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Chapter 1  

INTRODUCTION 
 
The Comprehensive Transportation Plan is a 
strategic effort for Marshall County that 
incorporates consideration of all users of the 
transportation system. This plan particularly 
focuses on the intersection of land use and 
transportation goals. It acts as a guide for 
community decision-makers as they respond 
to and anticipate future growth while 
preserving the unique character found 
throughout the County and each municipality 
within Marshall County. 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All roadways are functionally classified 
according to the role they play within the 
transportation network, whether they provide 
efficient regional travel (arterials), local access 
to parcels (local streets), or a balance of the 
two (collectors). Arterials typically have the 
highest speeds and traffic volumes, while local 
streets have the lowest. Speeds and volumes 
on collectors are more moderate. Marshall 
County’s network of arterial and collector 
roadways is the focus of this plan’s evaluation, 
as they are responsible for moving the 
majority of traffic within the county. 
 

 

 

 

Chapter 1  

 
This comprehensive transportation plan 

differs from a traditional major 
thoroughfare plan in that analyses and 

recommendations consider all modes of 
travel, versus solely focusing on highway 
capacity (moving vehicles as efficiently as 
possible) and that links roadway function 
and accommodations to the area it serves 
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Planning Area 
Marshall County is located in the Middle 
Tennessee region (Tennessee Department of 
Transportation (TDOT) Region 3) and is one of 
13 counties comprising the South Central 
Tennessee Rural Planning Organization (RPO). 
Marshall County is bounded to the north by 
Williamson and Rutherford Counties, to the 
east by Bedford County, to the south by 
Lincoln and Giles Counties, and to the west by 
Maury County. Although predominately rural, 
Marshall County is home to four (4) 
municipalities: Lewisburg, Chapel Hill, 
Cornersville, and Petersburg, as illustrated in             
.  
 

 

 

 

             

 

 
             Figure 1 Planning Area 
 
 

Having a walkable and bikeable downtown is an important goal for the communities in the County 
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Lewisburg 
The largest city in Marshall County belongs to 
Lewisburg, which is also the County seat. 
Located at the center of the county and at the 
intersection of four major state routes, 
Lewisburg comprises more than one third of 
the County’s overall population and 
employment.  
 
Chapel Hill 
The Town of Chapel Hill is a small community 
in the northern portion of Marshall County that 
approximately 1,500 people call home. The 
Town employs over 600 residents with key 
industries including healthcare, public 
administration, and retail. Henry Horton State 
Park is a well-known attraction in the area and 
includes a golf course, hiking trails, cabins, 
conference facilities, and other recreational 
amenities. 
 
Cornersville 
Nestled in the southwestern portion of the 
county, the Town of Cornersville is home to 
approximately 1,300 residents and employs 
nearly 600 workers. Located just off Interstate 
65, the town’s Main Street is lined with historic 
homes and buildings, which add to the small 
town charm of this quaint community. 
 
Petersburg 
Located partially in Marshall and Lincoln 
Counties, Petersburg is home to approximately 
700 residents and employs over 250 workers 
and is a mid-way point on the journey 
between Lewisburg and Fayetteville. 
 

 

 

 

 

Lewisburg, TN 

Chapel Hill, TN 

Cornersville, TN 

Petersburg, TN 
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Purpose of Study 
Given its geographical proximity to the 
Nashville region as well as its connectivity to 
Interstates 65 and 840, Marshall County has 
continued to see growth over the past few 
decades. Community leaders wish to better 
position themselves in preparing for forecasted 
continued growth, while preserving the unique 
elements of the county, its communities and 
landscapes. The horizon year of 2040 is used 
for purposes of envisioning what the county 
will look like and evaluating what types of 
transportation issues might arise over the 
years.   
 
Major components of this plan include 
establishing an expanded roadway 
classification system that is more responsive to 
the spectrum of existing place types in the 
county (beyond the traditional urban or rural 
distinction), as well as the spectrum of 
transportation user needs. Design guidelines 
appropriate for each context classification are 
identified to assist in developing more 
contextually appropriate roadway designs that 
are capable of safely accommodating all 
roadway users (pedestrians and bicyclists). 
Finally, key investment opportunities that will 
aid the County and its municipalities in 
effectively managing the inevitable impacts of 
growth on the transportation system are 
identified. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Master Planning Process 
This plan is designed to merge the existing 
and future land use patterns in Marshall 
County and its municipalities and integrate 
them with the transportation needs for all 
community and county residents. The plan 
development process was initiated in January 
of 2018 with the collection of available data 
and exploration of growth trends within the 
study area.  
As with any master planning effort, 
engagement of the public and key 
stakeholders throughout the process is vital to 
the development of a practical and useful plan. 
Public and stakeholder meetings were first 
held in March and April of 2018 and then 
again in July and August. Additionally, an 
online interactive mapping application allowed 
residents to provide point-specific input on 
transportation issues experienced every day. 
These engagement efforts and analysis led to 
a deeper understanding of the existing 
deficiencies as well as the future needs of the 
transportation system and its users. From this 
understanding, a contextual framework of land 
use and roadway classifications was developed 
as a means of helping guide decision-makers 
when the County grows and changes. The 
planning process was completed in September 
2018 with the County’s Joint Economic and 
Community Development Board (JECDB) 
ultimately adopting the plan. Meeting 
materials are provided in Appendix A. 
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EXISTING & FUTURE  
 

 
 
This section summarizes the existing and 
future conditions as it relates Marshall County’s 
land use patterns and transportation system. A 
brief summary of previous planning efforts is 
included with a general description of the 
existing zoning for different portions of the 
County. Following these items, an analysis of 
demographics, traffic patterns, and the 
multimodal transportation system is provided.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
Combined, this information contributes to an 
understanding of existing vehicular circulation 
and pedestrian and bicycle connectivity, as 
well as highlights the improvements needed to 
accommodate the forecasted growth for the 
unincorporated County and its municipalities.  
Analyses and associated information contained 
within this chapter were presented to the 
project’s core stakeholder group, the County’s 
Joint Economic and Community Development 
Board (JECDB), as well as the general public 
during the April and August public meetings. 
 
 
 

 
 

Chapter 2  

CONDITIONS 

 

Improvements to Marshall County’s arterial 
and collector roadway network should be 
closely coordinated with long-range land 

use and transportation goals for the county 
and state, as well as those envisioned for 

each municipality 
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Previous Plans & Studies 
Marshall County and its municipalities have 
completed a variety of planning efforts in 
recent years. These documents provide an 
understanding of the dynamics and future 
desires of County residents as it relates 
specifically to land use and transportation. 
There are three (3) plans that are of particular 
use for this effort; these were reviewed and are 
briefly documented below. 
 
Marshall County Land Use & 

Transportation Plan 
The Marshall County Land Use and 
Transportation Plan was completed in 2009 
and was designed to provide a vision for 
growth and development in the 
unincorporated areas of the county over a 20-
year timeframe. This effort resulted in two (2) 
main components – a Development Plan and 
a Major Thoroughfare Plan. The Development  
 

 
 
Plan was based on assumptions for desired 
growth levels and patterns and laid out 
implementable steps for achieving the long-
term goals of the County using future 
development decisions. The Major 
Thoroughfare Plan analyzed traffic volumes 
and functional classification of roadways to 
determine whether or not the County’s existing 
roadway infrastructure would be adequate for 
projected growth. 
 
Vision Lewisburg 2035 
The Vision Lewisburg 2035 was a 
comprehensive planning effort that, at its core, 
addressed open space, corridors, and the 
downtown area, which were the three issues 
deemed most important by stakeholders and 
the public. Rooted in a robust documentation 
of existing conditions and an extensive public 
engagement component, the plan identifies a 
series of goals and objectives that will lead the 
City of Lewisburg to its desired future. 

A rendering of downtown from the Vision Lewisburg 2035 Plan.
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Ultimately, projects were identified for 5-, 10-, 
15-, and 20-year horizons and included key 
tasks such as the revitalization of various 
corridors and areas, development of various 
roadway corridors that serve as gateways into 
the community, and expansion of multimodal 
transportation options, among others. 
 
Town of Chapel Hill Bicycle & 

Pedestrian Plan 
In 2017, Chapel Hill was awarded a planning 
grant from TDOT to examine the multimodal 
infrastructure within the Town. Motivated by 
the growth pressures experienced in Middle 
Tennessee, the Chapel Hill Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Study defines the projected 
character of different areas and corridors 
within the Town limits (similar in concept to 
this plan’s context classifications). These 
character profiles ultimately drive the 
recommendations for various multimodal 
facilities including bike lanes, sidewalks, 
greenways, and multiuse paths that will 
connect existing and future activity centers.  
  

Recommendations from Chapel Hill’s Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Study completed in 2017. 

Rendering of N. Horton Parkway through downtown Chapel Hill 
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Land Use & Zoning 
Though its municipalities continue to grow, 
Marshall County is still predominantly rural, a 
fact that can be seen in its development 
patterns. Existing land use across the County 
can be classified into seven (7) broad 
categories as described below. 
 
Residential/Agriculture 
Agricultural land use designations consists of 
cultivated fields actively used for raising crops, 
livestock, and other farming related activities. 
Oftentimes, agricultural land will also include 
accessory buildings and single-family homes, 
which is why it is combined with residential 
land uses. Throughout Marshall County, 
residential land takes on many forms ranging 
from low- to high-density development 
patterns. 
 
Industrial 
The Industrial land use designations refer to 
land that is used for light or heavy 
manufacturing, processing, productions, or 
distribution of goods. As these areas can 
include both small- and large-scale operations, 
it is often desirable for these facilities to be 
located together and away from non-
compatible land uses, particularly residential. A 
good example of this land use is the Lewisburg 
Industrial Park. 
 
Commercial 
Commercial land uses are those areas used by 
for-profit entities, typically for the sale of 
goods and services. Commercial areas can 
vary immensely in their size and purpose, 
ranging from local neighborhood shops to 
more regional destinations that serve outlying 

cities and residents. Examples of each end of 
the spectrum would be the downtown shops 
in Chapel Hill and the Ellington Parkway Wal-
Mart complex in Lewisburg. In Marshall 
County, most commercial activity occurs in a 
few specific areas, namely along Ellington 
Parkway in Lewisburg and along Horton 
Highway in Chapel Hill. These commercial 
areas are depicted in Figure 2. Interstate 
proximity is also a key component in linking 
transportation and land use as accessibility to 
freight facilities provides opportunities for 
commercial activity, which can be seen at the 
interchange of I-65 and Sam Davis Highway 
(Exit 22). 

Figure 2 Commercial Corridors 
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Public/Institutional 
Public/Institutional land uses include those 
areas that are typically publicly-owned such as 
schools, government buildings, religious 
institutions, and others. Additional uses that 
can be included in this category are 
recreational facilities such as parks, open 
space, community centers, and sports fields. 
While Marshall County and its municipalities 
do not identify zoning regulations for these 
public facilities, these land uses exist 
throughout the County. 

 

Other 
Within Marshall County, there are a few other 
land uses, specifically within Lewisburg. For 
example, Lewisburg identifies areas in which a 
special overlay district is effective, meaning 
that those areas have additional standards and 
regulations beyond basic zoning requirements. 
Additionally, Lewisburg designates areas for 
business parks, floodplains, and Planned Unit 
Developments (PUDs). 

 

Future Growth & 

Development 
There are certain areas within Marshall County 
and its municipalities where future 
development is desired. However, general land 
use patterns would indicate that future growth 
will likely occur near or in close proximity to 
existing development of similar type and size. 
In examining the County and its municipalities, 
there are a variety of significant developments 
and clusters of land uses that are major trip 
attractors or generators and are likely to 
encourage future growth. For example, the 
Lewisburg Industrial Park is currently a major 

attraction for its employment but also 
generates a significant amount of freight 
traffic; future industrial development is likely to 
occur near these facilities given the extensive 
truck and rail infrastructure as well as public 
utilities available to support those activities. 
Other significant land uses that are currently 
significant trip generators and that are likely to 
influence development include: 

• Public use facilities (schools, post office, 
churches, etc.)  

• Recreational facilities (e.g., Henry Horton 
State Park, the Lewisburg Parks and 
Recreation facility, etc.) 

• Columbia State Community College 
• City downtown areas (e.g., Lewisburg 

square and Chapel Hill strip)  
• Shopping/retail/commercial 

establishments (Wal-Mart, Dollar General, 
restaurants, etc.) 

• Marshall Medical Center 
In order to target and plan for areas of 
growth, cities are tasked with defining Urban 
Growth Boundaries (UGBs), which includes the 
urbanized area as well as areas outside City 
limits that are expected to become urban. 
Such boundaries are required under state law 
to indicate where municipalities might grow as 
a result of annexation, but the process of 
plotting growth areas has also become a tool 
for local governments to prepare for 
development and its impacts to public 
infrastructure (e.g., water, wastewater, schools, 
etc.). The UGBs for the four municipalities in 
Marshall County are shown in  on the 
following page. 
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Figure 3 Urban Growth Boundaries 

Figure 4 Development Limitations 

While the County and Cities have identified 
desirable areas for growth, there are a variety 
of physical features and limiting factors that 
impact development opportunities. Specifically 
in the southern portion of the County, steep 
slopes and topography limit roadway 
connectivity as well as the feasibility of 
development. Furthermore, the lack of natural 
gas utilities in this area limits potential for 
significant development, particularly as it 
relates to industrial land uses southeast of 
Cornersville. The Duck River, located in the 
northern portion of the County, provides 
extensive recreational opportunities as do 
many other water features. However, the 
FEMA flood plains that surrounding these 
waterways limit development in close 
proximity. In addition, on a grander level, the 
Duck River acts as the source of water for the 
County and municipalities. The Marshall 
County Board of Public Utilities is currently 
exploring alternatives for expanding the water 
supply as the existing system is nearing its 
capacity. The scale of future growth and 
development will undoubtedly be contingent 
on the ability to expand supply. Finally, the 
railroad, which bisects the County north to 
south, provides great economic benefits to the 
County as mentioned previously. However, it 
also presents challenges as it relates to east-
west roadway connectivity, which ultimately 
constrains the development potential of 
different areas. Figure 4 displays these features 
and illustrates areas of the County where 
development would likely be difficult. 
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Demographics 
As mentioned, Marshall County has continued 
to see growth within its unincorporated areas 
as well as in its municipalities. This is due, at 
least in part, to the immense growth seen 
across the Middle Tennessee region, which has 
made its way into Marshall County. Since 2010, 
the County’s overall population has grown by 
approximately 1,300 people, which equates to 
a growth of approximately 4%. According to 
the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community 
Survey (ACS) 2016 Estimate, nearly half of this 
growth has occurred in the unincorporated 
areas of the County with Lewisburg taking the 
second highest share of growth. This trend 
aligns with the current split of population 
across the municipalities and unincorporated 
areas of the County as shown in Figure 5. 
Assuming these current proportions remain 
fairly constant, Marshall County and its 
municipalities are expected to see an 
additional 11,700 people by 2040, which 
represents a 37% increase in population over 
the next 20+ years. Table 1 and Figure 6 shows 
the breakout of predicted population growth 
by area.  
 
 

Table 1 Forecasted Future Growth by Area 

      

 
 

 

Figure 6 Forecasted Future Growth by Area 

 Existing  

(2016) 

Future  

(2040) 

Absolute 

Growth 

% 

Growth

Chapel Hill 1,490 2,040 +550 

37% 

Cornersville 1,330 1,820 +490 
Lewisburg 11,380 15,550 +4,170 
Petersburg 700 950 +250 
Unincorporated 17,020 23,250 +6,230 
Total 31,920 43,610 +11,690

 Figure 5 County Demographic Facts 
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Similarly, employment across the county has 
also grown with an additional 1,500 jobs 
coming to Marshall County since 2010.The 
majority of this growth has historically 
occurred in the manufacturing and retail 
sectors. Figure 7 shows the geographic 
distribution of employment across the county 
according to the source Infogroup, while 
Figure 8 shows the current distribution of 
employment by six types: agricultural, 
manufacturing, retail, office, service, and 
government. Looking ahead to 2040, it is 
expected that Marshall County, like many 
other areas of the state and country, will see 
an increase in employment in the service and 
office sectors. In total, Marshall County is 
forecasted to see approximately 4,800 more 
jobs by 2040. 
It should be noted that these population and 
employment projections are based on local 
data and represent a generous amount of 
growth, in some instances more than double 
what statewide and national forecasts predict. 
Overall, this results in an average annual 
growth rate of approximately 2% within the 
County by 2040, which aides in the 
identification of high-growth areas and 
determination of future transportation issues 
and improvements.  

 

 

 

Figure 7 Employment Distribution (2018) 

Figure 8 Existing Employment Sector Numbers (2018) 

Existing Employment 

Sector Numbers (2018)
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Transportation System 
Traffic Patterns 
Marshall County and its municipalities are 
served by a traditionally rural transportation 
system, which has grown to serve the major 
population and employment centers within its 
borders. The county’s roadway network is the 
primary transportation infrastructure carrying 
travelers to, from, and within the area. Each 
roadway within the county has been assigned 
a functional classification based on the facility’s 
design function to provide a balance of 
regional mobility and local accessibility. 
Marshall County contains all four of the 
Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) 

classes, interstates, arterials, collectors, and 
locals, described in more detail in Figure 9.  
Most often, the arterial roadways serve as the 
backbone of a region’s transportation system, 
providing for the expeditious movement of 
people and goods. Marshall County is no 
different in that the arterials provide the much-
needed mobility to employment opportunities 
and other major trip generators. Data 
collected by the U.S. Census Bureau indicates 
that a significant amount of Marshall County 
residents commute outside the study area for 
employment as shown in Figure 10. In fact, 
nearly twice as many residents commute out 
of the county for work as commute into the 
county. As suggested by this data and 

Figure 9 Functional Classification System 

Figure 10 Commuting Patterns (2015) 
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confirmed by public and stakeholder input, the 
arterials as well as some collector roadways act 
as main commuting corridors in the county. 
Figure 11 identifies roadways such as New 
Columbia Highway (SR-50), Mooresville 
Highway (SR-373), Nashville Highway (SR-
11/US-31), Sylvester Chunn Highway (SR-99), 
and others are arterials that connect Marshall 
County and its municipalities to other regional 
areas. Additionally, collector roadways such as 
Franklin Pike (US-431), Verona Caney Road, 
and Yell Road also serve as major commuting 
corridors.  
With these major roadways fostering 
significant east-west and north-south 
connectivity throughout the county, it is no 
surprise that they also carry the bulk of the 
traffic. Figure 12 shows the results of TDOT’s 
travel demand model, which is calibrated to 
show 2010 traffic volumes on major roadways 
within the study area. In addition to the travel 
demand model, TDOT maintains count 
stations on major roadways to collect 
information on Annual Average Daily Traffic 
(AADT) volumes. From this data, we can see 
that the daily traffic volumes on major 
roadways within Marshall County are growing 
by approximately 2.2% per year.  Table 2 
breaks down this growth by facility type.  
 

Table 2 Average Annual Traffic Growth by Functional 
Classification 

 

Functional 

Classification Annual Average Growth  

All Facilities  2.2% 
Interstate 3.8% 
Arterials 2.0% 
Collectors 2.5% 
Locals 2.5% 

Figure 12 TDOT Travel Demand Model 2010 Outputs

Figure 11 Key Commuting Corridors 
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TDOT’s travel demand model also includes 
forecasts of traffic volumes for the year 2040 
with embedded assumptions on growth and 
development in Marshall County and 
statewide. Figure 13 shows the increase in 
traffic on the major roadways forecasted to 
occur by 2040. It is important to note that 
these forecasts are made statewide and 
therefore account for the significant growth 
expected for the middle Tennessee region and 
its impacts on Marshall County facilities. These 
forecasts ultimately help inform the process of 
determining high growth areas in Marshall 
County based on the availability of 
infrastructure capacity. Full-page versions of 
both Figure 12 and 13 may be found in 
Appendix B.  

 

 
 

Freight Traffic  
In addition to passenger vehicles, heavy 
vehicles greatly utilize Marshall County’s 
roadway system. In total, Marshall County 
includes more than 50 freight-dependent 
industries, which includes institutions dealing 
with large-scale industrial and manufacturing 
activities, agricultural activities, rock quarries, 
construction, freight and long-distance 
trucking, and others. In addition to Interstate 
65, the following three facilities’ daily volume is 
comprised of more than 10% heavy vehicles: 

 New Columbia Highway (SR-50) from I-
65 to Franklin Pike (US-431) 

 Ellington Parkway (US-31A/US-431) from 
Nashville Highway (US-31A) to 
Cornersville Highway (US-31A) 

 Higgs Road/Caughran Road/Childress 
Road from Ellington Parkway (US-31A) 
to Fayetteville Highway (US-41/SR-50) 

These routes are shown in Figure 14 and align 
with known areas of intense freight activity 
such as the Lewisburg Industrial Park in the 
southwest quadrant of the city. Throughout 
the development of this plan, consideration of 
freight activity and heavy vehicle movements 

CSX train passes by the Wade Brown Road 
crossing in northern central Marshall County 

Figure 13 TDOT Travel Demand Model 2040 Outputs
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impacted the identification of future 
development patterns across the county. 
In addition to truck movements, Marshall 
County also has significant freight rail 
infrastructure consisting of railroad operated 
by CSX Transportation, which runs from 
Brentwood, TN to Birmingham, AL. The 
mainline bisects the county in a north-south 
fashion, and a shortline spur extends east to 
serve the Lewisburg Industrial Park. This track 
is reported to carry between 28 and 35 trains 
per day. According to Transearch data 
purchased by TDOT, this railroad carried 
approximately 13.5 million tons of commodities 
equating to approximately $14.6 trillion in 
2012. 

 

 
 
 

 

Figure 14 Routes with High Truck Usage in 
Marshall County 

A delivery truck enters the I-65 Commerce Park along Mooresville Highway (SR-373) 
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Safety Analysis 
Crash trends help to identify locations for key 
safety-related improvements. Figure 15 depicts 
the relative concentration of crashes within the 
county using five years of data spanning from 
2012 to 2017. As shown in the figure, the 
majority of vehicular crashes occurred at major 
intersections, particularly locations along high-
speed, multilane arterials.  
In addition, there were approximately 10 non-
motorized crashes that occurred in Marshall 
County over this time period. All of these 
crashes were pedestrian crashes with six of 
these occurring in Lewisburg and four 
occurring in the unincorporated County. There 
were no bicycle crashes reported in Marshall 
County over the past five years. 

Accessibility 
One of the contributing factors to safety and 
efficiency in traffic operations along corridors 
is related to access management. Roadway 
accesses represent the beginning and end of 
any trip and are, therefore, necessary for 
connectivity and accessibility. However, a high 
density of accesses provided along a roadway 
can also be detrimental to the flow of traffic, 
namely observed by reductions in travel 
speed. Access density is a measure of how 
many driveways exist per mile along a 
roadway. Figure 16 shows the access density 
for various corridors in Marshall County. As 
expected, many of the County’s more rural 
roads have fewer access points in general and 
therefore, a lower access density, while many 
of the roadways in the municipalities provide a 
higher degree of access to private residences 
and businesses, which equates to a higher 
access density. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 15 Crash Heat Map

Figure 16 Corridor Access Density 
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Multimodal Accommodations 
As shown in Figure 17, the majority of 
multimodal facilities in Marshall County, more 
specifically sidewalks, are located in Lewisburg 
and Chapel Hill. The map illustrates only 
sidewalks, located along study roadways, 
although a number of local streets in 
Lewisburg and other communities have 
sidewalk facilities. Bicycle facilities in Marshall 
County include rural bike routes, some of 
which are designated U.S. and state bike 
routes, as well as more urban facilities, such as 
buffered bike lanes. Additionally, Lewisburg 
and Henry Horton State Park offer more 
recreational facilities such as off-road 
greenways. For purposes of showing 
connectivity, bicycle routes that are not on 
study roadways are also shown.  
 
While the aesthetics of rural roadways 
contribute to the identity of Marshall County, 
the lack of bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations on these facilities oftentimes 
limits multimodal mobility. Topography 
constraints in the southern portion of the 
County as well as right-of-way constraints in 
the municipalities due to existing development 
limit the ability to provide multimodal 
accommodations. However, there are 
opportunities for improvements in multimodal 
connectivity. Public and stakeholder input 
identified gaps in the existing infrastructure as 
well as key trip attractors and generators that 
should be connected by sidewalks and/or bike 
facilities. 
 
In addition to bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations, rural transit service also 
exists within Marshall County. The South 
Central Tennessee Development District 
(SCTDD) provides paratransit services for 13 
counties in South Central Tennessee with a 
transportation office located in each County. 

ADA-compliant vehicles are utilized by the 
SCTDD and are frequently used to provide 
transportation to and from popular 
destinations such as Columbia State 
Community College, medical offices, the 
Marshall Medical Center, pharmacies, and 
recreational attractions, as well as resident 
workplace and home locations. In 2016, the 
SCTDD provided approximately 272,000 trips 
throughout the 13-county service area.  
Beyond the demand response transit service 
provided by the SCTDD, there are no known 
transit services within Marshall County. 
Furthermore, there are no formal park-and-
ride lots to facilitate carpooling or work-related 
transit service even though many of the 
residents commute outside the County for 
employment. 

Figure 17 Sidewalks, Bikeways, and Greenways 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
The two major outcomes of this plan include 
the identification of an expanded roadway 
classification system that is based upon 
contexts, or place types, as well as roadway 
improvement projects for the County’s arterial 
and collector roadway system in preparation 
for forecasted growth. These 
recommendations are based on analyses 
contained within Chapter 2 as well as 
stakeholder and public input. Additional non-
infrastructure recommendations are also 
identified to continue to build upon the 
foundation this plan establishes.   
 
 

 
As mentioned, stakeholder and public input 
played an important role in the identification 
of recommendations contained within this 
chapter. Input gathered through the 
stakeholder and public meetings in March and 
April, as well as from the online feedback 
mapping application, fed into the 
development of draft recommendations, while 
the July and August meetings centered upon 
gathering feedback on draft capital projects as 
well as the context classifications.   
 
 
 
 

Chapter 3  

 

The expanded roadway classification 
system, which represents a broader 

spectrum of contexts, seeks to provide ‘the 
right street in the right place’ when a new 
roadway is constructed or improvements 

are made to an existing roadway 
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Context Classifications 
Arterials, collectors, and local roadways are 
designed according to the role they play within 
the transportation network, known as their 
functional classification. This ‘role’ 
fundamentally centers around the automobile 
with design elements focusing on the flow of 
vehicles, i.e., the level of mobility (ease of 
regional travel) and accessibility (local land 
access) a roadway provides.  
The traditional functional classification system 
also incorporates a roadway’s setting, or 
context, into design standards by 
distinguishing between urban and rural place 
types. This system, however, falls short of 
meeting the unique transportation needs of a 
wide spectrum of place types, especially as it 
relates to accommodating pedestrians and 
bicyclists. In addition, traditional roadway 
designs are typically not aligning with or 
supporting local community goals in certain 
contexts, such as in downtowns where safe, 

comfortable, and walkable spaces are 
desirable.  
 
To respond to these challenges, Marshall 
County and its municipalities desire an 
expanded classification system, and thus 
refined roadway design standards, that are 
more sensitive to a spectrum place types and 
are more responsive to non-motorized 
transportation users’ needs. Providing ‘the 
right street in the right place’ that 
appropriately accommodates existing and 
expected levels of pedestrian, bicycle, vehicle, 
and truck traffic is the core focus behind this 
effort. This ‘Complete Streets’ approach still 
recognizes functional classification and simply 
builds upon core concepts by incorporating 
more contextual and user considerations into a 
roadway’s design or redesign. 
 
 

The context a roadway passes through dictates the types and numbers of users, as well as 
their unique transportation needs, such as this tractor on US-31A in rural Marshall County 
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Identification of Context 

Classifications 
Development of Context Classifications 

Design standards associated with the context 
classifications build upon/align with those 
commonly used by local and state agencies, 
such as American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) A 
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets. Several additional resources helped 
guide the development of Marshall County’s 
context classifications. These included: 
 Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) 

Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: 
A Context Sensitive Approach 

 NCHRP’s Research Report 855: An 
Expanded Functional Classification System 
for Highways and Streets 

 TDOT’s Roadway Design Guidelines & 
Design Standards 

 Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT) Context Classification Document  

As roadway design and the creation of 
walkable thoroughfares is complex, county and 
municipal officials are encouraged to visit 
these resources, which provide more in-depth 
information on topics presented in this section.  
Assignment of classifications to the County’s 
roadway network is based upon existing and 
expected future conditions, such as where, 
how much, and what type of growth has or is 
expected to occur. Figure 18 further describes 
these variables. Context classifications for 
Marshall County’s arterial and collector 
roadway network are illustrated in Figure 19.  
 
 

 

Figure 18 Variables for Identifying Context Classifications 

 

IDENTIFYING CONTEXT 
CLASSIFICATIONS 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 Land Use – What types of uses are 
located along a roadway and who are 
the users? What are their unique 
needs? 

 Building Setbacks – Are buildings 
generally built close or far away from 
the roadway? 

 Density – How close are buildings to 
each other/how many people use the 
space? 

 Parcel and Block Structure – Are 
parcels small or large? Does the street 
network/parcel structure create short, 
grid-like blocks or are there few 
roadway connections in the area?   

FUTURE CONDITIONS 

 Existing Municipal Limits – Areas 
currently within city limits that have 
future land use goals identified  

 Urban Growth Boundaries (UGBs) & 
Planned Growth Areas (PGAs) – 
Areas identified for future municipal 
annexation and/or future public utility 
extensions 

 Forecasted Growth by 2040 – 
TDOT’s statewide travel demand 
model incorporates local growth 
projections to analyze forecasted 
transportation   
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Figure 19 Marshall County Study Roadway Context Classifications 
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Intended Use 

Roadway improvement and new construction 
projects offer an opportunity to provide 
contextually appropriate roadway designs. 
Context classifications and associated design 
standards in this plan are intended to assist 
roadway designers and community officials in 
achieving this goal. This information is 
especially relevant during a roadway project’s 
planning stage for considering context and 
user needs.  
While the context classifications represent a 
spectrum of place types, the continuum along 
a roadway in reality is not perfectly gradual. 
Some degree of situational analysis and 
engineering judgement will be required when 
considering how to balance user needs within 
a roadway’s right-of-way. An inclusive project 
planning process can assist designers and 
planners in identifying and prioritizing these 
needs as well as potential conflicts that might 
arise from a roadway’s redesign or 
construction. 

 
 
Finally, context classifications are important for 
community officials and other decision-
makers. Encouraging appropriate policies that 
promote contextual roadway and right-of-way 
design features as well as making parcel-level 
land use decisions that work towards a greater 
vision is equally important to choosing a 
roadway’s lane width or a pedestrian facility.  
 
 

  

The current widening project along N. Ellington Parkway (US-431) will include portions of 
sidewalk 
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Context Classifications & 

Associated Design Cross-Sections 

Each page in this section consists of Figures 
20-26, which describe each context 
classification through general descriptions, 
pictures, maps, and illustrations. Using an 
example cross-section configuration, general 
design guidance is also provided.  
Speed, mobility, and accessibility goals are 
dictated by the role a roadway plays, which in 
turn significantly impacts a roadways design, 
such as the number of lanes and lane width. 
These are generalized along a low, medium, 
and high scale for each context. Ranges reflect 
differences between arterial and collector 
functional classification as arterials are 
intended for regional travel while collectors 
strike more of a balance between regional 
travel and local access. A detailed table of 
design standards by functional classification is 
provided in Appendix C. Core concepts related 

to access management, an important 
component to roadway design, are covered 
on page 39. At the most basic level, access 
management is about controlling the location 
design, and number of driveway accesses and 
intersections to promote safety and 
operational efficiency along a corridor.  
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lewisburg’s Ellington Parkway has two lanes in each direction with a center turn lane to 
accommodate a high volume of vehicles while providing efficient cross-county travel 
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Figure 20 Rural Context Design Guidance 
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Figure 21 Rural Village Design Guidance 
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 Figure 22 Suburban/Rural Design Guidance
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Figure 23 Suburban/Urban Design Guidance 
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Figure 24 Urban Design Guidance
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Figure 25 Downtown Design Guidance
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Capital Project 

Recommendations 
Capital project recommendations include a 
range of projects types from safety 
improvements to monitoring traffic growth at 
specific intersections for potential future 
signalization. High-level bicycle and pedestrian 
facility recommendations are also included. 
Figure 27 illustrates the locations of 
recommended projects, while Table 3 Capital 
Project Recommendations provides project 
descriptions. Appendix D consists of detailed 
town insets. These projects result from the 
following: 

 Existing and future condition analyses  
 Previous municipal plans and studies 

(projects already ‘on the books’) 
 Stakeholder and public input 

 

 
 
Identified projects are intended to be 
implemented over a 20-year timeline as part 
of scheduled TDOT resurfacing projects, 
incorporated into yearly municipal and county 
capital budgets, as part of new development 
and/or redevelopment opportunities, and 
finally, future grant opportunities.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 26 Special District Design Guidance 
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Figure 27 Capital Project Recommendations 
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Table 3 Capital Project Recommendations 

Id# Project Description Location Purpose Type of 

Improvement 

Context Classification 

1 
 

Chapel Hill – Sidewalk/Bikeway 
Improvements1 

Sidewalks along US-31A from Rocketeer Boulevard to north of Unionville 
Road and along Depot Street from Depot Park to US-31A 

Chapel Hill Increase pedestrian and bicycle access connecting 
neighborhoods to shopping and schools 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Suburban/Urban, Urban, 
Downtown 

2 Chapel Hill/Henry Horton State 
Park Greenway – Greenway 

Greenway system linking the City of Chapel Hill to Henry Horton State Park 
(east and west of US-31A) 

Chapel Hill Increase pedestrian and bicycle access from Chapel Hill to 
Henry Horton State Park 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Not Applicable 

3 New Chapel Hill Collector 
Connection – North/South 

Two-lane collector road (eastside of Chapel Hill) linking Eagleville Pike (SR-
99) to SR-270  

Chapel Hill Provide increased connectivity on the eastside of Chapel Hill 
allowing for future growth and to help reduce the demand 
on Horton Highway (US-31A) through Chapel Hill by having 
additional north/south connectivity 

Connectivity Suburban/Rural, 
Suburban/Urban 

4 
 

New Chapel Hill Collector 
Connection – East/West 

Two-lane collector road (northside of Chapel Hill) linking Eagleville Pike 
(SR-99) to Thick Road 

Chapel Hill, 
Marshall 
County 

Provide increased connectivity on the northside of Chapel 
Hill allowing for future growth, better connectivity across CSX 
Railroad, and to help reduce the demand on Horton 
Highway (US-31A) through Chapel Hill by having additional 
east/west connectivity 

Connectivity Suburban/Urban 

5 
 

Nashville Highway (US-31A) & 
Sylvester Chunn Highway (SR-99) 
– Roundabout 

Roundabout at the intersection of Nashville Highway (US-31A) and 
Sylvester Chunn Highway (SR-99) 

Chapel Hill Increase safety and create a sense of a gateway into Henry 
Horton State Park through the implementation of a 
roundabout at this major intersection just north of Henry 
Horton State Park 

Safety Rural Village 

6 US-31A Chapel Hill – Future 
Intersection Improvements2 

Monitor needed intersection improvements (turn lanes, signalization, etc.) 
along US-31A in Chapel Hill at key intersections including Eagleville Pike, 
Unionville Road, Depot Street, Rocketeer Boulevard, and SR-270 

Chapel Hill Improve safety and operations along US-31A within Chapel 
Hill by addressing needed improvements at key intersecting 
cross-streets 

Safety & 
Operations 

Suburban/Urban, Urban, 
Downtown, Special District 

 
7 

Depot Street/Old State Highway 
99 – Safety & Circulation 
Improvements 

Safety improvements along the corridor from US-31A to SR-99 addressing 
needed intersection, geometric, and signage improvements as well as 
options to improve access across CSX Railroad 

Chapel Hill, 
Marshall 
County 

Improve safety and circulation along this collector corridor 
addressing needed intersection, geometric, and signage 
improvements as well as options to improve access across 
CSX Railroad 

Safety Rural Village, Suburban/Rural, 
Suburban/Urban, Urban 

8 SR-129 & Main Street (US-31A) in 
Cornersville – State Route 
Realignment & Signalization 

Redirect SR-129 designation within Cornersville City Limits from N. 
Mulberry Street/N. Park Street to Lynnville Road. Improve Lynnville Road to 
State Route standards and improve Lynnville Road/US-31A intersection 
with a future signal when warranted 

Cornersville Improve connectivity of SR-129 with Main Street (US-31A) Connectivity & 
Safety 

Urban 

9 Main Street (US-31A) in 
Cornersville – Road Diet  

Restripe existing pavement to accommodate on-street parking, bike 
facilities, and/or center turn lane from approximately Beechwood 
Cemetery to Kennedy Lane; If done as part of larger project, widen existing 
sidewalks and address ADA compliance issues 

Cornersville Create stronger sense of Main Street by utilizing excess 
pavement for on-street parking, bike lanes, and/or center 
turn lane to reduce speeds through Cornersville 

Safety Urban, Downtown 

10 Main Street (US-31A) in 
Cornersville – Sidewalk 
Improvements 

Sidewalk improvements along Main Street (US-31A) from Fairview Avenue 
to approximately Beechwood Cemetery Driveway Access 

Cornersville Increase pedestrian access connecting neighborhoods to 
shopping, school, and post office 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Suburban/Urban 

11 
 

8th Avenue South/Spring Street – 
Traffic Calming Improvements 

Traffic calming features, including potentially adding edgelines to provide 
a walking and biking space where roadway width allows 

Lewisburg Mitigate pass-through traffic volumes/speeds that utilize 
these residential streets through the implementation of 
traffic calming features 

Safety Urban 

12 Belfast Street – Pedestrian 
Improvement 

Install trail crossing signage and pedestrian warning device such as a 
Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacon (RRFB) at Rock Creek Trail Greenway 
and Belfast Street to increase safety of pedestrians crossing roadway 

Lewisburg Improve pedestrian safety by installing a pedestrian warning 
device such as a RRFB at greenway and Belfast Street to 
facilitate safe movement of pedestrians crossing the roadway  

Bicycle/Pedestrian, 
Safety 

Suburban/Urban 

                                                 
1 The City of Chapel Hill was awarded a TDOT Transportation Alternatives grant in the summer of 2018 for bicycle and pedestrian improvements (multiuse path on both sides) along SR-11/US-31A from City Hall to W. Depot Street (Phase I) 
2 Funding for the addition of traffic signals have been recently approved as part of Chapel Hill’s annual budget for the intersections of US-31A with SR-270 and Depot Street respectively  
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13 Ellington Parkway (US-31A) at 
Higgs Road – Intersection 
Improvement 

Address truck turning radii issues at intersection  Lewisburg Improve freight access into and out of industrial park by 
addressing turning radii issues 

Safety & 
Operations 

Suburban/Urban 

14 Ellington Parkway (US-31A) at Yell 
Road – Intersection Improvement 

Evaluate safety issues and/or signalization needs at this intersection Lewisburg Improve safety at this intersection through signage and/or 
addressing sight distance issue (existing guardrail placement) 
and/or signalization (if warranted) 

Safety Suburban/Rural, 
Suburban/Urban 

15 Mooresville Highway (SR-373) at 
Ellington Parkway (SR-417) – 
Future Intersection Improvement 

Monitor needed signalization improvement at this intersection Lewisburg Improve safety and operations at this intersection through 
signalization (when warranted)  

Safety & 
Operations 

Suburban/Urban 

16 Mooresville Highway/W. 
Commerce Street (SR-373) – 
Sidewalk & Bikeway 
Improvements3 

Sidewalk/Bikeway improvements (sidewalks on both sides) along 
Mooresville Highway/W. Commerce Street (SR-373) from W. Ellington 
Pkwy (SR-417) to Old Columbia Road (northside of roadway) and from W. 
Ellington Pkwy (SR-417) to Lewisburg Recreation Center driveway 
(southside of roadway) 

Lewisburg Improve bicycle and pedestrian access connecting 
neighborhoods to shopping, schools, and recreation center 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Suburban/Urban 

17 N. Ellington Parkway (US-431) – 
Intersection Pedestrian 
Improvements 

Improve pedestrian connectivity and safety along and across N. Ellington 
Parkway (US-431) in the vicinity of the Verona Avenue and Old Farmington 
Road intersections 

Lewisburg Improve pedestrian connectivity and safety along and across 
N. Ellington Parkway (US-431) 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Suburban/Urban 

18 White Drive/Hull Avenue/Fox 
Lane – Traffic Calming & Traffic 
Circle/Mini Roundabout 

Traffic calming features including a neighborhood traffic circle at Hull 
Avenue/White Drive and a mini roundabout at Fox Lane/Hull 
Avenue/Green Valley Drive  

Lewisburg Mitigate pass-through traffic volumes/speeds that utilize 
these residential streets through the implementation of 
traffic calming features 

Safety Suburban/Urban 

19 White Drive/Mooresville 
Highway/W. Commerce Street 
(SR-373) Intersection 
Reconstruction 

Improve intersection geometrics at White Drive/Mooresville Highway/W. 
Commerce Street (SR-373) 

Lewisburg Increase circulation at this important intersection by 
efficiently accommodating wide turning vehicles, such as 
vehicles pulling trailers  

Safety & 
Operations 

Suburban/Urban 

20 New Lewisburg Arterial 
Connection – Completion of 
Bypass 

Continue to evaluate the long-term need for completing the bypass Lewisburg Increase cross-county connectivity and within Lewisburg by 
completing the final portion of the Bypass 

Circulation Suburban/Rural 

21 Fox Lane/Cornersville Road/2nd 
Avenue (US-31A BUS) – Safety 
Improvements 

Evaluate safety issues and/or signalization needs at this intersection Lewisburg Improve safety at this intersection through signage and/or 
signalization (if warranted) 

Safety Suburban/Urban 

22 
 

New Lake Road/Globe Road – 
Safety Improvements 

Safety improvements along these corridors from US-31A to SR-373 
addressing needed intersection, geometric, and signage improvements 

Marshall 
County 

Improve safety along these collector corridors addressing 
needed intersection, geometric, and signage improvements  

Safety Rural, Rural Village 

23 Ball Lane/Harber Road – Safety & 
Connectivity Improvements 

Consider reclassifying Ball Lane/Harber Road from a local roadway to a 
collector between Old State Highway 99 and Sylvester Chunn Highway 
(SR99). Upgrade roadway to collector roadway standards, including 
addressing needed intersection, geometric, and signage improvements 

Marshall 
County 

Improve safety along this corridor as well as general 
collector connectivity in the area west of Chapel Hill 

Safety & 
Operations 

Suburban/Rural 

24 US-23 Bike Route & Henry 
Horton Spur Route – Improved 
Signage 

Add bike route signs (green M1-9 USBR sign (MUTCD)) along US-23 Bike 
Route, in addition to bike route signage (D11-1 (MUTCD)) for the 
Tennessee Scenic Bikeway loop spur route connecting US-23 to Henry 
Horton State Park and Lewisburg (via SR-99 and US-31A) 

Marshall 
County 

Increase US Bike Route visibility and access to key local 
destination 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Rural, Rural Village, 
Suburban/Rural, 
Suburban/Urban, Special 
District 

25 Sam Davis Highway (US-31A) at 
McDaniel Hollow Road – Safety 
Improvements 

Install intersection warning signs along US-31A to address limited visibility 
of McDaniel Hollow Road 

Marshall 
County 

Improve safety by providing advance warning along US-31A 
prior to McDaniel Hollow Road given limited visibility of 
intersection  

Safety Suburban/Rural 

26 Shelbyville Highway (US-64) & 
US-31A – Roundabout 

Roundabout at the intersection of Nashville Highway (US-31) and 
Shelbyville Highway (US-64). Project may require realignment of Belfast-
Farmington Road to accommodate proper entry into roundabout. 

Marshall 
County 

Address skewed intersection, safety issues, and future 
demand through the implementation of a roundabout at this 
intersection (when warranted) 

Safety Rural Village 

                                                 
3 The City of Lewisburg has been already been awarded funding to complete this project 
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27 Lynnville Highway (SR-129) – 
Center Turn Lane 

Add center turn lane from interchange to new subdivision driveway access 
(previous Hazelburn Golf Course) to accommodate new development 

Marshall 
County 

Preserve safe operations along this corridor as new 
development occurs 

Safety & 
Operations 

Special District 

28 Belfast-Farmington Road (SR-271) 
– Improved Safety 

Relocate several key utility poles along Belfast-Farmington Road (SR-271) 
which are within several feet of the edge of pavement. Consider the 
addition of a flashing overhead beacon at the Belfast-Farmington Road 
(SR-271)/Fayetteville Highway (US-431) intersection to increase visibility of 
this important crossroads. 

Marshall 
County 

Increase safety along important north-south connection 
between Fayetteville Highway (US-431) 

Safety Rural, Rural Village 

29 Richmond Road (SR-130)/Railroad 
Street (SR-129)/N. High Street; 
Railroad Street/Spring Street (SR-
130/SR-129); Railroad 
Street/Spring Street (SR-130/SR-
129)/Buchanan Street (SR-50/US-
431) – Intersection and Roadway 
Improvements 

Address truck turning radii issues at Richmond Road (SR-130)/Railroad 
Street (SR-129)/N. High Street and Railroad Street/Spring Street (SR-
130/SR-129)/Buchanan Street (SR-50/US-431) intersections; Consider the 
addition of paved shoulders along Spring Street/Railroad Street (SR-
130/SR-129) during a TDOT resurfacing project given truck route 
designation 

Petersburg Improve freight access along this truck route corridor Safety & 
Operations 

Suburban/Urban, Urban 
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Additional Recommendations for 

Future Study 
Through stakeholder and public input, 
additional non-infrastructure 
recommendations were identified for future 
study. These largely relate to countywide 
transportation issues and are intended to build 
upon the platform this plan establishes. Several 
recommendations will require coordination 
with adjacent counties and/or municipalities as 
well as TDOT.  

Corridor Management Agreements (CMAs) 

TDOT has successfully implemented two (2) 
CMAs within Tennessee, including SR-109 in 
Wilson and Sumner Counties and SR-60 in 
Bradley County. These agreements bring 
multiple jurisdictions and planning agencies 
together in order to effectively manage a 
target corridor through prioritized goals and 
strategies and coordinated transportation and 
land use goals. Growth and access 
management are typically integral 
components to CMAs in the interest of  

 
preserving roadway capacity/optimizing traffic 
operations and increasing safety. For Marshall 
County, portions of Highways 50, 431, 99, and 
31A (north of Chapel Hill) are ideal candidates 
for a CMA given the access these highways 
provide to the interstate system (via Maury, 
Williamson, and Rutherford Counties) and their 
vital role in regional traffic flow.   
Potential transportation and land use issues 
associated with these corridors include, but are 
not limited to: 

 Lack of coordination for needed 
roadway improvements, thus 
potentially having excess capacity in 
one jurisdiction and not enough in 
another 

 Lack of preservation of needed right-
of-way to accommodate future 
roadway widenings and turn lane 
additions 

 Lack of control over access points, thus 
reducing traffic operations along the 
length of the corridor 

 Varying driveway, intersection, and 
signal spacing jurisdictional standards 

Cornersville’s Middle and High School is located along S. Main Street (US-31A)  
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leading to lack of traffic operation 
efficiency 

 Lack of development requirements, 
such as traffic impact studies, leading 
jurisdictions to bear all of the financial 
burden for infrastructure 
improvements  

School Traffic Circulation Plans 

Consider the development of individual traffic 
circulation plans for all Marshall County 
schools to optimize drop-off and pick-up peak 
times. This should evaluate potential turn lane 
needs as well as other operational 
improvements. Oak Grove Elementary School 
and Marshall County Elementary School in 
Lewisburg should be of particular focus given 
existing impacts (spillover traffic) on the 
County’s arterial and collector roadway system.  

I-65 Traffic Diversion Plan 

Coordinate with the Tennessee Highway Patrol 
and TDOT to identify preferred detour routes 
through the county should a shutdown and 
subsequent rerouting of interstate traffic occur. 

Some roadways are better than others in 
terms of safety and capacity.  

Commuter Carpool Lot 

Consider partnering with Maury County to 
establish a formal ‘park-and-ride’ near I-65’s 
Exit 37. Identified through public input, an 
existing gas station parking lot is currently 
acting as an informal lot. The increased 
visibility of a formal lot provides a safe and 
convenient opportunity for regional 
commuters to carpool north.  

Lewisburg Bicycle, Pedestrian, and 
Greenway Plan 

Lewisburg should consider developing a 
citywide sidewalk, bikeway, and greenway 
master plan to increase walking and biking 
opportunities within the city, one that identifies 
a network of on- and off-road facility types. 
Arterial and collector roadways are not always 
the preferred route for non-motorized users 
given higher vehicle volumes and speeds; 
therefore, facility planning should be evaluated 
at the entire roadway network level. The City 

Walkers on Lewisburg’s Rock Creek greenway 
Photo: City of Lewisburg 
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of Lewisburg is already in the beginning stages 
of commencing this type of planning effort. 

Establish/Update Access Management-
Related Regulations 

Each jurisdiction within Marshall County should 
review and modify access management-
related regulations to promote more efficient 
and safer traffic operations along key 
corridors. At its simplest, access management 
means controlling the number, location, and 
design of access points (driveways and 
roadway intersections) and is especially 
important for arterials and collectors. Limiting 
driveways within a roadway intersection’s 
‘functional area’ is particularly important for 
both safety and preserving roadway capacity. 
Ideally, roadway intersection functional areas 
should not overlap.  
Figure 28 illustrates a general representation of 
an intersection’s functional area. According to 
AASHTO, an upstream functional area is 
variable and is based upon vehicle operating 
speeds (i.e., reactionary and stopping 
distances) as well as the amount of traffic 
queueing at the intersection. TRB’s Access 

Management Manual points to measuring 
stopping sight distance to determine the 
downstream functional area.  
Signalized intersections adds a level of 
complexity. When not uniformly spaced and 
spacing is less than one half of a mile, efficient 
traffic signal progression and operating speeds 
can be reduced. Uniform spacing should be 
based on the functional classification of a 
roadway as well as the context. For example, a 
major arterial aimed at cross-county travel will 
require more distance between signals in the 
interest of preserving vehicle flow and higher 
speed limits; however, a minor arterial in a 
downtown context may require closer spacing 
due to a grid-like street network and the 
desire to provide safe, comfortable bicycle and 
pedestrian crossings (shorter blocks=greater 
walkability). If uniformity in spacing is desired, 
a general rule of thumb is for signals to be 
spaced a mile or more apart in rural areas, 
one-half mile for suburban contexts, and up to 
as little as 1/8 of a mile (660 ft) in urban 
environments. According to the FHWA, 
research indicates that having more than two 
signals per mile (i.e., one-half mile spacing) 

Figure 28 Functional Area of Intersections 

Source: FHWA 
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increases travel time by six (6) percent for each 
additional signal. 
In the interest of safety and vehicle operations 
on Marshall County’s arterial and collector 
roadways, communities should consider 
establishing access management standards 
associated with each context classification and 
roadway type. These include considerations 
such as driveway design (turning radii, 
queueing accommodation, etc.), driveway and 
street spacing, median design, and turn lane 
warrants and design. These standards should 
be included within zoning ordinances, 
subdivision regulations, and local technical 
design and engineering manuals. For the 
highways identified for CMAs, an overlay of 
unique design standards and development 
requirements should be established for the 
corridor with all management partners on 
board. Corridor studies should be considered 
for sections of key highways experiencing, or 
will likely experience, access management-
related safety issues and decreased traffic 
operations, such as along Lewisburg’s Ellington 
Parkway where a high number commercial 
driveways exist. 

Establish Signal Timing Update Schedule 

Chapel Hill and Lewisburg should develop a 
schedule for regularly updating signal timing 
plans to maximize roadway capacity/vehicular 
flow. Consider a five-year timeline for 
intersections in high growth areas and a ten-
year timeline for all other signals.  
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Appendix A - Public & Stakeholder Engagement 

Documentation 
Stakeholder Meeting #1 
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Stakeholder Meeting #2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



54    Comprehensive Transportation Plan  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



55    Comprehensive Transportation Plan  
 

  



56    Comprehensive Transportation Plan  
 

 

  



57    Comprehensive Transportation Plan  
 

 

 



58    Comprehensive Transportation Plan  
 

Public Meeting #1 
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Public Meeting #2 
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Engagement Opportunities 
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Wikimaps (Online Public Engagement)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



75    Comprehensive Transportation Plan  
 

Joint Economic and Community Development Board (JECDB) Presentations and Project Updates  
Presentations were given to the full Joint Economic and Community Development Board (JECDB) on the progress of various project tasks and 
upcoming public and stakeholder engagement opportunities. Presentation materials, such as the roadway classification matrix shown on 
page 69, were used for discussion purposes. In addition to these two presentations, project updates were regularly given to the JECDB’s 
Executive Board throughout the duration of the project.  
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Appendix B - Existing and Future Traffic Volumes 
Existing Traffic Volumes (2010) 
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Future Traffic Volumes (2040) 
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Appendix C - Design Standards Matrix 
 

RURAL RURAL VILLAGE SUBURBAN / RURAL SUBURBAN / URBAN URBAN DOWNTOWN 

 ARTERIAL COLLECTOR ARTERIAL COLLECTOR ARTERIAL COLLECTOR ARTERIAL COLLECTOR ARTERIAL COLLECTOR ARTERIAL COLLECTOR 

Streetside 
Minimum 
streetside/clear 
zone/ROW width 

Roadway slope 
lines + 20 ft 

Roadway slope 
lines + 15 ft 

Roadway slope 
lines + 20 ft 

Roadway slope 
lines + 15 ft 

Roadway slope 
lines + 20 ft 

Roadway slope 
lines + 15 ft 

12 ft.-16 ft.; 9 ft. 
for constrained 

when 
predominantly 

residential; 12 ft. 
constrained when 

predominantly 
commercial 

12 ft.-16 ft.; 9 ft. for 
constrained when 

predominantly 
residential; 12 ft. 

constrained when 
predominantly 

commercial 

12-19 ft.; 9 ft. for 
constrained when 

predominantly 
residential; 12 ft. 

constrained when 
predominantly 

commercial 

12-16 ft.; 9 ft. for 
constrained when 

predominantly 
residential; 12 ft. 

constrained when 
predominantly 

commercial 

16-21.5 ft.; 12 ft. 
for constrained 
environments 

16-21.5 ft.; 12 ft. 
for constrained 
environments 

Minimum sidewalk 
width  

5 ft. 5 ft. 5 ft. 5 ft. 5 ft. if set back 
from curb; 6 ft. if 

at curb face 

5 ft. if set back 
from curb; 6 ft. if 

at curb face 

6 ft. 6 ft. 6-8 ft. 6 ft-8 ft. 9-10 ft. 6-10 ft. 

Minimum shared-
use path width in 
right-of-way 

8 ft constrained; 
10 ft. minimum; 12 

ft. standard 

8 ft constrained; 
10 ft. minimum; 12 

ft. standard 

8 ft constrained; 
10 ft. minimum; 12 

ft. standard 

8 ft constrained; 
10 ft. minimum; 12 

ft. standard 

8 ft constrained; 
10 ft. minimum; 12 

ft. standard 

8 ft constrained; 
10 ft. minimum; 12 

ft. standard 

10-14 ft. 10-14 ft. 10-14 ft. 10-14 ft. 10-14 ft. 10-14 ft. 

Pedestrian buffer 
width 

5-16.5 ft 5-16.5 ft 5-16.5 ft 5-16.5 ft 5-16.5 ft 5-16.5 ft 5-16.5 ft. (0’ 
allowed for roads 
35 mph or less) 

5-16.5 ft. (0’ 
allowed for roads 
35 mph or less) 

5-16.5 ft. (0’ 
allowed for roads 
35 mph or less) 

5-16.5 ft. (0’ 
allowed for roads 
35 mph or less) 

5-16.5 ft. (0’ 
allowed for roads 
35 mph or less) 

5-16.5 ft. (0’ 
allowed for roads 
35 mph or less) 

Appropriate 
lighting type [see 
Exhibit A below] 

Cobra Head, Pipe  Cobra Head, Pipe Pipe, Post, 
Column 

Pipe, Post Cobra Head, Pipe, 
Post, Column 

Cobra Head, Pipe, 
Post, Column 

Cobra Head, Pipe, 
Post, Column 

Cobra Head, Pipe, 
Post, Column 

Column, Double 
Column 

Column, Double 
Column 

Column, Double 
Column 

Column, Double 
Column 

Appropriate tree 
type [see Exhibit B 
below] 

Columnar, Pole, 
Oval, Ball, 
Pyramid, 

Umbrella, Vase 

Columnar, Pole, 
Oval, Ball, 
Pyramid, 

Umbrella, Vase 

Columnar, Pole, 
Oval, Ball 

Columnar, Pole, 
Oval, Ball 

Columnar, Pole, 
Oval, Ball, 
Pyramid, 

Umbrella, Vase 

Columnar, Pole, 
Oval, Ball, 
Pyramid, 

Umbrella, Vase 

Columnar, Pole, 
Oval, Ball, 
Pyramid, 

Umbrella, Vase 

Columnar, Pole, 
Oval, Ball, 
Pyramid, 

Umbrella, Vase 

Columnar, Pole, 
Oval, Ball, 
Pyramid, 

Umbrella, Vase 

Columnar, Pole, 
Oval, Ball, 
Pyramid, 

Umbrella, Vase 

Columnar, Pole, 
Oval, Ball 

Columnar, Pole, 
Oval, Ball 

Travel Way  
Typical number of 
through lanes 

2 2 2-3 2 2-3 2 2-5 2-5 4-5 2-5 2-5 2-4 

Target vehicle 
speeds 

40-65 mph 40-55 mph 25-45 mph 25-45 mph 35-55 mph 35-55 mph 25-40 mph 25-35 mph 25-35 mph 25-30 mph 25-35 mph 25-30 mph 

Minimum lane 
widths 

11-12 ft. 10-12 ft. 11-12 ft. 10-12 ft. 11-12 ft. 10-12 ft. 10-12 ft. 10-12 ft. 10-12 ft. 10-12 ft. 10-12 ft. 10-12 ft. 

 use higher minimum widths for roadways with higher speeds and truck traffic; shared roadways (bicycle facility) warrants a higher minimum lane width to safely accommodate both cyclists and vehicles 
Minimum shoulder 
widths 

4-8 ft. 
(if state highway - 

6-10 ft.) 

2-8 ft. 
(if state highway -

4-10 ft.) 

4-8 ft. 
(if state highway - 

6-10 ft.) 

2-8 ft. 
(if state highway -

4-10 ft.) 

4-8 ft. 
(if state highway - 

6-10 ft.) 

2-8 ft. 
(if state highway -

4-10 ft.) 

4-8 ft. or  
2 ft curb and 
gutter (i.e., no 

shoulder)  
(if state highway - 

6-10 ft.) 

2-8 ft. or  
2 ft curb and 
gutter (i.e., no 

shoulder); 
 (if state highway - 

4-10 ft.) 

2-10 ft. or 
2 ft curb and 
gutter (i.e., no 

shoulder); 
(if state highway - 

6-10 ft.) 

2-10 ft. or 
2 ft curb and 
gutter (i.e., no 

shoulder); 
 (if state highway - 
4-10 ft.) 

2-10 ft. or 
2 ft curb and 
gutter (i.e., no 

shoulder); 
 (if state highway, 

6-10 ft.) 

2-10 ft. or 
2 ft curb and 
gutter (i.e., no 

shoulder); 
 (if state highway, 

4-10 ft.) 
Parallel on-street 
parking width  

N/A N/A 7-9 ft 7-9 ft N/A N/A 7-8 ft. (13 ft. 
combined 

minimum of bike 
lane + parking 

7-8 ft. (13 ft. 
combined 

minimum of bike 
lane + parking 

7-8 ft. (13 ft. 
combined 

minimum of bike 
lane + parking 

7-8 ft. (13 ft. 
combined 

minimum of bike 
lane + parking 

7-9 ft. (13 ft. 
combined 

minimum of bike 
lane + parking 

7-9 ft. (13 ft. 
combined 

minimum of bike 
lane + parking 
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lane if adjacent to  
bike lane facility) 

lane if adjacent to  
bike lane facility) 

lane if adjacent to  
bike lane facility) 

lane if adjacent to  
bike lane facility) 

lane if adjacent to  
bike lane facility) 

lane if adjacent to  
bike lane facility) 

 use higher minimum widths for higher speed roadways or contexts where high parking turnover is expected 
Minimum & 
preferred bike lane 
widths 

5 ft./6 ft. 5 ft./6 ft. 5 ft./6 ft. 5 ft./6 ft. 5 ft./6 ft. 5 ft./6 ft. 5 ft./6 ft.  5 ft./6 ft. 5 ft./6 ft. 5 ft./6 ft. 5 ft./6 ft. 5 ft./6 ft. 

 
Exhibit A - Pole Types 

Cobra Head Pipe Post 
 

Column 
 

Double Column 
  Source: SmartCode Version 9.2, Center for Applied Transect Studies 

Exhibit B - Tree Types 

 
Pole Oval 

 
Ball 

 
Pyramid  

 
Umbrella 

 
Vase 

 Source: SmartCode Version 9.2, Center for Applied Transect Studies 
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Appendix D - Capital Project Recommendations 
 


