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SR 109 ACCESS 
MANAGEMENT STUDY 
FINAL REPORT

1.	 Introduction
In 2013, the State of Tennessee, the Nashville Area Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (Nashville MPO), Sumner County, Wilson 
County, the City of Gallatin, the City of Lebanon, and the City of 
Portland executed the State Route 109 Corridor Management 
Agreement (SR 109 CMA).  The purpose of the SR 109 CMA is to 
provide a framework for the signatory agencies, organizations, 
and governments to work collaboratively in the development, 
management, and operation of SR 109 between Interstate 65 and 
Interstate 40 – and, ultimately, preserve and enhance the long-term 
performance of the asset for both the state and local communities.  
The principal goals of the SR 109 CMA are to:

•	 Promote the safe and efficient operation of the highway corridor;
•	 Enhance and sustain economic development; and

•	 Support environmental conservation.

Corridor management is fundamentally about the long-term 
stewardship of major public transportation assets and collaboration 
across jurisdictions and agencies.  As state and local governments 
across the country face the combined pressures of increased 
economic competition, aging infrastructure, new demands for 
services and facilities, and limited revenue, they increasingly need 
to make strategic investments that achieve multiple goals at 
multiple scales.  Putting in place the right policy and governance 
framework to support existing assets and future investments is at 
the heart of corridor management.  The conventional approach of 
various stakeholders working largely independent of one another and 
then hoping a corridor operates the way each wants has proven to be 
ineffective, costly, and detrimental to the communities served..

Building on the SR 109 CMA, as well as the Nashville MPO’s Tri-County 
Transportation and Land Use Study, the SR 109 Access Management 
Study (Figure 1-1) represents a unique opportunity to develop 
access management standards and guidelines that simultaneously 

. . . the 
long-term 

value of the 
asset . . .
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support local, regional, and state transportation and economic 
development goals.  This report summarizes the key findings 
and recommendations of the SR 109 Access Management Study, 
reflecting the leadership and guidance from the study’s steering 
committee and invaluable input from corridor stakeholders.  Because 
the study’s recommendations are not binding for any of the SR 109 
CMA signatories, successful implementation of the proposed 
standards and guidelines depends on each agency and jurisdiction 
taking the necessary steps to adopt the recommendations into their 
applicable policies, ordinances, regulations, or rules.

Figure 1-1. Study Area 
Map” – found on page 2 in 
..\..\Task 3_Existing_Trends\
Tech Memo\SR 109_Existing 
Conditions_121214.pdf

Figure 1-1.	S tudy Area Map
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1.1	 Overview of Access Management
Cross-streets, driveways, and on/off ramps are all access points on a 
roadway.  Simply stated, the primary strategy of access management 
is the control of the frequency, location, and design of all points 
of vehicular connections to the roadway.  The purpose is to better 
manage conflicts caused by access vehicle maneuvers and to reduce 
the interference with through traffic on arterial highways.  These 
maneuvers, subsequently, create a certain level of conflict for other 
travelers in a highway corridor.  Research has clearly shown that as 
the frequency of access maneuvers per mile increases, the crash rate 
increases, and the smooth flow of traffic is disrupted, reducing traffic 
capacity and increasing average travel times.  Access maneuvers are a 
factor in over 55 percent of all crashes.

Figure 1-2 illustrates the type, location, and frequency of vehicle-to-
vehicle access related conflicts that occur near an intersection when 
full movement driveways are nearby.  This illustration is typical of 
wider highways in a metropolitan region with four travel lanes and a 
center two-way left-turn lane.

When a crash occurs involving left turning and cross over traffic, the 
crash is more likely to result in severe injuries, especially if speeds 
are high.  When a vehicle is slowing in traffic to make a turn into an 
access point and the difference in the speed of the vehicle slowing 
and the vehicle following is more than 10 miles per hour (mph), 
the likelihood of a rear-end crash rapidly increases, and so does the 
severity of the crash.  This slowing also reduces traffic capacity for 

Figure 1-2. Access Related 
Conflict Points (Florida 
Department of Transportation)” 
– images\Florida_DOT_conflict 
points.png

Figure 1-2.	 Access Related Conflict Points 

Source:  Florida Department of Transportation

. . . a factor in 
over 55% of 

all crashes. . . .
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motorists slowing to wait for the turning vehicle to clear the lane.  In 
combination, the conclusion of traffic research is that every access 
point has an adverse impact on travel and safety.  The degree of 
impact varies with speed, traffic volume, access design, and other 
engineering factors.  No amount of roadway engineering, however, 
can entirely mitigate the adverse impacts, but improving the design 
and engineering of access does help reduce the impacts.

Public full movement intersections, and especially those with traffic 
signals (Figure 1-3), are usually the locations on a highway where 
there is a concentration of crashes.  Moreover, when traffic signals do 
not have uniform spacing, and spacing is greater than two signals per 
mile, efficient traffic signal progression is difficult and traffic speeds 
are reduced.

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO) “Green Book” is the foremost national authority on 
highway design, formally known as A Policy on Geometric Design 
of Highways and Streets, and adopted by all state departments of 
transportation.  The 2011 Green Book devotes seven pages to the 
benefits and guidance on access management.  In response to the 
adverse impacts caused by access points, the following techniques 
are applied to arterial highways:

•	 Limit the locations of left turns and have fewer left turn locations 
per mile.  A typical design technique is to install a raised median, 
especially where there are frequent marginal access points.

Figure 1-3. SR 109 and 
Nashville Pike” images\Feb232014 
175.JPG

Figure 1-3.	S R 109 and Nashville Pike
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•	 Carefully design each left turn location to minimize speed 
differentials between turning vehicles and through traffic.  This 
usually involves a full design length deceleration lane for both left 
and right turns.

•	 Limit the frequency of access points and related maneuvers.
•	 Improve each marginal access point so the vehicle’s access 

maneuvers are smooth and not delayed, and do not create a 
speed differential in excess of 10 mph with vehicles following.

•	 Carefully plan the location of public intersections to achieve 
uniform and longer spacing, and consider use of a roundabout as 
an intersection safety solution. 

•	 As access is reduced on the arterial, it is necessary to improve 
the accessibility of the secondary street system to provide good 
property access and convenient circulation of traffic to the 
arterial intersections.  

Limit the 
frequency 

of access 
points . . .





SR 109 Access Management Study

7Final Report

2.	� Corridor Vision, Goals, 
and Performance 
Measures

Extending from Interstate 840 to Interstate 65, SR 109 lies entirely 
within Sumner and Wilson counties in middle Tennessee.  Sumner and 
Wilson counties are included in the Nashville-Davidson-Murfreesboro-
Franklin, TN, Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), and similar to other 
parts of the region, have experienced strong growth over the past two 
decades.  Both counties and many of their cities are projected to add 
population and employment in the next 25 years (Table 2-1).

Sumner and Wilson counties, as well as the cities of Gallatin, Lebanon, 
and Portland, are well-served by a number of plans and studies 
that guide local growth and development.  Figure 2-1 highlights 
some of the major goals and objectives identified in existing local 
plans and studies, as well as the underlying corridor-wide land use 
vision developed as part of the Nashville MPO’s 2011 Tri-County 
Transportation and Land Use Study.  Taken together, the local plans 
and studies and the land use vision provide a strong foundation for 
evaluating and applying access management strategies in the SR 109 
corridor. 

Table 2-1. Existing and 
Projected Population and 
Employment” – found on page 
10 in ..\..\Task 3_Existing_Trends\
Tech Memo\SR 109_Existing 
Conditions_121214.pdf

Figure 2-1. Existing Plans and 
Studies – Key Findings” – found 
on page 7 in ..\..\Task 3_Existing_
Trends\Tech Memo\SR 109_
Existing Conditions_121214.pdf

Table 2-1.	Existing and Projected Population and Employment

Population Employment

Existing 
(2012)

Projected 
(2040)

Percent 
Change

Existing 
(2012)

Projected 
(2040)

Percent 
Change

SUMNER COUNTY (Total) 164,949 237,096 43.7% 57,269 95,976 67.6%

Gallatin 37,669 63,332 68.1% 16,754 36,571 118.3%

Goodlettsville (Sumner only) 6,527 8,569 31.3% 1,394 1,912 37.2%

Hendersonville 56,933 74,268 30.4% 20,662 35,037 69.6%

Millersville 5,791 7,096 22.5% 1,214 1,764 45.3%

Mitchellsville 137 196 42.9% 15 15 0.0%

Portland 17,565 27,846 58.5% 6,262 8,640 38.0%

Westmoreland 3,528 4,849 37.4% 1,263 1,446 14.5%

White House (Sumner only) 7,319 10,348 41.4% 1,195 1,309 9.5%

WILSON COUNTY (Total) 120,724 228,611 89.4% 53,935 102,437 89.9%

Lebanon 37,670 63,179 67.7% 30,124 64,797 115.1%

Mount Juliet 38,645 71,904 86.1% 12,738 22,680 78.1%

Watertown 2,911 4,180 43.6% 744 827 11.1%

*Source:  Nashville MPO 2040 Land Use Model
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Figure 2-1.	 Existing Plans & Studies - Key Findings
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Figure 2-2.	  
Public Workshop – 
Gallatin Civic Center

2.1	 Corridor Vision and Goals
Building on the prior plans, studies, and a corridor-wide vision, the 
SR 109 Access Management Study relied on two additional sources 
of guidance to develop a unified vision for the 39-mile long corridor:  
public input on corridor priorities and direction from a project 
steering committee consisting of local, regional, and state officials.  
During the course of the study, two rounds of public workshops 
were held and attended by more than 310 people in five locations 
(Figure 2-2).  The study’s steering committee also met four times over 
a 12-month period.  Collectively, the public input and committee 
guidance resulted in the following SR 109 corridor vision statement:

Linking local communities to the metropolitan region and global 
economy, State Route 109 will be a safe, limited access controlled 
highway that provides efficient travel between Interstate 65, Interstate 40, 
and Interstate 840 in middle Tennessee and is complemented by strong 
local street networks in existing or planned growth areas.

To help realize this vision and accommodate projected growth, 
corridor stakeholders identified six supporting goals:

•	 Maximize safety for all travelers;
•	 Maintain efficient travel times;
•	 Improve access to and from SR 109;
•	 Increase local street connectivity;
•	 Preserve community character; and

•	 Support economic development.

2.2	 Performance Measures
Translating the corridor vision and goals into objectives and 
recommendations relied on both understanding existing conditions 
and trends in the corridor and defining a series of applied strategies 
to achieve the goals.  The analysis of existing conditions and trends 
focused on three interrelated corridor performance measures – 
crash history, access points, and travel times.  To help evaluate 
transportation conditions along SR 109, the corridor was divided into 
five segments and fourteen sub-segments (Figure 2-3).  The segments 
and sub-segments, reflecting existing and planned land uses, also 
served as the basis for applying access management classifications.  
Tables 2 and 3 document existing and projected traffic volumes, 
access points, and crash history.

The highest crash locations on SR 109 are concentrated in segments 
with major intersections – for example, at I‑40, Academy Road, 
US 31E, SR 374, SR 25, and SR 52.  Planned roadway improvements 
should help mitigate safety issues at several of these locations, 
particularly at Academy Road in Wilson County and at SR 52 after the 
Portland Bypass is constructed.  Future growth and development, 
however, will generate new demands for access points on SR 109 

Figure 2-2. Public Workshop 
– Gallatin Civic Center” – ..\..\
Task 2_Public Involvement\Public 
Meeting 1\Photos\Oct 28 Gallatin 
Civic Center\IMAG0058.jpg

Figure 2-3. SR 109 Study 
Segments” – found on page 13 
in ..\..\Task 3_Existing_Trends\
Tech Memo\SR 109_Existing 
Conditions_121214.pdf

Table 2. SR 109 Existing and 
Projected Traffic Volumes” – found 
on page 16 in ..\..\Task 3_Existing_
Trends\Tech Memo\SR 109_
Existing Conditions_121214.pdf

Table 3. SR 109 Existing Access 
Points and Crash History” – found 
on page 17 in ..\..\Task 3_Existing_
Trends\Tech Memo\SR 109_
Existing Conditions_121214.pdf
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Figure 2-3.	S R 109 Study Segments
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result in increased safety and operational pressures on the highway.  
Key safety findings of the study included:

•	 Between 2011-2013, SR 109 averaged more than 430 crashes per 
year; and

•	 30 percent of the crashes resulted in injuries, including 
11 fatalities – six of the fatalities occurred between US 70 and the 
Gallatin Bypass.

The number of access points plays a critical role in the safety and 
operations of any roadway, increasing the number of conflict points 
and “friction” in the transportation system.  Key takeaways include:

•	 There a total of 702 access points on SR 109 – 107 cross-streets, 
572 driveways, 11 on-ramps and 12 off-ramps;

•	 SR 109 between I‑40 and Hickory Ridge Road in Lebanon 
and Academy Road and SR 52 in Portland have the greatest 
concentration of signalized intersections, with 4.6 signals per mile 
and 3.9 signals per mile, respectively;

•	 499 of the driveways, or 87 percent, are full-access driveways; and

•	 Most developed parcels do not connect to each other, but 
instead rely exclusively on SR 109 for cross access movement.

The segments between I-840 and I‑40, US 70 and the Cumberland 
River, and north of the Gallatin Bypass may face the greatest 
demand for new access points in the future, and consequently, are 
at the greatest for lower quality of travel risk from both safety and 
operational perspectives.  Figure 2-4 documents the number of 
existing and potential access points on SR 109 under a build-out 
scenario of the corridor.  The total number of access points could 
more than double, from 702 to 1,499, resulting in a corresponding 
increase in safety and operational problems.

Today, travel times along the 39-mile corridor are generally good, 
with peak hour delays adding approximately seven minutes to a 
typical 47 minute corridor-long trip under free flow conditions – or 
speeds averaging about 42 miles per hour.  With increasing traffic 
volumes and potential new access points, especially near major 
interchanges and intersections, travel delays will increase.  According 
to the Highway Capacity Manual, for every additional 10 access points 
per mile on a corridor, free flow speeds decline 2.5 miles per hour.  
Using recommended posted speeds for different access spacing 
conditions, i.e., minimum connection spacing, free flow travel times 
for the corridor could during peak periods increase by as much as 
26 minutes or 57 percent under the access build-out scenario.  The 
47 minute trip could take as long as 1 hour and 12 minutes.

. . . more than 
430 crashes 

per year . . .
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Figure 2-4.	� Existing and Potential New Access Points on SR 109 at Build-Out 
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3.	� Access Classifications 
and Recommendations

SR 109 is a major north-south regional highway in middle Tennessee, 
the only north-south arterial providing surface transportation through 
Sumner and Wilson counties.  As such, a greater degree of control of traffic 
engineering design should be exercised to maintain public safety and the 
functional level of travel.  Given the traffic volumes and speeds on SR 109, 
lower quality engineering and adding access points of any type will result in 
an increase in crashes and lower performance where this occurs.

Access management requires coordination between land use decisions, the 
entire street network, and a firm regulatory approach to control direct access 
onto arterial highways.  The properties abutting SR 109 require reasonable 
access.  By the use of local streets, collectors, integrated development sites, 
cross-access easements, and internal site circulation, the location of access 
points can be well-spaced, well-designed, and the interference with travel 
on the arterial minimized.

The SR 109 Access Management Study recommends the application of a 
five level hierarchy of access management classifications.  These range from 
highly restrictive (Class I) to more permissive (Class V).  The classifications 
encompass various components of roadway design and operation, including 
median, signal, and access spacing.  The following section provides general 
descriptions for each classification, as well as recommended standards 
for access frequency, location, and design.  For Classes II‑V, standards for 
roadways with and without medians are included.  Table 3-1 summarizes the 
access categories and their respective spacing standards.

Table 3-1.	 Access Classifications and Spacing 
Standards

Table 3-1.	Access Classifications and Spacing Standards

Class Median Type
Median 

Openings Signal Spacing* Street Spacing
Driveway 
Spacing

I Restrictive None None
1 mile (urban) 
2 miles (rural) None

II Painted N/A 5,280 1,320 N/A
II‑M Directional 1,320 5,280 1,320 N/A

III Painted N/A 2,640 1,320 660
III‑M Directional 1,320 2,640 1,320 660

IV Painted N/A 2,640 660 660
IV-M Directional 660 2,640 660 660

V Painted N/A 1,320 660 330
V-M Directional 660 1,320 330 330

* �Roundabouts may be used in any classification that allows an at-grade intersection.  Roundabouts support more flexibility in traffic control spacing and result in fewer 
serious crashes.
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3.1	 Access Classifications

Class I – Freeway/Restricted Access
Class I roadways, which are essentially “interstates” or “freeways,” 
feature the highest operating speeds, often at 55 mph or more.  
Mobility and safety are the highest priorities.  When designed well, 
Class I roadways provide the shortest travel times and safest travel.  
Access is completely restricted to grade-separated interchanges and 
median openings are restricted only to those that accommodate 
emergency vehicles.  A secondary street network is necessary, as no 
public or private access is allowed on the roadway. 

Figure 3-1. Class I Example:  
Briley Parkway, Nashville” – found 
on slide #48 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-2. Class I Example:  
I-840” – found on slide #48 in ..\..\
Task 2_Public Involvement\Public 
Workshop 2\Presentation\SR 109_
PublicMtg2_Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-3. Class I Diagram” 
– found on slide #49 in ..\..\
Task 2_Public Involvement\Public 
Workshop 2\Presentation\SR 109_
PublicMtg2_Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-1.	 Class I Example:  Briley Parkway, Nashville

Figure 3-2.	 Class I Example:  I-840
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Class II – Limited Access Arterial
Class II roadways are the most restrictive roadways that still feature 
direct access.  Mobility and safety remain the highest priorities, and 
the roadway features speeds of no lower than 45 mph.  Access is 
only granted to well-spaced public street intersections.  No private 
driveway connections are permitted, although temporary driveways 
might be allowed in the absence of an effective local street network.  
A secondary street network is necessary to support this classification.  
Non-traversable medians are highly recommended, and if added, the 
classification would become Class II‑M.

Figure 3-4. Class II Example:  
Mack Hatcher Parkway, Franklin” 
– found on slide #52 in ..\..\
Task 2_Public Involvement\Public 
Workshop 2\Presentation\SR 109_
PublicMtg2_Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-5. Class II Example:  
SR 109 Bypass, Gallatin” – found 
on slide #52 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-6. Class II Diagram 
Without Median” – found on 
slide #53 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-7. Class II Diagram 
With Median” – found on 
slide #54 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-3.	 Class I Diagram

Figure 3-4.	 Class II Example:  Mack Hatcher Parkway, Franklin
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Figure 3-5.	 Class II Example:  SR 109 Bypass, Gallatin

Figure 3-6.	 Class II Diagram Without Median

Figure 3-7.	 Class II Diagram With Median
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Class III – Suburban Transition
Class III roadways can be used when transitioning into areas of more 
development, such as suburban areas if more access is necessary.  
Mobility remains a high priority, but access becomes increasingly 
important.  The roadway still supports a moderate level of mobility 
with speeds of at least 40 mph.  Private driveways are very limited, 
but permitted when necessary.  Traffic signals and access points are 
more common.  A secondary street network is necessary to support 
this classification.  A non-traversable median is recommended to 
improve safety, although regular median openings may be required 
to accommodate both access points and U-turning vehicles.  If a 
non-traversable median is included, the classification would become 
Class III‑M.  However, allowing more access will increase the crash 
rate, travel delays, and travel times.

Figure 3-8. Class III Example:  
Old Fort Parkway, Murfreesboro” 
– found on slide #59 in ..\..\
Task 2_Public Involvement\Public 
Workshop 2\Presentation\SR 109_
PublicMtg2_Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-9. Class III Example:  
McEwen Drive, Franklin” – found 
on slide #59 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-10. Class III Diagram 
Without Median” – found on 
slide #60 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-11. Class III 
Diagram With Median” – found 
on slide #61 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-8.	 Class III-M Example:  Old Fort Parkway, Murfreesboro

Figure 3-9.	 Class III-M Example:  McEwen Drive, Franklin
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Figure 3-11.	 Class III Diagram With Median

Figure 3-10.	 Class III Diagram Without Median
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Class IV – Suburban
Class IV roadways typically accompany suburban development 
patterns.  This class seeks to achieve a balance between mobility and 
land use access, and while private driveways are still undesirable, 
it features more permissive access allowances.  Maximum speeds 
average 35 mph and driveways should be well-spaced.  This class 
will have higher crash rates and more travel delay than the previous 
three classes.  A secondary street network is desirable, and while 
a non-traversable median is still recommended to improve safety 
(Class IV-M), some areas may require different median designs to 
accommodate more frequent openings.

Figure 3-12. Class IV 
Example:  Moore’s Lane, 
Brentwood – found on slide 
#64 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-13. Class IV 
Example:  Sam Ridley Parkway, 
Smyrna” – found on slide 
#64 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-14. Class IV Diagram 
Without Median” – found on 
slide #65 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-15. Class IV 
Diagram With Median” – found 
on slide #66 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-12.	 Class IV Example:  Moore’s Lane, Brentwood

Figure 3-13.	 Class IV-M Example:  Sam Ridley Parkway, Smyrna
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Class V – Urban
Class V roadways are used in urban areas with higher density 
commercial and/or residential development.  Mobility is 
compromised for the accommodation of abutting access needs, and 
speeds are typically less than 35 mph.  This class features the highest 
crash rates of any of the five classes.  Good design can mitigate safety 
impacts to some degree.  Driveways should still be well-spaced, and 
non-traversable medians should be implemented where practical 
(Class V-M).  This class should be used sparingly and primarily in areas 
with high concentrations of existing development and its associated 
access points where using a higher class is not feasible.

Figure 3-16. Class V Example:  
Gallatin Pike, Nashville – found 
on slide #69 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-17. Class V 
Example:  Johnny Cash Parkway, 
Hendersonville” – found on 
slide #69 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-18. Class V Diagram 
Without Median” – found on 
slide #70 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-19. Class V 
Diagram With Median” – found 
on slide #70 in ..\..\Task 2_Public 
Involvement\Public Workshop 2\
Presentation\SR 109_PublicMtg2_
Draft_041515.pptx

Figure 3-14.	 Class IV Diagram Without Median

Figure 3-15.	 Class IV Diagram With Median
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Figure 3-16.	 Class V Example:  Gallatin Pike, Nashville 

Figure 3-17.	 Class V Example:  Johnny Cash Parkway, Hendersonville

Figure 3-18.	 Class V Diagram Without Median
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3.2	� Recommended Access 
Classifications for SR 109

SR 109 today does not operate under a unified vision at the 
local, regional, or statewide levels.  Access decisions are made 
piecemeal with no assessment of cumulative effects on corridor 
safety or efficiency.  With key connections to the regional and 
interstate highway system at I-840, I‑40, SR 386, and I‑65 – all 
characteristic of Class I: Freeway/Restricted Access highways - 
SR 109 could be designed, operated, and managed to provide 
seamless travel to, from, and through middle Tennessee.  The 
following recommended access classifications are one important 
step to achieving the unified corridor vision and associated goals 
identified in this study.

Figure 3-20 illustrates the route in its current condition and 
applies one of the five access categories discussed previously to 
those current conditions. Again, today, access on SR 109 jumps 
randomly from one classification to another, often leapfrogging 
the next, most logical class.  For example, the long segment of 
SR 109 between I‑40 and the Gallatin Bypass effectively drops 
from a Class II:  Limited Access Arterial highway to a Class IV: 
Suburban highway and then abruptly returns to a Class II 
highway.  Implementing the recommended system and standards 
will eliminate those types of inconsistencies, and preserve and 
enhance the long-term value of SR 109 for both the state and local 
communities.  Reconstruction and realignment projects scheduled 
for SR 109 should be designed to achieve the recommended 
access classification as best possible, and all decisions will need 
to remain sensitive to the context in which they are made so that 
they are respectful to the wishes of the local community.

Figure 3-19.	 Class V Diagram With Median
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Figure 3-20.	S R 109 Access Management – Existing and Recommended

EXISTING RECOMMENDED



SR 109 Access Management Study26

Final Report

Interchange Areas
Interstate interchange areas present unique opportunities and 
challenges for state departments of transportation, regional planning 
agencies, and local jurisdictions.  Providing access to efficient 
interstate and interregional travel, interchanges also serve as critical 
links to state highway and local street networks that fuel economic 
development.  Of course, if development unfolds in an unplanned 
and uncoordinated manner within an interchange area, then the 
performance of the interchange deteriorates over time resulting in a 
series of familiar challenges:
•	 Increased congestion – including on/off interstate ramps, 

connecting roadways, and intersections;
•	 Increased crashes;
•	 Increased costs to address future safety, capacity, and operational 

issues; and

•	 Negative impacts on the economic competitiveness of 
interchange areas, local industry and businesses, and nearby 
downtowns.

It’s worth noting that in areas such as interchanges, access 
management should not be seen as a deterrent to a community’s 
desired development. There are examples across the State and 
across the country of roadways that have practiced restraint in 
terms of access points that also support heavy commercial and 
residential development. The key to a highly efficient main arterial 
in a highly developed area is to have limited access points on the 
arterial and a strong network of smaller streets and connections 
that facilitate internal circulation of traffic off of the arterial.

While it is beyond the scope of this study, detailed interchange 
access management plans should be developed for the SR 109 
interchange areas at I-65, I-40, and I-840.  Prepared and adopted 
jointly by the state department of transportation and local 
government, a typical interchange access management plan:
•	 Identifies the boundaries of the interchange management area; 
•	 Describes existing transportation and land use conditions;
•	 Defines long-term state and local transportation and land use 

goals, objectives, and performance measures for the interchange 
area;

•	 Ensures that local land use plans, zoning, subdivision regulations, 
street network plans, and access management policies and 
standards are consistent with the intended function of the 
interchange;

•	 Determines the location of all full movement intersections;
•	 Determines how each property owner will have access 

circulation;
•	 Minimizes environmental impacts; and

•	 Guides future transportation and land use decisions.

. . . an 
interchange 

access 
management 

plan provides 
greater 

detail than 
an access 

classification 
system . . .
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Finally, because an interchange access management plan provides 
greater detail than an access classification system, the plan’s policies, 
regulations, and standards will supersede the spacing standards in 
the underlying access classification.

North Gateway: New I-65 Interchange in Portland
One of the most significant planned improvements in the SR 109 
corridor is the new I-65 interchange immediately north of Portland 
near Lake Springs Road.  Importantly, the new interchange will 
connect to SR 109 and ultimately the planned Portland Bypass, 
improving regional circulation and creating local development 
opportunities.  In anticipation of the planned improvements, the 
City of Portland is currently preparing a corridor plan, The North 
Gateway Corridor Planning Study, to guide development in the 
new interchange area and along SR 109.

Ensuring that access management standards recommended in this 
study are considered for future development is critical to preserve 
long-term traffic capacity, travel times, and safety.  Additionally, 
an interchange access management plan that establishes specific 
intersection locations and property access circulation should be 
completed in conjunction with the North Gateway study.  The 
enormous economic impact that the interchange can provide 
the region and the city will be limited if it is undermined by traffic 
conflicts, delays, and congestion caused by frequent access points 
on SR 109.
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4.	� Recommended Access 
Management Practice 
Improvements

4.1	� Roadway Design and 
Driveway Management

By improving roadway design and the management of access 
connections, including public intersections and private driveways, 
the performance of the arterial highway will respond with improved 
travel times, fewer delays, and lower crash rates.  The best practices 
discussed in this section are just some of the tools that can be used to 
augment the spacing standards identified in the access classifications, 
especially in the short-term.  More detailed descriptions of the best 
practices can be found in the SR 109 Study’s Technical Memorandum:  
Access Management Resource Kit.  Table 4-1 summarizes the benefits 
of many access management tools. 

An important consideration is the quality of access design.  
Engineering manuals usually present both desirable and minimums 
to the designer.  In access management, minimum design criteria 
should be avoided unless there is a critical necessity for the use 
of minimums as determined by an analysis of design, operation, 
and safety tradeoffs.  The use of minimum design means providing 
only a minimum level of acceptable capacity, a minimum level of 
acceptable safety, and a minimum level of adverse impact mitigation.  
The minimum method leaves very little room for driver error, and little 
room for traffic growth and unanticipated changes.

Driveways
There are several locations where ingress/egress is not clearly defined 
along SR 109, resulting in an extremely wide driveway that does not 
identify the appropriate locations for vehicular ingress and egress.  
Similarly, there are several locations where ingress/egress is clearly 
defined, but multiple driveways are located in close proximity to each 
other (Figure 4-1).  Best practices to address these issues include:

•	 Physical Barriers to Access:  Where there are no barrier curbs 
on a property, as sometime occurs in rural and suburban areas, 
an on-site barrier directs site traffic towards the authorized 
access opening.  This may be a barrier of almost any type that 
helps direct the driver to designated access points and prevent 
driving over the roadway curb from the backside.  Low height 
landscaping may be used.  This tool is recommended on any 
property where there is very little or no physical constraints to 
prevent vehicles from driving onto the road at unauthorized 
locations.  Terms of a driveway permit should restrict access to 

Table 4-1. Safety Impacts of 
Access Management Treatments

Figure 4-1. SR 109 Driveway 
Proximity” images\Driveways_
Close Proximity.jpg
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designated locations and direct the permittee from allowing on-site 
conditions to exist that might lead a driver from using an unauthorized 
location.

•	 Greater Driveway Spacing:  Closely spaced driveways, especially when 
they are busy commercial driveways, create overlapping conflict areas, 

Table 4-1.	�Safety Impacts of Access Management Treatments

Treatment Effects

Add continuous 
two‑way left-turn lanes 
(TWLTL)

•	 35% reduction in total crashes
•	 30% decrease in delay
•	 30% increase in capacity

Add non-traversable 
median

•	 >55% reduction in total crashes
•	 30% decrease in delay
•	 30% increase in capacity

Replace TWLTL with 
a non‑traversable 
median

•	 15%-57% reduction in crashes on 4-lane roads
•	 25%-50% reduction in crashes on 6-lane roads

Add a left-turn bay

•	 25% to 50% reduction in crashes on 4-lane roads
•	 Up to 75% reduction in total crashes at unsignalized 

access
•	 25% increase in capacity

Type of left-turn 
improvement

a)  painted 
b)  �separator or 

raised divider

•	 32% reduction in total crashes
•	 67% reduction in total crashes

Add right-turn bay

•	 20% reduction in total crashes
•	 Limit right-turn interference with platooned flow, 

increased capacity

Increase driveway 
speed from 5 mph to 
10 mph

•	 50% reduction in delay per maneuver; less exposure 
time to following vehicles

Visual cue at driveways, 
driveway illumination

•	 42% reduction in crashes

Prohibition of on-street 
parking

•	 30% increase in traffic flow
•	 20%-40% reduction in crashes

Long signal spacing 
with limited access

•	 42% reduction in total vehicle-hours of travel
•	 59% reduction in delay
•	 57,500 gallons fuel saved per mile per year

Source:  “Access Management, Location and Design,” National Highway Institute (2000)
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interfere with intersection operations, increase the difficulty 
for the motorist to manage conflicts, and limit sight distance.  
As spacing between driveways increases, conflict frequency is 
reduced and visibility is increased.

•	 Driveway Consolidation:  This technique is intended to combine 
driveways to reduce the total number and increase spacing to 
remaining driveways.  The driveways of several properties can 
also be combined as joint or shared driveways if there is sufficient 
internal circulation between properties.  Driveway consolidation 
may be required to conform to adopted standards if a property 
changes use, or it may be achieved voluntarily by an existing 
property.  Voluntary consolidation typically requires some type of 
incentive.

•	 Cross Access:  This technique connects two adjacent parcels 
by constructing a small two-way road or driveway between the 
properties.  Similar to shared access, it may not require any formal 
agreements and simply rely on a physical opening so vehicles can 
more easily circulate.  It is often used in retrofit situations to avoid 
an additional direct connection to the main roadway and to 
improve circulation between parcels.  It can also be cooperatively 
used to share parking especially when one business has a peak 
parking hour offset from another business such as an office and a 
movie theatre.

•	 Parallel Service Road:  A parallel service road not immediately 
adjacent to the main road, but rather behind the first row of 
parcels (Figure 4-2), can provide access to development on 

Figure 4-1.	S R 109 Driveway Proximity
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both sides of the road and is more cost efficient than traditional 
frontage roads, which are installed when a major roadway such 
as a freeway or expressway cut through the existing pattern of 
local streets.  When a road system hierarchy is carefully planned, 
including freeway alignments, the need for service roads should 
be eliminated.  Local on-site circulation and the local street 
network should be planned to provide sufficient circulation 
without the need for service roads. 

Medians
Installing non-traversable medians can be controversial, but they 
do reduce crashes.  As reported in the 2014 Transportation Research 
Board (TRB) Access Management Manual, the average crash rate on 
roadways with a non-traversable median is about 30 percent less than 
a painted median and a two-way left-turn lane (TWLTL) design, and 
55 percent less compared to no median at all.  Tools include:

•	 Non-Traversable Medians:  Each access onto a public road 
creates some level of conflict and public hazard on the public 
facility.  The potential for a crash increases significantly if the 
access connection allows left turns.  Non-traversable medians 
should be common on arterials to maintain desirable mobility 
and safety performance.  Full movement openings within a 
median should be determined by the intersection spacing 
requirements of the assigned access category or other adopted 
policies.  In the absence of full turn movements, it will be 

Figure 4-2. Cross Access 
and Rear Access Roads” ..\..\
Task 5_AM Resource Kit\
Images\PartTwo_BestPractices\
RoadwayDesignTools\40-25 
Service_Internal roads 
NoDriveways-ShopCntr-Franklin 
TN.jpg

Figure 4-2.	 Cross Access and Rear Access Roads
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necessary to consider alternative access for affected properties, 
which could include U-turns, parallel streets, and cross-access.

•	 Directional Median Opening:  A directional median opening is 
an alternative to full closure.  It restricts left turns from entering 
the roadway while still allowing U-turns and left-turns from the 
roadway into the access connection.  A directional opening in 
the median can be implemented when removing a traffic signal 
or upgrading a roadway to a higher functional classification 
due to traffic growth.  It may also be necessary to limit certain 
traffic turning movements where it is no longer desirable or 
necessary or due to an identified crash history involving left turn 
movements.

•	 Channelizing Island:  A channelizing island is a raised island in 
the access opening intended to limit turning movements.  This 
design can be used an alternative to installing a non-traversable 
median in the center of the roadway.  When it is not desirable or 
feasible to install a roadway median, a channelizing island along 
with signage provides directional guidance to motorists.  The 
use of an island can be temporary pending the installation of a 
median as roadway traffic increases.

Turn Lanes
A key component in the crash history on the two-lane segments of 
SR 109 has been the lack of left and right-turn lanes.  Severe rear-end 
crashes can occur while a vehicle is stopped in the 55 mph travel lane 
while waiting for a gap in on-coming traffic.  It is only somewhat less 
dangerous to slow to 10 mph in the 55 mph travel lane to turn right 
into a local driveway.  Most public intersections on the SR 109 bypass 
have short left-turn lanes.  However, there are many U-turn median 
openings without a left-turn lane.  The Gallatin Bypass lacks right-turn 
lanes at almost every access point despite frequent right turns.  When 
turn lanes are missing or short, there is a significant speed differential 
in the through lanes between the vehicles slowing to a stop or 
very low speeds, while the through traffic is traveling at 55 mph.  
Recommended design practice includes:

•	 Left-Turn Deceleration Lane for Median Opening:  
Requirements for turn lanes vary depending on the access 
category and traffic volumes and should be included in agency 
regulations.  Research published in 2013 recommends that 
most highways have left-turn lanes when the left-in turning 
volume exceeds five vehicles in the peak hour.  The design of the 
left-turn lane should include sufficient length for queue storage 
and deceleration maneuvers so that the speed differential of a 
car slowing to enter the left-turn lane does not exceed 10 mph 
relative to through vehicles following (Figure 4-3).

•	 Isolated Left-Turn Bay:  In isolated areas, usually rural highways, 
a median may not exist.  This technique calls for installing 
an isolated left-turn bay to provide improved safety on the 

Figure 4-3. Left-Turn 
Deceleration Lane” - ..\Images\
PartTwo_BestPractices\
RoadwayDesignTools\20- Fig_16 
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roadway.  This is normally used in retrofit situations for an existing 
access point that needs a left-turn lane due to increasing traffic 
conditions or poor safety history.  It may be necessary to relocate 
the access point in addition to adding the left-turn bay.  It may 
also be necessary to reconstruct the access connection.

•	 Right-Turn Lane:  A right-turn lane is an auxiliary lane to remove 
turning traffic from the through lane while slowing down to 
make a right turn.  A right-turn lane should be required by permit 
regulations under certain volume and traffic conditions.

•	 Existing Turn Lane Improvement:  This improvement is normally 
a retrofit action to fix an existing turn lane that is too short, 
causing a speed differential greater than 10 mph with the 
adjacent through lane.  The lengthening of the turn lane should 
be considered to improve traffic operations and safety where 
turning traffic is interfering with through traffic at the departure 
point near the taper.

Traffic Signal Timing and Operations
Public full movement intersections, and especially those with traffic 
signals, are usually the locations on a highway where there is a 
concentration of crashes.  When traffic signals do not have uniform 
spacing and spacing is less than about one-half mile, efficient traffic 
signal progression is difficult and traffic speeds are reduced.  As the 
growth continues in the corridor, uniform traffic signal spacing, and 
alternative intersection designs such as roundabouts, will be critical to 
both operational and safety performance.

•	 Uniform Traffic Signal Spacing:  Intersections that are signalized, 
and those that might be signalized in the future, should be 
spaced at uniform intervals according to the assigned access 
management category, or based on the functional class of 
the roadway.  It is necessary to achieve uniform spacing for all 
signalized arterials where mobility is of primary importance.  The 
longer the spacing, the higher the speed limit can be set and still 

Figure 4-3.	 Left-Turn Deceleration Lane
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achieve two-way traffic progression.  Spacing varies by context, 
ranging from a mile or more for rural, higher-speed locations to 
one-eighth of a mile for urban, lower-speed environments.

Uniform signal spacing allows more efficient signal progression 
and improves roadway capacity. The flexibility to vary cycle lengths 
for efficient traffic progression over a range of traffic volumes and 
speeds generally increases as traffic signal spacing increases.  As the 
uniform distance increases, the speed of traffic progression increases.  
Uniform spacing is best achieved during the land planning process 
when secondary streets are planned and intersecting arterials can 
be determined.  Ideally, a plan for signal locations is in place well in 
advance of applications for new development.

4.2	 Land Development Planning
A critical issue for ensuring the long term performance of SR 109 
is the management of adjacent land uses and establishing criteria 
for how adjacent land uses access the system of public streets and 
highways.  The primary planning effort should be directed to creating 
a secondary network of local streets and collectors.  This reduces the 
need for private direct access to SR 109.  A secondary system also 
benefits communities by providing local circulation that has lower 
speeds and lower traffic volumes and allowing safer trips from homes 
to services and businesses.

All properties need access.  In order to reduce the demand for direct 
access to SR 109, every new subdivision of property should require 
internal streets and traffic circulation that connects to existing local 
streets or collectors and not directly to SR 109.  New site plans should 
also connect parking and circulation areas to local streets and not 
SR 109.  Cross-access connections and easements, especially in 
commercial zones, should be required.

Secondary systems open up more land for development of all 
types.  If sufficiently interconnected, a secondary system allows 
multiple transportation routes without the need for traveling on SR 
109 with its higher speeds, traffic volumes, and higher risk severe 
crashes.  Better street connectivity improves transportation capacity 
and safety, optimizes response times of emergency vehicles, 
increases efficiencies of various services, and enhances recreational 
opportunities.

Zoning Ordinances and Subdivision Regulations
Zoning requirements address lot dimensions (e.g., setback and 
lot frontage), lot coverage, parking, landscaping, site circulation, 
development intensity or density, and the permitted use of land.  
Subdivision regulations govern the division of land into lots, blocks, 
and public ways and can ensure proper street layout in relation to 
existing or planned roadways, adequate space for emergency access 
and utilities, and internal access to subdivision lots.
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The adoption of a zoning overlay district may be the easiest 
administrative method to manage access consistently throughout 
the 39-mile SR 109 corridor.  An overlay district would apply to parcels 
that are adjoining or within a certain distance from the roadway – 
usually the operational influence area (about 600 feet).  Augmenting 
the underlying base zoning, the overlay district would establish a 
unique set of access standards and guidelines for the purpose of 
protecting the long-term function and efficiency of the roadway.

A detailed access management plan for the corridor would be more 
specific than an overlay district.  A detailed plan can identify access 
needs for each existing parcel, and require important roadway design 
elements to improve the function and public safety of the arterial 
such as a restrictive median with pre-determined median openings.  
These and other design elements can then be implemented as 
development and highway reconstruction occurs.

Transportation Plans
A local transportation plan, whether a part of a community’s 
comprehensive plan or a standalone document, identifies current 
and future transportation needs and helps achieve long-range 
growth and development goals.  Through the public planning 
process, the transportation plan can adopt an access or roadway 
functional classification hierarchy and broad policy on the function 
and protection of arterials.  Additionally, a local transportation plan 
can establish matching dimensional and engineering standards that 
include access management techniques that are context-sensitive.  
Such plans ensure that transportation decisions, strategies, and 
investments are coordinated with land use and community goals.

A successful community transportation system relies on the 
jurisdiction’s ability to protect current and future accessibility and 
mobility.  Access management can benefit the community by 
promoting safety, improving  multimodal transportation options, 
enhancing property values by ensuring, and safeguarding public 
investments in infrastructure.  A good transportation plan will help 
Improve accessibility and mobility throughout the community, 
thereby reducing travel times for cars, trucks, transit, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians.

Technical Standards Manual
While zoning ordinances, subdivision regulations, and transportation 
plans need to address critical elements of property access, technical 
design, engineering details, and material specifications can be put 
into a formal and adopted technical and engineering manual.  A 
technical manual allows the local jurisdiction to determine their 
preferences for street design, street types and be more context 
sensitive to the character of the community.  This also allows the 
adoption of more stringent engineering standards than the state 
department of transportation can apply to access permits.

. . . vehicle 
crashes are 

the most 
likely or one 

of the most 
likely causes 

of death and 
injuries . . .



SR 109 Access Management Study

37Final Report

Gallatin, for example, has a limited technical appendix to its 
subdivision regulations, while other cities and counties have adopted 
manuals specific for access management decisions and engineering.  

Transportation Impact Studies
Transportation impact studies should be prepared by applicants for 
zoning, subdivision, site development, and access permits.  Currently, 
the local threshold for undertaking these studies in the SR 109 is high.  
Gallatin, for example, uses 125 residential units and 1,000 to 3,000 
daily trips to trigger a level one study.  TDOT generally uses 250 daily 
trips, or 50 to 100 units, as the threshold for a study.  Current research, 
for example, recommends that five left turns per hour from an arterial 
is a sufficient benefit/cost warrant for a left turn lane.  This equates to 
about 25 residential units and average daily traffic of about 200 trips.

The scope of these studies can be tiered relative to the size of the 
development.  The important purposes of the study are to identify 
increased traffic load at intersections, increased traffic volumes 
on streets, and appropriate engineering standards to mitigate the 
impacts 

A transportation impact study assesses the effects that a particular 
development’s traffic will have on the transportation network in the 
community.  As public budgets become tighter, there is an increased 
need to determine developer contributions to transportation 
improvements to mitigate public safety as well as system 
performance impacts.  Failure to identify improvements linked to 
new development shifts the financial responsibility to the taxpayers 
in general, and may result in years, or even decades, of delay until 
improvements are in place due to limited public funds. 

4.3	� Access Permitting Processes 
and Coordination

TDOT standards for driveway permits will continue to be a critical 
factor in the management and preservation of the safety and mobility 
of SR 109.  While the new TDOT driveway permitting manual has 
some improved criteria, it remains insufficient to protect SR 109 from 
the anticipated cumulative impacts of piecemeal access permitting.  
Without strong support in the form of new local driveway and 
land division requirements in zoning, subdivision, and engineering 
ordinances, the worst case scenarios presented by this study will 
occur with detrimental consequences for the safety, mobility, and 
ultimately, the growth of the municipalities and counties that rely on 
SR 109 as a primary mobility corridor.

The new TDOT driveway manual has a very important new 
section regarding coordination with local authorities. TDOT will 
now recognize and work within a local agency’s access adopted 
requirements as long as they are the same or more restrictive than 
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the TDOT manual. Coordination and local requirements in the new 
driveway manual include:

“The Department encourages cities, counties, or other local authorities 
to develop their own regulations governing the construction and design 
of driveways and intersections.  If the ordinances or regulations of more 
than one jurisdiction apply to a proposed driveway or intersection, it is 
the responsibility of the applicant to contact each authority to ascertain 
all requirements and obtain approval from all jurisdictions.  The more 
restrictive regulations shall apply, but the Department shall not issue 
a permit for a highway entrance that may meet local guidelines but 
violates the requirements of this manual.  Also, the issuance of a permit 
by the Department does not eliminate the applicant’s need to meet the 
requirements of local authorities.”

These revisions provide a significant opportunity for cities and 
counties to adopt more stringent access management criteria in 
their zoning and subdivision requirements and access management 
plans.  Driveway authorization for local land use should be treated 
differently than building permits and site plans.  The driveway is an 
encroachment on the public right-of-way.  As such, it is more of a 
license, and is not and cannot be a permanent grant or commitment 
by the government.  Like a driver’s license, it is permission to use the 
public right-of-way.  A new driveway is usually engineered based 
on the applicant’s anticipated use of the property at the time of the 
application.  Over time, the use of the driveway, such as an increase in 
volume or in weight and frequency of large trucks, might overwhelm 
or at least be an activity that is below the engineering minimums for 
the original approved design. 

To avoid potential tort liability, safety, and operational problems that 
a significant change in access use can cause, the agency can shift 
responsibility to the permittee by incorporating into the permit not 
just the immediate construction requirements but also the limits, if 
any, the driveway may require.  The permit may further state that a 
use of the driveway not approved by the permit or not addressed 
in the original application requires a new application and decision 
process to determine if modifications are necessary for public safety 
and traffic operations. 

Cooperative Review of Proposed Development Plans
The subdivision and site plan approval processes provides agencies 
with an early opportunity to address access considerations and 
prevent access problems before approvals are given for site 
construction.  

If zoning and subdivision approvals were granted previously, the 
building and access permit process should not be ignored as an 
opportunity to address access location, design, and off-site traffic 
impacts.  There is no such thing as a safe driveway.  With new 
construction or reconstruction, there may be an opportunity to 
require a new driveway location or a modification to an existing 

. . . establish 
a unique set 

of access 
standards . . .



SR 109 Access Management Study

39Final Report

driveway.  The safety of every driveway needs to be addressed for 
engineering improvements, including the possible relocation of an 
existing access.

Some jurisdictions require a developer to notify abutting property 
owners during the development approval process.  This notification 
should include the applicable state transportation agency, such 
as TDOT, utility districts, schools, and other stakeholders that will 
feel the impacts of the new development.  Notification requests 
should not be limited to abutting owners, but extend to include the 
influence area of the activity related to the proposed development.  
A state highway may be 1,000 feet away, however, if most of the site 
traffic will connect to the highway using an existing local street, the 
current design of the state intersection needs to be evaluated for 
improvement.

Commitment to the goals and recommendations of the SR 109 
Access Management Study is important to all stakeholders relying 
on the safe and efficient operation of SR 109.  Access decisions 
made within one jurisdiction will impact accessibility, mobility, and 
economic development in other jurisdictions.  For example, a new 
traffic signal for a city cross-street will impact all users – especially 
commuters, service providers, and freight haulers.  When agency staff 
and commissioners are considering development applications – and 
therefore access decisions – along SR 109, there should also be open 
discussion and analysis of the potential impacts on other jurisdictions.  
The SR 109 Access Management Study should serve as a guide to 
decision makers until the recommendations are adopted at the local 
level.

Interagency coordination mechanisms and frequent communications 
improve decisions, reduce misunderstandings, and streamline 
administrative procedures.  In this regard, the SR 109 Corridor 
Management Committee established under the SR 109 CMA can 
continue to provide an important forum for regular coordination 
and communication.  During busier development periods, monthly 
meetings can be productive.  In slower periods, bi-monthly or 
quarterly meetings keep everyone up to date and maintain the 
agency relationships so vital to communication and coordination.
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5.	� Implementation 
Recommendations 
and Actions

In order to implement the strategies and techniques necessary 
to preserve the functional performance of SR 109 and to address 
growing public safety problems, the state department of 
transportation and each city and county must officially act and 
apply more modern standards to access management.  The failure 
to exercise stronger access control measures on SR 109 will result in 
an incremental and continuing loss of performance, longer travel 
times, more delay and congestion, and a steady increase in crash 
rates.  There are several planning, engineering, and interagency 
coordination steps participating jurisdictions can take to address 
these challenges.

5.1	 Planning
Recommendation #1: Adopt Access 
Management Classifications
The SR 109 Access Management Study identifies a method 
for context sensitive access management by setting an access 
classification for each segment of SR 109.  The access standards 
mainly affect the spacing of full movement intersections and the use 
of restrictive medians.  Above all else, these two factors have the most 
impact on traffic safety and transportation efficiency.
•	 Action #1: To implement the SR 109 access management 

classification system, state and local jurisdictions should formally 
approve the final SR 109 Access Management Study to provide 
guidance and a basis for decisions regarding thoroughfare 
planning, local street networks, and managing traffic signal 
locations in the SR 109 corridor.

Recommendation #2: Update Land Development 
Regulations, Ordinances, and Policies
There are several ways that local jurisdictions can address access 
management strategies in their plans, ordinances, and standards, 
including comprehensive plans, transportation plans, zoning 
ordinances, and subdivision regulations.

Zoning Ordinances

Zoning ordinances can be written to address the capacity and safety 
of the roadway system in the same manner other potions of a zoning 
district might address building density, heights, and frontages.
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•	 Action #1: To implement best practices in zoning requirements 
related to access, review and amend as needed the following 
typical zoning ordinance elements:

-- Minimum lot sizes according to use to ensure on-site 
circulation and capacity for the use;

-- Structure setbacks to avoid interference with public way 
improvements and utilities;

-- Lot width to depth ratios to ensure sufficient frontage and 
prevent flag lots;

-- Cross-access and joint-access requirements to improve 
circulation in commercial zones;

-- Site design standards for parking, circulation, and capacity; 
and

-- Requirements for paths and sidewalks in addition to motor 
vehicle accommodations.

One of the most effective tools and perhaps the most efficient way to 
address the specific goals, purposes, and needs of the SR 109 corridor 
is an access management zoning overlay district.  An overlay district 
applies to parcels that are adjoining or within a certain distance 
from the roadway, and set specific access management criteria.   An 
overlay district is also more useful when the long-term land use and 
underlying zoning is not yet determined.

•	 Action #2: Adopt an SR 109 access management overlay district 
for properties in the SR 109 corridor.  While approving the SR 
109 Access Management Study can serve as the policy basis for 
implementing the recommended standards, an overlay district 
provides a regulatory tool for complying with the study’s findings.  
To assist adoption of such an overlay district, a model ordinance is 
provided in Appendix A of this study.

Subdivision Regulations

Subdivision regulations control the division of land into lots, blocks, 
and public ways for access to the lots and blocks created.  The process 
should ensure a sufficient street layout in relation to existing or 
planned thoroughfares with adequate width for emergency access 
and utilities.

•	 Action #3: Establish coordinated state and local processes for 
reviewing subdivision applications to ensure public ways and lots 
created will be consistent with the SR 109 study.
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5.2	 Engineering
Recommendation #3: Apply Technical 
Improvements to Sections with High Crash Rates
The SR 109 Access Management Study has identified highway 
segments in the corridor with higher than average and very high 
crash rates.  Although the study did not conduct individual analysis at 
these locations to determine appropriate safety improvements, the 
data points primarily to access related crashes.

•	 Action #1: Immediately address safety issues at high crash rate 
locations with typical improvements including the installation 
of both right and left-turn lanes at busy access points, the 
lengthening of turn lanes at existing locations to reduce 
departure speed differentials, and the installation of restrictive 
medians to prevent mid-block left-turn lanes.

•	 Action #2: The 0.8 mile segment from South Park Circle to the 
beginning of the Gallatin Bypass has had over 90 crashes during 
the most recent three-year period and over 70 percent are access 
related.  A more aggressive design, such as the use of a restrictive 
median, is recommended for this segment as it may not be 
feasible at this time to close driveways.

Recommendation #4: Set Access Engineering and 
Safety Standards in Local Technical Manuals
While zoning ordinances and subdivision regulations need to address 
some of the critical elements of access management such as where 
access is allowed, technical design and engineering details and 
material specifications can be placed into a formal and adopted city 
technical manual.  Some cities and counties have adopted manuals 
specific for access management decisions and engineering.  These are 
similar to a state department of transportation type driveway manual, 
but allow the local jurisdiction to determine its own preferences and 
address all street types and be more context sensitive to the character 
of the community.

•	 Action #1: Amend or adopt applicable technical manuals to 
ensure engineering best practices in access management.  
Standards need to be considered as public safety standards 
as well as those necessary for accommodation of vehicle size, 
frequency, and weight.  Standards to be addressed include:

-- Driveway design elements including width, grade, radii, 
throat, ADA accommodation;

-- Driveway spacing/separation requirements;

-- Commercial driveway standards (design speed);

-- Driveway design based on the speed of the road and for peak 
weekday volumes;
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-- Requirements for left and right-turn lanes and deceleration 
lengths;

-- Driveway/site design to accommodate queued vehicles;

-- Driveway/site design to accommodate internal/off-street 
circulation;

-- Safe and efficient pedestrian pathways from development to 
transit and parking;

-- Sight distance/visibility for vehicles entering/exiting roadway;

-- Prohibited or reduced left-turn movements on the highway;

-- Median openings for U-turn opportunities;

-- Specifications for construction materials, installation 
procedures, and quality control to ensure the overall quality 
of construction and low maintenance; and

-- Prohibited signs/structures that distract drivers or interfere 
with sight distance.

Recommendation #5: Update the Tennessee 
Department of Transportation Driveway 
Rules and Driveway Manual
While the Tennessee Department of Transportation Rules and “Manual 
for Constructing Driveway Entrances on State Highways” have been 
recently updated, the updates are not a substantial step forward in 
modernization.  The changes in the TDOT requirements will not be 
sufficient to protect SR 109 at the level necessary to make it safer, 
efficient, and more capable of handling continuing growth.  The 
new manual does include some location and design improvements 
and corner clearance is lengthened.  These improvements, 
however, do not rise to the level of current national practice and are 
improvements only relative to the 1978 rules.

•	 Action #1: Update the TDOT Driveway Rules and Driveway 
Manual to incorporate national best practices and specifically 
address the length of auxiliary turn lanes, left and right-turn lanes 
at certain access points, warrants for turn-lane installation, and 
full movement intersection spacing.

Recommendation #6: Adopt or Update 
Transportation Impact Study Requirements
Currently, the threshold for requiring a Traffic Impact Study is 
high.  With the growing capacity limitations and funding shortages 
to improve roads, consideration should be given to using lower 
thresholds than currently applied.

•	 Action #1: Adopt by ordinance a Transportation Impact Study 
requirement for any land development proposal projected to 

 . . incorporate 
national best 
practices . . .
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generate more than 200 vehicular trips per day and tier the level 
of study to the size of the development. 

Recommendation #7: Update Site 
Design and Approval Processes
Development review and approval processes provide an agency with 
an opportunity to address access considerations and prevent access 
problems before site layout is determined and construction begins.  
Even if zoning and subdivision approvals are complete, the building 
permit process should not be ignored as an opportunity to address 
off-site impacts such as driveway traffic.  If a new building will require 
a modification to an existing driveway, the safety of the driveway at 
the very least needs to be addressed for engineering improvements 
including the possible relocation of the access.  A change in property 
use that will change the use of the driveway should be a trigger for 
driveway review and possible modification for safety and operational 
purposes.

•	 Action #1: Incorporate access management best practices in 
zoning, subdivision, building permit, change of use permit, and 
driveway permit review and approval processes.

5.3	 Interagency Coordination

Recommendation #8: Increase Coordination 
and Communication with the Tennessee 
Department of Transportation
The recently approved revisions to the Tennessee Department of 
Transportation driveway rules increases the value of local agencies 
adopting local regulations and ordinances supporting access 
management.  The new rule directs TDOT to recognize and work 
within local access requirements as long as they are the same or more 
restrictive than the new TDOT Driveway Manual.  Working together, 
the developer, the local jurisdiction, and TDOT can determine the 
best road network, local circulation, and appropriate connections to 
SR 109.  If the jurisdiction has adopted restrictive access criteria for SR 
109, this will be supported by TDOT.

•	 Action #1: Establish a memorandum of agreement between 
TDOT and local agencies to coordinate SR 109 access permitting 
and cooperative reviews of proposed land use changes in the SR 
109 corridor.

•	 Action #2: Update procedures in zoning, subdivision, and 
development review processes to require the developer to notify 
abutting property owners during approval processes. Notification 
should include TDOT, utility districts, schools, and other 
stakeholders that will be impacted by the new land use activity.
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Recommendation #9: Monitor All Access 
Connections and Crash Statistics
The current crash frequency on SR 109 is a community health 
problem.  Adding access connections to SR 109 will increase the 
frequency of safety problems.  Making improvements in access 
designs, addressing hot spots, and implementing improved planning 
practices will help reduce crash rates.

•	 Action #1: To track changes, identify growing problem segments, 
and propose improvements, monitor all public and private access 
connections to SR 109 as well as crash statistics on no less than 
an annual basis.

•	 Action #2: Allocate budget and staff resources necessary to make 
road improvements, adopt new standards, and increase law 
enforcement.

Table 5-1. 
SR 109 Access Management 
Implementation 
Recommendations and 
Actions” – found here SR 
109_Implementation_
Recommendations_2016_03_17.
xlsx

Table 5-1.	SR 109 Access Management Implementation Recommendations and Actions

Recommendation Action Time Frame Lead

Planning

#1: Adopt Access Management 
Classifications

1. �Approve formally the final SR 109 Access Management 
Study to provide guidance and a basis for decisions regarding 
thoroughfare planning, local street networks, and managing 
traffic signal locations in the SR 109 corridor.

Immediate State & Local 
Jurisdictions

#2: Update Land Development Regulations, 
Ordinances, and Policies

1. �Review and amend as needed the following typical zoning 
ordinance elements: miminimum lot sizes, structure setbacks, 
lot width/depth ratios, cross access and joint acccess, parking 
and circulation, and paths and sidewalks.

Near-Term (1-3 years) Local Jurisdictions

2. �Adopt an SR 109 access management overlay district for 
properties in the SR 109 corridor.  While approving the SR 109 
Access Management Study can serve as the policy basis for 
implementing the recommended standards, an overlay district 
provides a regulatory tool for complying with the study’s 
findings.  To assist adoption of such an overlay district, a model 
ordinance is provided in Appendix A of this study.

Near-Term (1-3 years) Local Jurisdictions

Engineering

#3: Apply Technical Improvements to 
Sections with High Crash Rates

1. �Immediately address safety issues at high crash rate locations 
with typical improvements including the installation of both 
right and left-turn lanes at busy access points, the lengthening 
of turn lanes at existing locations to reduce departure speed 
differentials, and the installation of restrictive medians to 
prevent mid-block left turn-lanes.

Immediate State

2. �The 0.8 mile segment from South Park Circle to the beginning 
of the Gallatin Bypass has had over 90 crashes during the most 
recent three-year period and over 70 percent are access related.  
A more aggressive design, such as the use of a restrictive 
median, is recommended for this segment as it may not be 
feasible at this time to close driveways.

Immediate State
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Recommendation Action Time Frame Lead

#4: Set Access Engineering and Safety 
Standards in Local Technical Manuals

1. �Amend or adopt applicable technical manuals to ensure 
engineering best practices in access management.  Standards 
need to be considered as public safety standards as well as 
those necessary for accommodation of vehicle size, frequency, 
and weight.

Near-Term (1-3 years) Local Jurisdictions

#5: Update the Tennessee Department of 
Transportation Driveway Rules and Driveway 
Manual

1. �Update the TDOT Driveway Rules and Driveway Manual to 
incorporate national best practices and specifically address 
the length of auxiliary turn lanes, left and right-turn lanes at 
certain access points, warrants for turn-lane installation, and 
full movement intersection spacing.

Near-Term (1-3 years) State

#6: Adopt or Update Transportation Impact 
Study Requirements

1. �Adopt by ordinance a Transportation Impact Study requirement 
for any land development proposal projected to generate more 
than 200 vehicular trips per day and tier the level of study to 
the size of the development.

Near-Term (1-3 years) Local Jurisdictions

#7: Update Site Design and Approval 
Processes

1. �Incorporate access management best practices in zoning, 
subdivision, building permit, change of use permit, and 
driveway permit review and approval processes.

Near-Term (1-3 years) State & Local 
Jurisdictions

Interagency Coordination

#8: Increase Coordination and 
Communication with the Tennessee 
Department of Transportation

1. �Establish a memorandum of agreement between TDOT and 
local agencies to coordinate SR 109 access permitting and 
cooperative reviews of proposed land use changes in the SR 
109 corridor.

Immediate State & Local 
Jurisdictions

2. �Update procedures in zoning, subdivision, and development 
review processes to require the developer to notify abutting 
property owners during approval processes.  Notification 
should include TDOT, utility districts, schools, and other 
stakeholders that will be impacted by the new land use 
activity.

Immediate Local Jurisdictions

#9: Monitor All Access Connections and 
Crash Statistics

1. �To track changes, identify growing problem segments, and 
propose improvements, monitor all public and private access 
connections to SR 109 as well as crash statistics on no less than 
an annual basis.

Near-Term (1-3 years) State & Local 
Jurisdictions

2. �Allocate budget and staff resources necessary to make road 
improvements, adopt new standards, and increase law 
enforcement.

Near-Term (1-3 years) State & Local 
Jurisdictions


