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A p p e n d i x  I I  -  1  
 

APPENDIX II 
 

 Scored Candidate Projects Considered in the 2040 LRTP (Horizon Years 2025, 2040, & Vision Plan) 
 

ID ROUTE FROM ROAD TO ROAD DESCRIPTION 
In 

Model 
Total Project 

Score Safety Efficiency Accessibility 
Active 

Transportation Environmental Economic 
Horizon 

Year 

L54 Clinchfield Street Main Street 
Stone Drive (US-
11) 

Coordinate signal system to 
improve traffic flow 

 71 18 10 4 15 6 18 2025 

L62 Stone Drive (US-1) Gibson Mill Road Deneen Lane Coordinate signal system  69 18 13 4 12 10 12 2025 

L22 Stone Drive (US-11) 
John B. Dennis 
(SR-93) 

Cleek Road 
Improve intersections and 
coordinate signal timings 

 65 12 18 4 6 9 16 2025 

L12 Fort Henry Drive (SR-36) 
Moreland Dr/ 
Hemlock Rd 

Interstate 81  
Improve intersections, coordinate 
signal timings, and evaluate 
driveway cuts 

 61 15 15 2 6 9 14 2025 

L20 Stone Dr West (US-11) 
Kaywood Ave 
(City of Mt 
Carmel) 

Granby Rd 
Install signal system with 
advanced warning signals to 
improve safety at intersections 

 57 13 13 5 6 1 19 2025 

L53 Bloomingdale Pike 
John B. Dennis 
(SR-93) 

Packinghouse 
Road 

Improve shoulders and geometry 
with spot safety improvements 

 54 13 9 2 13 5 12 2025 

L1 
Fort Henry Drive (SR-36) 
(Improve Act) 

Interstate 81 (I-
81) 

Airport Road (SR-
75) 

Widen existing 2 lane road to 4 
lanes to match Washington 
County portion 

X 54 14 13 5 6 4 12 Improve 

L36 Fort Henry Drive (SR-36) Moreland Drive Interstate 81 
Frontage road to improve traffic 
along Fort Henry Drive 

 54 15 12 3 6 4 14 Illustrative 

L35 East Sullivan Street Church Circle Main Street 
Widen to 2/3 lanes with 
multimodal and aesthetic 
improvements 

X 53 14 11 3 12 1 12 2025 

L33 BAE Frontage Road Old Armory Hammond Avenue 
Develop in conjunction with 
economic development along 
Netherland Inn Road 

 53 12 13 5 3 4 16 Illustrative 

L70 Interstate 81  (Improve Act) 
Interstate 26 
Interchange (Exit 
57) 

Virginia State Line ITS expansion  53 12 15 4 2 6 14 Improve 

L11 Fort Henry Drive (SR-36) 
John B Dennis 
(SR-93) 

Moreland Dr/ 
Hemlock Rd 

Improve intersections and 
coordinate signal timings; install 
median where non-existent 

 52 14 14 2 3 9 10 2025 

L15 
Carters Valley Rd East (VA 
SR-704) 

Lynn Garden Dr 
(SR-36) 

Wadlow Gap Rd 
(SR-224) 

Improve shoulders and geometry 
with spot safety improvements 

 49 12 8 3 9 5 12 2025 

L47 Stone Drive (US-11) 
John B. Dennis 
(SR-93) 

New Beasonwell 
Road 

Widen from 4/5 to 6 lanes X 49 12 13 4 6 4 10 2040 

L17 Tranbarger Dr 
Lynn Garden Dr 
(SR-36) 

Virgil Ave 

Improve shoulders and geometry 
with spot safety improvements 
with additional safety 
improvements 

 48 14 6 3 13 5 7 2025 
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ID ROUTE FROM ROAD TO ROAD DESCRIPTION 
In 

Model 
Total Project 

Score Safety Efficiency Accessibility 
Active 

Transportation Environmental Economic 
Horizon 

Year 

L65 Interstate 26 
John B. Dennis 
(SR-93) 

I-26 Exit 6 (SR 
347 Rock Springs 
Road) 

Add eastbound truck climbing lane X 48 12 13 4 1 4 14 2025 

L30 Fall Creek Road 
Colonial Heights 
Road 

Memorial Blvd 
(SR-126) 

Improve shoulders and geometry 
with spot safety improvements 

 47 10 11 3 6 1 16 2040 

L60 Lincoln Street 
John B. Dennis 
(SR-93) 

Wilcox Drive (SR-
126) 

Coordinate signal system  47 5 12 3 8 9 10 2025 

L25 Stone Drive (US-11) Hammond Ave East Avenue Widen from 4 to 6 lanes X 46 4 13 5 4 5 15 Illustrative 

L51 Wilcox Drive (SR-126) 
John B. Dennis 
(SR-93) 

Industry Drive 

Replace center turn lane with 
raised landscaped median, 
providing left turn lanes where 
needed 

X 46 13 10 3 9 3 8 2040 

L31 Hemlock Road 
Fort Henry Drive 
(SR-36) 

Fall Creek Road 

Improve shoulders and geometry 
with spot safety improvements, 
add multiuse path on north side of 
roadway to link to park 

 45 14 11 2 6 4 8 2040 

L10 Bloomingdale Pike 
Stone Drive West 
(US-11) 

Orbin Drive 

Widen from 2 to 3 lanes to include 
center turn lane with paved 
shoulders and other safety and 
geometric spot safety 
improvements 

X 44 17 3 3 8 5 8 2040 

L58 John B. Dennis (SR 93) 
Stone Drive (US-
11) 

Bloomingdale Pike Implement access management  43 12 3 4 4 10 10 2025 

P1 Center Street Sullivan Street Fairview Avenue 
Reconfigure turning movements 
with roundabout 

 43 4 8 3 10 10 8 2040 

L49 West Sullivan Street Roller Street Lynn Garden Drive Widen from 2 to 3 lanes X 43 6 5 3 12 4 13 2025 

L50 
Sullivan Garden Parkway 
(SR 93) 

Lonestar Road Derby Drive Widen from 2 to 4 lanes X 43 8 12 2 6 4 11 Illustrative 

L32 Cherokee Street Viaduct MLK Extension Main Street 
Construct vehicular and non-
motorized bridge over railroad 
tracks 

X 42 3 2 6 10 5 16 2040 

P22 
Stone Drive (US11)  
(Improve Act) 

Bridge over North 
Fork Holston 
River 

 Bridge replacement/rehabilitation  42 6 13 3 6 4 10 Improve 

L24 Interstate 81 
Fort Henry Drive 
(SR-36) 

Tri-Cities Crossing 
(MM 56) 

Widen from 4 to 6 lanes X 41 4 13 4 2 4 14 Illustrative 

L63 Wadlow Gap Road (SR-224) 
Near North Fork 
Holston River 

  
Straighten horizontal curves near 
North Fork Holston River bridge 

 41 4 3 3 11 10 10 2025 

L43 Jared Drive Sluice Bridge 
Wilcox Drive (SR-
126) 

New 2-lane roadway linking 
Moreland Drive and Wilcox Drive 
at Jan Way 

X 41 5 11 6 4 3 12 2025 
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In 
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Score Safety Efficiency Accessibility 
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Transportation Environmental Economic 
Horizon 

Year 

P21 
Stone Drive (US-11)  
(Improve Act) 

Bridge over North 
Fork Holston 
River 

 Bridge replacement/rehabilitation  41 6 13 3 6 3 10 Improve 

L14 Gravely Road 
Lynn Garden 
Drive (SR-36) 

Shipps Spring 
Road 

Improve shoulders and geometry 
with spot safety improvements 

 40 6 3 3 15 5 8 2025 

L4 Eastern Star Road Mitchell Rd Fordtown Road 
Widen from 2 to 3 lanes as 
economic development occurs 

X 40 6 8 3 6 5 12 2040 

L56 Fort Henry Drive (SR-36) Lebanon Road Wendover Drive Improve vertical geometry  40 14 10 2 1 5 8 Illustrative 

L66 Stone Drive (US-11) Deneen Lane East Avenue Widen from 4 to 6 lanes X 40 6 13 4 4 3 10 Illustrative 

L21 May Ave Bell Ridge Drive Lynn Garden 
Improve shoulders and geometry 
with spot safety improvements 

 39 8 6 2 12 5 6 2025 

L52 Airport Parkway (SR 357) Interstate 81 
Airport Road (SR 
75) 

Improve median breaks and add 
left turn lanes at various 
intersections 

 39 8 8 3 3 5 12 2025 

L55 Fordtown Road 
Eastern Star 
Road 

Lebanon Road 
Install left turn lanes at key 
intersections through industrial 
park 

 39 5 11 3 3 5 12 2040 

L59 Lewis Lane Rearden Lane Ripley Street 
Improve shoulders and geometry 
with spot safety improvements 

 39 5 6 4 13 5 6 2025 

L34 Cox Hollow Road Snapps Ferry 
Interstate 81 MM 
56 

Widen from 2 to 3 lanes as 
economic development occurs 

X 38 5 11 4 7 5 6 2040 

P10 Industry Drive 
At CSX railroad 
overpass 

  

Replace/widen railroad overpass 
approximately .25 miles east of 
Kingsport City garage with 
possibility to convert to at-grade 
crossing 

 38 4 8 2 6 4 14 2040 

P8 Lebanon Road 
Kendricks Creek 
Road 

Grove Drive 
Replace signalized intersection 
with roundabout 

 38 4 3 3 6 10 12 2040 

L19 Lebanon Road 
Intersection at 
Fort Henry Rd 
(SR-36) 

Colonial Heights 
Road 

Improve sight distance and extend 
left turn lanes 

 37 11 8 2 1 5 10 2025 

L37 Gibson Mill Road 
Stone Drive (US-
11) 

Bloomingdale Pike 
Widen from 2 to 3 lanes as part of 
Gibson Mill Road improvements 

X 37 9 5 4 8 5 6 2025 

L40 Interstate 26 MM 8 MM 10 Widen from 4 to 6 lanes X 37 0 13 4 1 5 14 Illustrative 

P12 Lynn Garden Drive 
Stone Drive (US-
11) 

  
Improve interchange ramps to 
alleviate weaving issues 

 37 4 8 3 8 5 9 2025 

L13 Fairview Ave 
Stone Drive (US-
11) 

Virgil Avenue 
Improve shoulders and geometry 
with spot safety improvements 

 36 9 3 3 10 5 6 2025 
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L29 Airport Parkway (SR-357) Fall Creek Road Interstate 81 
Extend SR-357 northbound with 
limited access 2-lane cross 
section with wide shoulders 

X 36 3 4 8 3 4 14 2040 

P27 Industry Drive  (Improve Act) 
Bridge over 
Reedy Creek 

 Bridge replacement/rehabilitation  36 6 8 3 6 3 10 Improve 

L16 Bell Ridge Road / Drive May Ave Harrison Ave 
Improve shoulders and geometry 
with spot safety improvements 

 35 8 3 2 11 5 6 2025 

L3 Tri-Cities Crossing 
Kendricks Creek 
Road 

Fordtown Road 
Widen from 2 to 3 lanes with 
improved left turns as economic 
development occurs 

X 35 5 9 4 7 4 6 2040 

P14 Hammond Avenue Near Main Street   
Replace railroad overpass to 
improve traffic flow and 
emergency services 

 35 0 7 3 6 5 14 2040 

P23 
Fordtown Road  (Improve 
Act) 

Bridge over CSX 
Railroad 

 Bridge replacement/rehabilitation  35 6 7 3 6 5 8 Improve 

L9 
Lincoln St/MLK Jr Drive 
Connector 

Lincoln St/MLK Jr 
Drive 

Industry Drive 
(SR-355) 

Extend Lincoln St/MLK JR Drive to 
Industry Drive 

X 34 0 2 7 4 3 18 2040 

L7 Netherland Inn Road Center St (SR-36) Ridgefields Road Widen from 2 to 3 lanes X 34 9 5 3 6 1 10 2040 

L48 
Stone Drive (US-11) / Center 
Street Connector 

Stone Drive (US-
11) near 
Interstate 26 
ramp 

Center Street 
New 3-lane roadway using 
Riverside Drive and Interstate 26 
ramp 

X 34 3 2 7 8 4 10 2040 

L46 Stone Drive (US-11) 
John B. Dennis 
(SR-93) 

  
Extend left turn lanes on Stone 
Drive under John B. Dennis 
interchange 

 33 6 2 4 6 5 10 2025 

L61 Reservoir Road Saratoga Road Hood Road 
Improve shoulders and geometry 
with spot safety improvements 

 33 5 3 3 8 4 10 2025 

P3 John B. Dennis (SR-93) Lincoln Street   
Extend length of interchange 
ramps 

 33 5 9 2 4 5 8 2025 

L18 Summerville Road 
Fort Henry Drive 
(SR-36) 

New Summerville 
Road 

Improve shoulders and geometry 
with spot safety improvements 

 32 8 6 2 6 4 6 2040 

L28 Airport Parkway (SR-357) 
Stone Drive East 
(US-11) 

Fall Creek Road 
Extend SR-357 northbound with 
limited access 2-lane cross 
section with wide shoulders 

X 32 3 4 6 1 4 14 Illustrative 

P28 
John B. Dennis (SR-93)  
(Improve Act) 

Bridge over CSX 
Railroad 

 Bridge replacement/rehabilitation  32 6 3 2 8 5 8 Improve 

P20 
Fort Henry Drive (SR-36) 
Bridge (Improve Act) 

Wesley Road 
Rock Springs 
Road 

Replace northbound bridge over 
the South Fork Holston River for 
safety 

 31 6 8 2 3 4 8 Improve 

P4 John B. Dennis (SR-93) 
Fort Henry Drive 
(SR-36) 

  
Extend length of interchange 
ramps 

 30 4 5 2 6 5 8 2025 
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P5 John B. Dennis (SR-93) 
Stone Drive (US-
11) 

  
Extend length of interchange 
ramps 

 30 4 3 4 4 5 10 2025 

P7 John B. Dennis (SR-93) Orebank Road   
Construct new interchange exit 
ramp northbound 

X 30 5 6 2 4 5 8 2025 

P24 
Old Blair Gap Road  
(Improve Act) 

Bridge over 
Walker Fort 
Creek 

 Bridge replacement/rehabilitation  30 8 8 2 1 5 6 Improve 

L5 Fort Henry Drive (SR-36) 
Holston River 
Bridge 

Hemlock Road 

Safety improvements, install 
median, add center turn lane 
(consider widening bridge over 
railroad tracks and widening lanes 
near railroad bridge) 

 29 4 8 2 3 4 8 2025 

L57 
Fort Henry Drive (SR-36) 
Bridge (Improve Act) 

Wesley Road 
Rock Springs 
Road 

Replace southbound bridge over 
the South Fork Holston River for 
safety 

 29 4 9 2 1 4 9 Improve 

L6 Mitchell Rd Connector Fordtown Road 
Eastern Star Rd 
Road 

Construct new 3 lane roadway to 
link Fordtown Rd to Eastern Star 
at I-26 Interchange 

X 28 0 2 8 1 5 12 Illustrative 

L64 Moccasin Gap Bypass Route 71 Wadlow Gap Road 
Contruct new 2-lane divided 
highway with connection to Filter 
Plant Road 

X 28 0 4 8 6 4 6 Illustrative 

P13 John B. Dennis (SR-93) Moreland Drive  
Improve interchange ramps on 
south side 

 28 6 3 2 4 5 8 2025 

P11 John B. Dennis (SR-93)    
Realign intersections at Indian 
Path Medical Center and Kroger 
to improve safety 

 27 3 2 4 3 5 10 2025 

L45 
Netherland Inn Road / Stone 
Drive Connector 

Union Street 
Netherland Inn 
Road 

Realign and reconstruct Union 
Street to improve access to 
Netherland Inn Road and 
economic redevelopment areas 

X 26 4 3 6 3 0 10 Illustrative 

P2 Interstate 81 Buttermilk Road   Construct new interchange X 26 0 8 2 1 5 10 Illustrative 

L23 Wilcox Drive (SR-126) 
John B Dennis 
(SR-93) 

Moreland Drive 
Extend 4-lane roadway as 
economic development occurs 

X 26 3 2 7 4 4 6 2025 

L42 Jack White Drive Idel Hour Road   
Extend west to connect to Stone 
Drive at Idel Hour Road 

X 26 3 4 7 1 3 8 Illustrative 

P16 Rock Springs Road Railroad Tunnel  Replace / widen railroad tunnel  26 4 1 2 9 4 6 2040 

P15 Wadlow Gap Road (SR-224) 
North Fork 
Holston River 

  
Replace bridge over North Fork 
Holston River 

 23 0 3 3 2 5 10 2025 

P9 Interstate 26 Interstate 81   
Add capacity at intersections 
including study of frontage roads 
along interstates 

 23 0 2 3 1 5 12 2040 
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L39 Indian Trail Drive North 
Stone Drive (US-
11) 

John B. Dennis 
(SR-93) 

Re-alignment and new connection 
to John B. Dennis (SR-93) 

 21 3 2 4 1 5 6 2040 

L41 
I-81 Buttermilk Road 
Connection 

Buttermilk Road Fall Creek Road 
New 2-lane connector to link 
proposed interchange at 
Buttermilk Road 

X 21 0 2 7 1 1 10 Illustrative 

L26 
Moreland Drive - Lebanon 
Road Connector 

Near Shady Side 
Drive 

Kendricks Creek 
Road 

New 3-lane bypass away from 
Fort Henry Drive 

X 20 0 2 6 1 3 8 2040 

L38 Huntington Hills Connector Birchwood Road Burke Road 
New 2-lane roadway to provide 
additional access 

X 20 0 2 6 3 5 4 2040 

P25 
Reedy Creek Lane  (Improve 
Act) 

Bridge over 
Reedy Creek 

 Bridge replacement/rehabilitation  19 6 2 3 2 4 2 Improve 

P26 
Meadow Brooke Lane  
(Improve Act) 

Bridge over 
Reedy Creek 

 Bridge replacement/rehabilitation  17 3 2 2 4 4 2 Improve 

 



Priority  
Total # 
Points 

Measure 
Upper 

Thresholds 
Points 
Given 

Safety 
(25 points) 

10 Number of auto crashes 

50 2 
100 4 
150 6 
200 8 

> 200 10 

10 Number of bike/ped crashes 
0 0 
2 5 

> 2 10 

3 Existing Crash Rate 
1 1 
5 2 

> 5 3 

2 Low-volume, narrow streets 
Yes 2 
No 0 

Operational 
Efficiency 
(20 points) 

5 LOS improved between 2015 and 2040 E+C 
-10% 5 
0% 2 

> 0% 0 

5 LOS improved between 2040 E+C and 2040 vision run 
5% 0 
20% 2 

> 20% 5 

5 Traffic signal projects 
Yes 5 
No 0 

2 Creates parallel facility/system redundancy 
Yes 2 
No 0 

3 Difference between 2015 and 2040 vision AADT 
1000 1 
2500 2 

> 2500 3 

Accessibility 
(10 points) 

3 Population growth surrounding project 2015-2040 
100 1 
500 2 

> 500 3 

3 Employment growth surrounding project 2015-2040 
100 1 
500 2 

> 500 3 

4 Improves connectivity of system 
Yes 4 
No 0 

Active 
Transportation 

(15 points) 

5 Qualitative non-motorized demand near project 
Low 1 

Medium 3 
High 5 

5 
Number of above average EJ populations touched by project (65+, low 

income, disabled) 

1 1 
2 3 
3 5 

5 PLOS or BLOS of D or worse 
0 0 
1 2 
2 5 

Environmental 
(10 points) 

5 
Number of challenging areas the project touches (floodplains, historical 

areas, steep slopes, and parks) 

0 5 
1 4 
2 3 
3 1 
4 0 

5 Projects improves capacity without widening or adding new facility 
Yes 5 
No 0 

Economic 
(20 points) 

4 Percent of trucks in 2040 E+C  
2% 1 
5% 2 

> 5% 4 

4 Within 1/2 mile of freight-dependent industries 
Yes 4 
No 0 

4 Number of ATRI truck trip origins and destinations 
400 2 

> 400 4 

4 Percent of accessible workforce with associates degree or higher 
15% 1 
30% 2 

> 30% 4 

4 Improves access to identified tourist destinations 
Yes 4 
No 0 
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Appendix III 
 

Title VI and Environmental Justice Assessment 
 
The specific civil rights concerns with transportation projects revolve around Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act and Environmental Justice requirements (E.O.12898 Federal Action to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations). US DOT’s policy is 
to ensure compliance with 42 U.S.C. 2000 “No person in the United States shall, on the grounds 
of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or 
be subjected to discrimination under a program or activity receiving federal financial assistance 
from the Department of Transportation.” E.O. 12898 requires each agency (including the US 
DOT) to “make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, 
as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its 
programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations”. US DOT issued its 
Order on Environmental Justice (DOT Order 5610.2) in response to clarify Title VI 
responsibilities. Adverse impacts related to transportation projects include: 
 

 Bodily impairment, infirmity, illness, or death. 
 Air, noise, and water pollution; and soil contamination. 
 Destruction or disruption of man-made or natural resources. 
 Destruction or diminution of aesthetic values. 
 Destruction or disruption of community cohesion or a community's economic vitality. 
 Destruction or disruption of the availability of public and private facilities and services. 
 Vibration. 
 Adverse employment effects. 
 Displacement of persons, businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations. 
 Increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion, or separation of minority or low-income 

individuals within a given community or from the broader community. 
 The denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits of DOT 

programs, policies, or activities. 
 
The DOT Order ensures that there will be greater public involvement opportunities and access 
to information on transportation activities affecting the human health and the environment. A 
requirement of the E.O. 12898 and the DOT Order concerns Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 
people. Discrimination against people who are Limited English Proficient was determined to be 
a form of national origin discrimination forbidden by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. 
 
Metropolitan planning organizations are required to consider three fundamental environmental 
justice principles: 
 

1. To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and 
environmental effects, including interrelated social and economic effects, on minority 
populations and low-income populations. 

2. To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision-making process. 

3. To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by 
minority populations and low-income populations. 
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Metropolitan planning organizations are required to consider environmental justice early in the 
planning process and (1) determine benefits to and potential negative impacts on minority 
populations and low-income populations from proposed investments or actions; (2) quantify 
expected effects (total, positive and negative) and disproportionately high and adverse effects 
on minority populations and low-income populations; and (3) determine the appropriate course 
of action, whether avoidance, minimization, or mitigation. (This is a discussion of environmental 
justice and planning, but the requirements apply across the whole range of transportation 
activities including contracting for services, and require the recipients, i.e. the MTPO, the Cities 
of Kingsport, Mount Carmel, Church Hill, Weber City, and Gate City, and Sullivan, Hawkins, 
Washington, and Scott Counties to do things such as monitor minority participation in contracts 
and maintain a complaint system for addressing Title VI complaints, etc.).  
 
The following sections provide an assessment of potential impacts to the low-income population 
groups and minority population groups within the Kingsport Metropolitan Transportation 
Planning Organization (MTPO) area based on implementation of the transportation projects 
within the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The analysis was done using the 
MTPO’s geographic information system (GIS) and US Census Block Group data. The 5- Year 
Estimate (2009-2013) US Census American Community Survey (ACS) Population and Housing 
Characteristics data were used for this assessment with data being used at the US Census 
Block Group level. A senior population analysis (persons over the age of 65) was also 
undertaken given the size of this population group in the MTPO area and their vulnerability over 
time to transportation decisions (i.e. availability of income to transportation costs, mobility 
limitations, etc.). 
 

Minority Population 
According to the 2009-2013 ACS data, 5 percent of the Kingsport MTPO region’s residents are 
considered to be minorities (non-white).  As shown in Table 1, the region’s minority population is 
comparable to those of Sullivan, Hawkins, Washington, and Scott counties in the MTPO area.  
When compared with the share of minority population for Virginia and Tennessee, the MTPO’s 
share of minority population is considerably smaller. 
 
Table 2 illustrates the minority population breakdown of the MTPO area and the concentrations 
of minority populations within the counties of the MTPO. It should be noted that the populations 
shown in this table are based on ACS estimates and therefore may not align with the existing 
population in 2015 detailed in the LRTP document. 
  

Table 1: Kingsport MTPO Area Minority Population 

  
Total 

Population 
Minority 

(Non-White) 
Percent 
Minority 

Kingsport MTPO 121,364 6,550 5.4% 
    Sullivan County 89,482 5,304 5.9% 
    Hawkins County 19,677 908 4.6% 
    Washington County 4,566 143 3.1% 
    Scott County 7,639 195 2.6% 
State of Virginia 8,256,630 2,561,483 31.0% 
State of Tennessee 6,499,615 1,439,721 22.2% 

Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 
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Table 2: Kingsport MTPO Area Ethnicity Population 
 White Black Asian Other Hispanic Origin 
Sullivan County* 148,357 3,031 915 4,449 2,600 
Hawkins County* 54,455 791 208 1,141 750 
Washington County* 115,466 4,944 1,709 3,198 3,968 
Scott County* 22,137 171 60 202 267 

Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 

*Total county populations were used for these categories 

 
In the following subsections, the positive and negative effects of the 2040 LRTP’s highway, 
transit, and bicycle/pedestrian improvements on concentrations of minority populations are 
discussed by type of improvement. The highway projects (both funded and unfunded) in the 
2040 LRTP include roadway widening projects, new roadways, reconstruction of roadways, 
signal improvements, and intersection improvements. In some cases sidewalks and/or bicycle 
facilities may be included as part of a highway project and are noted in the analysis. 
Additionally, expansion in transit services and routes in areas with concentrations of minority, 
senior, and low-income populations will have positive impacts on the transportation system in 
these areas. 

HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS 
There are a total of 60 Census Block Groups within the Kingsport MTPO area that will be 
directly affected by the 2040 LRTP highway transportation improvement projects. Of the total 
MTPO Population estimated by the ACS data (121,364 people) the share within the affected 
Census Block Groups is 74% and the share of the total MTPO minority population (6,550 
people) is 75%.  Within the 60 Census Block Groups, a total of 89,649 people reside, of which 
6% are minority, as seen in Table 3.  
 

Table 3:  Characteristics of All Census Block Groups with Highway Improvements 

Within 

Number of  
Block 

Groups 
Number of 

People 

Total Block 
Group 

Population (%) 
Total MTPO 
Population 

Total MTPO 
Population (%) 

Non-Minority 60 84,720 94% 114,814 74% 

Minority 60 4,929 6% 6,550 75% 

All 60 89,649 100% 121,364 74% 
Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 

 
The next step was to look at the Census Block Groups within the affected area (the 60 Block 
Group area) in which the share of minority population is higher than the MTPO region’s 
percentage of minority population (5%). Of the 60 Block Group affected area, 19 Block Groups 
have over 5% minority population (See Table 4 and Figure 1). 
 
For the purposes of this EJ analysis, those individual Block Groups where the share of minority 
population is double that of the MTPO area (or 10% minority or higher) are considered to 
potentially contain an environmental justice population and are referred to as “communities of 
concern”.  Eleven Census Block Groups are part of the “communities of concern”.  A total of 
2,584 minority people reside in those 11 Block Groups, representing about 39% of the total 
number of minority people in the MTPO area (6,550 people). These 11 Block Groups represent 
11% of the MTPO region’s total population (121,364 people). All 11 Block Groups are located in 
Sullivan County. 
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Table 4:  Minority Census Block Groups with Highway Improvements 

Within 

Number of  
Block 

Groups 

Number 
Minority 

Population 

Total MTPO 
Minority 

Population 
Minority – At Least Regional Average  
(5% to 10%) 

12 1,313 20% 

Minority – Double Average  
(10% or Greater) – “Communities of Concern” 

11 2,584 39% 

Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 

 
A more detailed review, including positive and negative impacts of the projects in the 
communities of concern was conducted. The projects’ affects include improving traffic 
congestion, adding transportation options by including bicycle and pedestrian modes, improving 
access to transit, and possibly affecting right-of-way due to new roadways, roadway widening, 
or reconstruction. 
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Figure 1 
  Highway Improvements in Minority Population Areas  
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The cost feasible highway projects in the 2040 LRTP that would fall within the minority 
population of at least 5% were identified. Eighty-four improvements fall into this category 
consisting of new roadways and roadway widenings; roadway reconstructions and 
realignments; bridge replacements and rehabilitations; interchange ramp improvements; signal 
and intersection improvements; and safety-related projects. The signal and intersection 
improvements should improve the traffic flow in the areas. Also, the safety improvements should 
improve the transportation network so these projects would have a positive impact on the 
population. The improvements to bridges and interchanges are primarily related to safety, not 
capacity. That leaves the road widening and new construction projects which may adversely 
affect the population and require mitigation steps be taken. These 30 projects are listed in Table 
5 with project descriptions and funding year. 
 
Additionally, as part of the 2040 LRTP, the candidate projects, both cost feasible and illustrative, 
were evaluated to determine where bicycle and pedestrian accommodations may be 
appropriate. In reviewing the affected projects as part of this analysis, it was determined 
pedestrian accommodations may be provided on 47 projects and bicycle accommodations on 
29 projects. However, all transportation projects should consider bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations in the design phase as part of the US DOT Policy on Accommodations, the 
City of Kingsport’s Complete Streets Policy, and the Region’s desire to increase active 
transportation solutions.   
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Table 5: Highway Improvements within  

Block Groups containing Greater than 5% Minority 

2040 
LRTP Id Roadway From To 

Length 
(Miles) Type of Improvement 

Current 
Number 
of Lanes 

Future 
Number 
of Lanes 

Horizon 
Year 

L29 Airport Parkway (SR 357) Fall Creek Road Interstate 81 2.1 New Roadway - 2 2040 

L28 Airport Parkway (SR 357) Stone Drive East (US 11) Fall Creek Road 2.5 New Roadway - 2 2025 

L33 BAE Frontage Road Old Armory Hammond Avenue 1.7 New Roadway - 2 Illustrative 

L10 Bloomingdale Pk Stone Dr West (US 11) Orbin Dr 0.2 Roadway Widening 2 3 2040 

L32 Cherokee Street Viaduct MLK Extension Main Street 0.2 New Roadway - 2 2040 

L34 Cox Hollow Road Snapps Ferry Interstate 81 MM 56 0.6 Roadway Widening 2 3 2040 

L35 East Sullivan Street Church Circle Wilcox Drive (SR 126) 1.0 Roadway Widening 2 3 2025 

L4 Eastern Star Rd Mitchell Rd Fordtown Rd 0.7 Roadway Widening 2 3 2040 

L1 Fort Henry Drive (SR 36) Interstate 81 Airport Road (SR 75) 3.5 Roadway Widening 2 4 
2025 

(IMPROVE) 

L36 Fort Henry Drive (SR 36) Moreland Drive Interstate 81 1.4 New Roadway - 2 Illustrative 

L37 Gibson Mill Road Stone Drive (US 11) Bloomingdale Pike 0.1 Roadway Widening 2 3 2025 

L38 Huntington Hills Connector Birchwood Road Burke Road 0.1 New Roadway - 2 2040 

L41 I-81 Buttermilk Road Connection Buttermilk Road Fall Creek Road 1.4 New Roadway - 2 Illustrative 

L40 Interstate 26 MM 8 MM 10 1.4 Roadway Widening 4 6 Illustrative 

L24 Interstate 81 Fort Henry Dr (SR 36) Tri-Cities Crossing (MM 56) 4.0 Roadway Widening 4 6 Illustrative 

L42 Jack White Drive Idel Hour Road  Stone Drive (US 11) 0.7 New Roadway - 2 Illustrative 

L43 Jared Drive Sluice Bridge Wilcox Drive (SR 126) 0.2 New Roadway - 2 2025 

L9 Lincoln St/MLK Jr Dr Connector Lincoln St/MLK Jr Dr Industry Dr (SR 355) 0.8 New Roadway - 2 2040 

L6 Mitchell Rd Connector Fordtown Rd Eastern Star Rd 0.6 New Roadway - 3 Illustrative 

L26 Moreland Drive - Lebanon Road Connector Near Shady Side Dr Kendricks Creek Road 0.5 New Roadway - 3 2040 

L7 Netherland Inn Road Center St (SR 36) Ridgefields Rd 0.7 Roadway Widening 2 3 2040 

L45 Netherland Inn Road / Stone Drive Connector Union Street Netherland Inn Road 0.1 New Roadway - 2 Illustrative 

L25 Stone Drive (US 11) Hammond Ave East Avenue 1.2 Roadway Widening 4 6 Illustrative 

L66 Stone Drive (US 11) Deneen Lane East Avenue 1.0 Roadway Widening 4 6 Illustrative 

L48 Stone Drive (US 11) / Center Street Connector Stone Drive (US 11) Center Street 0.1 New Roadway - 3 2040 

L47 Stone Drive (US11) John B. Dennis (SR 93) New Beasonwell Road 1.7 Roadway Widening 4 6 2040 

L50 Sullivan Garden Parkway (SR 93) Lonestar Road Derby Drive 1.0 Roadway Widening 2 4 Illustrative 

L3 Tri-Cities Crossing Kendricks Creek Rd Fordtown Road 1.0 Roadway Widening 2 3 2040 

L49 West Sullivan Street Roller Street Lynn Garden Drive 0.3 Roadway Widening 2 3 2025 

L23 Wilcox Drive (SR 126) John B Dennis (SR 93) Moreland Drive 0.9 New Roadway - 4 2025 
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TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS 
For the purposes of the EJ analysis minority population assessment, the MTPO reviewed areas 
that are currently served by the Kingsport Area Transit Service’s (KATS) fixed-route bus service. 
The routes are shown in Figure 2.  KATS provides service in an area comprised of 31 Census 
Block Groups.  According to the 2009-2013 5-Year ACS estimates, approximately 39,912 
people reside in the service area, representing 33% of the total MTPO population (121,364 
people) (see Table 6).  In that service area, 10% of the residents are minority people; the 
minority residents in this area represent 67% of the region’s total minority population (6,550 
people).  By comparison, the percentage of non-minority people in the 30 Block Group service 
area represents 31% of the region’s total non-minority population (114,814 people). 
 

Table 6: Characteristics of Census Block Groups with Existing Transit Service 

Within 
Number of 

Block Groups 
Number 
People 

Percent of Total 
Census Block 

Group Population 
Total MPTO 
population 

Percent of 
MTPO 

Population 
Non-Minority 31 35,765 90% 114,814 31% 

Minority 31 4,417 10% 6,550 67% 

All 31 39,912 100% 121,364 33% 
Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 

 
The next step was to look specifically at those Census Block Groups in which the share of 
minority population was equal to or greater than the MTPO region’s percentage of minority 
population (5%) and that are served by the KATS system. A total of 19 Block Groups have 
minority populations of at least 5% and are served by the KATS system (See Table 7 and 
Figure 2). Approximately 55% of the region’s total minority population resides in those 19 Block 
Groups. 
 

Table 7: Minority Census Block Groups with Existing Transit Service 

Within 

Number of 
Block 

Groups 

Number 
Minority 
People 

 
Total MTPO 

Minority 
Population 

Minority – At Least Regional Average  
(5% to 10%) 

9 982 15% 

Minority – Double Average  
(10% or Greater) – “Communities of Concern” 

10 2,621 40% 

Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 

 
As discussed in the previous section “communities of concern” consist of those Block Groups 
where the minority population is double that of the MTPO area (at least 10 percent minority).  
For the existing transit service affected area, 10 Census Block Groups have double the MTPO 
average share of minority people; these 10 Block Groups represent about 40% of the MTPO 
region’s total minority population. These Block Groups are located primarily in and around 
downtown Kingsport. 
 
The 2040 LRTP contains a list of projects to enhance the existing transit services. Planned 
public transportation improvements over the 25-year plan horizon are geared toward system 
expansion including more routes, extended service hours, more bus shelters, and following a 
normal vehicle replacement schedule.  The transit projects are expected to enhance the service 
for the 19 Census Block Group area. 
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Figure 2 
Existing System Transit Improvements in Minority Population Areas 
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Low-Income Population 
According to the 2009-2013 ACS data, approximately 17% of the households located within the 
MTPO region reported incomes below the federal poverty level (referred to as “low-income” in 
this analysis).  As shown in Table 8, the region’s low-income population is about 2% lower than 
that of Scott County, about 4% higher than Hawkins County, 6% higher than Washington 
County, and 1% lower than Sullivan County.   
 

Table 8: Kingsport MTPO Area Low-Income Population 

  
Total 

Households 
Low-Income 
Households 

Percent 
Low-Income 

Kingsport MTPO 52,091 8,861 17% 
Sullivan County* 38,405 6,932 18% 
Hawkins County* 8,313 1,079 13% 
Washington County* 2,078 228 11% 
Scott County* 3,295 622 19% 

Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 
*Numbers represent only Census Block groups located within MTPO area 

 
In the following sections, the effects of the 2040 LRTP’s highway improvements and the transit 
system on low-income populations are discussed by type of improvement. 

HIGHWAY IMRPOVEMENTS 
As mentioned previously, 60 Census Block Groups would be directly affected by the 2040 LRTP 
roadway transportation improvement projects, shown on Figure 3. Within those Census Block 
Groups, there are a total of 38,102 household, of which 17% (6,663 households) are reported to 
be low-income (see Table 9).   
 

Table 9: Census Block Groups with Highway Improvements 

Within 
Number of 

Block Groups 
Number 

Households 

Percent of 
Total Census 
Block Group 
Households 

Total MTPO 
Households 

Total MTPO 
Households 

(%) 
Not Low-Income 60 31,439 83% 43,230 73% 

Low-Income 60 6,663 17% 8,861 75% 

All 60 38,102 100% 52,091 73% 
Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 

 
The next step was to look at the Census Block Groups within the affected area (the 60 Block 
Group area) in which the share of low-income households is higher than the MTPO region’s 
percentage of low-income households (17%). Of the 60 Block Group affected area, 33 Block 
Groups have a 17% or higher low-income households (See Table 10 and Figure 3). 
 
Nine Census Block Groups contain concentrations of low-income households that are at least 
double the regional average, or at least 34%. These Census Block Groups, identified as 
“communities of concern” are dispersed throughout the MTPO area and contain 19% of the total 
low-income households (8,861 households) in the entire MTPO area. 
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Table 10: Low-Income Census Block Groups with Highway Improvements 

Within 
Number of Block 

Groups 

Number 
Low-Income 
Households 

Total MTPO  
Low-Income 

Households % 

Low-Income – (17% - 34%) 24 3,041 34% 

Low-Income – Double (34% and 
Greater) – “Communities of Concern” 

9 1,674 19% 

Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 
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Figure 3 
Highway Improvements in Low-Income Population Areas (Below Poverty) 



 
KINGSPORT 
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

 

Appendix III - 13 

 

To determine both the positive and negative impacts on the low-income population in the 
affected area the highway projects were evaluated. Fifty-five highway projects fall in Census 
Block Group areas with over 17% low-income households consisting of new roadways and 
roadway widenings; roadway reconstructions and realignments; bridge replacements and 
rehabilitations; interchange ramp improvements; signal and intersection improvements; and 
safety-related projects. Positive effects by the signal and intersection improvement projects 
expected to be seen include improved traffic flow in the area. In addition, the safety 
improvements should have positive effects on the population.  The 18 roadway widening and 
new roadway projects which may have a negative impact on the population are listed in Table 
11.  
 
As part of the 2040 LRTP, the proposed projects, both cost feasible and illustrative, were 
evaluated to determine where bicycle and pedestrian accommodations may be appropriate.  In 
reviewing the affected projects as part of this analysis, it was determined pedestrian 
accommodations may be provided on 47 projects and bicycle accommodations on 29 projects. 
However, all transportation projects should consider bicycle and pedestrian accommodations in 
the design phase as part of the US DOT Policy on Accommodations, the City of Kingsport’s 
Complete Streets Policy, and the Region’s desire to increase active transportation solutions.   
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Table 11: Highway Improvements within  

Block Groups containing Greater than 17% Low-Income Households 

2040 
LRTP Id Roadway From To 

Length 
(Miles) Type of Improvement 

Current 
Number 
of Lanes 

Future 
Number 
of Lanes 

Horizon 
Year 

L10 Bloomingdale Pk Stone Dr West (US 11W Orbin Dr 0.24 Roadway Widening 2 3 2040 

L32 Cherokee Street Viaduct MLK Extension Main Street 0.16 New Roadway - 2 2040 

L34 Cox Hollow Road Snapps Ferry Interstate 81 MM 56 0.57 Roadway Widening 2 3 2040 

L35 East Sullivan Street Church Circle Wilcox Drive (SR 126) 1.00 Roadway Widening 2 3 2025 

L1 Fort Henry Drive (SR 36) Interstate 81 Airport Road (SR 75) 3.54 Roadway Widening 2 4 
2025 

(IMPROVE) 

L37 Gibson Mill Road Stone Drive (US 11) Bloomingdale Pike 0.14 Roadway Widening 2 3 2025 

L41 I-81 Buttermilk Road Connection Buttermilk Road Fall Creek Road 1.40 New Roadway - 2 Illustrative 

L24 Interstate 81 Fort Henry Dr (SR 36)  Tri-Cities Crossings (MM 56) 4.02 Roadway Widening 4 6 Illustrative 

L43 Jared Drive Sluice Bridge Wilcox Drive (SR 126) 0.24 New Roadway - 2 2025 

L9 Lincoln St/MLK Jr Dr Connector Lincoln St/MLK Jr Dr Industry Dr (SR 355) 0.76 New Roadway - 2 2040 

L7 Netherland Inn Road Center St (SR 36) Ridgefields Rd 0.73 Roadway Widening 2 3 2040 

L25 Stone Drive (US 11) Hammond Ave East Avenue 1.16 Roadway Widening 4 6 Illustrative 

L66 Stone Drive (US 11) Deneen Lane East Avenue 1.01 Roadway Widening 4 6 Illustrative 

L48 Stone Drive (US 11) / Center Street Connector Stone Drive (US 11)  Center Street 0.11 New Roadway - 3 2040 

L47 Stone Drive (US11) John B. Dennis (SR 93) New Beasonwell Road 1.70 Roadway Widening 4 6 2040 

L3 Tri-Cities Crossing Kendricks Creek Rd Fordtown Road 0.98 Roadway Widening 2 3 2040 

L49 West Sullivan Street Roller Street Lynn Garden Drive 0.25 Roadway Widening 2 3 2025 

L23 Wilcox Drive (SR 126) John B Dennis (SR 93) Moreland Drive 0.88 New Roadway - 4 2025 
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TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS 
As mentioned previously, the KAT’s current fixed-route bus service is provided to 31 Census 
Block Groups. In that service area, approximately 39,912 people reside in approximately 18,118 
households (see Table 12). Also in that service area, 24% of the resident households are 
considered low-income. For comparison, the percentage of low-income households in the transit 
service area represents approximately 48% of the region’s total low-income households 
(52,091). 
 

Table 12: Characteristics of Census Block Groups with Existing Transit Service 

Within 

Number 
of Census 

Blocks 
Number of 

Households 

Percent of Total 
Census Block 

Group 
Households 

Total MTPO 
Households 

Percent of 
MTPO 

Households 

Non-Low Income 31 13,852 76% 43,230 22% 

Low-Income 31 4,266 24% 8,861 48% 

All 31 18,118 100% 52,091 35% 
 Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 

 
The next step was to look specifically at those Census Block Groups in the existing transit 
service area in which the share of low-income population is equal to or greater than the region’s 
percentage of low-income population (17%). Twenty-one of the Census Block Groups served by 
transit have low-income populations of at least 17% (See Table 13 and Figure 4). These twenty-
one Census Block Groups serve about 86% of the total MTPO low-income population (4,266 
households).   
 

Table 13: Low-Income Census Block Groups with Existing Transit Service 

Within 

Number of 
Census 

Block Groups 

Number 
Low-Income 
Households 

Total MTPO 
Low-Income 

Households % 

Low-Income – (17% - 34%) 13 1,793 42% 

Low-Income – Double (Greater than 34%) 
Communities of Concern 

9 1,888 44% 

Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 

 
There are nine Census Block Groups that have low-income populations that meet or exceed 
34%; thus, these Census Block Groups which are provided transit service are considered to be 
“communities of concern” for low-income populations. These Census Block Groups are mostly 
located in the Kingsport city limits. 
 
The 2040 LRTP contains a list of projects to enhance the existing transit services.  Planned 
public transportation improvements over the 25-year plan horizon are geared toward system 
expansion including more routes, extended service hours, more bus shelters, and following a 
normal vehicle replacement schedule.  The transit projects are expected to enhance the service 
for the 21 Census Block Group area. 
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Figure 4 
Existing Transit System Improvements in Low-Income Areas of Concern 
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Senior Population (Over 65) 
According to the 2009-2013 ACS 5-Year estimates, nearly 19% of the population of the MTPO 
region is 65 years of age or older (referred to as “senior” in this analysis).  As shown in Table 
14, the region’s senior population is lower than that of Sullivan, Washington, and Scott Counties 
and slightly higher than that of Hawkins Counties.    
 

Table 14: Kingsport MTPO Area Senior Population 

  
Total 

Population 
Senior 

Population 

Percent 
Senior 

Population 
Kingsport MTPO 121,364 23,646 19% 
Sullivan County 89,482 17,751 20% 
Hawkins County 19,677 3,298 17% 
Washington County 4,566 946 21% 
Scott County 7,639 1,651 20% 
Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 

 
In the following sections, the effects of the 2040 LRTP’s highway and transit improvements on 
senior populations are discussed by type of improvement. 

HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS 
As mentioned previously, 60 Census Block Groups will be directly affected by the LRTP’s 
proposed highway improvement projects, shown on Figure 5. Within those Census Block 
Groups, a total of 89,649 people reside, of which 19% (17,100 people) are reported to be in the 
senior population (see Table 15). The share of the senior population within the affected Census 
Block Groups (19%) is similar to the overall share of senior population within the MTPO area 
(17%).   
 

Table 15: Census Block Groups with Highway Improvements 

Within 

Number of 
Block 

Groups 
Number 
People 

Percent of 
Total Census 
Block Group 
Population 

Total 
MTPO 

Population 

Percent of 
Total 
MTPO 

Population  
Non-Senior Population 60 72,549 81% 97,718 74% 

Senior Population 60 17,100 19% 23,646 72% 

All 60 89,649 100% 121,364 74% 
Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 

 
Evaluation of the Census Block Groups within the affected area (the 60 Block Group area) in 
which the share of senior population is compared to the MTPO region’s percentage of senior 
population was conducted.  Of the 60 Block Group affected area, 26 block groups have at least 
19% senior population (See Table 16 and Figure 5).  Three Census Block Groups contain 
concentrations of senior populations that are at least double the regional average, (or at least 
38%) and therefore are communities of concern.   One Census Block Group is located within 
the Kingsport City boundary and the other one is located in Scott County.  The three Census 
Block Groups contain seven percent of the total senior population (22,524 people) in the entire 
MTPO area. 
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Table 16: Senior Census Block Groups with Highway Improvements 

Within 

Number of 
Block 

Groups 

Number 
Senior 
People 

Total MTPO 
Senior 

Population (%) 

Senior Population – (19% - 38%) 25 9,699 41% 

Senior Population – Double (38% and up) 1 342 1% 
Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 
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Figure 5 
Highway Improvements in Senior Population Areas (Over 65) 
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Fifty-six highway projects are within Census Block Group areas that have a senior population 
over 19% consisting of new roadways and roadway widenings; roadway reconstructions and 
realignments; bridge replacements and rehabilitations; interchange ramp improvements; signal 
and intersection improvements; and safety-related projects. The 21 new roadways and roadway 
widening projects are listed in Table 17. 
 
As part of the 2040 LRTP, candidate projects, both cost feasible and illustrative, were evaluated 
to determine where bicycle and pedestrian accommodations may be appropriate. It was 
determined pedestrian accommodations may be provided on 47 projects and bicycle 
accommodations on 29 projects. However, all transportation projects should consider bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodations in the design phase as part of the US DOT Policy on 
Accommodations, the City of Kingsport’s Complete Streets Policy, and the Region’s desire to 
increase active transportation solutions.   
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Table 17: Cost Feasible Highway Improvements within  

Block Groups containing Greater than 19% Senior Population 

2040 
LRTP Id Roadway From To 

Length 
(Miles) Type of Improvement 

Current 
Number 
of Lanes 

Future 
Number 
of Lanes 

Horizon 
Year 

L29 Airport Parkway (SR 357) Fall Creek Road Interstate 81 2.1 New Roadway - 2 2025 

L28 Airport Parkway (SR 357) Stone Drive East (US 11) Fall Creek Road 2.5 New Roadway - 2 Illustrative 

L33 BAE Frontage Road Old Armory Hammond Avenue 1.7 New Roadway - 2 Illustrative 

L10 Bloomingdale Pk Stone Dr West (US 11) Orbin Dr 0.2 Roadway Widening 2 3 2040 

L32 Cherokee Street Viaduct MLK Extension Main Street 0.2 New Roadway - 2 2040 

L35 East Sullivan Street Church Circle Wilcox Drive (SR 126) 1.0 Roadway Widening 2 3 2025 

L1 Fort Henry Drive (SR 36) Interstate 81  Airport Road (SR 75) 3.5 Roadway Widening 2 4 
2025 

(IMPROVE) 

L36 Fort Henry Drive (SR 36) Moreland Drive Interstate 81 1.4 New Roadway - 2 2025 

L37 Gibson Mill Road Stone Drive (US 11) Bloomingdale Pike 0.1 Roadway Widening 2 3 2025 

L41 I-81 Buttermilk Road Connection Buttermilk Road Fall Creek Road 1.4 New Roadway - 2 Illustrative 

L39 Indian Trail Drive North Stone Drive (US 11) John B. Dennis (SR 93) 0.1 New Roadway - 2 2040 

L24 Interstate 81 Fort Henry Dr (SR 36)  Tri-Cities Crossing (MM 56) 4.0 Roadway Widening 4 6 Illustrative 

L42 Jack White Drive Idel Hour Road  Stone Drive (US 11) 0.7 New Roadway - 2 Illustrative 

L64 Moccasin Gap Bypass Route 71 Wadlow Gap Road 1.2 New Roadway - 2 Illustrative 

L7 Netherland Inn Road Center St (SR 36) Ridgefields Rd 0.7 Roadway Widening 2 3 2040 

L45 Netherland Inn Road / Stone Drive Connector Union Street Netherland Inn Road 0.1 New Roadway - 2 2040 

L25 Stone Drive (US 11) Hammond Ave East Avenue 1.2 Roadway Widening 4 6 Illustrative 

L66 Stone Drive (US 11) Deneen Lane East Avenue 1.0 Roadway Widening 4 6 Illustrative 

L47 Stone Drive (US11) John B. Dennis (SR 93) New Beasonwell Road 1.7 Roadway Widening 4 6 2040 

L49 West Sullivan Street Roller Street Lynn Garden Drive 0.3 Roadway Widening 2 - 2025 

L23 Wilcox Drive (SR 126) John B Dennis (SR 93) Moreland Drive 0.9 New Roadway - 4 2025 
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TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS 
As mentioned previously, the KAT’s current fixed-route bus service provides service in an area 
that comprises 31 Census Block Groups. In that service area, approximately 39,912 people 
reside (see Table 18) of which 22% of the residents fall into the senior population. The existing 
fixed-route transit service is focused in the Downtown Kingsport area. 
 

Table 18: Characteristics of Census Block Groups with Existing Transit Service 

Within 

Number of 
Census 
Block 

Groups 

Number 
of 

People 

Percent of Total 
Census Block 

Group 
 Population 

Total 
MTPO 

Population 

Percent of 
Region 
Total 

Non-Senior Population 31 31,300 72% 97,718 32% 

Senior Population 31 8,612 22% 23,646 36% 

All 31 39,912 100% 121,364 33% 
Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 

 
The next step was to look specifically at those Census Block Groups in the existing transit 
service area in which the share of senior population is equal to or greater than the region’s 
percentage of senior population (19%). Nineteen Census Block Groups have senior populations 
of at least 19% (See Table 19 and Figure 6).  Of the 19 Census Block Groups identified, 18 
have a senior population ranging between 19 and 38%. The remaining Census Block Group has 
a senior population of 38% or more; this is the only Census Block Group considered as a 
community of concern for the senior population. This Census Block Group is located within the 
Kingsport city limits. 
 

Table 19: Senior Population Census Block Groups with Existing Transit Service 

Within 

Number of  
Census Block 

Groups 

Number 
Senior 
People 

Percent of 
Total MTPO 

Senior 
People 

Senior population – (19% - 38%) 18 6,410 74% 
Senior population – Double (38%)  
Communities of Concern 1 342 4% 

Source: ACS 5-Year Estimate, US Census, 2014 
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Figure 6 
Existing Transit System Improvements in Senior Areas of Concern 
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Summary of Burdens 
 
Segments of the population that live adjacent to roadway construction projects may endure 
short-term construction-related impacts related to visual changes, noise, and traffic patterns.  
Although some of the roadway widening and new construction projects proposed in the 2040 
Kingsport LRTP will be adjacent to or through areas with minority, low-income, or senior 
populations the projects will not disproportionately affect them. Also, some of the projects will 
include pedestrian and bicycle facilities, which will benefit minority, low-income, and senior 
populations.  The safety and traffic management projects in the area should improve the flow of 
traffic through the communities of concern.    
 
Lastly, to ensure that all people are considered and involved in the ultimate outcomes of the 
2040 LRTP (and corresponding transportation improvements), efforts by the MTPO, its member 
jurisdictions, and VDOT and TDOT, during the project development process should consider 
special outreach efforts for areas identified as communities of concern to help mitigate any 
adverse impacts and/or burdens from transportation improvements. 
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Appendix IV 

Environmental Review 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 
The FAST Act calls for greater environmental consideration in the development of long range 
transportation plans. The Kingsport MTPO, as part of the 2040 LRTP, has developed an initial 
understanding of environmental conditions, which can be used to assist in the project 
development process once a project has moved from the planning stage of this document to the 
programming stage (e.g. the TIP) for ultimate project implementation. 
 
The Environmental Assessment section includes a discussion of potential environmental impacts 
and avoidance and mitigation activities at the policy/strategy level based on environmental 
regulatory framework.  The Kingsport MTPO compared projects in the 2040 Long Range 
Transportation Plan with available local, state and federal, maps and inventories of historic and 
natural resources. This discussion assesses the identified environmentally sensitive areas and 
provides mitigation strategies that could be considered to reduce potential impacts related to 
transportation improvement projects.   
 
The MTPO will implement the following policies to reflect the region’s consideration of 
environmental factors included in the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan: 
 

 An appropriate level of review will occur to assess potential environmental, historic and 
cultural resource impacts in likely areas for mitigation activities in transportation planning; 

 
 Potential impacts to environmentally sensitive areas will be considered before 

transportation projects are planned, funded and designed; and 
 

 Consultation will occur with federal, state, tribal and local land use management, natural 
resources, wildlife, environmental protection, conservation and historic preservation 
agencies in developing the LRTP. 
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PROJECT REVIEW 
Based on available information, the MTPO utilized its Geographic Information System (GIS) to 
map locations of known wetlands, flood zones, historic sites, and historic districts within the MTPO 
planning boundary.  By identifying sensitive areas in advance, this effort will help to improve 
avoidance measures and natural resource mitigation activities to provide greater benefits to the 
environment regionally.  
 
The LRTP project list includes a series of transportation improvements projects that have been 
identified as potentially impacting sensitive areas. These projects’ scopes vary and include 
signalization, major reconstruction, minor reconstruction, bridge replacements and rehabilitations, 
new corridors and intersection improvements. The maps on the following pages show where 
improvement projects may impact the environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
It is important to note, that while the physical footprint of a transportation improvement may not 
intersect with a known resource, it is possible that unrelated activities of that improvement may 
have an indirect effect on these sensitive areas. It is also important to note that until a project has 
gone through a full environmental study, the exact location of the transportation project is not 
known. The LRTP identifies transportation improvement locations for general planning purposes 
only. 
 

(a) Historic Lands Analysis 
Historic site/district avoidance, minimization and mitigation are considered as part of the 
decision making process for transportation projects. Historic sites and districts have been 
identified and inventoried within the Kingsport MTPO boundary and are illustrated in the 
map below. Numerous laws and regulations call for preservation and/or enhancement of 
cultural resources through various local, state and federal agencies. Federal agencies 
are responsible for historical review process coordination between state and tribal 
agencies and officials on various transportation projects. The MTPO coordinates with 
these various agencies as part of its Long Range Planning process.  In order to identify 
areas where the MTPO’s planned projects may impact Kingsport’s historic districts, a 
spatial analysis was undertaken, using the MTPO’s geographic information system (GIS).    
 
Figure 1 illustrates the location of historic properties in relation to the planned 
improvements in the Long Range Transportation Plan. 

 
From this review, 35 projects from the 2040 LRTP were identified for which further study 
should be done in consultation with the appropriate local, state and federal agencies in 
the future (i.e. as the project proceeds into the project development process).   
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Figure 1 
Historic Properties & 2040 LRTP Improvements 
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(b) Wetlands and Floodplains Analysis 

As transportation projects are developed, it is important to be aware of their potential 
impacts on the physical environment. Two areas of environmental concern are wetlands 
and floodplains. Wetlands can be described as lands where saturation with water is the 
dominant factor determining the nature of soil development and the types of plant and 
animal communities living in the soil and on the surface.  A floodplain is a low plain 
adjacent to a river that is formed mainly of river sediment and is subject to flooding. 
 
Figure 2 illustrates the location of wetland and floodplain areas in relation to the planned 
improvements in the Long Range Transportation Plan.   
 
From this review 46 projects were identified from the 2040 LRTP for which further study 
should be done in consultation with the appropriate local, state and federal agencies in 
the future (i.e. as the project proceeds into the project development process).   
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Figure 2 
Wetlands and Floodplains & 2040 LRTP Improvements 
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(c) Topography and Karst Analysis 

The East Tennessee landscape consists of varied topography that reflects the lithology 
and geologic structure of the area. Karst makes up a large part of the East Tennessee 
landscape and is very problematic in locating, designing, and constructing highways. 
Karst topography is the name give to an area underlain by rocks such as limestone and 
is characterized by caves, sinkholes, and depressions. The karst system identified in the 
map below represents possible areas were fissures, tubes, and caves over 1,000 ft (300 
m) long; 50 ft (15 m) to over 250 ft (75 m) vertical extent; in moderately to steeply dipping 
beds of carbonate rock may exist. Potential karst system problems include sinkholes, 
caves and caverns, collapse incidents, and groundwater contamination. Innovative and 
cost-effective remedial concepts for solving karst related geotechnical problems include 
avoidance, using lined ditches and graded rock pads, and other bridging- and drainage-
related concepts. Stringent land use and building codes for karst areas are required to 
ensure the success of karst-related remedial design concepts proposed for highways. 
 
Figure 3 illustrates the location of karst topography areas in relation to the planned 
improvements in the Long Range Transportation Plan. 
 
From this review nearly all projects from the 2040 LRTP (81 out of 87) were identified for 
which further study should be done in consultation with the appropriate local, state and 
federal agencies in the future (i.e. as the project proceeds into the project development 
process).   
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Figure 3 
Karst Topography & 2040 LRTP Improvements 
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ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION STRATEGIES 

 
As previously discussed, the FAST Act continues the SAFETEA-LU intention to enhance the 
consideration of environmental issues and impacts within the transportation planning process. As 
such, metropolitan and statewide transportation plans must include a discussion of types of 
potential environmental mitigation activities as part of their plans. The following strategies will be 
utilized by the MTPO to address and consider environmental impacts relative to the decisions of 
the MTPO early in the planning process:   
 

 Embrace the principles of Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) as a means of developing 
transportation facilities that fit its physical setting and preserves scenic, aesthetic, 
historic, and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and mobility. 

 
 Continue to utilize the Region’s GIS to identify environmental features (both physical 

and social) early in the planning process as a means of avoidance and/or to establish 
early corrective action plans prior to project construction. 

 
 Partner with local, state, and federal resource agencies early in the planning process 

to identify potential issues relative to projects under consideration in the MTPO’s plans 
and programs to develop appropriate solutions prior to actually beginning the project 
development process. 

 
 Minimize the construction of transportation investments that would impact wetlands. 
 
 Construct greenways as a means of preserving environmentally sensitive lands from 

inappropriate development. 
 

 
Environmental impacts cannot always be avoided. Mitigation is the attempt to offset potential 
adverse effects of human activity on the environment. Mitigation, as listed below, is one of the 
last steps in the avoidance and minimization process. The mitigation areas and activities will be 
consistent with legal and regulatory agencies pertaining to human and natural environments. 
Steps to take in the project development process include the following in relation to environmental 
impacts: 
 

 Avoid Impacts - The first strategic step in the environmental process is to avoid negative 
impacts altogether. 

 Minimize impacts – If impacts cannot be avoided, they should be minimized by limiting the 
degree or magnitude of the proposed activity or project. 

 Mitigate Impacts – Typical approaches to mitigation include: 
o Rectifying impacts – Repair, rehabilitate, or restore the impacted resource. 
o Reducing or eliminating impacts – Preservation and maintenance operations during 

the life of the proposed activity or project should seek to reduce or eliminate 
environmental impacts over time. 

o Compensating for impacts – A substitute or replacement resource or environmental 
function of equivalent or greater value could be implemented. 

 
The MTPO will continue to work with the agencies, as defined in the MTPO’s Public Participation 
Plan and Consultation process as projects proceed in the project development process, as 
appropriate. The MTPO recognizes that not every project will require the same level of mitigation; 
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different projects may utilize more mitigation while others require very little. All impacts on 
environmentally sensitive areas will be analyzed on a project by project basis to examine what 
mitigation strategies are appropriate.  
 
The following mitigation activities will be considered on a project by project basis.  For major 
construction projects, such as new roadways, or for projects that may have a region-wide 
environmental impact, a context sensitive solution process should be considered in which 
considerable public participation and alternative design solutions are used to lessen the impact 
of the project. The table below details mitigation activities that could be considered to deal with 
the primary areas of concern. 
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Table 1 
Potential Mitigation Activities 

Environmental Concern Potential Mitigation Activities 

Water Quality and Hydrology 
 

Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation; Maintain meanders 
in streams; minimize concrete channelization of  
streams; reduce use of riprap on river banks opting 
instead for natural vegetation; wetland mitigation 
banking; implementation of green infrastructure; bridge 
sensitive areas; improve stormwater management; 
compensation (could include preservation, creation, 
restoration, in lieu fees, riparian buffers); use of 
reduced-salt or reduced-sand road treatment mixtures 
in sensitive areas; use of best practices regarding 
herbicide use 

Threatened and Endangered 
Species, Natural Areas 

Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation; reduction of habitat 
fragmentation; habitat banking; Smart Growth  
Concepts; wildlife fencing; maintenance of vegetation 
along infrastructure rights-of-way; use of native trees, 
shrubs, and warm season grasses for stabilization of 
disturbed areas; maintenance of important wildlife 
movement corridors, possible provision of wildlife 
crossings; Memoranda of Agreements for species 
management 

Noise 

Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation; Truck restrictions 
such as the use of engine brakes; noise barriers; 
construction schedule considerations; speed control; 
pavement material considerations; roadway design 
(Context Sensitive Design) 

Air Quality and Climate Change 

Minimization, Mitigation, Adaptation; Establishing a low-
carbon fuel standard (lcfs); Setting regional targets for 
per capita GHG Green House Gas (GHG) reductions 
from passenger vehicles; facility energy code 
standards; reduce and minimize impacts of exposed 
soils; minimization of idling, both passenger and 
commercial vehicles through congestion reduction and 
on-board technologies for freight transport 

Neighborhoods, Communities, 
Homes & Businesses 

Minimization, Mitigation; Context Sensitive Design; 
transit-oriented development (TOD); Smart Growth 
concepts; noise abatement; ensuring environmental 
justice; avoidance, minimization of agricultural lands; 
construction schedule coordination with farm operators; 
reimbursements to farm operators for loss of income; 
traffic calming design considerations  

Cultural Resources 

Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation: Design 
considerations, design exceptions, and variances that 
avoid or minimize impacts to historic properties should 
be considered first. If avoidance or minimization isn’t 
possible mitigation measures should be considered in 
cooperation with the appropriate resource agencies and 
depend on the type of resource being impacted. 

Parks and Recreation Areas 
Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation; design 
considerations; replacement of impacted facilities 

Underground Storage Tanks & 
Contaminated Sites 

Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation; design exceptions 
and variances; environmental compliance monitoring 
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PROCESS  

 
The list below includes agencies to be consulted with during the development of the Long Range 
Transportation Plan. 
 
Federal Agencies: 

 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
 National Park Service (NPS) 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 U.S. Forest Service 

 
State Agencies & Local Agencies: 

 Tennessee Department of Economic and Community Development  
 Tennessee Department of Environmental and Conservation 
 Tennessee State Historic Preservation Officer 
 Tennessee Wildlife Resource Agency  
 VA Department of Environmental Quality 
 VA Department of Conservation & Recreation 
 VA Marine Resources Commission 
 VA Department of Game & Inland 
 VA Department of Forestry 
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