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 BACKGROUND 

1.1. Introduction 

Rutherford and Williamson Counties have experienced tremendous growth in municipalities such as Smyrna, La Vergne, Nolensville, Franklin, and 

Brentwood, as well as the unincorporated areas of both counties. A new east-west corridor connecting Rutherford and Williamson Counties has been 

identified as an important need to address travel demand associated with this growth.  

A new road between Smyrna and Franklin is included in the current Nashville Area MPO 2045 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). This proposed road is 

classified as an “Illustrative” project, meaning no funding source and no horizon year has been identified. The Town of Smyrna (the Town) has 

coordinated a group of affected local government stakeholders to advance the proposed new east-west road connection.  

The purpose of this Rocky Fork Road to McEwen Drive Corridor Study (Corridor Study) is to complete a planning level study of potential alignments that 

identifies fatal flaws, obstacles or challenges and an order of magnitude of cost. This information is intended to enable local, regional and state 

stakeholders to make informed decisions on the feasibility of potential corridor alignments. 

1.2. Stakeholder Group 

The study included representation from all local governments directly impacted by the study corridor and proposed alignments, including: 

• Town of Smyrna 

• City of Franklin 

• City of Brentwood 

• Town of Nolensville 

• City of LaVergne 

• Williamson County 

• Rutherford County 

Collectively, these local governments are referred to as the Stakeholder Group. Additionally, the Greater Nashville Regional Council (GNRC) participated 

in the study process in an observatory capacity.  
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1.3. Study Area Context 

The study area is bounded by State Route 96 (SR-96) and Interstate 840 (I-840) on the south, Old Hickory Boulevard (SR-254) on the north, I-65 on the 

west and I-24 on the east. Proposed corridor alignments would link the planned extension of McEwen Drive, currently under design, east of Wilson Pike 

(SR-252) in Franklin to various locations at Rocky Fork Road between Rocky Fork, Almaville Road and Lee Road in Smyrna. The study area is delineated 

in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Study Area with Regional Context 
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  STUDY OVERVIEW 

2.1. Study Process 

The study process, illustrated in Figure 2, follows a three-step process to progressively arrive at a preferred alignment: 

• Corridor Screening: A universe of potential alignments are identified. A high-level screening eliminates alignments based on topography, 

physical constraints or development conflicts. 

• Corridor Evaluation: A shortlist of alignments from the previous step is subject to a more detailed screening of criteria such as cost, 

environmental impacts, right-of-way impacts, community impacts and mobility and connectivity benefits. 

• Major Findings: A preferred alignment or set of alignments are selected based on the evaluation results. Future next steps, such as funding, 

more detailed environmental analysis and stakeholder coordination are identified. 

Figure 2. Study Process 
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2.2. Stakeholder Coordination 

Meetings with study stakeholders were held throughout the process to review and provide feedback on proposed alignments and their evaluation results. 

Notes from Stakeholder Meeting Number 1 on February 2, 2022, Stakeholder Meeting Number 2 on May 16, 2022, Stakeholder Meeting Number 3 on 

August 8, 2022 and Stakeholder Meeting No. 4 on January 30, 2023 are included in the Appendix. 
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3. CORRIDOR SCREENING 

3.1. Potential Alignments 

The corridor study evaluates several potential alignments from the existing intersection of McEwen Drive with Wilson Pike in Franklin to Rocky Fork Road 

in Smyrna. While many of the proposed alignments would include portions along new alignment which would warrant the acquisition of new right-of-way, 

the proposed alignments also incorporate existing roads: 

• Pleasant Hill Road  

• Clovercroft Road  

• Williams Road  

• York Road 

• Rocky Fork Road 

• Lee Road 

• Santos Road 

• Del Thomas Road  

• Burke Hollow Road 

• Skinner Road 

• Osburn Road 

• McCanless Road

Seven initial alignments were evaluated, as shown in Figure 3 . A brief description of each alignment, from west to east, is provided below: 

Alignment 1 connects the McEwen Drive extension to Pleasant Hill Road via a new alignment. It continues east from Pleasant Hill Road to Clovercroft 

Road and Williams Road through the intersection of Nolensville Road (US 41A), continuing along York Road. The alignment follows York Road to its 

intersection with Rocky Fork Road, where it continues to a proposed interchange with I-24. 

Alignment 2 follows the same path as Alignment 1 through York Road, where it deviates to the north via Lee Road. The alignment follows Lee Road to its 

intersection with Rocky Fork Road, where it continues to a proposed interchange with I-24. 

Alignment 3 includes the same new roadway connection east of McEwen Drive as Alternatives 1 and 2. Instead of continuing along Clovercroft Road, it 

swings to the south and follows a new southern alignment parallel to Clovercroft Road, Williams Road and York Road, where it ultimately connects to 

Rocky Fork Road, where it continues to a proposed interchange with I-24. 

Alignment 4 follows the same path as Alignment 3 to approximately 1.5 miles past the intersection of Nolensville Road, where it swings north to York 

Road just west of Rocky Fork Road, then follows the same path as Alignment 3 to its eastern terminus. 
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Alignment 5 follows the same path as Alignments 3 and 4, up to the intersection with Nolensville Road, where it swings to the south using portions of 

Santos Road and Del Thomas Road, ultimately connecting to Rocky Fork Road following the same path as Alignments 3 and 4 to its eastern terminus. 

Alignment 6 heads south along Wilson Pike from the existing intersection at McEwen Drive. It deviates from Wilson Pike by following the alignment of the 

CSX rail line, then heads east using Burke Hollow Road, Skinner Road and Osburn Road. East of Nolensville Road, the alignment follows McCanless 

Road and Del Thomas Road, where it connects to Rocky Fork Road, then follows the same path as Alignments 3 and 4 to its eastern terminus. 

Alignment 7 follows the same path as Alignment 6 up to Burke Hollow Road. Instead of transitioning to Skinner Road, it continues along Burke Hollow 

Road for approximately 1.4 miles. It then deviates from Burke Hollow Road to the north, following a new alignment eastward through Nolensville Road to 

Rocky Fork Road, where it follows the same path as Alignments 3, 4, 5 and 6 to its eastern terminus.

Figure 3. Initial Alignments 
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3.2. Initial Alignment Screening Results 

An initial alignment screening evaluated each initial alignment based on route directness, topography, land use, development conflicts, stream 

crossings, and utility impacts. The objective of this analysis is to quickly and efficiently assess a universe of potential alignments in order to identify 

a smaller number of alignments for more detailed analysis.  

The results of the screening of initial alignments are summarized in Figure 4. The following are major conclusions of the analysis: 

• Alignments 1 and 2 are the most efficient as they are the shortest in length, while Alignments 6 and 7 are the least efficient. 

• Alignments 1, 2 and 6 are predominantly comprised of existing roads, while Alignments 3, 4, 5 and 7 are more evenly distributed between 

existing roads and new road construction. 

• All alignments have topography challenges. 

• Alignments 3, 4 and 5 have the fewest potential parcel impacts while Alignments 1, 2 and 6 have the greatest potential parcel impacts. 

• All alignments have stream crossings, ranging from a low of 9 (Alignment 2) to a high of 13 (Alignment 4). 

• All alignments cross a natural gas transmission line; Alignments 1 and 2 cross a single electrical transmission line, while the rest of the 

alignments cross two. 

The following sections describe the initial alignment screening results in greater detail. 
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*Route distance divided by the straight-line distance (12.1). 

Route Directness 

The efficiency ratio is a measure of directness of each potential alignment. A more direct alignment will have positive impacts on cost and travel 

time. The efficiency ratio is calculated by dividing the linear distance of each alignment by the straight-line distance between the study area 

termini of 12.1 miles. Figure 5 identifies the efficiency ratio of each alignment. Alignments 1 through 5 are the most efficient, with ratios ranging 

Figure 4. Initial Alignment Screening Summary 
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from 1.11 to 1.19, reflecting additional lengths of 1.3 to 2.2 miles. Alignments 6 and 7 have significantly higher ratios of 1.41 (additional 5 miles) 

and 1.32 (additional 3.9 miles), respectively, a reflection of how far to the south each of these alignments extends. 

Figure 5. Route Directness: Efficiency Ratio 

 

Topography 

Topographic conditions affect the cost and development potential of an alignment. The study area as a whole experiences significant variations in 

topography, and all initial alignments are impacted to various degrees. Table 1 shows the topography analysis of each alignment, as measured by 

the maximum and average slope. Generally speaking, alignments with significant portions that do not follow an existing road, including Alignments 

3, 4, 5 and 7, experience the greatest topographic impacts: maximum slopes ranging from 20.6 to 27.3 percent and average slopes ranging from 

4.8 to 5.4 percent. Alignments 1, 2, and 6, which follow existing roads for a majority of their lengths, experience less topographic impacts: 

maximum slopes ranging from 17.6 to 19.7 percent and average slopes ranging from 2.7 to 3.8 percent. 
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Table 1. Topography Analysis 

Alignment Maximum Slope Average Slope 

Alignment 1 19.7% 3.5% 

Alignment 2 19.4% 3.8% 

Alignment 3 21.4% 5.4% 

Alignment 4 20.6% 5.0% 

Alignment 5 23.8% 4.8% 

Alignment 6 17.6% 2.7% 

Alignment 7 27.3% 4.0% 

 

New Versus Existing Roadway 

All else being equal, the construction of a new roadway alignment is more costly and disruptive than improving an existing roadway alignment due 

to the amount of right-of-way and new construction required. The length of new and existing roadway was estimated for each of the potential 

alignments. Alignments 1, 2 and 6 are estimated to include approximately 85 percent existing roadway and 15 percent new roadway, while 

Alignments 3, 4, 5 and 7 are estimated to be comprised of an even amount of new and existing roadway. A summary of new and existing roadway 

for each alignment is summarized in Table 2. 

Table 2. Estimated Amount of New and Existing Roadway 

Alignment Total Length 
Percent 

Existing 

Length 

Existing 

Percent 

New 

Length New 

Alignment 1 13.8 85% 11.7 15% 2.1 

Alignment 2 13.4 85% 11.4 15% 2.0 

Alignment 3 13.8 50% 6.9 50% 6.9 

Alignment 4 14.2 50% 7.1 50% 7.1 

Alignment 5 14.3 50% 7.2 50% 7.2 

Alignment 6 17.1 85% 14.5 15% 2.6 

Alignment 7 16 50% 8.0 50% 8.0 
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Parcel Impacts 

The number of parcels impacted is another measure of cost and disruption. A 110-foot buffer was created for each alignment to determine the 

number of parcels that could be potentially impacted. The analysis assumes an 85-foot roadway typical section, consistent with the design of the 

McEwen Drive extension. A 110-foot buffer of the alignment centerline was used to provide a margin of error. Alignments 3, 4 and 5 have the 

fewest potential parcel impacts, ranging between 260 and 290 parcels, while Alignments 1, 2 and 6 have the greatest impacts, ranging from 430 

to 460 parcels. Table 3 summarizes the results of the parcel impact analysis. Figure 6 shows the parcels impacted by each alignment. 

Table 3. Summary of Parcel Impacts 

Route 
Number of Parcels 

Potentially Impacted 

Alignment 1 430 

Alignment 2 470 

Alignment 3 260 

Alignment 4 290 

Alignment 5 280 

Alignment 6 460 

Alignment 7 340 
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Figure 6. Parcels Impacted 

 

Stream Crossings 

Each alignment was analyzed for potential stream crossings. The number of potential stream crossings range from a low of 9 (Alignment 2) to a 

high of 13 (Alignment 4). Table 4 summarizes the results of the stream crossing analysis. Figure 7 shows the streams crossed by each alignment. 

Table 4. Stream Crossings 

Route 
Number of Potential 

Stream Crossings 

Alignment 1 10 

Alignment 2 9 

Alignment 3 12 

Alignment 4 13 

Alignment 5 11 

Alignment 6 12 

Alignment 7 12 
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Figure 7. Stream Crossings 

 

Utility Crossings 

The study area is traversed by three utility transmission lines: one underground natural gas transmission line and two overhead electrical 

transmission lines. The natural gas transmission line intersects the study area diagonally from northeast to southwest and is crossed by all of the 

potential alignments. The first electrical transmission line runs from north to south just west of Nolensville Road and is crossed by all of the 

potential alignments except Alignments 1 and 2. The second electrical transmission line runs along the eastern edge of the study area from I-24 

to Almaville Road and is crossed by all of the potential alignments. Figure 4 shows the utility transmission lines crossed by each alignment. 
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Figure 8. Utility Crossings 
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3.3. Shortlisted Alignments 

The Stakeholder Group met to consider the results of the initial alignment screening. Three alignments were chosen for further evaluation: Alignments 1, 

2 and 4. These alignments were chosen because they represent the most direct routes. Additionally, Alignments 1 and 2 were chosen because they 

make the best use of existing roads, while Alignment 4 was chosen because it is potentially less disruptive to existing land uses. Alignments 1, 2 and 4, 

renamed to A, B, and C, respectively, are shown in Figure 9 below.  

Figure 9. Shortlisted Alignments 
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  EVALUATION OF SHORTLISTED ALIGNMENTS 

The shortlisted alignments (Alignments A, B, and C) were subjected to a more detailed evaluation that addresses potential environmental impacts, right-

of-way impacts, community impacts and benefits, mobility benefits, and conceptual cost estimates. The purpose of this evaluation is to enable the 

Stakeholder Group to make an informed decision on a preferred alignment. The results of the individual analyses are described in the sections below. 

4.1. Environmental Screening 

A desktop environmental screening using readily accessible GIS and database sources was performed on the shortlisted alignments. The purpose of the 

environmental screening is to evaluate the potential for major environmental issues that would need to be addressed through a formal decision-making 

process such the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

None of the environmental criteria reviewed would preclude any of the reviewed alignments from further study. In the event that federal funding is applied 

to this project, any of the proposed alignments would require analysis and coordination for potential Environmental Justice (EJ) and farmland impacts. 

Alignments A and B have the greatest potential for wetland impacts, but Alignment A has the lowest acreage associated with potential stream impacts. 

Alignment C has the highest acreage associated with potential stream impacts. 

Environmental Justice 

Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (1994), requires 

federal agencies to develop a strategy for their programs, policies, and activities to avoid disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and 

low-income populations with respect to human health and the environment. U.S. Census data was reviewed to determine if low-income or minority 

persons are present within the project study area. Though this review indicates the presence of low-income and minority persons within the project study 

area, this review did not indicate that any of the proposed shortlisted alignments should be precluded from further review. Figure 10 and Figure 11 

provide detail on the concentration of low-income and minority persons within U.S. Census Block Groups in the project area. 

In the event that federal funds are applied to this project, appropriate analyses and coordination for compliance with EO 12898 would be required during 

the NEPA process.
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Figure 10. Low Income Populations 
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Figure 11. Minority Populations 
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Farmland 

Pursuant to the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1994 (FPPA), federal programs that may convert prime, unique, and/or statewide or locally important 

farmlands to nonagricultural uses should conduct appropriate analyses and coordinate with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to 

determine a farmland conversion impact rating score. The shortlisted alignments are outside of the designated urban designation boundary for which 

such analyses are required (see Figure 12).  In the event that federal funds are applied to this project, appropriate analyses and coordination with the 

NRCS for compliance with the FPPA would be required during the NEPA review; however, nothing in this environmental screening effort indicated that 

any of the shortlisted alignments should be precluded from further review.  

Figure 12. NRCS Farmland Urban Boundary 
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Floodplains and Waterways 

Building upon the stream crossing review completed in the initial environmental screening, a desktop review of GIS and online database sources, 

including Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood maps, was completed to provide additional floodplain and waterway information for the 

shortlisted alignments. Figure 13 illustrates the proximity of the proposed alignments to floodplains and waterways. A “water conflict” is labeled each time 

an alignment path crosses a designated water feature. By acreage, Alignment C would have the largest impact to streams, and the smallest impact to 

wetlands, while Alignments A and B would have the largest impact to wetlands. Alignment A shows the smallest impact, in acreage, to streams.  
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Figure 13. Floodplains and Waterways 
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4.2. Topography 

A slope analysis was completed to better understand where shortlisted alignments may encounter topographic issues. Generally speaking, areas with a 

slope of 20 percent or greater represent significant concern with respect to roadway design. Figure 14 shows the results of the slope analysis relative to 

the shortlisted alignments. All three alignments avoid areas of 20% slope or greater for most of their length, although Alignment C may encounter some 

topographic issues between Clovercroft Road and Nolensville Road. 

Figure 14. Slope Analysis 
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4.3. Land Use 

All shortlisted alignments (A, B and C) are located in areas with predominantly agricultural, residential and vacant land uses. Jurisdiction future land use 

map designations generally reinforce existing land uses, with the exception of the Town of Smyrna, where all three alignments traverse land designated 

as General Urban at the proposed interchange of Rocky Fork Road and I-24. 

Existing Land Use 

Figure 15 shows existing land use within a one (1) mile buffer and Figure 16 provides the results of a land use analysis summarizing the number and area 

of parcels within a 110-foot buffer of the shortlisted alignments. The existing land use for all alignments is predominantly residential and agricultural, both 

in terms of the number of parcels and corresponding area. 
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Figure 15. Existing Land Use 
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Figure 16. Land Use Analysis 
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Future Land Use 

Future land use maps for each of the four municipalities (including their urban growth boundaries) in the study area, Brentwood, Franklin, Nolensville and 

Smyrna, were compiled and analyzed to determine how the land around each alignment could potentially change. The impacted future land use 

categories are summarized in Table 5 and the compiled future land use maps are shown in Figure 17.

Table 5.Impacted Future Land Use Categories 

Jurisdiction Alignment A Alignment B Alignment C 

Brentwood Open space residential Open space residential Open space residential 

Franklin 

Conservation subdivision 

Single family residential 

Large lot residential 

Conservation subdivision 

Single family residential 

Large lot residential 

Conservation subdivision 

Single family residential 

Large lot residential 

Nolensville 

Low density residential 

Low/medium density residential 

Special Development area 

Industrial 

Low density residential 

Low/medium density residential 

Special Development area 

Industrial 

Low density residential 

Special Development area 

Smyrna 

Rural area 

Suburban character area 

General urban area 

Rural area 

Suburban character area 

General urban area 

Rural area 

Suburban character area 

General urban area 
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Figure 17. Future Land Use 
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4.4. Right-of-Way and Parcel Impacts 

A parcel analysis was performed to better understand how each alignment impacts property and the extent to which a complicated and potentially costly 

right-of-way acquisition process might be required. No right-of-way constraints were identified that would preclude any of the shortlisted alignments from 

further study. All proposed alignments have the potential to impact buildings. Alignment A and Alignment B impact the greatest number of parcels. 

Alignment C would affect the largest number of buildings and would bifurcate the largest number of parcels, including the parcels planned for the Morley 

Property and Four Springs future developments.  

The analysis assumes an 85-foot roadway typical section, consistent with the design of the McEwen Drive extension, as shown in Figure 18. The right-of-

way impact analysis considers parcels within a 110-foot buffer of the alignment centerline to provide a margin of error. 
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Figure 18. Corridor Typical Section 

 

Parcel Impacts by Size 

Figure 19 categorizes parcels that intersect a 110-foot buffer of each shortlisted alignment by size (less than an acre, 1 to 5 acres, greater than 5 acres). 

Alignments A and B impact the largest number of parcels that are both less than an acre and between 1 and 5 acres, indicative of their paths adjacent to 

single family neighborhoods. Alignment C, which traverses mostly rural and greenfield areas west of Rocky Fork Road, impacts virtually no small (less 

than one acre) parcels. Overall, Alignment C impacts approximately 50 percent fewer parcels than Alignments A and B (217 versus 317 and 323, 

respectively). 
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Figure 19. Parcel Impacts by Size 
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Bifurcated Parcels 

Figure 20 identifies parcels that could potentially be bifurcated by one of the shortlisted alignments. Bifurcation is generally the most significant way that 

an alignment can impact a parcel. Alignment C has the potential to bifurcate the largest number of parcels because it includes a significant amount of 

new roadway passing through large swaths of undeveloped land. More detail on parcel bifurcation is provided in the Appendix.. 

 

Figure 20. Bifurcated Parcels 
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Building Impacts 

Figure 21 identified locations where each alignment would potentially impact structures. Where a structure is within 150 feet of an alignment centerline, 

that building and its associated parcel is identified on the map. Alignment C has the greatest number of potentially impacted structures. More detail on 

building impacts is provided in the Appendix. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 21. Potentially Impacted Buildings 
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Pending and Known Development Impacts 

Figure 22 identifies locations of known and pending developments relative to the shortlisted alignments. Known and pending developments are parcels 

for which specific developments have been proposed and have or will soon enter the regulatory process. For the most part, the shortlisted alignments will 

impact these developments, but could provide improved access. There are two exceptions: Alignment C bifurcates two large parcels south of Clovercroft 

Road, colloquially known as the “Morley  roperty” and “Four Springs.” Alignment C would significantly impact plans for both developments. 

Figure 22. Pending and Known Development 
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4.5. Community Impacts 

An analysis of potential community impacts associated with the shortlisted alignments includes community resources, construction detours, proximity to 

existing and anticipated future populations and proximity to existing and future employment centers. Potential impacts to community resources are 

relatively minimal, although Alignments A and B pass within 110 feet of an elementary school on York Road. During construction of the new alignment, 

regardless of which alignment is constructed, there would be an approximately two-mile detour, on average, from beginning and end points at Rocky 

Fork Road to McEwen Drive. Alignment C has the fewest anticipated construction impacts because this alignment has the smallest amount of proposed 

new roadway. 

Alignment A and Alignment B are the most accessible to existing and projected populations, providing better access for those populations; however, the 

proximity to these populations also indicates that Alignments A and B have the greatest potential for noise and visual impacts. None of the alignments 

have significant adjacent existing employment but projected employment ranges from 24,000 to 27,000, depending on the alignment. Significant 

population and employment projections for the study area underscore the need to identify a preferred alignment as soon as possible to that right-of-way 

preservation and coordination can begin. 

Community Resources 

Figure 23 identifies community resources that intersect a 110-foot buffer of each alignment. All alignments could potentially impact cemeteries and 

churches. Alignments A and B could potentially impact up to three churches, while Alignment C could potentially impact one. More notably, Alignments A 

and B could potentially impact Mill Creek Elementary and Middle Schools, which is located on York Road. 
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Source: UrbanFootprint 

Figure 23. Community Resources 
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Potential Detours 

The construction of a new major east-west road corridor will have significant impacts on the existing roadway network. Figure 24, Figure 25 and Figure 

26 identify potential detour routes for area residents and visitors during the construction phase for Alignments A, B and C, respectively. Potential detour 

alignments include a combination of Split Log Road, Sunset Road and Rock Springs Road to the north and Clovercroft Road (Alignment C), Lee Road 

(Alignments A and C), Rocky Fork Road (Alignment B) to the south.  The maximum additional distance a resident or visitor must travel to reach a detour 

route is two miles. 

 

Figure 24. Alignment A: Potential Detour Routes 
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Figure 25. Alignment B: Potential Detour Routes 
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Figure 26. Alignment C: Potential Detour Routes 
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Proximity to Existing and Future Population and Employment 

An analysis of existing and projected population and employment within the project area was conducted to better understand potential impacts to the 

communities within the project area. UrbanFootprint uses a proprietary algorithm to allocate existing population and employment data from U.S. Census 

geographies to parcels, while the Greater Nashville Regional Council (GNRC) develops projections of future (2045) population and employment data at 

the traffic analysis zone (TAZ) level. 

Existing population and employment are shown in Figure 27 and Figure 28, respectively and projected population and employment are shown in Figure 

29 and Figure 30, respectively. All three corridors pass through an area of relatively low population and employment density. The number of existing 

residents that live within one mile of the proposed alignments range from approximately 14,000 (Alignment C) to 20,000 (Alignment B), which is 

projected to increase to between 79,000 (Alignment C) and 93,000 (Alignment B) by 2045. Existing employment within one mile is approximately 2,000 

for all three shortlisted alignments, which is projected to increase to between 24,000 (Alignment C) and 27,000 (Alignments A and B) by 2045. 

The significant projected population and employment increases within the study area underscores a need to identify and preserve a road corridor as soon 

as possible so that the necessary development and right-of-way coordination can take place. 



 

 
45 

 

Figure 27. Existing Population 
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Figure 28. Existing Employment 
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Figure 29. Projected Population 
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Figure 30. Projected Employment 
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4.6. Mobility Benefits 

The shortlisted alignments were reviewed to determine how they would impact mobility in terms of connectivity and travel time. Alignments A and B offer 

the greatest connectivity (defined as the number of times an alignment intersects with an existing or proposed road).   

Connectivity 

Figure 31 identifies the connectivity potential of each shortlisted alignment relative to the existing road network. Connectivity potential is defined as the 

intersection of an alignment with an existing road. Alignment A has the greatest connectivity potential with nine connection points, compared to eight and 

six connection points for Alignments B and C, respectively. When new roads identified in Smyrna’s Major Thoroughfare are taken into account (Figure 

32), Alignment A has 14 potential connection points, Alignment B has 13 and Alignment C has nine.  
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Figure 31. Connectivity Potential: Existing Network 
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Figure 32. Connectivity Potential: Future Network 
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Travel Time 

Travel time is a function of distance, speed and delay. The speed of each shortlisted alignment (A, B and C) is assumed to be 45 miles per hour (mph), 

except for the portion of Alignments A and B that are located in a school zone, where 15 mph is assumed. Estimated travel delay was determined by the 

presence of signalized intersections within each alignment. Each signalized intersection assumes 30 seconds of average delay. 

Speeds, distance and traffic signals for Alignments A, B and C are identified in Figure 33, Figure 34 and Figure 35, respectively, and Figure 36 

summarizes the travel time calculations. Alignment C has the longest alignment length, but the fewest number of signalized intersections (12) and does 

not pass through a school zone; it has the fastest estimated travel time at 24.6 minutes. Alignment B is slightly shorter than Alignment A and has one less 

signalized intersection (13) and has an estimated travel time of just under 26 minutes, while Alignment A has an estimated travel time of almost 27 

minutes. 
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Figure 33. Alignment A: Corridor Speeds and Signalized Intersections 
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Figure 34. Alignment B: Corridor Speed and Signalized Intersections 
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Figure 35. Alignment C: Corridor Speed and Signalized Intersections 
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Figure 36. Estimated Travel Time 
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4.7. Conceptual Cost 

Conceptual cost estimates to construct each alignment are identified in Table 6. Base year (2022) cost estimates are inflated to potential opening year 

(2027) and design year (2032) costs using a five percent annual escalation rate. The costs presented in Table 6 do not include right-of-way. 

Alignment C, which is estimated to cost $320 million in 2027, is the most expensive to construct due to its length and anticipated topographic 

constraints. Alignments A and B do not exhibit the same topographic issues but will incur higher utility relocation costs because of the extensive utilities 

located along existing roads within each of these alignments. Alignments A and B are estimated to cost $303 million and $293 million in 2027, 

respectively.  

 

Table 6. Conceptual Cost Estimates 

  

Alignment Length (miles) Unit Cost Per Mile 

Total Estimated 

Construction Cost 

(2022) 

Total Estimated 

Construction Cost 

(2027) 

Total Estimated 

Construction Cost 

(2032) 

Alignment A 13.75 $17,240,000 $237,000,000 $303,000,000 $387,000,000 

Alignment B 13.41 $17,150,000 $230,000,000 $293,000,000 $375,000,000 

Alignment C 13.97 $18,000,000 $252,000,000 $320,000,000 $409,000,000 
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4.8. Summary of Shortlisted Alignments  

Table 7 summarizes the key findings of the evaluation of shortlisted Alignments A, B and C. Alignments A and B provide greater accessibility and 

connectivity, while Alignment C provides the fastest travel time and impacts the least number of total parcels. The biggest drawbacks to Alignments A 

and B are impacts to existing parcels and land uses and population. The biggest drawbacks to Alignment C are that it is the least accessible and it 

bifurcates two large parcels where major developments are proposed. 

Table 7. Summary of Shortlisted Alignments 

 A B C 

Length (mi.) 13.8 13.4 14.2 

Pros 

• More accessible 

• Better connectivity with existing and 

future thoroughfares 

• Least potential stream impacts 

• More accessible 

• Better connectivity with existing and 

future thoroughfares 

• Least expensive 

• Quickest route 

• Fewest parcels impacted 

• Fewer potential construction impacts  

• Less utility relocation 

Cons 

• Adjacent to Mill Creek Elementary and 

Middle schools 

• Potential to impact a larger number of 

parcels and buildings  

• Greatest potential for construction 

impacts 

• Greatest potential wetland impact 

• Slowest travel time 

• Adjacent to Mill Creek Elementary 

and Middle schools 

• Potential to impact a larger number 

of parcels and buildings  

• Greatest potential for construction 

impacts 

• Greatest potential wetland impact 

• Least accessible 

• Bifurcates two large parcels where 

major developments are proposed 

• Greatest building impacts 

• Greatest topographic issues 

• Most expensive 

• Least connectivity 

• • Greatest potential wetland impact 

Cost (2032) $387M $375M $409M 
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 PREFERRED ALIGNMENT 

The project Stakeholder Group carefully considered the results of the shortlisted alignment evaluation results to select a Preferred Alignment. The 

thoughtful and deliberate process progressed from a second shortlist of three to two alignments, and then the development of a series of hybrid 

alignments. 

5.1. Initial Decision 

The Stakeholder Group initially met to consider the three shortlisted alignments: A, B and C. The stakeholders coalesced around two of the three: 

Alignments A and C. Both represent distinct approaches to the development of a new east-west corridor: Alignment A in comprised primarily of 

improvements to existing roads, while Alignment C is an even mix of existing roads and new construction. 

5.2. Hybrid Alignments 

The Stakeholder Group sought to explore options that combine Alignments A and C. Figure 37 and Figure 38 identify the four hybrid alignments 

developed. Generally speaking, all four hybrid alignments are consistent with Alignment A west of Nolensville Pike and are consistent with Alignment C 

west of Nolensville Road. They vary in how they transition east and west of Nolensville Road. 

Alignment AC1 

This alignment follows Alignment A at McEwen Drive to Clovercroft Road. It transitions from Alignment A west of Burke Hollow Road, quickly turning 

south, running perpendicular to Alignments A and C before turning east to transition to Alignment C west of Nolensville Road. Alignment AC1 avoids 

impacts to multiple parcels. However, one large parcel is completely bifurcated, which may render it unusable. Keeping the majority of the alignment on a 

single parcel is primarily a benefit, but requires crossing the existing ridge at its highest point. Additionally, while the reverse horizontal curve is able to 

maintain the desired design speed, it provides a less direct connection between Alignments A and C. 

Alignment AC2 

Alignment AC2 transitions from Alignment A at Clovercroft Road west of Burke Hollow Road similar to Alignment AC1, but more gradually transitions to 

Alignment C just west of Nolensville Road. This option results in a more direct route, but, as a result, bifurcates a number of parcels between Burke 

Hollow Road and Nolensville Road. This route also requires crossing the same ridge that AC1 crosses, but it does so at a lower point along the ridge and 

crosses at an angle which reduces the steepness of the slope compared to AC1. 
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Figure 37. Hybrid Alignments 
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Figure 38.Hybrid Alignments Zoomed in View 
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Alignment AC3 

Alignment AC3 transitions from Alignment A just east of Burke Hollow Road, crossing Nolensville Road just south of the existing intersection at Williams 

Road, where it follows the existing alignment of Sanford Road to connect to Alignment C. This alignment avoids the topographic challenges associated 

with Alignments AC1 and AC2. However, it will result in significant community impacts to the parcels that front Sanford Road. Additionally, because it 

intersects Nolensville Road so close to the existing intersection of Williams Road, the western leg of that intersection could potentially close, resulting in a 

“T” intersection with York Road. Finally, in order to connect from Sanford Road to Alignment C, a curve will be needed that will impact the corner of the 

planned development parcel just east of McClellan Lane. 

Alignment AC4 

Alignment AC4 transitions from Clovercroft Road west of Burke Hollow Road, similar to Alignments AC1 and AC2, but runs parallel to Williams Road, 

following the same path as Alignment AC3 east of Nolensville Road. The alignment has greater impacts to the parcel southwest of the intersection of 

Nolensville Road and Williams Road (colloquially known as the “Williams Property”), but results in a much greater distance from the existing intersection 

of Williams Road and Nolensville Road, potentially easing operational concerns. 

5.3. Preferred Alignment 

After carefully considering Shortlisted Alignments A and C and Hybrid Alignments AC1, AC2, AC3 and AC4, the Stakeholder Group agreed to a 

Preferred Alignment that is a combination of Alignments A and AC3 as depicted in Figure 39. Each of these alignments has its advantages and 

disadvantages. 

Alignment A provides a more direct connection, maintains the existing route and intersection at Williams Road/York Road and Nolensville Road, and 

avoids impacts to the Williams Property southwest of the intersection. In contrast, Alignment AC3 is a less direct route and will impact the Williams 

Property as well as potentially the properties on Sanford Road. If this alignment is constructed, there is a possibility that the remaining segment of 

Williams Road between Alignment AC3 and Nolensville Road would be removed, resulting in a three-way intersection at York Road and Williams Road. 

The advantage of Alignment AC3 is that it avoids passing through the school zone adjacent to Mill Creek Elementary and Middle schools on York Road. 

The Town of Nolensville is concerned that a major road corridor will form a barrier between the school and neighborhoods on the opposite side of the 

street. In response to this concern, Figure 40 illustrates an alternative typical section for the corridor with design elements that encourage lower motor 

vehicle speeds and includes a dedicated high-intensity activated crosswalk (HAWK) signal for pedestrian crossing at the school. Nolensville would also 

like for a pedestrian bridge to be considered in corridor design if this alignment is ultimately chosen. 
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The ultimate alignment, whether the path that follows Alignment A or AC3, will be determined in a future, more detailed study phase. In the meantime, 

Nolensville has agreed to preserve right-of-way for both alignments and to amend both into the Major Thoroughfare Plan. 

Figure 39. Preferred Alignment 
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Figure 40. Lower Speed Option with HAWK Signal Crossing 
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 CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS 

The Rocky Fork Road to McEwen Drive Corridor Study provides a thorough and comprehensive analysis of potential alignments to develop a new east-

west corridor linking Rutherford and Williamson Counties. It begins with a universe of potential alignments that are a refined to a shortlist of three 

alignments through a high-level screening process. Shortlisted Alignments A, B and C are subjected to a more detailed evaluation that considers 

potential environmental impacts, right-of-way impacts, community impacts and benefits, mobility benefits, and conceptual cost estimates. The 

Stakeholder Group further explored a series of hybrid alignments before ultimately agreeing on a Preferred Alignment. 

The identification of a Preferred Alignment through consensus of six participating local governments and with participation of GNRC is a significant step 

forward to the development of a new east-west corridor. These partners can continue to advance the development of the corridor through the following 

next steps. 

6.1. Formal Resolution or Agreement 

In addition to the completion and endorsement of this study, local government partners can more formally agree to the Preferred Alignment through 

adoption of a joint resolution or agreement. At its most basic level, a joint resolution or agreement can simply identify the Preferred Alignment and that all 

participants have agreed to it. More complex agreements can also identify steps that participants will agree to take to preserve and advance the corridor. 

An example of the SR-6 Corridor Management Agreement between the City of Franklin, City of Spring Hill, Town of Thompson’s Station, Maury County, 

Rutherford County, GNRC and TDOT is provided in the Appendix. 

6.2. Local Plan Amendments 

In order to preserve right-of-way and receive serious consideration in state and regional transportation plans and funding, the Preferred Alignment should 

be included in each local government’s adopted Major Thoroughfare Plan. Local governments may also consider amending other local plans to include 

the Preferred Alignment, such as their Comprehensive Plan. 

6.3. Regional Plan Amendment 

Once the Preferred Alignment is included in their Major Thoroughfare Plans, local governments should seek to get it included in GNRC’s Regional 

Transportation  lan (RT ). The RT  is one of GNRC’s core planning documents and is a mandatory precursor to receiving federal funds. The RTP is 

amended periodically, but the RTP Update is the most likely opportunity to incorporate the Preferred Alignment. The 2045 RTP was adopted in February 
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2021 and is updated every five years, which means the 2050 RTP Update will be adopted in early 2026. GNRC will likely begin the update process in late 

2023 or early 2024. 
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7. APPENDIX 

7.1. Bifurcated Parcel Detail 
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7.2. Affected Building Detail 
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7.3. Stakeholder Coordination Meeting Notes 
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7.4. Example Corridor Management Agreement 
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