development. Even with recent expansions of the boundary, the horse farms
west of the boundary continue to be protected from urban designation. A 1995 zoning
amendment strengthened restrictions on development by eliminating or reducing the size of
many conditional uses that potentially could consume large amounts of land for non-agricultural
uses.
However, in recent years the development of lots of 10 or more acres has increased as they have
become economically desirable for high-end single family homes. From 1990 to 1998, the
amount o f land subdivided into 10-acre lots was comparable to the total land area utilized inside
the urban service area for all forms of development. It became apparent to public officials that
the 10-acre lot requirement was no longer effective for preserving rural land. A series of
planning studies through the mid- to late-1990s eventually resulted in adoption of a “Rural
Service Area Land Management Plan” in 1999. The plan established a variety of land use areas
such as natural areas, rural activity centers, and rural settlements, but the largest area by far
(almost 90%) was designated for “Core Agricultural and Rural Land.” The area incorporates the
horse
farms
that
have
a
high
ratio
of
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improvement to land value and lands classified as prime agricultural land. In this area,
recommendations include a minimum lot size of 40 acres, permitted uses associated with
agriculture, a program for purchase of development rights, and a program allowing transfers of
development rights.
In addition, historic rural settlements and several existing residential areas were designated for
preservation, and four rural activity centers were established to permit continuation of existing
industrial and commercial uses.
Janice Westlund, Senior Planner for Lexington/Fayette County, confirms that the rural
management plan has been implemented. Minimum lot sizes of 40 acres are in force in the
agricultural area and rural development has been effectively restricted.

4.

Lessons for Blount County

Lexington/Fayette County’s experience demonstrates that growth boundaries need not stifle
development and, conversely, can provide positive guidance to maintain the important qualities
and assets of rural areas. Lexington/Fayette County has restrained growth in certain areas while
promoting contiguous development on its urban edge in a phased, cost-efficient manner. Now its
rural land management plan is helping to preserve its agricultural economy and rural settlements.
Although the boundary location has always raised controversy, and has not constrained
development into an adjacent county, local officials believe it has had a salutorious effect on the
character of both the urban community and rural area.
___________
References:

B.

Author interviews with Janice Westlund, Senior Planner
Rural Service Area Land Management Plan

Anne Arundel County, Maryland
Growth Strategy Approaches:
•
Urban growth boundary
•
Sector plans for critical areas
•
Greenway plan

1.

The Community

Once a rural area of scattered settlements oriented to its extensive waterfront on the Chesapeake
Bay, Anne Arundel County has grown rapidly in recent decades as a suburb of both Washington
and
Baltimore.
In
an
effort
to
retain
the
county’s
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rural-residential character and waterfront amenities, the county has adopted increasingly
restrictive growth policies. The county was first settled in 1649 and Annapolis, the county’s only
significant urban center, grew as an important colonial seaport on the bay and later became the
capital of Maryland. In the early part of the 20th century, industrial development spread south
from Baltimore and small settlements on interurban railways began growing. World War II
sparked economic development, especially around Fort Meade. In the 1970s, Washington’s
metropolitan growth began affecting the county, to the point that many residents now commute
to Washington to work.
The county’s population increased from 298,000 in 1970 to 490,000 in 2000, while employment
grew from 128,000 to 297,000 during the same period.

2.

General Plan

Anne Arundel County adopted its first general plan in 1968 and has guided development with the
usual elements of zoning and subdivision regulations. County elections in 1974, however,
centered on issues of growth management, leading to preparation of a general plan, adopted in
1974, that incorporated policies to encourage more compact development, preserve agricultural
land, and link development to provision of adequate public facilities. The plan established an
agricultural preserve in most of the southern half of the county. In 1985, in response to growing
concerns about rampant development, the county executive proposed 13 initiatives, ranging from
adoption of impact fees to a parkland acquisition program. Most of the initiatives were
subsequently adopted, and in 1989 the county enacted a comprehensive rezoning that reduced the
capacity for future growth by over 100,000 housing units, largely by rezoning many parcels to
require minimum lot sizes of five acres.
The latest general plan was adopted in 1997. It generally followed the pattern established by
earlier plans by restricting the amount and density of future development. It proposed giving
priority in county growth management efforts to improving infrastructure and facilities within
existing neighborhoods more than promoting expansion into undeveloped areas. It encourages
development within the three designated town centers, around key light rail stations, and near
existing commercial and employment centers.

3.

Small-Area Plans

Recognizing the unique character of the county’s different communities, the 1997 plan identified
16 neighborhoods and business centers for which detailed planning should be carried out. The
plans are intended to guide the form and quality of future development through zoning,
transportation and open space improvements, and other measures for influencing development.
One output of the plans has been formulation of mixed-use zoning districts to guide development
in high-intensity business areas. Advisory committees of local residents and business people
have
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been established to make recommendations for these plans. A number of small-area plans have
been completed and adopted by the county council as amendments to the general plan. Work is
underway on the remainder.

4.

Greenway Plan

The county adopted a Greenways Plan in 2002 that identifies a network of green open spaces to
be preserved over the next 50 years. The plan is intended to provide for recreational and off-road
transportation opportunities that promote the continuation of the high quality of life available in
the county and to prevent the loss of ecologically valuable landscapes and environmental
features. The plan benefits from a statewide effort to identify green infrastructure, from
recommendations contained in 12 completed small-area plans, and from the existing land
preservation and recreation planning program and plan.
Anne Arundel County’s greenway network provides corridors and open spaces totaling 72,000
acres, about one-quarter of the total county land area. About half of the proposed network is
currently protected by state, federal, county, and city ownership, agricultural and environmental
easements, private conservation lands, and land in the open space zoning district. The plan
proposes a series of implementation strategies and actions that move from organization and
outreach, to planning, land protection and enhancement, and financing.

5.

Lessons for Blount County

Anne Arundel County has grown significantly more urban than Blount County over recent
decades, influenced in the postwar period by Baltimore’s growth and more recently by
Washington’s robust growth. Yet about half the county remains rural and agricultural in
character and development policies have kept much of the urbanized area at moderate densities.
Anne Arundel County’s experience demonstrates how the exercise of political will has had a
significant effect on the character of growth. Its comprehensive planning has been thorough and
well thought-out and its efforts in small-area planning have paid off in maintaining a satisfying
quality of life for county residents. The new greenways plan establishes long-range policies that
will guide open space preservation and its relationships to development patterns for decades to
come. All of these initiatives are instructive guides for determining future growth strategies and
implementation techniques for Blount County.
____________
References: General Development Plan
(www.aacounty.org/PlanZone/LongRange/GDP)
Small Area Planning (www.aacounty.org/PlanZone/SAP)
Greenways Master Plan
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C.

Sarasota County, Florida
Growth Strategy Approaches: Urban growth boundary
•
Infrastructure planning and financing

1.

The Community

Sarasota County has long been a popular resort area on Florida’s west coast. It attracts tourists,
retirees, and long-term residents to its extensive barrier island developments and inland golfcentered communities, as well as to historic communities such as Sarasota and Venice. As early
as 1975, before Florida mandated the definition of growth areas, the county established an urban
growth boundary that remains a significant feature of its growth management program, although
the boundary’s location has sparked continuous controversy and conflict. Meanwhile, the county
has moved aggressively to put in place a comprehensive growth management program that
includes significant infrastructure programs.
As in much of Florida, Sarasota County has lured a stream of seasonal visitors aching for warmth
and sunshine during the winter months. Many visitors have become permanent residents, leading
to a major increase in population beginning in the postwar years. From a population of less than
30,000 in 1950, county residents soared to over 300,000 in 1995 and today number
approximately 345,000. Add to that a one-third increase during the winter months as seasonal
visitors arrive. As might be expected, the population tends toward the affluent and elderly,
driving many workers to commute from adjoining areas.
About two-thirds of the population resides in unincorporated areas outside the county’s four
municipalities. This occurred in part due to the availability of large sites for development of
large-scale communities and in part because both Sarasota and Venice declared a disinterest in
steadily annexing land to accommodate growth.

2.

The Growth Boundary

The County’s land use plan adopted in 1975 established the I-75 corridor as the eastern/northern
boundary for urban development. For the most part, except at one or two interchanges, the
boundary line ran down the centerline of the highway. Preservation of agriculture and open space
outside the boundary was implemented by zoning for minimum lot sizes of five acres.
Subsequently, the state and city acquired large tracts of land in the area as parks and preserves.
Much of the remaining land was and is used for cattle grazing.
In response to the state legislature’s 1975 act that required all local governments to prepare
comprehensive plans reflecting a series of state goals and objectives, Sarasota County prepared
and adopted a new plan in 1981. It was documented in an impressively large, detailed report that
won an award from the American Planning Association. The plan reconfirmed the policy of
containing urban growth west and south of I-75. However, the report expressed serious concerns
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over the increasingly low-density development (much of it in large-scale golf-course
communities) taking place within the boundary. Development threatened to consume available
land much sooner than previously forecast. To provide incentives for more intensive
development, the plan defined a series of “urban cores” allowing fairly high densities and a mix
of uses.
Eight years later, in 1989, the county adopted plan revisions and considerably expanded the
content of the plan. Again, concerns were expressed that the county was undergoing a more rapid
rate of growth than expected at densities lower than desired. Projected needs for developable
land indicated that only about half the residential growth expected could be contained within the
historical boundary. As a result, based on the prevailing practice of lower-density development,
the county expanded the growth boundary to encompass some areas east of I-75. This action
generated challenges in the form of a citizens’ appeal allowed by the state growth management
law and a referendum calling for repeal of the plan. Opponents of the county’s plan expressed
fears that the county was continuing to allow low-density development inside the boundary,
thereby abetting the spread of urban sprawl into the agricultural and open space preserve. (The
25,000 to 30,000 acres of state and county lands in the preserve were discounted as irrelevant to
this argument.) The referendum failed but the citizens’ appeal dragged on and was renewed each
time the plan was revised. To this day the county has not possessed an “official” plan to replace
the 1985 document.
Ironically, meanwhile, Sarasota County has undergone some of the same changes in market
demands that have visited other communities. According to county planners, much of the
development occurring in the past decade has flowed into existing urbanized areas, particularly
in the cities of Sarasota and Venice. The increase in infill and redevelopment has increased
overall densities of development and reduced pressures to develop in “greenfield” areas.

3.

Infrastructure Planning and Financing

Until the 1980s, Sarasota County Commissioners steadfastly refused to enter into the
infrastructure business, although development was spilling out of municipal boundaries into
unincorporated territory. On the one hand, county officials hoped that a lack of supportive
infrastructure would discourage development in areas unserved by utilities. On the other hand,
the county granted franchises for 49 water supply systems and 115 separate wastewater treatment
plants, approved installation of more than 45,000 septic tanks, and permitted establishment of
drainage districts that constructed over 800 miles of drainage canals. Many of the individual
entities were poorly administered, long-range planning was almost entirely absent, and
wastewater treatment was a sometime thing.
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The county commissioners began to take a greater interest in provision of public facilities in the
early 1980s as it became clear that neither of the major towns, Sarasota and Venice, intended to
undertake major utility expansions or annexations. Roused to action, the county – over several
years -- (1) established a program to acquire all existing wastewater treat systems and unite them
into an improved regional system; (2) purchased five solid waste service districts and additional
land for landfill sites; (3) acquired a large water recharge area and extended a water supply
system throughout the southern part of the county; (4) obtained voter authorization for a one-cent
sales tax to overcome existing county road and other facility deficiencies; (5) authorized
preparation of a stormwater management plan and established a stormwater utility to raise
revenues for stormwater management; and (6) incorporated existing Sarasota and Venice parks
and recreation districts into the county system and stepped up acquisition of new parks.
In addition to these steps to manage infrastructure development, the county began in 1981 to
prepare and follow five-year capital improvement programs, which subsequently were linked to
adequate public facilities requirements. The county continues to use the local-option sales tax,
plus impact fees, developer exactions, and user fees to finance these efforts.

4.

Lessons for Blount County

Sarasota County’s long conflict over the function and location of its growth boundary
demonstrates the issues and difficulties that such a growth management technique can raise. The
decisions of established municipalities to forego expansion virtually forced the county to assume
responsibility for determining where growth should take place and how to provide services for it.
The conflicts have not been helped by Florida’s unusual law that allows any citizen protest to
indefinitely delay adoption of a local comprehensive plan. Using the law, citizen activism to
preserve rural lands have proven very effective. Only a change in market demands that is
steering more development into established urban areas has reduced pressures for expanding the
boundary.
Sarasota County’s officials gradually awakened to the need to provide county leadership in
provision of basic infrastructure for developing areas. Once awakened, however, they took
forthright steps to establish control over basic systems, replacing them with more efficient and
well-administered facility systems and attending to long-term planning for both facility
improvements and financing resources. Sarasota County’s example points to the benefits of
coordinating the provision of basic infrastructure systems in a growing area.
____________
References: 1985 and 1989 General Development Plans for Sarasota County
Author interview with county planning staff
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D.

Whatcom County, Washington
Growth Strategy Approaches:
•
State-mandated urban growth areas planned in collaboration with individual
cities
•
State-mandated rural and resource preservation areas

1.

The Community

Whatcom County lies at the extreme northwest corner of the State of Washington, adjoining the
Georgia Strait portion of the Pacific Ocean shoreline and the international border with Canada.
Compared to several other counties centered around Seattle along the I-5 corridor, Whatcom
County is relatively rural. Although it has an industrial base focused mostly around several small
ports, and attracts a fair number of tourists, much of the county is devoted to raising crops – it
grows about half of the nation’s raspberry production and has a significant dairy industry – and
about one-third of the county’s land remains forested. Still, its population has been increasing at
a rate of about 3 percent per year, from 127,780 in 1990 to 166,814 in 2002, an annual average
rate of about 2.25%. About 74,000 residents live in the unincorporated part of the county.
Bellingham is the largest city, with a population of about 52,000 in 1990 rising to about 67,000
in 2002. Six considerably smaller towns are located in the agricultural area and along the
shoreline.

2.

Urban Growth Areas

The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA), adopted in 1990 and 91, establishes a
framework for coordinated and comprehensive planning for community growth. The GMA’s 14
goals direct counties and cities to encourage development in urban areas where public facilities
and services can be efficiently provided, discourage sprawling, low-density development, and
conserve timber, agricultural lands, critical areas, and the environment. The GMA requires
counties to adopt county-wide planning policies that establish a policy framework for local
comprehensive plans. The GMA also expects counties to work with municipalities to make city
and county plans consistent with each other and with state goals.
Whatcom County adopted county-wide planning policies in 1993 and revised them in 1997, both
times with concurrence by the seven incorporated municipalities. The county established a
number of growth areas around industrial concentrations and rural settlements not located near
municipalities. The municipalities also worked with the county to delineate their urban growth
areas. In the case of Bellingham, in 1984 Whatcom County had formulated an “Urban Fringe
Subarea Plan” applicable to about 20,000 acres around the north, west, and east sides of
Bellingham’s city limits. The plan was updated by the city and county beginning in 1990 and
adopted by the County Council in 1997.
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Now, as part of the state-required five-year plan update process, the city and county are
coordinating preparation of updated city and county policy documents and implementing
regulations, including city and county comprehensive plans, the Bellingham urban growth area
plan, and an updated urban fringe sub-area plan. The planning process is complicated by the
city’s need to attend to water quality issues in Lake Whatcom, which provides drinking water for
half the county, and by state cutbacks in funding for local planning. Whatcom County’s timeconsuming coordination of municipal urban growth areas with county policies, for example,
amounts to an unfunded mandate. Nevertheless, the city and county believe that they have
established reasonable, defensible growth areas – Bellingham’s through a detailed study of
developable land and future market land needs.
Their plan to work together to resolve growth issues in unincorporated areas that will attract
urban growth is commendable. The city and county have published policy statements indicating
that they intend to guide physical development to areas adjacent to city limits where public
facilities and services can be made available most efficiently. A policy also expresses the goal of
encouraging “a smooth transition from County jurisdiction to City jurisdiction as both developed
and undeveloped areas within the urban growth area are annexed to the city.” They believe that
such a process, together with an inter-local agreement, will provide certainty to residents,
property owners, and developers and provide for consistent development standards and a single
permitting agency.

3.

Conservation of Rural and Resource Areas

An important County role is conserving rural and resource lands outside urban growth areas,
including consideration of impacts to agriculture, forestry and other natural resources, water
resources, plants and animals, and scenic resources. To this end, the County plan and related
zoning established an agricultural zoning district and a commercial forestry district, both with
minimum lot sizes of 40 acres. Agricultural zoning occupies about a fifth of the county’s land
area, forestry zoning about a fourth. The 40-acre minimum lot size is effectively discouraging
development in these areas, although some pre-existing development and subdivided lots exist.
In addition, about 85,000 acres are designated as “Rural 5” zones requiring five-acre minimum
lot sizes. The designation recognized that fact that a considerable amount of this acreage is being
farmed but many lots sprinkled throughout the area are developed or can be developed. A current
issue is that many lots are being developed for “McMansions;” planners and the 1000 Friends of
Washington organization are considering ways to reduce development, perhaps by raising
minimum lot sizes or requiring clustering through an overlay zone.
The County also established five types of rural residential zones with minimum lot sizes ranging
from one to 3 units per acre; they are intended to be applied in designated urban growth areas
around cities. Other rural zoning districts allowing
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lots of one to five acres are applied along partly built-up highway corridors, small settlements,
and what are termed “suburban enclaves” – previously subdivided and mostly built-up largescale developments, many of them second-home communities trending to full-time residence.
The current county plan updating process has drawn attention from the 1000 Friends of
Washington, which has entered appeals to the state GMA hearing board to further restrict
scattered rural development allowed by the current plan and zoning. (Hearing board decisions
can require counties and cities to change plans and zoning to more closely adhere to GMA
goals.) Thus, although the county expected to make only minor adjustments to its current plan
for its five-year update, it may be required to delve into the planning and zoning issues arising
from a negative finding by the hearing board – including significant time and effort to recast
provisions in a number of districts, establish and manage a public participation process, and
adopt rather substantive amendments. At this point, the County claims that it has neither the staff
nor the funds to pursue such an effort.

4.

Lessons for Blount County

Whatcom County demonstrates what a rather rural county can do to move into serious guidance
of urban growth and rural conservation within a short, 14-year period after passage of the
GMA’s state-mandated requirements. Although the state does not certify or otherwise formally
approve local plans and zoning, the state staff comments on those documents carry some weight
with the state hearing boards. After initial resistance to GMA requirements by many local
governments (and waivers of some requirements for a significant number of very rural counties),
most Washington counties and cities have taken substantial steps to meet state goals for curbing
sprawl and preserving rural lands. Whatcom County’s efforts may suggest approaches for
consideration by Blount County.
____________
References:
Zoning and Comprehensive Plan Designations Map
Sections of the 2004 Final Environmental Impact Statement by the City of
Bellingham concerning the process and proposed planning policies and
zoning provisions
Author’s personal interview with county planning staff
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III.

Conclusion

While the methods and experiences of other counties should not be borrowed wholesale for
application in Blount County, they do indicate potential approaches that can be tailored to the
County’s particular conditions and needs. The examples show that growth boundaries are in use
in a number of states and metropolitan areas, that they can be fashioned to provide reasonable
areas for future development, and that they can raise difficult issues that require time and effort
to resolve. The examples also indicate that managing urban growth requires counties and their
municipalities to agree on consistent policies and even enter into agreements about who does
what where and how. Whatcom County’s planning and zoning for rural areas also demonstrates
the difficulties of dealing with existing scattered developments and urban settlements, but shows
how the County went at least partway toward resolving those difficulties. In all the examples, it
took political will and educated officials to make the choices they did.
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