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State Wide System Plan 
Summary, Recommendations & Policies 

Executive Summary Policies Recommendations 1

 
The purpose of the Statewide Airport System 
Plan (System Plan) is to provide a framework for 
the orderly, ongoing, and timely development of 
a system of airports that is adequate to meet the 
current and future aviation needs of the state.  

A. Ensure that airport facilities meet 
applicable federal and state design 
criteria and safety standards. 

B. Protect FAA mandated safety 
areas, runway protection zones 
(RPZs), and other clear areas. 

C. Promote the development of 
minimum safety standards at 
system airports. 

D. Provide meteorological facilities 
that enhance the safety and 
reliability of operations under all 
weather conditions. 

E. Provide navigational facilities and 
landing aids to improve reliability 
during adverse weather conditions. 

I. Percent of airports meeting Federal 
and State design and safety criteria 

II. Percent of airports with approaches 
meeting FAA RPZ and Part 77 
criteria. 

III. Number of airports with minimum 
standards document. 

IV. Number of system airports with an 
instrument approach with 
minimums at least 400 feet and 1 
mile. 

A. Preserve and enhance existing 
airport facilities, and provide new 
airports as recommended by the 
adopted system plan. 

B. Develop airport facilities using 
concepts that provide flexibility to 
respond to changes in FAA 
standards, changes in the nature of 
air service, or changing roles such 
as increasing intermodal activities. 

C. Ensure convenient accessibility to 
commercial service airports and 
GA airports. 

I. Number of airports with layout 
plans less than ten years old. 

II. Number of airport preservation 
related topics at the annual 
conference. 

III. Percentage of population within 60 
miles or 60 minutes of commercial 
service airports with at least 10 
daily weekday jet departures. 

IV. Percentage of business with 10 or 
more employees within 25 miles or 
25 minutes of an airport with an 
instrument approach with 
minimums of at least 400 feet and 1 
mile. 

A. Minimize the number of people 
exposed to noise levels above DNL 
65 

B. Minimize impacts identified in the 
Airport Environmental Handbook, 
providing special attention to air 
and water pollution and wetland 
impacts. 

C. Encourage local planning/zoning 
boards to consider airport needs 
and impacts when developing land 
use and zoning plans. 

D. Locate airport facilities so that 
growth of associated uses may be 
controlled through land use 
planning and zoning. 

"The airport system plan must be flexible to 
respond to economic changes and 
unanticipated opportunities" - East TN 
Regional Committee 
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E. Develop the system in a manner 

consistent with Federal State, 
regional and local plans.  

I. Total population within DNL65 
noise contour. 

II. Number of airport master plans 
reviewed by state and regional 
coordinating agencies. 

III. Number of airport master plans 
reviewed by the state that have 
been included by local 
communities as part of their 
comprehensive plans. 

IV. Number of airport representatives 
on planning/zoning boards. 

V. Number of airport communities 
with land use plans and zoning that 
include consideration of airport 
land use compatibility. 

A. Construct facilities when the cost 
of providing the additional capacity 
is less than the operating cost 
associated with aircraft delays. 

B. Ensure airport pavements are 
adequately maintained 

C. Minimize airspace congestion and 
delays for aircraft through 
procedural changes and/or 
provision of additional navigational 
aids, provided they do not unduly 
impact the environment. 

D. Maximize revenues and minimize 
operating costs while maximizing 
service to users. 

I. Number of projects awarded based 
on the TAD priority ranking system 
and functional classification. 

II. Number of system airports with a 
pavement management plan. 

III. Number of airspace/procedural 
changes resulting in increased 
capacity.   

The development of the system plan has it basis 
in a series of analyses that provided trend lines 
and forecasts (2010) for population, and 
employment through out the state. In addition to 
the analysis of census data the plan included 
extensive surveys of airport and airport users 
(passengers and pilots) and the analysis of 
national and state aviation trends and forecasts. 
The following is an overview of some of the 
major findings in chapters 2, 3 and 4 of the State 
System Plan.  

 

1998 Estimated Population 5.4 million 

 

Annual average increase in population 
since 1990 is 1.32% 

 

This growth rate can be related to 
adding approximately 22,275 new 
households to the state each year. 

 

2010 Forecast Population 6.06 million 

 

Average annual increase in population 
0.92% per year through 2010. 

 

Williamson 4.64% 

 

Rutherford 4.1% 

 

Jefferson 3.51% 

 

Cheatham 3.27% 

 

Robertson 3.06% 
For a listing of county by county growth 
trends see Table ES -1

 

"Information technologies such as IPIX, 
HGTV, and Dell locating in the State. This 
is an opportunity for general aviation" - 
East TN Regional Committee 

"The automotive industry is moving south. 
Tennessee is benefiting from this with 
numerous automotive-related manufacturing 
companies locating in the State." - East TN 
Regional Committee 
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Tennessee Population Projections by County (High to Low)

Ave Annual Ave Annual
County 2000 2010 Growth County 2000 2010 Growth
Cheatham 38,085 49,721 2.70% Grundy 14,286 15,361 0.73%
Williamson 120,641 153,589 2.44% Warren 36,695 39,408 0.72%
Rutherford 171,783 215,417 2.29% Bledsoe 10,870 11,672 0.71%
Montgomery 132,536 163,927 2.15% Van Buren 5,014 5,382 0.71%
Sevier 66,745 82,031 2.08% Dyer 37,839 40,597 0.71%
Lewis 11,500 14,116 2.07% Roane 50,829 54,433 0.69%
Wilson 88,231 107,792 2.02% Fayette 30,110 32,236 0.68%
Dickson 43,891 53,594 2.02% Franklin 37,920 40,488 0.66%
Sumner 130,392 158,227 1.95% Polk 14,931 15,926 0.65%
Stewart 12,068 14,595 1.92% Shelby 885,964 943,806 0.63%
Marshall 27,321 32,769 1.83% Campbell 38,728 41,236 0.63%
Union 16,911 20,216 1.80% Weakley 33,586 35,593 0.58%
Hickman 21,066 24,873 1.68% Smith 16,648 17,622 0.57%
Robertson 54,099 63,121 1.55% Davidson 543,102 574,279 0.56%
Tipton 48,129 55,559 1.45% Lauderdale 24,437 25,830 0.56%
Jefferson 43,919 50,173 1.34% Trousdale 6,952 7,345 0.55%
Meigs 10,150 11,549 1.30% Lincoln 29,630 31,178 0.51%
Bedford 35,752 40,523 1.26% Mcnairy 23,914 25,126 0.50%
Loudon 39,761 44,941 1.23% Anderson 72,502 76,000 0.47%
Henderson 25,307 28,450 1.18% Humphreys 17,107 17,928 0.47%
Cumberland 45,114 50,372 1.11% Carroll 29,335 30,595 0.42%
White 22,961 25,617 1.10% Mcminn 46,680 48,656 0.42%
Putnam 60,452 67,128 1.05% Johnson 16,780 17,437 0.38%
Washington 104,637 115,998 1.04% Wayne 16,629 17,279 0.38%
Blount 104,032 115,135 1.02% Greene 60,301 62,605 0.38%
Maury 70,483 77,898 1.01% Jackson 9,744 10,109 0.37%
Chester 15,118 16,707 1.00% Pickett 4,662 4,833 0.36%
Lawrence 40,325 44,529 1.00% Unicoi 17,454 18,059 0.34%
Perry 7,803 8,600 0.98% Scott 19,848 20,471 0.31%
Benton 17,171 18,910 0.97% Hamblen 54,495 56,163 0.30%
Bradley 82,915 91,091 0.94% Sullivan 152,188 156,630 0.29%
Cannon 12,610 13,852 0.94% Fentress 16,127 16,591 0.28%
Coffee 46,935 51,413 0.92% Haywood 20,005 20,567 0.28%
Moore 5,352 5,860 0.91% Hamilton 297,579 305,767 0.27%
Giles 29,308 32,047 0.90% Cocke 31,967 32,792 0.26%
Madison 87,103 94,869 0.86% Henry 30,042 30,799 0.25%
Sequatchie 10,287 11,203 0.86% Lake 8,082 8,279 0.24%
Houston 8,115 8,830 0.85% Obion 32,327 32,958 0.19%
Marion 27,531 29,930 0.84% Hardeman 24,437 24,862 0.17%
Rhea 28,440 30,882 0.83% Crockett 13,849 14,082 0.17%
Hawkins 50,239 54,521 0.82% Clay 7,276 7,361 0.12%
Grainger 19,992 21,691 0.82% Gibson 48,759 49,284 0.11%
Morgan 19,144 20,765 0.82% Hancock, 6,854 6,926 0.10%
Macon 18,494 20,036 0.80% Carter 53,139 53,630 0.09%
Overton 19,950 21,593 0.79% Decatur 10,814 10,908 0.09%
Hardin 25,398 27,456 0.78%
Dekalb 15,998 17,291 0.78% Median 29,322 31,030 0.77%
Knox 374,616 404,666 0.77% Average 58,250 63,818 0.86%
Monroe, 34,835 37,565 0.76% Stnd Deviation 113,820 121,850 0.59%
Claiborne 29,680 31,968 0.75% Tennessee 5,533,762 6,062,695 0.92%

Source:(1) UT-K, Center for Business & Economic Research

03-Jan 07:28 PM

Table ES - 1

Forecast (1) Forecast (1)
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One million employees (2.28% avg. 
annual growth per year since 1990) 

 
The forecast employment for the State 
is 3.9 million (1.32%/yr.) by 2010. 

This equates to an additional 51,000 jobs 
coming to the state each year through 2010.  

 

Williamson 6.73% 

 

Sevier 5.04% 

 

Rutherford 4.99% 

 

Cheatham 4.93% 

 

Montgomery 4.63% 
For a listing of employment by county see 
Table ES - 2.

 

An inventory of each airport was compiled for 
the plan. Data was collected from federal and 
state data sets as well as field visits to each 
airport. The airport inventory is a key component 
to the system plan providing a detailed physical 
inventory everything from runway length to 
weather observation equipment at each of the 84 
airports across the state. In addition physical data 
was collected for “cross border” airports that 
have significant market service overlap with the 
state of Tennessee. This approach allows the 
plan to consider implementation programs in a 
coordinated manner with airports and agencies in 
adjoining states. 

A series of surveys was undertaken in the early 
stages of the statewide airport system plan. The 
surveys were sent to airports, pilots, passengers, 
and over 3,000 businesses within the state. The 
results of the surveys helped to guide the 
development of the plan, in particular through 
providing a strong relationship between business 
transportation needs and general aviation 

airports. The following is a sample of some of 
the key survey results: 

 
General Aviation Survey 

 
The major use of general aviation 
aircraft in the state is for business, with 
42% of the hours flown attributed to 
business use.  

 
Survey respondents indicated that they 
expected their intrastate business travel 
to continue or increase.  

 

Nearly one in four originating 
passengers using the states six 
commercial airports came from 
neighboring states.  This is an indicator 
that Tennessee is an exporter of aviation 
services. 

 

Commercial Service Survey 

 

East Tennessee told us they would 
benefit from improved airline service 
and cheaper fares. 

 

West Tennessee said that they have 
adequate service but the fares are to 
high and frequency is too low. 

 

Travelers in Middle Tennessee said that 
there is a need for added destinations 
and improved international travel. 

 

More than 25% of business respondents 
reported using general aviation services. 

 

The most commonly listed intermodal 
use benefits were listed as air-to-truck 
or air-to-rail. 

 

The manufacturing sector is a major 
user of bulk cargo shipment by air. 

In addition to survey data national and state 
aviation trend data was collected and analyzed 
for the system plan. This data included 
commercial passenger, cargo, and aviation 
operational trend analysis. The following is a 
summary of some of the key trends from Chapter 
4 of the System:

 

Three air carriers control 60% of the 
domestic market (United, American, 
and Delta) 

 

Major carriers are concentrated on 
building “Fortress Hubs” to control the 
majority of flight in a particular city 

 

1990’s – US air Carrier traffic grew at 
an average annual rate of 2.6%. 

 

Globalization Era of Deregulation 

"Goodyear Tire has been a major 
benefactor to the Union City Airport and 
would not have located in Union City 
without the airport." - West TN Regional 
Committee 
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Tennessee Employment Projections by County (High to Low)

Ave Annual Ave Annual
County 2000 2010 Growth County 2000 2010 Growth
Sevier 45,977 59,081 2.54% Polk 4,891 5,495 1.17%
Williamson 72,420 91,646 2.38% Bledsoe 4,325 4,850 1.15%
Meigs 4,512 5,663 2.30% Smith 8,759 9,820 1.15%
Wilson 39,631 48,818 2.11% Giles 15,917 17,833 1.14%
Montgomery 52,216 62,876 1.88% Grundy 4,168 4,659 1.12%
Cheatham 11,815 14,211 1.86% Johnson 6,520 7,281 1.11%
Rutherford 96,121 115,105 1.82% Morgan 6,142 6,845 1.09%
Maury 45,274 54,206 1.82% Henry 17,318 19,283 1.08%
Perry 4,439 5,308 1.80% Weakley 18,041 20,075 1.07%
Cumberland 20,856 24,826 1.76% Hamilton 230,895 256,761 1.07%
Anderson 52,071 61,909 1.75% Campbell 14,085 15,640 1.05%
Blount 45,549 53,913 1.70% Bedford 19,161 21,259 1.04%
Jefferson 18,220 21,464 1.65% Carroll 14,346 15,903 1.04%
Robertson 21,724 25,568 1.64% Lauderdale 11,876 13,141 1.02%
Sequatchie 4,222 4,967 1.64% Lewis 4,523 5,003 1.01%
Putnam 43,807 51,057 1.54% Benton 7,553 8,339 0.99%
Sumner 55,118 64,199 1.54% Hamblen 41,574 45,894 0.99%
Claiborne 15,367 17,852 1.51% Chester 5,358 5,909 0.98%
Dickson 19,424 22,541 1.50% Hawkins 19,341 21,283 0.96%
Fentress 8,342 9,665 1.48% Hardin 11,476 12,614 0.95%
Clay 4,119 4,756 1.45% Jackson 4,705 5,159 0.93%
Mcnairy 12,340 14,242 1.44% Stewart 3,955 4,334 0.92%
Madison 65,251 75,224 1.43% Wayne 6,980 7,634 0.90%
Tipton 16,524 19,027 1.42% Crockett 6,462 7,062 0.89%
Henderson 13,620 15,683 1.42% Cannon 4,261 4,641 0.86%
Washington 75,178 86,555 1.42% Warren 22,581 24,586 0.85%
Carter 18,262 21,025 1.42% Macon 8,122 8,833 0.84%
Scott 8,194 9,432 1.42% Moore 2,204 2,385 0.79%
White 12,092 13,874 1.38% Haywood 8,631 9,334 0.79%
Grainger 7,411 8,503 1.38% Humphreys 8,575 9,219 0.73%
Lawrence 21,285 24,391 1.37% Overton 8,016 8,610 0.72%
Knox 267,680 306,089 1.35% Dekalb 8,081 8,643 0.67%
Shelby 634,821 725,635 1.35% Decatur 5,852 6,255 0.67%
Loudon 15,666 17,880 1.33% Unicoi 6,639 7,080 0.65%
Dyer 24,936 28,454 1.33% Lincoln 13,154 14,000 0.63%
Marshall 17,314 19,744 1.32% Mcminn 24,439 26,001 0.62%
Coffee 33,336 37,994 1.32% Hardeman 10,265 10,881 0.58%
Marion 9,491 10,806 1.31% Sullivan 95,711 101,387 0.58%
Union 4,734 5,388 1.30% Pickett 2,313 2,448 0.57%
Roane 28,966 32,962 1.30% Gibson 25,352 26,794 0.55%
Houston 3,002 3,410 1.28% Obion 19,785 20,842 0.52%
Hickman 7,323 8,317 1.28% Greene 34,763 36,014 0.35%
Rhea 14,576 16,551 1.28% Trousdale 2,644 2,721 0.29%
Franklin 15,544 17,638 1.27% Hancock, 2,528 2,574 0.18%
Lake 2,461 2,788 1.26% Van Buren 1,626 1,616 -0.06%
Fayette 9,868 11,158 1.24%
Monroe, 15,945 18,006 1.22% Median 13,619 15,505 1.22%
Cocke 13,617 15,370 1.22% Average 36,153 41,234 1.19%
Bradley 48,453 54,688 1.22% Stnd Deviation 89,741 102,079 0.46%
Davidson 531,463 599,800 1.22% Tennessee 3,434,490 3,917,205 1.32%

(1) Employment by Place of Work, Woods & Poole Economics

03-Jan 07:28 PM

Table ES - 2

Forecast (1) Forecast (1)
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Airlines are in the process of forming 
multi-national alliances 

 

Commercial passenger enplanments in 
Tennessee increased roughly 4.5% per 
year since 1978. 

 

Memphis is the largest in terms of total 
enplanments with 4.7 million (1998) 

 

Nashville had 3.9 million enplanements 
in 1998. 

 

Only 0.1% of domestic cargo tonnage is 
shipped by air. 

 

The international cargo shipment by air 
comprises 0.9% of the total 
international cargo market.  The value 
of the material shipped is high, 
comprising 36.4% of the total cargo 
value for all modes shipping 
internationally. 

 

Air Cargo Trends 

 

1990’s air cargo demand grew an 
average annual rate of 4.6% domestic 
and 6.9% international 

 

Enplaned domestic freight totaled 10.2 
million tons in 1999 while international 
enplaned tons equaled 7 million. 

 

Memphis is one of the top four airports 
in the country with respect to enplaned 
cargo. 

 

National GA activity is tied to the 
economy. 

 

Lack of single engine aircraft 
production has caused GA to decline. 

 

Increasing ownership cost effect GA. 

 

Change in lifestyle habits in the nation 
has had a negative impact on GA. 

 

GA had a low in operations in 1996. 

 

Current trend is upward. 

 

FAA predicts gradual increase.  

 
GA operations account for almost 70% 
of total operations at TN airports 
(1998). 

 
Business use of GA is significantly 
higher than the national average. 

 
30% of business surveyed indicated that 
they rely on GA.  

Intermodal transportation is the combination of 
two or more modes of transportation for the 
movement of goods and or people. Airports, by 
their nature are intermodal transportation 
facilities. The intermodal opportunity analysis 
provided a detailed analysis of each airport and 
its relationship to the roadway network, freight 
and passenger rail, mass transportation and water 
transportation systems. The intermodal analysis 
provided a ranked evaluation of the air 
transportation system and its relationship to the 
total transportation network. This analysis 
provided the identification of opportunities for 
intermodal centers. 

 

Information indicating that airports can 
be the center of the transportation 
system 

 

An understanding that airports cannot 
function apart from other transportation 
systems. 

 

The key finding of the intermodal 
analysis found that as demand for air 
travel increases the demand for 
improving other modes of 
transportation will also increase. 

 

Ground transportation mobility analysis 
considers the link between airports and 
the populations they serve 

 

Considers all aspects of transportation: 
Rail, Mass Transit, Water Transport, 
and Highway Transport. 

See Figure ES - 1 for statewide intermodal 
airport rankings. 

The system plan proposes a revised airport 
classification system. This system transitions 

"Corporate Executives use the airport for 
business travel." - West TN Regional 
Committee 

"The State would benefit from a facility 
like North Carolina's Transglobal 
Airpark." - East TN Regional Committee 
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from Tennessee’s current airport classification 
system to a system that considers economic 
factors, aviation trends, and intermodal analysis 
within the context of Tennessee’s unique 
geographic regions within the state. The Airport 
classification system establishes four classes of 
airports along with the minimum physical 
requirements for each of the class types. The 
classifications include commercial service, 
regional service, community business, and 
community service. Table ES - 3 provides the 
physical criteria that each of these classes will be 
required to meet.  

 

There are 6 commercial service 
airports including: 
• Tri-Cities Regional 
• Lovell Field (Chattanooga) 
• McGhee Tyson (Knoxville) 
• Memphis International 
• Mckellar Sipes (Jackson) 
• Nashville International  

The identification of regional service 
airports was accomplished through 
incorporating Goal 2 of the System Plan 
along with the planning analysis 
developed by the Plan. As stated in Goal 
2 (Objective “C” Performance Measure 
“IV”) the state desires to provide an 
efficient airport system capable of 
meeting existing and future demand. An 
objective of this goal is to ensure 
convenient accessibility to commercial 
and GA airports. The performance 
measure for this goal and objective is to 
provide a “percentage of business with 10 
or more employees within 25 miles or 25 
minutes of an airport with an instrument 
approach with minimums of at least 400 
feet and 1 mile”. For the purpose of the 
plan a long-range (20+yr.) performance 
measure was set at 75% of business with 

10 or more employees. The performance 
measure also had to be modified due to 
limitations in available 
business/employment data. Thus the 
performance measure used was to provide 
seventy five percent of the state 
population access to a regional service 
airport within a 25-minute drive. The 
primary consideration for designating a 
regional service airport related to the 
forecast growth in population and 
employment related to the 25-minute 
drive time market area for each airport (as 
adjusted for overlapping market areas). 
The designation of regional service 
airports also considered the airport 
transportation and intermodal opportunity 
rankings (Ch. 5) as well as the 
environmental constraint analysis (Ch. 8).  
These 26 airports represent what would 
be considered a long-term network of 
regional airports within the state. (2) 
There are two additional airports listed as 
regional candidates that that have not yet 
been constructed. This is the New 
Tazewell airport and the Beech River 
airport. Both of these airports are 
proposed future airports within the state. 
They are listed as regional candidates in 
order to suggest that the future 
development of new airports such as 
these should be located and designed in a 
manner that will provide them with the 
ability to meet the standards of a regional 
airport.   

An additional consideration related to 
identifying regional service airports was 
the resources available for implementing 
the plan over the next ten years. Goal 4 of 
the System Plan provides that the “system 
be developed in a fiscally responsible 
manner”. It is recognized that the level of 
resources available within the 10-year 
plan would not be adequate to undertake 
the improvements related to a set of 
regional service airports that would serve 
75% of the state population within a 25 
minute drive to the airport. This would 
require improvements to 24 airports.   

The airport Filter Index was used to 
determine which of the 24 airports would 

"We need to work with local planners 
and elected officials to establish and use 
plans and zoning regulations to ensure 
that the land surrounding the airport is 
developed in a manner that is compatible 
with aviation" - Middle TN Regional 
Committee
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be recommended for Regional 
Classification and the remaining 15 
airports were classified as Community 
Business. Figure ES - 2 is a map of the 
airports of Tennessee as they are 
classified under the Statewide System 
Plan. 

The community business airport 
classification is an important component 
of the overall system plan. This 
classification is a step between the 
Community Service general aviation and 
the Regional Service aviation 
classification for airports. An important 
component of the community business 
classification is that it promotes long 
range planning and community 
coordination by the airport. The 
community business classification 
includes some design criteria that are 
similar to that of a regional service airport 
thus allowing for the ability to consider 
changes in classification in future updates 
to the System Plan.     

With the exception of private airports, all 
other airports in the state system plan will 
be classified as Community Service. 
Private, public use airports will maintain 
their existing status. Private airports that 
are interested in making improvements 
related to meeting the airport 
classification standards will need to work 
with the Tennessee Division of 
Aeronautics. It is important to note that 
all analysis undertaken in the System 
Plan included all 84 airports regardless of 
classification. In addition it should be 
noted that the proposed Beech River 
airport, which will ultimately replace the 
Lexington, and Parsons airports has not 
been classified by this plan. A 
classification analysis should be 
undertaken at a point in time when more 
information about the facility has been 
determined. The proposed Beech River 
Airport will play an important role in 
providing business and residents general 
aviation services. 

Table ES - 3 

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 
Airport Classification System 

Attribute Commercial Service

 

Regional Service Community Business Community Service 

Primary Runway 
Length (generally) 

7,000 feet or >6,000 
feet 

6,000 feet or 5,000 to 
6,000 feet 

4,500 feet to 5,500 feet 3,700 feedt or <4,500 
feet 

Primary Runway Width

 

150 feet 100 feet 75 feet 60-75 feet 

Primary Runway 
Strength 

60,000 pounds DWL

 

30,000 pounds SWL - 
60,000 pounds DWL 

30,000 pounds SWL - 
60,000 pounds DWL 

Less than 30,000 pounds 
SWL 

Taxiway Full parallel Full Parallel Partial parallel partial parallel or stub 

Taxiway Width 75 feet 35 - 75 feet 50 - 75 feet 35 feet 

AWOS/ASOS If NWS data 
unavailable 

Yes (Yes as justified) No 

Minimum Instrument 
Approach 

Precision 200-1/2 
minimum 

 400 - 1 minimum 400-1 minimum Non-Precision or Visual

 

Organization Airport Authority Airport Authority Airport Authority Airport Board 
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Chapter 7 of the System Plan is an important 
component that leads toward providing guidance 
in implementing the plan recommendations. The 
economic impact of airports on the market they 
serve (and vice versa) provides a key component 
of the rationale for investing in Tennessee’s 
airports. The development of the Filter analysis 
considers regional economic factors such as 
population, employment, industrial opportunity, 
and transportation linkage as a tool for 
identifying communities where an investment in 
airport improvement will assist the state 
economy.   

 

Provide Input into the prioritization of 
investments between general aviation 
airports  

 

Include economic criteria only 

 

Population, employment, infrastructure, 
highways, etc. 

 

Exclude airport criteria 

 

Aircraft operations based aircraft, etc. 

 

Population growth increases demand 
which stimulates further economic  

 

Capital Investment in business and 
manufacturing facilities as well as 
public infrastructure 

 

Technological Progress – new methods 
of accomplishing traditional tasks 
resulting in higher output and 
productivity. 

 

Benefit/Cost 

 
Incremental (i.e. Increase in aircraft 
ops) 
• Weighted Factors 
• Includes an array of Factors 

 
Requires a subjective weighting  

 
Delphi Method (i.e. group consensus) 

 

Assumes improvement impacts cannot 
be measured precisely 

  

Rather address relative importance of 
different criteria - oonnee  aatt  aa  ttiimmee  

 

Objective is to accommodate business 

 

Rising demand for goods and services 
• Existing and future demand/needs 

 

Rank GA airports only 
• Commercial Service Airports can 

accommodate GA 
• Net vs. Gross Population 

 

Results show wwhheerree needs are 
• Physical or Institutional constraints 

may exist 
See attached Table ES - 4 Provides the 
Economic Filter Rankings for east, west and 
middle Tennessee airports.  

Aviation forecasts were developed for all 84 
airports. The information from these forecasts 
was used to accommodate demand through the 
year 2010 planning horizon. The collection and 
analysis of forecast data has been concentrated 
on general aviation activity and airports. 

 

Concentration on General Aviation 
airports 

 

Forecasting is not an exact science 

 

GA forecasting is difficult due to 
limitations in data available 

The Airport System Plan provides a broad look 
at potential environmental consequences of 
airport improvements or enhancements for each 
airport across the state. The Environment chapter 
of the System Plan also provides a focus on 
regional airports.   

"Airports are one factor for sit location, but in 
general, it is important to be within a 60-
minute drive time to a commercial airport. 
Proctor and Gamble and Maytag site locations 
are examples." - West TN Regional Committee

 



Filter 1 Filter 2 Filter 3 Filter 4 Filter 5
Net I-Park Acres Highway Educational Airport

Population & Emp Access  Infrastructure Redundancy
Airport Region ID Score Score Score Score Score Index

1 Cornelia Fort Airpark M M88 1 1 1 1 4 1

2 General Dewitt  Spain W M01 1 2 1 1 4 2

3 Charles W. Baker W 2M8 1 2 2 1 4 3

4 John C. Tune M JWN 1 3 1 1 4 4

5 Smyrna M MQY 2 3 2 1 4 5

6 Millington Municipal W NQA 2 4 2 1 4 6

7 Sumner County Regional M M33 3 5 2 1 4 7
8 Murfreesboro Municipal M MBT 3 5 2 1 4 7
9 Wolf River W 54M 3 5 3 2 4 8

10 Lebanon Municipal M M54 3 6 1 1 4 9

11 Puckett Gliderport M 50M 3 7 3 1 4 10

12 Outlaw Field M CKV 3 9 2 2 3 11

13 Moore-Murrell E MOR 4 6 2 1 3 12

14 Powell E 9A2 4 7 2 1 4 13

15 Portland Municipal M 1M5 4 7 2 2 4 14

16 Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal M SYI 4 8 2 1 4 15

17 Springfield-Robertson County M M91 4 8 2 3 3 16

18 Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge E GKT 4 10 2 2 2 17

19 Hardwick Field E HDI 5 7 2 1 4 18

20 Upper Cumberland Regional M SRB 5 7 2 1 4 18

21 Chilhowee Gliderport E 92A 5 7 3 2 4 19

22 Knoxville Downtown E DKX 5 9 2 1 4 20
23 Meadowlake E 30A 5 9 2 1 4 20
24 Tullahoma Regional M THA 5 9 2 1 4 20
25 Campbell County E JAU 5 9 2 2 3 21

26 Maury County M MRC 6 6 2 2 3 22

27 Ellington M LUG 6 6 2 2 4 23

28 Monroe County E MNV 6 7 3 2 4 24

29 Dyersburg Municipal W DYR 6 8 2 1 4 25

30 Greeneville Municipal E GCY 6 8 2 2 1 26

31 McMinn County E MMI 6 8 2 2 4 27

32 Winchester Municipal M BGF 6 9 2 2 2 28

33 Dickson Municipal M M02 6 9 2 2 3 29

34 Franklin County M UOS 6 9 2 3 4 30

35 Rockwood Municipal E RKW 6 10 1 1 4 31

36 Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld M CSV 6 10 2 1 3 32

37 Johnson City E 0A4 6 10 2 1 4 33

38 Livingston Municipal M 8A3 7 8 3 1 3 34

39 Carroll County W HZD 7 8 3 1 4 35
40 Arnold Field W M31 7 8 3 1 4 35
41 Lawrenceburg-Lawrence Co M 2M2 7 8 3 2 3 36

42 Smithville Municipal M 0A3 7 9 2 2 4 37

43 Covington Municipal W M04 7 9 3 1 3 38

44 Warren County Memorial M RNC 7 9 3 2 2 39

45 Robert Sibley W SZY 7 9 3 2 3 40

46 Everett-Stewart W UCY 7 9 3 2 4 41

47 Marion County E APT 7 10 1 3 3 42

48 Abernathy Field M GZS 7 10 2 2 4 43

49 Elizabethton Municipal E 0A9 7 11 2 1 4 44

50 Johnson County E 6A4 7 11 4 3 1 45

51 Collegedale Municipal E 3M3 8 8 2 1 4 46

52 Humbolt Municipal W M53 8 9 2 1 3 47

53 Franklin-Wilkins W M52 8 9 2 3 4 48

54 Humphreys County M 0M5 8 9 3 2 3 49

55 Gibson County W TGC 8 9 3 3 4 50

56 Henry County W PHT 8 9 4 2 3 51

57 Scott Field W 0M1 8 10 2 3 4 52

58 Beech River W XYZ 8 10 3 2 2 53

59 Fayette County W FYE 8 10 3 2 3 54
60 Savannah-Hardin County W SNH 8 10 3 2 3 54
61 Mark Anton E 2A0 8 10 3 3 2 55

62 Lafayette Municipal M 3M7 8 10 4 2 2 56

63 Hawkins County E RVN 8 10 4 3 1 57

64 Centerville Municipal M GHM 8 11 2 3 2 58

65 Benton County W 0M4 8 11 2 3 4 59

66 New Tazewell Municipal E 3A2 8 11 3 2 1 60

67 William L. Whitehurst W M08 8 11 3 2 2 61

68 Fayetteville Municipal M FYM 8 11 3 2 4 62

69 John A. Baker Field M 0M3 8 11 4 2 4 63

70 Martin Campbell Field E 1A3 8 11 4 3 3 64

71 Perry County M M15 9 11 3 2 4 65

72 Jamestown Municipal M 2A1 9 11 3 3 2 66
73 Jackson County M 1A7 9 11 3 3 2 66
74 Hassell Field M M29 9 11 3 3 3 67

75 Scott Municipal E SCX 9 11 4 2 3 68

76 Houston County M M93 9 11 4 3 1 69

77 Dallas Bay Sky Park E 1A0 10 11 3 1 4 70

78 Reelfoot Lake W 0M2 10 11 4 3 2 71

Source: WSA Analysis

Table ES - 4

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Filter Analysis Airport Index
State of Tennessee
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The airport priority ranking system is the 
foundation for prioritizing airport needs and 
project funding recommendations for the 
State. The parameters of the priority ranking 
system are based on three broad areas of 
airport facilities. The first relates points to 
the type of project being proposed. The 
second provides points for airport usage. 
And, the third provides points related to the 
management of the airport. The points 
awarded are heavily weighted toward the 
implementation of the number one goal of 
the System Plan that is to “maintain safe 
reliable airports”. Thus projects that provide 
for terminal or hangar improvements are 
typically not funded.   

Three alternatives were considered. Each of 
the alternatives maintains a strong link to the 
existing Airport Priority Ranking System 
(APRS). This system is the foundation for 
prioritizing airport improvements. The 
development of alternatives attempt to either 
modify or combine the APRS with the 
Economic Filter Analysis developed in 
Chapter 7 of the System Plan.  

1. APRS continues as is with minor 
modification related to the 
proposed classification system. 
Then when the basic safety goals 
have been achieved, and/or a 
funding policy is established for 
funding discretionary (“other”) 
improvement projects the 
Economic Filter Analysis rankings 
are used to determine which 
airports will receive funding for 
“other” improvements. 

2. Modify APRS to remove point 
scores related to “other” projects. 
Then combine the Economic Filter 

Analysis into the APRS system. 
This provides an established list of 
communities where economic 
development opportunities exist. 
Airport improvement projects 
would be prioritized based on this 
list of airports/communities. 

3. Make no changes to APRS and do 
not utilize the Economic Filter 
Analysis for prioritizing “other” 
projects. This is the “do-nothing” 
alternative. 

The adjustment in the Airport Priority 
Ranking System, pursuant to the adopted 
System Plan will use alternative 1. This is to 
adopt a minor change in the APRS point 
system. This change is an adjustment in the 
points awarded for functional classification. 
This adjustment is provided in detail later in 
this summary under the section titled 
Recommended System Plan.  

The Airport Capital Improvement Program 
(ACIP) provides an “unconstrained” listing of 
airport improvements for all of the general 
aviation airports across the state. The ACIP is 
a database that will be maintained by the 
Division of Aeronautics. The ACIP is a 
system for not only identifying the needed 
projects for airports but for also monitoring 
progress on improvements to the system of 
airports across the state. The ACIP includes 
fields to indicate the progress made on 
improvements as well as fields for identifying 
the type of project (safety or other). This 
dual-purpose document is maintained through 
annual coordination with airport managers 
and owners to determine the future needs as 
well as the status of on-going projects. In 
addition the ACIP will allow the Division of 
Aeronautics to report to the Aeronautics 
Commission regarding progress toward 
implementing the System Plan.   

The relationship between goals and 
recommendations is an important item in the 
development of this plan. The analysis processes 
and recommendations developed for this plan 

"It is important for communities to realize that a 
new manufacturing plant is the tip of the iceberg. 
That there will be business growth for plant 
suppliers as well as other support and service 
business for the single plant." - Statewide Steering 
Committee
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have their roots based in the goals, objectives, 
and performance measures set forth early in the 
planning process. An overview of the purpose 
and goals for the system plan are as follows: 

 
The purpose of the Statewide Airport 
System Plan (System Plan) is to provide a 
framework for the orderly, ongoing, and 
timely development of a system of airports 
that is adequate to meet the current and 
future aviation needs of the state. 
GOAL 1 - Maintain a safe and reliable 
airport system. 
GOAL 2 - Provide an efficient airport 
system capable of meeting existing and 
future demand. 
GOAL 3 - Minimize environmental impacts 
and non-compatible land uses to the extent 
feasible. 
GOAL 4 - Develop system in a fiscally 
responsible manner. 

The development of the recommendations for the 
System Plan focuses on the implementation of 
these goals. The following recommendations and 
their relationship to the goal statements have 
been made: 
Goals and Objectives 
1. Goals and Objectives: The recommendation 

is to adopt the goals and objectives with the 
following changes 
•  Goal 2 Objective C. Performance 
Measures IV. Change performance measure 
to read: Percentage of populations within the 
25 minute drive time market area (adjusted 
for overlap) of a regional service airport.  

Table ES - 5 provides a listing of all airports 
across the state and the classifications designated 
by the Statewide Airport System Plan:     

It is recommended that the existing Airport 
Priority Ranking System be adjusted to eliminate 
points awarded for airport classification. The 
airport classification criteria are taken into 
consideration as a part of the Economic Filter 
Analysis and Market Index process. The 
maximum points awarded for airport functional 

classifications under the current APRS is ten 
(10) for a GA Business class airport. The points 
awarded are reduced for each lower 
classification (7 for GA community service, 4 
points for GA limited service, 2 for GA local 
service and 1 point for private, pubic use 
airports). The adopted alternative to the APRS is 
an adjustment of the points awarded for Airport 
functional classification that reflects the newly 
adopted classifications. These are outlined in 
Table ES-6.   

Table ES-6 
APRS Revision:                             

Airport Classification System  
Code Description Points

 

4 
Commercial Service 
Airport N/A 

3 Regional Service Airport

 

10 

2 
Community Business 
Airport 8 

1 
Community Service 
Airport 4 

0 
Private, Public Use 
Airport 0 

 

This adjustment in the point system relates back 
to goal 1 and 2 of the Plan. The criteria 
established for each classification relates directly 
to the reliability of an airport. In addition, an 
airport that meets the minimum criteria for the 
respective classification will meet existing and 
future demand in an efficient manner.  

Funding for airport improvements has 
traditionally been targeted toward projects which 
focus on safety. In more recent times however, it 
is recognized that economic and community 
development opportunities are also very 
important to the owners and operators of our 
general aviation airports. Therefore, the 
Tennessee Aeronautics Commission will 
consider and select some projects that enable 
airports to capitalize on as well as promote 
economic development in the market areas they 
serve. This selection will be guided by the 
“Market Index” as developed in the Economic 
Filter Analysis of the System Plan see Table ES-



 
Table ES - 5 Airport Classifications 

COMMERCIAL 
SERVICE 

REGIONAL 
SERVICE 

COMMUNITY 
BUSINESS 

   
Lovell Field Bomar field - 

Shelbyville 
Covington Municipal 

McGhee Tyson Airport

 
Campbell County Crossville Memorial 

McKellar Sipes Airport

 
Carroll County Ellington 

Memphis International

 
Dyersburg Municipal Everett Stewart 

Nashville International

 
Gatlinburg-Pigeon 
Forge 

Fayetteville Municipal

 

Tri-Cities Airport Greeneville/Greene 
County 

Knoxville Downtown 

 

John C. Tune Maury County 

 

Millington Municipal McMinn County 

 

Moore-Murrell Portland Municipal 

 

Outlaw Field Proposed Beech 
River 

 

Robert Sibley Proposed Clevland 

 

Smyrna Proposed Tazewell 

 

Sumner County Rockwood Municipal 

 

Upper Cumberland  Warren Co. Memorial

   

William L. Whitehurst

 

COMMUNITY SERVICE AIRPORTS 
Abernathy Field Hassell Field Martin Campbell 
Arnold Field Hawkins County Meadowlake 
Beech River Henry County Monroe County 
Benton County Houston Co Murfreesboro 
Centerville Humboldt  Perry Co. 
Charles W. Baker Humphreys Co Powell 
Chilhowee Jackson Co. Puckett 
Collegedale Jamestown Muni. Reelfoot Lake 
Cornilia Fort John A Baker. Savannah-Hardin 
Dickson Muni Johnson City Scott Field 
Elizabethton Johnson County Scott Municipal 
Fayette Co. Lafayette Municipal Smithville Municipal 
Franklin Co. Lawrencburg Springfield Roberston 

Co. 
Franklin-Wilkins Lebanon Tullahoma 
General Dewitt Spain Livingston Muni Winchester Muni 
Gibson County Marion County Wolf River 
Hardwick Field Mark Anton 

  

N O T E :
T h e ta b le lis ts th e s ix (6 ) "C o m m e rc ia l S e rv ic e " a i rp o r ts , fo u r te e n (1 4 ) "R e g io n a l S e rv ic e " a i rp o r ts , a n d
f if te e n (1 5 ) "C o m m u n ity B u sin e ss " a irp o r ts T h e S y s te m P la n a ls o c la ss i f ie s f i f ty (5 0 ) a i rp o r ts a s
" C o m m u n ity S e r v ic e " a irp o r ts . T h e to ta l c o m e s to 8 5 a irp o r ts in c lu d in g th e p ro p o s ed B e ec h R iv e r
a irp o rt. T h is s y s te m o f c la s s ify in g a irp o rts e s ta b lis h e s d e f in e d m in im u m d es ig n s ta n d a rd s fo r a i rp o r ts .
T h e c la ss i f ic a tio n s a re “ fo rw a rd th in k in g ” , th e y e s ta b lis h c r ite ria th a t w ill m e e t th e n e e d s o f a v ia tio n w ill
in to th e fu tu re a s w e ll a s e s ta b lis h in g a n e ff ic ie n t a i rp o r t sy s te m . T h e se c la s s i fic a t io n s p ro m o te a n
e ff ic ie n t n e tw o rk o f a irp o r ts a c ro ss th e s ta te a n d h a v e b e e n e s ta b lish e d w ith f is c a l re sp o n sib i lity . F ig u r e
E S -2 p ro v id e s a n o v e ra ll m a p o f th e p ro p o s e d a irp o r t c la s s if ic a t io n s . 
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4 for a listing of these market index numbers by 
airport. Certainly safety should be considered 
first, but there is room for other requirements as 
well. For example, a capacity related runway 
extension or other project for airports that would 
allow them to meet the standards of the new 
classification system. These improvements 
would also provide needed improvement to the 
airport system and promote economic 
development in the market areas they serve. This 
policy provides a direct relationships to goal 
numbers one (1) and four (4).  The policy also 
implements a funding program that first 
recognizes available funding, second identifies 
that the system of airports is safe, and finally 
provides funding for airport improvements that 
go beyond safety, and invest in airport 
infrastructure so as to support economic 
development.   

Airport investment recommendations should 
Airport Investment 
continue to be based on the APRS. This system 
is an important tool to prioritize improvements 
based on meeting federal and state safety 
standards.  
The second recommended tool to guide airport 
investment is to utilize the Economic Filter 
Rankings to guide decisions on investing in 
"other" projects that would capitalize on 
economic opportunity. The method for 
accomplishing this is to utilize the grouping 
method for scoring non-safety projects and then 
selecting projects to that match the previously 
established funding policy for the State.  
Capital Improvement Program 
To utilize and maintain the Airport Capital 
Improvement Program (ACIP) as THE source 
for identifying airport improvement projects for 
general aviation airports across the state. 
To establish an annual review of the ACIP list of 
project coordinated through each airport 
identifying the status of on-going projects and 
future project needs as identified through sources 
such as existing airport layout plan (ALP), 
airport master plans, as well as coordination with 
airport managers and authorities.   

A twelve-person committee made of a cross 
section of transportation and business 
interests across the state. The members 
include the state department of economic 
development, state metropolitan 
transportation planning organizations, and 
the department of transportation.  

Regional committees were selected to 
provide a range of both aviation and 
business interests from within each of the 
three grand divisions of the state. These 
committees provided guidance, input, and 
comments regarding the development of 
major portions of the plan as they relate to 
each of the unique geographic sections of 
the state (east, west and middle)  

Round Table Meetings were held in each of 
the economic regions of the state. These 
meetings (9 in all) provided airport 
managers, business, and government 
interests to provide input and insight related 
to a more specific interest such as an airport 
or business. The objective was to gain an 
understanding of community level issues 
and needs to help guide the development of 
statewide airport planning policy.   

Public Open House Meetings are currently 
scheduled throughout the state. These 
meetings are anticipated to provide an 
opportunity for interested citizens, agencies, 
and other interests to comment on the plan 
findings and recommendations. 

The Aeronautics Commission is the 
adopting body for the Statewide Airport 
System Plan. The Commission has 

"Improving the connections between general 
aviation airports and the state highway 
network will improve economic opportunity 
around airports." - Middle TN Regional 
Committee 
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maintained involvement in the planning 
process through written and PowerPoint 
presentations. The Commission also has 
maintained direct involvement through the 
State Steering Committee. This combination 
has helped the Commissioners guide the 
development of the plan throughout its two-
year development process. 

The development of newsletters has been an 
important component of the system plan. 
There have been a total of 5 newsletters each 
has been used as a tool to provide general 
planning information to the airport 
managers, business, and the public. There 
have been four newsletters to date. The first 
edition provided an overview of the plan on 
a statewide basis. The three subsequent 
newsletters have provided a focus on 
aviation within each of the grand divisions. 
The final newsletter will provide an 
overview of the system plan findings and 
seek input from the public.  

Input into the plan started very early in the 
planning process. Meetings held throughout 
the state were publicized through press 
releases.  There have been numerous articles 
in papers across the state related to the 
development of the system plan. Providing 
the media information and an opportunity to 
develop articles and stories on Tennessee’s 
airport system plan has been an important 
effort of the planning process.  

As the plan has been developed information 
has been placed on the Internet providing 
another avenue for interested parties to 
comment on and provide input to the plan. 
Access to plan information has been through 
the Tennessee Division of Aeronautics WEB 
site and has included options for email 
communication.  

The following page provides quotes taken 
from the Statewide Airport System Plan 
public involvement process:                                                     
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"As the retirement age population increases 
there is a trend to increasing use of general 
aviation for leisure travel to locations like the 
Bear Trace golf course." -- Middle TN 
Regional Committee  

“To have the people involved in their own 
process was very meaningful. The highest 
quality input was obtained this time and my 
guess is this is the best system plan to date.” -- 
Bob Minter, pilot, chairman and co-founder of 
Tennessee Aviation Association and regional 
representative for Aircraft Owners and Pilots 
Association  

"We were able to get clarification on various 
points and highlight just what this airport 
means. [Involving the public] is a worthwhile 
endeavor, absolutely.” -- Russ Noble, executive 
director, Millington Municipal Airport 
Authority  

“I thought [the public open house] was 
informative. Any time you can exchange ideas, 
somewhere down the road somebody is going 
to benefit and gain knowledge.” -- Wayne 
Shell, commissioner, McMinn County, and 
chairman, McMinn County Airport 
Committee, Athens  

“[The public open house] was the main place I 
got the information I needed. Now I know 
what’s going on.” -- Karen Rhodes, MPO 
coordinator, Chattanooga MPO  

“[Public outreach] is valuable and beneficial. I 
learned about the criteria being used to 
prioritize what needs to be done first.” -- Chris 
Gooch, pilot and chairman of the Everett-
Stewart (Union City) Airport Commission   

“[The public participation meetings] were very 
informative to us because we didn’t know 
about [the system planning] process in the 
past. We had quite a lot of conversation. 
There’s no doubt that we’re much better 
informed now. I don’t see how the plan could 
be more fair.” -- Doug Wilson, Toyoda TRW 
Automotive, Inc., Morristown  
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 PURPOSE AND ROLE OF 

TENNESSEE AIRPORT 
SYSTEM PLAN 

The primary purpose of the Tennessee 
Airport System Plan is to provide a 
framework for the orderly, ongoing, and 
timely development of a system of airports 
that is adequate to meet the current and 
future aviation needs of the state.  Other key 
reasons for performing the Airport System 
Plan include the following:  

• To maintain and preserve the airport 
system’s quality for the state’s 84 system 
airports.  This is essential to maximize 
statewide air transportation service.  

• To identify strategic locations, type, and 
size of aviation facilities necessary to 
enhance the state’s competitive position 
relative to air transportation. 

• To provide data on Tennessee airports to 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) for use in evaluating an airport’s  
possible inclusion in the National Plan of 
Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS).  
Inclusion in the NPIAS is a prerequisite 
for Federal funding assistance.  

Tennessee’s airports have a national 
reputation of fiscal responsibility, built on 
the commitment of federal, state, and local 
governments, as well as individual airport 
managers and operators.  As one of only 
nine block grant states, the FAA gives 
authority to the Tennessee Aeronautics 
Division (TAD) to direct general aviation 

(GA) funding, participate in appropriations 
decisions for federal funds, and implement 
FAA requirements and policies.  The ability 
to make decisions regarding the 
appropriation of federal funds to specific 
state airport projects requires a thorough 
understanding of the airport system’s needs, 
as well as a priority for addressing each 
need.  The Aeronautics Division currently 
utilizes a “Priority Ranking” system that was 
developed with the assistance of the 
University of Tennessee.  

The state’s commitment to an excellent 
airport system will ensure that Tennessee 
continues to be recognized for the safety and 
quality of its individual airports and its 
overall system.  The Tennessee Airport 
System Plan is a critical tool that will guide 
the decisions defining the future of the 
state’s airport system.  

The Planning Process 

The Airport System Plan has been 
developed based upon the existing regional 
divisions within the state.  These include the 
East, West and Middle Grand Divisions. 

Airports and their associated communities 
are assessed in terms of their location and 
role within the three regions, due to the 
economic diversity in Tennessee.  By 
examining the airports within the context of 
their respective regions, the TAD can 
analyze unique regional information that 
may affect each airport and its specific local 
and regional economies.   
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Unlike other state system planning efforts, a 
major emphasis of this plan is the 
investigation of the relationship between 
airports and regional economies.  
Consequently, the use of Economic 
Development Districts (EDDs) as the 
boundaries for subregions is important, as 
the EDDs were established for the purpose 
of regional planning for counties that share 
similar economic goals, as well as to ensure 
local government participation in this 
regional approach.  Figure 2-2 in Chapter 
Two provides the boundaries of the EDDs. 

Public participation and executive briefings 
are necessary to build support for the plan 
and its recommendations, thereby 
encouraging each community to cooperate 
in the overall plan for the region.  
Understanding the regional economy and the 
functional classification or role of each 
airport within the region will enable the state 
to obtain greater economic benefit from the 
funding investment at individual airports. 

While emphasis is placed on economies 
within regions of Tennessee, it should be 
noted that economic activity between states 
does affect and contribute to interstate 
economies, and to the regional economies 
within Tennessee.  The TAD has long 
surmised that border airports in Tennessee 
or in adjacent states have impacts across 
state lines.  However, the extent or effect 
and magnitude of airport impacts is 
unknown.  The airport system plan identifies 
the factors and the extent of impacts for 
Tennessee and adjacent states.  Focusing on 
potential impacts from adjacent states, the 
TAD can make more effective decisions in 
the allocation of Block Grant money.  It is 
the TAD’s intent that the Tennessee Airport 
System Plan become a model for other states 
as well. 

1.2 MISSION STATEMENT 

MISSION STATEMENT: Provide 
Tennessee with a quality, integrated 
aviation system that is safe, efficient, 
economical, and sensitive to environmental 
concerns, serving the needs of local 
communities.  

1.3 GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND 
PERFORMANCE 
MEASURES 

An important initial step of the planning 
process is the development of goals and 
objectives.  To quantify the goals and 
objectives, the plan also includes 
performance measures.  The performance 
measures are designed to be action-oriented 
steps used to track the success of the 
planning process in achieving the stated 
goals and objectives.   

It is significant to note that the air 
transportation system, unlike the highway 
system, is not directly controlled by the 
state.  Each airport has unique ownership, 
and the attention to facilities varies greatly.  
Therefore, the goals, objectives, and 
performance measures are intended to 
encourage airport sponsors to adhere to FAA 
standards and to strive to maintain their 
airport facilities to the maximum possible 
extent.  Not only does this result in creating 
superior airport infrastructure resources for 
individual communities, it also contributes 
to the goal of improving the competitiveness 
of the entire Tennessee airport system.  
Clearly, statewide goals and objectives 
cannot be achieved without consensus and 
support from airport sponsors statewide.  
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The goals, objectives, and performance 
measures should be considered a work in 
progress. The goals and objectives will be 
subject to review and scrutiny for continued 
relevance.  Comments in italics provide 
additional information about the intent and 
consequences of each statement. 

1.3.1 Goal 1 

Maintain a safe and reliable airport 
system.  This is the goal of all airport 
planning and is a primary mission of the 
Tennessee Department of Transportation. 

Objectives: 

A. Ensure that airport facilities meet 
applicable Federal and state design 
criteria and safety standards.  It is 
fundamental for airport owners and/or 
sponsors to keep facilities up to date. 

B. To the maximum extent possible, protect 
FAA-mandated safety areas, runway 
protection zones (RPZs), and other clear 
areas.  This requires airport owners to be 
active in community planning.  Often the 
decisions made regarding land use 
adjacent to an airport can impact the 
ability of the owner to provide effective 
clear areas. 

C. Promote the development of minimum 
safety standards at system airports.  This 
is a state initiative. 

D. Provide meteorological facilities that 
enhance the safety and reliability of 
operations under all weather conditions.  

E. Provide navigational facilities and 
landing aids to improve reliability during 
adverse weather conditions.  Weather 
facilities and navigational aids enhance 

safety, as well as the reliability of 
Tennessee’s airport system. 

Performance Measures 

I. Percent of airports meeting Federal and 
state design and safety criteria.   

II. Percent of airports with approaches  
meeting FAA RPZ and Part 77 criteria. 

III. Number of airports with minimum 
standards document. 

IV. Number of system plan airports with a 
weather-reporting system. 

V. Number of system airports with an 
instrument approach with minimums at 
least 400 feet and 1 mile. 

1.3.2 Goal 2 

Provide an efficient airport system 
capable of meeting existing and future 
demand. 

Objectives: 

A. Preserve and enhance existing airport 
facilities, and provide new airports as 
recommended by the adopted system 
plan. 

B. Develop airport facilities using concepts 
that provide flexibility to respond to 
changes in FAA standards, changes in 
the nature of air service, or changing 
roles such as increasing intermodal 
activities.   

C. Ensure convenient accessibility to 
commercial service airports and GA 
airports. 
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By monitoring demand and keeping abreast 
of air transportation needs, Tennessee can 
keep pace in the global marketplace. 

Performance Measures 

I. Number of airports with layout plan less 
than ten years old. 

II. Number of airport preservation-related 
topics at annual conference. 

III. Percentage of population within 60 miles 
(or 60 minutes) of commercial service 
airport with at least ten daily weekday 
jet departures. 

IV. Percentage of businesses with ten or 
more employees within 25 miles (or 25 
minutes) of an airport with an instrument 
approach with minimums of at least 400 
feet and 1 mile. 

1.3.3 Goal 3 

Minimize environmental impacts and 
non-compatible land uses to the extent 
feasible. 

Objectives 

A. Minimize the number of people exposed 
to noise levels above DNL65. 

B. Minimize impacts identified in the 
Airport Environmental Handbook, 
providing special attention to air and 
water pollution and wetland impacts. 

C. Encourage local planning/zoning boards 
to consider airport needs and impacts 
when developing land use and zoning 
plans. 

D. Locate airport facilities so that growth of 
associated uses may be controlled 
through land use planning and zoning. 

E. Develop the system in a manner 
consistent with Federal, state, regional, 
and local plans. 

The most important problem facing airports 
in the United States today is the lack of 
airfield capacity.  This, in large part, is due 
to the long-term success of airports 
generating economic development in their 
vicinities.  As a result, airports needing to 
expand must face the complicated 
environmental consequences associated with 
airport expansion. 

Performance Measures 

I. Total population within DNL65 noise 
contour. 

II. Number of airport master plans reviewed 
by state and regional coordinating 
agencies. 

III. Number of airport master plans reviewed 
by the state that have been included by 
local communities as part of their 
comprehensive plans. 

IV. Number of airport representatives on 
planning/zoning boards. 

V. Number of airport communities with 
land use plans and zoning that include 
consideration of airport land use 
compatibility. 

1.3.4 Goal 4 

Develop system in a fiscally responsible 
manner.  



   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          1-5  

Objectives: 

A. Construct facilities when the cost of 
providing the additional capacity is less 
than the operating cost associated with 
aircraft delays. 

B. Ensure airport pavements are adequately 
maintained. 

C. Minimize airspace congestion and delays 
for aircraft through procedural changes 
and/or provision of additional 
navigational aids, provided they do not 
unduly impact the environment. 

D. Maximize revenues and minimize 
operating costs while maximizing 
service to users. 

Addressing airport needs in a timely way 
results in the ability to balance the costs for 
maintenance needs and provides more 
opportunity for system improvements.   

Performance Measures 

I. Number of projects awarded based on 
the TAD priority ranking system and 
functional classification. 

II. Number of system airports with a 
pavement management plan. 

III. Number of airspace/procedural changes 
resulting in increased capacity. 

1.4 COMPOSITION OF THE 
AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN  

The Statewide Tennessee Airport System 
Plan contains the following chapters: 

• Chapter One, Introduction - Identifies 
the purpose and role of the system plan; 

identifies the goals, objectives, and 
performance measures for the plan; 
briefly describes the chapters in the plan; 
discusses the public involvement 
program; and describes the ongoing 
system planning process. 

• Chapter Two, Socioeconomic Inventory 
- Provides detailed historic and forecast 
population and employment data by 
county for the entire state and for each 
EDD. 

• Chapter Three, Airport Inventory - 
Provides data sheets for each system 
airport, including airports considered 
“cross border” facilities.  This chapter 
also contains detailed discussion of the 
airport surveys undertaken during the 
planning process.  Cross border airports 
are located in adjacent states where at 
least one-third of its market area 
population lies in Tennessee.  Data 
sheets contain basic facility and 
operational statistics for existing 
conditions at the airports. 

• Chapter Four, Aviation Trend Analysis - 
Provides an overview of aviation trends 
for commercial passenger, cargo, and 
GA activities in the United States and 
Tennessee. 

• Chapter Five, Intermodal Analysis - In 
response to recent United States 
Department of Transportation (USDOT) 
legislation, Tennessee is in the process 
of developing a strategy for 
comprehensive, long-range intermodal 
transportation planning.  This chapter 
evaluates the air transportation system 
within the total transportation network to 
identify opportunities for intermodal 
centers. 
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• Chapter Six, Airport Classifications - 
Provides a transition from Tennessee’s 
current airport classification system to 
an updated system that considers an 
economic impact rationale.   

• Chapter Seven, Economic Perspective to 
Airport Investment - Documents the 
lengthy process leading to the 
development of a rationale for investing 
in Tennessee’s airports, based on the 
consideration of regional economic 
factors. The process results in 
identifying communities for investment 
rather than specific airports. 

• Chapter Eight, Aviation Forecasts - 
Documents the methodology and results 
of the aviation activity forecast effort.  
The purpose of undertaking the forecasts 
was to determine the facilities needed to 
accommodate demand through the year 
2010 planning horizon, concentrating on 
forecasts for general aviation airports. 

• Chapter Nine, Environmental Overview 
- Takes a broad look at potential 
environmental consequences of airport 
improvements or enhancements, parti-
cularly as they relate to regional airports. 

• Chapter Ten, Project Priority Process - 
Currently, Tennessee has an “Airport 
Project Priority Ranking System” that is 
used to determine a priority ranking of 
individual airport projects.  This chapter 
describes the way in which the regional 
economic impact analysis process that 
identifies candidate communities for 
investment is used in concert with the 
existing project ranking system. 

• Chapter Eleven, System Analysis - 
Identifies an unconstrained list of airport 
needs based on both the economic 

impact and existing project ranking 
systems. 

• Chapter Twelve, Recommended System 
Plan - Provides the rationale for the 
selected plan, including cost and 
implementation schedule. 

• Chapter Thirteen, Public Participation 
Program Process - Discusses the 
extensive public involvement program 
undertaken as part of the system 
planning effort. 

• Chapter Fourteen, Continuous Airport 
System Planning Process - Provides the 
framework for keeping the statewide 
plan up-to-date.  The chapter discusses 
the two key purposes of continuous 
airport system planning: providing a 
means for updating the plan and 
enhancing the plan. 

A significant use of the plan will be as a 
guide to the Tennessee Aeronautics Division 
in determining airport investment.  In the 
year 2000, the state had $47 million in 
identified airport project needs but only 
approximately $16 million in funds to 
address these needs; approximately $10 
million of which is earmarked for airports 
having commercial air service.  Accord-
ingly, there are many projects that cannot be 
funded each year.  A goal of this plan is to 
direct the funding resources to locations that 
will best enhance the airport system, 
identifying specific locations and describing 
the rationale for their determination. 

In addition, the plan considers airports in 
adjacent states (i.e., Kentucky, Virginia, 
North Carolina, and Georgia).  Airports in 
adjacent states are considered only when 
more than one-third (33%) of their market 
areas extend into Tennessee. The percentage 
refers to Tennessee population potentially 
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served by these airports that is not served by 
an airport with a comparable function in 
Tennessee.   

In general, the function of the plan is to 
accomplish the following: 

• Develop clear performance standards 
coupled with capacity-enhancement 
standards to meet the stated system 
goals. 

• Describe current state and Federal 
guidelines, initiatives developed during 
the course of the planning process, and 
issues that evolved from the statewide 
plan, research, and documentation.  This 
forms the basis for identifying system 
needs. 

• Develop a list of unconstrained system 
needs, using four sources: Tennessee’s 
Dynamic CIP identifies projects through 
comparing existing airport facilities with 
FAA standards, general airfield 
pavement maintenance needs, and needs 
identified from each regional plan based 
on alternatives assessment. The 
composite set establishes the range of 
needs to be considered within each 
region’s recommended alternative 
program.   

• Evaluate the list of airport needs in terms 
of their contribution to the regional 
system, their potential adverse 
environmental impacts, and their 
development timing. 

• Use alternatives and cost information to 
develop a Recommended Plan.  The plan 
includes a list of recommended needs for 
which costs are developed in the 
statewide plan. 

It is intended that the plan be used to 
provide quantitative information relative to 
determining the communities and airports in 
which Tennessee should invest.  
Specifically, the regional economic impact 
analysis provides information relative to the 
communities that provide the greatest return 
on investment, whereas the priority process 
for needs assessment provides information 
about the most important individual projects. 

1.5 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT  

The Tennessee Airport System Plan has 
incorporated extensive local community and 
business input.  Public participation was 
programmed in a tiered approach, with a 
series of open houses, roundtable meetings, 
and regional committee meetings providing 
input and comments to the planning team.  
The input received was used to guide the 
policy and implementation recom-
mendations developed in the plan.  Figure 
1-1 illustrates the public participation 
process. 

The Tennessee Statewide Airport System 
Plan falls under the jurisdiction of the 
Tennessee Aeronautics Commission.  This 
commission is responsible for adopting the 
plan and making recommendations to the 
Commissioner of Transportation and the 
Governor regarding implementation.  The 
Tennessee Aeronautics Commission (as of  

September 2000) consists of the following 
members: 

• Jim Etheridge, Chairman, Cordova 

• John Baugh, Lebanon 

• Stephen Wright, Clevland 

• Fred Dettwiller, Nashville 
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• John R. “Jack” King, Kinsport 

Commission members are appointed by the 
Governor and represent aviation interests 
across the state of Tennessee.   

Development of the plan has been guided by 
an 11-member steering committee 
comprised of aviation, transportation, and 
government leaders. The role of the 
Statewide Steering Committee was to assist 
the HNTB planning team and the Division 
of Aeronautics in establishing the mission, 

goals, and objectives of the plan. The 
Statewide Committee also provided input 
throughout the development of the plan, 
including participation on regional 
committees, and reviewing/commenting on 
the draft plan prior to presentation to the 
Aeronautics Commission. 

Three regional committees were created for 
the plan.  Each committee included aviation, 
local government, business, and economic 
development professionals from each of the 
three regions of the state (East, West, and 

Figure 1-1 
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Middle).  The primary role of these 
committees was to identify regional and 
local aviation-related issues and 
opportunities.  Aviation serves a wide 
variety of business and personal purposes in 
Tennessee, ranging from recreation and 
tourism to providing a critical link to the 
global economy.  The regional committees 
provided key information, allowing the 
planning team to focus on aviation demands 
relevant to each of the regions. 

Overall, nine roundtable meetings were held 
across the state; three in each of the regions 
of Tennessee.  These meetings provided a 
forum for airport owners, managers, 
business, local officials, and other interests 
to discuss the role of specific airports within 
subregional areas of Tennessee.  These 
meetings also provided input on the plans 
that local airports have to relocate or expand 
airports, and specific examples of how 
businesses use GA airports.  The meetings 
also stressed the importance of interstate 
proximity and coordination with local 
zoning and land use plans.  

Three public open houses were also held in 
each of the three regions. The open house 
forums were aimed at obtaining comments 
from the general public. Other sources for 
public information and involvement 
included media communication.  
Information about the public open houses 
and roundtable meetings, press releases 
regarding results and plan milestones were 
also provided to media outlets.  The 
planning team included Martha Stinson 
Public Relations consultant, and Jones 
Worley printing and publications company 
to help facilitate this communication.  This 
component of the plan process was 
developed in conjunction with the 
Tennessee Department of Transportation 
(TDOT) public information program.  

Surrounding states were invited to 
participate in the planning process.  As 
roundtable and public input meetings were 
scheduled, background information packets 
were distributed to state aviation 
departments in Kentucky, Missouri, 
Arkansas, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, 
North Carolina, and Virginia. 

Tennessee Statewide Steering Committee 
Members and Regional Committee 
Members, including their contact 
information, are listed in Appendix A. 

1.6 CONTINUOUS AIRPORT 
SYSTEM PLANNING 

Continuous airport system planning is a 
framework for keeping the statewide plan up 
to date.  Following are the two key purposes 
for this process: 

• A means for updating the plan.  Key 
information sources that were used for 
plan development are identified.  A 
method for preparing updates for the 
plan is outlined for TAD staff.  It is a 
priority of the planning process that the 
plan be constructed in a format that can 
be readily updated with in-house TAD 
staff.  Recognizing that staff resources 
are limited, the program considers a 
series of annual projects that, when 
accomplished over a series of five years, 
constitute an update of the system plan. 

• A means for providing enhancements to 
the plan.  This section identifies 
additional features or innovations that 
would strengthen the overall airport 
system planning process, and evaluates 
the performance measures and how well 
they are tracking achievement of the 
plan’s goals and objectives.   

HNTB
This link will close the System Plan and openAppendix A.
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Chapter Two 
SOCIOECONOMIC INVENTORY 

 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 

The state of Tennessee is committed to 
maintaining its excellent airport system and 
ensuring the safety and quality of its public-
use airports.  Within this context, this 
Airport System Plan update provides a 
unique approach to supporting Tennessee’s 
future plans for its airport system through a 
rigorous evaluation of the state’s economy 
and each airport’s service area. 

Economic Purpose

 

- The primary purpose of 
the study’s economic evaluation is to 
provide input into the prioritization of 
investments for GA airports.1  As part of this 
analysis, relevant socioeconomic data 
(population, employment, etc.), highway 
infrastructure, geography, and other 
elements are considered.  This chapter 
evaluates historical, present, and future 
forecasts of socioeconomic activity.   

Economic Overview

 

- The first step in this 
analysis was to divide the state into three 
regions—east, middle, and west—and then 
to subdivide each region into three 
subregions (Section 2.2).  The second step 
was to identify and collect relevant 
socioeconomic data on a county level within 
each region that could be used in forecasting 
future growth (Section 2.3).  The third step 

                                                

 

1  The emphasis on GA airport investment versus commercial 
passenger service airports is predicated on the fact that 
commercial service airports receive Federal funding directly 
from the FAA.  Therefore, TAD typically is not tasked with 
deciding how to allocate limited state funds at commercial 
service airports. 

was to visit each region and collect local 
data and information on the regional 
economy and the airports. Based on the 
collection and analysis of state and regional 
socioeconomic data, an economic 
prioritization of Tennessee airports is 
developed in Chapter Nine. 

Underlying Assumptions

 

– Before 
identifying the role of airports within the 
overall economy, two underlying 
assumptions were made to facilitate this 
chapter’s initial socioeconomic evaluation.  
First, it is assumed that population clusters 
tend to trade as a common unit and therefore 
are considered to be linked economically.  
Second, linkages between related population 
clusters are identified through examination 
of the highway system and commuter flows.  
In fact, the examination of commuter flows 
is the main factor used by the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis (BEA) in determining if 
economic relationships exist between 
counties, and in grouping them within 
Component Economic Areas (CEAs).   

2.2 ECONOMIC REGIONS AND 
SUBREGIONS 

Airports often serve a region greater than 
their associated cities or counties.  
Therefore, each airport must be examined in 
terms of its region.  For this reason, the state 
was analyzed on a regional and subregional 
basis.  To begin this process, the study 
divided Tennessee into three Great 
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Regions,2 which were further divided into 
nine Development Districts.   

Three Grand Regions

 
- A logical starting 

point for subdividing Tennessee began with 
its traditional three Grand Regions, as 
shown in Figure 2-1.  However, the Grand 
Region geographic breakdown is a product 
of a 19th century need to subdivide 
Tennessee into manageable Supreme Court 
administrative territories.  When the original 
acts that created the three Regions were 
written, three metropolitan areas were 
viewed as hubs: Jackson in the west, 
Nashville in the middle, and Knoxville in 
the east.  Today, the Grand Region concept 
is inappropriate for the purpose of 
segmenting Tennessee into economically 
related subregions.  The Regions are clearly 
too large to capture the importance of 
smaller metropolitan areas that have 
emerged, such as Chattanooga, Tri-Cities, 
and Memphis.   

Nine Development Districts

 

- In 1965, the 
Tennessee Development District Act 
established nine Development Districts 
within Tennessee, as shown in Figure 2-2.  
These Districts were charged with providing 
an organizational structure for counties with 
economic interdependencies.  The purpose 
was to jointly address common growth and 
development issues, and to establish 
collective goals.  The assumptions under-
lying the creation of these Districts are 
based on economic activity relationships, or 
dependencies, between counties.   

The eastern Development Districts—First 
Tennessee, East Tennessee, and Southeast 
Tennessee—conform closely to three 

                                                

 

2  These three “Great Regions” vary slightly from the more 
commonly known three “Grand Divisions.” The Great Regions 
reflect three groupings of the nine Development Districts. 

economic areas centered on the economic 
nodes of Johnson City-Kingsport-Bristol, 
Knoxville, and Chattanooga, respectively.   

The mid-state Development Districts—
Greater Nashville, Upper Cumberland, and 
South Central—contain the counties (with 
only a few exceptions) that make up the 
BEA’s Nashville Economic Area.   

The westernmost Development Districts of 
Northwest Tennessee, Southwest Tennessee, 
and Memphis do not conform closely to the 
BEA’s Economic Areas anchored by the 
nodes of Memphis and Jackson.  
Nevertheless, the Development Districts 
remain a well-accepted geographic 
subregion in terms of economic grouping, 
with the added bonus of having an existing 
institutional structure that facilitates 
communication and data collection 
processes. 

Population Densities and Development 
Districts

 

– Geographic Information System 
(GIS) data were used to graphically display 
information on several different levels.  
Although countywide data is typically used, 
other more detailed data broken out by 
census tract, block group, and zip code were 
also used.  A drawback to this micro-
tabulated data is that it is relatively dated, 
typically going back to 1990 U.S. Census 
data.  Nonetheless, it provides a superior 
graphic representation of regional 
population centers and socioeconomic 
activity.3  In addition, interstates and the 
national highway system can be overlaid to 
visually identify the correlation between 
highway development and population 
growth. 

                                                

 

3  Note forecast data at this level is not available. 
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Population densities by block group are 
presented in Figure 2-3, overlaid with the 
nine Development Districts and the national 
highway system.  This graphic illustrates 
several population clusters that are centered 
within Development Districts.  Although 
some exceptions exist, such as Jackson at 
the northern edge of the Southwest 
Tennessee Development District, the overall 
paradigm is appropriate.  In addition, the 
map clearly illustrates the significant 
influence of interstates on population 
densities.  Highway access is among several 
factors included in a weighted scale for 
relating airports and regional economic 
impacts.  The purpose of this scale is to 
guide airport-funding priorities. 

Conclusions

 

- Considering all factors, the 
Development District divisions emerge as 
the best way to sub-divide Tennessee into 
economically related subregions.  With few 
exceptions, the Development Districts 
consist of one or more economic nodes 
(metropolitan areas that serve as centers of 
economic activity) and surrounding counties 
that are economically related to the nodes.  
Further, the establishment and widely held 
acceptance of the nine Tennessee 
Development Districts as economically 
related subregions provides an efficient 
platform for this study and its analysis.   

2.3 ECONOMIC DATA AND 
FORECASTS BY COUNTY 

Many historical socioeconomic data sources 
are available.  Demographic and economic 
data representing numerous variables are 
systematically collected by Federal 
Government agencies, such as the 
Department of Commerce and Census 
Bureau.  The reported data is commonly 
referenced by state and regional agencies, 

such as Tennessee’s Department of 
Economic and Community Development 
and the regional Development Districts.  
The challenge in data gathering occurred, 
however, when searching for sources that 
projected

 
demographic and economic 

variables at county levels over a 10-year 
time period.  After an exhaustive search and 
source evaluation, two forecasted 
socioeconomic variables were selected: 
population and employment.  In addition, 
historical unemployment data was collected 
and evaluated by county. 

The employment and population variables 
serve as proxies for measuring the historical 
and projected changes in a region’s 
economic growth.  The assumption being 
that, as population expands, consumer and 
business expenditures will change 
positively.  Therefore, population increases 
are associated with increases in the rising 
demand for goods and services.  Similarly, 
changes in employment are expected to 
change positively with the rising demand for 
goods and services.  The strength of this 
association of population and employment 
with economic growth provides a basis for 
understanding the historical performance 
and expected changes in Tennessee by 
county.   

2.3.1 State Population Trends and 
Projections by County 

Population estimates were provided by a 
recognized regional source: the University 
of Tennessee-Knoxville’s Center for 
Business and Economic Research (CBER).  
Projection confidence is demonstrated by 
the fact that these projections are used by the 
Tennessee Growth Policy Law 
Implementation Steering Committee, and in 
the annual “Economic Report to the 
Governor of the State of Tennessee.” The 
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CBER’s annual population projections are 
based on the following definition: 

Change in population = births – deaths + 
net migration 

The variables of this relationship are 
forecasted using a sophisticated statistical 
time series model referred to as vector auto-
regression (VAR).  From the forecasted 
components of population change, total 
county population estimates are easily 
calculated. 

Historical Trends

 

– The 1998 Tennessee 
population is estimated at 5.4 million.  Since 
1990, the population has grown at an 
average annual rate of 1.32%.  Population 
percent growth, from high to low, in 
Tennessee between 1990 and 1998 is 
summarized in Table 2.1a.  Tennessee 
county population data is shown 
alphabetically in Table 2.1b.  Historic 
population trends (1990 to 1998) show that 
four of the five fastest growing counties in 
the state were located in the Nashville 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).  The 
exception is Jefferson County, located in the 
East Tennessee region adjacent to the 
Knoxville MSA.  Historic trends show that 
slow growth counties include Clay (0.05%), 
Hancock (0.07%), Haywood (0.07%), Obion 
(0.18%), and Pickett (0.18%) Counties.  
These counties are characterized as 
essentially rural with low population 
densities.  Note that four of the five low 
growth counties are northern border counties 
with either Kentucky (Obion, Clay, and 
Pickett) or Virginia (Hancock).   

Projections

 

– Average annual population 
growth in Tennessee between the years 2000 
and 2010 is projected to increase at a slower 
rate (0.92%) than experienced during the 
1990s (1.32%), as shown in Table 2.2a.  
Growth breakdown by county between 

2000-2010 provides a basis for 
distinguishing regional economic growth in 
Tennessee.  With respect to forecast 
population growth, the three fastest growing 
counties are again found within the 
Nashville MSA (Cheatham, Williamson, and 
Rutherford).  The remaining two are also 
found within MSAs: Montgomery within the 
Clarksville-Hopkinsville MSA and Sevier 
within the Knoxville MSA.  At the lower 
end, the five counties with the lowest 
population growth are generally rural and 
have lower population densities than the 
fastest growing counties.  A complete list of 
Tennessee counties in alphabetic order and 
sequenced by projected growth is presented 
in Table 2.2b. 

2.3.2 State Employment Trends and 
Projections 

Historical and forecast employment by 
county to the year 2010 was extracted from 
Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. (WP).  WP 
is an independent, nationally recognized 
firm specializing in long-term county 
demographic projections.  Their employ-
ment projections use a standard economic 
“export-base” approach that either estimates 
demand equations or calculates historical 
growth rate differentials for output by 
industrial sector.  The principal variable that 
influences estimates is national demand for 
output by industrial sector.   

It is important to note that significant 
differences exist between WP employment 
data and that compiled by the U.S. 
Department of Commerce.  WP data 
measures more kinds of employment (i.e., 
proprietary), and includes full- and part-time 
employment by “place of work.”  
Comparatively, the U.S. Department of 
Commerce employment estimates are 
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Table 2.1a

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Tennessee Population Trends by County (High to Low)

Ave Annual Ave Annual
County 1990 (1) 1998 (2) Growth County 1990 (1) 1998 (2) Growth 
Williamson 81,797 117,569 4.64% Fentress 14,634 16,184 1.27%
Rutherford 119,722 166,035 4.17% Washington 92,621 102,211 1.24%
Jefferson 33,120 43,663 3.51% Moore 4,713 5,196 1.23%
Cheatham 27,327 35,344 3.27% Hardin 22,689 24,961 1.20%
Robertson 41,690 53,077 3.06% Madison 78,231 85,954 1.18%
Cumberland 34,980 44,291 2.99% Cocke 29,183 31,968 1.15%
Maury 55,283 69,633 2.93% Warren 33,063 36,160 1.13%
Sevier 51,368 64,505 2.89% Scott 18,375 20,044 1.09%
Montgomery 101,605 127,265 2.85% Mcminn 42,433 46,283 1.09%
Tipton 37,861 47,343 2.83% Knox 336,610 366,846 1.08%
Loudon 31,411 39,052 2.76% Polk 13,672 14,883 1.07%
Wilson 67,999 83,923 2.66% Campbell 35,152 38,241 1.06%
Meigs 8,092 9,955 2.62% Morgan 17,335 18,775 1.00%
Hickman 16,851 20,553 2.51% Greene 55,977 60,502 0.98%
Stewart 9,489 11,545 2.48% Humphreys 15,798 17,059 0.96%
Johnson 13,804 16,755 2.45% Marion 24,873 26,851 0.96%
Marshall 21,741 26,302 2.41% Franklin 34,795 37,465 0.93%
Dickson 35,266 42,254 2.29% Henry 27,924 30,066 0.93%
Sumner 103,702 124,056 2.27% Mcnairy 22,478 24,048 0.85%
Fayette 25,628 30,457 2.18% Hamblen 50,612 54,050 0.82%
Union 13,739 16,260 2.13% Hardeman 23,373 24,895 0.79%
Wayne 13,967 16,495 2.10% Roane 47,232 50,026 0.72%
Blount 86,286 101,295 2.02% Lincoln 28,176 29,761 0.69%
Lewis 9,297 10,868 1.97% Carroll 27,571 29,115 0.68%
Sequatchie 8,891 10,367 1.94% Grundy 13,396 14,138 0.68%
Grainger 17,145 19,829 1.83% Dyer 34,938 36,782 0.64%
Cannon 10,510 12,139 1.82% Shelby 827,868 868,825 0.61%
Smith 14,173 16,368 1.82% Sullivan 143,819 150,617 0.58%
Trousdale 5,935 6,844 1.80% Van Buren 4,851 5,071 0.56%
Lake 7,112 8,171 1.75% Davidson 511,194 533,967 0.55%
Putnam 51,568 59,143 1.73% Crockett 13,382 13,959 0.53%
Chester 12,835 14,700 1.71% Unicoi 16,534 17,216 0.51%
Rhea 24,374 27,836 1.67% Anderson 68,398 71,116 0.49%
Macon 15,933 18,181 1.66% Gibson 46,396 48,186 0.47%
Monroe, 30,596 34,830 1.63% Carter 51,589 53,323 0.41%
Perry 6,630 7,508 1.57% Decatur 10,460 10,807 0.41%
Bedford 30,536 34,533 1.55% Hamilton 285,571 294,745 0.40%
Coffee 40,475 45,767 1.55% Lauderdale 23,498 24,206 0.37%
Claiborne 26,186 29,529 1.51% Jackson 9,360 9,629 0.35%
White 20,141 22,708 1.51% Weakley 32,028 32,942 0.35%
Bradley 73,917 83,292 1.50% Pickett 4,562 4,629 0.18%
Houston 7,002 7,853 1.44% Obion 31,757 32,219 0.18%
Giles 25,799 28,925 1.44% Haywood 19,414 19,525 0.07%
Benton 14,578 16,328 1.43% Hancock, 6,742 6,778 0.07%
Henderson 21,893 24,424 1.38% Clay 7,228 7,255 0.05%
Bledsoe 9,683 10,795 1.37%
Hawkins 44,617 49,719 1.36% Median 25,799 29,115 1.34%
Lawrence 35,388 39,358 1.34% Average 51,479 57,164 1.47%
Overton 17,668 19,557 1.28% Stnd Deviation 105,696 111,643 0.93%
Dekalb 14,410 15,943 1.27% Tennessee 4,890,525 5,430,621 1.32%

(1) UT-Knoxville, Center for Business & Economic Research
(2) Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census

Historical Historical
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Table 2.1b

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Tennessee Population Trends by County

Ave Annual Ave Annual
County 1990 (1) 1998 (2) Growth County 1990 (1) 1998 (2) Growth
Anderson 68,398 71,116 0.49% Lewis 9,297 10,868 1.97%
Bedford 30,536 34,533 1.55% Lincoln 28,176 29,761 0.69%
Benton 14,578 16,328 1.43% Loudon 31,411 39,052 2.76%
Bledsoe 9,683 10,795 1.37% Macon 15,933 18,181 1.66%
Blount 86,286 101,295 2.02% Madison 78,231 85,954 1.18%
Bradley 73,917 83,292 1.50% Marion 24,873 26,851 0.96%
Campbell 35,152 38,241 1.06% Marshall 21,741 26,302 2.41%
Cannon 10,510 12,139 1.82% Maury 55,283 69,633 2.93%
Carroll 27,571 29,115 0.68% Mcminn 42,433 46,283 1.09%
Carter 51,589 53,323 0.41% Mcnairy 22,478 24,048 0.85%
Cheatham 27,327 35,344 3.27% Meigs 8,092 9,955 2.62%
Chester 12,835 14,700 1.71% Monroe, 30,596 34,830 1.63%
Claiborne 26,186 29,529 1.51% Montgomery 101,605 127,265 2.85%
Clay 7,228 7,255 0.05% Moore 4,713 5,196 1.23%
Cocke 29,183 31,968 1.15% Morgan 17,335 18,775 1.00%
Coffee 40,475 45,767 1.55% Obion 31,757 32,219 0.18%
Crockett 13,382 13,959 0.53% Overton 17,668 19,557 1.28%
Cumberland 34,980 44,291 2.99% Perry 6,630 7,508 1.57%
Davidson 511,194 533,967 0.55% Pickett 4,562 4,629 0.18%
Decatur 10,460 10,807 0.41% Polk 13,672 14,883 1.07%
Dekalb 14,410 15,943 1.27% Putnam 51,568 59,143 1.73%
Dickson 35,266 42,254 2.29% Rhea 24,374 27,836 1.67%
Dyer 34,938 36,782 0.64% Roane 47,232 50,026 0.72%
Fayette 25,628 30,457 2.18% Robertson 41,690 53,077 3.06%
Fentress 14,634 16,184 1.27% Rutherford 119,722 166,035 4.17%
Franklin 34,795 37,465 0.93% Scott 18,375 20,044 1.09%
Gibson 46,396 48,186 0.47% Sequatchie 8,891 10,367 1.94%
Giles 25,799 28,925 1.44% Sevier 51,368 64,505 2.89%
Grainger 17,145 19,829 1.83% Shelby 827,868 868,825 0.61%
Greene 55,977 60,502 0.98% Smith 14,173 16,368 1.82%
Grundy 13,396 14,138 0.68% Stewart 9,489 11,545 2.48%
Hamblen 50,612 54,050 0.82% Sullivan 143,819 150,617 0.58%
Hamilton 285,571 294,745 0.40% Sumner 103,702 124,056 2.27%
Hancock, 6,742 6,778 0.07% Tipton 37,861 47,343 2.83%
Hardeman 23,373 24,895 0.79% Trousdale 5,935 6,844 1.80%
Hardin 22,689 24,961 1.20% Unicoi 16,534 17,216 0.51%
Hawkins 44,617 49,719 1.36% Union 13,739 16,260 2.13%
Haywood 19,414 19,525 0.07% Van Buren 4,851 5,071 0.56%
Henderson 21,893 24,424 1.38% Warren 33,063 36,160 1.13%
Henry 27,924 30,066 0.93% Washington 92,621 102,211 1.24%
Hickman 16,851 20,553 2.51% Wayne 13,967 16,495 2.10%
Houston 7,002 7,853 1.44% Weakley 32,028 32,942 0.35%
Humphreys 15,798 17,059 0.96% White 20,141 22,708 1.51%
Jackson 9,360 9,629 0.35% Williamson 81,797 117,569 4.64%
Jefferson 33,120 43,663 3.51% Wilson 67,999 83,923 2.66%
Johnson 13,804 16,755 2.45%
Knox 336,610 366,846 1.08% Median 25,799 29,115 1.34%
Lake 7,112 8,171 1.75% Average 51,479 57,164 1.47%
Lauderdale 23,498 24,206 0.37% Stnd Deviation 105,696 111,643 0.93%
Lawrence 35,388 39,358 1.34% Tennessee 4,890,525 5,430,621 1.32%

(1) UT-Knoxville, Center for Business & Economic Research
(2) Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census

HistoricalHistorical
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TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Tennessee Population Projections by County (High to Low)

Ave Annual Ave Annual
County 2000 2010 Growth County 2000 2010 Growth
Cheatham 38,085 49,721 2.70% Grundy 14,286 15,361 0.73%
Williamson 120,641 153,589 2.44% Warren 36,695 39,408 0.72%
Rutherford 171,783 215,417 2.29% Bledsoe 10,870 11,672 0.71%
Montgomery 132,536 163,927 2.15% Van Buren 5,014 5,382 0.71%
Sevier 66,745 82,031 2.08% Dyer 37,839 40,597 0.71%
Lewis 11,500 14,116 2.07% Roane 50,829 54,433 0.69%
Wilson 88,231 107,792 2.02% Fayette 30,110 32,236 0.68%
Dickson 43,891 53,594 2.02% Franklin 37,920 40,488 0.66%
Sumner 130,392 158,227 1.95% Polk 14,931 15,926 0.65%
Stewart 12,068 14,595 1.92% Shelby 885,964 943,806 0.63%
Marshall 27,321 32,769 1.83% Campbell 38,728 41,236 0.63%
Union 16,911 20,216 1.80% Weakley 33,586 35,593 0.58%
Hickman 21,066 24,873 1.68% Smith 16,648 17,622 0.57%
Robertson 54,099 63,121 1.55% Davidson 543,102 574,279 0.56%
Tipton 48,129 55,559 1.45% Lauderdale 24,437 25,830 0.56%
Jefferson 43,919 50,173 1.34% Trousdale 6,952 7,345 0.55%
Meigs 10,150 11,549 1.30% Lincoln 29,630 31,178 0.51%
Bedford 35,752 40,523 1.26% Mcnairy 23,914 25,126 0.50%
Loudon 39,761 44,941 1.23% Anderson 72,502 76,000 0.47%
Henderson 25,307 28,450 1.18% Humphreys 17,107 17,928 0.47%
Cumberland 45,114 50,372 1.11% Carroll 29,335 30,595 0.42%
White 22,961 25,617 1.10% Mcminn 46,680 48,656 0.42%
Putnam 60,452 67,128 1.05% Johnson 16,780 17,437 0.38%
Washington 104,637 115,998 1.04% Wayne 16,629 17,279 0.38%
Blount 104,032 115,135 1.02% Greene 60,301 62,605 0.38%
Maury 70,483 77,898 1.01% Jackson 9,744 10,109 0.37%
Chester 15,118 16,707 1.00% Pickett 4,662 4,833 0.36%
Lawrence 40,325 44,529 1.00% Unicoi 17,454 18,059 0.34%
Perry 7,803 8,600 0.98% Scott 19,848 20,471 0.31%
Benton 17,171 18,910 0.97% Hamblen 54,495 56,163 0.30%
Bradley 82,915 91,091 0.94% Sullivan 152,188 156,630 0.29%
Cannon 12,610 13,852 0.94% Fentress 16,127 16,591 0.28%
Coffee 46,935 51,413 0.92% Haywood 20,005 20,567 0.28%
Moore 5,352 5,860 0.91% Hamilton 297,579 305,767 0.27%
Giles 29,308 32,047 0.90% Cocke 31,967 32,792 0.26%
Madison 87,103 94,869 0.86% Henry 30,042 30,799 0.25%
Sequatchie 10,287 11,203 0.86% Lake 8,082 8,279 0.24%
Houston 8,115 8,830 0.85% Obion 32,327 32,958 0.19%
Marion 27,531 29,930 0.84% Hardeman 24,437 24,862 0.17%
Rhea 28,440 30,882 0.83% Crockett 13,849 14,082 0.17%
Hawkins 50,239 54,521 0.82% Clay 7,276 7,361 0.12%
Grainger 19,992 21,691 0.82% Gibson 48,759 49,284 0.11%
Morgan 19,144 20,765 0.82% Hancock, 6,854 6,926 0.10%
Macon 18,494 20,036 0.80% Carter 53,139 53,630 0.09%
Overton 19,950 21,593 0.79% Decatur 10,814 10,908 0.09%
Hardin 25,398 27,456 0.78%
Dekalb 15,998 17,291 0.78% Median 29,322 31,030 0.77%
Knox 374,616 404,666 0.77% Average 58,250 63,818 0.86%
Monroe, 34,835 37,565 0.76% Stnd Deviation 113,820 121,850 0.59%
Claiborne 29,680 31,968 0.75% Tennessee 5,533,762 6,062,695 0.92%

Source:(1) UT-K, Center for Business & Economic Research

Forecast (1) Forecast (1)

Table 2.2a
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TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Tennessee Population Projections by County

Ave Annual Ave Annual
County 2000 2010 Growth County 2000 2010 Growth
Anderson 72,502 76,000 0.47% Lewis 11,500 14,116 2.07%
Bedford 35,752 40,523 1.26% Lincoln 29,630 31,178 0.51%
Benton 17,171 18,910 0.97% Loudon 39,761 44,941 1.23%
Bledsoe 10,870 11,672 0.71% Macon 18,494 20,036 0.80%
Blount 104,032 115,135 1.02% Madison 87,103 94,869 0.86%
Bradley 82,915 91,091 0.94% Marion 27,531 29,930 0.84%
Campbell 38,728 41,236 0.63% Marshall 27,321 32,769 1.83%
Cannon 12,610 13,852 0.94% Maury 70,483 77,898 1.01%
Carroll 29,335 30,595 0.42% Mcminn 46,680 48,656 0.42%
Carter 53,139 53,630 0.09% Mcnairy 23,914 25,126 0.50%
Cheatham 38,085 49,721 2.70% Meigs 10,150 11,549 1.30%
Chester 15,118 16,707 1.00% Monroe, 34,835 37,565 0.76%
Claiborne 29,680 31,968 0.75% Montgomery 132,536 163,927 2.15%
Clay 7,276 7,361 0.12% Moore 5,352 5,860 0.91%
Cocke 31,967 32,792 0.26% Morgan 19,144 20,765 0.82%
Coffee 46,935 51,413 0.92% Obion 32,327 32,958 0.19%
Crockett 13,849 14,082 0.17% Overton 19,950 21,593 0.79%
Cumberland 45,114 50,372 1.11% Perry 7,803 8,600 0.98%
Davidson 543,102 574,279 0.56% Pickett 4,662 4,833 0.36%
Decatur 10,814 10,908 0.09% Polk 14,931 15,926 0.65%
Dekalb 15,998 17,291 0.78% Putnam 60,452 67,128 1.05%
Dickson 43,891 53,594 2.02% Rhea 28,440 30,882 0.83%
Dyer 37,839 40,597 0.71% Roane 50,829 54,433 0.69%
Fayette 30,110 32,236 0.68% Robertson 54,099 63,121 1.55%
Fentress 16,127 16,591 0.28% Rutherford 171,783 215,417 2.29%
Franklin 37,920 40,488 0.66% Scott 19,848 20,471 0.31%
Gibson 48,759 49,284 0.11% Sequatchie 10,287 11,203 0.86%
Giles 29,308 32,047 0.90% Sevier 66,745 82,031 2.08%
Grainger 19,992 21,691 0.82% Shelby 885,964 943,806 0.63%
Greene 60,301 62,605 0.38% Smith 16,648 17,622 0.57%
Grundy 14,286 15,361 0.73% Stewart 12,068 14,595 1.92%
Hamblen 54,495 56,163 0.30% Sullivan 152,188 156,630 0.29%
Hamilton 297,579 305,767 0.27% Sumner 130,392 158,227 1.95%
Hancock, 6,854 6,926 0.10% Tipton 48,129 55,559 1.45%
Hardeman 24,437 24,862 0.17% Trousdale 6,952 7,345 0.55%
Hardin 25,398 27,456 0.78% Unicoi 17,454 18,059 0.34%
Hawkins 50,239 54,521 0.82% Union 16,911 20,216 1.80%
Haywood 20,005 20,567 0.28% Van Buren 5,014 5,382 0.71%
Henderson 25,307 28,450 1.18% Warren 36,695 39,408 0.72%
Henry 30,042 30,799 0.25% Washington 104,637 115,998 1.04%
Hickman 21,066 24,873 1.68% Wayne 16,629 17,279 0.38%
Houston 8,115 8,830 0.85% Weakley 33,586 35,593 0.58%
Humphreys 17,107 17,928 0.47% White 22,961 25,617 1.10%
Jackson 9,744 10,109 0.37% Williamson 120,641 153,589 2.44%
Jefferson 43,919 50,173 1.34% Wilson 88,231 107,792 2.02%
Johnson 16,780 17,437 0.38%
Knox 374,616 404,666 0.77% Median 29,322 31,030 0.77%
Lake 8,082 8,279 0.24% Average 58,250 63,818 0.86%
Lauderdale 24,437 25,830 0.56% Stnd Deviation 113,820 121,850 0.59%
Lawrence 40,325 44,529 1.00% Tennessee 5,533,762 6,062,695 0.92%

Source:(1) UT-K, Center for Business & Economic Research

Forecast (1)Forecast (1)

Table 2.2b
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generally lower since two part-time jobs are 
only be counted as a single job (i.e., a 

primary job is distinguished), and some job 
types (i.e., proprietary) are not counted.  

Also, Commerce employment data is based 
on “place of residence.” 

Historical Trends

 
– Tennessee employment 

in 1998 is estimated at 3.3 million, which is 
approximately 61.5% of the state 
population.  Since 1990, employment has 
grown at an average annual rate of 2.28% 
(versus 1.32% for population), as shown in 
Table 2.3a.  Ranking annual employment 
growth from 1990 to 1998 reveals that three 
of the five fastest growing counties fall 
within the Nashville MSA (Williamson, 
Rutherford, and Cheatham).  One county 
falls within the Clarksville-Hopkinsville 
MSA (Montgomery) and another within the 
Knoxville MSA (Sevier).  These results are 
not surprising, since both the Nashville and 
Clarksville-Hopkinsville MSAs have 
benefited from increased employment due to 
automotive industry development in the 
region.  Sevier’s growth is due, in large part, 
to growth in the service and trade sectors. 

The five counties experiencing the least 
growth (in fact, negative employment 
growth) are located primarily within the 
Middle Region, with the exception of Lake 
County in the extreme northwest corner of 
the state.  Rural remoteness and low 
population densities generally characterize 
these counties.  An alphabetical listing of 
historical employment growth (1990-1998) 
by county is shown in Table 2.3b. 

Projections

 

– Average annual employment 
growth between 2000 and 2010 is projected 
to increase at a slower rate (1.32%) than 
experienced during the 1990s (2.28%), as 
shown in Table 2.4a.  As a percent of 
population, employment is projected to rise 
(64.6% in 2010 versus 61.5% in 1998).  The 

five counties in Tennessee expected to 
experience the most robust employment 
growth from 2000-2010 are Sevier, 
Williamson, Meigs, Wilson, and 
Montgomery.  The next five fastest growing 
counties, Cheatham, Rutherford, Maury, 
Perry and Cumberland are not as 
concentrated within MSAs, but are all 
within the Middle Region of TN.  The five 
counties expected to experience the least 
growth in employment over the 10-year 
period are Van Buren, Hancock, Trousdale, 
Greene, and Pickett.  An alphabetical listing 
of the employment projections in 2010 is 
shown in Table 2.4b. 

2.3.3 State Unemployment Rates 

Historical unemployment in Tennessee, as 
provided by the Tennessee Department of 
Labor and Workforce Development, was 
analyzed for the years 1994 and 1999.  
Because of revisions in the Current 
Population Survey conducted by the U.S. 
Bureau of Statistics, unemployment data 
after January 1994 are not comparable with 
earlier estimates.  Unemployment data for 
the periods are listed by county from high to 
low in Table 2.5a, and alphabetically in 
Table 2.5b.   

The unemployment rate for Tennessee was 
4.0% for the year 1999, which compares 
favorably to the United States’ rate of 4.2% 
for the same year.  Since 1994, the 
Tennessee rate of unemployment has 
declined from 4.8%, while the United States 
experienced a decline from 6.1%.   

Counties with high unemployment (6.0%+) 
in 1999 are generally distant from urban 
centers and have low employment densities.  
The exception to this is Sevier County 
(6.5%).  Also, the 34 counties in this 
category show a nearly even mix of either  
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TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Tennessee Employment Trends by County (High to Low)

Ave Annual Ave Annual
County 1990 (1) 1998 (2) Growth County 1990 (1) 1998 (2) Growth
Williamson 40,935 68,909 6.73% Fayette 8,389 9,610 1.71%
Sevier 29,305 43,444 5.04% Hamblen 35,622 40,701 1.68%
Rutherford 62,650 92,507 4.99% Roane 24,802 28,270 1.65%
Cheatham 7,785 11,440 4.93% Mcnairy 10,472 11,907 1.62%
Montgomery 34,882 50,100 4.63% Polk 4,210 4,784 1.61%
Tipton 11,492 15,951 4.18% Hawkins 16,684 18,906 1.58%
Wilson 27,671 38,003 4.05% Marion 8,140 9,205 1.55%
Meigs 3,177 4,297 3.85% Bledsoe 3,736 4,219 1.53%
Perry 3,187 4,248 3.66% Benton 6,588 7,438 1.53%
Maury 32,827 43,225 3.50% Campbell 12,244 13,813 1.52%
Robertson 16,274 20,899 3.18% Bedford 16,659 18,717 1.47%
Cumberland 15,525 19,869 3.13% Morgan 5,353 5,989 1.41%
Madison 49,286 62,964 3.11% Johnson 5,714 6,386 1.40%
Sumner 41,989 53,521 3.08% Overton 7,139 7,894 1.26%
Jackson 3,649 4,616 2.98% Sullivan 85,749 94,567 1.23%
Dickson 14,954 18,881 2.96% Decatur 5,248 5,787 1.23%
Blount 34,816 43,772 2.90% Carroll 12,742 14,028 1.21%
Anderson 40,433 50,243 2.75% Smith 7,763 8,515 1.16%
Fentress 6,566 8,126 2.70% Weakley 16,125 17,596 1.10%
Marshall 13,587 16,748 2.65% Hardin 10,373 11,296 1.07%
Washington 59,306 72,913 2.62% Moore 2,009 2,171 0.97%
Monroe, 12,660 15,523 2.58% Mcminn 22,365 24,131 0.95%
Davidson 424,040 519,032 2.56% Grundy 3,781 4,072 0.93%
Giles 12,717 15,493 2.50% Scott 7,389 7,923 0.88%
Sequatchie 3,341 4,055 2.45% Humphreys 7,837 8,402 0.87%
Hickman 5,857 7,099 2.43% Gibson 23,682 25,149 0.75%
Franklin 12,478 15,086 2.40% Crockett 5,998 6,347 0.71%
Jefferson 14,557 17,562 2.37% Hancock, 2,385 2,522 0.70%
Putnam 35,266 42,263 2.29% Pickett 2,181 2,285 0.58%
Coffee 27,031 32,353 2.27% Stewart 3,687 3,856 0.56%
Knox 217,927 260,802 2.27% Greene 33,250 34,532 0.47%
Henry 14,149 16,918 2.26% Obion 18,869 19,565 0.45%
Claiborne 12,406 14,816 2.24% Haywood 8,228 8,514 0.43%
Dyer 20,357 24,204 2.19% Rhea 13,667 14,125 0.41%
Union 3,872 4,603 2.19% Lauderdale 11,255 11,528 0.30%
Chester 4,440 5,271 2.17% Dekalb 7,828 7,981 0.24%
Bradley 39,779 47,091 2.13% Macon 7,827 7,975 0.23%
White 9,821 11,609 2.11% Hardeman 9,975 10,163 0.23%
Houston 2,478 2,925 2.09% Unicoi 6,461 6,482 0.04%
Loudon 12,960 15,290 2.09% Cannon 4,200 4,182 -0.05%
Henderson 11,207 13,220 2.09% Clay 4,039 4,002 -0.11%
Grainger 6,108 7,184 2.05% Van Buren 1,688 1,640 -0.36%
Warren 18,899 22,160 2.01% Lincoln 13,503 13,008 -0.47%
Hamilton 193,393 225,932 1.96% Lake 2,624 2,413 -1.04%
Lawrence 17,620 20,572 1.96% Trousdale 3,437 2,642 -3.23%
Cocke 11,385 13,236 1.90%
Wayne 5,916 6,869 1.88% Median 11,492 13,236 1.88%
Carter 15,177 17,620 1.88% Average 29,369 35,172 1.84%
Lewis 3,825 4,432 1.86% Stnd Deviation 74,009 87,490 1.41%
Shelby 538,194 618,192 1.75% Tennessee 2,790,073 3,341,326 2.28%

(1) UT-Knoxville, Center for Business & Economic Research
(2) Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census

Historical Historical

Table 2.3a
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TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Tennessee Employment Trends by County

Ave Annual Ave Annual
County 1990 (1) 1998 (2) Growth County 1990 (1) 1998 (2) Growth
Anderson 40,433 50,243 2.75% Lewis 3,825 4,432 1.86%
Bedford 16,659 18,717 1.47% Lincoln 13,503 13,008 -0.47%
Benton 6,588 7,438 1.53% Loudon 12,960 15,290 2.09%
Bledsoe 3,736 4,219 1.53% Macon 7,827 7,975 0.23%
Blount 34,816 43,772 2.90% Madison 49,286 62,964 3.11%
Bradley 39,779 47,091 2.13% Marion 8,140 9,205 1.55%
Campbell 12,244 13,813 1.52% Marshall 13,587 16,748 2.65%
Cannon 4,200 4,182 -0.05% Maury 32,827 43,225 3.50%
Carroll 12,742 14,028 1.21% Mcminn 22,365 24,131 0.95%
Carter 15,177 17,620 1.88% Mcnairy 10,472 11,907 1.62%
Cheatham 7,785 11,440 4.93% Meigs 3,177 4,297 3.85%
Chester 4,440 5,271 2.17% Monroe, 12,660 15,523 2.58%
Claiborne 12,406 14,816 2.24% Montgomery 34,882 50,100 4.63%
Clay 4,039 4,002 -0.11% Moore 2,009 2,171 0.97%
Cocke 11,385 13,236 1.90% Morgan 5,353 5,989 1.41%
Coffee 27,031 32,353 2.27% Obion 18,869 19,565 0.45%
Crockett 5,998 6,347 0.71% Overton 7,139 7,894 1.26%
Cumberland 15,525 19,869 3.13% Perry 3,187 4,248 3.66%
Davidson 424,040 519,032 2.56% Pickett 2,181 2,285 0.58%
Decatur 5,248 5,787 1.23% Polk 4,210 4,784 1.61%
Dekalb 7,828 7,981 0.24% Putnam 35,266 42,263 2.29%
Dickson 14,954 18,881 2.96% Rhea 13,667 14,125 0.41%
Dyer 20,357 24,204 2.19% Roane 24,802 28,270 1.65%
Fayette 8,389 9,610 1.71% Robertson 16,274 20,899 3.18%
Fentress 6,566 8,126 2.70% Rutherford 62,650 92,507 4.99%
Franklin 12,478 15,086 2.40% Scott 7,389 7,923 0.88%
Gibson 23,682 25,149 0.75% Sequatchie 3,341 4,055 2.45%
Giles 12,717 15,493 2.50% Sevier 29,305 43,444 5.04%
Grainger 6,108 7,184 2.05% Shelby 538,194 618,192 1.75%
Greene 33,250 34,532 0.47% Smith 7,763 8,515 1.16%
Grundy 3,781 4,072 0.93% Stewart 3,687 3,856 0.56%
Hamblen 35,622 40,701 1.68% Sullivan 85,749 94,567 1.23%
Hamilton 193,393 225,932 1.96% Sumner 41,989 53,521 3.08%
Hancock, 2,385 2,522 0.70% Tipton 11,492 15,951 4.18%
Hardeman 9,975 10,163 0.23% Trousdale 3,437 2,642 -3.23%
Hardin 10,373 11,296 1.07% Unicoi 6,461 6,482 0.04%
Hawkins 16,684 18,906 1.58% Union 3,872 4,603 2.19%
Haywood 8,228 8,514 0.43% Van Buren 1,688 1,640 -0.36%
Henderson 11,207 13,220 2.09% Warren 18,899 22,160 2.01%
Henry 14,149 16,918 2.26% Washington 59,306 72,913 2.62%
Hickman 5,857 7,099 2.43% Wayne 5,916 6,869 1.88%
Houston 2,478 2,925 2.09% Weakley 16,125 17,596 1.10%
Humphreys 7,837 8,402 0.87% White 9,821 11,609 2.11%
Jackson 3,649 4,616 2.98% Williamson 40,935 68,909 6.73%
Jefferson 14,557 17,562 2.37% Wilson 27,671 38,003 4.05%
Johnson 5,714 6,386 1.40%
Knox 217,927 260,802 2.27% Median 11,492 13,236 1.88%
Lake 2,624 2,413 -1.04% Average 29,369 35,172 1.84%
Lauderdale 11,255 11,528 0.30% Stnd Deviation 74,009 87,490 1.41%
Lawrence 17,620 20,572 1.96% Tennessee 2,790,073 3,341,326 2.28%

(1) UT-Knoxville, Center for Business & Economic Research
(2) Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census

Table 2.3b

Historical Historical
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TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Tennessee Employment Projections by County (High to Low)

Ave Annual Ave Annual
County 2,000 2,010 Growth County 2,000 2,010 Growth
Sevier 45,977 59,081 2.54% Polk 4,891 5,495 1.17%
Williamson 72,420 91,646 2.38% Bledsoe 4,325 4,850 1.15%
Meigs 4,512 5,663 2.30% Smith 8,759 9,820 1.15%
Wilson 39,631 48,818 2.11% Giles 15,917 17,833 1.14%
Montgomery 52,216 62,876 1.88% Grundy 4,168 4,659 1.12%
Cheatham 11,815 14,211 1.86% Johnson 6,520 7,281 1.11%
Rutherford 96,121 115,105 1.82% Morgan 6,142 6,845 1.09%
Maury 45,274 54,206 1.82% Henry 17,318 19,283 1.08%
Perry 4,439 5,308 1.80% Weakley 18,041 20,075 1.07%
Cumberland 20,856 24,826 1.76% Hamilton 230,895 256,761 1.07%
Anderson 52,071 61,909 1.75% Campbell 14,085 15,640 1.05%
Blount 45,549 53,913 1.70% Bedford 19,161 21,259 1.04%
Jefferson 18,220 21,464 1.65% Carroll 14,346 15,903 1.04%
Robertson 21,724 25,568 1.64% Lauderdale 11,876 13,141 1.02%
Sequatchie 4,222 4,967 1.64% Lewis 4,523 5,003 1.01%
Putnam 43,807 51,057 1.54% Benton 7,553 8,339 0.99%
Sumner 55,118 64,199 1.54% Hamblen 41,574 45,894 0.99%
Claiborne 15,367 17,852 1.51% Chester 5,358 5,909 0.98%
Dickson 19,424 22,541 1.50% Hawkins 19,341 21,283 0.96%
Fentress 8,342 9,665 1.48% Hardin 11,476 12,614 0.95%
Clay 4,119 4,756 1.45% Jackson 4,705 5,159 0.93%
Mcnairy 12,340 14,242 1.44% Stewart 3,955 4,334 0.92%
Madison 65,251 75,224 1.43% Wayne 6,980 7,634 0.90%
Tipton 16,524 19,027 1.42% Crockett 6,462 7,062 0.89%
Henderson 13,620 15,683 1.42% Cannon 4,261 4,641 0.86%
Washington 75,178 86,555 1.42% Warren 22,581 24,586 0.85%
Carter 18,262 21,025 1.42% Macon 8,122 8,833 0.84%
Scott 8,194 9,432 1.42% Moore 2,204 2,385 0.79%
White 12,092 13,874 1.38% Haywood 8,631 9,334 0.79%
Grainger 7,411 8,503 1.38% Humphreys 8,575 9,219 0.73%
Lawrence 21,285 24,391 1.37% Overton 8,016 8,610 0.72%
Knox 267,680 306,089 1.35% Dekalb 8,081 8,643 0.67%
Shelby 634,821 725,635 1.35% Decatur 5,852 6,255 0.67%
Loudon 15,666 17,880 1.33% Unicoi 6,639 7,080 0.65%
Dyer 24,936 28,454 1.33% Lincoln 13,154 14,000 0.63%
Marshall 17,314 19,744 1.32% Mcminn 24,439 26,001 0.62%
Coffee 33,336 37,994 1.32% Hardeman 10,265 10,881 0.58%
Marion 9,491 10,806 1.31% Sullivan 95,711 101,387 0.58%
Union 4,734 5,388 1.30% Pickett 2,313 2,448 0.57%
Roane 28,966 32,962 1.30% Gibson 25,352 26,794 0.55%
Houston 3,002 3,410 1.28% Obion 19,785 20,842 0.52%
Hickman 7,323 8,317 1.28% Greene 34,763 36,014 0.35%
Rhea 14,576 16,551 1.28% Trousdale 2,644 2,721 0.29%
Franklin 15,544 17,638 1.27% Hancock, 2,528 2,574 0.18%
Lake 2,461 2,788 1.26% Van Buren 1,626 1,616 -0.06%
Fayette 9,868 11,158 1.24%
Monroe, 15,945 18,006 1.22% Median 13,619 15,505 1.22%
Cocke 13,617 15,370 1.22% Average 36,153 41,234 1.19%
Bradley 48,453 54,688 1.22% Stnd Deviation 89,741 102,079 0.46%
Davidson 531,463 599,800 1.22% Tennessee 3,434,490 3,917,205 1.32%

(1) Employment by Place of Work, Woods & Poole Economics

Forecast (1) Forecast (1)

Table 2.4a
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TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Tennessee Employment Projections by County

Ave Annual Ave Annual
County 2,000 2,010 Growth County 2,000 2,010 Growth
Anderson 52,071 61,909 1.75% Lewis 4,523 5,003 1.01%
Bedford 19,161 21,259 1.04% Lincoln 13,154 14,000 0.63%
Benton 7,553 8,339 0.99% Loudon 15,666 17,880 1.33%
Bledsoe 4,325 4,850 1.15% Macon 8,122 8,833 0.84%
Blount 45,549 53,913 1.70% Madison 65,251 75,224 1.43%
Bradley 48,453 54,688 1.22% Marion 9,491 10,806 1.31%
Campbell 14,085 15,640 1.05% Marshall 17,314 19,744 1.32%
Cannon 4,261 4,641 0.86% Maury 45,274 54,206 1.82%
Carroll 14,346 15,903 1.04% Mcminn 24,439 26,001 0.62%
Carter 18,262 21,025 1.42% Mcnairy 12,340 14,242 1.44%
Cheatham 11,815 14,211 1.86% Meigs 4,512 5,663 2.30%
Chester 5,358 5,909 0.98% Monroe, 15,945 18,006 1.22%
Claiborne 15,367 17,852 1.51% Montgomery 52,216 62,876 1.88%
Clay 4,119 4,756 1.45% Moore 2,204 2,385 0.79%
Cocke 13,617 15,370 1.22% Morgan 6,142 6,845 1.09%
Coffee 33,336 37,994 1.32% Obion 19,785 20,842 0.52%
Crockett 6,462 7,062 0.89% Overton 8,016 8,610 0.72%
Cumberland 20,856 24,826 1.76% Perry 4,439 5,308 1.80%
Davidson 531,463 599,800 1.22% Pickett 2,313 2,448 0.57%
Decatur 5,852 6,255 0.67% Polk 4,891 5,495 1.17%
Dekalb 8,081 8,643 0.67% Putnam 43,807 51,057 1.54%
Dickson 19,424 22,541 1.50% Rhea 14,576 16,551 1.28%
Dyer 24,936 28,454 1.33% Roane 28,966 32,962 1.30%
Fayette 9,868 11,158 1.24% Robertson 21,724 25,568 1.64%
Fentress 8,342 9,665 1.48% Rutherford 96,121 115,105 1.82%
Franklin 15,544 17,638 1.27% Scott 8,194 9,432 1.42%
Gibson 25,352 26,794 0.55% Sequatchie 4,222 4,967 1.64%
Giles 15,917 17,833 1.14% Sevier 45,977 59,081 2.54%
Grainger 7,411 8,503 1.38% Shelby 634,821 725,635 1.35%
Greene 34,763 36,014 0.35% Smith 8,759 9,820 1.15%
Grundy 4,168 4,659 1.12% Stewart 3,955 4,334 0.92%
Hamblen 41,574 45,894 0.99% Sullivan 95,711 101,387 0.58%
Hamilton 230,895 256,761 1.07% Sumner 55,118 64,199 1.54%
Hancock, 2,528 2,574 0.18% Tipton 16,524 19,027 1.42%
Hardeman 10,265 10,881 0.58% Trousdale 2,644 2,721 0.29%
Hardin 11,476 12,614 0.95% Unicoi 6,639 7,080 0.65%
Hawkins 19,341 21,283 0.96% Union 4,734 5,388 1.30%
Haywood 8,631 9,334 0.79% Van Buren 1,626 1,616 -0.06%
Henderson 13,620 15,683 1.42% Warren 22,581 24,586 0.85%
Henry 17,318 19,283 1.08% Washington 75,178 86,555 1.42%
Hickman 7,323 8,317 1.28% Wayne 6,980 7,634 0.90%
Houston 3,002 3,410 1.28% Weakley 18,041 20,075 1.07%
Humphreys 8,575 9,219 0.73% White 12,092 13,874 1.38%
Jackson 4,705 5,159 0.93% Williamson 72,420 91,646 2.38%
Jefferson 18,220 21,464 1.65% Wilson 39,631 48,818 2.11%
Johnson 6,520 7,281 1.11%
Knox 267,680 306,089 1.35% Median 13,619 15,505 1.22%
Lake 2,461 2,788 1.26% Average 36,153 41,234 1.19%
Lauderdale 11,876 13,141 1.02% Stnd Deviation 89,741 102,079 0.46%
Lawrence 21,285 24,391 1.37% Tennessee 3,434,490 3,917,205 1.32%

(1) Employment by Place of Work, Woods & Poole Economics

Forecast (1) Forecast (1)

Table 2.4b
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TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Unemployment by County (1999)

County Labor Force Unemply. Rate County Labor Force Unemply. Rate
Wayne 7,820 920 11.8% Marion 12,670 610 4.8%
Clay 2,730 320 11.7% Dyer 18,510 890 4.8%
Lawrence 20,880 2,330 11.2% Cumberland 21,230 1,010 4.8%
Fentress 6,730 710 10.5% Mcnairy 12,310 590 4.8%
Lewis 4,160 400 9.6% Roane 24,660 1,140 4.6%
Johnson 7,190 690 9.6% Warren 19,540 890 4.6%
Houston 2,750 260 9.5% White 11,450 520 4.5%
Hardeman 9,450 880 9.3% Putnam 31,610 1,430 4.5%
Carroll 12,680 1,180 9.3% Franklin 18,240 820 4.5%
Haywood 8,790 760 8.6% Macon 8,150 360 4.4%
Jackson 4,710 400 8.5% Coffee 22,530 980 4.3%
Scott 9,050 760 8.4% Hamblen 30,610 1,310 4.3%
Stewart 3,360 280 8.3% Claiborne 13,210 570 4.3%
Lauderdale 10,260 850 8.3% Cannon 5,090 220 4.3%
Benton 7,550 620 8.2% Grainger 10,210 440 4.3%
Meigs 4,640 370 8.0% Jefferson 23,860 1,010 4.2%
Campbell 17,040 1,310 7.7% Sequatchie 4,910 200 4.1%
Perry 3,830 290 7.6% Sullivan 75,290 3,060 4.1%
Morgan 6,720 510 7.6% Lincoln 14,340 590 4.1%
Humphreys 7,870 550 7.0% Chester 8,260 330 4.0%
Hardin 12,190 850 7.0% Giles 16,290 640 3.9%
Decatur 5,750 400 7.0% Smith 9,860 370 3.8%
Cocke 16,690 1,130 6.8% Shelby 448,730 16,750 3.7%
Hancock, 2,710 180 6.6% Blount 51,830 1,920 3.7%
Sevier 35,820 2,320 6.5% Marshall 12,250 450 3.7%
Henry 14,590 950 6.5% Fayette 14,260 530 3.7%
Pickett 2,200 140 6.4% Washington 52,110 1,900 3.6%
Gibson 21,630 1,360 6.3% Union 7,880 280 3.6%
Lake 2,550 160 6.3% Anderson 36,250 1,290 3.6%
Henderson 14,000 870 6.2% Bradley 43,050 1,540 3.6%
Weakley 16,820 1,040 6.2% Bledsoe 3,920 140 3.6%
Van Buren 2,450 150 6.1% Maury 37,130 1,320 3.6%
Obion 15,470 940 6.1% Madison 49,930 1,690 3.4%
Dekalb 8,300 500 6.0% Robertson 28,850 960 3.3%
Grundy 5,410 320 5.9% Hamilton 151,020 4,940 3.3%
Mcminn 21,850 1,270 5.8% Tipton 22,420 750 3.3%
Rhea 12,150 710 5.8% Dickson 21,850 690 3.2%
Hickman 7,990 460 5.8% Montgomery 57,560 1,800 3.1%
Unicoi 7,960 460 5.8% Loudon 20,720 620 3.0%
Overton 9,890 560 5.7% Davidson 311,540 8,820 2.8%
Greene 35,230 2,010 5.7% Wilson 47,520 1,310 2.8%
Crockett 7,350 400 5.4% Sumner 69,500 1,880 2.7%
Monroe, 18,750 990 5.3% Rutherford 95,990 2,560 2.7%
Trousdale 2,060 110 5.3% Knox 200,090 5,150 2.6%
Hawkins 23,940 1,260 5.3% Moore 2,930 70 2.4%
Polk 6,810 350 5.1% Cheatham 19,600 440 2.2%
Bedford 17,910 910 5.1% Williamson 66,730 1,310 2.0%
Carter 25,800 1,290 5.0% TENNESSEE 2,818,970 113,570 4.0%

Source: Department of Labor and Work Force Development, Public Information Office

Table 2.5a
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Table 2.5b

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Unemployment by County (1999)

County Labor Force Unemply. Rate County Labor Force Unemply. Rate
Anderson 36,250 1,290 3.6% Lauderdale 10,260 850 8.3%
Bedford 17,910 910 5.1% Lawrence 20,880 2,330 11.2%
Benton 7,550 620 8.2% Lewis 4,160 400 9.6%
Bledsoe 3,920 140 3.6% Lincoln 14,340 590 4.1%
Blount 51,830 1,920 3.7% Loudon 20,720 620 3.0%
Bradley 43,050 1,540 3.6% Macon 8,150 360 4.4%
Campbell 17,040 1,310 7.7% Madison 49,930 1,690 3.4%
Cannon 5,090 220 4.3% Marion 12,670 610 4.8%
Carroll 12,680 1,180 9.3% Marshall 12,250 450 3.7%
Carter 25,800 1,290 5.0% Maury 37,130 1,320 3.6%
Cheatham 19,600 440 2.2% Mcminn 21,850 1,270 5.8%
Chester 8,260 330 4.0% Mcnairy 12,310 590 4.8%
Claiborne 13,210 570 4.3% Meigs 4,640 370 8.0%
Clay 2,730 320 11.7% Monroe, 18,750 990 5.3%
Cocke 16,690 1,130 6.8% Montgomery 57,560 1,800 3.1%
Coffee 22,530 980 4.3% Moore 2,930 70 2.4%
Crockett 7,350 400 5.4% Morgan 6,720 510 7.6%
Cumberland 21,230 1,010 4.8% Obion 15,470 940 6.1%
Davidson 311,540 8,820 2.8% Overton 9,890 560 5.7%
Decatur 5,750 400 7.0% Perry 3,830 290 7.6%
Dekalb 8,300 500 6.0% Pickett 2,200 140 6.4%
Dickson 21,850 690 3.2% Polk 6,810 350 5.1%
Dyer 18,510 890 4.8% Putnam 31,610 1,430 4.5%
Fayette 14,260 530 3.7% Rhea 12,150 710 5.8%
Fentress 6,730 710 10.5% Roane 24,660 1,140 4.6%
Franklin 18,240 820 4.5% Robertson 28,850 960 3.3%
Gibson 21,630 1,360 6.3% Rutherford 95,990 2,560 2.7%
Giles 16,290 640 3.9% Scott 9,050 760 8.4%
Grainger 10,210 440 4.3% Sequatchie 4,910 200 4.1%
Greene 35,230 2,010 5.7% Sevier 35,820 2,320 6.5%
Grundy 5,410 320 5.9% Shelby 448,730 16,750 3.7%
Hamblen 30,610 1,310 4.3% Smith 9,860 370 3.8%
Hamilton 151,020 4,940 3.3% Stewart 3,360 280 8.3%
Hancock, 2,710 180 6.6% Sullivan 75,290 3,060 4.1%
Hardeman 9,450 880 9.3% Sumner 69,500 1,880 2.7%
Hardin 12,190 850 7.0% Tipton 22,420 750 3.3%
Hawkins 23,940 1,260 5.3% Trousdale 2,060 110 5.3%
Haywood 8,790 760 8.6% Unicoi 7,960 460 5.8%
Henderson 14,000 870 6.2% Union 7,880 280 3.6%
Henry 14,590 950 6.5% Van Buren 2,450 150 6.1%
Hickman 7,990 460 5.8% Warren 19,540 890 4.6%
Houston 2,750 260 9.5% Washington 52,110 1,900 3.6%
Humphreys 7,870 550 7.0% Wayne 7,820 920 11.8%
Jackson 4,710 400 8.5% Weakley 16,820 1,040 6.2%
Jefferson 23,860 1,010 4.2% White 11,450 520 4.5%
Johnson 7,190 690 9.6% Williamson 66,730 1,310 2.0%
Knox 200,090 5,150 2.6% Wilson 47,520 1,310 2.8%
Lake 2,550 160 6.3% TENNESSEE 2,818,970 113,570 4.0%

Source: Department of Labor and Work Force Development, Public Information Office
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higher or lower rates in 1994.  The counties 
with the lowest unemployment rates (less 
than 3 percent) in 1999 are associated with 
metropolitan and urban centers, with the 
exception of Moore County (2.4 percent).   

Each of the nine low unemployment 
counties reduced unemployment compared 
to 1994 levels.   

2.3.4 State Population & Employment 
Summary 

Historical and projected population and 
employment by the Great Regions and their 
respective Development Districts are 
summarized in Table 2.6.  The East and 
Middle Regions comprise virtually the same 
population and employment levels.  
Comparatively, the West Region’s 
population and employment comprises 70 to 
80 percent of the East and Central levels.  
As expected, the Nashville and Memphis 
Development Districts dominate the Central 
and West Regions’ population and 
employment levels.  Population and 
employment in the East Tennessee Region, 
however, is little more evenly distributed 
between the three Development Districts, 
although the East Tennessee Development 
District (ETDD) (Knoxville) has a larger 
overall share.  Average Region 
unemployment levels are similar; however, 
significant variance exists within the nine 
Development Districts, ranging from 2.9 
percent in the Greater Nashville 
Development District (GNDD) to 6.4 
percent in the Northwest Tennessee 
Development District (NWDD). 

A percent breakdown of each Region’s 
population and employment is shown in 
Table 2.7.  The Middle Region appears to 
be growing most rapidly, led by the 
Nashville metropolitan area, where the state 
population share increased from 34.9 

percent in 1990 to 36.6 percent in 1998, with 
a continued increase to 38.4 percent by 
2010.  This amounts to a 3.5 percent 
increase over the 1990 to 2010 period (or a 
10 percent increase from the Middle 
Region’s perspective).  It should be noted 
that the national source used to project 
employment did not reflect the same 
increase as the Tennessee population source.  
The Tennessee source is considered to have 
more detailed data to enable more informed 
projections, therefore, the population 
projections are more robust. 

The historical and projected population and 
employment growth data detailed in the 
previous subsections is summarized in a 
composite growth table (from high to low), 
as shown in Table 2.8.  The higher a 
county’s “composite score,” the greater the 
confidence in its potential for economic 
development and growth.  For graphic 
purposes, the counties are grouped into five 
growth categories, as shown in Figure 2-4, 
which clearly indicates that the high growth 
is in the Middle Region.  The outgrowth of 
the Nashville area spreads in all directions.  
Similarly, development around Knox 
County spreads outward.  Situated between 
Knoxville and Nashville, Cumberland 
County is also projected as a high growth 
area.  

2.3.5 Tennessee Border Counties’ 
Population and Employment 
Summary 

Eight states and fifty-one counties border the 
state of Tennessee. The historical and 
projected population and employment data 
and growth rates are summarized in Table 
2.9. Tables 2.10 and 2.11 represent the 
composite growth score of each border 
county, where Table 2.10 is an alphabetic 
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Table 2.6

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Regional Population, Employment, and Unemployment Summary

POPULATION EMPLOYMENT UNEMPL RATE (4)
 Region & DD Historical Forecast (3) Historical Forecast (3) Historical

1990 (1) 1998 (2) 2000 2010 1990 (1) 1998 (2) 2000 2010 1994 1999
 Middle

GN Greater Nshvl. 1,128,526 1,326,791 1,367,002 1,588,365 688,619 891,117 918,108 1,064,448 3.3% 2.9%
SC South Central 323,651 372,364 380,024 421,573 167,216 200,021 206,454 235,712 5.2% 5.5%
UC Upper Cumber. 253,081 287,258 291,745 317,195 132,391 153,117 157,680 178,534 6.4% 5.3%
   Central Total 1,705,258 1,986,413 2,038,771 2,327,133 988,226 1,244,255 1,282,242 1,478,694 4.1% 3.6%

 East
ET East Tenn 892,748 1,000,029 1,018,004 1,110,246 481,839 583,171 601,198 696,228 5.1% 4.0%
FT First Tenn 425,703 457,121 461,592 485,806 224,726 253,928 258,942 283,199 5.7% 4.7%
SE Southeast TN 504,902 539,145 543,669 572,037 295,589 341,911 349,972 390,441 5.0% 3.9%
   East Total 1,823,353 1,996,295 2,023,265 2,168,089 1,002,154 1,179,010 1,210,112 1,369,868 5.2% 4.1%

 West
MA Memphis Area 914,855 970,831 988,640 1,057,431 569,330 655,281 673,089 768,961 4.8% 3.8%
NW Northwest TN 235,686 247,768 250,990 261,097 121,134 133,658 136,254 149,540 5.1% 6.4%
SW Southwest TN 211,373 229,314 232,096 248,945 109,229 129,122 132,793 150,142 6.4% 5.3%
   West Total 1,361,914 1,447,913 1,471,726 1,567,473 799,693 918,061 942,136 1,068,643 5.1% 4.5%

                 TOTAL 4,890,525 5,430,621 5,533,762 6,062,695 2,790,073 3,341,326 3,434,490 3,917,205 4.8% 4.0%

(1) UT-Knoxville, Center for Business & Economic Research
(2) Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census
(3) Employment by Place of Work, Woods & Poole Economics
(4) Department of Labor and Work Force Development, Public Information Office

Table 2.7

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Regional Share of Population and Employment

POPULATION EMPLOYMENT
Historical Forecast (3) Historical Forecast (3)

1990 (1) 1998 (2) 2000 2010 1990 (1) 1998 (2) 2000 2010
 Middle

GN Greater Nashville 66.2% 66.8% 67.1% 68.3% 69.7% 71.6% 71.6% 72.0%
SC South Central 19.0% 18.7% 18.6% 18.1% 16.9% 16.1% 16.1% 15.9%
UC Upper Cumberland 14.8% 14.5% 14.3% 13.6% 13.4% 12.3% 12.3% 12.1%
   Central Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
   Share of STATE 34.9% 36.6% 36.8% 38.4% 35.4% 37.2% 37.3% 37.7%

 East
ET East Tenn 49.0% 50.1% 50.3% 51.2% 48.1% 49.5% 49.7% 50.8%
FT First Tenn 23.3% 22.9% 22.8% 22.4% 22.4% 21.5% 21.4% 20.7%
SE Southeast Tenn 27.7% 27.0% 26.9% 26.4% 29.5% 29.0% 28.9% 28.5%
   East Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
   Share of STATE 37.3% 36.8% 36.6% 35.8% 35.9% 35.3% 35.2% 35.0%

 West
MA Memphis Area 67.2% 67.1% 67.2% 67.5% 71.2% 71.4% 71.4% 72.0%
NW Northwest Tenn 17.3% 17.1% 17.1% 16.7% 15.1% 14.6% 14.5% 14.0%
SW Southwest Tenn 15.5% 15.8% 15.8% 15.9% 13.7% 14.1% 14.1% 14.0%
   West Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
   Share of STATE 27.8% 26.7% 26.6% 25.9% 28.7% 27.5% 27.4% 27.3%

(1) UT-Knoxville, Center for Business & Economic Research
(2) Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census
(3) Employment by Place of Work, Woods & Poole Economics
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Table 2.8

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Tennessee Counties Ranked by Composite Growth Indicator

Average Annual Growth Rates Composite Average Annual Growth Rates Composite
A B C D Growth A B C D Growth

Pop Pop Emply. Emply. Indicator Pop Pop Emply. Emply. Indicator
COUNTY 90-'98 00-'10 90-'98 00-'10 (A-D) COUNTY 90-'98 00-'10 90-'98 00-'10 (A-D)
Williamson 4.64% 2.44% 6.73% 2.38% 16.19% Hawkins 1.36% 0.82% 1.58% 0.96% 4.72%
Rutherford 4.17% 2.29% 4.99% 1.82% 13.27% Warren 1.13% 0.72% 2.01% 0.85% 4.71%
Cheatham 3.27% 2.70% 4.93% 1.86% 12.76% Smith 1.82% 0.57% 1.16% 1.15% 4.70%
Sevier 2.89% 2.08% 5.04% 2.54% 12.56% Marion 0.96% 0.84% 1.55% 1.31% 4.65%
Montgomery 2.85% 2.15% 4.63% 1.88% 11.51% Jackson 0.35% 0.37% 2.98% 0.93% 4.63%
Wilson 2.66% 2.02% 4.05% 2.11% 10.84% Cocke 1.15% 0.26% 1.90% 1.22% 4.52%
Meigs 2.62% 1.30% 3.85% 2.30% 10.07% Henry 0.93% 0.25% 2.26% 1.08% 4.52%
Tipton 2.83% 1.45% 4.18% 1.42% 9.88% Polk 1.07% 0.65% 1.61% 1.17% 4.50%
Robertson 3.06% 1.55% 3.18% 1.64% 9.44% Mcnairy 0.85% 0.50% 1.62% 1.44% 4.41%
Maury 2.93% 1.01% 3.50% 1.82% 9.25% Roane 0.72% 0.69% 1.65% 1.30% 4.36%
Cumberland 2.99% 1.11% 3.13% 1.76% 8.99% Shelby 0.61% 0.63% 1.75% 1.35% 4.33%
Jefferson 3.51% 1.34% 2.37% 1.65% 8.88% Morgan 1.00% 0.82% 1.41% 1.09% 4.32%
Sumner 2.27% 1.95% 3.08% 1.54% 8.84% Campbell 1.06% 0.63% 1.52% 1.05% 4.26%
Dickson 2.29% 2.02% 2.96% 1.50% 8.76% Rhea 1.67% 0.83% 0.41% 1.28% 4.19%
Marshall 2.41% 1.83% 2.65% 1.32% 8.22% Overton 1.28% 0.79% 1.26% 0.72% 4.05%
Perry 1.57% 0.98% 3.66% 1.80% 8.01% Hardin 1.20% 0.78% 1.07% 0.95% 4.00%
Hickman 2.51% 1.68% 2.43% 1.28% 7.90% Moore 1.23% 0.91% 0.97% 0.79% 3.90%
Blount 2.02% 1.02% 2.90% 1.70% 7.65% Carter 0.41% 0.09% 1.88% 1.42% 3.81%
Union 2.13% 1.80% 2.19% 1.30% 7.42% Hamblen 0.82% 0.30% 1.68% 0.99% 3.80%
Loudon 2.76% 1.23% 2.09% 1.33% 7.41% Hamilton 0.40% 0.27% 1.96% 1.07% 3.70%
Lewis 1.97% 2.07% 1.86% 1.01% 6.91% Scott 1.09% 0.31% 0.88% 1.42% 3.70%
Sequatchie 1.94% 0.86% 2.45% 1.64% 6.88% Cannon 1.82% 0.94% -0.05% 0.86% 3.57%
Putnam 1.73% 1.05% 2.29% 1.54% 6.61% Macon 1.66% 0.80% 0.23% 0.84% 3.54%
Madison 1.18% 0.86% 3.11% 1.43% 6.58% Grundy 0.68% 0.73% 0.93% 1.12% 3.46%
Washington 1.24% 1.04% 2.62% 1.42% 6.31% Carroll 0.68% 0.42% 1.21% 1.04% 3.35%
Monroe, 1.63% 0.76% 2.58% 1.22% 6.19% Weakley 0.35% 0.58% 1.10% 1.07% 3.11%
White 1.51% 1.10% 2.11% 1.38% 6.11% Mcminn 1.09% 0.42% 0.95% 0.62% 3.08%
Grainger 1.83% 0.82% 2.05% 1.38% 6.09% Humphreys 0.96% 0.47% 0.87% 0.73% 3.04%
Henderson 1.38% 1.18% 2.09% 1.42% 6.06% Dekalb 1.27% 0.78% 0.24% 0.67% 2.97%
Coffee 1.55% 0.92% 2.27% 1.32% 6.05% Sullivan 0.58% 0.29% 1.23% 0.58% 2.68%
Claiborne 1.51% 0.75% 2.24% 1.51% 6.01% Decatur 0.41% 0.09% 1.23% 0.67% 2.39%
Giles 1.44% 0.90% 2.50% 1.14% 5.98% Crockett 0.53% 0.17% 0.71% 0.89% 2.30%
Stewart 2.48% 1.92% 0.56% 0.92% 5.88% Lauderdale 0.37% 0.56% 0.30% 1.02% 2.25%
Chester 1.71% 1.00% 2.17% 0.98% 5.87% Lake 1.75% 0.24% -1.04% 1.26% 2.20%
Fayette 2.18% 0.68% 1.71% 1.24% 5.82% Greene 0.98% 0.38% 0.47% 0.35% 2.18%
Bradley 1.50% 0.94% 2.13% 1.22% 5.80% Gibson 0.47% 0.11% 0.75% 0.55% 1.89%
Fentress 1.27% 0.28% 2.70% 1.48% 5.73% Hardeman 0.79% 0.17% 0.23% 0.58% 1.78%
Houston 1.44% 0.85% 2.09% 1.28% 5.67% Pickett 0.18% 0.36% 0.58% 0.57% 1.70%
Lawrence 1.34% 1.00% 1.96% 1.37% 5.66% Haywood 0.07% 0.28% 0.43% 0.79% 1.56%
Knox 1.08% 0.77% 2.27% 1.35% 5.48% Unicoi 0.51% 0.34% 0.04% 0.65% 1.53%
Anderson 0.49% 0.47% 2.75% 1.75% 5.46% Clay 0.05% 0.12% -0.11% 1.45% 1.50%
Johnson 2.45% 0.38% 1.40% 1.11% 5.35% Lincoln 0.69% 0.51% -0.47% 0.63% 1.36%
Bedford 1.55% 1.26% 1.47% 1.04% 5.32% Obion 0.18% 0.19% 0.45% 0.52% 1.35%
Wayne 2.10% 0.38% 1.88% 0.90% 5.27% Hancock, 0.07% 0.10% 0.70% 0.18% 1.05%
Franklin 0.93% 0.66% 2.40% 1.27% 5.26% Van Buren 0.56% 0.71% -0.36% -0.06% 0.85%
Benton 1.43% 0.97% 1.53% 0.99% 4.92% Trousdale 1.80% 0.55% -3.23% 0.29% -0.60%
Davidson 0.55% 0.56% 2.56% 1.22% 4.88%
Dyer 0.64% 0.71% 2.19% 1.33% 4.87% MEDIAN 4.73%
Bledsoe 1.37% 0.71% 1.53% 1.15% 4.77% AVERAGE 5.36%
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POPULATION Annual EMPLOYMENT Annual
% Change % Change

County State 1990 1998 2000 2010 98'-10 1990 1998 2000 2010 98'-10
Jackson AL 47,900        51,129        51,581        55,427        1.01% 22,125     24,041     24,431.0     26,118.0        1.04%
Lauderdale AL 79,873        85,151        86,918        95,818        1.49% 36,393     44,325     45,566.0     50,904.0        1.74%
Limestone AL 54,317        61,465        62,945        70,309        1.69% 27,054     28,076     28,695.0     31,675.0        1.52%
Madison AL 240,128      275,204      280,857      309,118      1.46% 165,170   182,750   187,413.0   210,214.0      1.77%
Crittenden AR 49,948        49,877        50,210        51,778        0.47% 18,677     22,097     22,723.0     25,219.0        1.67%
Mississippi AR 57,503        50,379        50,099        48,721        -0.42% 27,968     28,735     29,535.0     33,447.0        1.92%
Catoosa GA 42,695        50,724        52,959        64,052        2.96% 15,291     19,515     20,580.0     25,739.0        3.52%
Dade GA 13,153        14,908        15,360        17,636        2.12% 4,032       4,527       4,711.0       5,550.0          2.58%
Fannin GA 16,047        18,352        18,840        21,369        1.92% 5,213       7,001       7,269.0       8,590.0          2.59%
Murray GA 26,313        32,206        32,673        35,033        1.06% 10,610     14,316     14,753.0     16,716.0        1.96%
Walker GA 58,398        61,987        62,166        63,155        0.23% 19,939     20,302     20,419.0     21,277.0        0.59%
Whitfield GA 72,649        81,925        83,096        89,018        1.04% 57,383     68,962     71,154.0     80,855.0        2.01%
Allen KY 14,703        16,432        16,814        18,761        1.67% 6,223       8,268       8,602.0       10,076.0        2.50%
Bell KY 31,468        29,933        30,155        31,348        0.58% 11,782     12,237     12,424.0     13,521.0        1.26%
Calloway KY 30,787        33,653        34,744        40,276        2.27% 16,337     21,300     22,101.0     26,074.0        2.56%
Christian KY 68,813        73,565        74,198        77,353        0.63% 48,452     58,891     59,827.0     63,907.0        1.03%
Clinton KY 9,158          9,335          9,367          9,538          0.27% 3,771       4,153       4,170.0       4,314.0          0.48%
Cumberland KY 6,770          6,882          6,868          6,810          -0.13% 3,073       2,929       2,971.0       3,308.0          1.53%
Fulton KY 8,246          7,630          7,567          7,335          -0.49% 4,112       4,912       5,125.0       5,975.0          2.48%
Graves KY 33,661        35,863        36,347        38,781        0.98% 14,849     17,101     17,405.0     19,035.0        1.35%
Hickman KY 5,571          5,173          5,156          5,089          -0.20% 2,133       2,026       2,042.0       2,135.0          0.66%
Logan KY 24,452        26,339        26,661        28,291        0.90% 11,946     14,235     14,612.0     16,217.0        1.64%
McCreary KY 15,629        16,755        17,119        18,952        1.55% 3,168       4,466       4,642.0       5,376.0          2.35%
Monroe KY 11,410        11,213        11,179        11,030        -0.21% 6,275       6,684       6,800.0       7,370.0          1.23%
Simpson KY 15,147        16,304        16,529        17,749        1.07% 8,796       9,365       9,658.0       10,849.0        1.86%
Todd KY 10,925        11,215        11,208        11,286        0.08% 4,664       5,221       5,312.0       5,819.0          1.36%
Trigg KY 10,355        12,192        12,402        13,488        1.27% 4,124       4,803       4,870.0       5,242.0          1.10%
Wayne KY 17,483        18,786        18,921        19,629        0.55% 6,934       7,742       7,853.0       8,460.0          1.11%
Whitley KY 33,335        35,792        36,158        37,951        0.73% 14,242     15,454     15,831.0     17,654.0        1.68%
New Madrid MO 20,913        20,521        20,426        20,024        -0.31% 9,930       10,123     10,231.0     10,843.0        0.86%
Pemiscot MO 21,883        21,478        21,430        20,643        -0.49% 8,289       8,720       8,751.0       8,958.0          0.34%
Alcorn MS 31,755        32,850        33,004        33,824        0.37% 16,124     16,735     16,831.0     17,633.0        0.66%
Benton MS 8,026          8,003          8,040          8,241          0.37% 1,887       2,483       2,525.0       2,740.0          1.24%
Desoto MS 68,595        95,180        101,497      133,634      4.33% 28,014     41,555     44,327.0     57,820.0        4.22%
Marshall MS 30,435        32,797        33,559        37,371        1.65% 8,668       10,686     11,073.0     12,737.0        2.22%
Tippah MS 19,557        20,974        21,073        21,606        0.37% 9,716       10,203     10,275.0     10,703.0        0.60%
Tishomingo MS 17,715        18,773        19,138        20,989        1.40% 7,618       9,077       9,388.0       10,718.0        2.10%
Ashe NC 22,208        24,089        24,346        25,577        0.75% 11,170     11,910     12,136.0     13,206.0        1.30%
Avery NC 14,910        15,758        15,985        17,091        1.02% 8,480       9,800       10,142.0     12,125.0        2.70%
Cherokee NC 20,206        22,463        22,808        24,612        1.15% 9,828       11,676     12,079.0     13,927.0        2.23%
Graham NC 7,184          7,680          7,794          8,203          0.83% 2,551       3,474       3,557.0       3,975.0          1.70%
Haywood NC 46,963        51,547        52,314        56,208        1.09% 21,057     24,230     24,754.0     27,578.0        1.63%
Madison NC 17,015        18,586        18,711        19,374        0.52% 6,480       7,152       7,269.0       7,787.0          1.07%
Mitchell NC 14,454        14,855        14,912        15,192        0.28% 7,242       8,484       8,675.0       9,594.0          1.55%
Swain NC 11,288        12,506        13,210        16,628        3.63% 6,353       7,087       7,479.0       9,275.0          3.42%
Watauga NC 37,012        41,604        43,321        51,889        2.80% 21,377     26,807     27,845.0     33,475.0        2.82%
Yancey NC 15,435        16,647        17,096        19,354        1.90% 6,883       7,561       7,767.0       8,832.0          1.96%
Grayson VA 16,309        16,187        16,198        16,289        0.08% 5,530       5,479       5,511.0       5,668.0          0.42%
Lee VA 24,442        24,163        24,329        25,196        0.52% 7,833       8,997       9,160.0       9,958.0          1.28%
Scott VA 23,193        22,654        22,555        22,115        -0.30% 7,481       7,776       7,865.0       8,208.0          0.68%
Washington/Bristol VA 64,373        66,230        66,441        67,536        0.24% 38,406     42,618     43,208.0     45,750.0        0.89%
Total Border Counties 1,660,708   1,805,914   1,837,284   1,996,697   1.26% 831,653   957,067   982,342.0   1,103,146.0   1.79%

(1) Woods and Poole Economics

Table 2.9

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Tennessee Border Counties Population and Employment Summary(1)
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     Average Annual Growth Rates
Composite

A B C D Growth
Pop Pop Emp Emp Indicator

County State 90-98 00-10 90-98 00-10 (A-D)
Alcorn MS 0.42% 0.31% 0.47% 0.58% 1.78%
Allen KY 1.40% 1.38% 3.62% 2.00% 8.39%
Ashe NC 1.02% 0.62% 0.81% 1.06% 3.51%
Avery NC 0.69% 0.84% 1.82% 2.26% 5.62%
Bell KY -0.62% 0.49% 0.47% 1.06% 1.40%
Benton MS -0.04% 0.31% 3.49% 1.03% 4.79%
Calloway KY 1.12% 1.86% 3.37% 2.09% 8.44%
Catoosa GA 2.18% 2.41% 3.10% 2.84% 10.51%
Cherokee NC 1.33% 0.96% 2.18% 1.80% 6.26%
Christian KY 0.84% 0.52% 2.47% 0.83% 4.66%
Clinton KY 0.24% 0.23% 1.21% 0.43% 2.10%
Crittenden AR -0.02% 0.39% 2.12% 1.31% 3.80%
Cumberland KY 0.21% -0.11% -0.60% 1.35% 0.85%
Dade GA 1.58% 1.74% 1.46% 2.07% 6.85%
Desoto MS 4.18% 3.50% 5.05% 3.38% 16.11%
Fannin GA 1.69% 1.59% 3.76% 2.11% 9.14%
Fulton KY -0.97% -0.39% 2.25% 1.94% 2.83%
Graham NC 0.84% 0.64% 3.94% 1.40% 6.81%
Graves KY 0.80% 0.81% 1.78% 1.13% 4.51%
Grayson VA -0.09% 0.07% -0.12% 0.35% 0.21%
Haywood NC 1.17% 0.90% 1.77% 1.36% 5.20%
Hickman KY -0.92% -0.16% -0.64% 0.56% -1.17%
Jackson AL 0.82% 0.90% 1.04% 0.84% 3.60%
Lauderdale AL 0.80% 1.23% 2.50% 1.39% 5.92%
Lee VA -0.14% 0.44% 1.75% 1.05% 3.09%
Limestone AL 1.56% 1.39% 0.46% 1.24% 4.66%
Logan KY 0.93% 0.74% 2.22% 1.31% 5.20%
Madison AL 1.72% 1.21% 1.27% 1.45% 5.64%
Madison NC 1.11% 0.44% 1.24% 0.86% 3.65%
Marshall MS 0.94% 1.35% 2.65% 1.77% 6.71%
McCreary KY 0.87% 1.28% 4.39% 1.85% 8.39%
Mississippi AR -1.64% -0.35% 0.34% 1.57% -0.08%
Mitchell NC 0.34% 0.23% 2.00% 1.27% 3.84%
Monroe KY -0.22% -0.17% 0.79% 1.01% 1.42%
Murray GA 2.56% 0.88% 3.82% 1.57% 8.82%
New Madrid MO -0.24% -0.25% 0.24% 0.73% 0.49%
Pemiscot MO -0.23% -0.47% 0.64% 0.29% 0.23%
Scott VA -0.29% -0.25% 0.48% 0.54% 0.48%
Simpson KY 0.92% 0.89% 0.79% 1.46% 4.07%
Swain NC 1.29% 2.92% 1.38% 2.73% 8.31%
Tippah MS 0.88% 0.31% 0.61% 0.51% 2.32%
Tishomingo MS 0.73% 1.16% 2.21% 1.67% 5.77%
Todd KY 0.33% 0.09% 1.42% 1.15% 2.98%
Trigg KY 2.06% 1.05% 1.92% 0.92% 5.97%
Walker GA 0.75% 0.20% 0.23% 0.52% 1.69%
Washington/Bristol VA 0.36% 0.20% 1.31% 0.72% 2.59%
Watauga NC 1.47% 2.28% 2.87% 2.33% 8.95%
Wayne KY 0.90% 0.46% 1.39% 0.94% 3.69%
Whitfield GA 1.51% 0.86% 2.32% 1.61% 6.31%
Whitley KY 0.89% 0.61% 1.03% 1.37% 3.90%
Yancey NC 0.95% 1.56% 1.18% 1.62% 5.31%

MEDIAN 4.51%
AVERAGE 4.64%

(1) Woods & Poole Economics

Table 2.10

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

 Tennessee Border Counties Ranked by Composite Growth Indicator(1)
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     Average Annual Growth Rates
Composite

A B C D Growth
Pop Pop Emp Emp Indicator

County State 90-98 00-10 90-98 00-10 (A-D)
Desoto MS 4.18% 3.50% 5.05% 3.38% 16.11%
Catoosa GA 2.18% 2.41% 3.10% 2.84% 10.51%
Fannin GA 1.69% 1.59% 3.76% 2.11% 9.14%
Watauga NC 1.47% 2.28% 2.87% 2.33% 8.95%
Murray GA 2.56% 0.88% 3.82% 1.57% 8.82%
Calloway KY 1.12% 1.86% 3.37% 2.09% 8.44%
McCreary KY 0.87% 1.28% 4.39% 1.85% 8.39%
Allen KY 1.40% 1.38% 3.62% 2.00% 8.39%
Swain NC 1.29% 2.92% 1.38% 2.73% 8.31%
Dade GA 1.58% 1.74% 1.46% 2.07% 6.85%
Graham NC 0.84% 0.64% 3.94% 1.40% 6.81%
Marshall MS 0.94% 1.35% 2.65% 1.77% 6.71%
Whitfield GA 1.51% 0.86% 2.32% 1.61% 6.31%
Cherokee NC 1.33% 0.96% 2.18% 1.80% 6.26%
Trigg KY 2.06% 1.05% 1.92% 0.92% 5.97%
Lauderdale AL 0.80% 1.23% 2.50% 1.39% 5.92%
Tishomingo MS 0.73% 1.16% 2.21% 1.67% 5.77%
Madison AL 1.72% 1.21% 1.27% 1.45% 5.64%
Avery NC 0.69% 0.84% 1.82% 2.26% 5.62%
Yancey NC 0.95% 1.56% 1.18% 1.62% 5.31%
Logan KY 0.93% 0.74% 2.22% 1.31% 5.20%
Haywood NC 1.17% 0.90% 1.77% 1.36% 5.20%
Benton MS -0.04% 0.31% 3.49% 1.03% 4.79%
Limestone AL 1.56% 1.39% 0.46% 1.24% 4.66%
Christian KY 0.84% 0.52% 2.47% 0.83% 4.66%
Graves KY 0.80% 0.81% 1.78% 1.13% 4.51%
Simpson KY 0.92% 0.89% 0.79% 1.46% 4.07%
Whitley KY 0.89% 0.61% 1.03% 1.37% 3.90%
Mitchell NC 0.34% 0.23% 2.00% 1.27% 3.84%
Crittenden AR -0.02% 0.39% 2.12% 1.31% 3.80%
Wayne KY 0.90% 0.46% 1.39% 0.94% 3.69%
Madison NC 1.11% 0.44% 1.24% 0.86% 3.65%
Jackson AL 0.82% 0.90% 1.04% 0.84% 3.60%
Ashe NC 1.02% 0.62% 0.81% 1.06% 3.51%
Lee VA -0.14% 0.44% 1.75% 1.05% 3.09%
Todd KY 0.33% 0.09% 1.42% 1.15% 2.98%
Fulton KY -0.97% -0.39% 2.25% 1.94% 2.83%
Washington/Bristol VA 0.36% 0.20% 1.31% 0.72% 2.59%
Tippah MS 0.88% 0.31% 0.61% 0.51% 2.32%
Clinton KY 0.24% 0.23% 1.21% 0.43% 2.10%
Alcorn MS 0.42% 0.31% 0.47% 0.58% 1.78%
Walker GA 0.75% 0.20% 0.23% 0.52% 1.69%
Monroe KY -0.22% -0.17% 0.79% 1.01% 1.42%
Bell KY -0.62% 0.49% 0.47% 1.06% 1.40%
Cumberland KY 0.21% -0.11% -0.60% 1.35% 0.85%
New Madrid MO -0.24% -0.25% 0.24% 0.73% 0.49%
Scott VA -0.29% -0.25% 0.48% 0.54% 0.48%
Pemiscot MO -0.23% -0.47% 0.64% 0.29% 0.23%
Grayson VA -0.09% 0.07% -0.12% 0.35% 0.21%
Mississippi AR -1.64% -0.35% 0.34% 1.57% -0.08%
Hickman KY -0.92% -0.16% -0.64% 0.56% -1.17%

MEDIAN 4.51%
AVERAGE 4.64%

(1) Woods & Poole Economics

Table 2.11

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Tennessee Border Counties Ranked by Composite Growth Indicator(1)
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ordering of the counties and Table 2.11 a 
high-to-low ordering by composite growth 
score equivalent to Table 2.8.  The ten 
fastest growing border counties using this 
composite measure are mostly adjacent to 
Tennessee metropolitan centers or clustered 
near these urban centers.  These counties are 
identified in Figure 2-5.  

2.4 REGIONAL ECONOMIES 

This section begins with an overview of 
state economic development goals, followed 
by a discussion of the three Development 
Districts in the East Region and their 
development objectives.  This section then 
summarizes the Region’s socioeconomic 
characteristics, including a breakdown of 
employment by industry sector and 
industrial park acreage. 

2.4.1 State Development Goals  

To stimulate economic development and 
resource utilization, the state and individual 
EDDs established goals and objectives to 
guide their efforts.  Before comparing and 
contrasting district goals, the overall state 
goals are presented.  Additionally, Federal 
agency interaction, such as the Economic 
Development Agency, is considered. 

State Goals  

The Department of Economic and 
Community Development (DECD) is the 
principle governmental body charged with 
Tennessee economic development.  Its 
mission is to “geographically disperse and 
increase job opportunities throughout the 
state.” Goals related to that mission include 
the following: 

• Enhance community attractiveness for 
creating job opportunities. 

• Create and promote opportunities within 
the business community. 

• Improve services that encourage 
economic growth opportunities for new 
and existing firms. 

To achieve these goals, DECD seeks to 
accomplish the following: 

• Assist existing firms and businesses. 

• Market the state and recruit new 
businesses, both domestically and 
internationally. 

• Increase export opportunities for 
Tennessee businesses and industries. 

• Assist communities in preparing for, and 
exploiting, development opportunities. 

2.5 EAST REGION ECONOMY  

The three Development Districts analyzed in 
the East Tennessee Region are the First 
Tennessee Development District (FTDD), 
the East Tennessee Development District 
(ETDD), and the Southeast Tennessee 
Development District (SETDD).  

2.5.1 Development District Objectives 

The nine Development Districts established 
in 1965 are authorized to provide a 
comprehensive planning structure that 
maximizes the use of Federal, state, and 
local programs.  Each District publishes an 
Overall Economic Development Program 
(OEDP), which generally reports current 
economic, social, and infrastructure 
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conditions; examines regional needs, 
problems, and resources; and establishes 
development goals and priorities.  It is from 
these OEDPs that the development 
objectives found in Table 2.12 were 
extracted.  Overall, the East Tennessee 
Development Districts (ETDDs) share three 
common goals: to improve the infra-
structure, including transportation, to market 
respective regions nationally, and to 
maintain the environment and quality of life.  

Within this structure, counties and cities 
may organize themselves on a regional basis 
for the purposes of carrying on general and 
comprehensive planning and development 
activities.  This method of organization is 
intended to provide coordinated, efficient, 
and orderly economic development of the 
state.   

Table 2.12  

EAST TENNESSEE REGIONAL PLAN  

East Tennessee Objectives    

Region 
Development Goals  SETDD ETDD FTDD 
Diversification of Economic Base   X X 
Balanced Urban/Rural Standards of Living   X X 
Improve Infrastructure   X X X 
Market Region Nationally & Improve Awareness  X X X 
Cooperative Regional Development Activities  X  X 
Maintain Environment & Quality of Life  X X X 
Promote Small Business Development   X X 
Promote & Foster Industrial Development  X X  
Promote Tourism  X X  
Improve Human Capital (Ed & Training)  X X  
Preserve & Develop Natural Resources  X   
Develop & Coordinate Land Use  X   
Identify Subregions for Special Emphasis  X X  
Source: Extracted from Districts’ Overall Economic Development Plans      

2.5.2 East Region Development 
District Business Conditions 
Summary 

First Tennessee Development District

 

- The 
FTDD consists of eight counties and 20 
municipalities, with all but three of the 
counties belonging to the Johnson City-
Kingsport-Bristol MSA.  The Tri-Cities 
MSA has a high degree of economic and 
social integration with adjacent communities 
and areas.  Two counties outside of 

Tennessee are within the MSA, both in 
Virginia (Scott and Washington).  The Tri-
Cities MSA total population in 1997 was 
460,147 (an annual difference of 0.77% 
from 1990), which is slightly larger than the 
FTDD population of 454,167 (increasing 
annually at 0.96%).  The Tri-Cities MSA 
total employment for 1997 was 227,900, 
with an unemployment rate of 5.0%.  
Comparatively, the FTDD employment was 
228,365, with 5.7% unemployment.  The 
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population density of this development 
district is depicted in Figure 2-6. 

The FTDD exists within an even larger 
economically integrated geographic body 
referred to as the “Four State Trade Area.”  
This trade area consists of 21 counties 
within four states—Kentucky, North 
Carolina, Virginia, and Tennessee—with 
Tri-Cities considered to be the regional trade 
center.  The rapid development of the 
FTDD’s service sector over the past 15 
years is attributed to the interdependency 
with the trade area and improved 
transportation infrastructure.   

With the end of the Cold War, many 
defense-related industries in the District 
have restructured in an attempt to survive.  
Two major defense contractors, Greeneville 
Industries and Raytheon closed completely 
in the 1990s.  Foreign competition and cost 
pressures resulted in a number of plants in 
the FTDD closing or reducing their work 
force.  Most recently, Levi Straus closed its 
facilities in Johnson County, and Eastman 
Chemical significantly reduced its work 
force. 

The District remains dependent on 
manufacturing as a major employer.  
Twenty-seven percent of non-agricultural 
employment is provided by manufacturing, 
compared to 20% for the entire state of 
Tennessee.  The District has recently taken 
steps to foster business growth by 
implementing a “Small Business 
Incubation” initiative.  The intent of the 
initiative is to establish and foster municipal 
settings attractive to high-tech start-up 
companies.  Another initiative seeks to 
promote the District nationally through a 
partnership of local governments and private 
sector interests referred to as the “Number 
One” committee.  Recently, Eastern 
Tennessee State University was awarded a 

$15 million contract toward building an 
“advanced visualization program,” which is 
expected to attract high-tech firms to the 
area. 

The District’s transportation infrastructure is 
characterized by two interstates, I-81 and I-
181, which provide connectivity to the 
northern and eastern adjacent states and with 
the western portion of the state.  The 
construction of the new US23/I-181 corridor 
from Erwin to the North Carolina state line, 
effectively connecting Asheville with the 
District, has contributed to the realization of 
economic development projects and is 
expected to foster continued economic 
growth.  

East Tennessee Development District

 

- The 
ETDD consists of 16 counties, with 
Knoxville as the central urban center, as 
shown in Figure 2-7.  The Knoxville MSA 
is comprised of six counties.  The 1997 
Knoxville MSA population of 654,181 
represents 66% of the ETDD’s total 
population.  Manufacturing employment 
makes up 21% of the total ETDD 
employment base.  Slightly more than half 
of these manufacturing jobs are located 
within the Knoxville MSA. 

Major ground transportation facilities 
include three interstates and the Tennessee-
Tombigbee Waterway.  The three 
interstates—I-75, I-40, and I-81—connect 
Kentucky (I-75), North Carolina (I-40), 
Chattanooga (I-75), and the Tri-Cities (I-
40/I-81).  The Tennessee-Tombigbee 
Waterway opened in 1985 and reduced the 
waterway distance to the Gulf by 882 miles, 
providing increased efficiencies and 
opportunities for waterborne transportation 
and commerce.  The Knoxville MPO is 
currently studying multi-modal transporta-
tion alternatives within a 10-region area 
around Knoxville.  The MPO recognizes 







TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN                                     

   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          2-25  

that adding roadway capacity has 
constraints, and is seeking alternative 
transportation options to serve future 
demand. 

The District has several comparative 
advantages that can be used to attract and 
expand industry: low wages, a skilled labor 
force, low cost electricity (TVA), ample 
natural resources, adequate transportation 
and educational infrastructure, and the 
central location of Knoxville.  The main 
income-producing sectors in the District are 
textiles and apparel, furniture and lumber, 
and chemical products.  Industries with 
development potential include food and 
kindred products, fabricated metals, 
electronic and electrical machinery, 
instruments, paper and paper products, and 
transportation equipment. 

To support and encourage development, 
ETDD has identified a series of subregions 
for special emphasis.  These subregions are 
categorized in one of three stages of 
economic development based on their 
present stage of economic growth and future 
growth potential.  All areas, either 
urban/industrial or recreational in nature, are 
considered.  The three stages include “pre-
take-off,” “take-off,” and “undeveloped”.  
Greatest support and encouragement is 
given to those communities identified as 
existing in a “pre-take-off” stage of 
economic development.  These communities 
possess the following characteristics: 

• Predominantly export economies. 

• Self-generating industrial growth. 

• Self-reliance in the provision of 
supportive facilities and services. 

• Substantial trade and service centers. 

• Future growth facilitation through 
private capital sources. 

The second greatest amount of support is 
given to areas that have reached the “take-
off” stage and are in a relatively favorable 
position compared to other areas.  Areas 
with lesser growth potential (due to natural, 
physical, geographic, human, and/or 
financial limitations) are classified as 
undeveloped.  They are perceived as far 
from the “take-off” stage, and receive 
tertiary support/encouragement. The 
findings of the most recent “take-off” 
analysis, conducted in 1992, are summarized 
for urban and recreational centers in Table 
2.13.  

Southeast Tennessee Development District

 

– 
The ten counties in the SETDD operate in 
conjunction with the three counties in the 
Chattanooga Area Regional Council of 
Governments (CARCOG).  The three 
CARCOG county populations in 1998 
totaled 126,079.  Combined with the 
539,145 SETDD, the greater metropolitan 
area’s total population is 665,224.  As 
shown in Figure 2-8, the larger population 
centers are located along the three major 
interstate systems, most notably 
Chattanooga and Cleveland.  Additionally, 
seven major U.S. highways traverse the area 
between ridgelines.  Currently, no rail 
passenger service is offered in the region, 
however, the feasibility of MAGLEV 
service between Lovell Field and Atlanta 
Hartsfield International Airport is under 
study.4 

                                                

 

4 CARCOG/SETDD Regional Development Plan, 1998 
Summary Report. 
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Table 2.13  

EAST TENNESSEE REGIONAL PLAN  

East Tennessee Development District Growth Centers  

Urban Areas Pre-Take-Off Take-Off 
Knoxville  X 
Alcoa/Maryville  X 
Oak Ridge/Clinton  X 
Lenoir City/Loudon/Tellico Village X  
Morristown  X 
Newport  X 
Harriman/Kingston/Rockwood X  
Jefferson City  X 
LaFolette/Caryville/Jacksboro  X 
Madisonville/Sweetwater X  
Vonore X  
New Tazewell/Tazewell  X 
Sevierville  X 
Jellico X  

Maynardsville  X 
Oneida/Helenwood/Huntsville X  
Rutledge X  
Wartburg X     

Recreational   
Gatlinburg/Pigeon Forge/Pittman  X 
Townsend/Walland X  
Cumberland Gap/Harrogate  X 
Tellico Plains X  
Cosby X  
Note: The East Tennessee Development District is the only Tennessee Development District 
that provided classifications of this nature.  

 

The SETDD/CARCOG region contains 
large Federal, state, and local conserved 
areas, including the Cherokee National 
Forest, the Chattanooche National Forest, 
and the Bledsoe Forest.  Due to terrain and 
soil types, prime farmland in the region is 
limited.  As expected, forestry is the major 
resource and dominant land use in the 
region.  Mining is also important to the 
region, due to high concentrations of 
Chalcopyrite (a source for copper and 

sulfuric acid) and limestone (construction) 
in the region.5 

The region’s economy expanded rapidly 
during the 90s, led by strong growth in 
manufacturing.  Outside manufacturing, the 
region’s industry is healthy and diversified.  
Service sector growth has been moderate 
due to downsizing and merger activity in the 
financial services and health care sectors.  
However, with increased strategic emphasis 
                                                

 

5  Ibid. 
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on tourism in the District, this sector is 
expected to improve. Although 
unemployment is near national levels, the 
overall regional economy is still viewed as 
insufficiently diversified to withstand severe 
shifts in national and world markets due to a 
heavy reliance on textile industries (e.g., 
“cut and sew,” carpets, etc.).  Therefore, 
efforts are underway to encourage other 
industrial development.6  

In recent years, there has been growing auto-
related interest in Chattanooga.  With major 
auto production facilities in Atlanta and 
Nashville and Honda’s venture into 
Birmingham, Chattanooga provides an ideal 
location for commercial enterprises to serve 
the auto sector.  Further, industrial 
development potential is provided by the 
turning over of a 900-acre segment of the 
Volunteer Site within Hamilton County, 
which is targeted for industrial park 
development.   

2.5.3 East Tennessee Region 
Population and Employment 
Summary 

East Tennessee Region population, 
employment, and unemployment are 
summarized by Development District and 
county in Table 2.14.  The 34 counties 
(three Development Districts) in the East 
Tennessee Region comprised 36.8% of the 
state’s population (1,996,295 people) in 
1998 and 35.3% of employment 
(1,179,010).  By 2010, population is 
projected to rise 8.6 percent to 2,168,089, 
representing 35.8 percent of the state total.  
Over half of the Region’s population lives in 
the ETDD.  Meanwhile, between 1998 and 

                                                

 

6  Ibid. 

2010, employment growth (16.2 percent) is 
anticipated to be almost twice that of 
population growth.  The average 4.1 percent 
unemployment rate in the Region varies 
slightly between Development District (4.0 
percent in the ETDD to 4.7 percent in the 
FTDD).  Of greater concern is the range of 
unemployment between counties: from a 
low of 2.6% in Knox to a high of 9.6% in 
Johnson.  

As shown in Table 2.15, a breakdown of the 
East Tennessee Region county employment 
by sector provides an opportunity to 
quantify significant structural differences.  
For example, manufacturing as a percent of 
employment averages 18.4% in the Region.  
Comparatively, Sevier County is quite low 
(6.5%) due to the strong service sector 
driven by Gatlinburg/Pigeon Forge tourism.  
Conversely, Hamblen County has the 
highest relative share of manufacturing 
employment (39.1%), due to the large, 
thriving industrial parks near the airport in 
Morristown.  Additionally, five other 
counties have manufacturing employment 
that exceeds 30% of total employment.  It 
should be noted that all five counties have 
relatively small employment totals (fewer 
than 25,000).  Kingsport within the Tri-
Cities area drives Hawkins County, Marion 
County is located on the outer edge of the 
Chattanooga MSA, and just to the northwest 
is Sequatchie, which is showing manufactur-
ing growth despite poor interstate 
connectivity.  Lastly, the two growth 
pockets with a relative strong manufacturing 
presence include Monroe and Rhea 
Counties, both located between the 
Knoxville and Chattanooga MSAs. 

Review of the three largest counties in terms 
of employment also indicates differences.   
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Table 2.14

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

East Tennessee Region Population, Employment, and Unemployment Breakdown
by Development District and County

POPULATION EMPLOYMENT UNEMPL RATE (4)
 Region & DD Historical Forecast (1) Change Historical Forecast (1) Change Historical

1990 (1) 1998 (2) 2000 2010 1998-2010 1990 (1) 1998 (2) 2000 2010 1998-2010 1994 1999
 ETDD

Anderson 68,398 71,116 72,502 76,000 6.9% 40,433 50,243 52,071 61,909 23.2% 3.9% 3.6%
Blount 86,286 101,295 104,032 115,135 13.7% 34,816 43,772 45,549 53,913 23.2% 4.9% 3.7%
Campbell 35,152 38,241 38,728 41,236 7.8% 12,244 13,813 14,085 15,640 13.2% 8.0% 7.7%
Claiborne 26,186 29,529 29,680 31,968 8.3% 12,406 14,816 15,367 17,852 20.5% 4.8% 4.3%
Cocke 29,183 31,968 31,967 32,792 2.6% 11,385 13,236 13,617 15,370 16.1% 11.0% 6.8%
Grainger 17,145 19,829 19,992 21,691 9.4% 6,108 7,184 7,411 8,503 18.4% 6.3% 4.3%
Hamblen 50,612 54,050 54,495 56,163 3.9% 35,622 40,701 41,574 45,894 12.8% 7.1% 4.3%
Jefferson 33,120 43,663 43,919 50,173 14.9% 14,557 17,562 18,220 21,464 22.2% 6.7% 4.2%
Knox 336,610 366,846 374,616 404,666 10.3% 217,927 260,802 267,680 306,089 17.4% 3.4% 2.6%
Loudon 31,411 39,052 39,761 44,941 15.1% 12,960 15,290 15,666 17,880 16.9% 3.9% 3.0%
Monroe, 30,596 34,830 34,835 37,565 7.9% 12,660 15,523 15,945 18,006 16.0% 8.5% 5.3%
Morgan 17,335 18,775 19,144 20,765 10.6% 5,353 5,989 6,142 6,845 14.3% 6.7% 7.6%
Roane 47,232 50,026 50,829 54,433 8.8% 24,802 28,270 28,966 32,962 16.6% 4.4% 4.6%
Scott 18,375 20,044 19,848 20,471 2.1% 7,389 7,923 8,194 9,432 19.0% 10.1% 8.4%
Sevier 51,368 64,505 66,745 82,031 27.2% 29,305 43,444 45,977 59,081 36.0% 7.7% 6.5%
Union 13,739 16,260 16,911 20,216 24.3% 3,872 4,603 4,734 5,388 17.1% 3.1% 3.6%
   ETDD Tot. 892,748 1,000,029 1,018,004 1,110,246 11.0% 481,839 583,171 601,198 696,228 19.4% 5.1% 4.0%
   Divi. Share 49.0% 50.1% 50.3% 51.2% 2.2% 48.1% 49.5% 49.7% 50.8% 2.8% na na 

 FTDD
Carter 51,589 53,323 53,139 53,630 0.6% 15,177 17,620 18,262 21,025 19.3% 6.0% 5.0%
Greene 55,977 60,502 60,301 62,605 3.5% 33,250 34,532 34,763 36,014 4.3% 8.2% 5.7%
Hancock, 6,742 6,778 6,854 6,926 2.2% 2,385 2,522 2,528 2,574 2.1% 7.7% 6.6%
Hawkins 44,617 49,719 50,239 54,521 9.7% 16,684 18,906 19,341 21,283 12.6% 5.4% 5.3%
Johnson 13,804 16,755 16,780 17,437 4.1% 5,714 6,386 6,520 7,281 14.0% 7.4% 9.6%
Sullivan 143,819 150,617 152,188 156,630 4.0% 85,749 94,567 95,711 101,387 7.2% 4.9% 4.1%
Unicoi 16,534 17,216 17,454 18,059 4.9% 6,461 6,482 6,639 7,080 9.2% 9.6% 5.8%
Washington 92,621 102,211 104,637 115,998 13.5% 59,306 72,913 75,178 86,555 18.7% 4.4% 3.6%
   FTDD Tot. 425,703 457,121 461,592 485,806 6.3% 224,726 253,928 258,942 283,199 11.5% 5.7% 4.7%
   Divi. Share 23.3% 22.9% 22.8% 22.4% -2.1% 22.4% 21.5% 21.4% 20.7% -4.0% na na 

 SETDD
Bledsoe 9,683 10,795 10,870 11,672 8.1% 3,736 4,219 4,325 4,850 15.0% 5.5% 3.6%
Bradley 73,917 83,292 82,915 91,091 9.4% 39,779 47,091 48,453 54,688 16.1% 4.8% 3.6%
Grundy 13,396 14,138 14,286 15,361 8.7% 3,781 4,072 4,168 4,659 14.4% 8.4% 5.9%
Hamilton 285,571 294,745 297,579 305,767 3.7% 193,393 225,932 230,895 256,761 13.6% 4.1% 3.3%
Marion 24,873 26,851 27,531 29,930 11.5% 8,140 9,205 9,491 10,806 17.4% 5.7% 4.8%
Mcminn 42,433 46,283 46,680 48,656 5.1% 22,365 24,131 24,439 26,001 7.7% 6.3% 5.8%
Meigs 8,092 9,955 10,150 11,549 16.0% 3,177 4,297 4,512 5,663 31.8% 9.2% 8.0%
Polk 13,672 14,883 14,931 15,926 7.0% 4,210 4,784 4,891 5,495 14.9% 6.1% 5.1%
Rhea 24,374 27,836 28,440 30,882 10.9% 13,667 14,125 14,576 16,551 17.2% 8.4% 5.8%
Sequatchie 8,891 10,367 10,287 11,203 8.1% 3,341 4,055 4,222 4,967 22.5% 6.8% 4.1%
   SEDD Tot. 504,902 539,145 543,669 572,037 6.1% 295,589 341,911 349,972 390,441 14.2% 5.1% 4.5%
   Divi. Share 27.7% 27.0% 26.9% 26.4% -2.3% 29.5% 29.0% 28.9% 28.5% -1.7% na na 

 Division Tot 1,823,353 1,996,295 2,023,265 2,168,089 8.6% 1,002,154 1,179,010 1,210,112 1,369,868 16.2% 5.2% 4.1%
State Share 37.3% 36.8% 36.6% 35.8% -2.7% 35.9% 35.3% 35.2% 35.0% -0.9% na na 

(1) UT-Knoxville, Center for Business & Economic Research
(2) Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census
(3) Employment by Place of Work, Woods & Poole Economics
(4) Department of Labor and Work Force Development, Public Information Office
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Knox (ETDD) and Hamilton Counties 
(SETDD) both have relatively lower 
manufacturing levels (9.5 percent and 14.1 
percent), which suggests a more diverse, 
services-related economy.  Conversely, 

Sullivan County (FTDD) has a relatively 
high share of manufacturing (24.5 percent). 

Table 2.15

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

East Tennessee Region Employment by Sector (1998)

TRADE SECTOR
DD and County Ag,Fr,Fsh Mining Cnstr. Mfg. TCPU Trade FIRE Svc Gov't Total

ETDD
Anderson 1.8% 0.3% 9.5% 22.3% 4.0% 16.3% 4.6% 30.6% 10.7% 50,243
Blount 3.6% 0.3% 8.7% 18.9% 4.1% 24.3% 5.8% 22.3% 12.0% 43,772
Campbell 3.8% 3.3% 8.1% 15.5% 3.6% 23.0% 6.2% 18.7% 17.8% 13,813
Claiborne 13.6% 0.7% 4.2% 28.7% 3.2% 15.4% 4.3% 16.0% 13.8% 14,816
Cocke 10.2% 0.1% 5.2% 21.8% 2.3% 24.3% 4.0% 20.2% 11.9% 13,236
Grainger 21.6% 1.1% 7.8% 26.9% 4.5% 10.8% 2.7% 14.3% 10.3% 7,184
Hamblen 3.4% 0.0% 3.9% 39.1% 4.1% 18.7% 4.5% 18.6% 7.6% 40,701
Jefferson 9.5% 3.7% 6.9% 18.5% 6.1% 18.2% 4.3% 21.3% 11.7% 17,562
Knox 1.4% 0.2% 6.5% 9.5% 4.9% 24.6% 7.1% 31.3% 14.4% 260,802
Loudon 9.2% 0.1% 7.7% 19.6% 5.7% 16.9% 6.2% 23.3% 11.2% 15,290
Monroe 7.7% 0.2% 4.9% 33.0% 3.1% 19.3% 4.2% 18.1% 9.5% 15,523
Morgan 6.4% 0.9% 6.3% 26.6% 5.1% 11.0% 2.5% 14.5% 26.8% 5,989
Roane 2.5% 0.1% 3.8% 22.8% 2.4% 13.3% 2.6% 37.9% 14.7% 28,270
Scott 3.7% 1.1% 6.2% 25.8% 4.9% 17.6% 3.4% 19.9% 17.4% 7,923
Sevier 2.9% 0.1% 7.5% 6.5% 1.4% 33.6% 6.5% 32.9% 8.7% 43,444
Union 14.2% 0.2% 11.2% 21.3% 3.3% 12.1% 11.2% 13.6% 12.9% 4,603
    Total ETDD 3.5% 0.4% 6.7% 16.6% 4.2% 22.3% 5.9% 27.6% 12.8% 583,171

FTDD
Carter 5.7% 0.2% 11.3% 16.1% 1.6% 22.4% 4.3% 25.5% 12.9% 17,620
Greene 12.7% 0.1% 4.5% 26.8% 4.0% 15.5% 3.3% 21.5% 11.5% 34,532
Hancock 33.8% 0.0% 4.8% 17.6% 0.8% 9.6% 1.2% 12.8% 19.3% 2,522
Hawkins 12.7% 0.2% 4.5% 33.8% 3.3% 15.2% 3.0% 14.8% 12.5% 18,906
Johnson 15.6% 0.2% 7.7% 23.9% 3.2% 12.6% 3.7% 22.3% 10.9% 6,386
Sullivan 2.2% 0.2% 7.4% 24.5% 5.3% 20.4% 4.7% 26.8% 8.5% 94,567
Unicoi 5.1% 0.1% 5.2% 25.4% 7.5% 14.4% 3.5% 23.6% 15.1% 6,482
Washington 4.0% 0.0% 5.2% 14.6% 2.2% 23.9% 4.4% 31.1% 14.5% 72,913
   Total FTDD 5.9% 0.1% 6.4% 22.0% 3.8% 20.0% 4.2% 26.0% 11.6% 253,928

SEDD
Bledsoe 16.5% 0.0% 6.0% 14.5% 3.1% 10.2% 3.1% 19.4% 27.2% 4,219
Bradley 2.5% 0.1% 5.3% 28.9% 2.6% 19.9% 4.4% 25.4% 11.0% 47,091
Grundy 15.3% 0.3% 7.4% 12.5% 6.8% 19.4% 2.7% 18.8% 16.7% 4,072
Hamilton 0.8% 0.2% 5.6% 14.1% 4.0% 23.4% 8.6% 30.0% 13.4% 225,932
Mcminn 5.8% 1.2% 6.2% 19.5% 4.7% 24.8% 3.8% 21.6% 12.4% 9,205
Marion 6.0% 0.1% 5.8% 33.5% 3.5% 17.8% 5.3% 17.6% 10.4% 24,131
Meigs 9.8% 0.1% 10.2% 17.5% 6.4% 17.2% 5.4% 23.5% 9.9% 4,297
Polk 7.5% 0.3% 4.8% 23.6% 3.5% 14.0% 5.7% 22.8% 17.7% 4,784
Rhea 3.6% 0.6% 5.6% 32.7% 1.8% 15.0% 3.4% 18.6% 18.7% 14,125
Sequatchie 5.0% 2.8% 6.0% 30.0% 4.0% 18.1% 5.5% 16.1% 12.6% 4,055
   Total SEDD 2.3% 0.2% 5.6% 18.7% 3.7% 21.7% 7.2% 27.2% 13.3% 341,911

East Total 3.7% 0.3% 6.3% 18.4% 4.0% 21.6% 5.9% 27.1% 12.7% 1,179,010

Source: Employment by Place of Work, Woods & Poole Economics
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2.5.4 East Region Adjacent Border 
Counties’ Population and 
Employment Summary 

Summary population and employment 
trends in border counties within states 
adjacent to the East Region are shown in 
Table 2.16.  The 25 counties that border the 
East Region have a combined 1998 
population of 748,680 and a combined 
employment of 373,872.  The population for 
the border regions is expected to increase by 
9.4% by the year 2010, while employment is 
expected to increase by 15.2%. 

Population - Georgia’s six border counties 
contribute more than one-third of the 1998 
total population for all border counties and 
are expected to grow in population by 11.6% 
by 2010.  Catoosa, Walker, and Whitfield 
Counties represent three-fourths (74.8%) of 
the total population of the Georgia border 
counties.  The magnitude of their 
populations is a consequence of their 
commercial and economic association with 
the Chattanooga MSA and their position on 
the I-75 corridor providing connectivity with 
Atlanta. 

The state providing the next largest share of 
border county population is North Carolina, 
where the population of its ten border 
counties contributes 30.1% to the total 25-
county population total.  Of the five border 
states, North Carolina’s border counties are 
anticipated to grow most in percentage terms 
(12.6%) by 2010.  Two North Carolina 
counties are expected to contribute 52.6% of 
the absolute change in population.  Watauga 
County’s dynamic growth trend is due in 
part to the rapid development of Boone and 
its economic relationships with the 
Tennessee Tri-Cities MSA.  Haywood 
County’s growth is a product of western 
development along the I-40 corridor of the 

Asheville urban area and interstate (I-40) 
connectivity with Knoxville and 
Morristown. 

Employment - Employment trends in the 
border states generally mirror population 
patterns.  Following are the points of note: 

• Georgia’s border counties represent 
36.0% of total employment for all border 
counties. 

• Only North Carolina county employment 
levels are expected to grow faster 
through 2010 than Georgia’s (18.3% vs. 
17.9%). 

• North Carolina’s Watauga and Haywood 
Counties will contribute 46.4% of the 
net change in employment to the year 
2010 for all North Carolina border 
counties.  

Notable exceptions - Population and 
employment patterns exhibit the following 
noteworthy exceptions:  

• Georgia’s Whitfield County represents 
31.5% of the population of the six border 
counties, but 51.2% of employment. 

• Virginia’s Washington/Bristol Counties 
represent 51.2% of the five border 
state’s population, and two-thirds 
(65.7%) of their employment.  
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       POPULATION          EMPLOYMENT
                Historical               Forecast Change                Historical               Forecast Change

County 1990 1998 2000 2010 1998-2010 1990 1998 2000 2010 1998-2010
Alabama
  Jackson 47,900          

 
51,129          

 
51,851          

 
55,427          

 
8.4% 22,125          

 
24,041          

 
24,431          

 
26,118          

 
8.6%

    Total AL Border Counties  47,900           51,129           51,851           55,427           8.4% 22,125           24,041           24,431           26,118           8.6%
Georgia
  Catoosa 42,695           50,724           52,959           64,052           26.3% 15,291           19,515           20,580           25,739           31.9%
  Dade 13,153           14,908           15,360           17,636           18.3% 4,032             4,527             4,711             5,550             22.6%
  Fannin 16,047           18,352           18,840           21,369           16.4% 5,213             7,001             7,269             8,590             22.7%
  Murray 26,313           32,206           32,673           35,033           8.8% 10,610           14,316           14,753           16,716           16.8%
  Walker 58,398           61,987           62,166           63,155           1.9% 19,939           20,302           20,419           21,277           4.8%
  Whitfield 72,649          

 

81,925          

 

83,096          

 

89,018          

 

8.7% 57,383          

 

68,962          

 

71,154          

 

80,855          

 

17.2%

    Total GA Border Counties  229,255         260,102         265,094         290,263         11.6% 112,468         134,623         138,886         158,727         17.9%
Kentucky
  Bell 31,468           29,933           30,155           31,348           4.7% 11,782           12,237           12,424           13,521           10.5%
  McCreary 15,629           16,755           17,119           18,952           13.1% 3,168             4,466             4,642             5,376             20.4%
  Whitley 33,335          

 

35,792          

 

36,158          

 

37,951          

 

6.0% 14,242          

 

15,454          

 

15,831          

 

17,654          

 

14.2%

    Total KY Border Counties  80,432           82,480           83,432           88,251           7.0% 29,192           32,157           32,897           36,551           13.7%
North Carolina
  Ashe 22,208           24,089           24,346           25,577           6.2% 11,170           11,910           12,136           13,206           10.9%
  Avery 14,910           15,758           15,985           17,091           8.5% 8,480             9,800             10,142           12,125           23.7%
  Cherokee 20,206           22,463           22,808           24,612           9.6% 9,828             11,676           12,079           13,927           19.3%
  Graham 7,184             7,680             7,794             8,203             6.8% 2,551             3,474             3,557             3,975             14.4%
  Haywood 46,963           51,547           52,314           56,208           9.0% 21,057           24,230           24,754           27,578           13.8%
  Madison 17,015           18,586           18,711           19,374           4.2% 6,480             7,152             7,269             7,787             8.9%
  Mitchell 14,454           14,855           14,912           15,192           2.3% 7,242             8,484             8,675             9,594             13.1%
  Swain 11,288           12,506           13,210           16,628           33.0% 6,353             7,087             7,479             9,275             30.9%
  Watuaga 37,012           41,604           43,321           51,889           24.7% 21,377           26,807           27,845           33,475           24.9%
  Yancey 15,435          

 

16,647          

 

17,096          

 

19,354          

 

16.3% 6,883            

 

7,561            

 

7,767            

 

8,832            

 

16.8%

    Total NC Border Counties  206,675         225,735         230,497         254,128         12.6% 101,421         118,181         121,703         139,774         18.3%
Virginia
  Grayson 16,309           16,187           16,198           16,289           0.6% 5,530             5,479             5,511             5,668             3.4%
  Lee 24,442           24,163           24,329           25,196           4.3% 7,833             8,997             9,160             9,958             10.7%
  Scott 23,193           22,654           22,555           22,115           -2.4% 7,481             7,776             7,865             8,208             5.6%
  Washington/Bristol 64,373          

 

66,230          

 

66,441          

 

67,536          

 

2.0% 38,406          

 

42,618          

 

43,208          

 

45,750          

 

7.3%

    Total VA Border Counties  128,317         129,234         129,523         131,136         1.5% 59,250           64,870           65,744           69,584           7.3%
       Total All Border Counites 692,579         748,680         760,397         819,205         9.4% 324,456         373,872         383,661         430,754         15.2%

*Woods & Poole Economics

Table 2.16

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

East Division Adjacent States Border Counties' Population and Employment
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2.6 WEST REGION ECONOMY  

The three Development Districts discussed 
in this section are the Northwest Tennessee 
Development District (NWTDD), the 
Southwest Tennessee Development District 
(SWTDD) and the Memphis Area 
Development District (MADD). The section 
begins with a brief overview of the West  

Region’s economic development goals, 
followed by discussions of current business 
conditions and a population and 
employment summary of each District.  It 
concludes with an adjacent state border 
county population and employment 
summary.  

2.6.1 Development District Objectives  

As discussed in Section 2.5.1, Development 
Districts are authorized to provide an 

institutional structure that provides for the 
comprehensive planning and the promotion 
of economic, community, and human 
resource development within their respective 
geographic areas.  Through their organizing, 
coordination and support efforts, 
Development Districts encourage the 
efficient and orderly economic development 
of the state and its subregions.  Each 
District’s Overall Economic Development 
Program (OEDP) identifies the strategies, 
goals and objectives unique to each District. 
Table 2.17 summarizes the explicit goals 
and objectives as published in each OEDP. 
From this table four goals are identified as 
common to the three Districts of West 
Tennessee.  The first, improvement of 
infrastructure, includes public infrastructure 
such as transportation, utilities, and 
education.  Also, they are collectively 
committed to cooperative and regional 
development activities, the fostering of 
industrial development and the expansion of 
recreational and tourism opportunities. 

Region
Development Goals NWTDD SWTDD MADD
Diversification of Economic Base X
Diversification of Agricultural Sector X X
Improve Infrastructure X X X
Cooperative Regional Development Activities X X X
Maintain Environment & Quality of Life X
Promote & Foster Industrial Development X X X
Develop & Expand Recreation & Tourism X X X
Improve Human Capital (Ed & Training) X X
Balanced Urban Rural Standars of Living X
Develop & Coordinate Land Use X
Foster Housing Availability X X
* Source: Extracted from Districts’ Overall Economic Development Plans

Table 2.17

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 

 

West Tennessee Objectives
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2.6.2 West Region Development 
District Business Conditions 
Summary 

Northwest Tennessee Development District

 
- The Northwest Tennessee Development 
District (NWTDD) consists of nine counties 
and is characterized as a predominately rural 
area with low population densities as 
depicted in Figure 2-9.  The District’s total 
1998 population of 247,768 represents17.1% 
of the West region’s population and 4.6% of 
the state’s.  Total 1998 employment of 
133,658, represents 14.6% of the Region’s 
total employment and 4.0% of the state’s 
employment.  The rate of unemployment in 
1999 (6.4%) was the highest of all nine 
Tennessee development districts. 

Three counties experienced negative 
population growth during the 1970-1990 
period: Crockett (-7.11%), Gibson (-3.25%) 
and Lake (-11.7%).  However, these trends 
have reversed themselves during the decade 
of the 1990’s.  During the period 1990-1998, 
Crockett’s population grew by 4.3%, Gibson 
grew by 3.8% and Lake a robust 14.9%.  
These trends were likely reversed due to 
Gibson and Crockett’s expanded economic 
relationships with Jackson and industrial 
growth in their counties.  The reversal in 
Lake Counties’ population decline was less 
due to industrial expansion, but a 
consequence of expanding tourism and 
government employment at the two 
correctional facilities in the county. 

Although declining in importance, the 
agricultural sector remains relatively 
important to the district, providing 
employment for 6.3% of the labor pool.  
This compares to 2.5% employed in 
agriculture for the West Region.  Soybeans, 
cotton, corn and wheat are significant cash 
crops for the district and forest and wood 

products also are important primary 
products in this sector.  Three counties lead 
with the most employed in agriculture 
during 1998: Crockett (13.1%), Lake 
(10.7%) and Benton (9.6%).  

In absolute terms, manufacturing sector 
employment is less in NWTDD than in the 
rest of the region, but as a percentage of 
employment it is significant.  With 27.7% 
employment in manufacturing, NWTDD 
exceeds the regional average of 13.5%. 
Gibson Counties’ 32.7% manufacturing 
employment is a consequence of its 
economic ties with Jackson and commercial 
growth in urban centers such as Humbolt 
and Milan.  Obion’s manufacturing sector 
employment of 31.2% is centered in Union 
City and benefits from good interstate 
highway connectivity.  Lastly, Crockett 
County with 29.0% employed in this sector, 
benefits because of its unique position 
between the two urban centers of Dyresburg 
and Jackson and a highway corridor (US 
412) that links the two urban centers’ 
associated interstates (I-155 and I-40). 

Although NWTDD is not distinguished by 
interstate corridors with the exception of I-
155, its assortment of good US highways 
(45E & 45W, 79, 641, 70 and 412) provide 
excellent north-to-south and east-to-west 
connectivity with I-40 and I-155.  Interstate-
155’s connectivity with Arkansas and 
Missouri along the I-55 corridor furnishes 
growth opportunities for the district.  
Further, with eventual completion of the 
transnational I-69, linking Canada and 
Mexico and passing within the district, 
increases in trade and commercial 
development opportunities are certain to 
accrue to the region and district.   

Southwest Tennessee Development District 
- The Southwest Tennessee Development 
District’s (SWTDD) eight counties are 
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characterized by low population densities.  
Seven of the 8 counties in the district had 
populations less than 25,000 in 1998, with 
the exception of Madison County, which 
contains the District’s one Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA) of Jackson.  Madison 
contains better than one-third (37.5%) of the 
District’s total population and serves as a 
commercial and retail hub for SWTDD and 
NWTDD. The District’s 1998 population of 
229,314 represents 15.8% of the West 
region’s total population and 4.2% of the 
state’s total population.  Figure 2-10

 

shows 
the population densities for the SWTDD.  

Population grew most robustly during the 
1990-1998 period in four of the District’s 
counties.  Madison and Chester, both part of 
the Jackson MSA, grew by 9.9% and 14.5%, 
respectively.  Henderson, adjacent to these 
two counties and located on the I-40 
corridor, grew by 11.6%. 

Hardin, ironically, although distant from 
large urban centers and interstates, grew by 
10.0% during this period.  Haywood county, 
the most rural and agriculturally dependent, 
experienced near flat growth (0.6%) in its 
population during this time frame. 

District employment of 129,122 reflects 
14.1% of the region’s and 3.9% of the 
state’s.  The District’s employment base is 
considered well diversified across industrial 
sectors.  Five counties have approximately 
one-fourth of their employed in the 
manufacturing sector. McNairy (27.8%), 
Hardeman (25.4%) and Hardin (24.6%) 
have all benefited by industrial and 
commercial development on the US 64 
corridor. Henderson County has nearly one-
third (32.6%) of its labor force within 
manufacturing. The magnitude of 
Henderson’s dependence on manufacturing 
is a consequence of its location on the I-40 

and US 412 corridors and its proximity to 
the Jackson MSA.  

The District’s northern counties’ location on 
the I-40 corridor has fostered the economic 
development and growth experienced in the 
district.  Jackson’s designation as the 
region’s only growth center and its central 
location between Nashville and Memphis on 
the I-40 corridor will continue to provide 
developmental opportunities for the district.  
Additionally, quality US highways as 412, 
70, 45 and 64 offer adequate connectivity 
supporting the commercial needs of the 
district.  Further, the eventual completion of 
US 64 and 45 to four lanes will accelerate 
the already rapid pace of industrial 
development of the southernmost counties in 
the district by improving east-west and 
north-south connectivity. 

Memphis Area Development District – The 
four-county Memphis Area Development 
District (MADD) is described as consisting 
of three rings.  A central city ring 
(Memphis) is the socio-economic core of the 
district and population density is greatest. 
Surrounding this ring is a suburban/ 
suburbanizing ring adjacent to the central 
city and consists of East Shelby County, 
South Tipton County and West Fayette 
County.  This suburban ring, although less 
dense in population than the city core, has 
experienced the greater growth in 
percentage terms during the decade of the 
1990s.  Finally the District’s outermost rural 
ring, most remote to the central city core, 
has experienced modest population growth 
and population is the least dense.  Figure 2-
11

 

demonstrates how population is 
distributed throughout the district. 

Total population of the district in 1998 stood 
just short of one million (970,831).  This 
figure represents 67% of the region’s 
population and 17.9% of the state’s.  
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Clearly, Shelby County is dominant in the 
region, since within its borders reside 89.5% 
of the district’s population and 60% of the 
region’s.  Shelby, Fayette and Titpon 
Counties are Tennessee members of the 
Memphis Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA).  The combined populations of these 
three counties grew from 889,227 in 1990 to 
940,374 in 1998, a 5.6% total change over 
the period.  However, two adjacent state 
counties, also part of the MSA, as a group 
experienced greater population rates of 
growth than the Tennessee counties. 
Crittenden (AR) and Desoto (MS) 
combined, grew 22.4% during the period.  
More impressively, Desoto County grew 
38.7% during the 1990-1998 period, but 
Crittenden County experienced no growth.  
Taken together, the 5 county MSA’s 
population grew by 7.7% during this period.   

Although Shelby County has only 7.8% of 
their employed working in manufacturing, in 
absolute terms the total employed (48,219) 
in this sector exceeds the combined total 
employed in all sectors within the other 3 
counties of the District.  Also, Shelby 
County has a relatively large percentage 
(10.9%) employed in the transportation, 
commun-ication and utilities sector (TCPU). 
This is a consequence of Federal Express’s 
central hub and headquartering in the city of 
Memphis.  Notable is that two-thirds 
(65.4%) of Shelby County’s employed are in 
three sectors: TCPU, trade and services.  
Other counties in the district also exhibit a 
relative large degree of dependence on 
certain business sectors.  Lauderdale has 
one-third (33.4%) employed in 
manufacturing and Fayette has 11% 
employed in the agricultural and forestry 
sectors.  

The central urban ring of the district is dense 
with highway infrastructure.  Interstates 40, 
55 and 240 provide a network of highways 

that foster easy access within the urban 
center and to Jackson and Nashville as well 
as the adjacent states on its southern (MS) 
and western (AR) borders.  Quality US 
highways 51, 70 and 64 connect all sectors 
of the outer rings of the district with the 
central city core.  Additionally, with 
construction of the I-69 corridor, 
development in the district will be 
accelerated due to increased connectivity 
options and travel efficiencies.  

2.6.3 West Tennessee Region 
Population and Employment 
Summary 

The West region’s population, employment 
and unemployment are summarized in 
Table 2.18.  The 21 counties that comprise 
the West region have 26.7% (1,447,913) of 
the state’s population and 27.5% (918,061) 
of the state’s employment.  Population in the 
region is expected to rise by 8.3% to 
1.567,473 by 2010, which is less than the 
state’s overall anticipated growth over the 
same period of 11.6%.  Two-thirds (67.1%) 
of the region’s population resides in the 
Memphis Area Development District and 
Tipton County, within this district, is 
expected to experience the fastest growth to 
2010 (17.4%).  

Employment for the region is expected to 
grow at twice the rate of population, 16.4% 
to 1,068,643.  Tipton County is also 
expected to outpace all but two other 
counties in the region in employment growth 
by 2010.  McNairy and Madison, both in the 
Southwest Tennessee Development District, 
employment is anticipated to change by 
19.6% and 19.5%, respectively, and 
Tipton’s employment change will reach 
19.3% benefiting from continued 
commercial expansion north of Memphis. 
Unemployment in 1999 ranged widely in the  
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POPULATION EMPLOYMENT (3) UNEMPLOY. RATE (4)
            Historical           Forecast (1) Change            Historical           Forecast Change

County 1990 (1) 1998 (2) 2000 2010 1998-2010 1990 1998 2000 2010 1998-2010 1994 1999
MADD
  Fayette 25,628         30,457         30,110         32,236         5.8% 8,389           9,610           9,868           11,158         16.1% 5.0 3.7
  Lauderdale 23,498         24,206         24,437         25,830         6.7% 11,255         11,528         11,876         13,141         14.0% 9.9 8.3
  Shelby 827,868       868,825       885,964       943,806       8.6% 538,194       618,192       634,821       725,635       17.4% 4.7 3.7
  Tipton 37,861        

 
47,343        

 
48,129        

 
55,559        

 
17.4% 11,492        

 
15,951        

 
16,524        

 
19,027        

 
19.3% 5.1 3.3

    MADD Total 914,855       970,831       988,640       1,057,431    8.9% 569,330       655,281       673,089       768,961       17.3% 4.8 3.8
    Region Share 67.2% 67.1% 67.2% 67.5% na 71.2% 71.4% 71.4% 72.0% na na na 

NWTDD
  Benton 14,578         16,328         17,171         18,910         15.8% 6,588           7,438           7,553           8,339           12.1% 7.3 8.2
  Carroll 27,571         29,115         29,335         30,595         5.1% 12,742         14,028         14,346         15,903         13.4% 5.3 9.3
  Crockett 13,382         13,959         13,849         14,082         0.9% 5,998           6,347           6,462           7,062           11.3% 5.7 5.4
  Dyer 34,938         36,782         37,839         40,597         10.4% 20,257         24,204         24,936         28,454         17.6% 5.0 4.8
  Gibson 46,396         48,186         48,759         49,284         2.3% 23,682         25,149         25,352         26,794         6.5% 5.3 6.3
  Henry 27,924         30,066         30,042         30,799         2.4% 14,149         16,918         17,318         19,283         14.0% 5.3 6.5
  Lake 7,112           8,171           8,082           8,279           1.3% 2,624           2,413           2,461           2,788           15.5% 7.0 6.3
  Obion 31,757         32,219         32,327         32,958         2.3% 18,869         19,565         19,785         20,842         6.5% 5.5 6.1
  Weakley 32,028        

 

32,942        

 

33,586        

 

35,593        

 

8.0% 16,125        

 

17,596        

 

18,041        

 

20,075        

 

14.1% 5.5 6.2

    NWTDD Total 235,686       247,768       250,990       261,097       5.4% 121,034       133,658       136,254       149,540       11.9% 5.1 6.4
    Region Share 17.3% 17.1% 17.1% 16.7% na 15.1% 14.6% 14.5% 14.0% na na na 

SWTDD
  Chester 12,835         14,700         15,118         16,707         13.7% 4,440           5,271           5,358           5,909           12.1% 5.0 4.0
  Decatur 10,460         10,807         10,814         10,908         0.9% 5,248           5,787           5,852           6,255           8.1% 5.9 7.0
  Hardeman 23,373         24,895         24,437         24,862         -0.1% 9,975           10,163         10,265         10,881         7.1% 10.8 9.3
  Hardin 22,689         24,961         25,398         27,456         10.0% 10,373         11,296         11,476         12,614         11.7% 8.5 7.0
  Haywood 19,414         19,525         20,005         20,567         5.3% 8,228           8,514           8,631           9,334           9.6% 10.0 8.6
  Henderson 21,893         24,424         25,307         28,450         16.5% 11,207         13,220         13,620         15,683         18.6% 5.6 6.2
  Madison 78,231         85,954         87,103         94,869         10.4% 49,286         62,964         65,251         75,224         19.5% 4.1 3.4
  McNairy 22,478        

 

24,048        

 

23,914        

 

25,126        

 

4.5% 10,472        

 

11,907        

 

12,340        

 

14,242        

 

19.6% 9.6 4.8

    SWTDD Total 211,373       229,314       232,096       248,945       8.6% 109,229       129,122       132,793       150,142       16.3% 6.4 5.3
    Region Share 15.5% 15.8% 15.8% 15.9% na 13.7% 14.1% 14.1% 14.0% na na na 

Region Total 1,361,914    1,447,913 1,471,726    1,567,473    8.3% 799,593       918,061       942,136       1,068,643    16.4% 5.1 4.5
  State Share 27.8% 26.7% 26.6% 25.9% na 28.7% 27.5% 27.4% 27.3% na na na 
(1) UT-Knoxville, Center for Business and Economic Research

(2) Popualtion Division, U.S. Bureau of Census
(3) Employment by Place of Work, Woods & Poole Economics, Inc.
(4) Tennessee Department of Labor & Work Force Development, Public Information Office

Table 2.18

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 

West Region Population, Employment, and Unemployment Breakdown by Development District and County
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region, with a low of 3.3% for Tipton to a 
high of 9.3% in Hardeman and Carroll.  
Memphis Area Development District 
experienced the lowest rate of 
unemployment (3.8%) and Northwest 
Tennessee Development District had the 
highest (6.4%) in 1999. 

Employment by trade sector in the West 
region is shown in Table 2.19.  The region 
has three sectors which comprise nearly 
two-thirds of total employment: the service 
sector (27.8%), influenced by the service 
sector importance in the two urban counties 
of Shelby and Madison, and the trade sector 
with 22.0% and manufacturing with 13.5%. 
Shelby County provides two-thirds of the 
entire region’s employment base and has a 
fairly diverse economy.  Notable is the size 
of its transportation, communications and 
public utilities (TCPU) sector with 10.9% of 
total employment, highest of all other 
counties in the region.  This can be 
attributed to the significance of Federal 
Express’s work force and related 
transportation industries in the Memphis 
area. As a percentage of employment, 
Crockett and Haywood Counties have the 
largest agricultural sectors within the region, 
with 13.1% and 11.4%, respectively.  Four 
counties have approximately one-third of 
their labor force employed in manufacturing, 
Lauderdale (33.4%), Gibson (32.7%), Obion 
(31.3%) and Henderson (32.6%).  Lake 
County ‘s government employment sector 
(29.1%) is largest of all 21 counties, a result 
of two correctional facilities in the county.  

2.6.4 West Region Adjacent Border 
Counties’ Population and 
Employment Summary 

The population and employment trends and 
projections for the West region border 
counties are summarized in Table 2.20.  The 

15 counties bordering the West have a 
combined 1998 total population of 518,302 
and total employment of 250,078.  Total 
population for the border counties is 
expected to change by 12.7% during the 
1998-2010 period to 584,130 and 
employment is anticipated to change by 
17.9% to 294,941. 

Of the five border states, the six Mississippi 
counties bordering the West region represent 
the largest share (44%) of the 15 county 
population total and are expected to grow 
the most (22.6%) by 2010. Also, the 
Mississippi County of Desota has the largest 
1998 population in absolute terms (95,180) 
of the 15 counties and is projected to grow 
most rapidly (40.4%) by 2010. 

Desota, because of its economic relationship 
to Memphis and membership within the 
Memphis Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA), when compared with all border 
counties, has the largest employment for 
1998 (41,555) and jobs are expected to grow 
the greatest (39.1%) to 2010.  However, 
membership in the MSA in not sufficient to 
guarantee rapid population growth. 
Crittenden County in Arkansas, also within 
the MSA, is expected to experience only a 
3.8% population change by 2010.  In terms 
of projected population growth, the second 
fastest growing border county is Calloway 
(19.7%) in Kentucky, but is anticipated to 
grow at half the rate of Desoto.  

The border counties of Arkansas and 
Missouri are projected to experience flat or 
negative growth in population by 2010.  The 
two border counties of Arkansas, Crittenden 
and Mississippi, will grow by 3.8% and –
3.3%, respectively, resulting in a net 
population change of 0.2%.  The two border 
counties of Missouri are both expected to 
experience negative population growth, New 
Madrid (-2.4%) and Pemiscot (-3.9%).  



TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN                                     

   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          2-37  

Trade Sector
DD and County Ag,Fr, Fish/1Mining/2 Cnstr./3 Mfr/4 TCPU/5 Trade/6 FIRE/7 Svc/8 Gov't/9 Total
MADD
  Fayette 11.0% 0.0% 10.6% 21.1% 2.3% 13.0% 7.4% 16.9% 17.7% 9,610       
  Lauderdale 8.0% 0.0% 4.5% 33.4% 2.7% 17.7% 3.5% 14.5% 15.7% 11,528     
  Shelby 0.9% 0.1% 4.7% 7.8% 10.9% 23.6% 7.6% 30.9% 13.6% 618,192   
  Tipton 6.0% 0.2% 10.5% 23.0% 2.4% 16.3% 5.5% 22.9% 13.3% 15,951     
    MADD Total 1.3% 0.1% 4.9% 8.8% 10.4% 23.1% 7.4% 30.2% 13.7% 655,281   

NWTDD
  Benton 9.6% 1.1% 6.3% 17.0% 8.4% 22.6% 5.0% 18.4% 11.7% 7,438       
  Carroll 7.0% 0.0% 4.4% 27.6% 3.2% 17.0% 4.3% 25.2% 11.3% 14,028     
  Crockett 13.1% 0.0% 8.7% 29.0% 3.5% 13.1% 5.5% 16.5% 10.6% 6,347       
  Dyer 3.6% 0.1% 6.0% 26.0% 3.2% 19.8% 4.9% 25.8% 10.6% 24,204     
  Gibson 5.7% 0.0% 6.6% 32.7% 2.8% 18.3% 5.2% 17.7% 11.0% 25,149     
  Henry 6.3% 0.7% 6.1% 25.9% 3.9% 20.7% 4.7% 18.1% 13.6% 16,918     
  Lake 10.7% 0.0% 2.7% 12.3% 1.6% 17.5% 3.5% 22.6% 29.1% 2,413       
  Obion 5.4% 0.1% 5.6% 31.3% 3.1% 22.7% 5.3% 17.0% 9.4% 19,565     
  Weakley 6.7% 1.1% 4.0% 22.8% 3.4% 19.5% 4.4% 20.1% 18.0% 17,596     
    NWTDD Total 6.3% 0.3% 5.7% 27.2% 3.5% 19.5% 4.9% 20.3% 12.3% 133,658   

SWTDD
  Chester 7.8% 0.1% 6.9% 16.2% 7.9% 19.8% 4.7% 21.6% 15.1% 5,271       
  Decatur 9.9% 1.8% 8.5% 24.0% 7.3% 14.6% 3.4% 17.1% 13.5% 5,787       
  Hardeman 6.5% 0.0% 6.2% 25.4% 2.6% 16.5% 4.5% 18.6% 19.6% 10,163     
  Hardin 6.7% 0.2% 9.6% 24.6% 3.4% 20.8% 6.1% 14.8% 13.8% 11,296     
  Haywood 11.4% 0.0% 4.9% 25.4% 2.6% 17.5% 6.8% 17.2% 14.1% 8,514       
  Henderson 7.4% 0.0% 4.9% 32.6% 4.2% 18.7% 5.0% 18.2% 8.9% 13,220     
  Madison 1.6% 0.1% 6.7% 19.3% 3.7% 20.8% 5.0% 27.1% 15.6% 62,964     
  McNairy 6.9% 0.0% 5.6% 27.8% 4.0% 13.7% 3.3% 27.5% 11.1% 11,907     
    SWTDD Total 4.8% 0.2% 6.6% 22.9% 3.9% 19.1% 4.9% 23.2% 14.4% 129,122   

West Total 2.5% 0.1% 5.3% 13.5% 8.5% 22.0% 6.7% 27.8% 13.6% 918,061   

Source: Woods & Poole Economics, Inc.
(1) Agriculture, Forestry & Fisheries. 
(2) Mining: Includes extraction, exploration and development of ores, gases and minerals.
(3) Construction: Includes establishments engaged in building new structures and roads, alterations, additions, 
reconstruction, installations and repairs.
(4) Manufacturing: Includes establishments engaged in the mechanical or chemical transformation of materials or  
substances into new products.
(5) Transportation, Communications and Public Utilities. 
(6) Trade: Includes wholesale trade and retail trade.
(7) Finance, Insurance and Real Estate.
(8) Services: Includes establishments engaged in providing services for individuals, businesses, governments and
 other organizations.
(9) Government: Includes executive, legislative, judicial and agency employment at federal and state and local levels, 
plus federal military.

Table 2.19
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POPULATION EMPLOYMENT
Change Change

County 1990 1998 2000 2010 98'-10 1990 1998 2000 2010 98'-10
Alabama
 Lauderdale 79,873    

 
85,151    

 
86,918    

 
95,818    

 
12.5% 36,393    

 
44,325    

 
45,566    

 
50,904    

 
14.8%

  Total AL Border Counties 79,873     85,151     86,918     95,818     12.5% 36,393     44,325     45,566     50,904     14.8%
Arkansa
 Crittenden 49,948     49,877     50,210     51,778     3.8% 18,677     22,097     22,723     25,219     14.1%
 Mississippi 57,503    

 

50,379    

 

50,099    

 

48,721    

 

-3.3% 27,968    

 

28,735    

 

29,535    

 

33,447    

 

16.4%

  Total AR Border Counties 107,451   100,256   100,309   100,499   0.2% 46,645     50,832     52,258     58,666     15.4%
Kentucky
 Calloway 30,787     33,653     34,744     40,276     19.7% 16,337     21,300     22,101     26,074     22.4%
 Fulton 8,246       7,630       7,567       7,335       -3.9% 4,112       4,912       5,125       5,975       21.6%
 Graves 33,661     35,863     36,347     38,781     8.1% 14,849     17,101     17,405     19,035     11.3%
 Hickman 5,571      

 

5,173      

 

5,156      

 

5,089      

 

-1.6% 2,133      

 

2,026      

 

2,042      

 

2,135      

 

5.4%

  Total KY Border Counties 78,265     82,319     83,814     91,481     11.1% 37,431     45,339     46,673     53,219     17.4%
Missouri
 New Madrid 20,913     20,521     20,426     20,024     -2.4% 9,930       10,123     10,231     10,843     7.1%
 Pemiscot 21,883    

 

21,478    

 

21,430    

 

20,643    

 

-3.9% 8,289      

 

8,720      

 

8,751      

 

8,958      

 

2.7%

  Total MO Border Counties 42,796     41,999     41,856     40,667     -3.2% 18,219     18,843     18,982     19,801     5.1%
Mississippi
 Alcorn 31,755     32,850     33,004     33,824     3.0% 16,124     16,735     16,831     17,633     5.4%
 Benton 8,026       8,003       8,040       8,241       3.0% 1,887       2,483       2,525       2,740       10.4%
 Desoto 68,595     95,180     101,497   133,634   40.4% 28,014     41,555     44,327     57,820     39.1%
 Marshall 30,435     32,797     33,559     37,371     13.9% 8,668       10,686     11,073     12,737     19.2%
 Tippah 19,557     20,974     21,073     21,606     3.0% 9,716       10,203     10,275     10,703     4.9%
 Tishomingo 17,715    

 

18,773    

 

19,138    

 

20,989    

 

11.8% 7,618      

 

9,077      

 

9,388      

 

10,718    

 

18.1%

  Total MS Border Counties 176,083   208,577   216,311   255,665   22.6% 72,027     90,739     94,419     112,351   23.8%
    Total Border Counties 484,468   518,302   529,208   584,130   12.7% 210,715   250,078   257,898   294,941   17.9%

*Woods and Poole Economics

West Tennessee Border Counties Popualtion and Employment Summary*

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 
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Employment projections are more positive 
for these two states.  Within the two 
counties of Arkansas, the employment base 
will grow by 15.4% by 2010 and Missouri’s 
two counties will expand more modestly by 
5.1%.  Other counties of the 15-member 
group that are predicted to experience 
negative population growth are two 
Kentucky counties of Fulton (-3.9%) and 
Hickman (-1.6%). 

2.7 MIDDLE REGION 
ECONOMY  

The three development districts discussed 
here are the Greater Nashville Regional 
Council (GRNC), the Upper Cumberland 
Tennessee Development District (UCTDD) 
and the South Central Tennessee 
Development District (SCTDD).  The 
section begins with a brief overview of the 
Middle Region’s economic development 
objectives, then a discussion of the current 

business situation and a summary of each 
District’s population and employment. It 
concludes with a summary of the adjacent 
state border counties’ population and 
employment conditions. 

2.7.1 Development District Objectives 

Each District’s Overall Economic 
Development Program (OEDP) has been 
reviewed to identify their strategies, goals 
and objectives.  The explicitly stated goals 
and objectives as published in District 
documents are shown in Table 2-21.  The 
table reveals four goals that are common to 
all three of the region’s districts.  The first is 
improvement in infrastructure, which 
includes transportation facilities, utilities, 
and education.  Also, they are collectively 
committed to cooperative and coordinated 
regional development activities, promotion 
and fostering of employment growth 
through industrial development and the 
maintenance of the environment and the 
quality of life.  

Region

Development Goals GNRC UCTDD SCTDD
Diversification of Economic Base X X
Improve Infrastructure X X X
Cooperative Regional Development Activities X X X
Maintain Environment & Quality of Life X X X
Promote & Foster Industrial Development X X X
Develop & Expand Recreation & Tourism X X
Improve Human Capital (Ed & Training) X X
Balanced Urban Rural Standars of Living X
Develop & Coordinate Land Use X
Foster Housing Availability X X
* Source: Extracted from Districts’ economic development documents.

Table 2.21
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2.7.2 Middle Region Development 
District Business Conditions 
Summary 

Greater Nashville Regional Council

 
– As 

one of nine statewide development districts, 
the Greater Nashville Regional Council 
(GRNC) consists of 13 mostly urban or 
urbanizing counties.  Within its borders are 
two Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA), 
the Nashville MSA with 8 counties and one 
county of the two county Clarksville-
Hopkinsville MSA.  The distribution of 
population within the District is presented in 
Figure 2-12.  The District has two-thirds 
(66.8%) of the Middle Region’s 1998 
population and about one-fourth of the 
state’s population (24.4%) and employment 
(26.7%).  The economy is stable and well 
diversified as suggested by District 
workforce unemployment in 1999 of 2.9%, 
the lowest of all the state’s development 
districts. 

Most of the District’s change in population 
(198,265) during the period 1990-1998 
occurred in Metropolitan Nashville-
Davidson County, in adjacent urbanizing 
counties and in Montgomery County, the 
Tennessee part of the Clarksville-
Hopkinsville MSA.  Davidson County grew 
by 22,775, which represents a modest 
change of 4.5%.  This absolute change was 
exceeded only by Williamson County which 
grew by 35,772 (43.7%) and Rutherford 
County which grew by 46,313 (38.7%).  The 
six adjacent counties added 137,767 to the 
District’s population during the 1990-1998 
time frame representing nearly seventy 
percent (69.5%) of the District’s total 
change in population. Population growth in 
the District is anticipated to remain robust 
growing by 19.7% from 1998 to 2010.  The 
greatest growth is expected in Rutherford 
County (49,382) and the greatest change in 

population is anticipated for Cheatham 
County (40.7%) 

Over the past several decades, 
manufacturing jobs in the “traditional 
southern” industries such as foot wear, 
apparel and textiles have declined due 
mostly to the competitive advantages of 
overseas manufacturing facilities.  However, 
this loss has been offset by large capital 
investments beginning in the 1980s made by 
the auto industry and auto related 
businesses, specifically Nissan and Saturn, 
and more recently, by the addition of Dell 
Computer to the Nashville Metro area. 
Balanced growth and investment by diverse 
industry sectors has been most pronounced 
in Davidson County.  Its large labor force 
has benefited from growth in its service and 
trade sectors aided mostly by an expanding 
health care industry, corporate HQ locations, 
information services, music industry and 
tourism.  The importance of tourism to the 
District can not be understated given that 
30% of Tennessee’s tourism dollars are 
spent in Davidson County.  Tourism can be 
expected to play a continuing significant 
role in the District with recent introductions 
of National Football and National Hockey 
League franchises to Nashville and the 
completion of the Superspeedway complex 
in Wilson County. 

As the District’s transportation hub and 
major urban center, Nashville is at the 
convergence of three interstates (I-40, I-65, 
I-24) that provide north-to-south and east-to-
west connectivity across the state and to 
adjacent states.  Currently under 
construction by TDOT is State Route 840, a 
200-mile long interstate type, circum-
ferential facility which will provide alternate 
routes allowing travelers to avoid 
Nashville’s congested urban center.  State 
Route 840S will connect Dickson, 
Williamson, Rutherford and Wilson 
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counties.  The proposed companion loop 
(State Route 840N) connecting Dickson, 
Montgomery, Robertson, Sumner and 
Wilson completes the loop.  State Route 840 
will provide accessibility to new areas that 
have not shared completely in the District’s 
growth and increased commercial 
development along the corridor is expected 
to accelerate with its completion.  Lastly, the 
District’s very adequate US highway system 
which includes US 431, US 31, US 231, US 
41, and US 70 supply sufficient connectivity 
with all sub-regions within the District to 
support business activity. 

Upper Cumberland Tennessee Development 
District

 

– The 14 counties of the Upper 
Cumberland Tennessee Development 
District (UCTDD) are all designated as 
Appalachian by the Appalachian Regional 
Act (1965).  The greater proportion of the 
District as shown in Figure 2-13

 

is 
characterized as rural with low population 
densities.  Total 1998 population (287,258) 
has grown 13.5 % since 1990 and represents 
a modest 14.5% of the Middle Region’s 
population and 5.3% of the state’s total 
population.  Population growth is expected 
to moderate, changing by 10.4% during the 
1998-2010 time frame.  Total 1998 
employment (153,117) represents 12.3% of 
the region’s employment and 4.6% of the 
state’s. Total 1999 unemployment of 5.3% is 
greater than the region’s (3.6%) average and 
the state’s (4.0%) average.  

During the 1980-1990 period, four northern 
counties experienced negative population 
growth: Clay (-5.7%), Fentress (-1.1%), 
Jackson (-1.1%) and Smith (-5.3%).  With 
the exception of Smith, all are distant from 
interstates.  Their growth trends have mostly 
been reversed during the 1990-1998 period. 
Smith and Fentress experienced the most 
energetic turnarounds, with changes of 
15.5% and 10.6%, respectively.  Both these 

counties are bisected by US highways, 
whereas the less robust growth of Clay 
(0.4%) and Jackson (2.9%) can be attributed 
to their lacking of satisfactory highways to 
promote commercial development.  Putnam 
and Cumberland grew most vigorously in 
percentage and absolute terms.  Putnam 
expanded by 7,575, a 14.7% change and 
Cumberland grew by 9,311, a 26.6% 
change.  This growth occurred mostly as a 
consequence of industrial development in 
the two largest urban centers of the region, 
Cookeville and Crossville.  

Agriculture is important to the region, 
reflected in the large number of counties 
with high concentrations employed in this 
sector.  Three counties have better than 1 in 
5 people employed in the sector: Cannon 
(21.1%), Macon (20.9%) and Pickett 
(20.1%). Additionally, eight counties have 
one in ten people or more employed within 
the sector. These concentrations may be 
misleading since few workers depend 
entirely upon farms for their livelihood.  
Many workers in manufacturing supplement 
their incomes from part-time employment in 
farm production.  A consequence of the 
District’s agricultural emphasis, and 
characteristic of Appalachia in general, has 
been an ongoing “brain drain” in which the 
best and brightest continue to migrate from 
the region seeking more suitable and 
challenging employment elsewhere.  The net 
migration of the regions most talented will 
continue to hinder development in the 
District. 

Nearly one fourth (24.4%) of the workforce 
is found within the manufacturing sector.  
The highest concentrations of manufacturing 
employment occur in three counties within 
the District, each containing a significant 
urban center: Putnam-Cookeville (10,608), 
Warren-McMinnville (7,445) and 
Cumberland-Crossville (3080). Similar to 
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the experiences throughout the South, 
UCTDD has seen a decline in textile and 
apparel employment.  Currently, 5,030 are 
employed in textiles, and in spite of the 
decline in recent decades, 14% are 
employed in this manufacturing specialty, 
making the region’s economy more 
vulnerable to competitive pressures from 
foreign manufactures.  

The District is bisected from east-to-west by 
I-40 and north-to-south by the Appalachian 
Corridor J, which consists of SR 111, SR 56 
and SR 53.  The southern counties are 
connected by US 70 and eastern counties by 
US 127.  There is an absence of an east-to-
west corridor in the northern counties, but a 
proposed east-west upper Cumberland 
development route is currently being 
planned which will connect the Nashville 
and Knoxville metro areas through this 
northern corridor.  It is expected that 
construction of this proposed corridor in the 
counties where highway infrastructure is 
badly needed will expand commercial 
growth and development.   

South Central Tennessee Development 
District

 

– The South Central Development 
District’s 13 county population grew by 
15.1% to 372,364 from 1990 to 1998.  Its 
population represents 18.7% of the Region’s 
and 6.9% of the state’s population.  Total 
employment reached 200,021 and grew 
19.6% during the same period.  Labor force 
employment represents 16.1% of the 
region’s employed and 6.0% of the state’s. 
unemployment in 1999 (5.5%) was 
relatively high compared to the region 
(3.6%) and the state (4.0%).  The District’s 
population densities and important highway 
routes are displayed in Figure 2-14. 

Maury County and Columbia, the District’s 
dominant urban growth center, have 
benefited from the Saturn manufacturing 

facility and its subsidiary industries.  Maury 
County’s population growth outpaced all 
other counties in the District by increasing 
population by 14,350 (26%) from 1990 to 
1998.  Further evidence that Maury County 
benefited from the introduction of this 
significant manufacturing facility is seen in 
its employment growth, which expanded by 
31.7% during the same period adding 10,398 
workers to the community.  Further 
expansion is anticipated with employment 
expected to grow by 25.4% by 2010.  

Other significant population changes 
occurred since 1990 in Hickman County 
(22%), Marshall County (21%) and Wayne 
County (18.1%).  Hickman’s growth is a 
function of its dependence on commercial 
growth in Williamson and Dickson counties, 
since its 1998 employment base remains 
relatively low.  Marshall’s growth has been 
a consequence of internal commercial 
growth, a result of the density of highways 
within its borders.  Wayne, although rural 
and possessing a dearth of highway 
infrastructure has likely grown due to its 
proximity to the Alabama MSA of Florence.  

Manufacturing is important to the District 
with counties having approximately 30% or 
more employed in this sector.  Not 
unexpectedly, much of the production in the 
region is auto related, but other 
manufacturing sectors as textiles and 
apparel, electronics and appliances, 
machinery and bicycles remain important to 
the area.  Further, the District’s Arnold 
Engineering Development Center in 
Tullahoma has had considerable affect on 
growth in the region. 

The District is bisected by I-65 connecting 
the District with Nashville and Alabama’s 
numerous northern urban centers.  It is 
flanked on the east by I-24 providing 
connectivity with Nashville and 
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Chattanooga.  Lastly, I-40 skirts the 
northwestern section of the district, which 
provides accessibility to Nashville, Jackson 
and Memphis.  Within the interior of the 
District are many quality US highways such 
as 412, 431, 64, 43, 31, and 231.  These US 
highways are concentrated in the eastern 
two-thirds of the District, leaving the 
western counties relatively isolated.  Until 
transportation route densities improve in the 
western counties, their growth prospects will 
remain modest. 

2.7.3 Middle Tennessee Region 
Population and Employment 
Summary 

A summary of the Middle Region’s 
population, employment and unemployment 
is provided in Table 2.22  The 40 counties’ 
aggregate 1998 population of 1,986,413 
equates to 36.6% of the state’s total 
population.  Population is expected to 
increase 17.2% by the year 2010, a change 
of 340,720.  The Greater Nashville Regional 
Council (GNRC) currently provides the 
largest share (66.8%) of the region’s total 
population.  The dominance of this 
demographic by GNRC is not surprising 
since the Nashville MSA and its eight 
counties are all contained in the District’s 
borders. Davidson County alone has 40% of 
the District’s and 26.9% of the Region’s 
population within its borders.  Contributing 
also to the magnitude of GNRC’s population 
is Montgomery County, part of the 
Clarksville-Hopkinsville MSA, with a 1998 
population of 127,265.  Of all the counties in 
the region, Cheatham County is expected to 
experience the most rapid growth (40.7%) 
during the 1998-2010 period and Clay 
County the least rapid growth (1.5%).  Of 
the Development Districts, the GNRC is 
expected to grow most rapidly (19.7%) and 
the Upper Cumberland Development 

District will show the least growth (10.4%) 
over the period. 

The rate of expected employment growth for 
the Middle Region is comparable to 
expected population changes.  Total 
employment is expected to increase by 
18.8% for the 1998-2010 period reflecting a 
change of 234,439.  Currently, 71.6% of the 
Region’s employed are found in the GNRC, 
reflecting the influence of the two MSA’s 
within its borders.  Further, 41.7% of the 
Region’s employed are within Davidson 
County.  Williamson County’s anticipated 
employment growth (33.0%) is most robust 
of all counties and Van Buren is expected to 
grow the least (-1.5%) during the 1998-2010 
period.  

Not surprisingly, unemployment (1999) is 
lowest within the GNRC (2.9%) and all 
counties within the two MSA’s have rates of 
unemployment near 3%. Williamson County 
currently has the lowest (2.0%) 
unemployment within the region but four 
counties within the region exhibit especially 
high unemployment.  Two South Central 
Development District counties, Lawrence 
and Wayne, both rural border counties and 
distant from large Tennessee urban centers, 
have rates of unemployment at 11.2% and 
11.8%, respectively.  Also, two Upper 
Cumberland Development District counties, 
which are remote and rural, have double-
digit rates of unemployment, Clay at 11.7% 
and Fentress with 10.5%.  

Employment by trade sector is presented in 
Table 2.23.  Collectively, the region’s 
counties provide a balanced and diverse 
employment mix.  Two-thirds (67.2%) of 
those employed are concentrated within 
three sectors: Services (29.6%),  Trade 
(21.2%) and Manufacturing (16.4%).  As 
expected, these figures are influenced by the 
absolute size of the GNRC employment  
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UNEMPLOY. RATE (4)
            Historical           Forecast (1) Change            Historical           Forecast Change

County 1990 (1) 1998 (2) 2000 2010 1998-2010 1990 1998 2000 2010 1998-2010 1994 1999
GNRC
 Cheatham 27,327 35,344 38,085 49,721 40.7% 7,785 11,440 11,815 14,211 24.2% 2.7% 2.2%
 Davidson 511,194 533,967 543,102 574,279 7.5% 424,040 519,032 531,463 599,800 15.6% 3.0% 2.8%
 Dickson 35,266 42,254 43,891 53,594 26.8% 14,954 18,881 19,424 22,541 19.4% 3.7% 3.2%
 Houston 7,002 7,853 8,115 8,830 12.4% 2,478 2,925 3,002 3,410 16.6% 11.0% 9.5%
 Humphreys 15,798 17,059 17,107 17,928 5.1% 7,837 8,402 8,575 9,219 9.7% 8.1% 7.0%
 Montgomery 101,605 127,265 132,536 163,927 28.8% 34,882 50,100 52,216 62,876 25.5% 4.2% 3.1%
 Robertson 41,690 53,077 54,099 63,121 18.9% 16,274 20,899 21,724 25,568 22.3% 4.6% 3.3%
 Rutherford 119,722 166,035 171,783 215,417 29.7% 62,650 92,507 96,121 115,105 24.4% 3.0% 2.7%
 Stewart 9,489 11,545 12,068 14,595 26.4% 3,687 3,856 3,955 4,334 12.4% 9.3% 8.3%
 Sumner 103,702 124,056 130,392 158,227 27.5% 41,989 53,521 55,118 64,199 20.0% 3.5% 2.7%
 Trousdale 5,935 6,844 6,952 7,345 7.3% 3,437 2,642 2,644 2,721 3.0% 6.0% 5.3%
 Williamson 81,797 117,569 120,641 153,589 30.6% 40,935 68,909 72,420 91,646 33.0% 2.2% 2.0%
 Wilson 67,999 83,923 88,231 107,792 28.4% 27,671 38,003 39,631 48,818 28.5% 3.4% 2.8%
  GNRC Total 1,128,526 1,326,791 1,367,002 1,588,365 19.7% 688,619 891,117 918,108 1,064,448 19.5% 3.3% 2.9%
  Region Share 66.2% 66.8% 67.1% 68.3% na 69.7% 71.6% 71.6% 72.0% na na na
SCTDD
 Bedford 30,536 34,533 35,752 40,523 17.3% 16,659 18,717 19,161 21,259 13.6% 5.5% 5.1%
 Coffee 40,475 45,767 46,935 51,413 12.3% 27,031 32,353 33,336 37,994 17.4% 5.2% 4.3%
 Franklin 34,795 37,465 37,920 40,488 8.1% 12,478 15,086 15,544 17,638 16.9% 5.2% 4.5%
 Giles 25,799 28,925 29,308 32,047 10.8% 12,717 15,493 15,917 17,833 15.1% 4.3% 3.9%
 Hickman 16,851 20,553 21,066 24,873 21.0% 5,857 7,099 7,323 8,317 17.2% 4.8% 5.8%
 Lawrence 35,388 39,358 40,325 44,529 13.1% 17,620 20,572 21,285 24,391 18.6% 6.4% 11.2%
 Lewis 9,297 10,868 11,500 14,116 29.9% 3,825 4,432 4,523 5,003 12.9% 7.2% 9.6%
 Lincoln 28,176 29,761 29,630 31,178 4.8% 13,503 13,008 13,154 14,000 7.6% 5.0% 4.1%
 Marshall 21,741 26,302 27,321 32,769 24.6% 13,587 16,748 17,314 19,744 17.9% 4.2% 3.7%
 Maury 55,283 69,633 70,483 77,898 11.9% 32,827 43,225 45,274 54,206 25.4% 4.6% 3.6%
 Moore 4,713 5,196 5,352 5,860 12.8% 2,009 2,171 2,204 2,385 9.9% 3.6% 2.4%
 Perry 6,630 7,508 7,803 8,600 14.5% 3,187 4,248 4,439 5,308 25.0% 4.8% 7.6%
 Wayne 13,967 16,495 16,629 17,279 4.8% 5,916 6,869 6,980 7,634 11.1% 8.2% 11.8%
  SCTDD Total 323,651 372,364 380,024 421,573 13.2% 167,216 200,021 206,454 235,712 17.8% 5.2% 5.5%
  Region Share 19.0% 18.7% 18.6% 18.1% na 16.9% 16.1% 16.1% 15.9% na na na
UCTDD
 Cannon 10,510 12,139 12,610 13,852 14.1% 4,200 4,182 4,261 4,641 11.0% 5.9% 4.3%
 Clay 7,228 7,255 7,276 7,361 1.5% 4,039 4,002 4,119 4,756 18.8% 5.9% 11.7%
 Cumberland 34,980 44,291 45,114 50,372 13.7% 15,525 19,869 20,856 24,826 24.9% 7.0% 4.8%
 De Kalb 14,410 15,943 15,998 17,291 8.5% 7,828 7,981 8,081 8,643 8.3% 5.9% 6.0%
 Fentress 14,634 16,184 16,127 16,591 2.5% 6,566 8,126 8,342 9,665 18.9% 10.7% 10.5%
 Jackson 9,360 9,629 9,744 10,109 5.0% 3,649 4,616 4,705 5,159 11.8% 6.6% 8.5%
 Macon 15,933 18,181 18,494 20,036 10.2% 7,827 7,975 8,122 8,833 10.8% 7.8% 4.4%
 Overton 17,668 19,557 19,950 21,593 10.4% 7,139 7,894 8,016 8,610 9.1% 6.8% 5.7%
 Pickett 4,562 4,629 4,662 4,833 4.4% 2,181 2,285 2,313 2,448 7.1% 6.1% 6.4%
 Putnam 51,568 59,143 60,452 67,128 13.5% 35,266 42,263 43,807 51,057 20.8% 5.6% 4.5%
 Smith 14,173 16,368 16,648 17,622 7.7% 7,763 8,515 8,759 9,820 15.3% 4.4% 3.8%
 Van Buren 4,851 5,071 5,014 5,382 6.1% 1,688 1,640 1,626 1,616 -1.5% 9.0% 6.1%
 Warren 33,063 36,160 36,695 39,408 9.0% 18,899 22,160 22,581 24,586 10.9% 5.5% 4.6%
 White 20,141 22,708 22,961 25,617 12.8% 9,821 11,609 12,092 13,874 19.5% 6.5% 4.5%
  UCTDD Total 253,081 287,258 291,745 317,195 10.4% 132,391 153,117 157,680 178,534 16.6% 6.4% 5.3%
  Region Share 14.8% 14.5% 14.3% 13.6% na 13.4% 12.3% 12.3% 12.1% na na na

  Region Total 1,705,258 1,986,413 2,038,771 2,327,133 17.2% 988,226 1,244,255 1,282,242 1,478,694 18.8% 4.1% 3.6%
  State Share 34.9% 36.6% 36.8% 38.4% na 35.4% 37.2% 37.3% 37.7% na  na na
(1) UT-Knoxville, Center for Business and Economic Research

(2) Popualtion Division, U.S. Bureau of Census
(3) Employment by Place of Work, Woods & Poole Economics, Inc.
(4) Tennessee Department of Labor & Work Force Development, Public Information Office

Historical

Table 2.22
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DD and County Ag,Fr,Fish/1Mining/2 Cnstr./3 Mfr/4 TCPU/5 Trade/6 FIRE/7 Svc/8 Gov't/9 Total
GNRC
 Cheatham 6.6% 0.2% 11.8% 23.0% 3.5% 14.0% 5.4% 22.4% 13.2% 11,440        
 Davidson 0.7% 0.2% 5.0% 9.1% 5.3% 24.3% 8.4% 37.5% 9.6% 519,032      
 Dickson 7.0% 0.2% 8.6% 16.7% 3.0% 22.7% 5.6% 24.2% 12.1% 18,881        
 Houston 10.5% 0.1% 6.1% 23.0% 1.9% 12.2% 2.2% 27.3% 16.6% 2,925          
 Humphreys 8.1% 0.2% 8.2% 23.1% 4.5% 18.3% 4.7% 17.1% 15.8% 8,402          
 Montgomery 3.1% 0.1% 7.3% 13.1% 2.5% 25.5% 7.6% 23.6% 17.2% 50,100        
 Robertson 9.9% 0.3% 8.2% 23.6% 2.6% 19.4% 4.9% 18.0% 13.1% 20,899        
 Rutherford 2.9% 0.1% 5.4% 24.6% 3.3% 18.5% 6.5% 26.5% 12.1% 92,507        
 Stewart 12.5% 0.0% 7.4% 6.7% 2.1% 15.4% 10.5% 16.2% 29.1% 3,856          
 Sumner 4.6% 0.1% 8.1% 22.6% 3.0% 17.0% 7.6% 24.5% 12.5% 53,521        
 Trousdale 21.0% 0.1% 5.4% 19.7% 1.7% 14.0% 7.0% 17.1% 14.0% 2,642          
 Williamson 4.4% 0.2% 7.0% 8.4% 2.9% 21.0% 15.4% 33.1% 7.5% 68,909        
 Wilson 5.9% 0.2% 9.3% 14.5% 3.4% 22.0% 7.0% 29.2% 8.5% 38,003        
  GNRC Total 2.4% 0.2% 6.0% 12.8% 4.4% 22.5% 8.4% 32.8% 10.6% 891,117      

SCTDD
 Bedford 8.8% 0.2% 6.0% 30.3% 4.8% 15.4% 4.9% 18.1% 11.5% 18,717        
 Coffee 4.0% 0.0% 5.2% 16.2% 2.0% 20.0% 4.3% 37.6% 10.6% 32,353        
 Franklin 10.4% 0.1% 6.6% 11.4% 2.0% 18.8% 5.0% 33.5% 12.1% 15,086        
 Giles 11.5% 0.1% 5.3% 30.4% 2.8% 17.8% 4.9% 18.2% 9.0% 15,493        
 Hickman 12.3% 0.0% 10.9% 19.9% 2.1% 12.7% 3.3% 18.9% 19.9% 7,099          
 Lawrence 8.9% 0.1% 4.7% 27.1% 3.8% 20.4% 3.9% 20.8% 10.4% 20,572        
 Lewis 6.3% 0.1% 6.6% 23.3% 2.8% 20.2% 4.5% 22.8% 13.4% 4,432          
 Lincoln 15.5% 0.2% 6.4% 18.1% 2.0% 19.3% 4.1% 15.1% 19.3% 13,008        
 Marshall 8.0% 0.1% 4.0% 46.5% 2.3% 12.9% 5.6% 13.0% 7.6% 16,748        
 Maury 4.7% 0.2% 4.8% 29.2% 3.5% 17.4% 6.1% 21.5% 12.6% 43,225        
 Moore 19.4% 0.9% 3.2% 9.9% 1.2% 18.1% 4.5% 12.7% 30.2% 2,171          
 Perry 6.4% 0.0% 3.3% 45.5% 2.5% 9.3% 3.8% 19.7% 9.4% 4,248          
 Wayne 11.2% 0.1% 3.4% 27.7% 1.8% 12.5% 4.4% 24.5% 14.4% 6,869          
  SCTDD Total 8.1% 0.1% 5.3% 26.1% 2.9% 17.4% 4.9% 23.1% 12.1% 200,021      

UCTDD
 Cannon 21.1% 0.2% 7.8% 9.1% 4.7% 12.4% 6.6% 26.1% 12.0% 4,182          
 Clay 15.7% 0.2% 4.0% 34.1% 2.3% 10.8% 2.4% 19.3% 11.2% 4,002          
 Cumberland 4.7% 1.4% 7.3% 15.5% 3.3% 23.4% 7.8% 27.2% 9.4% 19,869        
 De Kalb 14.9% 0.0% 6.7% 23.5% 3.9% 19.3% 3.6% 18.4% 9.6% 7,981          
 Fentress 7.1% 0.8% 8.1% 20.5% 3.3% 19.7% 5.0% 23.9% 11.7% 8,126          
 Jackson 17.9% 0.0% 6.6% 22.0% 5.4% 10.9% 7.9% 19.5% 9.8% 4,616          
 Macon 20.9% 0.0% 5.6% 23.2% 4.4% 13.4% 5.0% 15.8% 11.6% 7,975          
 Overton 12.7% 0.8% 6.8% 21.3% 2.6% 16.4% 3.5% 21.0% 15.0% 7,894          
 Pickett 20.1% 0.0% 7.4% 22.3% 3.1% 13.1% 4.6% 16.4% 12.9% 2,285          
 Putnam 3.5% 0.1% 5.6% 25.1% 4.7% 20.6% 4.7% 17.6% 18.0% 42,263        
 Smith 16.4% 3.2% 6.1% 20.1% 2.7% 17.3% 5.4% 20.2% 8.5% 8,515          
 Van Buren 17.9% 0.0% 4.0% 37.5% 2.3% 6.6% 5.4% 10.5% 15.9% 1,640          
 Warren 12.5% 0.1% 5.7% 33.6% 2.5% 16.9% 3.9% 15.9% 8.9% 22,160        
 White 11.4% 0.1% 5.3% 31.2% 3.5% 16.8% 3.3% 18.9% 9.5% 11,609        
  UCTDD Total 10.1% 0.5% 6.2% 24.4% 3.7% 18.2% 4.9% 19.5% 12.5% 153,117      

Middle Total 4.3% 0.2% 5.9% 16.4% 4.0% 21.2% 7.4% 29.6% 11.1% 1,244,255   

(1) Agriculture, Forestry & Fisheries. 
(2) Mining: Includes extraction, exploration and development of ores, gases and minerals.
(3) Construction: Includes establishments engaged in building new structures and roads, alterations, additions, reconstruction, 
installations and repairs.
(4) Manufacturing: Includes establishments engaged in the mechanical or chemical transformation of materials or substances 
into new products.
(5) Transportation, Communications and Public Utilities. 
(6) Trade: Includes wholesale trade and retail trade.
(7) Finance, Insurance and Real Estate.
(8) Services: Includes establishments engaged in providing services for individuals, businesses, governments and
 other organizations.
(9) Government: Includes executive, legislative, judicial and agency employment at federal and state and local levels,
 and includes federal military personnel.

Table 2.23

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 

Middle Region Employment by Sector (1998)

Trade Sector
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base. Within GNRC, one-third (32.8%) are 
employed within the service sector.  
Although Davidson County’s percentage 
employed in manufacturing seems small 
(9.1%), in absolute terms the 47,232 
employed in this sector is greater than all but 
four of the regions 40 counties total 
employed by all sectors. 

Agriculture is most important to UCTDD 
(10.1%), where 11 of its 14 counties have 
11% or more employed in this sector.  
Manufacturing (24.4%) is well distributed 
within UCTDD, with only two of its 14 
counties having less than 20% employed in 
this sector.  Lastly, two counties within the 
region distinguished by high levels of 
manufacturing, include Marshall (46.5%) 
and Perry (45.5%).       

2.7.4 Middle Region Adjacent Border 
Counties’ Population and 
Employment Summary 

A summary of population and employment 
trends and projections for the Middle 
region’s border counties is presented in 
Table 2.24.  The 13 border counties of 
Middle Tennessee are concentrated in only 
two states, which contrasts with the five 
states that border the West and East regions.  
The combined 1998 population of the 13 
border counties totaled 658,908 and 
employment stood at 392,118.  Population is 
projected to reach 726,858 by 2010 a change 
of 10.3% from 1998.  Employment is 
anticipated to reach 443,624 by 2010, 
representing a 13.1% change.  

Although Alabama has fewer border 
counties (4) than Kentucky (9), population 
densities are much greater in the Alabama 
counties.  Alabama’s border counties 
represent 71.8% of total Middle region’s 
border populations and these populations 

have grown considerably faster than 
Kentucky’s.  From 1998 to 2010, Alabama’s 
border counties grew 12.2%, but Kentucky’s 
border counties grew at less than half the 
pace of Alabama’s, achieving a modest 
5.5% change.  

There is good reason for Alabama’s 
population density and rate of change 
dominance when contrasted with Kentucky.  
Of the four Alabama border counties, three 
belong to MSAs: Limestone and Madison 
are members of the Huntsville MSA and 
Lauderdale is a member of the Florence 
MSA.  Madison County alone provides for 
41.8% of the 13 county’s total population.  
Because of the influence of these urban 
centers, employment growth is expected to 
expand most rapidly in Madison County 
(15.0%) followed by Lauderdale (14.8%) 
during the 1998-2010 period.  In contrast, 
only Kentucky’s Christian County belongs 
to a MSA (Clarksville-Hopkinsville) and 
represents 39.6% of the 1998 population of 
the 9 counties of Kentucky. 
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         POPULATION       EMPLOYMENT
Change Change

County 1990 1998 2000 2010 98'-10 1990 1998 2000 2010 98'-10
Alabama
 Jackson 47,900     51,129     51,581     55,427     8.4% 22,125     24,041     24,431     26,118     8.6%
 Lauderdale 79,873     85,151     86,918     95,818     12.5% 36,393     44,325     45,566     50,904     14.8%
 Limestone 54,317     61,465     62,945     70,309     14.4% 27,054     28,076     28,695     31,675     12.8%
 Madison 240,128  

 

275,204  

 

280,857  

 

309,118  

 

12.3% 165,170  

 

182,750  

 

187,413  

 

210,214  

 

15.0%

  Total AL Border Counties 422,218   472,949   482,301   530,672   12.2% 250,742   279,192   286,105   318,911   14.2%
Kentucky
 Allen 14,703     16,432     16,814     18,761     14.2% 6,223       8,268       8,602       10,076     21.9%
 Christian 68,813     73,565     74,198     77,353     5.1% 48,452     58,891     59,827     63,907     8.5%
 Clinton 9,158       9,335       9,367       9,538       2.2% 3,771       4,153       4,170       4,314       3.9%
 Cumberland 6,770       6,882       6,868       6,810       -1.0% 3,073       2,929       2,971       3,308       12.9%
 Logan 24,452     26,339     26,661     28,291     7.4% 11,946     14,235     14,612     16,217     13.9%
 Monroe 11,410     11,213     11,179     11,030     -1.6% 6,275       6,684       6,800       7,370       10.3%
 Todd 10,925     11,215     11,208     11,286     0.6% 4,664       5,221       5,312       5,819       11.5%
 Trigg 10,355     12,192     12,402     13,488     10.6% 4,124       4,803       4,870       5,242       9.1%
 Wayne 17,483    

 

18,786    

 

18,921    

 

19,629    

 

4.5% 6,934      

 

7,742      

 

7,853      

 

8,460      

 

9.3%

  Total KY Border Counties 174,069   185,959   187,618   196,186   5.5% 95,462     112,926   115,017   124,713   10.4%
Total All Border Counties 596,287   658,908   669,919   726,858   10.3% 346,204   392,118   401,122   443,624   13.1%
*Woods & Poole Economics 

Table 2.24

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 

Middle Region Adjacent States Border Counties' Population and Employment* 

Historical Forecast Historical Forecast
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Chapter Three 
AIRPORT INVENTORY 

 
Currently, Tennessee’s state aviation system 
includes 84 airports ranging in size and 
function from large commercial airports 
such as Memphis to GA airports such as 
Lewisburg.  While their roles may be 
different, each airport is an important part of 
the state system.  This chapter provides an 

overview of the airports throughout 
Tennessee, and provides individual data 
she e ts on e a c h a ir por t can be found in a 
seperate document.  Table s 3.1a, 3.1b, 3.1c 
list the a ir por ts by re gion a nd F igure 

 

3-1, depicts the state system. 

   

Table 3.1a  

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN  

East Tennessee System Airports  

City Airport Identifier 
Athens McMinn County Airport MMI 
Benton Chilhowee Gliderport 92A 
Bristol, TN, VA Tri-Cities Regional Airport TRI 
Chattanooga Dallas Bay Sky Park 1A0 
Chattanooga  Lovell Field CHA 
Cleveland Hardwick Field HDI 
Collegedale Collegedale Municipal Airport 3M3 
Copperhill Martin Campbell Field 1A3 
Dayton Mark Anton Municipal Airport 2A0 
Elizabethton Elizabethton Municipal Airport 0A9 
Greeneville Greeneville Greene County Municipal Airport GCY 
Jacksboro Campbell County Airport JAU 
Jasper Marion County Airport APT 
Johnson City Johnson City Airport 0A4 
Kingston Meadowlake Airport 30A 
Knoxville McGhee Tyson Airport TYS 
Knoxville Downtown Island Airport DKX 
Madisonville Monroe County Airport MNV 
Morristown Moore-Murrell Field MOR 
Mountain City Johnson County Airport 6A4 
Oneida Scott County Municipal Airport SCX 
Powell Powell Stolport 9A2 
Rockwood Rockwood Municipal Airport RKW 
Rogersville Hawkins County Airport RVN 
Sevierville Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge Airport GKT 
Tazewell New Tazewell Municipal Airport 3A2 
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Table 3.1b  

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 

Middle Tennessee System Airports  

City Airport Identifier 
Centerville Centerville Municipal Airport GHM 
Clarksville Outlaw Field CKV 
Clifton Hassell Field M29 
Columbia/Mt. Pleasant Maury County Regional Airport MRC 
Crossville Crossville Municipal Airport CSV 
Dickson Dickson Municipal Airport M02 
Eagleville Puckett Gliderport 50M 
Fayetteville  Fayetteville Municipal Airport FYM 
Gainesboro Jackson County Airport 1A7 
Gallatin Sumner County Regional Airport M33 
Hohenwald John A. Baker Field 0M3 
Jamestown Jamestown Municipal Airport 2A1 
Lafayette Lafayette Municipal Airport 3M7 
Lawrenceburg Lawrenceburg-Lawrence County Airport 2M2 
Lebanon Lebanon Municipal Airport M54 
Lewisburg Ellington Airport LUG 
Linden Perry County Airport M15 
Livingston Livingston Municipal Airport 8A3 
McKinnon Houston County Airport M93 
McMinnville Warren County Memorial Airport RNC 
Murfreesboro Murfreesboro Municipal Airport MBT 
Nashville Cornelia Fort Airpark M88 
Nashville Nashville International Airport BNA 
Nashville John C. Tune Airport JWN 
Portland Portland Municipal Airport 1M5 
Pulaski Abernathy Field GZS 
Selmer Robert Sibley Airport SZY 
Sewanee Franklin County Airport UOS 
Shelbyville Bomar Field/Shelbyville Municipal Airport SYI 
Smithville Smithville Municipal Airport 0A3 
Smyrna Smyrna Airport MQY 
Sparta Upper Cumberland Regional Airport SRB 
Springfield Springfield-Robertson County Airport M91 
Tullahoma Tullahoma Regional/William Northern Field THA 
Waverly Humphreys County Airport 0M5 
Winchester Winchester Municipal Airport BGF 

 



TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN                                             

   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          3-3   

 
Table 3.1c  

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 

West Tennessee System Airports  

City Airport Identifier 
Bolivar William L. Whitehurst Field M08 
Brownsville Thornton Airport 47M 
Camden Benton County Airport 0M4 
Covington  Covington Municipal Airport M04 
Dyersburg Dyersburg Municipal Airport DYR 
Halls Arnold Field M31 
Humbolt Humbolt Municipal Airport M53 
Huntingdon Carroll County Airport HZD 
Jackson McKellar-Sipes Regional Airport MKL 
Lexington Franklin-Wilkins Airport M52 
Memphis Memphis International Airport MEM 
Memphis General DeWitt Spain Airport M01 
Millington Millington Municipal Airport NQA 
Millington Charles W. Baker Field 2M8 
Paris Henry County Airport PHT 
Parsons  Scott Field 0M1 
Rossville Wolf River Airport 54M 
Savannah Savannah-Hardin County Airport SNH 
Somerville Fayette County Airport FYE 
Tiptonville Reelfoot Lake Airpark 0M2 
Trenton Gibson County Airport TGC 
Union City Everett-Stewart Airport UCY 

 

3.1 AIRPORT INVENTORY 

3.1.1 Existing Facilities 

An accurate inventory of existing facilities 
and activity is an important component of 
any planning effort.  Inventory information 
was compiled from multiple sources, both to 
provide a complete set of data and to cross 
check for accuracy: 

• Databases provided by the TAD were 
combined with current data from the 
FAA to create an initial inventory 
database.  Sources include various 

publications from TDOT, the FAA’s 
Airport Master Record (5010) forms, 
and Terminal Area Forecasts (TAFs).   

• For each airport, an airport manager 
questionnaire was distributed to the 
airport manager or other person closely 
involved with the airport.  A 
representative from the project team also 
visited each airport.  Consequently, the 
data for each airport were checked and 
corrected as necessary by someone 
familiar with each airport.  The survey 
also provided airport managers the 
opportunity to offer opinions and 
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comments on issues that are not reflected 
in typical inventory data. 

• Airports that did not respond to the 
survey were contacted by telephone. 

3.2 DATA SHEETS 

Data sheets for each airport contain 
summaries of airport data, runway/taxiway 
data, based aircraft, activity, and aircraft 
accommodations. 

3.2.1 Airport Data 

The following inventory items are included 
for each Tennessee airport: 

• Airport Identifier - A unique 3-character 
code that identifies the airport. 

• Associated City - The city associated 
with the airport.  The municipality listed 
is not necessarily the airport sponsor. 

• Distance to Associated City - The 
distance in statute miles from the airport 
to the central business district of the 
respective city. 

• Residing County - The county in which 
the airport is located. 

• Airport Elevation - The highest point of 
the airport’s usable runways measured in 
feet from mean sea level. 

• TN Airport Classification - The state 
classification of the airport. 

• Latitude/Longitude - Location coordi-
nates of the Airport Reference Point 
(approximate center of the airport). 

• Airport Acreage - Approximate number 
of acres owned by the airport for 
aeronautical use. 

• Ownership - The legal ownership of the 
airport. 

• Control Tower - Indicates if the airport 
has an active full- or part-time control 
tower. 

• AWOS/ASOS - Indicates if the airport 
has either an Automated Weather 
Observation System (AWOS) or 
Automated Surface Observation System 
(ASOS) (Federal installations). 

• Communications - Indicates the pilot 
communication sources available at the 
airport (e.g., Common Traffic Advisory 
Frequency (CTAF), Unicom (Advisory 
Frequency)). 

• Approach Aids - Indicates the available 
approach to landing aids at the airport.  
This may include Visual or Precision 
Approach Path Indicators (VASI/PAPI), 
Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL), 
Omni-Directional Approach Lights 
(ODALS), and other approach lighting 
equipment.  

• Instrument Approach Type - Indicates 
the type of instrumentation available to 
aircraft landing in less-than-normal 
weather conditions. 

• Cloud Height Minimum - Indicates the 
most favorable cloud height minimum 
for a prescribed instrument approach 
available at the airport. 

• Visibility Minimum - Indicates the most 
favorable visibility minimum for a 
prescribed instrument approach available 
at the airport. 
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• FBO/Operator - Indicates the current 
Fixed Based Operator (FBO) at the 
airport. 

• Airport Manager - Indicates the airport 
manager of the airport. 

• Hours Attended - Indicates the airport 
operator’s approximate hours of 
operation. 

• Fuel - Indicates the types of fuel 
available at the airport. 

• Aircraft Repairs - Indicates the type of 
aircraft repairs available. 

− Major Repairs – Repairs that, if 
improperly done, might appreciably 
affect weight, balance, structural 
strength, performance, powerplant 
operation, flight characteristics, or 
other qualities affecting airworthi-
ness. 

− Minor Repairs - Repairs other than 
major repairs. 

• Major Corporate Users - Major 
companies that utilize the airport, as 
provided by the airport manager. 

3.2.2 Runway/Taxiway Data 

The following inventory items are included: 

• Runway(s) - Indicates the runway(s) 
available for departing and arriving 
aircraft. 

• Runway Surface - Indicates the material 
of the runway surface. 

• Runway Length - Indicates the available 
length of runway(s) at the airport. 

• Runway Width - Indicates the width of 
the runway(s) at the airport. 

• Runway Lights - Indicates the type of 
lighting for the runway(s) at the airport. 

• Taxiway - Indicates the taxiway system 
available for the runway(s) at the airport. 

3.2.3 Based Aircraft 

The number of aircraft, by category, based 
at the airport.  The following categories 
were used: 

• Single Engine - Examples include 
Cessna 172s and Piper Archers. 

• Multiengine Piston - Examples include 
Cessna 310s and Beech Barons 

• Multiengine Turbine - Examples include 
King Airs and Piper Cheyennes 

• Jet - Examples include Lear and Cessna 
business jets 

• Helicopter - Examples include the Bell 
Jet Ranger, Robinson R22, and other 
common helicopters 

• Other - Examples include ultralights, hot 
air balloons, and gliders. 

3.2.4 Activity 

The number of take-offs and landings by 
category.  The following categories were 
used: 

• Air Carrier - Examples include Delta, 
Northwest, United, and Southwest. 
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• Commuter - Examples include Atlantic 
Southeast Airlines, US Air Express, and 
ComAir. 

• Cargo Carrier - Examples include 
FedEx, UPS, Airborne Express, and 
Kitty Hawk. 

• General Aviation Local – Generally 
defined as any flight that departs and 
returns to the same airport. 

• General Aviation Itinerant – Generally 
defined as any aircraft leaving its home 
airport to fly to an airport other than its 
home. 

• Military - Examples include the TN Air 
National Guard, Air Force, and TN 
Army Guard. 

3.2.5 Aircraft Accommodations 

The number of indoor storage positions and 
outdoor tie-down positions available at the 
airport are shown. 

3.3 INSTRUMENT APPROACH 
PROCEDURES 

Instrument approach procedures enhance the 
utility of an airport by providing a means for 
aircraft to continue operations during 
periods of low visibility or low cloud 
ceilings.  There are two types of instrument 
approaches.  Precision instrument approach 
procedures provide arriving aircraft with 
both horizontal and vertical navigational 
guidance to the runway.  These procedures 
and their associated facilities support 
operations in all but the worst weather 
conditions.  Non-precision approach 
procedures provide only horizontal 

navigational guidance.  This allows 
operations in relatively poor weather 
conditions.  However, the minimum 
visibility and cloud ceiling required are 
generally higher than that of a precision 
approach.   

Figure 3-2

 
shows the instrument approach 

procedures available at the system airports.  
Of the 84 system airports, 61 airports have 
instrument approach procedures, and 12 
airports have precision approach procedures.   

3.4 AUTOMATED WEATHER 
OBSERVATION SYSTEM 

Current local weather information is critical 
to aviation safety.  The AWOS is a low-cost 
means of enhancing information available to 
pilots in-flight and during preflight planning.  
The availability of local weather information 
also increases the utility of instrument 
approach facilities by allowing lower 
minimums in some cases.  Figure 3-3

 

illustrates how Tennessee’s AWOS system 
is well-distributed throughout the state. 

3.5 AIRCRAFT INVENTORY 

Based on the inventory database described 
above, as of January 2000, there were 3,419 
aircraft based at Tennessee’s public-use 
airports.  These aircraft include the 
following: 

• 2,468 single engine aircraft, 

• 424 multi-engine piston-powered 
aircraft, 

• 203 multi-engine turboprop aircraft, 
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• 170 corporate jets, 

• 90 helicopters, and 

• 64 other aircraft, such as gliders, 
ultralights, and balloons. 

An analysis of TAD and FAA aircraft 
registration records reveals hundreds of 
additional aircraft in the state that are not 
included in the above totals.  Most of these 
additional aircraft are single engine aircraft 
that are based at the hundreds of privately 
owned landing areas throughout the state, 
and are likely not included in TDOT’s 
registration files. 

3.6 PILOTS 

An analysis of current FAA pilot registration 
records shows 8,002 licensed pilots residing 
in Tennessee.  The experience and interests 
of the pilots in Tennessee cover a broad 
spectrum.  The 8,002 pilots consist of the 
following: 

• 1,310 student pilots, 

• 3,391 private and recreational pilots, 

• 1,571 commercial pilots, and 

• 1,730 airline transport pilots. 

3.7 AIRPORT SURVEYS 

A comprehensive survey effort was 
undertaken as part of the inventory process 
to obtain pertinent information on how 
Tennessee’s airports are being utilized.  The 
following surveys were conducted: 

• Commercial airline departing passenger 
survey 

• Registered aircraft survey 

• Business survey 

• General aviation pilot survey 

In addition, a questionnaire was sent to the 
manager of every system airport in the state.  
This mail-out was followed by a visit to 
each airport.  This section documents the 
methodology and findings of the survey 
effort. 

3.7.1 Commercial Airline Departing 
Passenger Survey 

A 2-day survey of passengers departing 
from the state’s six commercial service 
airports was conducted to ascertain traveler 
characteristics and to provide input for 
future commercial air service analysis.  The 
survey was stratified to ensure a sufficient 
sample size for each airport.  Passengers 
were identified based on a random sample of 
flights.  The target population of the survey 
was originating passengers; these are 
passengers who drove to a Tennessee airport 
to board a plane (versus connecting from 
one flight to another).  Originating 
passengers include residents who are 
beginning their air travel, and non-residents 
who are leaving Tennessee to return home.  
F igur e 3- 4  (Omitted) a c opy of a  
sample ques q     quesstionna ir samplee .  Table 3.2 show s the   
rrresponse s obta ine d a t e a c h a ir por t a nd the 
resulting weighted response levels.  The 
weighted responses represent a 2-day total 
of all departing passengers. 
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Passengers Weighted Passengers Weighted Passengers Weighted Passengers Weighted Passengers Weighted Passengers Weighted Passengers Weighted
Surveyed Responses Surveyed Responses Surveyed Responses Surveyed Responses Surveyed Responses Surveyed Responses Surveyed Responses

Originations 292          1,706       376          5,891       297          1,682       404          23,348     29            37            356          22,481     1,754       55,145     

Connections -           -           -           -           -           -           66            1,772       -           -           143          7,888       209          9,660       

Total Passengers 292          1,706       376          5,891       297          1,682       470          25,120     29            37            499          30,369     1,963       64,805     

Pct. Originating Passengers: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 86.0% 92.9% 100.0% 100.0% 71.3% 74.0% 89.4% 85.1%

Notes: (1)  Responses weighted to reflect two-day total.
(2)  Totals may not add due to rounding.

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Table 3.2

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 DEPARTING PASSENGER SURVEY

Number of Passengers Surveyed and Weighted Responses

Jackson Memphis TotalsTri-Cities Knoxville Chattanooga Nashville
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Location of Origin 

Passengers were asked to identify the county 
from which they began their ground trip to 
the airport, as shown in Table 3.3 and 
Figures 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-8, 3-9, 3-10, and 3-
11.  Nearly 28% of the originating 
passengers using Tennessee’s commercial 
airports began their trip to the airport from 
within the Memphis metropolitan area.  
Nearly all Memphis area passengers used 
Memphis International Airport. 

The Nashville metropolitan area generated 
approximately 24% of the originating 
passengers using the six state commercial 
airports.  Nearly all Nashville area 
passengers used Nashville International 
Airport. 

About 9% of the originating passengers 
using the state’s commercial airports came 
from the Knoxville area.  Although the 
majority of Knoxville passengers departed 
from McGee-Tyson, nearly 20% drove to 
Nashville International to take advantage of 
better schedules and less expensive flights. 

The Tri-Cities region accounted for 4% of 
originating passengers using Tennessee’s 
commercial airports.  Less than 60% of this 
area’s originating passengers used Tri-Cities 
Regional, 25% drove to Nashville 
International, and 17% used McGee-Tyson. 

The Chattanooga region accounted for about 
3% of the state’s originating commercial 
airport passengers.  It should be noted, 
however, that a sizable number of 
Chattanooga passengers drove to Hartsfield 
Atlanta International Airport, and these 
passengers were not surveyed.  Of the 
Chattanooga passengers departing from a 
Tennessee airport, about 80% used Lovell 
Field, 17% drove to Nashville, and 2% 
drove to McGee-Tyson. 

About 1% of the originating passengers 
using the six air carrier airports were from 
the Jackson area.  About half of these 
passengers drove to Memphis International, 
44% drove to Nashville International, and 
about 5% used McKellar-Sipes Field. 

About 8% of the originating passengers 
using the state’s airports came from counties 
outside of a Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA). 

Nearly one in four originating passengers 
using the state’s six commercial airports 
came from neighboring states. 

Reason for Choosing Airport 

Table 3.4 shows the number one reason for 
passengers selecting the airport they used for 
their trip.  Overall, about three out of four 
passengers cited ground access convenience.  
At Nashville International, however, 35% of 
travelers used this airport because of better 
air service (typically, better air fares). 

Preferred Airport 

Although most of the state’s passengers used 
the airport of their choice, the passengers in 
some communities ended up using a less 
convenient airport.  For many of these 
passengers, this was due to their closest 
airport not having a good selection of flights 
or having air fares that were too high.  The 
communities where airport choice was most 
strongly affected by poor airline service or 
high fares were in East Tennessee.  While 
about 78% of passengers from the Tri-Cities 
region indicated a preference for Tri-Cities 
Regional, only about 59% actually used this 
airport.  Similarly, only 81% of Knoxville 
passengers used McGee-Tyson, although 
97% would have preferred to depart from 
there.  In Chattanooga, about 80% of the 
passengers indicated they preferred Lovell
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MSA/County/State Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent

Chattanooga MSA
Catoosa GA -          0.0% -          0.0% 29           1.7% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 29           0.1%
Dade GA -          0.0% -          0.0% 3             0.2% -           0.0% -          0.0% 3             0.0%
Walker GA -          0.0% -          0.0% 36           2.1% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 36           0.1%
Hamilton TN 15           0.9% 31           0.5% 971         57.7% 222         1.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 1,240      2.4%
Marion TN -          0.0% -          0.0% 11           0.6% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 11           0.0%
MSA Subtotal 15           0.9% 31           0.5% 1,049      62.4% 222         1.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 1,318      2.5%

Jackson MSA
Chester TN -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Madison TN -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 261         1.1% 28           76.5% 303         1.3% 593         1.1%
MSA Subtotal -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 261         1.1% 28           76.5% 303         1.3% 593         1.1%

Knoxville MSA
Anderson TN -          0.0% 340         5.8% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 340         0.6%
Blount TN -          0.0% 618         10.5% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 618         1.1%
Knox TN 8             0.5% 2,844      48.3% -          0.0% 938         4.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 3,790      6.9%
Loudon TN -          0.0% 127         2.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 127         0.2%
Sevier TN 4             0.2% 218         3.7% -          0.0% 39           0.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% 262         0.5%
Union TN -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
MSA Subtotal 12           0.7% 4,148      70.4% -          0.0% 977         4.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% 5,137      9.4%

Memphis MSA
Crittendon AR -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
De Soto MS -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 963         4.3% 963         1.8%
Fayette TN -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 305         1.4% 305         0.6%
Shelby TN 21           1.3% 9             0.2% 3             0.2% 150         0.6% -          0.0% 13,563    60.3% 13,747    25.3%
Tipton TN -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 169         0.8% 169         0.3%
MSA Subtotal 21           1.3% 9             0.2% 3             0.2% 150         0.6% -          0.0% 15,001    66.7% 15,185    27.9%

Nashville MSA
Cheatham TN -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 50           0.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% 50           0.1%
Davidson TN 21           1.3% -          0.0% 5             0.3% 9,084      38.9% -          0.0% 102         0.5% 9,213      16.3%
Dickson TN -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 156         0.7% -          0.0% -          0.0% 156         0.3%
Robertson TN -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 58           0.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% 58           0.1%
Rutherford TN -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 472         2.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 472         0.8%
Sumner TN -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 1,052      4.5% -          0.0% -          0.0% 1,052      1.9%
Williamson TN -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 2,145      9.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% 2,145      3.8%
Wilson TN 10           0.6% -          0.0% -          0.0% 481         2.1% -          0.0% -          0.0% 491         0.9%
MSA Subtotal 32           1.9% -          0.0% 5             0.3% 13,498    57.8% -          0.0% 102         0.5% 13,637    24.1%

Tri-Cities MSA
Carter TN 43           2.5% 138         2.3% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 180         0.3%
Hawkins TN 12           0.7% 34           0.6% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 46           0.1%
Sullivan TN 630         37.0% 280         4.8% -          0.0% 212         0.9% -          0.0% -          0.0% 1,123      2.1%
Unicoi TN 4             0.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 4             0.0%
Washington TN 499         29.3% 91           1.6% -          0.0% 156         0.7% -          0.0% -          0.0% 746         1.4%
Scott VA -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Washington VA 84           4.9% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 84           0.2%
Bristol VA -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
MSA Subtotal 1,272      74.6% 543         9.2% -          0.0% 368         1.6% -          0.0% -          0.0% 2,183      4.0%

Other TN Counties
Bedford -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 228         1.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 228         0.4%
Benton -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Bledsoe -          0.0% -          0.0% 8             0.5% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 8             0.0%
Bradley -          0.0% 144         2.4% 152         9.1% 101         0.4% -          0.0% -          0.0% 397         0.7%
Campbell -          0.0% 43           0.7% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 43           0.1%
Cannon -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Carroll -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 50           0.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% 50           0.1%

Jackson Memphis

Table 3.3

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 DEPARTING PASSENGER SURVEY

Total

Airport Originations by County, MSA, and State

Tri-Cities Knoxville Chattanooga Nashville
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Clairborne 35           2.0% 9             0.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 44           0.1%
Clay -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Cocke 10           0.6% 58           1.0% -          0.0% 32           0.1% -          0.0% -          0.0% 99           0.2%
Coffee -          0.0% -          0.0% 8             0.5% 553         2.4% -          0.0% -          0.0% 561         1.0%
Crockett -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Cumberland -          0.0% 205         3.5% -          0.0% 78           0.3% -          0.0% -          0.0% 283         0.5%
Decatur -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 270         1.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% 270         0.5%
DeKalb -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Dyer -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 277         1.2% -          0.0% 104         0.5% 381         0.7%
Fentress -          0.0% 43           0.7% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 43           0.1%
Franklin -          0.0% 43           0.7% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 43           0.1%
Gibson -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 8             20.6% -          0.0% 8             0.0%
Giles -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 104         0.4% -          0.0% -          0.0% 104         0.2%
Grainger -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Greene 61           3.6% 39           0.7% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 100         0.2%
Grundy -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Hamblen 14           0.8% 135         2.3% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 150         0.3%
Hancock -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Hardeman -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Hardin -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 1             2.9% -          0.0% 1             0.0%
Haywood -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Henderson -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Henry -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 104         0.4% -          0.0% -          0.0% 104         0.2%
Hickman -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Houston -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Humphreys -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 132         0.6% -          0.0% -          0.0% 132         0.2%
Jackson -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Jefferson -          0.0% 26           0.4% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 26           0.0%
Johnson -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Lake -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Lauderdale -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Lawrence -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Lewis -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Lincoln -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 50           0.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% 50           0.1%
McMinn -          0.0% 17           0.3% 12           0.7% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 29           0.1%
McNairy -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Macon -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Marshall -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 26           0.1% -          0.0% -          0.0% 26           0.0%
Maury -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 187         0.8% -          0.0% -          0.0% 187         0.3%
Meigs -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Monroe -          0.0% 26           0.4% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 26           0.0%
Montgomery -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 443         1.9% -          0.0% -          0.0% 443         0.8%
Moore -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Morgan -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Obion -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 47           0.2% 47           0.1%
Overton -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Perry -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 39           0.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% 39           0.1%
Pickett -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Polk -          0.0% -          0.0% 11           0.6% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 11           0.0%
Putnam -          0.0% 45           0.8% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 45           0.1%
Rhea -          0.0% 13           0.2% 28           1.6% 175         0.8% -          0.0% -          0.0% 215         0.4%
Roane -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 32           0.1% -          0.0% -          0.0% 32           0.1%
Scott -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Sequatchie -          0.0% -          0.0% 3             0.2% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 3             0.0%
Smith -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Stewart -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 92           0.4% -          0.0% -          0.0% 92           0.2%
Trousdale -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Van Buren -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Warren -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Wayne -          0.0% -          0.0% 7             0.4% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 7             0.0%
Weakley -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 51           0.2% 51           0.1%
White -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0%
Other TN County Subtotal 120         7.0% 846         14.4% 229         13.6% 2,975      12.7% 9             23.5% 202         0.9% 4,380      7.9%

Out-of-State
(Excluding counties within
TN MSAs)

AL -          0.0% 51           0.9% 16           0.9% 1,690      7.2% -          0.0% 195         0.9% 1,952      3.5%
AR -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% -          0.0% 1,513      6.7% 1,513      2.8%
GA 29           1.7% 9             0.2% 309         18.4% 317         1.4% -          0.0% 104         0.5% 767         1.4%
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Reason Tri-Cities Knoxville Chattanooga Nashville Jackson Memphis

Ground Access
Closest airport 71.8% 72.6% 67.0% 55.3% 60.9% 67.6%
Road access convenience 10.2% 0.8% 7.3% 3.6% 17.1% 7.6%
Public transit availability 2.8% 0.2% 1.0% 0.7% 7.8% 0.2%
Subtotal 84.8% 73.6% 75.3% 59.6% 85.8% 75.4%

Air Service
Better flight times 5.4% 7.2% 6.3% 5.9% 5.8% 2.5%
Less expensive air fare 3.3% 7.4% 7.0% 19.7% 4.3% 10.3%
Only airport with nonstop flight 3.0% 1.6% 3.4% 4.9% 0.0% 2.8%
Only flight with seat available 0.9% 1.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8%
Only airport with jet service 1.8% 4.1% 2.3% 4.8% 2.3% 4.9%
Subtotal 14.4% 21.3% 19.4% 35.3% 12.5% 22.3%

Other 0.8% 5.0% 5.3% 5.0% 1.7% 2.3%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Total Number 1 Rankings (4) 2,222 6,404 2,202 29,523 57 27,451

Total Passengers Surveyed 1,706 5,891 1,683 23,348 37 22,481

Non-Reponses 14 177 39 251 0 111

Note: (1)  Responses weighted to reflect two-day total.
          (2) Totals may not add due to rounding.
          (3)  Percentages do not include non-respondents.
          (4)  Total responses higher than total passengers because many passengers checked reasons, rather than ranking them.
                 In these instances, all checked responses were given a number 1 ranking, resulting in the higher frequency rate.

Source:   HNTB analysis.

Table 3.4

Number One Reason for Using Airport

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 DEPARTING PASSENGER SURVEY
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Field and about 80% used this airport.  This 
reflects a high preference for Lovell Field, 
however it is important to note that the many 
area residents that drive to Atlanta were not 
surveyed. 

Average Access Times 

Table 3.5 summarizes the average access 
times from various counties in the state to 
each commercial airport.  Where insufficient 
data was available, no times are shown. 

Mode of Access 

Personal/company car was the most 
common mode choice for airport passengers, 
ranging from 54% in Tri-Cities to 83% in 
Jackson, as shown in Table 3.6.  Rental car 
usage ranged from 15% to just over 20%, 
although 39% of Tri-Cities passengers used 
rental cars.  At most airports, taxi was the 
mode for about 5% of airport users.  

Destination Region 

Table 3.7 provides a listing of the regions 
and states that were destinations of 
respondents to the Airline Passenger Survey.  
States in the southeast and south central 
portions of the U.S. were the destination for 
about half of the surveyed passengers.  The 
northeast, midwest, and southwest each 
accounted for about 11% of travelers.  
About 6 out of 100 passengers were headed 
for international destinations. 

Average Travel Party Size 

Table 3.8 summarizes average party size for 
each airport.  Nearly seven out of ten 
passengers were traveling alone.  The 
average party size ranged from 1.2 in 
Jackson to 1.8 in Knoxville. 

Trip Purpose 

About half of passengers were traveling on 
business, as shown in Table 3.9.  Knoxville 
had the lowest percentage of business 
travelers (35%), while Chattanooga had the 
highest percentage (60%).  The high 
percentage in Chattanooga may be the result 
of leisure travelers (which are typically more 
price-sensitive) using Hartsfield Atlanta 
International and Nashville International to 
get better fares. 

Resident-Visitor Status 

About 56% of the passengers surveyed were 
leaving Tennessee airports to begin their 
travels, as shown in Table 3.10.  Forty-four 
percent were returning home.  The airport 
with the highest number of originating 
residents was McGee-Tyson (70%). 

Adequacy of Airport Amenities 

As shown in Table 3.11, passengers were 
asked to list whether the amenities at the 
airport they were using were “adequate” or 
“inadequate.”  The airport with the lowest 
overall adequacy rating was McGee-Tyson.  
About 40% of passengers noted that the 
terminal, and particularly concessions, were 
inadequate.  This poor rating is probably 
attributable to the intensive terminal 
reconstruction project that was underway 
during the survey.  Upon completion of this 
project, the percentage of passengers 
reporting adequate services will likely 
increase significantly.  Nashville 
International received the highest overall 
adequacy rating, with most amenities found 
to be adequate by at least 90% of the 
passengers.  It should be noted, however, 
that Nashville’s parking was rated 
inadequate by 28% of passengers.  
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County Tri-Cities Knoxville Chattanooga Nashville Jackson Memphis

Anderson - 41.9 - - - -
Blount - 25.3 - - - -
Bradley - - 32.1 - - -
Cumberland - 131.4 - - - -
Davidson - - - 22.2 - -
DeSoto, MS - - - - - 21.9
Greene 48.2 - - - - -
Hamilton - - 21.6 - - -
Knox - 23.9 - 163.4 - -
Lafayette, MS - - - - - 78.3
Lee, MS - - - - - 85.3
Madison - - - - 16.2 -
Sevier - 57.0 - - - -
Shelby - - - - - 25.1
Sullivan 26.5 92.2 - - - -
Sumner - - - 36.8 - -
Tunica, MS - - - - - 45.1
Washington 24.3 - - - - -
Washington, VA 48.5 - - - - -
Whitfield, GA - - 35.6 - - -
Williamson - - - 31.7 - -

Average Airport Access Time (3) : 36.0 49.0 30.0 65.0 23.0 47.0

Notes: (1)  Responses weighted to reflect two-day total.
           (2)  Minimum of 10 observations used to show specific county-to-airport access times.
           (3)  Based on all originating passenger observations containing a valid reponse.

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Table 3.5

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 DEPARTING PASSENGER SURVEY

Average Access Times (Minutes)
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Tri-Cities Knoxville Chattanooga Nashville Jackson Memphis Average

Personal/Company Car 54.1% 79.1% 71.9% 65.7% 82.9% 66.5% 70.0%
Rental Car 39.1% 15.0% 19.3% 20.6% 17.1% 21.3% 22.1%
Taxi 5.5% 2.2% 5.6% 4.5% 0.0% 4.7% 3.8%
Hotel/Motel Courtesy Vehicle 0.3% 2.0% 1.1% 5.7% 0.0% 5.3% 2.4%
Public Transportation 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 0.4% 0.6%
Airport Limousine/Van 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 2.0% 0.0% 1.3% 0.9%
Other 0.9% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.3%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Total Responses 1,700          5,869          1,677            23,192          37            22,226          54,701     

Non-Responses 6                 22               5                   156               -           255               444          
Non-Response Percentage 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.7% 0.0% 1.1% 0.8%

Total Surveyed 1,706          5,891          1,682            23,348          37            22,481          55,145     

Notes: (1)  Responses weighted to reflect two-day total.
           (2)  Totals may not add due to rounding.
           (3)  Percentages do not include non-respondents.

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Mode of Access (Percent)

Table 3.6

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 DEPARTING PASSENGER SURVEY
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TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 DEPARTING PASSENGER SURVEY

Airline Passenger Survey Destination Region

Destination Region States in the Destination Region Percent

  Northeast (CT, DE, MA, MD, ME, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, VT) 6,149 11.5%
  Southeast (DC, FL, GA, NC, SC, VA) 14,611 27.4%
  Midwest (IL, IN, KY, MI, MO, OH, WI, WV) 6,179 11.6%
  Midsouth (AR, AL, LA, MS, TN) 1,574 3.0%
  North Central (IA, MN, MT, ND, NE, SD, WY) 2,615 4.9%
  South Central ( CO, KS, NM, OK, TX) 12,440 23.3%
  Northwest (AK, ID, OR, WA) 914 1.7%
  Southwest (AZ, CA, HI, NV, UT) 5,823 10.9%
  International 3,020 5.7%

  Total Respondents 53,324 100.0%

  Non-Respondents: 1,821

  Total 55,145

Note: (1)  Responses weighted to reflect two-day total.
          (2) Totals may not add due to rounding.
          (3)  Percentages do not include non-respondents.

Source:   HNTB analysis.

Table 3.7

Respondents



TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN                                             

   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          3-17  

Party Size Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses

1 (Traveling Alone) 892               74.1% 1,860            56.7% 927               75.4% 9,125            62.4% 23                 71.9% 11,364          75.57% 24,191          
2 232               19.3% 919               28.0% 218               17.7% 4,049            27.7% 5                   15.6% 2,465            16.39% 7,888            
3 30                 2.5% 220               6.7% 42                 3.4% 799               5.5% -               0.0% 285               1.90% 1,376            
4 29                 2.4% 153               4.7% 25                 2.0% 449               3.1% 4                   12.5% 677               4.50% 1,337            
5 9                   0.7% 111               3.4% 12                 1.0% 147               1.0% -               0.0% 99                 0.66% 378               
6-10 8                   0.7% -               0.0% 5                   0.4% 65                 0.4% -               0.0% 99                 0.66% 177               
11-15 4                   0.3% 18                 0.5% -               0.0% -                0.0% -               0.0% -               0.00% 22                 
16-20 -                0.0% 1                   0.0% -               0.0% -                0.0% -               0.0% 49                 0.33% 50                 
Total Number of Air Parties              1,204 100.0%             3,282 100.0%             1,229 100.0%            14,634 100.0%                  32 100.0%           15,038 100.00%           35,419 

Survey Repondents 1,706            5,891            1,682            22,570          37                 22,175          54,061          

Non-Respondents                   -                     -                     -                   725                   -                  306 1,031            

Average Air Party Size 1.4 1.8 1.4 1.5 1.2 1.5 1.5

Note: (1)  Responses weighted to reflect two-day total.
          (2) Totals may not add due to rounding.
          (3)  Percentages do not include non-respondents.

Source:   HNTB analysis.

TotalJackson MemphisTri-Cities Knoxville Chatanooga Nashville

Table 3.8

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
DEPARTING PASSENGER SURVEY

Average Air Party Size
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Trip Purpose Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent

Vacation/Personal/Family 726          42.7% 3,305       56.3% 681          40.5% 11,159     48.1% 22            59.5% 11,500     51.7% 27,393     50.1%
Business/Conference/Convention 976          57.3% 2,045       34.8% 993          59.1% 11,770     50.8% 15            40.5% 10,735     48.3% 26,534     48.5%
Other -           0.0% 522          8.9% 7              0.4% 258          1.1% -           0.0% -           0.0% 787          1.4%

Total 1,702       100.0% 5,872       100.0% 1,681       100.0% 23,187     100.0% 37            100.0% 22,235     100.0% 54,714 100.0%

Non-Respondents 4              19            -           161          -           246          430          
Total Surveyed 1,706       5,891       1,682       23,348     37            22,481     55,145     

Note: (1)  Responses weighted to reflect two-day total.
          (2)  Totals may not add due to rounding.
          (3)  Percentages do not include non-respondents.

Source:   HNTB analysis.

TotalJackson MemphisTri-Cities Knoxville Chatanooga Nashville

Table 3.9

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
DEPARTING PASSENGER SURVEY

Trip Purpose
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Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent Responses Percent

Resident 711            42.3% 4,092         69.7% 1,043         62.3% 12,074       53.4% 27              73.0% 11,820       55.4% 29,767       55.9%

Visitor 971            57.7% 1,780         30.3% 631            37.7% 10,520       46.6% 10              27.0% 9,528         44.6% 23,440       44.1%

Total 1,682         100.0% 5,872         100.0% 1,674         100.0% 22,594       100.0% 37              100.0% 21,348       100.0% 53,207       100.0%

Non-Respondents 24              1.4% 18              0.3% 7                0.4% 701            3.0% -            0.0% 1,132         5.0% 1,132         2.1%
Total Surveyed 1,706         5,890         1,681         23,295       37              22,480       54,339       

Note: (1)  Responses weighted to reflect two-day total.
          (2)  Totals may not add due to rounding.
          (3)  Percentages do not include non-respondents.

Source:   HNTB analysis.

1999 DEPARTING PASSENGER SURVEY

MemphisJackson

Table 3.10

NashvilleChatanoogaKnoxvilleTri-Cities Total

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Resident - Visitor Status
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Amenity Adequate Inadequate Adequate Inadequate Adequate Inadequate Adequate Inadequate Adequate Inadequate Adequate Inadequate

Access roadways 99.4% 0.6% 87.5% 12.5% 97.5% 2.5% 93.5% 6.5% 100.0% 0.0% 97.9% 2.1%
Highway signage 95.2% 4.8% 83.2% 16.8% 90.3% 9.4% 94.4% 5.6% 100.0% 0.0% 88.9% 11.1%
Parking 93.7% 6.3% 75.6% 24.4% 85.5% 14.5% 71.6% 28.4% 100.0% 0.0% 83.9% 16.1%
Terminal facilities 96.3% 3.7% 60.6% 39.4% 95.5% 4.5% 97.2% 2.8% 100.0% 0.0% 89.6% 10.4%
Taxi service 78.0% 22.0% 90.8% 9.2% 91.4% 8.6% 96.4% 3.6% 43.2% 56.8% 90.3% 9.7%
Rental car facilities 93.6% 6.4% 96.6% 3.4% 99.1% 0.9% 96.2% 3.8% 95.6% 4.4% 92.3% 7.7%
Public transportation 66.4% 33.6% 68.2% 31.8% 80.9% 19.1% 86.7% 13.3% 38.8% 61.2% 85.0% 15.0%
Concessions (Retail & Food/Bev.) 66.7% 33.3% 57.1% 42.9% 79.2% 20.9% 88.6% 11.4% 70.1% 29.9% 77.5% 16.9%

Airport Adequacy Rating 86.2% 77.5% 89.9% 90.6% 81.0% 88.2%

Note: (1)  Responses weighted to reflect two-day total.
          (2)  Totals may not add due to rounding.
          (3)  Percentages do not include non-respondents.

Source:   HNTB analysis.

MemphisTri-Cities JacksonNashvilleChattanoogaKnoxville

Table 3.11

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 DEPARTING PASSENGER SURVEY

Adequacy of Amenities
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Passenger Comments 

Table 3.12 summarizes verbatim passenger 
comments received at each airport.  The 
comments are grouped into major categories 
for convenience. 

Summary 

While commercial airline service in 
Tennessee is good overall, each region of 
the state is facing unique challenges.  
Travelers in East Tennessee noted that they 
would benefit from improved airline service 
and cheaper fares.  Residents in Middle 
Tennessee are benefiting from low fares as a 
result of the continued expansion of 
Southwest Airlines at Nashville; but flights 
to more destinations, including improved 
international travel, may be beneficial.  In 
West Tennessee, the Northwest hub 
provides adequate service, yet high air fares 
and minimal service frequency are two 
challenges that could be addressed.  As part 
of the System Plan Update, an air service 
study is being conducted to review air 
service patterns and to make 
recommendations to provide improved 
service for all Tennesseans. 

3.7.2 Registered Aircraft Survey 

A questionnaire was mailed to each aircraft 
owner in the state to collect information on 
usage patterns of GA aircraft.  In 1999, there 
were about 3,560 aircraft registered in the 
state.  About 960 responses were returned, 
for a response rate of 27%, as shown in 
Table 3.13. 

Hours Flown by Trip Purpose 

About 42% of the hours flown by GA 
aircraft were for business purposes, as 
shown in Table 3.14.  Personal/recreational 

travel accounted for 31%, and flight training 
accounted for 16%.  The percentage of 
business use is significantly higher than for 
the U.S. overall (approximately 28%), 
indicating the strong tie between Tennessee 
business and GA. 

Typically, the more complex the aircraft, the 
higher its use for business purposes.  Single 
engine aircraft were used predominantly for 
personal/recreational travel and flight 
instruction (44% and 24%, respectively), 
while about 95% of turbojet aircraft hours 
flown were reportedly for business use. 

Number of Landings 

Single engine aircraft averaged 1.7 landings 
per hour flown, reflecting their frequent use 
as a training aircraft, as shown in Table 
3.15.  More complex aircraft averaged about 
one landing per hour.  Helicopters averaged 
1.8 landings per flight hour. 

Instrument vs. Visual Landings 

Single engine and helicopters averaged 
about 3% of actual instrument landings, 
which was the lowest percentage, as shown 
in Table 3.16.  Multi-engine and jet aircraft 
averaged 20% of instrument landings. 

Future Growth of Intrastate Business 
Travel 

Table 3.17 indicates that a majority of 
aircraft owners (95%) anticipated the level 
of intrastate business travel (i.e., business 
travel between points in Tennessee) to either 
continue or increase.  This suggests that 
state businesses will increasingly rely on GA 
to help meet business requirements.   
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Construction
Access roadways poor accessibility to interstate.  
All a mess due to construction.
Construction
Construction at the airport.
Construction causes a lot of problems but it's understandable!
Construction going on.
Construction in parking area.  
Construction zone
Construction!!
Get the construction done.
Some road construction.
Construction mode waiting for shuttle yesterday very poor.
 Highway- construction taking too long.  

Parking
Had to walk a long way from short term.
Bad parking (not enough).
Parking facilities under construction-should have attendants.
Parking signs are provided too late.  I was already in short term parking before a sign said "no overnight".
Long term parking lot full, significant loss of time using satellite.
More parking needed-both long term and short term.  
Not enough spaces long distance to shuttle stop.
Still not enough parking (the shuttle service is nice, though). 
Not enough, construction, have for long term.
Parking especially long term parking has always been bad-hope new construction will help.
There is no provision for pedestrian traffic from long term.  Illegally parked cars are not towed.
Shuttle bus from parking lot to terminal (intentionally) left as I was approaching the bus stop.  Driver saw me (as I motioned for him to wait).  

Carrying 4 bags I was not able to run. I walked to the terminal (and still missed my flight).  Rescheduled for next available.  
Please address this problem.  I am lead to believe the personal or perhaps racial issues.

Our local people complain about using this airport because of parking.
They are working on parking.
Too expensive.
Long term lot closed.
Parking is being improved.  
Too much time to exit parking.
Took 20 min. to find long term parking.
Hard to find long term parking spaces, lots full today.
I couldn't find the satellite parking the direction was not clear.
I realize parking expansion is underway, but current long term and short term are limited, particularly in light of Nashville's growth.  

Overall, this airport is among the better airports that I visit.
Parking is a disaster. 
Parking due to remodeling. 
Parking is too high $, 
We got lost and we couldn't find a parking space.  
Parking private cars difficult use long term lot- more stops for shuttle bus convenient to parked cars far away from present stops!
Self parking closed.
Takes too long to find space available.
Parking- woefully inadequate and poorly signed.  
Have had difficulty with available long term parking in past.  Don't like height restriction on short-term parking.

Roads and Signage
Better hwy signage to direct you to 40E coming to the airport.
Coming from Clarksville, West TN there is one sign there are none on the west side of town coming through downtown
Hard to see, need more. Came in on I-40.
Heavy traffic
I cannot answer effectively since a family member always picks me up and drives me here.  Everything seems to be adequate.
Many round splits to get to airport.  If truck blocks sign to airport at next split, you're sunk.  Need additional signing.
More signage.
Need more signs.
On 65 there is no signs telling you to go to 440 to airport.
Need signs on 24E/65S and 24 E/40E for airport.
Widen lanes.
Signs are to small and not placed well.
There aren't enough signs going out of the airport.
Signs for directions lacking. 

Nashville International Airport

Table 3.12

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Verbatim Comments

1999 DEPARTING PASSENGER SURVEY



TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN                                             

   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          3-23  

Concessions
Lousy food.
Bad coffee.
Bad food.  
Concessions are few and far between and of them closed.
Food is cold and expensive.  
Food is pricey,
Food quality is poor, but prices are high.
More and better restaurants.
More places to eat decent food.
More variety for food.
Nashville needs better variety of food/beverage facilities.
Need better selection of food service.
Need more coffee shops, 
Need more food areas.
No bar at gate.
Not enough.
Not enough choices.
Not enough choices available. 
Not enough retail or food stores.  Too far to walk to get to them, not enough variety.  Not enough UT championship merchandise!!!!
Concessions better food selection.
Need Taco Bell.
Quality of food service.
Not enough food.
More options & choices.
Spend time looking for them and need something to accommodate fast service.
Could be a few more stores.  Had a lot of time between flights-nothing to do.
More varied concessions.
Limited selection
As a frequent traveler I'm used to airport prices gouging, but $2 for 10ozs water? You've got to be kidding.
Slow, rude, bored "service" at coffee bars.  
Need more "brand name" places (McDonalds, Pizza Hut, etc.)
Concessions- Services not comparable to cost.

Terminal Facilities
No "people movers" in section A, not kid friendly.
Long walks from ticket counter.
Please KEEP smoking lounges in airport.
Could use a children's play area for layovers, etc!  That would help us a lot!
No people movers, far walk from main entrance to gate. Smoking area not adequately ventilated. 
Only airport I considered using.
There should be moving sidewalks in the airport.  From the parking lot to the shuttle to the front door and then to the gate for SWA 

is a distance too lengthy to be considered accessible or convenient.
Seems small.
Kid's play area is a creative and thoughtful gesture.
Continental President's Club.
Would like to have President's club.
Could use a pet area.
Need to be able to get your curb airline-the big buses need another place to drop off passengers.

Rental Car Facilities
Cars are too far away from terminal.
I had a rental, no problem!
Overcrowded, overpriced (taxes were too high, and were assessed to insurance as well as rental).
Rental cars too crowded.

Public Transportation
Public transportation train/subway, few buses, etc.
If public transportation exists, it's very low profile.  At the bus stops in Nashville it doesn't even say what bus line you're waiting for, 

when it comes, and where it's going.  That's ridiculous.
Never seen any buses. 
More public transportation. 
No public Transportation to Murfreesboro. 
I have never seen any public transportation.  Need subway to city!
Too few buses.
Unavailable
Public transportation is always a hassle.
No public transportation from Chattanooga, almost missed a turn coming in said to go left couldn't see arrow till we got up on it. 

Looked like we were supposed to go straight.
There is no Public Transportation from my house.

Taxi Service
Inexperienced cab drivers who barely speak English. 
Never seen any cabs.
Taxi-expensive.
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Security
Security inadequate.
Inept poorly trained security personnel- and no, I wasn't stopped!
Line at security check throughs was long (understaffed).

Airline Service
Nashville needs more direct flights.
Too far of drive too little of connections.

Parking
15 min. to find parking space.  
Insufficient Parking spaces.
Limited long-term parking,
Limited Short-term parking space makes difficult to take short trips.  
Long term full, had to park in short term-too expensive.   
Lots always full.
More parking spaces.  
More parking.
No handicap parking in long term, close to capacity.
No long-term at 6 a.m.
Parking is inadequate. 
No long-term parking was available today. 
Not enough parking, 
Not enough parking, does not seem professional and organized.
Not enough parking, too expensive. 
Only 2 spaces left today in long-term parking.
The parking is okay.
Too few spaces.
Took 30 minutes to find parking in long term.
Took 30-35 min. to find parking.  
Long Range parking was full.
Long-term lot full and closed. 
I just spent 15 min. circling the long-term lot to no avail.  Had to exit and re-enter short term.  Will just do short term in the future. 

 Need "all full" sign to reduce stress / time involved.
Parking - too few spots.  
Parking-not enough room, 

Roads and Signage
at night the directions signs are hard to see and read.
Had to make detour off airport rd. to get here.
Poor road and stop sign crossings.
Ramp sign?
Roads are improving but need improving.
Signage problems due to construction.
Signs off interstate and highway not clear.
Trim trees around signage.
More signs, bigger.
Need larger signs to locate airport.
Need more airport signs at I-75.  
More or at least clearer signs.  
Need more airport signs further out. (on rt 24 or other rts).  I didn't know if I was going in the right direction until I was almost here.
Need more signs on main Highway.
Constant construction. 
Construction
Not enough overhead highway signage, most on the side of the road and small.  
Airport Signs are partially covered with tree foliage.  They need to be trimmed.  Signs such as arrows to terminal should be in high 

contrast colors, dark green/white, not pale blue--they are hard to read.  Had to slow way down in car to read.
Very difficult to find and read rental car return signs.  Big bush in front of terminal is the worst.  It covers 90% of the sign.
Most of the time the access to roadways to the terminal are fine, however, the main road to airport today, 7/13 was 

closed and I had to reroute to freeway.
The airport is very easy to get to but everywhere you look there is road construction around Chattanooga.  Its a bit ridiculous (my opinion).

Concessions
Need improvement.  Not enough food locations.  If a long wait, not much to do.
Concessions have poor service diminishes value.
Concessions need to be open longer and better customer service. 
Poor hours.
Not a lot of concession choices in the early morning.
Counter person at concession attitude was less than desirable.
Food choice very limited.
Food service closes too early.
Food service needs to be expanded.
Inadequate food.

Lovell Field
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Limited amount of stores.
No concessions other than push cart beyond security.
Concessions--better variety.
Improve choice of concessions.
Need more variety of food service.
Needs a place to eat other than a bar area.
No choices-plus hours are not the same.  No coffee for early A.M.
Inconsistent opening of concessions.
The latte coffee bar is a nice addition.
I would prefer to see more choice in food service, but what was available was nice.
More magazines, better food, more choices.
Need fresh and different choices and find more servers.
Limited concession section.
Concessions never open on time, poor service at restaurants.
Not enough selection.
Not enough space, small, little choice.
Not much open in early a.m.
Not open, did not have a nice selection.
Open restaurant earlier.
Needs more variety, open at earliest flight.
No breakfast place opened at 6 a.m.
Concession at food court was not offering hot food this morning only coffee.
Concessions-minimal/inconsistent.

Terminal Facilities
Need smoking room for us smokers where we don't have to go through security to go smoke.
Beautiful airport.
It was too cold.
Everything looks good.  
Poor escalator service in terminal.
No facilities for frequent travelers.  
There was a very obnoxious, high pitched noise as I entered the terminal (Chattanooga).  It was nearly nauseating.  I got a headache.
Terminal Facility not open at 6 am,

Rental Car Facilities
Rental car counters should be open in the a.m. to take care of early returns (0605 am flight).

Public Transportation
Chattanooga needs a better, updated, and expanded public transportation system.
Poor public transportation.
Is there any public transportation?
Public transportation virtually non-existent.
Need CARTA service to airport.
Lack of bus service.
Need better public transportation.
Public transportation is not convenient.
No busses or trains to any part of Chattanooga.
Public transportation?
Public transportation not frequent enough.  
Public transportation-non-existent.

Taxi Service
2 calls needed, arrived 20 min. late.
After long wait, better to drive and park
Taxi did not come on time.
Taxi fares can be too high. 
Taxi service - only one company.   
Taxis are way too slow arriving.
Taxi 15 min. late.
Inconsistent cab service.

Airline Service
I have had a 50/50 chance of my flight being cancelled in Chattanooga or to Chattanooga, so I prefer flying out of Atlanta.
Airline check-in facilities need to move people thru lines more efficiently.
Attitudes / On time / cancelled flights / size of planes.
Need more flights preferably to DFW.
Customer Service is adequate.
Delta's ComAir is unreliable.  Terrible!
Delta needs to get their act together on the Atlanta-Chattanooga leg.
More flights out of Chattanooga.  Flights should keep to scheduled time.
I arrived at the gate 1 hour before departure with my boarding pass.  I stood just below a terminal speaker and failed to hear a boarding 

announcement though clerk clamed to make four announcements.  And this is not a loud environment.
Too many late or cancelled flights
I have missed several connecting flights to Europe and in the U.S. because of late or cancelled flights out of Lovell.  
Not enough direct flights
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Not enough airlines to choose from.
Please lower landing fees and counter space fees so other more competitive airlines will come to CHA.

The lack of direct flights past Atlanta, Cincinnati, charlotte, for the consideration of alt facilities.

I think with competitive fares and more jet service many more people will use this airport.  Chattanooga convention and tourism business 

is growing-we need this airport to grow too!
The people here was very good in things they did for us.  We had to stay over they was very nice about it.
Too few choices of airlines and too few direct flights.
Even if the CHA flight went to Atlanta and then connected to another flight, I would prefer to fly out of CHA than ATL
Round trip airfare from Raleigh-Durham, NC is ridiculous---$770 cheapest fare available including connecting through Charlotte.  

Normal fare is $1000.  If SouthWest ever comes here---beware!  Prices will fall!
Comair not reliable.

Other
Hugh Davis, Airport Manager, is a very good community supporter and an excellent resource.
There needs to be a gas station closer to the airport for refueling rental cars.

Parking
Parking availability not well monitored.  Remote parking area difficult to walk from.  No shuttle!
Long term parking-very inadequate for the cost.
I spent 30 minutes looking for a parking spot.  
I spent 45 minutes driving in circles looking for a space to park.  Finally, I parked in the Radisson lot and walked.
Long-term parking inadequate.
More cashiers.
More indoor parking,
Making parking more available.
Need more covered parking.
Need more onsite parking, too much better than not enough.
Need more parking.
No garage parking on Wednesdays.
No long-term parking available.  It took me 30-40 min. to find a space, 20 minutes to walk to terminal.  Change some of the 

short-term back to long-term.
Not enough convenient parking.  
Not enough covered long term parking.
Not enough parking, 
Parking is too expensive.  
Parking is totally inadequate, Mickey mouse. 
Terrible long-term parking.  No spaces but 2 miles away from terminal.  Got here at 10:30 a.m.  found a spot at 11:15 a.m.
Not enough long-term parking.  Must drive around for a spot.  Frustrating when in a rush.
There is limited parking and kind of far away,

Roads and Signage
Airport directions from Interstate system I-55 and I-240 not clear or not marked.  Need additional food service.
The construction delays are frustrating but, will be worthwhile in a few years.  
In general around the rental car area it was difficult to be sure of your direction returning your car (Democrat Rd.)
I thought signage to rental car return was poor.
No signs on Hwy. 61 to airport.
Not enough airport direction signs from the east. 
Inadequate signs.
Poor quality of roads.
Poorly spaced signs / road construction causes problems. 
Signs not visible.  
Very bumpy road.

Concessions
Bad food and service at McDonalds. 
Better food courts / gift shops on each concourse.
Concessions on the Northwest concourse is adequate; on the others, no so adequate. 
Employees were rude people.  The 2 concessions closest to gate12 were not helpful w/ a simple request, change for a ten 

dollar bill to make a phone call.
Food overpriced and lack of quality.
I found very few gift shops / food service areas in the airport; including no gift shops inside the security area.
Inadequate choice of food and beverage. 
There could be a better variety of food.
 Minimal choices of concessions.
Location and types of concessions are from 1970's - selection is very poor.
Need more concessions in each concourse.
Need more rest. besides fast food places.
Need more restaurants, too expensive.
No concessions.
Poor choice of restaurants.

Memphis International Airport
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Not enough food vendors in Delta Terminal.
Only fast food.
Nothing but fast food, limited choices.
Concessions are limited.  On long delays and/or cancelled flights makes time spent here miserable.
Retail shop needs books and paperbacks for children 8-13.
Terminal A has none worth talking about.
 Lack of establishments / 11 a.m. and newsstand closed.
Too expensive.
Not many varieties, not enough shops and restaurants.
 Far too often at off peak hours a cup of coffee is not even available, much less any other services.

Terminal Facilities
Airport very out of date.
American terminal is terrible.  NW terminal is o.k.  
Bathrooms in concourse A and C are bad.  Dimly lit.
Good clean bathrooms and efficient security essential.  
A concourse metal detector still requires you to take your laptop out.
Business Center
Place looks empty - unused.
Not enough area for drop off.
Baggage claim bad.
Passenger pick up at baggage claim is a problem.
Poor design on terminal.  Too far to walk to most gates. 
Restroom is too dark, needs better lighting.  
Bathrooms - dirty.
Small restrooms.
Looks too old.
Too long to walk to gate. 
Bathrooms yuck ugly in general (sorry).
Facility is clean and attractive.
No restrooms open.
Friendly people.

Rental Car
Rental Cars are hard to get to and too expensive.
Inadequate information on rental agencies Winchester.
Rental cars too far, too expensive.
Rental cars too far away.
Rental car agencies are too far for rental and drop off. 
Time and difficulty to get to the rental car.

Public Transportation
Is there any?
No public transportation.
More public transportation should be provided for more people that don't have any kind of transportation.  
No public transportation from Helenia Arkansas to airport.  
Have not taken public transportation but, haven't noticed much activity w/ public transportation at airport.
Public transportation not frequent enough.
No public (MATA).

Taxi Service
Need more taxis in Madrid.
Cab fare is $8.75 for a 1-mile ride to Hampton Inn.  That is Robbery.  Very distasteful.  You know you're being taken advantage of.

  But they've got you and don't care.
Memphis taxis are not up to big city standards. 
Taxi service is slow.
I have waited 30 minutes or longer for a cab.

Airline Service
Can fly out of Nashville and Little Rock considerably cheaper. 
Flight. was delayed in both Ft. Lauderdale and Atlanta resulting in a late arrival and car rental was closed when we arrived.  

We had to return to the airport the next day for car.
Northwest Airlines is terrible-Memphis should have more space for more airlines (and more flights for airlines here).
Too expensive compared to Jackson MS, Nashville or Little Rock.
The last 3 times I have traveled this year (last 6 months) all flights have been late arriving and departing.
I had to travel from Phoenix to Dallas to Memphis.  From Memphis back to Dallas to Palm Beach.  Bad idea.

Other
There is not enough transportation to the casinos.

Roads and Signage
Very few road signs at all in this area.  Need more signs showing highway numbers

McKellar-Sipes Regional Airport
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Public Transportation
Did not see public transportation.

Taxi Service
Did not see taxi service.
I haven't seen any taxis at the entrance this morning.
To get a cab with in 5 minutes.

Parking
Easy access to ground level from parking, especially travelers with physical limitations.
Would like less expensive 24 hour parking near terminal.
Small parking lots. 
15 minute wait for family to park to see me off.
Need covered parking.
Need more parking.
Not enough drop off parking in front.
Not large enough.
Parking is very limited.
Some parking meters do not work.
Sometimes have to spend a lot of time finding a parking place. 
This airport has a captive audience in the Tri-Cities.  Parking is terrible, 

Roads and Signage
Two lane access road. 
I think there is only 1 sign on I-81 for airport. 
Need more airport signs through Gray, TN and all over routes as you get closer.
Need more highway numbers and road signs.
No sign at 81 exit.
One sign to turn.
Only 1 sign on 81, too narrow.
Only 2 signs from Johnson City.
The last ten minutes on the highway is bad and visibility is not good.
Too small of sign on main road.
Tiny rental car signs hard to see.  

Concessions
Small coffee/pastry shop would be nice.
Would like something quick and cheap.
Easier access to quick food service, other than candy.
Need food service near gate areas.
Poor food service & variety.
Food, drink, smoking at the gate.
Would like other options for food.
Gift Shop is too dark.
Lack of variety, poor service.
Inadequate luggage carts, and drinks.
More variety of food would be beneficial.
Need food and beverage close to gate.
Could use more concessions.
Additional restaurant or fast food would be appreciated.
Bar required by the departure gates.
Better quality restaurant.
Concessions should open earlier.
Need more than airport restaurant in facility.
Increase variety of food service.
Need to have drink machines with bottles in them.
Not open in the early a.m.
Not that many places to eat.
No food outlets other than café.
Where are the concessions???
Need faster food concessions.
No variety of concessions.
No choice food stalls.
 Could use a fast food type of place in airport.

Terminal Facilities
Must remove computers for manual inspection, inconvenient since I travel here 3 times a month.
Inadequate bathrooms.
As far as my priorities when traveling, I much prefer a smaller airport that doesn't require long waits to get to parking lots, etc.  I would 

definitely use the Tri Cities airport again.
I have to turn on my laptop computer every week when I go through security.
Need either curb side check-in or move close terminal parking to unload bags.  The meter spaces in front are fine, there are just

Tri-Cities Regional Airport
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Not enough chairs at gate.
Upper level restroom has stairs, should be a ramp.  
Inadequate smoking area.
I really like the new computer terminals, nice change!  
Just a bit too small.  
Inadequate bathrooms, smoke, and reading.
Bathrooms were not as clean as they could be.
need more jet bridges. 
Need ramp to bathroom near restaurant.
Not convenient past security.
Uncomfortable airport for long waits.
Wait too long for luggage after arrival.
Good business center with PC hook-up.
This airport has come a long way in 10 years!

Rental Car Facilities
Need check-in personnel in the parking lot for rental cars.
Rental car parking too far.

Public Transportation
Area does not have public transportation except in each of Tri-Cities.  
No bus service.
No public transportation available in this area.
No public transportation to airport.
Not aware of any public transportation. To center of Tri-Cities towns.
There should be a bus from JC, Bristol & Kingsport.

Taxi Service
Would have preferred taxi service but none available upon arrival at 10:30pm.
I tried to take Bob's Limo Service to my destination rather than a cab, I waited half an hour then the nice lady at airport services 

helped me call a good cab.
Few taxi's and few shuttles.
I don't see any taxi service, train service or other.
Need better taxi or public transportation.  
No taxi service available from Elizabethton. 
 Taxis are not practical.
Taxis almost non-existent. 
Was told before arrival that taxi service was not available.
You cannot get a taxi from the airport to Kingsport.

Airline Service
Airfare was very expensive.  I can fly to the west coast from Atlanta for less.  I would consider other ways to get to this area in the future.
There is no service from KPT to airport. 
$20 for a five minute ride is in my opinion an excessive charge.
I think that when you pay the price you pay for a ticket and a child is traveling alone that someone should watch over them without 

having to pay more money for that service.
Need northwest service.
Tri-Cities must demand better service from Delta.  I refuse to fly them any more.  Comair is finer.

Construction
After construction everything should be great!
Airport under construction. 
All the construction blocks every exiting. 
Because of construction all inadequacies exist.  Food has always been awful, no temporary parking while waiting to pick-up, terrible 

signage in parking areas, ugly, dark, cold concourses.  Overall bad image.
Construction and renovation issues need more updated airport, but may be achieved with reconstruction.
Construction, better when completed.
Construction considered, woman with back surgery to walk some distance for her.  Also luggage had to be lugged into front of 

departure area.
Mess with construction not clearly marked entrance when escalator is not working.
Renovation
Facilities a mess under construction..
Will appreciate when finished!!
It will be much better when construction is finished.
Construction work too long.
Under construction terminal hard to find restrooms place in disarray.
Road construction terminal construction.  
Situation under construction.
Terminal being renovated and presently a mess.  
Terminal facilities currently are a mess due to the renovation. 
Terminal under construction very limited facilities no restaurant the chairs at the gate are uncomfortable
Too many simultaneous road construction projects, terminal facilities are being renovated.

McGhee Tyson Airport
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Parking
Amount of time to exist parking garage.  Lack of toll gates open in evening.
Cost of long term parking too high.
High price of long term parking.
Need more Long term parking.
Not enough parking.
Not enough parking in garage. 
Overflow-takes extended period of time to find space in long term parking. Space is usually only available on top (roof).
Inadequate parking.
Parking is getting tighter.
Parking very tight frequently.
I have never been to an airport where you couldn't park long enough to take your luggage inside and check in when traveling alone, 

no one is going to leave their luggage sitting on the sidewalk while they go park their car - this is crazy!! 
 Poor crowded Parking (Poor lighting).
Long term parking scarce, signage in parking garage produces an amazingly convoluted and confusing path thru garage.
Parking spaces too narrow.  Awkward directions in parking.
Security police ticketed my car because I was parked checking baggage.  Policeman very aggressive and abusive, letting me 

know he was the police!!

Roads and Signage
Access road was narrow.  The highway signage didn't direct which side of the highway is entrance.  
Access roadways-construction around I-40 and hwy 129. 
Signage not good at Hwy 321/411 as in none at all.
Hard to follow road signs to and from airport. 
Hard to use, Hard to turn (in reference to Hwy. Signs) Food and Restaurant sign to Hilton is needed.
Highway signage current sigh "Tyson McGhee" is hard to see maybe the color. 
I got lost a first the sign off 40W is very poor.  
I only saw two signs from Oak Ridge to the airport.
Lack of highway signs indicating direction to airport toad construction-detours made you fee very uncertain.
More signage needed to navigate parking and access to terminal.  Open spaces on top of garage and direction to pedqay 

(3rd level) should be marked.
Need better signage off I-40.
No clear signs on freeway, no wheel chair assistance.
No sign from I-75, construction mess, one snack bar.
Not enough sufficient notice off I-40 w/ construction.
Poor signage to airport from interstate.
Today the road was not good, the construction ALL OVER KNOXVILLE is get on everyone's nerves!  Close to the airport it was OK.

  Farther, it was not sufficient.
Signs were not helpful in locations needed destination.
No clear sign at exit 11 off of by pass noting airport.
At Pellissippi Pkwy. And I-40 sign to airport?  Or does it matter Knoxville?  Maryville?
Seemed hard to see signs, may have been due to construction.
Signage is too small and too infrequent terminal, may be better after construction.
Signs aren't plentiful, need more signs.
Signs for airport easily confused with signs for private hangars.
Slightly more warming for exit off of 129. Was not bad. This was first trip here ever and I had no problem getting here.  I just had to make

 quick decision on exit.
Took unmarked back roads to get here on instructions of friend- no signs until 1/2 mile from airport.  No signs in terminal for US Air,

hidden and little in the way of concession but got here on time.
Traveling south from KY, I saw few signs to this airport. 
Need more signs to Oak Ridge and returning.  

Concessions
A restaurant would be nice, if volume justifies it.
Better food and more choices.
Better food, old rundown, under construction.
Concession not enough variety.
Food availability and selection and variety are weak.
Could be better-than all fast food.
Food, need variety.
For concessions it was either a chili dog or pizza.
Hot dog is only food available.
Hotdogs?
Lack of restaurants, bar, smoking area.
Limited to 1 retail and 1 food/beverage- not much choice.
Little selection.
More food choices.
More food places **coffee shop.
More variety.
Need more food places.
Newsstand-can't find it.
No choices of food concessions.
No nice sit down restaurant.
No variety, no choices, terminal facilities outdated.
None-only one carry out place.
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Not enough or enough variety, poor postings at gates.
Only snacks available-hotdogs, biscuits, chips, etc.  Need more for longer waits.
Prices too high.
Restaurant/food service is basically non-existent.  What is here (1 hotdog/nacho/burger grill) offers very little selection.
Too expensive, little variety.
Lance Vending machine beat me out of $1.00 first thing.
Inadequate food service/shops.
The price for food is outrageous.  1 hot dog and medium coke was $5.19 I could get two good meals.
There's only 1 little concession and the facility is a real mess, but I understand they're working.
Most concessions look like they are temporary and lack sufficient choices.  
Very limited on type of foods available.
Concessions are limited and even more expensive than large airports!  Need more healthy choices too.
Concessions are sparse.
The concessions are small with little variety.
 Concessions area are limited and have limited selection.
Need better gift/amenities shop, very slim choice of food/beverage.
Food-yuck!

Terminal Facilities
Inadequate drinking fountains.
Inadequate air conditioning.
Curb baggage check in--inadequate.
FREE baggage carts.
Bathrooms need cleaner, fresher look.
Arrival and departure signs confusing. 
Needs to be modernized sooner.
No smoking section.
No TV cameras for news/entertainment, poor handicapped facilities, no private airline club lounges, few telephones.
Only one baggage claim area, road to airport entrance closed.
Restrooms and first floor baggage claim.
Very very difficult for the elderly and very young.
Other airports have convenient smoking section.
No restrooms on first floor, only one baggage carousel often very crowded.
Inadequate work area for computers.
I would prefer not to exit the aircraft with stairs in the rain need a jetway.
Simply the worst airport for amenities that I use.
The airport does not have enough areas where someone can relax and read or focus.
There is just one terminal (it's not enough).
Where is the smoking area?
Terminal looks old and it needs interior remodeling. 
No drinking fountains in gate 7-12 hallway.
Terminal is a mess.  Very limited and uncomfortable.
Terminal facilities too small, 

Rental Cars
Inadequate rental car location.
Return rental car signs are small and none on 129.
Too few rental cars.
Construction makes access confusion requiring circuitous route around airport to return rental car.
Limited rental cars due to unreasonable rates.
Rental car area has no ability to receive returned cars.  
Rental cars too far to walk with luggage.

Public Transportation
Is there public transportation to/from the airport at all?
No regular bus service.
What public transportation? I know of none.
No public transportation available to my knowledge.
There is NO public transportation.
Public transportation ?
There is no public transportation which could help a lot of people get around.
No public transportation (buses) to city center.
I am not aware of any public transportation to or from the airport.

Taxi Service
Most passengers have their own transport to fetch them back.  Only visitor came to airport.  Taxi is available.
Taxi is not available for using.
Taxis few and far between and poor condition.  

Airline Service
Flights Cleveland-Knoxville often more expensive than coast to coast-no nonstop flight with which I am aware, no airline 

stuff at gate 45 min. prior to flight.
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Response
Aircraft Category Number Percentage Rate

Single Engine Piston 2,635           74.3% 723           27.4%
Twin Engine Piston 463              13.1% 116           25.0%
Turbo Props 119              3.4% 33             27.7%
Jets 127              3.7% 34             26.8%
Helicopter 117              2.7% 41             35.0%
Other 102              2.9% 15             14.8%

Total 3,563           100.0% 962           27.0%

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Responses
Total Registered Aircraft

Table 3.13

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 REGISTERED AIRCRAFT SURVEY

Response Rate by Aircraft Category
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Average Average Average Average Average Average Average
Purpose Hours Percent Hours Percent Hours Percent Hours Percent Hours Percent Hours Percent Hours Percent

Interstate Business 16.6         14.7% 69.3          43.3% 169.2       56.7% 334.7       82.6% 66.7          19.5% -           0.0% 40.6          29.3%
Intrastate Business 9.9           8.7% 36.4          22.8% 104.5       35.0% 49.7         12.3% 19.9          5.8% -           0.0% 17.9          12.9%
Personal/Recreational 49.9         43.9% 30.1          18.8% 21.0         7.0% 19.6         4.8% 4.2            1.2% 29.0         85.6% 43.5          31.3%
Instructional 26.7         23.5% 7.6            4.7% 3.4           1.1% 0.3           0.1% 33.4          9.8% -           0.0% 21.7          15.7%
Aerial Application 3.8           3.3% 5.9            3.7% -           0.0% -           0.0% -            0.0% -           0.0% 3.6            2.6%
Aerial Observation 1.0           0.9% 4.4            2.8% -           0.0% -           0.0% 84.6          24.8% -           0.0% 3.3            2.4%
Sight Seeing 3.1           2.7% 0.3            0.2% -           0.0% -           0.0% 12.2          3.6% 0.5           1.4% 2.6            1.9%
Other 2.6           2.3% 6.0            3.8% 0.3           0.1% 0.8           0.2% 120.4        35.3% 4.4           12.9% 5.5            4.0%
Total 113.5       100.0% 160.0        100.0% 298.3       100.0% 405.2       100.0% 341.4        100.0% 33.9         100.0% 138.7        100.0%

National Avgerage (2) 131.5       150.1        293.9       329.4       312.2        81.0         144.7        

Notes: (1)  Weighted to reflect non-respondents.
           (2)  FAA, Aerospace Forecasts, Fiscal Years 1999-2010.

Source:  HNTB anlaysis.

Table 3.14

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 REGISTERED AIRCRAFT SURVEY

Average Hours Flown By Trip Purpose

Single Engine Piston TotalOtherHelicopterTurbojetTurbopropMulti-engine Piston
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Single Twin
Engine Engine
Piston Piston Turboprop Turbojet Helicopter Other Total

Average Annual Landings Per Aircraft 193.9 149.3 321.0 364.7 645.0 39.6 202.7

Average Landings per Hour Flown 1.7 0.9 1.1 0.9 1.8 1.2 1.4

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Table 3.15

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 REGISTERED AIRCRAFT SURVEY

Landings Per Aircraft and Per Hour Flown
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Avg. Landings Percentage Avg. Landings Percentage Avg. Landings Percentage Avg. Landings Percentage Avg. Landings Percentage Avg. Landings Percentage Avg. Landings

Visual 169.4 87.4% 103.5 69.4% 242.5 75.5% 284.6 78.0% 608.8 94.4% 39.6 100.0% 172.0
Practice Instrument 18.4 9.5% 19.0 12.7% 12.1 3.8% 11.2 3.1% 16.8 2.6% 0.0 0.0% 17.7
Actual Instrument 6.1 3.2% 26.7 17.9% 66.4 20.7% 68.9 18.9% 19.4 3.0% 0.0 0.0% 13.1

Total 193.9 100.0% 149.3 100.0% 321.0 100.0% 364.7 100.0% 645.0 100.0% 39.6 100.0% 202.7

Note:  Weighted to reflect non-respondents.

Source:  HNTB analysis.

TotalSingle Engine Piston OtherMulti Engine Piston Turboprop Turbo Jet Helicopter

Table 3.16

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 REGISTERED AIRCRAFT SURVEY

Landings Per Aircraft and Per Hour Flown
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Anticipated Change in Level of Intrastate Business in Next Five Years

Percent

Stay the Same 1,364               57.7%
Increase 881                  37.2%
Decrease 121                  5.1%

Total Respondents 2,366               100.0%

Note: Weighted to reflect non-respondents.

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Table 3.17

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 REGISTERED AIRCRAFT SURVEY

Respondents
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Business Survey 

A survey of state businesses was conducted 
to obtain data on how businesses were using 
both commercial and GA services.  The 
sample of businesses was stratified by 
employment sector and number of 
employees. 

Business Use of Commercial Service 
Airports 

Table 3.18 shows that nearly three-fourths 
of the state’s businesses reported using a 
commercial service airport in 1998.  
Nashville International, Memphis 
International, and McGee Tyson were the 
airports used most often. 

Business Use of General Aviation 

More than 25% of businesses reported using 
GA services, as shown in Table 3.19.  The 
most frequently listed airports included 
Nashville International, John C. Tune, 
McGhee-Tyson, Memphis International, and 
McKellar-Sipes Regional. 

Air Trips by Industry 

Table 3.20 shows the number of 
commercial and GA passenger trips 
produced by major industry sectors.  The 
retail sector generated the most airline trips, 
while the agriculture/forestry/mining sector 
produced the most GA trips.  When divided 
by the number of employees within each 
industry group, a trip generation rate per 
employee can be estimated, as shown in 
Table 3.21.  The engineering/architecture/ 
accounting and legal sectors generated the 
most airline trips, while the agriculture/ 
forestry/mining and financial/insurance/real 
estate sectors generated the most GA 
passenger trips per employee. 

Potential Intermodal Use   

The intermodal connections most commonly 
listed as potential benefits were air-to-truck 
and air-to-rail, as shown in Table 3.22.  The 
system plan considers multi-modal 
connections as part of the study. 

Cargo Shipments 

In addition to using commercial and GA 
services to transport employees, businesses 
rely on aviation to ship parcels and bulk 
cargo.  Table 3.23 shows the number of 
parcels shipped and received by air in a 
typical week.  More than one-fourth were 
shipped/received by the manufacturing 
sector, although the government and health 
services sectors had the highest rates per 
business. 

Bulk cargo shipment activity is summarized 
in Table 3.24.  Approximately 27% of all 
bulk cargo shipped by air involved the 
manufacturing sector.  The business/ 
personal and retail services each 
shipped/received about 17% of bulk cargo. 

3.7.3 General Aviation Pilot Survey 

Since many GA users do not own their own 
aircraft and/or come from out-of-state, each 
system airport was given a set of 
questionnaires to be filled-out by visiting 
GA pilots.  

Landings by Aircraft Category 

Table 3.25 lists the 35 system airports that 
returned pilot questionnaires and the number 
of landings (both local and itinerant) by 
aircraft type.   
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Airport

Nashville International 29,965 27.1%
Memphis International 24,242 21.9%
McGhee Tyson 21,233 19.2%
Tri-Cities Regional 3,078 2.8%
Lovell Field 954 0.9%
McKellar-Sipes 879 0.8%
Hartsfield Atlanta International 141 0.1%
Do Not Use Commercial Air Service 30,007 27.2%

Total Respondents 110,499 100.0%

Non-Repondents 65,757

Total 176,256

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Table 3.18

Respondents Percentage

Commercial Service Airport Use

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 BUSINESS USE OF AVIATION SURVEY
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Airport

NASHVILLE INTERNATIONAL 9,917 9.1%
JOHN C TUNE  3,549 3.3%
MCGHEE TYSON 3,452 3.2%
MEMPHIS INTERNATIONAL 3,164 2.9%
MCKELLAR-SIPES 2,964 2.7%
TRI-CITIES REGIONAL 1,323 1.2%
UPPER CUMBERLAND REGIONAL 1,103 1.0%
OLIVE BRANCH 983 0.9%
GREENEVILLE-GREENE COUNTY MUNICIPAL 562 0.5%
LOVELL FIELD 561 0.5%
MOORE-MURRELL 525 0.5%
DOWNTOWN ISLAND 390 0.4%
SCOTT FIELD 291 0.3%
HARDWICK FIELD  214 0.2%
CAMPBELL COUNTY 190 0.2%
CHARLES W. BAKER 148 0.1%
PERRY COUNTY 141 0.1%
REELFOOT LAKE AIRPARK 141 0.1%
ROCKWOOD MUNICIPAL 141 0.1%
BENTON COUNTY 78 0.1%
EVERETT-STEWART FIELD 71 0.1%
HAWKINS COUNTY 61 0.1%
COLLEGEDALE MJNICIPAL 58 0.1%
COVINGTON MUNICIPAL 57 0.1%
SHELBYVILLE MUNICIPAL 48 0.0%
SMYRNA-RUTHERFORD COUNTY 21 0.0%
WARREN COUNTY MEMORIAL 14 0.0%
HUMPHREYS COUNTY 13 0.0%
DYERSBURG MUNICIPAL  11 0.0%
FRANKLIN WILKINS 10 0.0%
CENTERVILLE MUNICIPAL 9 0.0%
GIBSON COUNTY  7 0.0%
HUMBOLDT MUNICIPAL 7 0.0%
LEBANON MUNICIPAL 7 0.0%
MARK ANTON 7 0.0%
MCMINN COUNTY 7 0.0%
WINCHESTER MUNICIPAL 7 0.0%
GATLINBURG-PIGEON FORGE 6 0.0%
ELIZABETHTON MUNICIPAL 5 0.0%
HENRY COUNTY  5 0.0%
TULLAHOMA REGIONAL 4 0.0%

Subtotal 30,272 27.8%

DO NOT USE GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS 78,704 72.2%

Total 108,976 100.0%

Non-Respondents 67,280

Total 176,256

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Table 3.19

Respondents Percentage

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 BUSINESS USE OF AVIATION SURVEY

Business Use of General Aviation Services
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Number Percentage Number Percentage

Government 189,113 5.9% 21,047 10.9%
Household, Misc. Services 1,763 0.1% 26 0.0%
Engineering, Architecture, Accounting 319,847 9.9% 4,282 2.2%
Arts and Membership Org. 24,573 0.8% 350 0.2%
Education and Social Services 32,207 1.0% 0 0.0%
Legal Services 44,041 1.4% 191 0.1%
Health Services 282,707 8.8% 12,091 6.2%
Business, Personal Services 169,798 5.3% 4,833 2.5%
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 322,459 10.0% 23,850 12.3%
Retail 963,500 29.9% 13,151 6.8%
Wholesale 163,258 5.1% 6,715 3.5%
Transportation, Communication, Utilities 87,900 2.7% 11,045 5.7%
Manufacturing 412,595 12.8% 28,171 14.5%
Contractors and Construction 171,556 5.3% 28,645 14.8%
Agriculture, Forestry, Mining 33,354 1.0% 39,252 20.3%

Total Round Trips 3,218,671 100.0% 193,649 100.0%

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Table 3.20

Commercial Air Carrier Round Trips General Aviation Round Trips

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 BUSINESS USE OF AVIATION SURVEY

Total Annual Round Trips by Major Industry Category
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Industry Category Commercial Flights GA Flights

Government 0.21 0.03
Household, Misc. Services 2.83 0.06
Engineering, Architecture, Accounting 4.51 0.06
Arts and Membership Org. 0.48 0.01
Education and Social Services 0.20 0.00
Legal Services 4.06 0.01
Health Services 0.51 0.02
Business, Personal Services 0.87 0.03
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 2.36 0.16
Retail 2.42 0.04
Wholesale 1.03 0.04
Transportation, Communication, Utilities 0.49 0.07
Manufacturing 0.92 0.06
Contractors and Construction 0.76 0.13
Agriculture, Forestry, Mining 1.39 2.18

Table 3.21

Average Round Trips Per Employee

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 BUSINESS USE OF AVIATION SURVEY

Average Number of Round Trips per Employee by Major Industry Category
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Percentage Respondents Percentage Total 

Air-to-Rail 731 0.9% 6,630 8.23% 73,213 90.9% 80,574
Air-to-Truck 1,870 2.3% 17,521 21.75% 61,183 75.9% 80,574
Air-toWater Port 545 0.7% 4,534 5.63% 75,496 93.7% 80,575
Rail-to-Truck 190 0.2% 6,276 7.79% 74,108 92.0% 80,574
Rail-to-Water Port 152 0.2% 4,016 4.98% 76,401 94.8% 80,569
Truck-to-Water Port 182 0.2% 4,707 5.84% 75,680 93.9% 80,569

Non-Respondents 59,627

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Respondents Respondents Percentage
Some Benefit

Table 3.22

Significant Benefit No Benefit

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 BUSINESS USE OF AVIATION SURVEY

Intermodal Benefit
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Industry Group

Government 25,663 3.6% 60,505 10.6% 86,168 6.7% 4.6 10.7
Household, Misc. Services 758 0.1% 429 0.1% 1,187 0.1% 4.3 2.4
Engineering, Architecture, Accounting 28,508 4.0% 26,992 4.7% 55,500 4.3% 7.2 6.8
Arts and Membership Org. 15,527 2.2% 8,805 1.5% 24,332 1.9% 1.9 1.1
Education and Social Services 5,227 0.7% 10,201 1.8% 15,428 1.2% 0.6 1.2
Legal Services 5,857 0.8% 6,382 1.1% 12,239 0.9% 1.9 2.2
Health Services 63,769 8.9% 93,510 16.4% 157,279 12.2% 7.5 10.9
Business, Personal Services 30,225 4.2% 39,451 6.9% 69,676 5.4% 1.0 1.3
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 103,973 14.4% 64,331 11.3% 168,304 13.0% 6.7 4.1
Retail 69,654 9.7% 58,954 10.3% 128,608 10.0% 1.5 1.3
Wholesale 30,652 4.3% 51,373 9.0% 82,025 6.4% 2.7 4.5
Transportation, Communication, Utilities 39,909 5.5% 52,651 9.2% 92,560 7.2% 5.9 7.7
Manufacturing 282,387 39.2% 54,634 9.6% 337,021 26.1% 42.8 8.3
Contractors and Construction 15,376 2.1% 40,706 7.1% 56,082 4.3% 1.0 2.7
Agriculture, Forestry, Mining 2,763 0.4% 1,380 0.2% 4,143 0.3% 4.3 2.1

Average for All Industry Groups 4.2 3.3

Total 720,248 100.0% 570,304 100.0% 1,290,552 100.0%

Weighted Number of Non-Responding
businesses 5,871       6,091         6,091         

Source:  HNTB analysis.

ReceivedPercent
Parcels Received

NumberNumber

Average
Total

Totals by Major Industry Group

Percent
Parcels

Sent
Parcels

Number Percent
Parcels Sent

Table 3.23

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 BUSINESS USE OF AVIATION SURVEY

Parcels Sent and Received By Air per Week by Major Industry Group
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Government 7,772 0.1% 39,298 1.3% 47,070 0.5% 1.4 6.9
Household, Misc. Services 14,133 0.2% 13,800 0.4% 27,933 0.3% 79.4 77.5
Engineering, Architecture, Accounting 29,465 0.5% 25,919 0.8% 55,384 0.6% 7.5 6.6
Arts and Membership Org. 6 0.0% 2,050 0.1% 2,056 0.0% 0.0 0.4
Education and Social Services 2,322 0.0% 5,898 0.2% 8,220 0.1% 2.1 5.3
Legal Services 14,275 0.3% 17,844 0.6% 32,119 0.4% 4.7 5.9
Health Services 655,750 11.5% 216,826 7.0% 872,576 9.9% 70.6 23.3
Business, Personal Services 1,146,667 20.1% 384,493 12.3% 1,531,160 17.4% 39.8 13.1
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 276,035 4.8% 88,772 2.8% 364,807 4.1% 19.1 6.2
Retail 752,175 13.2% 780,734 25.1% 1,532,909 17.4% 17.7 18.3
Wholesale 386,615 6.8% 232,377 7.5% 618,992 7.0% 33.8 20.3
Transportation, Communication, Utilities 563,387 9.9% 604,123 19.4% 1,167,510 13.2% 100.0 107.2
Manufacturing 1,791,335 31.4% 588,529 18.9% 2,379,864 27.0% 303.3 99.7
Contractors and Construction 64,115 1.1% 98,843 3.2% 162,958 1.8% 4.4 6.7
Agriculture, Forestry, Mining 2,449 0.0% 15,500 0.5% 17,949 0.2% 3.9 24.7

Average for All Industry Groups 35.5 16.2

Total 5,706,501 100.0% 3,115,006 100.0% 8,821,507 100.0%

Weighted Non-responding Businesses 14,757       14,757      14,757       

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Bulk Cargo Shipped
Pounds Cargo Received

Average Pounds per Business
Percent

Bulk Cargo Received
Pounds PercentIndustry Category

Totals by Major Industry Group (lbs)

Table 3.24

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
1999 BUSINESS USE OF AVIATION SURVEY

Bulk Cargo Sent and Received per Week by Major Industry Group

Total
Cargo ShippedPounds Percent
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City/Airport

1 Chattanooga CHA 1 4 7 7 19
2 Clarksville CKV 8 1 2 11
3 Copperhill IA3 26 1 1 28
4 Crossville CSV 25 1 3 29
5 Dayton 2A0 12 1 1 14
6 Dyersburg DYR 73 12 4 11 1 101
7 Elizabethton 0M9 7 1 20 28
8 Fayetteville FYM 67 7 74
9 Gallatin M33 1 1

10 Greeneville GCY 7 3 1 6 17
11 Hohenwald 0M3 1 2 3
12 Jacksboro JAU 14 3 1 18
13 Jackson MKL 32 2 16 21 2 73
14 Jamestown 2A1 6 1 7
15 Jasper APT 24 1 1 1 1 28
16 Knoxville DKX 65 2 1 68
17 Knoxville TYS 2 2 5 9
18 Lebanon M54 1016 22 26 23 3 1090
19 Lewisburg LUG 6 10 1 1 18
20 Lexington M52 9 1 2 12
21 McKenzie HZD 3 3
22 McMinnville RNC 23 1 2 26
23 Millington NQA 2 1 3
24 Moore Murrell MOR 32 11 2 5 50
25 Mt. Pleasant MRC 39 8 4 11 1 63
26 Murfreesboro MBT 49 2 51
27 Nashville BNA 6 3 5 13 27
28 Nashville JWN 11 2 1 14
29 Parsons 0M1 15 6 5 2 28
30 Scott County SCX 9 1 1 11
31 Sevierville GKT 5 1 1 7
32 Smyrna MQY 13 1 6 9 29
33 Tri Cities TRI 2 1 3
34 Tullahoma THA 35 16 2 53
35 Union City UCY 25 4 7 4 40

Total 1667 115 92 132 30 1 2037
Percent 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Single
Engine

Twin
Engine TotalOtherTurboprop HelicopterJet

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Total Landings by Aircraft Category

Table 3.25

1999 GA PILOT SURVEY
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Average Occupants per Itinerant Flight 

Table 3.26 shows the overall average 
number of occupants (pilots and passengers) 
per itinerant flight, by aircraft category.  
Single engine aircraft itinerant landings 
averaged 1.9 occupants per flight.  Twin-
engine piston aircraft averaged 2.9 
occupants.  Turboprop aircraft averaged 4.4 
occupants.  Turbojets averaged 5.0 
occupants and helicopters averaged 2.4 
occupants. 

Number of Landings by Trip Purpose 

As shown in Table 3.27, more than half of 
all landings (local and itinerant) were 
associated with training and maintaining 
pilot currency. 

Reason for Choosing Airport 

About half of the respondents reported they 
chose the airport they were using because it 
was the closest facility to their final 
destination, as shown in Table 3.28.  Many 
pilots also chose a specific airport because 
of runway length requirements or the 
availability of a precision approach.  
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Single Twin
City/Airport Engine Engine Turboprop Jet Helicopter Other Total

1 Chattanooga CHA 4 4 6 5 5
2 Clarksville CKV 4 6 5
3 Copperhill IA3 1 1 1 1
4 Crossville CSV 2 11 7 4
5 Dayton 2A0 2 8 5 3
6 Dyersburg DYR 2 2 3 7 4 3
7 Elizabethton 0A9 3 6 3
8 Fayetteville FYM 2 5 3
9 Gallatin M33 4 4

10 Greeneville GCY 2 4 5 7 2
11 Hohenwald 0M3 3 6 5
12 Jacksboro JAU 3 3 3 3
13 Jackson MKL 3 2 3 4 2 3
14 Jamestown 2A1 2 4 2
15 Jasper APT 3 6 8 1 1 3
16 Knoxville DKX 2 2 4 2
17 Knoxville TYS 3 3 4 5 4
18 Lebanon M54 2 2 3 3 1 2
19 Lewisburg LUG 1 4 8 3
20 Lexington M52 2 3 4 3
21 McKenzie HCD 2 2
22 McMinnville RNC 2 1 8 3
23 Millington NQA 2 6 3
24 Moore Murrell MOR 2 5 5 6 4
25 Mt. Pleasant MRC 2 3 2 4 3 3
26 Murfreesboro MBT 2 3 2
27 Nashville BNA 2 2 4 6 4
28 Parsons 0M1 1 2 3 4 3
29 Scott County SCX 3 4 3 3
30 Sevierville GKT 2 4 7 3
31 Smyrna MQY 2 1 3 5 3
32 Tri-Cities TRI 3 4 3
33 Tullahoma THA 2 3 3
34 Union City UCY 3 4 4 7 4

Weighted Average 2 3 4 5 2 1 3

Note:  Numbers in italics based on less than five observations.

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Average Occupants Per Itinerant Flight

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Table 3.26

1999 GA PILOT SURVEY
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1 Bristol/Johnson/KingsportTRI Sullivan 1 1 1 3
2 Chattanooga CHA Hamilton 18 1 19
3 Clarksville CKV Montgomery 2 1 1 4
4 Copperhill IA3 Polk 3 15 5 23
5 Crossville CSV Cumberland 3 16 9 1 29
6 Dayton 2A0 Rhea 7 2 6 1 16
7 Dyersburg DYR Dyer 30 25 37 9 101
8 Elizabethton OM9 Carter 4 23 27
9 Fayetteville FYM Lincoln 6 55 4 2 3 70

10 Gallatin M33 Sumner 1 1
11 Greeneville GCY Greene 7 1 4 4 1 17
12 Hohenwald 0M3 Lewis 2 1 3
13 Jacksboro JAU Campbell 5 4 9 18
14 Jackson MKL Madison 13 25 4 1 2 45
15 Jamestown 2A1 Fentress 2 4 1 7
16 Jasper APT Marion 2 15 10 27
17 Knoxville TYS Blount 7 1 1 1 10
18 Knoxville DKX Knox 5 50 9 1 1 66
19 Lebanon M54 Wilson 90 706 166 11 8 981
20 Lewisburg LUG Marshall 5 11 2 18
21 Lexington M52 Henderson 3 6 3 1 13
22 McKenzie HZD Caroll 1 1 2
23 McMinnville RNC Warren 2 15 5 3 25
24 Millington NQA Shelby 1 1 1 3
25 Moore Murrell MOR Hamblen 11 22 8 2 2 45
26 Mt. Pleasant MRC Maury 17 13 25 8 1 64
27 Murfreesboro MBT Rutherford 4 41 3 1 2 51
28 Nashville JWN Davidson 4 1 11 1 17
29 Nashville BNA Davidson 19 1 2 4 1 27
30 Parsons 0M1 Decatur 8 16 1 25
31 Scott County SCX Scott 3 5 3 11
32 Sevierville GKT Sevier 4 2 6
33 Smyrna MQY Rutherford 4 16 3 7 30
34 Tullahoma THA Coffee 5 31 8 44
35 Union City UCY Obion 15 22 1 2 40

Total 312 1138 349 51 38 1888
0 1 0 0 0 1

Source:  HNTB analysis.

Total
Vacation
Personal Air Taxi OtherBusiness Currency

Training
Practice

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Number of Landings by Trip Purpose

Table 3.27

1999 GA PILOT SURVEY
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Closest Runway Precision Avail.  of Com'l. Rental Car/ Aircraft Control Attended Jet A Lodging/
Airport Airport Length Approach Air service Grd. Transp Maintenance Tower 24 Hours Fuel Catering Restaurant Other

1 Chattanooga CHA 5 4 6 4 4 3 5 1 1 8
2 Clarksville CKV 3 1 1 1 1 1
3 Copperhill IA3 6 1 1 1 5
4 Crossville CSV 9 3 3 3 3 6
5 Dayton 2A0 9 2 3 1 3
6 Dyersburg DYR 30 5 3 2 4 12 4 10 22
7 Elizabethton OA9 3 3
8 Fayetteville FYM 13 4 1 6 2 3
9 Gallatin M33 1

10 Greeneville GCY 12 1 1 1 1 2 3
11 Hohenwald 0M3 2
12 Jacksboro JAU 11 1 1 2
13 Jackson MKL 13 6 5 1 2 6 2 6 1 1 7
14 Jamestown 2A1 3 1
15 Jasper APT 7 1 1 1 9
16 Knoxville TYS 7 6 6 1 5 4 4 2 2 1
17 Knoxville DKX 8 2 1 2 3 4 9
18 Lebanon M54 173 19 1 4 20 217
19 Lewisburg LUG 5 2 4 2 1 4
20 Lexington M52 6 3 1 1 1 1 3
21 McKenzie HZD 1 1 1 1 1
22 McMinnville RNC 3 4 1 1 2 6
23 Millington NQA 1 1 1 1
24 Moore Murrell MOR 16 9 2 3 30
25 Mt. Pleasant MRC 33 18 6 1 9 3 1 15 7 3 2 14
26 Murfreesboro MBT 8 1 2 1 2 8
27 Nashville JWN 4 2 1 1 1 4
28 Nashville BNA 19 13 16 2 9 5 8 11 11 4 3 7
29 Parsons 0M1 9 5 4 1 1 11
30 Scott County SCX 9 1 1 1
31 Sevierville GKT 4 2 2 1 1 1 2
32 Smyrna MQY 10 4 8 1 3 4 7 3 3 1 8
33 Tri Cities TRI 3 2 3 2 1 2 2 1 1
34 Tullahoma THA 10 3 1 1 2 2 3
35 Union City UCY 12 3 3 1 1 3 10

Total 467 121 70 12 80 47 33 46 65 13 38 411
50.4% 13.1% 7.6% 1.3% 8.6% 5.1% 3.6% 5.0% 7.0% 1.4% 4.1% 44.3%

Source:  HNTB analysis.

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Reason for Choosing Airport

Table 3.28

1999 GA PILOT SURVEY
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Chapter Four 
AVIATION TREND ANALYSIS 

 
This chapter summarizes recent trends in the 
aviation industry.  Section 4.1 describes 
commercial aviation trends, Section 4.2 
summarizes air cargo trends, and Section 4.3 
provides a description of GA trends. 

4.1 COMMERCIAL AVIATION  

4.1.1 National Commercial Aviation 
Trends  

Since the deregulation of the U.S. domestic 
commercial aviation industry in 1978, 
passenger enplanements have doubled from 
311 million annual enplanements to 629 
million in 1999.  During the 1990s, U.S. air 
carrier traffic grew at an average annual rate 
of 2.6%.  Industry experts have divided the 
20+ years since deregulation into four 
distinct periods: expansion, consolidation, 
concentration, and globalization. 

The first distinct period, expansion, began 
after 1978, when airlines were free to choose 
the markets they served, the cost per ticket, 
and the schedule and frequency of flights.  
Many startup carriers began operation, 
resulting in a tremendous increase in 
passenger traffic.  Between 1983 and 1988, 
annual passenger enplanements increased 
45% from 329 million to 476 million. 

The next distinct period was consolidation.  
As the industry continued to mature under 
deregulation, airline mergers and 
bankruptcies resulted in a concentration of 
service among a limited number of carriers.  

For example, Western merged with Delta, 
Republic merged with Northwest, and 
Piedmont merged with US Airways.  Other 
carriers, such as People Express and Air 
Florida (new entrants) went bankrupt.  
Today, just three carriers (United, American, 
and Delta) control nearly 60% of the 
domestic U.S. market. 

The third distinct period was one of 
concentration.  During this period, the major 
carriers concentrated on building “fortress 
hubs” where they controlled the vast 
majority of flights in a particular city.  
Northwest built up Detroit, Memphis, and 
Minneapolis.  American decommissioned its 
hubs in Nashville and Raleigh, and 
concentrated on Dallas-Fort Worth and 
Chicago.  Delta, already a strong hub player 
in Atlanta, captured much of Eastern’s 
activity when the latter carrier went 
bankrupt, but also strengthened its hubs in 
Cincinnati and Salt Lake City.  US Airways 
pulled out of Dayton and, more recently 
scaled back their Baltimore/Washington 
International Airport (BWI) operations to 
focus on their Charlotte, Pittsburgh, and 
Philadelphia hubs.  United focused its 
attention on its hubs in Denver, Chicago, 
and Washington Dulles.  A comprehensive 
hub-and-spoke network undergirded by 
service frequency became the goal of most 
large carriers. 

The current period is one of globalization.  
Airlines are in the process of forming multi-
national alliances ranging from code-sharing 
agreements to substantial financial stakes in 
other carriers.  Many experts believe that the 
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U.S. airline industry is poised for a new 
round of consolidation, as indicated by the 
proposed United-USAirways merger as well 
as other possible reactionary mergers. 

While these mega-trends were occurring in 
the major carrier market, regional airlines 
were also experiencing several significant 
changes, including a dramatic growth in 
code-sharing agreements with major 
carriers, the acquisition of regional carriers 
by major carriers, and the advent of regional 
jets.  These three trends have combined to 
produce rapid growth in the regional airline  
industry. 

Before the mid-1980s, most regional 
(commuter) carriers provided short-haul 
service from small communities to larger 
cities.  In a deregulated environment, 
however, both the major carriers and the 
regional airlines saw the benefit of 
coordinating schedules to allow passengers 
from smaller markets to conveniently tie 
into the commercial airline network.  To 
promote this alliance, regional airlines began 
code-sharing with major carriers, allowing 
their market presence to reach rural 
communities and allowing passengers to 
check in once at the smaller city for a cross-
country flight. 

Another recent trend in the regional airline 
industry is the advent of the regional jet.  
These fuel-efficient “regional” jets, typically 
carrying between 35 and 70 passengers, 
have changed the way smaller markets are 
being served.  So strong is passenger 
attraction to these smaller jets that many 
regional airlines are planning to phase out 
their turboprop aircraft and operate all jet 
fleets.  Although impacted considerably by 
each airline’s scope clause, this trend is 
expected to continue.   

4.1.2 Tennessee Commercial Aviation 
Trends  

This section reviews commercial passenger 
air service in Tennessee, and compares 
recent developments and opportunities with 
neighboring states.  Recommendations for 
improved air service in particular markets 
that are not adequately served are presented 
following the overall analysis.  Air service 
considers not only flight schedules, but also 
air fares.  Improvements in the number and 
type of flights, as well as greater availability 
of lower fares, are air service objectives.  

Statewide Enplanement Trends in Tennessee 
and Neighboring States  

Total commercial passenger enplanements 
have increased substantially in the United 
States since domestic airline service was 
deregulated in 1978, and Tennessee has 
played a major role in this air traffic growth.  
A s show n in Table 4.1 a nd F igur e 4- 1, 
commercial passenger enplanements in 
Tennessee increased roughly 4.5% annually 
on average.  By comparison, total 
enplanements in Southeastern and South 
Central states7 grew at an average annual 
rate of 5.1%, and enplanements at all U.S. 
airports grew at an average annual rate of 
4.7%. 

Tennessee’s average annual growth rate 
during this period was in the middle of the 
range of growth rates experienced by all 
states in the South.  As expected, those 
states with major new hub development 
grew the fastest.  The development of 

                                                

 

7 TN, KY, WV, VA, MD, DE, DC, SC, NC, GA, FL, AL, MS, 
AR, MO, and LA 
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F isc a l Y e a r T e n n esse e K en tu c k y W V irg in ia V ir g in ia / D C M a r y la n d /D e l N C a r o lin a S C a r o lin a G eo r g ia F lo r id a A la b a m a M issis s ip p i L o u isia n a A rk a n sa s
1 9 7 6 3 ,7 8 4 ,3 5 6       2 ,5 4 0 ,8 5 8      5 1 9 ,2 2 8      9 ,0 0 0 ,6 1 9     1 ,5 8 0 ,9 1 4    3 ,0 4 4 ,7 1 4      1 ,0 5 7 ,2 6 2      1 4 ,3 8 5 ,1 0 4    1 5 ,9 3 0 ,7 6 1    1 ,5 1 1 ,7 1 1         5 7 2 ,2 3 7            3 ,2 5 1 ,4 8 4    6 8 0 ,7 6 3       
1 9 7 7 3 ,9 8 6 ,4 9 7       2 ,6 3 2 ,5 8 0      5 7 0 ,0 0 7      9 ,6 3 2 ,3 7 9     1 ,6 7 6 ,7 8 3    3 ,1 9 7 ,5 9 3      1 ,1 2 2 ,0 7 2      1 5 ,3 8 2 ,7 2 8    1 7 ,1 9 8 ,0 1 4    1 ,6 1 4 ,6 6 1         6 0 8 ,2 0 9            3 ,5 9 2 ,3 2 4    7 3 6 ,0 0 9       
1 9 7 8 4 ,4 1 5 ,3 9 3       2 ,9 3 1 ,2 9 8      6 0 1 ,4 6 8      1 0 ,4 4 6 ,3 0 2   1 ,8 5 1 ,1 5 7    3 ,5 1 8 ,7 2 3      1 ,2 6 5 ,4 5 0      1 8 ,4 3 4 ,6 5 9    2 0 ,5 3 7 ,0 7 1    1 ,7 8 9 ,5 0 2         6 8 2 ,3 2 5            4 ,1 8 6 ,1 6 2    8 4 5 ,1 6 2       
1 9 7 9 4 ,9 5 1 ,3 9 0       3 ,2 1 4 ,3 9 6      5 8 0 ,2 2 1      1 1 ,3 1 0 ,2 5 9   1 ,9 7 2 ,3 9 2    3 ,8 3 3 ,5 7 2      1 ,3 1 7 ,4 5 3      2 1 ,5 6 2 ,4 3 7    2 3 ,2 9 4 ,4 1 5    1 ,8 5 1 ,9 0 5         7 1 0 ,0 7 4            4 ,3 9 6 ,2 7 5    9 1 1 ,9 5 0       
1 9 8 0 4 ,4 0 8 ,9 6 9       2 ,8 4 2 ,9 8 4      5 3 5 ,2 8 9      1 0 ,6 9 8 ,1 8 1   1 ,8 9 8 ,1 4 3    3 ,7 2 6 ,6 9 1      1 ,2 6 3 ,4 5 1      2 1 ,2 4 0 ,9 3 9    2 5 ,4 8 7 ,6 0 5    1 ,6 8 6 ,7 0 2         6 2 4 ,7 0 7            4 ,3 8 6 ,9 0 0    9 4 8 ,6 8 3       
1 9 8 1 3 ,9 4 0 ,6 3 2       2 ,6 6 0 ,7 4 7      3 8 9 ,5 3 1      1 0 ,2 2 9 ,2 5 5   2 ,0 6 3 ,0 7 0    3 ,9 2 8 ,0 2 4      1 ,2 3 8 ,5 9 7      2 0 ,0 3 7 ,1 3 2    2 3 ,2 6 7 ,7 8 0    1 ,4 8 3 ,9 1 3         5 4 9 ,2 6 8            4 ,1 5 9 ,5 1 4    7 3 9 ,4 2 1       
1 9 8 2 4 ,1 8 0 ,1 3 5       2 ,7 7 5 ,8 9 1      3 8 6 ,6 6 9      9 ,6 2 9 ,9 2 9     2 ,2 9 3 ,7 8 8    4 ,7 7 5 ,6 1 9      1 ,0 4 7 ,6 9 2      1 8 ,7 3 3 ,9 8 9    2 6 ,3 1 2 ,2 7 7    1 ,3 7 4 ,9 0 1         5 2 5 ,9 8 2            3 ,9 9 6 ,5 5 2    7 3 4 ,9 8 7       
1 9 8 3 4 ,3 5 2 ,9 1 1       3 ,0 7 0 ,2 9 0      3 8 5 ,9 8 9      1 0 ,5 4 4 ,2 6 5   2 ,6 7 7 ,9 9 9    5 ,9 3 0 ,7 9 8      1 ,1 6 1 ,0 4 4      1 9 ,5 4 2 ,7 8 9    2 5 ,3 6 3 ,7 6 7    1 ,4 2 4 ,8 5 1         5 5 1 ,0 3 9            4 ,0 3 4 ,2 8 1    6 6 1 ,5 0 2       
1 9 8 4 4 ,4 7 3 ,8 5 6       3 ,0 8 9 ,1 9 1      3 9 3 ,1 9 9      1 1 ,1 7 3 ,2 3 4   3 ,2 4 2 ,2 3 0    7 ,0 0 4 ,7 9 5      1 ,3 2 0 ,3 9 9      2 0 ,2 0 9 ,5 2 3    2 6 ,3 0 9 ,6 9 1    1 ,4 6 2 ,2 8 8         5 3 4 ,2 6 2            4 ,2 3 9 ,4 3 2    7 8 2 ,6 8 3       
1 9 8 5 5 ,5 0 4 ,5 7 0       3 ,5 2 8 ,4 5 8      4 2 2 ,1 0 7      1 2 ,6 7 5 ,5 3 7   4 ,0 1 0 ,3 2 6    8 ,1 6 9 ,7 7 1      1 ,5 6 3 ,8 6 4      2 2 ,4 9 2 ,5 6 5    2 8 ,9 1 1 ,7 8 4    1 ,6 2 0 ,1 8 0         5 3 5 ,1 7 4            4 ,1 9 9 ,5 2 6    9 4 0 ,1 7 7       
1 9 8 6 7 ,2 2 0 ,9 6 8       3 ,7 3 3 ,6 1 2      4 4 2 ,1 0 8      1 4 ,1 0 2 ,2 5 3   4 ,3 9 3 ,3 8 6    9 ,2 7 2 ,5 1 7      1 ,8 0 4 ,3 8 3      2 2 ,9 7 0 ,7 2 9    3 2 ,2 4 8 ,0 7 9    1 ,7 3 3 ,6 7 1         5 8 8 ,3 9 4            4 ,2 1 6 ,6 6 6    1 ,0 0 1 ,7 8 5    
1 9 8 7 9 ,6 2 4 ,6 8 1       4 ,8 8 1 ,5 4 2      4 8 6 ,3 4 0      1 5 ,8 2 8 ,9 8 2   4 ,6 5 4 ,2 5 2    1 0 ,6 5 7 ,2 9 8    1 ,9 1 8 ,3 1 7      2 4 ,8 3 8 ,8 1 8    3 6 ,2 1 4 ,3 7 8    2 ,0 1 4 ,4 7 1         6 7 0 ,8 3 0            4 ,5 3 3 ,5 4 5    1 ,1 1 6 ,7 4 7    
1 9 8 8 9 ,5 5 2 ,4 3 1       5 ,5 9 6 ,7 8 8      5 1 8 ,6 5 0      1 5 ,6 7 5 ,4 7 6   5 ,0 2 0 ,5 8 7    1 3 ,1 5 0 ,3 0 2    2 ,0 0 2 ,5 1 1      2 4 ,0 3 6 ,9 0 4    3 7 ,8 8 8 ,3 5 3    2 ,1 3 8 ,6 7 2         6 4 9 ,9 3 5            4 ,4 0 1 ,5 9 4    1 ,1 5 6 ,9 9 3    
1 9 8 9 9 ,3 1 7 ,3 4 0       5 ,8 6 4 ,5 1 3      4 8 4 ,6 8 5      1 5 ,1 6 4 ,6 9 6   5 ,2 0 9 ,6 3 9    1 3 ,7 4 0 ,5 2 1    1 ,8 0 9 ,3 0 1      2 2 ,6 3 9 ,9 6 2    3 7 ,2 6 4 ,6 5 3    2 ,1 3 1 ,8 8 7         6 1 0 ,3 2 6            4 ,3 2 5 ,5 4 5    1 ,2 3 8 ,8 0 3    
1 9 9 0 8 ,9 8 6 ,7 9 6       6 ,0 2 4 ,5 1 5      4 6 0 ,4 4 2      1 5 ,9 3 2 ,1 2 3   5 ,1 4 6 ,5 9 6    1 4 ,2 6 4 ,2 6 1    1 ,9 4 5 ,2 2 8      2 5 ,1 7 7 ,3 0 2    4 0 ,2 4 2 ,6 3 6    2 ,2 2 1 ,9 0 8         6 3 2 ,2 5 7            4 ,5 6 2 ,5 0 6    1 ,2 7 1 ,3 9 8    
1 9 9 1 9 ,1 4 4 ,9 5 8       6 ,3 5 5 ,2 4 3      4 3 9 ,3 1 9      1 5 ,2 9 5 ,4 6 9   5 ,1 4 4 ,4 7 0    1 4 ,5 9 5 ,8 3 4    2 ,1 0 5 ,3 3 6      2 0 ,8 8 7 ,9 5 7    3 9 ,3 7 5 ,7 0 7    2 ,0 8 5 ,9 2 5         6 1 5 ,7 5 4            4 ,4 2 8 ,9 2 4    1 ,2 6 1 ,0 5 7    
1 9 9 2 1 0 ,1 9 7 ,4 2 2     7 ,1 1 8 ,5 9 6      4 6 0 ,7 4 8      1 5 ,6 9 6 ,6 0 9   4 ,8 3 5 ,7 2 5    1 6 ,1 4 5 ,8 0 1    2 ,1 5 6 ,2 3 7      2 1 ,3 0 8 ,1 7 8    4 0 ,1 2 4 ,3 3 5    2 ,1 2 7 ,9 9 2         6 2 3 ,2 4 1            4 ,4 8 2 ,9 0 6    1 ,3 7 4 ,9 7 4    
1 9 9 3 9 ,6 2 8 ,1 2 5       7 ,5 8 4 ,5 9 5      4 2 6 ,9 6 9      1 5 ,7 6 3 ,4 3 8   4 ,5 4 6 ,9 2 9    1 5 ,1 7 1 ,8 8 1    2 ,1 3 2 ,2 6 7      2 3 ,2 6 3 ,9 8 0    4 2 ,2 0 9 ,5 9 9    2 ,1 4 2 ,1 8 9         6 4 9 ,8 6 0            4 ,4 7 2 ,3 9 1    1 ,4 6 1 ,7 9 2    
1 9 9 4 9 ,2 7 4 ,3 0 6       8 ,6 2 9 ,7 6 2      4 2 5 ,0 9 7      1 6 ,6 6 1 ,9 5 9   6 ,2 3 4 ,7 9 6    1 7 ,4 7 3 ,4 6 7    2 ,6 1 0 ,8 1 2      2 6 ,4 8 0 ,0 2 7    4 6 ,2 7 5 ,7 9 9    2 ,1 6 6 ,7 5 6         7 2 6 ,2 9 7            5 ,0 5 3 ,9 5 5    1 ,5 9 0 ,3 9 5    
1 9 9 5 9 ,2 9 8 ,7 4 2       9 ,3 5 5 ,6 3 3      3 9 7 ,7 7 9      1 6 ,3 6 3 ,0 7 8   6 ,7 0 7 ,2 4 0    1 6 ,4 6 8 ,6 6 3    2 ,5 5 2 ,2 2 1      2 8 ,3 5 5 ,9 4 3    4 7 ,0 4 5 ,1 6 3    2 ,2 1 8 ,4 2 2         6 7 5 ,4 0 7            5 ,2 9 4 ,8 1 1    1 ,6 4 9 ,8 4 0    
1 9 9 6 9 ,1 6 5 ,5 1 2       1 1 ,1 8 1 ,2 1 1    3 8 0 ,2 7 9      1 6 ,4 8 1 ,6 9 8   6 ,6 4 5 ,9 3 8    1 6 ,1 5 1 ,9 6 8    2 ,5 6 7 ,5 5 6      3 1 ,6 3 0 ,7 3 4    5 1 ,3 0 3 ,2 7 5    2 ,4 1 2 ,3 5 5         7 7 8 ,1 6 4            5 ,3 8 4 ,9 7 2    1 ,6 5 2 ,5 3 6    
1 9 9 7 9 ,6 7 2 ,8 2 1       1 1 ,7 0 2 ,3 6 5    3 9 9 ,9 3 0      1 6 ,9 6 6 ,2 0 3   7 ,1 6 7 ,9 3 8    1 6 ,5 8 9 ,5 9 9    2 ,7 5 4 ,5 7 3      3 3 ,5 2 2 ,1 5 7    5 4 ,5 0 9 ,6 8 3    2 ,5 5 3 ,6 9 3         8 3 3 ,0 8 7            5 ,6 5 6 ,5 8 4    1 ,6 5 4 ,4 8 0    
1 9 9 8 9 ,8 7 8 ,3 7 5       1 2 ,1 8 6 ,9 3 5    4 1 7 ,1 1 4      1 7 ,6 4 7 ,1 0 0   7 ,3 8 4 ,6 0 2    1 7 ,0 4 9 ,8 1 3    2 ,7 1 2 ,2 7 7      3 6 ,3 9 3 ,4 4 5    5 6 ,4 3 0 ,6 6 4    2 ,6 2 0 ,9 1 1         9 3 5 ,8 8 1            5 ,8 0 4 ,7 7 2    1 ,6 8 0 ,0 8 7    

F isc a l Y e a r T e n n esse e K en tu c k y W V irg in ia V irg in ia /D C M a r y la n d /D e l N C a r o lin a S C a r o lin a G eo r g ia F lo r id a A la b a m a M issis s ip p i L o u isia n a A rk a n sa s
1 9 7 6 1 0 ,3 4 0            6 ,9 4 2             1 ,4 1 9          2 4 ,5 9 2          4 ,3 1 9           8 ,3 1 9             2 ,8 8 9             3 9 ,3 0 4           4 3 ,5 2 7           4 ,1 3 0                1 ,5 6 3                8 ,8 8 4           1 ,8 6 0           
1 9 7 7 1 0 ,9 2 2            7 ,2 1 3             1 ,5 6 2          2 6 ,3 9 0          4 ,5 9 4           8 ,7 6 1             3 ,0 7 4             4 2 ,1 4 4           4 7 ,1 1 8           4 ,4 2 4                1 ,6 6 6                9 ,8 4 2           2 ,0 1 6           
1 9 7 8 1 2 ,0 9 7            8 ,0 3 1             1 ,6 4 8          2 8 ,6 2 0          5 ,0 7 2           9 ,6 1 4             3 ,4 6 7             5 0 ,5 0 6           5 6 ,2 6 6           4 ,9 0 3                1 ,8 6 9                1 1 ,4 6 9         2 ,3 1 6           
1 9 7 9 1 3 ,5 6 5            8 ,8 0 7             1 ,5 9 0          3 0 ,9 8 7          5 ,4 0 4           1 0 ,5 0 3           3 ,6 0 9             5 9 ,0 7 5           6 3 ,8 2 0           5 ,0 7 4                1 ,9 4 5                1 2 ,0 4 5         2 ,4 9 8           
1 9 8 0 1 2 ,0 4 6            7 ,7 6 8             1 ,4 6 3          2 9 ,2 3 0          5 ,1 8 6           1 0 ,1 8 2           3 ,4 5 2             5 8 ,0 3 5           6 9 ,6 3 8           4 ,6 0 8                1 ,7 0 7                1 1 ,9 8 6         2 ,5 9 2           
1 9 8 1 1 0 ,7 9 6            7 ,2 9 0             1 ,0 6 7          2 8 ,0 2 5          5 ,6 5 2           1 0 ,7 6 2           3 ,3 9 3             5 4 ,8 9 6           6 3 ,7 4 7           4 ,0 6 6                1 ,5 0 5                1 1 ,3 9 6         2 ,0 2 6           
1 9 8 2 1 1 ,4 5 2            7 ,6 0 5             1 ,0 5 9          2 6 ,3 8 3          6 ,2 8 4           1 3 ,0 8 4           2 ,8 7 0             5 1 ,3 2 6           7 2 ,0 8 8           3 ,7 6 7                1 ,4 4 1                1 0 ,9 4 9         2 ,0 1 4           
1 9 8 3 1 1 ,9 2 6            8 ,4 1 2             1 ,0 5 8          2 8 ,8 8 8          7 ,3 3 7           1 6 ,2 4 9           3 ,1 8 1             5 3 ,5 4 2           6 9 ,4 9 0           3 ,9 0 4                1 ,5 1 0                1 1 ,0 5 3         1 ,8 1 2           
1 9 8 4 1 2 ,2 2 4            8 ,4 4 0             1 ,0 7 4          3 0 ,5 2 8          8 ,8 5 9           1 9 ,1 3 9           3 ,6 0 8             5 5 ,2 1 7           7 1 ,8 8 4           3 ,9 9 5                1 ,4 6 0                1 1 ,5 8 3         2 ,1 3 8           
1 9 8 5 1 5 ,0 8 1            9 ,6 6 7             1 ,1 5 6          3 4 ,7 2 7          1 0 ,9 8 7         2 2 ,3 8 3           4 ,2 8 5             6 1 ,6 2 3           7 9 ,2 1 0           4 ,4 3 9                1 ,4 6 6                1 1 ,5 0 6         2 ,5 7 6           
1 9 8 6 1 9 ,7 8 3            1 0 ,2 2 9           1 ,2 1 1          3 8 ,6 3 6          1 2 ,0 3 7         2 5 ,4 0 4           4 ,9 4 4             6 2 ,9 3 4           8 8 ,3 5 1           4 ,7 5 0                1 ,6 1 2                1 1 ,5 5 3         2 ,7 4 5           
1 9 8 7 2 6 ,3 6 9            1 3 ,3 7 4           1 ,3 3 2          4 3 ,3 6 7          1 2 ,7 5 1         2 9 ,1 9 8           5 ,2 5 6             6 8 ,0 5 2           9 9 ,2 1 7           5 ,5 1 9                1 ,8 3 8                1 2 ,4 2 1         3 ,0 6 0           
1 9 8 8 2 6 ,1 0 0            1 5 ,2 9 2           1 ,4 1 7          4 2 ,8 2 9          1 3 ,7 1 7         3 5 ,9 3 0           5 ,4 7 1             6 5 ,6 7 5           1 0 3 ,5 2 0         5 ,8 4 3                1 ,7 7 6                1 2 ,0 2 6         3 ,1 6 1           
1 9 8 9 2 5 ,5 2 7            1 6 ,0 6 7           1 ,3 2 8          4 1 ,5 4 7          1 4 ,2 7 3         3 7 ,6 4 5           4 ,9 5 7             6 2 ,0 2 7           1 0 2 ,0 9 5         5 ,8 4 1                1 ,6 7 2                1 1 ,8 5 1         3 ,3 9 4           
1 9 9 0 2 4 ,6 2 1            1 6 ,5 0 6           1 ,2 6 1          4 3 ,6 5 0          1 4 ,1 0 0         3 9 ,0 8 0           5 ,3 2 9             6 8 ,9 7 9           1 1 0 ,2 5 4         6 ,0 8 7                1 ,7 3 2                1 2 ,5 0 0         3 ,4 8 3           
1 9 9 1 2 5 ,0 5 5            1 7 ,4 1 2           1 ,2 0 4          4 1 ,9 0 5          1 4 ,0 9 4         3 9 ,9 8 9           5 ,7 6 8             5 7 ,2 2 7           1 0 7 ,8 7 9         5 ,7 1 5                1 ,6 8 7                1 2 ,1 3 4         3 ,4 5 5           
1 9 9 2 2 7 ,8 6 2            1 9 ,4 5 0           1 ,2 5 9          4 2 ,8 8 7          1 3 ,2 1 2         4 4 ,1 1 4           5 ,8 9 1             5 8 ,2 1 9           1 0 9 ,6 2 9         5 ,8 1 4                1 ,7 0 3                1 2 ,2 4 8         3 ,7 5 7           
1 9 9 3 2 6 ,3 7 8            2 0 ,7 8 0           1 ,1 7 0          4 3 ,1 8 8          1 2 ,4 5 7         4 1 ,5 6 7           5 ,8 4 2             6 3 ,7 3 7           1 1 5 ,6 4 3         5 ,8 6 9                1 ,7 8 0                1 2 ,2 5 3         4 ,0 0 5           
1 9 9 4 2 5 ,4 0 9            2 3 ,6 4 3           1 ,1 6 5          4 5 ,6 4 9          1 7 ,0 8 2         4 7 ,8 7 3           7 ,1 5 3             7 2 ,5 4 8           1 2 6 ,7 8 3         5 ,9 3 6                1 ,9 9 0                1 3 ,8 4 6         4 ,3 5 7           
1 9 9 5 2 5 ,4 7 6            2 5 ,6 3 2           1 ,0 9 0          4 4 ,8 3 0          1 8 ,3 7 6         4 5 ,1 2 0           6 ,9 9 2             7 7 ,6 8 8           1 2 8 ,8 9 1         6 ,0 7 8                1 ,8 5 0                1 4 ,5 0 6         4 ,5 2 0           
1 9 9 6 2 5 ,0 4 2            3 0 ,5 5 0           1 ,0 3 9          4 5 ,0 3 2          1 8 ,1 5 8         4 4 ,1 3 1           7 ,0 1 5             8 6 ,4 2 3           1 4 0 ,1 7 3         6 ,5 9 1                2 ,1 2 6                1 4 ,7 1 3         4 ,5 1 5           
1 9 9 7 2 6 ,5 0 1            3 2 ,0 6 1           1 ,0 9 6          4 6 ,4 8 3          1 9 ,6 3 8         4 5 ,4 5 1           7 ,5 4 7             9 1 ,8 4 2           1 4 9 ,3 4 2         6 ,9 9 6                2 ,2 8 2                1 5 ,4 9 7         4 ,5 3 3           
1 9 9 8 2 7 ,0 6 4            3 3 ,3 8 9           1 ,1 4 3          4 8 ,3 4 8          2 0 ,2 3 2         4 6 ,7 1 2           7 ,4 3 1             9 9 ,7 0 8           1 5 4 ,6 0 5         7 ,1 8 1                2 ,5 6 4                1 5 ,9 0 3         4 ,6 0 3           

1 9 7 6 -9 8 4 .5 % 7 .4 % -1 .0 % 3 .1 % 7 .3 % 8 .2 % 4 .4 % 4 .3 % 5 .9 % 2 .5 % 2 .3 % 2 .7 % 4 .2 %
1 9 8 3 -9 8 5 .6 % 9 .6 % 0 .5 % 3 .5 % 7 .0 % 7 .3 % 5 .8 % 4 .2 % 5 .5 % 4 .1 % 3 .6 % 2 .5 % 6 .4 %
1 9 8 8 -9 8 0 .4 % 8 .1 % -2 .1 % 1 .2 % 4 .0 % 2 .7 % 3 .1 % 4 .3 % 4 .1 % 2 .1 % 3 .7 % 2 .8 % 3 .8 %
1 9 9 3 -9 8 0 .5 % 9 .9 % -0 .5 % 2 .3 % 1 0 .2 % 2 .4 % 4 .9 % 9 .4 % 6 .0 % 4 .1 % 7 .6 % 5 .4 % 2 .8 %
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Figure 4-1

Average Annual Growth Rate of Enplanements  
(1976-1998)
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Fiscal Year Tennessee Kentucky W Virginia Virginia/DC Maryland/Del N Carolina S Carolina Georgia Florida Alabama Mississippi Louisiana Arkansas
1990 8,986,796       6,024,515      460,442      15,932,123    5,146,596      14,264,261    1,945,228      25,177,302       40,242,636       2,221,908    632,257       4,562,506    1,271,398      
1991 9,144,958       6,355,243      439,319      15,295,469    5,144,470      14,595,834    2,105,336      20,887,957       39,375,707       2,085,925    615,754       4,428,924    1,261,057      
1992 10,197,422     7,118,596      460,748      15,696,609    4,835,725      16,145,801    2,156,237      21,308,178       40,124,335       2,127,992    623,241       4,482,906    1,374,974      
1993 9,628,125       7,584,595      426,969      15,763,438    4,546,929      15,171,881    2,132,267      23,263,980       42,209,599       2,142,189    649,860       4,472,391    1,461,792      
1994 9,274,306       8,629,762      425,097      16,661,959    6,234,796      17,473,467    2,610,812      26,480,027       46,275,799       2,166,756    726,297       5,053,955    1,590,395      
1995 9,298,742       9,355,633      397,779      16,363,078    6,707,240      16,468,663    2,552,221      28,355,943       47,045,163       2,218,422    675,407       5,294,811    1,649,840      
1996 9,165,512       11,181,211    380,279      16,481,698    6,645,938      16,151,968    2,567,556      31,630,734       51,303,275       2,412,355    778,164       5,384,972    1,652,536      
1997 9,672,821       11,702,365    399,930      16,966,203    7,167,938      16,589,599    2,754,573      33,522,157       54,509,683       2,553,693    833,087       5,656,584    1,654,480      
1998 9,878,375       12,186,935    417,114      17,647,100    7,384,602      17,049,813    2,712,277      36,393,445       56,430,664       2,620,911    935,881       5,804,772    1,680,087      

Fiscal Year Tennessee Kentucky W Virginia Virginia/DC Maryland/Del N Carolina S Carolina Georgia Florida Alabama Mississippi Louisiana Arkansas
1990 4,890,626       3,692,584      1,792,481   6,817,294      5,466,502      6,657,009      3,498,982      6,506,377         13,018,644       4,048,378    2,577,256    4,219,290    2,354,327      
1991 4,946,886       3,714,686      1,798,212   6,877,673      5,536,422      6,748,019      3,558,707      6,622,926         13,289,691       4,089,884    2,591,028    4,241,361    2,370,492      
1992 5,013,999       3,756,358      1,805,462   6,968,212      5,592,765      6,832,832      3,599,351      6,760,049         13,501,954       4,137,553    2,610,096    4,271,580    2,394,114      
1993 5,085,666       3,792,288      1,816,179   7,041,975      5,643,204      6,948,740      3,634,842      6,895,071         13,712,052       4,191,879    2,635,647    4,285,622    2,423,980      
1994 5,163,016       3,823,215      1,818,490   7,102,567      5,694,378      7,061,435      3,666,760      7,045,888         13,953,829       4,239,262    2,663,145    4,306,707    2,450,565      
1995 5,241,168       3,855,248      1,820,560   7,153,858      5,742,142      7,185,403      3,699,305      7,188,510         14,180,200       4,270,460    2,690,452    4,328,161    2,480,080      
1996 5,313,576       3,881,051      1,818,983   7,205,137      5,784,952      7,308,656      3,736,947      7,334,183         14,424,868       4,291,110    2,710,022    4,339,871    2,505,073      
1997 5,378,433       3,907,816      1,815,588   7,262,773      5,830,067      7,430,675      3,788,119      7,489,982         14,677,181       4,322,113    2,731,644    4,353,646    2,523,186      
1998 5,432,679       3,934,310      1,811,688   7,310,651      5,874,138      7,545,828      3,839,578      7,636,522         14,908,230       4,351,037    2,751,335    4,362,758    2,538,202      

Fiscal Year Tennessee Kentucky W Virginia Virginia/DC Maryland/Del N Carolina S Carolina Georgia Florida Alabama Mississippi Louisiana Arkansas
1990 1.84                1.63               0.26            2.34               0.94               2.14               0.56               3.87                  3.09                  0.55             0.25             1.08             0.54               
1991 1.85                1.71               0.24            2.22               0.93               2.16               0.59               3.15                  2.96                  0.51             0.24             1.04             0.53               
1992 2.03                1.90               0.26            2.25               0.86               2.36               0.60               3.15                  2.97                  0.51             0.24             1.05             0.57               
1993 1.89                2.00               0.24            2.24               0.81               5.00               0.59               3.37                  3.08                  0.51             0.25             1.04             0.60               
1994 1.80                2.26               0.23            2.35               1.09               2.47               0.71               3.76                  3.32                  0.51             0.27             1.17             0.65               
1995 1.77                2.43               0.22            2.29               1.17               2.29               0.69               3.94                  3.32                  0.52             0.25             1.22             0.67               
1996 1.72                2.88               0.21            2.29               1.15               2.21               0.69               4.31                  3.56                  0.56             0.29             1.24             0.66               
1997 1.80                2.99               0.22            2.34               1.23               2.23               0.73               4.48                  3.71                  0.59             0.30             1.30             0.66               
1998 1.82                3.10               0.23            2.41               1.26               2.26               0.71               4.77                  3.79                  0.60             0.34             1.33             0.66               

1990-98 -0.1% 8.3% -1.4% 0.4% 3.7% 0.7% 3.0% 2.6% 2.6% 1.2% 4.2% 2.6% 2.6%

Source: US Census Bureau for Population Data; FAA TAF Forecast for Enplanement Data
Note:  Boxed Values Indicate Peak Enplanements

Per Capita Enplanements

Average Annual Growth Rate

Total Annual Enplanements

Table 4.2

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Per Capita Enplanement History in Southeastern/South Central States FY 1990-1998

Total Population on July 1 of each year



Figure 4-2

Comparison of Enplanements Per Capita
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Figure 4-3

Comparison of 1998 Per Capita Enplanements
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Figure 4-4

Average Annual Growth Rates of Per Capita Enplanements
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Figure 4-5

Enplanements at Tennessee Commercial Airports
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Charlotte as a major hub for Piedmont 
Airlines (now part of US Airways) has 
increased traffic considerably.  Consequent-
ly, North Carolina leads the Southeastern 
states with an average annual growth rate of 
8.2% in passenger enplanements since 1976.  
Kentucky, with Cincinnati/Northern 
Kentucky International Airport and its Delta 
hub, experienced an average annual growth 
of 7.4%.  Maryland, with BWI and the 
largest presence of Southwest Airlines in the 
area, grew at an average rate of 7.3%. 

The only other Southern and neighboring 
states with growth rates higher than 
Tennessee’s over the last 20 years include 
Florida’s 5.9% average annual growth and 
Missouri’s 5.3% average annual growth.  All 
other Southern states grew at rates lower 
than Tennessee’s.  

The United States and most Southern states 
experienced record air traffic volumes in 
1998.  Tennessee was one of the few 
exceptions to this trend.  The former 
Nashville hub of American Airlines helped 
generate peak traffic volume for the state in 
1992, however, its elimination by American 
in subsequent years caused the traffic that 
had formerly been using Nashville as a 
connect point to shift to other hubs, all of 
which are located in other states, except 
Memphis.  With Northwest’s addition of a 
fourth bank at its Memphis hub in June 
2000, Tennessee will probably once again 
surpass ten million enplanements in 2000, 
breaking its 1992 peak. 

In comparing per capita enplanement 
performances of Tennessee with those of 
neighboring states and the U.S. overall, 
Tennessee’s peak year for performance was 
1992, when it had 2.03 enplanements per 
capita.  By comparison, as shown in Table 
4.2 and Figure 4-2, the United States had 
2.41 enplanements per capita and Southern 

states had 2.46 enplanements per capita in 
1998.  As shown in Figure 4-3, neighboring 
states with higher per capita enplanements in 
1998 than Tennessee included Kentucky, 
North Carolina, Georgia, and Missouri.  The 
presence of large hubs in Cincinnati/ 
Northern Kentucky, Charlotte, Atlanta, and 
St. Louis all contributed to the higher per 
capita enplanement rates in these 
neighboring states.  The addition of a fourth 
bank at Northwest’s Memphis hub in June 
2000 should boost Tennessee’s per capita 
enplanement rate above the 2.03 enplane-
ments per capita that were generated in 
1992.  The additional bank of traffic should 
also help Tennessee’s relative ranking in 
average annual growth rates of per capita 
enplanements, as shown in Figure 4-4.  Full 
details of the per capita enplanement rates 
for various Southern states are provided in 
Table 4.2. 

Enplanement and Origination Trends at 
Tennessee Airports 

Tennessee currently has six airports with 
commercial passenger air service: Memphis, 
Nashville, Knoxville, Chattanooga, Tri-
Cities, and Jackson.  While some passengers 
are diverted from other states, some are also 
lost to airports in neighboring states.  A 
review of enplanement trends at the 
commercial passenger service airports over 
the past two decades shows different trends 
among the individual airports.   

Memphis, the largest Tennessee airport in 
terms of total enplanements in 1998 with 4.7 
million enplanements, has historically had 
the largest number of passengers of all 
airports in Tennessee.  As shown in Figure 
4-5, in 1987, its peak year for enplanements, 
Memphis enplaned 5.4 million passengers.  
However, from 1991 to 1994, Nashville led 
the state in enplanements due to the 
presence of the American Airlines hub.  
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Knoxville has historically been the third 
largest airport in Tennessee in terms of 
enplanements.  Table 4.3 provides the 
enplanement histories of all commercial 
service airports in Tennessee.  Recent trends 
and announcements indicate that Memphis 
should remain the largest airport in 
Tennessee in terms of enplanements over the 
next few years.  Enplanements grew at an 
average annual rate of 4.0% from 1976 to 
1998 in Memphis, slightly slower than the 
rates experienced by both the United States 
and Tennessee.  Northwest’s addition of a 
fourth bank of flights there in June 2000 
should raise total traffic significantly.  In 
2001, total enplanements in Memphis should 
exceed the previous record of 5.4 million in 
1987. 

Nashville has rebounded from its recent 
trough of 3.4 million enplanements in 1996 
with 3.9 million enplanements in 1998.  As 
Southwest Airlines has added flights to its 
major station in Nashville over the past few 
years, fares have dropped and traffic has 
increased.  In July 2000, Southwest had 83 
daily weekday departures from Nashville, 
ranking it third among all airports east of the 
Mississippi River in numbers of Southwest 
departures.   

Knoxville had approximately 770,000 
enplanements in 1998 and a peak year of 
880,000 enplanements in calendar year 
1999.  Some of this major increase from 
historic traffic levels was due to the 
presence of AirTran and the lower fares it 
brought to Knoxville.  However, AirTran 
discontinued service to Knoxville in April 
2000, and traffic may not increase as quickly 
or may actually decline slightly in the short 
term as a result of this loss of service. 

Chattanooga’s peak year of passenger air 
traffic occurred in 1987.  Traffic dipped in 
1996, but has recently rebounded in calendar 

year 1999. Tri-Cities experienced its peak 
passenger volume in 1979.  Traffic dipped to 
its lowest point in 1983, but rose again in 
calendar year 1999.  Jackson had a gradual 
decline in traffic from 19,000 enplanements 
in 1977 to only 6,000 in 1998, and in the 
announcement on cities that would be 
obtaining additional frequencies with the 
fourth bank in Memphis, Northwest did not 
include Jackson in its list.  Clarksville, 
which no longer has any commercial 
passenger service, enplaned as many as 
6,000 passengers in 1976. 

As there are significant numbers of 
connecting passengers included in the total 
enplanement numbers for both Memphis and 
Nashville, it is important to review actual 
passenger originations from all the 
commercial passenger airports in Tennessee, 
as shown in Figure 4-6.  As opposed to 
statewide enplanements, which peaked in 
1992, statewide originations are currently at 
their peak and growing.  As shown in Table 
4.4, passenger originations in Tennessee 
grew at an annual average rate of 4.1% from 
1976 to 1998, which is significantly lower 
than the overall national average rate of 
5.2%.  

Nashville grew at a faster rate than the U.S. 
with passenger originations averaging a 
6.9% annual increase during this period, 
reflecting the increase in passenger 
originations resulting from the growing 
presence of Southwest Airlines and its low 
fares stimulating Origin & Destination 
(O&D) traffic growth.   

Passenger originations in Memphis are at an 
average annual rate of 2.8%.  Relatively 
high fares attributable to the lack of 
sufficient low-fare service has contributed to 
this relatively low growth rate in O&D 
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Fiscal Year Memphis Nashville Knoxville Chattanooga Tri-Cities Jackson Clarksville Tennessee Total East Tennessee Total USA Percent TN
1976 1,999,261    910,788       400,302       256,320       192,946       18,311         6,339           3,784,356          849,568             236,647,146       1.60%
1977 2,080,016    968,591       436,550       276,086       200,944       18,987         5,323           3,986,497          913,580             254,137,814       1.57%
1978 2,262,164    1,129,808    471,466       304,628       225,072       18,014         4,215           4,415,393          1,001,166          292,033,127       1.51%
1979 2,652,977    1,240,674    497,863       303,463       239,004       14,488         2,921           4,951,390          1,040,330          326,255,698       1.52%
1980 2,292,119    1,166,645    453,660       265,903       219,807       10,654         98                4,408,969          939,370             309,908,099       1.42%
1981 2,009,961    1,111,239    393,022       227,759       187,756       8,642           1,140           3,940,632          808,537             291,827,050       1.35%
1982 2,248,559    1,119,705    431,715       196,461       166,969       14,674         939              4,180,135          795,145             305,227,200       1.37%
1983 2,412,618    1,140,129    418,599       210,850       163,064       7,334           317              4,352,911          792,513             328,644,535       1.32%
1984 2,379,531    1,245,102    434,368       234,777       172,631       6,833           614              4,473,856          841,776             355,793,584       1.26%
1985 3,197,607    1,403,146    455,302       250,377       193,000       4,577           516              5,504,570          898,679             399,561,717       1.38%
1986 4,274,387    1,954,097    520,155       272,468       195,602       3,729           530              7,220,968          988,225             431,453,438       1.67%
1987 5,392,042    3,117,617    583,619       313,019       208,090       9,167           1,127           9,624,681          1,104,728          470,290,896       2.05%
1988 4,947,045    3,433,751    628,710       305,037       226,380       9,258           1,428           9,552,431          1,160,127          481,834,129       1.98%
1989 4,269,337    3,964,777    561,624       300,535       214,508       6,540           19                9,317,340          1,076,667          481,138,484       1.94%
1990 4,230,787    3,661,311    582,914       291,237       214,385       6,142           20                8,986,796          1,088,536          495,399,518       1.81%
1991 3,925,363    4,142,399    587,759       274,480       209,657       5,300           -               9,144,958          1,071,896          489,156,463       1.87%
1992 4,005,260    5,030,859    624,022       295,363       235,376       5,892           -               10,197,422        1,154,761          510,600,290       2.00%
1993 3,770,902    4,679,437    643,288       304,842       223,489       6,049           -               9,628,125          1,171,619          520,039,656       1.85%
1994 3,896,277    4,200,995    654,899       295,884       221,035       5,110           -               9,274,306          1,171,818          562,061,343       1.65%
1995 4,215,624    3,915,839    663,253       280,063       219,133       4,665           -               9,298,742          1,162,449          582,044,933       1.60%
1996 4,578,711    3,443,410    696,267       239,318       202,165       5,307           -               9,165,512          1,137,750          613,639,513       1.49%
1997 4,831,967    3,637,283    716,937       271,335       209,467       5,694           -               9,672,821          1,197,739          636,769,629       1.52%
1998 4,708,146    3,899,870    770,912       279,103       214,406       5,938           -               9,878,375          1,264,421          652,305,883       1.51%

Fiscal Year Memphis Nashville Knoxville Chattanooga Tri-Cities Jackson Clarksville Tennessee Total East Tennessee Total USA Percent TN
1976 5,462           2,488           1,094           700              527              50                17                10,340               2,321                 646,577              1.60%
1977 5,699           2,654           1,196           756              551              52                15                10,922               2,503                 696,268              1.57%
1978 6,198           3,095           1,292           835              617              49                12                12,097               2,743                 800,091              1.51%
1979 7,268           3,399           1,364           831              655              40                8                  13,565               2,850                 893,851              1.52%
1980 6,263           3,188           1,240           727              601              29                0                  12,046               2,567                 846,743              1.42%
1981 5,507           3,044           1,077           624              514              24                3                  10,796               2,215                 799,526              1.35%
1982 6,160           3,068           1,183           538              457              40                3                  11,452               2,178                 836,239              1.37%
1983 6,610           3,124           1,147           578              447              20                1                  11,926               2,171                 900,396              1.32%
1984 6,501           3,402           1,187           641              472              19                2                  12,224               2,300                 972,114              1.26%
1985 8,761           3,844           1,247           686              529              13                1                  15,081               2,462                 1,094,690           1.38%
1986 11,711         5,354           1,425           746              536              10                1                  19,783               2,707                 1,182,064           1.67%
1987 14,773         8,541           1,599           858              570              25                3                  26,369               3,027                 1,288,468           2.05%
1988 13,517         9,382           1,718           833              619              25                4                  26,100               3,170                 1,316,487           1.98%
1989 11,697         10,862         1,539           823              588              18                0                  25,527               2,950                 1,318,188           1.94%
1990 11,591         10,031         1,597           798              587              17                0                  24,621               2,982                 1,357,259           1.81%
1991 10,754         11,349         1,610           752              574              15                -               25,055               2,937                 1,340,155           1.87%
1992 10,943         13,746         1,705           807              643              16                -               27,862               3,155                 1,395,083           2.00%
1993 10,331         12,820         1,762           835              612              17                -               26,378               3,210                 1,424,766           1.85%
1994 10,675         11,510         1,794           811              606              14                -               25,409               3,210                 1,539,894           1.65%
1995 11,550         10,728         1,817           767              600              13                -               25,476               3,185                 1,594,644           1.60%
1996 12,510         9,408           1,902           654              552              15                -               25,042               3,109                 1,676,611           1.49%
1997 13,238         9,965           1,964           743              574              16                -               26,501               3,281                 1,744,574           1.52%
1998 12,899         10,685         2,112           765              587              16                -               27,064               3,464                 1,787,139           1.51%

1976-98 4.0% 6.8% 3.0% 0.4% 0.5% -5.0% -100.0% 4.5% 1.8% 4.7%
1983-98 4.6% 8.5% 4.2% 1.9% 1.8% -1.4% -100.0% 5.6% 3.2% 4.7%
1988-98 -0.5% 1.3% 2.1% -0.9% -0.5% -4.3% -100.0% 0.4% 0.9% 3.1%
1993-98 4.5% -3.6% 3.7% -1.7% -0.8% -0.4% 0.0% 0.5% 1.5% 4.6%

Source:  FAA Terminal Area Forecast, December 1999
Note: Boxed values indicate peak periods.

Average Daily Enplanements

Average Annual Growth

Table 4.3

Total Annual Enplanements

Enplanement History at Commercial Airports in Tennessee FY 1976-1998

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN



Figure 4-6

Tennessee Passenger Originations
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Year Memphis Nashville Knoxville Chattanooga Tri-Cities Jackson Clarksville Tennesee East Tennessee Total USA Percent TN
1976 1,046,780    763,110       400,302       256,320       192,946       18,311         6,339           2,684,108       849,568          137,247,160         1.96%
1977 1,110,690    838,110       436,550       276,086       200,944       18,987         5,323           2,886,690       913,580          149,464,090         1.93%
1978 1,262,080    965,250       471,466       304,628       225,072       18,014         4,215           3,250,725       1,001,166       171,944,290         1.89%
1979 1,364,990    1,027,960    497,863       303,463       239,004       14,488         2,921           3,450,689       1,040,330       191,015,640         1.81%
1980 1,205,970    956,200       453,660       265,903       219,807       10,654         98                3,112,292       939,370          188,061,990         1.65%
1981 1,073,620    897,590       393,022       227,759       187,756       8,642           1,140           2,789,529       808,537          178,219,470         1.57%
1982 1,039,010    916,650       431,715       196,461       166,969       14,674         939              2,766,418       795,145          188,608,570         1.47%
1983 1,061,980    919,850       418,599       210,850       163,064       7,334           317              2,781,994       792,513          202,599,610         1.37%
1984 1,079,590    1,055,320    434,368       234,777       172,631       6,833           614              2,984,133       841,776          223,772,110         1.33%
1985 1,270,640    1,221,690    455,302       250,377       193,000       4,577           516              3,396,102       898,679          241,992,130         1.40%
1986 1,331,660    1,517,980    520,155       272,468       195,602       3,729           530              3,842,124       988,225          262,525,730         1.46%
1987 1,346,210    1,667,580    583,619       313,019       208,090       9,167           1,127           4,128,812       1,104,728       267,233,400         1.55%
1988 1,410,610    1,755,140    628,710       305,037       226,380       9,258           1,428           4,336,563       1,160,127       288,634,270         1.50%
1989 1,476,620    1,945,160    561,624       300,535       214,508       6,540           19                4,505,006       1,076,667       292,887,330         1.54%
1990 1,446,590    2,004,150    582,914       291,237       214,385       6,142           20                4,545,438       1,088,536       306,368,560         1.48%
1991 1,389,950    1,941,500    587,759       274,480       209,657       5,300           -               4,408,646       1,071,896       298,094,050         1.48%
1992 1,412,890    2,103,690    624,022       295,363       235,376       5,892           -               4,677,233       1,154,761       301,384,960         1.55%
1993 1,454,490    2,151,420    643,288       304,842       223,489       6,049           -               4,783,578       1,171,619       313,541,240         1.53%
1994 1,587,930    2,382,200    654,899       295,884       221,035       5,110           -               5,147,058       1,171,818       346,414,160         1.49%
1995 1,731,500    2,643,720    663,253       280,063       219,133       4,665           -               5,542,334       1,162,449       358,432,940         1.55%
1996 1,805,720    3,015,030    696,267       239,318       202,165       5,307           -               5,963,807       1,137,750       394,736,570         1.51%
1997 1,901,510    3,250,670    716,937       271,335       209,467       5,694           -               6,355,613       1,197,739       412,659,870         1.54%
1998 1,916,900    3,292,810    770,912       279,103       214,406       5,938           -               6,480,069       1,264,421       420,131,120         1.54%

Year Memphis Nashville Knoxville Chattanooga Tri-Cities Jackson Clarksville Tennessee East Tennessee Total USA Percent TN
1976 2,860           2,085           1,094           700              527              50                17                7,334              2,321              374,992                1.96%
1977 3,043           2,296           1,196           756              551              52                15                7,909              2,503              409,491                1.93%
1978 3,458           2,645           1,292           835              617              49                12                8,906              2,743              471,080                1.89%
1979 3,740           2,816           1,364           831              655              40                8                  9,454              2,850              523,331                1.81%
1980 3,295           2,613           1,240           727              601              29                0                  8,504              2,567              513,831                1.65%
1981 2,941           2,459           1,077           624              514              24                3                  7,643              2,215              488,273                1.57%
1982 2,847           2,511           1,183           538              457              40                3                  7,579              2,178              516,736                1.47%
1983 2,910           2,520           1,147           578              447              20                1                  7,622              2,171              555,067                1.37%
1984 2,950           2,883           1,187           641              472              19                2                  8,153              2,300              611,399                1.33%
1985 3,481           3,347           1,247           686              529              13                1                  9,304              2,462              662,992                1.40%
1986 3,648           4,159           1,425           746              536              10                1                  10,526            2,707              719,249                1.46%
1987 3,688           4,569           1,599           858              570              25                3                  11,312            3,027              732,146                1.55%
1988 3,854           4,795           1,718           833              619              25                4                  11,849            3,170              788,618                1.50%
1989 4,046           5,329           1,539           823              588              18                0                  12,342            2,950              802,431                1.54%
1990 3,963           5,491           1,597           798              587              17                0                  12,453            2,982              839,366                1.48%
1991 3,808           5,319           1,610           752              574              15                -               12,078            2,937              816,696                1.48%
1992 3,860           5,748           1,705           807              643              16                -               12,779            3,155              823,456                1.55%
1993 3,985           5,894           1,762           835              612              17                -               13,106            3,210              859,017                1.53%
1994 4,350           6,527           1,794           811              606              14                -               14,102            3,210              949,080                1.49%
1995 4,744           7,243           1,817           767              600              13                -               15,184            3,185              982,008                1.55%
1996 4,934           8,238           1,902           654              552              15                -               16,295            3,109              1,078,515             1.51%
1997 5,210           8,906           1,964           743              574              16                -               17,413            3,281              1,130,575             1.54%
1998 5,252           9,021           2,112           765              587              16                -               17,754            3,464              1,151,044             1.54%

1976-98 2.8% 6.9% 3.0% 0.4% 0.5% -5.0% -100.0% 4.1% 1.8% 5.2%
1983-98 4.0% 8.9% 4.2% 1.9% 1.8% -1.4% -100.0% 5.8% 3.2% 5.0%
1988-98 3.1% 6.5% 2.1% -0.9% -0.5% -4.3% -100.0% 4.1% 0.9% 3.9%
1993-98 5.7% 8.9% 3.7% -1.7% -0.8% -0.4% 0.0% 6.3% 1.5% 6.0%

Source:  FAA Terminal Area Forecast for nonhub markets (fiscal years), US DOT Table 1 for Memphis, Nashville, and national total (calendar years)
Note: Boxed values reflect peak periods

Average Daily Passenger Originations

Average Annual Growth

Table 4.4

Total Annual Passenger Originations

Passenger Origination History at Commercial Airports in Tennessee 1976-1998

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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traffic.  Average domestic fares in Memphis 
and Nashville were similar in 1993, with 
Memphis’s average fare of $187.83 being 
just 10% more than Nashville’s average fare 
of $170.78.  By 1998, average fares in 
Memphis had come down slightly, but 
remained nearly 30% more than Nashville’s 
average fare. 

The other commercial service airports in 
Tennessee do not have measurable numbers 
of connecting passengers.  Thus, the 
enplanement trends discussed previously 
also serve as guides for trends in passenger 
originations.  Average domestic fare trends 
at these airports have been more comparable 
to those trends in Memphis than Nashville.  
As seen in Table 4.5, average fares in 1998 
were $171.35 in Knoxville, $200.78 in Tri-
Cities, $178.95 in Chattanooga, and $216.50 
in Jackson.  However, with AirTran 
discontinuing service in Knoxville as of 
April 2000, Knoxville will most likely 
experience an increase in average fare 
levels.  

Air fares are one of the primary factors 
affecting passenger air traffic levels.  One 
prime example is Atlanta, which 
Chattanooga area travelers often use due to 
lower fares.  As air fares in Nashville are 
greatly affected by the major presence of 
Southwest Airlines, average air fares at this 
airport are significantly lower than those at 
the remaining five commercial passenger 
airports in Tennessee.  These lower average 
air fares as well as the greater availability of 
non-stop flights to more destinations attract 
significant numbers of travelers who might 
otherwise use the other five Tennessee 
commercial service airports and airports in 
neighboring states. 

Passenger Activity in Relation to 
Demographic and Economic Bases 

A comparison of passenger originations and 
average domestic fares among the 
commercial service airports in Tennessee 
with regional demographic and economic 
bases shows some interesting trends.  
Among the demographic and economic 
bases that were reviewed were population, 
personal income, and lodging receipts.  
Population and personal income are major 
indicators for potential demand for air travel 
by residents of an area, while lodging 
receipts are a major factor in measuring 
potential demand for air travel to an area by 
non-residents.   

As shown in Table 4.5, Nashville’s share of 
statewide originations is well above its share 
of the statewide economic and demographic 
base; Memphis’s share of statewide 
originations is similar to its share of the 
statewide economic and demographic base; 
and the Eastern Tennessee airports’ share of 
statewide originations is below its share of 
the statewide economic and demographic 
base.  As none of the three Eastern 
Tennessee airports serve as a hub for any 
carrier or have a major presence of a low-
fare carrier, the fact that they collectively do 
not generate a share of statewide 
originations that is similar to their share of 
the statewide economic and demographic 
base is not surprising.  In addition, there is 
traffic diversion from the Eastern Tennessee 
airports to other airports, primarily Nashville 
and Atlanta, due to the greater availability of 
low fares and greater frequencies of service 
to many more markets at these other 
airports.   

In reviewing each of the individual EDDs in 
Eastern Tennessee and its corresponding 
airport, Knoxville is performing the best of 
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Lodging
Economic Receipts

Development Commercial ($1,000)
Region District Airport 1990 1998 2010 1992 1997 1997 1993 1998 1993 1998

Eastern East Knoxville 890,334     1,000,029  1,110,246  15,884,763  20,556,627  340,608       643,288       770,912        184.43      171.35      
Eastern First Tri-Cities 424,888     457,121     485,809     7,052,824    8,848,646    43,640         223,489       214,406        187.19      200.78      
Eastern Southeast Chattanooga 504,405     539,145     572,037     9,310,946    12,130,175  107,211       304,842       279,103        188.02      178.93      
Eastern All Districts 1,819,627  1,996,295  2,168,092  32,248,533  41,535,448  491,459       1,171,619    1,264,421     185.89      178.01      

Middle Greater Nashville Nashville 1,123,754  1,326,791  1,588,365  24,077,290  34,060,304  659,303       2,151,420    3,292,810     170.78      140.39      
Middle South Central 322,296     372,364     421,573     5,298,652    6,824,750    20,769         -               -               -            -            
Middle Upper Cumberland 252,301     287,258     317,195     4,044,785    5,413,380    19,361         -               -               -            -            
Middle All Districts 1,698,351  1,986,413  2,327,133  33,420,727  46,298,434  699,433       2,151,420    3,292,810     170.78      140.39      

West Memphis Area Memphis 912,948     970,831     1,057,431  19,124,864  25,444,020  462,539       1,454,490    1,916,900     187.83      181.93      
West Northwest 235,291     247,768     261,097     3,728,172    4,651,684    9,904           -               -               -            -            
West Southwest Jackson 210,986     229,314     248,945     3,279,005    4,391,023    21,618         6,049           5,938            227.65      216.50      
West All Districts 1,359,225  1,447,913  1,567,473  26,132,041  34,486,727  494,061       1,460,539    1,922,838     187.99      182.04      
Tennessee All Regions 4,877,203  5,430,621  6,062,698  91,801,301  ########## 1,684,953    4,783,578    6,480,069     179.74      160.09      

Eastern East Knoxville 18.3% 18.4% 18.3% 17.3% 16.8% 20.2% 13.4% 11.9%
Eastern First Tri-Cities 8.7% 8.4% 8.0% 7.7% 7.2% 2.6% 4.7% 3.3%
Eastern Southeast Chattanooga 10.3% 9.9% 9.4% 10.1% 9.9% 6.4% 6.4% 4.3%
Eastern All Districts 37.3% 36.8% 35.8% 35.1% 34.0% 29.2% 24.5% 19.5%

Middle Greater Nashville Nashville 23.0% 24.4% 26.2% 26.2% 27.8% 39.1% 45.0% 50.8%
Middle South Central 6.6% 6.9% 7.0% 5.8% 5.6% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Middle Upper Cumberland 5.2% 5.3% 5.2% 4.4% 4.4% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Middle All Districts 34.8% 36.6% 38.4% 36.4% 37.9% 41.5% 45.0% 50.8%

West Memphis Area Memphis 18.7% 17.9% 17.4% 20.8% 20.8% 27.5% 30.4% 29.6%
West Northwest 4.8% 4.6% 4.3% 4.1% 3.8% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0%
West Southwest Jackson 4.3% 4.2% 4.1% 3.6% 3.6% 1.3% 0.1% 0.1%
West All Districts 27.9% 26.7% 25.9% 28.5% 28.2% 29.3% 30.5% 29.7%
Tennessee All Regions 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(a)  In comparison to average domestic fares at Tennessee airports, Atlanta's average domestic air fare decreased from $177.10 in 1993 to $153.14 in 1998 and Little Rock's increased slightly from $126.54 to $134.62.

Sources:  US Census Bureau for Population in 1990 & 1998 and Lodging Receipts in 1997; US Bureau of Economic Analysis for Personal Income; TN Dept. of Economic & Community Development for Population in 2010; FAA TAF Forecast and
US Dept of Transportation O&D Survey for Passenger Originations; and US DOT O&D Survey via BACK Associates for Average Domestic Fares

Passenger OriginationsPopulation Personal Income ($1,000)

Percent of Tennessee State Totals

Average
Domestic Fare (a)

Table 4.5

Regional Passenger Originations and Demographic & Economic Bases in Tennessee

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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the Eastern Tennessee airports in terms of 
maintaining its share of originations relative 
to its share of the statewide economic and 
demographic base, while Tri-Cities and 
Chattanooga are experiencing greater traffic 
diversion to Knoxville and other airports. 

Eastern Tennessee Commercial Service 
Airports 

The three commercial passenger airports in 
Eastern Tennessee have experienced varying 
rates of growth in passenger service over the 
past 20 years.  As passenger growth rates 
closely follow scheduled seat departure 
growth rates, the trend in scheduled seat 
departures at Knoxville, Chattanooga, and 
Tri-Cities is provided in Tables 4.6 and 4.7.  
Knoxville increased its scheduled seat 
departures by over 50,000 from 1993 to 
1999, while both Chattanooga and Tri-Cities 
lost scheduled seat departures during the 
same period.  Preliminary numbers for 2000 
indicate that Knoxville should have 
1,458,765 scheduled seat departures, a major 
increase of nearly 140,000 seat departures in 
just one year, while Chattanooga’s 
scheduled seat departures are expected to 
remain relatively flat.  Tri-Cities is expected 
to experience a further decline of more than 
20,000 scheduled seat departures for 2000.  
These preliminary figures do not include the 
recently announced services that Northwest 
Airlink is adding in some intrastate markets; 
thus, the final scheduled seat departures for 
2000 may be slightly higher. 

The varying levels of air service and 
availability of lower fares have affected 
passenger air traffic levels at each of the 
three commercial airports in Eastern 
Tennessee.  Future developments regarding 
potential airline consolidation, such as the 
pending United acquisition of US Airways, 
will impact the air service levels and 
opportunities at all airports.  Speculation on 

the potential future of smaller-sized hub 
markets with lower levels of local O&D 
traffic includes scenarios where these 
smaller hubs are reduced in size or 
eliminated completely once the number of 
major airlines is reduced. 

As the airport with the largest service area in 
Eastern Tennessee, Knoxville has the richest 
mix of passenger carriers and service of the 
three airports.  Table 4.8 provides the daily 
flight frequencies by carrier and destination 
as scheduled for October 2000 for each 
airport.  Knoxville is scheduled to have a 
daily weekday total of 20 major air carrier 
departures and 42 regional carrier 
departures.  With service provided by either 
or both the major carrier and a commuter 
affiliate, Knoxville has American, 
Continental, Delta, Northwest, Trans World, 
United, and US Airways carrier group 
service with non-stop service to Atlanta, 
Chicago, Charlotte, Cleveland, Cincinnati, 
Detroit, Dallas/Ft. Worth, Houston, 
Memphis, Nashville, Newark, New York, 
Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Washington 
Dulles, and Washington National.  In 
addition, Continental and Delta have each 
announced that they are interested in serving 
Knoxville from New York’s La Guardia 
Airport with regional jets.  The overall 
average load factor in 1999 for all Knoxville 
flights was 69% and, based on this strong 
performance, additional seats and flights 
will be necessary to accommodate future 
demand.  Recent load factors for individual 
carriers at each airport in Eastern Tennessee 
are provided in Table 4.9.  

Knoxville has a well-balanced pattern of 
service to all significant air carrier hubs 
within 500 miles.  Although Knoxville has 
service to many hub airports between 500 
and 800 miles, large hubs that are within the 



   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          4-12  

Published
Origin Carrier Destination 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Prelim 2000

Chattanooga AirTran Orlando -             -             -             6,307         13,447       -             -             -             
Chattanooga American Chicago -             -             -             -             -             -             -             38,950       
Chattanooga American Nashville 54,864       63,015       32,665       6,726         -             -             -             -             
Chattanooga Delta Atlanta 356,950     369,923     336,386     247,381     246,012     204,624     201,698     207,544     
Chattanooga Delta Cincinnati 42,252       49,548       47,157       45,259       53,178       78,790       98,440       87,400       
Chattanooga Northwest Memphis 46,346       43,868       41,322       36,234       35,442       38,168       39,237       53,526       
Chattanooga United Chicago -             -             -             -             -             28,950       52,150       8,550         
Chattanooga US Airways Charlotte 140,868     126,985     104,402     128,324     138,900     139,516     135,215     132,927     
Chattanooga All Carriers Total 641,280     653,339     561,932     470,231     486,979     490,048     526,740     528,897     
Chattanooga All Carriers Percent of East Tennessee 26.5% 25.1% 24.0% 22.4% 22.3% 21.9% 22.5% 21.4%

Tri-Cities American Nashville 33,098       32,794       23,883       6,726         -             -             -             -             
Tri-Cities Corporate Express Nashville -             -             -             1,064         25,308       10,944       -             -             
Tri-Cities Delta Atlanta 199,781     202,138     197,853     156,980     169,555     170,362     184,222     187,846     
Tri-Cities Delta Cincinnati 52,311       51,648       43,383       44,778       47,195       59,670       73,440       72,200       
Tri-Cities Northwest Detroit -             35,853       13,061       -             -             -             -             -             
Tri-Cities Northwest Knoxville -             3,404         3,700         -             -             -             -             -             
Tri-Cities United Chicago -             -             -             -             -             14,550       49,550       36,549       
Tri-Cities US Airways Charlotte 199,412     209,957     164,124     155,231     162,119     148,358     135,964     128,431     
Tri-Cities US Airways Nashville -             -             -             -             -             -             2,603         4,180         
Tri-Cities US Airways Pittsburgh 28,280       37,564       14,749       28,942       31,726       30,363       37,004       40,513       
Tri-Cities US Airways Washington-Dulles -             -             -             -             -             -             7,011         8,569         
Tri-Cities All Carriers Total 512,882     573,358     460,753     393,721     435,903     434,247     489,794     478,288     
Tri-Cities All Carriers Percent of East Tennessee 21.2% 22.0% 19.7% 18.7% 20.0% 19.4% 21.0% 19.4%

Knoxville AirTran Atlanta -             -             -             -             -             88,489       115,725     28,620       
Knoxville AirTran New York-La Guardia -             -             -             -             -             33,320       -             -             
Knoxville AirTran Orlando -             11,760       30,135       42,364       43,435       29,869       -             -             
Knoxville American Dallas/Ft. Worth -             -             -             1,380         19,320       23,220       49,300       83,523       
Knoxville American Nashville 54,954       65,120       35,717       13,927       -             -             -             -             
Knoxville American Raleigh/Durham 23,032       19,836       -             -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville Conquest Atlanta 5,035         -             -             -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville Conquest Birmingham 2,774         -             -             -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville Continental Cleveland -             -             -             7,500         18,240       -             8,700         29,400       
Knoxville Continental Greensboro -             -             2,261         -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville Continental Houston -             -             -             -             -             -             15,750       33,800       
Knoxville Continental Newark -             -             -             -             -             -             3,650         33,804       
Knoxville Corporate Express Nashville -             -             -             1,292         14,592       -             -             -             
Knoxville Delta Atlanta 379,820     394,816     390,502     453,409     460,026     425,232     351,205     377,282     
Knoxville Delta Chattanooga 8,493         429            -             -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville Delta Cincinnati 137,251     147,546     171,494     116,327     104,788     120,520     122,150     136,900     
Knoxville Delta Dallas/Ft. Worth 99,238       101,850     93,713       -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville Delta New York-La Guardia -             27,690       -             -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville Laker Freeport -             -             -             -             4,550         3,500         -             -             
Knoxville Northwest Detroit 10,062       56,232       76,187       77,010       75,989       74,534       81,826       98,396       
Knoxville Northwest Memphis 90,814       95,992       93,638       101,248     91,862       88,015       92,421       106,238     
Knoxville Northwest Tri-Cities -             3,404         5,550         -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville Trans World Lexington 14,310       2,982         6,874         -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville Trans World Nashville -             3,090         -             -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville Trans World St. Louis 18,780       25,918       47,896       69,334       75,276       84,184       83,122       103,513     
Knoxville United Chicago 114,998     124,129     117,284     117,829     116,638     117,357     122,112     117,402     
Knoxville United Greenville/Spartanburg 3,630         -             -             -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville United Nashville 18,666       -             -             -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville United Washington-Dulles 30,870       35,618       30,218       30,276       30,218       31,030       30,798       30,160       
Knoxville US Airways Charlotte 122,438     117,199     92,804       120,757     151,554     140,133     143,197     151,612     
Knoxville US Airways Greenville/Spartanburg -             1,064         -             -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville US Airways New York-La Guardia -             -             -             -             -             -             5,550         15,600       
Knoxville US Airways Philadelphia -             -             -             -             -             2,581         18,067       19,517       
Knoxville US Airways Pittsburgh 132,209     129,714     103,283     67,798       29,203       30,421       41,470       54,752       
Knoxville US Airways Raleigh/Durham -             -             -             -             -             836            -             -             
Knoxville US Airways Washington-National -             16,058       21,164       18,687       22,794       25,085       36,166       38,246       
Knoxville All Carriers Total 1,267,374  1,380,447  1,318,720  1,239,138  1,258,485  1,318,326  1,321,209  1,458,765  
Knoxville All Carriers Percent of East Tennessee 52.3% 52.9% 56.3% 58.9% 57.7% 58.8% 56.5% 59.2%

Scheduled Seat Departures from East Tennessee by Carrier and Destination - 1993 through Preliminary 2000

Table 4.6

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Published
Origin Carrier 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Prelim 2000

Chattanooga AirTran -             -             -             6,307         13,447       -             -             -             
Chattanooga American 54,864       63,015       32,665       6,726         -             -             -             38,950       
Chattanooga Delta 399,202     419,471     383,543     292,640     299,190     283,414     300,138     294,944     
Chattanooga Northwest 46,346       43,868       41,322       36,234       35,442       38,168       39,237       53,526       
Chattanooga United -             -             -             -             -             28,950       52,150       8,550         
Chattanooga US Airways 140,868     126,985     104,402     128,324     138,900     139,516     135,215     132,927     
Chattanooga All Carriers 641,280     653,339     561,932     470,231     486,979     490,048     526,740     528,897     
Chattanooga Percent of East TN 26.5% 25.1% 24.0% 22.4% 22.3% 21.9% 22.5% 21.4%

Tri-Cities American 33,098       32,794       23,883       6,726         -             -             -             -             
Tri-Cities Corporate Express -             -             -             1,064         25,308       10,944       -             -             
Tri-Cities Delta 252,092     253,786     241,236     201,758     216,750     230,032     257,662     260,046     
Tri-Cities Northwest -             39,257       16,761       -             -             -             -             -             
Tri-Cities United -             -             -             -             -             14,550       49,550       36,549       
Tri-Cities US Airways 227,692     247,521     178,873     184,173     193,845     178,721     182,582     181,693     
Tri-Cities All Carriers 512,882     573,358     460,753     393,721     435,903     434,247     489,794     478,288     
Tri-Cities Percent of East TN 21.2% 22.0% 19.7% 18.7% 20.0% 19.4% 21.0% 19.4%

Knoxville AirTran -             11,760       30,135       42,364       43,435       151,678     115,725     28,620       
Knoxville American 77,986       84,956       35,717       15,307       19,320       23,220       49,300       83,523       
Knoxville Conquest 7,809         -             -             -             -             -             -             -             
Knoxville Continental -             -             2,261         7,500         18,240       -             28,100       97,004       
Knoxville Corporate Express -             -             -             1,292         14,592       -             -             -             
Knoxville Delta 624,802     672,331     655,709     569,736     564,814     545,752     473,355     514,182     
Knoxville Laker -             -             -             -             4,550         3,500         -             -             
Knoxville Northwest 100,876     155,628     175,375     178,258     167,851     162,549     174,247     204,634     
Knoxville Trans World 33,090       31,990       54,770       69,334       75,276       84,184       83,122       103,513     
Knoxville United 168,164     159,747     147,502     148,105     146,856     148,387     152,910     147,562     
Knoxville US Airways 254,647     264,035     217,251     207,242     203,551     199,056     244,450     279,727     
Knoxville All Carriers 1,267,374  1,380,447  1,318,720  1,239,138  1,258,485  1,318,326  1,321,209  1,458,765  
Knoxville Percent of East TN 52.3% 52.9% 56.3% 58.9% 57.7% 58.8% 56.5% 59.2%

East Tennessee All Carriers 2,421,536

  

2,607,144

  

2,341,405

  

2,103,090

  

2,181,367

  

2,242,621

  

2,337,743

  

2,465,950

  

Source:  Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates

Annual Scheduled Seat Departures by Carrier from East Tennessee - 1993 through Preliminary 2000

Table 4.7

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Carrier Destination Major Regional Total Major Regional Total Major Regional Total Major Regional Total

American Chicago -      3.0         3.0      -      -         -      -      -        -      -      3.0           3.0      
American Dallas/Ft.Worth -      -         -      2.0      1.0          3.0      -      -        -      2.0      1.0           3.0      
American All Destinations -      3.0         3.0      2.0      1.0          3.0      -      -        -      2.0      4.0           6.0      

Continental Cleveland -      -         -      -      2.0          2.0      -      -        -      -      2.0           2.0      
Continental Houston -      -         -      -      2.0          2.0      -      -        -      -      2.0           2.0      
Continental Newark -      -         -      -      2.0          2.0      -      -        -      -      2.0           2.0      
Continental All Destinations -      -         -      -      6.0          6.0      -      -        -      -      6.0           6.0      

Delta Atlanta -      9.0         9.0      7.0      1.0          8.0      -      8.0        8.0      7.0      18.0         25.0    
Delta Cincinnati -      5.0         5.0      -      8.0          8.0      -      4.0        4.0      -      17.0         17.0    
Delta All Destinations -      14.0       14.0    7.0      9.0          16.0    -      12.0      12.0    7.0      35.0         42.0    

Northwest Detroit -      -         -      1.0      3.0          4.0      -      -        -      1.0      3.0           4.0      
Northwest Memphis -      4.0         4.0      -      4.0          4.0      -      3.0        3.0      -      11.0         11.0    
Northwest Nashville -      -         -      -      3.0          3.0      -      -        -      -      3.0           3.0      
Northwest All Destinations -      4.0         4.0      1.0      10.0        11.0    -      3.0        3.0      1.0      17.0         18.0    

Trans World St. Louis -      -         -      3.0      1.0          4.0      -      -        -      3.0      1.0           4.0      
Trans World All Destinations -      -         -      3.0      1.0          4.0      -      -        -      3.0      1.0           4.0      

United Chicago -      -         -      3.0      -         3.0      -      3.0        3.0      3.0      3.0           6.0      
United Washington-Dulles -      -         -      -      3.0          3.0      -      -        -      -      3.0           3.0      
United All Destinations -      -         -      3.0      3.0          6.0      -      3.0        3.0      3.0      6.0           9.0      

US Airways Charlotte 3.0      2.0         5.0      4.0      1.5          5.5      3.0      1.0        4.0      10.0    4.5           14.5    
US Airways New York-La Guardia -      -         -      -      1.0          1.0      -      -        -      -      1.0           1.0      
US Airways Philadelphia -      -         -      -      1.5          1.5      -      -        -      -      1.5           1.5      
US Airways Pittsburgh -      -         -      -      5.5          5.5      -      4.0        4.0      -      9.5           9.5      
US Airways Washington-Dulles -      -         -      -      -         -      -      1.0        1.0      -      1.0           1.0      
US Airways Washington-National -      -         -      -      2.5          2.5      -      -        -      -      2.5           2.5      
US Airways All Destinations 3.0      2.0         5.0      4.0      12.0        16.0    3.0      6.0        9.0      10.0    20.0         30.0    

All Carriers All Destinations 3.0      23.0       26.0    20.0    42.0        62.0    3.0      24.0      27.0    26.0    89.0         115.0  

Source:  Individual Airline Websites checked for travel on October 5, 2000

Table 4.8

Daily Weekday Roundtrip Frequencies with October 2000 Schedule

Chattanooga Knoxville Tri-Cities Total

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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1999 1998 1999 1998 1999 1998
All Carriers
Total Passengers 603,922       574,120       1,763,431    1,626,905    440,645       435,064       
Scheduled Seat Departures 526,740       490,048       1,321,209    1,318,326    
Estimated Completion Factor 95% 95% 97% 97%
Estimated Seat Arrivals & Depts 1,000,806    931,091       2,563,145    2,557,552    924,842       828,752       
Load Factors 60.3% 61.7% 68.8% 63.6% 47.6% 52.5%

Delta/Comair/ASA
Total Passengers 363,366       344,603       770,551       813,517       245,492       233,625       
Scheduled Seat Departures 300,138       283,414       473,355       545,752       
Estimated Completion Factor 95% 95% 96% 96%
Estimated Seat Arrivals & Depts 570,262       538,487       908,842       1,047,844    485,144       430,572       
Load Factors 63.7% 64.0% 84.8% 77.6% 50.6% 54.3%

US Airways/US Airways Express
Total Passengers 136,316       148,702       280,283       222,697       157,170       182,685       
Scheduled Seat Departures 135,215       139,516       244,450       199,056       
Estimated Completion Factor 95% 95% 95% 95%
Estimated Seat Arrivals & Depts 256,909       265,080       464,455       378,206       354,802       354,598       
Load Factors 53.1% 56.1% 60.3% 58.9% 44.3% 51.5%

Northwest/Northwest Airlink
Total Passengers 55,248         51,164         211,958       187,932       
Scheduled Seat Departures 39,237         38,168         174,247       162,549       
Estimated Completion Factor 95% 95% 97% 97%
Estimated Seat Arrivals & Depts 74,550         72,519         338,039       315,345       
Load Factors 74.1% 70.6% 62.7% 59.6%

United/United Express
Total Passengers 48,992         29,651         137,544       138,982       37,983         11,784         
Scheduled Seat Departures 52,150         28,950         122,112       117,357       
Estimated Completion Factor 95% 95% 98% 98%
Estimated Seat Arrivals & Depts 99,085         55,005         239,340       230,020       84,896         26,900         
Load Factors 49.4% 53.9% 57.5% 60.4% 44.7% 43.8%

AirTran
Total Passengers 124,564       111,573       
Scheduled Seat Departures 115,725       151,678       
Estimated Completion Factor 98% 98%
Estimated Seat Arrivals & Depts 226,821       297,289       
Load Factors 54.9% 37.5%

Trans World
Total Passengers 87,463         82,502         
Scheduled Seat Departures 83,122         84,184         
Estimated Completion Factor 98% 98%
Estimated Seat Arrivals & Depts 162,919       165,001       
Load Factors 53.7% 50.0%

American Eagle
Total Passengers 68,513         
Scheduled Seat Departures 49,300         
Estimated Completion Factor 95%
Estimated Seat Arrivals & Depts 93,670         
Load Factors 73.1%

Continental Express
Total Passengers 32,831         
Scheduled Seat Departures 28,100         
Estimated Completion Factor 95%
Estimated Seat Arrivals & Depts 53,390         
Load Factors 61.5%

Source:  Airport Authorities for Passengers; Tri-Cities Airport for Seats, OAG for Seats in Knoxville, Chattanooga

Table 4.9

Chattanooga Knoxville Tri-Cities

Estimated Load Factors by Carrier for East Tennessee Airports in 1998 and 1999

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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500- to 800-mile circle from Knoxville that 
are not served include Orlando, Miami, and 
Minneapolis.  Due to the relative location of 
each of these hubs in comparison to the 
originations and destinations for most 
Knoxville travelers, there are many fewer 
connection opportunities at these hubs than 
at hubs more centrally located in the nation.  
The O&D traffic base in each of these 
Knoxville markets was 107 Passengers 
Daily Each Way (PDEW) in Orlando, 35 
PDEW in Miami, and 26 PDEW in 
Minneapolis in 1999.  While Orlando’s large 
local market could potentially support daily 
non-stop service with regional jets from 
Knoxville, American’s Miami hub and 
Northwest’s Minneapolis hub would 
probably not support daily non-stop service 
from Knoxville in the near future.  As the 
primary longer-haul markets served out of 
Orlando by Delta Connection, Birmingham 
(472 miles) and New Orleans (548 miles), 
which are both Southwest markets as well, it 
is probable that Delta Connection is serving 
these two markets to maintain market share.  
As Southwest is not serving Knoxville, there 
is a low probability that Delta Connection 
would have this market as a high priority for 
its Orlando hub.   

One medium hub that is growing again is 
Raleigh/Durham.  Midway Airlines and its 
commuter affiliate, Corporate Airlines, have 
increased service from this hub to many 
airports in the eastern half of the country.  
Knoxville should be a potential candidate 
for service by this carrier group, as many 
connect markets on the Midway system are 
among the largest O&D markets for 
Knoxville travelers.  

Future growth in Knoxville will primarily 
involve additional seat departures and 
frequencies by carriers currently serving 
Knoxville to hubs already served.  Larger 

aircraft can add seat departures to existing 
frequencies, and additional frequencies can 
be added to hubs that have banks where 
there are potential opportunities for 
Knoxville service.  As one example of 
potential increases in frequencies to hubs 
that are now served from Knoxville, United 
has seven banks of flights at its Washington 
Dulles hub, yet there are only three United 
Express daily round trips between Knoxville 
and Washington Dulles.  More Washington 
Dulles frequencies with United Express are 
possible for Knoxville.  Another example of 
potential increases in frequencies to hubs 
currently served from Knoxville is Delta 
service to Atlanta.  While Chattanooga has 
nine daily frequencies to Atlanta, Knoxville 
has only eight.  It would be possible for 
Delta or Delta Connection to add a ninth 
daily frequency from Atlanta to Knoxville. 

The withdrawal of AirTran from McGhee 
Tyson airport in Knoxville does not imply 
that this market cannot support a low-fare 
carrier, but rather that this particular carrier 
did not succeed there.  Other low-fare 
carriers with service to other destinations 
more distant than Atlanta would potentially 
have more success than AirTran.  While 
JetBlue has announced that Memphis and 
Nashville are potential markets that it may 
serve from New York-Kennedy, Knoxville 
should also be among the potential 
candidates.  The New York-La Guardia 
market had 77 PDEW in 1999, and Newark 
had an additional 37 PDEW.  With low 
fares, the New York traffic base should 
increase and, while there are more lucrative 
markets such as Memphis and Nashville that 
will potentially attract JetBlue service at an 
earlier date, Knoxville should be a potential 
candidate at a later date.  O&D traffic levels 
for the top 40 domestic markets of the 
Eastern Tennessee airports are provided in 
Tables 4.10 and 4.11. 
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Rank in
1999 Market CHA TYS TRI E Tenn ATL BNA CHA TYS TRI E Tenn ATL BNA CHA TYS TRI E Tenn ATL BNA

1 Chicago-O'Hare 49       97       33       180     1,508     284     19       17       17       53       634     122     64% 21% 107% 42% 73% 76%
2 Orlando 18       103     24       146     1,039     359     1         65       9         74       563     247     6% 167% 56% 104% 118% 219%
3 Atlanta 6         107     33       146     -         170     (8)        53       2         47       -      (0)        -57% 98% 5% 48% 0%
4 Dallas/Ft. Worth 26       92       14       133     1,395     234     (2)        41       (2)        37       695     46       -7% 80% -9% 39% 99% 25%
5 New York-La Guardia 26       77       20       122     1,600     190     3         46       5         54       964     7         15% 147% 32% 79% 152% 4%
6 Tampa 14       66       13       93       959        241     2         39       2         43       477     143     13% 141% 22% 84% 99% 145%
7 Philadelphia 24       53       15       92       1,131     153     4         25       1         30       573     26       17% 90% 6% 47% 103% 20%
8 Boston 19       55       14       88       1,087     113     2         25       1         29       532     (8)        12% 84% 11% 48% 96% -7%
9 Washington-National 14       61       9         84       488        123     (7)        18       (4)        7         (144)    (32)      -32% 42% -34% 9% -23% -20%
10 Detroit 10       59       8         77       781        387     (1)        25       (4)        20       401     135     -11% 73% -30% 35% 105% 53%
11 Ft.Lauderdale 11       50       9         70       872        190     (1)        28       1         29       431     127     -8% 128% 16% 69% 98% 201%
12 Newark 18       37       10       65       1,461     159     3         10       (0)        13       314     42       17% 37% -1% 24% 27% 36%
13 Memphis 4         52       8         65       618        28       (15)      8         (1)        (8)        366     (18)      -78% 18% -7% -11% 145% -39%
14 Denver 13       39       9         61       660        110     (0)        4         0         4         281     27       -3% 13% 1% 7% 74% 32%
15 Las Vegas 10       41       9         60       410        192     (5)        8         2         5         136     136     -36% 23% 38% 9% 50% 242%
16 Los Angeles 12       33       9         54       805        308     (5)        1         (1)        (5)        243     158     -28% 2% -7% -8% 43% 105%
17 Houston-Bush 8         36       10       54       518        94       2         24       2         27       258     18       32% 192% 20% 103% 100% 23%
18 Miami 7         35       11       53       792        74       (8)        7         (0)        (1)        261     (7)        -54% 25% -3% -3% 49% -8%
19 Charlotte 25       20       7         52       321        118     0         7         (3)        4         108     39       1% 59% -33% 9% 51% 49%
20 New Orleans 8         32       8         48       522        224     (0)        15       2         17       287     139     -5% 88% 40% 54% 122% 164%
21 San Francisco 9         29       9         47       629        92       (4)        1         1         (3)        195     23       -33% 2% 14% -5% 45% 34%
22 Jacksonville 9         32       6         47       527        131     2         21       1         23       271     84       22% 179% 14% 97% 106% 180%
23 Pittsburgh 10       26       8         44       300        70       0         (2)        3         2         40       13       1% -6% 71% 5% 15% 22%
24 Hartford 11       26       4         41       458        56       1         12       1         15       255     (0)        14% 93% 41% 58% 126% 0%
25 Minneapolis 8         26       7         41       566        106     (2)        6         1         5         294     38       -22% 31% 15% 13% 108% 56%
26 St. Louis 6         28       5         39       347        53       (2)        9         (1)        5         84       (1)        -23% 44% -21% 16% 32% -2%
27 Phoenix 7         24       6         38       382        179     (1)        7         1         7         151     90       -15% 41% 22% 22% 65% 102%
28 Baltimore 12       18       7         37       462        413     2         1         (0)        3         52       336     23% 5% -4% 8% 13% 440%
29 Kansas City 12       16       8         35       455        203     5         1         1         8         238     119     74% 10% 20% 28% 110% 140%
30 Raleigh/Durham 14       17       3         34       704        187     5         3         (0)        8         439     116     55% 24% -9% 31% 166% 163%
31 Seattle 8         21       4         33       348        139     (0)        1         (0)        1         133     91       -4% 6% -2% 3% 62% 192%
32 Fort Myers 4         22       5         31       228        45       (1)        12       0         11       136     18       -28% 124% 4% 54% 147% 65%
33 Cleveland 11       14       4         29       347        245     4         1         (1)        4         93       153     47% 9% -18% 16% 37% 167%
34 Washington-Dulles 10       16       2         28       1,306     12       7         11       1         18       1,108  1         208% 215% 51% 191% 560% 12%
35 San Diego 4         16       5         25       279        104     (2)        (1)        0         (2)        107     51       -32% -4% 2% -9% 62% 95%
36 Houston-Hobby 4         17       3         25       249        187     (4)        3         (2)        (3)        147     18       -52% 18% -32% -11% 143% 11%
37 Norfolk 8         13       3         24       254        28       3         4         (1)        6         131     (2)        49% 49% -18% 34% 107% -7%
38 West Palm Beach 6         12       5         24       290        40       (1)        (1)        (0)        (2)        96       15       -8% -10% -7% -9% 49% 59%
39 Richmond 9         12       3         23       296        44       (1)        3         (2)        1         130     2         -9% 41% -34% 4% 78% 5%
40 San Antonio 5         14       3         22       215        106     (0)        1         (1)        0         89       41       -2% 8% -18% 2% 71% 62%

  Subtotal Top 40 489     1,545  372     2,407  25,608   6,194  (8)        559     33       584     ##### 2,555  -2% 57% 10% 32% 82% 70%
Note: CHA: Chattanooga; TYS: Knoxville; TRI: Tri-Cities; E Tenn: East Tennessee Total; ATL: Atlanta; BNA: Nashville
Source:  US Department of Transportation O&D Survey via BACK Associates

Table 4.10

O&D Passenger Traffic Distribution (Passengers Daily Each Way) in Top 40 Domestic Markets for East Tennessee (with comparisons at competitive airports) 1999 vs 1993

O&D Passengers Daily Each Way (PDEW) 1999 Passengers Daily Each Way (PDEW) Change 99 vs 93 Percentage Change 1999 vs 1993

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Rank in
1999 Market CHA TYS TRI ATL BNA CHA TYS TRI ATL BNA CHA TYS TRI ATL BNA CHA TYS TRI ATL

1 Chicago-O'Hare 154 167 182 127 96 177 167 217 185 156 (23)      (0)        (35)      (58)      (60)      -13% 0% -16% -31%
2 Orlando 143 105 122 114 92 157 142 133 149 158 (14)      (37)      (12)      (35)      (66)      -9% -26% -9% -24%
3 Atlanta 130 87 182 233 89 149 142 185 41       (62)      40       48       46% -42% 28%
4 Dallas/Ft. Worth 157 134 238 132 207 184 208 217 213 201 (27)      (74)      21       (81)      7         -15% -36% 10% -38%
5 New York-La Guardia 192 127 150 166 227 186 171 182 213 230 6         (44)      (32)      (47)      (3)        3% -26% -18% -22%
6 Tampa 141 106 144 114 102 164 162 147 151 170 (23)      (56)      (3)        (37)      (68)      -14% -35% -2% -24%
7 Philadelphia 189 141 240 114 196 220 206 208 151 209 (32)      (65)      31       (37)      (13)      -14% -32% 15% -25%
8 Boston 161 123 166 142 147 202 211 203 193 207 (41)      (88)      (37)      (50)      (61)      -20% -42% -18% -26%
9 Washington-National 164 172 205 202 147 172 184 179 167 189 (8)        (12)      26       35       (42)      -5% -6% 15% 21%

10 Detroit 146 173 209 101 102 226 188 197 155 159 (81)      (15)      13       (54)      (57)      -36% -8% 6% -35%
11 Ft.Lauderdale 137 110 151 112 114 154 143 144 150 174 (16)      (33)      7         (39)      (61)      -11% -23% 5% -26%
12 Newark 198 153 194 138 249 215 202 228 133 229 (17)      (49)      (33)      5         20       -8% -24% -15% 4%
13 Memphis 145 164 204 89 178 173 163 187 166 165 (27)      1         17       (77)      13       -16% 1% 9% -46%
14 Denver 197 207 214 187 223 176 198 193 180 194 21       10       22       8         29       12% 5% 11% 4%
15 Las Vegas 235 185 213 191 145 135 141 168 136 174 100     44       46       55       (29)      74% 32% 27% 40%
16 Los Angeles 272 248 266 249 161 236 242 242 235 230 35       6         24       14       (69)      15% 2% 10% 6%
17 Houston-Bush 166 126 189 123 120 181 194 226 191 117 (15)      (68)      (37)      (69)      4         -8% -35% -16% -36%
18 Miami 158 125 147 110 141 148 131 135 141 167 10       (5)        12       (31)      (26)      7% -4% 9% -22%
19 Charlotte 229 188 168 183 218 181 161 109 182 159 49       28       59       2         59       27% 17% 54% 1%
20 New Orleans 134 107 122 101 67 158 163 150 150 118 (24)      (56)      (29)      (49)      (50)      -15% -34% -19% -33%
21 San Francisco 276 272 262 291 178 218 254 220 241 217 58       18       42       50       (40)      27% 7% 19% 21%
22 Jacksonville 122 95 150 93 91 163 148 172 140 161 (41)      (54)      (22)      (47)      (69)      -25% -36% -13% -34%
23 Pittsburgh 217 227 219 195 204 219 197 214 140 168 (2)        31       5         55       36       -1% 16% 2% 39%
24 Hartford 188 127 226 120 189 258 192 190 199 213 (70)      (65)      35       (79)      (25)      -27% -34% 19% -40%
25 Minneapolis 270 215 244 184 208 226 192 231 210 181 45       23       13       (25)      27       20% 12% 5% -12%
26 St. Louis 218 208 236 189 245 180 174 187 149 165 38       34       49       40       80       21% 20% 26% 26%
27 Phoenix 296 234 263 246 154 227 201 182 196 157 70       33       82       50       (3)        31% 16% 45% 25%
28 Baltimore 194 202 217 157 81 184 171 179 136 187 10       31       39       22       (106)    5% 18% 22% 16%
29 Kansas City 110 186 205 131 65 190 172 193 179 108 (81)      15       11       (48)      (43)      -42% 9% 6% -27%
30 Raleigh/Durham 126 140 265 99 96 178 172 176 192 180 (53)      (31)      89       (93)      (84)      -29% -18% 50% -48%
31 Seattle 254 246 330 251 139 237 212 227 236 219 17       34       104     15       (80)      7% 16% 46% 6%
32 Fort Myers 143 115 123 110 125 139 131 140 146 146 5         (17)      (17)      (37)      (21)      3% -13% -12% -25%
33 Cleveland 108 213 240 169 69 193 189 182 159 168 (85)      24       58       10       (99)      -44% 13% 32% 6%
34 Washington-Dulles 137 124 208 99 148 184 174 176 162 184 (48)      (50)      32       (63)      (36)      -26% -29% 18% -39%
35 San Diego 259 232 259 243 152 199 217 221 214 204 60       15       39       28       (52)      30% 7% 17% 13%
36 Houston-Hobby 153 121 163 116 106 195 194 223 195 88 (42)      (73)      (60)      (78)      18       -22% -38% -27% -40%
37 Norfolk 114 125 200 96 202 173 144 163 181 172 (58)      (19)      37       (85)      30       -34% -13% 23% -47%
38 West Palm Beach 163 161 164 137 142 171 138 154 165 189 (8)        22       11       (28)      (46)      -4% 16% 7% -17%
39 Richmond 182 173 256 149 229 203 185 195 206 206 (21)      (12)      61       (57)      23       -10% -7% 31% -28%
40 San Antonio 261 176 233 180 108 170 169 182 195 123 91       7         52       (15)      (15)      53% 4% 28% -8%

Subtotal Top 40 Markets 181 164 204 149 152 186 179 185 172 176 (5)        (15)      19       (23)      (23)      -3% -9% 10% -14%
Note: CHA: Chattanooga; TYS: Knoxville; TRI: Tri-Cities; ATL: Atlanta; BNA: Nashville
Source:  US Department of Transportation O&D Survey via BACK Associates

Table 4.11

Average Fare ($) 1993

Average Fares in Top 40 Domestic Markets for East Tennessee (with comparisons at competitive airports) 1999 vs 1993

Percentage Change 1999 vs 1993 Average Fare ($) 1999 $ Change in Average Fare 1999 vs 1993

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Another potential low fare air carrier that 
could serve eastern Tennessee is Southwest 
Airlines.  Southwest has a major Tennessee 
presence in Nashville, but with Knoxville 
serving as the major airport in Eastern 
Tennessee, there may also be an opportunity 
to attract Southwest to Knoxville as well. 

Southwest provided service to Jackson, 
Mississippi in 1997, but in comparison, 
Knoxville has a larger market and more 
enplanements, making it a credible 
candidate for Southwest service.   

Chattanooga is scheduled to have a daily 
weekday total of three air carrier departures 
and 26 regional carrier departures in October 
2000.  With service provided by US 
Airways and US Airways Express to 
Charlotte, Delta Connection to Atlanta and 
Cincinnati, Northwest Airlink to Memphis, 
and American Eagle to Chicago, 
Chattanooga has four carrier groups 
providing service to five hubs.  The overall 
average load factor for all flights was 60% 
for Chattanooga flights in 1999.  Based on 
this modest performance, additional seats 
and flights may be necessary to 
accommodate near-term future demand.  
Potential changes in service may include US 
Airways/US Airways Express replacing its 
three daily air carrier departures and two 
daily regional carrier departures with a more 
frequent schedule of all regional carrier 
departures.  

Potential new non-stop markets for 
Chattanooga include many of those markets 
served from Knoxville that are not yet 
served from Chattanooga.  American Eagle 
regional jet service to Dallas/Ft. Worth 
would supplement American Eagle’s new 
regional jet service to Chicago.  Continental 
Express service to its hubs in Cleveland, 
Houston, and Newark would also be 
potential regional jet markets.  Potential 

United Express service to Washington 
Dulles would most likely be with regional 
jets that Atlantic Coast Airlines, the United 
Express affiliate at Washington Dulles, has 
on order.  Service by US Airways Express to 
some of US Airways’ other hubs would help 
it compete more effectively in Chattanooga.  
With Comair’s Cincinnati service feeding 
the Delta hub, they now have up to six daily 
frequencies.  Pittsburgh service with US 
Airways Express should also be very viable, 
provided that Pittsburgh remains a large hub 
for US Airways.  Northwest Airlink’s 
Memphis service has done very well in 
Chattanooga, and the potential for 
Northwest Airlink service to Detroit is also a 
possibility. 

Low-fare carriers attract not only travelers 
headed to and from the immediate local 
service area, but also travelers from 
neighboring areas.  Thus, since it is just over 
100 miles north of Atlanta, Chattanooga 
could potentially benefit.  Current estimates 
of Chattanooga traffic that diverts to other 
airports, primarily Atlanta and Nashville, 
range from 30 to 35%.  Consequently, the 
local market is actually significantly larger 
than indicated by current enplanement 
levels. 

Atlanta, the largest airport in the world in 
terms of enplanements, is becoming 
increasingly congested, making Chattanooga 
a more convenient alternative by 
comparison.  Although Southwest attracts a 
large number of Atlanta area travelers to its 
Birmingham service, Chattanooga could 
also serve this Atlanta regional market.  The 
major growth in the Atlanta area is to the 
north along the I-75 corridor, and 
Chattanooga is about 30 miles closer to 
Atlanta than Birmingham.  If Southwest 
were to serve Chattanooga, there would be 
increased diversion from the Atlanta area to 
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Southwest overall, and diversion from other 
areas in Eastern Tennessee to Chattanooga 
would also boost potential enplanements for 
Chattanooga. 

A review of trends in air fares, yields, 
lengths of journeys, and passengers in 
Chattanooga and Atlanta from 1991 through 
1999 is provided in Table 4.12.  As shown 
in this table, Chattanooga has been 
experiencing a flat traffic growth during this 
decade while Atlanta has been booming.  
Chattanooga averaged a 0.93% annual 
growth rate in domestic O&D traffic from 
1991 to 1999, while Atlanta averaged a 
9.82% annual growth rate during this same 
period.  Much of the difference in growth 
rates can be attributed to the lower fares that 
exist in Atlanta, which not only stimulate 
local Atlanta-based traffic, but also cause 
diversion from regional airports surrounding 
the Atlanta area.  The metropolitan Atlanta 
area has also been growing at a fast rate, 
which has contributed to the high growth 
rate for Atlanta’s Hartsfield Airport.  In 
dividing the O&D traffic by the estimated 
population of the MSA, Chattanooga 
generated 1.07 O&D passengers per capita 
and Atlanta generated 4.02 O&D passengers 
per capita in 1991.  In 1999, Chattanooga 
generated 1.09 O&D passengers per capita, 
which represents only an average annual 
increase of 0.23% in per capita O&D 
passenger traffic from 1991 to 1999.  
However, Atlanta generated 6.83 O&D 
passengers per capita in 1999, which 
represents an average annual increase of 
6.85% in per capita O&D passenger traffic 
during this same period.   

Tri-Cities will have three daily weekday jet 
and 24 daily commuter departures based on 
its preliminary October 2000 schedule.  
Service will be provided by Delta 
Connection to Atlanta (ASA) and Cincinnati 

(Comair), Northwest Airlink to Memphis, 
United Express to Chicago, and US 
Airways/US Airways Express to Charlotte, 
Pittsburgh, and Washington Dulles.  This 
level of service—four carrier groups 
providing service to seven non-stop 
destinations—is substantial for a market 
with just over 220,000 annual enplanements, 
and is actually more than that found at most 
airports with similar traffic levels.  The 
recent announcement by Northwest Airlink 
that it will begin service between Tri-Cities 
and Memphis will impact the loads on 
carriers already serving Tri-Cities, as some 
of the connect traffic flowing via Memphis 
will have been on other carriers serving 
other hubs.  This impact may be great 
enough to affect service levels by the other 
carriers, as carriers serving Tri-Cities had an 
average load factor of only 47.6% in 1999.  

Some of the Tri-Cities traffic that had been 
using lower fares in Knoxville made 
possible by AirTran’s presence should be 
returning to Tri-Cities as, and if, fares in 
Knoxville become more comparable to those 
in Tri-Cities.  As US Airways only achieved 
an average load factor of 42.1% on its 
Fokker F100 flights in Tri-Cities in 1999, 
there could be a potential replacement of the 
three daily mainline US Airways service in 
Tri-Cities with more frequencies provided 
by smaller aircraft flown by US Airways 
Express.  Of any potential new service 
opportunities, United’s large hub at 
Washington Dulles has many more 
connection opportunities for travelers than 
the much smaller US Airways presence 
there, and traffic would certainly be stronger 
with Atlantic Coast serving this route rather 
than US Airways Express.  As previously 
stated, future developments regarding 
potential airline consolidation, such as the 
pending United acquisition of US Airways,  
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Average
Percent Annual
Change Change

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 1991-99 1991-99

Chattanooga 186.17            174.22           188.02           198.05           198.85           188.70           183.85           178.93           186.30           0.07% 0.01%
Atlanta 184.02            172.46           177.10           147.54           151.19           132.70           154.90           153.14           154.61           -15.98% -2.15%
Air Fare Difference 2.15                1.76               10.92             50.51             47.66             56.00             28.95             25.79             31.69             
Percent Difference 1.2% 1.0% 6.2% 34.2% 31.5% 42.2% 18.7% 16.8% 20.5%

Chattanooga 21.15              19.88             20.81             21.25             21.83             20.99             20.86             20.62             21.36             0.99% 0.12%
Atlanta 21.66              19.68             20.54             17.92             18.35             15.77             18.64             18.57             18.77             -13.34% -1.77%
Yield Difference (0.51)               0.20               0.27               3.33               3.48               5.22               2.22               2.05               2.59               
Percent Difference -2.4% 1.0% 1.3% 18.6% 19.0% 33.1% 11.9% 11.0% 13.8%

Chattanooga 880.2              876.4             903.5             932.0             910.9             899.0             881.4             867.7             872.2             -0.91% -0.11%
Atlanta 849.6              876.3             862.2             823.3             823.9             841.5             831.0             824.7             823.7             -3.05% -0.39%
Miles Difference 30.7                0.0                 41.3               108.7             87.0               57.5               50.3               43.1               48.5               
Percent Difference 3.6% 0.0% 4.8% 13.2% 10.6% 6.8% 6.1% 5.2% 5.9%

Chattanooga 457,840          500,400         532,140         483,210         471,270         401,360         486,550         476,500         493,150         7.71% 0.93%
Atlanta 12,262,790     13,491,470    14,824,160    18,289,040    19,291,240    21,092,920    22,931,670    24,616,700    25,942,250    111.55% 9.82%

Chattanooga 85,236            87,180           100,053         95,700           93,712           75,737           89,452           85,260           91,874           7.79% 0.94%
Atlanta 2,256,599       2,326,739      2,625,359      2,698,365      2,916,643      2,799,030      3,552,116      3,769,801      4,010,931      77.74% 7.45%

Chattanooga 427,560          429,908         434,488         438,493         442,179         444,684         447,806         450,283         452,034         5.72% 0.70%
Atlanta 3,052,444       3,132,443      3,225,666      3,328,858      3,430,240      3,532,657      3,634,245      3,746,059      3,800,870      24.52% 2.78%

Chattanooga 1.07                1.16               1.22               1.10               1.07               0.90               1.09               1.06               1.09               1.88% 0.23%
Atlanta 4.02                4.31               4.60               5.49               5.62               5.97               6.31               6.57               6.83               69.90% 6.85%

Chattanooga 199.4              202.8             230.3             218.2             211.9             170.3             199.8             189.3             203.2             1.95% 0.24%
Atlanta 739.3              742.8             813.9             810.6             850.3             792.3             977.4             1,006.3          1,055.3          42.74% 4.55%

Source:  US DOT O&D Survey (10 percent sample) via BACK Associates for airline data; US Census Bureau for population data 1991-1999 and HNTB Analysis

Table 4.12

Estimated Population of Metropolitan Statistical Area as of July 1

Estimated Per Capita Domestic O&D Passenger Traffic 

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Estimated Per Capita Domestic O&D Passenger Revenue

Trends in Air Fares, Yields, Length of Journeys, and Passengers in Chattanooga and Atlanta

Average Domestic Length of Journey (miles)

Average Domestic Yields (cents per mile)

Average Domestic Air Fares (dollars)

Total Domestic O&D Revenue Passenger Traffic (excludes non-revenue traffic)

Total Domestic O&D Passenger Revenue ($000)
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will impact air service levels and 
opportunities at all airports, including Tri-
Cities.  

Middle Tennessee Commercial Service 
Airports 

Nashville has had a remarkable rebound in 
air service since American Airlines reduced 
its hub there in the early 1990s.  Although 
total enplanements peaked with just over 5 
million in FY 1992, total O&D originations 
have grown steadily and the 3.3 million 
originations recorded in 1998 represented a 
doubling of O&D traffic since 1987.  Much 
of this outstanding growth has come as a 
result of Southwest Airlines focusing service 
at Nashville.  In April 2000, Nashville’s 83 
daily Southwest departures placed it 10th in 
size among all Southwest stations. 

As opposed to the smaller markets in 
Eastern Tennessee, Nashville’s larger O&D 
passenger traffic base can support service to 
major non-hub airports in addition to the 
major hubs.  A review of individual markets 
is provided in Table 4.13, where the top 50 
domestic O&D markets for Nashville in 
1999 and the change in traffic levels for 
these 50 markets from 1998 are shown.  
Also provided in this table is the number of 
daily seat departures scheduled for October 
5, 2000.  The comparison of average daily 
passenger levels with daily seat departures 
provides an indication of the markets that 
could potentially use more non-stop service.  
For example, an average of 412.8 PDEW 
flew in the Nashville-Baltimore market in 
1999, and there will be 1,233 scheduled seat 
departures in October 2000 in this market.  
Based on this comparison, Baltimore is 
more than well served from Nashville.   

In comparing the average daily O&D traffic 
with the seat departures, the market that has 
the greatest average daily O&D traffic 

compared to non-stop seat departures is Fort  
Lauderdale, the 13th largest O&D market for 
Nashville in 1999.  This limited non-stop 
service to Fort Lauderdale is provided by 
Southwest, but this carrier also provides 
many one-stop flights through various 
airports to and from Fort Lauderdale.  As 
traffic grows in both the local Nashville-Fort 
Lauderdale market and in other Fort 
Lauderdale markets using Nashville as a 
connect point, Southwest may add more 
non-stop Fort Lauderdale service. 

Seattle, the 21st largest O&D market for 
Nashville in 1999, will have one daily non-
stop flight with Southwest in October 2000.  
The 138.9 PDEW are not quite adequately 
served by the 137 daily seats but, similar to 
the Fort Lauderdale market, Southwest may 
be waiting for both the local and connect 
market traffic to grow before adding 
additional non-stop service.   

Boston, the 26th largest O&D market for 
Nashville in 1999, has recently received 
American Eagle regional jet non-stop 
service.  As traffic grows in this market, 
both as a result of the natural growth in 
Nashville-Boston traffic and the return of 
some Providence and Manchester 
passengers to the Boston market, additional 
frequencies will probably be added.   

The largest domestic market without non-
stop service is San Francisco, Nashville’s 
33rd largest O&D market in 1999.  There 
were 91.9 PDEW in the Nashville-San 
Francisco market in 1999 and, due to the 
presence of Southwest’s non-stop flight in 
the Nashville-Oakland market, there were 
certainly some potential San Francisco 
travelers that used this alternative service.   

Table 4.14 provides the top 50 domestic 
O&D markets for the combined set of three 
airports in the San Francisco Bay Area 
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Daily

Annual Annual Passengers Passengers Seat
Traffic Traffic Daily Each Daily Each Departures

1999 Rank Airports 1999 1998 Change Percent Change Way 1999 Way 1998 Oct. 5, 2000
1 Baltimore 301,320       280,310       21,010            7.5% 412.8 384.0 1,233          
2 Detroit 282,520       278,120       4,400              1.6% 387.0 381.0 1,203          
3 Orlando 262,410       245,120       17,290            7.1% 359.5 335.8 878             
4 Chicago-Midway 240,030       227,540       12,490            5.5% 328.8 311.7 1,173          
5 Los Angeles 224,820       212,920       11,900            5.6% 308.0 291.7 689             
6 Chicago-O'Hare 207,030       216,440       (9,410)             -4.3% 283.6 296.5 917             
7 Cleveland 179,020       168,590       10,430            6.2% 245.2 230.9 748             
8 Tampa 176,120       161,590       14,530            9.0% 241.3 221.4 533             
9 Dallas/Ft. Worth 170,510       181,210       (10,700)           -5.9% 233.6 248.2 1,318          

10 New Orleans 163,600       146,940       16,660            11.3% 224.1 201.3 411             
11 Kansas City 148,360       138,050       10,310            7.5% 203.2 189.1 533             
12 Las Vegas 140,520       126,390       14,130            11.2% 192.5 173.1 411             
13 Ft. Lauderdale 138,870       123,740       15,130            12.2% 190.2 169.5 137             
14 New York-La Guardia 138,560       178,030       (39,470)           -22.2% 189.8 243.9 333             
15 Raleigh/Durham 136,720       73,880         62,840            85.1% 187.3 101.2 670             
16 Houston-Hobby 136,710       145,680       (8,970)             -6.2% 187.3 199.6 929             
17 Phoenix 130,610       116,230       14,380            12.4% 178.9 159.2 411             
18 Atlanta 124,170       131,670       (7,500)             -5.7% 170.1 180.4 1,482          
19 Newark 115,990       117,810       (1,820)             -1.5% 158.9 161.4 306             
20 Philadelphia 111,450       114,280       (2,830)             -2.5% 152.7 156.5 349             
21 Seattle 101,420       73,250         28,170            38.5% 138.9 100.3 137             
22 Jacksonville 95,640         87,300         8,340              9.6% 131.0 119.6 381             
23 Washington-National 89,850         85,330         4,520              5.3% 123.1 116.9 273             
24 Charlotte 86,230         89,890         (3,660)             -4.1% 118.1 123.1 603             
25 Austin 83,150         72,420         10,730            14.8% 113.9 99.2 274             
26 Boston 82,640         81,480         1,160              1.4% 113.2 111.6 100             
27 Providence 82,120         84,730         (2,610)             -3.1% 112.5 116.1 274             
28 Denver 80,590         80,980         (390)                -0.5% 110.4 110.9 281             
29 San Antonio 77,580         83,790         (6,210)             -7.4% 106.3 114.8 137             
30 Minneapolis 77,440         71,950         5,490              7.6% 106.1 98.6 430             
31 San Diego 76,250         75,400         850                 1.1% 104.5 103.3 137             
32 Houston-Bush 68,960         61,340         7,620              12.4% 94.5 84.0 362             
33 San Francisco 67,100         66,660         440                 0.7% 91.9 91.3 -              
34 Salt Lake City 60,950         53,020         7,930              15.0% 83.5 72.6 -              
35 Long Island-Islip 55,450         2,650           52,800            1992.5% 76.0 3.6 411             
36 Miami 54,270         55,150         (880)                -1.6% 74.3 75.5 150             
37 Portland, OR 51,810         44,400         7,410              16.7% 71.0 60.8 -              
38 Manchester 51,680         35,340         16,340            46.2% 70.8 48.4 137             
39 Pittsburgh 51,330         50,910         420                 0.8% 70.3 69.7 486             
40 Oakland 50,870         46,920         3,950              8.4% 69.7 64.3 137             
41 San Jose 50,570         45,390         5,180              11.4% 69.3 62.2 -              
42 Columbus 47,630         48,050         (420)                -0.9% 65.2 65.8 274             
43 Oklahoma City 42,730         41,580         1,150              2.8% 58.5 57.0 -              
44 Ontario 41,440         37,980         3,460              9.1% 56.8 52.0 137             
45 Hartford 40,520         32,290         8,230              25.5% 55.5 44.2 274             
46 Birmingham 38,680         40,480         (1,800)             -4.4% 53.0 55.5 396             
47 St. Louis 38,400         36,910         1,490              4.0% 52.6 50.6 645             
48 Sacramento 38,200         35,470         2,730              7.7% 52.3 48.6 -              
49 Ft. Myers 33,090         34,260         (1,170)             -3.4% 45.3 46.9 -              
50 Colorado Springs 33,080         26,460         6,620              25.0% 45.3 36.2 -              

Source:  US DOT 10% Domestic O&D Traffic Survey and Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates

Domestic O&D Passenger Traffic

Table 4.13

Top 50 Domestic Origin & Destination (O&D) Markets for Nashville  -  1999 vs 1998

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Rank Airport Annual PDEW SFO SJC OAK Total SFO SJC OAK Total SFO SJC OAK
1 Los Angeles 4,324,670         5,924        5,092        928           938           6,958        1,909        3,312        3,906        9,127        7,001        4,240        4,844        
2 San Diego 2,564,540         3,513        1,742        -            -            1,742        1,188        2,042        1,477        4,707        2,930        2,042        1,477        
3 Orange County 2,195,580         3,008        968           -            -            968           740           2,257        1,554        4,551        1,708        2,257        1,554        
4 Seattle 2,147,290         2,941        2,010        -            -            2,010        1,400        2,095        2,079        5,574        3,410        2,095        2,079        
5 Las Vegas 1,976,360         2,707        1,170        -            -            1,170        1,726        1,756        1,200        4,682        2,896        1,756        1,200        
6 Burbank 1,868,770         2,560        1,660        -            -            1,660        -            1,081        1,950        3,031        1,660        1,081        1,950        
7 Phoenix 1,450,080         1,986        938           -            -            938           1,774        1,915        1,274        4,963        2,712        1,915        1,274        
8 Portland, OR 1,408,480         1,929        1,518        -            -            1,518        750           1,946        1,492        4,188        2,268        1,946        1,492        
9 New York-Kennedy 1,367,830         1,874        1,699        -            -            1,699        1,521        564           -            2,085        3,220        564           -            

10 Ontario 1,219,000         1,670        696           -            -            696           -            944           1,736        2,680        696           944           1,736        
11 Chicago-O'Hare 1,166,290         1,598        2,891        731           422           4,044        1,116        848           -            1,964        4,007        1,579        422           
12 Denver 1,060,660         1,453        2,795        1,118        812           4,725        522           556           -            1,078        3,317        1,674        812           
13 Newark 1,029,630         1,410        1,184        -            -            1,184        1,014        248           248           1,510        2,198        248           248           
14 Boston 991,690            1,358        1,276        -            -            1,276        495           522           -            1,017        1,771        522           -            
15 Honolulu 774,190            1,061        1,416        -            -            1,416        1,370        188           135           1,693        2,786        188           135           
16 Dallas/Ft. Worth 754,840            1,034        126           -            -            126           2,326        1,390        833           4,549        2,452        1,390        833           
17 Salt Lake City 664,850            911           348           -            -            348           831           611           396           1,838        1,179        611           396           
18 Baltimore 631,560            865           332           -            -            332           284           -            -            284           616           -            -            
19 Atlanta 615,880            844           144           -            -            144           1,558        360           -            1,918        1,702        360           -            
20 Reno 580,600            795           464           -            -            464           -            961           927           1,888        464           961           927           
21 Washington-Dulles 567,230            777           1,702        288           -            1,990        -            -            -            -            1,702        288           -            
22 Minneapolis 536,660            735           -            -            -            -            1,613        450           -            2,063        1,613        450           -            
23 Philadelphia 472,560            647           432           -            -            432           786           -            -            786           1,218        -            -            
24 Houston-Bush 443,330            607           144           -            -            144           1,268        547           208           2,023        1,412        547           208           
25 Orlando 388,930            533           188           -            -            188           -            -            -            -            188           -            -            
26 Detroit 380,050            521           -            -            -            -            961           -            -            961           961           -            -            
27 Austin 361,590            495           134           -            -            134           -            466           -            466           134           466           -            
28 Kahului/Maui 336,950            462           417           -            -            417           362           -            135           497           779           -            135           
29 Miami 293,440            402           229           -            -            229           583           -            -            583           812           -            -            
30 Albuquerque 290,680            398           -            -            -            -            -            -            274           274           -            -            274           
31 St. Louis 289,620            397           -            -            -            -            1,032        396           -            1,428        1,032        396           -            
32 Kansas City 280,060            384           -            -            -            -            -            -            274           274           -            -            274           
33 New Orleans 263,900            362           144           -            -            144           -            -            -            -            144           -            -            
34 Chicago-Midway 236,560            324           -            -            -            -            648           -            -            648           648           -            -            
35 Tucson 226,900            311           -            -            -            -            -            140           -            140           -            140           -            
36 Tampa 218,180            299           -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            
37 Cleveland 217,040            297           -            -            -            -            372           -            -            372           372           -            -            
38 Washington-National 210,920            289           -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            
39 Spokane 202,560            277           232           -            -            232           -            -            137           137           232           -            137           
40 Indianapolis 200,400            275           -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            
41 Boise 193,720            265           518           -            -            518           -            180           137           317           518           180           137           
42 New York-La Guardia 192,350            263           -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            
43 Raleigh/Durham 191,440            262           -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            
44 Pittsburgh 187,120            256           -            -            -            -            666           -            -            666           666           -            -            
45 Charlotte 175,930            241           -            -            -            -            626           -            -            626           626           -            -            
46 Columbus 173,130            237           -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            
47 Providence 171,370            235           -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            
48 Nashville 168,540            231           -            -            -            -            -            -            137           137           -            -            137           
49 San Antonio 166,330            228           -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            -            
50 Hartford 159,560            219           126           -            -            126           -            -            -            -            126           -            -            

Source:  US DOT 10% Domestic O&D Traffic Survey and Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates

Domestic O&D Passengers

(San Francisco Bay Area Airports include San Francisco International (SFO), San Jose (SJC) and Oakland (OAK))

Table 4.14

Domestic O&D Passenger Traffic (1999) and Scheduled Seat Departures (October 5, 2000 schedule) for San Francisco Bay Area

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

SFO+SJC+OAK   1999 United Airlines Seat Departures (10/05/00) Other Airlines Seat Departures (10/05/00) Total Airline Seat Departures (10/05/00)
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during 1999.  Nashville was the 48th largest 
domestic market in terms of traffic for the 
Bay Area in 1999, and there were an 
average of 231 PDEW flying between 
Nashville and the Bay Area.  Based on this 
traffic volume, and the potential to feed high 
yield transpacific traffic through its San 
Francisco hub, United Airlines should be 
approached for the potential to provide non-
stop service between Nashville and San 
Francisco.  There are some markets that are 
larger than Nashville that do not currently 
have San Francisco service, and United will 
prioritize new San Francisco service to those 
routes that have the greatest income 
potential.  However, just as Hartford, a 
market with fewer San Francisco Bay Area 
travelers than Nashville in 1999, has non-
stop United service to San Francisco, 
Nashville may also be considered for San 
Francisco service.   

Salt Lake City, a hub for Delta and a major 
station for Southwest, was Nashville’s 34th 

largest domestic market in 1999.  There 
were 83.5 PDEW in this market in 1999, a 
major increase from the 72.6 PDEW that 
were in this market in 1998.  The Nashville-
Denver market, with 110.4 PDEW in 1999, 
has 281 seat departures scheduled for 
October 2000.  Although Salt Lake City is a 
slightly smaller market than Denver, there 
should be sufficient local and connect traffic 
and revenue to profitably support a single 
daily non-stop round trip by either Delta or 
Southwest. 

The remaining domestic markets on the top 
50 list are not likely candidates for non-stop 
service from Nashville.  As Southwest 
demonstrated with its Long Island-Islip 
service that was initiated in 1999, some 
markets that are not even on the top 50 list 
are potential candidates for non-stop service.  
In 1998, there were only 3.6 PDEW in the 

Nashville-Long Island market, but after 
adding non-stop service to provide both 
local and connect traffic a link between 
these two airports, this market grew nearly 
2,000% to 76 PDEW in 1999.  Similarly, if 
Southwest were to add service in another 
regional airport located near a major 
population center, Nashville should be one 
of the first markets to be considered for new 
non-stop flights.   

In addition to adding non-stop service to 
more destinations, there may also be 
potential air service improvements in 
markets that are currently served with non-
stop flights.  Air fares have risen at an 
alarming rate in some markets, and the 
Nashville-Atlanta market has experienced a 
major decline in traffic due to these higher 
air fares.  Table 4.15 provides the historic 
O&D passenger traffic and average fare 
levels in the Nashville-Atlanta market from 
1990 to 1999.  Traffic peaked in 1995 with 
just under 200,000 annual O&D passengers 
or an average of 274 PDEW.  Fares 
averaged $131.67 in 1995, so total annual 
passenger revenue was $26.3 million.  The 
primary reason for this relatively low 
average fare and high traffic volume was the 
presence of ValuJet in Nashville during 
1995.  The low fares in the Nashville-
Atlanta market disappeared soon after 
ValuJet/AirTran discontinued service at 
Nashville.  The only major scheduled 
service remaining in the Nashville-Atlanta 
market is Delta.  Due to the combined major 
presences of Delta in the local Nashville-
Atlanta market and Southwest in many of 
the major markets beyond the Nashville-
Atlanta markets that AirTran serves 
(primarily Florida and other Southeastern 
markets), AirTran would have a difficult 
time trying to capture sufficient local and 
connect traffic to make any potential 
Nashville-Atlanta service profitable.  As the 
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Annual Passengers Daily Average Annual
Year Passenger Traffic Each Way Fare Revenue
1990 153,610 210 $125.53 19,282,663
1991 115,230 158 $138.84 15,998,533
1992 111,710 153 $152.84 17,073,756
1993 124,380 170 $184.70 22,972,986
1994 191,290 262 $113.49 21,709,502
1995 199,740 274 $131.67 26,299,766
1996 175,760 241 $143.66 25,249,682
1997 137,170 188 $208.47 28,595,830
1998 131,670 180 $224.01 29,495,397
1999 124,170 170 $232.70 28,894,359

Source:  US DOT 10% Domestic O&D Traffic Survey via BACK Associates

Origin & Destination (O&D)  Passengers

Table 4.15

Historic O&D Passenger Traffic and Average Fare Levels in Nashville - Atlanta market  -  1990 to 1999

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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annual revenue data indicates, Delta earned 
an average of $232.70 per passenger on its 
Nashville-Atlanta flights in 1999, generating 
$28.9 million from 124,170 passengers.  As 
the higher fares in this market have resulted 
in higher revenues for Delta and the fewer 
local passengers have resulted in many more 
available seats for connecting passengers 
flying beyond Atlanta, it is not likely that 
Delta would make any major fare reductions 
in this market on its own. 

Nashville’s air service history, as shown by 
trends in annual scheduled seat departures 
by market and published carrier, is provided 
in Tables 4.16, 4.17, and4.18 . The reduction 
of the American hub and the build up of 
Southwest’s station can clearly be seen in 
these tables.  American has a preliminary 
total of roughly 850,000 seat departures 
from Nashville in 2000, a major drop from 
the 5.4 million seat departures it had in 
1994.  Southwest has increased its service 
from about 800,000 seat departures in 1994 
to just under 4 million seat departures in 
2000.  The total number of seat departures 
has recovered to nearly 8 million in 2000, 
just under the 1994 total.  Southwest now 
has about 50% of all seat departures in 
Nashville, and its growth has been averaging 
just over 500,000 seat departures per year 
from 1996 to 2000.   

Although Southwest offers excellent service 
to many airports from Nashville, there are 
some noticeable remaining opportunities.  
There are some short-haul markets where 
Nashville has frequent high-fare non-stop 
service, but lower fares would stimulate the 
traffic in these markets and provide 
attractive alternatives to many of the 
potential air travelers who are currently 
using ground transportation to reach their 
destinations.  St. Louis, 257 miles from 
Nashville, has only relatively frequent high-

fare non-stop service with TWA, and 
Southwest does not offer any connect 
service at all between Nashville and St. 
Louis. 

Similarly, Indianapolis, 249 miles from 
Nashville, has only relatively high-fare non-
stop service with US Airways Express and, 
again, Southwest does not offer any connect 
service at all between Nashville and 
Indianapolis.  These two major markets 
should be strong potential candidates for 
non-stop Southwest service from Nashville.  
St. Louis was the ninth largest Southwest 
station in terms of daily departures in April 
2000 with its 86 daily Southwest departures.  
Indianapolis, while a much smaller 
Southwest station than either Nashville or 
St. Louis, has recently seen the addition of 
new non-stop service from Southwest.  
Nashville service to Indianapolis would not 
only provide low-fare service between these 
two cities, but would also open up many 
low-fare connection opportunities for 
Indianapolis travelers via Nashville. 

Another new air service opportunity which 
should be pursued is JetBlue service to New 
York-Kennedy.  This low-fare carrier would 
provide non-stop service to an airport in the 
New York area that is much more 
convenient to the central New York City 
area than Long Island-Islip.  Based on the 
333 daily seat departures to New York-La 
Guardia, 306 daily seat departures to 
Newark, and 411 daily seat departures to 
Long Island-Islip scheduled for October 
2000, JetBlue should be able to easily 
support multiple daily frequencies to New 
York-Kennedy. 

Another low-fare carrier that would also 
provide improved service for Nashville 
travelers to a rapidly growing area of the 
country is Frontier.  With its hub in Denver,
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Published Preliminary
Airport Carrier 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Atlanta Corporate 0 0 0 30,039 30,457 22,800 22,781
Atlanta Delta 397,666 450,775 515,278 533,084 512,969 538,463 528,697
Atlanta ValuJet 77,770 134,200 83,600 0 0 0 0
Austin Southwest 0 8,768 49,540 60,011 93,113 93,708 94,881
Baltimore Southwest 0 81,378 225,033 272,753 363,993 392,543 414,243
Baltimore US Airways 0 52,300 35,810 0 0 0 0
Birmingham Southwest 176,223 174,950 155,776 136,160 129,304 128,968 128,979
Boston American 147,618 141,641 43,090 0 0 0 28,800
Charlotte US Airways 176,459 192,259 199,504 217,955 196,053 189,492 212,847
Chicago-Midway Southwest 355,818 374,707 389,038 395,022 390,078 385,614 401,192
Chicago-O'Hare American 322,209 301,042 261,260 214,700 182,284 200,493 179,050
Chicago-O'Hare United 122,437 119,294 124,108 126,670 132,436 148,947 132,145
Cincinnati Delta 107,300 127,585 148,416 200,539 199,500 192,093 183,792
Cleveland Continental 0 22,703 73,438 67,989 46,650 57,300 63,367
Cleveland Southwest 0 26,304 149,574 148,919 143,987 165,087 187,617
Colorado Springs Mesa 0 0 0 8,050 10,450 0 0
Colorado Springs Western Pacific 0 0 45,560 6,936 0 0 0
Columbus Southwest 0 0 0 27,948 49,868 49,853 92,308
Dallas/Ft. Worth American 503,030 489,498 473,624 383,715 320,595 323,973 354,214
Dallas/Ft. Worth Delta 144,924 126,214 132,574 147,487 147,042 147,572 157,950
Dayton Midwest Express 0 0 6,422 760 0 0 0
Denver United 0 23,985 80,252 96,235 93,924 101,251 101,416
Detroit Northwest 206,070 235,010 249,332 285,760 262,134 284,914 257,858
Detroit Southwest 0 0 0 110,559 142,191 145,890 149,713
Freeport Laker 0 4,725 0 0 0 3,325 6,125
Ft. Lauderdale Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 37,127 50,142
Greensboro Continental 0 15,770 15,436 0 0 0 0
Greensboro Corporate 0 0 0 1,387 0 0 0
Greenville/Spartanburg Midway 0 0 4,845 6,156 0 0 0
Gulfport/Biloxi AirTran 0 0 0 0 0 6,148 0
Hartford Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 8,494 90,283
Houston Continental 0 34,932 115,324 109,252 106,000 125,608 120,810
Houston Southwest 172,469 227,382 271,039 257,643 284,089 307,260 313,310
Indianapolis TWA 14,798 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indianapolis US Airways 28,427 31,425 28,128 39,289 35,368 36,174 34,900
Jacksonville Southwest 0 0 0 127,871 132,370 132,882 136,858
Kansas City Southwest 0 40,004 89,062 107,349 158,240 183,371 186,357
Knoxville Corporate 0 0 1,311 14,592 0 0 0
Knoxville Delta 52,094 49,766 0 0 0 0 0
Knoxville Northwest 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,316
Knoxville TWA 4,738 0 0 0 0 0 0
Las Vegas Southwest 0 8,768 50,142 86,995 101,791 124,096 148,645
Lexington Delta 25,667 0 0 0 0 0 0
Little Rock Corporate 0 0 0 9,120 0 0 0
Little Rock Delta 0 0 0 13,500 18,200 18,150 18,150
Little Rock Mesa 0 0 0 8,835 4,807 0 0
Little Rock US Airways 0 0 0 0 13,889 17,442 17,518
Long Island-Islip Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 40,141 110,148
Los Angeles American 131,064 92,031 50,874 59,075 99,941 100,636 101,748
Los Angeles Southwest 0 0 0 64,938 120,149 149,589 150,152
Louisville Delta 0 7,612 91,667 100,788 97,722 61,554 48,150
Manchester Southwest 0 0 0 0 27,116 47,665 50,142
Memphis Corporate 0 0 0 14,478 0 0 0
Memphis Delta 0 0 15,250 4,750 0 0 0
Memphis Northwest 108,582 119,947 109,799 121,841 117,748 123,759 143,084
Miami American 172,172 182,362 105,785 55,258 53,155 54,420 54,900
Milwaukee Midwest Express 0 0 7,809 11,704 11,647 11,723 19,113
Minneapolis Northwest 74,426 91,722 105,836 107,402 119,618 139,192 133,572
New Orleans Southwest 0 40,826 99,873 97,666 120,697 146,179 145,479
New York-La Guardia American 250,182 194,805 124,362 120,942 144,440 119,372 128,987
New York-La Guardia Delta 0 0 0 149 0 0 0
Newark Continental 0 24,983 95,994 100,610 105,852 115,832 86,772
Oakland Southwest 0 0 0 36,975 49,868 50,005 50,142

Table 4.16

Annual Scheduled Seat Departures by Market and Published Carrier in Nashville - 1994 to 2000

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Ontario Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 0 40,415
Orlando AirTran 0 29,568 35,105 0 0 0 0
Orlando Delta 0 12,450 63,625 125,925 125,925 125,350 126,155
Orlando Southwest 0 0 99,827 154,073 180,423 187,002 191,062
Other Markets American 3,748,971 2,075,975 205,146 0 0 0 0
Philadelphia US Airways 0 38,441 75,479 103,416 124,366 128,638 132,686
Phoenix Southwest 93,773 98,806 99,736 98,011 96,693 99,995 140,425
Pittsburgh US Airways 143,149 159,856 156,208 151,106 166,867 165,543 175,562
Providence Southwest 0 0 9,042 65,486 100,010 98,610 96,859
Raleigh/Durham American 134,637 75,883 31,735 42,092 37,128 37,094 6,086
Raleigh/Durham Corporate 0 0 0 10,412 0 0 0
Raleigh/Durham Midway 0 0 4,750 13,813 3,287 0 0
Raleigh/Durham Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 116,587 243,647
San Antonio Southwest 0 8,768 45,863 44,530 44,408 44,560 48,627
San Diego Southwest 0 0 0 0 20,961 50,005 49,868
San Juan American 37,200 0 0 0 0 0 0
Seattle Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 37,264 50,005
St. Louis TWA 155,752 187,441 180,038 178,597 195,413 212,400 226,816
Tampa AirTran 0 17,787 0 0 0 0 0
Tampa Southwest 0 0 80,725 126,232 159,089 188,565 193,037
Toronto Air Canada 0 0 33,450 37,832 46,482 48,750 49,550
Toronto Delta 0 0 10,650 0 0 0 0
Tri-Cities Corporate 0 0 1,083 25,061 10,944 0 0
Tri-Cities US Airways 0 0 0 0 0 2,584 4,180
Tupelo Mesa 0 0 0 8,379 4,522 0 0
Tupelo US Airways 0 0 0 0 13,623 0 0
Washington-Dulles United 0 0 0 0 53,600 54,350 54,850
Washington-National US Airways 0 0 40,340 104,428 77,391 92,883 92,688
All Markets All Carriers 8,085,625 6,954,648 5,996,567 6,439,249 6,830,867 7,419,285 7,968,171

Source: Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates



   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          4-30  

Published Preliminary
Airport Carrier 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Toronto Air Canada 0 0 33,450 37,832 46,482 48,750 49,550
Gulfport/Biloxi AirTran 0 0 0 0 0 6,148 0
Orlando AirTran 0 29,568 35,105 0 0 0 0
Tampa AirTran 0 17,787 0 0 0 0 0
Boston American 147,618 141,641 43,090 0 0 0 28,800
Chicago-O'Hare American 322,209 301,042 261,260 214,700 182,284 200,493 179,050
Dallas/Ft. Worth American 503,030 489,498 473,624 383,715 320,595 323,973 354,214
Los Angeles American 131,064 92,031 50,874 59,075 99,941 100,636 101,748
Miami American 172,172 182,362 105,785 55,258 53,155 54,420 54,900
New York-La Guardia American 250,182 194,805 124,362 120,942 144,440 119,372 128,987
Other Markets American 3,748,971 2,075,975 205,146 0 0 0 0
Raleigh/Durham American 134,637 75,883 31,735 42,092 37,128 37,094 6,086
San Juan American 37,200 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cleveland Continental 0 22,703 73,438 67,989 46,650 57,300 63,367
Greensboro Continental 0 15,770 15,436 0 0 0 0
Houston Continental 0 34,932 115,324 109,252 106,000 125,608 120,810
Newark Continental 0 24,983 95,994 100,610 105,852 115,832 86,772
Atlanta Corporate 0 0 0 30,039 30,457 22,800 22,781
Greensboro Corporate 0 0 0 1,387 0 0 0
Knoxville Corporate 0 0 1,311 14,592 0 0 0
Little Rock Corporate 0 0 0 9,120 0 0 0
Memphis Corporate 0 0 0 14,478 0 0 0
Raleigh/Durham Corporate 0 0 0 10,412 0 0 0
Tri-Cities Corporate 0 0 1,083 25,061 10,944 0 0
Atlanta Delta 397,666 450,775 515,278 533,084 512,969 538,463 528,697
Cincinnati Delta 107,300 127,585 148,416 200,539 199,500 192,093 183,792
Dallas/Ft. Worth Delta 144,924 126,214 132,574 147,487 147,042 147,572 157,950
Knoxville Delta 52,094 49,766 0 0 0 0 0
Lexington Delta 25,667 0 0 0 0 0 0
Little Rock Delta 0 0 0 13,500 18,200 18,150 18,150
Louisville Delta 0 7,612 91,667 100,788 97,722 61,554 48,150
Memphis Delta 0 0 15,250 4,750 0 0 0
New York-La Guardia Delta 0 0 0 149 0 0 0
Orlando Delta 0 12,450 63,625 125,925 125,925 125,350 126,155
Toronto Delta 0 0 10,650 0 0 0 0
Freeport Laker 0 4,725 0 0 0 3,325 6,125
Colorado Springs Mesa 0 0 0 8,050 10,450 0 0
Little Rock Mesa 0 0 0 8,835 4,807 0 0
Tupelo Mesa 0 0 0 8,379 4,522 0 0
Greenville/Spartanburg Midway 0 0 4,845 6,156 0 0 0
Raleigh/Durham Midway 0 0 4,750 13,813 3,287 0 0
Dayton Midwest Express 0 0 6,422 760 0 0 0
Milwaukee Midwest Express 0 0 7,809 11,704 11,647 11,723 19,113
Detroit Northwest 206,070 235,010 249,332 285,760 262,134 284,914 257,858
Knoxville Northwest 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,316
Memphis Northwest 108,582 119,947 109,799 121,841 117,748 123,759 143,084
Minneapolis Northwest 74,426 91,722 105,836 107,402 119,618 139,192 133,572
Austin Southwest 0 8,768 49,540 60,011 93,113 93,708 94,881
Baltimore Southwest 0 81,378 225,033 272,753 363,993 392,543 414,243
Birmingham Southwest 176,223 174,950 155,776 136,160 129,304 128,968 128,979
Chicago-Midway Southwest 355,818 374,707 389,038 395,022 390,078 385,614 401,192
Cleveland Southwest 0 26,304 149,574 148,919 143,987 165,087 187,617
Columbus Southwest 0 0 0 27,948 49,868 49,853 92,308
Detroit Southwest 0 0 0 110,559 142,191 145,890 149,713
Ft. Lauderdale Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 37,127 50,142
Hartford Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 8,494 90,283
Houston Southwest 172,469 227,382 271,039 257,643 284,089 307,260 313,310
Jacksonville Southwest 0 0 0 127,871 132,370 132,882 136,858
Kansas City Southwest 0 40,004 89,062 107,349 158,240 183,371 186,357
Las Vegas Southwest 0 8,768 50,142 86,995 101,791 124,096 148,645
Long Island-Islip Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 40,141 110,148
Los Angeles Southwest 0 0 0 64,938 120,149 149,589 150,152
Manchester Southwest 0 0 0 0 27,116 47,665 50,142

Table 4.17

Annual Scheduled Seat Departures by Published Carrier and Market in Nashville - 1994 to 2000
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New Orleans Southwest 0 40,826 99,873 97,666 120,697 146,179 145,479
Oakland Southwest 0 0 0 36,975 49,868 50,005 50,142
Ontario Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 0 40,415
Orlando Southwest 0 0 99,827 154,073 180,423 187,002 191,062
Phoenix Southwest 93,773 98,806 99,736 98,011 96,693 99,995 140,425
Providence Southwest 0 0 9,042 65,486 100,010 98,610 96,859
Raleigh/Durham Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 116,587 243,647
San Antonio Southwest 0 8,768 45,863 44,530 44,408 44,560 48,627
San Diego Southwest 0 0 0 0 20,961 50,005 49,868
Seattle Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 37,264 50,005
Tampa Southwest 0 0 80,725 126,232 159,089 188,565 193,037
Indianapolis TWA 14,798 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knoxville TWA 4,738 0 0 0 0 0 0
St. Louis TWA 155,752 187,441 180,038 178,597 195,413 212,400 226,816
Chicago-O'Hare United 122,437 119,294 124,108 126,670 132,436 148,947 132,145
Denver United 0 23,985 80,252 96,235 93,924 101,251 101,416
Washington-Dulles United 0 0 0 0 53,600 54,350 54,850
Baltimore US Airways 0 52,300 35,810 0 0 0 0
Charlotte US Airways 176,459 192,259 199,504 217,955 196,053 189,492 212,847
Indianapolis US Airways 28,427 31,425 28,128 39,289 35,368 36,174 34,900
Little Rock US Airways 0 0 0 0 13,889 17,442 17,518
Philadelphia US Airways 0 38,441 75,479 103,416 124,366 128,638 132,686
Pittsburgh US Airways 143,149 159,856 156,208 151,106 166,867 165,543 175,562
Tri-Cities US Airways 0 0 0 0 0 2,584 4,180
Tupelo US Airways 0 0 0 0 13,623 0 0
Washington-National US Airways 0 0 40,340 104,428 77,391 92,883 92,688
Atlanta ValuJet 77,770 134,200 83,600 0 0 0 0
Colorado Springs Western Pacific 0 0 45,560 6,936 0 0 0
All Markets All Carriers 8,085,625 6,954,648 5,996,567 6,439,249 6,830,867 7,419,285 7,968,171

Source: Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates
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Published Preliminary
Airport Carrier 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

All Markets Air Canada 0 0 33,450 37,832 46,482 48,750 49,550
All Markets AirTran 0 47,355 35,105 0 0 6,148 0
All Markets American 5,447,083 3,553,237 1,295,876 875,782 837,543 835,988 853,785
All Markets Continental 0 98,388 300,192 277,851 258,502 298,740 270,949
All Markets Corporate 0 0 2,394 105,089 41,401 22,800 22,781
All Markets Delta 727,651 774,402 977,460 1,126,222 1,101,358 1,083,182 1,062,894
All Markets Laker 0 4,725 0 0 0 3,325 6,125
All Markets Mesa 0 0 0 25,264 19,779 0 0
All Markets Midway 0 0 9,595 19,969 3,287 0 0
All Markets Midwest Express 0 0 14,231 12,464 11,647 11,723 19,113
All Markets Northwest 389,078 446,679 464,967 515,003 499,500 547,865 542,830
All Markets Southwest 798,283 1,090,661 1,814,270 2,419,141 2,908,438 3,411,060 3,954,536
All Markets TWA 175,288 187,441 180,038 178,597 195,413 212,400 226,816
All Markets United 122,437 143,279 204,360 222,905 279,960 304,548 288,411
All Markets US Airways 348,035 474,281 535,469 616,194 627,557 632,756 670,381
All Markets ValuJet 77,770 134,200 83,600 0 0 0 0
All Markets Western Pacific 0 0 45,560 6,936 0 0 0
All Markets All Carriers 8,085,625 6,954,648 5,996,567 6,439,249 6,830,867 7,419,285 7,968,171

Source: Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates

Table 4.18

Annual Scheduled Seat Departures by Published Carrier in Nashville - 1994 to 2000
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Frontier provides low-fare non-stop service 
to many of Denver’s major markets and also 
provides low-fare connect service through 
Denver for many other O&D city pairs.  
Although Southwest provides low-fare 
service to many of the same western cities 
that Frontier would with its service via 
Denver, Southwest does not yet serve any 
airport in Colorado.  Frontier’s Denver 
service would compete with United’s 
service for Denver traffic, and a full scale air 
service analysis on this new potential route 
for Frontier would be necessary to determine 
if this service would be profitable.  

In addition to the potential air service 
improvements in Nashville’s domestic 
markets, there are international markets 
where air service could be improved.  Air 
Canada currently provides the only 
scheduled daily non-stop international 
service from Nashville, with three daily 
regional jet flights to and from Toronto.   

Other international service is provided by 
Laker Airways, which flies twice a week to 
Freeport, Bahamas.  American Airlines 
briefly served London with one daily non-
stop flight from Nashville, but this service 
was discontinued as a result of American 
reducing its hub in Nashville.  As Nashville 
no longer has a major domestic hub with a 
carrier flying transatlantic routes, the 
potential for future transatlantic service from 
Nashville would require an international 
carrier providing this service.   

As London is the largest transatlantic market 
for the U.S., it is also the most likely market 
to be served from Nashville.  The London 
market has been growing rapidly, even 
though there is still no open skies agreement 
between the United States and the United 
Kingdom.   

Tables 4.19 though 4.23 provide details on 
the growth in scheduled seat departures from 
the U.S. to London.  Annual scheduled seat 
departures from the U.S. to London (both 
Heathrow and Gatwick airports) have 
climbed from 7 million in 1994 to 11.2 
million in 2000.  These annual figures 
translate to an average of 19,205 daily seat 
departures in 1994 growing to an average of 
30,564 daily seat departures in 2000.  British 
Airways has an average of 12,408 daily seat 
departures to London from the U.S. in 2000, 
up substantially from an average of 7,948 
daily seat departures in 1994.   

British Airways offers non-stop service from 
Atlanta, Baltimore, Boston, Charlotte, 
Chicago, Dallas/Fort Worth, Denver, 
Detroit, Houston, Los Angeles, Miami, New 
York, Newark, Orlando, Philadelphia, 
Phoenix, San Francisco, Seattle, Tampa, and 
Washington.  The British Airways service 
from Charlotte competes not only with US 
Airways non-stop service to London from 
Charlotte, but with the established US 
Airways market presence in Charlotte and 
the other transatlantic routes served by US 
Airways.   

A preliminary estimate of Nashville’s 
potential to generate revenue and traffic 
levels for British Airways, compared to 
what its Charlotte service is now earning, 
suggests that British Airways should 
consider expanding service to Nashville.  A 
detailed air service study of potential British 
Airways service between Nashville and 
London would provide a more thorough 
analysis of the profitability of this service.    
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Origin Air Carrier 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Atlanta British Airways 77,896 78,536 85,276 81,240 95,280 110,857 150,894
Atlanta Delta 144,316 148,745 175,425 184,406 195,832 206,570 267,253
Baltimore British Airways 91,476 91,476 91,980 91,224 91,728 91,476 93,057
Boston American 75,141 111,480 125,560 130,556 170,684 191,508 163,800
Boston British Airways 196,676 231,929 254,600 314,592 350,482 360,722 341,998
Boston Northwest 106,254 83,738 0 0 0 0 0
Boston United 0 0 0 0 0 62,288 83,814
Boston Virgin Atlantic 109,195 139,048 139,048 138,210 138,666 138,284 138,666
Charlotte British Airways 90,720 91,728 91,728 91,728 94,233 93,756 95,652
Charlotte US Airways 6,293 0 0 0 17,458 41,006 74,298
Chicago Air India 0 0 0 30,015 67,860 68,295 68,295
Chicago American 144,944 200,660 228,680 233,968 244,487 288,866 321,756
Chicago British Airways 213,276 217,294 190,894 230,948 268,582 264,356 264,554
Chicago United 0 25,419 83,814 176,714 220,030 284,475 299,453
Chicago Virgin Atlantic 0 0 0 0 0 16,061 108,947
Cincinnati Delta 79,352 78,916 91,745 97,647 92,958 95,382 119,045
Cleveland Continental 0 0 0 0 0 32,574 66,978
Dallas/Ft. Worth American 115,312 138,153 145,446 154,149 158,073 170,028 173,394
Dallas/Ft. Worth British Airways 78,216 77,896 78,110 77,896 93,107 96,921 97,722
Denver British Airways 0 0 0 0 40,584 117,154 136,448
Denver Continental 67,710 6,027 0 0 0 0 0
Detroit British Airways 0 0 0 65,148 116,822 135,762 137,522
Detroit Delta 61,445 9,450 0 0 0 0 0
Detroit Northwest 0 75,020 141,905 141,624 130,384 130,103 131,227
Ft. Lauderdale Laker Airways 0 0 11,610 28,350 2,970 0 0
Houston British Airways 107,016 77,896 78,110 120,296 144,047 145,563 146,766
Houston Continental 149,660 106,042 151,249 191,429 208,075 205,504 208,620
Las Vegas Virgin Atlantic 0 0 0 0 0 0 22,920
Los Angeles Air New Zealand 61,544 73,903 104,260 104,260 122,087 142,688 142,296
Los Angeles American 75,348 75,348 75,555 75,348 75,348 75,141 84,912
Los Angeles British Airways 287,389 287,116 291,928 338,043 347,667 352,078 366,113
Los Angeles United 108,546 108,546 83,814 96,815 106,580 167,608 168,192
Los Angeles Virgin Atlantic 140,191 148,148 148,555 192,518 240,968 240,306 241,223
Miami American 90,087 88,707 93,330 93,075 129,211 110,412 88,020
Miami British Airways 217,888 262,281 273,768 248,555 285,492 279,321 264,765
Miami Delta 17,658 0 0 0 0 0 0
Miami Laker Airways 0 0 540 64,260 3,240 0 0
Miami Virgin Atlantic 90,534 99,702 98,938 120,330 144,805 145,248 139,430
Minneapolis Northwest 128,940 127,555 102,846 102,565 102,565 102,284 102,846
Nashville American 37,324 46,784 0 0 0 0 0
New York Air India 157,731 158,775 158,630 158,079 158,775 158,775 159,210
New York American 407,179 452,833 431,992 425,868 422,920 420,786 448,720
New York British Airways 589,670 696,403 751,716 769,156 812,512 843,017 1,005,115
New York Continental 0 0 0 0 0 16,711 2,293
New York El Al 0 452 3,780 0 0 0 0
New York Kuwait Airways 57,983 46,904 51,760 49,280 44,779 45,396 45,687
New York United 180,832 220,572 169,186 167,170 229,000 248,236 251,442
New York Virgin Atlantic 232,795 235,396 244,282 269,635 251,142 315,473 369,054
Newark American 0 0 0 0 53,128 66,546 81,090
Newark British Airways 118,202 125,888 136,510 136,136 203,837 206,925 206,166
Newark Continental 149,660 106,042 149,814 201,761 213,621 205,922 209,295
Newark El Al 20,172 27,816 3,780 0 0 0 0
Newark United 64,146 82,152 106,872 106,580 106,580 106,288 106,872
Newark Virgin Atlantic 139,784 148,148 148,555 217,422 283,251 285,136 286,839
Orlando British Airways 78,540 78,540 81,532 86,020 121,005 146,365 146,766
Orlando Virgin Atlantic 133,375 139,430 144,837 148,105 210,126 268,928 274,276
Philadelphia American 40,926 15,652 0 0 0 0 0
Philadelphia British Airways 136,510 181,748 231,429 220,484 224,921 192,507 229,112
Philadelphia US Airways 0 0 0 0 69,629 147,987 160,166
Phoenix British Airways 0 0 33,384 67,838 128,384 145,964 146,766
Pittsburgh British Airways 91,728 91,728 91,728 75,096 69,804 76,356 0
Pittsburgh US Airways 0 0 0 0 0 0 34,104
Raleigh/Durham American 37,496 62,436 62,608 62,436 62,436 62,264 71,226
San Francisco British Airways 229,236 217,668 229,356 241,803 245,316 260,249 259,447
San Francisco United 188,712 162,122 162,791 201,316 213,160 213,160 239,826

Table 4.19

Annual Scheduled Seat Departures by Origin from USA to London - 1994 to 2000

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN



   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          4-35  

San Francisco Virgin Atlantic 83,276 127,970 126,442 137,179 146,927 147,741 173,742
San Juan British Airways 0 8,774 11,128 11,128 21,614 25,799 3,204
Seattle British Airways 91,728 125,034 138,832 136,568 155,584 164,093 134,645
Seattle United 66,097 11,908 0 0 0 0 0
St. Louis TWA 106,043 97,781 126,698 99,626 96,140 90,299 83,504
Tampa British Airways 0 10,486 24,396 33,384 48,578 63,018 49,395
Washington British Airways 204,720 192,194 204,869 204,862 256,428 263,434 265,227
Washington Continental 0 0 0 0 0 1,785 0
Washington United 232,880 238,786 231,168 245,449 278,690 307,378 287,659
Washington Virgin Atlantic 0 0 52,385 125,458 92,565 119,130 144,716
Total All Carriers 7,009,768 7,371,181 7,749,174 8,613,748 9,721,157 10,578,265 11,186,440

Source:  Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates
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Origin Air Carrier 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Atlanta British Airways 213 215 233 223 261 304 412
Atlanta Delta 395 408 479 505 537 566 730
Baltimore British Airways 251 251 251 250 251 251 254
Boston American 206 305 343 358 468 525 448
Boston British Airways 539 635 696 862 960 988 934
Boston Northwest 291 229 0 0 0 0 0
Boston United 0 0 0 0 0 171 229
Boston Virgin Atlantic 299 381 380 379 380 379 379
Charlotte British Airways 249 251 251 251 258 257 261
Charlotte US Airways 17 0 0 0 48 112 203
Chicago Air India 0 0 0 82 186 187 187
Chicago American 397 550 625 641 670 791 879
Chicago British Airways 584 595 522 633 736 724 723
Chicago United 0 70 229 484 603 779 818
Chicago Virgin Atlantic 0 0 0 0 0 44 298
Cincinnati Delta 217 216 251 268 255 261 325
Cleveland Continental 0 0 0 0 0 89 183
Dallas/Ft. Worth American 316 379 397 422 433 466 474
Dallas/Ft. Worth British Airways 214 213 213 213 255 266 267
Denver British Airways 0 0 0 0 111 321 373
Denver Continental 186 17 0 0 0 0 0
Detroit British Airways 0 0 0 178 320 372 376
Detroit Delta 168 26 0 0 0 0 0
Detroit Northwest 0 206 388 388 357 356 359
Ft. Lauderdale Laker Airways 0 0 32 78 8 0 0
Houston British Airways 293 213 213 330 395 399 401
Houston Continental 410 291 413 524 570 563 570
Las Vegas Virgin Atlantic 0 0 0 0 0 0 63
Los Angeles Air New Zealand 169 202 285 286 334 391 389
Los Angeles American 206 206 206 206 206 206 232
Los Angeles British Airways 787 787 798 926 953 965 1,000
Los Angeles United 297 297 229 265 292 459 460
Los Angeles Virgin Atlantic 384 406 406 527 660 658 659
Miami American 247 243 255 255 354 302 240
Miami British Airways 597 719 748 681 782 765 723
Miami Delta 48 0 0 0 0 0 0
Miami Laker Airways 0 0 1 176 9 0 0
Miami Virgin Atlantic 248 273 270 330 397 398 381
Minneapolis Northwest 353 349 281 281 281 280 281
Nashville American 102 128 0 0 0 0 0
New York Air India 432 435 433 433 435 435 435
New York American 1,116 1,241 1,180 1,167 1,159 1,153 1,226
New York British Airways 1,616 1,908 2,054 2,107 2,226 2,310 2,746
New York Continental 0 0 0 0 0 46 6
New York El Al 0 1 10 0 0 0 0
New York Kuwait Airways 159 129 141 135 123 124 125
New York United 495 604 462 458 627 680 687
New York Virgin Atlantic 638 645 667 739 688 864 1,008
Newark American 0 0 0 0 146 182 222
Newark British Airways 324 345 373 373 558 567 563
Newark Continental 410 291 409 553 585 564 572
Newark El Al 55 76 10 0 0 0 0
Newark United 176 225 292 292 292 291 292
Newark Virgin Atlantic 383 406 406 596 776 781 784
Orlando British Airways 215 215 223 236 332 401 401
Orlando Virgin Atlantic 365 382 396 406 576 737 749
Philadelphia American 112 43 0 0 0 0 0
Philadelphia British Airways 374 498 632 604 616 527 626
Philadelphia US Airways 0 0 0 0 191 405 438
Phoenix British Airways 0 0 91 186 352 400 401
Pittsburgh British Airways 251 251 251 206 191 209 0
Pittsburgh US Airways 0 0 0 0 0 0 93
Raleigh/Durham American 103 171 171 171 171 171 195
San Francisco British Airways 628 596 627 662 672 713 709
San Francisco United 517 444 445 552 584 584 655

Table 4.20

Average Daily Scheduled Seat Departures by Origin from USA to London - 1994 to 2000

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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San Francisco Virgin Atlantic 228 351 345 376 403 405 475
San Juan British Airways 0 24 30 30 59 71 9
Seattle British Airways 251 343 379 374 426 450 368
Seattle United 181 33 0 0 0 0 0
St. Louis TWA 291 268 346 273 263 247 228
Tampa British Airways 0 29 67 91 133 173 135
Washington British Airways 561 527 560 561 703 722 725
Washington Continental 0 0 0 0 0 5 0
Washington United 638 654 632 672 764 842 786
Washington Virgin Atlantic 0 0 143 344 254 326 395
Total All Carriers 19,205 20,195 21,173 23,599 26,633 28,982 30,564

Source:  Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates
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Origin Air Carrier 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Chicago Air India 0 0 0 82 186 187 187
New York Air India 432 435 433 433 435 435 435
Los Angeles Air New Zealand 169 202 285 286 334 391 389
Boston American 206 305 343 358 468 525 448
Chicago American 397 550 625 641 670 791 879
Dallas/Ft. Worth American 316 379 397 422 433 466 474
Los Angeles American 206 206 206 206 206 206 232
Miami American 247 243 255 255 354 302 240
Nashville American 102 128 0 0 0 0 0
New York American 1,116 1,241 1,180 1,167 1,159 1,153 1,226
Newark American 0 0 0 0 146 182 222
Philadelphia American 112 43 0 0 0 0 0
Raleigh/Durham American 103 171 171 171 171 171 195
Atlanta British Airways 213 215 233 223 261 304 412
Baltimore British Airways 251 251 251 250 251 251 254
Boston British Airways 539 635 696 862 960 988 934
Charlotte British Airways 249 251 251 251 258 257 261
Chicago British Airways 584 595 522 633 736 724 723
Dallas/Ft. Worth British Airways 214 213 213 213 255 266 267
Denver British Airways 0 0 0 0 111 321 373
Detroit British Airways 0 0 0 178 320 372 376
Houston British Airways 293 213 213 330 395 399 401
Los Angeles British Airways 787 787 798 926 953 965 1,000
Miami British Airways 597 719 748 681 782 765 723
New York British Airways 1,616 1,908 2,054 2,107 2,226 2,310 2,746
Newark British Airways 324 345 373 373 558 567 563
Orlando British Airways 215 215 223 236 332 401 401
Philadelphia British Airways 374 498 632 604 616 527 626
Phoenix British Airways 0 0 91 186 352 400 401
Pittsburgh British Airways 251 251 251 206 191 209 0
San Francisco British Airways 628 596 627 662 672 713 709
San Juan British Airways 0 24 30 30 59 71 9
Seattle British Airways 251 343 379 374 426 450 368
Tampa British Airways 0 29 67 91 133 173 135
Washington British Airways 561 527 560 561 703 722 725
Cleveland Continental 0 0 0 0 0 89 183
Denver Continental 186 17 0 0 0 0 0
Houston Continental 410 291 413 524 570 563 570
New York Continental 0 0 0 0 0 46 6
Newark Continental 410 291 409 553 585 564 572
Washington Continental 0 0 0 0 0 5 0
Atlanta Delta 395 408 479 505 537 566 730
Cincinnati Delta 217 216 251 268 255 261 325
Detroit Delta 168 26 0 0 0 0 0
Miami Delta 48 0 0 0 0 0 0
New York El Al 0 1 10 0 0 0 0
Newark El Al 55 76 10 0 0 0 0
New York Kuwait Airways 159 129 141 135 123 124 125
Ft. Lauderdale Laker Airways 0 0 32 78 8 0 0
Miami Laker Airways 0 0 1 176 9 0 0
Boston Northwest 291 229 0 0 0 0 0
Detroit Northwest 0 206 388 388 357 356 359
Minneapolis Northwest 353 349 281 281 281 280 281
St. Louis TWA 291 268 346 273 263 247 228
Boston United 0 0 0 0 0 171 229
Chicago United 0 70 229 484 603 779 818
Los Angeles United 297 297 229 265 292 459 460
New York United 495 604 462 458 627 680 687
Newark United 176 225 292 292 292 291 292
San Francisco United 517 444 445 552 584 584 655
Seattle United 181 33 0 0 0 0 0
Washington United 638 654 632 672 764 842 786
Charlotte US Airways 17 0 0 0 48 112 203
Philadelphia US Airways 0 0 0 0 191 405 438
Pittsburgh US Airways 0 0 0 0 0 0 93

Table 4.21

Average Daily Scheduled Seat Departures by Air Carrier from USA to London - 1994 to 2000
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Boston Virgin Atlantic 299 381 380 379 380 379 379
Chicago Virgin Atlantic 0 0 0 0 0 44 298
Las Vegas Virgin Atlantic 0 0 0 0 0 0 63
Los Angeles Virgin Atlantic 384 406 406 527 660 658 659
Miami Virgin Atlantic 248 273 270 330 397 398 381
New York Virgin Atlantic 638 645 667 739 688 864 1,008
Newark Virgin Atlantic 383 406 406 596 776 781 784
Orlando Virgin Atlantic 365 382 396 406 576 737 749
San Francisco Virgin Atlantic 228 351 345 376 403 405 475
Washington Virgin Atlantic 0 0 143 344 254 326 395
Total All Carriers 19,205 20,195 21,173 23,599 26,633 28,982 30,564

Source:  Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates
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Origin Air Carrier 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

All Origins Air India 432 435 433 515 621 622 622
All Origins Air New Zealand 169 202 285 286 334 391 389
All Origins American 2,805 3,266 3,178 3,220 3,606 3,796 3,915
All Origins British Airways 7,948 8,615 9,211 9,978 11,551 12,153 12,408
All Origins Continental 1,006 598 823 1,077 1,155 1,267 1,331
All Origins Delta 830 650 730 773 791 827 1,055
All Origins El Al 55 77 21 0 0 0 0
All Origins Kuwait Airways 159 129 141 135 123 124 125
All Origins Laker Airways 0 0 33 254 17 0 0
All Origins Northwest 644 784 669 669 638 637 640
All Origins TWA 291 268 346 273 263 247 228
All Origins United 2,305 2,327 2,289 2,723 3,162 3,807 3,927
All Origins US Airways 17 0 0 0 239 518 734
All Origins Virgin Atlantic 2,546 2,843 3,014 3,695 4,133 4,593 5,191
All Origins All Carriers 19,205 20,195 21,173 23,599 26,633 28,982 30,564

Source:  Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates

Table 4.22

Average Daily Scheduled Seat Departures by Air Carrier from USA to London - 1994 to 2000

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Origin Air Carrier 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Atlanta All Carriers 609 623 712 728 798 870 1,142
Baltimore All Carriers 251 251 251 250 251 251 254
Boston All Carriers 1,335 1,551 1,419 1,598 1,808 2,062 1,990
Charlotte All Carriers 266 251 251 251 306 369 464
Chicago All Carriers 981 1,215 1,375 1,840 2,194 2,526 2,904
Cincinnati All Carriers 217 216 251 268 255 261 325
Cleveland All Carriers 0 0 0 0 0 89 183
Dallas/Ft. Worth All Carriers 530 592 611 636 688 731 741
Denver All Carriers 186 17 0 0 111 321 373
Detroit All Carriers 168 231 388 566 677 728 734
Ft. Lauderdale All Carriers 0 0 32 78 8 0 0
Houston All Carriers 703 504 627 854 965 962 971
Las Vegas All Carriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 63
Los Angeles All Carriers 1,844 1,899 1,924 2,211 2,446 2,679 2,740
Miami All Carriers 1,140 1,235 1,275 1,442 1,542 1,466 1,345
Minneapolis All Carriers 353 349 281 281 281 280 281
Nashville All Carriers 102 128 0 0 0 0 0
New York All Carriers 4,455 4,963 4,949 5,039 5,258 5,612 6,234
Newark All Carriers 1,348 1,343 1,491 1,813 2,357 2,386 2,432
Orlando All Carriers 581 597 618 641 907 1,138 1,150
Philadelphia All Carriers 486 541 632 604 807 933 1,064
Phoenix All Carriers 0 0 91 186 352 400 401
Pittsburgh All Carriers 251 251 251 206 191 209 93
Raleigh/Durham All Carriers 103 171 171 171 171 171 195
San Francisco All Carriers 1,373 1,391 1,417 1,590 1,659 1,702 1,839
San Juan All Carriers 0 24 30 30 59 71 9
Seattle All Carriers 432 375 379 374 426 450 368
St. Louis All Carriers 291 268 346 273 263 247 228
Tampa All Carriers 0 29 67 91 133 173 135
Washington All Carriers 1,199 1,181 1,334 1,577 1,720 1,895 1,906
Total All Carriers 19,205 20,195 21,173 23,599 26,633 28,982 30,564

Source:  Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates

Table 4.23

Average Daily Scheduled Seat Departures by Origin from USA to London - 1994 to 2000

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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West Tennessee Commercial Service 
Airports 

Memphis serves as a hub airport for 
Northwest Airlines and, in June 2000, 
Northwest Airlines dramatically increased 
air service at this hub by adding a fourth set 
of banks.  In addition to the vast domestic 
service provided by Northwest at Memphis, 
its alliance with KLM-Royal Dutch Airlines 
led to daily non-stop KLM service between 
Memphis and Amsterdam.  While this 
Northwest hub offers high levels of non-stop 
air service to many markets throughout the 
country, the high average fares that result 
from Northwest’s pricing strategies do not 
stimulate air traffic to the degree that the 
low average fares in Nashville do.  

As shown in Table 4.5, in 1998, the average 
domestic air fare in Memphis was $181.93, 
while the average domestic air fare in 
Nashville was $140.39.  These relatively 
high average fares in Memphis cause some 
price-sensitive travelers to drive to other 
airports in search of lower fares.  Therefore, 
if fares were lowered in Memphis, there 
would be some recapture of this lost traffic.  
As an example of the impact a low-fare 
carrier can have on Memphis traffic, 
AirTran’s Atlanta service has stimulated 
traffic in Memphis so that there was an 
average of 618.1 PDEW in the local 
Memphis-Atlanta market in 1999.   

By comparison, the second largest Memphis 
market, Chicago-O’Hare, had a total of 
223.5 PDEW in 1999, and Chicago-Midway 
only generated an additional 12.4 PDEW.  
Nashville had a total of over 600 PDEW in 
the overall Chicago market due to the low 
fares caused by the presence of Southwest.  
If fares in the Memphis-Chicago market 
were lowered by the introduction of non-
stop service by a low-fare carrier, traffic 
would increase dramatically.  American 

Trans Air has established a significant 
presence of scheduled service at Chicago-
Midway and, just as AirTran has stimulated 
traffic to Atlanta and many of the connect 
markets it serves through Atlanta, American 
Trans Air could stimulate traffic for Chicago 
and its set of connect markets.   

Frontier service to Denver from Memphis 
would also be helpful in stimulating traffic 
in both the local Denver market and many 
connect markets in the Western U.S.  
JetBlue service to New York-Kennedy 
would accomplish similar results for the 
New York market.   

Memphis’s top 50 domestic O&D markets 
are shown in Table 4.24.  The largest O&D 
market without non-stop service is Fort 
Lauderdale, with an average of 50.1 PDEW 
in 1999.  Airports with between 40 and 50 
PDEW in the Memphis market that did not 
have non-stop service to Memphis included 
Greensboro, Hartford, Washington Dulles, 
and Baltimore.  With a major hub in 
Memphis, Northwest could provide non-stop 
service for the local Memphis traffic in these 
markets as well as carry additional connect 
traffic.   

If capacity on a narrowbody Northwest jet 
was excessive, regional jet service by 
Northwest Airlink in Memphis could 
potentially provide the optimal capacity 
level.  Since Memphis serves as a hub for 
Northwest, there is a very high ratio of seat 
departures for the level of O&D traffic that 
this market generates.  Due to this vast level 
of Northwest service, there are some 
markets where other carriers do not provide 
service from Memphis to their hubs.  

Memphis’s air service history, as shown by 
trends in annual scheduled seat departures 
by market and published carrier, is provided
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Daily
                                                    Annual Passengers Seat

Passengers Daily Each Departures
1999 Rank Airports 1999 Way 1999 Oct. 5, 2000

1 Atlanta 451,230            618.1                1,930              
2 Chicago-O'Hare 163,140            223.5                1,036              
3 Orlando 129,110            176.9                586                 
4 New York-La Guardia 127,910            175.2                400                 
5 Washington-National 127,480            174.6                550                 
6 Dallas/Ft. Worth 119,520            163.7                1,300              
7 Los Angeles 89,180              122.2                600                 
8 Newark 88,530              121.3                500                 
9 Philadelphia 85,470              117.1                346                 

10 Boston 83,340              114.2                420                 
11 Tampa 82,680              113.3                446                 
12 Minneapolis 69,430              95.1                  1,157              
13 Miami 68,510              93.8                  270                 
14 Detroit 67,750              92.8                  1,250              
15 Charlotte 64,730              88.7                  788                 
16 Denver 64,620              88.5                  568                 
17 San Francisco 60,830              83.3                  300                 
18 Raleigh/Durham 53,070              72.7                  300                 
19 Houston-Bush 50,850              69.7                  620                 
20 Jacksonville 45,960              63.0                  200                 
21 Las Vegas 45,600              62.5                  150                 
22 Seattle 42,510              58.2                  380                 
23 New Orleans 40,310              55.2                  400                 
24 Knoxville 38,300              52.5                  328                 
25 Ft. Lauderdale 36,540              50.1                  -                  
26 Phoenix 36,530              50.0                  124                 
27 St. Louis 36,050              49.4                  605                 
28 Indianapolis 35,730              48.9                  450                 
29 Greensboro 34,280              47.0                  -                  
30 Cleveland 33,480              45.9                  250                 
31 Ft. Walton Beach 33,300              45.6                  400                 
32 Hartford 32,930              45.1                  -                  
33 Washington-Dulles 32,580              44.6                  -                  
34 Baltimore 32,280              44.2                  -                  
35 Kansas City 32,140              44.0                  400                 
36 San Diego 29,930              41.0                  124                 
37 Norfolk 27,010              37.0                  -                  
38 Cincinnati 26,560              36.4                  562                 
39 Milwaukee 24,030              32.9                  368                 
40 Pittsburgh 23,860              32.7                  -                  
41 San Antonio 23,040              31.6                  300                 
42 Nashville 20,310              27.8                  360                 
43 Richmond 20,100              27.5                  -                  
44 Buffalo 19,900              27.3                  -                  
45 Portland, OR 18,660              25.6                  -                  
46 Austin 18,600              25.5                  278                 
47 Savannah 18,500              25.3                  -                  
48 Columbus 17,960              24.6                  -                  
49 Oklahoma City 17,490              24.0                  400                 
50 West Palm Beach 17,410              23.8                  -                  

Source:  US DOT 10% Domestic O&D Traffic Survey and Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates

Table 4.24

Top 50 Domestic Origin & Destination (O&D) Markets for Memphis  -  1999 

Domestic O&D Passengers

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN



   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          4-43  

in Table s 4.25, 4.26, and 4.27.  
Northwest/KLM has increased its annual 
seat departures from 5.5 million in 1994 to 
7.2 million in 2000 and, with the four-bank 
structure at the hub in effect in July 2000, 
there should be over 8 million 
Northwest/KLM seat departures in 2001.  
While there has been growth by Northwest 
in Memphis from 1994 to 2000, other 
carriers have just returned to levels of 
service that were in effect during the mid-
1990s.  The major decline in seat departures 
provided by other carriers in 1996 caused a 
decline from over 1.9 million in both 1994 
and 1995 to just over 1.7 million in 1996.  
The number of seat departures provided by 
other carriers has since rebounded and, in 
2000, there are a total of 1.9 million seat 
departures scheduled by the other carriers in 
Memphis.   

With the introduction of regional jets, 
thinner long-haul routes that were 
unprofitable to fly with narrowbody jets are 
now potential regional jet markets.  The 
1999 introductions by Continental Express 
of regional jet service to both Cleveland and 
Newark from Memphis are two examples of 
this new opportunity.  Other major hubs that 
could potentially be served with regional jets 
from Memphis are the US Airways hubs in 
Pittsburgh and Philadelphia, American’s 
Miami hub, and United’s Washington Dulles 
hub.  Of all these opportunities, only 
Washington Dulles is not currently served 
by Northwest from Memphis.  If United 
Express were to begin this service, 
Northwest or Northwest Airlink would 
probably initiate service in this market as 
well.  

In addition to its daily transatlantic service 
to Amsterdam, Memphis also has twice 
weekly scheduled service with Laker 
Airways to Freeport, Bahamas.  The Toronto 

market is growing rapidly and, just as 
Nashville has Toronto service via Air 
Canada regional jets, Memphis may also be 
capable of supporting regional jet service to 
Toronto.  Either Air Canada or Northwest 
Airlink could serve this market.  London 
service is also a possibility by either 
Northwest or British Airways, but if this 
service were introduced, the potential impact 
on the current KLM service to Amsterdam 
may affect this flight. 

Jackson’s current air service to hub airports 
consists of three daily weekday flights to 
Memphis with Northwest Airlink Saab 340s.  
This low level of air service is primarily due 
to the proximity of Jackson to both 
Nashville and Memphis, and the significant 
diversion of potential local traffic to these 
two other airports.  Jackson is 86 miles from 
Memphis and 128 miles from Nashville.  
Each of the three Northwest Airlink flights 
originates in another city and passes through 
Jackson on its way to Memphis, and each of 
the flights arriving from Memphis continues 
on to another city.  Based on these routings 
and the average daily enplanement levels of 
only 16 passengers, an average of only five 
enplanements per hub flight departure, the 
local demand in the Jackson area after the 
diversion to other airports does not support 
individual flights on its own.   

The current situation in Jackson is similar to 
that of many other airports in the nation that 
serve small cities.  Northwest recently 
announced its decision to discontinue 
service to Benton Harbor, MI, where it had 
three daily Saab 340 Airlink flights routed 
through to Detroit.  Benton Harbor had 
enplanement levels comparable to Jackson, 
and similar diversion problems.  In light of 
the recent decision by Northwest to expand 
its bank structure at Memphis to four banks, 
but not to add a fourth flight to Jackson,
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Published Preliminary
Airport Carrier 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Atlanta AirTran -                -                -                25,774          150,484        157,249        156,274       
Atlanta Delta 403,662        390,439        454,454        474,217        468,816        477,197        476,554       
Atlanta ValuJet 104,120        150,700        121,110        95,480          -                -                -               
Charlotte US Airways 155,682        145,335        144,208        151,972        181,181        173,453        191,751       
Chicago-O'Hare American 90,204          70,519          53,059          -                -                45,000          54,750         
Chicago-O'Hare United 119,244        118,640        125,759        154,934        153,202        154,480        154,751       
Cincinnati Delta 126,182        150,499        133,394        143,707        144,271        167,321        159,988       
Cleveland Continental -                -                -                -                -                23,850          40,035         
Dallas/Ft. Worth American 178,407        228,378        199,826        229,051        212,981        209,910        192,201       
Dallas/Ft. Worth Delta 245,137        231,332        151,883        147,811        145,964        145,486        147,695       
Denver United -                -                -                -                -                32,400          71,296         
Freeport Laker 6,125            7,000            2,275            3,150            4,900            7,525            10,675         
Houston Continental -                -                25,208          55,798          72,818          75,458          78,464         
Huntsville Delta 50,560          35,631          -                -                -                -                -               
Indianapolis US Airways -                6,358            272               -                -                -                -               
Little Rock Corporate -                -                -                4,199            -                -                -               
Little Rock Delta 103,660        97,889          41,617          48,505          51,830          51,688          51,830         
Little Rock United 102,683        79,836          21,146          -                -                -                -               
Nashville American 103,385        64,148          11,894          -                -                -                -               
Nashville Corporate -                -                -                14,649          -                -                -               
New Orleans Delta 149               -                -                -                -                107               -               
Newark Continental -                -                -                -                -                29,922          31,450         
Orlando ValuJet -                -                10,400          -                -                -                -               
Pittsburgh US Airways 53,900          36,551          35,502          24,380          -                -                -               
Raleigh/Durham Midway -                -                -                -                -                22,000          8,700           
St. Louis TWA 109,778        165,047        171,087        131,886        115,743        94,093          77,654         
All Markets Non-NW Carriers 1,952,878     1,978,302     1,703,094     1,705,513     1,702,190     1,867,139     1,904,068    

All Markets Northwest 5,507,868     5,699,868     5,809,015     5,908,155     5,898,466     6,157,260     7,120,161    
Amsterdam KLM -                32,062          89,824          100,227        105,708        108,108        108,702       
All Markets NW/KLM 5,507,868     5,731,930     5,898,839     6,008,382     6,004,174     6,265,368     7,228,863    

All Markets All Carriers 7,460,746     7,710,232     7,601,933     7,713,895     7,706,364     8,132,507     9,132,931    

Source: Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates

Table 4.25

Annual Scheduled Seat Departures by Market and Published Carrier in Memphis - 1994 to 2000

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Published Preliminary
Airport Carrier 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Atlanta AirTran -                -                -                25,774          150,484        157,249        156,274       
Chicago-O'Hare American 90,204          70,519          53,059          -                -                45,000          54,750         
Dallas/Ft. Worth American 178,407        228,378        199,826        229,051        212,981        209,910        192,201       
Nashville American 103,385        64,148          11,894          -                -                -                -               
Cleveland Continental -                -                -                -                -                23,850          40,035         
Houston Continental -                -                25,208          55,798          72,818          75,458          78,464         
Newark Continental -                -                -                -                -                29,922          31,450         
Little Rock Corporate -                -                -                4,199            -                -                -               
Nashville Corporate -                -                -                14,649          -                -                -               
Atlanta Delta 403,662        390,439        454,454        474,217        468,816        477,197        476,554       
Cincinnati Delta 126,182        150,499        133,394        143,707        144,271        167,321        159,988       
Dallas/Ft. Worth Delta 245,137        231,332        151,883        147,811        145,964        145,486        147,695       
Huntsville Delta 50,560          35,631          -                -                -                -                -               
Little Rock Delta 103,660        97,889          41,617          48,505          51,830          51,688          51,830         
New Orleans Delta 149               -                -                -                -                107               -               
Freeport Laker 6,125            7,000            2,275            3,150            4,900            7,525            10,675         
Raleigh/Durham Midway -                -                -                -                -                22,000          8,700           
St. Louis TWA 109,778        165,047        171,087        131,886        115,743        94,093          77,654         
Chicago-O'Hare United 119,244        118,640        125,759        154,934        153,202        154,480        154,751       
Denver United -                -                -                -                -                32,400          71,296         
Little Rock United 102,683        79,836          21,146          -                -                -                -               
Charlotte US Airways 155,682        145,335        144,208        151,972        181,181        173,453        191,751       
Indianapolis US Airways -                6,358            272               -                -                -                -               
Pittsburgh US Airways 53,900          36,551          35,502          24,380          -                -                -               
Atlanta ValuJet 104,120        150,700        121,110        95,480          -                -                -               
Orlando ValuJet -                -                10,400          -                -                -                -               
All Markets Non-NW Carriers 1,952,878     1,978,302     1,703,094     1,705,513     1,702,190     1,867,139     1,904,068    

All Markets Northwest 5,507,868     5,699,868     5,809,015     5,908,155     5,898,466     6,157,260     7,120,161    
Amsterdam KLM -                32,062          89,824          100,227        105,708        108,108        108,702       
All Markets NW/KLM 5,507,868     5,731,930     5,898,839     6,008,382     6,004,174     6,265,368     7,228,863    

All Markets All Carriers 7,460,746     7,710,232     7,601,933     7,713,895     7,706,364     8,132,507     9,132,931    

Source: Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates

Table 4.26

Annual Scheduled Seat Departures by Published Carrier and Market in Memphis - 1994 to 2000

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Published Preliminary
Airport Carrier 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
All Markets AirTran -                -                -                25,774          150,484        157,249        156,274       
All Markets American 371,996        363,045        264,779        229,051        212,981        254,910        246,951       
All Markets Continental -                -                25,208          55,798          72,818          129,230        149,949       
All Markets Corporate -                -                -                18,848          -                -                -               
All Markets Delta 929,350        905,790        781,348        814,240        810,881        841,799        836,067       
All Markets Laker 6,125            7,000            2,275            3,150            4,900            7,525            10,675         
All Markets Midway -                -                -                -                -                22,000          8,700           
All Markets TWA 109,778        165,047        171,087        131,886        115,743        94,093          77,654         
All Markets United 221,927        198,476        146,905        154,934        153,202        186,880        226,047       
All Markets US Airways 209,582        188,244        179,982        176,352        181,181        173,453        191,751       
All Markets ValuJet 104,120        150,700        131,510        95,480          -                -                -               
All Markets Non-NW Carriers 1,952,878     1,978,302     1,703,094     1,705,513     1,702,190     1,867,139     1,904,068    

All Markets Northwest 5,507,868     5,699,868     5,809,015     5,908,155     5,898,466     6,157,260     7,120,161    
All Markets KLM -                32,062          89,824          100,227        105,708        108,108        108,702       
All Markets NW/KLM 5,507,868     5,731,930     5,898,839     6,008,382     6,004,174     6,265,368     7,228,863    

All Markets All Carriers 7,460,746     7,710,232     7,601,933     7,713,895     7,706,364     8,132,507     9,132,931    

Source: Official Airline Guide via BACK Associates

Table 4.27

Annual Scheduled Seat Departures by Published Carrier in Memphis - 1994 to 2000

 TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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there will probably be an increase in 
diversion from Jackson to Memphis.  The 
schedule requirements for some potential 
Jackson travelers will be met with the fourth 
flight from Memphis and, without a 
corresponding flight from Jackson to 
connect with this fourth flight from 
Memphis, some of these potential Jackson 
travelers will divert to Memphis.  The 
continued growth of Nashville and 
Memphis, and the greater opportunities for 
diversion from Jackson that result from this 
growth, will probably lead to the 
discontinuation of scheduled passenger air 
service in Jackson.  

Conclusion  

Tennessee has a mix of air service levels 
throughout the state.  Nashville is growing 
rapidly and, with the low fares that 
Southwest is offering, there is significant 
passenger diversion from other airports.  
Memphis has recently had its largest growth 
spurt in passenger air service with the 
addition of the fourth daily Northwest bank.  
The three commercial service airports 
serving east Tennessee include Tri-Cities, 
Lovell Field and McGhee Tyson.  Airport 
activity at McGhee Tyson has has been 
growing steadily.  Increasing numbers of 
non-stop markets have helped stimulate this 
growth, and there should be a continuation 
of this growth in the future.  Chattanooga is 
situated between Atlanta and Nashville, and 
is within a fairly convenient drive from both 
airports.  With increasing diversion 
opportunities to these two airports, 
Chattanooga’s air service has not been 
growing as fast as it otherwise would.  As 
the northern Atlanta suburbs continue to 
expand along I-75, and as Atlanta’s airport 
continues to become more and more 
congested with increasing delays and other 
inconveniences, Chattanooga will become a 

potential alternative airport for some 
northern Georgia travelers.  Tri-Cities has 
struggled to maintain its level of air service, 
but with its location in the far northeastern 
corner of Tennessee, passenger diversion is 
not as much of a problem as it is at other 
airports.  

4.2 AIR CARGO 

4.2.1 National Air Cargo Trends 

Air cargo is comprised of freight and mail 
shipped by air, both domestically and 
internationally.  A significant proportion of 
air cargo is carried as “belly” cargo (i.e., in 
the hold of passenger aircraft) versus all-
cargo aircraft.  In fact, worldwide, more than 
half of all cargo shipments are transported in 
passenger/combi aircraft.  In addition, some 
reported air cargo activity is actually 
handled by truck. 

While only about 0.1% of domestic cargo 
tonnage is shipped by air, these shipments 
comprise approximately 6.0% of the total 
dollar value of cargo shipped by air.  This 
difference highlights the high shipment 
value per ton for domestic air shipments 
compared to other transport modes.  In the 
international sector, about 0.9% of cargo 
tonnage is transported by air, but 
international air cargo comprises 36.4% of 
the total U.S. international cargo value for 
all modes.   

During the 1990s, air cargo demand grew at 
an average annual rate of 4.6% in domestic 
markets and 6.9% in international markets.  
Enplaned domestic freight totaled an 
estimated 10.2 million tons in 1999, while 
international enplaned tons of freight totaled 
about 7 million tons. 
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Memphis, Los Angeles, JFK, and 
Anchorage International Airports accounted 
for about one-fourth of all enplaned cargo. 

Like most components of the aviation 
industry, there has been a strong correlation 
between economic activity and air cargo 
activity, with the U.S. Gross Domestic 
Product proving to be the strongest indicator 
of economic activity.  Other factors 
affecting the level of air cargo activity have 
been the continued pressure to decrease 
yields and increase efficiency, and the 
continued trend toward globalization.  New 
factors that may affect the level of air cargo 
activity include new “open skies” 
agreements, global airline alliances, the 
advent of new communication technology, 
e-commerce, and environmental restrictions. 

Air cargo also consists of mail transported 
by air.  Historically, most air mail has been 
transported in the cargo holds of passenger 
carriers (belly cargo), although the U.S. 
Postal Service is increasingly relying on all-
cargo operators to ship mail.  In 1991, 
approximately 95% of all domestic air mail 
shipments (in terms of weight) was flown by 
passenger carriers.  By 1999, however, this 
share had dropped to about 70%.  This trend 
is expected to continue.   

The Postal Service has cited several reasons 
for this increased reliance on all-cargo 
carriers, including limited capacity on 
passenger carriers, their availability, and on-
time performance.  The Postal Service must 
have stable, reliable, guaranteed transport of 
their product.  Increasingly, all-cargo 
carriers have been able to meet these needs. 

During the 1980s and early 1990s, the 
express market (typically overnight 
packages) saw the most growth in the air 
cargo industry.  In the latter half of the 
1990s, time-definite services saw strong 

growth.  Time-definite services provide a 
guarantee that a particular shipment will 
reach its desired destination by a specified 
date and/or time.  This trend is expected to 
continue. 

To increase efficiency, transportation 
providers have implemented several 
innovations, including zone-based pricing to 
facilitate better synchronization between a 
provider’s prices and the actual cost, and 
regional hubbing that is integrated with a 
trucking network to provide more 
comprehensive coverage of key markets. 

4.2.2 Tennessee Air Cargo Trends 

The state of Tennessee is home to the largest 
air cargo operation in the world: the Federal 
Express hub in Memphis.  In 1998, 
Memphis International Airport handled 
5,224,000,000 pounds of air cargo.  
Nashville International Airport handled a 
total of 121,000,000 pounds.  Other 
Tennessee airports with significant cargo 
activity include Knoxville’s McGhee Tyson 
Airport, which shipped 95,000,000 pounds; 
Smyrna Airport, just south of Nashville, 
which shipped about 80,000,000 pounds; 
Chattanooga, which shipped nearly 
5,000,000 pounds; and Tri-Cities Regional, 
which shipped about 4,000,000 pounds. 

Less than half of the GA airports reported 
cargo activity in 1998.  For the GA airports 
that do have cargo activity, auto parts are the 
most common commodity shipped by air.  
The next most common commodity shipped 
are machine/factory parts.  In general, these 
shipments are unscheduled, on-demand 
operations, occurring sporadically through-
out the year.  Most of the airports that 
responded to surveys conducted for the 
system plan expect to see air cargo activity 
increasing in the next 5 years. 
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4.3 GENERAL AVIATION 

4.3.1 National General Aviation 
Trends 

Until the late 1970s, GA activity levels 
typically reflected the condition of the U.S. 
economy: when the economy was 
performing well, the GA industry enjoyed 
good times.  During the early 1980s, when 
the U.S. economy was in a recession, the 
GA industry also faced a downturn.  As the 
economy turned around, however, GA 
activity continued to drop.  GA 
manufacturers discontinued production of 
single engine aircraft, the number of GA 
pilots continued to decline, and the number 
of hours flown continued to decrease.  As 
the economy continued to grow at a record-
setting pace, industry experts continued to 
hope for an upturn in GA activity.  After the 
failure of the GA industry to reverse its 
negative course, it was finally realized in the 
mid-1990s that the GA industry was in the 
process of undergoing a significant 
structural change.  The reasons for the 
change were many, however, the two 
primary reasons were an increase in 
ownership costs (primarily liability costs) 
and a general change in the lifestyle habits 
of the U.S. population. 

In an effort to stimulate the GA industry, 
Congress passed the General Aviation 
Revitalization Act in 1994.  The Act called 
for limiting manufacturer liability on aircraft 
and their components.  At the same time, 
industry representatives initiated a 
comprehensive campaign to promote interest 
in GA flying and pilot training (i.e., “learn 
to fly” programs), and to stimulate the 
development of new products and services.  
These measures seem to be reversing the 
negative trend.  Since 1994, the number of 

active aircraft has increased 20%, the 
number of hours flown has increased 24%, 
and the number of active pilots has 
increased. 

Industry experts agree that the positive trend 
should continue at least for the short term.  
As noted previously, there are several recent 
and significant trends emerging in the GA 
sector concerning products and services.  In 
1997, the Cessna Aircraft Corporation re-
entered the single engine market with new 
products, including the C172R and Piper’s 
new turbine-powered Malibu (the Meridian).  
Additionally, new manufacturers are 
producing new-technology composite 
aircraft, including Cirrus and Lancair.  At 
the other end of the spectrum, large-size 
business jets are entering the market, 
including the Boeing Business Jet, which is 
a hybrid of the B737.  Since the 1980s, 
fractional ownership has become an 
increasingly popular service, allowing 
business persons to take advantage of the 
efficiency of business aircraft with minimal 
investment and commitment. 

The most recent initiative in the GA industry 
is the development of the Smart Air 
Transport System (SATS).  The FAA, 
NASA, other government agencies, and 
industry leaders are working to develop a 
system of “smart” airports that “integrate 
emerging communication, navigation, and 
surveillance technologies to produce new 
levels of utility for the Nation’s smaller 
airport infrastructure.”  To foster new 
technologies in the GA industry, FAA and 
NASA are also collaborating with the GA 
community on programs designed to foster 
new technologies, including Advanced 
General Aviation Transportation 
Experiments (AGATE) and General 
Aviation Propulsion (GAP).  The goal of the 
AGATE program is to make GA flying 
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safer, easier, and more affordable through 
the use of improved avionics, more 
crashworthy airframes, and pilot training.  
The goal of the GAP program is to develop 
new, quieter and more efficient engines. 

4.3.2 Tennessee General Aviation 
Trends 

According to surveys received from 
Tennessee businesses, GA aircraft owners, 
and GA airport managers, the state has seen 
an increase in GA activity in the past 5 
years.  In addition, most of the respondents 
claimed they expected this positive trend to 
continue. 

As shown in Figure 4-7, GA operations in 
Tennessee are now recovering from a 1996 
low.  Further, the FAA’s TAFs predict a 
continuing gradual increase in activity.  
Although GA operations accounted for 
almost 70% of total operations at Tennessee 
airports in 1998, as shown in Figure 4-8, 
this volume is somewhat lower than the 
national average.  In addition, the 
divergence is predicted to increase. 

Business use of Tennessee GA facilities is 
significantly higher than the national 
average.  Based on a statewide survey of 
registered aircraft owners, 42% of 
Tennessee aircraft are primarily utilized for 
business, versus the national average of 
28%.  The agriculture/forestry/mining 
sectors generate the most GA business 
traffic.  In addition, nearly 30% of the 
Tennessee businesses surveyed indicated 
they relied on the services provided by GA, 
with the most frequently listed airports 
including Nashville International, John C. 
Tune, McGhee-Tyson, Memphis Inter-
national, and McKellar-Sipes Regional. 



Figure 4-7

Tennessee GA Operations
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Figure 4-8

GA Operations as a Percent of Total Operations
1976-2015
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Chapter Five 
INTERMODAL ANALYSIS 

 
An airport is often considered the center of a 
transportation system for a community or 
region.  However, it cannot function apart 
from other elements of the system.  Not only 
is the transportation system around an 
airport vital to the economic success of the 
airport, it can also be a contributor to the 
public perception of the airport.  Airport 
users are interested in using a facility that is 
easily and conveniently accessed through 
the ground transportation system.  Airport 
users often associate their perception of the 
airport by the drive to and from the facility.  
With this in mind, it is important to consider 
all aspects of transportation related to 
airports.  

An important first step to understanding the 
intermodal nature of airports is to 
understand the term intermodal.  The 
Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st 

Century describes intermodal transportation 
as the combination of two or more modes of 
transport for the movement of either people 
or goods.  In contrast, business and 
manufacturing industries commonly use the 
term “logistics” to describe the process of 
coordinating the transportation, ware-
housing, distribution, and supply of 
manufactured or processed material and 
goods to the end user.  The System Plan 
recognizes both of these descriptions of 
intermodal transportation in order to 
emphasize the important link between the 
movement of goods and continued economic 
development in Tennessee. 

The movement of people and goods, 
whether by air, rail, water, truck, or other 

vehicle, seeks out the path of least 
resistance.  Tennessee, with its network of 
interstate corridors, is well-positioned to 
continue to grow.  However, over-reliance 
on a single mode of transportation within 
Tennessee will lead to bottlenecks, lost time, 
and a diminished competitive advantage 
within U.S. and global markets.  It is the 
importance of developing a well-rounded 
transportation system that has driven the 
development of the intermodal chapter in the 
Statewide Airport System Plan. 

5.1 INTERMODAL 
OPPORTUNITY ANALYSIS 

Trends clearly indicate that intermodal 
activity occurs at all six commercial airports 
in Tennessee, although these trends are not 
as evident at general aviation (GA) airports.  
Commercial service airports were found to 
have significantly greater intermodal activity 
and opportunities, including inter-
connections of both passenger and freight 
traffic.  The roadway network to commercial 
airports is the primary intermodal link.  
However, many commercial airports are also 
proximate to railroad facilities and 
water/port facilities. 

The amount of intermodal activity at 
Tennessee’s commercial airports is 
generally proportionate to the size of the 
airport.  For example, Memphis Inter-
national is a major hub facility for Federal 
Express, moving a significant volume of 
national and international package freight.  
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By comparison, the Tri-Cities Airport is a 
smaller commercial airport that provides 
commercial passenger service and handles a 
modest amount of intermodal activity 
although well below the volume handled in 
Memphis.  

Other communities are planning 
improvements to increase intermodal 
activity.  For example, commuter rail service 
is in the planning stages in Chattanooga, 
Memphis, and Nashville.  These plans 
would provide railroad connections for 
transporting passengers to the terminal.  The 
rail service to Chattanooga is proposed to be 
high-speed passenger service that would link 
Atlanta’s Hartsfield International Airport to 
Chattanooga’s Lovell Field.  

In Memphis, the “Super Terminal” facility is 
planned to link six Class I8 intermodal 
railroads within three miles of Memphis 
International Airport.  This project is 
exploring a public/private partnership to 
develop an intermodal facility that would 
further establish Memphis as the primary 
distribution center of the United States.  In 
addition, the Super Terminal will be 
adjacent to the Mississippi River, providing 
the opportunity to develop barge port 
capabilities in conjunction with the railroad 
terminal. 

Nashville International Airport recently 
completed major air cargo facility upgrades 
as a first phase in a multi-year program.  
McGhee Tyson is in the planning stages of 
expanding cargo operations in Knoxville.  

Intermodal activity varies significantly at 
GA airports.  Some airports reflect a high 

                                                

 

8 A “Class I” railroad is a freight rail line that provides either 
east or west linkage across the nation as well as into Mexico 
and Canada. 

level of business passenger use.  Others are 
focused on the agricultural industry and are 
used as a base for crop dusting.  Other GA 
airports become lifelines for manufacturing, 
keeping the just-in-time (JIT) system of 
production flowing when other forms of 
transportation are unavailable due to 
weather, accidents, or congestion.  
Recognition of this wide variety of uses at 
GA facilities is an important component of 
the intermodal plan. 

As demand for air travel and additional 
transportation options within the state 
grows, so must the planning and 
implementation of intermodal improve-
ments.  The state’s population is becoming 
more dispersed and air traffic (both 
passenger and freight) at major airports like 
Nashville and Memphis is continuing to rise.  
These trends will also affect aircraft 
operations at key GA airports throughout the 
state.  In a global economy where time is 
money, these key GA airports will have an 
important regional role for facilitating the 
efficient movement of both people and 
goods.   

5.1.1 Ground Transportation Mobility 
Analysis 

The ground transportation mobility analysis 
establishes the transportation link between 
airports and the populations they serve.  The 
mobility analysis considers all aspects of 
transportation: highway, rail, mass transit, 
and water transportation.  Each of these 
modes was analyzed in relation to the 
airports within each of the three divisions.   

5.1.2 Physical Analyses 

The existing intermodal facilities and 
conditions have been compared to future 
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projected conditions of population growth 
within the state.  GIS analysis was used to 
compare the future population growth areas 
with the market areas of airport facilities.  
Population growth is a strong indicator for 
increased demand for goods and services as 
well as demand for mobility.  This 
population growth is also a leading indicator 
for planning future intermodal transportation 
improvements that interconnect key airports 
in Tennessee.  

5.2 METHODOLOGY FOR 
ASSESSMENT 

A statewide geographic database including 
current and forecast population data, 
roadway, railroad, water, and mass transit 
facilities was compiled for the intermodal 
analysis.  This data was used to assess the 
existing intermodal facilities and the 
opportunity for intermodal linkages at 
airports in Tennessee.  The GIS analysis was 
undertaken within the “25-minute drive 
time” market area for each airport.  This 
market area is defined as the distance a 
vehicle would travel from the airport in 25 
minutes.  The speed and functional class-
ification of the existing highway network 
was used to establish a 25-minute market 
service area for each of the state’s 84 
airports.  

A point system was developed to rate 
airports with key intermodal features.  The 
following are the key transportation 
components considered: 

• Growth Potential 
• Freight Railroad 
• Passenger Railroad 
• Bus Transit 
• Water Transport 
• Freight Highway 

• Passenger Highway 
• Just-In-Time Potential  

5.2.1 Growth 

Chapter Two related population growth to 
the potential for economic development in 
Tennessee.  This same relationship exists 
when considering the development of 
intermodal facilities.  In areas of high 
population growth, there will be demand for 
greater mobility through improvements and 
expansion of the transportation system.  The 
growth component considered the 
distribution of  population through the year 
2010, which was based on the anticipated 
percent change in population from 2000 to 
2010 for each county in the state.  Points 
were assigned at each of the airports based 
on the growth opportunity within the 25-
minute drive time areas surrounding the 
airport.  Points were assigned as follows: 

3 = High growth (over 18 percent) 
2 = Medium growth (9 to 18 percent) 
1 = Low or no growth (under 9 percent) 

5.2.2 Intermodal Opportunity 

Intermodal opportunities for each airport 
were also included in the scoring system. 
There are a variety of intermodal facilities 
located within the 25-minute market area of 
airports in Tennessee.  These include freight 
railroad facilities represented by the CVlass 
I railroad network.  Passenger railroad 
facilities were also considered, including 
AMTRAK service and plans for new 
commuter rail service.  Bus transit was 
identified within Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations.  Examples of cities with bus 
systems include Nashville, Johnson City, 
and Memphis.  Water transport ratings were 
based on the proximity of navigable rivers to 
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airport market areas.  Freight and passenger 
highway facilities include the existing 
network of roadways.   

Scores for intermodal components related to 
Freight Railroad, Passenger Railroad, Bus 
Transit, Water Transport, Freight Highway, 
and Passenger Highway were each based on 
a qualitative analysis of existing and planned 
facilities and their proximity to airports in 
Tennessee.  Points were allocated to airports 
based on a 6-point scale as follows: 

6 = The mode exists and is directly 
proximate to the airport. 

5 = The mode is planned and will be 
proximate to the airport. 

4 = Mode does not exist but there is a high 
potential for future development due 
to proximity. 

3 = The mode does not exist but planning 
and community interest reflect some 
potential. 

2 = There is minimal potential for the 
mode to be established. 

1 = The mode does not exist and is not 
likely to exist in the future. 

5.2.3 Just In Time Potential 

JIT manufacturing relies heavily on the 
national network of interstate highways for 
suppliers to provide component parts to 
manufacturers.  Each airport was analyzed 
with respect to its proximity to an interstate 
highway.  The JIT scores were based on the 
following criteria:  

6 = < 1 mile to interstate 

5 = 1-5 miles to interstate 

4 = 5-10 miles to interstate 

3 = 10-15 miles to interstate 

2 = 15-20 miles to interstate 

1 = > 20 miles to interstate 

5.2.4 Intermodal Potential Score 

These scores were totaled to create an 
“Intermodal Potential” score for each 
airport, thus enabling the airports to be 
ranked.  The maximum points that can be 
scored by any one airport are 45.  The 
following score ranges were established to 
rank the airport facilities: 

30-45 = Excellent potential for intermodal 
development 

22-29 = Good potential for intermodal 
development 

14-21 = Fair potential for intermodal 
development 

0-13 = Minimal potential for intermodal 
development 

5.3 EAST TENNESSEE 
INTERMODAL 
OPPORTUNITY 

The methodology described in Section 5.2 
was applied to airports in the East Tennessee 
Development District.  To relate the 
elements of the transportation system into an 
intermodal plan for airports, the analysis is 
broken into three component parts.   
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The first component relates GA airports in 
East Tennessee to forecasted population 
growth within the 25-minute drive time 
market areas of the airport.  Airports where 
population growth is occurring at the 
greatest rate will also have an increasing 
demand for goods and services.   

This combination of factors will increase the 
demand for transportation facilities within 
the airport market area.  The population-
forecast data developed in Chapter Two was 
used for this analysis.  Figure 5-1

 

illustrates 
the distribution of forecast population 
growth within the East Tennessee Region.  
As shown in the figure, the following GA 
airports are forecast to have significant 
population growth: 

• Marion County Airport (APT) 
• Mark Anton (2A0) 
• Powell Stolport (9A2) 
• Downtown Island (DKX) 
• Gatlinburg/Pigeon Forge (GKT) 
• Elizabethton (0A9) 
• Johnson City Airport (0A4) 

The second intermodal opportunity 
component considers the transportation 
facilities proximate to the airports.  The 
highway network is the backbone of the 
intermodal network.  When this important 
feature is combined with other modes such 
as rail, the airport becomes a transportation 
crossroad.  This leads to greater 
opportunities for regional economic and 
community development. 

Lovell Field and McGhee Tyson Airport 
possess a combination of transportation 
facilities that make them transportation 
crossroads for the East Tennessee Region.  
The airports in East Tennessee that have 
good potential for intermodal development 
include Tri-Cities (TRI), Downtown 

Knoxville (DKX), Hardwick Field (HDI), 
and Collegedale (3M3).  These airports have 
access to either interstate or major arterial 
roadways.  They are also near freight rail 
facilities that provide a good opportunity for 
development into a transportation crossroad 
in the future. 

Figure 5-2

 

provides the location of the 
airports in East Tennessee as they were 
ranked in relation to intermodal opportunity.  
In addition, this map depicts the 
programmed (imminent) and planned (2010) 
roadway improvements in East Tennessee.  
The map shows the relationship between 
these improvements and the airports.   

Planned and programmed roadway 
improvements will benefit almost all of the 
airports that have basic intermodal features 
(high ranked), either existing or planned, 
within the region.  These will also be areas 
where future business opportunities are 
more likely to occur.  

The third component for intermodal 
opportunity relates to the JIT delivery 
system.  This portion of the analysis directly 
relates to the proximity of interstate 
highways to airports.  The airports depicted 
in Figure 5-3

 

reflect the rankings related to 
JIT delivery opportunities in East 
Tennessee.   

The rankings show that Lovell Field (CHA), 
Collegedale (3M3), Rockwood Municipal 
(RKW), McGhee Tyson (TYS), and Tri-
Cities (TRI) have excellent JIT 
infrastructure availability.  Their proximity 
to interstate highway interchange points is 
generally less than one mile.  Other airports 
with good JIT opportunities and access to 
interstate facilities within 1 to 5 miles, 
include Hardwick Field (HDI), McMinnville 
(MNV), Downtown Island (DKX), and 
Elizabethton (0A9).  Upgrading the roadway 
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access to these airports will improve 
economic opportunities for the airports and 
the markets they serve. 

5.4 WEST TENNESSEE 
INTERMODAL 
OPPORTUNITY 

The Memphis development district is the 
number one freight movement location not 
only in Tennessee but within the United 
States. The opportunity to expand on this 
position exists.  The advent of I-69 will 
position airports in the Northwest 
development district for future economic 
growth.  The Southwest development 
district, located between Memphis and 
Nashville along the I-40 corridor, has 
modest intermodal activity. As businesses 
and population grow west and east from 
Nashville and Memphis, the Jackson urban 
area will see increased demand for multi-
modal transportation. 

Population growth will increase the demand 
for transportation facilities within the airport 
market area. Figure 5-4

 

illustrates the 
distribution of forecast population growth 
within the West Tennessee Region.  As 
shown in the figure, the Memphis urbanized 
area has significant growth occurring within 
Shelby County and Tipton County to the 
north, and Fayette County to the east of 
Memphis.  In addition, Madison and 
Henderson counties, which focus on the city 
of Jackson, are also areas where population 
growth is forecast to be significant.  
Moderate growth is forecast for Dyer 
County in the Northwest Develop-ment 
District. The airports related to this 
population growth include: 

• Memphis International (MEM) 

• General Dewitt Spain (M01) 
• Lawrence County Airport (2M8) 
• Millington Municipal Airport (NQA) 
• Covington Municipal Airport (M04) 
• McKellar-Sipes Regional (MKL) 
• Dyersburg Municipal (DYR)  

Intermodal opportunities were measured 
based on existing and planned transportation 
facilities proximate to airports.  The high-
way and railroad network comprise the 
backbone of the intermodal network. The 
combination of these important features with 
other modes including the airport creates a 
transportation crossroad.  This leads to 
greater opportunities for regional economic 
and community development. 

The Memphis International airport and 
surrounding GA airports (such as General 
Dewitt Spain (M01), Charles W. Baker 
(2M8) and Millington (NQA), are located at 
the focal point of one of the most prominent 
locations for intermodal transportation in the 
country. The combination of five Class I rail 
road lines, Federal-Express, the U.S. Postal 
air freight services and the Port of Memphis 
on the Mississippi River establishes this 
location as THE

 

transportation crossroad of 
Tennessee.  

Other airports in West Tennessee that have 
good potential for intermodal development 
include Dyersburg (DYR), Arnold Field 
(M31), and Thorton Airport (47M). These 
airports have access to existing or proposed 
highways.  They are also near freight rail 
facilities that provide a good opportunity for 
development into a transportation crossroad 
in the future. 

Figure 5-5 illustrates the location of airports 
in West Tennessee as they were ranked in 
relation to intermodal opportunity.  In 
addition, this map depicts the programmed 
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(imminent) and planned (2010) roadway 
improvements in West Tennessee.  Planned 
and proposed roadway improvements will 
benefit almost all of the airports that also 
have other basic intermodal features (high 
ranked). These will also be areas where 
future business opportunities are more likely 
to occur.  

The third component for intermodal 
opportunity relates to the JIT delivery 
system.  This portion of the analysis directly 
relates to the proximity of interstate 
highways to airports.  Figure 5-6 reflects the 
rankings of airports in relation to JIT 
delivery opportunities in West Tennessee.  
Twelve airports were ranked high (less than 
five miles to interstate) for JIT delivery.  
Within the Memphis development district, 
these include Memphis International 
(MEM), General Dewitt Spain (M01), and 
Charles W. Baker (2M8).  In the Northwest 
development district, these airports are 
Millington (NQA), Arnold Field (M31), 
Dyersburg (DYR), and Everett-Stewart 
(UCY).  These airports will have the added 
benefit of the I-69 interstate corridor when 
this planned project is completed.  There are 
three additional airports with high JIT 
rankings located along the I-40 corridor.  
These include McKellar-Sipes Regional 
(MKL), (47M), and Humboldt Municipal  
(M53). 

5.5 MIDDLE TENNESSEE 
INTERMODAL 
OPPORTUNITY 

Intermodal transportation in Middle 
Tennessee is focused on Nashville/Davidson 
County. This is a location where north/south 
and east/west interstate highways converge. 
Intermodal transportation is under 

development in the central portion of the 
state. Auto manufacturing and support 
industries located along the I-65 corridor 
have fostered a significant volume of freight 
movement throughout middle Tennessee. 
Expansion of air cargo facilities at Nashville 
International Airport and the proliferation of 
trucking and warehousing businesses along 
I-24 are major, recent additions to the 
Middle Tennessee transportation system. 

The bulk of the forecast population growth 
for the state of Tennessee is expected to 
occur within the Middle Grand Division.  
Figure 5-7

 

illustrates the distribution of 
forecast population growth within the 
Middle Tennessee Region.  One of the most 
significant features of the map is the 
suburbanization of the counties that form a 
ring around Nashville/Davidson County.  
While Davidson County population growth 
is increasing by 5.4 percent, Williamson, 
Rutherford, Sumner, Wilson and Cheatham 
Counties are increasing in population by 10 
percent or more.  Another growth area is 
Clarksville/Montgomery County.  It should 
be noted that population growth in the 
Clarksville urban area includes portions of 
Kentucky.  Other clusters of counties 
experiencing high population growth include 
Montgomery/Dickson County to the 
northwest of Nashville, Maury/Marshall 
County to the west of Nashville, and 
Putnum/White/Cumberland County to the 
east of Nashville.  

There are fourteen airports located in high 
growth counties: 

• Nashville International (BNA) 
• John C. Tune (JWN) 
• Cornilia Fort Airpark (M88) 
• Springfield Robertson County (M91) 
• Portland Municipal (1M5) 
• Sumner County (M33) 
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• Lebanon Municipal (M54) 
• Smyrna (MQY) 
• Murfreesboro Municipal (MBT) 
• Outlaw Field (CKV) 
• Dickson Municipal (M02) 
• Ellington Airport (LUG) 
• Upper Cumberland Regional (SRB) 
• Crossville Memorial (CSV)  

Existing and planned transportation facilities 
were used as a measure of intermodal 
opportunity.  The measurement was based 
on the proximity of highway, rail, water, and 
mass transit services to airports in Middle 
Tennessee.  The combination of 3 or more 
of these features establishes an airport as a 
transportation crossroad point.  This in turn 
leads to greater opportunities for regional 
economic and community development. 

Of these fourteen airports in Middle 
Tennessee, five airports can be classified as 
transportation crossroads: Nashville 
International (BNA), John C. Tune (JWN), 
Outlaw Field (CKV), Cornelia Fort Airpark 
(M88), and Smyrna (MQY).  These five 
airports are located in highly urbanized areas 
where many modes of transportation 
converge.  

Other airports in Middle Tennessee that 
have been ranked as having good potential 
for intermodal development include Portland 
Municipal (1M5), Sumner County (M33), 
Lebanon Airport (M54), Murfreesboro 
Municipal (MBT), Tullahoma (THA), and 
Winchester Municipal (BGF). These airports 
have access to either interstate or major 
arterial roadways.  They are also near freight 
rail facilities that provide a good opportunity 
for development into a transportation 
crossroad in the future. 

Figure 5-8

 

provides the location of the 
airports in Middle Tennessee as they were 

ranked in relation to intermodal opportunity.  
In addition, this map depicts the 
programmed (imminent) and planned (2010) 
roadway improvements in Middle 
Tennessee.  The map shows the relationship 
between these improvements and the 
airports. 

The third component for intermodal 
opportunity relates to the JIT delivery 
system.  This portion of the analysis directly 
relates to the proximity of interstate 
highways to airports.  Figure 5-9 reflects the 
airport rankings in relation to JIT delivery 
opportunities in Middle Tennessee.  There 
are nineteen airports in Middle Tennessee 
that have received a positive ranking for 
their location as it relates to JIT 
transportation.  The Nashville urban area, 
with three interstate highways converging is 
the hub location for these airports.  BNA, 
JWN, M88, and MQY are all located with 
direct access to interstates highways in 
Nashville.  Interstate 40 heading east of 
Nashville provides interstate proximity for 
Lebanon (M54), Smithville Municipal 
(0A3), and Crossville (CSV).  Interstate 40 
running west of Nashville provides Dickson 
Municipal (M02) and Centerville Municipal 
(GHM) good access.  North and south of 
Nashville is served by I-65.  Airports with 
under five miles proximity to this corridor 
include Portland (1M5), Sumner County 
(M33), Lebanon (M54), Ellington (LUG), 
and Abernathy Field (GZS). Interstate 24 
running southeast from Nashville serves 
Bomar Field (SYI), Tullahoma (THA), 
Winchester (BGF), and Franklin County 
(UOS) with close interstate access.  In 
addition, the Clarksville Outlaw field (CKV) 
is located proximate to I-24 to the northwest 
of Nashville.  
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5.6 INTERMODAL SUMMARY 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The network of interstate and arterial 
roadways is the backbone of the state’s 
economy.  An over-dependence on highway 
transportation will lead to traffic congestion 
and lost time, which will, in turn, negatively 
impact economic growth.  This combination 
of factors has driven recent efforts at the 
federal and state levels to promote 
intermodal transportation development.   

The benefits of intermodal development can 
be found in highly congested areas where a 
wide variety of transportation options will 
help reduce traffic on congested highways.  
Intermodal transportation development is 
also important to areas where growth is 
forecast to occur.   

Developing a balanced approach to 
transportation will provide greater mobility 
and will reduce the high costs of continuous 
roadway improvements. The primary benefit 
of a coordinated approach to transportation 
planning and programming is the 
maintenance of a high level of efficiency on 
the key highway links through the provision 
of alternative transportation options.  The 
economic prosperity resulting from the 
network of interstate and arterial roadways 
can be maintained by a holistic approach to 
transportation system development. 

5.6.1 Intermodal Recommendations 

Planned and programmed roadway 
improvements are an important first step in 
providing intermodal opportunities. The 
summary of the intermodal analysis reflects 
that the following sub-regions within East 
Tennessee are excellent candidates for 
intermodal development: 

East Tennessee Recommendations 

The airports listed in Table 5.1 are 
candidates for intermodal improvements.  
Each is located in areas of high population 
growth.  The first category, Expansion, 
ranks existing intermodal facilities and 
activity with forecasted population growth 
to determine which airports have the greatest 
potential to benefit from intermodal 
investment. 

Airports listed under the Opportunity 
column have proximity to other modes of 
transportation and provide an opportunity 
for intermodal development.  This would 
support economic and community 
development when combined with other 
community planning and development 
activities.  

Airports listed under the Development 
column lack intermodal facilities.  Their 
location within high growth areas should be 
considered for future development of 
intermodal facilities. 

West Tennessee Recommendations 

Airports with existing intermodal facilities 
and activity are listed with a “X” under the 
Expansion column in Table 5.2. These are 
crossroad locations that should be expanded 
upon.  Airports listed under the development 
column are located within high growth areas 
and should have intermodal facilities 
developed in conjunction with population 
growth.  Airports listed under the 
opportunity column have proximity to other 
modes of transportation and provide an 
opportunity for economic and community 
development when combined with other 
community planning and development 
activities.  
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Table 5.1 

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 

East Tennessee Intermodal Summary  

Airport  Expansion  Opportunity  Development 

Knoxville – McGhee Tyson Airport (TYS) X   
Chattanooga – Lovell Field (CHA) X   
Tri-Cities Regional Airport (TRI) X   
Hardwick Field (HDI)  X  
Collegedale Municipal Airport (3M3)  X  
Rockwood Municipal Airport (RKW)  X  
Marion County Airport (APT)   X 
Mark Anton Municipal Airport (2A0)   X 
Powell Stolport (9A2)   X 
Knoxville – Downtown Island Airport  (DKX)   X 
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge Airport (GKT)   X 
Elizabethton (0A9)   X 
Johnson City Airport (0A4)   X 
Source: HNTB Analysis  

Table 5.2 

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 

West Tennessee Intermodal Summary  

Airport  Expansion  Opportunity  Development 

Memphis International Airport (MEM) X X X 
General DeWitt Spain Airport (M01)  X X 
Charles W. Baker Field (2M8)  X X 
Millington Municipal Airport (NQA)  X X 
Covington Municipal Airport (M04)  X  
McKellar-Sipes Regional Airport (MKL)  X X 
Dyersburg Municipal Airport (DYR)  X X 
Arnold Field (M31)  X  
Thornton Airport (47M)  X  
Everett-Stewart Airport (UCY)  X  
Humbolt Municipal Airport (M53)  X  

 

Source: HNTB Analysis 
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Middle Tennessee Recommendations 

Table 5.3 provides a summary of the Middle 
Tennessee airports with key elements for 
intermodal opportunity.  Airports noted 
under the Expansion column have existing 

intermodal facilities that provide for 
opportunities to expand.  Airports listed 
under Development have strong population 
growth and should have planning 
undertaken to provide for greater 
transportation opportunities.  Airports listed 

under the Opportunity column could provide 
community/economic development oppor-
tunities through coordinating transportation 
facilities located in and around the airport. 

5.7 STATEWIDE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The transportation improvement planning 
and programming process throughout the 
state does not always consider the 

relationship between roads and airports.  It is 
a recommendation of this plan that the 
Department of Transportation establishes a 
policy to include state system airport 
locations as a part of planning for roadway 
projects in the state.  A second 
recommended policy would be to establish 
an ongoing program for improving both the 
efficiency and aesthetics of roadway 
connections for the planned network of 
regional airport facilities as discussed in 
Chapter Six.    

Table 5.3 

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 

Middle Tennessee Intermodal Summary  

Airport  Expansion  Opportunity  Development 

Nashville International Airport (BNA) X X  
John C. Tune Airport (JWN) X X  
Cornelia Fort Airpark (M88)  X  
Smyrna Airport (MQY) X  X 
Outlaw Field (CKV)  X X 
Springfield-Robertson County Airport (M91)   X 
Portland Municipal Airport (1M5)  X X 
Sumner County Regional Airport (M33)  X X 
Lebanon Municipal Airport (M54)  X X 
Murfreesboro Municipal Airport (MBT)  X X 
Dickson Municipal Airport (M02)   X 
Ellington Airport (LUG)   X 
Upper Cumberland Regional Airport (SRB)   X 
Crossville Municipal Airport (CSV)   X 
Tullahoma Regional/William Northern Field (THA)  X  
Winchester Municipal Airport (BGF)  X  

 

Source: HNTB Analysis 
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Chapter Six 
AIRPORT CLASSIFICATIONS 

 
There are many ways that states discuss 
functional classifications.  Some discussions 
are general in nature and identify functions 
without specifying design standards.  
Tennessee’s current system falls into that 
category.  On the other hand, some states 
identify detailed lists of facilities as goals 
for airports with a particular functional 
classification.  

Classifications are important because they 
serve as a framework for describing the 
existing function of each airport in the 
system and as the reference for evaluating 
how system airports have changed their 
functions or are projected to change their 
functions as a result of accommodating 
forecast demand.  

The current Tennessee classification system 
does not clearly define an airport’s role 
beyond its functional classification.  
Therefore, an important element of the 
airport system plan is to create a 
classification system that includes more 
descriptive guidance relative to design 
standards (i.e., one that can be readily 
associated with a community’s economic 
role).   

The system plan has a regional economic 
impact emphasis to assist in identifying the 
best locations in the state to invest scarce 
dollars.  Accordingly, the airport 
classification system has been modified so 
that the best use can be made of the 
economic impact analysis.   

The revised Tennessee classification system 
will (1) be used as part of the airport priority 
ranking process for allocation of funds, and 
(2) figure widely in public discussions.  In 
addition, the FAA classification system, 
discussed in Section 6.4, will continue to be 
used for airport design purposes. 

In summary, the purpose of this chapter is to 
provide a transition from Tennessee’s 
current airport classification system to one 
that is more role-oriented.  The proposed 
classification system, as described in Section 
6.7, considers the economic impact related 
to airports in a manner that  can be readily 
understood by the general public.   

6.1 NATIONAL PLAN OF 
INTEGRATED AIRPORT 
SYSTEMS  

The National Plan of Integrated Airport 
Systems (NPIAS) identifies airports 
(existing and proposed) that are significant 
to the national air transportation system.  
The NPIAS currently includes 71 Tennessee 
airports.  All of Tennessee’s Commercial 
Service, General Aviation Business Service, 
General Aviation Community Service 
airports, and all but two General Aviation 
Limited Service airports are included in the 
NPIAS.  In addition, no privately owned, 
public-use facilities are included. 

Inclusion in the NPIAS is significant 
because it is a prerequisite for receiving 
Federal aid grants for airport improvements. 
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To be added to the NPIAS, a GA airport 
must be at least 30 minutes from the nearest 
NPIAS airport and have at least ten based 
aircraft.  A brief analysis of Tennessee’s 
airport system indicates that eight airports 
not included in the NPIAS are more than 30 
minutes from the nearest NPIAS airport, as 
shown in Table 6.1.  However, only three of 
these airports have ten or more based 
aircraft.   

6.2 NON-SYSTEM AIRPORTS 

There are several hundred other landing 
areas within the state that are listed in FAA 
records but are not required to be included in 
the State system.  While these facilities are 
important, they are not key elements of the 
Tennessee transportation system; therefore, 
they are not included in the 84-airport state 
aviation system.  These facilities are 
typically privately owned and used for 
specialized purposes.  Facilities may include 
private airports as well as heliports.  

6.3 CURRENT TENNESSEE 
AIRPORT 
CLASSIFICATIONS 

In the state’s system of 84 airports, airports 
are differentiated by size and function into 
five classifications. The description 
provided for each functional classification 
gives a general impression of the airport role 
and the type of facilities at each airport.  

• Commercial Service (6 airports).  These 
are airports that provide scheduled air 
service.  Each airport is included in the 
FAA’s NPIAS. 

• General Aviation Business Service (15 
airports).  These airports serve an area 
greater than the county of location, and 
are easily accessed.  They typically 
provide a wide range of aviation services 
and facilities, including jet fuel, non-  

Table 6.1 

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN  

Airports Greater Than 30 Minutes From a NPIAS Airport  

City Airport Classification Based Aircraft

 

Benton Chilhowee Gliderport Private/Public 1 

 

Eagleville Puckett Gliderport Private/Public 4 

 

Hohenwald John A. Baker Field GA Limited

 

12

  

Kingston Meadowlake Airport Private/Public

 

44

  

McKinnon Houston County Airport GA Local 4 

 

Powell Powell Airport Private/Public 8 

 

Rossville Wolf River Airport Private/Public 19

  

Tiptonville Reelfoot Airpark State/Public 0 
Note: Airports in bold have ten or more based aircraft.
Source: HNTB Analysis
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precision approaches and a terminal 
building.  These airports significantly 
influence business location decisions and 
have strong support from the local 
community.  Business Service Airports 
serve large GA aircraft and 
accommodate a high level of business 
aircraft operations.  Business Service 
Airports have runways that are at least 
4,500-feet long, and are included in the 
NPIAS.  They are designed or proposed 
to be designed to meet FAA Airport 
Reference Code (ARC) C Standards9.   

• General Aviation Community Service 
(24 airports).  These airports serve an 
area that includes at least the county of 
location.  They typically provide 
aviation services including AvGas and 
jet fuel, aircraft rental, flight training and 
non-precision approaches.  Community 
Service Airports accommodate business 
and GA aircraft, however, potential 
development constraints may limit future 
improvements or expansion projects at 
these airports.  These airports usually 
have strong support from the local 
community, and are included in the 
NPIAS.  They are designed or proposed 
to be designed to meet, at a minimum, 
FAA ARC B standards 

• General Aviation Limited Service (24 
airports).  These airports provide limited 
aviation services and airport facilities.  
They typically serve small GA aircraft, 
and their service areas are usually 
limited to the county of location.  Often, 
the airport has a non-precision approach.  
The airports do not generally have strong 
community support.  Potential 
developmental constraints may limit 

                                                

 

9 Airport Reference Codes are discussed in detail in Section 6.4 

future improvements or expansion 
projects at these airports.  They are 
likely included in the NPIAS. 

• General Aviation Local Service (14 
airports).  This category includes eight 
privately owned, public use airports  that 
provide limited aviation services and 
airport facilities.  The airports typically 
serve small GA aircraft, and their service 
areas are usually limited to the airport-
associated cities.  The airports do not 
generally have an instrument approach.  
They may not be included in the NPIAS.  
Airport improvement and expansion 
projects are often restricted at these 
airports due to development constraints, 
such as airspace conflicts, environmental 
considerations, existing land uses, 
topography, and/or proximity to other 
existing airports. 

Figure 6-1

 

shows the location of 
Tennessee’s airports and their current 
classifications.   

6.4 FAA AIRPORT 
CLASSIFICATIONS   

Prior to discussing a modified airport 
classification system for Tennessee, it is 
useful to present the FAA system of airport 
classifications.  

Table 6.2 provides the FAA’s system of 
alphanumeric called the Airport Reference 
Code (ARC).  The ARC is a coding system 
used to relate airport design criteria to the 
operational and physical characteristics of 
the aircraft intended to operate at the airport. 
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Table 6.2 

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 

Characteristics of Aircraft Used by the FAA to Classify Critical Aircraft 

Aircraft Approach Category Aircraft Design Group 

Classification Code Approach Speed (knots) Classification Code Wingspan (feet) 

A < 91 I < 49 

B 91 - 120 II 49 - 78 

C 121 - 140 III 79 - 117 

D 141 - 166 IV 118 - 170 

E > 166 V 171 – 196 

F -- VI 197 – 262 

Source: FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13.  

Letters refer to ranges of approach speed, 
and numbers refer to ranges of wingspan.  
For example, A-1 (Beech Bonanza, 
approach speed 72 knots, wingspan 28 feet); 
B-II (Cessna Citation III, approach speed 
114 knots, wingspan 54 feet); and, C-III (B-
737, approach speed 137 knots, wingspan 95 
feet). 

This system focuses on the largest aircraft to 
use an airport, also called the “design” or 
“critical” aircraft.  The philosophy intended 
by this classification scheme is that an 
airport’s facilities should be designed to 
accommodate the largest aircraft that uses 
that airport on a frequent basis.  The term 
“frequent” typically refers to 500 annual 
operations (take-offs and landings).  

6.5 REVISED AIRPORT 
CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 

Tennessee is a unique combination of 
geographic regions, and its air transportation 

system is a reflection of regional economic 
relationships.  A significant aspect of the 
Tennessee Airport System Plan is the 
understanding of the importance of regional 
economies.  This understanding will be the 
basis for developing a new mechanism to 
help TAD determine how to achieve the 
greatest benefit from investments in the 
statewide aviation infrastructure. 

The revised airport classifications are based 
on the role the airport plays in the overall 
transportation system, as well as the 
physical and operational characteristics of 
the airport.  

The revised airport classification system for 
Tennessee consists of four categories: 
commercial service, regional service, 
community business, and community 
service airports.  Table 6.3 provides the 
revised Tennessee airport classification 
system and basic design standards.  
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Table 6.3 

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN 

Airport Classification System 

Attribute Commercial Service

 
Regional Service Community Business Community Service 

Primary Runway 
Length (generally) 

7,000 feet or >6,000 
feet 

6,000 feet or 5,000 to 
6,000 feet 

4,500 feet to 5,500 feet 
3,700 feedt or <4,500 

feet 

Primary Runway Width

 

150 feet 100 feet 75 feet 60-75 feet 

Primary Runway 
Strength 

60,000 pounds DWL

 

30,000 pounds SWL - 
60,000 pounds DWL 

30,000 pounds SWL - 
60,000 pounds DWL 

Less than 30,000 pounds 
SWL 

Taxiway Full parallel Full Parallel Partial parallel partial parallel or stub 

Taxiway Width 75 feet 35 - 75 feet 50 - 75 feet 35 feet 

AWOS/ASOS 
If NWS data 
unavailable 

Yes (Yes as justified) No 

Minimum Instrument 
Approach 

Precision 200&1/2 
minima) 

 (400&1 minima)  (400&1 minimum) Non-Precision or Visual

 

Organization Airport Authority Airport Authority Airport Authority Airport Board 

Source: HNTB Analysis 

   

6.5.1 Commercial Service Airports 

The key aspect of the Commercial Service 
airport classification is scheduled airline 
service with at least ten departures per day. 
These airports should have a precision 
instrument approach, passenger terminal or 
cargo terminal, as well as a runway of at 
least 6,000 feet, although 7,000 feet is 
preferred.  The preferred runway length 
responds to regional passenger carrier 
aircraft.  However, should the design aircraft 
be a cargo aircraft, it is likely that the 
minimum runway requirement would be 
8,000 feet or greater. 

Optimally an airport authority would 
administer the airport.  This standard 
responds to a need for full-time, permanent 
airport staff having fiscal budgetary 
responsibility.  Airports that have been 
given certain decision-making functions and 
act as departments of the airport sponsor 
(airport owner) are more likely to be 
managed as profit centers and to give 
attention to the many details commensurate 
with operating a high-profile public facility. 

Commercial Service airports are typically 
designed or proposed to be designed to meet 
FAA Airport Reference Code (ARC) C 
Standards or greater. 
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6.5.2 Regional Service Airports 

The designation of a regional service airport 
classification is based on strong population 
and employment growth forecast within the 
25-minute drive time area served by the 
airport. These are airports that serve 
geographic regions with a rising demand for 
goods and service. In addition regional 
service airports have excellent access to 
interstate highways and other modes of 
transportation along with a strong 
component of industrial land uses in 
proximity to the airport. These features 
make the airport a part of the integrated 
transportation system that serves both 
business and community needs. 

Over the years, the appropriate runway 
length for airports serving high-performance 
business aircraft has been a topic of debate 
throughout the United States.  Generally, 
non-stop ranges of new generation aircraft 
are increasing, but the runway lengths 
needed to accommodate them have not 
changed accordingly.  Twenty years ago, a 
runway length of 5,000 feet was sufficient 
for most advanced aircraft. 

The regional service Airport classifications 
include airport facilities that accommodate 
high-performance business aircraft during 
all weather conditions.  Optimally, an airport 
authority would administer the airport. 
Regional  service airports in Tennessee will 
be required to have runway lengths of 5,500-
feet. This length is supported by current  
FAA10 standards. There may be 
circumstances where the runway length may 
be extended to 6,000 feet in order to 

                                                

 

10 In a letter dated January 28, 2000, the FAA described its 
general policy for airports whose primary runways are served by 
business jet aircraft.  The suggested minimum runway length in 
that guidance is 5,500 feet. 

accommodate high performance business jet 
aircraft. Additional runway length will be 
considered on a case-by-case basis.  

Regional service airports will also be 
required to have an instrument approach 
with a minimum 400-foot ceiling and 1-mile 
visibility. There should also be at least one 
full-service fixed based airport operator.  

The Aeronautics Commission may consider 
granting exceptions to these standards. 
These exceptions should be based on unique 
circumstances. For example, site restrictions 
may make it impossible for some busy state 
system airports to conform to all the primary 
criteria: runway length, approach, and 
navigational aids.  In special cases, a 
criterion may be relaxed to enable 
classifying a busy, predominantly corporate 
business airport as a regional service 
Airport. 

6.5.3 Community Business Airports 

The classification of "Community Business" 
for Tennessee airports is in response to a 
public input and comments received during 
the development of the plan. Comments 
were received indicating that the previous 
classification for Community Business was 
an important classification for many general 
aviation airports across the state. After 
further analysis and consideration of these 
comments it was determined that the 
Community Business classification should 
be maintained.  

Community business airports are identified 
by the fact that they serve an important role 
in business aviation within the state. At the 
same time the forecast population and 
employment growth is not as significant as 
was identified for regional service 
classification airports. It is important to note 
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that community business airports may see 
elevated population/employment growth in 
years beyond the current plan horizon. It is 
recommended that airports that have been 
identified as community business should 
undertake planning for the airport and 
surrounding land uses as well as 
coordination with the community as a first 
step to prepare for changes that may occur in 
the future.  

The Community Business classification calls 
for runway length of between 4,500 and 
5,500 feet.  The airport should have partial 
parallel taxiways, and may have 
AWOS/ASSOS capabilities as justified. 

6.5.4 Community Service Airports 

The Community Service Airport 
classification accommodates all other state 
system airports.  In general, these airports 
provide facilities to accommodate light to 
mid-range performance aircraft. An airport 
authority or airport board would administer 
the airport.  Community Service airports 
usually have a minimum runway length of 
3,700 feet, but no greater than 4,500 feet, 
and have paved and lighted runways.  

Most community service airports are 
municipally owned facilities that serve 
smaller business jets, turboprops, and piston 
aircraft. Community Service airports also 
have a percentage  of business-oriented 
activity, making it prudent to plan for a 
future GPS non-precision instrument 
approach.   

It is important that the airport classification 
system be able to respond to aeronautical 
activities of all forms, including recreational 
aircraft, ultralights, or balloons.  Community 
Service airports are most likely to serve 
these uses in accordance with the airport’s 

normal operating procedures or within 
special designated areas.   

Community Service airports are typically 
designed or proposed to be designed to meet 
FAA Airport Reference Code (ARC) A or B 
Standards. 

6.6 REGIONAL AIRPORT 
SYSTEM 

Chapter Five describes the statewide 
intermodal prospects relative to the location 
of state system airports in Tennessee.  The 
revised airport functional classification for 
Tennessee carefully considers the relation-
ship between ground transportation facilities 
and the process of establishing airport 
classifications.   

The proper geographic distribution of 
airports with sufficient runway length and 
all-weather facilities throughout the state is 
essential to meeting the objective of 
enhancing the global competitiveness of 
airports in Tennessee.   

Consequently, the strategy for enhancing 
Tennessee’s airport system to meet the 
challenges of global competition is the 
identification of regional service airports 
throughout Tennessee. The geographic 
location of these airports attempts to 
maximize the number of people served 
within the 25-minute drive time areas of 
these regional service airports. This also 
maximizes the number of employers served 
by regional airports throughout Tennessee. 

The performance measure for this objective 
is that 75 percent of the states population 
should be served by the combined 
population residing in the 25-minute drive 
time area of the regional service and 
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Commercial Service Airports in Tennessee.   
To meet this objective, a series of airports 
were selected that were best suited to be 
classified as regional service airports.  

6.6.1 Regional Service Airport Criteria 

Regional service airports should have 
precision approaches with minimums of a 
400-foot ceiling and 1-mile visibility, and 
adhere to the following design criteria: 

• 5,500–foot runway length 
• Runway width of at least 100 feet 
• Full parallel taxiway 
• All-weather capabilities 
For the purpose of the Plan, these features 
are considered essential for airports in order 
to meet the current and future demands of 
business aviation and economic 
development in Tennessee.  

6.6.2 East Tennessee Region 

The East Tennessee Region has developed 
along strong lineal corridors, such as I-40 
and I-75.  Urban, suburban, and transition 
areas have developed along these corridors.  
Population forecasts indicate that this trend 
will continue.  Future roadway 
improvements in the region will be 
developed relative to this pattern as well.  
Highway improvements will help further 
link Chattanooga, Oak Ridge, Knoxville, 
and the Tri-Cities.   

Regional service airport status was  
determined by considering the combination 
of roadway improvements and forecast 
population and employment growth. 
Regional service airports are located in 
economic centers that are focal points for 
business expansion or relocation as a result 

of proximity to good transportation and 
available, quality labor.   

The  regional service airports for East 
Tennessee are presented in terms of the 
three economic development districts 
(EDDs) that make up the region: First 
Tennessee, East Tennessee, and Southeast 
Tennessee. 

The use of population and EDD boundaries 
in the identification of regional airports links 
the regional impact analysis process with the 
classification of regional service airports.  

The First Tennessee Development District 
(FTDD) constitutes 8 percent of the total 
state population (2010).  There are six state 
system airports within the First Tennessee 
Development District (ETDD).  

The Tri-Cities Airport (TRI) is classified as 
a Commercial Service airport.  TRI serves 
54 percent of the business and residential 
population of First Tennessee through its 25-
minute market area. 

Evaluating the FTDD, there is one system 
airport that should be considered a regional 
service airport. Greeneville Greene County 
Airport (GCY) is ranked as having fair 
intermodal opportunity and, with the 
exception of a 400 and 1 instrument 
approach, and a full parallel taxiway, meets 
the criteria for a regional airport facility, as 
shown in Table 6.4. 

The addition of this airport to the market 
service area of the Tri-Cities Airport adds an 
additional 16 percent of the First Tennessee 
population being served by commercial or 
regional service  facilities.  With respect to 
meeting the performance criteria for 
regional service  airports, this  regional 
service airport and TRI together serve 70 



   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          6-9  

percent of the First Tennessee population 
within a 25-minute drive time. 

Figure 6-2

 
provides the location of the 

Greeneville Greene County airport (GCY) in 
relation to the existing commercial service 
airport located in Johnson City (Tri-Cities 
TRI).  This figure also displays the 25-
minute drive time market service areas for 
these airports.  

The East Tennessee Development District 
(ETDD) constitutes 17 percent of the state’s 
population.  There are 11 state system 
airports serving the East Tennessee Region.  

McGhee Tyson (TYS) Airport is classified 
as a Commercial Service airport.  TYS, 
through its 25-minute drive time market 
area, serves 44 percent of the population 
residing in East Tennessee.  

Five airports should be considered  regional 
service airports within the ETDD:  
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge (GKT), Campbell 
County (Jacksboro – JAU Rockwood 
(RKW), and Moore Murrel (MOR). ),  

It is important to point out that although the 
Downtown Island airport currently operates 
as a regional airport it cannot meet the 
design criteria established by this plan. It is 
surrounded by the Tennessee River on three 
sides and is locked in by urban development. 
The Downtown Island airport is an 
important airport and should be classified as 
a community business airport due to its 
proximity to business, and significant 
aircraft operations related to business. 

The 25-minute drive time market areas for 
the ETDD  regional service airports are 
depicted along with TYS in Figure 6-3.  By 
combining the market service areas 
(adjusted for overlap) with that of the 
existing Commercial Service airport (TYS), 

the  regional service airports would serve 82 
percent of the East Tennessee population.  
With respect to the design criteria for 
regional service airports, Table 6.4 provides 
a listing of the existing airport facilities in 
relation to the design criteria for  regional 
service airports.  

The Southeast Tennessee Development 
District (STDD) constitutes 10 percent of 
the statewide population.  This economic 
development district has nine airports.  

Chattanooga - Lovell Field is classified as a 
Commercial Service airport and provides 
Commercial as well as GA service to 
Southeast Tennessee.  

There is one airport within the Southeast 
Tennessee Development District that has 
some factors that make it close to 
consideration for regional service. At this 
time the trends show that it should be 
classified as community business. The 
McMinn County airport   Figure 6-4

 

shows 
the 25-minute drive time market for 
McMinn County Airport along with the 
market service area for Lovell Field.   

In addition, a site selection study is 
underway for a proposed new airport that 
will serve the Cleveland market area.  This 
airport should be constructed as a 
community business airports and planned to 
meet the design standards for a regional 
service airport. This will allow expansion in 
the future as population and employment 
grow.   

The combined service area of these airports 
provides 72 percent of the population 
residing in Southeast Tennessee access to a 
regional service airport within a 25-minute 
drive time.  In addition, both of these 
airports represent crossroad locations in 
Tennessee in relation to other modes of 
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transportation.  Table 6.4 depicts McMinn 
County’s existing facilities in relation to the 
regional service facility design standards.   

6.6.3 West Tennessee Region 

The  regional service airports for West 
Tennessee are presented in terms of the 

three economic development districts 
(EDDs) that make up the region: Memphis 
Area, Northwest Tennessee and Southwest 

Tennessee.   

Table 6.4

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

East Tennessee Existing Airport Facilities Relative to Regional Service Design Standards
Sub-

Region
Regional Service

Airports
Runway
Length

Runway
Width

Taxiway AWOS/
ASOS

Approach
Minimums

First Greeneville-Greene
County Airport (GCY)

6,302 100 Partial
Parallel

Yes Non-Precision
(500&1¼)

East Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge
(GKT)

5,506 75 Partial
Parallel

Yes Non-Precision
(900&2½)

East Moore-Murrell (MOR) 5,701 100 Full Yes Non-Precision
(500&1¼)

East Campbell County (JAU) 3,501 75 Partial Yes Non-Precision
(500&1)1

Community Business Airport Classificaitons

East Knoxville Downtown
Island (DKX)

3,497 75 Full Yes Non-Precision
(700&1¾)

East Rockwood Municipal
(RKW)

5,000 100 None No Non-Precision
(400&1¼)

South
east

Proposed Cleveland 5,500 100 Full
Parallel

Yes (400&1)

South
east

McMinn County (MMI) 5,000 75 Partial
Parallel

Yes Non-Precision
(800&2¼)

1  Minima for Category B provided when Category C minima not applicable.
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The use of population and EDD boundaries 
in the identification of regional airports links 
the regional impact analysis process with the 
classification of regional service airports.  

The Memphis Area Development District 
(MADD) constitutes 18 percent of the total 
state population (2010).  There are eight 
state system airports within the MADD.  

The Memphis Airport (MEM) is classified 
as a Commercial Service airport.  MEM 
serves 83 percent of the business and 
residential population of the MADD through 
its 25-minute drive time market area. 

Evaluating the MADD, there is one system 
airport that should be considered a  Regional 
service airport.  Millington  Municipal 
Airport (NQA) has fair intermodal 
opportunity and should benefit significantly 
from the I-69 corridor.  In addition, with the 
exception of a full parallel taxiway, 
Millington Municipal Airport meets the 
criteria for a regional service facility, as 
shown in Table 6.5. 

The addition of this airport to the market 
service area of the Memphis Airport adds an 
additional 5 percent of the MADD 
population being served by regional service 
facilities.  With respect to meeting the 
performance criteria for regional service  
airports, this  regional service airport and 
MEM together serve 88 percent of the 
MADD population within a 25-minute drive 
time market area. 

Figure 6-5

 

provides the location of the 
Millington Municipal Airport (NQA) in 
relation to the existing Commercial Service 
airport located in Memphis (MEM).  This 
figure also displays the 25-minute drive time 
market service areas for these airports. The 
Northwest Tennessee Development 
District (NWTDD) constitutes 4.5 percent 

of the state’s population. There are eight 
state system airports in the NWTDD.  

This Development District is a relatively 
rural/agricultural area. There are no major 
metropolitan areas and population is 
dispersed among small communities and 
rural villages.   

There are two regional service airports in 
this Development District.  They include 
Dyersburg Municipal, and Carroll County 
airport. In addition there is one community 
business airport in the northwest 
development district. This is Everett Stewart 
airport.  

The ability to serve over 75 percent of the 
population within 25 minutes of regional 
airport is not attainable while maintaining 
fiscal responsibility due to the dispersion of 
the population within the NWTDD.  
However, by combining the market service 
areas (adjusted for overlap), the regional 
service airports would serve 69 percent of 
the NWTDD population. 

Dyersburg airport is located less than one 
mile from a 4-lane divided highway.  It is 
currently undergoing an expansion project. 
There is a need to coordinate land use 
planning and zoning  to control future land 
use development around this airport. 

The Carroll County Airport is located in an 
area that is rural/agricultural in nature.  
There are business/industrial properties 
located adjacent to the airport.  Access is 
through Old Stage Road, a 4 lane divided 
highway.  The Carroll County airport has a 
5,500-foot runway and a partial parallel 
taxiway.   

The Everett Stewart airport (community 
business) is located in a rural agricultural 
area and is not constrained by 
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suburban/residential land use development, 
however the airport is not easily accessible 
to interstate or freeway type roadway 
facilities. The 25 minute drive time market 
areas for the NWTDD regional service 
airports are depicted in Figure 6-6. With 
respect to the design criteria for regional 
service airports, Table 6.5 provides a listing 
of the existing airport facilities in relation to 
the design criteria for  regional service 
airports.  

The Southwest Tennessee Development 
District (SWTDD) constitutes 4 percent of 

the statewide population. This economic 
development district has seven airports. 

McKeller Sipes Regional Airport (MKL) is 
classified as a Commercial Service airport. 
MKL serves 48 percent of the business and 
residential population of SWTDD through 
its 25-minute market area.  In addition to 
McKeller Sipes Regional Airport Robert 
Sibley (SZY) should also be considered a 
regional service classification airport.  

Figure 6-7

 

shows the 25-minute drive time 
markets for Robert Sibley and McKeller 
Sipes airport.  The combination of these 
airports provides 25-minute drive time 

Table 6.5
TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

West Tennessee Existing Airport Facilities Relative to Regional Service Design
Standards

Sub-
Region

Airport Runway
Length

Runway
Width

Taxiway AWOS/
ASOS

Approach
Minimums

Memphis Millington (NQA) 8,000 200 Partial
Parallel

Yes Precision
(200&¾ )

Northwest Dyersburg (DYR) 5,000 100 Full
Parallel

Yes Non-Precision
(500&1½)

Northwest Carroll County (HZD) 5,500 100 Partial
Parallel

Yes Non-Precision
(800&2)

Southwest Robert Sibley (SZY) 5,002 75 None Yes Non-Precision
(500&1¼)

West Tennessee Community Business Service Airports

Southwest William L. Whitehurst
Field (M08)

4,004 75 Partial
Parallel

Yes Non-Precision
(700&1¾)

Northwest Everett Stewart (UCY) 4,996 100 Full
Parallel

Yes Non-Precision
(500&1¼)
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service to 77 percent of the population 
within the development district.   

Robert Sibley is located in a 
rural/agricultural area of the development 
district.  There exists room for this airport to  
expand. Access to the airport is provided 
along a 2-lane county road. The airport is 
not proximate to interstate or freeway 
roadways. This reduces the accessibility of 
this airport for business aviation. 

In addition to McKeller Sipes and Robert 
Sibley William L. Whitehurst Field is a 
community service airport providing 
business and general aviation services to  the 
Southwest development district. Whitehurst 
is located in an agricultural area with room 
to expand, however it does not have good 
highway access. 

Both Robert Sibley and William L. 
Whitehurst Field are located within a 
geographic area of the state that is forecast 
to have increasing population through 2010.  
Neither of the airports has significant 
constraints on expansion related to 
encroaching land uses. 

6.6.4 Middle Tennessee Region 

The regional service airports for Middle 
Tennessee are presented in terms of the 
three economic development districts 
(EDDs) that make up the region: Greater 
Nashville, Upper Cumberland, and South 
Central Tennessee. 

The use of population and EDD boundaries 
in the identification of regional airports links 
the regional impact analysis process with the 
classification of regional service airports.  

The Greater Nashville Development 
District (GNDD) constitutes 27 percent of 

the total state population (2010).  There are 
13  state system airports within the GNDD.   

Nashville International is the hub airport 
within the central portion of the state.  This 
airport provides Commercial Service. Key 
airports that are classified as regional service 
around the hub include John C. Tune, 
Sumner County, Smyrna, and Outlaw field 
in Clarksville. With the exception of 
Clarksville, these general aviation airports 
essentially form a ring around Nashville 
International.  

These airports provide service to over 83 
percent of the Greater Nashville 
Development District population.  The 25-
minute drive time market areas for the 
GNDD regional service airports are depicted 
in Figure 6-8. 

John C. Tune meets the requirements for a 
regional service airport.  It also has excellent 
access to interstate/freeway road facilities.  
John C. Tune is currently a reliever airport 
for Nashville International.  It is located in 
an area of industrial development within 
Nashville. 

Sumner County Airport is not constrained 
by pressure for residential land 
development.  In addition, this airport has 
good access to the interstate and is 
proximate to an existing industrial 
development area within the county. 

Smyrna Airport also has the majority of the 
design features that are required for a 
regional service airport.  The airport has two 
runways over 5000 feet in length and is 
directly adjacent to the interstate.  It also has  
business/industrial businesses proximate to 
the airport.  There are some constraints in 
the form of residential land uses which exist 
off the end of the runways.  





   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          6-14  

Outlaw Field is located on the northwest 
edge of the Clarksville Metropolitan Area. 
An abandoned freight rail line acts as a 
buffer between the airport and a mixed 
commercial residential area located directly 
west of the airport.  Access is via State 
Route 236 a four lane highway.  Outlaw 
Field is also located within the air space of 
Fort Campbell Army Airfield, Christian 
County Kentucky. 

With respect to the design criteria for 
regional service airports, Table 6.6 provides 
a listing of the existing airport facilities in 
relation to the design criteria for  Regional 
service airports. 

The Upper Cumberland Development 
District (UCDD) constitutes 5 percent of 
the state’s population. There are eight state 
system airports within the UCDD.  

The dispersion of population within the 
Upper Cumberland Development District 
makes it difficult to identify regional  
airports that will provide 75 percent of the 
population residing in the district regional 
airport facilities within a 25-minute drive of 
their residence. It is recommended that the 
Upper Cumberland Regional Airport (SRB), 
be classified as a regional service airport. In 
addition the following airports are classified 
as community business Crossville Memorial 
Airport (CSV) and Warren County Airport 
(RNC). Table 6.6 provides a listing of these  
airport facilities. 

Upper Cumberland Regional Airport (SRB) 
is the most significant airport in the 
development district.  It meets most of the 
design criteria for a regional  airport and 
serves nearly 23 percent of the population 
residing in the development district.  

The Crossville Memorial airport (CSV) is 
well situated in relation to other 

transportation facilities.  There is residential 
development around a nearby lake area but 
in general there are not many other man 
made constraints for airport expansion. 

The Warren County Memorial Airport 
(RNC) is located in west central Warren 
county, four miles northwest of the City of 
McMinnville.  RNC has an asphalt runway 
that is 5,000 feet in length and 75 feet wide.  
Access to the airport is via U. S. Highway 
70S which provides a link to the Nashville 
Davidson County region. The airport is 
located in a semi rural/suburban location, 
surrounded by a mix of agricultural, 
business, and residential uses. 

This combination provides a Development 
District coverage of 68 percent.  The 25-
minute drive time market areas for the 
UCDD regional service airports are depicted 
in Figure 6-9. 

The South Central Tennessee 
Development District (SCDD) constitutes 
6.5 percent of the statewide population.  
This economic development district has 14 
airports.  There are no commercial service 
airports within the South Central 
Development District. The South Central 
Development District as a whole is actively 
planning and pursuing economic 
development.  This region of Tennessee is a 
part of the Middle Tennessee Industrial 
Development Association and the multi state 
organization, titled the Tennessee Valley 
Economic Corridor.  

The area is considered the crossroads of the 
aerospace and automotive manufacturing 
industries with businesses like Arnold 
Engineering, and Saturn, leading the 
industry markets.  It is this type of 
public/private sector planning that will drive 
the need for future transportation 
investments in this part of the state. 
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The dispersion of population into smaller 
cities, villages and rural communities makes 
it difficult to find a grouping of airport 
market areas that will serve 75 percent of the 
population in South Central Tennessee.   

There is one regional classification and three 
community business classification airports 
in this development district. The regional 
class airport is Bomar Field in Shelbyville 
(SYI). The community business airports 
include Maury County (MRC), Ellington 
(LUG) , and Fayetteville (FYM). 

The combination of these four airport 
market service areas (25-minute drive time) 
serves 66 percent of the population in the 
Development District.  The 25-minute drive 
time market areas for the SCTDD regional 
service airports are depicted in Figure 6-10. 

Shelbyville (SYI) airport is located in an 
agricultural setting and does not currently 
have constraints related to suburban 
development.  This airport serves 40 percent 
of the South Central population 

Maury County (MRC) is directly proximate 
to an access controlled roadway.  Land 
development around the airport is 
industrial/warehouse and business related. 
This airport serves a 20 percent of the South 
Central Population.  

Ellington (LUG) airport is located in an 
agricultural area of Lewisburg and serves 28 
percent of the Development District 
population. 

Fayetteville (FYM) airport is located in an 
area that is a combination of both agriculture 
and business.  The airport serves 10 percent 
of the South Central Development District 
population.  

With respect to the design criteria for 
regional service airports, Table 6.6 provides 
a listing of the existing airport facilities in 
relation to the design criteria for regional 
service airports. 
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Table 6.6
TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Middle Tennessee Existing Airport Facilities Relative to Regional Service Design
Standards

Sub- Region  Regional Service
Airports

Runway
Length

Runway
Width

Taxiway AWOS/
ASOS

Approach
Minimums

Greater
Nashville

John C. Tune
(JWN)

5,500 100 Full
Parallel

Yes Precision
(200&¾)

Greater
Nashville

Sumner County
Regional Airport
(M33)

5,000 100 Partial
Parallel

Yes Non-Precision
(600&1½)

Greater
Nashville

Smyrna Airport
(MQY)

8,037 150 Full
Parallel

No Precision
(400&¾)

Greater
Nashville

Outlaw Field,
Clarksville (CKV)

6,000 100 Full
Parallel

No Non-Precision
(500&1½)

Upper
Cumberland

Upper Cumberland
Regional (SRB)

6,000 100 Full
Parallel

Yes Precision
(200&¾)

South Central Shelbyville
Municipal – Bomar
Field (SYI)

5,003 100 Full
Parallel

Yes Non-Precision
(400&1)

Middle Tennessee Community Business Airports

Upper
Cumberland

Warren County
(RNC)

5,000 75 Full
Parallel

Yes Non-Precision
(500&1½)

Upper
Cumberland

Crossville
Memorial (CSV)

5,418 100 Partial
Parallel

No Precision
(200&¾)

South Central Maury County
(MRC)

6,003 100 Partial
Parallel

No Non-Precision
(500&1¼)

South Central Ellington (LUG) 5,002 75 Full
Parallel

Yes Non-Precision
(500&1¼)

South Central Fayetteville
Municipal (FYM)

4,899 100 Full
Parallel

Yes Non-Precision
(400&1)



   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          7-1  

Chapter Seven 
ECONOMIC PERSPECTIVE TO  
AIRPORT INVESTMENT

Faced with increasing demand for limited 
financial resources, the Tennessee Division 
of Aeronautics desired a means to prioritize 
investments between airports based on 
potential economic impact.   

For the purpose of this study, economic 
impact refers to the ability of an airport to 
positively affect its service area’s economy.  
This perspective varies greatly from typical 
airport economic impact studies that 
measure airport jobs and expenditures based 
on the number of visitors that fly in and out, 
and the associated multiplier impacts.   

Rather, the intent of this study was to 
systematically assess how airport 
investments might best help Tennessee’s 
overall economy (i.e., the businesses that 
ship time-sensitive cargo and/or fly 
management and technical personnel via 
general aviation (GA) airports). 

This chapter examines the relationship 
between airports and economic 
development.  Based on this understanding, 
key measures of rising demand for goods 
and services are identified and discussed.  
Various prioritization techniques are then 
discussed to determine the best method by 
which to evaluate the key measures.  This 
information provides the background for 
application of the filter analysis presented in 
the last section.  

The analysis concentrates on GA airports 
because commercial passenger airports often 
directly obtain Federal Aviation 

Administration funding, can generate funds 
through Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs) 
and other sources not available to GA 
airports, and typically enjoy a significantly 
greater degree of autonomy than GA 
airports.  The application of the filter 
analysis is intended to identify GA airports 
with the greatest potential to positively 
impact their local economies.  Based on this 
identification, an economic perspective can 
be incorporated into the overall System 
Plan.   

7.1 AIRPORTS AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

As regional business markets become more 
national and even global in scale, airports 
are increasingly viewed as catalysts for local 
economic development.  The ability of 
airports to attract and retain new business 
(and the associated jobs) is often used as 
justification for public investment.11   

The rationale that regional economic 
development can be stimulated by simply 
investing in airport infrastructure is 
misleading because it overlooks a basic 
economic principle.  While transportation is 
essential in the operation of a market 

                                                

 

11 Glen E. Westbrod and John S. Reed, “Airport Area Economic 
Development Model,” PTRC International Transportation 
Conference, 1993. 
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economy, airport infrastructure does not 
stimulate local development, nor does local 
development stimulate airport investment.  
Rather, both are stimulated by regional 
increases in demand for goods and services.  
Essentially, rising demand for goods and 
services stimulates economic development 
and airport infrastructure investment.  
Therefore, airport investment must be seen 
as a facilitator of growth, not the origin of 
growth.  The interdependent relationships 
between goods and services, economic 
development, and airport development are 
illustrated in Figure 7-1. 

The ability of a region to create economic 
growth (i.e., stimulate demand for goods and 
services) is based on three components: 
population and employment growth, capital 
investment, and technological progress.12  
These components are described in greater 
detail below. 

                                                

 

12 Michael P. Todaro, “Economic Development” (Longman, 
White Plains, NY, 1994) pp. 100-105. 

Population and Employment Growth

 
- 

Increases in the population and labor force 
lead to economic development and growth.  
Population growth increases demand for 
goods and services, which further stimulates 
economic expansion and capital investments 
in industrial, economic, and social 
infrastructure.  Labor force changes increase 
manpower availability to existing businesses 
and attract new commercial ventures.  A 
large, productive labor force provides a base 
to sustain consumption of goods and 
services. 

Capital Investment

 

- Expanded regional 
output is also created by capital investments 
in manufacturing facilities, machinery, 
equipment, and materials.  These productive 
investments are supplemented by 
investments in social and economic 
infrastructure, transportation, electricity, 
water, sanitation, and communications, etc., 
all of which facilitate and integrate  

Economic
Development

Airport
Development

Rising Demand for
Goods & Services

Figure 7-1 

Airports and the Economy 
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economic activity.  Similarly, investment in 
human resources (e.g., education 
infrastructure) will improve the quality and 
productivity of labor resources.  

Technological Progress

 
– New and 

improved methods of accomplishing 
traditional tasks such as growing crops, 
manufacturing products, etc., stimulate 
demand for goods and services.  The 
introduction of innovative techniques and 
processes results in higher total regional 
output and productivity.  These output and 
productivity improvements further stimulate 
the consumption of goods and services.  
Local educational institutions help to 
facilitate this process through training and 
education. 

7.2 QUANTIFIABLE 
VARIABLES 

With the understanding that airport 
investments facilitate but are not the origin of 
economic growth, airport investment 
prioritization from an economic perspective 
can be effectively addressed.  The three 
economic components described in Section 
7.1 provide a framework to assess the future 
role of Tennessee airports in their regional 
economies.  However, the ability to identify, 
collect, and quantify data for these three 
components ranges from straightforward and 
easy to indirect and extremely difficult.   

While historical population and employment 
data are easily obtained, future employment 
data on a county level proved elusive, as 
discussed below.  Moreover, quantification of 
capital investment and technological progress 
proved even more challenging.  Initial review 
of data sources revealed that capital 
investment data at the county level would 
require considerable effort, because no 

central source tracks both private and public 
capital flows.  Fortunately, other measures 
were identified that could serve as proxies for 
existing capital stock.  Further, the concept of 
technological progress is abstract and very 
difficult to quantify.  The remedy was to 
capture quantifiable variables in which 
technological progress was produced as a by-
product, such as the existence of educational 
institutions.    

For these reasons, the five variables below 
were selected based on their relationships to 
promoting and facilitating commercial and 
economic growth within the context of 
Section 7.1.   

Population and Employment

 

– Population 
and labor force projections were collected to 
gauge the expected change in demand for 
goods and services within airport service 
areas.  The greater the absolute level and 
percent change in a region’s population and 
employment base, the greater the demand on 
the region’s transportation infrastructure.  To 
simplify the analysis, total employment was 
dropped as a direct variable because it 
generally exhibits a positive (albeit lagged) 
relationship with population changes, and no 
long-term projections by Tennessee 
institutions were available on a county level.  
Therefore, population projections alone were 
considered a better way to measure the 
expected changes in economic development 
and growth within a region.   

Industrial Park and Airport Related Business 
Activity

 

– Significant industrial park activity 
in a region places greater demand on 
existing transportation infrastructure. Local 
airports support this activity through 
commercial and GA air passenger and air 
cargo services. Industrial park activity and 
acreage are typically proportional to 
aggregate industrial activity and therefore, 
serve as a proxy for identifying a region’s 
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industrial/commercial density and capital 
investment. 

Local airports attract and retain specific 
types of business activity. Commercial 
development adjacent to and surrounding 
airports is generally concentrated within 
business sectors that either serve or rely on 
the airport. Therefore, by identifying these 
sectors within an airport’s service region and 
measuring their employment densities, 
insight is gained into local demand for air 
services. 

Highway Infrastructure

 

– As part of the 
economic infrastructure, highway systems 
provide intermodal connectivity with local 
airports.  An airport with convenient highway 
access is more capable of contributing to the 
economic development of its service area.  
Therefore, the nearer an airport is to quality 
highways, the greater the transportation 
efficiencies that accrue to current users and 
the more attractive the region is to 
commercial interests. 

Educational Infrastructure

 

– The greater the 
ability of a region to supply and train a 
quality labor force, the greater the region’s 
opportunities for business and commercial 
expansion.  An airport service area with 
multiple universities, colleges, and technical/ 
trade facilities can be expected to provide a 
continuing stream of educational services to 
train and upgrade the labor force needed by 
local businesses.  Further, a dense 
educational infrastructure will promote 
innovative management and process 
technologies, adding to the economic growth 
opportunities.   

Airport Competition

 

– As a result of the 
spatial distribution of airports, markets or 
service areas are found to overlap.  Service 
areas shared by multiple airports increase the 
complexity of the investment prioritization 

process.  For example, high airport 
redundancy in a region with low population 
density suggests different optimal levels of 
investment for member airports.   

7.3 PRIORITIZATION 
SCREENING TECHNIQUES 

The decision of how to best screen and 
prioritize investments in a regional aviation 
system begins with an assessment of different 
screening and evaluation approaches.  A wide 
range of benefits and drawbacks is inherent 
within all approaches.  Qualitative models 
require little data and are easily managed, but 
are subjective and influenced by bias and 
opinion.  Quantitative models are more 
objective, but require more data input and 
related data collection, and require greater 
processing effort.  Additionally, highly 
quantitative models tend to be complex 
programs that require extensive training that 
consume additional time and personnel 
resources.  The range of airport prioritization 
approaches includes the following: 

• Basic Sufficiency Ratings 

• Economic Feasibility 

• Cost Effectiveness 

• Weighted Factors 

• Filter Analysis  

These approaches and their appropriateness 
for assessing an airport’s impact potential on 
its economy are discussed below.  Note that 
some approaches are more applicable for a 
project analysis of a single airport, while 
others work better for a system analysis of 
many airports. 
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Basic Sufficiency Ratings

 
– The basic 

sufficiency ratings method is a simple 
evaluation tool that uses a subjective analysis 
to measure airports criteria runway data (e.g., 
length, width, strength), safety, and service 
(e.g., aircraft operations, based aircraft).  The 
subjective nature of this method enables basic 
economic and environmental factors to be 
easily incorporated.  For example, “Do 
businesses use the airport?” (Yes/No).  
Typically, expansion and enhancement costs 
are excluded in sufficiency ratings. 

Economic Feasibility

 

– The economic 
feasibility approach uses a quantitative 
analysis where comparative values are 
expressed in dollar values, such as Net 
Present Value, Benefit/Cost Ratios and 
Internal Rates of Return.  One problem with 
these measures is that they typically do not 
consider important social, environmental, 
and indirect economic impacts.  The detailed 
nature of such analyses is better suited for 
individual project evaluations of different 
alternatives than for the more general 
screening of various airports within an 
aviation system.   

Cost Effectiveness

 

– Unlike economic 
feasibility, the cost-effectiveness approach 
does not require both costs and benefits to 
be expressed in monetary terms.  Rather, it 
is a ratio of an investment’s effectiveness to 
its cost (i.e., runway extension/increased 
operations).  Individual projects are 
evaluated according to quantification of 
travel and timesaving, accidents, user costs, 
maintenance costs, etc. 

Weighted Factors

 

– Similar to Basic 
Sufficiency Ratings, the Weighted Factors 
approach is a more detailed and complex 
approach that involves multiplying a wide 
range of impact values by a variable.  The 
total impact value, therefore, is highly 

dependent on the weights assigned to the 
various components. 

Filter Analyses

 
– Filter analyses are based 

on the assumption that investment impacts 
often cannot be measured precisely and/or 
that their inaccuracy can be quite large.  
Therefore, a filter analysis approach begins 
by evaluating all regional services airports 
under the most important criterion (i.e., 
population).  Based on the evaluation of this 
single, most important criterion, distinct 
groups or clusters should emerge.  Those 
regional service airports that register in the 
highest scoring group (i.e., high population) 
are then evaluated separately under the next 
most important criterion.  In effect, the filter 
analysis applies different screens to separate 
airports from one another.   

Others

 

– Other screening/prioritization 
approaches vary between high subjectivity/ 
low data requirements to low subjectivity/ 
high data requirements.  Of these, an 
approach that is often incorporated into 
other analyses is the Delphi Method, in 
which group discussion is used to generate 
subjective data. 

7.3.1 Selected Technique 

To prioritize airports within Tennessee, the 
consultant team elected to apply the filter 
approach.  The filter analysis enables the 
airport planner to combine the attractive 
elements of different screening models into 
a single model that addresses multiple 
socioeconomic, infra-structure and political 
factors.  Additionally, the model exhibits the 
following operational strengths: 

• Generates quick and easy-to-understand 
decisions. 



   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                          7-6  

• Enables flexibility to change priority 
measures and/or their relative settings. 

• Adds or changes evaluation criteria 
easily. 

• Functions if some evaluation criteria are 
not available. 

• Is usable with small or large data bases. 

• Can be modified easily and/or updated 
quickly. 

7.4 FILTER ANALYSIS 
METHODOLOGY 

Specific priority measures were developed 
from an individual airport perspective.  
These priority measures were developed 
separately for population, industrial park 
acreage and airport related employment, 
highway access, educational infrastructure, 
and airport redundancy.  The intent of each 
priority measure was to rank all airports 
from high to low, while excluding other 
measures or variables.  

7.4.1 Population Measure 
Methodology 

Socioeconomic data initially collected in 
Chapter Two represents county level 
information.  However, airport service areas 
or markets clearly do not conform to the 
borders of local counties.  To identify the 
segments of a county’s population that are 
served by each airport, a drive time analysis 
was developed. 

Drive Time Analysis and Airport Market 
Area Population  

To identify a GA airport’s market area and 
its population, a drive time analysis was 
conducted.  The analysis enabled both a 
gross and a net population estimate.  
Whereas the gross estimate included all 
population within the designated drive time, 
the net estimate excluded population within 
the 25-minute drive time areas of a 
commercial service airport.  The net 
distinction was made to address the fact that 
commercial service airports often 
accommodate GA business traffic.   

Drive Time Analysis 

Drive time polygons were created for each 
airport by estimating the distance that can be 
driven in 25 minutes along roads in the 
National Highway Planning Network.  The 
travel distance estimates were derived using 
Geographic Information System (GIS) 
software and are based on the prevailing 
speed limits and road segment lengths.  The 
travel paths are based on road contours 
beginning at the airport location and ending 
25 minutes away. 

Gross Population 

To extract demographic information for 
each airport, each drive time polygon was 
overlaid on the 1990 census tracts (within 
the GIS environment).  However, using 
1990 census tract information limits the 
analysis to historical observation and does 
not address the issue of economic growth 
potential.  To evaluate future year 
population levels for each airport, it was 
assumed that 1990 census tract distribution 
within counties remained stable.  Population 
projections (e.g., for 2010) were then 
applied to each county.  Overlaying the 
airport polygons on the new data, current 
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and projected gross populations for areas 
within the drive time borders could then be 
extracted.  

Net Population 

The population analysis concentrates on 
investment prioritization between GA 
airports from an economic perspective and 
excludes commercial airports.  Commercial 
service airports typically offer superior 
aviation facilities sought by business 
aviation users.  Therefore, it was deemed 
essential that the commercial service 
airports’ ability to accommodate GA 
demand be considered in this analysis.  

The net population concept is illustrated in 
Figure 7-2, where three GA airports, 

Knoxville-Downtown (DKX), Meadowlake 
(30A) and Monroe County (MNV) have 
market (i.e., service) areas that overlap with 
the McGhee-Tyson commercial service 
airport market area.  The darker shaded 
areas represent the market area overlap.  The 
corresponding population within these areas 
is excluded from the net population 
estimates. 

This process was accomplished by 
subtracting census tract populations already 
served by commercial service airports from 
each GA airport’s service area.  In doing so, 
a net service area population figure was 
derived.  This net figure provides a better 
measure of the economic growth potential of 
each airport’s region.   

Figure 7-2 
Airport Market Area 

Overlap 
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7.4.2 Industrial Parks Measure 
Methodology 

Industrial park employment and acreage 
estimates were gathered for Tennessee 
counties.13  As discussed in Section 7.2, 
industrial/business park employment can be 
viewed as a proxy for industrial activity and 
capital investment in a region.  Available 
acreage provides a measure of potential 
commercial growth. 

Based on each park’s location, these two 
measures, industrial park employment and 
available park acreage, were assigned to 
each airport in the region using GIS 
software.  

Similar to the drive time analysis, industrial 
park employment and available acreage 
estimates are expressed in both gross and net 
terms for each airport.  That is, gross 
estimates include all industrial park 
employment and available acreage within an 
airport’s market, while net estimates exclude 
the employment and available acreage that 
lie within the 25-minute drive time areas of 
a commercial service airport.   

7.4.3 Highway Access Measure 
Methodology 

Highway systems provide essential 
intermodal connectivity with local airports.  
For example, an airport adjacent to an 
interstate (with an interchange) will be better 
able to help a region grow than an airport 
located on a narrow 2-lane county road, 30-

                                                

 

13 
Note: Often, collected data included acres but excluded 
employment, or vice versa.  Estimates for missing data were 
developed based on averages of industrial parks where data 
was complete. 

miles from the nearest expressway.  
Specifically, the key factors that determine 
the connectivity efficiency include the 
following:  

• Airport distance to municipalities 

• Airport distance to interstates 

• Road type (interstate, U.S. Highway, 
state road, etc.) connecting airports to 
interstates 

Based on these factors, scores from 1 to 4 
were assigned to each airport.  Low scores 
represent short distances to interstates and/or 
urban centers with quality connective 
roadways.  These scores were developed 
after visiting each airport and analyzing their 
connectivity.  This measure is more 
subjective than the two previous priority 
measures.  Nonetheless, it is an important 
measure of an airport’s attractiveness to 
business use and economic development.  

7.4.4 Educational Infrastructure 
Measure Methodology 

From an economic development perspective, 
the educational infrastructure density of a 
region can be considered a function of the 
number, type, and size of post-secondary 
educational facilities in the region.  In 
compiling the educational institutional 
inventory of Tennessee, private, 
denominational post-secondary institutions 
were not included.  Community and 
technical colleges were considered more 
likely to support local business and labor 
development needs.  If an airport service 
area had none of these facilities, a score of 3 
was assigned; one facility was assigned a 
score of 2, and two or more facilities were 
assigned a score of 1. 



TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN                                     

   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                         7-9 

7.4.5 Airport Redundancy Measure 
Methodology 

The drive time polygon maps give a sense of 
the degree of airport competition or 
redundancy in the Tennessee system.  
Airport redundancy is actually indirectly  
measured several times in the overall 
analysis.  Under the population and 
industrial park priority measures, socio-
economic data within the commercial 
service airport market areas was excluded.  
Under this priority measure, airport 
redundancy between GA airports is 
considered in order to identify and assign a 
higher priority to airports that provide 
exclusive service to their market area. 

GA airports often have multiple competitors 
providing service to some percentage of 
their market.  These competitors may be 
within the region or external.  A scatter plot 
of each region compares (1) the percent of 
each airport’s market that is shared with 
another GA airport (x-axis) to (2) the 
number of other airports that share each GA 
airport’s market (y-axis).  The four distinct 
categories that emerge provide the scores 
used in the filter application. 

Because of the relationship between 
transportation infrastructure density and 
population density, a high degree of airport 
overlap occurs in urban areas.  In fact, most 
Group 4 airports substantiate this 
expectation, comprising airports from the 
large metropolitan areas, and characterized 
by significant redundancy.  Conversely, the 
Group 1 airports are mostly remote, rural 
communities with low population densities. 

7.4.6 Filter Process Methodology 

Application of the filter analysis considers 
the five airport priority measures developed 
above.  Considerations of existing airport 
infrastructure, aircraft operations, and based 
aircraft, etc., are specifically ignored. This 
section explains the filter process, provides 
an illustrative demonstration, presents rank 
findings, and explains the results and 
environs of each airport. 

The Filter Process 

The filter screening process begins with a 
comparison of all airports.  The most 
important evaluation criteria are used to 
describe the first priority measure.  All 
airports are then compared to see how they 
satisfy the first priority measure.  The 
airports that best satisfy this first priority 
measure are then given the highest priority 
level (Priority Level 1).   

Airports included in the top priority level are 
then analyzed separately under the second 
priority measure.  Similarly, the other 
project groupings are also analyzed 
separately under the second priority 
measure.  The analysis then uses a series of 
successive subsetting decisions that use both 
numerical and graphical methods to describe 
project characteristics.  This method is 
repeated for each smaller subgroup until all 
airports are ranked.  The first subsetting, 
therefore, has the greatest influence on the 
overall priority ranking.   

Step-by-Step Demonstration 

The most important evaluation measure, 
which was previously described as 
population, is used as the first priority 
measure. Airports that best satisfy the 
population measure are given the highest 
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priority level (Priority Level 1). Airports 
included in the top priority level are then 
analyzed separately using the second 
priority measure (industrial park acres and 
airport-related jobs). Similarly, the 
remaining three groupings, Priority Levels 2 
through 4, are analyzed separately under the 
acreage and employment measure. This 
sequential subsetting process continues 
using the three remaining evaluation 
measures: highway infrastructure, 
educational infrastructure, and airport 
redundancy. The first filter and subsetting 
process is demonstrated by Figures 7-3 and 
7-4.  

7.5 FILTER ANALYSIS FOR 
EAST TENNESSEE 
AIRPORTS 

The methodology previously described was 
applied to each airport in East Tennessee.  

7.5.1 East Tennessee Population 
Measure 

Population was viewed as the single most 
important variable when considering airport 
investment.   

As discussed previously, a drive time 
analysis was conducted to determine the 
population in each airport’s service area.  
The analysis for East Tennessee is illustrated 
in Figure 7-5. 

Table 7.1 shows both the gross and net 
service area populations for each East 
Tennessee airport. 

Net population data was considered a better 
indicator than gross population data when 
considering GA airport investment.  Two 

underlying objectives of the economic 
analysis are to identify high growth areas 
and to adequately accommodate the 
populated areas.  Therefore, a graphic 
analysis that considers net population by 
airport service area in 2010 and the net 
growth rate is used, as shown in Figure 7-6. 

The corresponding net 2010 population and 
1990-2010 growth rates for each East 
Tennessee airport market area are presented 
in Table 7.2.  These scores are used in the 
filter application process for East Tennessee.   
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Gross Population Net Population

Airport ID 1990 2010 # % 1990 2010 # % 
Campbell County JAU 77,762 90,295 12,533 16.1% 77,762 90,295 12,533 16.1%
Chilhowee Gliderport 92A 94,640 114,849 20,209 21.4% 72,562 87,648 15,086 20.8%
Collegedale Municipal 1A0 265,058 303,989 38,931 14.7% 28,666 35,301 6,635 23.1%
Dallas Bay Sky Park 3M3 257,627 278,681 21,054 8.2% 7,104 7,621 517 7.3%
Elizabethton Municipal 0A9 142,662 163,840 21,178 14.8% 52,710 56,061 3,351 6.4%
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge GKT 102,117 145,323 43,206 42.3% 79,483 116,355 36,872 46.4%
Greeneville Municipal GCY 74,266 85,217 10,951 14.7% 67,530 77,070 9,540 14.1%
Hardwick Field HDI 140,933 165,441 24,508 17.4% 80,111 96,325 16,214 20.2%
Hawkins County RVN 44,707 54,222 9,515 21.3% 34,426 42,325 7,899 22.9%
Johnson City 0A4 182,157 209,590 27,433 15.1% 66,031 71,267 5,236 7.9%
Johnson County 6A4 40,242 52,393 12,151 30.2% 40,242 52,373 12,131 30.1%
Knoxville Downtown Isl. DKX 387,762 474,209 86,447 22.3% 88,873 110,578 21,705 24.4%
Marion Co.-Brown Field APT 103,819 117,145 13,326 12.8% 42,631 50,784 8,153 19.1%
Mark Anton 2A0 36,179 45,049 8,870 24.5% 35,973 44,829 8,856 24.6%
Martin Campbell Field 1A3 25,461 30,297 4,836 19.0% 25,461 30,297 4,836 19.0%
McMinn County MMI 67,505 79,574 12,069 17.9% 67,505 79,574 12,069 17.9%
Meadowlake 30A 81,431 100,795 19,364 23.8% 70,725 86,863 16,138 22.8%
Monroe County MNV 68,093 83,424 15,331 22.5% 62,304 75,483 13,179 21.2%
Moore-Murrell MOR 101,723 127,663 25,940 25.5% 101,723 127,663 25,940 25.5%
New Tazewell Municipal 3A2 33,499 41,192 7,693 23.0% 33,499 41,192 7,693 23.0%
Powell 9A2 408,185 488,192 80,007 19.6% 129,593 152,457 22,864 17.6%
Rockwood Municipal RKW 63,281 78,141 14,860 23.5% 63,281 78,141 14,860 23.5%
Scott Municipal SCX 14,660 16,523 1,863 12.7% 14,660 16,523 1,863 12.7%
Lovell Field CHA 380,508 432,096 51,588 13.6% 380,508 432,096 51,588 13.6%
Mc Ghee Tyson TYS 375,272 465,344 90,072 24.0% 375,272 465,344 90,072 24.0%
Tri-Cities Reg. Tn/Va TRI 250,150 285,257 35,107 14.0% 250,150 285,257 35,107 14.0%
Sources: Bureau of Census, UT-Knoxville (CBER) and WSA analysis.

Table 7.1

Change Change

Gross and Net Airport Market Area Population and Growth Rates
East Tennessee Region

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Population Percent Change
Airport ID 2010 1990-2010 Score (1-4)
Campbell County JAU 90,295 16.1% 2
Chilhowee Gliderport 92A 114,849 21.4% 1
Collegedale Municipal 3M3 35,301 23.1% 3
Dallas Bay Sky Park 1A0 7,621 7.3% 4
Elizabethton Municipal 0A9 56,061 6.4% 3
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge GKT 116,355 46.4% 1
Greeneville Municipal GCY 77,070 14.1% 2
Hardwick Field HDI 96,325 20.2% 2
Hawkins County RVN 42,325 22.9% 3
Johnson City 0A4 71,267 7.9% 3
Johnson County 6A4 52,373 30.1% 3
Knoxville Downtown DKX 110,578 24.4% 1
Marion County APT 50,784 19.1% 3
Mark Anton 2A0 44,829 24.6% 3
Martin Campbell Field 1A3 30,297 19.0% 3
McMinn County MMI 79,574 17.9% 2
Meadowlake 30A 86,863 22.8% 2
Monroe County MNV 75,483 21.2% 2
Moore-Murrell MOR 127,663 25.5% 1
New Tazewell Municipal 3A2 41,192 23.0% 3
Powell 9A2 152,457 17.6% 1
Rockwood Municipal RKW 78,141 23.5% 2
Scott Municipal SCX 16,523 12.7% 4
Lovell Field CHA 432,096 13.6% NA
McGhee Tyson TYS 465,344 24.0% NA
Tri Cities Regional TRI 285,257 14.0% NA
*Excludes population within 25-minute drive times of the three commercial
  service airports.
A score of "1" is favorable.
Sources: Bureau of Census, UT-Knoxville (CBER), and WSA analysis.

Population Priority Measure
East Tennessee Region

Table 7.2

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Four distinct clusters of airports were 
formed by this procedure.  Group 1 airports 
represent high-growth/high-populated 
regions.  Both Knoxville Downtown (DKX) 
and Powell (9A2) emerge in this group due 
to their close spatial association to the 
Knoxville urban area, the largest urban area 
in the East Tennessee Region.  Moore-
Murrell (MOR) and Gatlinburg-Pigeon 
Forge (GKT) have also experienced rapid 
growth in their respective market areas; 
Moore-Murrell because of an expanding 
industrial/commercial sector and Gatlinburg 
because of a growing service sector. 

Group 2 airports demonstrate moderate-
sized population markets. However, growth 
rates very significantly within the group 
from 14 percent (Greeneville Greene County 
(GCY)) to nearly 24 percent (Rockwood 
(RKW)). Nonetheless, the population 
potentials of the seven airports in this group 
are quite different than the other three 
regions and deserve their own category.  

Group 3 airports represent moderate-
growth/low-populated market areas.  This 
group is characterized as either rural (e.g., 
Marion County, APT) or close to urban 
centers with a large share of its market being 
served by a Commercial Service airport 
(e.g., Collegedale 3M3). 

Group 4 represents low growth/low 
population airports. Scott Municipal (SCX) 
can be characterized as remote and rural, 
whereas the other member of this group, 
Dallas Bay (1A0), is positioned within 
Chattanooga. These airports appear to have 
the least potential impact on their market 
areas.  

7.5.2 Industrial Park Acreage and 
Airport Related Employment 
Measure 

Industrial park acreage estimates were 
gathered for East Tennessee counties and are 
displayed in Table 7.3. As discussed in 
Section 7.2, industrial park acreage can be 
viewed as a proxy for industrial activity and 
capital investment in a region. The available 
acreage within industrial parks provides a 
measure of potential commercial growth. 

Developing business sector employment at 
or near airports required a two-step process. 
First, a review of existing literature 
suggested specific business types were 
drawn to the vicinity of airports.14 This 
group was further refined by examining 
responses from the Tennessee SASP 
Business Survey administered during the 
early phases of the study and drawing upon 
previous experiences of the Consultant. 
Table 7.4 is a listing of the business sectors 
that were found to influence air service 
levels and to require air service at local 
airports.  

Once identified, the amount of employment 
within each airport’s service area was 
extracted.15  Next, based on the locations of 
the industrial parks, available acreage was 
assigned to each airport in the regions using 
GIS software.  

Industrial park acreage and business related 
employment is expressed in both gross and 
net terms for each airport. That is, gross 
estimates include industrial park  

                                                

 

14   Glen E. Weisbrod, et al. 

15    Nashville Metro Planning Commission (MPC) and Nashville 
Metro Planing Organization (MPO). 
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Acres Acres Acres Emp per
County Notes Park Name Municipality Employees Avail Used Total Used Acre
Anderson Bethel Valley Industrial Park Oak Ridge 361 23 95 118 3.8
Anderson Carden Farm Industrial Park Clinton 488 0 160 160 3.1
Anderson Clinton/I-75 Ind Park Clinton 60 270 12 282 5.0
Anderson Commerce Park Oak Ridge 1,132 90 210 300 5.4
Anderson David Jones Industrial Park Lake City 491 120 162 282 3.0
Anderson d Eagle Bend Industrial Park Clinton 3,369 0 1500 1500 2.2
Anderson a,b Heritage Center Oak Ridge 330 37 44 81 7.5
Anderson c Horizon Center Oak Ridge 90 945 12 957 7.5
Anderson Lake City Industrial Park Lake City 148 7 33 40 4.5
Anderson c Melton Lake Ind Park Oak Ridge 75 7 10 17 7.5
Anderson a,b Valley Industrial Park Oak Ridge 429 48 57 105 7.5
Bledsoe c Bledsoe Co/Pikeville Ind Site Pikeville 128 18 17 35 7.5
Blount Big Springs Ind Park Maryville 178 143 130 273 1.4
Blount Blount County Industrial Park Maryville 4,440 31 273 304 16.3
Blount d Littlebrook Industrial Park Maryville 91 0 20 20 4.6
Blount c Loveday Site Maryville NA 46 0 46 NA
Blount North Park Place Knoxville 490 95 25 120 19.6
Blount c Partnership Park South Maryville NA 210 0 210 NA
Blount Springbrook Corp Center Alcoa 736 12 93 105 7.9
Blount Stock Creek Dev Center Knoxville 312 30 327 357 1.0
Bradley Blythe Industrial Park Cleveland 50 0 19 19 2.6
Bradley Bradley Industrial Properties Cleveland 50 41 41 1.2
Bradley Cleveland/Bradley Ind Park Cleveland 2,000 160 170 330 11.8
Bradley c N. Hiwassee Industrial Park Charleston 3,262 114 433 547 7.5
Bradley Swafford Industrial Park Cleveland 100 0 46 46 2.2
Campbell d Campbell Co Industrial Park LaFollette 150 0 30 30 5.0
Campbell DeRoyal/Eastgate Ind Park LaFollette 35 14 6 20 5.8
Campbell Erschel Collins Caryville 110 187 13 200 8.5
Campbell d Hollingsworth Ind Park LaFollette 131 0 18 18 7.3
Campbell John McGhee Industrial Park Caryville 35 28 10 38 3.5
Campbell Oswega Industrial Park Oswega 65 35 65 100 1.0
Carter Cherokee Industrial Park Elizabethton 102 4 16 20 6.4
Carter Watauga Industrial Park Elizabethton 732 30 42 72 17.4
Claiborne Claiborne Co Ind Park Tazewell 2,400 0 50 50 48.0
Claiborne Claiborne Co Ind Park II Tazewell 173 13 47 60 3.7
Claiborne Harrogate Ind Park Harrogate 25 24 7 31 3.6
Claiborne James Giles Ind Park Tazewell 332 240 60 300 5.5
Claiborne c,d Signal Ind Park Tazewell 98 17 13 30 7.5
Cocke c Cocke Co Bus Park Newport NA 50 0 50 NA
Cocke Newport/Cocke Co Ind Park Newport 1,791 120 69 189 26.0
Grainger Grainger Co Ind Park Rutledge & Bean Station 26 83 17 100 1.5
Greene Hardin Industrial Complex Greeneville 160 150 50 200 3.2
Greene Mt Pleasant Industrial Complex Greeneville/Mosheim 2,000 50 85 135 23.5
Grundy c Pelham Industrial Park Pelham 75 95 10 105 7.5
Hamblen East TN Progress Cntr Morristown NA 900 0 900 NA
Hamblen East TN Valley Ind District Morristown 5,863 0 400 400 14.7
Hamblen Morristown Airport Ind District Morristown 3,187 165 505 670 6.3
Hamilton c Airpark Business Center Chattanooga 166 20 22 42 7.5
Hamilton c Bonny Oaks Ind Park Chattanooga 354 28 47 75 7.5
Hamilton c Bonnyshire Industrial Park Chattanooga 414 10 55 65 7.5
Hamilton c Centre S. Ind Riverport Chattanooga 1,311 126 174 300 7.5
Hamilton c Norfolk Southern Jersey Pike Site Chattanooga NA 220 0 220 NA
Hamilton c Silverdale Ind & Office Parks Chattanooga NA 34 0 34 NA
Hamilton Volunteer Site Chattanooga 300            4200 2600 6800 0.1
Hancock c,d Hancock Co Industrial Park Sneedville NA 43 0 43 NA
Hawkins c Phipps Bend Industrial Park Church Hill/Surgoinville 1,695         300 225 525 7.5
Jefferson Jefferson City Ind Park Jefferson City 184            57 83 140 2.2
Jefferson Jefferson Co Ind Park Danridge 420            15 180 195 2.3
Jefferson d White Pine Ind Park Jefferson City 218            0 40 40 5.5
Johnson Doe Valley Industrial Park Mountain City 109            40 35 75 3.1
Knox Center Point Ind Park Knoxville 825            18 52 70 15.9
Knox Eastbridge Ind Park Knoxville 720            452 348 800 2.1
Knox Forks-of-the Rivers Ind Park Knoxville 5,190         15 785 800 6.6
Knox c I40/1-75 Ind Park Knoxville 829            30 110 140 7.5
Knox a,b Lovell Ind Park Knoxville 128            14 17 31 7.5

Table 7.3

Industrial Park Employment & Acreage by County

East Tennessee Region

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Knox Middlebrook Park Ind Park Knoxville 872            28 85 113 10.3
Knox c Pellessippi Corp Cntr Knoxville 859            40 114 154 7.5
Knox a,b Pleasant Ridge Ind Park Knoxville 658            74 87 161 7.5
Knox c Technology Park Oak Ridge 151            31 20 51 7.5
Knox Westridge Ind Park Knoxville 1,692         50 220 270 7.7
Loudon Blair Bend Ind Park Loudon 700            80 345 425 2.0
Loudon Center 75 Bus Park Loudon NA 282 0 282 NA
Loudon d Fort Loudon Ind Park Loudon 1,110         98 152 250 7.3
Loudon Matlock Bend Ind Park Loudon 1,100         300 2280 2580 0.5
Loudon Sugarlimb Ind Park Loudon 430            120 305 425 1.4
Loudon a,c,d Harrison Ind Park Lenoir 891            219 118 219 7.5
Loudon a,c,d Highland Ind Park Lenoir 1,017         250 135 250 7.5
Marion a,c Browder Switch Ind Park Jasper 73              18 10 18 7.5
Marion a,c Colonial Ind Park Sites S. Pittsburg 142            35 19 35 7.5
Marion a,c Jasper Industrial Park Whitwell 53              13 7 13 7.5
Marion a,c Port of Nickajack Ind Complex City of New Hope 4,951         1217 657 1217 7.5
Marion a,c Whitwell Powell Xroad Ind Park Whitwell 41              10 5 10 7.5
McMinn McMinn Co Interstate Ind Park Athens 670            60 180 240 3.7
McMinn N. Etowah Ind Park Etowah 50              90 120 210 0.4
McMinn Northridge Ind Park Athens 1,000         5 295 300 3.4
McMinn S. Etowah Ind Park Etowah NA 46 0 46 NA
Meigs c Meigs Industrial Park Decatur 211            55 28 83 7.5
Meigs c Meigs S. Ind Park Decatur NA 200 0 200 NA
Monroe Madisonville Ind Park Madisonville 340            165 88 253 3.9
Monroe Niles Ferry Ind Park Vonore 523            500 176 676 3.0
Monroe Sweetwater Ind Park Sweetwater 331            10 100 110 3.3
Monroe Tellico West Ind Park Vonore 3,870         600 900 1500 4.3
Morgan Morgan Co Ind Park Wartburg 365            10 47 57 7.8
Morgan c Roaring River Sunbright NA 17 0 17 NA
Morgan Sunbright Ind Complex Sunbright 203            12 7 19 29.0
Polk c Benton Ind Park Benton 120            25 39 64 3.1
Polk c Copper Basin Ind Park Ducktown NA 60 0 60 NA
Rhea c Dayton Ind Park Dayton 1,055         60 140 200 7.5
Rhea c Spring City Ind Park Spring City NA 12 0 12 NA
Roane c Horizon Center Oak Ridge 90              945 12 957 7.5
Roane Macedonia Ind Site Kingston 2,976         260 395 655 7.5
Roane Roane Co Ind Park Harriman & Rockwood 1,294         75 387 462 3.3
Scott Helenwood Ind Park Helenwood 92              40 35 75 2.6
Scott Scott Co Ind Park Huntsville 495            65 55 120 9.0
Scott Winfield Ind Park Winfield 200            12 4 16 50.0
Sequatchie Dunlap Industrial Park Dunlap 1,125         12 138 150 8.2
Sequatchie Sequachie Valley/Dunlap TN Site Dunlap 12              101 20 121 0.6
Sevier c Hodsden Hicks Ind Park Sevierville 489            0 66 66 7.4
Sevier John L. Marshall Sevierville 98              128 13 141 7.5
Sevier c Ray L. Reagan Ind Park Sevierville 365            0 65 65 5.6
Sullivan c Bristol Industrial Park Bristol 1,545         130 205 335 7.5
Sullivan c Interstate Park South Kingsport 414            10 55 65 7.5
Sullivan c NE TN Business Park Kingsport NA 150 0 150 NA
Sullivan c Tri-County Industrial Park Piney Flats 3,767         250 500 750 7.5
Union Union Co Ind Park Maynardville 505            15 48 63 10.5
Union a,b Union Co Ind Park II Maynardville 301            34 40 74 7.5
Washington c,d Washington Co Ind Park Johnson City NA 135 0 135 NA

Totals: 86,411 17,388 18,892 35,329
Averages (e): 847.2 154.8 168.5 311.4 7.53

Notes:
(a) Used acres equals employees divided by average employees per used acre.
(b) Total acres equals used acres divided by 0.54 (average total acres used/average total acres).
(c) Employment equals used acres multiplied by 7.5 (average employees per used acres).
(d) When municipality of park is unknown, park location is assumed to municipality with highest population density.  
(e) Averages based on industrial parks where data was available, excludes consultant's estimates.

Sources: TN Development Districts, Chambers of Commerce, Economic and Industrial Development Boards and WSA estimates.
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Industry Category SIC
Manufacturing Apparel & Other Textile Products 23
Manufacturing Furniture & Fixtures 25
Manufacturing Paper & Allied Products 26
Manufacturing Print & Publishing 27
Manufacturing Chemicals & Allied Products 28
Manufacturing Fabricated Metal Products 34
Manufacturing Electronic & Other Elect Equip 36
Manufacturing Transportation Equip 37
Manufacturing Instruments & Related Prods 38
Warehousing Trucking & Warehousing 42
Air Transport Svc Transport by Air 45
Freight Forwarding Transportation Svcs 47
Wholesaling Whole-trade, Durable Goods 50
Trade Whole-trade, non-Durable Goods 51
FIRE Depository Institutions 60
FIRE Securirty & Comm Brokers 62
FIRE Holding & Other Invest Offices 67
Services Business Services 73
Source: WSA analysis, TN SASP Business Survey, Weisbrod, et al.

     Business Sector Usage of Airports

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Table 7.4
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available acreage and business sector 
employment within a airport’s drive time 
market, while net estimates exclude the 
employment and acreage that is shared by 
both GA airports and the commercial service 
airports in the region.  

Moore-Murrell (M0R) exhibits the greatest 
current employment levels and available 
acres within the set of East Tennessee 
airports.  This uniqueness clearly results in a 
Group 1 score as shown in Figure 7-7. 
Group 2 is characterized by dense airport-
related employment, but with a wide 
variance in available acres. Group 3 
represents moderate current employment, 
but low potential (i.e. available acres). In 
contrast, Group 4 represents low 
employment density, but high availability, 
which bodes well for their potential, but 
indicates low current demand for air 
services. Finally, Group 5 depicts low 
employment density and potential. The 
airport scoring under this measure is 
summarized in Table 7.5. 

7.5.3 East Tennessee Highway Access 
Measure 

The methodology described previously was 
applied to each airport in East Tennessee.  A 
summary of each airport’s highway 
accessibility and its score is shown in Table 
7.6. 

7.5.4 East Tennessee Educational 
Infrastructure Measure 

The density of educational infrastructure 
within an airport’s service region is 
generally expected to be proportional to 
population density. The urban center 
airports, those within the three East 
Tennessee metro area boundaries (Knoxville 

Downtown (DKX), Dallas Bay (1AO), and 
Powell (9A2)), validate this assumption, 
having the greatest number of educational 
facilities within their markets.  However, a 
few airports have greater educational density 
than their population characteristics might 
predict. For example, economic 
development potential in Rockwood (RKW) 
and Elizabethton (OA9) can be expected to 
benefit positively from the high number of 
educational facilities in their regions relative 
to their populations.  Table 7.7 shows the 
educational status of each airport and the 
scores assigned to each.   

7.5.5 East Tennessee Airport 
Redundancy Measure 

The drive time polygon map of East 
Tennessee (Figure 7-5) gives a sense of the 
degree of airport competition or redundancy 
in the East Tennessee system.  Airport 
redundancy is actually considered three 
times in the overall analysis.   

First, under the population measure, overlap 
with Commercial Service airports is 
identified and deleted from the values used 
to assess each GA airport’s market area (see 
Figure 7-2). Similarly, industrial park 
employment within the Commercial Service 
airports’ market areas is also excluded. 
Whereas the two previous redundancy 
considerations distinguished overlaps 
between GA and Commercial Service 
airports, this third consideration evaluates 
redundancy between GA airports.  

The scatter plot in Figure 7-8 compares (1) 
the percent of each airport’s market that is 
shared with another GA airport (x-axis) to 
(2) the number of other airports that share 
each GA airport’s market (y-axis).  The four  



Figure 7-7
Airport Related Employment and Available Industrial Park Acres 

East Tennessee Region

---------------------------------------------------------
SOURCE: WSA Analysis
Excludes industrial park acreage and airport related employment within the GA airport’s  market area that overlaps 
with commercial service airports in the region.
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Total Total
Airport ID Jobs Avail Acres Score (1-5)

Campbell County JAU 3,375 391 3
Chilhowee Gliderport 92A 6,525 340 2
Collegedale Municipal 3M3 4,950 - 3
Dallas Bay Sky Park 1A0 675 113 5
Elizabethton Municipal 0A9 1,025 34 5
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge GKT 1,500 313 5
Greeneville Municipal GCY 4,700 200 3
Hardwick Field HDI 6,725 339 2
Hawkins County RVN 1,575 300 5
Johnson City 0A4 2,375 34 5
Johnson County 6A4 900 40 5
Knoxville Downtown DKX 3,475 270 3
Marion County APT 900 1,293 4
Mark Anton 2A0 1,550 374 5
Martin Campbell Field 1A3 250 60 5
McMinn County MMI 4,750 480 3
Meadowlake 30A 2,375 1,215 4
Monroe County MNV 5,250 2,220 2
Moore-Murrell MOR 9,625 1,355 1
New Tazewell Municipal 3A2 875 294 5
Powell 9A2 5,625 2,549 2
Rockwood Municipal RKW 975 1,741 4
Scott Municipal SCX 250 117 5
Note: Excludes industrial park acreage and airport related employment within

           25-minute drive times of three commercial service airports.
A score of "1" is favorable.

Source: WSA analysis.

Industrial Park Acres and Airport Related Employment Measure
East Tennessee Region

Table 7.5

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Airport ID Highway Accessibility Score (1-4)
Campbell County JAU Less than 5 miles to Jacksboro & LaFollette, US 25W to I-75 (5 miles) 2
Chilhowee Gliderport 92A 4 miles to Benton, 20 miles to Cleveland, 16 miles to I-75 by State 163 3
Collegedale Municipal 3M3 Airport in town, 7 miles from Chattanooga, 7 miles to I-75 by State 317 2
Dallas Bay Sky Park 1A0 3 miles to Chattanooga, 10 miles to US 27 (4 lane), distant to interstate 3
Elizabethton Municipal 0A9 Airport in town, US H'way route to I-181 (8 miles) 2
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge GKT Airport in town, on US 411, State 66 to I-40 (8 miles) 2
Greeneville Municipal GCY Airport in town, US 11E to 1-181 (15 miles) 2
Hardwick Field HDI 1/2 mile from town, US 11 to I-75 (2.5 miles) 2
Hawkins County RVN 6 miles NE town, US 11W to 1-181 (20 miles) 4
Johnson City 0A4 In town, residential route to I-181 (3 miles) 2
Johnson County 6A4 4 miles S Mountain City, near US 421, distant from I-81 (30+ miles) 4
Knoxville Downtown DKX In town, residential city route to I-40 (3 miles) 2
Lovell Field CHA In town, on I-75, access to I-24 (5 miles) 1
Marion County APT In town, US 41 to I-24 (3 miles) 1
Mark Anton 2A0 5 miles E Dayton, State 30 to I-75 (18 miles) 3
Martin Campbell Field 1A3 3 miles NE Copperhill, mountainous US 64 I-75 (35 miles) 4
McGhee Tyson TYS 10 miles Knoxville, near Alcoa & Maryville, US 129 to I-140 1
McMinn County MMI 3 miles SE Athens, State 30 to I-75 (7 miles) 2
Meadowlake 30A 4 miles SW Kingston, State 58 to I-40 (5 miles) 2
Monroe County MNV 2 miles NW Madisonville, State 68 to I-75 (13 miles) 3
Moore-Murrell MOR 5 miles SW town, State 160/US 25 to I-81(8 miles) 2
New Tazewell Municipal 3A2 In town, US 25E to I-81 (35 miles) 3
Powell 9A2 Near Knoxville, off I-75 2
Rockwood Municipal RKW 3 miles N town, off interstate I-40 1
Scott Municipal SCX 4 miles SW Oneida, State 63 to I-75 (20 miles) 4
Tri Cities Regional TRI 5 miles SE town, off I-81 1

A score of "1" is favorable.
Source: WSA analysis.

Table 7.6

Highway Access Priority Measure
East Tennessee Region

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Airport ID Institutions Score
Campbell County JAU TN Tech Center 2
Chilhowee Gliderport 92A Cleveland State Community College 2
Collegedale Municipal 3M3 Cleveland State Community College, UT-Chattanooga, Chattanooga State Tech Comm 1
Dallas Bay Sky Park 1A0 Chattanooga State Tech Community College, UT-Chattanooga 1
Elizabethton Municipal 0A9 NE State Tech Community College (Main and Branch), ETSU main,TN Tech Center 1
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge GKT Walters State Community College Branch 2
Greeneville Municipal GCY Walters State Community College Branch 2
Hardwick Field HDI Cleveland State Community College and Chattanooga State Tech Community College 1
Hawkins County RVN No post-secondary institutions 3
Johnson City 0A4 ETSU main, NE State Tech Community College (Main & Branch), TN Tech Center 1
Johnson County 6A4 No post-secondary institutions 3
Knoxville Downtown DKX Pellissippi State Tech Community College, UT-Knoxville, TN Tech Center 1
Lovell Field CHA Cleveland State Community College, Chattanooga State Tech Comm, UT -Chattanooga 1
Marion County APT No post secondary institutions 3
Mark Anton 2A0 No post secondary institutions 3
Martin Campbell Field 1A3 No post secondary institutions 3
McGhee Tyson TYS Pellissippi State Tech Community College and UT-Knoxville 1
McMinn County MMI TN Tech Center 2
Meadowlake 30A Roane State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Monroe County MNV TN Tech Center 2
Moore-Murrell MOR Walters State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
New Tazewell Municipal 3A2 Walters State Community College Branch 2
Powell 9A2 Pellissippi State Tech Community College and UT-Knoxville 1
Rockwood Municipal RKW Roane State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Scott Municipal SCX TN Tech Center 2
Tri Cities Regional TRI ETSU main, NE State Tech Community College Main 1

A score of "1" is favorable.
Sources: TN Board of Regents and WSA analysis.

Table 7.7

Educational Infrastructure Priority Measure
East Tennessee Region

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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distinct groups that emerge provide the 
scores used in the next section’s filter 
application.  Measures of net redundancy 
and the associated scores are summarized in 
Table 7.8. 

Due to the relationship between 
transportation infrastructure density and 
population density, a high degree of airport 
overlap occurs in urban areas.  In fact, most 
Group 4 airports substantiate this 
expectation.  Downtown Knoxville (DKX), 
Dallas Bay (1A0), and Elizabethton (OA9) 
represent airports from each of the three 
large metro areas in the East, and all are 
characterized by significant redundancy.  
Conversely, the Group 1 airports are mostly 
remote rural communities with low 
population densities, such as Hawkins 
County (RVN) Greeneville Greene County 
(GCY), and New Tazewell (3A2). 

7.5.6 East Tennessee Filter Process 
and Results 

Application of the filter analysis to the 23 
GA airports in East Tennessee considers the 
five airport priority measures developed 
above.   

The most important evaluation measure, 
population, is used as the first priority 
measure.  Airports that best satisfy the 
population measure are given the highest 
priority level (Priority Level 1).  Airports 
included in the top priority level are then 
analyzed separately using the second 
priority measure (i.e., industrial parks).  
Similarly, the remaining two groupings, 
Priority Levels 2 and 3, are analyzed 
separately under the industrial park priority 
measure.  This sequential subsetting process 
continues using the three remaining 
evaluation measures: highway infrastructure, 

educational infrastructure, and airport 
redundancy. 

Applying filters 2–5 to the remaining 
airports enabled indexing of all 23 GA 
airports in East Tennessee, as shown in 
Figure 7-9 and Table 7.9.  As the priority 
measures were developed and applied, their 
results were critiqued.  In doing so, they 
were refined until they produced a ranking 
that was sensible and explainable, as 
discussed below.   

For example, the index for Moore-Murrell 
as the most economically influential GA 
airport is expected.  Similarly, the high 
index of Downtown-Knoxville helps to 
validate the model results.  However, some 
airports are indexed surprisingly high, such 
as the privately-owned Powell Airport.  This 
does not necessarily suggest that TAD 
should invest in these airports.  Rather, it 
informs TAD as to their important location 
and impact potential. 

Each airport’s index are mapped in Figures 
7-10a

 

and 7-10b: first by county only and 
then with block group population densities. 
Interestingly, some non-urban airports rank 
higher than their similarly positioned 
neighbors. For example, Monroe County 
(MMV) ranks higher than McMinn County 
(MMI). The higher index of Monroe County 
suggests that from a geographical 
perspective, it is more attractive to business 
users and/or has more available acres than 
McMinn County.  

In both instances, the higher-ranking airports 
have market areas with higher employment 
and/or available acres, suggesting that they 
would be more attractive to business users 
from a geographic perspective.  Realizing 
that Meadowlake is a privately-owned 
airport catering to recreational users, it 
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Number of
Airport ID  Airports Score (1-4)
Campbell County JAU 2 50% 2
Chilhowee Gliderport 92A 5 90% 4
Collegedale Municipal 3M3 4 100% 3
Dallas Bay Sky Park 1A0 5 60% 4
Elizabethton Municipal 0A9 3 100% 4
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge GKT 3 35% 2
Greeneville Municipal GCY 2 20% 1
Hardwick Field HDI 5 95% 4
Hawkins County RVN 2 10% 1
Johnson City 0A4 3 80% 3
Johnson County 6A4 2 15% 1
Knoxville Downtown DKX 4 90% 4
Marion County APT 4 60% 3
Mark Anton 2A0 3 25% 1
Martin Campbell Field 1A3 2 50% 2
McMinn County MMI 4 100% 4
Meadowlake 30A 4 70% 3
Monroe County MNV 5 65% 3
Moore-Murrell MOR 5 35% 2
New Tazewell Municipal 3A2 1 5% 1
Powell 9A2 3 90% 4
Rockwood Municipal RKW 2 85% 3
Scott Municipal SCX 2 50% 2
Note: Excludes three commercial service airports.
A score of "1" is favorable.

Source: WSA analysis

Table 7.8

Percent Market
Shared

Airport Redundancy Priority Measure
East Tennessee Region

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Filter 1 Filter 2 Filter 3 Filter 4 Filter 5
Net I-Park Acres Highway Educational Airport

Population & Emp Access  Infrastructure Redundancy
Airport ID CITY Score (a) Score (a) Score Score Score (b) Index

Moore-Murrell MOR Morristown 1 1 2 1 2 1
Powell 9A2 Knoxville 1 2 2 1 4 2
Chilhowee Gldrprt 92A Benton 1 2 3 2 4 3
Knoxville Downtown DKX Knoxville 1 3 2 1 4 4
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge GKT Sevierville 1 5 2 2 2 5
Hardwick Field HDI Cleveland 2 2 2 1 4 6
Monroe County MNV Madisonville 2 2 3 2 3 7
Greeneville Muni GCY Greeneville 2 3 2 2 1 8
Campbell County JAU Jacksboro 2 3 2 2 2 9
McMinn County MMI Athens 2 3 2 2 4 10
Rockwood Muni RKW Rockwood 2 4 1 1 3 11
Meadowlake 30A Kingston 2 4 2 1 3 12
Collegedale Muni 3M3 Collegedale 3 3 2 1 3 13
Marion County APT Jasper 3 4 1 3 3 14
Johnson City 0A4 Johnson City 3 5 2 1 3 15
Elizabethton Muni 0A9 Elizabethton 3 5 2 1 4 16
New Tazewell Municipal 3A2 Tazewell 3 5 3 2 1 17
Mark Anton 2A0 Dayton 3 5 3 3 1 18
Johnson County 6A4 Mountain City 3 5 4 3 1 19
Hawkins County RVN Rogersville 3 5 4 3 1 19
Martin Campbell Field 1A3 Copperhill 3 5 4 3 2 20
Dallas Bay Sky Park 1A0 Chattanooga 4 5 3 1 4 21
Scott Muni SCX Oneida 4 5 4 2 2 22

Notes:
(a) Excludes population and industrial park acreage and airport related employment that lies within the commercial service airports
       market area (i.e. the 25-minute drive time polygons)
(b) Excludes commercial service airports

Source: WSA analysis

Filter Analysis Airport Index
East Tennessee Region

Table 7.9

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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would probably not be considered for TAD 
investment.  The important question then 
becomes how to best accommodate the 
notable population and industrial park 
aviation needs in the Meadowlake/Rock-
wood region. 

Although airports with high population 
and/or high growth service areas are 
identified in the filter analysis, the analysis 
is not recommending improvements to any 
specific airports due to the potential 
constraints that may exist. Rather, the 
analysis is identifying where economic 
development areas exist based on known 
airport market areas. The intent of the filter 
analysis output is to provide an economic 
insight into the prioritization of airport 
investments. 

7.5.7 East Tennessee Airport Index 
Summary 

Following is a discussion of each airport’s 
results and environs, by its current and/or 
potential economic rank. 

1. Moore-Murrell (MOR)

 

-- As a premier 
business airport in the East region, 
Moore-Murrell can be expected to 
contribute to the continued growth and 
commercial expansion of the 
Morristown area. Ease of access to I-
81/40 and dense educational and 
industrial infrastructure within its 
market, position it well to continue as a 
significant contributor to the region’s 
development.  

2. Powell (9A2)

 

-- This airport is highly 
physically constrained. This airport 
cannot meet the demand for aviation 
services within this market area. The 
market service area of the Powell airport 
and is located in a growing area just 

north of Knoxville along I-75. Because 
of its position along Knoxville’s 
northern development and expansion 
corridor, demand for air services in the 
region will continue to grow. Although 
much of its market overlaps other GA 
and commercial service airports, the 
chief competitors are south of Knoxville. 
As  the airport will not be a business 
service airport, this analysis highlights 
the rising demand for goods and services 
in the area and the need for adequate 
aviation infrastructure.  

3. Chilhowee Gliderport (92A)

 

– Although 
facilities at this private grass airport are 
austere and distant from I-75 and urban 
centers, the area around Benton may 
prove to be a development area. Such 
growth could place increased demands 
for air facilities in the region. Chilhowee 
cannot meet this demand although 
general aviation service demand may be 
met by the proposed Clevland airport.  

4. Knoxville Downtown Island (DKX)

  

-- 
Knoxville Downtown’s central location 
in the heart of Knoxville and its 
numerous educational facilities in the 
area suggest it will continue to support 
the expanding GA needs of the 
community. The density of the 
population and expected changes in 
population implies continued demands 
will be placed upon its services. Despite 
the close proximity and market overlap 
with McGhee Tyson, DKX’s service is 
viewed as essential from an economic 
perspective. As an island, however, there 
are obvious limits to expansion. 
Furthermore, residential surroundings 
and access roads inhibit airport activity. 

5. Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge (GKT)

 

-- 
Rapid population and service sector 
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development in its region indicates 
airport service demand will remain high. 
Because of the greater emphasis on 
tourism/service sector expansion in the 
region, existing educational and highway 
infrastructure should prove adequate to 
support local economic development 
needs. 

6. Hardwick Field (HDI)

 

-- Hardwick Field 
is located in an market area that has 
growing demand for regional air 
services. It is important to note that the 
existing airport facility is constrained 
and cannot meet this forecast growth in 
demand. It is anticipated that the future 
location of the proposed Cleveland 
Airport will serve the growing demand 
for business aviation services while 
Hardwick Field may continue it's role 
serving general aviation needs.  

7. Monroe County (MNV)

 

-- Although 
access is rural, its proximity to 
Madisonville and the US 411 growth 
corridor indicates it is well situated to 
support the robust industrial 
development characterizing the region.   

8. Greeneville Greene County (GCY)

 

-- 
With little competition, this airport 
provides the bulk of the GA airport 
needs of its region. Located close to I-81 
with good connectivity to Johnson City 
and Morristown, the airport should 
benefit the region as it grows. 

9. Campbell County (JAU)

 

-- This airport 
provides adequate connectivity to I-75 
and its proximity to the growing 
communities of Jacksboro and 
LaFollette suggest it is well situated to 
facilitate developmental needs. Further, 
the area’s growing tourism industry will 
stimulate continued service sector 

development and place greater demands 
on regional transportation infrastructure. 

10. McMinn County (MMI)

 
-- Access to I-

75 is adequate, but its position on the US 
411 corridor and proximity to Athens 
and its growing population and 
commercial base bodes well for the 
airport. As a leading business airport, it 
should continue to serve as a facilitator 
of growth and development in the 
region. 

11. Rockwood Muni (RKW)

 

-- The airport’s 
proximity to I-40 and the region’s strong 
educational infrastructure suggests that 
the region is comparatively advantaged 
to support growing developmental 
needs. Further, because of its convenient 
location on the intercity growth corridor 
of Oak Ridge/Knoxville and Crossville, 
demand for its services can be expected 
to grow. 

12. Meadowlake (30A)

 

-- This private 
airport is well situated along I-40 to 
accommodate business users in Kingston 
and Oak Ridge. More than adequate 
educational facilities and industrial 
employment indicate growing demand 
for air services in its market area. The 
airport’s emphasis on recreational flying, 
however, may inhibit its potential to 
support developmental infrastructure 
requirements.  

13. Collegdale Muni (3M3)

 

-- Although 
there is considerable redundancy in its 
market area, its potential for growth is 
better than average. Significant 
educational facilities, combined with 
expected easterly population growth of 
the Chattanooga metropolitan area, 
suggests growing demand for aviation 
services. McKee Bakeries, a dominant 
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industry in Collegedale, should continue 
to place demands on its air services 
capabilities. 

14. Marion County (APT)

 
– Located in the 

town of Jasper with close, easy access to 
I-24, this airport is well situated to 
support local GA needs. Also, it should 
benefit from the westerly growth of the 
Chattanooga metro area and 
Chattanooga’s economic inter-
dependence with Atlanta. 

15. Johnson City (0A4)

 

– Although centrally 
located within an expanding Johnson 
City, with good highway connectivity, 
the privately-owned Johnson City 
Airport faces severe physical constraints. 
Alternative options for the both airport 
and surrounding land will continue to 
discourage needed airport investment. 
Additionally, the business aviation needs 
in the airport’s market area are often 
supplied by Tri-Cities. 

16. Elizabethton Muni (0A9)

 

-- This airport 
should benefit from its location close to 
Johnson City and its good connectivity 
to I-181. Further, it should benefit from 
its connectivity with Bristol and its 
associated growth trends. Although the 
analysis ranked Elizabethton below 
Johnson City, Elizabethton offers 
significantly greater promise to help its 
community grow. 

17. New Tazewell Muni (3A2)

 

-- An airport 
with minimal competition, New 
Tazewell is positioned to facilitate 
anticipated growth in the region. With 
the expansion of US 25E, its 
connectivity with Kentucky and the 
Cumberland Gap National Forest is 
improved considerably. Local business 
development and expanding tourism 

demand in the region should provide 
positive growth momentum within its 
service area. 

18. Mark Anton (2A0)

 
-- This airport has 

very little competition in its market area, 
but is hindered by its distance from an 
interstate and scarce educational 
facilities to foster local development. 
However, with improvements in road 
infrastructure to its west and southwest, 
it could easily satisfy demand 
originating from the mostly unserved 
counties of Bledsoe and Sequatchie. 

19. Johnson County (6A4)

 

-- The small 
commercial and population base, rural 
and mountainous surroundings, and poor 
interstate connectivity will inhibit the 
region’s near-term growth. However, 
Mountain City could benefit from the 
rapidly expanding Watauga County in 
North Carolina. Without significant 
regional economic growth, the region 
will not generate notable demand for 
improved airport infrastructure. 

20. Hawkins County (RVN)

 

-- The rural 
market area, scarce educational facilities 
and distance from interstates suggest 
modest economic growth potential. 
However, its good connectivity (US 
11W) with and proximity to Kingsport 
may provide opportunities for future 
development. 

21. Martin Campbell Field (1A3)

 

-- Lacking 
significant educational, industrial and 
population bases and efficient access to 
interstates, this rural airport’s region can 
be expected to lag other eastern regional 
markets in developmental pace. 
However, opportunities exist for 
expansion supporting local recreational 
and tourism growth. 
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22. Dallas Bay Sky Park (1A0)

 
-- Physically 

constrained by residential development, 
this privately-owned airport has limited 
potential as a business service airport. 
Located within Chattanooga, interstate 
access is difficult. Additionally, 
significant market overlap exists with 
Lovell Field (Chattanooga) and 
Collegedale (3M3). 

23. Scott Muni (SCX)

 

-- Although lacking 
significant competition, the airport’s 
rural remoteness, small industrial base 
and distance from interstates will prove 
problematic for near-term development.  

7.6 FILTER ANALYSIS FOR 
WEST TENNESSEE 
AIRPORTS 

Application of the filter analysis to the 21 
GA airports in West Tennessee considers the 
same five airport priority measures 
developed and described in Section 7.2. This 
section presents priority measure findings, 
filter analysis outcomes and summary 
results for the West Tennessee region. 

7.6.1 West Tennessee Population 
Measure 

As discussed earlier, net population data was 
examined within the context of prioritizing 
airport investment. However, Memphis 
International’s shared populations were not 
netted from West Tennessee GA airport's 
service areas. This decision was based upon 
the knowledge that as a major passenger and 
cargo airport, Memphis International was 
not competing for GA business. McKellar-
Sipes, however, does accommodate GA 
business traffic, so its shared populations 

were excluded (netted) from overlapping 
GA airport service areas. The drive-time 
analysis is illustrated in Figure 7-11.  Table 
7.10 presents a population summary for each 
West Tennessee airport’s drive-time service 
area. 

Figure 7-12a graphically depicts the West 
Tennessee airports, plotted according to 
their respective 2010 net population and 
expected growth rates.  Note that two 
clusters are distinguished. Group 1 and 2. 
The first group (1) represents moderate 
actual population growth with moderate 
percent growth. The second group represents 
high percent growth in population with 
corresponding high growth in population. 
All four airports within these two groups are 
in close proximity to the Memphis MSA. 
The three Group 1 airports range in 
population from nearly 500,000 Millington 
Municipal (NQA) to just over 1 million 
(M01). Wolf River (54M) represents unique 
qualities in many ways, and has population 
data that set it apart from all other West 
Region airports.  

The remaining 17 airports represent 
population levels significantly smaller than 
the other four Memphis MSA airports, and 
they are further differentiated by a second 
graph shown in Figure 7-12b. This figure 
illustrates four distinct groups. Group 3 
represents moderately high population 
and/or growth potential with wide variances 
in growth rates, ranging from a high of 30.6 
percent (Covington Muni (M04)) to a low 
10.4 percent (Dyersburg (DYR)). Group 4 
depicts a moderate population group with 
moderate growth rates. Moderate-to-low 
population densities and growth rates within 
their service areas characterize Group 5, 
represented by Savannah-Hardin County 
(SNH) William L. Whitehurst (M08) and 
Beach River (XYZ). Finally, Group 6 
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7.6.2 

Gross Population Net Population

Airport ID 1990 2010 # % 1990 2010 # % 
Arnold Field M31 54,740 61,775 7,035        13% 54,740 61,775 7,035 13%
Beech River XYZ 23,643 29,275 5,632        24% 23,643 29,275 5,632 24%
Benton County 0M4 34,297 40,362 6,065        18% 34,297 40,362 6,065 18%
Carroll County HZD 55,672 61,832 6,160        11% 55,672 61,832 6,160 11%
Charles W. Baker 2M8 680,125 779,806 99,681      15% 680,125 779,806 99,681 15%
Covington Municipal M04 46,931 61,315 14,384      31% 46,931 61,315 14,384 31%
Dyersburg Municipal DYR 66,189 73,052 6,863        10% 66,189 73,052 6,863 10%
Everett-Stewart UCY 58,063 61,553 3,490        6% 58,063 61,553 3,490 6%
Fayette County FYE 34,930 41,910 6,980        20% 34,930 41,910 6,980 20%
Franklin-Wilkins M52 40,596 50,054 9,458        23% 34,722 42,922 8,200 24%
General Dewitt  Spain M01 874,410 1,028,665 154,255    18% 874,410 1,028,665 154,255 18%
Gibson County TGC 58,596 63,372 4,776        8% 47,433 50,669 3,236 7%
Henry County PHT 37,386 42,121 4,735        13% 37,386 42,121 4,735 13%
Humbolt Municipal M53 115,309 132,251 16,942      15% 39,290 41,765 2,475 6%
Millington Municipal NQA 421,363 484,958 63,595      15% 421,363 484,958 63,595 15%
Reelfoot Lake 0M2 6,301 6,515 214           3% 6,301 6,515 214 3%
Robert Sibley SZY 48,663 55,476 6,813        14% 48,663 55,476 6,813 14%
Savannah-Hardin Co SNH 22,865 27,357 4,492        20% 22,865 27,357 4,492 20%
Scott Field 0M1 31,275 37,933 6,658        21% 31,275 37,933 6,658 21%
William L. Whitehurst M08 29,953 33,499 3,546        12% 28,337 31,623 3,286 12%
Wolf River 54M 187,921 218,459 30,538      16% 187,921 218,459 30,538 16%
McKellars-Sipes MKL 93,327 110,489 17,162      18% 93,327 110,489 17,162 18%
Memphis International MEM 861,644 1,033,530 171,886   

 

20% 861,644 1,033,530 171,886 20%
Sources: Bureau of Census, UT-Knoxville (CBER) and WSA analysis.

Table 7.10

Change Change

      Gross and Net Airport Market Area Population and Growth Rates
West Tennessee Region
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Figure 7-12b
Airport Market Area 2010 Population and Growth Rate (Net)

West Tennessee Region

0 200,000 400,000 600,000 800,000 1,000,000

10%

20%

30%

2M8
M01

NQA

54M

Population in 2010

P
op

ul
at

io
n 

G
ro

w
th

 1
99

0-
20

10

Figure 7-12a
Airport Market Area 2010 Population and Growth Rate (Net)

West Tennessee Region

1
2

---------------------------------------------------------
SOURCE: WSA Analysis
Excludes population within the GA airports’ market area that overlaps with the McKellars-Sipes Airport, 
but not Memphis International.

46

5

3

0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000

10%

20%

30%

M31
HZD

M04

DYR

UCY

FYE

TGC

PHT

M53

0M2

SZY

SNH

0M1

M08

M52

0M4

Population in 2010

P
op

ul
at

io
n 

G
ro

w
th

 1
99

0-
20

10

---------------------------------------------------------
SOURCE: WSA Analysis
Excludes population within the GA airports’ market area that overlaps with the McKellars-Sipes Airport, 
but not Memphis International.

XYZ



TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN                                     

   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                         7-28 

consists only of Reelfoot Lake (0M2) and 
represents the lowest growth/population 
potential of the West Tennessee airports. 
The net 2010 populations, 1990 to 2010 
growth rates and the respective scores used 
in the filter analysis are summarized in 
Table 7.11.   
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Population Percent Change
Airport ID 2010 90-'10 Score (1-6)
Arnold Field M31 61,775 12.9% 4
Beech River XYZ 29,275 23.8% 5
Benton County 0M4 40,362 17.7% 5
Carroll County HZD 61,832 11.1% 4
Charles W. Baker 2M8 779,806 14.7% 1
Covington Municipal M04 61,315 30.6% 3
Dyersburg Municipal DYR 73,052 10.4% 3
Everett-Stewart UCY 61,553 6.0% 4
Fayette County FYE 41,910 20.0% 5
Franklin-Wilkins M52 42,922 23.6% 5
General Dewitt  Spain M01 1,028,665 17.6% 1
Gibson County TGC 50,669 6.8% 4
Henry County PHT 42,121 12.7% 5
Humbolt Municipal M53 41,765 6.3% 5
Millington Municipal NQA 484,958 15.1% 1
Reelfoot Lake 0M2 6,515 3.4% 6
Robert Sibley SZY 55,476 14.0% 4
Savannah-Hardin Co SNH 27,357 19.6% 5
Scott Field 0M1 37,933 21.3% 5
William L. Whitehurst M08 31,623 11.6% 5
Wolf River 54M 218,459 16.3% 2
McKellars-Sipes MKL 110,489 18.4% NA
Memphis International MEM 1,033,530 19.9% NA
Excludes population within 25-minute drive time of McKellar-Sipes, but
not Memphis International.
A score of "1" is favorable.

Table 7.11

Population Priority Measure
West Tennessee Region

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Source: Bureau of Census, UT-Knoxville (CBER) and WSA analysis
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West Tennessee Industrial Parks 
Acreage &Airport Related 
Employment Measure 

To account for business demand for GA 
airport services, airport-related employment 
and current available acreage are evaluated. 
West Tennessee industrial park acreage 
estimates are represented in Table 7.12. 
Aviation dependent and related employment 
and available acreage were assigned, as 
mentioned in Section 9.5.3, on a net basis to 
each airport. A graphical analysis was used 
to cluster the airports by the acreage and 
employment variables. 

Figure 7-13a shows that two airports 
Charles Baker and General Dewitt Spain 
(2M8 and M01) have significantly higher 
airport related employment and acres 
available than the other 19 airports in the 
region. These two airports are effectively 
within the borders of the Memphis MSA, so 
their score of  1 is not unexpected. Within 
Group 2 Millington Municipal (NQA) and 
Wolf River (54M) benefit from their 
locations on the fringe of the Memphis 
metropolitan area. 

The remaining 17 airports have much lower 
airport-related employment (i.e., under 
6,000) and much lower acreage available 
(i.e. 1,000 and less acres for all except 
Fayetteville FYE). To differentiate the 
remaining 17 airports, a second graphical 
analysis is illustrated by Figure 7-13b.  
Group 3 airports represent two regional 
markets (Huntington/McKenzie and 
Dyersburg) that offer modest acreage 
availability and moderate employment 
densities. Group 4 exhibits less variation and 
most of the members of this group are 
remote from the region’s two large urban 
centers. The exceptions are Gibson County 
(TGC) and Humbolt Muni (M53), both 

competitors with McKellar-Sipes (MKL). 
Group 5 and 6 airports have low 
employment, and most offer low growth 
(i.e., acres) potential relative to the other 
airports. The two exceptions are Fayette 
County (FYE) within Group 5 offering 
1,600 available acres and Reelfoot Lake 
within Group 6 offering 1,000 available 
acres. Table 7.13 summarizes available 
acreage and employment by airport and 
includes scores from the graphical analysis. 

7.6.3 West Tennessee Highway Access 
Measure 

Consistent with the procedure taken in the 
East Region, scores from 1 through 4 were 
assigned to each West Tennessee airport. An 
airport’s score is based upon an evaluation 
of distances to interstates and/or urban areas 
and the quality of connective roadways. 
Although somewhat subjective, this measure 
represents relative attractiveness to business 
firms that generally place a premium on 
minimizing transportation and logistical 
costs. A summary description of each 
airport’s highway accessibility and its 
assigned scores is shown in Table 7.14.    

7.6.4 West Tennessee Educational 
Infrastructure Measure 

The educational inventory process in West 
Tennessee focused upon public, post-
secondary institutions, as before. Table 7.15 
represents the educational institutional status 
within each airport’s market area and the 
scores assigned to each. Not unexpectedly, 
the urban center airports within the two 
primary West Tennessee metro areas scored 
well on this measure. Charles W. Baker 
(2M8), General Dewitt Spain (M01), 
Millington Muni (NQA) and Humbolt Muni  
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Acres Acres Acres
County Park Name Municipality Avail Used Total
Benton Benton Co I-Park Camden 300          120          420          
Carroll Huntingdon Park E. Huntingdon 37            165          202          
Carroll Huntingdon Park N. Huntingdon 106          16            122          
Carroll McKenzie/Airport I-Park McKenzie 100          200          300          
Chester Henderson I-Park Henderson 150          -           150          
Chester Chester Co Henderson 2              -           2              
Chester Magic Valley I-Park Henderson -           122          122          
Crockett Bells Industrial Park Bells 38            32            70            
Crockett Friendship I-Park #1 Friendship 40            -           40            
Crockett Friendship I-Park #2 Friendship 30            30            
Decatur Decaturville I-Park #1&#2 Decaturville 29            38            67            
Decatur Parsons I-Park Parsons 12            40            52            
Decatur Parsons N. I-Park #1 Parsons 52            -           52            
Decatur Parsons N. I-Park #2 Parsons 74            -           74            
Dyer Dyersburg I-Park Dyersburg 200          475          675          
Dyer Dyersburg I-Park N. Dyersburg 247          -           247          
Dyer Newbern I-Park Newbern 102          94            196          
Fayette Fayette Co I-Park Somerville 21            36            57            
Fayette Turley I-Park Somerville 1,600       -           1,600       
Fayette Oakland I-Park Oakland -           30            30            
Fayette J. B. Brunson I-Park Moscow 12            138          150          
Fayette Chickasaw Trails I-Park Collierville 1,600       -           1,600       
Gibson Dyer I-Park Dyer 53            7              60            
Gibson Gibson Co I-Park Humbolt 390          -           390          
Gibson Humbolt I-Park Humbolt 50            50            100          
Gibson Caldwell Property Milan 75            -           75            
Gibson Milan I-Park Milan 33            67            100          
Gibson Trenton I-Park Trenton 39            45            84            
Hardeman Bolivar I-Park Bolivar 200          -           200          
Hardeman Hardeman Co I-Park Bolivar 115          71            186          
Hardeman MIddleton Middleton 40            -           40            
Hardin Hardin Co I-Park Savannah 100          58            158          
Haywood Haywood Co I-Park Brownsville 150          166          316          
Henderson Lexington N I-Park Lexington -           150          150          
Henderson Lexington S I-Park Lexington -           180          180          
Henderson Timberlake I-Park Lexington 7              93            100          
Henderson North I-Park Lexington 80            20            100          
Henderson Douglas I-Park Lexington 110          -           110          
Henry Henry Co I-Park Paris 31            169          200          
Henry Paris I-Park Paris 66            74            140          
Henry Puryear I-Park Puryear 40            -           40            
Henry Henry I-Park Henry 22            -           22            
Lake Cates Landing Tiptonville 1,000       -           1,000       
Lauderdale Halls I-Park Halls 20            216          236          
Lauderdale N. I-Park Ripley 150          -           150          
Lauderdale Ripley Walker East I-Park Ripley 167          -           167          
Lauderdale South I-Park Ripley -           223          223          
Madison Airport I-Park Jackson 748          90            838          
Madison Bonwood I-Park Jackson 57            193          250          
Madison Madison Co I-Park Jackson 15            385          400          
Madison Jackson/Madison I-Park Jackson 71            134          205          

Table 7.12

Industrial Park Acreage by County
West Tennessee Region

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Madison Tiger Jones I-Park Jackson 300          -           300          
Madison Madison Tech Jackson 15            161          176          
Madison Madison W I-Park Jackson 60            180          240          
Madison Premier Jackson 28            -           28            
McNairy Adamsville I-Park #1 Adamsville -           50            50            
McNairy Adamsville I-Park #2 Adamsville -           20            20            
McNairy McNairy Co Adamsville 114          -           114          
McNairy Eastview I-Park Eastview -           15            15            
McNairy McNairy Co I-Park Selmer 180          45            225          
McNairy Selmer I-Park Selmer -           85            85            
Obion Troy I-Park Troy 30            -           30            
Obion George C. Cloy I-Park Union City 55            55            110          
Shelby Memphis Depot Business Park Memphis 66            3              69            
Shelby Space Center I-Park Memphis 4              18            22            
Shelby Gateway I-Park Memphis 3              39            42            
Shelby Belz I-Park Memphis 6              29            35            
Shelby Democrat Square N.& S. Memphis -           23            23            
Shelby N. Memphis I-Park Memphis 2              42            44            
Shelby Shelby Air Park Memphis 4              19            23            
Shelby Southpark Business Park Memphis 100          78            178          
Shelby Southridge I-Park Memphis 70            50            120          
Shelby Memphis Int'l Airport Ctr. Memphis 107          26            133          
Shelby Distriplex Center Memphis 65            8              73            
Shelby Interstate I-Park Memphis 236          15            251          
Shelby Mid-America Center I-Park Memphis 234          221          455          
Shelby Frank C. Pigeon I-Park Memphis 5,000       -           5,000       
Shelby President's Island I-Park Memphis 40            960          1,000       
Shelby Centerpoint Business Park Memphis 300          50            350          
Shelby Goodwin I-Park Memphis 70            -           70            
Shelby Millington Business Center Millington 111          -           111          
Shelby I-40 Business Park Memphis 60            5              65            
Shelby Goodlett Farms Memphis 109          -           109          
Shelby Bartlett I-Park Bartlett 50            76            126          
Shelby Bartlett Corporate Park E. Bartlett 70            60            130          
Shelby Arlington I-Park Arlington 330          170          500          
Shelby S. Byhalia Property Collierville 200          300          500          
Shelby Collierville I-Park Collierville 50            450          500          
Shelby Belover I-Park Memphis 75            15            90            
Shelby Northridge I-Park Memphis 350          150          500          
Shelby Shelby Oaks I-Park Memphis 250          125          375          
Tipton Rialto I-Park Covington 104          226          330          
Tipton S. I-Park Covington 18            132          150          
Weakley Dresden I-Park Dresden 184          27            211          
Weakley Greenfield I-Park Greenfield 20            -           20            
Weakley Martin I-Park Martin 43            7              50            
Weakley S. Fulton I-Park S.Fulton 55            18            73            
Weakley Broussard Park Dresden 200          -           200          
Weakley Drerup Park Dresden 129          27            156          
Weakley Owens Bros. Site Gleason 42            -           42            
Weakley Gleason I-Park Gleason 35            -           35            

Total: 18,155     7,877       26,032     
Average: 180         

 

79           

 

258         

 

Sources: Belz Enterprises, Loeb Properties, 1999 Boyle Report, Memphis Chamber of  
Commerce, Memphis Business Journal Book of Lists 2001.

West Tennessee Region

Table 7.12

Industrial Park Acreage by County

                                                TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Total Total
Airport ID Jobs Avail Acres Score(1-6)

Arnold Field M31 4,925 956 3
Beech River XYZ 2,325 365 5
Benton County 0M4 1,050 300 6
Carroll County HZD 5,125 459 3
Charles W. Baker 2M8 58,025 6,220 1
Covington Municipal M04 3,100 439 4
Dyersburg Municipal DYR 5,350 956 3
Everett-Stewart UCY 3,425 696 4
Fayette County FYE 1,500 1,600 5
Franklin-Wilkins M52 2,475 354 5
General Dewitt Spain M01 71,675 7,633 1
Gibson County TGC 3,200 220 4
Henry County PHT 3,550 672 4
Humbolt Municipal M53 3,475 200 4
Millington Municipal NQA 23,300 3,065 2
Reelfoot Lake 0M2 - 1,000 6
Robert Sibley SZY 3,075 394 4
Savannah-Hardin Co SNH 1,575 214 6
Scott Field 0M1 1,875 354 5
William L. Whitehurst M08 675 365 6
Wolf River 54M 14,700 1,850 2
Note: Excludes acreage and employment within 25-minute drive times
           of McKellar-Sipes, but not Memphis International.
A score of "1" is favorable.

Industrial Park Acreage and Airport Related Employment Measure
West Tennessee Region

Table 7.13

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Source: WSA analysis
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Airport ID Highway Accessability Score (1-4)
Arnold Field M31 Adjacent to city of Halls, I mile to US 51, 15 miles from I-155, rural access 3
Beech River XYZ Less than 10 miles from Lexington, on US 412, 20 miles from I-40 3
Benton County 0M4 3 miles south of Camden, 1 mile from US 641 or US 70, rural setting, 10 miles from I-

40
2

Carroll County HZD 4 miles NW of Huntington, 1/2 mile off State 22, 20 miles from I-40 3
Charles W. Baker 2M8 5 miles SW of Millington, borders Memphis, off State 22 and US 51, 16 miles from I-40 2
Covington Municipal M04 3 miles NE Covington, 3 miles rural/state road access to US 51, 22 miles State roads to I-40 3
Dyersburg Municipal DYR 2 miles SW Dyersburg, off US 51, 6 miles from I-155 2
Everett_Stewart UCY 5 miles SE Union City, off State 22, 15 miles to I-155 by US 51 3
Fayette County FYE 2 miles SW Sommerville, rural access road from State 195, 15 miles to I-40 from State

59
3

Franklin-Wilkins M52 1 mile NE Lexington, off US 412/State 114, 10 miles from I-40 by State 22 2
General Dewitt  Spain M01 In Memphis, off I-55 1
Gibson County TGC 4 miles W Milan, off State 77, 22 miles from I-40 3
Henry County PHT 3 miles NW of Paris, off State 69, US 641 access to I-40 (37 miles) 4
Humbolt Municipal M53 3 miles SE Humbolt, off US 45, 12 miles from I-40 and Jackson 2
McKellars-Sipes MKL 4 miles W of Jackson, 2 miles off I-40, access to US 70 and State 223 intersections 1
Memphis International MEM In Memphis, off I-240 1
Millington Municipal NQA 1 mile NE Millington, within Naval Station, 1 mile off US 51, 17 miles from I-40 2
Reelfoot Lake 0M2 10 miles NE Tiptonville, off State 213, 35 miles from I-155 by State 78 4
Robert Sibley SZY 5 miles NE Selmer, off US 64, 50 miles from I-40 by US 45 3
Savannah-Hardin Co SNH 3 miles SE Savannah, off State 69/226, 53 miles from I-40 by State 69 3
Scott Field 0M1 1 mile SW Parsons, off State 69, 13 miles to I-40 by State 69 2
William L. Whitehurst M08 4 miles SW of Bolivar, off State 125, access to I-40 (25 miles) by US 64 & State 179 3
Wolf River 54M 2 miles W of Rossville, off State 57, 22 miles from I-40, 18 miles from I-

240
3

A score of "1" is favorable.
Source: WSA analysis.

Table 7.14

Highway Access Priority Measure
West Tennessee Region

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Airport ID Institutions Score (1-3)
Arnold Field M31 TN Tech Center (2), Dyersburg State Community College 1
Beech River XYZ TN Tech Center 2
Benton County 0M4 No post secondary institutions 3
Carroll County HZD TN Tech Center (2) 1
Charles W. Baker 2M8 Univ of Memphis, SW TN Community College, TN Tech Center, UT-Memphis 1
Covington Municipal M04 TN Tech Center (2) 1
Dyersburg Municipal DYR TN Tech Center (2), Dyersburg State Community College 1
Everett-Stewart UCY UT-Martin 2
Fayette County FYE TN Tech Center 2
Franklin-Wilkins M52 No post secondary institutions 3
General Dewitt  Spain M01 Univ of Memphis, SW TN Community College, TN Tech Center, UT-Memphis 1
Gibson County TGC No post secondary institutions 3
Henry County PHT TN Tech Center 2
Humbolt Municipal M53 Jackson State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
McKellars-Sipes MKL Jackson State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Memphis International MEM Univ of Memphis, SW TN Community College, TN Tech Center, UT-Memphis 1
Millington Municipal NQA Univ of Memphis, SW TN Community College, TN Tech Center (2), UT-Memphis 1
Reelfoot Lake 0M2 No post secondary institutions 3
Robert Sibley SZY TN Tech Center 2
Savannah-Hardin Co SNH TN Tech Center 2
Scott Field 0M1 No post secondary institutions 3
William L. Whitehurst M08 TN Tech Center 2
Wolf River 54M SW TN Community College 2

A score of "1" is favorable.
Sources: TN Board of Regents and WSA analysis.

Educational Infrastructure Priority Measure
West Tennessee Region

Table 7.15

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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(M53) are associated with dense educational 
infrastructure due to their geographical 
relationships to either Memphis or Jackson.  

Some West Tennessee airports have greater 
numbers of educational facilities than their 
respective population densities would 
suggest. Airports such as Dyersburg Muni 
(DYR), Arnold Field (M31), Covington 
Muni (M04) and Carroll County (HZD) 
exhibit positive development potential 
because of the relatively high proportion of 
educational institutions within their regions. 

7.6.5 West Tennessee Airport 
Redundancy Measure 

The intent of this measure is the assignment 
of a higher priority to airports that provide 
exclusive, or relatively exclusive, service to 
their market areas. Airports often have 
multiple regional competitors, internal and 
external to their state, providing service to 
some percentage of their market area. As 
before, this measure captures redundancy 
between GA airports, so the two regional 
commercial service airports have been 
excluded as competitors.   

The cluster of airports that occur when each 
variable of the redundancy measure is 
applied to the West Tennessee airports is 
illustrated by Figure 7-14. The convention 
of creating clusters by encircling them was 
replaced by the use of diagonal lines. This 
method is more efficient when partitioning 
the groupings under special circumstances, 
and is employed again within the following 
Middle Region’s filter analysis section.  

Four groups emerge from the analysis. The 
largest one, exhibiting the largest variance, 
is Group 4. Examples of this group’s 
variability are Franklin-Wilkins (M52) with 
six competitors and 70 percent of its market 

shared and Arnold Field (M31) with two 
competitors and 95 percent of its market 
shared. Group 3 exhibits less variance and 
its members mostly serve rural markets. And 
finally, Group 1 and 2 airports are 
characterized by modest-to-low levels of 
airport competition. Measures of net 
redundancies and scores for each airport are 
summarized in Table 7.16. 

7.6.6 West Tennessee Filter Process 
and Results 

The filter process as applied to the West 
Region produces the outcomes as illustrated 
by Table 7.17. General Dewitt Spain’s 
(M01) is shown as having the greatest 
economic growth potential. Centered within 
Memphis, this result should not be 
surprising. Following in order of opportunity 
index are Charles W. Baker (2M8), 
Millington Municipal (NQA) and Wolf 
River (54M), all within the Memphis MSA. 
On two occasions the five filter process was 
unable to provide a unique index to a pair of 
airports due to identical scores on all five 
measures. Carroll County (HZD) and Arnold 
Field (M31) were each given a score of 7 
and Franklin-Wilkins (M52) and Scott Field 
(0M1) were each assigned a rank of 13. 
Note that the proposed new airport, Beech 
River (XYZ) which earned a score of 14, 
falls below the two airports it is replacing; 
Franklin-Wilkins (M52) and Scott Field 
(0M1), each with a score of 13.  Also 
worthy of comment, Dyersburg Municipal 
(DYR) appears as fifth in the market index, 
although distant from the two regional 
MSAs. 

The distribution of airport rankings 
throughout the region is illustrated in 
Figures 7-15a

 

and 7-15b. Airports clustered 
in and around Memphis and those along the  
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Number of Percent Market
Airport ID Airports Shared Score (1-4)
Arnold Field M31 2 95% 4
Beech River* XYZ 3 25% 1
Benton County 0M4 5 80% 4
Carroll County HZD 5 80% 4
Charles W. Baker 2M8 4 100% 4
Covington Municipal M04 4 60% 3
Dyersburg Municipal DYR 3 90% 4
Everett-Stewart UCY 4 80% 4
Fayette County FYE 3 65% 3
Franklin-Wilkins M52 6 70% 4
General Dewitt  Spain M01 4 100% 4
Gibson County TGC 2 75% 3
Henry County PHT 3 50% 2
Humbolt Municipal M53 3 60% 3
Millington Municipal NQA 4 100% 4
Reelfoot Lake 0M2 2 30% 1
Robert Sibley SZY 4 60% 3
Savannah-Hardin Co SNH 2 50% 2
Scott Field 0M1 4 95% 4
William L. Whitehurst M08 2 30% 1
Wolf River 54M 4 85% 4
Note: Includes adjacent state airports, but excludes commercial service
           airports.
*Beech River excludes 0M1 and M52 as competitiors.
A score of "1" is favorable.

Airport Redundancy Priority Measure
West Tennessee Region

Table 7.16

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Source: WSA analysis
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Filter 1 Filter 2 Filter 3 Filter 4 Filter 5
Net I-Park Acres Highway Educational Airport

Population & Emp Access  Infrastructure Redundancy
Airport ID Score (a) Score (a) Score Score Score (b) Index

General Dewitt  Spain M01 1 1 1 1 4 1
Charles W. Baker 2M8 1 1 2 1 4 2
Millington Municipal NQA 1 2 2 1 4 3
Wolf River 54M 2 2 3 2 4 4
Dyersburg Municipal DYR 3 3 2 1 4 5
Covington Municipal M04 3 4 3 1 3 6
Carroll County HZD 4 3 3 1 4 7
Arnold Field M31 4 3 3 1 4 7
Robert Sibley SZY 4 4 3 2 3 8
Everett-Stewart UCY 4 4 3 2 4 9
Gibson County TGC 4 4 3 3 3 10
Humbolt Municipal M53 5 4 2 1 3 11
Henry County PHT 5 4 4 2 2 12
Franklin-Wilkins M52 5 5 2 3 4 13
Scott Field 0M1 5 5 2 3 4 13
Beech River XYZ 5 5 3 2 1 14
Fayette County FYE 5 5 3 2 3 15
Benton County 0M4 5 6 2 3 4 16
William L. Whitehurst M08 5 6 3 2 1 17
Savannah-Hardin Co SNH 5 6 3 2 2 18
Reelfoot Lake 0M2 6 6 4 3 1 19
(a) Excludes population and industrial park acreage and airport-related employment that lies within MKL's market 
      area (i.e. the 25-minute drive-time polygons), but does not exclude MEM.
(b) Commercial Service airports excluded as competitors. Beech River excludes 0M1 and M52 as competitors.

SOURCE: Wilbur Smith Associates

Table 7.17

Filter Analysis Airport Index
West Tennessee Region

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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US 51 corridor score within the top ten of 
the filter index. Also, airports along the 
perimeter of the region generally score 
within the lower quartiles of the indices due 
to their remoteness and absence of dense 
population and employment centers. 

7.6.7 West Tennessee Airport Market 
Index Summary 

The following is a brief discussion of each 
West Tennessee airport sequenced by its 
region’s economic potential index. 

1. General Dewitt Spain (M01) Although 
physically constrained, its central 
location within Memphis and 
industrial/commercial development 
surroundings indicate that the airport 
will continue as an effective part of the 
infrastructure of Memphis.  

2. Charles W. Baker (2M8)

  

Easy access to 
US 51,  and located within an area dense 
with commercial/industrial activity, 
Charles W. Baker serves as an important 
infrastructure asset to its service region. 
Further, the airport is ideally situated to 
support the commercial expansion of 
North Metro Memphis and may well 
benefit from the I-69 corridor. 

3. Millington Municipal (NQA)

 

Centered 
within a Naval Air Station, this airport’s 
considerable infrastructure offers 
opportunities for growth in the 
Millington community. Located near 
Memphis and US 51, it should benefit 
from growth along the US 51 corridor 
within the Memphis MSA. 

4. Wolf River (54M) This private airport’s 
infrastructure is quite modest, but 
demand for its services could develop as 

eastward expansion along US 64 
outward from Memphis continues. 

5. Dyersburg Municipal (DYR) Access to 
US 51 is very good and I-155 and 
Dyersburg are within a few miles. 
Continued growth of the Dyersburg area 
and completion of the I-69 corridor 
should also enhance demand for the 
airport's aviation services. 

6. Covington Municipal (M04)

 

Although 
access is rural, its nearness to Covington 
and US 51 indicates it is well placed to 
sustain growth in its market area. Also, 
with completion of the I-69 corridor, 
demand for its services is expected to 
expand. 

7. Carroll County (HZD)

 

The airport offers 
good connectivity with US 40 by State 
Route 22.  Situated between McKenzie 
and Huntington, it supports both 
communities within Carroll County.  Its 
proximity to McKenzie Industrial Park 
South suggests its potential as a 
facilitator of growth in the area. 

Arnold Field (M31)

 

Although its market 
area is mostly redundant with 
Dyersburg. Located off US 51, adjacent 
to Halls and the Halls Industrial Park 
and south of Dyersburg, continued 
growth in the Dyersburg region is 
expected to put ongoing pressure on the 
areas airports. The anticipated 
completion of the I-69 corridor in its 
service area will add to the growth in the 
region. 

8. Robert Sibley (SZY) Potential will be 
enhanced by the current four-lane 
expansion occurring on US 64. Its 
placement near the intersections of US 
64 and US 45 give it an advantage in 
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exploiting development along this north-
south and east-west transportation 
corridor.  

9. Everett-Stewart (UCY)

 
Strategically 

located between Union City and Martin, 
its adequate connectivity to US 51, US 
45E/W and the Purchase Parkway place 
it in an optimal position to facilitate 
development in northwest Tennessee. 
The completion of I-69 will also 
promote growth in its area, which will 
place increased demand on its facilities. 

10. Gibson County (TGC)

 

Located off State 
77 and rural in setting, its proximity to 
Milan and Trenton present a unique 
growth opportunity. Bordered by these 
two municipalities and US 45E, 45W 
and 79, this network of highways 
provides an environment capable of 
attracting business investment and 
development. 

11. Humbolt Municipal (M53)

 

Humbolt’s 
location off US 45W and north of 
Jackson places it optimally to support 
the dynamic industrial/commercial 
growth trends of the Jackson Metro area. 

12. Henry County (PHT)

 

This rural airport’s 
location near Paris and US 641 and US 
79 suggests services provided will 
continue to grow proportional to the 
burgeoning commercial development in 
its service area. 

13. Franklin-Wilkins (M52)

 

This airport is 
scheduled to close.  

Scott Field (0M1)

 

Constrained by 
surrounding development within 
Parsons, further improvements to the 
airport would be insufficient to support 
regional growth. 

14. Beech River (XYZ)

 
As a proposed 

replacement for Franklin-Wilkins and 
Scott Field, the airport’s primary 
advantage is its proximity to Lexington 
and access to I-40. Introducing the 
airport to the region will reduce current 
redundancies to more acceptable levels. 

15. Fayette County (FYE) The airport’s 
rural remoteness and access will be 
improved with a proposed roadway 
improvement. Long-term growth will 
hinge upon Somerville’s ability to 
exploit its position on US 64 and 
nearness to I-40 and Memphis. 

16. Benton County (0M4)

 

Within a rural 
setting, this airport is accessible from 
either US 70 or US 641. These multiple 
access options provide good connectivity 
on either a north-south or east-west axis. 
Also, due to its location within a few 
miles of US 40, it is well situated to 
facilitate development in the 
Camden/Benton County region. 

17. William L. Whitehurst (M08)

 

The 
airport’s position near US 64 and 
Bolivar provides an environment in 
which regional air service requirements 
can be satisfied as demand grows for its 
services. 

18. Savannah-Hardin County (SNH)

 

Although remote from large 
metropolitan areas, Hardin County’s 
population and employment has grown 
robustly and the airport has kept pace 
with this growth. Savannah has been the 
center of this growth and located on US 
64, the airport should remain a vital part 
of the region's development. 

19. Reelfoot Lake (0M2)

 

The airport’s rural 
isolation, small industrial base and 
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distance from interstates will prove 
problematic for future development in its 
service area. However, possibilities for 
tourism development and related 
industries could provide the needed 
stimulus to improve prospects for the 
airport. 

7.7 FILTER ANALYSIS FOR 
MIDDLE TENNESSEE 
AIRPORTS 

Consistent with the East and West regional 
sections, the 34 airports in the Middle 
Region are evaluated within the filter 
analysis model based on the five priority 
measures. These five priority measures are 
discussed below in order of their relative 
importance. Additionally, this section 
provides a summary of the outcomes and 
market index of each airport in the Middle 
Region. 

7.7.1 Middle Tennessee Population 
Measure 

In the previous West Region section, 
Memphis International’s overlapping 
populations were not netted from adjacent 
GA airport service areas. The same rational 
is applied to the Middle Region’s sole 
commercial service airport, Nashville 
International. As an acknowledged non-
competitor with regional GA airports, its 
overlapping populations were not netted 
from their drive-time market areas. 
Consequently, the Middle Tennessee 
regional filter analysis does not make a 
distinction between gross and net 
measurements, but with one minor 

exception. A Commercial Service airport 
with a service area that overlaps Fayetteville 
(FYM) and competes for GA service 
business was identified in the adjacent state 
of Alabama. As a result, this airport 
(Huntsville International - HSV) had its 
overlapping populations netted from 
Fayetteville’s service region. The airport 
drive-times analysis for Middle Tennessee is 
illustrated in Figure 7-16.  A summary of 
Middle Tennessee airport populations is 
provided in Table 7.18. 

Middle Tennessee airports are graphically 
represented by Figure 7-17a in terms of 
their 2010 populations and anticipated 
growth rates. Three distinct groups emerge 
from this analysis. Group 1 airports are 
either in Nashville (JWN and M88) or 
immediately adjacent (MQY). Group 2 
airports are mostly located within the two 
Middle Region’s MSAs of Clarksville-
Hopkinsville (CKV) and Nashville (M54, 
M33 and MBT).   

The third group, consisting of the remaining 
26 airports, required a second cluster 
analysis to distinguish discreet groupings. 
Figure 7-17b represents the results of the 
cluster analysis upon this third group. This 
figure reveals six unique groups. Group 3 
airports are distinguished by their 
association with moderately large and 
dynamically growing municipalities such as 
Shelbyville (SYI), Portland (1M5) and 
Springfield (M91).  Group 4 and 6 airports 
exhibit modest expected population growth, 
but very different absolute population 
potential.  Group 5 and 7 airports show 
similar dynamic growth rates, but quite 
different absolute population expectations. 
Lastly, Group 8 airports are characterized as  





TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN                                     

   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                         7-43  

Gross Population

Airport ID 1990 2010 # %
Abernathy Field GZS 42,012        53,003           10,991        26%
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal SYI 86,828        134,219         47,391        55%
Centerville Municipal GHM 25,641        38,458           12,817        50%
Cornelia Fort Airpark M88 649,442      807,145         157,703      24%
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld CSV 45,503        63,508           18,005        40%
Dickson Municipal M02 45,228        67,990           22,762        50%
Ellington LUG 49,234        71,498           22,264        45%
Fayetteville Municipal FYM 35,956        41,531           5,575          16%
Franklin County UOS 57,188        68,401           11,213        20%
Hassell Field M29 8,593          10,180           1,587          18%
Houston County M93 7,464          10,376           2,912          39%
Humphreys County 0M5 30,861        39,934           9,073          29%
Jackson County 1A7 21,055        24,392           3,337          16%
Jamestown Municipal 2A1 17,371        20,259           2,888          17%
John A. Baker Field 0M3 16,077        23,496           7,419          46%
John C. Tune JWN 606,642      740,499         133,857      22%
Lafayette Municipal 3M7 27,833        36,066           8,233          30%
Lawernceburg-Lawrence Co 2M2 48,174        60,386           12,212        25%
Lebanon Municipal M54 173,835      249,097         75,262        43%
Livingston Municipal 8A3 48,279        59,484           11,205        23%
Maury County MRC 57,921        80,637           22,716        39%
Murfreesboro Municipal MBT 193,918      308,711         114,793      59%
Outlaw Field CKV 150,601      214,291         63,690        42%
Perry County M15 14,166        18,763           4,597          32%
Portland Municipal 1M5 95,021        136,995         41,974        44%
Puckett Gliderport 50M 117,468      198,555         81,087        69%
Smithville Municipal 0A3 40,596        50,875           10,279        25%
Smyrna MQY 402,360      538,753         136,393      34%
Springfield-Robertson Co M91 80,731        115,745         35,014        43%
Sumner Co Regional M33 203,269      292,332         89,063        44%
Tullahoma Regional THA 79,236        99,185           19,949        25%
Upper Cumberland Regional SRB 85,905        108,764         22,859        27%
Warren Co Memorial RNC 46,505        56,467           9,962          21%
Winchester Municipal BGF 59,233        71,135           11,902        20%
Nashville International BNA 646,913     

 

809,747        

 

162,834     

 

25%
Sources: Bureau of the Census, UT-Knoxville (CBER) and WSA analysis.
Notes: Fayetteville Muni is net of Huntsville International's overlapping populations. 

Middle Tennessee

Change

Table 7.18

Airport Market Area Populations and Growth Rates

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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rural and remote from population centers 
and are represented by Jamestown Muni 
(2A1), Jackson County (1A7) and Hassell 
Field (M29). Table 7.19 summarizes each 
Middle Tennessee airport’s population 
measure and the scoring outcome from the 
graphical displays. 

The region’s large number of groups is a 
consequence of two characteristics of 
Middle Tennessee. First, intra-regional 
population densities vary considerably. 
Second, the Middle Region’s GA airport 
inventory (34) is comparatively large when 
contrasted with the East (23) and the West 
(20). Consequently, the eight groups 
produced are not unexpected. The decision 
to assign a higher score of 4 to a modest 
growth, high population density cluster, but 
a score of 5 to a high growth potential, but 
modest population density cluster is based 
on the implicit assumption that demand for 
aviation services will be driven more by 
absolute size changes, and less by percent 
changes. This is a reasonable assumption 
when considering that large percent changes 
are often the result of a small, low-density 
population base. This same rationale was 
used for Groups 6 and 7. 

7.7.2 Middle Tennessee Industrial 
Parks Measure 

Considerable research efforts and resources 
were expended during the study to gather 
industrial park acreage data. Data collection 
focused on primary resources such as local 
Chambers of Commerce, Industrial 
Development Boards and state and regional 
development authorities. The aggregate 
acreage information is presented in Table 
7.20. 

Although industrial parks were identified in 
Davidson County, acreage figures were 
mostly non-existent, sketchy or unreliable. 
To resolve this issue, average available 
acreage figures were determined within 
comparable Tennessee metro areas 
(Knoxville and Memphis). These figures 
were then applied to the Davidson County 
industrial parks where data was absent. It is 
generally acknowledged that available 
acreage is very scarce in the County, so the 
available acreage average figures found for 
the other two metro areas was biased down 
by 50 percent before applying it to Davidson 
County. This estimation process effected 
five regional airports: John C. Tune (JWN), 
Cornelia Fort (M88), Sumner County 
(M33), Lebanon Muni (M54) and Smyrna 
(MQY). 

The airport clusters that emerge once 
aviation-related employment and available 
acreage are assigned to each airport are 
shown in Figures 7-18a and  7-18b.  Due to 
the relatively low employment levels of 31 
airports, a second detail graph, similar to  
that used for population, was needed. Note 
that due to the volume of airports in the 
Middle Region, the method used in previous 
sections in which clusters were encircled, 
has been replaced in favor of diagonal lines. 
By using diagonal lines, the clusters are 
more easily partitioned to establish their 
group ranking. 

Before proceeding with a brief discussion of 
the outcome of the cluster analysis, the 
implication of the Spring Hill Saturn 
manufacturing facility on regional airports 
should be addressed. As described in earlier 
sections, airport-related employment was 
determined by extracting employment by 
specific SIC codes within each airport’s 
market area (25-minute drive times). A close 
examination of each business identified by  



TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN                                     

   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                         7-45  

Population Percent Change
Airport ID 2010 90-'10 Score (1-8)
Abernathy Field GZS 53,003 26.2% 6
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal SYI 134,219 54.6% 3
Centerville Municipal GHM 38,458 50.0% 7
Cornelia Fort Airpark M88 807,145 24.3% 1
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld CSV 63,508 39.6% 5
Dickson Municipal M02 67,990 50.3% 5
Ellington LUG 71,498 45.2% 5
Fayetteville Municipal FYM 41,531 15.5% 6
Franklin County UOS 68,401 19.6% 6
Hassell Field M29 10,180 18.5% 8
Houston County M93 10,376 39.0% 7
Humphreys County 0M5 39,934 29.4% 7
Jackson County 1A7 24,392 15.8% 8
Jamestown Municipal 2A1 20,259 16.6% 8
John A. Baker Field 0M3 23,496 46.1% 7
John C. Tune JWN 740,499 22.1% 1
Lafayette Municipal 3M7 36,066 29.6% 7
Lawernceburg-Lawrence Co 2M2 60,386 25.3% 6
Lebanon Municipal M54 249,097 43.3% 2
Livingston Municipal 8A3 59,484 23.2% 6
Maury County MRC 80,637 39.2% 5
Murfreesboro Municipal MBT 308,711 59.2% 2
Outlaw Field CKV 214,291 42.3% 2
Perry County M15 18,763 32.5% 7
Portland Municipal 1M5 136,995 44.2% 3
Puckett Gliderport 50M 198,555 69.0% 2
Smithville Municipal 0A3 50,875 25.3% 6
Smyrna MQY 538,753 33.9% 1
Springfield-Robertson Co M91 115,745 43.4% 3
Sumner Co Regional M33 292,332 43.8% 2
Tullahoma Regional THA 99,185 25.2% 4
Upper Cumberland Regional SRB 108,764 26.6% 4
Warren Co Memorial RNC 56,467 21.4% 6
Winchester Municipal BGF 71,135 20.1% 6
Nashville International BNA 809,747 25.2% NA
Note: Does not exclude population within 25-minute drive time of Nashville International.
A score of "1" is favorable.

Sources: Bureau of Census, UT-Knoxville (CBER), and WSA analysis.

Population Priority Measure
Middle Tennessee Region

Table 7.19

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Acres Acres Acres
County Park Name Municipality Avail Used Total
Bedford Airport Business Park Shelbyville 195           135           330           
Cannon Cannon Co. I-Park Woodbury 38             -            38             
Cheatam Cheatam Co. I-Park Ashland City -            150           150           
Clay Celina/Clay Co. I-Park Celina 59             20             79             
Coffee Coffee Co. Intrastate I-Park Manchester 225           570           795           
Coffee Tullahoma I-Park Tullahoma -            400           400           
Coffee Mitchell Blvd. I-Park Tullahoma -            128           128           
Cumberland Interchange Business Park Crossville 127           -            127           
Cumberland Horizon Business Park Crossville 185           80             265           
Cumberland Cotton Patch Property Crossville 225           -            225           
Cumberland Woodlawn Crossville 48             10             58             
Davidson All Parks Nashville 1,489        5,630        7,119        
Dekalb Alexandria I-Park Alexandria -            65             65             
Dekalb Smithville I-Park E. Smithville 80             106           186           
Dekalb Smithville I-Park Smithville 10             90             100           
Dickson Dickson Co. I-Park Dickson 325           25             350           
Dickson Turkey Creek I-Park Dickson 20             40             60             
Fentress Jamestown-Fentress Co. N. I-Park Jamestown -            38             38             
Fentress Fentress Co. E. I-Park Jamestown 45             33             78             
Fentress Fentress Co. S. I-Park Jamestown 250           -            250           
Franklin Roy Crownover Winchester 60             10             70             
Franklin Franklin Co. I-Park Winchester 70             -            70             
Giles Pulaski-Giles Co. I-Park S. Pulaski 300           8               308           
Hickman E. Hickman I-Park Bon Aqua 41             51             92             
Hickman Airport I-Park Centreville 108           57             165           
Hickman Shipps Bend I-Park Centreville 114           -            114           
Houston Stewart Co./Houston Co. I-Park Erin 450           50             500           
Humphreys W.J. Peeler I-Park McEwen 20             140           160           
Humphreys New Johnsonville I-Park New Johnsonville 40             40             80             
Humphreys Simmons Branck New Johnsonville -            450           450           
Humphreys Waverly I-Park Waverly 10             85             95             
Jackson Jackson Co. I-Park Gainesboro 20             5               25             
Lawrence Simonton Fork Lawrenceburg 40             50             90             
Lawrence N. Lawrenceburg I-Park Lawrenceburg 48             54             102           
Lawrence S. Lawrenceburg I-Park Lawrenceburg 35             15             50             
Lawrence St. Joseph I-Park Lawrenceburg 14             12             26             
Lewis Lewis Co. I-Park Hohenwald 130           -            130           
Lewis Hohenwald I-Park Hohenwald 95             92             187           
Lincoln Stone Bridge I-Park Fayetteville -            80             80             
Lincoln Sara Posey I-Park Fayetteville 235           -            235           
Lincoln Fayetteville I-Park Fayetteville 60             90             150           
Macon Lafayette I-Park Lafayette 35             -            35             
Marshall Cornersville I-Park Cornersville 150           -            150           
Marshall Lewisburg I-Park Lewisburg 80             420           500           
Maury Maury Co I-Park Columbia 40             185           225           
Maury Northpointe Columbia 175           155           330           
Maury Cherry Glen Business Park Mt. Pleasant 442           103           545           
Maury North Park Mt. Pleasant -            30             30             

Table 7.20

Industrial Park Acreage by County

Middle Tennessee

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Acres Acres Acres
County Park Name Municipality Avail Used Total
Maury South Park Mt. Pleasant -            31             31             
Maury Gillham Airport Mt. Pleasant 25             25             50             
Maury Royal Park Spring Hill 460           40             500           
Montgomery Clarksville-Montgomery Co. I-Park Clarksville 150           600           750           
Overton Overton Co. I-Park Livingston 3               97             100           
Overton Livingston I-Park Livingston 35             40             75             
Overton Livingston 160           -            160           
Perry Perry Co. I-Park Linden 50             2               52             
Pickett Pendigrass Byrdstown 15             15             30             
Pickett Byrdstown-Pickett Co. I-Park Byrdstown 8               -            8               
Putnam Lemon-Farris I-Park Cookeville 110           115           225           
Robertson North I-Park Springfield 75             225           300           
Robertson South I-Park Springfield -            200           200           
Robertson Brinkley I-Park White House 15             10             25             
Robertson Tate I-Park White House 40             -            40             
Rutherford Interchange City Lavergne -            50             50             
Rutherford Undesignated Murfreesboro 430           -            430           
Rutherford Stevenson Property Murfreesboro 50             -            50             
Rutherford South Park Distribution Ctr. Smyrna 70             90             160           
Rutherford Smyrna Industrial Airpark Smyrna 140           40             180           
Smith Carthage I-Park Carthage -            50             50             
Smith Smith Co. I-Park Gordonsville -            128           128           
Sumner Gallatin Industrial Center Gallatin 100           136           236           
Sumner Freehill Business Park Hendersonville -            122           122           
Sumner Nearwater Hendersonville 25             14             39             
Sumner Saundersville I-Park Hendersonville -            39             39             
Sumner I-65 I-Park Portland 75             75             150           
Sumner Portland Industrial Portland 35             45             80             
Trousdale Hartsville I-Park Hartsville 13             27             40             
Van Buren Van Buren Co. I-Park Spencer 38             5               43             
Warren Mt. View I-Park McMinnville 300           200           500           
Warren North I-Park McMinnville -            50             50             
Wayne Wayne Co. I-Park Collinwood 100           20             120           
Wayne Collinwood I-Park Collinwood 95             5               100           
Wayne Waynesboro I-Park Waynesboro 65             -            65             
Wayne unnamed Waynesboro -            70             70             
White Sparta-White Co. I-Park Sparta 30             120           150           
White Sparta I-Park Sparta -            35             35             
Williamson Evergreen I-Park Fairview 25             55             80             
Wilson S. Perimeter I-Park Lebanon 65             321           384           
Wilson Eastgate Business Park Lebanon 68             601           669           
Wilson Baird I-Park Lebanon -            600           600           
Wilson International Commerce Ctr. Mt. Juliet -            45             45             
Wilson Mt. Juliet I-Park Mt. Juliet -            40             40             
Wilson Watertown I-Park Watertown 33             50             83             

Total: 9,036        14,135      23,169      
Average: 97            

 

152          

 

249          

 

SOURCES: TN Dept of Economic & Community Development; Nashville Gas/Southeast Venture LLC.; 
Nashville Area Chamber of Commerce

Table 7.20

Industrial Park Acreage by County
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this method revealed that Saturn’s 
employment was not included within Maury 
Co (MRC), but was included in Ellington 
(LUG). Conservatively, airport-related 
employment at this facility equates to 8,400, 
so the absence or inclusion of this figure can 
influence considerably an airport’s group 
ranking for this measure. With the 
recognition that Maury County is used to 
some extent by Saturn and that its facilities 
just miss (geographically) being included in 
its market, the decision was made to include 
the 8,400 employed within Maury County’s 
airport-related employment figure.   

Group 1 is represented by Cornelia Fort 
(M88) and benefits from its central location 
within Nashville. Group 2, represented by 
John C. Tune (JWN) and Smyrna (MQY), 
are airports within Nashville and adjacent to 
Nashville, respectively.   Group 3 and 4 
airports are either within the Nashville MSA 
(M33,M54 and MBT) or adjacent to the 
MSA (LUG and MRC).   Group 5 and 6 
airports represent those regions offering 
moderate employment densities and growth 
potential. Generally, Group 7 airport regions 
are characterized as rural and agriculturally-
oriented, and exhibit the least potential. 
Table 7.21 summarizes the scores assigned 
as a consequence of the graphical analysis. 

7.7.3 Middle Tennessee Highway 
Access Measure 

Scores from 1 through 4 were assigned to 
each airport using the same criteria 
developed in the East and West regions. An 
evaluation of the Middle Tennessee airport 
system and the scores allocated according to 
the priority measure criteria are displayed in 
Table 7.22.   

7.7.4 Middle Tennessee Educational 
Infrastructure Measure 

The Middle Tennessee public, post-
secondary educational inventory is presented 
in Table 7.23. Again, the urban center 
airports score well on this measure. The 
Nashville MSA area airports, John C. Tune 
(JWN), Cornelia Fort (M88), Lebanon Muni 
(M54), Murfreesboro Muni (MBT), Smyrna 
(MQY) and Sumner Co. (M33) all benefit 
from dense educational infrastructure in 
their market areas. A handful of airports 
distant from large urban centers are expected 
to profit from their uncharacteristically 
abundant numbers of educational facilities 
within their markets. They are; Bomar Field-
Shelbyville (SYI), Crossville Memorial 
(CSV), Livingston Muni (8A3), Puckett 
(50M), Tullahoma Regional (THA) and 
Upper Cumberland Regional (SRB). 

7.7.5 Middle Tennessee Airport 
Redundancy Measure 

Consistent with the procedure of excluding 
Nashville International from the population, 
industrial park and employment measures, it 
was also considered as a non-competitor 
within the redundancy measure. Also note 
that the diagonal line partitioning method 
introduced in earlier sections was necessary 
in creating groups for the airport redundancy 
measure. The distinct clusters that emerge 
are seen in Figure 7-19. 

Group 5 airports exhibit the greatest degree 
of competitive overlap. This cluster is 
represented by both airports within the 
Nashville Metropolitan area (M88 and 
MQY), those on the near fringe (M33), and 
the far fringe of the Nashville MSA (1M5). 
Group 4, possessing the largest number of 
airports, contains airports with three to six  
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Total Total
Airport ID Jobs Avail Acres Score (1-7)
Abernathy Field GZS 2,050 589 6
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal SYI 5,725 195 5
Centerville Municipal GHM 500 298 7
Cornelia Fort Airpark M88 105,225 1,579 1
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld CSV 1,500 585 6
Dickson Municipal M02 3,575 431 6
Ellington LUG 11,475 905 4
Fayetteville Municipal FYM 575 295 7
Franklin County UOS 2,825 130 6
Hassell Field M29 425 115 7
Houston County M93 250 450 7
Humphreys County 0M5 2,600 375 6
Jackson County 1A7 1,225 59 7
Jamestown Municipal 2A1 650 318 7
John A. Baker Field 0M3 750 275 7
John C. Tune JWN 56,925 1,514 2
Lafayette Municipal 3M7 1,775 48 7
Lawrenceburg-Lawrence Co 2M2 4,325 439 6
Lebanon Municipal M54 11,450 304 4
Livingston Municipal 8A3 5,675 390 5
Maury County MRC 11,100 1,480 3
Murfreesboro Municipal MBT 15,250 923 3
Outlaw Field CKV 2,900 150 6
Perry County M15 750 275 7
Portland Municipal 1M5 7,475 770 5
Puckett Gliderport 50M 7,225 195 5
Smithville Municipal 0A3 2,650 153 6
Smyrna MQY 49,600 1,329 2
Springfield-Robertson Co M91 5,475 353 5
Sumner Co Regional M33 13,025 1,139 3
Tullahoma Regional THA 2,600 550 6
Upper Cumberland Regional SRB 7,075 140 5
Warren Co Memorial RNC 2,925 338 6
Winchester Municipal BGF 3,250 130 6
Note: Does not exclude industrial park acreage and employment within 25-minute
           drive time of Nashville International.
A score of "1" is favorable.

    Industrial Park Acreage and Airport Related Employment Measure
Middle Tennessee Region

Table 7.21

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Source: WSA analysis
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Airport ID Highway Accessability Score (1-4)
Abernathy Field GZS 3 miles SW of Pulaski, on State 11, 12 miles to I-65 by US 64 2
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal SYI 5 miles N of Shelbyville, off US 231, 15 miles to I-24 by US 231 2
Centerville Municipal GHM 3 miles N of Centerville, off State 48, 12 miles to I-40 by State 48 2
Cornelia Fort Airpark M88 In Nashville, off 4 lane 155, 2 mile access to I-40 and 3 miles to I-24 1
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld CSV 3 miles W of Crossville, on US 70, 5 miles from I-40 2
Dickson Municipal M02 4 miles NW of Dickson, State 235, State 46 and US 70 access to I-40 (10 miles) 2
Ellington LUG 4 miles N of Lewisburg, on US 431, 5 miles to I-65 by State 50 2
Fayetteville Municipal FYM 6 miles S of Fayetteville, on US 431/231, 25 miles by US 64 to I-65 3
Franklin County UOS 1 mile NE Sewanee, on US 41A, 5 miles by US 41A to I-24 2
Hassell Field M29 1 mile E of Clifton, on State 128, 37 miles by State 128/13 to I-40 3
Houston County M93 in town, on State 147, 43 miles to I-40 by State routes 4
Humphreys County 0M5 4 miles NE Waverly, rural access off US 70, 18 miles to I-40 by State 13 3
Jackson County 1A7 Off intersection SR 58/85/53, very rural access, 3 miles NE Gainesboro, 18 miles to I-40 by SR 55 3
Jamestown Municipal 2A1 On US 127, 5 miles S of Jamestown, 25 miles from I-40 by US 127 3
John A. Baker Field 0M3 on US 412, 2 miles W of Hohenwald, 37 miles to I-65 by US 412 4
John C. Tune JWN In Nashville, off Interbelt 1
Lafayette Municipal 3M7 2 miles SW of Lafayette, 2 miles off State 52, 33 miles to I-40 by State routes 4
Lawernceburg-Lawrence Co 2M2 4 miles E of Lawrenceburg, on US 64, 25 miles to I-65 by US 64 3
Lebanon Municipal M54 in town, off US 231, 1 mile to I-40 1
Livingston Municipal 8A3 Off SR 111, 2 miles N of Livingston, 22 miles from 1-40 by State 111, rural elevated access to A/P 3
Maury County MRC 2 miles NE of Mt Pleasant, 8 miles SW of Columbia, on State 243, 17 miles to I-65 by State routes 2
Murfreesboro Municipal MBT in town, off State 96 in dense residential area, 5 miles from I-24 2
Outlaw Field CKV 6 miles NW of Clarksville, off State 236, 5 miles to I-24 2
Perry County M15 3 miles SW of Linden, on State 13, 22 miles to I-40 by State 13 3
Portland Municipal 1M5 3 miles NE Portland, residentail road access off State 52, 7 miles by State 52 to I-65 2
Puckett Gliderport 50M 4 miles S of Eagleville, on US 41A, 22 miles to I-24 by State 99 3
Smithville Municipal 0A3 3 miles NE of Smithville, off State 56, 10 miles to I-40 by State 56 2
Smyrna MQY 2 miles N of Smyrna, off State 266, 5 miles to I-24 and 20 miles to I-40 2
Springfield-Robertson County M91 3 miles NW of Springfield, off US 41, 11 miles to I-65 by State 49 2
Sumner Co Regional M33 in town, 1 mile off State 25, 20 miles to I-65 by State 174 or 31E/386 to Nashville (20 miles) 2
Tullahoma Regional THA in Tullahoma, on US 41A, 15 miles State 55 to I-24 2
Upper Cumberland Regional SRB 9 miles NW of Sparta and 5 miles S of Cookeville, access off State 111 (4 lane), 5 miles to I-40 2
Warren Co Memorial RNC 4 miles NW of McMinnville, on US 70S, 25 miles by State 55 to I-24 3
Winchester Municipal BGF 2 miles E of Winchester, on intersection US 64/41A, 15 miles from I-24 by US 41A 2

Table 7.22

Highway Access Priority Measure
Middle Tennessee Region

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

A score of "1" is favorable.
Source: WSA analysis
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Airport ID Institutions Score
Abernathy Field GZS TN Tech Center 2
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal SYI MTSU, Motlow State Community College, TN Tech Center (2) 1
Centerville Municipal GHM No post-secondary institutions 3
Cornelia Fort Airpark M88 TN State University, Nashville State Tech Institute, TN Tech Center 1
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld CSV TN Tech Center (2) 1
Dickson Municipal M02 TN Tech Center 2
Ellington LUG Columbia State Community College 2
Fayetteville Municipal FYM Motlow State Community College 2
Franklin County UOS No post-secondary institutions 3
Hassell Field M29 No post-secondary institutions 3
Houston County M93 No post-secondary institutions 3
Humphreys County 0M5 TN Tech Center 2
Jackson County 1A7 No post-secondary institutions 3
Jamestown Municipal 2A1 No post-secondary institutions 3
John A. Baker Field 0M3 TN Tech Center 2
John C. Tune JWN TN State University, Nashville State Tech Institute, TN Tech Center 1
Lafayette Municipal 3M7 Motlow State Community College 2
Lawernceburg-Lawrence Co 2M2 TN Tech Center 2
Lebanon Municipal M54 Volunteer State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Livingston Municipal 8A3 TN Tech University, TN Tech Center 1
Maury County MRC Columbia State Community College 2
Murfreesboro Municipal MBT MTSU, TN Tech Center 1
Outlaw Field CKV Austin Peavy State University 2
Perry County M15 TN Tech Center 2
Portland Municipal 1M5 Volunteer State Community College 2
Puckett Gliderport 50M MTSU, TN Tech Center (2) 1
Smithville Municipal 0A3 TN Tech Center 2
Smyrna MQY MTSU, TN State U, Nashville State Tech Institute, TN Tech Center 1
Springfield-Robertson Co M91 No post-secondary institutions 3
Sumner Co Regional M33 Volunteer State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Tullahoma Regional THA Motlow State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Upper Cumberland Regional SRB TN Tech University, TN Tech Center 1
Warren Co Memorial RNC TN Tech Center 2
Winchester Municipal BGF Motlow State Community College 2
A score of "1" is favorable.
Sources: TN Board of Regents and WSA analysis.

Educational Infrastructure Priority Measure
Middle Tennessee Region

Table 7.23
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competitors (50M being the exception with 
seven competitors) with 60 to 80 percent of 
their market shared. Airports serving 
moderately sized municipalities, with the 
exception of John C. Tune (JWN), represent 
this group. Group 3 airports are 
characterized by moderate competitive 
environments, but geographically range 
from large metro airports (Outlaw Field - 
CKV) to rural airports (Livingston 
Municipal – 8A3). Group 2 airports have 
modest levels of competition (20 – 40 
percent shared) with two to three 
competitors; Springfield (M91) being the 
exception with six competitors sharing 30 
percent of its market. Finally, only Houston 
County (M93) represents Group 1, with only 
one competitor airport sharing 5 percent of 
its market. The scoring outcome for the 
redundancy measures is summarized in 
Table 7.24.    

7.7.6 Middle Tennessee Filter Process 
and Results 

The application of the filter process to the 
Middle Tennessee airports produces the 
results shown in Table 7.25. Not 
unexpectedly, given its urban-centered 
location, associated population and 
employment densities, Cornelia Fort (M88) 
emerges as the most economically important 
to the region. Also noteworthy  within 
Group 6, Livingston Municipal (8A3) 
emerges on top with an overall index of 17.  
Compared to the other mostly rural airports 
in the region, Livingston benefits from its 
market, embracing Cookeville with its 
robust population, employment and 
educational characteristics. On two 
occasions, the five filters were unable to 
differentiate between pairs of airports due to 
identical scores on all measures. When this 
occurred, each airport within the tied group 

was assigned the same ranking. For 
example, Smithville (0A3) and Abernathy 
(GZS) received index scores of 20. 
Similarly, Jackson County (1A7) and 
Jamestown Municipal (2A1) receive index 
scores of  31.  

As before, rankings for each airport were 
mapped as seen in Figures 7-20a and 7-20b, 
by county and then set against year 2000 
population block group densities. By 
examining the distribution of rankings 
within the region, certain patterns emerge. 
For example, as distances increase away 
from Nashville’s geographic center, airport 
rankings tend to diminish. Also, due to the 
propensity for populations to develop along 
highway corridors and because of the 
influence of the highway access measure, 
certain airports scored well regardless of 
distances from large urban centers. For 
example, Upper Cumberland (SRB) and 
Portland Municipal (1M5), scored 12 and 
10, respectively, mostly because of their 
location and exceptional access to regional 
interstates.     

7.7.7 Middle Tennessee Airport 
Ranking Summary 

The following brief discussions of each 
Middle Tennessee airport are sequenced by 
their potential economic market index. 

1. Cornelia Fort Airport (M88) Constrained 
by residential development and other 
physical factors, demand for this city-
centered airport will, however, remain 
strong. Access to Nashville’s interbelt 
(155) and the extensive interstate system 
will continue to make the airport an 
attractive location. 

2. John C. Tune (JWN)

 

Demand for this 
airport’s services is expected to remain  
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Number of Percent Market
Airport ID Airports Shared Score (1-5)
Abernathy Field GZS 3 70% 4
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal SYI 6 100% 5
Centerville Municipal GHM 3 30% 2
Cornelia Fort Airpark M88 5 100% 5
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld CSV 3 55% 3
Dickson Municipal M02 3 60% 3
Ellington LUG 5 65% 4
Fayetteville Municipal FYM 5 60% 4
Franklin County UOS 3 80% 3
Hassell Field M29 3 55% 3
Houston County M93 1 5% 1
Humphreys County 0M5 3 55% 3
Jackson County 1A7 2 40% 2
Jamestown Municipal 2A1 2 30% 2
John A. Baker Field 0M3 5 70% 4
John C. Tune JWN 6 70% 4
Lafayette Municipal 3M7 3 30% 2
Lawernceburg-Lawrence Co 2M2 2 50% 3
Lebanon Municipal M54 6 75% 4
Livingston Municipal 8A3 3 50% 3
Maury County MRC 4 50% 3
Murfreesboro Municipal MBT 6 80% 4
Outlaw Field CKV 2 65% 3
Perry County M15 4 75% 4
Portland Municipal 1M5 5 95% 5
Puckett Gliderport 50M 6 80% 4
Smithville Municipal 0A3 3 75% 4
Smyrna MQY 5 100% 5
Springfield-Robertson Co M91 6 30% 2
Sumner Co Regional M33 5 100% 5
Tullahoma Regional THA 4 85% 4
Upper Cumberland Regional SRB 4 75% 4
Warren Co Memorial RNC 2 30% 2
Winchester Municipal BGF 3 20% 2
Note: Excludes Nashville International and M52 and 0M1 in West Region as competitors

             

within analysis.
A score of "1" is favorable.

Airport Redundancy Priority Measure
Middle Tennessee Region

Table 7.24

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Source: WSA analysis
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Filter 1 Filter 2 Filter 3 Filter 4 Filter 5
I-Park Acres Highway Educational Airport

Population & Emp Access  Infrastructure Redundancy
Airport ID Score Score Score Score Score (a) Index

Cornelia Fort Airpark M88 1 1 1 1 5 1
John C. Tune JWN 1 2 1 1 4 2
Smyrna MQY 1 2 2 1 5 3
Murfreesboro Municipal MBT 2 3 2 1 4 4
Sumner Co Regional M33 2 3 2 1 5 5
Lebanon Municipal M54 2 4 1 1 4 6
Puckett Gliderport 50M 2 5 3 1 4 7
Outlaw Field CKV 2 6 2 2 3 8
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal SYI 3 5 2 1 5 9
Portland Municipal 1M5 3 5 2 2 5 10
Springfield-Robertson Co M91 3 5 2 3 2 11
Upper Cumberland Regional SRB 4 5 2 1 4 12
Tullahoma Regional THA 4 6 2 1 4 13
Maury County MRC 5 3 2 2 3 14
Ellington LUG 5 4 2 2 4 15
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld CSV 5 6 2 1 3 16
Dickson Municipal M02 5 6 2 2 3 17
Livingston Municipal 8A3 6 5 3 1 3 18
Winchester Municipal BGF 6 6 2 2 2 19
Smithville Municipal 0A3 6 6 2 2 4 20
Abernathy Field GZS 6 6 2 2 4 20
Franklin County UOS 6 6 2 3 3 21
Warren Co Memorial RNC 6 6 3 2 2 22
Lawernceburg-Lawrence Co 2M2 6 6 3 2 3 23
Fayetteville Municipal FYM 6 7 3 2 4 24
Humphreys County 0M5 7 6 3 2 3 25
Centerville Municipal GHM 7 7 2 3 2 26
Perry County M15 7 7 3 2 4 27
Lafayette Municipal 3M7 7 7 4 2 2 28
John A. Baker Field 0M3 7 7 4 2 4 29
Houston County M93 7 7 4 3 1 30
Jackson County 1A7 8 7 3 3 2 31
Jamestown Municipal 2A1 8 7 3 3 2 31
Hassell Field M29 8 7 3 3 3 32
Notes: Does not exclude populations, employment and acres of Nashville International, but does exclude population
             overlaps of Huntsville International (HSV).

Source: WSA analysis

Filter Analysis Airport Ranking
Middle Tennessee Region

Table 7.25

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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strong. It benefits from its location 
within the city of Nashville and on the 
interbelt, and the dense commercial 
development, population and educational 
infrastructure within its service area, 

3. Smyrna (MQY) As a premier business 
airport, Smyrna will continue to play a 
major role in the commercial growth of 
its market. Ease of access to I-24/I-40 
and State 840, plus dense industrial 
development, (including new facilities as 
the HP/Celestica production and 
logistics centers in LaVergne), present a 
positive environment for growth of 
aviation service requirements. 

4. Murfreesboro Municipal (MBT)

 

The 
airport benefits from its location in 
Murfreesboro, but is constrained by its 
residential access and surroundings. 
However, the proximity to Nashville and 
I-24 are positive factors that are 
expected to provide continued pressures 
on the airport's services. 

5. Sumner County Regional (M33) The 
airport is well positioned adjacent to 
Gallatin with good access to the 
interstate system of Middle Tennessee. 
Within the Nashville MSA, growth in its 
service area will remain robust and 
service demand will remain strong. 

6. Lebanon Municipal (M54)

 

Access to the 
airport is via residential neighborhoods, 
but it is immediately adjacent to I-40. Its 
proximity to the interstate and to 
Nashville, as well as its location within 
Lebanon provides a setting where 
increased demand for its services is a 
certainty. At the same time the Lebanon 
airport's market service area overlaps 
with both Smyrna and Nashville 
International creating a high level of 

redundancy with respect to airport 
facilities within this general market area. 

7. Puckett Gliderport (50M)

 
The 

advantages of this airport are its location 
on US 41A and proximity to educational 
facilities.  However, distances from area 
municipalities and interstates restrain its 
ability to serve its market area. 

8. Outlaw Field (CKV)

 

Outlaw Field’s 
location in Clarksville and good access 
to I-24 bodes well for its potential. The 
robust employment and population 
growth of Montgomery County and the 
Clarksville-Hopkinsville MSA suggests 
demand for air services will remain 
strong. 

9. Bomar Field -Shelbyville Municipal 
(SYI)

 

The airport will continue to 
benefit from its location on US 231, 
access to I-24 and proximity to 
Shelbyville. As a leading business 
airport with strong educational 
infrastructure, it should continue to 
foster the development within its service 
area. 

10. Portland Municipal (1M5)

 

The airport’s 
location near its associated city, 
moderate population and industrial 
infrastructure and quick access to I-65 
suggests good potential for the airport to 
help its growing community. 

11. Springfield-Robertson County (M91) In 
proportion to the county’s employment 
and population trends, aviation demand 
at the airport will remain robust.  Its 
location adjacent to Springfield, (the 
largest municipality in the county), and 
its ease of access to I-24, will enhance 
its potential as a growth facilitator. 
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12. Upper-Cumberland Regional (SRB)

 
The 

airport is accessible by a four-lane 
segment of  US 111 from  I-40. 
Cookeville, which has benefited from its 
central location along the rapidly 
expanding corridor between Knoxville 
and Nashville, bodes well for continued 
positive growth for the airport. 

13. Tullahoma Regional (THA)

 

The airport 
is central to the city is and surrounded by 
dense commercial/industrial activity. 
Ease of access to I-24 and proximity to 
the Arnold Engineering Development 
Center provides an environment in 
which aviation demand is expected to 
remain brisk. 

14. Maury County (MRC) Located on US 43 
and south of Columbia, the airport will 
benefit from continued commercial 
development due to Saturn’s 
manufacturing complex at Spring Hill 
and allied facilities in the service region. 

15. Ellington (LUG)

 

With a relative low 
degree of physical constraints, its 
location on US 431 and access to I-65, 
demand for the airport’s services are 
expected to remain strong as the 
Lewisburg region experiences greater 
than average growth. 

16. Crossville Memorial-Whitson Field 
(CSV)

 

Off US 70, the airport offers easy 
access to I-40. Adjacent to Crossville, 
the main municipality and centrally 
located within Cumberland County, and 
benefits from dense educational 
infrastructure, the airport should expect 
demand for its services to grow at a rate 
comparable to that of its service region. 

17. Dickson Municipal (M02)

 

Although 
access is mostly rural, proximity to the 

flourishing community of Dickson, good 
access to I-40 and developmental 
benefits from its nearness to Nashville, 
indicate demand for air services will 
remain strong. 

18. Livingston Municipal (8A3)

 
Access to 

the airport is rural. With the airport 
located at a higher than usual elevation it 
cuses it to be constrained. 

19. Winchester Municipal (BGF) The airport 
offers good connectivity to I-24 and the 
Arnold Engineering Development 
Center. Prospects for further growth and 
demand for the airport’s services are 
assured given its location near the 
convergence of US 41A and US 64.  

20. Smithville Municipal (0A3)

 

The 
airport’s best feature is its good access to 
I-40. However, population and 
employment trends suggest demand for 
its services will remain modest. 

21. Abernathy Field (GZS) The airport will 
benefit from its location near Pulaski and 
the intersections of US 31 and US 64, 
which provide adequate north-south and 
east-west connectivity throughout the 
region and access to I-65. 

22. Franklin County (U0S) With rural access 
off US 41A and good accessibility to I-
24, the airport’s proximity to 
Chattanooga may present modest long-
term potential for its service area. 

23. Warren County Memorial (RNC)

 

Located west of McMinnville on US 70, 
its population and industrial 
infrastructure are modest. Also, less than 
efficient access to I-24 will reduce its 
role as a facilitator of growth in its 
market. 
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24. Lawrenceburg-Lawrence (2M2) Outside 
Lawrenceburg, on US 64 and near the 
intersections of US 43 and US 64, this 
airport is well positioned to support the 
development and better than average 
growth of its market area. 

25. Fayetteville Municipal (FYM) The 
airport is expected to benefit from its 
location along US 431/231, a developing 
commercial corridor connecting 
Fayetteville with Huntsville, Alabama. 

26. Humphreys County (0M5)

  

With its 
location near US 70 and Waverly, the 
county’s primary municipality is 
centered within the county.  This airport 
should continue to benefit from the 
developing commercial sector of its 
market area. 

27. Centerville Municipal (GHM)

 

Expansion opportunities exist within the 
rural setting of the airport to further 
growth in Hickman County and 
Centerville. Additionally, low 
redundancy with regional airports and 
optional access to I-40 by either State 48 
or State 230 indicate an ability to 
adequately serve the region’s modest 
aviation needs.  

28. Perry County (M15)

 

The airport’s rural 
isolation, small industrial base and 
distance from interstates will continue to 
dampen potential for air service growth 
within its market. 

29. Lafayette Municipal (3M7) The airport 
is hindered by its rural remoteness and 
distance from interstates, but with the 
completion of the Upper Cumberland 
development corridor, service 
requirements at the airport are expected 
to increase. 

30. John A. Baker Field (0M3)

 
The airport’s 

location on US 412 and proximity to 
Hohenwald provide some opportunities 
for growth, but its remoteness from 
regional interstates will continue to 
dampen development in its service 
region. 

31. Houston County (M93) The airport’s 
setting is quite rural and access to 
regional interstates occurs over a 
complex set of state routes. However, 
situated near the Tennessee River and 
Kentucky Lake region, recreational and 
service sector growth may present 
growth opportunities for both the region 
and the airport. 

32. Jackson County (1A7) The airport is 
relatively isolated, rural and distant from 
interstates. With the completion of the 
Upper Cumberland highway corridor, 
development in the area will be 
enhanced considerably. Until then, 
growth in the area will remain modest. 

33. Jamestown Municipal (2A1)

 

Although 
located on US 127, and near Jamestown, 
it is somewhat distant from I-40, lacks 
educational facilities, and its population 
and employment densities are modest. 
Consequently, growth is expected to 
remain low in its market area. 

34. Hassell Field (M29) The rural access and 
setting of this airport is considerable, 
distances from interstates are large. 
Growth in this drive time market service 
area will remain modest. 
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7.8 FILTER APPLICATION TO 
STATE OF TENNESSEE 

A logical progression from the preceding 
regional analysis suggested the need to 
evaluate the complete Tennessee GA airport 
inventory using the filter methodology.  

All airports are contrasted and indexed using 
the filter process without regard to their 
regional associations. This section presents 
the findings of the filter analysis process 
when applied to all airports.  

An aggregation of the scores previously 
found within each regional study would 
seem an effective and efficient approach. 
However, further reflection and examination 
of existing data revealed shortcomings to 
this apparently straightforward process. For 
example, the range of scores was not 
standard for each measure across the 
regions. The population scores in the East 
region ranged from 1 to 4, but ranged from 1 
to 6 in the West, and 1 to 8 in the Middle 
region. Consolidation of these files would 
introduce an obvious bias favorable to East 
region airports since they do not possess 
scores less than 4. To resolve this dilemma, 
new category scores were needed for those 
measures where the scoring ranges differed 
across the state. Consequently, all GA 
airports were reevaluated and assigned new 
scores within the population, industrial park 
size and employment, and redundancy 
measures. Because the ranges produced in 
the regional analysis relative to the highway 
access and educational measures were 
identical, aggregation was possible for this 
data, avoiding the need for reevaluation.  

7.8.1 Population Measure 

The aggregation of the population measures, 
drawn from the regional analysis, are 
graphically displayed in Figure 7-21a. Four 
distinct clusters or groups emerge from this 
analysis. Group 1 airports are associated 
with the two largest urban centers of 
Tennessee, Memphis (M01 and 2M8) and 
Nashville (JWN and M88). Group 2 airports 
benefit by their association with these same 
two MSAs, but are physically more distant 
from the city centers. Group 3 airports are 
also allied with either Memphis or 
Nashville, with the exception of Outlaw 
Field (CKV), which serves the Clarksville-
Hopkinsville MSA. 

The fourth group, consisting of the 
remaining Tennessee GA airports, required a 
second cluster analysis to identify discreet 
groupings. The results of this additional 
analysis are presented by Figure 7-21b.  
Once again, due to the large number of 
airports and the wide variance in population 
growth rates, diagonal lines were needed to 
segment groups, replacing the usual 
convention of encircling clusters.  

Most of the seven clusters that emerged 
exhibited wide variability in population 
growth rates, but less variability in absolute 
populations. For example, Group 6 members 
have growth rates as high as 50 percent 
(Dickson Muni - M02) and as low as 8 
percent (Johnson City - 0A4). Absolute 
populations within Group 6 range from a 
low of 64,000 (Crossville Memorial - CSV) 
to a high of 81,000 (Maury Co - MRC). 
Group 8 includes the greatest number of 
airports (19) and the widest variability in 
both population variables. Smallest of the 
groups, Group 10 is represented by both an 
urban center airport (Dallas Bay -1A0) and a 
remote and rural airport (Reelfoot Lake - 



TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN                                     

   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                         7-59 

0M2). A summary of scores assigned to 
each Tennessee airport is provided by Table 
7.26.   



Figure 7-21a
Airport Market Area 2010 Population and Growth Rate (Net)

State of Tennessee
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Figure 7-21b
Airport Market Area 2010 Population and Growth Rate

State of Tennessee

Population in 2010
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7.8.2  

Population Percent Change
Airport Region ID 2010 1990-2010 Score (1-10)

Abernathy Field M GZS 53,003 26.2% 7
Arnold Field W M31 61,775 12.9% 7
Beech River W XYZ 29,275 23.8% 8
Benton County W 0M4 40,362 17.7% 8
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal M SYI 134,219 54.6% 4
Campbell County E JAU 90,295 16.1% 5
Carroll County W HZD 61,832 11.1% 7
Centerville Municipal M GHM 38,458 50.0% 8
Charles W. Baker W 2M8 779,806 14.7% 1
Chilhowee Gliderport E 92A 114,849 21.4% 5
Collegedale Municipal E 3M3 35,301 23.1% 8
Cornelia Fort Airpark M M88 807,145 24.3% 1
Covington Municipal W M04 61,315 30.6% 7
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld M CSV 63,508 39.6% 6
Dallas Bay Sky Park E 1A0 7,621 7.3% 10
Dickson Municipal M M02 67,990 50.3% 6
Dyersburg Municipal W DYR 73,052 10.4% 6
Elizabethton Municipal E 0A9 56,061 6.4% 7
Ellington M LUG 71,498 45.2% 6
Everett-Stewart W UCY 61,553 6.0% 7
Fayette County W FYE 41,910 20.0% 8
Fayetteville Municipal M FYM 41,531 15.5% 8
Franklin County M UOS 68,401 19.6% 6
Franklin-Wilkins W M52 42,922 23.6% 8
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge E GKT 116,355 46.4% 4
General Dewitt  Spain W M01 1,028,665 17.6% 1
Gibson County W TGC 50,669 6.8% 8
Greeneville Municipal E GCY 77,070 14.1% 6
Hardwick Field E HDI 96,325 20.2% 5
Hassell Field M M29 10,180 18.5% 9
Hawkins County E RVN 42,325 22.9% 8
Henry County W PHT 42,121 12.7% 8
Houston County M M93 10,376 39.0% 9
Humbolt Municipal W M53 41,765 6.3% 8
Humphreys County M 0M5 39,934 29.4% 8
Jackson County M 1A7 24,392 15.8% 9
Jamestown Municipal M 2A1 20,259 16.6% 9
John A. Baker Field M 0M3 23,496 46.1% 8
John C. Tune M JWN 740,499 22.1% 1
Johnson City E 0A4 71,267 7.9% 6
Johnson County E 6A4 52,373 30.1% 7
Knoxville Downtown E DKX 110,578 24.4% 5
Lafayette Municipal M 3M7 36,066 29.6% 8
Lawernceburg-Lawrence Co M 2M2 60,386 25.3% 7
Lebanon Municipal M M54 249,097 43.3% 3
Livingston Municipal M 8A3 59,484 23.2% 7
Marion County E APT 50,784 19.1% 7
Mark Anton E 2A0 44,829 24.6% 8
Martin Campbell Field E 1A3 30,297 19.0% 8
Maury County M MRC 80,637 39.2% 6
McMinn County E MMI 79,574 17.9% 6
Meadowlake E 30A 86,863 22.8% 5
Millington Municipal W NQA 484,958 15.1% 2
Monroe County E MNV 75,483 21.2% 6
Moore-Murrell E MOR 127,663 25.5% 4
Murfreesboro Municipal M MBT 308,711 59.2% 3
New Tazewell Municipal E 3A2 41,192 23.0% 8
Outlaw Field M CKV 214,291 42.3% 3
Perry County M M15 18,763 32.5% 9
Portland Municipal M 1M5 136,995 44.2% 4
Powell E 9A2 152,457 17.6% 4
Puckett Gliderport M 50M 198,555 69.0% 3
Reelfoot Lake W 0M2 6,515 3.4% 10
Robert Sibley W SZY 55,476 14.0% 7
Rockwood Municipal E RKW 78,141 23.5% 6

Table 7.26

State of Tennessee
Population Priority Measure

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Savannah-Hardin County W SNH 27,357 19.6% 8
Scott Field W 0M1 37,933 21.3% 8
Scott Municipal E SCX 16,523 12.7% 9
Smithville Municipal M 0A3 50,875 25.3% 7
Smyrna M MQY 538,753 33.9% 2
Springfield-Robertson Co M M91 115,745 43.4% 4
Sumner Co Regional M M33 292,332 43.8% 3
Tullahoma Regional M THA 99,185 25.2% 5
Upper Cumberland Regional M SRB 108,764 26.6% 5
Warren Co Memorial M RNC 56,467 21.4% 7
William L. Whitehurst W M08 31,623 11.6% 8
Winchester Muni M BGF 71,135 20.1% 6
Wolf River W 54M 218,459 16.3% 3
Lovell Field E CHA 432,096 13.6% N/A
McGhee Tyson E TYS 465,344 24.0% N/A
McKellars-Sipes W MKL 110,489 18.4% N/A
Memphis International W MEM 1,033,530 19.9% N/A
Nashville International M BNA 809,747 25.2% N/A
Tri Cities Regional E TRI 285,257 14.0% N/A

W=Wes
A score of "1" is favorable.

t Excludes population within 25-minute drive time of McKellar-Sipes, but not Memphis International.

M=Middle

 

Does not exclude population within 25-minute drive time of Nashville International.
E=East

 

Excludes population within 25-minute drive times of the three commercial service airports.

 

Sources: Bureau of Census, UT-Knoxville (CBER), and WSA analysis.
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Industrial Park Acres and 
Airport Related Employment 
Measure 

Plotting all Tennessee GA aviation airports 
by this measure produces the graph depicted 
by Figure 7-22a. Five clusters emerge from 
this analysis. Groups 1 to 4 represent six 
airports within either the Nashville MSA 
(M88, JWN and MQY) or the Memphis 
MSA (M01, 2M8 and NQA). The remaining 
airports required a second, third and fourth 
magnification, as represented by Figures 7-
22b through 7-22d.  

Similar to the Group 1 to 4 airports, Group 5 
airports (Figure 7-22b) were associated 
with either the Nashville MSA (M33 and 
MBT) or the Memphis MSA (54M). 
However, most Group 6 airports, with the 
exception of Lebanon Muni (M54), are 
remote from these two urban centers but 
have exceptional employment densities. The 
remaining ungrouped airports, depicted by 
Figures 7-22c and 7-22d, complete the 
statewide group assignments within this 
measure. This analysis resulted in the 
identification of a total of 11 groups. Scores 
assigned for this measure are shown in 
Table 7-27. 

7.8.3 Highway Access Measure 

As explained, this measure did not require 
reevaluation since the scores produced 
within each regional analysis produced 
identical ranges. Consequently, Table 7.28 
represents the regional analysis highway 
access scores consolidated within one 
source.  

7.8.4 Educational Infrastructure 
Measure  

This measure also did not require 
reevaluation within a statewide context 
because score ranges were identical across 
regions. The scores brought forward from 
the regional studies are consolidated and 
presented within Table 7.29.  

7.8.5 Airport Redundancy Measure 

The distinct groups that emerge from the 
statewide analysis of the competitive 
situation of GA airports are provided by 
Figure 7-23. Note that the convention of 
using diagonal lines to partition airports into 
unique clusters was again used. Four groups 
emerge from this analysis. Group 4 
represents those airports that operate within 
the greatest competitive environments. 
Within this group, the range of competing 
airports is quite large, from two to six 
airports, while the percent market shared 
varies from a low of 60 to a high of 100. 
Group 3 shows equivalent variability for 
each redundancy variable, two to six airports 
and 30 to 65 percent shared market, but 
fewer airports in total. Group 1 and 2 
airports represent service regions with little 
to modest competitive overlaps with 
regional GA airports, respectively. A 
summary of the statewide scoring outcomes 
for the redundancy measure is provided by 
Table 7.30. 

7.8.6 Filter Analysis Results 

The application of the filter process to the 
system of Tennessee GA airports produced 
the outcome presented in Table 7.31. On six 
occasions, the five filters were unable to 
differentiate between airport pairs due to  
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Figure 7-22d
Airport Related Employment and Industrial Park Acreage

State of Tennessee 
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Total Total
Airport Region ID Jobs Avail Acres Score (1-11)

Abernathy Field M GZS 2,050 589 10
Arnold Field W M31 4,925 956 8
Beech River W XYZ 2,325 365 10
Benton County W 0M4 1,050 300 11
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal M SYI 5,725 195 8
Campbell County E JAU 3,375 391 9
Carroll County W HZD 5,125 459 8
Centerville Municipal M GHM 500 298 11
Charles W. Baker W 2M8 58,025 6,220 2
Chilhowee Gliderport E 92A 6,525 340 7
Collegedale Municipal E 3M3 4,950 0 8
Cornelia Fort Airpark M M88 105,225 1,579 1
Covington Municipal W M04 3,100 439 9
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld M CSV 1,500 585 10
Dallas Bay Sky Park E 1A0 675 113 11
Dickson Municipal M M02 3,575 431 9
Dyersburg Municipal W DYR 5,350 956 8
Elizabethton Municipal E 0A9 1,025 34 11
Ellington M LUG 11,475 905 6
Everett-Stewart W UCY 3,425 696 9
Fayette County W FYE 1,500 1,600 10
Fayetteville Municipal M FYM 575 295 11
Franklin County M UOS 2,825 130 9
Franklin-Wilkins W M52 2,475 354 9
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge E GKT 1,500 313 10
General Dewitt Spain W M01 71,675 7,633 2
Gibson County W TGC 3,200 220 9
Greeneville Municipal E GCY 4,700 200 8
Hardwick Field E HDI 6,725 339 7
Hassell Field M M29 425 115 11
Hawkins County E RVN 1,575 300 10
Henry County W PHT 3,550 672 9
Houston County M M93 250 450 11
Humbolt Municipal W M53 3,475 200 9
Humphreys County M 0M5 2,600 375 9
Jackson County M 1A7 1,225 59 11
Jamestown Municipal M 2A1 650 318 11
John A. Baker Field M 0M3 750 275 11
John C. Tune M JWN 56,925 1,514 3
Johnson City E 0A4 2,375 34 10
Johnson County E 6A4 900 40 11
Knoxville Downtown E DKX 3,475 270 9
Lafayette Municipal M 3M7 1,775 48 10
Lawrenceburg-Lawrence Co M 2M2 4,325 439 8
Lebanon Municipal M M54 11,450 304 6
Livingston Municipal M 8A3 5,675 390 8

Table 7.27

State of Tennessee
Industrial Park Acres and Airport Related Employment Measure

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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W = West Region : Excludes acreage and employment within 25-minute drive times of McKellar-Sipes, but not

Marion County E APT 900 1,293 10
Mark Anton E 2A0 1,550 374 10
Martin Campbell Field E 1A3 250 60 11
Maury County M MRC 11,100 1,480 6
McMinn County E MMI 4,750 480 8
Meadowlake E 30A 2,375 1,215 9
Millington Municipal W NQA 23,300 3,065 4
Monroe County E MNV 5,250 2,220 7
Moore-Murrell E MOR 9,625 1,355 6
Murfreesboro Municipal M MBT 15,250 923 5
New Tazewell Municipal E 3A2 875 294 11
Outlaw Field M CKV 2,900 150 9
Perry County M M15 750 275 11
Portland Municipal M 1M5 7,475 770 7
Powell E 9A2 5,625 2,549 7
Puckett Gliderport M 50M 7,225 195 7
Reelfoot Lake W 0M2 0 1,000 11
Robert Sibley W SZY 3,075 394 9
Rockwood Municipal E RKW 975 1,741 10
Savannah-Hardin County W SNH 1,575 214 10
Scott Field W 0M1 1,875 354 10
Scott Municipal E SCX 250 117 11
Smithville Municipal M 0A3 2,650 153 9
Smyrna M MQY 49,600 1,329 3
Springfield-Robertson Co M M91 5,475 353 8
Sumner Co Regional M M33 13,025 1,139 5
Tullahoma Regional M THA 2,600 550 9
Upper Cumberland Regional M SRB 7,075 140 7
Warren Co Memorial M RNC 2,925 338 9
William L. Whitehurst W M08 675 365 11
Winchester Municipal M BGF 3,250 130 9
Wolf River W 54M 14,700 1,850 5

       Memphis International.
A score of "1" is favorable.

       of Nashville Interntional.

E = East Region : Excludes industrial park acreage and airport related employment within 25-minute drive-times
      of three commercial service airports.
M = Middle Region : Does not exclude industrial park acreage and employment within 25-minute drive-time

Source: WSA analysis
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Airport Region ID Highway Accessability Score (1-4)
Abernathy Field M GZS 3 miles SW of Pulaski, on State 11, 12 miles to I-65 by US 64 2
Arnold Field W M31 Adjacent to city of Halls, I mile to US 51, 15 miles from I-155, rural access 3
Beech River W XYZ Less than 10 miles from Lexington, on US 412, 20 miles from I-40 3
Benton County W 0M4 3 miles south of Camden, 1 mile from US 641 or US 70, rural setting, 10 miles from I-40 2
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal M SYI 5 miles N of Shelbyville, off US 231, 15 miles to I-24 by US 231 2
Campbell County E JAU Less than 5 miles to Jacksboro & LaFollette, US 25W to I-75 (5 miles) 2
Carroll County W HZD 4 miles NW of Huntington, 1/2 mile off State 22, 20 miles from I-40 3
Centerville Municipal M GHM 3 miles N of Centerville, off State 48, 12 miles to I-40 by State 48 2
Charles W. Baker W 2M8 5 miles SW of Millington, borders Memphis, off State 22 and US 51, 16 miles from I-40 2
Chilhowee Gliderport E 92A 4 miles to Benton, 20 miles to Cleveland, 16 miles to I-75 by State 163 3
Collegedale Municipal E 3M3 Airport in town, 7 miles from Chattanooga, 7 miles to I-75 by State 317 2
Cornelia Fort Airpark M M88 In Nashville, off 4 lane 155, 2 mile access to I-40 and 3 miles to I-24 1
Covington Municipal W M04 3 miles NE Covington, 3 miles rural/state road access to US 51, 22 miles State roads to I-40 3
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld M CSV 3 miles W of Crossville, on US 70, 5 miles from I-40 2
Dallas Bay Sky Park E 1A0 3 miles to Chattanooga, 10 miles to US 27 (4 lane), distant to interstate 3
Dickson Municipal M M02 4 miles NW of Dickson, State 235, State 46 and US 70 access to I-40 (10 miles) 2
Dyersburg Municipal W DYR 2 miles SW Dyersburg, off US 51, 6 miles from I-155 2
Elizabethton Municipal E 0A9 Airport in town, US H'way route to I-181 (8 miles) 2
Ellington M LUG 4 miles N of Lewisburg, on US 431, 5 miles to I-65 by State 50 2
Everett_Stewart W UCY 5 miles SE Union City, off State 22, 15 miles to I-155 by US 51 3
Fayette County W FYE 2 miles SW Sommerville, rural access road from State 195, 15 miles to I-40 from State 59 3
Fayetteville Municipal M FYM 6 miles S of Fayetteville, on US 431/231, 25 miles by US 64 to I-65 3
Franklin County M UOS 1 mile NE Sewanee, on US 41A, 5 miles by US 41A to I-24 2
Franklin-Wilkins W M52 1 mile NE Lexington, off US 412/State 114, 10 miles from I-40 by State 22 2
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge E GKT Airport in town, on US 411, State 66 to I-40 (8 miles) 2
General Dewitt  Spain W M01 In Memphis, off I-55 1
Gibson County W TGC 4 miles W Milan, off State 77, 22 miles from I-40 3
Greeneville Municipal E GCY Airport in town, US 11E to 1-181 (15 miles) 2
Hardwick Field E HDI 1/2 mile from town, US 11 to I-75 (2.5 miles) 2
Hassell Field M M29 1 mile E of Clifton, on State 128, 37 miles by State 128/13 to I-40 3
Hawkins County E RVN 6 miles NE twon, US 11W to 1-181 (20 miles) 4
Henry County W PHT 3 miles NW of Paris, off State 69, US 641 access to I-40 (37 miles) 4
Houston County M M93 in town, on State 147, 43 miles to I-40 by State routes 4
Humbolt Municipal W M53 3 miles SE Humbolt, off US 45, 12 miles from I-40 and Jackson 2
Humphreys County M 0M5 4 miles NE Waverly, rural access off US 70, 18 miles to I-40 by State 13 3
Jackson County M 1A7 Off intersection SR 58/85/53, very rural access, 3 miles NE Gainesboro, 18 miles to I-40 by SR 55 3
Jamestown Municipal M 2A1 On US 127, 5 miles S of Jamestown, 25 miles from I-40 by US 127 3
John A. Baker Field M 0M3 on US 412, 2 miles W of Hohenwald, 37 miles to I-65 by US 412 4
John C. Tune M JWN In Nashville, off Interbelt 1
Johnson City E 0A4 In town, residential route to I-181 (3 miles) 2
Johnson County E 6A4 4 miles S Mountain City, near US 421, distant from I-81 (30+ miles) 4
Knoxville Downtown E DKX Intown, residential city route to I-40 (3 miles) 2
Lafayette Municipal M 3M7 2 miles SW of Lafayette, 2 miles off State 52, 33 miles to I-40 by State routes 4
Lawernceburg-Lawrence Co M 2M2 4 miles E of Lawrenceburg, on US 64, 25 miles to I-65 by US 64 3
Lebanon Municipal M M54 in town, off US 231, 1 mile to I-40 1
Livingston Municipal M 8A3 Off SR 111, 2 miles N of Livingston, 22 miles from 1-40 by State 111, rural elevated access to A/P 3
Marion County E APT In town, US 41 to I-24 (3 miles) 1
Mark Anton E 2A0 5 miles E Dayton, State 30 to I-75 (18 miles) 3
Martin Campbell Field E 1A3 3 miles NE Copperhill, mountainous US 64 I-75 (35 miles) 4
Maury County M MRC 2 miles NE of Mt Pleasant, 8 miles SW of Columbia, on State 243, 17 miles to I-65 by State routes 2
McMinn County E MMI 3 miles SE Athens, State 30 to I-75 (7 miles) 2
Meadowlake E 30A 4 miles SW Kingston, State 58 to I-40 (5 miles) 2
Millington Municipal W NQA 1 mile NE Millington, within Naval Station, 1 mile off US 51, 17 miles from I-40 2
Monroe County E MNV 2 miles NW Madisonville, State 68 to I-75 (13 miles) 3
Moore-Murrell E MOR 5 miles SW town, State 160/US 25 to I-81(8 miles) 2
Murfreesboro Municipal M MBT in town, off State 96 in dense residential area, 5 miles from I-24 2
New Tazewell Municipal E 3A2 In town, US 25E to I-81 (35 miles) 3
Outlaw Field M CKV 6 miles NW of Clarksville, off State 236, 5 miles to I-24 2
Perry County M M15 3 miles SW of Linden, on State 13, 22 miles to I-40 by State 13 3
Portland Municipal M 1M5 3 miles NE Portland, residentail road access off State 52, 7 miles by State 52 to I-65 2
Powell E 9A2 Near Knoxville, off I-75 2

Highway Access Priority Measure
State of Tennessee

Table 7.28
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Puckett Gliderport M 50M 4 miles S of Eagleville, on US 41A, 22 miles to I-24 by State 99 3

Reelfoot Lake W 0M2 10 miles NE Tiptonville, off State 213, 35 miles from I-155 by State 78 4

Robert Sibley W SZY 5 miles NE Selmer, off US 64, 50 miles from I-40 by US 45 3

Rockwood Municipal E RKW 3 miles N twon, off interstate I-40 1

Savannah-Hardin County W SNH 3 miles SE Savannah, off State 69/226, 53 miles from I-40 by State 69 3

Scott Field W 0M1 1 mile SW Parsons, off State 69, 13 miles to I-40 by State 69 2

Scott Municipal E SCX 4 miles SW Oneida, State 63 to I-75 (20 miles) 4

Smithville Municipal M 0A3 3 miles NE of Smithville, off State 56, 10 miles to I-40 by State 56 2

Smyrna M MQY 2 miles N of Smyrna, off State 266, 5 miles to I-24 and 20 miles to I-40 2

Springfield-Robertson Co M M91 3 miles NW of Springfield, off US 41, 11 miles to I-65 by State 49 2

Sumner Co Regional M M33 in town, 1 mile off State 25, 20 miles to I-65 by State 174 or 31E/386 to Nashville (20 miles) 2

Tullahoma Regional M THA in Tullahoma, on US 41A, 15 miles State 55 to I-24 2

Upper Cumberland Regional M SRB 9 miles NW of Sparta and 5 miles S of Cookeville, access off State 111 (4 lane), 5 miles to I-40 2

Warren Co Memorial M RNC 4 miles NW of McMinnville, on US 70S, 25 miles by State 55 to I-24 3

William L. Whitehurst W M08 4 miles SW of Bolivar, off State 125, access to I-40 (25 miles) by US 64 & State 179 3

Winchester Municipal M BGF 2 miles E of Winchester, on intersection US 64/41A, 15 miles from I-24 by US 41A 2

Wolf River W 54M 2 miles W of Rossville, off State 57, 22 miles from I-40, 18 miles from I-240 3

Lovell Field E CHA In town, on I-75, access to I-24 (5 miles) 1

McGhee Tyson E TYS 10 miles Knoxville, near Alcoa & Maryville, US 129 to I-140 1

McKellars-Sipes W MKL 4 miles W of Jackson, 2 miles off I-40, access to US 70 and State 223 intersections 1

Memphis International W MEM In Memphis, off I-240 1

Tri Cities Regional E TRI 5 miles SE town, off I-81 1

A score of "1" is favorable.
Source: WSA analysis.
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Airport Region ID Institutions Score
Abernathy Field M GZS TN Tech Center 2
Arnold Field W M31 TN Tech Center (2), Dyersburg State Community College 1
Beech River W XYZ TN Tech Center 2
Benton County W 0M4 No post secondary institutions 3
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal M SYI MTSU, Motlow State Community College, TN Tech Center (2) 1
Campbell County E JAU TN Tech Center 2
Carroll County W HZD TN Tech Center (2) 1
Centerville Municipal M GHM No post-secondary institutions 3
Charles W. Baker W 2M8 Univ of Memphis, SW TN Community College, TN Tech Center, UT-Memphis 1
Chilhowee Gliderport E 92A Cleveland State Community College 2
Collegedale Municipal E 3M3 Cleveland State Community College, UT-Chattanooga, Chattanooga State Tech Community College 1
Cornelia Fort Airpark M M88 TN State University, Nashville State Tech Institute, TN Tech Center 1
Covington Municipal W M04 TN Tech Center (2) 1
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld M CSV TN Tech Center (2) 1
Dallas Bay Sky Park E 1A0 Chattanooga State Tech Community College, UT-Chattanooga 1
Dickson Municipal M M02 TN Tech Center 2
Dyersburg Municipal W DYR TN Tech Center (2), Dyersburg State Community College 1
Elizabethton Municipal E 0A9 NE State Tech Community College (Main and Branch), ETSU main,TN Tech Center 1
Ellington M LUG Columbia State Community College 2
Everett-Stewart W UCY UT-Martin 2
Fayette County W FYE TN Tech Center 2
Fayetteville Municipal M FYM Motlow State Community College 2
Franklin County M UOS No post-secondary institutions 3
Franklin-Wilkins W M52 No post secondary institutions 3
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge E GKT Walters State Community College Branch 2
General Dewitt  Spain W M01 Univ of Memphis, SW TN Community College, TN Tech Center, UT-Memphis 1
Gibson County W TGC No post secondary institutions 3
Greeneville Municipal E GCY Walters State Community College Branch 2
Hardwick Field E HDI Cleveland State Community College and Chattanooga State Tech Community College 1
Hassell Field M M29 No post-secondary institutions 3
Hawkins County E RVN No post secondary institutions 3
Henry County W PHT TN Tech Center 2
Houston County M M93 No post-secondary institutions 3
Humbolt Municipal W M53 Jackson State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Humphreys County M 0M5 TN Tech Center 2
Jackson County M 1A7 No post-secondary institutions 3
Jamestown Municipal M 2A1 No post-secondary institutions 3
John A. Baker Field M 0M3 TN Tech Center 2
John C. Tune M JWN TN State University, Nashville State Tech Institute, TN Tech Center 1
Johnson City E 0A4 ETSU main, NE State Tech Community College (Main & Branch), TN Tech Center 1
Johnson County E 6A4 No post secondary institutions 3
Knoxville Downtown E DKX Pellissippi State Tech Community College, UT-Knoxville, TN Tech Center 1
Lafayette Municipal M 3M7 Motlow State Community College 2
Lawernceburg-Lawrence Co M 2M2 TN Tech Center 2
Lebanon Municipal M M54 Volunteer State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Livingston Municipal M 8A3 TN Tech University, TN Tech Center 1
Marion County E APT No post secondary institutions 3
Mark Anton E 2A0 No post secondary institutions 3
Martin Campbell Field E 1A3 No post secondary institutions 3
Maury County M MRC Columbia State Community College 2
McMinn County E MMI TN Tech Center 2
Meadowlake E 30A Roane State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Millington Municipal W NQA Univ of Memphis, SW TN Community College, TN Tech Center (2), UT-Memphis 1
Monroe County E MNV TN Tech Center 2
Moore-Murrell E MOR Walters State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Murfreesboro Municipal M MBT MTSU, TN Tech Center 1
New Tazewell Municipal E 3A2 Walters State Community College Branch 2
Outlaw Field M CKV Austin Peavy State University 2
Perry County M M15 TN Tech Center 2
Portland Municipal M 1M5 Volunteer State Community College 2

Educational Infrastructure Priority Measure

Table 7.29

State of Tennessee
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Powell E 9A2 Pellissippi State Tech Community College and UT-Knoxville 1
Puckett Gliderport M 50M MTSU, TN Tech Center (2) 1
Reelfoot Lake W 0M2 No post secondary institutions 3
Robert Sibley W SZY TN Tech Center 2
Rockwood Municipal E RKW Roane State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Savannah-Hardin County W SNH TN Tech Center 2
Scott Field W 0M1 No post secondary institutions 3
Scott Municipal E SCX TN Tech Center 2
Smithville Municipal M 0A3 TN Tech Center 2
Smyrna M MQY MTSU, TN State U, Nashville State Tech Institute, TN Tech Center 1
Springfield-Robertson Co M M91 No post-secondary institutions 3
Sumner Co Regional M M33 Volunteer State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Tullahoma Regional M THA Motlow State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Upper Cumberland Regional M SRB TN Tech University, TN Tech Center 1
Warren Co Memorial M RNC TN Tech Center 2
William L. Whitehurst W M08 TN Tech Center 2
Winchester Municipal M BGF Motlow State Community College 2
Wolf River W 54M SW TN Community College 2
Lovell Field E CHA Cleveland State Community College, Chattanooga State Community College, UT -Chattanooga 1
McGhee Tyson E TYS Pellissippi State Tech Community College and UT-Knoxville 1
McKellars-Sipes W MKL Jackson State Community College, TN Tech Center 1
Memphis International W MEM Univ of Memphis, SW TN Community College, TN Tech Center, UT-Memphis 1
Tri Cities Regional E TRI ETSU main, NE State Tech Community College Main 1
A score of "1" is favorable.
Sources: TN Board of Regents and WSA analysis.
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% Market
Airport Region ID # Airports Shared Score (1-4)

Abernathy Field M GZS 3 70% 4
Arnold Field W M31 2 95% 4
Beech River W XYZ 3 25% 2
Benton County W 0M4 5 80% 4
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal M SYI 6 100% 4
Campbell County E JAU 2 50% 3
Carroll County W HZD 5 80% 4
Centerville Municipal M GHM 3 30% 2
Charles W. Baker W 2M8 4 100% 4
Chilhowee Gliderport E 92A 5 90% 4
Collegedale Municipal E 3M3 4 100% 4
Cornelia Fort Airpark M M88 5 100% 4
Covington Municipal W M04 4 60% 3
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld M CSV 3 55% 3
Dallas Bay Sky Park E 1A0 5 60% 4
Dickson Municipal M M02 3 60% 3
Dyersburg Municipal W DYR 3 90% 4
Elizabethton Municipal E 0A9 3 100% 4
Ellington M LUG 5 65% 4
Everett-Stewart W UCY 4 80% 4
Fayette County W FYE 3 65% 3
Fayetteville Municipal M FYM 5 60% 4
Franklin County M UOS 3 80% 4
Franklin-Wilkins W M52 6 70% 4
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge E GKT 3 35% 2
General Dewitt  Spain W M01 4 100% 4
Gibson County W TGC 2 75% 4
Greeneville Municipal E GCY 2 20% 1
Hardwick Field E HDI 5 95% 4
Hassell Field M M29 3 55% 3
Hawkins County E RVN 2 10% 1
Henry County W PHT 3 50% 3
Houston County M M93 1 5% 1
Humbolt Municipal W M53 3 60% 3
Humphreys County M 0M5 3 55% 3
Jackson County M 1A7 2 40% 2
Jamestown Municipal M 2A1 2 30% 2
John A. Baker Field M 0M3 5 70% 4
John C. Tune M JWN 6 70% 4
Johnson City E 0A4 3 80% 4
Johnson County E 6A4 2 15% 1
Knoxville Downtown E DKX 4 90% 4

Airport Redundancy Priority Measure

Table 7.30

State of Tennessee
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Lafayette Municipal M 3M7 3 30% 2
Lawrenceburg-Lawrence Co M 2M2 2 50% 3
Lebanon Municipal M M54 6 75% 4
Livingston Municipal M 8A3 3 50% 3
Marion County E APT 4 60% 3
Mark Anton E 2A0 3 25% 2
Martin Campbell Field E 1A3 2 50% 3
Maury County M MRC 4 50% 3
McMinn County E MMI 4 100% 4
Meadowlake E 30A 4 70% 4
Millington Municipal W NQA 4 100% 4
Monroe County E MNV 5 65% 4
Moore-Murrell E MOR 5 35% 3
Murfreesboro Municipal M MBT 6 80% 4
New Tazewell Municipal E 3A2 1 5% 1
Outlaw Field M CKV 2 65% 3
Perry County M M15 4 75% 4
Portland Municipal M 1M5 5 95% 4
Powell E 9A2 3 90% 4
Puckett Gliderport M 50M 6 80% 4
Reelfoot Lake W 0M2 2 30% 2
Robert Sibley W SZY 4 60% 3
Rockwood Municipal E RKW 2 85% 4
Savannah-Hardin County W SNH 2 50% 3
Scott Field W 0M1 4 95% 4
Scott Municipal E SCX 2 50% 3
Smithville Municipal M 0A3 3 75% 4
Smyrna M MQY 5 100% 4
Springfield-Robertson Co M M91 6 30% 3
Sumner Co Regional M M33 5 100% 4
Tullahoma Regional M THA 4 85% 4
Upper Cumberland Regional M SRB 4 75% 4
Warren Co Memorial M RNC 2 30% 2
William L. Whitehurst W M08 2 30% 2
Winchester Municipal M BGF 3 20% 2
Wolf River W 54M 4 85% 4

                and Franklin-Wilkins (M52) as competitors.
A score of "1" is favorable.

                state airports as competitors.
Notes: (1) Excludes all six commercial service airports as competitors, but includes adjacent

           

(2) Includes Beach River (XYZ) as competitor, but XYZ not evaluated with Scott Field (0M1)

Source: WSA analysis
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Population Emply & Avail. Acres Final Index
Region State Region State

Airport Region ID Score Score Score Score Region State

Moore-Murrell E MOR 1 4 1 6 1 12
Powell E 9A2 1 4 2 7 2 13
Chilhowee Gliderport E 92A 1 5 2 7 3 19
Knoxville Downtown E DKX 1 5 3 9 4 20
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge E GKT 1 4 5 10 5 17
Hardwick Field E HDI 2 5 2 7 6 18
Monroe County E MNV 2 6 2 7 7 24
Greeneville Municipal E GCY 2 6 3 8 8 26
Campbell County E JAU 2 5 3 9 9 21
McMinn County E MMI 2 6 3 8 10 27
Rockwood Municipal E RKW 2 6 4 10 11 31
Meadowlake E 30A 2 5 4 9 12 20
Collegedale Municipal E 3M3 3 8 3 8 13 46
Marion County E APT 3 7 4 10 14 42
Johnson City E 0A4 3 6 5 10 15 33
Elizabethton Municipal E 0A9 3 7 5 11 16 45
New Tazewell Municipal E 3A2 3 8 5 11 17 60
Mark Anton E 2A0 3 8 5 10 18 55
Hawkins County E RVN 3 8 5 10 19 57
Johnson County E 6A4 3 7 5 11 19 44
Martin Campbell Field E 1A3 3 8 5 11 20 64
Dallas Bay Sky Park E 1A0 4 10 5 11 21 70
Scott Municipal E SCX 4 9 5 11 22 68
Cornelia Fort Airpark M M88 1 1 1 1 1 1
John C. Tune M JWN 1 1 2 3 2 4
Smyrna M MQY 1 2 2 3 3 5
Murfreesboro Municipal M MBT 2 3 3 5 4 7
Sumner Co Regional M M33 2 3 3 5 5 7
Lebanon Municipal M M54 2 3 4 6 6 9
Puckett Gliderport M 50M 2 3 5 7 7 10
Outlaw Field M CKV 2 3 6 9 8 11
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal M SYI 3 4 5 8 9 15
Portland Municipal M 1M5 3 4 5 7 10 14
Springfield-Robertson County M M91 3 4 5 8 11 16
Upper Cumberland Regional M SRB 4 5 5 7 12 18
Tullahoma Regional M THA 4 5 6 9 13 20
Maury County M MRC 5 6 3 6 14 22
Ellington M LUG 5 6 4 6 15 23
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld M CSV 5 6 6 10 16 32
Dickson Municipal M M02 5 6 6 9 17 29

Table 7.31

Index Comparison Between Region and State
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 A score of  "1" is favorable.

Livingston Municipal M 8A3 6 7 5 8 18 34
Winchester Municipal M BGF 6 6 6 9 19 28
Smithville Municipal M 0A3 6 7 6 9 20 37
Abernathy Field M GZS 6 7 6 10 20 43
Franklin County M UOS 6 6 6 9 21 30
Warren Co Memorial M RNC 6 7 6 9 22 39
Lawrenceburg-Lawrence Co M 2M2 6 7 6 8 23 36
Fayetteville Municipal M FYM 6 8 7 11 24 62
Humphreys County M 0M5 7 8 6 9 25 49
Centerville Municipal M GHM 7 8 7 11 26 58
Perry County M M15 7 9 7 11 27 65
Lafayette Municipal M 3M7 7 8 7 10 28 56
John A. Baker Field M 0M3 7 8 7 11 29 63
Houston County M M93 7 9 7 11 30 69
Jamestown Municipal M 2A1 8 9 7 11 31 66
Jackson County M 1A7 8 9 7 11 31 66
Hassell Field M M29 8 9 7 11 32 67
General Dewitt  Spain W M01 1 1 1 2 1 2
Charles W. Baker W 2M8 1 1 1 2 2 3
Millington Municipal W NQA 1 2 2 4 3 6
Wolf River W 54M 2 3 2 5 4 8
Dyersburg Municipal W DYR 3 6 3 8 5 25
Covington Municipal W M04 3 7 4 9 6 38
Carroll County W HZD 4 7 3 8 7 35
Arnold Field W M31 4 7 3 8 7 35
Robert Sibley W SZY 4 7 4 9 8 40
Everett-Stewart W UCY 4 7 4 9 9 41
Gibson County W TGC 4 8 4 9 10 50
Humbolt Municipal W M53 5 8 4 9 11 47
Henry County W PHT 5 8 4 9 12 51
Franklin-Wilkins W M52 5 8 5 9 13 48
Scott Field W 0M1 5 8 5 10 13 52
Beech River W XYZ 5 8 5 10 14 53
Fayette County W FYE 5 8 5 10 15 54
Benton County W 0M4 5 8 6 11 16 59
William L. Whitehurst W M08 5 8 6 11 17 61
Savannah-Hardin County W SNH 5 8 6 10 18 54
Reelfoot Lake W 0M2 6 10 6 11 19 71
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identical scores assigned on each measure. 
As before, when this occurred tied airports 
were assigned the same ranking. As an 
example, Sumner County (M33) and 
Murfreesboro Municipal (MBT) each 
received a ranking of 7. 

The ten airports receiving the highest index 
(1 to 9) are all associated with either 
Memphis in the West Region or Nashville in 
the Middle Region. Cornelia Fort (M88) 
received the highest index and clearly 
benefited from its location within Nashville. 
Similarly, General Dewitt Spain (M01) 
placed second overall and benefited from its 
location within Memphis. The airport in the 
East Region that received the highest-index 
(12) was Moore-Murrell (MOR) followed 
closely by Powell, which has a market index 
of thirteen.  A review of the 20 lowest 
scoring airports revealed that all, with the 
exception of Dallas Bay (1A0), are rural and 
remote airports. Although located within 
Chattanooga, Dallas Bay shares most of its 
service area with Lovell Field (CHA) and as 
a result, the netting effect was significant. 

Generally, airports located within one of the 
two larger MSAs of Memphis and Nashville 
scored exceptionally well. This outcome is 
expected since Nashville and Memphis 
International Airport’s service areas are not 
netted from the shared market areas of local 
GA airports. Conversely, airports located 
within the other major metropolitan areas 
would not be expected to score well. 
However, Downtown Knoxville (DKX) 
scored a 20 even after netting its large 
shared service area with McGhee Tyson. 

Interestingly, as was seen in the West 
regional analysis, Beech River (XYZ) 
scored below the two airports it is 
programmed to replace. Franklin-Wilkins 
(M52) scored best with a 48, followed by 

Scott Field (0M1) scoring 52 and finally 
Beach River with a 53. Beach River scored 
closer to Scott Field due to its nearness to 
Parsons (shared demographics), but less than 
Scott Field because it is not located within a 
municipality, as are Franklin-Wilkins and 
Scott Field. 

7.8.7 Regional and State Ranking 
Comparison 

Previous sections presented the results of the 
filter analysis process for each of the three 
regions and on all Tennessee GA airports as 
one group.  This section reviews the 
outcomes of both the regional and state 
analysis together to compare and contrast 
their rankings. Table 7.32 summarizes the 
filter process rankings received by each 
airport within the statewide and regional 
sections. Additionally, the table includes the 
group scores assigned for the two most 
influential priority measures – 1) population 
and 2) employment/available acres. This 
information was included to provide insight 
into differences that might emerge when 
comparing airports regional and statewide 
rankings.  

Prior to examining the table, expectations 
were that each airport’s market index, 
whether from the regional or state analysis, 
would maintain its relative order to other 
regional airports. For example, if airports A, 
B and C received regional rankings of 3, 4 
and 5, their state index might be 9, 12 and 
15, respectively. An examination of Table 
7.32 reveals, with few exceptions, that this 
relative ordering was maintained.  

When exceptions occurred, they were 
generally a consequence of an airport having 
a different priority measure score at the state 
level than its ranked neighbors at the  
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Filter 1 Filter 2 Filter 3 Filter 4 Filter 5
Net I-Park Acres Highway Educational Airport

Population & Emp Access  Infrastructure Redundancy
Airport Region ID Score Score Score Score Score Index

Cornelia Fort Airpark M M88 1 1 1 1 4 1
General Dewitt  Spain W M01 1 2 1 1 4 2
Charles W. Baker W 2M8 1 2 2 1 4 3
John C. Tune M JWN 1 3 1 1 4 4
Smyrna M MQY 2 3 2 1 4 5
Millington Municipal W NQA 2 4 2 1 4 6
Sumner County Regional M M33 3 5 2 1 4 7
Murfreesboro Municipal M MBT 3 5 2 1 4 7
Wolf River W 54M 3 5 3 2 4 8
Lebanon Municipal M M54 3 6 1 1 4 9
Puckett Gliderport M 50M 3 7 3 1 4 10
Outlaw Field M CKV 3 9 2 2 3 11
Moore-Murrell E MOR 4 6 2 1 3 12
Powell E 9A2 4 7 2 1 4 13
Portland Municipal M 1M5 4 7 2 2 4 14
Bomar Fld-Shelbyville Municipal M SYI 4 8 2 1 4 15
Springfield-Robertson County M M91 4 8 2 3 3 16
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge E GKT 4 10 2 2 2 17
Hardwick Field E HDI 5 7 2 1 4 18
Upper Cumberland Regional M SRB 5 7 2 1 4 18
Chilhowee Gliderport E 92A 5 7 3 2 4 19
Knoxville Downtown E DKX 5 9 2 1 4 20
Meadowlake E 30A 5 9 2 1 4 20
Tullahoma Regional M THA 5 9 2 1 4 20
Campbell County E JAU 5 9 2 2 3 21
Maury County M MRC 6 6 2 2 3 22
Ellington M LUG 6 6 2 2 4 23
Monroe County E MNV 6 7 3 2 4 24
Dyersburg Municipal W DYR 6 8 2 1 4 25
Greeneville Municipal E GCY 6 8 2 2 1 26
McMinn County E MMI 6 8 2 2 4 27
Winchester Municipal M BGF 6 9 2 2 2 28
Dickson Municipal M M02 6 9 2 2 3 29
Franklin County M UOS 6 9 2 3 4 30
Rockwood Municipal E RKW 6 10 1 1 4 31
Crossville Memorial-Whitson Fld M CSV 6 10 2 1 3 32
Johnson City E 0A4 6 10 2 1 4 33
Livingston Municipal M 8A3 7 8 3 1 3 34
Carroll County W HZD 7 8 3 1 4 35
Arnold Field W M31 7 8 3 1 4 35
Lawrenceburg-Lawrence Co M 2M2 7 8 3 2 3 36
Smithville Municipal M 0A3 7 9 2 2 4 37
Covington Municipal W M04 7 9 3 1 3 38

State of Tennessee

Table 7.32

Filter Analysis Airport Index

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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Warren County Memorial M RNC 7 9 3 2 2 39
Robert Sibley W SZY 7 9 3 2 3 40
Everett-Stewart W UCY 7 9 3 2 4 41
Marion County E APT 7 10 1 3 3 42
Abernathy Field M GZS 7 10 2 2 4 43
Elizabethton Municipal E 0A9 7 11 2 1 4 44
Johnson County E 6A4 7 11 4 3 1 45
Collegedale Municipal E 3M3 8 8 2 1 4 46
Humbolt Municipal W M53 8 9 2 1 3 47
Franklin-Wilkins W M52 8 9 2 3 4 48
Humphreys County M 0M5 8 9 3 2 3 49
Gibson County W TGC 8 9 3 3 4 50
Henry County W PHT 8 9 4 2 3 51
Scott Field W 0M1 8 10 2 3 4 52
Beech River W XYZ 8 10 3 2 2 53
Fayette County W FYE 8 10 3 2 3 54
Savannah-Hardin County W SNH 8 10 3 2 3 54
Mark Anton E 2A0 8 10 3 3 2 55
Lafayette Municipal M 3M7 8 10 4 2 2 56
Hawkins County E RVN 8 10 4 3 1 57
Centerville Municipal M GHM 8 11 2 3 2 58
Benton County W 0M4 8 11 2 3 4 59
New Tazewell Municipal E 3A2 8 11 3 2 1 60
William L. Whitehurst W M08 8 11 3 2 2 61
Fayetteville Municipal M FYM 8 11 3 2 4 62
John A. Baker Field M 0M3 8 11 4 2 4 63
Martin Campbell Field E 1A3 8 11 4 3 3 64
Perry County M M15 9 11 3 2 4 65
Jamestown Municipal M 2A1 9 11 3 3 2 66
Jackson County M 1A7 9 11 3 3 2 66
Hassell Field M M29 9 11 3 3 3 67
Scott Municipal E SCX 9 11 4 2 3 68
Houston County M M93 9 11 4 3 1 69
Dallas Bay Sky Park E 1A0 10 11 3 1 4 70
Reelfoot Lake W 0M2 10 11 4 3 2 71

Source: WSA Analysis
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regional level. Rockwood (RKW) and 
Meadowlake (30A) received regional 
rankings of 11 and 12, but 31 and 20, 
respectively, at the state level. This reversal 
of ordering is a consequence of clusters that 
embraced large population variances under 
regional analysis relative to smaller 
variances within the statewide process. To 
clarify, both were Group 2 population 
members within the regional analysis, but 
earned designations as Group 5 or 6 when 
the clusters included population measures 
for the entire Tennessee system of GA 
airports. Other notable paired examples that 
exhibited this same reversal are Downtown 
Knoxville (DKX) - Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge 
(GKT), and Hawkins County (RVN) - 
Johnson County (6A4). 

7.9 ECONOMIC PERSPECTIVE 
CONCLUSION 

Simple investments in airports will not 
stimulate economic development.  A rising 
demand for goods and services in the region 
is needed.  As demand for goods and 
services generates economic development, 
infrastructure needs will rise.  To measure 
such needs, several factors are considered, 
including population and employment 
growth, capital investment, and 
technological progress.  Although 
population and employment growth is 
relatively easy to measure, capital 
investment and technological progress are 
indirect and difficult. Nonetheless, 
evaluation of industrial park employment 
and highway and educational infrastructure 
provides a means by which to gauge the by-
products of capital investment and 
technological progress. 

To generate an economic impact perspective 
to airport investment priorities in Tennessee, 
a filter analysis was developed.  The filter 
analysis was elected over other prioritization 
approaches because of its basic approach 
which identifies and groups similar regional 
service airportss airports under the most 
important evaluation criterion (i.e., 
population).  Similar airports within a group 
were then analyzed under a second 
evaluation criterion (i.e., industrial park 
employment).  Such subsetting of airports 
between groups continued until all airports 
are ranked. 

Application of the filter analysis to airports 
in Tennessee highlighted those areas that 
serve growing population and industrial 
employment bases.  GIS software was used 
to identify population and employment 
within each GA airport’s market (i.e., 25-
minute drive times).  To account for GA 
operations at commercial service airports, 
population and employment served by 
commercial service airports were identified 
and subtracted from the net totals for those 
groups. 

The filter analysis airport ranking included 
both expected and unexpected results.  High 
ranking airports included Moore-Murrell, 
Knoxville-Downtown, and Gatlinburg.  The 
high ranking suggests that TAD should 
continue to favor airport investments at 
these airports since they are important 
components to the region’s overall 
transportation infrastructure.  Unexpectedly, 
high-ranked airports also include Powell and 
Meadowlake, both of which are privately 
owned and physically constrained.  Such 
unexpected results highlight regions in 
which better public-use airport infrastructure 
may be needed.   
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Chapter Eight 
TENNESSEE AVIATION FORECASTS 

 
This chapter documents the methodology 
and results of the aviation activity forecast 
effort for the Tennessee Airport System 
Plan.  The purpose of the forecasts is to 
determine the facilities needed to 
accommodate Tennessee’s aviation demand 
through the year 2010 planning horizon.  
Although Commercial Service airport 
forecasts are presented, most of the 
forecasting effort for the System Plan 
concentrated on GA airports. 

Forecasting aviation activity is not an exact 
science, not only because of the inherent 
uncertainty of any forecasting exercise, but 
for reasons unique to the aviation industry, 
and particularly for GA activity.  First, the 
amount of data within the GA sector is 
limited.  Second, the reliability of GA data is 
sometimes suspect.  Lastly, the GA industry 
is currently experiencing significant changes 
in its fundamental composition, which 
suggests that long-term forecasts, especially 
those based on trend analysis, should be 
used with caution.  

These obstacles should be acknowledged 
and, to the extent possible, minimized.  
Despite their limitations, forecasts are 
necessary to gauge the magnitude of 
potential growth at airports across the state 
to ensure that investments in the state’s 
aviation infrastructure are wisely spent. 

8.1 REVIEW OF 
SOCIOECONOMIC TRENDS 

The first effort in this task consisted of a 
review of socioeconomic trends and existing 
forecasts, which are described in detail in 
Chapter Two. 

Although the fundamental relationships 
between socioeconomic activity and GA 
demand have recently changed, a 
relationship still exists.  Typically, for GA 
activity to occur, an area requires a 
population and employment base with 
sufficient income levels to support GA 
operations.  However, it is recognized that a 
few airports see significant activity without 
a substantial population and employment 
base because they have a special purpose, 
i.e., providing access to a remote location or 
to a unique attraction, such as a national 
park. 

Table 8.1 summarizes historic and forecast 
U.S. and Tennessee population, 
employment, and income.  In general, 
Tennessee’s demographics have roughly 
followed those of the U.S.; this trend is 
expected to continue through 2010.  

In East Tennessee, the ETDD is forecast to 
experience a population increase of just over 
12 percent between 1998 and 2010, as 
shown in Figure 8-1.  Both the FTDD and 
the SETDD populations are forecast to grow 
about 7 percent during the same period. 
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U.S. TN U.S. TN U.S. TN U.S. TN

Population (000s) 226.549       4.591           257.783       5.094           267.744       5.372           300.431       6.026           

Employment (000s) 113.726       2.257           140.617       2.916           156.410       3.286           176.164       3.682           

Income (1987 $ billions) 3,126.194    51.229         4,401.358    78.277         5,011.928    90.260         5,917.221    107.403       

Population avg. annual growth rate: 1.00% 0.80% 0.95% 1.34% 0.89% 0.89%

Employment avg. annual growth rate: 1.65% 1.99% 2.70% 3.03% 0.92% 0.88%

Income avg. annual growth rate: 2.67% 3.31% 3.30% 3.63% 1.76% 1.88%

Source:  U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis; HNTB analysis.

Table 8.1

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Tennessee Versus U.S.
Population, Employment, and Income

1980-1993 1993-1997 1997-2010

1980 1993 1997 2010

The population of Middle Tennessee is 
forecast to grow by more than 19 percent 
between 1998 and 2010; most of this growth 
will be in the Greater Nashville 
Development District, which is increasing 
by 22 percent. 

In West Tennessee, the NWTDD is forecast 
to experience a population increase of 6 
percent between 1998 and 2010.  Both the 
SWTDD and the MTDD populations are 
forecast to grow about 9.5 percent during the 
same period. 

8.2 REVIEW OF GENERAL 
AVIATION TRENDS 

The growth in the state’s general aviation 
activity has also roughly paralleled the  

national average, as shown in Figure 8-2.  
The average annual growth rate for based 

aircraft for the U.S. and Tennessee between 
1985 and 1998 has been around 0.65 
percent. 

Since both the state’s socioeconomic trends 
and general aviation trends have closely 
followed those of the nation, it was assumed 
that future GA activity for Tennessee would 
closely follow FAA’s projected national 
growth rate.  Recognizing that 
socioeconomic growth will vary within each 
of the state’s development districts, future 
aviation activity would likely also vary by 
district; therefore, aviation activity was 
adjusted based on relative socioeconomic 
trends among the nine districts in the state.
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8.3 REVIEW OF EXISTING 
AVIATION ACTIVITY 
FORECASTS 

The next task was a review of previously 
prepared forecasts, including forecasts 
provided in individual airport master plans 
and the FAA’s TAF.  In general, the 
forecasts found in recently completed master 
plans of Commercial Service airports were 
deemed appropriate for system planning.  
For GA airports, however, it was necessary 
to develop forecasts for each facility due to 
the following reasons. 

• Most of the Master Plan forecasts 
prepared for GA airports either did not 
span the 2010 horizon year of the 
System Plan Update or differed 
significantly from the most recent actual 
activity levels reported by airport 
managers as part of the inventory effort 
of the System Plan Update.   

• The FAA’s TAF for any particular 
airport is prepared using a national 
model modified by regional 
socioeconomic variables.  With the 
exception of the towered airports in 
Tennessee, the FAA TAFs show no 
change at any GA airport in either based 
aircraft or operations through 2010.  
Additionally, several Tennessee airports 
in the System Plan are not in the NPIAS, 
therefore not in the FAA TAF.   

• Finally, the classifications of several GA 
airports within each region of Tennessee 
are recommended for revision.  These 
role changes result in a new set of 
assumptions not considered during the 
development of the earlier GA forecasts.  
For these reasons, updated forecasts for 
all GA airports were prepared for use in 
the System Plan Update. 

8.4 FORECAST 
METHODOLOGIES 

This section outlines the methodologies used 
to prepare the demand forecasts for the 
Tennessee State Airport System Plan. 

8.4.1 Passenger Forecasts 

In general, the forecasts of passenger 
demand for the six Commercial Service 
airports in the state were taken from their 
respective Master Plans. 

8.4.2 Air Cargo 

As noted in Chapter Four, the air cargo 
sector is the most rapidly growing sector of 
the aviation industry.  Air cargo activity in 
the U.S. is expected to increase at about 5 
percent annually through 2017, according to 
the Boeing World Cargo Forecast. 

Since the state’s socioeconomic growth is 
roughly paralleling the national average, it 
was assumed that Tennessee’s cargo activity 
would grow at the U.S. rate forecast by 
Boeing. 

In general, the cargo forecasts found in the 
Commercial Service airport Master Plans 
were assumed for the State Airport System 
Plan.  For most of the GA airports, the 
amount of cargo currently being 
accommodated had to be estimated based on 
discussions with each airport manager 
regarding the top shippers at his or her 
airport, what was being shipped, the 
frequency of shipments, and the type of 
aircraft being used for transport. 

For the state overall, cargo activity at GA 
airports was assumed to increase at the 
national rate forecast by Boeing.  The 
growth rate for individual airports was 



   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                      8-5 

adjusted based on the forecast 
socioeconomic trends for the development 
district in which the airport was found.  (See 
Figure 8-3.)  Cargo forecasts were also 
prepared for Commercial Service airports 
with Master Plan forecasts that were not 
tracking actual activity.  The resulting 
activity level estimates should be considered 
to be order-of-magnitude estimates for use 
in identifying facility requirements. 

8.4.3 Based Aircraft 

Because Tennessee’s socioeconomic trends 
have generally tracked those of the U.S. 
overall, the state’s based aircraft forecast 
assumed that the number of based aircraft 

statewide would increase at the same rate as 
the national average forecast by the FAA.  
For the state overall, the total number of 
based aircraft is forecast to increase by 
about 12 percent over the forecast period. 

Once the total number of based aircraft were 
forecast statewide, they were allocated 
among the nine development districts based 
on the forecast population growth for each 
district.  Districts that had a population 
growth rate higher than the statewide 
average received a greater share of based 
aircraft than districts with growth rates 
below the statewide average.  
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8.4.4 Aircraft Operations 

The majority of system airports do not have 
a control tower to provide actual recorded 
counts of aircraft operations.  Further, no 
recent surveys of airport activity had 
recently been conducted.  Consequently, the 
only source of aircraft traffic counts at non-
towered airports were estimates recorded on 
the airport manager questionnaires 
distributed at the beginning of this study. 

In instances where a questionnaire was not 
returned (or operation estimates were not 
provided), the annual operations count from 
the airport’s 5010 was used. 

Forecasting aircraft operations was done on 
a per-airport basis and involved two steps:  
1) accounting for increased aircraft 
utilization and 2) accounting for forecast 
increases in based aircraft. 

The first step was to recognize that aircraft 
utility is forecast to increase overall, 
according to the FAA.  This means that a 
given number of aircraft will generate more 
activity in terms of operations in the future, 
because they will be used more often and/or 
for longer periods.  Figure 8-4 shows this 
expected increase in aircraft utilization 
(measured in hours flown) between 1998 
and 2010 according to the FAA.  The 
greatest utilization increase will occur in the
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turbojet category, where the average hours 
flown per aircraft is expected to grow more 
than 30 percent.  This strong increase is in 
part attributable to the rise of fractional 
ownership of business jet aircraft.  It was 
assumed that the number of operations per 
aircraft would also increase at the same rate 
as hours flown by aircraft category. 

The second step in forecasting aircraft 
operations accounted for changes in the 
number of based aircraft anticipated 
between 1998 and 2010.  To forecast the 
increase in operations resulting from new 
based aircraft, an operations-per-based-
aircraft ratio was calculated by aircraft 
category for each airport. 

8.5 EAST TENNESSEE 
AVIATION FORECASTS 

8.5.1 Commercial Air Passenger 
Enplanements 

As discussed previously, the System Plan 
adopted the Master Plan forecasts for Tri-

Cities Regional, McGhee Tyson, and Lovell 
Field, as shown in Table 8.2 and Figure 8-
5.  McGhee Tyson, serving the Knoxville 
region, has grown at a steady pace since 
1990, and its Master Plan shows this growth 
continuing through 2010.  In 1999, McGhee 
Tyson enplaned nearly 890,000 passengers.  
By 2010, the TYS Master Plan forecasts 
nearly 1.2 million enplanements. While 
McGhee Tyson has shown steady growth, 
enplanement levels at Tri-Cities and Lovell 
Field have remained fairly constant.  For 
Tri-Cities, passenger enplanements have 
ranged between 197,000 and 235,000.  The 
Master Plan forecasts for TRI show little 
growth in passenger enplanements between 
2000 and 2010, with enplanements reaching 
about 236,000 by the end of the decade.  
Lovell Field, which serves the Chattanooga 
Region, has also experienced relatively 
constant enplanement levels through the 
1990s, ranging from a low of 237,000 
passenger boardings to a high of 309,000.  
Unlike TRI, however, the Master Plan for 
CHA shows modest growth through 2010.  
Passenger enplanements are forecast to grow 
from 304,000 in 1999 to 459,000 in 2010, a 
51 percent increase. 

Airport

Tri-Cities Regional 214          219          236           
McGhee Tyson 584          818          1,150        (a)
Lovell Field 291          287          459           (a)
Total East Tennessee 1,089       1,324       1,845        

Note:  (a) master plan forecast.

Source:  ACI; FAA; airport Master Plans.

1990 1998 2010

Table 8.2

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

East Tennessee Historic and Forecast Passenger Enplanements

Enplanements (000)
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8.5.2 Air Cargo 

Table 8.3 shows actual cargo activity for the 
Commercial Service airports and estimated 
air cargo activity at all other airports in East 
Tennessee.  By 2010 cargo activity is 
forecast to nearly double in the region.  
Virtually all air cargo is shipped to/from the 
three Commercial Service airports in East 
Tennessee (Tri-Cities, McGhee Tyson, and 
Lovell Field).  This trend is expected to 
continue through the planning horizon.  
Some GA airports with notable amounts of 
air cargo include Greeneville Greene County 
and Hawkins County in First Tennessee, 
Moore-Murrell and Pigeon-Forge in East 
Tennessee, and McMinn County and 
Hardwick Field in Southeast East 
Tennessee.Based Aircraft 

The total number of aircraft based in East 
Tennessee is forecast to increase from 1,160 
in 1998 to 1,265 by 2010, a net increase of   

105 aircraft, and a 9 percent increase over 
the forecast period.  This rate is somewhat 
lower than the 12 percent increase in based 
aircraft anticipated for the state as a whole 
because the population (and corresponding 
economic activity) of East Tennessee is 
growing more slowly than the state average. 

More than half of the aircraft forecast to be 
added in the East Tennessee region are 
expected to be business jet aircraft.  About 
43 percent of the increase will be in the 
single engine category.  The number of 
turboprops is forecast to increase 6 percent.  
Twin-engine piston aircraft are forecast to 
decrease slightly. 

About 62 percent of the new aircraft forecast 
to be based in the East Tennessee Region are 
anticipated to be stored within the ETDD.  
About one-fourth are forecast to be based in 
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Airport Name City Loc ID County 1998 2010

FIRST TENNESSEE

Elizabethton Municipal Elizabethton 0A9 Carter -                        -                        
Greeneville-Greene County Municipal(b) Greeneville GCY Greene 234,000                437,000                
Hawkins County Rogersville RVN Hawkins 90,000                  127,000                
Johnson City Airport Johnson City 0A4 Washington N/A -                        
Johnson County Mountain City 6A4 Johnson -                        -                        
Tri-Cities Regional TN/VA(c) Bristol TRI Sullivan 4,806,028             39,766,800           
SUBTOTAL 5,130,028             40,330,800           

EAST TENNESSEE

Campbell County(b) Jackboro JAU Campbell -                        12,000                  
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge(b) Sevierville GKT Sevier 88,000                  184,000                
Knoxville Downtown Island(b) Knoxville DKX Knox -                        -                        
McGhee Tyson (c) Knoxville TYS Blount 95,142,850           145,613,000         (d)
Meadowlake Airpark Kingston 30A Roane -                        -                        
Monroe County Madisonville MNV Monroe 60,000                  94,000                  
Moore-Murrell Morristown MOR Hamblen 670,000                1,031,800             
New Tazewell Municipal Tazewell 3A2 Claiborne 12,000                  18,000                  
Powell Stolport Powell 9A2 Knox N/A N/A
Rockwood Municipal Rockwood RKW Morgan 19,000                  40,000                  
Scott Municipal Oneida SCX Scott 12,000                  19,000                  
SUBTOTAL 96,003,850           147,011,800         

SOUTHEAST TENNESSEE

Collegedale Municipal Collegedale 3M3 Hamilton -                        -                        
Dallas Bay Skypark Dallas Bay 1A0 Hamilton 3,000                    4,000                    
Hardwick Field Cleveland HDI Bradley 90,000                  124,000                
Lovell Field(c) Chattanooga CHA Hamilton 8,834,053             15,883,000           
Marion County-Brown Field Jasper APT Marion 18,000                  26,000                  
Mark Anton Dayton 2A0 Rhea 56,000                  77,000                  
Martin Campbell Field Copperhill 1A3 Polk 24,000                  32,000                  
McMinn County(b) Athens MMI McMinn 776,000                1,423,000             
SUBTOTAL 9,801,053             17,569,000           

TOTAL EAST TENNESSEE REGION 110,934,931         204,911,600         

'(a) Includes freight and mail.
(b)Existing and/or future regional airport.
(c) Commercial service airport.
(d) Master Plan forecast.

Enplaned & Deplaned Cargo (Lbs.)

Table 8.3

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

East Tennessee Historic and Forecast Cargo Activity (a)
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Southeast Tennessee.  The remaining 13 
percent are forecast to be based in the 
FTDD. 

Once the based aircraft were forecast for 
each Development District, they were 
assigned to a system airport.  This 
assignment was determined based on local 
trends, discussions with airport managers, 
and the proposed system plan role of the 
airport (i.e., Commercial Service, Regional 
service, or Community Service), including 
the ability of the airport to accommodate the 
aircraft type being assigned.  As shown in 
Table 8.4, nearly every airport either 
maintains the existing number of based 
aircraft or shows an increase.  Since the 
majority of the based aircraft expected to be 
added to the fleet in the future are business 
jets, airports with facilities able to 
accommodate business jets (or airports for 
which the System Plan recommends 
providing facilities for these high 
performance aircraft) receive much of the 
increase.  Figures 8-6 through 8-8 show the 
total number of based aircraft for each 
airport in East Tennessee for 1986, 1998, 
and 2010.  Figures 8-9 through 8-11 show 
the forecast number of based aircraft by 
category at each East Tennessee airport. 

8.5.3 Based Aircraft 

Because Tennessee’s socioeconomic trends 
have generally tracked those of the U.S. 
overall, the state’s based aircraft forecast 
assumed that the number of based aircraft 
statewide would increase at the same rate as 
the national average forecast by the FAA.  
For the state overall, the total number of 
based aircraft is forecast to increase by 
about 12 percent over the forecast period. 

Once the total number of based aircraft were 
forecast statewide, they were allocated 
among the nine development districts based 

on the forecast population growth for each 
district.  Districts that had a population 
growth rate higher than the statewide 
average received a greater share of based 
aircraft than districts with growth rates 
below the statewide average. 

8.5.4 Aircraft Operations 

Table 8.5 and Figures 8-12 through 8-14b 
show the forecast operations for each airport 
in East Tennessee.  Also shown is the 
estimated annual service volume (a measure 
of annual capacity).  These capacity 
estimates are based on FAA Advisory 
Circular 150/5060-5.  As shown, none of the 
GA airports in East Tennessee is near 
capacity or forecast to reach capacity by 
2010.  The three Commercial Service 
airports in East Tennessee (Tri-Cities, 
McGhee-Tyson, and Lovell Field) are 
between about half and three-fourths their 
annual capacity.  

8.5.5 Comparison to Previous 
Forecasts and Federal Aviation 
Administration Terminal Area 
Forecasts 

Table 8.6 compares the System Plan 
forecasts with those from other sources, 
including the FAA TAF.  As mentioned in 
Section 7.2, the master plan forecasts for the 
three commercial service airports were 
adopted for passenger, cargo, and aircraft 
operation activity.  For GA airports, the 
forecasts were either unavailable, out-of-
date, or did not correlate well with the most 
recent available information provided by the 
airport managers. 
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8.6  

Airport Name City Loc ID County SE TE TP Jet Helo Other Total SE TE TP

FIRST TENNESSEE

Elizabethton Municipal Elizabethton 0A9 Carter            65            12              4            -                2            -   83         

 
           67            11              4 

Greeneville-Greene County Municipal(a) Greeneville GCY Greene            48              2            -              -              -              -   50                     50              2              1 
Hawkins County Rogersville RVN Hawkins 32          -         -         -         1            -         33          33          -         -         
Johnson City Airport Johnson City 0A4 Washington 14          4            -         -         2            20          14          3            -         
Johnson County Mountain City 6A4 Johnson 10          1            -         -         -         -         11          10          1            -         
Tri-Cities Regional TN/VA(b) Bristol TRI Sullivan 47          12          6            10          -         -         75          49          12          6            
SUBTOTAL 216        31          10          10          3            2            272        223        29          11          

EAST TENNESSEE

Campbell County(a) Jackboro JAU Campbell              9            -              -              -              -              -   9           

 

             9            -                1 
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge(a) Sevierville GKT Sevier            54              1              1              1              4            -   61         

 

           57              1              2 
Knoxville Downtown Island(a) Knoxville DKX Knox            84              8              1              1              7            13 114       

 

           91              8              1 
McGhee Tyson(b) Knoxville TYS Blount 58          22          22          29          3            -         134        63          21          23          
Meadowlake Airpark Kingston 30A Roane            33            -              -              -              -              -   33         

 

           36            -              -   
Monroe County Madisonville MNV Monroe            27              5              2            -              -              -   34         

 

           29              5              2 
Moore-Murrell Morristown MOR Hamblen            49            12              4              6            -              -   71         

 

           53            12              4 
New Tazewell Municipal Tazewell 3A2 Claiborne            16              2            -              -              -              -   18         

 

           18              2            -   
Powell Stolport Powell 9A2 Knox 6            2            -         -         -         -         8            6            2            -         
Rockwood Municipal Rockwood RKW Morgan            22              1            -              -              -              -   23         

 

           25              1              1 
Scott Municipal Oneida SCX Scott              6              3              2            -              -              -   11         

 

             6              3              2 
SUBTOTAL          364            56            32            37            14            13          516          393            55            36 

SOUTHEAST TENNESSEE

Collegedale Municipal Collegedale 3M3 Hamilton 89          5            1            -         -         -         95          91          5            1            
Dallas Bay Skypark Dallas Bay 1A0 Hamilton 27          1            -         -         -         -         28          27          1            -         
Hardwick Field Cleveland HDI Bradley 16          9            -         2            3            1            31          17          8            -         
Lovell Field(b) Chattanooga CHA Hamilton            42            24            14            22            -              -   102       

 

           44            22            14 
Marion County-Brown Field Jasper APT Marion 15          -         -         -         -         -         15          15          -         -         
Mark Anton Dayton 2A0 Rhea 22          2            -         -         -         3            27          24          2            -         
Martin Campbell Field Copperhill 1A3 Polk 11          -         1            3            -         -         15          11          -         1            
McMinn County(a) Athens MMI McMinn 56          2            -         -         1            -         59          58          2            1            
SUBTOTAL 278        43          16          27          4            4            372        287        40          17          

TOTAL EAST TENNESSEE REGION 858        130        58          74          21          19          1,160     903        124        64          

(a) Existing and/or future regional airport.
(b) Commercial service airport.

Source:  Tennessee State Airport System Plan Airport Manager's Questionnaire; Airport 5010s; and HNTB analysis.

Table 8.4

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

East Tennessee Existing and Forecast Based Aircraft by Category

1 9 9 8
Based Aircraft
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Figure 8-6

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT
FIRST TENNESSEE EDD

Figure 8-7

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT
EAST TENNESSEE EDD
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Figure 8-8

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT
SOUTHEAST TENNESSEE EDD
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Figure 8-9

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT BY CATEGORY
FIRST TENNESSEE EDD
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Figure 8-10

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT BY CATEGORY
EAST TENNESSEE EDD
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Figure 8-11

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT BY CATEGORY
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Estimated
Annual

Airport Name City Loc ID County 1998 2010 Capacity 1998 2010

FIRST TENNESSEE

Elizabethton Municipal Elizabethton 0A9 Carter 28,570           31,776       230,000       12.4% 13.8%
Greeneville-Greene County Municipal(a) Greeneville GCY Greene 13,600           24,970       200,000       6.8% 12.5%
Hawkins County Rogersville RVN Hawkins 17,666           19,769       200,000       8.8% 9.9%
Johnson City Airport Johnson City 0A4 Washington 7,550             8,170         N/A N/A N/A
Johnson County Mountain City 6A4 Johnson 2,626             2,842         170,000       1.5% 1.7%
Tri-Cities Regional TN/VA (b) Bristol TRI Sullivan 86,666           95,675       (c) 200,000       43.3% 47.8%

EAST TENNESSEE

Campbell County(a) Jackboro JAU Campbell 3,110             8,509         170,000       1.8% 5.0%
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge(a) Sevierville GKT Sevier 45,060           70,758       200,000       22.5% 35.4%
Knoxville Downtown Island(a) Knoxville DKX Knox 18,000           21,150       230,000       7.8% 9.2%
McGhee Tyson (b) Knoxville TYS Blount 153,972         203,000     (c) 270,000       57.0% 75.2%
Meadowlake Airpark Kingston 30A Roane 11,000           13,248       140,000       7.9% 9.5%
Monroe County Madisonville MNV Monroe 5,550             6,297         180,000       3.1% 3.5%
Moore-Murrell Morristown MOR Hamblen 44,575           55,709       230,000       19.4% 24.2%
New Tazewell Municipal Tazewell 3A2 Claiborne 8,000             9,829         150,000       5.3% 6.6%
Powell Stolport Powell 9A2 Knox 4,480             4,970         N/A N/A N/A
Rockwood Municipal Rockwood RKW Morgan 5,600             16,243       140,000       4.0% 11.6%
Scott Municipal Oneida SCX Scott 1,125             1,242         210,000       0.5% 0.6%

SOUTHEAST TENNESSEE

Collegedale Municipal Collegedale 3M3 Hamilton 22,000           24,520       200,000       11.0% 12.3%
Dallas Bay Skypark Dallas Bay 1A0 Hamilton 4,200             4,664         140,000       3.0% 3.3%
Hardwick Field Cleveland HDI Bradley 18,600           22,392       180,000       10.3% 12.4%
Lovell Field (b) Chattanooga CHA Hamilton 95,121           107,332     (c) 200,000       47.6% 53.7%
Marion County-Brown Field Jasper APT Marion 1,261             1,398         190,000       0.7% 0.7%
Mark Anton Dayton 2A0 Rhea 12,124           14,308       230,000       5.3% 6.2%
Martin Campbell Field Copperhill 1A3 Polk 2,000             2,539         170,000       1.2% 1.5%
McMinn County(a) Athens MMI McMinn 10,320           26,199       180,000       5.7% 14.6%

(a)Existing and/or future regional airport.
(b) Commercial service airport.
(c) Interpolated from existing master plan.

Source:  Tennessee State Airport System Plan Airport Manager's Questionnaire; Airport 5010s; FAA AC 150/5060-4A; and HNTB analysis.

Operations
Percent Annual

Capacity

Table 8.5

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Existing and Forecast Annual Aircraft Operations Vs. Annual Capacity

Annual

East Tennessee
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Figure 8-12

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-13a

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-13b

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-14a

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-14b

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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8.6  

Airport Name City Loc ID County 1986 1998 Syst. Plan Master Plan FAA TAF 1998

FIRST TENNESSEE

Elizabethton Municipal Elizabethton 0A9 Carter 60            83            84                   N/A 56                   28,570           
Greeneville-Greene County Municipal(a) Greeneville GCY Greene 50            50            57                   44                   52                   13,600           
Hawkins County Rogersville RVN Hawkins 38            33            34                   N/A 29                   17,666           
Johnson City Airport Johnson City 0A4 Washington 18            20            19                   N/A N/A 7,550             
Johnson County Mountain City 6A4 Johnson 13            11            11                   N/A 12                   2,626             
Tri-Cities Regional TN/VA(a) Bristol TRI Sullivan 92            75            81                   72                   83                   86,666           

EAST TENNESSEE

Campbell County(a) Jackboro JAU Campbell 22            9              12                   N/A 9                     3,110             
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge(a) Sevierville GKT Sevier 35            61            69                   N/A 58                   45,060           
Knoxville Downtown Island(a) Knoxville DKX Knox 121          114          123                 166                 152                 18,000           
McGhee Tyson(a) Knoxville TYS Blount 125          134          158                 187                 194                 153,972         
Meadowlake Airpark Kingston 30A Roane 22            33            36                   N/A N/A 11,000           
Monroe County Madisonville MNV Monroe 29            34            36                   N/A 21                   5,550             
Moore-Murrell Morristown MOR Hamblen 51            71            77                   95                   55                   44,575           
New Tazewell Municipal Tazewell 3A2 Claiborne 8              18            20                   N/A 15                   8,000             
Powell Stolport Powell 9A2 Knox 36            8              8                     N/A N/A 4,480             
Rockwood Municipal Rockwood RKW Morgan 15            23            31                   N/A 14                   5,600             
Scott Municipal Oneida SCX Scott 9              11            11                   15                   13                   1,125             

SOUTHEAST TENNESSEE

Collegedale Municipal Collegedale 3M3 Hamilton 45            95            97                   N/A N/A 22,000           
Dallas Bay Skypark Dallas Bay 1A0 Hamilton 29            28            28                   N/A N/A 4,200             
Hardwick Field Cleveland HDI Bradley 40            31            32                   73                   40                   18,600           
Lovell Field(a) Chattanooga CHA Hamilton 135          102          112                 153                 154                 95,121           
Marion County-Brown Field Jasper APT Marion 26            15            15                   N/A 19                   1,261             
Mark Anton Dayton 2A0 Rhea 19            27            30                   18                   21                   12,124           
Martin Campbell Field Copperhill 1A3 Polk 9              15            16                   N/A 13                   2,000             
McMinn County(a) Athens MMI McMinn 31            59            68                   N/A 31                   10,320           

(a) Existing and/or future regional airport.

Source:  Tennessee State Airport System Plan Airport Manager's Questionnaire; Airport 5010s; FAA AC 150/5060-4A; GPS Precision Development Requirements Reports; and HNTB analysis.

2010
Based Aircraft

Comparison of Tennessee State Airport System Plan Forecasts and FAA Terminal Area Forecasts

Table 8.6

East Tennessee

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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8.6 MIDDLE TENNESSEE 
AVIATION FORECASTS 

8.6.1 Commercial Air Passenger 
Enplanements 

The master plan forecasts for Nashville 
International assumed continued expansion 
of the American Airlines hub.  Because 
American dismantled its hub and passenger 
enplanments have not been tracking with the 
master plan near-term forecasts, the FAA’s 
TAF enplanement forecast was used.  (See 
Table 8.7 and Figure 8-15).  Enplanements 
peaked in the early ‘90s as American 
expanded its Nashville hub.  After the 
carrier discontinued its hub, enplanements 
dropped to about 3.5 million in the mid-
90’s.  Enplanements have since continued an 
upward trend with the introduction of 
service by Southwest Airlines, and in 1999, 
passenger enplanements topped 4 million.  
The TAF shows passenger enplanements 
growing to nearly 6 million annually by 
2010. 

8.6.2 Air Cargo 

Table 8.8 shows actual cargo activity for the 
commercial service airports and estimated 
air cargo activity at all other airports in 
Middle Tennessee.  By 2010 cargo activity 
is forecast to more than double in the region.  
Nearly 60 percent of the region’s air cargo is 
shipped to/from the sole commercial service 
airport in Middle Tennessee (Nashville 
International).  This trend is expected to 
continue through the planning horizon.  
Some GA airports with notable amounts of 
air cargo include Crossville Memorial, 
Livingston Municipal, Upper Cumberland 
Regional, and Warren County Memorial in 
the Upper Cumberland Development 
District; .Lebanon Municipal and Smyrna in 
the Greater Nashville Development District; 
and Maury County, Tullahoma Regional, 

and Winchester Municipal in the South 
Central Development District. 

8.6.3 Based Aircraft 

The total number of aircraft based in Middle 
Tennessee is forecast to increase from 1,287 
in 1998 to 1,687 by 2010, a net increase of 
400 aircraft, and a 31 percent increase over 
the forecast period.  This rate is significantly 
higher than the 12 percent increase in based 
aircraft anticipated for the state as a whole 
because the population (and corresponding 
economic activity) of Middle Tennessee—
especially the Nashville area—is growing 
more rapidly than the state average. 

About 63 percent of the aircraft forecast to 
be added in the Middle Tennessee region are 
expected to be single engine aircraft.  More 
than 20 percent of the increase will be in the 
business jet category.  The number of 
turboprops is forecast to increase 7 percent.  
Twin-engine piston aircraft are forecast to 
increase by 5 percent. 

About 68 percent of the new aircraft forecast 
to be based in the Middle Tennessee are 
anticipated to be stored within the Nashville 
Development District.  About 19 percent are 
forecast to be based in South Central 
Tennessee.  The remaining 13 percent are 
forecast to be based in the Upper 
Cumberland Development District. 

Once the based aircraft were forecast for 
each Development District, they were 
assigned to a system airport.  This 
assignment was determined based on local 
trends, discussions with airport managers, 
and the proposed system plan role of the 
airport (i.e., Commercial Service, Regional 
service, or Community Service), including 
the ability of the airport to accommodate the 
aircraft type being assigned.  As shown in 
Table 8.9, every airport either maintains the 
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Airport

Nashville International 3,661       3,900       5,911        (a)
Total Middle Tennessee 3,661       3,900       5,911        

Note:  (a) FAA TAF.

Source:  ACI; FAA; airport Master Plan.

1990 1998 2010

Table 8.7

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Middle Tennessee Historic and Forecast Passenger Enplanements
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Airport Name City Loc ID County 1998 2010

UPPER CUMBERLAND

Crossville Memorial (a) Crossville CSV Cumberland 1,116,000             2,034,000              
Jackson County Gainesboro 1A7 Jackson -                        -                         
Jamestown Municipal Jamestown 2A1 Fentress 4,000                    7,000                     
LaFayette Municipal LaFayette 3M7 Macon -                        -                         
Livingston Municipal Livingston 8A3 Overton 624,000                1,137,000              
Smithville Municipal Smithville 0A3 Dekalb -                        -                         
Upper Cumberland Regional (a) Sparta SRB White 600,000                1,094,000              
Warren County Memorial (a) McMinnville RNC Warren 520,000                948,000                 
SUBTOTAL 2,864,000             5,220,000              

GREATER NASHVILLE

Cornelia Fort Airpark Nashville M88 Davidson -                        -                         
Dickson Municipal Dickson M02 Dickson 63,000                  125,000                 
Houston County Airport McKinnon M93 Houston -                        -                         
Humphreys County Waverly 0M5 Humphreys 12,000                  24,000                   
John C. Tune (a) Nashville JWN Davidson -                        -                         
Lebanon Municipal Lebanon M54 Wilson 403,000                798,000                 
Murfreesboro Municipal Murfreesboro MBT Rutherford 48,000                  95,000                   
Nashville International Nashville BNA Davidson 120,856,000         248,167,000          
Outlaw Field (a) Clarksville CKV Montgomery 24,000                  48,000                   
Portland Municipal Portland 1M5 Sumner 174,000                345,000                 
Smyrna (a) Smyrna MQY Rutherford 80,000,000          

 

158,450,000         

 

Springfield Robertson County Springfield M91 Robertson -                        -                         
Sumner County Regional (a) Gallatin M33 Sumner 48,000                  95,000                   
SUBTOTAL 201,628,000         408,147,000          

SOUTH CENTRAL

Abernathy Field Pulaski GZS Giles 234,000                436,000                 
Bomar Field--Shelbyville Municipal (a) Shelbyville SYI Bedford 164,000                306,000                 
Centerville Municipal Centerville GHM Hickman -                       

 

-                        

 

Ellington (a) Lewisburg LUG Marshall 182,000                339,000                 
Fayetteville Municipal (a) Fayettville FYM Lincoln 280,000                522,000                 
Franklin County Sewanee UOS Franklin -                        -                         
Hassell Field Clifton M29 Wayne -                        -                         
John A. Baker Field Hohenwald 0M3 Lewis -                        -                         
Lawrenceburg--Lawrence County Lawenceburg 2M2 Lawrence 240,000                447,000                 
Maury County (a) Columbia-Mt. PleasantMRC Maury 1,336,000             2,490,000              
Perry County Linden M15 Perry 52,000                  97,000                   
Puckett Field Eagleville 50M Bedford -                        -                         
Tullahoma Regional Tullahoma THA Coffee 728,000                1,356,000              
Winchester Municipal Winchester BGF Franklin 414,000                771,000                 
SUBTOTAL 3,630,000             6,764,000              

TOTAL MIDDLE TENNESSEE REGION 208,122,000         420,131,000          

'(a) Includes freight and mail.
(b)Existing and/or future regional airport.

Enplaned & Deplaned Cargo (Lbs.)

Table 8.8

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Middle Tennessee Historic and Forecast Cargo Activity (a)
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existing number of based aircraft or shows 
an increase.  Figures 8-16 through 8-18 
show the total number of based aircraft for 
each airport in Middle Tennessee for 1986, 
1998, and 2010.  Figures 8-19 through 8-
21 show the forecast number of based 
aircraft by category at each Middle 
Tennessee airport. 

8.6.4 Aircraft Operations 

Table 8.10 and Figures 8-22a through 8-
24c show the forecast operations for each 
airport in Middle Tennessee.  Also shown is 
the estimated annual service volume (a 
measure of annual capacity).  These capacity 
estimates are based on FAA Advisory 
Circular 150/5060-5.  As shown, none of the 
GA airports in Middle Tennessee is near 
capacity or forecast to reach capacity by 
2010.  Nashville International is just over 
half its annual capacity.  A detailed 
discussion of airfield capacity and facility 
requirements is presented in Chapter Ten. 

8.6.5 Comparison to Previous 
Forecasts and Federal Aviation 
Administration Terminal Area 
Forecasts 

Table 8.11 compares the System Plan 
forecasts with those from other sources, 
including the FAA TAF.  As mentioned in 
Section 7.2, the master plan forecast for 
Nashville International was adopted for 
passenger, cargo, and aircraft operation 
activity.  For GA airports, the forecasts were 
either unavailable, out-of-date, or did not 
correlate well with the most recent available 
information provided by the airport 
managers. 

8.7 WEST TENNESSEE 
AVIATION FORECASTS 

8.7.1 Commercial Air Passenger 
Enplanements 

As discussed in Section 7.2, the System Plan 
adopted the most recent master plan 
forecasts for Memphis International and 
McKellar-Sipes Regional Airport, as shown 
in Table 8.12 and Figure 8-25.  As shown, 
Memphis International, serving the greater 
Memphis region, has grown at a steady pace 
since 1990, and its master plan shows this 
growth continuing through 2010.  In 1999, 
Memphis International enplaned nearly 5.1 
million passengers.  By 2010, the MEM 
master plan forecasts enplanements to reach 
nearly 7 million passengers. 

While Memphis International has shown 
steady growth, enplanement levels at 
McKellar-Sipes Regional have remained 
fairly constant at about 4,000 to 5,000 
annual passengers.  The master plan shows 
enplanements growing to about 11,000 
passengers by 2010. 

8.7.2 Air Cargo 

Table 8.13 shows actual cargo activity for 
the commercial service airports and 
estimated air cargo activity at all other 
airports in West Tennessee.  By 2010 cargo 
activity is forecast to increase nearly 80 
percent in the region.  Nearly all of the 
region’s air cargo is shipped to/from 
Memphis International Airport.  This trend 
is expected to continue through the planning 
horizon.  Some GA airports with notable 
amounts of air cargo include Dyersburg, 
Everett-Stewart, and Henry County in 
Northwest Tennessee; and Franklin Wilkins, 
Robert Sibley, and Scott Field in Southwest 
Tennessee.
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Figure 8-16

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT
UPPER CUMBERLAND EDD
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Figure 8-17

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT
GREATER NASHVILLE EDD
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Figure 8-18

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT
SOUTH CENTRAL EDD
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Figure 8-19

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT BY CATEGORY
UPPER CUMBERLAND EDD

1998 VS. 2010
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Figure 8-20

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT BY CATEGORY
GREATER NASHVILLE EDD

1998 VS. 2010
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Figure 8-21

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT BY CATEGORY
SOUTH CENTRAL EDD

1998 VS. 2010
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Estimated
Annual

Airport Name City Loc ID County 1998 2010 Capacity 1998 2010

UPPER CUMBERLAND

Crossville Memorial (a) Crossville CSV Cumberland 3,030            3,607              203,058     1.5% 1.8%
Jackson County Gainesboro 1A7 Jackson 1,800            1,990              205,407     0.9% 1.0%
Jamestown Municipal Jamestown 2A1 Fentress 940               1,073              203,058     0.5% 0.5%
LaFayette Municipal LaFayette 3M7 Macon 7,620            8,987              170,172     4.5% 5.3%
Livingston Municipal Livingston 8A3 Overton 20,100          24,389            203,058     9.9% 12.0%
Smithville Municipal Smithville 0A3 Dekalb 2,961            3,487              170,172     1.7% 2.0%
Upper Cumberland Regional (a) Sparta SRB White 12,520          14,935            235,944     5.3% 6.3%
Warren County Memorial (a) McMinnville RNC Warren 20,550          24,122            235,944     8.7% 10.2%
SUBTOTAL 69,521          82,591          

GREATER NASHVILLE

Cornelia Fort Airpark Nashville M88 Davidson 10,580          12,732            235,944     4.5% 5.4%
Dickson Municipal Dickson M02 Dickson 10,476          15,446            203,058     5.2% 7.6%
Houston County Airport McKinnon M93 Houston 1                   1                     174,870     0.0% 0.0%
Humphreys County Waverly 0M5 Humphreys 1,200            1,477              203,058     0.6% 0.7%
John C. Tune (a) Nashville JWN Davidson 66,000          93,435            205,407     32.1% 45.5%
Lebanon Municipal Lebanon M54 Wilson 78,000          102,565          203,058     38.4% 50.5%
Murfreesboro Municipal Murfreesboro MBT Rutherford 67,000          84,965            205,407     32.6% 41.4%
Nashville International Nashville BNA Davidson 227,959        300,000          (b) 500,000     45.6% 60.0%
Outlaw Field (a) Clarksville CKV Montgomery 25,735          43,182            230,000     11.2% 18.8%
Portland Municipal Portland 1M5 Sumner 16,800          23,401            193,662     8.7% 12.1%
Smyrna (a) Smyrna MQY Rutherford 88,939          133,387          230,000     38.7% 58.0%
Springfield Robertson County Springfield M91 Robertson 13,270          18,542            203,058     6.5% 9.1%
Sumner County Regional (a) Gallatin M33 Sumner 22,000          32,475            205,407     10.7% 15.8%
SUBTOTAL 627,960        861,609        

SOUTH CENTRAL

Abernathy Field Pulaski GZS Giles 6,090            7,629              174,870     3.5% 4.4%
Bomar Field--Shelbyville Municipal (a) Shelbyville SYI Bedford 28,476          39,749            205,407     13.9% 19.4%
Centerville Municipal Centerville GHM Hickman 2,100            2,533              174,870     1.2% 1.4%
Ellington (a) Lewisburg LUG Marshall 17,050          26,661            205,407     8.3% 13.0%
Fayetteville Municipal (a) Fayettville FYM Lincoln 18,625          26,452            205,407     9.1% 12.9%
Franklin County Sewanee UOS Franklin 2,520            3,109              174,870     1.4% 1.8%
Hassell Field Clifton M29 Wayne 576               641                 141,984     0.4% 0.5%
John A. Baker Field Hohenwald 0M3 Lewis 4,250            5,077              141,984     3.0% 3.6%
Lawrenceburg--Lawrence County Lawenceburg 2M2 Lawrence 1,449            1,684              203,058     0.7% 0.8%
Maury County (a) Columbia-Mt. PleasantMRC Maury 18,200          21,077            203,058     9.0% 10.4%
Perry County Linden M15 Perry 15                 20                   174,870     0.0% 0.0%
Puckett Field Eagleville 50M Bedford 3,200            3,440              N/A N/A N/A
Tullahoma Regional Tullahoma THA Coffee 29,500          34,772            230,000     12.8% 15.1%
Winchester Municipal Winchester BGF Franklin 9,030            10,771            205,407     4.4% 5.2%
SUBTOTAL 141,081        183,616        

TOTAL MIDDLE TENNESSEE REGION

(a)Existing and/or future regional airport.
(b) From master plan.FAA TAF forecast.

Source:  Tennessee State Airport System Plan Airport Manager's Questionnaire; Airport 5010s; and HNTB analysis.

Table 8.10

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Existing and Forecast Annual Aircraft Operations Vs. Annual Capacity

Operations Capacity
Percent AnnualAnnual

Middle Tennessee
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Figure 8-22a

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-22b

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-23a

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-23b

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010

GREATER NASHVILLE TENNESSEE EDD

Annual Service Vol.

Murfreesboro

‘86   ‘98  ‘10
0

50

100

150

200

250

300

O
pe

ra
ti

on
s 

(0
00

s) ASV = 500,000

Nashville Int’l

‘86   ‘98  ‘10
0

50

100

150

200

250

300

O
pe

ra
ti

on
s 

(0
00

s) Annual Service Vol.

Outlaw

‘86   ‘98  ‘10

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

O
pe

ra
ti

on
s 

(0
00

s)

Annual Service Vol.

Portland

‘86   ‘98  ‘10
0

50

100

150

200

250

300

O
pe

ra
ti

on
s 

(0
00

s) Annual Service Vol.

Smyrna

‘86   ‘98  ‘10
0

50

100

150

200

250

300

O
pe

ra
ti

on
s 

(0
00

s)

Annual Service Vol.

Springfield

‘86   ‘98  ‘10



   

11/29/01                                                                                                                                                      8-31 

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

O
pe

ra
ti

on
s 

(0
00

s)
Figure 8-23c

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-24a

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-24b

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-24c

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Airport

Memphis International 4,321       4,708       6,897        
McKellar-Sipes Regional 6              6              11             
Total West Tennessee 4,327       4,714       6,908        

Source:  ACI; FAA; airport Master Plans.

1990 1998 2010

Table 8.12

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

West Tennessee Historic and Forecast Passenger Enplanements
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Airport Name City Loc ID County 1998 2010

NORTHWEST TENNESSEE

Benton County Camden 0M4 Benton 91,000                  157,000                 
Carroll County (a) Huntington HZD Carroll 48,000                  83,000                   
Dyersburg Municipal (a) Dyersburg DYR Dyer 228,000                392,000                 
Everett-Stewart (a) Union City UCY Obion 360,000                619,000                 
Gibson County Trenton TGC Gibson 12,000                  21,000                   
Henry County Paris PHT Henry 348,500                601,163                 
Humboldt County Humboldt M53 Gibson -                        -                         
SUBTOTAL 1,087,500             1,873,163              

SOUTHWEST TENNESSEE

Franklin Wilkins Lexington M52 Henderson 1,284,000             2,292,000              
McKellar-Sipes Regional Jackson MKL Madison 42,000                  67,000                   
Robert Sibley (a) Selmer SZY MacNairy 847,000                1,512,000              
Savannah-Hardin County Savannah SNH Hardin -                        -                         
Scott Field Parsons 0M1 Decatur 312,000                557,000                 
Thornton Airport Brownsville 47M Haywood -                        -                         
William L. Whitehurst Field (a) Bolivar M08 Hardeman -                        -                         
SUBTOTAL 2,485,000             4,428,000              

MEMPHIS AREA

Arnold Field Halls M31 Lauderdale -                       

 

-                        

 

Charles W. Baker Millington 2M8 Shelby 3,240                    6,000                     
Covington Municipal Covington M04 Tipton -                        -                         
Fayette County Somerville FYE Fayette -                        -                         
General Dewitt Spain Memphis M01 Shelby 2,340                    4,000                     
Memphis International Memphis MEM Shelby 5,194,234,696      9,224,961,000       
Millington Municipal (a) Millington NQA Shelby -                        -                         
Wolf River Rossville 54M Fayette -                        -                         
SUBTOTAL 5,194,240,276      9,224,971,000       

TOTAL WEST TENNESSEE REGION 5,197,812,776      9,231,272,163       

'(a) Includes freight and mail.
(b)Existing and/or future regional airport.

Enplaned & Deplaned Cargo (Lbs.)

Table 8.13

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

West Tennessee Historic and Forecast Cargo Activity (a)
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8.7.3 Based Aircraft 

The total number of aircraft based in West 
Tennessee is forecast to increase from 723 
in 1998 to 781 by 2010, a net increase of 58 
aircraft, and an 8 percent increase over the 
forecast period.  This rate is somewhat lower 
than the 12 percent increase in based aircraft 
anticipated for the state as a whole because 
the population (and corresponding economic 
activity) of West Tennessee is growing more 
slowly than the state average. 

More than half of the aircraft forecast to be 
added in the West Tennessee region are 
expected to be business jet aircraft; about 38 
percent of the increase will be single engine 
aircraft. 

About 74 percent of the new aircraft forecast 
to be based in the Memphis Area  

Development District.  About 19 percent are 
forecast to be based in Southwest 
Tennessee.  The remaining 7 percent are 
forecast to be based in the Northwest 
Development District. 

Once the based aircraft were forecast for 
each Development District, they were 
assigned to a system airport.  This 
assignment was determined based on local 
trends, discussions with airport managers, 
and the proposed system plan role of the 
airport (i.e., Commercial Service, Regional 
service, or Community Service), including 
the ability of the airport to accommodate the 
aircraft type being assigned.  As shown in 
Table 8.14, every airport either maintains 
the existing number of based aircraft or 
shows an increase.  Figures 8-26 through 
8-28 show the total number of based aircraft 
for each airport in Middle Tennessee for 
1986, 1998, and 2010.  Figures 8-29 
through 8-31 show the forecast number of 

based aircraft by category at each Middle 
Tennessee airport. 

8.7.4 Aircraft Operations 

Table 8.15 and Figures 8-32a through 8-
34b show the forecast operations for each 
airport in West Tennessee.  Also shown is 
the estimated annual service volume (a 
measure of annual capacity).  These capacity 
estimates are based on FAA Advisory 
Circular 150/5060-5.  As shown, none of the 
GA airports in West Tennessee is near 
capacity or forecast to reach capacity by 
2010.  Memphis International was at 
approximately 75 percent its annual capacity 
in 1998.  

8.7.5 Comparison to Previous 
Forecasts and Federal Aviation 
Administration Terminal Area 
Forecasts 

Table 8.16 compares the System Plan 
forecasts with those from other sources, 
including the FAA TAF.  As mentioned in 
Section 7.2, the master plan forecast for 
Memphis International was adopted for 
passenger, cargo, and aircraft operation 
activity.  For GA airports, the forecasts were 
either unavailable, out-of-date, or did not 
correlate well with the most recent available 
information provided by the airport 
managers. 
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Figure 8-26

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT
NORTHWEST EDD
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Figure 8-27

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT
SOUTHWEST EDD
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Figure 8-28

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT
MEMPHIS AREA EDD
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Figure 8-29

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT BY CATEGORY
NORTHWEST TENNESSEE EDD

1998 VS. 2010
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Figure 8-30

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT BY CATEGORY
SOUTHWEST TENNESSEE EDD

1998 VS. 2010
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Figure 8-31

HISTORIC AND FORECAST BASED AIRCRAFT BY CATEGORY
MEMPHIS AREA TENNESSEE EDD

1998 VS. 2010
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Figure 8-32a

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-32b

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-33a

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-33b

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-34a

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Figure 8-34b

HISTORIC AND FORECAST ANNUAL OPERATIONS VS. CAPACITY
1986, 1998, and 2010
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Chapter Nine 
ENVIRONMENTAL OVERVIEW 

Airport operations and construction have 
environmental consequences.  The environ-
mental impacts of most specific airport 
improvement projects are identified and 
evaluated at the Master Plan level.  The 
analysis completed for this long-term state 
System Plan was conducted as a general 
overview only, and is not intended to replace 
the environmental review required for 
specific projects. 

9.1 OVERVIEW 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
has developed an Airport Environmental 
Handbook.16  Within this handbook, the 
FAA has outlined their environmental 
policy, including the following: 

• Environmental protection is valued and 
is everyone’s responsibility. 

• Pollution prevention and energy 
conservation will be incorporated in the 
design of all new products, services, and 
projects we (the FAA) undertake, 
approve, or finance. 

• Preventing pollution by reducing and 
eliminating the generation of waste and 
emissions at the source is a prime 
consideration in research, process 
design, and operations.  We are 
committed to identifying and 
implementing pollution prevention 

                                                

 

16 FAA Order 5050.4a 

opportunities through our decision-
making, the exchange of information, 
and employee involvement. 

• Technologies and methods that 
substitute non-hazardous materials and 
utilize other source reduction approaches 
will be given top priority in addressing 
all environmental issues. 

• We seek to demonstrate our responsible 
corporate citizenship by adhering to all 
environmental regulation.  We promote 
cooperation and coordination among the 
lines of business, industry, and the 
public toward the shared goal of 
preventing pollution at its source. 

This Federal policy statement is the 
preamble to the general requirements and 
responsibilities of the Airport Environmental 
Handbook.  These general requirements 
stipulate that airport project sponsors and the 
FAA will carefully consider and weigh 
environmental amenities and values in a 
timely manner when evaluating proposed 
Federal actions related to airport planning 
and development.  An environmental 
overview is provided as a guide to identify 
potential environmental features close to 
airports.  This chapter is provided to 
facilitate early coordination with other state 
and Federal environmental agencies. 

The Statewide Airport System Plan responds 
to the FAA environmental philosophy 
through its mission, goals, and objectives.  
Goal Three of the Statewide Airport System 
Plan seeks to “minimize environmental 
impacts and non-compatible land use to the 
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extent feasible.”  As detailed in Chapter 
One, the following objectives have been 
established: 

A. Minimize the number of people exposed 
to noise levels above DNL 65. 

B. Minimize the impacts identified in the 
Airport Environmental Handbook, 
providing special attention to air and 
water pollution and wetland impacts. 

C. Encourage local planning/zoning boards 
to consider airport needs and impacts 
when developing land use and zoning 
plans. 

D. Locate airport facilities so that growth of 
associated uses may be controlled 
through land use planning and zoning. 

E. Develop the system in a manner 
consistent with Federal, state, regional, 
and local plans. 

Each of these objectives is addressed in this 
chapter.  An Environmental Overview 
Matrix is also included, summarizing each 
of the three Grand Regions in Tennessee. 

9.2 ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT CATEGORIES 

The Airport Environmental Handbook 
outlines the primary factors to be considered 
when undertaking either an Environmental 
Assessment or Environmental Impact 
Statement related to airport planning or 
development.  Although the Airport System 
Plan does not include detailed plans for 
airport improvements, it does identify the 
need for improvements through the 
establishment of design criteria related to 
airport classifications, as well as 

opportunities for community and economic 
development.  This environmental overview 
provides a preliminary review of some of 
the key factors that impact airports in 
Tennessee, including the following 
environmental impact categories: 

• Wetlands 

• Waterways 

• Parks 

• Schools 

• Cemeteries 

• Social/Economic 

• Historic/Archeological  

• Air Quality  

• Noise 

Where appropriate, the analysis was 
conducted through the use of a geographic 
information system (GIS).  The following 
sections provide a brief explanation of the 
methodologies used.   

9.2.1 Wetlands  

Wetland data was available for GIS analysis 
for a portion of the state.  A one mile buffer 
area around each airport was searched for 
delineated wetlands.  Airports that have 
wetlands within a one-mile diameter of the 
center of the airport are indicated in the 
Environmental Overview Matrix.  It is 
important to note that this analysis is not a 
comprehensive wetlands analysis.  It should 
not be assumed that wetlands do not exist 
merely because they do not appear on the 
matrix.  In many cases, buffer areas with 
waterways or lakes will also have wetland 
areas.  Thus, the Wetlands and Waterways 
columns should be considered together.  
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9.2.2 Waterways  

Waterways data exist in two classes: (1) 
major rivers and lakes and (2) creeks, 
streams, and waterways.  Waterways that 
exist within a one-mile buffer around each 
airport were identified through GIS and are 
listed, by class, in the Environmental 
Overview Matrix.   

9.2.3 Parks, Schools, and Cemeteries  

All parks, schools, and cemeteries within a 
one-mile buffer of an airport are listed in the 
Environmental Overview Matrix.   

9.2.4 Social/Economic 

Social/Economic impact and Environmental 
Justice impact indicators were based on an 
analysis of 1990 census data.  The 
population residing in the environmental 
buffer area around an airport was compared 
to the population residing in the county or 
counties containing the buffer area.  The 
primary factors analyzed included ethnicity, 
age over 65, rent and property values, and 
single-parent households.  If the population 
residing within the environmental buffer 
area had a higher percentage of minority 
population than the percentage of minority 
population found county-wide, it was 
considered to be a negative socioeconomic 
indicator.  An airport project proposed 
within this area should carefully consider the 
potential impacts on minority populations as 
a component of the environmental 
documentation process.  This is not intended 
to be a conclusive analysis and is provided 
merely as an indicator.  Where applicable, 
additional detailed analysis will be required 
to identify the nature of the impacts. 

9.2.5 Historic/Archeological 

The data available to analyze historic site 
locations in Tennessee are maintained via 
paper maps at the State Historic Preservation 
Office.  In addition, information on the 
location of archeological sites is not 
provided in detail to preserve the integrity of 
the site locations.   

Following a technical review meeting with 
the State Historic Preservation Office to 
discuss the format and availability of data, it 
was determined that the effort required for 
data acquisition would be substantial, and 
that it may or may not provide the data 
necessary for this analysis.  Consequently, 
this analysis would be optimally beneficial 
as a programmatic review between state 
agencies of the applicable final 
recommended projects in the plan.  

9.2.6 Air Quality  

FAA Order 5050.4A advises consultation of 
the Air Quality Handbook (FAA-EE-82-21, 
Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports 
and Air Force Bases) for proposals 
involving airport location, runway 
development, or other capacity-enhancing 
improvements. 

If the proposed action is in a state that has 
applicable indirect source review (ISR) 
requirements, and the ISR threshold criteria 
are exceeded, the proposed action must be 
coordinated with the state to determine 
specific requirements.  If the proposed 
action is in a state that does not have 
applicable ISR requirements, then the 
projected airport activity levels are 
examined.  As of April 1997 (the date of the 
AQH), Tennessee did not require ISR for 
airports.  
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The AQH also distinguishes between 
attainment and non-attainment areas.  The 
Clean Air Act of 1970, as amended, sets 
national ambient air quality standards for 
several key pollutants.  Those counties that 
meet the standards are considered to be 
attainment areas.  Those counties that do not 
meet the standards are designated non-
attainment areas.   

For attainment areas, a project-specific air 
quality analysis is required for a general 
aviation (GA) airport if it has more than 
180,000 annual operations, and for a 
commercial airport if it has more than 1.3 
million annual passengers and 180,000 
annual operations.  If an airport serves a 
community with non-attainment status, the 
AQH notes that analysis is “probably 
required.”  According to the EPA, only 
Shelby County is classified as non-
attainment. 

Based on this information, no GA airports in 
East or Middle Tennessee would require air 
quality analysis. Charles A. Baker, General 
DeWitt Spain, and Millington Municipal 
would likely require analysis, because they 
are located in Shelby County, a non-
attainment area.  Of the State’s air carrier 
airports, McGhee Tyson, Nashville 
International, and Memphis International 
Airports would require additional analysis, 
as they are forecast to handle more than the 
1.3 million annual passenger threshold by 
2010. 

9.2.7 Noise  

FAA Order 5050.4A, Airport Environmental 
Handbook, dated October 8, 1985 was used 
to identify aircraft activity thresholds that 
could require additional analysis of potential 
noise impacts resulting from planned 
improvements.  According to Chapter 5 of 

Order 5050.4A, “no noise analysis is 
needed” for airports serving Design Group I 
and II airplanes “whose forecast operations 
in the period covered…do not exceed 
90,000 annual adjusted propeller operations 
or 700 annual adjusted jet operations.”   

The term “adjusted” refers to FAA Report 
No. FAA-AS-75-1.  There are three 
adjustments described in this report.  The 
first considers the proportion of twin-engine 
propeller-driven aircraft as a percentage of 
total propeller-driven aircraft.  The second 
considers the proportion of turbojet-powered 
jet aircraft as a proportion of total jet-
powered aircraft.  The last adjustment 
accounts for nighttime operations. 

Each adjustment factor was considered and 
applied to forecast the number of adjusted 
operations.  According to FAA-AS-71-1, 
approximately six percent of propeller 
operations at a GA airport consist of twin-
engine aircraft.  If the fleet of propeller 
aircraft is forecast to vary considerably from 
this assumption, then appropriate 
adjustments should be made.  The report 
also notes that about 70 percent of business 
jet operations are composed of turbojet 
aircraft.  (This average is based on estimates 
for the 1976 fleet.)  The report notes that the 
“proportion of turbojet-powered aircraft in 
the business jet fleet is expected to decrease 
with time.”  It should be noted that today 
there are very few turbojet-powered 
business jet aircraft, and that by 2010, any 
remaining turbojets will have been retired.  
Based on this assumption, it was assumed 
that all business jet aircraft would be 
counted as propeller-driven aircraft, per 
Order 5050.4A which states that many GA 
jet aircraft are “quieter than many propeller 
aircraft…and may therefore be counted as 
propeller aircraft….”  Lastly, it was assumed 
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that about 10 percent of aircraft operations 
at the GA airports occurred at night. 

The forecast operations fleet mix for each 
East Tennessee general aviation airport was 
adjusted based on the guidelines described 
in FAA-AS-75-1.  The results indicate that 
six GA airports, Elizabethton, Greeneville 
Greene County, Gatlinburg, Moore-Murrell, 
Rockwood, and McMinn County may 
require additional noise analysis should 
significant development projects be 
recommended. 

In Middle Tennessee, John C. Tune, 
Lebanon, Mufreesboro, Outlaw Field, 
Smyrna, Sumner County, Bomar Field-
Shelbyville, Ellington, Fayetteville, Maury 
County, and Tullahoma may require 
additional noise analysis should significant 
development projects be recommended. 

In West Tennessee, Dyersburg, Charles 
Baker, Covington Municipal, General 
DeWitt Spain, and Millington Municipal 
will likely require noise analysis should 
significant development projects be 
identified. 

The six air carrier airports serving the state 
are considered transport-type airports, and 
each has over 90,000 adjusted annual 
operations and therefore would require noise 
analysis should significant airfield capacity-
enhancing improvements or runway 
strengthening. 

9.3 ENVIRONMENTAL 
OVERVIEW MATRIX 

9.3.1 East Tennessee  

Each airport in East Tennessee was 
evaluated in relation to nine categories of 
environmental features.  Table 9.1 provides 
a matrix indicating the features that are 
proximate (exist within a one-mile diameter) 
to an airport.  Within East Tennessee most 
airports have waterways, schools, and 
cemeteries located in this one-mile diameter. 
This provides an indicator that additional 
attention, through the improvement project 
planning process, will be required.  

The only East Tennessee airports to have six 
environmental features located in the 
analysis area is McGhee Tyson.  Lovell 
Field and Moore-Murrell each have five 
environmental features within the analysis 
area.  The East Tennessee airports to have 
four environmental features within the 
analysis area include Elizabethton, 
Greenville, Downtown Island, McMinn 
County, Copperhill Municipal, Collegedale 
Municipal, and Marion County airport. 

9.3.2 West Tennessee Environmental 
Overview Matrix 

Table 9.2 provides a listing of West 
Tennessee airports and the related 
environmental factors analyzed for these 
airports.  Each of the airports in West 
Tennessee has at least one of the nine 
category boxes checked due to a feature 
being located within a one-mile diameter of 
the airport.  This is an indicator that a 
proposed project could have the potential to 
impact or conflict with a natural resource 
feature or land use activity near the airport.  
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P TRI M X

P TYS X X X X X X

P CHA X X X X X

NP 6A4 X X X

Johnson City Airport NP 0A9 X X X

Elizabethton Airport NP 0A4 M X X X

Greeneville Municipal Airport NP GCY X X X X

Hawkins County Airport NP RVN X X

New Tazewell Municipal Airport NP 3A2 M X X

Campbell County Airport NP JAU X X X

Moore-Murrell Airport NP MOR M X X X X

Rockwood Municipal Airport NP RKW X X X

Meadowlake Airport NP 30A X X X

Powell Airport           NP 9A2 X X

Downtown Island Airport NP DKX M X X X

Gatlinburg Pigeon Forge Airport NP GKT M X X X

Monroe County Airport NP MNV X X

Mark Anton Airport NP 2A0 M X X

McMinn County Airport NP MMI X X X X

Copperhill Municipal Airport NP 1A3 X X X X

Chilhowee Glideport NP 92A X X X

Hardwick Field         NP HDI X X X

Collegedale Municipal Airport NP 3M3 X X X X

Dallas Bay Skypark NP 1A0 X X

Marion County Airport NP APT X X X X

Scott Municipal Airport NP SCX X X

Notes:   X = There are features within the one mile buffer around the central point of the airport facility 
that should be examined in greater detail when project planning occurs.
"X" reflects a minor waterway.
"M" reflects a major waterway.

 

Approach Type
V =   Visual
NP = Non-Precision
P =    Precision

Table 9.1

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

East Tennessee Environmental Overview Matrix
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Memphis International Airport P MEM X X X X X X

McKellar-Sipes Regional Airport P MKE X X X X

Arlington Municipal V LHC X X X

Arnold Field V M31 X X

Charles W. Baker NP 2M8 X X X X X X

Covington Municipal NP M04 M X X X

Fayette County NP FYE M X X

General Dewitt Spain NP M01 X M X X

Millington Municipal P NQA M X X X

Franklin-Wilkins Airport NP M52 X X X

Robert Sibley NP SZY X X X

Savannah-Hardin County Airport NP SNH X X X

Scott Field V 0M1 X X X X

Thorton Airport V 47M X

William L. Whitehurst Field NP M08 M X X

Benton County Airport NP 0M4 X X X

Dyersburg Municipal Airport NP DYR M X

Everett Stewart Airport NP UCY M X

Gibson County Airport NP TGC X M X

Henry County Airport P PHT M X X X

Humbolt Municiapls Airport NP M53 X X X

Huntingdon/Carroll County Airport NP HZD X X

Reelfoot Lake Airport V 0M2 X M X

Notes:   X = There are features within the one mile buffer around the central point of the airport facility 
that should be examined in greater detail when project planning occurs.

"X" reflects a minor waterway.
"M" reflects a major waterway.

 

Approach Type
V =   Visual
NP = Non-Precision
P =    Precision

Table 9.2

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

West Tennessee Environmental Overview Matrix
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Two West Tennessee airports have six 
environmental features inside the analysis 
area: Memphis International and Charles W. 
Baker.   

Airports with four environmental features 
include McKellar-Sipes Regional, General 
Dewitt Spain, Millington Municipal, Scott 
Field, and Henry County Airport.  

9.3.3 Middle Tennessee Environmental 
Overview Matrix 

Within Middle Tennessee, as was also the 
case found in West and East Tennessee, the 
environmental analysis found that 
waterways, schools, and cemeteries are the 
most prevalent features located within a one-
mile diameter of Middle Tennessee airports.  
Table 9.3 lists the airports in Middle 
Tennessee in relation to the nine 
environmental review categories.   

Airports that have five or more features 
within the one-mile diameter include 
Nashville International, Lebanon Municipal, 
Maury County, Shelbyville Municipal and 
Tullahoma Regional Airport.  Airports with 
four environmental features include Cornelia 
Fort Airpark, Dickson Municipal, 
Fayetteville Municipal, Hassell Field, 
Houston County, Jackson County, 
Livingston Municipal, Murfreesboro, 
Smithville Municipal, Smyrna, and 
Winchester Municipal Airport.  

9.3.4 Environmental Summary 

The analysis of environmental, land use, and 
social/economic features around airports 
merely provides an indicator of potential 
impacts and conflicts within a one-mile 
diameter of each airport.  This analysis does 
not identify that there are specific issues at 

the airports that would stop future 
improvement plans. In summary, the state 
and airport owners/managers can use this 
information as a tool to guide the planning 
process at individual airports.  For example, 
airport managers can use the information in 
the matrix as it relates to their airport in 
order to field verify the features and initiate 
further analysis and coordination in advance 
of completing detailed improvement plans.   

The airports identified in the Statewide 
System Plan that are proposed for 
improvement can be related to the 
information in this chapter in order to 
determine the need for environmental 
documentation and coordination at a 
statewide level. These activities help keep 
the environmental review process ahead of 
the project development and design process 
and avoid unnecessary delay in 
improvement projects. 

9.4 LOCAL PLANNING AND 
ZONING 

When first conceived and developed, 
airports in Tennessee were located in rural 
or sparsely developed areas of the state.  In 
some cases, urban and suburban growth 
gradually encroached, making it difficult, if 
not impossible, to expand or improve the 
airport.  In addition, prime commercial/ 
industrial land development opportunities 
close to an airport are lost.  Airport owners 
and managers should work with local 
planning and zoning officials to develop 
protective ordinances and zoning that are 
appropriate for their airports.  In addition, 
airport managers should maintain 
coordination with the property owner and 
local government agency during the 
development review and permitting process.  
Taking these steps will provide for  
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Nashville International Airport P BNA X X X X X X

Abernathy Field NP GZS M X X

Centerville Municipal Airpark NP GHM X X

Cornelia Fort Airpark V M88 X M X X

Crossville Memorial Airport P CSV X X X

Dickson Municipal Aiport NP M02 X X X X

Ellington Airport NP LUG X X X

Fayetteville Municipal NP FYM X X X X

Franklin County Airport V U0S X X X

Hassell Field V M29 X X X X

Houston County Airport V M93 M X X X

Humphreys County Airport NP 0M5 X

Jackson County Airport V 1A7 X X X X

Jamestown Municipal Aiport V 2A1 X X X

John A. Baker Field NP 0M3 X X X

John C. Tune P JWN X X

Lafayette Municipal Airport NP 3M7 X X X

Lawrenceburg Municipal Airport NP 2M2 X X X

Lebanon Municipal NP M54 X X X X X

Livingston Municipal Airport NP 8A3 X X X X

Maury County Airport NP MRC X X X X X

Murfreesboro Airport NP MBT M X X X

Outlaw Field NP CKV X X X

Perry County Airport V M15 X X

Portland Municipal Airport NP 1M5 X X X

Puckett Gliderport V 50M X X X

Shelbyville Municipal Airport NP SYI X X X X X

Smithville Muncipal Airpport NP 0A3 X X X X

Smyrna Airport P MQY M X X X

Springfield Robertson County Airport NP M91 X X X

Sumner County Airport NP M33 X X

Tullahoma Regional Airport NP THA X X X X X

Upper Cumberland Regional Airport P SRB M X

Warren County Airport NP RNC X X

Winchester Municipal Airport NP BGF X X X X

Notes:   X = There are features within the one mile buffer around the central point of the airport facility 
that should be examined in greater detail when project planning occurs.

"X" reflects a minor waterway.
"M" reflects a major waterway.

 

Approach Type
V =   Visual
NP = Non-Precision
P =    Precision

Table 9.3

TENNESSEE AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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appropriate right-of-way dedication, access 
control, and land options that will allow the 
airport to better serve the surrounding 
community.  

9.5 LAND USE 

Discussions at the various roundtable 
meetings held throughout the state have 
emphasized the importance of better land 
use and zoning on land surrounding or 
adjacent to airports.  Every airport in 
Tennessee should have a land use plan for 
the land immediately adjacent to or 
surrounding the airport.  Appropriate 
associated airport uses might include the 
following: 

• Light Industrial 

• Manufacturing 

• Warehousing 

• Distribution 

• Commercial Support Services 

• Office 

• Service 

In all cases, the development of residential 
areas immediately surrounding the airport 
should be discouraged. 

9.6 COOPERATIVE PLANNING  

The most important aspect of any planning 
process is cooperation.  During the process 
of completing this chapter, cooperative 
discussions were held with other interested 
agencies, including the Departments of 

Environment and Conservation and the State 
Historic Preservation Office.  These 
agencies recommended the development of 
programmatic agreements related to this 
plan.  These agreements will facilitate a 
streamlining of the environmental 
documentation process for some projects, 
and will provide for early coordination for 
larger-scale projects that will require more 
extensive environmental assessment.                    
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Chapter Ten 
RECOMMENDED SYSTEM PLAN 

10.1 AIRPORTS THE 
COMMUNITY & 
TRANSPORTATION 

The development of the Statewide Airport 
System plan recognizes that safety is the 
number one objective for Tennessee's 
airports. recognizes that airports are one 
component in the network of Tennessee's 
transportation and community development 
infrastructure. At the same time the plan 
recognizes that airports do not function 
independently of community development 
or other transportation infrastructure. This 
plan recognizes the strong relationship 
between an airport and the community 
(market) it serves as well as the relationship 
to other modes of transportation. These are 
the factors that will increase an airport's 
opportunity for growth and success.   

10.2   METHODOLOGY 

The System Plan provides a set of tools and 
policies to guide the decision making 
process for investing in airport 
infrastructure. 

The methodology provides a series of 
alternatives that combine the Airport 
Priority Ranking System (APRS) with other 
tools such as the Economic Filter Analysis. 
This unique planning approach provides 
flexibility in relating funding decisions to 
the ever-changing priorities that drive state 
government. These tools help to shape a 

capital improvement program that will 
continue to promote safety and provide 
guidance for selecting airport projects that 
promote state and local economic 
development. 

10.3  AIRPORT PRIORITY 
RANKING SYSTEM 

The University of Tennessee developed the 
Airport Priority Ranking System (APRS) for 
the Tennessee Division of Aeronautics. The 
purpose of the APRS is to provide the 
Division of Aeronautics with a tool to rank 
projects requested by individual airports. 
The APRS also set a specific time for 
project requests to be submitted. The 
creation of a uniform funding cycle, an even 
playing field for ranking proposed projects 
has been established across the state 
allowing the Division of Aeronautics the 
ability to review projects in groups.  

Ranking Parameters 

The Airport Priority Ranking System sets a 
consistent set of parameters for  airport 
projects. The weighting of the point system 
is set in three primary areas. First points are 
awarded for the type of project being 
proposed. A listing of project types and the 
corresponding points awarded can be found 
in Table 10.1. 

The system awards the greatest number of 
points for type projects that maintain a focus 
on safety. The second area for awarding  
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Code Project Description Points
Runway Remove Obstruction requiring displacement of runway threshold and light relocation 50
Projects Correct unsafe runway surface failures 49

Remove Obstruction to meet FAA Part 152 RPZ 48
Install/Upgrade runway lighting system 45
Expand runway safety area 44
Maintain primary runway 40
Maintain secondary runway 38
Upgrade primary runway to standards 30
Upgrade secondary runway to standards 27
Modify dimensions of existing runway to increase operational capacity of airport 20
Increase runway dimensions or strengthen pavement to handle larger critical aircraft 19
Add new runway 10

Taxiway Construct primary taxiway to correct deviation from FAA design standard 48
Projects Maintain taxiway serving primary runway 39

Install/Upgrade taxiway lighting system 38
Maintain taxiway serving secondary runway 30
Upgrade taxiway serving primary runway to meet standards 28
Upgrade taxiway serving secondary runway to meet standards 26
Construct new or increase capacity of taxiway serving primary runway 18
Construct new or increase capacity of taxiway serving secondary runway 15

Apron Maintain terminal apron 30
Projects Upgrade terminal apron to meet standards 28

Expand apron for aircraft capacity reasons; apron for new airport 17
Expand apron or strengthen critical aircraft considerations 16
Construct Apron to open new area of airport 15

Terminal Maintain terminal 30
Projects Upgrade terminal to meet standards 22

Construct new or increase capacity of terminal 12
Maintain hangar 5
Prepare site for new hangar 4
Construct new or expand hangar 3

Landside Access Maintain auto access road 20
Projects Maintain auto parking area 18

Upgrade auto access road to meet standards 10
Upgrade auto parking area to meet standards 5
Increase auto road capacity (new lanes) or construct new access road 2
Increase capacity of auto parking area 1

Other Infrastructure Purchase required ARFF vehicles and equipment 46
Improve or repair drainage 34
Meet Federal/State environmental standards 15
Construct new fuel storage facility 10
Upgrade fuel storage facility 8
Install fencing 8
Construct new utility system or upgrade to meet standards 9
Maintain utilities (water, sewer, electricity) 7

Land Acquisition Acquire land/easement for obstruction removal 50
Acquire land/easement for in RPZs 40
Acquire land/easement for AWOS 35
Acquire land/easement for operational capacity problems 27
Acquire land/easement for noise controlor noise control required projects 25
Acquire land for new airport 20
Acquire land/easement for future expansion 15

Planning/ Develop and update airport layout plans 50
Environmental Study Prepare master plans, site selection studies 40

Develop height zoning ordinances 40
Prepare terminal area and building plans 27
Prepare air service and air cargo plans 25
Develop FAR Part 150 studies 25
Develop storm water pollution prevention plan, spill prevention, control and counter measures plan 20
Develop other special plans or studies (economic, F&E, zoning, etc.) 15

Lighting/NavAids Repair non-functional runway lighting system or navaids 50
Provide special lighting above normal requirements because of safety hazards 47
Clear obstruction on airport 47
Install AWOS, rotating beacon, segmented circle, navaids, visual aids 42
Purchase new UNICOM equipment 41
Upgrade navaids or visual aids 40
Relocate navaids or visual aids 38

Table 10.1
Points Awarded for Project Type
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points is for airport management including 
license upkeep, land use considerations such 
as height and hazard zoning. The third area 
for project points is related to the amount of 
activity occurring at an airport.  

The following lists the categories used to 
assign points to projects under the APRS 
program: 

 

50 points for project type 

 

15 points airport management  

 

35 points airport usage 

The number one statewide goal for airports 
is “To maintain a safe and reliable airport 
system”. The primary tool to promote and 
maintain a network of safe airports across 
the state is the Airport Priority Ranking 
System (APRS). The APRS will continue to 
be the foundation for establishing priorities 
for funding airport improvements. This base 
will maintain a continued priority on safety. 
Combining the APRS with other ranking 

systems allows the Tennessee Division of 
Aeronautics to provide alternative methods 
for prioritizing airport improvements. These 
alternatives enable the state to define 
improvements that will help take advantage 
of opportunities for community 
development.  

10.4  ALTERNATIVE RANKING 
PROPOSALS    

The existing APRS system provides points 
to a proposed airport improvement project 
based on the functional classification of the 
airport. The maximum points awarded for 
airport classification under the current 
APRS system is ten (10) for a GA Business 
class airport. The points awarded are 
reduced for each lower classification with 
private public use airports receiving one (1) 

Points Awarded for Airport Usage
Total Itinerant 10,000 or more 5
Aircrafts Operations 9,999 or fewer 0
Based Aircraft 100 or more 20

61 to 99 15
20 to 60 10
0 to 19 5

Functional Class G.A. Business Service 10
G.A. Community Service 7
G.A. Limited Service 4
G.A. Local Service 2
Private, Public-use 1

Points Awarded for Sponsor Responsibility
License Compliance Compliance (Has state license) 10

Partial compliance (does not have state license, is taking action to correct problem) 6
Non-compliance (does not have state license, is not taking action to correct problem) 0

Obligations One obligation (a project on the books that sponsor has not started the bid process.) 0
Two Obligations -1
Three or more obligations -5

Rules & Regulations Has Rules & Regulations 1
Does not have Rules & Regulations 0

Height Zoning Zoning Enacted 1
No zoning 0

Land use controls Full/Partial compatibility 1
No controls 0

CIP Project is in current CIP 1
Project is not in current CIP 0

Pavement Mngemnt Has Pavement Management System 1
No Pavement Management System 0
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point. See Table 10.1 for the current APRS 
Functional Classification point breakdown.  

T he adopted a lte r na tive to this sy ste m 
is to adjust the points awarded by the APRS 
for airport classification. Points are 
distributed using the new airport 
classifications as shown in Table 10.2. 

Table 10.2 

APRS Revision:                             
Airport Classification System 

 

Code

 

Description Points

 

4 Commercial Service 
Airport N/A 

3 Regional Service Airport 10 

2 Community Business 
Airport 8 

1 Community Service 
Airport 4 

0 Private, Public Use 
Airport 0 

 

10.4.1 Economic Filter Alternative 

The economic filter analysis, described in 
Chapter 7 provides another method for 
setting rankings related to airport 
improvements. The Economic Filter 
provides an indicator of the community 
development opportunity related to the 
market area that each airport within the 
state. Each airport has been given a ranking 
related to this market potential. A scoring 
system has been proposed to help guide 

investment decisions for airport 
improvements. Table 10.3 provides the 
airport rankings as developed for each 
airport within the state as well as indicating 
which region the airport is located in.  

USE OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS IN 
AIRPORT CLASSIFICATION 

The system plan proposes a revised airport 
classification system. This system 
transitions from Tennessee’s current airport 
classification system to a system that 
considers economic factors, aviation trends, 
and intermodal analysis within the context 
of Tennessee’s unique geographic regions 
within the state. The Airport classification 
system establishes 4 classes of airports along 
with the physical standards for each of the 
class types. The four proposed 
classifications include commercial service, 
regional service, community business, and 
community service.  

Commercial Airports 

The commercial service classification 
includes the six airports providing regularly 
scheduled service.  Theses include: 

 

Tri-Cities Regional (TRI) 

 

McGhee Tyson (TYS) 

 

Lovell Field (CHA) 

 

Nashville International (BNA) 

 

McKellar-Sipes Regional (MKL) 

 

Memphis International (MEM) 
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Regional Airports  

After the identification of the commercial 
service airports the next task was to identify  
Regional service Airports. The performance 
measure used to identify Regional  airports 
was to provide seventy five percent of the 
state population access to a regional service 
airport within a 25-minute drive. The 25-
minute drive was analyzed based on the 25-
minute drive time market area developed in 
the plan. This process established a listing of 
airports that are considered the first cut at 
designating regional service airports. The 
designation of regional service airports also 
considered the airport intermodal 
opportunity rankings (Ch 5) as well as the 
environmental constraint analysis (Ch 8). A 
total of 25 airports were identified as 
regional service candidate airports. 

These 25 airports represent what would be 
considered a long-term network of regional 
airports within the state. The number of 
airports recommended, as potential regional 
service airports must be adjusted based on 
resources available for plan implementation. 
Goal 4 of the System Plan provides that the 
“system be developed in a fiscally 
responsible manner”. It is recognized that 
the level of resources available within the 
10-year plan would not be adequate to 
undertake the improvements related to all 25 
of the  regional service airports. 

The method used to identify a fiscally 
responsible group of regional  airports was 
based on using the filter analysis. The filter 
analysis helped to identify airports that have 
a rising demand for goods and services that 
would provide a strong economic and 
community development opportunity for the 
state. The following airports have been 
identified as regional service airports: 

 
Gatlinburg-Pigeon Forge (GKT) 

 
Greeneville-Greene County (GCY) 

 
John C. Tune (JWN) 

 
Smyrna (MQY) 

 
Sumner County Regional (M33) 

 

Outlaw Field (CKV) 

 

Bomar Field – Shelbyville (SYI) 

 

Upper-Cumberland Regional (SRB) 

 

Millington Municipal (NQA) 

 

Dyersburg Municipal (DYR) 

 

Carroll County (HZD) 

 

Moore- Murrell (MOR) 

 

Campbell County (JAU)  

Figure 10-1

 

reflects the location of these 
airports. 

Community Business Service 
Classification 

Planning is both a technical and public 
process.  The technical charge of the 
planning team was to develop classifications 
for the airports that would be clearly 
distinguishable.  The planning team 
responded by developing three 
classifications identifying 6 Commercial 
Service Airports, 14 Regional service 
Airports and 56 Community Service 
Airports as the base recommendation for the 
Tennessee airport network.  Through the 
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public input process we learned that there 
were many airports, classified as general 
aviation business service that would be re-
classified as community service (under the 
draft plan recommendations). In response to 
this concern, additional consideration was 
given to the classification system.   

In consultation with the Division of 
Aeronautics staff it was decided to add an 
additional classification of airports.  Named 
“Community Business”, its standards make 
it a stepping stone between the Community 
Service and the Regional service 
classifications. The following standards 
would apply to airports identified as 
Community Business:   

 

Primary runway of 4500 – 5500 feet, or 
longer if justified 

 

Partial parallel taxiway 

 

AWOS/ASOS  

 

400&1 minimum approach 

 

Included in the FAA NPIAS 

 

Establish long range plans allowing for 
future development into a higher 
classification  

An important component of this 
classification is related to establishing and 
promoting long range planning for airports 
that, with adequate justification and analysis 
could be considered for an upward change in 
class to accommodate state economic 
growth and demand for infrastructure 
investment (intermodal planning).  
Identifying airports to be classified 
“Community Business”, was determined by 
classifying airports that were originally 
identified as regional s, but not selected at 

this time due to fiscal constraints as 
Community Business Airports.  These are as 
follows: 

 
Knoxville Downtown Island (DKX) 

 
Rockwood Municipal (RKW) 

 
McMinn County (MMI) 

 

New Cleveland 

 

Everett-Stewart (UCY) 

 

William L. Whitehurst (M08) 

 

Covington Municipal (M04) 

 

Crossville Memorial (CSV) 

 

Warren County Memorial (RNC) 

 

Maury County (MRC) 

 

Ellington (LUG) 

 

Portland Municipal (1M5) 

 

Fayetteville Municipal (FYM) 

 

New Tazewell (3A2) 

 

Beech River 

The proposed Beech River Airport will play 
an important role in providing business and 
residents general aviation services in West 
Tennessee. This airport should be designed 
as a Community Business airport and 
planned in a manner that will allow future 
expansion and improvement to meet the 
standards of a Regional Service airport.  
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Community Service Classification   

The designation of community service 
airports reflects a set of airports that provide 
all forms of general aviation including 
business aviation, flight training, and 
recreational aviation services. The primary 
difference is in the minimum standards for a 
community service airport. The System Plan 
proposes that with the exception of private 
airports, all other airports in the state system 
plan will be classified as Community 
Service. Private, public use airports will 
maintain their existing status.  

10.5 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
GOALS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The development of System Plan 
Recommendations is based on the goals set 
forth early in the planning process. An 
overview of the purpose and goals for the 
system plan are as follows: 

The purpose of the Statewide Airport 
System Plan (System Plan) is to provide 
a framework for the orderly, ongoing, 
and timely development of a system of 
airports that is adequate to meet the 
current and future aviation needs of the 
state. 

GOAL 1 Maintain a safe and reliable 
airport system. 

GOAL 2 Provide an efficient airport 
system capable of meeting existing and 
future demand. 

GOAL 3 Minimize environmental 
impacts and non-compatible land uses to 
the extent feasible. 

GOAL 4 Develop the system in a fiscally 
responsible manner. 

The development of the system plan 
recommendation focuses on the 
implementation of these goals. 

10.5.1  Airport Classifications 

It is recommended that the proposed airport 
classification system and proposed airport 
classifications be adopted. This system of 
classifying airports defines minimum design 
standards. The classifications are forward 
thinking", they establish criteria that will 
meet the needs of aviation well into the 
future as well as establishing an efficient 
airport system. 

10.5.2 APRS ADJUSMENT 

It is recommended that the existing Airport 
Priority Ranking System be adjusted to 
reflect the proposed airport classifications 
with the point scores as proposed in Table 
10. 2. This change in APRS relates back to 
goals 1 and 2. The criteria established for 
each classification relates directly to the 
reliability of an airport. In addition, an 
airport that meets the minimum criteria for 
the respective classification will meet 
existing and future demand in an efficient 
manner. 

10.5.3 Funding Policy 

Funding for airport improvements has 
traditionally been targeted toward projects 
which focus on safety. In more recent times 
however, it is recognized that economic and 
community development opportunities are 
also very important to the owners and 
operators of our general aviation airports. 
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Therefore, the Tennessee Aeronautics 
Commission will consider and select some

 
projects that enable airports to capitalize on, 
as well as promote, economic development 
in the market area they serve. This selection 
will be guided by the “Market Index” as 
developed in the Economic filter Analysis of 
the System Plan, see Chapter 7 (Table 7-32) 
for a listing of market index numbers by 
airport. Certainly safety should be 
considered first, but there is room for other 
requirements as well. For example, a 
capacity  related runway extension or similar 
projects for airports that would allow them 
to meet the standards of the new 
classification system, provide needed 
improvements to the airport system 
infrastructure, and support 
community/economic development. This 
policy provides direct relationships to goal 
numbers 1 and 4. This policy establishes a 
funding hierarchy that first recognizes 
available funding, second identifies that the 
system of airports is safe, and finally 
provides funding for airport improvements 
that go beyond safety.  

Under previous policy projects that increase 
airport capacity, such as extending a runway 
or expanding an apron, would not be highly 
ranked by APRS (and therefore are unlikely 
to be funded). Under the adopted Airport 
System Plan policy these projects would be 
considered for funding by the Aeronautics 
Commission with the decision being guided 
by the market index established by the filter 
analysis. For example, a project proposed 
for an airport with a market index between 1 
and 10 would be considered as a high 
priority airport project related to economic 
development opportunity. It should be noted 
that commercial service airports have unique 
funding resources and are therefore not 
included in this priority alternative. These 

airports are located in strong economic 
market areas. Commercial airports typically 
act as economic development engines within 
a large market service region (up to 60-
minute drive time). 

10.5.4 Airport Investment 

Airport investment recommendations should 
continue to be based first and foremost on 
the APRS. This system is an important tool 
to prioritize improvements based on meeting 
federal and state safety standards.  

The second recommended tool to guide 
airport investment is to utilize the Economic 
Filter Rankings to guide decisions on 
investing in "other" projects that would 
capitalize on economic opportunity. The 
method for accomplishing this is to utilize 
the grouping method for scoring non-safety 
projects and then selecting projects that 
match the previously established funding 
policy for the State.  

10.5.5 Airport Capital Improvement 
Program 

An important recommendation of the 
System Plan is the development of an 
Airport Capital Improvement Program. The 
objective of this program is to utilize and 
maintain the existing airport infrastructure 
as well as identify projects that will promote 
business aviation in support of economic 
development within the 25-minute drive 
time market area of Tennessee's airports. 

The first step in developing the ACIP will be 
to establish an overall listing of airport 
needs. These needs will be generated based 
on the standards established for airport 
classifications. Each airport will be reviewed 
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with respect to runway length, taxiway, 
AWOS/ASOS, and the other key features 
required of their classification. Elements that 
are not up to standards will be incorporated 
into the Airport Capital Improvement Plan. 
Cost estimates will be developed for the 
project list. The ACIP will be a by-product 
of the System Plan project.  

Second, In order to maintain the ACIP it is 
recommended that the Division of 
Aeronautics undertake an annual review 
process for general aviation airports across 
the state. It is recommended that the review 
start with group meetings with airport 
managers in each of the regions within the 
state. The objective of these meetings is to 
obtain information on the status of on going 
projects as well as discuss future 
improvement needs for the airports. 
Additional meetings should also be set with 
aviation business interests, chamber of 
commerce, and other key community 
development interests (such as county 
planners). The Aeronautics staff should also 
meet with highway, freight, and mass transit 
planners from the Department of 
Transportation to review and coordinate 
transportation improvements. 

These activities along with maintaining 
current data to maintain the relevancy of the 
economic filter analysis will ensure that this 
plan continues to serve aviation in the State 
of Tennessee over the next ten years.   
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Chapter Eleven 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The Tennessee Aeronautics Division and the 
project team were committed to an active 
public participation program for the 
Tennessee Airport System Plan Update in 
order to assure the best possible planning 
outcome for the state. The public 
participation program was based on a 
framework of advisory groups built at 
statewide, regional and sub-regional levels. 
The objective was to provide information 
about the study to group participants and 
obtain valuable input in return. At the same 
time, the goal was to earn consensus, 
support and credibility for the final plan, 
paving the way for efficient implementation. 
An equally important task was to provide 
information beyond these formal groups to a 
broader audience of stakeholders and the 
general public.  

The program was designed to achieve the 
following objectives: 

 

Identify stakeholders from aviation, 
business, university, planning and 
government sectors. 

 

Educate and inform stakeholders 
throughout all phases of the study 

 

Engage stakeholders in two-way 
communication, both providing 
information and collecting input 

 

Establish sounding boards of key 
stakeholder groups for development 
of study’s goals and objectives and 
for receiving periodic feedback  

 
Build understanding and support for 
the planning process to facilitate a 
smoother implementation 

Stakeholders were identified as follows: 

 

Airport owners and managers  

 

Airport user groups 

 

Airport Authorities and 
Commissions 

 

Metropolitan Planning Organizations 

 

TECD local planning offices and 
marketing divisions 

 

Tennessee Economic Development 
Districts 

 

Tennessee Chambers of Commerce 

 

Tennessee companies responding to 
study survey 

 

Appalachian Regional Council 

 

State government officials (including 
adjacent state aeronautics officials) 

 

Federal Aviation Administration 

 

General public 

Statewide Steering Committee 

A statewide steering committee was 
established to aid in development of the 
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study’s goals and objectives and to provide 
an overall, statewide perspective on 
planning matters. Four statewide steering 
committee meetings were held periodically 
throughout the course of the study, 
generating valuable input that was used to 
strengthen the planning process. An initial 
meeting kicked off the public involvement 
effort in February 1999, with discussions of 
the plan’s scope, economic perspective, and 
goals and objectives. Subsequent meetings 
coincided with the completion of project 
milestones to report findings and receive 
feedback. 

Regional Committees. 

To gain a clearer perspective on the needs of 
Tennessee’s three divergent regions – East, 
Middle and West – committees were formed 
from stakeholder groups to represent the 
interests of each region. The project team 
and the Tennessee Aeronautics Division met 
twice with each committee for a total of six 
meetings. Initial meetings in all three 
regions were held on the front-end of the 
planning process for each region, sparking 
vital discussion and a free exchange of 
ideas. Final meetings were scheduled so that 
each committee could respond from its 
regional perspective to a draft of the plan. 

Sub-Regional Roundtables. 

To further sharpen the study’s focus on the 
local level, the project team and aeronautics 
officials visited each of the state’s nine 
economic development districts. At 
roundtable discussions held in each district, 
they learned first-hand from invited local 
business, community and aviation 
representatives what their community’ 
issues and concerns were. Remarks were 
captured for careful consideration into the 
planning process. 

Public Open Houses. 

Upon completion of the draft plan, 
aeronautics officials and project team 
members traveled the state again. They held 
a public open house in each local 
development district where the draft plan 
was presented and feedback once again 
collected. Press releases were disseminated 
to publicize the events. There were nine 
public open houses in all held across the 
state.  

Newsletters. 

Newsletters were published regularly to 
maintain the  flow of information throughout 
the study. An initial statewide newsletter 
introducing and explaining the study was 
distributed in August 1999 and was made 
available at all advisory group meetings as 
well as other meetings and speaking 
engagements.  Three newsletters, each 
focusing exclusively on a Tennessee region 
and the study’s status there, were also 
produced and distributed. Two additional 
statewide newsletters were published, one as 
a project summary for use at public open 
houses and one as a final newsletter to 
conclude the endeavor. 

News Releases. 

An active publicity program was 
implemented. Eight news releases updating 
the project’s status were written and 
disseminated to Tennessee media, garnering 
news coverage of the project across the state 
and publicizing local public open houses. 

TDOT Web Site. 

To promote ready public access to the 
project’s findings, all newsletters and news 
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releases, as well as the project summary, 
draft plan and final plan, were posted on the 
Tennessee Department of Transportation 
Web site. * See Appendix A for a complete 
list of committee members, roundtable 
participants, newsletters, and other public 
participation material.    

John F. Boyle
          LINK TO APPENDIX A
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